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Preface

“The rule of law is the foundation for communities of opportunity and equity—it is the predicate for the
eradication of poverty, violence, corruption, pandemics, and other threats to civil society.”

-WILLIAM H. NEUKOM, FOUNDER AND CEO, THE WORLD JUSTICE PROJECT

The World Justice Project (WJP) is an independent, multi-
disciplinary organization working to advance the rule of law
around the world. The rule of law provides the foundation
for communities of opportunity and equity - communities
that offer sustainable economic development, accountable
government, and respect for fundamental rights.

Where the rule of law is weak, medicines fail to reach health
facilities, criminal violence goes unchecked, laws are applied
unequally across societies, and foreign investments are
held back. Effective rule of law helps
9 9 reduce corruption, improve public

health, enhance education, alleviate

COUNTRIES & poverty, and protect people from

JURISDICTIONS

Strengthening the rule of law is a major goal of governments,
donors, businesses, and civil society organizations around
the world. To be effective, however, rule of law development
requires clarity about the fundamental features of the rule
of law, as well as an adequate basis for its evaluation and
measurement. In response to this need, the World Justice
Project has developed the WJP Rule of Law Index®, a
quantitative measurement tool that offers a comprehensive
picture of the rule of law in practice. The Index portrays the
rule of law in a nation by means of 47 indicators organized
around nine themes: constraints on government powers;

absence of corruption; open government; fundamental rights;

order and security; regulatory enforcement; civil justice;
criminal justice; and informal justice.

injustices and dangers large and small.

The WJP Rule of Law Index
2014 is the fourth report
inan annual series. It builds
on years of development,
intensive consultation, and
vetting with academics, practitioners, and community leaders
from over 100 countries and 17 professional disciplines.

>100,000

HOUSEHOLDS & EXPERTS
SURVEYED

The Index is the world’s most comprehensive data set of its
kind and the only to rely solely on primary data, measuring a
nation’s adherence to the rule of law from the perspective of
how ordinary people experience it. This year’s country scores
and rankings include the latest data collected and processed
by WJP, based on more than 100,000 household and expert
surveys in 99 countries and jurisdictions. This year’s report
alsoincludes, for the first time, an analysis of changes over
time.

The Index is intended for a broad audience of policy makers,
civil society, practitioners, academics, and others. The rule

of law is not the rule of lawyers and judges; all elements of
society are stakeholders. It is our hope that, over time, this
diagnostic tool will help identify strengths and weaknesses in
each country under review and encourage policy choices that
strengthen the rule of law.

Preface
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The WJP Rule of Law Index

The rule of law is notoriously difficult to define and measure.
A simple way of approaching it is in terms of some of the
outcomes that the rule of law brings to societies - such as
accountability, respect for fundamental rights, or access to
justice - each of which reflects one aspect of the complex
concept of the rule of law. The WJP Rule of Law Index is an
attempt to outline these outcomes in a simple and coherent
framework that is broadly accepted, and to approximate

by means of performance indicators the extent to which
countries attain these outcomes. These indicators are
designed to provide a comprehensive and multi-dimensional
picture of the extent to which each country adheres to the
rule of law in practice, and to benchmark its performance
against that of other countries measured.

In attempting to capture a broad view of the rule of law in
anation, the World Justice Project’s Rule of Law Index®
looks at 47 outcomes (or sub-factors) organized around nine
dimensions (or factors): constraints on government powers;
absence of corruption; open government; fundamental
rights; order and security; regulatory enforcement; civil
justice; criminal justice; and informal justice. These policy
outcomes, which emanate from the WJP’s four universal
principles, represent specific goals or end results that are
directly influenced by the degree of adherence to the rule

of law in a society, such as whether government officials are
held accountable under the law, or whether state institutions
protect fundamental rights and allow for delivery of justice to
ordinary people.

The Index has been designed to include several features that
set it apart from other indices, and which make it valuable for
alarge number of countries:

| WJPRule of Law Index 2014

O Rule of law in practice: The Index measures adherence
to the rule of law by looking at policy outcomes (such as
whether people have access to the courts or whether
crime is effectively controlled), in contrast to efforts
that focus on the laws on the books, or the institutional
means by which a society may seek to achieve these
policy outcomes.

o0 Comprehensive/Multi-dimensional: While other
indices cover particular aspects of the rule of law, such

BOX 1: FOUR UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLES
OF THE RULE OF LAW

The WJP uses a working definition of the rule of law based

on four universal principles, derived from internationally

accepted standards. The rule of law is a system where the
following four universal principles are upheld:

1. Thegovernment and its officials and agents as well as
individuals and private entities are accountable under
the law.

2. Thelaws are clear, publicized, stable, and just; are
applied evenly; and protect fundamental rights,
including the security of persons and property.

3. The process by which the laws are enacted,
administered, and enforced is accessible, fair, and
efficient.

4. Justiceis delivered timely by competent, ethical,
and independent representatives and neutrals who
are of sufficient number, have adequate resources,
and reflect the makeup of the communities they
serve.




as absence of corruption or human rights, they do not
yield a full picture of rule of law compliance. The WJP
Rule of Law Index is the only global instrument that
looks at the rule of law comprehensively.

0 Perspective of the ordinary people: The WJP Rule of
Law Index puts people at its core by looking at a nation’s
adherence to the rule of law from the perspective of
ordinary individuals who are directly affected by the
degree of adherence to the rule of law in their societies.
The WJP Index examines practical, everyday situations,
such as whether people can access public services
without needing to bribe a government officer, or
whether a dispute among neighbors can be resolved
peacefully and cost-effectively by an independent
adjudicator.

o New data anchored in actual experiences: The Index
is the only comprehensive set of indicators on the rule
of law that are based almost solely on primary data. The
Index’s scores are built from the assessments of local
residents (1,000 respondents per country) and local
legal experts, which ensure that the findings reflect the
conditions experienced by the population, including
marginalized sectors of society.

0 Culturally competent: The Index has been designed
to be applied in countries with vastly differing social,
cultural, economic, and political systems. No society has
ever attained - let alone sustained - a perfect realization
of the rule of law. Every nation faces the perpetual
challenge of building and renewing the structures,
institutions, and norms that can support and sustain a
rule of law culture.

These features make the Index a powerful tool that can help
identify strengths and weaknesses in each country, and help
to inform policy debates both within and across countries that
advance the rule of law.

THE COMPONENTS OF THE RULE OF LAW

The WJP Rule of Law Index captures adherence to the rule
of law (as defined by the WJP’s universal principles, see Box
1) through a comprehensive and multi-dimensional set of
outcome indicators, each of which reflects a particular aspect
of this complex concept. The theoretical framework linking
these outcome indicators (or sub-factors) draws on two
main ideas pertaining to the relationship between the state
and the governed, namely that 1) the law imposes limits on
the exercise of power by the state and its agents, as well as
individuals and private entities (Factors 1, 2, 3, and 4), and
2) that the state limits the actions of members of society

and fulfills its basic duties toward its population, so that the
public interest is served, people are protected from violence,
and members of society have access to mechanisms to

settle disputes and redress grievances (Factors 5, 6, 7, and
8). Although broad in scope, this framework assumes very
little about the functions of the state, and when it does so, it
incorporates functions that are recognized by practically all
societies, such as the provision of justice or the guarantee of
order and security.

The resulting set of indicators also sums up an effort to
strike a balance between what scholars call a “thin”, or
minimalist, conception of the rule of law that focuses on
formal, procedural rules, and a “thick” conception that
includes substantive characteristics, such as self-government
and various fundamental rights and freedoms. Striking this
balance between “thin” and “thick” conceptions of the rule

of law allows the WJP Index to be applicable to various
different types of social and political systems, including

those which lack many of the features that characterize
democratic nations, while still including sufficient substantive
characteristics that renders the rule of law as more than
merely a system of rules. Indeed, a system of positive law
that fails to respect core human rights guaranteed under
international law is at best “rule by law”, and does not deserve
to be called arule of law system.

THE 2014 WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX

The 2014 WJP Rule of Law Index comprises nine aggregate
indicators (or factors) further disaggregated into 47 specific
indicators (or sub-factors). These indicators are presented in
Table 1 and described in detail in the section below.

Factor 1: Constraints on Government Powers

Factor 1 measures the extent to which those who govern are
bound by law. It comprises the means, both constitutional
and institutional, by which the powers of the government and
its officials and agents are limited and are held accountable
under the law. It also includes non-governmental checks on
the government’s power, such as a free and independent
press.

Governmental checks take many forms; they do not operate
solely in systems marked by a formal separation of powers,
nor are they necessarily codified in law. What is essential,
however, is that authority is distributed, whether by formal
rules or by convention, in a manner that ensures that no single
organ of government has the practical ability to exercise
unchecked power.! This factor addresses the effectiveness

1 The Index does not address the further question of whether the laws are enacted by
democratically elected representatives.

The WJP Rule of Law Index
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BOX 2: THE RULE OF LAW IN EVERYDAY LIFE

Although we may not be aware of it, the rule of law is a profoundly important part of our lives. It is the foundation for a system
of rules to keep us safe, resolve disputes, and enable us to prosper. Let’s consider a few examples:

Business environment: Imagine an investor seeking to commit resources abroad. She would probably think
twice before investing in a country where corruption is rampant, property rights are ill-defined, and contracts
are difficult to enforce. Uneven enforcement of regulation, corruption, insecure property rights, and ineffective
means to settle disputes undermine legitimate business and drives away both domestic and foreign investment.

Public works: Consider the bridges, roads, or runways we traverse daily - or the offices and buildings in
which we live, work, and play. What if building codes governing their design and safety were not enforced, or
if government officials and contractors employed low-quality materials in order to pocket the surplus. Weak
regulatory enforcement and corruption decreases the reliability and security of physical infrastructures, and
wastes scarce resources, which are essential to a thriving economy.

Public health and the environment: Consider the implications of pollution, wildlife poaching, and deforestation
for health, the economy, and the environment. What if a company was pouring harmful chemicals into a

river at a highly populated area, and the environmental inspector turned a blind eye in exchange for a bribe?
While countries around the world have laws to protect the public’s health and the environment, these laws

are not always enforced. Adherence to the rule of law is essential to effectively enforce public health and
environmental regulations and to hold the government, businesses, civil society organizations, and communities
accountable for protecting the environment without unduly constraining economic opportunities.

Public Participation: What if residents of a neighborhood were not informed of an upcoming construction
project commissioned by the government that will cause disruptions to their community? Or what if they did
not have an opportunity to present their objections to the relevant government authorities prior to the start of
the construction project? Being able to voice opinions about government decisions that directly impact the lives
of ordinary people is a key aspect of the rule of law. Public participation ensures that all stakeholders have the
chance to have their voice be heard and provide valuable input in the decision-making process.

Civil Justice: Imagine an individual having a dispute with another party. What if the system to settle such
dispute and obtain a remedy was largely inaccessible, unreliable, and corrupt? Without a well-functioning civil
justice system -a core element of the rule of law- individuals faced with a dispute have few options other than
giving up on any attempt to solve it or resorting to violence or intimidation to settle the conflict.

The rule of law affects all of us in our everyday lives. It is not only important to lawyers and judges; it matters to businessmen,
builders, consumers, doctors, and journalists. Every sector of society is a stakeholder in the rule of law.

6 | WIJPRuleof Law Index 2014



of the institutional checks on government power by the
legislature (1.1), the judiciary (1.2), and independent auditing
and review agencies (1.3)?, as well as the effectiveness of non-
governmental oversight by the media and civil society (1.5),
which serve an important role in monitoring government
actions and holding officials accountable. The extent to which
transitions of power occur in accordance with the law is also
examined (1.6).2 In addition to these checks, this factor also
measures the extent to which government officials are held
accountable for official misconduct (1.4).

Factor 2: Absence of Corruption

This factor measures the absence of corruption in a number
of government agencies. The factor considers three forms of
corruption: bribery, improper influence by public or private
interests, and misappropriation of public funds or other
resources. These three forms of corruption are examined
with respect to government officers in the executive branch
(2.1), the judiciary (2.2), the military and police (2.3), and the
legislature (2.4), and encompass a wide range of possible
situations in which corruption - from petty bribery to major
kinds of fraud - can occur.

Factor 3: Open Government

Factor 3 (previously Factor 5 in past editions of the WJP
Rule of Law Index series) measures the open nature of a
government, which is essential for effective public oversight.
Specifically, this factor measures the extent to which the
society has clear, publicized, accessible, and stable laws (3.1
and 3.2); whether administrative proceedings are open to
public participation (3.3); and whether official information,
including drafts of laws and regulations, is available to the
public (3.4). The first two sub-factors relate to the clarity,
publicity, accessibility, and stability that are required for the
public to know what the law is and what conduct is permitted
and prohibited. The other two sub-factors encompass the
opportunity for the people to participate in the processes

by which the laws are made and administered. Among the
indicia of participation are: whether people have the ability
to petition the government; whether proceedings are held
with timely notice and are open to the public; and whether
official information, including drafts of legislation and records
of legislative and administrative proceedings, are available to
the public.

2 This includes a wide range of institutions, from financial comptrollers and auditing
agencies to the diverse array of entities that monitor human rights compliance (e.g. “Human
Rights Defender”, “Ombudsman’, “People’s Advocate”, “Defensor del Pueblo’, “Ouvidoria’,
“Human Rights Commissioner”, “Oiguskantsler’, “Médiateur de la République’, “Citizen’s
Advocate’, “Avocatul Poporului”). In some countries these functions are performed by judges
or other state officials; in others, they are carried out by independent agencies.

3 This sub-factor does not address the issue of whether transitions of political power take
place through democratic elections. Rather, it examines whether the rules for the orderly
transfer of power are actually observed. This sub-factor looks at the prevalence of electoral
fraud and intimidation (for those countries in which elections are held), the frequency of coups
d'états, and the extent to which transition processes are open to public scrutiny.

Factor 4: Fundamental Rights

Factor 4 measures protection of fundamental human rights.
It recognizes that a system of positive law that fails to respect
core human rights established under international law is at
best “rule by law”, and does not deserve to be called a rule of
law system. Since there are many other indices that address
human rights, and as it would be impossible for the Index

to assess adherence to the full range of rights, this factor
focuses on a relatively modest menu of rights that are firmly
established under the Universal Declaration and are most
closely related to rule of law concerns. Accordingly, Factor

4 encompasses adherence to the following fundamental
rights: effective enforcement of laws that ensure equal
protection(4.1)% the right to life and security of the person
(4.2)% due process of law and the rights of the accused
(4.3)¢; freedom of opinion and expression (4.4): freedom of
belief and religion (4.5); the right of privacy (4.6); freedom of
assembly and association (4.7); and fundamental labor rights,
including the right to collective bargaining, the prohibition of
forced and child labor, and the elimination of discrimination
(4.8)7

Factor 5: Order and Security

Factor 5 (previously Factor 3 in past editions of the WJP Rule
of Law Index series) measures how well the society assures the
security of persons and property. Security is one of the defining
aspects of any rule of law society and a fundamental function of
the state. It is also a precondition for the realization of the rights
and freedoms that the rule of law seeks to advance. This factor
includes three dimensions to cover the various threats to order
and security: crime (particularly conventional crime®); political
violence (including terrorism, armed conflict, and political
unrest); and violence as a socially acceptable means to redress
personal grievances (vigilante justice).

4 The laws can be fair only if they do not make arbitrary or irrational distinctions based
on economic or social status - the latter defined to include race, color, ethnic or social origin,
caste, nationality, alienage, religion, language, political opinion or affiliation, gender, marital
status, sexual orientation or gender identity, age, and disability. It must be acknowledged
that for some societies, including some traditional societies, certain of these categories may
be problematic. In addition, there may be differences both within and among such societies
as to whether a given distinction is arbitrary or irrational. Despite these difficulties, it was
determined that only an inclusive list would accord full respect to the principles of equality
and non-discrimination embodied in the Universal Declaration and emerging norms of
international law.

5 Sub-factor 4.2 concerns police brutality and other abuses - including arbitrary detention,
torture and extrajudicial execution - perpetrated by agents of the state against criminal
suspects, political dissidents, members of the media, and ordinary people.

6 This includes the presumption of innocence and the opportunity to submit and challenge
evidence before public proceedings; freedom from arbitrary arrest, detention, torture and
abusive treatment; and access to legal counsel and translators.

7 Sub-factor 4.8 includes the four fundamental principles recognized by the ILO Declaration
on Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work of 1998: (1) the freedom of association and the
effective recognition of the right to collective bargaining; (2) the elimination of all forms of
forced or compulsory labor; (3) the effective abolition of child labor; and (4) the elimination of
discrimination in respect of employment and occupation.

8 In this category, we include measures of criminal victimization, such as homicide,
kidnapping, burglary, armed robbery, extortion, and fraud.

The WJP Rule of Law Index |
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TABLE 1: THE WORLD JUSTICE PROJECT RULE OF LAW INDEX

The four universal principles which comprise the WJP’s notion of the rule of law are further developed in the
nine factors of the WJP Rule of Law Index.

Factor 1:
Constraints on Government Powers

Factor 6:
Regulatory Enforcement

S
7/}

1.1 Government powers are effectively limited by the legislature
1.2 Government powers are effectively limited by the judiciary

1.3 Government powers are effectively limited by independent
auditing and review

1.4 Government officials are sanctioned for misconduct
1.5 Government powers are subject to non-governmental checks
1.6 Transition of power is subject to the law

Factor 2:
Absence of Corruption

2.1 Government officials in the executive branch do not use public
office for private gain

2.2 Government officials in the judicial branch do not use public
office for private gain

2.3 Government officials in the police and the military do not use
public office for private gain

2.4 Government officials in the legislative branch do not use public

office for private gain

Factor 3:
Open Government

6.1 Government regulations are effectively enforced

6.2 Government regulations are applied and enforced without
improper influence

6.3 Administrative proceedings are conducted without
unreasonable delay

6.4 Due process is respected in administrative proceedings

6.5 The government does not expropriate without adequate
compensation

q

Factor 7:
Civil Justice

7.1 People can access and afford civil justice

7.2 Civiljustice is free of discrimination

7.3 Civiljustice is free of corruption

7.4 Civiljustice is free of improper government influence
7.5 Civiljustice is not subject to unreasonable delay

7.6 Civiljustice is effectively enforced

7.7 ADRis accessible, impartial, and effective

3.1 The laws are publicized and accessible
3.2 The laws are stable

3.3 Right to petition the government and public participation
3.4 Official information is available on request

ﬁ Factor 4:
Fundamental Rights

Factor 8:
Criminal Justice

H

4.1 Equal treatment and absence of discrimination

4.2 Theright tolife and security of the person is effectively
guaranteed

4.3 Due process of law and rights of the accused
4.4 Freedom of opinion and expression is effectively guaranteed
4.5 Freedom of belief and religion is effectively guaranteed

4.6 Freedom from arbitrary interference with privacy is effectively
guaranteed

4.7 Freedom of assembly and association is effectively guaranteed
4.8 Fundamental labor rights are effectively guaranteed

[~

S
L)

Factor 5:
Order and Security

5.1 Crime is effectively controlled
5.2 Civil conflict is effectively limited
5.3 People do not resort to violence to redress personal grievances

| WJPRule of Law Index 2014

8.1 Criminal investigation system is effective

8.2 Criminal adjudication system is timely and effective

8.3 Correctional system is effective in reducing criminal behavior
8.4 Criminal system is impartial

8.5 Criminal systemis free of corruption

8.6 Criminal system is free of improper government influence
8.7 Due process of law and rights of the accused

Factor 9:
Informal Justice

9.1 Informaljustice is timely and effective
9.2 Informaljustice is impartial and free of improper influence
9.3 Informaljustice respects and protects fundamental rights



Factor 6: Regulatory Enforcement

Factor 6 measures the extent to which regulations are fairly
and effectively implemented and enforced. Regulations,
both legal and administrative, structure behaviors within
and outside of the government. Strong rule of law adherence
requires that these regulations and administrative provisions
are enforced effectively (6.1), and are applied and enforced
without improper influence by public officials or private
interests (6.2). Additionally, strong rule of law requires that
administrative proceedings are conducted timely, without
unreasonable delays (6.3); that due process is respected

in administrative proceedings (6.4); and that there is

no expropriation of private property without adequate
compensation (6.5).

This factor does not assess which activities a government
chooses to regulate, nor does it consider how much
regulation of a particular activity is appropriate. Rather, it
examines how regulations are implemented and enforced.
To facilitate comparisons, this factor considers areas that all
countries regulate to one degree or another, such as public
health, workplace safety, environmental protection, and
commercial activity.

Factor 7: Civil Justice

Factor 7 measures whether ordinary people can resolve their
grievances peacefully and effectively through the civil justice
system. The delivery of effective civil justice requires that the
system be accessible and affordable (7.1), and the system be
free of discrimination (7.2), as well as be free of corruption
(7.3), and without improper influence by public officials

(7.4). The delivery of effective civil justice also necessitates
that court proceedings are conducted in a timely manner
that is not subject to unreasonable delays (7.5), and that
judgments are enforced effectively (7.6). Finally, recognizing
the value of Alternative Dispute Resolution mechanisms
(ADRs), this factor also measures the accessibility,
impartiality, and efficiency of mediation and arbitration
systems that enable parties to resolve civil disputes (7.7).

Factor 8: Criminal Justice

Factor 8 evaluates the criminal justice system. An effective
criminal justice system is a key aspect of the rule of law,

as it constitutes the conventional mechanism to redress
grievances and bring action against individuals for offenses
against society. Effective criminal justice systems are
capable of investigating and adjudicating criminal offenses
successfully and in a timely manner (8.1 and 8.2) through a
system that is impartial and non-discriminatory (8.4), and is
free of corruption and improper government influence (8.5
and 8.6), all while ensuring that the rights of both victims

and the accused are effectively protected (8.7).7 The delivery
of effective criminal justice also necessitates correctional
systems that effectively reduce criminal behavior (8.3).
Accordingly, an assessment of the delivery of criminal justice
should take into consideration the entire system, including
the police, lawyers, prosecutors, judges, and prison officers.

Factor 9: Informal Justice

Finally, Factor 9 concerns the role played in many countries
by customary and ‘informal’ systems of justice - including
traditional, tribal, and religious courts, and community-based
systems - in resolving disputes. These systems often play
alarge rolein cultures in which formal legal institutions

fail to provide effective remedies for large segments of

the population, or when formal institutions are perceived

as remote, corrupt, or ineffective. This factor covers three
concepts: whether these dispute resolution systems are
timely and effective (9.1); whether they are impartial and free
of improper influence (9.2); and the extent to which these
systems respect and protect fundamental rights (9.3).%°

MEASURING THE RULE OF LAW

The analytical framework discussed above provides the
roadmap for developing the indicators that measure
adherence to the rule of law. These indicators - presented in
the form of scores and rankings - are constructed from over
five hundred variables drawn from two novel data sources
collected by the World Justice Project in each country: (1)

a general population poll (GPP) conducted by leading local
polling companies using a representative sample of 1,000
respondents in the three largest cities; and (2) qualified
respondents’ questionnaires (QRQ) consisting of closed-
ended questions completed by in-country practitioners and
academics with expertise in civil and commercial law, criminal
justice, labor law, and public health. Taken together, these two
data sources provide up-to-date firsthand information from a
large number of people on their experiences and perceptions
concerning their dealing with the government, the police, and
the courts, as well as the openness and accountability of the
state, the extent of corruption, and the magnitude of common
crimes to which the general public is exposed.t! These data

9 Sub-factor 8.7 includes the presumption of innocence and the opportunity to submit
and challenge evidence before public proceedings; freedom from arbitrary arrest, detention,
torture and abusive treatment; and access to legal counsel and translators.

10  Significant effort has been devoted during the last four years to collecting data on
informal justice in a dozen countries. Nonetheless, the complexities of these systems and the
difficulties of measuring their fairness and effectiveness in amanner that is both systematic and
comparable across countries, make assessments extraordinarily challenging. Although the WJP
has collected data on this dimension, it is not included in the aggregated scores and rankings.

11 On top of the variables drawn from the QRQ and the GPP, some variables from third-party
sources have been incorporated into this version of the Index to account for certain conduct, such as
terrorist bombings and battle-related deaths, which may not be captured through general population
polls or expert opinion. These variables include, among others, the number of events and deaths
resulting from high-casualty terrorist bombings (from the Center for Systemic Peace), the number
of battle-related deaths, and the number of casualties resulting from “one-sided violence” (from the
Uppsala Conflict Data Program). These indicators are proxies for civil conflict (sub-factor 5.2).

The WJP Rule of Law Index |
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BOX 3:THE WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX METHODOLOGY IN A NUTSHELL

The production of the WJP Rule of Law Index may be summarized in eleven steps:

The WJP developed the conceptual
framework summarized in the Index’s
9 factors and 47 sub-factors, in
consultation with academics,
practitioners, and community leaders
from around the world.

The Index team developed a set
of five questionnaires based on
the Index’s conceptual
framework, to be administered to
experts and the general public.
Questionnaires were translated
into several languages and
adapted to reflect commonly
used terms and expressions.

The team identified, on average, more than 300
potential local experts per country to respond
to the experts’ questionnaires, and engaged the
services of leading local polling companies to
implement the household surveys.

Polling companies conducted pre-test
pilot surveys of the general publicin
consultation with the Index team, and
launched the final survey.

The team sent the questionnaires to
local experts and engaged in continual
interaction with them.

The Index team collected and
mapped the data onto the
47 sub-factors.

The Index team constructed the final scores using a
five-step process:

a. Codified the questionnaire items as numeric
values.

b. Produced raw country scores by aggregating
the responses from several individuals
(experts or general public).

c. Normalized the raw scores.

d. Aggregated the normalized scores into
sub-factors and factors using simple averages.

e. Produced the final rankings using the
normalized scores.

The data were subject to a series of tests to identify
possible biases and errors. For example, the Index
team cross-checked all sub-factors against more
than 60 third-party sources, including quantitative
data and qualitative assessments drawn from local
and international organizations.

10

To illustrate whether the rule of lawin a
country significantly changed over the course
of the past year, a measure of change over time
was produced based on the annual difference
in the country-level factor scores, the standard
errors of these scores (estimated from a set of
100 bootstrap samples), and the results of the
corresponding t-tests.

A sensitivity analysis was conducted by the
Econometrics and Applied Statistics
Unit of the European Commission’s Joint
Research Centre, in collaboration with
the Index team, to assess the statistical
reliability of the results.

The data were organized into country reports,
tables, and figures to facilitate their presentation

and interpretation. Further information about the methods employed

to produce the Index scores and rankings can be
found in the Methodology section of this report.

10 | WJPRuleof Law Index 2014



are processed, normalized on a 0-1 scale, and aggregated
from the variable level all the way up to the factor level for
each country, and then to an overall score and ranking using
the data map and weights reported in Botero and Ponce
(2012).

The WJP has produced the Rule of Law Index for the last four
years. During this time, country coverage has increased, and
the surveys and indicators that comprise it have evolved to
better reflect the rule of law landscape of countries around
the world. The 2014 surveys and indicators are closely
aligned with those used in the previous edition. This year’s
report, however, introduces a measure to illustrate whether
the rule of law in a country, as measured through the factors
of the WJP Rule of Law Index, changed over the course

of the past year. This measure is presented in the form of
arrows, and represents a summary of rigorous statistical
testing based on the use of bootstrapping procedures (see
Data section). The 2014 WJP Rule of Law Index report also
includes two new countries (Afghanistan and Myanmar),
achieving a record of 99 countries and jurisdictions that
account for more than 90 percent of the world’s population.

The country scores and rankings presented in this report are
based on data collected and analyzed during the third quarter
of 2013, with the exception of general population data for the
countries indexed in 2011 and 2012, which were gathered
during the spring of 2011, and the spring of 2012. A detailed
description of the process by which data is collected and

the rule of law is measured is provided in the Methodology
section of this report, and in Botero and Ponce (2012).

USING THE WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX

The WJP Rule of Law Index has been designed to offer a
reliable and independent data source for policy makers,
businesses, non-governmental organizations, and other
constituencies to assess a nation’s adherence to the rule of
law as perceived and experienced by the average person;
identify a nation’s strengths and weaknesses in comparison
to similarly situated countries; and track changes over time.
The Index has been designed to include several features that
set it apart from other indices and make it valuable for a large
number of countries, thus providing a powerful resource that
can inform policy debates both within and across countries.
However, the Index’s findings must be interpreted in light of
certain inherent limitations.

1. The WJP Rule of Law Index does not identify priorities
for reform, and is not intended to establish causation
or to ascertain the complex relationship among
different rule of law dimensions in various countries.

2. The Index’s rankings and scores are the product of a
rigorous data collection and aggregation methodology.
Nonetheless, as with all measures, they are subject to
measurement error.?

3. Given the uncertainty associated with picking a
particular sample of respondents, standard errors have
been calculated using bootstrapping methods to test
whether the annual changes in the factor scores are
statistically significant.

4. Indices and indicators are subject to potential abuse
and misinterpretation. Once released to the public,
they can take on alife of their own and be used for
purposes unanticipated by their creators. If datais
taken out of context, it can lead to unintended or
erroneous policy decisions.

5. Rule of law concepts measured by the Index may
have different meanings across countries. Users are
encouraged to consult the specific definitions of the
variables employed in the construction of the Index,
which are discussed in greater detail in Botero and
Ponce (2012).

6. The Index is generally intended to be used in
combination with other instruments, both quantitative
and qualitative. Just as in the areas of health or
economics, no single index conveys a full picture of a
country’s situation. Policymaking in the area of rule
of law requires careful consideration of all relevant
dimensions - which may vary from country to country
- and a combination of sources, instruments, and
methods.

7. Pursuant to the sensitivity analysis of the Index data
conducted in collaboration with the Econometrics and
Applied Statistics Unit of the European Commission’s
Joint Research Centre, confidence intervals have been
calculated for all figures included in the WJP Rule of
Law Index 2014. These confidence intervals and other
relevant considerations regarding measurement error
are reported in Saisana and Saltelli (2014) and Botero
and Ponce (2012).

12 Users of the Index for policy debate who wish to have a thorough understanding of
its methodology are encouraged to review the following papers: (a) Botero, J and Ponce, A.
(2012) “Measuring the Rule of Law’, and (b) Saisana, M and Saltelli, A. (2014) “Statistical Audit
of the WJP Rule of Law Index”, available online at: www.worldjusticeproject.org.

The WJP Rule of Law Index
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THE GLOBAL
RULE OF LAW

OVERALL SCORES AND RANKINGS

This map shows the overall rule of law scores for the countries covered
by the WJP Rule of Law Index. The overall rule of law score for each
country is calculated by taking the simple average of the eight individual
factors, listed in the table on page 8. The countries covered by the Index
range from light purple (the best performers) to dark purple (the worst

performers.)

Rank Country

. 1 Denmark
. 2 Norway
. 3 Sweden
"4 Finland

. 5 Netherlands
. 6 New Zealand
. 7 Austria

. 8 Australia
. 9 Germany
. 10 Singapore
. 11 Canada
. 12 Japan

B 13 United Kingdom

| WJP Rule of Law Index 2014

Score
0.88
0.88
0.85
0.84
0.83
0.83
0.82
0.80
0.80
0.79
0.78
0.78
0.78

. 14 Republic of Korea

. 15 Estonia

. 16 Hong Kong SAR, China

. 17 Belgium

. 18 France

. 19 United States
. 20 Uruguay

B 2: criee

B 22 Poiand

. 23 Czech Republic
. 24 Spain

. 25 Botswana

. 26 Portugal

0.77
0.76
0.76
0.76
0.74
0.71
0.69
0.68
0.67
0.67
0.67
0.67
0.66

. 27 United Arab Emirates 0.65

B 25 siovenia 0.65
B 29 1taly 0.63
. 30 Hungary 0.61
B 51 Georgia 0.60
. 32 Greece 0.59
. 33 Romania 0.59
B 34 Macedonia, FYR 0.58
B 35 Malaysia 058
B 36 croatia 057
B chana 057
B 8 sordan 057

. 39 Bosniaand Herzegovina 0.55

B <0 south Africa

B 41 unisia
.42 Brazil
.43 Senegal
B 44 Buigaria
.45 Jamaica
.46 Indonesia
B +7 Thailand
B 48 sritanka
.49 Lebanon
. 50 Belarus
. 51 Mongolia
. 52 Morocco

0.55
0.55
0.54
0.54
0.53
0.53
0.52
0.52
0.52
0.51
0.51
051
0.51



B 53 BurkinaFaso

B 54 servia
. 55 Malawi
. 56 Panama
W57 nepal

. 58 Argentina
. 59 Turkey
B <o Philippines
B s colombia
. 62 Peru

B <3 Aivania
B ¢4 Eisavador
. 65 Vietnam

0.51
0.51
0.51
0.50
0.50
0.50
0.50
0.50
0.49
0.49
0.49
0.48
0.48

B <6 incia

. 67 Dominican Republic
. 68 Ukraine

. 69 Tanzania

W 70 zambia

. 71 Kazakhstan

. 72 Coted'lvoire
B 73 Uzbekistan
B 74 oyt

. 75 Moldova
B 75 china

. 77 Ecuador
. 78 Kyrgyzstan

0.48
0.47
047
0.47
0.47
0.47
046
0.45
0.45
0.45
045
0.45
0.45

. 79 Mexico
. 80 Russia

. 81 Madagascar
. 82 Iran

. 83 Guatemala
. 84 Sierra Leone
. 85 Nicaragua
. 86 Kenya

B s7 Liveria

. 88 Ethiopia
. 89 Myanmar
. 90 Uganda
51 cambodia

0.45
0.45
045
0.44
0.44
0.44
0.43
043
0.42
0.42
0.41
0.41
0.40

B 52 sangiadesh
W o3 Nigeria
. 94 Bolivia
. 95 Cameroon
B 56 Paistan
. 97 Zimbabwe

. 98 Afghanistan

. 99 Venezuela

High Score
0.9-1

0.8-0.89

07079
B oc069
B os059

0.4-0.49
0.3-0.39

Low Score

0.39
0.39
0.39
0.39
0.36
0.34
0.34
0.31

Overall Scores and Rankings |

15



GLOBAL RANKINGS

OVERALL COUNTRY/TERRITORY CONSTRAINTS ON ABSENCE OF OPEN FUNDAMENTAL ORDER & REGULATORY CIVIL CRIMINAL
GLOBAL RANK GOVERNMENT POWERS CORRUPTION GOVERNMENT RIGHTS SECURITY ENFORCEMENT JUSTICE JUSTICE

1 Denmark 1 1 5 2 3 2 4 3

Norway 2 2 1 3 19 1 1 4
3 Sweden 3 4 4 1 [ 3 5 6
4 Finland 5 é 11 4 8 11 8 1
5 Netherlands 7 7 7 6 22 4 2 9
6 New Zealand 4 3 2 7 11 5 9 12
7 Austria 6 10 6 5 10 6 7 5
8 Australia 8 8 12 10 14 7 12 11
9 Germany 9 12 14 8 13 16 3 16
10 Singapore 21 5 21 26 2 8 6 2
11 Canada 13 14 3 16 15 9 13 15
12 Japan 15 11 8 20 1 12 11 18
13 United Kingdom 10 15 9 15 23 10 14 14
14 Republic of Korea 16 16 13 23 7 17 10 8
15 Estonia 12 18 15 12 24 13 15 13
16 Hong Kong SAR, China 24 9 10 29 4 15 16 10
17 Belgium 11 13 18 9 16 19 19 20
18 France 14 20 16 18 30 14 18 21
19 United States 20 21 17 27 18 22 27 22
20 Uruguay 18 19 20 19 64 18 17 42
21 Chile 17 22 19 21 61 21 26 28
22 Poland 22 27 27 24 25 26 22 17
23 Czech Republic 23 31 33 11 28 24 20 19
24 Spain 28 25 28 14 34 25 24 25
25 Botswana 25 23 22 54 26 20 28 23
26 Portugal 19 26 25 17 58 27 23 26
27 United Arab Emirates 42 17 52 73 9 23 33 7
28 Slovenia 30 32 23 13 37 28 29 27
29 Italy 26 30 39 22 50 29 36 24
30 Hungary 36 29 35 30 21 30 55 34
31 Georgia 55 24 43 51 17 31 32 36
32 Greece 29 34 34 28 49 37 25 43
33 Romania 43 41 47 25 31 45 34 29
34 Macedonia, FYR 61 37 24 38 47 44 41 37
35 Malaysia 49 28 42 85 12 48 37 33
36 Croatia 40 36 38 37 39 53 46 31
37 Ghana 27 58 37 33 57 43 35 49
38 Jordan 64 33 65 77 20 35 21 30
39 Bosnia & Herzegovina 51 55 44 32 45 49 56 32
40 South Africa 37 46 26 41 86 40 44 47
41 Tunisia 41 43 49 64 41 47 43 45
42 Brazil 32 45 36 35 71 39 50 69
43 Senegal 33 48 70 39 69 33 39 54
44 Bulgaria 58 64 51 36 36 57 45 56
45 Jamaica 34 50 59 44 74 32 64 53
46 Indonesia 31 80 29 65 42 46 67 71
47 Thailand 63 40 50 52 48 62 89 35
48 Sri Lanka 54 39 41 56 59 69 80 38
49 Lebanon 44 70 62 43 43 66 70 55
50 Belarus 95 38 79 83 33 42 30 50
51 Mongolia 53 71 93 45 38 70 48 39
52 Morocco 46 62 46 84 44 36 51 81
53 Burkina Faso 76 54 71 50 65 34 42 64
54 Serbia 65 67 48 40 51 65 71 58
55 Malawi 60 65 80 58 68 77 31 40
56 Panama 75 57 31 46 62 55 69 65
57 Nepal 45 73 61 48 55 56 75 52
58 Argentina 71 47 56 31 83 73 40 70
59 Turkey 72 35 69 78 67 38 47 62
60 Philippines 39 44 55 67 56 60 82 73
61 Colombia 47 61 40 61 89 50 54 79
62 Peru 38 79 63 34 78 61 83 67
63 Albania 68 83 60 49 53 64 53 75
64 El Salvador 66 53 84 42 70 52 62 90
65 Vietnam 86 59 77 71 32 86 73 41
66 India 35 72 30 63 95 81 90 48
67 Dominican Republic 67 77 45 47 87 76 60 66
68 Ukraine 84 94 53 55 27 84 49 83
69 Tanzania 52 74 72 70 90 74 61 44
70 Zambia 57 68 66 86 63 72 65 77
71 Kazakhstan 93 60 87 74 35 63 66 61
72 Cote d'lvoire 77 69 88 72 85 58 57 60
73 Uzbekistan 97 81 78 95 5 59 58 59
74 Egypt 74 52 64 90 66 75 84 57
75 Moldova 79 88 58 68 40 79 76 82
76 China 92 49 74 96 29 78 79 51
77 Ecuador 85 51 75 62 91 54 77 86
78 Kyrgyzstan 70 96 73 66 52 68 74 85
79 Mexico 48 78 32 60 96 51 88 97
80 Russia 89 66 67 79 75 67 68 76
81 Madagascar 83 84 68 76 46 82 78 80
82 Iran 90 42 90 99 77 41 38 63
83 Guatemala 59 76 57 57 92 85 93 93
84 Sierra Leone 50 82 98 59 88 87 63 88
85 Nicaragua 96 75 54 69 72 71 91 78
86 Kenya 62 93 83 80 79 80 72 84
87 Liberia 56 85 86 53 93 96 87 87
88 Ethiopia 91 56 94 94 73 89 85 46
89 Myanmar 82 63 96 97 60 92 86 89
90 Uganda 81 89 92 93 84 90 59 72
91 Cambodia 94 86 82 82 54 94 97 95
92 Bangladesh 80 95 85 87 76 91 92 94
93 Nigeria 69 97 76 88 98 83 52 91
94 Bolivia 88 87 81 75 82 88 96 98
95 Cameroon 87 98 91 81 80 93 95 92
96 Pakistan 73 91 95 92 99 95 94 68
97 Zimbabwe 98 92 99 98 81 98 81 74
98 Afghanistan 78 99 89 91 97 97 99 96
99 Venezuela 99 20 97 89 94 99 98 99

16 | WJPRuleof Law Index 2014
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Factor 1:

Constraints on Government Powers

At its heart, the rule of law defines and limits the

power of those who govern. Modern societies have
developed systems of checks and balances, including
constitutional, institutional and non-governmental, to
limit the reach of excessive government power and hold
the government and its officials and agents accountable.
These checks and balances take many forms in various
countries around the world: they do not operate solely
in systems marked by a formal separation of powers, nor
are they necessarily codified in law. What is essential

is that the authority is distributed in a manner that
ensures no single organ of government has the ability to
exercise unchecked power, and that its agents are held
accountable under the law for their actions. Unchecked
government power may lead to abuse of authority,
preferential treatment towards special groups, wasted
resources, and ineffectiveness in achieving the most
basic purposes of government.

Factor 1 of the WJP Rule of Law Index assesses the
effectiveness of the institutional checks on government
power by looking at the performance of legislative

and judicial oversight, and independent auditing

and review agencies, as well as the effectiveness of
non-governmental oversight by the media and civil
society, which serve an important role in monitoring
government actions and holding officials accountable. It
also examines the extent to which transitions of power
occur in accordance with the law, as well as the extent
to which government officials are held accountable for
official misconduct.

Rank Country Score
1 Denmark 0.94 14 France
2 Norway 0.90 15 Japan
3 Sweden 0.90 . 16 Republic of Korea
4 New Zealand 088 |17 Chie
5 Finland 088 |18 Uruguay
6 Austria 0.86 . 19 Portugal
7 Netherlands 0.86 . 20 United States
8 Australia 0.86 . 21 Singapore
9 Germany 083 |22 Poland
10 United Kingdom 0.81 . 23 Czech Republic
11 Belgium 0.81 . 24 Hong Kong SAR, China
12 Estonia 0.80 .25 Botswana
13 Canada 080 [ 26 italy

| WJP Rule of Law Index 2014

0.79
0.76
0.76
0.76
0.75
0.74
0.74
0.73
0.73
0.72
0.72
0.69
0.69

B 27 Ghana
I 28 Spain

. 29 Greece
. 30 Slovenia
. 31 Indonesia
. 32 Brazil

. 33 Senegal
. 34 Jamaica
B 35 india

. 36 Hungary
. 37 South Africa
38 peru

B 39 Philippines

0.68
0.68
0.66
0.65
0.64
0.63
0.63
0.62
0.61
0.61
0.61
0.60
0.59

I 40 Croatia

B 41 Tunisia

.42 United Arab Emirates
.43 Romania

.44 Lebanon

.45 Nepal

.46 Morocco

B 47 colombia

B 48 Mexico

.49 Malaysia

. 50 Sierra Leone
. 51 Bosnia and Herzegovina

. 52 Tanzania

0.58
0.58
0.58
0.58
0.57
0.56
0.56
0.55
0.55
0.55
0.55
0.54
0.54



Impunity around the world
% of respondents replying that a high-ranking government officer exposed
be prosecuted and punishec

0
East Asia
& Pacific
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& North America

Middle East &
North Africa
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Africa
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South Asia

Latin America
& Caribbean
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0 be taking gover

. 53 Mongolia
B 54 sriLanka
. 55 Georgia
B 56 Liveria
B 57 zambia
. 58 Bulgaria
. 59 Guatemala
. 60 Malawi
B 61 Macedonia, FYR
. 62 Kenya
B 63 Thailand
. 64 Jordan
B 65 serbia

0.53
0.53
0.53
0.53
0.53
0.53
0.52
0.52
0.52
0.51
0.50
0.50
0.49

B 6 Ersaivador

. 67 Dominican Republic

B <8 Albania
. 69 Nigeria
. 70 Kyrgyzstan
. 71 Argentina
. 72 Turkey
. 73 Pakistan
B 74 eeypt

. 75 Panama

. 76 Burkina Faso
. 77 Coted'lvoire
. 78 Afghanistan

0.49
0.48
047
0.47
0.47
0.47
046
0.46
0.45
0.45
0.45
0.44
0.43

. 79 Moldova
. 80 Bangladesh
. 81 Uganda
. 82 Myanmar
. 83 Madagascar
. 84 Ukraine
. 85 Ecuador
B 56 vietnam
. 87 Cameroon
. 88 Bolivia
. 89 Russia
. 90 Iran

B 51 cthiopia

1ent money would r

This graph shows the percentage of
respondents replying that a high-ranking
government officer exposed to be taking
government money for personal benefit
would be prosecuted and punished.
Respondents form Western Europe

& North America have the highest
expectation of punishment at 51% , while
respondents from Latin America & the
Caribbean have the lowest expectetations
of punishment at 28%.

0.43
041
041
0.41
041
041
0.40
0.40
0.39
0.38
0.36
0.36
0.35

B 52 china

. 93 Kazakhstan
. 94 Cambodia
. 95 Belarus
. 96 Nicaragua

. 97 Uzbekistan
. 98 Zimbabwe

. 99 Venezuela

=l

High Score
0.9-1

0.8-0.89

Low Score

0.35
0.35
0.34
0.34
0.31
0.29
0.25
0.17
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Factor 2:
Absence of Corruption

The absence of corruption - conventionally defined

as the use of public power for private gain - is one of
the hallmarks of a society governed by the rule of law,
as corruption is a manifestation of the extent to which
government officials abuse their power for their own
interest. Corruption can take many forms - including
bribery, nepotism, extortion, fraud, embezzlement,
and involvement of organized crime - and may involve
avariety of public servants. Corruption is costly for
citizens: it siphons off scarce resources, introduces
inefficiencies and inequities in public service delivery,
lowers regulatory compliance, weakens accountability,
curtails the public’s opportunities for participation,
undermines the government’s credibility, and leads
toinjustice. Addressing corruption is a complicated
political endeavor requiring creative thinking and

a coordinated effort by numerous stakeholders,
including government, businesses, academia, and the
civil society at large.

The WJP Rule of Law Index considers three forms

of corruption: bribery, improper influence by public
or private interests, and misappropriation of public
funds or other resources (embezzlement). These
three forms of corruption are examined with respect
to government officers in the executive branch, the
judiciary, the military and police, and the legislature,
and encompass a range of possible situations in which
corruption - from petty bribery to major kinds of fraud
- canoccur, from the provision of public services, to
the procurement processes, to the enforcement of

regulations.
Rank Country Score
1 Denmark 0.96 14 Canada 0.81 . 27 Poland
2 Norway 0.94 15 United Kingdom 0.80 . 28 Malaysia
3 New Zealand 0.91 16 Republic of Korea 0.79 . 29 Hungary
4 Sweden 0.91 17 United Arab Emirates 0.79 . 30 ltaly
5 Singapore 0.90 18 Estonia 0.78 . 31 Czech Republic
6 Finland 0.90 19 Uruguay 0.78 .32 Slovenia
7 Netherlands 0.88 20 France 0.78 .33 Jordan
8 Australia 0.86 21 United States 0.75 . 34 Greece
9 HongKong SAR, China  0.85 22 Chile 0.73 . 35 Turkey
10 Austria 0.84 23 Botswana 0.73 . 36 Croatia
11 Japan 0.84 24 Georgia 0.71 . 37 Macedonia, FYR
12 Germany 0.83 .25 Spain 0.69 .38 Belarus
13 Belgium 081 126 portugal 069 39 sriLanka

| WJP Rule of Law Index 2014
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Bribery

% of respondents who had to pay a bribe when stopped by the police.
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[ 66 Russia
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B 78 Mexico
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. 79 Peru
. 80 Indonesia

. 81 Uzbekistan
. 82 Sierra Leone
B 53 Atbania
. 84 Madagascar
. 85 Liberia

B 6 cambodia
B 57 soivia

. 88 Moldova
. 89 Uganda
. 90 Venezuela
B 51 Pakistan

0.36
0.36
0.35
0.35
0.34
0.34
0.34
0.33
0.32
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0.30
0.30
0.29

30 40 50

B 52 zimbabwe
. 93 Kenya

. 94 Ukraine
. 95 Bangladesh
. 96 Kyrgyzstan
. 97 Nigeria
. 98 Cameroon

B 55 Asghanistan
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0.9-1
0.8-0.89
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Factor 3:
Open Government

An open government - conventionally understood
as a government that is transparent, accessible,
participatory, collaborative, and responsive - is
fundamental to establishing the rule of law. An
open government fosters citizens’ participation in
decision making, shares information, and empowers
people with tools to hold the government
accountable. Openness ultimately enhances the
government’s legitimacy among the population.

Factor 3 of the WJP Rule of Law Index assesses the
extent to which the society has clear, publicized,
accessible, and stable laws; whether administrative
proceedings are open to public participation; and
whether official information, including drafts of laws
and regulations, is available to the public. Clear,
stable, and publicized laws allow the public to know
what the law is and what conduct is permitted and
prohibited. Public participation provides citizens
with a voice in decision-making processes that may
impact their lives. Finally, access to information
provides citizens with knowledge to address public
issues, scrutinize the government, and demand
accountability.

During the past few years, governments around
the world have taken new steps to become more
transparent, responsive, and participatory. The
Open Government Partnership, which 62 countries
have joined since 2011, is representative of this

global trend.
Rank Country Score

1 Norway 0.85 14 Germany 0.73 . 27 Poland
2 New Zealand 0.83 15 Estonia 0.71 .28 Spain
3 Canada 0.82 16 France 0.70 .29 Indonesia
4 Sweden 0.82 17 United States 0.70 .30 India
5 Denmark 079 1118 Belgium 067 [ 31 Panama
6 Austria 078 [ 19 chile 065 [ 32 Mexico
7 Netherlands 0.78 . 20 Uruguay 0.65 . 33 Czech Republic
8 Japan 0.77 . 21 Singapore 0.64 . 34 Greece
9 United Kingdom 077 [ 22 Botswana 061 35 Hungary
10 Hong Kong SAR, China 077 [ 23 Slovenia 060 I 36 Brazil
11 Finland 076 1] 24 Macedonia, FYR 060 37 Ghana
12 Australia 075 25 portugal 059 [l 38 Croatia
13 Republic of Korea 074 I 26 south Africa oss 39 ttaly
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Perception of government openness

% of respondents replying that their government per
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. 53 Ukraine
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Factor 4.
Fundamental Rights

In 1948, the United Nations General Assembly
adopted the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.
Its Preamble explicitly recognizes the centrality of
fundamental rights to the rule of law, stating that

‘it is essential, if man is not to be compelled to have
recourse, as a last resort, to rebellion against tyranny and
oppression, that human rights should be protected by the
rule of law...”

The WJP Rule of Law Index addresses protection

of fundamental rights in Factor 4, measuring how
effectively countries uphold and protect a menu of
rights and freedoms that are firmly established under
international law. These include the right to equal o
treatment and the absence of discrimination; the right
to life and security of the person; due process of law
and rights of the accused; freedom of opinion and
expression; freedom of belief and religion; the absence
of arbitrary interference with privacy; freedom of
assembly and association; and the protection of
fundamental labor rights.

The figure on the opposite page illustrates the wide
variations from region to region in the extent to which
fundamental rights are effectively protected.

Rank Country Score
1 Sweden 0.91 . 14 Spain 0.78 . 27 United States 0.71 .40 Serbia 0.62
2 Denmark 090 | 15 United Kingdom 078 1] 28 Greece 069 [ 41 south Africa 0.62
3 Norway 090 || 16 Canada 077 [ 29 HongKong SAR. China  0.68 [0 42 El Salvador 0.62
4 Finland 089 |17 Portugal 076 [ 30 Hungary 068 1143 Lebanon 062
5 Austria 087 | 18 France 076 [ 31 Argentina 067 [ 44 samaica 061
6 Netherlands 0.85 . 19 Uruguay 0.76 . 32 Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.67 .45 Mongolia 0.61
7 New Zealand 0.84 . 20 Japan 0.75 . 33 Ghana 0.66 .46 Panama 0.60
8 Germany 084 |21 Chie 074 [ 34 peru 066 1] 47 Dominican Republic 060
9 Belgium 083 | 22y 073 [ 35 Brazi 066 [ 48 Nepal 0.59
10 Australia 082 | 23 Republicof Korea 073 [ 36 Bulgaria 065 [ 49 Albania 058
11 Crech Republic 080 | 24 Poland 072 37 croatia 064 I 50 Burkina Faso 058
12 Estonia 080 | |25 Romania 071 [ 38 Macedonia, FYR 063 51 Georgia 058

| 13 Slovenia 079 | 26 Singapore 071 139 Senegal 063 I 52 Thailand 0.58
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Fundamental Rights around the World
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0.1

42Righttolife

0.2 0.3 0.4

0.5

0.7

0.8 0.9

and security

4.3 Due process of law -

®
®©

(OJN0)

4.6 Right to privacy

4.5 Freedom of religion -

Te0

LI

4.8 Labor Rights

o

4.4 Freedom of

OO

0]

o

expression
4.1 Equal treatment /

U

no discrimination
4.7 Freedom of

association

I 53 Liberia 057
. 54 Botswana 0.57
. 55 Ukraine 0.56
I 56 sriLanka 0.56
B 57 Guatemala 056
I 58 Malawi 055
. 59 Sierra Leone 0.55
B 60 Mexico 055
I 61 Colombia 055
. 62 Ecuador 0.54
I 63 india 0.54
I 64 Tunisia 0.54
I 65 Indonesia 0.54

. 66 Kyrgyzstan
I 67 prilippines
. 68 Moldova
. 69 Nicaragua
. 70 Tanzania
. 71 Vietnam

. 72 Coted'lvoire

. 73 United Arab Emirates
B 74 Kazaknstan

B 75 solvia

. 76 Madagascar

. 77 Jordan

. 78 Turkey

0.52
0.52
0.51
051
051
0.50
0.50
0.49
0.48
0.48
0.48
0.47
0.47

. 79 Russia
. 80 Kenya
. 81 Cameroon
B 52 cambodia
. 83 Belarus
. 84 Morocco
. 85 Malaysia
B 56 zambia
. 87 Bangladesh
. 88 Nigeria
. 89 Venezuela
. 90 Egypt

B 51 Asghanistan

046 [ 92 pakistan
0.46 . 93 Uganda
046 |94 etriopia
046 [ o5 uzbexistan
046 [ 96 china
0.45 . 97 Myanmar
045 [ o8 zimbabwe
043 99 1ran

043

042

042

0.39

0.39

East
Asia &
Pacific

Eastern
Europe &
Central Asia

Latin
America &
Caribbean

Middle East
&North
Africa

@ SouthAsia

O e O e

O Sub-Saharan
Africa

Western
. Europe &
North America

High Score
0.9-1
0.8-0.89

. 07079
106069

0.2-0.29

Low Score

0.38
0.37
0.36
0.36
0.31
0.30
0.29
0.23

World Maps of the Rule of Law by Factor |

25



& Factor 5:
) Order & Security

Human security is one of the defining aspects of any
rule of law society and a fundamental function of
the state. Not only does violence impose wounds on
society, it also prevents the achievement of other
aims, such as exercising fundamental human rights,
and ensuring access to opportunities and justice. It
leads to instability and undermines the trust in state
institutions. In extreme situations, violence might
become the norm if legal rules are not enforced.

Factor 5 of the WJP Rule of Law Index measures

the absence of three forms of violence: crime —
particularly conventional crimes such as homicide,
kidnapping, burglary, armed robbery, extortion, and
fraud — political violence, including terrorism, armed
conflict, and political unrest; and violence as a mean to
redress personal grievances, which results from the
loss of confidence in the police and the criminal justice
system. Whatever the cause of violence may be, its
effect on people can be devastating. That is why the
rule of law necessitates that the state be effective at
preventing crime and violence of every kind.

Rank Country Score
1 Japan 0.92 14 Australia 0.86 27 Ukraine 0.82 40 Moldova 0.77
2 Singapore 0.91 15 Canada 0.86 28 Czech Republic 0.82 41 Tunisia 0.77
3 Denmark 0.90 16 Belgium 0.85 29 China 0.81 42 Indonesia 0.77
4 Hong Kong SAR, China  0.90 17 Georgia 0.85 30 France 0.81 43 Lebanon 0.76
5 Uzbekistan 0.90 18 United States 0.85 31 Romania 0.81 44 Morocco 0.76
6 Sweden 0.89 19 Norway 0.85 32 Vietnam 0.80 45 Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.76
7 Republic of Korea 0.89 20 Jordan 0.85 33 Belarus 0.79 46 Madagascar 0.76
8 Finland 0.89 21 Hungary 0.84 34 Spain 0.79 47 Macedonia, FYR 0.75
9 United Arab Emirates 0.89 22 Netherlands 0.84 35 Kazakhstan 0.79 48 Thailand 0.75
10 Austria 0.88 23 United Kingdom 0.84 36 Bulgaria 0.79 49 Greece 0.74
11 New Zealand 0.87 24 Estonia 0.84 37 Slovenia 0.78 50 ltaly 0.74
12 Malaysia 0.87 25 Poland 0.83 38 Mongolia 0.78 51 Serbia 0.74
13 Germany 0.87 26 Botswana 0.82 39 Croatia 0.77 52 Kyrgyzstan 0.74
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Perception of safety around the world
% of respondents replying that they feel very safe or safe walking in their neighborhood at night
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O Factor 6:
/A

Regulatory Enforcement

Modern societies use enforcement of government regulations

to ensure that the public interest is not subordinated to

the private interests of regulated entities. Around the
world, regulations vary widely due to differences in policies,
institutional environments, and political choices. Whatever
those choices may be, regulations are futile if they are not
properly enforced by authorities. Ensuring compliance with
regulations is thus a key feature of the rule of law. Effective
regulatory enforcement depends, in turn, on accountability,
independence, and transparency to ensure that regulatory
institutions act within the limits authorized by law

The WJP Rule of Law Index addresses regulatory
enforcement in Factor 6. This factor assesses the
effectiveness of regulatory enforcement in practice; the
presence or absence of improper influence by public
officials or private interests; the timeliness of administrative
proceedings; and the level of adherence to due process of law
in administrative procedures. Rather than analyzing specific
statutes, the WJP Index uses simple scenarios to explore the
outcomes associated with activities that are regulated in all
jurisdictions, such as environmental standards, public health,
workplace safety regulations, and permits and licenses. This
factor also addresses whether the government respects the
property rights of people and corporations; refrains from
the illegal seizure of private property without adequate
compensation; and provides adequate compensation when
property is legally expropriated.

As countries engage in regulatory reforms, special efforts
should be made to improve the mechanisms used to
guarantee that such laws are implemented and enforced in an
efficient, effective, and accountable manner.

Rank Country Score
1 Norway 0.87 . 14 France
2 Denmark 0.84 . 15 Hong Kong SAR, China
3 Sweden 0.83 . 16 Germany
4 Netherlands 0.82 . 17 Republic of Korea
5 New Zealand 0.81 . 18 Uruguay
6 Austria 081 [ 19 Belgium
7 Australia 0.80 .20 Botswana
118 singapore 079 21 chie
9 Canada 079 I 22 United States
. 10 United Kingdom 0.78 . 23 United Arab Emirates
I 11 Finland 078 I 24 Czech Republic
" 12 Japan 078 25 spain
13 Estonia 075 26 Poland
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Over the course of the past year:

7 countries have improved

4 countries have deteriorated

88 countries remained the same
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Factor 7/:
Civil Justice

Inarule of law society, ordinary people should be able

to resolve their grievances and obtain remedies through
formal institutions of justice in a peaceful and effective
manner, rather than resorting to violence or self-help. Well-
functioning civil justice systems enable people to protect
their rights against infringement by others, including
powerful parties and the state. As an essential component
of a society where the rule of law thrives, effective civil
justice systems preserve peace and contribute to cultures
of personal accountability.

As understood by the World Justice Project, the delivery of
effective civil justice requires that the system be accessible
and affordable, as well as be free of discrimination,
corruption, and improper influence by public officials. The
delivery of effective civil justice also necessitates that court
proceedings be conducted in a timely manner that is not
subject to unreasonable delays, and that judgments are
enforced effectively. Finally, if alternative dispute resolution
mechanisms (ADRs) are available to divert disputes away
from the courts and the legal processes, these mechanisms
must be accessible, impartial, and efficient.

All around the world, people’s ability to use legal channels
to resolve their disputes is often impeded by obstacles

such as financial barriers, complexity of procedures,
corruption of court personnel, influence of powerful parties
in judicial decision making, or simply lack of knowledge,
disempowerment, and exclusion. These problems, which are
not restricted to developing countries, call for more work to
ensure that all people have the opportunity to resolve their
grievances effectively, impartially, and efficiently through
the civil justice system.

Rank Country Score

Pt Norway 086 I 14 United Kingdom
. 2 Netherlands 0.84 . 15 Estonia

. 3 Germany 0.82 . 16 Hong Kong SAR, China
. 4 Denmark 0.82 . 17 Uruguay

Bls sweden 078 |18 France

.6 Singapore 0.77 . 19 Belgium

. 7 Austria 0.75 . 20 Czech Republic
Bls Finland 075 |21 sordan

Bs Newzealand 074 |22 poland

. 10 Republic of Korea 0.74 . 23 Portugal

. 11 Japan 0.73 . 24 Spain

B 12 Austraia 073 |25 Greece

B 13 canada 072 |26 cnie
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Civil Justice around the World
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ﬁ Factor 8:
Criminal Justice

An effective criminal justice systemis a key aspect of the
rule of law, as it constitutes the conventional mechanism
toredress serious grievances and bring action against
individuals for offenses against society. Effective criminal
justice systems are capable of investigating, prosecuting, -
adjudicating, and punishing criminal offenses successfully,
reliably, and in a timely manner through a system that

is impartial and non-discriminatory, as well as free of
corruption and improper government influence, all while
ensuring that the rights of both the victims and the
accused are effectively protected. The WJP Rule of Law
Index assesses comparatively how systems around the
world fulfill these goals.

While societies may have different cultural preferences
about the emphasis they assign to various goals of

the criminal justice system - retribution, deterrence,
rehabilitation, and restoration of community harmony -
there is general consensus that a well-functioning criminal
justice systemis an essential component of a society
governed by the rule of law. An ineffective and corrupt
criminal system provides little deterrence to criminal
behavior, undermines public confidence, and can lead to
citizens taking justice on their own hands or authorities
adopting harsh measures that violate human rights without
enhancing public safety or punishing perpetrators.

Responding to the challenges of criminal justice systems
requires, among other things, comprehensive policies

that embrace all the pertinent actors - including police,
prosecutors, lawyers, judges, and prison officers - in order
to build systems that are capable of deterring crime and
handling criminal offenses while respecting human rights.

Rank Country Score
1 Finland 0.85 14 United Kingdom 0.72 . 27 Slovenia 0.58 .40 Malawi 0.48
2 Singapore 0.85 15 Canada 0.72 . 28 Chile 0.57 .41 Vietnam 0.47
3 Denmark 0.84 16 Germany 0.71 .29 Romania 0.56 .42 Uruguay 0.47
4 Norway 083 17 Poland 069 [0 Jordan 056 |43 Greece 0.46
5 Austria 081 118 Japan 069 |31 croatia 055 |44 Tanzania 046
6 Sweden 0.78 . 19 Czech Republic 0.67 . 32 Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.54 . 45 Tunisia 0.45
7 UnitedArabEmirates 078 [ 20 Belgium 067 |33 Malaysia 053 |46 ethiopia 045
8 Republic of Korea 076 [ 21 France 065 |34 Hungary 053 |47 south Africa 045
9 Netherlands 075 [ 22 United States 065 |35 Thailand os1 |48 india 044
10 Hong Kong SAR, China 073 [ 23 Botswana 063 |36 Georgia 051 |49 chana 0.44
11 Australia 0.73 .24 Italy 0.63 . 37 Macedonia, FYR 0.50 . 50 Belarus 0.43
12 New Zealand 072 [ 25 spain 061 38 sritanka 049 [J51 cnina 043
13 Estonia 072 |26 portugal 059 39 Mongolia ose 52 Nepal 043
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Conviction rates in Latin America
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RULE OF LAW TRENDS

The WJP Rule of Law Index 2014 introduces a new feature to the report: an analysis of whether a country’s primary rule of law
indicators experienced significant change over the past year. A label of “UP” indicates a statistically significant improvement,
while a label of “DOWN” represents a significant decline. A detailed explanation of these measures can be found in the
Methodology section.

0 Criminal justice declining worldwide: The indicator that deteriorated the most was criminal justice: 20 countries showed
asignificant decline in their score over the last year while none of the 99 countries in the Index demonstrated significant
improvement.

o Order and security improving: The indicator that improved the most was order and security: 25 countries showed a
significant improvement in their score while 7 experienced a decline in it.

o Split global trends: Out of the eight factors that are reported on in the Index, four improved on average and four
deteriorated. The factors that improved were “absence of corruption,” “‘open government,” “order and security”, and
“regulatory enforcement”” Those that deteriorated were “constraints on government powers”, “fundamental rights”, “civil
justice” and “criminal justice”

WJP Rule of Law Index 2014



RULE OF LAW TRENDS

COUNTRY/TERRITORY
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East Asia & Pacific

Strengths: Taken as a whole, the East Asia and Pacific (EAP) region outperforms all
other regions of the world, with the exception of Western Europe and North America,
in most categories. A high level of safety from crime and other forms of violence is

the most notable regional strength. In other aspects, however, the region shows
significant internal variations. The wealthy jurisdictions in the region - Australia, New
Zealand, Singapore, Japan, the Republic of Korea, and Hong Kong SAR, China - rank
among the top twenty globally. These countries display low levels of corruption, open
governments, effective regulatory enforcement, and efficient judicial systems. Low and
middle income countries in the region do not show the same strengths.

Rule of law challenges: The most salient regional challenge is its relatively weak
protection of fundamental rights, particularly the freedoms of expression, religion, and
association. Availability of official information, and the accessibility and affordability of
civil justice, are also areas in need of attention in the region as a whole.

Best and worst performers: The best overall rule of law performers in the region
are New Zealand and Australia, ranking 6th and 8th globally. The worst is Cambodia,
ranking ?1st among the 99 countries included in the Index.

Trends to watch: There were significant improvements in order and security
throughout the region during the past year. Most of the rich countries in the region

saw a small but significant deterioration in people’s perceptions of the effectiveness of
constraints to government power. The Republic of Korea improved the most in the past
year, in comparison to the rest of the region. Most other countries, including China, saw
relatively little change in the same period.

Absence of Corruption
Open Government

Fundamental Rights

Regulatory Enforcement

Civil Justice
High Score
0.9-1

Criminal Justice

0.8-0.89

Low Score
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Constraints on Government Powers

Order and Security 27/99

Global Rankings
New Zealand
Australia

10 | Singapore

12 | Japan

14 | Republic of Korea
16 | Hong Kong SAR, China
35 | Malaysia

46 | Indonesia

47 | Thailand

51 | Mongolia

60 | Philippines

65 | Vietnam

76 | China

89 | Myanmar

91 | Cambodia

38/99

39/99

Average factor ranking for countries within the region. 1/99 being the best, 99/99 the worst.

Average Rule of Law Factor Rankings:

East Asia & Pacific

45/99

44/99

52/99

47/99

48/99



Eastern Europe & Central Asia

Strengths: Regional strengths include low rates of crime and other forms of violence,
as well as relatively efficient and effective civil justice delivery and regulatory
enforcement.

Rule of law challenges: While there are variations amongst countries in the Eastern
Europe and Central Asia (ECA) region covered by the Index, when the region is taken
as awhole, several rule of law challenges become noticeable. These challenges include
poor government accountability, lack of judicial independence, weak protection of
freedom of speech and the right to privacy, and significant levels of corruption and
undue influence of private interests in all branches of government.

Best and worst performers: The best overall rule of law performers in the region are
Georgia and Macedonia, ranking 31st and 34th globally. The worst is Russia, ranking
80th among the 99 countries included in the Index.

Trends to watch: During the past year there were improvements in order and security
and deteriorations in criminal justice in several countries in the region. Russia was the
country that improved the most during the past year, with relative advances in the areas
of government accountability, control of corruption, and order and security.

Global Rankings
31 | Georgia
34 | Macedonia, FYR
39 | Bosnia&Herzegovina
50 | Belarus
54 | Serbia
59 | Turkey
63 | Albania
68 | Ukraine
71 | Kazakhstan
73 | Uzbekistan
75 | Moldova
78 | Kyrgyzstan
80 | Russia

High Score Average Rule of Law Factor Rankings:
09-1 Eastern Europe & Central Asia
0.8-0.89

. 0.7-0.79

. 0.6-0.69

. 0.5-0.59
0.4-0.49 Fundament:

= 0.3-0.39 Order and Security

Low Score

tory Enforcement

Civil Justice

Criminal Justice

55/99

61/99

Average factor ranking for countries within the region. 1/99 being the best, 99/99 the worst.

75/99
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Latin America & the Caribbean

Strengths: Protection of fundamental rights and government openness are stronger in
the Latin America and Caribbean region than in all other regions of the world, except
Western Europe and North America.

Rule of law challenges: Latin American countries struggle the most with violence,
ineffective justice, and corruption. Crime rates are the highest in the world, and the use

of violence to resolve personal grievances is widespread in most countries in the region.

The criminal justice systems are on average the least effective in the world. Judicial
delays and ineffective enforcement of civil justice are widespread. Corruption and
impunity remain major regional challenges, particularly among the legislature.

Best and worst performers: The best overall rule of law performers in the region are
Uruguay and Chile, ranking 20th and 21st globally. The worst is Venezuela, ranking last
among the 99 countries included in the Index.

Trends to watch: Criminal justice effectiveness experienced a significant decline in
most regions around the world, and this trend was most pronounced in Latin America.
The largest countries, Brazil and Mexico, saw no rule of law improvement in 2013.

High Score
0.9-1

0.8-0.89

Low Score

Criminal Justice

Global Rankings
]
20 | Uruguay
21 | Chile
42 | Brazil
45 | Jamaica
56 | Panama
58 | Argentina
61 | Colombia
62 | Peru
64 | El Salvador
67 | Dominican Republic
77 | Ecuador
79 | Mexico
83 | Guatemala
85 | Nicaragua
94 | Bolivia
99 | Venezuela

Average Rule of Law Factor Rankings:
Latin America & the Caribbean

59/99
60/99

53/99

67/99

74/99

Average factor ranking for countries within the region. 1/99 being the best, 99/99 the worst.
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Middle East & North Africa

Strengths: The Middle East and North Africa region as a whole ranks in the top half Global Rankings
of the world in most categories, including order and security, control of corruption,

effective regulatory enforcement, and effective civil and criminal justice.

27 | United Arab Emirates
Rule of law challenges: The most serious rule of law challenges facing the region are its
deficient protection of fundamental rights, limited accessibility of official information, 38 | Jordan
and relatively weak constraints on government powers. 41 | Tunisia
Best and worst performers: The best overall rule of law performer in the region is the 49 | Lebanon
United Arab Emirates, ranking 27th globally. The worst are Egypt and Iran, ranking 74th
and 82nd among the 99 countries included in the Index. 52 | Morocco
Trends to watch: Morocco showed the most improvement in the region during the past 74 | Egypt
year, while Iran deteriorated the most. Egypt saw a significant deterioration in the area of
constraints on government powers. 82 | Iran

High Score Average Rule of Law Factor Rankings:
0.9-1 Middle East & North Africa
0.8-0.89
Constraints on Government Powers 57/99
. 0.7-0.79
Absence of Corruption 46/99
. 0.6-0.69
- 0.5-0.59 Open Government 61/99
- 0.4-0.49 Fundamental Rights 76/99
0.3-0.39 Order and Security 43/99

Low Score

Regulatory Enforcement 46/99

Civil Justice 49/99

Criminal Justice 48/99

Average factor ranking for countries within the region. 1/99 being the best, 99/99 the worst.
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South Asia

Strengths: Countries in South Asia generally perform better than countries in other
regions in protecting the freedoms of speech and assembly and the right to petition, as
well as in guaranteeing judicial independence and other non-governmental checks on
the government.

Rule of law challenges: South Asia, as a region, is the weakest performer overall in
most dimensions of the rule of law. Corruption is generally present in these countries
in all branches of government, as well as in the police and the military. Regulatory
enforcement is poor, and civil courts are slow and ineffective. While crime rates are not
as high as in other regions of the world, civil conflict and the use of violence to redress
personal grievances are major threats to stability and progress.

Best and worst performers: The best overall rule of law performer in the region is
Sri Lanka, ranking 48th globally. The worst is Afghanistan, ranking 98th among the 99
countries included in the Index.

Trends to watch: Nepal showed the most improvement during the past year, while
other countries in the region, including India, saw very little change during the same
period.

High Score
0.9-1

0.8-0.89

Absence of Corruption

Open Government
. 0.5-0.59
. 0.4-0.49 Fundamental Rights
. 0.3-0.39 Order and Security

Low Score Regulatory Enforcement

Civil Justice

Constraints on Government Powers

Global Rankings
O

48 | SrilLanka

57 | Nepal

66 | India

92 | Bangladesh

96 | Pakistan

98 | Afghanistan

Average Rule of Law Factor Rankings:

South Asia

61/99

66/99

Average factor ranking for countries within the region. 1/99 being the best, 99/99 the worst.
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Sub-Saharan Africa

Strengths: The Sub-Saharan African region’s best performances are in the areas of Global Rankings
constraints on the government power and delivery of civil justice. In these two areas the
region’s average rank is similar to most other regions in the world.
, , 25 | Botswana
Rule of law challenges: Sub-Saharan Africa faces multiple rule of law challenges.
Crime and vigilante justice are widespread, corruption is prevalent in all branches of 37 | Ghana
government and in the police and the military, and the legal system is not accessible to 40 | South Africa
the ordinary citizen. Deficient protection of the rights to life and security of the person,
and due process of law, are also areas of concern in this region. 43 | Senegal
Best and worst performers: The best overall rule of law performers in the region are 53 | Burkina Faso
Botswana and Ghana, ranking 25th and 37th globally. The worst is Zimbabwe, ranking 55 .
97th among the 99 countries included in the Index. Malawi
Trends to watch: Overall, the region did not experience a noticeable increase or decline 69 | Tanzania
during the past year in the level of adherence to the rule of law. Individually, Cameroon 70 | Zambia
improved the most, while Madagascar saw the biggest deterioration. There was no o
significant improvement in reducing the levels of corruption throughout the entire 72 | Coted'lvoire
resion. 81 | Madagascar
84 | SierralLeone
86 | Kenya
87 | Liberia
88 | Ethiopia
90 | Uganda
Q 93 | Nigeria
A 95 | Cameroon
Q‘.‘ 97 | Zimbabwe
High Score Average Rule of Law Factor Rankings:
0.9-1 Sub-Saharan Africa
0.8-0.89 . .
Constraints on Government Powers 62/99
0.7-0.79
Absence of Corruption 71/99
. 0.6-0.69
Open Government 73/99
. 0.5-0.59
. 0.4-0.49 Fundamental Rights 68/99
0.3-0.39 Order and Security 74/99
Low Score

Regulatory Enforcement

69/99

Civil Justice 60/99

Criminal Justice

65/99

Average factor ranking for countries within the region. 1/99 being the best, 99/99 the worst.
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Western Europe & North America

Strengths: Countries in Western Europe and North America tend to outperform most
other countries in all dimensions. These countries are characterized by relatively low

Global Rankings

levels of corruption and crime, open and accountable governments, and effective and 1 Denmark
independent judicial systems.
2 | Norway
Rule of law challenges: Generalized delays in the delivery of civil justice constitute the 3 | Sweden
greatest weakness in the region. While protection of fundamental rights in this region is 4 Finland
the highest in the world, police discrimination against foreigners and ethnic minorities
S ) ! o o 5 | Netherlands
is anissue of concern in most countries. Equal access to justice for marginalized
populations is also problematic. 7 | Austria
) o ) 9 | Germany
Best and worst performers: Five countries in the region - Denmark, Norway, Sweden, 1
Finland, and the Netherlands - are the top five overall rule of law performers in the Canada
world. The worst performer in the region is Bulgaria, ranking 44th among the 99 13 | United Kingdom
countries included in the Index. 15 | Estonia
Trends to watch: While the level of adherence to the rule of law remained relatively 17 | Belgium
stable throughout the region, Spain saw the largest individual decline. Peoples’ 18 | France
perception of corruption in the legislature appears to be growing in several countries. 19 | United States
The United States saw a significant decline during the past year in people’s trust in the 22 | Poland
system of checks and balances and the protection of the right to privacy. olan
23 | Czech Republic
AR 24 | Spain
R UR
' ¥ 26 | Portugal
28 | Slovenia
29 | Italy
30 | Hungary
32 | Greece
33 | Romania
36 | Croatia
44 | Bulgaria
High Score Average Rule of Law Factor Rankings:
0.9-1 Western Europe & North America
0.8-0.89
IBPFAl Constraints on Government Powers

. 0.7-0.79

. 0.6-0.69

PRIENN /\hsence of Corruption

Open Government

0.5-0.59

0.4-0.49 IRV . ndamental Rights
0.3-0.39 M Order and Security
Lowscore PAVERA Resulatory Enforcement

PAVEA Civil Justice
VIRNA Criminal Justice
Average factor ranking for countries within the region. 1/99 being the best, 99/99 the worst.
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EAST ASIA & PACIFIC

Australia ranks in the 8th position overall, and ranks within
the top 15 places globally in all dimensions measured by the
Index. The civil courts are efficient and independent, although
access to affordable legal counsel remains limited, particularly
for disadvantaged groups. Constraints on government
powers and regulatory enforcement are effective (ranking
8th overall and 7th overall, respectively), despite a slight
deterioration in performance since last year. Corruption

is minimal (ranking 8th overall and 3rd in the region). The
country ranks 10th in the world in protecting fundamental
rights, but lags behind other high income countries in
guaranteeing equal treatment and non-discrimination,
especially for immigrants and low-income people.

Cambodia places ?1st globally and ranks lower than most
other countries in the region in all dimensions. Cambodia is
relatively safe from crime, ranking 3rd out of 16 low-income
countries in guaranteeing order and security. While the
country’s score in protection of fundamental rights improved
during the past year, the overall legal and institutional
environment remains weak. Constraints on government
powers and regulatory enforcement are poor (ranking 94th
in both categories), and the justice system is ineffective.
Property rights are weak, and corruption remains a significant
problem (ranked 86th overall and last in the region).

Chinais ranked in the 76th position globally. It scores

well on public safety, ranking 29th overall and 4th among

its income peers, marking a slight improvement from last
year. The delivery of criminal justice is relatively effective,
but compromised by political interference. Civil justice is
relatively speedy and accessible, but vulnerable to corruption
and improper government influence. Constraints on
government powers are ineffective (ranking 92nd globally).
Protection of fundamental rights is weak, ranking 96th
globally, notably due to substantial limitations on freedom of
speech and freedom of assembly.

The jurisdiction of Hong Kong SAR, China ranks 16th
overall, and places in the top 10 globally in four dimensions,
ranking 4th in providing order and security; ranking 9thin
controlling corruption; ranking 10th in open government as
well as effective criminal justice. Administrative agencies and
courts are efficient and free of corruption. The jurisdiction
lags behind most income peers in guaranteeing fundamental
rights (ranking 29th overall), due to restrictions on freedom
of speech and freedom of assembly.

Indonesia ranks 46th globally and it is in the top half of the
rankings among lower-middle income countries in most
dimensions. The country performs well in open government

(ranking 1st among income peers and ranking 29th overall),
and constraints on government powers (ranks 2nd among
income peers and ranking 31st overall). Indonesians enjoy
higher degrees of participation in the administration of the
laws than individuals in other East Asia and Pacific region
countries. On the other hand, the country faces challenges in
the functioning of government agencies and courts. Despite
improvements in comparison to last year, corruption remains
amajor problem (ranking 80th globally and next to last in

the region). The courts are perceived to be independent of
government control, but are affected by powerful private
interests. While crime rates are low, the use of violence
toredress personal grievances is a source of concern.
Restrictions on the freedom of religion and harsh conditions
at correctional facilities are also significant problems.

Japan ranks 12th globally, and is among the highest
performers in the East Asia and Pacific region in most
dimensions. The country ranks 1st in the world in delivering
order and security to its people, moving up several positions
from last year’s score, and ranks 8th overall in the area of
open government. The system of checks and balances on the
government’s powers is well developed (ranking 15th overall
and 3rd in the region), corruption is minimal (ranking 11th
overall), and regulatory enforcement is effective (ranking
12th overall). While courts are efficient and independent of
government influence and corruption, they are perceived as
relatively inaccessible to the people.

Malaysia ranks 35th globally and ranks in the top third
among upper-middle income countries in most dimensions
in the Index. Malaysia scores well on public safety, ranking
1st among its income peers. Despite a slight decline when
compared to last year’s scores, corruption remains low, with
Malaysia ranking 3rd among income peers and 28th globally.
Courts are efficient (ranking 6th among income peers),
although relatively inaccessible and not fully independent of
government influence. Accessibility of official information

is limited. Violations of fundamental rights (ranking 85th
overall and 13th in the region), most notably the freedoms of
expression, religion and association, are areas of concern.

Mongolia ranks 51st globally and performs well among its
lower-middle income peers, placing in the top half of the
rankings among lower-middle income countries in most
dimensions. The country scores relatively well on delivering
civil and criminal justice, ranking 4th and 3rd respectively
among lower-middle income countries, as well as on
protection of fundamental rights (ranking 4th among income
peers). Mongolia’'s performance in the dimension of order and
security improved from last year’s scores, ranking 5th within
its income group. The press and civil society organizations
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generally operate without government interference. The
country’s weakest performance is in the area of open
government, ranking 93rd overall and next to last among

its income peers. This deficiency is explained by severe
limitations on citizens’ right to petition the government, and
on their right to access to official information. Other areas of
concern are corruption (ranking 7 1st globally and third to last
in the region), particularly in the legislature, and unchecked
influence of powerful private interests on all branches of
government.

Myanmar enters the rankings for the first time at 89th place.
The country is safe from crime and places 3rd among 16
low-income countries in control of corruption (placing 63rd
overall). The country, however, faces a number of challenges
inits ongoing efforts to strengthen the rule of law. Myanmar
ranks 82nd overall and 12th among 16 low-income countries
in the area of accountability and constraints on the executive
branch, mainly due to political interference within the
legislature and the judiciary, deficiencies in the functioning
of auditing mechanisms, and lack of non-governmental
checks. The country’s administrative agencies are somewhat
ineffective in enforcing regulations, albeit more efficiently
than their counterparts in other low-income countries
(ranking 92nd overall), and the justice system, although
relatively accessible, is perceived to be affected by corruption
and political interference. Restrictions on fundamental rights
and freedoms are sources of concern (ranking 97th overall).

New Zealand ranks 6th globally and it stands out as the best
performer in the region, placing in the top ten globally in six
of the eight dimensions measured by the Index. Government
agencies and courts are efficient, transparent, and free of
corruption. Constraints on government powers are effective,
and fundamental rights are strongly protected. While the
judicial system is independent and effective, there are relative
weaknesses in the areas of accessibility of civil justice for
marginalized populations. The country’s ranking for criminal
justice deteriorated slightly during the past year, with
effectiveness of criminal investigations and equal treatment
of criminal suspects standing out in particular as areas in need
of attention.

The Philippines ranks 60th globally and it stands out among
lower-middle income countries for having reasonably
effective checks on government power (ranking 5th among
its income group), including a vibrant civil society and a

free media. The Philippines ranks 3rd among lower-middle
income countries in control of corruption, showing significant
improvements during the past year. Civil conflict and political
violence remain problematic, in spite of recent improvements.
The country also has challenges with respect to protection
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of fundamental rights (ranking 67th overall), particularly in
regard to violations against the right to life and security of
the person, police abuses, due process violations, and harsh
conditions at correctional facilities. The civil court system
scores poorly (ranking 82nd globally and 12th in the region)
due to deficient enforcement mechanisms and the lengthy
duration of cases.

The Republic of Korea ranks 14th globally, and was among
the most improving countries in the world during the past
year, with advances in the areas of constraints on government
powers, control of corruption, order and security, and
effective regulatory enforcement. The country presents a
strong and fairly even picture across most of the dimensions
measured by the Index. It performs well in the area of order
and security (ranking 7th in the world and 4th in the region),
and the courts are independent and effective (both civil and
criminal justice rank in the top ten in the world and the top
3inthe region). The country’s lowest score is in the area of
protection of fundamental rights, where it lags behind most of
its high-income peers.

Singapore ranks 10th overall. The country is free from crime
and violence, and its criminal justice system is among the
most effective in the world (ranking 2nd in both categories).
The public administration of the country is highly effective,
ranking 8th overall and 3rd in the region on regulatory
enforcement. Singapore performs well in the dimension of
open government as well as in constraints on government
powers, placing 21st in the world in both dimensions.
Corruption is minimal (ranking 5th in the world and 2nd

in the region). The country’s lowest score is in the area of
fundamental rights (ranking 26th overall and 24th in its
income group), which is a reflection of substantial limitations
on freedom of speech and freedom of assembly.

Thailand is ranked 47th overall, earning high marks on the
effectiveness of the criminal justice system (ranking 35th
globally and 7th among its income peers). The country’s
performance in order and security has improved, and its
score in this area has moved up several positions since last
year. Despite relatively low crime rates, civil conflict and
political violence remain substantial problems. Corruption,
particularly within the legislature, also remains a source of
concern, despite significant improvements during the past
year. The country’s lowest score is in the dimension of civil
justice (ranking 89th overall and second to last in the region),
partly because of difficulties in enforcing court decisions.

Vietnam comes in at 65th globally. The country performs
well in the area of order and security (ranking 32nd globally
and 4th among its income peers), due to low crime rates.
Compared with other lower-middle income countries,



criminal justice is relatively effective (ranking 4th among
income peers), and corruption relatively low (ranking 8th
among the same group). Major rule of law challenges include
ineffective constraints on government powers and poor
regulatory enforcement (ranking 86th overall and third

to last in the region in both categories). Other areas faced
with significant limitations include judicial independence,
freedoms of speech and association, and availability of official
information.

EASTERN EUROPE & CENTRAL ASIA

Albania is ranked 63rd this year, outperforming its regional
peers in most dimensions of the rule of law. Its system of
checks and balances ranks 68th overall and 5th among

its regional peers. The performance of administrative
agencies and civil courts is similar to that of other countries
in the region, although significant room for improvement
remains, particularly with regards to corruption. Turning to
fundamental rights, the country is ranked 49th globally and
4thin the region, despite suffering a drop in positions since
last year. The criminal justice system ranks 75th overall,
mainly because of corruption, police abuses, and harsh
conditions at correctional facilities.

Belarus ranks 50th overall and 4th in the region. The country
outperforms most of its income-level and regional peers in
several rule of law dimensions, including order and security
(ranking 33rd globally), regulatory enforcement (ranking
42nd), and civil and criminal justice (ranking 30th and

50th, respectively). On the other hand, the country shows
deficiencies in government accountability (ranking 95th),
weak protection of fundamental rights (ranking 83rd), and
alack of governmental openness (ranking 79th), although
the assessment in this area is slightly better than it was a
year ago. Major problems include lack of independence of
the judiciary and the legislature; restrictions on freedom of
opinion and expression, freedom of association, and the right
to privacy; and limitations on citizens’ right to petition the
government and to access official information.

Bosnia and Herzegovina, at 39th position, places third
within the region. The country shows a fairly stable and

even performance across the different dimensions of the
Index. The country leads the region in the area of checks

on executive power (ranking 51st overall), protection of
fundamental rights (ranking 32nd overall), and delivering
effective criminal justice (ranking 32nd overall), and places
3rd regionally in the area of open government. The country’s
weakest performance is in the dimension of civil justice
(ranking 16th among upper-middle income countries

and 56th overall), mainly due to delays and ineffective
enforcement mechanisms. Other areas of concern are official

corruption, particularly among the executive and legislative
branches: lack of effective sanctions for official misconduct;
and weaknesses in the criminal investigation and adjudication
systems.

Georgia is the best performer within Eastern Europe and
Central Asia, and ranks 31st overall. The country leads

the region in two dimensions - absence of corruption and
regulatory enforcement — and is second in the region in five
other dimensions. The country’s best performance is in the
area of security, where it places 17th overall. In contrast to
these positive elements, the country ranks 55th in providing
effective checks on the government’s power, mainly due to
political interference within the legislature and the judiciary,
and 51st in protecting fundamental rights, chiefly because of
perceived violations of the right to privacy.

Kazakhstan is ranked 71st overall. The country is relatively
safe from crime and violence (ranking 35th overall and 5th
among its regional peers), and the civil courts, although
inaccessible to most people and subject to undue influence,
are relatively efficient. The country, however, continues
toreceive low marks in the area of accountability and
constraints on the executive branch (ranking 93rd) due to
political interference in the legislature, the judiciary, and
the electoral process. Although some progress is visible,
corruption is another area in need of attention, as is open
government, on which Kazakhstan ranks third to last among
upper-middle income countries.

Kyrgyzstan is ranked 78th overall. In spite of recent advances
toward a functioning system of checks and balances, the
country still faces important challenges in establishing
effective limits on government power (ranking 70th overall
and 8th among low-income countries), and in reducing
corruption (ranking 96th globally and last in the region).
Administrative agencies are lax in enforcing regulations
(ranking 68th overall), although they perform slightly better
than those in other low-income countries. The performance
of courts in civil cases is relatively poor (ranking 8th among
low-income countries). The country is relatively safe from
crime, but its criminal justice system ranks last in the region
and 85th overall, mainly due to corruption among judges and
law enforcement officials, political interference in judicial
processes, and violations of due process and rights of the
accused.

At 34th, Macedonia, FYR places second in the Eastern
Europe and Central Asia region, with a performance nearly
unchanged since last year. The country earns high marks

for open government (ranking 24th overall and third among
upper-middle income countries), and regulatory enforcement
(ranking 44th overall and 4th in the region). Although
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corruption is low in comparison with its peers (ranking 37th
overall and 6th among its income-level peers) and transitions
of power occur in accordance with law, the system of checks
and balances is relatively weak (ranking 61st overall and
15th among upper-middle income countries). Civil justice

is accessible, but slow. Limitations on the freedom of the
press and undue influence on the criminal justice system are
sources of concern.

Moldova is ranked 75th overall and places in the bottom half
of lower-middle income countries on most dimensions of

the rule of law, with a performance akin to that of last year.
The country outperforms most of its regional and income-
level peers in delivering order and security (ranking 40th
overall and 6th among lower-middle income countries),

and in providing access to official information. Yet, it still
faces challenges in most of the other areas covered by the
Index. Government accountability is weak due to corruption
(ranking 88th globally and third to last in the region),
ineffective checks on the government power, and impunity for
misconduct by government officials, and regulatory agencies
are perceived as ineffective and inefficient (ranking second
to last in the region). Of related and continuing concern is the
delivery of civil and criminal justice, which is hampered by
government interference, corruption, and violations of due
process.

Russia is ranked 80th overall. The country earns relatively
high marks on labor rights, availability of official information,
and absence of crime, particularly as compared with other
upper-middle income countries. Since last year, Russia’s
scores improved in three of the main indicators of the

Index: constraints on government power (now ranking 89th
globally), absence of corruption (ranking 66th), and order
and security (ranking 75th), although serious problems
remain. The judicial system, although accessible and relatively
efficient, is perceived to be affected by corruption and
political interference. While civil conflict and terrorism
decreased during the past year, they remain significant
threats. Protection of fundamental rights, including property
rights, freedom of opinion, freedom of association, due
process and privacy are also areas of concern.

Serbia, at 54th, shows a stable performance since last

year but one that varies considerably across the different
dimensions. Its system of checks and balances ranks 65th
overall and 4th among its regional peers, reflecting a

lawful transfer of power but also the presence of political
interference within the legislature and the judiciary. Turning
to fundamental rights, the country receives relatively high
marks (ranking 40th overall and 3rd in the region), although
discrimination against minorities and violations of the right

WJP Rule of Law Index 2014

to privacy are areas in need of attention. The judicial system

is not as efficient as others in the region and is affected by
corruption and political interference. Regulatory enforcement
is ineffective even by regional standards (ranking 65th overall
and 9th regionally). Lack of effective sanctions is a source of
concern.

At 59th, Turkey places in the middle of Eastern European
and Central Asian nations in most dimensions. The country
performs relatively well in regulatory enforcement (ranking
38th) and absence of corruption (ranking 35th and second
inthe region), and its civil justice system ranks 47th. Turkey
receives lower marks in the dimensions of government
accountability (ranking 72nd overall and 2 1st among upper-
middle income countries) and fundamental rights (ranking
78th globally), mainly because of political interference within
the legislature and the judiciary, and restrictions on freedom
of expression and privacy.

Ukraine is ranked at 68th position, standing out among
lower-middle income countries for its low crime rates and
relatively strong civil society. Administrative agencies are
perceived to be as efficient as those in other countries in

the region, albeit more corrupt and ineffective in enforcing
regulations. However, the country faces major challenges
that include political instability and unrest, weak government
accountability (ranking 84th), and widespread corruption
(ranking 94th). Courts are relatively efficient, but affected by
undue influence, corruption, and political interference.

Uzbekistan comes in at 73rd overall, showing a relatively
steady performance. The country scores very well in the
area of security (ranking 5th overall and first in the region)
and its administrative agencies and courts perform slightly
better than their counterparts of other lower-middle income
countries. Notwithstanding these strengths, the country still
faces significant challenges in constraining the concentration
of power in the executive branch (ranking third to last
globally), addressing corruption, and protecting fundamental
rights and civil liberties (ranking 95th overall and last among
its income peers), including freedoms of speech, press, and
association, right to life and security of the person, and
privacy. Protection of property rights is relatively weak.

LATIN AMERICA & CARIBBEAN

At 58th overall, Argentina shows a fairly stable performance
since last year. The country is ranked in the 71st place in
providing effective checks on the executive’'s power, reflecting
political interference within the legislature and the judiciary
and a perceived culture of impunity among government
officials. Administrative agencies perform slightly worse than
their counterparts of other upper-middle income countries,



and corruption, although still present, is not as high as in
other countries of the region (ranking 47th overall and 4th

in the region). Civil courts are accessible and rank among
the best in Latin America. Argentina’s lowest scoreis in the
area of security, placing 83rd overall, due to high crime rates.
Deficiencies in police investigations and violations of the due
process are also areas that require attention.

Bolivia comes in at 94th overall and occupies the bottom half
of the rankings among lower-middle income countries in most
of dimensions, presenting a relatively steady performance.
Checks on the executive branch remain weak (ranking 88th),
and the performance of regulatory agencies continues to

lag behind that of its regional and income peers. The judicial
system is inefficient and affected by corruption and political
interference. Of particular concernis the deterioration of the
country’s security situation (ranking 82nd), although overall
the score in this areais better than that of other countries

of the region. Bolivia's best performance is in the area of
fundamental rights, where it ranks 75th globally, although
discrimination and violations of due process are still sources
of concern.

At 42nd, Brazil follows Chile and Uruguay as the third-best
performer in the region. The country has a good system of
checks on the executive power (ranking 32nd overall), and
an open government (ranking 36th overall), and obtains
relatively high marks on respect for fundamental rights
(ranking 35th overall and 6th among upper-middle income
countries). Regulatory agencies are perceived as relatively
independent, but inefficient. The civil justice system is
relatively accessible, although court procedures are prone to
delays and decisions are sometimes difficult to enforce. On a
less positive note, the country still faces several challenges,
especially in the areas of security, on which it places 71st
overall due to high crime rates. In addition, Brazil continues
to score poorly in criminal justice, dropping some positions
to reach 69th place this year, owing to deficiencies in the
criminal investigation and adjudication systems, violations
of due process, and poor conditions at correctional facilities.
A perceived culture of impunity among government officials
remains also a source of concern.

Chile is ranked 21st overall and places second in the Latin
American region, with a performance nearly identical to last
year’s. The government is accountable and generally free

of corruption, and administrative agencies and courts are
fairly efficient and transparent. The criminal justice system
is effective and generally adheres to due process, although
deficiencies in police investigations do exist. Arguably, the
country’s most important challenge is in the area of security,
onwhich it ranks 61st overall. Other areas in need of

attention include discrimination against low income groups
and ethnic minorities, harsh conditions in correctional
facilities, and criminal recidivism.

Colombia comes in at 61st overall. The country outperforms
most Latin American countries in the dimensions of
regulatory enforcement (ranking 5th in the region), and open
government (ranking 6th in the region and 40th globally).
The country’s judicial system is independent and one of

the most accessible and affordable in the region; however,

it is afflicted by delays and lack of effectiveness in the
investigation and prosecution of crimes. On a less positive
note and notwithstanding some recent progress in resolving
its longstanding civil conflict, the country still faces serious
challenges in the area of security (ranking 89th), particularly
in regard to high levels of crime, which is partly attributable
to the presence of powerful criminal organizations. Police
abuses, violations of human rights, and poor conditions at
correctional facilities are also areas that require attention.

The Dominican Republicis ranked 67th overall, losing
ground in three of the eight factors of the Index: constraints
on government power, fundamental rights, and criminal
justice. The country performs relatively well in open
government (ranking 45th overall and 7th in Latin America),
and has a relatively efficient civil court system. However,

it ranks 67th on checks on the executive authority, in part
because of political interference within the legislature and
the judiciary, and deficiencies in the functioning of auditing
mechanisms. Corruption is still a problem (ranking 77th
globally and 26th among upper-middle income countries),
as is the relatively weak performance of regulatory agencies
(ranking 76th overall and 13th in the region). The criminal
justice system, although good by regional standards, has
dropped some positions over the past year to reach 66th
overall. Crime and vigilante justice, and lack of accountability
for misconduct of government officers, are other areas in
need of attention.

Ecuador is ranked 77th this year, showing a stable
performance since last year. As compared to other countries
in the region, the country scores relatively well in the areas of
regulatory enforcement (ranking 54th overall and 8th in the
region), absence of corruption (ranking 51st globally and sixth
in the region), and protection of labor rights. Yet the country
continues to lag behind most of its Latin American and
income peers in the rest of the categories. It is ranked 85th in
government accountability, mainly because of concentration
of executive power and political interference among the
branches of government, and occupies the 75th place in

open government. The country’s civil courts are inefficient
and vulnerable to corruption and government influence
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(ranking 77th globally and 24th among upper-middle income
countries), and the criminal justice system continues to

score poorly, falling several positions to take the 86th overall
position (third to last among upper-middle income countries).
Protection of property rights is weaker than in other
countries of the region.

At 64th, El Salvador falls in the middle of the global rankings
in most categories. The country ranks relatively well in
protecting fundamental rights and freedoms (ranking

42nd globally and sixth in the region), and in the areas

of regulatory enforcement and access to civil justice,
particularly when compared with countries at similar stages
of economic development. The country has also seen a
marked improvement to its security situation (ranking 70th
overall and fourth in the region), although significant room for
improvement remains. The country, however, faces challenges
in the area of criminal justice - where it ranks 90th in the
world —chiefly because of corruption among judges and law
enforcement officials, ineffective police investigations, and
harsh conditions at correctional facilities. Limited access to
official information is another area that needs attention.

Guatemalaranks 83rd and places in the bottom half of

Latin American countries in most dimensions of the rule of
law. As compared to its income peers, the country scores
relatively well on government accountability, freedom of
religion, freedom of assembly, and effective protection of the
right to petition the government, and perceived corruption,
although still present, has dropped over the last year (ranking
76th globally and 11th in the region). The country, however,
continues to suffer from a deteriorating security situation
(ranking 92nd overall), and a weak criminal justice system
(ranking 93rd overall) affected by corruption and lack of
effectiveness in the investigation and prosecution of crimes.

Jamaicais ranked in the 45th overall position, showing
progress in a number of areas. The country performs

strongly in guaranteeing basic civil liberties and obtains high
marks in establishing effective checks on the government’s
power (ranking 34th globally and fourth in the region).
Administrative agencies perform better than those of its
regional and income peers, and the judicial system, although
slow, is independent and relatively free of corruption. Despite
slight improvements, the country’s main weaknesses continue
toliein the area of security, on which the country places 74th
overall, due to the high levels of crime and a high incidence of
mob and vigilante justice.

At 79th, Mexico shows a relatively stable picture. The
country stands out among Latin American countries for
effective checks on government power (ranking 48th overall
and seventh in the region), and an open government (ranking
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32nd globally and fourth within the region), supported

in large part by a long constitutional tradition with an
independent judiciary, and strong protections for free speech
and freedom of religion. Administrative agencies perform on
par with those in other upper-middle income countries, which
contrasts with the poor marks earned by the civil justice
system (ranking 88th globally and third to last among upper-
middle income countries), where delays and inefficiencies

are common. Corruption remains a serious problem in all
branches of government (ranking 78th globally). Turning

to security, Mexico’s police forces continue to struggle in
guaranteeing the safety of its citizens against crime and
violence (ranking 26th globally). Moreover, the criminal
justice system has not fully implemented the newly enacted
reforms, and continues to score poorly (ranking 97th overall),
mainly because of weaknesses in the criminal investigation
and adjudication systems, prevalent discrimination against
vulnerable groups, corruption among judges and law
enforcement officials, and violations of due process of law and
the rights of the accused. Failure to prosecute government
officials who commit violations and acts of corruption are also
cause for concern.

Nicaragua comes in at 85th overall and places in the bottom
half of lower-middle income countries on most of the
dimensions of the Index, with a parallel performance to that
of last year. The country continues to score relatively well
on measures of openness and civic participation (ranking
54th overall and 8th among its income peers), but it still trail
its income and regional peers at 96th place in government
accountability, due to the erosion of checks on the executive
branch and political interference within the legislature and
the judiciary. The performance of administrative agencies is
on par with other countries in the region, but civil courts are
less efficient and perceived as more corrupt than its regional
counterparts. Although not as large a problem as in other
countries of the region, crime is an area in need of attention.

Panama comes in at 56th this year, earning high marks on
open government (ranking 31st overall and third in the
region), and protection of fundamental rights (46th overall
and 8th in the region). The country lags slightly behind its
peers in constraining executive authority and addressing
corruption, although overall the marks on this dimension are
better than they were a year ago. Administrative agencies
and courts perform on par with those in other Latin American
nations, but worse than those in other upper-middle income
countries. Crime remains a significant problem, although it is
not as high as in most of the region.

Peru comes in at 62nd globally and ranks in the middle of
Latin American countries in most dimensions of the rule



of law. Despite a slight decline since last year, the country
scores relatively well with regard to checks on executive
power (ranking 38th globally and fifth in the region) as well

as in protection of fundamental rights (ranking 34th globally
and fourth in the region), including freedom of thought and
religion and freedom of opinion and expression. However, the
country ranks 79th on corruption (and second to last among
upper-middle income countries) and 61st on regulatory
enforcement. The civil justice system is perceived as slow,
expensive, and inaccessible, particularly for disadvantaged
groups. The criminal justice system moved down to the 67th
position due chiefly to an increased perception of corruption,
deficiencies in the criminal investigation and adjudication
systems, and discriminatory treatment of the poor and ethnic
minorities.

Uruguay is the highest-ranked country in Latin America,

at 20th overall, showing a stable performance since last

year. The country scores relatively well on government
accountability (ranking 18th globally) and absence of
corruption (ranking 19th overall and first in the region).
Administrative agencies are effective in enforcing regulations
and civil courts are independent, accessible, and free of
improper influence. Uruguay’s lowest score is in the area of
security, on which it ranks 64th overall. The country also faces
challenges in strengthening the functioning of its criminal
justice system (ranking 42nd globally and second to last
among high income countries).

At 99th, Venezuela is the weakest performer among all
indexed countries, showing downward trends in performance
across many areas since last year. The country is ranked

last in government accountability, owing to an increased
concentration of executive power and a debilitated system
of checks and balances. Corruption is commonplace (ranking
90th overall and last in the region); administrative agencies
suffer from inefficiencies and lack of transparency; and the
justice system, although relatively accessible, loses positions
on the back of increased political interference. Crime and
violence are also areas of concern, as are the violations of
fundamental rights, in particular, freedom of opinion and
expression, and the right to privacy. Venezuela's strongest
scores are in the areas of religious freedom, accessibility of
the civil courts, and protection of labor rights.

MIDDLE EAST & NORTH AFRICA

Egypt ranks 74th overall and shows a significant deterioration
during the past year in civil order and the effectiveness

of constraints on government powers. Courts and
administrative agencies are generally slow and ineffective.
Protection of fundamental rights is weak (ranking 90th),
mainly due to violations to the rights to life and security of

the person, due process of law and rights of the accused,

and freedom of religion. While crime rates are relatively low,
the use of violence to redress personal grievances remains

a source of concern. On the other hand, Egypt outperforms
its income peers in the areas of control of corruption
(ranking 5th among lower-middle income countries) and
effective criminal justice (ranking 8th), as well as in providing
mechanisms for citizen participation, respecting judicial
independence, and protecting property rights.

Iran ranks 82nd overall but scores in the middle ranks in
several areas, including control of corruption (ranking 42nd),
regulatory enforcement (ranking 4 1st) and delivery of civil
justice (ranking 38th). Iran’s performance is among the worst
in the world in protecting fundamental rights (ranking last),

as well as in ensuring effective constraints on government
powers and open government (ranking 90th in both areas).
The judiciary is relatively efficient and free of corruption, but
subject to political interference, and the delivery of both civil
and criminal justice weakened during the past year. Order and
security also deteriorated in the same period; crime rates, civil
unrest and the use of violence to redress personal grievances,
are higher than in other countries in the region.

Jordan ranks 38th overall and it is in the top half of the
rankings among upper-middle income countries in most
dimensions, with relatively high marks in the areas of security
(ranking 20th globally and 2nd among income peers), civil
justice (ranking 21st overall and fist among income peers),
criminal justice (30th overall and 4th among income peers),
absence of corruption (33rd overall and 4th among income
peers), and effective regulatory enforcement (35th overall
and fourth among income peers). Property rights are also well
protected. Protection of fundamental rights is weak (ranking
77thoverall and 22nd among income peers), particularly
with regard to the right to life and security of the person and
the freedoms of speech, religion, privacy and assembly. The
country also lags behind its peers in the areas of constraints
on government powers (ranking 64th), which deteriorated
during the past year, and open government (ranking 65th).

Lebanon ranks 49th overall. The country’s best performances
are in the areas of protection of fundamental rights (ranked
43rd globally and first in the region), and constraints

on government powers (ranking 44th overall and 3rd
regionally), mostly due to a vibrant civil society and a free
media (non-governmental checks) and relatively effective
legislative oversight. The country ranks poorly on measures
of corruption (70th) and government agencies struggle with
inefficiencies (ranking 66th), despite recent improvements.
The country is relatively safe from crime, but political violence
is amajor problem. The civil court system ranks poorly
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(70th and second to last in the region), mainly because of
corruption, delays, and discrimination against marginalized
groups. Due process violations and harsh conditions in
correctional facilities are also a source of concern.

Morocco ranks 52nd overall and it has seen improvements as
aresult of ongoing reforms in the areas of open government
(ranking 46th globally and first in the region), order and
security (ranking 44th overall and 8th among income peers),
and regulatory enforcement (ranking 36th globally and

3rd among income peers). Morocco also outperforms most
lower-middle income countries in the area of constraints on
government powers (ranking 46th overall and 6th among
income peers). Despite the progress achieved, substantial
challenges remain in the dimensions of protection of
fundamental rights (ranking 84th and 19th among income
peers), and control of corruption (ranking 62nd). The civil
justice system ranks 51st overall and the criminal justice
system 81st, mainly due to due process violations, harsh
conditions at correctional facilities, and political interference.

Tunisia ranks 41st overall and near the top among the
countries in the region in several dimensions, including
constraints on government powers (ranking 4 1st and first
in the region), and open government (49th and second

in the region). While protection of fundamental rights is
stronger than in other countries in the region (ranking 64th
globally and second regionally), violations to the rights to
life and security, due process and privacy remain a source of
concern. The country’s performance in all other areas falls
in the middle of both global and regional rankings, including
corruption (43rd), order and security (41st), regulatory
enforcement (47th), civil justice (43rd) and criminal justice
(45th).

The United Arab Emirates ranks 27th overall and it leads
the region in several dimensions of the rule of law. Public
institutions in the country are relatively well developed and
free of corruption (ranking 17th globally), and government
officers are held accountable for misconduct. The country is
safe from crime and violence (ranking 9th in the world) and
the court system is efficient and relatively independent by
regional standards. Nonetheless, due process violations, lack
of access to civil courts, and discrimination of marginalized
groups remain areas in need of attention. On the other

hand, the country ranks last among high income peers in
three areas: constraints on government powers (ranking
42nd globally), open government (52nd) and protection of
fundamental rights (73rd). In particular, accessibility of official
information and protection of labor rights and the freedoms
of assembly, religion and opinion and expression, are lower
than in other high income countries.
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SOUTH ASIA

Afghanistan enters the Index for the first time this year

at 98th position overall, placing below its regional and
income peers in most dimensions. Despite ongoing efforts

to strengthen the rule of law in the country, Afghanistan
continues to face challenges in increasing the accountability
of public officials and improving the functioning of its public
institutions. The country occupies the 78th position on
checks on government power, with relatively high marks on
limits by the legislature and non-governmental checks, and
low marks on judicial independence and effective auditing and
review. Corruptionis prevalent in all branches of government
(ranking last overall), and the country’s administrative
agencies fail to perform at the same levels as their
counterparts of other low-income countries. With regard

to fundamental rights, the country performs relatively well
on freedom of speech and freedom of assembly, but receive
weak marks on equal treatment, freedom of religion, and
labor rights. The country’s security situation remains fragile
(ranking 97th overall) due to armed conflict, crime and the
use of violence for redress. Although not as prone to delays,
the judicial system presents a number of challenges including
corruption and undue influence, inefficient enforcement,
discrimination against women and religious minorities, and
violations of due process

At 92nd, Bangladesh shows deficiencies in most areas

of the rule of law. Corruption is prevalent (ranking 95th),
particularly among the police and the military. Constraints on
government powers are weak (ranking 80th overall and last in
the region), reflecting deficiencies in sanctions for misconduct
of government officials. Administrative agencies and courts
are inefficient and affected by corruption and political
interference. Human rights violations and police abuses are
also a significant problem. Bangladesh’s best performance
isinthe area of order and security, where it ranks 76th
globally and 3rd in the region, mostly due to its relatively

low crime rates, although the use of violence to redress
personal grievances remains an area of concern. Protection of
property rights is stronger than in other lower-middle income
countries.

India ranks 66th overall. The country has a robust system
of checks and balances (ranked 35th worldwide and first in
the region), an independent judiciary, strong protections for
freedom of speech, and an open government (ranking 30th
globally and second among lower-middle income countries).
Administrative agencies are slow and ineffective (ranking
81st), and the civil court system ranks poorly (ranking
90th), mainly because of deficiencies in the areas of court
congestion, enforcement, and delays in processing cases.
Corruption remains a significant problem (ranking 72nd),



despite some improvements during the past year. Order

and security — including crime, civil conflict, and political
violence— is the most significant rule of law weakness (ranked
95th). Police discrimination and abuses are also a source of
concern.

Nepal ranks 57th globally and it outperforms its regional
peers and most other low income countries in several
dimensions of the rule of law. The country’s best performance
isin the area of protection of fundamental rights (ranking
48th overall and first among regional and income peers). It
has also shown improvements in the areas of constraints of
government powers (ranking 45th overall and first among
income peers), open government (ranking 6 1st and first
among income peers), order and security (ranking 55th), and
regulatory enforcement (ranking 56th). Rule of law areas of
particular concernin Nepal include corruption, especially
among the judiciary and the legislature, instability of the
legal framework, the use of violence to redress personal
grievances, limitations in the accessibility and affordability
of civil justice, due process violations, and poor conditions at
correctional facilities.

Pakistan, ranking 96th overall, shows weaknesses in most
dimensions when compared to its regional and income
peers. The country’s strongest performance is in the

area of constraints on government powers (ranking 73rd
globally and 14th among income peers), due to a relatively
independent judiciary and comparatively effective oversight
by the legislature and non-governmental checks. However,
corruption is common in all branches of government
(ranking 91st), administrative agencies are ineffective in
enforcing regulations (ranking 95th), and impunity for official
misconduct of government officials is prevalent. While
serious human rights violations are common, including
violations to the right to life and security of the person, the
county affords greater protection to the freedoms of speech
and assembly than most of its income and regional peers.
The most significant rule of law challenge facing Pakistan
isinthe area of order and security (ranking last in the
world), due to civil conflict, terrorism, crime and the use of
violence to resolve personal grievances. Despite the relative
independence of the courts, the judicial system is slow and
ineffective, and it is affected by corruption, due process of law
violations, and the poor condition of correctional facilities.

Sri Lanka ranks 48th globally and outperforms its regional
peers in most dimensions of the rule of law. The country
also outpaces most lower-middle income countries in
several areas, ranking second in delivering effective criminal
justice, despite a recent deterioration in this area. Control of
corruption is relatively effective (ranking 39th globally and

first in the region). On the other hand, violence and human
rights violations related to the legacy of a protracted civil
conflict remain problematic, despite recent improvements.
Other areas of concern are delays and barriers to access
civil justice, ineffective criminal investigations, due process
violations, and lack of accessibility of official information.

SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA

Botswana is the highest-ranked country in the Sub-Saharan
African region, and comes in at 25th overall, even ahead of
some of the high-income level countries. Despite a slight
drop in positions since last year, the country continues to
enjoy an effective system of checks and balances, including a
fairly independent judiciary and a free press (ranking 25th).
Corruption remains minimal and all branches of government
operate effectively. Fundamental rights are generally
respected (ranking sixth in the region), although limitations
on the right to privacy, and discrimination against immigrants
and ethnic minorities are still areas of concern. Finally,
although the civil and criminal justice systems compare
favorably to other countries in the region (ranking 28th and
23rd, respectively), delays and political interference in judicial
processes remain areas that require attention.

Burkina Faso is ranked 53rd this year, outperforming most
of its regional and income peers in all but one dimension of
the rule of law. As compared to other countries in the region,
the country scores fairly well in the areas of regulatory
enforcement and civil justice, ranking third and fifth in the
region, respectively. The country also performs relatively
well in freedom of speech, assembly, and religion. However,
the country is ranked 76th in government accountability

due to the lack of effective checks on the executive branch,
and political interference among the different branches of
government. Although not as pervasive as in other parts of
Sub-Saharan Africa, corruption is commonplace, and crime
and vigilante justice remain significant challenges. The
performance of the criminal justice system registered a slight
deterioration since last year (ranking 64th), and remains an
area in need of attention, particularly concerning violations
of due process, political interference in judicial decisions, and
harsh conditions in correctional facilities.

Cameroon is ranked 95th overall, lagging behind its

regional and income peers in most categories. Despite slight
improvements in several areas since last year, the country
still faces many challenges in terms of accountability and the
functioning of public institutions. Checks and balances are
poor (ranking 87th overall and third to last within the region);
protection of fundamental rights is relatively weak (ranking
81st overall and 13th among its regional peers); corruption

is common (ranking second to last in the world); and the
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civil justice system is slow and subject to political influence.
Cameroon, however, has a relatively low incidence of crime,
although police abuses, a high incidence of mob and vigilante
justice, and harsh conditions in correctional facilities are
areas in need of attention.

Cote d’lvoire is ranked 72nd overall and 9th in the Sub-
Saharan Africa region, with a performance similar to that of
last year. The country occupies the 77th position on checks on
government power due to limitations on the independence of
the judiciary and the legislature, and governmental pressure
on the media and civil society organizations. Conflict-

related violence and violations of fundamental rights are
serious concerns, including torture, disappearances, and
restrictions on freedom of speech and privacy. The criminal
justice system ranks 60th, due in part to weaknesses in the
criminal investigation system, violations of due process, and
poor conditions of correctional facilities. The country’s best
performance is in the area of civil justice (ranking 57th overall
and 9th among lower-middle income countries), and effective
regulatory enforcement (ranking éth in the region and 7th
among lower-middle income countries).

Ethiopia ranks 88th this year and occupies the bottom half of
the rankings among low-income countries in most dimensions.
Despite important gains in the area of security (ranking 73rd
overall), the country still faces significant challenges across
most of the areas covered by the Index. Accountability is weak
by regional standards, ranking 9 1st globally and second to
last in the region, and the performance of regulatory agencies
and courts lags behind that of its regional peers. The country
also has a poor record in protecting fundamental rights,
ranking 94th globally and second to last in the region. Of
greatest concern are restrictions limiting freedom of speech
and assembly, as well as illegal detentions, and due process
violations. The criminal justice system, although not without
problems, performs slightly better than those of other
countries in the region.

At 37th position overall, Ghana is the second-ranked

country in the Sub-Saharan Africa region, and the strongest
performer among lower-middle income countries. Despite a
slight decline since last year, the country continues to enjoy
an effective protection of fundamental rights (ranking 33rd
overall and first in the region), a functioning system of checks
and balances (ranking 27th overall and second in the region),
and an open government (ranking 37th and third in the
region). On a less positive note, administrative efficiency and
corruption remain important challenges, although the country
outperforms most of its regional peers in both dimensions.
The civil justice system is relatively independent, but slow and
inaccessible to most people. Finally, although improving since
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last year, the safety situation (ranking 57th), particularly in
regard to security from crime and vigilante justice, is an area
that still requires attention.

Kenya ranks 86th overall and occupies the bottom half of the
regional rankings across all the major dimensions captured by
the Index. In spite of improvements in the perceived ability of
the legislature and the judiciary to act as effective checks on
the executive branch (ranking 62nd overall, up 13 places), and
relatively good marks in the areas of freedom of religion and
freedom of assembly and association, the country presents

a number of challenges. Corruption remains widespread
(ranking 93rd globally and third to last in the region);
regulatory enforcement is ineffective by regional standards;
and the civil justice system, although on par with the regional
average, needs improvements across many areas. Crime and
vigilante justice are also areas of concern.

Liberiais ranked 87th overall and 13th in the Sub-Saharan
Africa region. The country ranks relatively well in the

areas of government accountability (ranking 56th overall)
and protection of fundamental rights (ranking 53rd),
outperforming most of its regional and income peers on
the back of improvements in protecting basic civil liberties
and advances toward a functioning system of checks and
balances. Yet, corruption is commonplace and the quality of
administrative agencies and the judiciary continues to be
hampered by inefficiencies and lack of resources. The country
also faces significant challenges in the area of order and
security (ranking 93rd).

Madagascar comes in at 81st place. The country sustains
one of the region’s sharpest drops, registering a fall in four

of the eight dimensions of the Index, including government
accountability and fundamental rights. The country continues
toreceive relatively weak assessments on checks on
government power (ranking 83rd and 15th within the region),
corruption (ranking 84th overall and 12th in the region), and
regulatory enforcement (ranking 82nd). There are limitations
on freedom of speech and privacy, as well as on the ability to
petition the government and to access official information.
Police abuses and political interference in the justice system
are also areas of concern. The country’s strongest scores are
in the area of order and security (ranking second in the region
and first among low-income countries).

Malawi ranks 55th overall and 6th in the region. The country
achieves its highest scores in the dimension of civil justice
(ranking second in the region), and has moved up significantly
in the rankings in the area of fundamental rights, thanks to
improvements in protecting freedoms of speech, religion,
privacy, and assembly. The country scores relatively well

on checks on government power (6th in its income group



and 9thin the region), and the judiciary is free of political
interference. Its weakest performance is in the area of open
government (ranking 80th overall and 10th in the region),
particularly in regard to the availability of official information.
Enforcement of government regulations, violations of due
process, and poor conditions of correctional facilities are also
areas of concern.

Nigeria ranks 93rd overall and near the bottom half of lower-
middle income countries in most dimensions. The country
ranks 69th for checks on the executive branch and 76th

for open government, putting it slightly behind the average
rankings of Sub-Saharan African countries. Yet, in most of the
other dimensions, the country remains one of the poorest
performers of the region. Corruption is widespread (ranking
third to last in the world), the criminal justice system has
deficiencies (ranking 91st overall and second to last in the
region), fundamental rights are poorly protected (ranking
88th overall), and a deteriorating security situation continues
to raise significant concern (ranking second to last overall).
Nigeria’s best performance is in the area of civil justice, where
it ranks 52nd globally and 7th among its income peers.

Senegal is ranked in the 43rd position, and is in the top

half of the rankings among lower-middle income countries

in most dimensions, attributable to ongoing reforms. The
country continues its steady progress and scores fairly well
on checks on government power (ranking 33rd overall and
third among its income group). Administrative proceedings
are more efficient than elsewhere in the region, and the civil
justice systemis relatively independent, although a bit slow
and inaccessible to most people. Although not as extensive as
in other countries in the region, corruption is still a problem,
as is open government, on which the country ranks 70th. The
country places 39th globally and second in the region for
protecting fundamental rights, although police abuses and
harsh treatment of prisoners are a source of concern.

Sierra Leone is ranked 84th overall and 11th in the Sub-
Saharan Africa region. The country ranks second among
low-income countries and fifth in the region with respect

to checks on government power. The judiciary and the
legislature are relatively independent, and the press and
civil society organizations are mostly free from government
interference. The country, however, faces many challenges.
Major problems include high crime rates, widespread
corruption, ineffective regulatory enforcement, lack of official
information, and severe deficiencies in the criminal justice
system.

South Africa, at 40th place, leads the BRICS countries and
shows a rather stable performance since last year. The country
has relatively effective checks on government power (ranking

37th), and an open government (ranking 26th). The country’s
civiljustice system is independent, but slow, and the criminal
justice system, although ranked 47th overall, is still afflicted by
deficiencies in the investigation of crimes, and poor conditions
of correctional facilities. Arguably, the country’s most
important challenge is in the area of security (ranking 86th)
due chiefly to the prevalence of crime and vigilante justice.

Tanzania, at 69th, ranks in the upper half of low-income
countries in most dimensions of the rule of law, with a
performance similar to that of last year. The country features
areasonable system of checks and balances (ranking

52nd overall and third among low-income countries), and
administrative agencies, although not without problems,
are slightly more efficient than those in other countries in
the region. The judiciary, however, is inefficient and affected
by corruption, and crime and vigilante justice continue to

be major problems (ranking 90th overall). Lack of access to
official information is another area of concern.

At 90th, Uganda ranks below the majority of countriesin
the region, with weakening performances across several
dimensions of the rule of law. Government accountability
remains relatively weak by regional standards (ranking 14th
regionally and 81st globally), and administrative agencies are
perceived to be inefficient and corrupt (ranking 89th overall
and 14th within the region). Protection of fundamental is
weak and is deteriorating since last year (ranking 93rd),

and crime and political violence, while improving slightly,
remain significant challenges. Courts, although relatively
independent, are under-resourced, slow, and inaccessible to
most people.

Zambia comes in at 70th position overall and 8th in the
region, showing a relatively steady performance on the
eight dimensions assessed by the Index last year. The
country scores relatively well in the areas of government
accountability, absence of corruption, and open government,
and the performance of the country’s administrative
agencies is on par with the regional average. Yet protection
of fundamental rights, including freedom of speech and
assembly, remains relatively weak, ranking 86th overall. Other
rule of law concerns include political interference within the
legislature and the judiciary, police abuses, poor protection
of property rights, vigilante justice, and poor conditions of
correctional facilities.

With a performance essentially unchanged from the
previous edition, Zimbabwe comes in at 97th this year, the
lowest-ranked country in Sub-Saharan Africa. Checks on
government power are weak (ranking 98th), and the country
fails to protect fundamental rights (ranked 98th globally and
last amongst both its regional and income peers), including
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freedom of speech, assembly, and association. Corruption
is pervasive and voting irregularities are common. Open
government and protection of property from expropriation
are weak. Zimbabwe's best performance is in the area of
criminaljustice (ranking 11thin the region and 7th among
low-income countries), although severe violations of due
process of law and the rights of the accused prevail.

WESTERN EUROPE & NORTH AMERICA

At 7th, Austria places among the top 10 globally in all dimensions
of the rule of law, with a stable performance since last year.

The government is accountable and free of corruption, and
fundamental rights are strongly protected. Although the
country’s government is very open (ranking éth globally),

people in Austria face more difficulties in accessing official
documentation than do individuals in most other developed
nations. The country’s courts are accessible and free of improper
influence; however, discrimination against disadvantaged groups
by judicial personnel and law enforcement officers is perceived to
be a problem.

Belgium is ranked in the 17th position overall, and places in
the top 20 worldwide in all the eight dimensions measured by
the Index. The country continues to score well in government
accountability (ranking 11th overall), as well as in protection
of fundamental rights (ranking 9th overall), although police
discrimination against foreigners is still perceived to be a
significant problem. The judicial system is independent and free
of corruption, although it is not as accessible to disadvantaged
groups. Judicial delays in civil cases, as well as a limited
effectiveness of the criminal investigation system in capturing
offenders, are areas that need attention.

Bulgariais ranked in the 44th position. The country outperforms
most upper-middle income countries in protecting the security
of its citizens from crime and in respecting the freedoms of
speech, religion, and assembly, although it still scores lower than
its EU counterparts. The right to petition the government and
citizen participation are also significant strengths. However,

the country faces challenges in the dimensions of government
accountability, corruption, and regulatory enforcement, where
it ranks 58th, 64th, and 57th, respectively. The criminal justice
system performs on par with those in other upper-middle
income countries (ranking 56th globally and 15th among its
income peers), although deficiencies in police investigation and
corruption are weaknesses that remain to be addressed.

Canada occupies the 11th position overall, and places in the
top 15 in seven of the eight categories of the Index, displaying
little change since last year’s edition. The government is
accountable (13th globally) and open (3rd globally); corruption
is minimal (ranking 14th overall); and the country generally
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observes fundamental rights (ranking 16th overall), although
discrimination against immigrants and the poor is still a source

of concern. The country is relatively safe from crime, civil courts
are accessible and independent, and the criminal justice system is
effective in bringing offenders to justice. However, delays in court
processes, and unequal access and treatment of disadvantaged
groups at courts and police services, are areas in need of
attention.

Croatia places in the middle of the rankings in most categories,
with afairly even performance across all dimensions captured
by the Index. The country is ranked in the 40th position in checks
on the government’s power and in the 38th positionin open
government. Although good by global standards good, Croatia’s
institutions lag behind those of other high-income countries.

Its public administrative bodies, for example, are not as efficient
as others in the region, and the judicial system, while generally
accessible, is slow and subject to improper influence. The country
is relatively safe from crime, but there is anincreasing use of
violence to express discontent. Corruption is an area of concern
(ranking 36th globally and last among high-income countries).

Czech Republicis ranked in the 23rd position overall and
occupies the 15th place in the region, showing a similar
performance to that of last year. The country obtains high marks
in providing effective checks on the executive’s power (ranking
23rd overall), and in protecting fundamental rights (ranking
11th overall and ?th inthe region). The country’s administrative
agencies are relatively effective in enforcing regulations, albeit
less efficiently than those in other EU countries. Courts are
independent, but slow. Other areas in need of attention include
corruption among government officials (ranking 31st), lack of
effective sanctions for official misconduct, and limitations on
citizens’ right to petition the government and to access official
information.

Denmark attains the 1st position overall as a result of its
continuous strong performance across all dimensions. The
country is the world leader in two dimensions — government
accountability and absence of corruption — and places in the
top 5 inall other dimensions. Denmark’s public institutions
are transparent, efficient, and free of corruption. The country
is relatively safe from crime, and the criminal justice system

is effective in bringing offenders to justice; however, police
discrimination against foreigners and ethnic minorities are
perceived to be a problem. Court delays are also an area where
improvement is needed.

Estonia ranks 15th overall and ranks globally among the top 20
in all but one dimension, thanks to its well-functioning and open
institutions. Administrative agencies and courts are accountable,



effective, and free of corruption, and fundamental rights are
strongly protected. On the other hand, the crime rates in Estonia
are slightly higher than in most of its high income peers. Judicial
delays are another area in need of attention.

Finland is ranked 4th overall, and places in the top 10 globally

in sixdimensions, and places in the top 15 globally in the other
two dimensions of the Index. The country has well-functioning,
accountable, and transparent institutions, and the court system
is independent and free of improper influence. Nevertheless,
the country registered a slight decline in the area of open
government (ranking 11th overall), driven by the perceived
deterioration in the people’s ability to petition the government
and access official information. The criminal justice system ranks
1st overall, but police discrimination against foreigners and ethnic
minorities is perceived to be a problem.

France comes in at 18th overall, with high marks in the areas of
accountability (ranking 14th overall), open government (ranking
16th overall), and effective regulatory enforcement (ranking 14th
overall). The country also scores well on absence of corruption
(ranking 20th globally), and protection of fundamental rights
(ranking 18th globally), although police discrimination against
ethnic and religious minorities as well as perceived violations of
the right of privacy are both areas that need to be addressed.
The country has an independent, accessible, and affordable civil
justice system (ranking 18th overall). However, judicial delays are
aweakness in both the civil and criminal justice systems, where
cases can take a long time to resolve.

At 9th, Germany places in the top 15 worldwide in six
dimensions, and in the top 20 worldwide in the other two
dimensions, with a rather stable performance since last year.
Government accountability is strong (ranking 9th overall), and
corruption is minimal (ranking 12th overall). Administrative
agencies are transparent and effective in enforcing regulations
(ranking 16th). The country’s civil justice system ranks 3rd
overall, and is characterized by the affordability of attorneys,
accessibility and efficiency of courts, and lack of undue influence.
Police discrimination against foreigners, as well as difficulties
in bringing criminal offenders to justice, are areas that need
attention.

Greece is ranked in the 32nd position globally, underperforming
most of its regional and income peers in all dimensions, and
displaying a broadly similar performance to that of last year. The
country has a fair system of checks and balances (ranking 29th
overall), but its administrative agencies are inefficient, lax in
enforcing regulations, and affected by improper influence. The
country’s civil justice system is independent, but slow (ranking
25th overall), and the criminal justice system scores below levels
found in other advanced economies (ranking 43rd overall and
last among high-income countries), mainly because of difficulties

inidentifying and prosecuting offenders, corruption, and poor
conditions at correctional facilities. While the country is relatively
safe from crime, riots in the streets still occur. Overall, Greece
earns high marks in protecting basic rights and liberties, but
discrimination against disadvantaged groups is perceived to be a
problem.

Hungary places in the top-third worldwide in most dimensions
of the rule of law, but lags behind its regional and income group
peers. The country ranks third to last among high income
countries for effective checks on government powers, due in
part to political interference among the different branches of
government. Despite a slight drop of positions since last year,
corruption remains relatively low (ranking 29th overall), and
administrative agencies are relatively effective in enforcing
regulations (ranking 30th overall). The country is relatively

safe from crime. The civil justice system, however, ranks 55th
overall and last among high-income countries, mainly because
of lengthy delays in the resolution of cases, difficulties enforcing
court decisions, discrimination against marginalized groups, and
political interference injudicial decisions. Deficiencies in police
investigations and difficulties in bringing criminal offenders to
justice are other areas in need of attention.

Italy is ranked in the 29th position overall. The country

scores 26th globally in checks on the government’s power,

and receives high marks for observing fundamental rights
(ranking 22nd overall). Administrative agencies are effective in
enforcing regulations, although they are less efficient than their
counterparts in other countries throughout the region (placing
19th inthe region, and ranking 29th overall). The country’s civil
justice systemis independent, but slow. The country’s lowest
positions are in the areas of security (ranking 50th overall),

and open government (ranking 39th overall), attributable to an
increasing use of violence to express discontent, and to perceived
difficulties in petitioning the government and accessing official
information, respectively. Corruption and discrimination against
disadvantaged groups are other areas in need of attention.

The Netherlands comes in at 5th overall. Checks on executive
power are strong (ranking 7th overall), corruptionis minimal
(ranking 7th overall), the government is open and transparent
(ranking 7th overall), and administrative agencies are efficient and
effective in enforcing regulations. The country’s civil courts are
accessible and free of improper influence, placing 2nd worldwide.
Fundamental rights are also well protected (ranking 6th overall),
although labor market discrimination and police discrimination
against disadvantaged groups are perceived to be issues needing
attention. Although the country is relatively safe from crime,
burglaries and thefts are somewhat common.

Norway comes in at 2nd overall, and is the world leader in the
areas of open government, regulatory enforcement, and civil
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justice. The government is accountable (ranking 2nd overall), and
the justice system operates independently and without improper
influence. The criminal justice system is effective and adheres to
due process. While the country is safe from crime, burglary and
theft are ongoing issues.

Despite a slight drop of scores in three of the eight dimensions
measured by the Index, Poland, at 22nd place, continues to earn
high marks across all areas. The country places 22th globally in
checks on the government’s power, and its public institutions rank
27thoverall in absence of corruption, and 26th in effectiveness
of regulatory enforcement. In general, the country has a good
record in protecting fundamental rights. The civil justice,
although accessible and free of undue influence, is affected

by lengthy delays in the resolution of cases and difficulties in
enforcing court decisions (ranking 22nd overall). Poland’s lowest
score is in the dimension of open government (ranking 27th
overall), mainly because of limitations on citizens’ right to petition
the government and to access official information. Delays in
administrative proceedings are another area in need of attention.

Portugal places 26th overall and 17th in the region. While
lagging behind many of its regional peers in most dimensions,
Portugal still maintains a stable performance since last year.

The country ranks 19th overall in checks on the government’s
power, and 26th overall on absence of corruption. Administrative
agencies are relatively effective in enforcing regulations, albeit
less efficiently than those in the majority of other countries in the
region. The civil courts are independent, but slower than their
counterparts in the European Union. Portugal’s lowest score is
inthe area of order and security (ranking 58th overall), mainly
because people are increasingly resorting to violence to express
discontent. Its highest position is on respect for fundamental
rights (ranking 17th overall).

Romania is ranked in the 33rd position overall, trailing its EU
peers but outperforming most upper-middle income countries.
The country performs relatively well in the dimensions of
security (ranking 31st overall), respect for fundamental rights
(ranking 25th globally and 2nd among upper-middle income
countries), and criminal justice (ranking 3rd among its income
peers and 29th overall). However, the country does less well

on administrative and judicial efficiency. While administrative
agencies perform on par with those in other upper-middle
income countries, they rank worse than those of other countries
of the region. Corruptionis still an area in need of attention,
(ranking 4 1st globally and second to last in the region),
particularly in the legislature, as are the difficulties in petitioning
the government and accessing official information.

Slovenia places in the top-third worldwide in most dimensions
of the rule of law. The country has a good system of checks and
balances (ranking 30th overall), and obtain relatively high marks
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in protecting basic civil liberties. The country’s administrative
agencies and courts perform well by global standards, but below
its regional and income counterparts. Among the challenges
faced by the country are delays and inadequate enforcement of
administrative and judicial decisions, impunity for misconduct by
government officials, and police corruption.

Ranked 24th, Spain drops several positions in five of the eight
dimensions measured by the Index this year, but nonetheless
maintains relatively good marks across all areas. The government
remains generally accountable, despite some decline over the
past year in the areas of judicial independence and legislative
corruption. Fundamental rights and basic civil liberties remain
strongly protected (ranking 14th overall), and administrative
agencies, although slightly inefficient, are effective in enforcing
regulations (ranking 25th overall). By contrast, Spain lags behind
its regional and income-group peers in providing mechanisms
for public participation — including the right to petition public
authorities. Judicial delays, ineffective enforcement of civil
justice, police discrimination, and corruption in the civil and
criminal justice systems are also areas in need of attention.

Sweden is ranked in the 3rd position worldwide and places in
the top 5 in six dimensions and in the top 10 in the other two,
with a performance similar to that of last year. Government
accountability is strong (ranking 3rd overall), corruption is
minimal (ranking 4th overall), and fundamental rights are
strongly protected (ranking 1st overall). In addition, the country’s
administrative agencies and courts are rated among the most
effective and transparent in the world. Notwithstanding

these strengths, some concerns remain with regard to police
discrimination against foreigners and ethnic minorities, perceived
delays in court processes, and difficulties in bringing criminal
offenders tojustice.

The United Kingdom is ranked 13th overall, with a stable
performance since last year. The country scores high on
government accountability (ranking 10th overall) and corruption
is minimal (ranking 15th overall). Administrative agencies are
efficient and effective in enforcing regulations. Fundamental
rights are well protected (ranking 15th overall and 13thin the
region) and the country is relatively safe from crime. The court
systemis independent and free of undue influence, but it is

not as accessible and affordable as others in the region. Undue
infringement of privacy is an area of concern.

The United States ranks 19th overall, with a relatively uniform
performance across all dimensions of the rule of law. The country
maintains a well-functioning system of checks and balances
(ranking 20th), in spite of a slight relative decline during the

past year. The United States scores well in the areas of Open
Government (ranking 17th) and Order and Security (ranking
18th), with a significant improvement from the previous



measurement. Protection of fundamental rights is strong,
particularly with regard to the rights of association, opinion and
expression, and freedom of religion. The country underperforms
income and regional peers in the protection of the right to
privacy, due process of law and fundamental labor rights. The
judicial system is independent and free of undue influence, but

it lags behind its peers in providing equal treatment to ethnic
minorities and other disadvantaged groups. Civil legal assistance
is frequently expensive or unavailable, and the gap between

rich and poor individuals in terms of both actual use of and
satisfaction with the court systemis significant.
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Country Profiles

This section presents profiles for the 99 countries and jurisdictions included in the WJP Rule of Law Index 2014 report.
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How to Read the Country Profiles

Each country profile presents the featured country’s scores
for each of the WJP Rule of Law Index’s factors and sub-
factors, and draws comparisons between the scores of the
featured country and the scores of other indexed countries
that share regional and income level similarities. The scores

range between O and 1, where 1 signifies the highest score
(high rule of law adherence) and O signifies the lowest score
(low rule of law adherence). The country profiles consist of
four (4) sections, outlined below.

Section 1 displays the country’s disaggregated scores for

each of the sub-factors that compose the WJP Rule of Law

Index. Each of the 47 sub-factors is represented by a gray

line drawn from the center to the periphery of the circle.
The center of the circle corresponds to the worst possible
score for each sub-factor (0.00), and the outer edge of the
circle marks the best possible score for each sub-factor
(1.00).

The featured country’s scores are shown in purple. The
average score of the country’s region is shown in orange.
The average score of the country’s income group is shown

Section 2 displays the country’s overall rule of law
score, along with its overall global and regional
ranks. The overall rule of law score is calculated by

? taking the simple average of the eight individual
factors, listed in the table in Section 3.
Section 3 displays the featured
) country’s individual factor scores,

along with the global, regional,
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Kabul, Herat, Kandahar
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A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Albania

Tirana, Durres, Shkodra
Region: Eastern Europe & Central Asia | Income group: Lower middle income
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Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Buenos Aires, Cordoba, Rosario

°
Arge nt I n a Region: Latin America & the Caribbean | Income group: Upper middle income
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7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights A 0.67 31/99 3/16 3/29
7.1 4.1 & o 45 it
- rder and Security —
s 4o ) 0.61 [83/99 10/16 | 23/29
6.4 4.3 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.43  73/99 12/16 26/29
6.3 4.4 ra
Regulatory 62 o1 46 49 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 054  40/99 3/16 8/29
Enforcement ' 5.3 4.7 ' Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 037 |[70/99 8/16 | 24/29
Security
=== Argentina === Latin America & the Caribbean === Upper middle income A Trendingup WV Trending down Low Medium High
— o
LIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature | 0.41 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.66 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.59
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary - | 0.35 4.2 Right to life and security I 032 7.2 No discrimination ]| 0.75
1.3 Independent auditing — 0.44 4.3 Due process of law || 0.47 7.3 No corruption 1 0.59
1.4 Sanctions for official . 0.3 4.4 Freedom of expression ] 0.64 7.4 No improper gov. influence I | 0.37
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks | 0.63 4.5 Freedom of religion | 0.8 7.5 No unreasonable delay . | 0.33
1.6 Lawful transition of power ] 0.67 4.6 Right to privacy [ ]| 0.7 7.6 Effective enforcement |1 ] 0.53
4.7 Freedom of association Il 0.67 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NS 0.63
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights | 0.56
2.1 No corruption in the I 0.49 TET criminal Justice
executive branch
2.2 No corruption in the 1| 0.56 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations il 0.18
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime Il 0.53 8.2 Timely and effective . | 0.32
2.3 No corruption in the I 0.61 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system NI 0.27
2.4 No corruption in the | 0.31
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress Il | 0.29 8.4 No discrimination ) 0.44
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 1 0.46
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws |l 0.5 8.6 No improper gov. influence I 0.43
6.1 Effective regulatory N 0.41
3.2 Stable laws [ | 0.49 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law L 0.47
6.2 No improper influence | 0.57
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.45
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay -l 0.36
3.4 Right to information . 0.37
6.4 Respect for due process . 0.39
6.5 No expropriation w/out . | 0.43

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Australia

Sydney, Melbourne, Brisbane

Region: East Asia & Pacific | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
Justice o5 g6 87 M1 12 43 " 08 8/99 2/15
84 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1
o1 s (A:E:ﬁ?:teig: Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 —
T Constraints on Government
7.6 2.4 == Powers v 0.86  8/99 2/15 8/30
7.5 31 6 Absence of Corruption — 0.86 8/99 3/15 8/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
. 5, Covernmen p 0.75 12/99 4/15 12/30
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.82 10/99 2/15 10/30
7.1 4.1 - .
e . g Orderand Security — 086 14/99 7/15 12/30
4.3 i Regulatory Enforcement v 0.8 7/99 2/15 7/30
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 073 12/99 5/15 12/30
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and eI 073 11/99 4/15 11/30
Security
== Australia === East Asia & Pacific === High income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
j— o
I Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 056 4.1 Equal treatment / no I | 0.65 7.1 Accessibility and I | 0.48
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary 0.85 4.2 Right to life and security IR 039 7.2 No discrimination I | o054
1.3 Independent auditing 0.83 4.3 Due process of law [ | 7.3 No corruption NN 093
1.4 Sanctions for official BN 081 4.4 Freedom of expression NN 037 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence NN 092
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks I 036 4.5 Freedom of religion I 033 7.5 No unreasonable delay | 0.6
1.6 Lawful transition of power I 094 4.6 Right to privacy I o9 7.6 Effective enforcement 1 1] 0.79
4.7 Freedom of association I 039 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs EEEE 0383
Absence of Corruption
(<3 P 4.8 Labor rights BN o7
2.1 No corruption in the I 034 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
PS
2.2 No corruption in the I 94 @@ Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations || 0.6
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 039 8.2 Timely and effective Il 0.71
2.3 No corruption in the I 052 adjudication
police/military L .
5.2 Absence of civil conflict I ’ )
8.3 Effective correctional system I 0.64
2.4 No corruption in the I 0.74
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress NS 0.69 8.4 No discrimination . | 053
i I
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 0.86
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws | ] 0.7 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NI 0.99
6.1 Effective regulatory 1l 0.78
3.2 Stable laws N o enforcement 8.7 Due process of law Nl o6
6.2 No improper influence NN 092
3.3 Right to petition / 1] 0.69
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay ] 0.77
3.4 Right to information Il 032
6.4 Respect for due process I 0.78
6.5 No expropriation w/out | | 0.78

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Austria

Vienna, Graz, Linz
Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
Justice s g6 57 M 12 43 i 082 7/99 6/24
84 s
8.3
8.2 Absence of i
- Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 —
1 Constraints on Government
7.6 54 = powers 0.86  6/99 5/24 6/30
7.5 31 6 Absence of Corruption — 0.84 10/99 6/24 10/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
s 5 oovernmen P 0.78  6/99 5/24 6/30
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.87 5/99 5/24 5/30
7.1 S .
. a OrderandSecurity — 088 10/99 4/24  9/30
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.81 6/99 5/24 6/30
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 075  7/99 6/24 7/30
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 081 5/99 4/24  5/30
Security
== Austria === Western Europe & North America === High income rending up rending down ow edium ig
Austri W E & North Ameri Highii A Trendi V' Trending d L Medi High
— o
1 Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
.1 Limits by legislature A .1 Equal treatment / no A .1 Accessibility an X
1.1 Limits by legis| L) 4.1 Equal / BN 074 7.1 Accessibility and L 0.62
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary B o8t 4.2 Right to life and security I 092 7.2 No discrimination E | 068
1.3 Independent auditing E—— 077 4.3 Due process of law INNE 036 7.3 No corruption I 036
1.4 Sanctions for official E—— 078 4.4 Freedom of expression INNNE 092 7.4 No improper gov. influence NN 051
misconduct
.5 Non-governmental checks . .5 Freedom of religion . .5 No unreasonable delay X
15N Ichecks ~NNNNENE (.92 4.5 Freedom of religi I 0.4 75N ble del I 0.71
.6 Lawful transition of power A .6 Right to privac A K ective enforcement .
1.6 Lawful ition of p I 99 4.6 Right to privacy I 094 7.6 Effecti i I 033
4.7 Freedom of association | XY 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NI 0.71
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights B 051
2.1 No corruption in the I 032 TET criminal Justice
executive branch
P
2.2 No corruption in the [ Y a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations 0.84
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 093 8.2 Timely and effective I 55
2.3 No corruption in the I 091 adjudication
police/military .. .
5.2 Absence of civil conflict I ) .
8.3 Effective correctional system I 0.79
2.4 No corruption in the I 0.74
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress [ N SN 0.7 8.4 No discrimination [ ] 0.68
i I |
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 0.85
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I 0.82 8.6 No improper gov. influence I 034
6.1 Effective regulatory ] 0.78
3.2 Stable laws I enforcement 8.7 Due process of law I o33
6.2 No improper influence I 039
3.3 Right to petition / I 0353
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay I 0.72
3.4 Right to information I | 0.58
6.4 Respect for due process 1] 0.78
6.5 No expropriation w/out N 036

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Bangladesh

Dhaka, Chittagong, Khulna

Region: South Asia | Income group: Lower middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal Powers
Justice g 87 M1 12 45 " 0,39 92/99 4/6
8.4 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
o1 s Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
L y m Constraints on Government 041 '80/99 | 6/6 18/24
: : Powers
7.5 31 6 Absence of Corruption — 0.27 95/99 5/6 22/24
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
o ,, Governmen p 036 85/99 4/6 | 20/24
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 043  87/99 4/6 20/24
7.1 4.1 g ord ds it
- rder and Security —
s 4o = 0.64 | 76/99 3/6 17/24
6.4 4.3 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.37  91/99 4/6 22/24
6.3 4.4 -
Regulatory 6.2 o1 ie 45 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice A 0.36  92/99 4/6 20/24
Enforcement ’ 5.3 4.7 ’ Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 029 94/99 5/6  23/24
Security
=== Bangladesh === South Asia === | ower middle income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
_ o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 0.55 4.1 Equal treatment / no | 0.55 7.1 Accessibility and . | 0.36
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary — 0.45 4.2 Right to life and security |l 0.22 7.2 No discrimination | 0.35
1.3 Independent auditing — 0.41 4.3 Due process of law . 0.3 7.3 No corruption |l 0.3
1.4 Sanctions for official . ] 0.27 4.4 Freedom of expression Wl 0.41 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence I 0.37
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks LIl 0.4 4.5 Freedom of religion || 0.56 7.5 No unreasonable delay . | 0.39
1.6 Lawful transition of power . | 0.41 4.6 Right to privacy |l 0.26 7.6 Effective enforcement || 0.36
4.7 Freedom of association I 0.55 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs | 0.41
Absence of Corruption
(<3 P 4.8 Labor rights E— 057
2.1 No corruption in the - 0.35 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
P
2.2 No corruption in the [ N 0.29 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations Wl 0.24
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime |l 0.73 8.2 Timely and effective 1] 0.33
2.3 No corruption in the LI 0.19 adjudication
police/military L. . I B
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system I 0.25
2.4 No corruption in the | 0.27
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress [l |1 0.19 8.4 No discrimination ] 0.39
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption | 0.26
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws | ] 0.48 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence I || 0.27
6.1 Effective regulatory Ll 0.37
3.2 Stable laws |l 0.29 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law 1] 0.3
6.2 No improper influence |l 0.25
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.41
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay Ll 0.37
3.4 Right to information Il 0.27
6.4 Respect for due process || 0.4
6.5 No expropriation w/out || 0.47

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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I Minsk, Gomel, Mogilev
B e a ru S Region: Eastern Europe & Central Asia | Income group: Upper middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
ustice w07 V1025 0.51 50/99 4/13
84 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1
ébsence_ of Factor Factor Global Regional Income
8.1 2.2 orruption
0.5 Trend Score  Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
. y m Constraints on Government 034 9599 12/13 28/29
: . Powers
7.5 3.1 :
6 Absence of Corruptlon — 0.53 38/99 4/13 7/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government A 039 79/99  12/13 | 26/29
7.3 3.3
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.46 83/99 12/13 25/29
7.1 4.1 & o 45 it
- rder and Security —
s 4o ) 0.79 33/99 4/13 6/29
6.4 . i Regulatory Enforcement — 053  42/99 3/13 9/29
Regulatory 62 o1 se Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice v 06 30/99 1/13 4/29
Enforcement ' 5.3 4.7 ' Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice
Order and IE V043 50/99 413 11/29
Security
=== Belarus === Eastern Europe & Central Asia === Upper middle income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
Il Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature LBl 0.27 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 071 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.52
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary . 0.28 4.2 Right to life and security . | 0.44 7.2 No discrimination I 077
1.3 Independent auditing - 0.39 4.3 Due process of law || 0.43 7.3 No corruption 1] 0.59
1.4 Sanctions for official | 0.5 4.4 Freedom of expression ol Il 0.27 7.4 No improper gov. influence IR || 0.29
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks |l 0.27 4.5 Freedom of religion || 0.63 7.5 No unreasonable delay 1] | 0.74
1.6 Lawful transition of power Bl 0.34 4.6 Right to privacy Bl 0.24 7.6 Effective enforcement [l | 0.64
4.7 Freedom of association [ 0.39 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs  ENEEEEEN 0.67
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights | 054
2.1 No corruption in the L 0.51 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
s : ive investigati Il 0.35
2.2 No corruption in the L] 0.56 m Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations .
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime [ Y 8.2 Timely and effective [ 1] 0.57
2.3 No corruption in the 1 0.64 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system I 0.32
2.4 No corruption in the || 0.4
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I 051 8.4 No discrimination . 0.61
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption [l 0.5
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws [ 0.51 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence I | 0.24
6.1 Effective regulatory | 0.59
3.2 Stable laws . | 0.43 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law L 0.43
6.2 No improper influence 1] 0.59
3.3 Right to petition / .l 0.33
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay ] ] 0.6
3.4 Right to information | 0.28
6.4 Respect for due process || 0.45
6.5 No expropriation w/out L Jl| 0.41
adequate compensation
A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).
Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Antwerp, Ghent, Charleroi

.
Be I gl u m Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
e ae 87 11745 0.76 17/99 11/24
84 s
8.3
8.2 2.1
o1 s (A:E:ﬁ?:teig: Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
L y m Constraints on Government 081 1199 9/24  11/30
: : Powers
= o @ Absence of Corruption A 081 13/99 824 13/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 067 18/99 13/24 18/30
7.3 3.3
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.83 9/99 8/24 9/30
7.1 4.1 - .
e . g OrderandSecurity A 085 16/99 7/24 14/30
6.4 4.3 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.71 19/99  12/24  19/30
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 069 19/99 12/24 19/30
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 ’ Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and eI 067 20/99 13/24 20/30
Security
=== Belgium === Western Europe & North America === High income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
j— o
Ul Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 034 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 079 7.1 Accessibility and Ll 0.58
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary I— 0.75 4.2 Right to life and security I 0,95 7.2 No discrimination [
1.3 Independent auditing I 078 4.3 Due process of law I 077 7.3 No corruption I 032
14 Sa‘nctio;s ftor official — 0.76 4.4 Freedom of expression I 032 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence NN 075
misconduc
1.5 Non-governmental checks I 032 4.5 Freedom of religion | 0.8 7.5 No unreasonable delay I ] 0.46
1.6 Lawful transition of power I 038 4.6 Right to privacy I 032 7.6 Effective enforcement ] 0.68
4.7 Freedom of association [ Y 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs N 075
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights 052
2.1 No corruption in the I 0352 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
@ . . . .
2.2 No corruption in the I 036 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations I 052
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 035 8.2 Timely and effective |l 0.62
2.3 No corruption in the I 052 adjudication
police/military L .
5.2 Absence of civil conflict I ’ )
8.3 Effective correctional system I 047
2.4 No corruption in the 1] 0.66
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress | ENEEEEEN 0.71 8.4 No discrimination ] 0.61
i I
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 0.85
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws Ll 0.65 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NN 0387
6.1 Effective regulatory I 0.77
3.2 Stable laws N o enforcement 8.7 Due process of law I 077
6.2 No improper influence I 036
3.3 Right to petition / L 0.65
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay I 0.5
3.4 Right to information I | 0.59
6.4 Respect for due process || 0.65
6.5 No expropriation w/out | 0.77

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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B I o o La Paz, Santa Cruz, Cochabamba
0 IVI a Region: Latin America & the Caribbean | Income group: Lower middle income
Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
Justice os 6 87 L1 12 45 » 0.39 94/99 15/16
8.4 1.5
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of

Factor Factor Global Regional Income

C ti
&t 2 orruption Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
. y m Pons raints on Governmen 038 88/99 14/16 | 22/24
: . owers
e o @ Absence of Corruption A 032 87/99 15/16 18/24
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 0.38 81/99 14/16 18/24
7.3 3.3
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.48 75/99  15/16 17/24
7.1 4.1 & o 45 it
@  Order and Security
s s P~ v 0.61 [82/99 9/16 | 19/24
6.4 4.3 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.38 88/99 15/16 21/24
6.3 4.4 LN
Regulatory 62 o1 46 49 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 0.34 96/99  15/16  24/24
Enforcement ' 5.3 4.7 ' Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and I 023 98/99 15/16 24/24
Security
=== Bolivia === Latin America & the Caribbean === | ower middle income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
LIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature LB 0.33 4.1 Equal treatment / no I | 0.47 7.1 Accessibility and L]l 0.4
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary - 0.24 4.2 Right to life and security . | 0.45 7.2 No discrimination . i 0.45
1.3 Independent auditing — 0.41 4.3 Due process of law Il 0.35 7.3 No corruption |l 0.27
1.4 Sanctions for official Ll 0.36 4.4 Freedom of expression . | 0.45 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence 1N I 0.18
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks Wl 0.45 4.5 Freedom of religion ____ W 0.64 7.5 No unreasonable delay I 0.28
1.6 Lawful transition of power Bl 0.46 4.6 Right to privacy | __ N 0.45 7.6 Effective enforcement ]| 0.3
4.7 Freedom of association I | 0.53 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NSl 0.52
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights I 052
2.1 No corruption in the I 043 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
P
2.2 No corruption in the . Il 023 & Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations N 0.25
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime |} 0.66 8.2 Timely and effective Il 0.13
2.3 No corruption in the IR 0.3 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system I 0.24
2.4 No corruption in the | 0.33
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress Il Il 0.17 8.4 No discrimination | | 0.25
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption | B 0.25
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws . | 0.42 8.6 Noimproper gov.influence 1l 0.14
6.1 Effective regulatory . | 0.34
3.2 Stable laws Wl 0.32 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law ] 0.35
6.2 No improper influence . | 0.45
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.45
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay | 0.39
3.4 Right to information [} 0.33
6.4 Respect for due process . | 0.34
6.5 No expropriation w/out | 0.38

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Sarajevo, Banja Luka, Tuzla
Region: Eastern Europe & Central Asia | Income group: Upper middle income

Bosnia and Herzegovina

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
Justice ge 87 M1 L2 45 " 0,55 39/99 3/13
8.4 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
o1 s Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
L y m Constraints on Government 054 5199 1/13  13/29
: : Powers
- . @ Absence of Corruption — 045 55/99 5/13 18/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 048  44/99 3/13  10/29
7.3 3.3 :
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.67  32/99 1/13 4/29
7.1 4.1 g ord ds it
- rder and Security —
s 4o = 0.76 45/99 7/13  11/29
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 051  49/99 5/13 14/29
Regulatory o1 ie Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 048 56/99 7/13  16/29
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and I 054 32/99 113  5/29
Security
— Bosniaand Eastern Europe &Central _ Upper middle
Herzegovina Asia income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
_ o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature ] 0.62 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.68 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.49
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary E— 0.51 4.2 Right to life and security NN o7/ 7.2 No discrimination [ ] 0.69
1.3 Independent auditing m— 0.49 4.3 Due process of law || 0.64 7.3 No corruption [ 1] 0.54
1.4 Sanctions for official — 0.42 4.4 Freedom of expression 1] 0.58 7.4 No improper gov. influence N 0.49
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks 11 0.57 4.5 Freedom of religion || 0.69 7.5 No unreasonable delay W1 0.34
1.6 Lawful transition of power || 0.63 4.6 Right to privacy ] ] 0.67 7.6 Effective enforcement | Bl 0.22
4.7 Freedom of association [l 0.67 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs | 0.64
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights [ 0.64
2.1 No corruption in the ] 0.4 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
s i ive investigati —
2.2 No corruption in the 1] 052 @@ Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations 0.44
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 034 8.2 Timely and effective Il 0.57
2.3 No corruption in the I 0.62 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system NN 0.36
2.4 No corruption in the | 0.27
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I 0.44 8.4 No discrimination . 0.63
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 1] 0.57
#a Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws | ] 0.55 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NN 0.56
6.1 Effective regulatory I 0.5
3.2 Stable laws [l 05 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law L 0.64
6.2 No improper influence . ] 0.44
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.42
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay I 0.46
3.4 Right to information || 0.44
6.4 Respect for due process 1] 0.59
6.5 No expropriation w/out || 0.56

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org

RULE OF LAW INDEX

Country Profiles



Gaborone, Francistown, Molepolole

Botswa n a Region: Sub-Saharan Africa | Income group: Upper middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
Justice s ge 87 M1 L2 43 i 067 25/99 1/18
84 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
- 5 Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
1 Constraints on Governmen
7.6 24 = Powers v 0.69 25/99 1/18 2/29
7.5 31 6 Absence ofCorruption — 0.73 23/99 1/18 2/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
s 5 oovernmen P 0.61 22/99 1/18 2/29
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 057 54/99 6/18 16/29
7.1 4.1 & o 45 it
- rder and Security —
s 4o ) 0.82 26/99 1/18 3/29
6.4 4.3 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.68 20/99 1/18 1/29
6.3 ra
Regulatory 62 o1 / 46 49 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 061 28/99 1/18 3/29
Enforcement ' 5.3 4.7 ' Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and I 063 23/99 118  1/29
Security
=== Botswana === Sub-Saharan Africa === Upper middle income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
LIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature . 0.72 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.51 7.1 Accessibility and 1|l 0.53
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary I 0.74 4.2 Right to life and security I | 0.53 7.2 No discrimination I ] 0.47
1.3 Independent auditing — 0.46 4.3 Due process of law 1] 0.58 7.3 No corruption I 07
1.4 Sanctions for official I 0.69 4.4 Freedom of expression I | 0.76 7.4 No improper gov. influence NI 0.6
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks I 0.76 4.5 Freedom of religion ]| 0.6 7.5 No unreasonable delay 1] 0.58
1.6 Lawful transition of power I I 0.77 4.6 Right to privacy NN 0.29 7.6 Effective enforcement [l | 0.64
4.7 Freedom of association [ 1] 0.72 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs | NI 0.64
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights " 055
2.1 No corruption in the ENNEN o3 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
2.2 No corruption in the ] 0.75 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations o 0.62
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime [ ]| 0.79 8.2 Timely and effective [ | ] 0.62
2.3 No corruption in the . 0.68 adjudication
police/military .. .
5.2 Absence of civil conflict I ) .
8.3 Effective correctional system [ 1| 0.53
2.4 No corruption in the 1 | 0.75
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress [ ENENIEEN 0.67 8.4 No discrimination | ] | 0.67
i I .
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 0.83
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws [ 1] 0.66 8.6 No improper gov. influence NI 0.6
6.1 Effective regulatory 1| 0.74
3.2 Stable laws [ T 06 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law [ LI 0.58
6.2 No improper influence I N 0.79
3.3 Right to petition / N s
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay [ L1 0.51
3.4 Right to information ] 0.4
6.4 Respect for due process 1] 0.58
6.5 No expropriation w/out I 0.78

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Sao Paulo, Rio de Janeiro, Belo Horizonte
Region: Latin America & the Caribbean | Income group: Upper middle income

Brazil

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
stice w07 M1 125 0.54 42/99 3/16
84 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1
o1 s (A:E:ﬁ?:teig: Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
L y m Constraints on Government 063 32/99 3/16 3/29
: : Powers
7.5 31 6 Absence of Corruption — 0.5 45/99 3/16 12/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
. 5, Covernmen p 0.5 36/99 5/16 7/29
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.66  35/99 5/16 6/29
7.1 4.1 $ ord ds it
- rder and Security —
s 4o m 0.66 ' 71/99 5/16 18/29
6.4 4.3 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 053 39/99 4/16 6/29
6.3 4.4 -
Regulatory o1 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 051 50/99 4/16  14/29
Enforcement ’ 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice
Order and I V037 69/99 7/16 | 23/29
Security
=== Brazil === Latin America & the Caribbean === Upper middle income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature - 0.72 4.1 Equal treatment / no i 0.66 7.1 Accessibility and ] 0.53
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary I 0.62 4.2 Right to life and security | 0.61 7.2 No discrimination I 0.69
1.3 Independent auditing — 0.49 4.3 Due process of law . I 0.37 7.3 No corruption [l ] 0.67
1.4 Sanctions for official - 0.4 4.4 Freedom of expression ]| 0.74 7.4 No improper gov. influence NI 0.6
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks 1] 0.74 4.5 Freedom of religion 1] 0.81 7.5 No unreasonable delay I} 0.3
1.6 Lawful transition of power I 033 4.6 Right to privacy [ 1] 0.66 7.6 Effective enforcement | Bl 0.25
4.7 Freedom of association ]| 0.76 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs [ ENEEEEN I 0.52
Absence of Corruption
(<3 P 4.8 Labor rights o
2.1 No corruption in the I 0.49 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
@ . . . .
2.2 No corruption in the [l 0.64 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations il 0.22
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I | 0.58 8.2 Timely and effective . | 0.32
2.3 No corruption in the 1 0.64 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system HHI | 0.15
2.4 No corruption in the NI 0.22
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress NN 041 8.4 No discrimination | 0.28
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 1] 0.57
#a Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws | 0.46 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NN 0.67
6.1 Effective regulatory || 0.59
3.2 Stable laws I 0.48 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law . 0.37
6.2 No improper influence [ 1] 0.7
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.45
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay . 1l 0.29
3.4 Right to information 1| 0.59
6.4 Respect for due process || 0.53
6.5 No expropriation w/out | 0.57

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Sofia, Plovdiv, Varna

°
B u I ga r I a Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: Upper middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
e w97 M2 45 0.53 44/99 24/24
8.4 1.5
8.3 1.6
8.2 Absence of i
- 5 Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
1 Constraints on Governmen
76 24 == powers 0.53 58/99  24/24 14/29
e o @ Absence of Corruption — 043 64/99 | 24/24 | 22/29
Civ_il 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 046 51/99 | 24/24 16/29
7.3 3.3
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.65 36/99 @ 23/24 7/29
" . S, Order and Security A 079 36/99 1924 8/29
6.5 4.2 [ °] .
o va Regulatory Enforcement — 047 57/99 | 24/24 19/29
Regulatory 62 o1 se Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 053  45/99 | 22/24  12/29
Enforcement ' 53 o, 4.7 ' Rights
.2 51 438
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 041 56/99 | 24/24 15/29
Security
=== Bulgaria === Western Europe & North America === Upper middle income A Trendingup WV Trending down Low Medium High
— o
1 Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature N | 065 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.7 7.1 Accessibility and I | 0.5
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary L L 041 4.2 Right to life and security NN | 075 7.2 No discrimination IE | 069
1.3 Independent auditing | 0.49 4.3 Due process of law N | 0.47 7.3 No corruption | | o049
1.4 Sanctions for official - 034 4.4 Freedom of expression IR | 047 7.4 No improper gov. influence NN | 0.48
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks W 0.66 4.5 Freedom of religion | 0.8 7.5 No unreasonable delay 1l 0.39
1.6 Lawful transition of power I | 042 4.6 Right to privacy [ 0.54 7.6 Effective enforcement . | 0.47
4.7 Freedom of association I | 074 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs ENEEEEN | 0.68
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights o5y
2.1 No corruption in the | o039 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
P
2.2 No corruption in the . | | 0.46 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations I 0.32
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 036 8.2 Timely and effective I | 0.44
2.3 No corruption in the N | 056 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system HEEE | 0.34
2.4 No corruption in the I 0.3
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I | 0.5 8.4 No discrimination | 043
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption [ B 0.38
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I || 0.46 8.6 Noimproper gov.influence NIl | 052
6.1 Effective regulatory I | 0.57
3.2 Stable laws [ N 0.44 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law N | o047
6.2 No improper influence | 0.44
3.3 Right to petition / | 0.48
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay __ W 0.43
3.4 Right to information | 0.47
6.4 Respect for due process || 0.42

6.5 No expropriation w/out I 0.49
adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Burkina Faso

Ouagadougou, Bobo-Dioulasso, Dedougou
Region: Sub-Saharan Africa | Income group: Low income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
stice w07 M1 125 0.51 53/99 5/18
8.4 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
o1 s Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
L y m Constraints on Government 045 |76/99 12/18 916
: : Powers
7.5 31 6 Absence of Corruption — 0.45 54/99 4/18 1/16
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
3 5, Covernmen p 041 71/99 7/18 4/16
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 058 50/99 4/18 2/16
7.1 4.1 g ord ds it
- rder and Security
65 0 = v 0.69 65/99 5/18 7/16
6.4 4.3 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 055  34/99 3/18 1/16
6.3 4.4 -
Regulatory 6.2 o1 ie 45 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 054 42/99 5/18 2/16
Enforcement ’ 5.3 4.7 ’ Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice
Order and eI v 038 64/99 9/18 5/16
Security
=== Burkina Faso === Sub-Saharan Africa === | ow income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
j— o
Ul Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature L 0.4 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.72 7.1 Accessibility and - 0.35
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary I— 0.41 4.2 Right to life and security Il 0.51 7.2 No discrimination 1 0.57
1.3 Independent auditing - 0.38 4.3 Due process of law | 0.37 7.3 No corruption [ 1]] 0.55
1.4 Sanctions for official - 0.4 4.4 Freedom of expression || 0.52 7.4 No improper gov. influence [ NN 0.54
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks |l 0.51 4.5 Freedom of religion 1] 0.79 7.5 No unreasonable delay 1] 0.58
1.6 Lawful transition of power ]| 0.59 4.6 Right to privacy || 0.43 7.6 Effective enforcement [ | 0.48
4.7 Freedom of association ]| 0.72 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NI 0.7
Absence of Corruption
(<3 P 4.8 Labor rights [ ] 0.59
2.1 No corruption in the L 0.43 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
@ . . . .
2.2 No corruption in the | 11] 0.54 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations 043
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime ]I 0.77 8.2 Timely and effective [ | 0.51
2.3 No corruption in the L L 0.52 adjudication
police/military L. . |
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system HHI 0.23
2.4 No corruption in the | 0.33
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I | 0.29 8.4 No discrimination ) 045
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption | 0.43
#a Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws | 0.32 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence I |1 0.23
6.1 Effective regulatory [l 0.5
3.2 Stable laws [ ] 0.46 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law L 0.37
6.2 No improper influence ] 0.58
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.44
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay | ] 0.49
3.4 Right to information [ Il | 0.44
6.4 Respect for due process 1] 0.54
6.5 No expropriation w/out 1] 0.64

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Cambodia

Phnom Penh, Battambang, Kampong Cham

Region: East Asia & Pacific | Income group: Low income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
ustice w07 V1025 0.4 91/99 15/15
8.4 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 Absence of i
- 5 Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
1 Constraints on Governmen
76 24 == powers 0.34 94/99 15/15 15/16
e o @ Absence of Corruption — 033 86/99 | 15/15  11/16
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
o ., Governmen P 038 8299 13/15 8/16
° .
7.2 3.4 ' Fundamental Rights A 0.46 82/99  12/15 10/16
7.1 4.1 S .
. - g Orderand Security — 073 54/99 13/15 3/16
. pa Regulatory Enforcement — 036 94/99 15/15 13/16
6.3 LN
Regulatory : Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 0.34 97/99  15/15  15/16
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice
Order and I V029 9599 15/15 15/16
Security
=== Cambodia === East Asia & Pacific === | ow income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
Il Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature LN 0.43 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.55 7.1 Accessibility and LR 0.33
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary - 0.26 4.2 Right to life and security . | 0.46 7.2 No discrimination N 0.32
1.3 Independent auditing L 0.23 4.3 Due process of law I 0.38 7.3 No corruption | 0.24
1.4 Sanctions for official Ll 0.38 4.4 Freedom of expression Wl 0.4 7.4 No improper gov. influence IR 11 0.17
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks . ] 0.4 4.5 Freedom of religion I ] 0.52 7.5 No unreasonable delay I 0.41
1.6 Lawful transition of power BN 0.37 4.6 Right to privacy B 0.36 7.6 Effective enforcement [l 0.3
4.7 Freedom of association I | 0.47 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs S| 0.6
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights I 051
2.1 No corruption in the LB 0.38 TET criminal Justice
executive branch
2.2 No corruption in the | 0.22 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations 1l 0.23
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 035 8.2 Timely and effective . | 0.41
2.3 No corruption in the LB 0.19 adjudication
police/military L. . | |
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system HIEl | 0.27
2.4 No corruption in the I | 0.51
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress [ | 0.35 8.4 No discrimination I | 0.42
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption | | 0.21
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I 0.46 8.6 Noimproper gov.influence W 11 0.1
6.1 Effective regulatory I 0.38
3.2 Stable laws | 0.43 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law . | 0.38
6.2 No improper influence i | 0.37
3.3 Right to petition / | 0.4
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay N | 0.47
3.4 Right to information N 021
6.4 Respect for due process | 0.25
6.5 No expropriation w/out | 0.31

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Cameroon

Douala, Yaounde, Bamenda
Region: Sub-Saharan Africa | Income group: Lower middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
e a6 07 M 125 0.39 95/99 17/18
8.4 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
o1 s Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 —
T Constraints on Government
76 24 = powers A 0.39 87/99 16/18 21/24
- . @ Absence of Corruption — 026 98/99 | 18/18 @ 24/24
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government A 033 91/99 14/18 22/24
7.3 3.3
] .
7.2 3.4 ' Fundamental Rights A 046 81/99 13/18 18/24
7.1 4.1 - .
e . m OrderandSecurity — 063 80/99 10/18  18/24
6.4 4.3 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement A 036 93/99 16/18 23/24
6.3 4.4 -
Regulatory o1 ie 45 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 034 95/99 18/18 23/24
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 031 92/99 18/18 21/24
Security
=== Cameroon === Sub-Saharan Africa === | ower middle income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
— o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature - 0.33 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.5 7.1 Accessibility and L] 0.39
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary i 03 4.2 Right to life and security || 0.42 7.2 No discrimination || 0.52
1.3 Independent auditing — 0.47 4.3 Due process of law ] 0.31 7.3 No corruption N 0.31
1.4 Sanctions for official — 0.43 4.4 Freedom of expression . | 0.46 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence I |1 0.27
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks I | 0.46 4.5 Freedom of religion I 0.61 7.5 No unreasonable delay . | 0.33
1.6 Lawful transition of power B 0.34 4.6 Right to privacy [l 0.38 7.6 Effective enforcement | N 0.11
4.7 Freedom of association [ |l 0.6 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NI || 0.48
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights 1] 0.4
2.1 No corruption in the L 0.29 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
PS
2.2 No corruption in the ] 031 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations 1| 0.33
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime [N 0.61 8.2 Timely and effective ||| 0.36
2.3 No corruption in the il 0.24 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system I [ 0.16
2.4 No corruption in the [ __J 0.2
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I |1 0.28 8.4 No discrimination ||| 0.46
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption I | 0.28
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I | 0.42 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence  HI |1 0.24
6.1 Effective regulatory | 0.4
3.2 Stable laws . 0.33 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law . 0.31
6.2 No improper influence . | 0.36
3.3 Right to petition / L 0.31
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay 1l 0.15
3.4 Right to information 1| 0.27
6.4 Respect for due process I 0.39
6.5 No expropriation w/out |l 0.51

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Toronto, Montreal, Vancouver

Ca n a d a Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Crim!nal 67 11 12 Powers
Justice o5 8.6 = 13 14 078 11/99 8/24
8.4 1.5

8.3

8.2 2.1
- 5 é::re:;tei;); Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
e S iy “~onstraints on Lsovernmen 08 13/99 11/24 13/30
: . Powers
7.5 31 6 Absence ofCorruption — 0.81 14/99 9/24 14/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
s 5 oovernmen P 0.82  3/99 2/24 3/30
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.77 16/99 14/24 16/30
7.1 4.1 S .
. s a OrderandSecurity — 086 15/99 6/24 13/30
6.4 4.3 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.79 9/99 6/24 9/30
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 072 13/99 8/24  13/30
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 ' Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 072 15/99 9/24  15/30
Security
=== Canada === Western Europe & North America === High income A Trendingup WV Trending down Low Medium High
— o
LIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 077 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 042 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.54
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary 079 4.2 Right to life and security I 035 7.2 No discrimination I | 065
1.3 Independent auditing E— 0.8 4.3 Due process of law I 074 7.3 No corruption I 036
1.4 Sanctions for official E— 0.75 4.4 Freedom of expression E s 7.4 No improper gov. influence NN 03
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks | 0.8 4.5 Freedom of religion I 034 7.5 No unreasonable delay Il 0.55
1.6 Lawful transition of power I 0538 4.6 Right to privacy | 0.78 7.6 Effective enforcement ] 0.8
4.7 Freedom of association I 055 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs | NN NN 0.8
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights o
2.1 No corruption in the I 077 TET criminal Justice
executive branch
2.2 No corruption in the I 059 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations 0.73
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 033 8.2 Timely and effective | 0.69
2.3 No corruption in the I 0.36 adjudication
police/military .. .
5.2 Absence of civil conflict I ) .
8.3 Effective correctional system | 0.66
2.4 No corruption in the I 0.69
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress NN 0.69 8.4 No discrimination I | 0.49
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption I 031
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws | | 0.78 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NN 039
6.1 Effective regulatory || 0.73
3.2 Stable laws I o enforcement 8.7 Due process of law N 074
6.2 No improper influence I 033
3.3 Right to petition / | K
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay || 0.69
3.4 Right to information I 03
6.4 Respect for due process I 035
6.5 No expropriation w/out I 032

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Ch. Ie Santiago, Valparaiso, Concepcion

I Region: Latin America & the Caribbean | Income group: Upper middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
Justice o5 ge 87 M1 L2 45 " 0,68 21/99 2/16
84 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
o1 s Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 —
T Constraints on Government
7.6 24 = powers 0.76 17/99 1/16 1/29
7.5 31 6 Absence of Corruption — 0.73 22/99 2/16 1/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 065 19/99 1/16  1/29
7.3 3
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 074 21/99 2/16 1/29
7.1 4.1 - .
e - g OrderandSecurity — 071 61/99 1/16 15/29
6.4 4.3 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.68 21/99 2/16 2/29
6.3 4.4 -
Regulatory o1 ie 45 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice v 061 26/99 2/16 2/29
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and eI 057 28/99 116  2/29
Security
=== Chile === Latin America & the Caribbean === Upper middle income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature - o7y 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.6 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.59
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary I 0.65 4.2 Right to life and security I 033 7.2 No discrimination | 0.65
1.3 Independent auditing . 079 4.3 Due process of law 1] 0.61 7.3 No corruption [ 1l 0.68
14 Sa‘nctio;s ftor official . 0.65 4.4 Freedom of expression [ | B 7.4 No improper gov. influence [ NI 0.75
misconduc
1.5 Non-governmental checks 1] 0.76 4.5 Freedom of religion NN 033 7.5 No unreasonable delay 1] 0.44
1.6 Lawful transition of power I 091 4.6 Right to privacy I 034 7.6 Effective enforcement N 0.51
4.7 Freedom of association Il 0.8 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs | N NN 0.66
Absence of Corruption
(<3 P 4.8 Labor rights I 0.61
2.1 No corruption in the L 0.76 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
PS
2.2 No corruption in the [ ] 0.75 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations ||| 0.42
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 0.81 8.2 Timely and effective |1 ] 0.62
2.3 No corruption in the I 03¢ adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system NI 0.32
2.4 No corruption in the [ 1| 0.55
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I | 0.32 8.4 No discrimination I ] 0.55
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 1| 0.73
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws | ] 0.52 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NN 0.75
6.1 Effective regulatory 1] 0.61
3.2 Stable laws I s enforcement 8.7 Due process of law 1l 0.61
6.2 No improper influence I | 0.79
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.48
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay 1] 0.7
3.4 Right to information EEEEE o075
6.4 Respect for due process || 0.53
6.5 No expropriation w/out I . 0.76
adequate compensation
A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).
Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Ch ° Shanghai, Beijing, Guangzhou
I n a Region: East Asia & Pacific | Income group: Upper middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
ustice w07 V1025 0.45 76/99 13/15
84 s
8.3 1.6
e Absence of F F Global Regional |
51 25 Corruption actor Factor oba egional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
. . I Constraints on Governmen 035 92/99 | 14/15 26/29
: . Powers
e o @ Absence of Corruption — 048 49/99 10/15 15/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 041 74/99 11/15 24/29
7.3 3.3
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 031 96/99 14/15 28/29
7.1 4.1 & o 45 it
- rder and Security —
s 4o ) 0.81 29/99 8/15 4/29
. pa Regulatory Enforcement — 041 |78/99 | 12/15 | 28/29
6.3 ra
Regulatory 62 o1 se Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 041 79/99  11/15 25/29
Enforcement ' 5.3 4.7 ' Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice
Order and IE V043 51/99  11/15 12/29
Security
=== China === East Asia & Pacific === Upper middle income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
LIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 0.58 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.53 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.49
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary - 0.4 4.2 Right to life and security | 0.39 7.2 No discrimination . | 0.49
1.3 Independent auditing - | 0.37 4.3 Due process of law I | 0.46 7.3 No corruption Bl 0.33
1.4 Sanctions for official . 0.45 4.4 Freedom of expression [ | I 0.08 7.4 No improper gov. influence IR 1l 0.17
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks [ | | 0.08 4.5 Freedom of religion | I 0.2 7.5 No unreasonable delay | 0.67
1.6 Lawful transition of power | [ 0.23 4.6 Right to privacy |l 0.36 7.6 Effective enforcement Bl 0.33
4.7 Freedom of association | ] 0.17 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs HEEE |l 0.39
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights [ 032
2.1 No corruption in the L1l 0.46 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
2.2 No corruption in the 1l 0.34 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations o 0.46
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I | 078 8.2 Timely and effective I 0.45
2.3 No corruption in the I 0.62 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system NN 0.5
2.4 No corruption in the N | 0.49
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress [ I NI 0.65 8.4 No discrimination I | 0.44
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption | ____ N 0.53
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws | 0.69 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence Il || 0.19
6.1 Effective regulatory 1l 0.46
3.2 Stable laws I} 0.48 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law I | 0.46
6.2 No improper influence I | 0.54
3.3 Right to petition / Il 0.24
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay I | 0.51
3.4 Right to information | B 0.23
6.4 Respect for due process 1 0.26
6.5 No expropriation w/out | 0.29

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Colombia

Bogota, Medellin, Barranquilla
Region: Latin America & the Caribbean | Income group: Upper middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
stice w07 112 . 0.49 61/99 7/16
84 C1s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
01 oo Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
o o i Constraintson G t
. . I Constraints on Governmen 055 47/99 6/16  10/29
: : Powers
o o @ Absence of Corruption — 043 61/99 9/16 | 21/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
o - overnmen p 0.49 40/99 6/16 8/29
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 055 61/99  12/16 18/29
7.1 41 - .
. s a OrderandSecurity A 058 [89/99 12/16 26/29
6.4 4.3 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 05 50/99 5/16 15/29
6.3 4.4 74
Regulatory o1 W6 4o Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice v 049 54/99 5/16  15/29
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and I 035 79/99 10/16 | 26/29
Security
=== Colombia === [atin America & the Caribbean === Upper middle income A Trendingup WV Trending down Low Medium High
j— o
Ul Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 0.59 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.54 7.1 Accessibility and ] 0.53
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary 1 0.52 4.2 Right to life and security I 0.54 7.2 No discrimination |l 0.59
1.3 Independent auditing I 0.48 4.3 Due process of law || 0.43 7.3 No corruption || 0.53
1.4 Sanctions for official | 0.46 4.4 Freedom of expression I | 0.59 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence NI 0.55
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks |l 0.59 4.5 Freedom of religion [}l 0.67 7.5 No unreasonable delay BN 0.23
1.6 Lawful transition of power ] 0.68 4.6 Right to privacy |l 0.55 7.6 Effective enforcement .| 0.37
4.7 Freedom of association I | 0.63 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs | N NS 0.66
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights | Wl 041
2.1 No corruption in the L 05 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
@ . . . .
2.2 No corruption in the [l 0.49 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations il 0.2
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime NN 0.51 8.2 Timely and effective . | 0.35
2.3 No corruption in the I 0.56 adjudication
police/military L. . I
) 5.2 Absence of civil conflict I o4 8.3 Effective correctional system I | 0.13
2.4 No corruption in the || 0.18
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress Il | 0.31 8.4 No discrimination | 04
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption Il 0.45
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws . || 0.42 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence N 0.5
6.1 Effective regulatory ]I 0.44
3.2 Stable laws . 0.45 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law L 043
6.2 No improper influence | 0.6
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.52
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay . 0.33
3.4 Right to information [l | 0.57
6.4 Respect for due process Ll 0.45
6.5 No expropriation w/out | 0.68

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Coted'lvoire

Abidjan, Bouake, San Pedro

Region: Sub-Saharan Africa | Income group: Lower middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
ustice w07 112 4 0.46 72/99 9/18
84 1.5
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
- 5 Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
. . I Constraints on Governmen 044 |77/99 | 13/18 16/24
: . Powers
7.5 31 6 Absence ofCorruption — 0.41 69/99 9/18 10/24
Civ_il 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 0.34 88/99 13/18 21/24
7.3 3.3
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.5 72/99 10/18 16/24
7.1 4.1 £ ord d4s it
- rder and Security —
o5 4o = 0.6 | 85/99 13/18 20/24
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.47 58/99 6/18 7/24
6.3 ra
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 048 57/99 8/18 9/24
Enforcement ' 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 04 60/99 8/18 10/24
Security
=== Coted'lvoire === Sub-Saharan Africa === | ower middle income A Trendingup WV Trending down Low Medium High
= o
LIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 0.44 4.1 Equal treatment / no 1] 0.66 7.1 Accessibility and - 0.39
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary - 0.37 4.2 Right to life and security | 0.26 7.2 No discrimination | 0.55
1.3 Independent auditing _— 0.44 4.3 Due process of law || 0.33 7.3 No corruption 1 0.4
1.4 Sanctions for official — 0.45 4.4 Freedom of expression I | 0.46 7.4 No improper gov. influence I 0.37
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks . | 0.44 4.5 Freedom of religion I 036 7.5 No unreasonable delay 1] 0.57
1.6 Lawful transition of power I 0.49 4.6 Right to privacy . 0.32 7.6 Effective enforcement 1] 0.48
4.7 Freedom of association ] 0.6 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NI 0.62
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights _— 048
2.1 No corruption in the L 041 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
2.2 No corruption in the [l 0.36 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations . 0.29
judiciary
o [r— 5.1 Absence of crime I | 0.65 8.2 Timely and effective ] 0.54
2.3 Nol.co;ru.;lj.ttlon inthe 0.52 adjudication
police/military - .
5.2 Absence of civil conflict Il 075 8.3 Effective correctional system Il 0.28
2.4 No corruption in the | 0.34
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I 041 8.4 No discrimination [ 0.51
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption || 0.42
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws Il 0.24 8.6 No improper gov. influence N 0.45
6.1 Effective regulatory . | 0.38
3.2 Stable laws 1l 0.39 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law L 0.33
6.2 No improper influence || 0.48
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.42
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay 1] 0.43
3.4 Right to information [ || 0.32
6.4 Respect for due process | 0.41
6.5 No expropriation w/out Il 0.62

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Croatia

Zagreb, Split, Rijeka

Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: High income

Constraints on

Government
Criminal . Powers
Justice 8.7 bt 12
8.4
8.3
8.2 Absence of
8.1 2.2 Corruption
7.7 2.3
7.6 2.4
7.5 3.1
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government
7.3 3.3
7.2 3.4
7.1 4.1
6.5 4.2
6.4
Regulatory Fundamental
Enforcement 5.3 52 51 48 4.7 Rights
Order and
Security

=== Croatia === Western Europe & North America

=== High income

Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
0.57 36/99 23/24
Factor Factor Global Regional Income

Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
E (PZonstraints on Government v 058 40/99 22/24 29/30
owers

@ Absence of Corruption — 054 36/99  22/24 30/30
Open Government — 049 38/99 21/24  28/30
§ Fundamental Rights — 064 37/99 24/24  29/30

&, Orderand Security — 077 39/99 21/24  26/30
Z Regulatory Enforcement — 049 53/99 | 23/24  30/30
If1 Civil Justice — 052 46/99  23/24 29/30
IH[ Criminal Justice — 055 31/99 21/24  27/30

A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High

Il Constraints on Government Powers

1.1 Limits by legislature I | o059

1.2 Limits by judiciary I 045

1.3 Independent auditing I | 0.5

1.4 Sanctions for official I 0.56
misconduct

H | 041

1.5 Non-governmental checks

I | 077

1.6 Lawful transition of power

é Absence of Corruption
2.1 No corruption in the B 0.52
executive branch

2.2 No corruption in the
judiciary

2.3 No corruption in the IS | o047

police/military

. ] 0.42

2.4 No corruption in the
legislature

Open Government
I | 0.51

3.1 Accessible laws

3.2 Stable laws I I o054

3.3 Right to petition / | 0.38
participation

3.4 Right to information I | 0.55

(]
' Fundamental Rights

4.1 Equal treatment / no
discrimination

4.2 Right to life and security
4.3 Due process of law

4.4 Freedom of expression
4.5 Freedom of religion

4.6 Right to privacy

4.7 Freedom of association

4.8 Labor rights

@@ Order and Security

5.1 Absence of crime

5.2 Absence of civil conflict

5.3 Absence of violent redress

i Regulatory Enforcement

6.1 Effective regulatory
enforcement

6.2 No improper influence
6.3 No unreasonable delay
6.4 Respect for due process

6.5 No expropriation w/out
adequate compensation

-m- Civil Justice

I 068 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.6

affordability

I | o045 | 046

7.2 No discrimination

I | o059 I | o054

7.3 No corruption

I | 042 s 1 o5

7.4 No improper gov. influence

I o072 | 1] 0.17

7.5 No unreasonable delay

| I o4 | 0.42

7.6 Effective enforcement

I 075 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs I 075

| 0.74
]I[ Criminal Justice

I 0.75

8.1 Effective investigations

I 094 8.2 Timely and effective W 0.51
adjudication

| . )
1 8.3 Effective correctional system | 0.36

|| 0.38 . | 0.47

8.4 No discrimination

I I o057

8.5 No corruption

8.6 No improper gov. influence I | o058
W 0.58
I | 059

8.7 Due process of law

I Il o053
L 0.28
| 0.49
I | o055

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Czech Republic

Prague, Brno, Ostrava
Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
ustice e 87 M7 45 0.67 23/99 15/24
8.2 Absence of i
- 5 Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
1 Constraints on Governmen
76 24 == powers 0.72 23/99 16/24 | 22/30
e o @ Absence of Corruption — 06 31/99 | 19/24 | 27/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 0.52 33/99 | 18/24  25/30
7.3 3.3
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.8 11/99 9/24 11/30
7.1 4.1 & o 45 it
- rder and Security —
s 4o ) 0.82 28/99 15/24 | 22/30
o pa Regulatory Enforcement — 063 24/99 14/24 |22/30
6.3 ra
Regulatory o1 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 065 20/99 13/24 20/30
Enforcement ' 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 067 19/99 12/24 19/30
Security
=== (Czech Republic === Western Europe & North America === High income rending up rending down ow edium ig
Czech Republi Wi E & North Ameri Highi A Trendi V  Trendingd L Medi High
— o
Il Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 078 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 077 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.64
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary B 065 4.2 Right to life and security I 092 7.2 No discrimination I 078
1.3 Independent auditing I— 0.7 4.3 Due process of law I 078 7.3 No corruption HE | 068
14 Sa.nctioc?s ftor official E— 0.59 4.4 Freedom of expression I 076 7.4 No improper gov. influence | NN | 0.7
misconduc
1.5 Non-governmental checks |l 0.76 4.5 Freedom of religion | 0.8 7.5 No unreasonable delay Il 0.34
.6 Lawful transition of power . .6 Right to privacy . K ective enforcement X
1.6 Lawful ition of I 034 4.6 Righ i I 057 7.6 Effective enf || 0.67
4.7 Freedom of association I 032 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NN 0.72
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights B o
2.1 No corruption in the N (| o058 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
2.2 No corruption in the I o071 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations I 0.49
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 033 8.2 Timely and effective | 0.61
2.3 No corruption in the i s adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system NI 0.56
2.4 No corruption in the | 11 0.32
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress | I N I 0.61 8.4 No discrimination I o
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption I I 068
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I || 0.53 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence N 032
6.1 Effective regulatory LI 0.68
3.2 Stable laws I 055 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law I o078
6.2 No improper influence I 077
3.3 Right to petition / LI 0.46
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay I 0.48
3.4 Right to information I | 0.52
6.4 Respect for due process N 0.54
6.5 No expropriation w/out I 0.66

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Denmark

Copenhagen, Aarhus, Odense
Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal Powers
Justice o5 g 87 M1 12 45 " 0,88 1/99 1/24
84 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
o1 s Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
L y m Constraints on Government 094  1/99 124 1/30
: : Powers
7.5 31 6 Absence of Corruption — 0.96 1/99 1/24 1/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
3 5, Covernmen p 0.79  5/99 4/24 5/30
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.9 2/99 2/24 2/30
7.1 4.1 g ord ds it
- rder and Security —
s 4o = 0.9 3/99 1/24 3/30
» 4.3 i Regulatory Enforcement — 0.84 2/99 2/24 2/30
Regulatory 6.2 o1 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 082  4/99 4/24 4/30
Enforcement ’ 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and I 084 3/99 2/24  3/30
Security
=== Denmark === Western Europe & North America === High income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
j— o
I Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I o 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 033 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.72
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary 0.92 4.2 Right to life and security I 0,96 7.2 No discrimination I 091
1.3 Independent auditing 0.95 4.3 Due process of law I 93 7.3 No corruption I 094
1.4 Sanctions for official 0.94 4.4 Freedom of expression NN 095 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence NN 094
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks NN 095 4.5 Freedom of religion I 035 7.5 No unreasonable delay 1| 0.63
1.6 Lawful transition of power [ | XTI 4.6 Right to privacy I o9 7.6 Effective enforcement |l ] 0.79
4.7 Freedom of association I 094 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs N EEEEENNN 0.79
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights BN 055
2.1 No corruption in the I 094 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
P
2.2 No corruption in the [ | IS a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations 1] 0.71
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 0 8.2 Timely and effective I 0.8
2.3 No corruption in the NN 097 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system NI 0382
2.4 No corruption in the NI (98
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I 0.2 8.4 No discrimination )
i I
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 0.96
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I ] 0.72 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NN 092
6.1 Effective regulatory I 037
3.2 Stable laws I s enforcement 8.7 Due process of law I 093
6.2 No improper influence NN 092
3.3 Right to petition / I 075
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay I 031
3.4 Right to information I 032
6.4 Respect for due process I 0.8
6.5 No expropriation w/out IEE 033

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Dominican Republic

Santo Domingo, Distrito Nacional, Santiago
Region: Latin America & the Caribbean | Income group: Upper middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
ustice w07 V1025 0.47 67/99 10/16
8.4 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
- 5 Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
1 Constraints on Governmen
7.6 24 = Powers v 048 [67/99 10/16 19/29
75 31 6 Absence ofCorruption — 0.37 77/99 12/16 26/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
- 5, Covernmen P 048 45/99 7/16 11/29
° .
7.2 3.4 ' Fundamental Rights v 0.6 47/99 9/16 14/29
7.1 4.1 £ ord d4s it
- rder and Security —
s 4o ) 0.59 [87/99 | 11/16 | 25/29
6.4 . i Regulatory Enforcement — 042 76/99 13/16 27/29
Regulatory o1 46 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 048 60/99 6/16  17/29
Enforcement ' 5.3 4.7 ' Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice
Order and IE V037 66/99 5/16 | 21/29
Security
— Dominican _ Latin America & the — Upper middle
Republic Caribbean income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
j— o
Il Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 0.52 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.6 7.1 Accessibility and | 0.5
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary - | 0.36 4.2 Right to life and security I | 0.49 7.2 No discrimination I 0.67
1.3 Independent auditing . | 0.31 4.3 Due process of law || 0.46 7.3 No corruption ]I 0.45
1.4 Sanctions for official - 0.35 4.4 Freedom of expression [ l| 0.68 7.4 No improper gov. influence N | 0.38
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks I 0.67 4.5 Freedom of religion 0.75 7.5 No unreasonable delay || 0.45
1.6 Lawful transition of power ] 0.67 4.6 Right to privacy I | 0.51 7.6 Effective enforcement . | 0.36
4.7 Freedom of association [ Il 0.72 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NI 0.55
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights | 053
2.1 No corruption in the - 0.42 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
PS
2.2 No corruption in the | 0.46 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations | 0.38
judiciary
o -t 5.1 Absence of crime I | 0.61 8.2 Timely and effective ||| 0.42
2.3 Nol.co;ru.;lj.ttlon inthe 0.46 adjudication
police/military ivil confli I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system HHI | 0.16
2.4 No corruption in the |_Il| 0.14
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress Il 11 0.18 8.4 No discrimination | 0.38
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption ] 0.41
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws [ ] 0.53 8.6 No improper gov. influence | 0.42
6.1 Effective regulatory W 0.37
3.2 Stable laws 1] 058 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law L 0.46
6.2 No improper influence |l 0.53
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.37
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay . 0.31
3.4 Right to information || 0.42
6.4 Respect for due process . | 0.36
6.5 No expropriation w/out | 0.51

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org

90 | WJPRuleof Law Index 2014

RULE OF LAW INDEX



Ecuador

Quito, Guayaquil, Cuenca
Region: Latin America & the Caribbean | Income group: Upper middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
stice w07 112 . 0.45 77/99 11/16
84 C1s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1
01 oo (A:E:ﬁ:]:teig: Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
o o i Constraintson G t
. . I Constraints on Governmen 04 85/99 13/16 23/29
: : Powers
o o @ Absence of Corruption — 047 5199 6/16 17/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
. ,, Governmen p 04  75/99 13/16 25/29
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 054 62/99  13/16 19/29
7.1 41 - .
. - a OrderandSecurity — 057 91/99 13/16 27/29
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.48 54/99 8/16 17/29
6.3 —_—
Regulatory o1 W6 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 041 77/99 10/16 | 24/29
Enforcement ' 5.3 4.7 ’ Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice
Order and eI ¥ 033 86/99 11/16 | 27/29
Security
=== Ecuador === Latin America & the Caribbean === Upper middle income A Trendingup WV Trending down Low Medium High
j— o
I Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature . 0.36 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.56 7.1 Accessibility and | 0.48
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary - 0.27 4.2 Right to life and security | 0.56 7.2 No discrimination . | 0.48
1.3 Independent auditing - 0.37 4.3 Due process of law || 0.42 7.3 No corruption . i 0.37
1.4 Sanctions for official Ll 0.37 4.4 Freedom of expression I 0.52 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence IR | 0.26
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks Ll 0.51 4.5 Freedom of religion | 0.73 7.5 No unreasonable delay RN 0.27
1.6 Lawful transition of power Wl 0.5 4.6 Right to privacy Nl 0.42 7.6 Effective enforcement I 0.33
4.7 Freedom of association I 0.59 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs ]| 0.67
Absence of Corruption
(<3 P 4.8 Labor rights | 0.54
2.1 No corruption in the L 0.55 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
PS
2.2 No corruption in the [ Hl 0.35 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations o | 0.28
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime . ] 0.46 8.2 Timely and effective . | 0.37
2.3 No corruption in the 1 0.58 adjudication
police/military L. . I
) 5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system Il | 0.16
2.4 No corruption in the 1| 0.38
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I | 0.26 8.4 No discrimination I ] 0.31
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption Il 0.47
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I | 0.48 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence I | 0.3
6.1 Effective regulatory [ 0.5
3.2 Stable laws | 031 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law L 0.42
6.2 No improper influence | 0.57
3.3 Right to petition / L 0.47
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay | 0.42
3.4 Right to information ]I 0.36
6.4 Respect for due process Ll 0.43
6.5 No expropriation w/out 1 0.49

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Cairo, Alexandria, Giza

Egy pt Region: Middle East & North Africa | Income group: Lower middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Crim!nal 111 Powers
Justice 86 8.7 s 0.45 74/99 6/7
8.4 ) ! 1.5
8.3 1.6
8.2 21 Absence of

Factor Factor Global Regional Income

C ti
&t 2 orruption Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
1 Constraints on Governmen
7.6 24 = Powers v 0.45 [ 74/99 6/7 15/24
7.5 31 6 Absence of Corruption — 0.46 52/99 5/7 5/24
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
s 5 oovernmen P 0.44  64/99 5/7 13/24
° .
7.2 3.4 ' Fundamental Rights — 0.39  90/99 6/7 22/24
7.1 4.1 & o 45 it
- rder and Security —
s 4o ) 0.67 66/99 6/7 13/24
6.4 . i Regulatory Enforcement — 0.42  75/99 7/7 14/24
Regulatory 62 o1 se Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 0.39  84/99 7/7 17/24
Enforcement ' 5.3 4.7 ' Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 041 57/99 57 | 8/24
Security
== Fgypt === Middle East & North Africa === | ower middle income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
LIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 0.51 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.54 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.45
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary I 0.44 4.2 Right to life and security | 0.33 7.2 No discrimination I 0.39
1.3 Independent auditing - | 0.44 4.3 Due process of law NIl 0.28 7.3 No corruption | 0.56
1.4 Sanctions for official — 0.5 4.4 Freedom of expression I ] 043 7.4 No improper gov. influence | 0.48
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks ___Jli 0.43 4.5 Freedom of religion B 0.23 7.5 No unreasonable delay Wl 0.35
1.6 Lawful transition of power Wl 0.39 4.6 Right to privacy . ] 0.32 7.6 Effective enforcement | I 0.13
4.7 Freedom of association [ 1| 0.6 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs HEEE [l 0.39
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights ] 04
2.1 No corruption in the I 0.48 TET criminal Justice
executive branch
2.2 No corruption in the I 0.5 @@ Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations - 0.41
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 034 8.2 Timely and effective . | 0.43
2.3 No corruption in the LN 0.48 adjudication
police/military L . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1092 8.3 Effective correctional system NN | 0.28
2.4 No corruption in the | 0.39
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress Il 1] 0.26 8.4 No discrimination | 0.41
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption I | 0.53
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws | ] 0.52 8.6 No improper gov. influence LI 0.54
6.1 Effective regulatory . | 0.47
3.2 Stable laws . 0.43 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law B 0.28
6.2 No improper influence . | 0.46
3.3 Right to petition / [ 1] 0.51
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay LB 0.2
3.4 Right to information i 0.28
6.4 Respect for due process I 0.42
6.5 No expropriation w/out |l 0.56

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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El Salvador

San Salvador, San Miguel, Santa Ana

Region: Latin America & the Caribbean | Income group: Lower middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
e ag 07 M 125 0.48 64/99 9/16
8.4 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
o1 s Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
L y m Constraints on Government 049 66/99 9/16 11/24
: : Powers
7.5 3.1 :
6 Absence of Corruptlon — 0.46 53/99 7/16 6/24
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 0.37 84/99 15/16 19/24
7.3 3.3
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.62  42/99 6/16 3/24
7.1 4.1 $ ord ds it
- rder and Security
65 0 = A 0.66 70/99 4/16 15/24
6.4 4.3 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 049 52/99 7/16 6/24
6.3 4.4 -
Regulatory o1 ie 45 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 047 62/99 7/16 11/24
Enforcement ’ 5.3 4.7 ’ Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 031 90/99 12/16 19/24
Security
— alvador === Latin America & the Caribbean === Lower middle income rending up rending down ow edium igl
El Salvad Latin America & the Caribb L iddle i A Trendi V' Trendingd L Medi High
j— o
I Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
.1 Limits by legislature . .1 Equal treatment / no X .1 Accessibility an .
1.1 Limits by legis| L] 0.61 4.1 Equal / I 0.6 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.5
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary — 0.42 4.2 Right to life and security 1] ] 0.76 7.2 No discrimination [ 0.66
1.3 Independent auditing - 0.34 4.3 Due process of law | 0.46 7.3 No corruption ] 0.5
1.4 Sanctions for official . 03 4.4 Freedom of expression ] 0.63 7.4 No improper gov. influence I I 0.34
misconduct
.5 Non-governmental checks X .5 Freedom of religion X .5 No unreasonable delay .
15N Ichecks NN 0.62 4.5 Freedom of religi ENNE 075 75N ble del | 0.43
.6 Lawful transition of power X .6 Right to privacy X K ective enforcement .
1.6 Lawful ition of I 0.64 4.6 Righ i [l 0.61 7.6 Effective enf || 0.4
4.7 Freedom of association I | 0.63 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs . 0.46
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights I | 0.5
2.1 No corruption in the I 05 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
PS
2.2 No corruption in the ] 0.46 & Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations BN 0.15
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime [l 0.57 8.2 Timely and effective . | 0.34
2.3 No corruption in the L] 0.59 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system | Il 0.03
2.4 No corruption in the I 0.29
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I 042 8.4 No discrimination | 0.28
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption | ] 0.44
#a Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I | 0.41 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NN 0.47
6.1 Effective regulatory 1 0.43
3.2 Stable laws [l 0.42 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law I 0.46
6.2 No improper influence I | 0.55
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.41
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay 1| 0.54
3.4 Right to information Bl 0.25
6.4 Respect for due process |l 0.47
6.5 No expropriation w/out il 0.45

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Tallinn, Tartu, Narva

°
Esto n I a Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Crim!nal 67 11 12 Powers
Justice o5 8.6 = 13 14 0.76 15/99 10/24
8.4 1.5

- 5 é::re:;tei;); Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
. . I Constraints on Governmen 08 12/99  10/24 12/30
: . Powers
7.5 3.1 :
@ Absence of Corruption — 078 18/99 11/24 18/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 0.71 15/99 10/24 15/30
7.3 3.3 :
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.8 12/99 10/24 12/30
7.1 4.1 & o 45 it
- rder and Security —
s 4o ) 0.84 24/99 13/24 20/30
6.4 4.3 i Regulatory Enforcement — 0.75 13/99 9/24 13/30
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 072 15/99 10/24 15/30
Enforcement 53 5, 4.7 ' Rights
.2 51 438
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 072 13/99 7/24 13/30
Security
=== Estonia === Western Europe & North America === High income A Trendingup WV Trending down Low Medium High
— o
Il Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 076 4.1 Equal treatment / no NN 0355 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.57
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary B o8t 4.2 Right to life and security I 093 7.2 No discrimination I 037
1.3 Independent auditing I— 0.76 4.3 Due process of law I 077 7.3 No corruption Il 039
1.4 Sanctions for official B 081 4.4 Freedom of expression I 079 7.4 No improper gov. influence NN 053
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks | 0.79 4.5 Freedom of religion I 031 7.5 No unreasonable delay | 0.54
1.6 Lawful transition of power I 0538 4.6 Right to privacy I 0.77 7.6 Effective enforcement ] 0.65
4.7 Freedom of association [ [BF 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NN | 0.69
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights o
2.1 No corruption in the I 076 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
P
2.2 No corruption in the I oo a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations i 0.57
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 035 8.2 Timely and effective | 0.61
2.3 No corruption in the I o9 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system NN 0.68
2.4 No corruption in the I | 0.58
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I NI 0.67 8.4 No discrimination 1 0.68
i ||
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 0.83
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws [l 0.66 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NN 091
6.1 Effective regulatory INE 033
3.2 Stable laws I o enforcement 8.7 Due process of law I 077
6.2 No improper influence I 039
3.3 Right to petition / L 0.66
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay il 0.67
3.4 Right to information I 0.73
6.4 Respect for due process ]| 0.62
6.5 No expropriation w/out | 0.74

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Ethiopia

Addis Ababa, Dire Dawa, Mek'ele

Region: Sub-Saharan Africa | Income group: Low income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
stice w07 M1 125 0.42 88/99 14/18
8.4 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
o1 s Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
L y m Constraints on Government 035 91/99 17/18 14/16
: : Powers
7.5 3.1 :
6 Absence of Corruptlon — 0.45 56/99 5/18 2/16
Ci\{il 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 0.32 94/99 16/18 13/16
7.3 3.3
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 036  94/99 17/18 14/16
7.1 4.1 $ ord ds it
- rder and Security
s 4o = A 0.66 | 73/99 8/18 9/16
6.4 Z Regulatory Enforcement — 038 189/99 14/18 10/16
6.3 74
Regulatory o1 ie Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 0.39 85/99  16/18 12/16
Enforcement ’ 5.3 4.7 ’ Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and I 045 46/99 4/18  3/16
Security
=== Ethiopia === Sub-Saharan Africa === | ow income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
j— o
I Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature . 0.39 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.51 7.1 Accessibility and . 0.32
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary - 0.35 4.2 Right to life and security Nl 0.3 7.2 No discrimination |}l 0.39
1.3 Independent auditing - 0.38 4.3 Due process of law | 0.39 7.3 No corruption . | 0.37
1.4 Sanctions for official — 0.47 4.4 Freedom of expression I 0.26 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence I [l 0.26
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks N 1| 0.26 4.5 Freedom of religion Ll 0.61 7.5 No unreasonable dela I 0.46
g g y
1.6 Lawful transition of power Il 0.28 4.6 Right to privacy ||| 0.21 7.6 Effective enforcement . 0.37
4.7 Freedom of association ol |l 0.31 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs N 0.58
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights [N 031
2.1 No corruption in the L 0.43 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
@ . . . .
2.2 No corruption in the . | 0.35 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations o 055
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 0.65 8.2 Timely and effective ||| 0.47
2.3 No corruption in the L 0.48 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 0.94 8.3 Effective correctional system I 0.42
2.4 No corruption in the 1| 0.54
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress [ 0.38 8.4 No discrimination [ ] 0.51
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption ] 0.47
#a Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws | 1] 0.54 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence I | 0.33
6.1 Effective regulatory i 0.41
3.2 Stable laws [l 0.18 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law | 0.39
6.2 No improper influence ] ] 0.56
3.3 Right to petition / - 0.35
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay | 0.28
3.4 Right to information Nl 0.22
6.4 Respect for due process || 0.18
6.5 No expropriation w/out I 0.46

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Finland

Helsinki, Tampere, Turku
Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: High income

Criminal
87 11 12

Justice 8.6 1.3
8.5

8.1
7.7
7.6
7.5

Civil 7.4
Justice

6.4

Regulatory
Enforcement

o

3 55 54 a8 A7

Order and
Security

=== Finland === Western Europe & North America

Constraints on
Government
Powers

Absence of
Corruption

3.2 Open
Government

Fundamental
Rights

=== High income

Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
0.84 4/99 4/24
Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
i Constraints on Government 088 599 424  5/30
~ Powers ’
6 Absence of Corruption — 0.9 6/99 4/24 6/30
Open Government Vv 076 11/99 824 11/30
i Fundamental Rights — 0.89 4/99 4/24 4/30
- .
a OrderandSecurity — 089 899 324 7/30
i Regulatory Enforcement — 078 11/99 8/24 11/30
L1 Civil Justice — 075 899 7/24 8/30
IE] Criminal Justice — 085 1/99 1/24 1/30
A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High

Constraints on Government Powers

1.1 Limits by legislature I 035

1.2 Limits by judiciary INNE 033

1.3 Independent auditing NN 55

1.4 Sanctions for official I 038
misconduct

1.5 Non-governmental checks I o9

1.6 Lawful transition of power I 95

é Absence of Corruption

2.1 No corruption in the I 091
executive branch

2.2 No corruption in the I oo
judiciary

2.3 No corruption in the NN 0.96
police/military

2.4 No corruption in the I T 0.81
legislature

Open Government

3.1 Accessible laws 1] 0.74

3.2 Stable laws I 033

3.3 Right to petition / I 0.69
participation

3.4 Right to information I o

' Fundamental Rights

4.1 Equal treatment / no
discrimination

4.2 Right to life and security
4.3 Due process of law

4.4 Freedom of expression
4.5 Freedom of religion

4.6 Right to privacy

4.7 Freedom of association

4.8 Labor rights

g Order and Security

5.1 Absence of crime
5.2 Absence of civil conflict

5.3 Absence of violent redress

é Regulatory Enforcement

6.1 Effective regulatory
enforcement

6.2 No improper influence
6.3 No unreasonable delay
6.4 Respect for due process

6.5 No expropriation w/out
adequate compensation

-m- Civil Justice

I 037 7.1 Accessibility and

affordability

I 7.2 No discrimination I 093
| 7.3 No corruption I 037
I o9 7.4 No improper gov. influence INE 034
I 077 7.5 No unreasonable delay ] 0.62
I 7.6 Effective enforcement |l ] 0.77
I o9 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs I | 0.62
[ | K

IET criminal Justice

8.1 Effective investigations || 0.74
I 034 8.2 Timely and effective I 032

adjudication
| ) )
1 8.3 Effective correctional system I 0.8

B 032 8.4 No discrimination - s

8.5 No corruption I 9

8.6 No improper gov. influence NN 098
I 078

8.7 Due process of law I o9
NN 037

1|} 0.7
IENNE 031
|

0.73

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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France

Paris, Lyon, Marseille
Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal Powers
e ae 87 11745 0.74 18/99 12/24
84 s
8.2
o1 s (A:E:ﬁ?:teig: Factor Factor Global Regional Income
’ ’ Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 —
T Constraints on Government
76 24 = powers 0.79 14/99 12/24 14/30
- . @ Absence of Corruption — 078 20/99 12/24 20/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
. 5, Covernmen p 0.7 16/99 11/24 16/30
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 076 18/99 16/24 18/30
7.1 4.1 $ ord J .
e . m Orderand Security V081 30/99 16/24 | 23/30
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.75 14/99 10/24 14/30
Regulatory ) Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 069 18/99 11/24 18/30
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and eI 065 21/99 14/24  21/30
Security
=== France === Western Europe & North America === High income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I o8 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 046 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.6
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary I— 0.69 4.2 Right to life and security I | 078 7.2 No discrimination IE o071
1.3 Independent auditing I— 0.74 4.3 Due process of law E o071 7.3 No corruption I 077
14 Sa‘nctio;s ftor official — 0.76 4.4 Freedom of expression I 032 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence [N 074
misconduc
1.5 Non-governmental checks I 032 4.5 Freedom of religion I 034 7.5 No unreasonable delay Il 0.6
1.6 Lawful transition of power I 094 4.6 Right to privacy I 0.7 7.6 Effective enforcement ||| 0.72
4.7 Freedom of association I o9 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs I 0.69
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights o
2.1 No corruption in the I 078 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
PS
2.2 No corruption in the I 053 @@ Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations I— 0.57
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 036 8.2 Timely and effective | 0.65
2.3 No corruption in the I 037 adjudication
police/military L .
5.2 Absence of civil conflict I ’ )
8.3 Effective correctional system . 045
2.4 No corruption in the I | 0.63
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress NN |l 0.56 8.4 No discrimination I 0.68
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption I 0352
#a Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I | 0.62 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NN | 0.7
6.1 Effective regulatory || 0.73
3.2 Stable laws N o enforcement 8.7 Due process of law N o7
6.2 No improper influence I 034
3.3 Right to petition / L 0.74
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay | 0.66
3.4 Right to information I 078
6.4 Respect for due process || 0.71
6.5 No expropriation w/out L] 0.8

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Georgia

Thilisi, Kutaisi, Batumi
Region: Eastern Europe & Central Asia | Income group: Lower middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
Justice g6 57 M 12 43 i 0_6 31/99 1/13
8.4 1.5
8.3 1.6
8.2 Absence of i
- 5 Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
1 Constraints on Governmen
7.6 54 = powers 0.53 55/99 2/13 9/24
7.5 31 6 Absence ofCorruption v 0.71 24/99 1/13 1/24
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
- - overnmen P 0.48 43/99 2/13 5/24
° .
7.2 3.4 ' Fundamental Rights — 058 51/99 5/13 6/24
7.1 4.1 o .
. s g Orderand Security — 085 17/99 2/13  2/24
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 057 31/99 1/13 1/24
6.3 ra
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 059 32/99 2/13 1/24
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice
Order and IE v 051 36/99 2/13  1/24
Security
=== Georgia === Eastern Europe & Central Asia === | ower middle income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
j— o
1 Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 0.5 4.1 Equal treatment / no IR 076 7.1 Accessibility and [ 1] 0.6
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary — 0.42 4.2 Right to life and security I 0.58 7.2 No discrimination I 0.64
1.3 Independent auditing ] 0.5 4.3 Due process of law 1] 0.55 7.3 No corruption 1] 0.58
1.4 Sanctions for official - 0.58 4.4 Freedom of expression 1] 0.64 7.4 No improper gov. influence N 0.42
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks I 0.64 4.5 Freedom of religion I 0.6 7.5 No unreasonable delay ] ] 0.69
1.6 Lawful transition of power | 0.55 4.6 Right to privacy . 0.35 7.6 Effective enforcement [ 1] 0.57
4.7 Freedom of association [ ||| 0.66 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs | ENEEEEENIN 0.67
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights || 0.5
2.1 No corruption in the L 0.7 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
2.2 No corruption in the | 0.59 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations o 0.48
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime IR 099 8.2 Timely and effective [ 1] 0.57
2.3 No corruption in the IR 03¢ adjudication
police/military .. .
5.2 Absence of civil conflict I ) .
8.3 Effective correctional system i 0.35
2.4 No corruption in the | 0.71
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress [ N EEEN 0.57 8.4 No discrimination [ ]| 0.58
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption I 0.72
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws |l 051 8.6 No improper gov. influence I | 0.32
6.1 Effective regulatory 1] 0.62
3.2 Stable laws [ 0.44 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law 1] 0.55
6.2 No improper influence I 034
3.3 Right to petition / ] 0.46
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay || 0.5
3.4 Right to information Il ] 0.51
6.4 Respect for due process . | 0.34
6.5 No expropriation w/out || 0.53

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Germany

Berlin, Hamburg, Munich
Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal Powers
Justice g 87 M1 12 45 " 08 9/99 7/24
8.4 s
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
o1 s Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 —
T Constraints on Government
7.6 24 = powers 0.83  9/99 7/24 9/30
- . @ Absence of Corruption — 083 12/99 7/24 12/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
. 5, Covernmen p 0.73 14/99 9/24  14/30
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.84 8/99 7/24 8/30
7.1 4.1 - .
e - g OrderandSecurity — 087 13/99 5/24 11/30
6.4 4.3 & Regulatory Enforcement —
ra 0.74 16/99 11/24 16/30
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 082  3/99 3/24 3/30
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and eI 071 16/99 10/24 16/30
Security
=== Germany === WWestern Europe & North America === High income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
— o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 0353 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 078 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.63
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary 0.84 4.2 Right to life and security I 039 7.2 No discrimination INEE 038
1.3 Independent auditing I— 0.7 4.3 Due process of law I 078 7.3 No corruption Il 039
1.4 Sanctions for official 078 4.4 Freedom of expression [ | 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence NN 0356
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks INE oo 4.5 Freedom of religion I 035 7.5 No unreasonable delay 1] 0.77
1.6 Lawful transition of power I 095 4.6 Right to privacy | 0.79 7.6 Effective enforcement I 95
4.7 Freedom of association I 091 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs | NN NN 0.8
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights 052
2.1 No corruption in the I 0.8 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
PS
2.2 No corruption in the I 093 @@ Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations I— 0.6
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I o9 8.2 Timely and effective |l 0.62
2.3 No corruption in the I 091 adjudication
police/military L .
5.2 Absence of civil conflict I ’ )
8.3 Effective correctional system [ |I] 0.69
2.4 No corruption in the 1] 0.67
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress NN 0.7 8.4 No discrimination I 0.61
i I
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 0.85
#a Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws ] 0.68 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence N 0382
6.1 Effective regulatory || 0.74
3.2 Stable laws I s enforcement 8.7 Due process of law I o078
6.2 No improper influence I 033
3.3 Right to petition / L 0.72
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay I 0.5
3.4 Right to information | 071
6.4 Respect for due process NN 032
6.5 No expropriation w/out L] 0.8

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Gh Accra, Kumasi, Sekondi-Takoradi
a n a Region: Sub-Saharan Africa | Income group: Lower middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
Justice s ge 87 M1 L2 43 i 0_57 37/99 2/18
84 s
8.3
e Absence of F F Global Regional |
51 25 Corruption actor Factor oba egional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
1 Constraints on Governmen
7.6 24 = Powers v 0.68 27/99 2/18 1/24
7.5 31 6 Absence of Corruption — 0.44 58/99 6/18 7/24
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
s 5 oovernmen P 0.5 37/99 3/18 3/24
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights v 0.66  33/99 1/18 1/24
7.1 4.1 & o 45 it
- rder and Security
s 4o ) A 0.72 57/99 3/18 11/24
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 053  43/99 5/18 4/24
6.3 LN
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 059 35/99 3/18 2/24
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 ' Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 044 49/99 6/18  6/24
Security
=== Ghana === Sub-Saharan Africa === | ower middle income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
Il Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I o7 4.1 Equal treatment / no 1] 0.65 7.1 Accessibility and | 0.48
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary I 0.65 4.2 Right to life and security [ 1] 0.69 7.2 No discrimination || 0.68
1.3 Independent auditing " 0.51 4.3 Due process of law | 0.41 7.3 No corruption 1] 0.56
14 Sa.nctioc?s ftor official — 0.55 4.4 Freedom of expression NN 031 7.4 No improper gov. influence | N NI 0.69
misconduc
1.5 Non-governmental checks | 0.8 4.5 Freedom of religion Il 0.75 7.5 No unreasonable delay || 0.51
1.6 Lawful transition of power I 0.8 4.6 Right to privacy 1] 0.66 7.6 Effective enforcement |1 0.49
4.7 Freedom of association NN 031 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs N EEEEIN 0.7
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights | 0.5
2.1 No corruption in the L 0.48 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
S : ive investigati | 04
2.2 No corruption in the 1] ] 0.56 @ Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations .
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime | 0.78 8.2 Timely and effective NIl 0.32
2.3 No corruption in the | 041 adjudication
police/military L. . I |
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system N 0.35
2.4 No corruption in the | 0.32
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I 0.39 8.4 No discrimination ) 04
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption || 0.43
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I | 0.42 8.6 No improper gov. influence 11| 0.75
6.1 Effective regulatory ] 0.53
3.2 Stable laws [ 0 058 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law L 0.41
6.2 No improper influence [ ] 0.56
3.3 Right to petition / [ ] 0.57
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay Il 0.42
3.4 Right to information [ ] 0.42
6.4 Respect for due process L 0.47
6.5 No expropriation w/out || ] 0.66
adequate compensation
A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).
Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Greece

Athens, Salonica, Patras
Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
e ae 87 11745 0.59 32/99 21/24
84 s
8.3 1.6
e Absence of Factor Factor Global Regional |
o1 - Corruption actor Factor obal Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 —
T Constraints on Government
7.6 24 = powers 0.66 29/99 | 19/24 | 26/30
- . @ Absence of Corruption — 056 34/99 | 21/24  29/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 05 34/99  19/24 | 26/30
7.3 3.3
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.69 28/99  21/24 26/30
7.1 4.1 - .
e . g Orderand Security — 074 49/99 | 22/24 || 27/30
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 054 37/99  21/24 29/30
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 061 25/99 | 17/24 | 24/30
Enforcement ’ 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 046 43/99 | 23/24  30/30
Security
== Greece === Western Europe & North America === High income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
j— o
Ul Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m- Civil Justice
.1 Limits by legislature . .1 Equal treatment / no X .1 Accessibility an X
1.1 Limits by legis| N | 063 4.1 Equal / N | 064 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.62
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary | 0.56 4.2 Right to life and security I | 074 7.2 No discrimination I 034
1.3 Independent auditing i 0.58 4.3 Due process of law I | o052 7.3 No corruption I | 066
14 Sa‘nctio;s ftor official | 0.52 4.4 Freedom of expression Il 076 7.4 Noimproper gov.influence [EEE 1 059
misconduc
1.5 Non-governmental checks | 0.75 4.5 Freedom of religion I 073 7.5 No unreasonable delay o Il 0.3
1.6 Lawful transition of power I o9 4.6 Right to privacy I 0.74 7.6 Effective enforcement I 0.48
4.7 Freedom of association I s 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs [ ] 0.81
Absence of Corruption
(<3 P 4.8 Labor rights . o5
2.1 No corruption in the EN I o053 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
PS
2.2 No corruption in the 0 o6 & Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations IR 1 032
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I | 032 8.2 Timely and effective Il 0.45
2.3 No corruption in the I | 077 adjudiycation
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system HH ] 0.23
2.4 No corruption in the | I 0.31
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress [N Il 0.4 8.4 No discrimination [ ] ] 0.33
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption I | 043
#a Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws Il 0.39 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NN | 072
6.1 Effective regulatory | 0.53
3.2 Stable laws I 0.49 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law N | 052
6.2 No improper influence | I o046
3.3 Right to petition / B 0.41
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay I 0.5
3.4 Right to information | 0.73
6.4 Respect for due process | 0.52
6.5 No expropriation w/out I | 0.67

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Guatemala City, Quetzaltenango, Escuintla

G u ate m a I a Region: Latin America & the Caribbean | Income group: Lower middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Crim!nal 111 Powers
Justice 86 87 R 0.44 83/99 13/16
8.4 1.5
8.3 1.6
8.2 21 Absence of

Factor Factor Global Regional Income

C ti
&t 2 orruption Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
. . I Pons raints on Governmen 052 59/99 8/16 10/24
: . owers
7.5 3.1 :
@ Absence of Corruption A 037 76/99 | 1116 14/24
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 045 57/99 10/16 10/24
7.3 3.3
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights v 056 57/99 10/16 9/24
7.1 4.1 S .
g Orderand Security V054 92/99 | 14/16 | 21/24
6.5 4.2
o pa Regulatory Enforcement — 039 8599 14/16 19/24
6.3 LN
Regulatory 2 : ) Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 036 93/99 14/16 21/24
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice
Order and I V03 93/99 13/16 22/24
Security
=== Guatemala === Latin America & the Caribbean === Lower middle income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
LIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 0.59 4.1 Equal treatment / no . | 0.44 7.1 Accessibility and Ll 0.31
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary — 0.44 4.2 Right to life and security || 0.58 7.2 No discrimination . 0.46
1.3 Independent auditing Ll 0.37 4.3 Due process of law | 0.45 7.3 No corruption |l 0.45
1.4 Sanctions for official Ll 0.35 4.4 Freedom of expression ] 0.64 7.4 No improper gov. influence 0.4
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks | 0.64 4.5 Freedom of religion ______} 0.67 7.5 No unreasonable delay NN 0.22
1.6 Lawful transition of power 1] 0.73 4.6 Right to privacy | 0.63 7.6 Effective enforcement || 0.16
4.7 Freedom of association | | 0.68 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs | 0.55
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights LIl 037
2.1 No corruption in the I 0.43 TET criminal Justice
executive branch
P
2.2 No corruption in the . | 0.39 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations BN 0.19
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime [l 0.43 8.2 Timely and effective | Il 0.21
2.3 No corruption in the I 0.48 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system Wl ' 0.11
2.4 No corruption in the N 0.2
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress Il Il 0.21 8.4 No discrimination . 0.32
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption [} 0.41
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I | 0.42 8.6 No improper gov. influence I 0.44
6.1 Effective regulatory . | 0.34
3.2 Stable laws I 052 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law - 0.45
6.2 No improper influence I | 0.51
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.46
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay . | 0.31
3.4 Right to information ] 0.4
6.4 Respect for due process . | 0.33
6.5 No expropriation w/out || 0.49
adequate compensation
A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).
Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Hong Kong

Region: East Asia & Pacific | Income group: High income

Hong Kong SAR, China

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
Justice ge 87 M1 L2 45 " 0,76 16/99 6/15
8.4 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
o1 s Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
L y m Constraints on Government 072 24/99 6/15 | 23/30
: : Powers
7.5 31 6 Absence of Corruption — 0.85 9/99 4/15 9/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 077 10/99 3/15 10/30
7.3 3
] .
7.2 3.4 ' Fundamental Rights — 0.68  29/99 6/15 27/30
7.1 4.1 S i
s s a Order and Security — 0.9 4/99 3/15 4/30
6.4 4.3 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 074  15/99 5/15 15/30
Regulatory o1 ie Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 072 16/99 6/15 16/30
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and eI 073 10/99 3/15 10/30
Security
=== Hong Kong SAR, China === East Asia & Pacific === High income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
_ o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 037 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 077 7.1 Accessibility and || 0.59
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary B os: 4.2 Right to life and security I o031 7.2 No discrimination NN 09
1.3 Independent auditing I 0.69 4.3 Due process of law NN o7/ 7.3 No corruption I 034
1.4 Sanctions for official BN 081 4.4 Freedom of expression I | o5 7.4 Noimproper gov.influence NNl 074
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks NI 0.5 4.5 Freedom of religion I | 0.71 7.5 No unreasonable delay Il ] 0.74
1.6 Lawful transition of power I | 042 4.6 Right to privacy I | 0.71 7.6 Effective enforcement I | 0.62
4.7 Freedom of association I | o055 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs N EEEEERN| 0.71
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights ] o
2.1 No corruption in the | 0.8 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
P
2.2 No corruption in the I sy @@ Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations I 0.69
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 093 8.2 Timely and effective |l ] 0.77
2.3 No corruption in the I 091 adjudication
police/military L .
5.2 Absence of civil conflict I ] )
8.3 Effective correctional system I 0.7
2.4 No corruption in the 1] 0.81
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress N 073 8.4 No discrimination I 0.64
i I
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 0.84
#a Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws NN s 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NN | 073
6.1 Effective regulatory I | 0.67
3.2 Stable laws I enforcement 8.7 Due process of law . oy
6.2 No improper influence I 036
3.3 Right to petition / I | 0.56
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay 1] 0.78
3.4 Right to information I o5
6.4 Respect for due process I 0.73
6.5 No expropriation w/out I | 0.66

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Budapest, Debrecen, Miskolc

I I u nga ry Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
ustice e 87 M2 5 0.61 30/99 20/24
84 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 ) Absence of i
- 5 Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
1 Constraints on Governmen
76 24 == powers 0.61 36/99 | 21/24 | 28/30
= o @ Absence of Corruption V064 29/99 | 17/24  25/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 0.5 35/99  20/24 | 27/30
7.3 3.3 :
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.68 30/99 @ 22/24 28/30
7.1 4.1 & o 45 .
. s ag OrderandSecurity — 084 21/99 10/24 17/30
. pa Regulatory Enforcement — 057 30/99 | 20/24 | 28/30
Regulatory : ) Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 049 55/99 | 24/24  30/30
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and I 053 34/99 | 22/24  28/30
Security
=== Hungary === Western Europe & North America === High income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
LIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature N | 052 4.1 Equal treatment / no I | o058 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.5
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary e Y 4.2 Right to life and security I 033 7.2 No discrimination N | 04
1.3 Independent auditing . | 0.4 4.3 Due process of law H | o049 7.3 No corruption I 032
1.4 Sanctions for official 1 0.58 4.4 Freedom of expression El 073 7.4 Noimproper gov.influence M 1 045
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks I 0.72 4.5 Freedom of religion HN | 042 7.5 No unreasonable delay Wl 0.4
1.6 Lawful transition of power I | 033 4.6 Right to privacy I 0.73 7.6 Effective enforcement | ] 0.22
4.7 Freedom of association I 075 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs SN | 0.6
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights o7
2.1 No corruption in the . (| 061 TET criminal Justice
executive branch
s i ive investigati -
2.2 No corruption in the [ NEYT) @ Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations 0.45
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 033 8.2 Timely and effective I 0.54
2.3 No corruption in the 078 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system N Il 0.46
2.4 No corruption in the . ] 0.48
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress NI 0.66 8.4 No discrimination I | 0.43
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption I 076
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I | 0.63 8.6 Noimproper gov.influence N 1 062
6.1 Effective regulatory | 0.72
3.2 Stable laws I 0.49 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law I | o049
6.2 No improper influence I 075
3.3 Right to petition / L 0.48
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay | 0.35
3.4 Right to information [ 0.4

6.4 Respect for due process I 0.53

6.5 No expropriation w/out . | 0.51
adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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India

Mumbai, Delhi, Bangalore

Region: South Asia | Income group: Lower middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal Powers
Justice g 87 M1 12 45 " 0,48 66/99 3/6
8.4 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
o1 s Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 —
T Constraints on Government
7.6 24 = powers 0.61 35/99 1/6 4/24
= o @ Absence of Corruption A 039 72099 26 12/24
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
. 5, Covernmen p 0.53  30/99 1/6 2/24
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 054  63/99 3/6 10/24
7.1 4.1 - .
e - g Orderand Security — 051 95/99 4/6 | 22/24
6.4 4.3 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.4 81/99 3/6 16/24
6.3 4.4 -
Regulatory o1 ie 45 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 0.39  90/99 3/6 18/24
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and I 044 48/99 2/6  5/24
Security
= |ndia === South Asia === |ower middle income rending up rending down ow edium igl
Indi South Asi L iddle i A Trendi V' Trendingd L Medi High
j— o
Ul Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 0.69 4.1 Equal treatment / no | 0.56 7.1 Accessibility and i 0.29
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary i 0.67 4.2 Right to life and security N | 0.34 7.2 No discrimination N | 0.48
1.3 Independent auditing . 0.52 4.3 Due process of law || 0.38 7.3 No corruption [ |I] 0.48
1.4 Sanctions for official - 0.39 4.4 Freedom of expression [ l| 0.68 7.4 No improper gov. influence NI 0.6
misconduct
.5 Non-governmental checks X .5 Freedom of religion X .5 No unreasonable delay .
15N Ichecks NN 0.68 4.5 Freedom of religi 1| 0.72 75N ble del LB 0.25
1.6 Lawful transition of power 1 | 0.74 4.6 Right to privacy [ |I] 0.5 7.6 Effective enforcement Bl 0.21
4.7 Freedom of association | 0.67 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs |} 0.4
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights |l 047
2.1 No corruption in the I 0.39 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
PS
2.2 No corruption in the 1] 0.46 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations 1] 0.43
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 0.71 8.2 Timely and effective || 0.36
2.3 No corruption in the L 0.48 adjudication
police/military .. .
5.2 Absence of civil conflict E—_— 051 8.3 Effective correctional system I 0.4
2.4 No corruption in the i 0.21
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I | 0.33 8.4 No discrimination | ] 0.4
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption [ || 0.52
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws [ 1] 0.59 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NI 0.63
6.1 Effective regulatory Ll 0.34
3.2 Stable laws [l 05 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law L 0.38
6.2 No improper influence . | 0.38
3.3 Right to petition / I ] 0.58
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay . 0.24
3.4 Right to information 1] 0.45
6.4 Respect for due process | 0.47
6.5 No expropriation w/out ] 0.58

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Country Profiles

105



Jakarta, Surabaya, Bandung

°
I n d 0 n eS I a Region: East Asia & Pacific | Income group: Lower middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
ustice w07 V1025 0.52 46/99 8/15
84 s
8.3
e Absence of F F Global Regional |
51 25 Corruption actor Factor oba egional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
. . I Constraints on Governmen 064 31/99 7/15 224
: . Powers
= o @ Absence of Corruption A 036 80/99 | 14/15 15/24
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
s 5 oovernmen P 0.54 29/99 7/15 1/24
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 054 65/99 9/15 11/24
7.1 4.1 & o 45 it
- rder and Security
s 4o ) A 0.77 42/99 | 11/15 7/24
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 052 46/99 7/15 5/24
6.3 ra
Regulatory 62 o1 se Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 047 67/99 9/15 12/24
Enforcement ' 53 o, 4.7 ' Rights
.2 51 438
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 037 |71/99 | 12/15 12/24
Security
=== |ndonesia === East Asia & Pacific === | ower middle income A Trendingup WV Trending down Low Medium High
— o
LIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature EmE 076 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.51 7.1 Accessibility and | 0.51
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary E—— 0.59 4.2 Right to life and security . | 0.49 7.2 No discrimination ]I 0.51
1.3 Independent auditing I 0.51 4.3 Due process of law | | 0.35 7.3 No corruption NI 0.36
1.4 Sanctions for official I | 0.57 4.4 Freedom of expression | 0.74 7.4 No improper gov. influence | N EEEEN 0.58
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks I 0.74 4.5 Freedom of religion . 0.45 7.5 No unreasonable delay I | 0.56
1.6 Lawful transition of power [ 1] 0.68 4.6 Right to privacy I | 0.48 7.6 Effective enforcement | __ Nl 0.29
4.7 Freedom of association [ [I] 0.71 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NI | | 0.45
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights I 0.56
2.1 No corruption in the | 0.49 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
S : ive investigati I 031
2.2 No corruption in the | 0.34 @ Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations .
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 095 8.2 Timely and effective I 0.46
2.3 No corruption in the LN 0.37 adjudication
police/military L. . ] |
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system I 1 | 0.2
2.4 No corruption in the | | 0.22
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I | 0.35 8.4 No discrimination ] 0.35
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption | 0.38
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I | 0.6 8.6 No improper gov. influence I 0.52
6.1 Effective regulatory . | 0.47
3.2 Stable laws I | 053 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law LTI 0.35
6.2 No improper influence . | 0.5
3.3 Right to petition / 1] 0.63
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay I | 0.51
3.4 Right to information . | 0.38
6.4 Respect for due process I | 0.5
6.5 No expropriation w/out ] 0.61

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Iran

Teheran, Mashhad, Isfaha
Region: Middle East & North Africa | Income group: Upper middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
stice w07 112 . 0.44 82/99 7/7
84 C1s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
01 oo Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
o o i Constraintson G t
. . I Constraints on Governmen 0.36 | 90/99 7/7 25/29
: : Powers
7.5 3.1 :
6 Absence of Corruption — 05 42/99 3/7 10/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
. ,, Governmen p 034 90/99 77 28/29
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 023 | 99/99 7/7 29/29
7.1 41 & ord ds it
- rder and Security
os ao = v 0.63 | 77/99 7/7 21/29
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 053  41/99 4/7 8/29
6.3 —_—
Regulatory o1 W6 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice v 056 38/99 3/7 7/29
Enforcement ' 5.3 4.7 ’ Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice
Order and eI v 038 6399 6/7  19/29
Security
=== |ran === Middle East & North Africa === Upper middle income A Trendingup WV Trending down Low Medium High
— o
Il Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I | 0.48 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.46 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.5
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary — 0.47 4.2 Right to life and security Il 0.14 7.2 No discrimination L ]Ii 0.52
1.3 Independent auditing -l 0.24 4.3 Due process of law . I 0.34 7.3 No corruption |l 0.54
1.4 Sanctions for official e B 0.32 4.4 Freedom of expression Il 0.23 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence | 0.4
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks |l 0.23 4.5 Freedom of religion | 11 0.13 7.5 No unreasonable delay 1] 0.63
1.6 Lawful transition of power W 0.4 4.6 Right to privacy [ | 11 0.08 7.6 Effective enforcement [ 1] ] 0.65
4.7 Freedom of association | Il 0.21 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs [ 1] 0.7
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights [l 0.28
2.1 No corruption in the I 0.48 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
@ . . . .
2.2 No corruption in the |l 0.51 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations - 0.39
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I || o054 8.2 Timely and effective I | 0.45
2.3 No corruption in the | 0.6 adjudication
police/military L. . I
) 5.2 Absence of civil conflict Io92 8.3 Effective correctional system N 0.42
2.4 No corruption in the || 0.42
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress NN | 0.44 8.4 No discrimination | 032
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption i 0.53
#a Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I | 0.42 8.6 Noimproper gov. inflience  Hll 1l 0.22
6.1 Effective regulatory | 0.57
3.2 Stable laws I | 0.44 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law . 0.34
6.2 No improper influence || 0.55
3.3 Right to petition / | 0.28
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay [l 0.51
3.4 Right to information | BN 0.22
6.4 Respect for due process | 0.49
6.5 No expropriation w/out |l 0.55

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Italy

Rome, Milan, Naples
Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
ustice w07 V1025 0.63 29/99 19/24
8.4 s
8.3
e Absence of F F Global Regional |
51 25 Corruption actor Factor oba egional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
. . I Constraints on Governmen 069 26/99 | 17/24 2430
: . Powers
7.5 3.1 :
@ Absence of Corruption — 06 30/99 | 18/24 | 26/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 049 39/99 | 22/24  29/30
7.3 3.3
° .
7.2 3.4 ' Fundamental Rights — 0.73 22/99  17/24 21/30
7.1 4.1 & o 45 .
o s g OrderandSecurity — 074 50/99 | 23/24 |28/30
. pa Regulatory Enforcement — 059 29/99 | 19/24 | 27/30
6.3 LN
Regulatory o1 46 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 058 36/99 | 21/24  28/30
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 063 24/99 16/24  23/30
Security
== |taly === Western Europe & North America === High income A Trendingup WV Trending down Low Medium High
— o
LIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature . 072 4.1 Equal treatment / no . 041 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.6
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary EE— 067 4.2 Right to life and security I 092 7.2 No discrimination I | o054
1.3 Independent auditing I | 0.65 4.3 Due process of law Il 066 7.3 No corruption EN I o072
14 Sa.nctioc?s ftor official 1 0.58 4.4 Freedom of expression El 073 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence NI 049
misconduc
1.5 Non-governmental checks I 0.72 4.5 Freedom of religion I 074 7.5 No unreasonable delay Il 0.35
1.6 Lawful transition of power I | 078 4.6 Right to privacy | 0.81 7.6 Effective enforcement | 0.48
4.7 Freedom of association I s 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NN | 0.66
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights B oSS
2.1 No corruption in the N (| o058 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
s i ive investigati _—
2.2 No corruption in the I 076 m Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations 0.49
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I | o8 8.2 Timely and effective I 0.55
2.3 No corruption in the 52 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system N Il 0.46
2.4 No corruption in the | 11 0.24
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress [N [l 0.42 8.4 No discrimination ] 0.65
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption I o075
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I | 0.46 8.6 No improper gov. influence I 037
6.1 Effective regulatory LI 0.67
3.2 Stable laws [ ] enforcement 8.7 Due process of law I o046
6.2 No improper influence I 073
3.3 Right to petition / . | 0.42
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay | 0.34
3.4 Right to information [l 0.56
6.4 Respect for due process I 0.59
6.5 No expropriation w/out I 0.6

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Jamaica

Kingston, Portmore, Spanish Town
Region: Latin America & the Caribbean | Income group: Upper middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
stice w07 M1 125 0.53 45/99 4/16
8.4 s
8.3
8.2 Absence of i
o1 s Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 —
T Constraints on Government
7.6 24 = powers 0.62 34/99 4/16 4/29
- . @ Absence of Corruption — 048 50/99 5/16 16/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government A 044 59/99  11/16 18/29
7.3 3.3
] .
7.2 3.4 ' Fundamental Rights — 0.61  44/99 7/16 12/29
7.1 4.1 - .
e . m OrderandSecurity A 065 (74/99 716 19/29
6.4 i, i Regulatory Enforcement — 056 32/99 3/16 3/29
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 047 64/99 8/16  18/29
Enforcement Rights
Criminal Justice —
Order and I 042 53/99 3/16  13/29
Security
=== Jamaica === Latin America & the Caribbean === Upper middle income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
— o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 0.67 4.1 Equal treatment / no i 0.66 7.1 Accessibility and I | 0.43
discrimination affordability
imi iudici [ ] | 0.66 ; i i iscriminati
1.2 Limits by judiciary - 4.2 Right to life and security I | 0.47 7.2 No discrimination W 0.44
iti 1] 0.54 :
1.3 Independent auditing g 4.3 Due process of law Il 0.39 7.3 No corruption [l ] 0.67
1.4 Sanctions for official - 0.43 4.4 Freedom of expression [ ]| 0.69 7.4 No improper gov. influence [ NI 0.64
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks [ II 0.68 4.5 Freedom of religion NN 033 7.5 No unreasonable delay . | 0.34
1.6 Lawful transition of power ] 0.72 4.6 Right to privacy | 0.59 7.6 Effective enforcement Bl 0.27
4.7 Freedom of association ]| 0.75 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs N | 0.49
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights I 051
2.1 No corruption in the L 0.51 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
@ . . . .
2.2 No corruption in the I 0.6 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations il 021
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime 1] 0.78 8.2 Timely and effective . | 0.37
2.3 No corruption in the I 0.61 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system I | 0.19
2.4 No corruption in the || 0.2
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress Il | | 0.17 8.4 No discrimination ||| 0.44
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption Il 0.56
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws . || 0.4 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence N NI 0.76
6.1 Effective regulatory ] 0.57
3.2 Stable laws I 053 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law il 0.39
6.2 No improper influence | 0.75
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.41
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay i 0.39
3.4 Right to information | 0.43
6.4 Respect for due process ] 0.54
6.5 No expropriation w/out | 0.57

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Tokyo, Yokohama, Osaka

J a pa n Region: East Asia & Pacific | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government

Crim!nal 67 11 12 Powers

Justice o5 8.6 = 13 078 12/99 4/15

8.4
8.3
8.2 Absence of E E lobal Regi I
51 25 Corruption actor Factor Globa egional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 —
1 Constraints on Government
7.6 24 = Powers v 0.76 15/99 3/15  15/30
7.5 31 6 Absence ofCorruption — 0.84 11/99 5/15 11/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
s 5 oovernmen P 0.77  8/99 2/15 8/30
° .
7.2 3.4 ' Fundamental Rights — 0.75 20/99 3/15 20/30
7.1 4.1 S
@  Order and Securit
s s o Y A 0.92 1/99 1/15 1/30
64 i Regulatory Enforcement v 078 12/99 4/15 12/30
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 073 11/99 4/15 11/30
Enforcement Rights
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 069 18/99 6/15 18/30
Security
== Japan === East Asia & Pacific === High income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
1 Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature 0.81 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 078 7.1 Accessibility and I | 0.48
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary 0.81 4.2 Right to life and security I 031 7.2 No discrimination IENE 031
1.3 Independent auditing 0.6 4.3 Due process of law ENE o047 7.3 No corruption I o9

1.4 Sanctions for official
misconduct

0.76 4.4 Freedom of expression [ | | 0.79 7.4 No improper gov. influence | | 0.73
I |

1.5 Non-governmental checks 0.8 4.5 Freedom of religion 0.7 7.5 No unreasonable delay || 0.65

1.6 Lawful transition of power 0.79 4.6 Right to privacy I 0.77 7.6 Effective enforcement 1 1] 0.76

I
4.7 Freedom of association [ | | 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NI 0.79
||

é Absence of Corruption

4.8 Labor rights 0.71

2.1 No corruption in the 0.81 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
PS
2.2 No corruption in the 0.82 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations 11l 0.64
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 091 8.2 Timely and effective [ 0.6
2.3 No corruption in the 0.91 adjudication
police/military L. . [
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system NN 0.62
2.4 No corruption in the 0.81
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress 0.84 8.4 No discrimination I 0.64
i ||
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 0.86
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws [ ] ] 0.81 8.6 No improper gov. influence I o076
6.1 Effective regulatory I 0.73
3.2 Stable laws N s enforcement 8.7 Due process of law ENE | 047
6.2 No improper influence I 038
3.3 Right to petition / | 1] 0.7
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay 1| 0.69
3.4 Right to information N 031
6.4 Respect for due process | |] 0.77
6.5 No expropriation w/out I 0.81

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Jordan

Amman, Irbid, Zarga
Region: Middle East & North Africa | Income group: Upper middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal Powers
Justice g 87 M1 12 45 " 0,57 38/99 2/7
8.4 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
o1 s Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 —
T Constraints on Government
7.6 2.4 == Powers v 0.5 64/99 5/7 17/29
7.5 31 6 Absence of Corruption — 0.57 33/99 2/7 4/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
o ,, Governmen p 043 65/99 67 | 21/29
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 047  77/99 4/7 22/29
7.1 4.1 g ord ds it
- rder and Security
s 4o = A 0.85 20/99 2/7 2/29
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 054 35/99 2/7 4/29
Regulatory o1 ie Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 062  21/99 1/7 1/29
Enforcement ’ 5.3 4.7 ’ Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and eI 056 30/99 2/7 429
Security
=== Jordan === Middle East & North Africa === Upper middle income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
_ o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature . 0.38 4.1 Equal treatment / no il 0.66 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.5
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary I— 0.48 4.2 Right to life and security I | 0.46 7.2 No discrimination NN 078
1.3 Independent auditing . 0.69 4.3 Due process of law || 0.5 7.3 No corruption I 9
1.4 Sanctions for official il 0.59 4.4 Freedom of expression | 0.47 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence [ N EEIN 0.63
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks I | 0.46 4.5 Freedom of religion I 0.46 7.5 No unreasonable delay I 0.43
1.6 Lawful transition of power Wl 0.39 4.6 Right to privacy | __IN| 0.33 7.6 Effective enforcement 1] ] 0.62
4.7 Freedom of association I | 0.49 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs | 0.62
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights . | 042
2.1 No corruption in the Il 0.59 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
P
2.2 No corruption in the ] 0.69 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations || 0.46
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 092 8.2 Timely and effective 1 0.56
2.3 No corruption in the L 0.69 adjudiycation
police/military L. . |
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system NN 0.53
2.4 No corruption in the 11| 0.31
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress NN 0.63 8.4 No discrimination I 059
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption ]| 0.62
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws | ] 0.55 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NI 0.66
6.1 Effective regulatory ____lll 0.49
3.2 Stable laws . | 0.45 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law L 05
6.2 No improper influence | 0.56
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.39
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay L 0.37
3.4 Right to information . | 0.34
6.4 Respect for due process I ] 0.6
6.5 No expropriation w/out [ |I] 0.67

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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kh Almaty, Astana, Shymkent
Ka Za Sta n Region: Eastern Europe & Central Asia | Income group: Upper middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Crim!nal 111 Powers
Justice 86 87 s 0.47 71/99 9/13
8.4 ) ! 1.5
8.3 1.6
8.2 21 Absence of

Factor Factor Global Regional Income

C ti
&t 2 orruption Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
. . I Constraints on Governmen 035 93/99 | 11/13  27/29
: . Powers
75 31 6 Absence of Corruption A 0.43 60/99 6/13 20/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 0.35 87/99 13/13 27/29
7.3 3.3
° .
7.2 3.4 ' Fundamental Rights — 0.48  74/99 9/13 21/29
7.1 4.1 S .
. s g OrderandSecurity A 079 3599 513  7/29
6.4 . i Regulatory Enforcement — 046 63/99 7/13 22/29
Regulatory 62 o1 se Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 047 66/99 | 9/13  19/29
Enforcement ' 5.3 4.7 ' Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 04  61/99 7/13  17/29
Security
=== Kazakhstan === Eastern Europe & Central Asia === Upper middle income A Trendingup WV Trending down Low Medium High
— o
LIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature ] 0.31 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.58 7.1 Accessibility and - 0.39
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary . 0.26 4.2 Right to life and security | 0.6 7.2 No discrimination | 0.38
1.3 Independent auditing Ll 0.37 4.3 Due process of law || 0.45 7.3 No corruption [} 0.42
1.4 Sanctions for official — 0.45 4.4 Freedom of expression Wl 0.35 7.4 No improper gov. influence 1IN 1] 0.27
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks |l 0.34 4.5 Freedom of religion I | 0.58 7.5 No unreasonable delay 1] | 0.71
1.6 Lawful transition of power Il 0.36 4.6 Right to privacy . | 0.4 7.6 Effective enforcement [ ] 0.58
4.7 Freedom of association I 0.42 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NN | 0.53
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights | 048
2.1 No corruption in the I 0.44 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
2.2 No corruption in the . | 0.4 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations - 0.38
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 033 8.2 Timely and effective 1] 0.56
2.3 No corruption in the I 0.49 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system N 0.43
2.4 No corruption in the || 0.39
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress [ EEEEENN 0.55 8.4 No discrimination | 0.24
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption I | 0.45
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws || 0.52 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence Il | 0.29
6.1 Effective regulatory [ 0.6
3.2 Stable laws . | 037 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law L 0.45
6.2 No improper influence . | 0.47
3.3 Right to petition / . |l 0.25
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay || 0.47
3.4 Right to information N 0.27
6.4 Respect for due process W] 0.28
6.5 No expropriation w/out I | 0.47

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Kenya

Nairobi, Mombasa, Nakuru
Region: Sub-Saharan Africa | Income group: Low income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
stice w07 M1 125 0.43 86/99 12/18
8.4 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2 Absence of i
o1 s Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 —
T Constraints on Government
76 24 = powers A 0.51 62/99 10/18 7/16
- . @ Absence of Corruption — 028 93/99 16/18 14/16
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
. 5, Covernmen p 0.38 1 83/99 11/18 9/16
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.46 80/99 12/18 9/16
7.1 4.1 $ ord ds it
- rder and Security —
s 4o m 0.63 1 79/99 9/18 10/16
6.4 4.3 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 041 80/99 10/18 7/16
6.3 4.4 -
Regulatory o1 ie 45 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 044 72/99  13/18 7/16
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and eI 033 84/99 | 14/18 10/16
Security
= Kenya === Sub-Saharan Africa === | ow income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
— o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature L 0.65 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.48 7.1 Accessibility and L] 0.37
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary —l 0.52 4.2 Right to life and security Nl 0.28 7.2 No discrimination 1l 041
1.3 Independent auditing — 0.41 4.3 Due process of law 1} 0.33 7.3 No corruption . | 0.4
1.4 Sanctions for official — 0.42 4.4 Freedom of expression | 0.59 7.4 No improper gov. influence N 0.49
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks Il 0.58 4.5 Freedom of religion || 0.68 7.5 No unreasonable delay 1| 0.42
1.6 Lawful transition of power I 0.48 4.6 Right to privacy W] 0.26 7.6 Effective enforcement [ | 0.46
4.7 Freedom of association I 0.69 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs || 0.54
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights ]| 0.38
2.1 No corruption in the L 0.36 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
@ . . . .
2.2 No corruption in the . | 0.39 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations - 0.36
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime ] 0.72 8.2 Timely and effective || 0.31
2.3 No corruption in the L 0.23 adjudication
police/military L. . |
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system I 0.25
2.4 No corruption in the H1I 0.13
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress Il | 0.17 8.4 No discrimination Al 031
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption [}l 0.28
#a Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws | 0.38 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NI 0.49
6.1 Effective regulatory [l 0.51
3.2 Stable laws | 037 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law . 0.33
6.2 No improper influence i 0.44
3.3 Right to petition / | 0.4
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay N 0.24
3.4 Right to information | 0.35
6.4 Respect for due process . 1 0.33
6.5 No expropriation w/out || 0.52

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Bishkek, Osh, Jalalabad

Ky rgyzsta n Region: Eastern Europe & Central Asia | Income group: Low income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
ustice w07 V1025 0.45 78/99 12/13
84 s
8.3 1.6
e Absence of F F Global Regional |
51 25 Corruption actor Factor oba egional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
e » L Constraints on Government 047 70/99 6/13  8/16
7.5 3.1 :
@ Absence of Corruption — 027 96/99 13/13 15/16
JCiV_il 7.4 3.2 Open
ustice G t Al Open Government —
o ., Governmen P 041 78/99 10/13 6/16
° .
7.2 3.4 ' Fundamental Rights — 052 66/99 7/13 6/16
7.1 4.1 S
@  Order and Security —
s 4o ) 0.74 52/99 | 10/13 2/16
6.4 . i Regulatory Enforcement — 0.44 68/99 11/13 3/16
Regulatory 62 o1 se Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 042 74/99  12/13 8/16
Enforcement 53 5, 51 48 4.7 Rights
' Criminal Justice —
Order and I 033 85/99 13/13 11/16
Security
=== Kyrgyzstan === Eastern Europe & Central Asia === | owincome A Trendingup WV Trending down Low Medium High
— o
LIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature 1] 0.64 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.56 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.46
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary - 0.38 4.2 Right to life and security I | 0.48 7.2 No discrimination . | 0.49
1.3 Independent auditing . | 0.28 4.3 Due process of law | | 0.33 7.3 No corruption Rl 0.28
1.4 Sanctions for official - 039 4.4 Freedom of expression 1] 0.61 7.4 No improper gov. influence I 0.32
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks 1] 0.61 4.5 Freedom of religion i 0.62 7.5 No unreasonable delay | 0.53
1.6 Lawful transition of power |l 0.51 4.6 Right to privacy I 0.36 7.6 Effective enforcement 1} 0.39
4.7 Freedom of association 1] 0.68 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NN || 0.5
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights ] 054

2.1 No corruption in the -] 0.36 ]I[ Criminal Justice
executive branch

2.2 No corruption in the o | 0.22 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations [} 0.4
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime N 031 8.2 Timely and effective [l 0.51
2.3 No corruption in the L 0.35 adjudication
police/military L. . | |
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system | 0.31
2.4 No corruption in the ||| 0.15
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I | 041 8.4 No discrimination | 0.28
8.5 No corruption | __H} 0.28

Open Government s
74 Regulatory Enforcement

3.1 Accessible laws ]l 0.48 8.6 Noimproper gov.influence I | 0.22
6.1 Effective regulatory I | 0.48
3.2 Stable laws . | 0.45 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law . | 0.33
6.2 No improper influence 1 0.34
3.3 Right to petition / | 0.34
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay || 0.52
3.4 Right to information || 0.38
6.4 Respect for due process || 0.49
6.5 No expropriation w/out . | 0.36

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Lebanon

Beirut, Tripoli, Sidon
Region: Middle East & North Africa | Income group: Upper middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
Justice o5 g6 87 M1 12 43 " 0,51 49/99 4/7
84 s
8.3 1.6
e Absence of Factor Factor Global Regional |
o1 - Corruption actor Factor obal Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
L y m Constraints on Government 057  44/99 3/7 9/29
: : Powers
7.5 31 6 Absence of Corruption — 04  70/99  7/7 25/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
73 33 oovernmen P 044  62/99 47 19/29
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.62  43/99 1/7 11/29
7.1 4.1 $ ord ds it
- rder and Security
s 4o = A 0.76  43/99 4/7 10/29
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement A 044  66/99 6/7 24/29
6.3 74
Regulatory 6.2 o1 ie Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 045  70/99 6/7 22/29
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice
Order and eI V042 5599 47  14/29
Security
=== |ebanon === Middle East & North Africa === Upper middle income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature . 0.72 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.51 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.51
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary I 0.46 4.2 Right to life and security [ ] 1] 0.68 7.2 No discrimination I 0.48
1.3 Independent auditing I— 0.49 4.3 Due process of law || 0.44 7.3 No corruption I 0.45
1.4 Sanctions for official I 0.47 4.4 Freedom of expression [ | 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence 1| 0.39
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks [ | 0.76 4.5 Freedom of religion N | 0.55 7.5 No unreasonable delay Wl 0.31
1.6 Lawful transition of power I | 0.54 4.6 Right to privacy 11 | 0.71 7.6 Effective enforcement | 0.48
4.7 Freedom of association I 032 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs IS I 0.52
Absence of Corruption
(<3 P 4.8 Labor rights 1 044
2.1 No corruption in the . 0.39 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
@ . . . .
2.2 No corruption in the Il 0.46 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations . 0.29
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 037 8.2 Timely and effective I | 0.45
2.3 No corruption in the I | 0.5 adjudication
police/military L. . |
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system H 11 0.14
2.4 No corruption in the |l 0.24
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I | 042 8.4 No discrimination [ 052
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption i 0.54
#a Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I | 0.44 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence I 0.52
6.1 Effective regulatory I 0.46
3.2 Stable laws | 055 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law L 0.44
6.2 No improper influence | 0.38
3.3 Right to petition / L 0.37
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay || 0.43
3.4 Right to information 1] 0.4
6.4 Respect for due process |l 0.45
6.5 No expropriation w/out Ll 0.49

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Liberia

Monrovia, Kakata, Gbarnga
Region: Sub-Saharan Africa | Income group: Low income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
stce | as 07 M1 1245 0.42 87/99 13/18
8.4 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
- 5 Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
. . I Constraints on Governmen 053 56/99 7/18 4/16
: . Powers
e o @ Absence of Corruption — 034 8599  13/18 10/16
Civ_il 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 0.36 86/99 12/18 10/16
7.3 3.3
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights A 057 53/99 5/18 3/16
7.1 4.1 & o 45 it
- rder and Security —
s 4o ) 0.54 [93/99 | 17/18 | 15/16
6.4 4.3 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.33 96/99 17/18 14/16
6.3 4.4 —_—
Regulatory o1 46 45 Fund'amental _m_ Civil Justice A 0.39 87/99  17/18  14/16
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and I 033 87/99 1518 12/16
Security
= |iberia === Sub-Saharan Africa == |ow income rending up rending down ow edium ig
Liberi Sub-Sah Afri Low i A Trendi V  Trendingd L Medi High
— o
Il Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
.1 Limits by legislature X .1 Equal treatment / no . .1 Accessibility an .
1.1 Limits by legis| L] 0.68 4.1 Equal / I | 0.48 7.1 Accessibility and L 0.39
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary I— 0.49 4.2 Right to life and security Il 0.51 7.2 No discrimination || 0.25
1.3 Independent auditing . 0.23 4.3 Due process of law | 0.34 7.3 No corruption . | 0.4
1.4 Sanctions for official - 0.35 4.4 Freedom of expression 0 ] 0.75 7.4 No improper gov. influence N 0.47
misconduct
.5 Non-governmental checks . .5 Freedom of religion . .5 No unreasonable delay .
15N Ichecks NN 074 4.5 Freedom of religi I 079 75N ble del L 0.46
1.6 Lawful transition of power 1] | 0.7 4.6 Right to privacy 1| 0.54 7.6 Effective enforcement . | 0.35
4.7 Freedom of association ] 0.73 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NI || 0.42
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights | 041
2.1 No corruption in the Ll 0.34 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
2.2 No corruption in the ||l 0.44 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations 037
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 0.56 8.2 Timely and effective . | 0.35
2.3 No corruption in the L 0.34 adjudication
police/military - .
5.2 Absence of civil conflict I 1 083 8.3 Effective correctional system HEll 0.2
2.4 No corruption in the ] 0.24
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress Il | 0.24 8.4 No discrimination |l 0.27
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption |l 0.38
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws || 0.39 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence | 0.39
6.1 Effective regulatory Il 0.37
3.2 Stable laws [ Wl 0.22 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law | 0.34
6.2 No improper influence NI 0.31
3.3 Right to petition / L 0.49
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay B 0.16
3.4 Right to information | 0.33
6.4 Respect for due process 1l 0.35
6.5 No expropriation w/out I 0.49

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org

116 | WJPRuleof Law Index 2014

RULE OF LAW INDEX



Macedonia, FYR

Skopje, Bitola, Kumanovo
Region: Eastern Europe & Central Asia | Income group: Upper middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
stice w07 M1 125 0.58 34/99 2/13
8.4 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1
o1 s (A:E:ﬁ?:teig: Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
L y m Constraints on Government 052 6199 3/13  15/29
: : Powers
7.5 3.1 :
6 Absence of Corruptlon — 0.53 37/99 3/13 6/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
73 33 Covernmen P 06 24/99 1/13  3/29
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.63  38/99 2/13 8/29
7.1 4.1 $ ord ds it
- rder and Security —
s 4o = 0.75 47/99 8/13  12/29
6.4 i, » 4.3 i Regulatory Enforcement — 053 44/99 4/13 10/29
Regulatory 6.2 o1 ie 45 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 054 41/99 3/13 9/29
Enforcement ’ 5.3 4.7 ’ Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and eI 05 37/99 3/13  8/29
Security
— Macedonia, . EasternEurope & Central — Upper middle
FYR Asia income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
— o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I | 0.51 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.7 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.58
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary - 0.39 4.2 Right to life and security 1] 0.7 7.2 No discrimination I | 0.67
1.3 Independent auditing | 0.52 4.3 Due process of law 1] 0.55 7.3 No corruption I | 0.44
1.4 Sanctions for official — 0.46 4.4 Freedom of expression I | 0.52 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence NN 0.45
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks I | 0.52 4.5 Freedom of religion || 0.79 7.5 No unreasonable delay [}l 0.43
1.6 Lawful transition of power [ 1] 0.7 4.6 Right to privacy [ || 0.57 7.6 Effective enforcement 1] 0.59
4.7 Freedom of association 1] 0.71 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NI 0.62
Absence of Corruption
(<3 P 4.8 Labor rights | 0.52
2.1 No corruption in the ] 0.56 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
PS
2.2 No corruption in the . | 043 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations 1l ] 0.58
judiciary I I
5.1 Absence of crime IR 034 8.2 Timely and effective | 0.43
2.3 Nol.co;ru.;l).ttion in the NN 071 adjudiycation
police/military ivil confli I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system N 0.49
2.4 No corruption in the || 0.44
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress | 0.42 8.4 No discrimination ] 0.65
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption || 0.54
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws [ | | 0.74 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence I | 0.27
6.1 Effective regulatory 1 0.47
3.2 Stable laws [ | ] 0.65 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law i 0.55
6.2 No improper influence Il 0.53
3.3 Right to petition / ] 0.52
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay [ Il] 0.55
3.4 Right to information [ ] 0.49
6.4 Respect for due process || 0.5
6.5 No expropriation w/out 1| 0.59

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Madagascar

Antananarivo, Antsirabe, Toamasina
Region: Sub-Saharan Africa | Income group: Low income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
ustice w07 V1025 0.45 81/99 10/18
8.4 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.
- 5 é::re:;teié); Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
76 24 I Sonstraints on Bovernmen 041 83/99 15/18 13/16
: . Powers
7.5 3.1 :
@ Absence of Corruption V034 84/99 12/18 9/16
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
s 5 oovernmen P 0.42 68/99 5/18 3/16
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights v 0.48 76/99 11/18 8/16
7.1 4.1 & o 45 it
- rder and Security —
s 4o ) 0.76 46/99 2/18 1/16
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.4 82/99 11/18 8/16
6.3 ra
Regulatory o1 46 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice v 041 78/99  14/18 10/16
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice
Order and IEL v 035 80/99 13/18 9/16
Security
=== Madagascar === Sub-Saharan Africa === | ow income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
Il Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 0.44 4.1 Equal treatment / no Il ] 0.67 7.1 Accessibility and . |l 0.3
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary - 0.35 4.2 Right to life and security || 0.23 7.2 No discrimination 1] 0.61
1.3 Independent auditing — 0.43 4.3 Due process of law | 0.38 7.3 No corruption 1} 0.31
1.4 Sanctions for official — 0.4 4.4 Freedom of expression I 043 7.4 No improper gov. influence I 0.35
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks I 0.42 4.5 Freedom of religion | 0.69 7.5 No unreasonable delay . | 0.32
1.6 Lawful transition of power [}l 0.41 4.6 Right to privacy || 0.26 7.6 Effective enforcement . | 0.33
4.7 Freedom of association [ |l 0.53 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs | NN 0.65
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights [ | 0.62
2.1 No corruption in the L 0.39 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
P
2.2 No corruption in the . | 0.36 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations . | 0.35
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime ]I 0.7 8.2 Timely and effective [ || 0.51
2.3 No corruption in the L 0.37 adjudication
police/military L. . I |
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system NI 0.32
2.4 No corruption in the |} 0.23
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress NI 0.57 8.4 No discrimination | 0.4
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption | __Jl 0.29
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws [ || 0.47 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence 11 0.21
6.1 Effective regulatory || 0.42
3.2 Stable laws [ 0.66 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law L 0.38
6.2 No improper influence || 0.41
3.3 Right to petition / . 1] 0.31
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay | 0.29
3.4 Right to information 1 0.26
6.4 Respect for due process 1l 0.36
6.5 No expropriation w/out |l 0.51

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Malawi

Lilongwe, Blantyre, Mzuzu
Region: Sub-Saharan Africa | Income group: Low income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
stice w07 M1 125 0.51 55/99 6/18
8.4 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
o1 s Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
L y m Constraints on Government 052 60/99 9/18 6/16
: : Powers
7.5 31 6 Absence of Corruption — 0.43 65/99 7/18 4/16
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 0.39 180/99 10/18 7/16
7.3 3.3
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights A 055 58/99 7/18 4/16
7.1 4.1 S i
e - m OrderandSecurity — 067 6899 6/18 8/16
6.4 4.3 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 041  77/99 9/18 6/16
6.3 4.4 -
Regulatory o1 ie 45 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 06 31/99 2/18 1/16
Enforcement ’ 5.3 4.7 ’ Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and I 048 40/99 2/18  1/16
Security
= Malawi === Sub-Saharan Africa === | ow income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
_ o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 0.58 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.58 7.1 Accessibility and [l ] 0.53
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary i 0.56 4.2 Right to life and security Il ] 0.55 7.2 No discrimination 1] 0.62
1.3 Independent auditing — 0.42 4.3 Due process of law 1} 0.33 7.3 No corruption 1] 0.54
1.4 Sanctions for official — 0.44 4.4 Freedom of expression | 0.59 7.4 No improper gov. influence [ ENEIINN 0.71
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks Il 0.58 4.5 Freedom of religion Il 0.75 7.5 No unreasonable delay | 0.47
1.6 Lawful transition of power I 0.52 4.6 Right to privacy 1| 0.56 7.6 Effective enforcement [l ] 0.56
4.7 Freedom of association [l 0.66 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs [ NS 0.73
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights 1 0.4
2.1 No corruption in the I 0.38 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
@ . . . .
2.2 No corruption in the [ 1] ] 0.57 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations o 053
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 0.62 8.2 Timely and effective 1] 0.57
2.3 No corruption in the L 0.43 adjudication
police/military L. . |
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system I | 0.17
2.4 No corruption in the | 0.32
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress 0.39 8.4 No discrimination [l 053
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption | 0.44
#a Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws | 0.38 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NI 031
6.1 Effective regulatory . 0.36
3.2 Stable laws [l 0.38 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law . 0.33
6.2 No improper influence |l 04
3.3 Right to petition / 1l 0.5
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay L 0.33
3.4 Right to information I 0.29
6.4 Respect for due process || 0.4
6.5 No expropriation w/out Il 0.58

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Malaysia

Kuala Lumpur, Ipoh, Johor Bahru
Region: East Asia & Pacific | Income group: Upper middle income

120

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
Justice s ge 87 M1 L2 43 i 0_58 35/99 7/15
84 s
8.3 1.6
e Absence of F F Global Regional |
51 25 Corruption actor Factor oba egional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
. . I Constraints on Governmen . 055 49/99  9/15 12/29
: . Powers
7.5 31 6 Absence ofCorruption v 0.64 28/99 7/15 3/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
o ., Governmen P 048 42/99 815  9/29
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.45 85/99 13/15 26/29
7.1 4.1 & o 45 it
- rder and Security —
s 4o ) 0.87 12/99 6/15 1/29
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 051 48/99 8/15 13/29
6.3 ra
Regulatory o1 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 057 37/99 7/15 6/29
Enforcement ' 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and I 053 33/99 7/15  6/29
Security
== Malaysia === East Asia & Pacific === Upper middle income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
Il Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature || 0.7 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.7 7.1 Accessibility and - | 0.39
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary — 0.58 4.2 Right to life and security Wl 0.42 7.2 No discrimination | 0.61
1.3 Independent auditing — 0.52 4.3 Due process of law I | 0.5 7.3 No corruption ]| 0.73
1.4 Sanctions for official I | 0.56 4.4 Freedom of expression | 0.38 7.4 No improper gov. influence || 0.42
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks B 0.37 4.5 Freedom of religion | I 0.23 7.5 No unreasonable delay | 0.64
1.6 Lawful transition of power [ _____|i 0.57 4.6 Right to privacy 1l 0.45 7.6 Effective enforcement 11 0.51
4.7 Freedom of association Il 0.34 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NI 0.68
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights I 055
2.1 No corruption in the I 0.59 TET criminal Justice
executive branch
s i ive investigati ]
2.2 No corruption in the [ Il 0.66 @ Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations 0.53
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 035 8.2 Timely and effective | 0.63
2.3 No corruption in the L] 0.69 adjudiycation
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system I | 0.44
2.4 No corruption in the | 0.64
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress BN 075 8.4 No discrimination ) 0.51
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption | 0.69
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I 0.65 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence I | 0.42
6.1 Effective regulatory I 0.49
3.2 Stable laws [ 1] 06 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law I 0.5
6.2 No improper influence I | 0.61
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.46
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay I | 0.52
3.4 Right to information 1l 021
6.4 Respect for due process L] 0.57
6.5 No expropriation w/out | 0.37

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Mexico

Mexico City, Guadalajara, Monterrey
Region: Latin America & the Caribbean | Income group: Upper middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
stice w07 M1 125 0.45 79/99 12/16
84 s
8.3 1.6
e Absence of Factor Factor Global Regional |
o1 - Corruption actor Factor obal Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
L y m Constraints on Government 055 48/99 7/16  11/29
: : Powers
- . @ Absence of Corruption — 037 | 78/99 | 13/16 @ 27/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
. 5, Covernmen p 0.52 32/99 4/16 6/29
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 055 60/99  11/16 17/29
7.1 4.1 $ ord ds it
- rder and Security —
s 4o = 0.47 1 96/99 | 16/16 | 29/29
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 05 51/99 6/16 16/29
6.3 74
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 0.39 88/99  12/16  27/29
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 025 97/99 14/16 28/29
Security
=== Mexico === Latin America & the Caribbean === Upper middle income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
— o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature | ] 0.7 4.1 Equal treatment / no | 0.43 7.1 Accessibility and . 0.36
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary — 05 4.2 Right to life and security | 0.4 7.2 No discrimination . | 0.36
1.3 Independent auditing — 0.47 4.3 Due process of law |l 0.3 7.3 No corruption . i 0.39
1.4 Sanctions for official - 0.32 4.4 Freedom of expression | 0.65 7.4 No improper gov. influence NN 0.48
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks Il 0.65 4.5 Freedom of religion I 0.68 7.5 No unreasonable delay 1l 0.4
1.6 Lawful transition of power ] 0.68 4.6 Right to privacy |l 0.55 7.6 Effective enforcement ]l 0.3
4.7 Freedom of association [l 0.73 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs . | 0.45
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights 1 0.62
2.1 No corruption in the I 0.47 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
PS
2.2 No corruption in the [ H 0.36 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations Hil 0.15
judiciary
o | 5.1 Absence of crime I ] 0.42 8.2 Timely and effective BN 0.24
2.3 Nol.co;ru.;l).ttlon inthe 0.31 adjudication
police/military . .
5.2 Absence of civil conflict o075 8.3 Effective correctional system Il | 0.16
2.4 No corruption in the I 0.33
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I | 0.24 8.4 No discrimination Il 0.19
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption Il 0.29
#a Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I | 0.49 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence | 0.39
6.1 Effective regulatory 1| 0.45
3.2 Stable laws [ 1] 0.61 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law . 0.3
6.2 No improper influence I 0.5
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.45
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay | 0.45
3.4 Right to information [ ] 0.53
6.4 Respect for due process || 0.52
6.5 No expropriation w/out | 0.57

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org

RULE OF LAW INDEX

Country Profiles



Moldova

Chisinau, Balti, Cahul

Region: Eastern Europe & Central Asia | Income group: Lower middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
ustice w07 V1025 0.45 75/99 11/13
84 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1
- 5 é::re:;teié); Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
. . I Constraints on Governmen 043 179/99 8/13  17/24
: . Powers
7.5 3.1 :
@ Absence of Corruption — 032 88/99 11/13 19/24
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
s 5 oovernmen P 044 58/99 6/13 11/24
° .
7.2 3.4 ' Fundamental Rights — 051 68/99 8/13 13/24
" . S, Orderand Security — 077 40/99 613 6/24
6.5 4.2 [ °] .
o va Regulatory Enforcement — 041 [79/99 | 12/13 15/24
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 041 76/99  13/13 14/24
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice
Order and I v 033 82/99 | 11/13 17/24
Security
=== Moldova === Eastern Europe & Central Asia === Lower middle income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
LIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature | 0.51 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.62 7.1 Accessibility and |l 0.47
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary Ll 0.32 4.2 Right to life and security | 0.53 7.2 No discrimination I | 0.57
1.3 Independent auditing - 0.37 4.3 Due process of law 1] 0.35 7.3 No corruption ol | 0.28
1.4 Sanctions for official . | 0.3 4.4 Freedom of expression I | 0.51 7.4 No improper gov. influence I 0.35
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks I | 0.51 4.5 Freedom of religion I 0.6 7.5 No unreasonable delay [}l 0.39
1.6 Lawful transition of power | 0.55 4.6 Right to privacy | 0.43 7.6 Effective enforcement . | 0.37
4.7 Freedom of association [ ||| 0.66 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs I | 0.45
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights . | 041
2.1 No corruption in the Ll 0.39 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
s i ive investigati _—
2.2 No corruption in the | ] 024 @ Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations 0.4
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 034 8.2 Timely and effective || 0.47
2.3 No corruption in the - 041 adjudication
police/military L. . ] |
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system NN | 0.29
2.4 No corruption in the N 0.23
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress NN 0.48 8.4 No discrimination Ol 0.34
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption | 0.3
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws || 0.54 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence Il || 0.2
6.1 Effective regulatory 1 0.54
3.2 Stable laws [l 037 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law .| 0.35
6.2 No improper influence I 0.45
3.3 Right to petition / . 0.36
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay |l 0.45
3.4 Right to information Il ] 0.51
6.4 Respect for due process | 0.23
6.5 No expropriation w/out . | 0.39

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

adequate compensation

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Ulaanbaatar, Erdenet, Darkhan
Region: East Asia & Pacific | Income group: Lower middle income

Mongolia

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal Powers
Justice se 07 M 1245 0.51 51/99 10/15
8.4 s
8.3 1.6
e Absence of Factor Factor Global Regional |
o1 - Corruption actor Factor obal Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 —
T Constraints on Government
7.6 24 = powers 0.53 53/99 10/15 7/24
- . @ Absence of Corruption — 039 71/99 | 183/15 11/24
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 0.33 93/99 14/15 23/24
7.3 3.3
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.61 45/99 7/15 4/24
7.1 4.1 - .
e . g OrderandSecurity A 078 38/99 10/15 5/24
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 043 70/99 11/15 12/24
6.3 LN
Regulatory o1 ie Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 052 48/99 8/15 4/24
Enforcement 53 5, 51 48 4.7 Rights
' Criminal Justice —
Order and I 048 39/99 9/15  3/24
Security
=== Mongolia === East Asia & Pacific === | ower middle income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
j— o
I Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 0.61 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.62 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.46
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary _— 0.44 4.2 Right to life and security ||| 0.67 7.2 No discrimination | 0.62
1.3 Independent auditing | 0.46 4.3 Due process of law W 043 7.3 No corruption |} 0.5
1.4 Sanctions for official | 0.45 4.4 Freedom of expression ] 0.64 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence I | 0.45
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks ] 0.63 4.5 Freedom of religion 1 0.68 7.5 No unreasonable delay | || 0.68
1.6 Lawful transition of power || 0.6 4.6 Right to privacy | 0.56 7.6 Effective enforcement . | 0.41
4.7 Freedom of association ] 0.73 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs I | 0.51
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights I 0.56
2.1 No corruption in the L 0.39 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
PS
s . | = Ord ds i 8.1 Effective investigations . | 0.36
2.2 No corruption in the 0.47 am Order and Security
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I | 076 8.2 Timely and effective I | 0.55
2.3 No corruption in the NN | 0.55 adjudication
police/military
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system NI 0.5
2.4 No corruption in the | 0.15
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress NI | 0.56 8.4 No discrimination | 058
Open Government s Reeulat - . 8.5 No corruption I 0.45
74 Regulatory Enforcemen
3.1 Accessible laws | | 0.39 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NI 0.52
6.1 Effective regulatory . | 0.49
3.2 Stable laws [ NN 0.35 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law . | 0.43
6.2 No improper influence NI 0.38
3.3 Right to petition / .l 0.26
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay __ I 0.44
3.4 Right to information Il 0.3
6.4 Respect for due process . | 0.43
6.5 No expropriation w/out I 0.42

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Morocco

Casablanca, Rabat, Marrakesh
Region: Middle East & North Africa | Income group: Lower middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
Justice s g6 57 M 12 43 i 0_51 52/99 5/7
84 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
- 5 Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
1 Constraints on Governmen
7.6 54 = powers 0.56 46/99 4/7 6/24
7.5 31 6 Absence of Corruption A 043  62/99 | &/7 9/24
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
s 5 oovernmen P 0.48 46/99 1/7 6/24
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.45  84/99 5/7 19/24
7.1 4.1 S .
. s g Orderand Security A 076 44/99 @ 5/7 @ 8/24
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement A 054 36/99 3/7 3/24
6.3 ra
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 05 51/99 5/7 6/24
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 035 (81/99 | 7/7  16/24
Security
=== Morocco === Middle East & North Africa === | ower middle income A Trendingup WV Trending down Low Medium High
— o
LIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature L 0.61 4.1 Equal treatment / no | 0.61 7.1 Accessibility and Ll 0.42
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary | 0.55 4.2 Right to life and security | 0.32 7.2 No discrimination | 0.6
1.3 Independent auditing Ll 0.37 4.3 Due process of law Bl 0.3 7.3 No corruption . | 0.47
1.4 Sanctions for official E— 0.54 4.4 Freedom of expression 1] 0.55 7.4 No improper gov. influence N | 0.46
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks 11| 0.55 4.5 Freedom of religion I | 0.48 7.5 No unreasonable delay ] 0.58
1.6 Lawful transition of power 1| 0.71 4.6 Right to privacy |l 0.19 7.6 Effective enforcement ]I 0.46
4.7 Freedom of association I | 0.58 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NIl 0.52
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights ||| 0.58
2.1 No corruption in the I 0.49 TET criminal Justice
executive branch
2.2 No corruption in the [ 0.37 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations 0.5
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 033 8.2 Timely and effective I | 0.47
2.3 No corruption in the | 0.49 adjudication
police/military L . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 0.92 8.3 Effective correctional system Il 1 | 0.18
2.4 No corruption in the . | 0.38
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress NI 0.54 8.4 No discrimination I 0.29
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption I | 0.5
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws | 0.54 8.6 Noimproper gov.influence I || 0.21
6.1 Effective regulatory | 0.55
3.2 Stable laws [l 0.4 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law . 0.3
6.2 No improper influence I 0.58
3.3 Right to petition / 1] 0.53
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay | 0.41
3.4 Right to information [l 0.43
6.4 Respect for due process || 0.48
6.5 No expropriation w/out 1] 0.66

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

adequate compensation

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Myanmar

Mandalay, Naypyidaw, Yangon

Region: East Asia & Pacific | Income group: Low income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
stice w07 M1 125 0.41 89/99 14/15
84 s
8.3 1.6
e Absence of Factor Factor Global Regional |
o1 - Corruption actor Factor obal Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
e - I Constraints on Government 041 82/99 12/15 12/16
7.5 3.1 :
@ Absence of Corruption — 043 63/99  12/15 3/16
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 0.31 96/99 15/15 14/16
7.3 3.3
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.3 97/99 15/15 15/16
7 o @ Order and Security
s 4o = — 0.72 60/99 | 15/15 5/16
6.4 Z Regulatory Enforcement — 037 92/99 14/15 12/16
6.3 LN
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 0.39 86/99  13/15 13/16
Enforcement ’ 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 032 89/99 14/15 14/16
Security
= Myanmar === East Asia & Pacific === |ow income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
j— o
I Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature L} 0.58 4.1 Equal treatment / no LB 0.41 7.1 Accessibility and . | 0.4
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary | 0.38 4.2 Right to life and security B 0.22 7.2 No discrimination Bl 0.38
1.3 Independent auditing . 03 4.3 Due process of law NI 0.27 7.3 No corruption | 0.24
1.4 Sanctions for official I | 0.53 4.4 Freedom of expression Bl 0.3 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence I || 0.24
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks Bl 0.3 4.5 Freedom of religion Bl 0.37 7.5 No unreasonable delay I | 0.48
1.6 Lawful transition of power [Nl 0.39 4.6 Right to privacy | 0.15 7.6 Effective enforcement I | 0.46
4.7 Freedom of association I | 0.33 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs I 0.55
Absence of Corruption
(<3 P 4.8 Labor rights LBl 031
2.1 No corruption in the . | 0.53 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
@ . . . .
2.2 No corruption in the | | 017 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations NI 0.33
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 039 8.2 Timely and effective I 0.37
2.3 No corruption in the . | 0.54 adjudication
police/military .. .
5.2 Absence of civil conflict E— 1 069 8.3 Effective correctional system HEEl | 0.24
2.4 No corruption in the . | 0.48
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress [ I ENENEENN | 0.57 8.4 No discrimination i 0.27
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption | 0.43
#a Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I 0.48 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence | | 0.33
6.1 Effective regulatory | 0.27
3.2 Stable laws | 0.24 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law N 0.27
6.2 No improper influence I | 0.49
3.3 Right to petition / Il 0.24
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay . | 0.41
3.4 Right to information .l | 0.27
6.4 Respect for due process Il 0.36
6.5 No expropriation w/out Bl 0.34

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Kathmandu, Morang, Rupandehi

Region: South Asia | Income group: Low income

Nepal

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
Justice s g6 57 M 12 43 i 0_5 57/99 2/6
84 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
- 5 Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
1 Constraints on Governmen
7.6 54 = powers A 0.56 45/99 2/6 1/16
7.5 31 6 Absence of Corruption — 038 |73/99 3/6 6/16
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government
s 5 oovernmen P A 044  61/99 3/6 1/16
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 059 48/99 1/6 1/16
7.1 4.1 & o 45 it
- rder and Security
s 4o ) A 0.73  55/99 1/6 4/16
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement A 047 56/99 1/6 2/16
6.3 ra
Regulatory o1 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 042 | 75/99 1/6 9/16
Enforcement ' 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice
Order and IE V043 52/99 3/6 416
Security
= Nepal === South Asia == | ow income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
LIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 0.61 4.1 Equal treatment / no 1] 0.6 7.1 Accessibility and .| 0.31
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary I 0.57 4.2 Right to life and security 1] 0.54 7.2 No discrimination ||| 0.49
1.3 Independent auditing " 0.49 4.3 Due process of law || 0.4 7.3 No corruption | 0.39
1.4 Sanctions for official - 0.42 4.4 Freedom of expression [ 1] 0.69 7.4 No improper gov. influence I 0.48
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks I 0.68 4.5 Freedom of religion 1] 0.74 7.5 No unreasonable delay L] 0.46
1.6 Lawful transition of power ] 0.6 4.6 Right to privacy [ 1] 0.52 7.6 Effective enforcement ] 0.37
4.7 Freedom of association [ Il 0.72 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NN | 0.46
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights | 053
2.1 No corruption in the L 0.52 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
P
2.2 No corruption in the [ 0.35 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations ] 0.3
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime | Y 8.2 Timely and effective ||| 0.44
2.3 No corruption in the I 0.44 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system 0.3
2.4 No corruption in the il 0.21
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I 0.31 8.4 No discrimination I 0.54
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 1| 0.44
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws [ ] 0.49 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NN 0.57
6.1 Effective regulatory | 0.45
3.2 Stable laws . 0.39 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law || 0.4
6.2 No improper influence [ ] ] 0.5
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.46
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay L 0.46
3.4 Right to information ] 0.44
6.4 Respect for due process || 0.48
6.5 No expropriation w/out | 0.48

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Netherlands

Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague
Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal Powers
Justice 0.83 5/99 5/24
8.4
8.3
e Absence of Factor Factor Global Regional |
o1 - Corruption actor Factor obal Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
L y m Constraints on Government 086  7/99 6/24 7/30
: : Powers
7.5 3.1 :
6 Absence of Corruptlon — 0.88 7/99 5/24 7/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
. 5, Covernmen p 0.78  7/99 6/24 7/30
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.85 6/99 6/24 6/30
7.1 4.1 $ ord ds it
- rder and Security —
s 4o = 0.84 22/99 11/24 18/30
'%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.82 4/99 4/24 4/30
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 084  2/99 2/24 2/30
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and I 075 9/99  6/24  9/30
Security
=== Netherlands === Western Europe & North America === High income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
— o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 055 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 079 7.1 Accessibility and L 0.69
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary 0.85 4.2 Right to life and security I 093 7.2 No discrimination NN 092
1.3 Independent auditing 0.83 4.3 Due process of law I 033 7.3 No corruption I 094
1.4 Sanctions for official 0.84 4.4 Freedom of expression T 039 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence NN 035
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks INE 039 4.5 Freedom of religion I 036 7.5 No unreasonable delay 1l ] 0.69
1.6 Lawful transition of power I 091 4.6 Right to privacy I 036 7.6 Effective enforcement I 95
4.7 Freedom of association I 039 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs | NN NN 0.8
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights s
2.1 No corruption in the I 03¢ IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
@ . . . .
2.2 No corruption in the I oo a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations || 0.56
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 039 8.2 Timely and effective |l 0.64
2.3 No corruption in the I 0.94 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system NN 0.72
2.4 No corruption in the NI 034
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I NS 0.64 8.4 No discrimination T 07
i I
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 0.88
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I 0.7 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NN 091
6.1 Effective regulatory ] 0.78
3.2 Stable laws I s enforcement 8.7 Due process of law I o33
6.2 No improper influence I 036
3.3 Right to petition / I 075
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay I 033
3.4 Right to information I 078
6.4 Respect for due process 1] 0.77
6.5 No expropriation w/out NN o33

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Auckland, Wellington, Christchurch

N eW Zea I a n d Region: East Asia & Pacific | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Crim!nal 67 11 12 Powers
Justice o5 8.6 = B S} 14 083 6/99 1/15
8.4 1.5

8.3
e Absence of F F Global Regional |
51 25 Corruption actor Factor oba egional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
1 Constraints on Governmen
76 24 == powers 0.88  4/99 1/15 4/30
7.5 31 6 Absence of Corruption — 0.91 3/99 1/15 3/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
s 5 oovernmen P 0.83  2/99 1/15 2/30
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.84 7/99 1/15 7/30
7.1 4.1 S .
. - g Orderand Security — 087 11/99 5/15 10/30
'%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.81 5/99 1/15 5/30
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 074  9/99 2/15 9/30
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 ' Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice
Order and IE v 072 12/99 5/15 12/30
Security
=== New Zealand === East Asia & Pacific === High income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
Il Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 039 4.1 Equal treatment / no EEE o3 7.1 Accessibility and || 0.59
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary 0.9 4.2 Right to life and security IR 092 7.2 No discrimination NN 075
1.3 Independent auditing B 08t 4.3 Due process of law I 032 7.3 No corruption NN 096
1.4 Sanctions for official 0.85 4.4 Freedom of expression NN 952 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence I 073
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks I 091 4.5 Freedom of religion I 039 7.5 No unreasonable delay ] 0.75
1.6 Lawful transition of power I 093 4.6 Right to privacy | | 0.81 7.6 Effective enforcement I 0.7
4.7 Freedom of association I 034 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NN | 0.7
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights N o7
2.1 No corruption in the IR 039 TET criminal Justice
executive branch
2.2 No corruption in the I oy a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations — 0.55
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 033 8.2 Timely and effective I 0.66
2.3 No corruption in the N 095 adjudication
police/military L. . [
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system NN 0.66
2.4 No corruption in the NI 092
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress N 074 8.4 No discrimination —— 061
i | |]
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 0.94
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws NN o34 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence N 033
6.1 Effective regulatory I 032
3.2 Stable laws I s enforcement 8.7 Due process of law I os2
6.2 No improper influence |
3.3 Right to petition / I 077
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay 1] 0.74
3.4 Right to information Il s
6.4 Respect for due process NN 032
6.5 No expropriation w/out I 0.77
adequate compensation
A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).
Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Nicaragua

Managua, Ledn, Esteli

Region: Latin America & the Caribbean | Income group: Lower middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
stice w07 M1 125 0.43 85/99 14/16
8.4 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1
o1 s (A:E:ﬁ?:teig: Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
e » m Constraints on Government 031 96/99 15/16 23/24
: : Powers
7.5 3.1 :
@ Absence of Corruption — 038 75/99 10/16 13/24
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
. 5, Covernmen p 045 54/99 8/16 8/24
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 051 69/99 14/16 14/24
7.1 4.1 $ ord ds it
- rder and Security —
s 4o = 0.66 72/99 6/16 16/24
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 043 71/99 11/16 13/24
6.3 74
2 - .
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 037 91/99 13/16 19/24
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and eI 035 78/99 9/16 15/24
Security
=== Nicaragua === Latin America & the Caribbean Lower middle income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
— o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature | 0.36 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.58 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.45
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary - 0.25 4.2 Right to life and security |} 0.44 7.2 No discrimination . | 047
1.3 Independent auditing Lo 0.24 4.3 Due process of law | l] 0.36 7.3 No corruption Wl 0.32
1.4 Sanctions for official . 0.23 4.4 Freedom of expression I | 0.48 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence |l 0.18
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks I | 0.48 4.5 Freedom of religion | 0.73 7.5 No unreasonable delay . | 0.34
1.6 Lawful transition of power ] 0.31 4.6 Right to privacy Il 0.4 7.6 Effective enforcement ]| 0.31
4.7 Freedom of association I || 0.53 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NN 0.55
Absence of Corruption
(<3 P 4.8 Labor rights | 0.58
2.1 No corruption in the I 0.49 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
PS
2.2 No corruption in the Tl 0.28 & Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations || 1] 0.47
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I | 0.71 8.2 Timely and effective | |] 0.48
2.3 No corruption in the I 0.48 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system I | 0.16
2.4 No corruption in the | 0.26
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress Il | 0.28 8.4 No discrimination | ] 0.46
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption Il 0.38
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws [ ] 0.57 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence  Hl 11 0.17
6.1 Effective regulatory | 0.48
3.2 Stable laws I 047 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law Ll 0.36
6.2 No improper influence I | 0.55
3.3 Right to petition / ] 0.53
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay I 0.37
3.4 Right to information |l 0.23
6.4 Respect for due process N 0.31
6.5 No expropriation w/out il 0.45

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Nigeria

Lagos, Oyo, Kano

Region: Sub-Saharan Africa | Income group: Lower middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
ustice w07 V1025 0.39 93/99 16/18
84 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1
- 5 é::re:;teié); Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
76 24 I Sonstraints on Bovernmen 047 69/99 11/18 13/24
: . Powers
7.5 3.1 :
@ Absence of Corruption — 026 97/99 | 17/18 | 23/24
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
o ., Governmen P 04 76/99 9/18 15/24
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.42 88/99 15/18 21/24
7.1 4.1 S .
. - g OrderandSecurity V036 98/99 18/18 23/24
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.4 83/99 12/18  17/24
6.3 LN
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 05 52/99 7/18 7/24
Enforcement ' 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and I 031 91/99 17/18 20/24
Security
== Nigeria === Sub-Saharan Africa === | ower middle income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
Il Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature 1] 0.63 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.53 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.47
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary — 0.49 4.2 Right to life and security | 0.24 7.2 No discrimination 1] 0.66
1.3 Independent auditing . | 0.28 4.3 Due process of law | 0.22 7.3 No corruption |l 0.49
1.4 Sanctions for official - 039 4.4 Freedom of expression | 0.56 7.4 No improper gov. influence N 0.48
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks || 0.55 4.5 Freedom of religion W 0.49 7.5 No unreasonable delay . | 0.37
1.6 Lawful transition of power I 0.49 4.6 Right to privacy Il 0.34 7.6 Effective enforcement ||| 0.45
4.7 Freedom of association [ | 0.62 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NS 0.59
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights . 04
2.1 No corruption in the i 0.28 TET criminal Justice
executive branch
s : ive investigati LIl 0.34
2.2 No corruption in the ] 0.46 @ Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations .
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime [ | 11 0.34 8.2 Timely and effective . 0.34
2.3 No corruption in the . 0.22 adjudication
police/military - .
5.2 Absence of civil conflict - Il 031 8.3 Effective correctional system Il | 0.2
2.4 No corruption in the | I 0.09
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress N 0.42 8.4 No discrimination ] 0.39
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption || 0.27
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws | 0.41 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence | 0.41
6.1 Effective regulatory . | 0.38
3.2 Stable laws ] 0.46 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law LI 0.22
6.2 No improper influence . | 0.37
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.45
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay ] 0.29
3.4 Right to information 1 0.29
6.4 Respect for due process | 0.44
6.5 No expropriation w/out | 0.53

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Oslo, Bergen, Trondheim

N 0 rway Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal Powers
Justice 8.6
8.5

0.88 2/99 2/24

8.4
8.3

8.2
o1 s (A:E:ﬁ?:teig: Factor Factor Global Regional Income
’ ’ Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
2.3 — .
y m Constraints on Government 0.9 2/99 2/24 2/30
: Powers
31 6 Absence of Corruption — 0.94 2/99 2/24 2/30
3.2 Open
Government Open Government — 0.85 1/99 1/24 1/30
3
] .
3.4 ' Fundamental Rights — 0.9 3/99 3/24 3/30
4.1 o .
. m OrderandSecurity — 085 19/99 9/24 16/30
i Regulatory Enforcement A 0.87 1/99 1/24 1/30
Regulatory o1 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 086  1/99 1/24 1/30
Enforcement ’ 53 o, 4.7 ’ Rights
.2 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and I 083 4/99 3/24  4/30
Security
=== Norway === Western Europe & North America === High income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
— o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 0952 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 037 7.1 Accessibility and N 076
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary 0.91 4.2 Right to life and security I 094 7.2 No discrimination I 091
1.3 Independent auditing I— 0.74 4.3 Due process of law NN 091 7.3 No corruption | BT
1.4 Sanctions for official 0.94 4.4 Freedom of expression I 094 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence NI 094
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks NN 94 4.5 Freedom of religion I 033 7.5 No unreasonable delay I 034
1.6 Lawful transition of power I 096 4.6 Right to privacy I 092 7.6 Effective enforcement I 0.81
4.7 Freedom of association I 093 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NN 035
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights N 05y
2.1 No corruption in the I 055 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
@ . . . .
2.2 No corruption in the | BNV a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations I 0.6
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 091 8.2 Timely and effective ] 0.72
2.3 No corruption in the I 0.95 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 0.92 8.3 Effective correctional system NI 0385
2.4 No corruption in the NI (94
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress [ NGNS 0.73 8.4 No discrimination I 03z
i [ ||
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 0.93
#a Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I 0.75 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence N NN 0957
6.1 Effective regulatory INNE 035
3.2 Stable laws I enforcement 8.7 Due process of law I 091
6.2 No improper influence NN 095
3.3 Right to petition / I 075
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay I 033
3.4 Right to information I 93
6.4 Respect for due process I 034
6.5 No expropriation w/out I 039

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Karachi, Lahore, Faisalabad
Region: South Asia | Income group: Lower middle income

Pakistan

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
Justice s g6 57 M1 12 43 i 0_36 96/99 5/6
84 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1
- 5 é::re:;teié); Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
. . I Constraints on Governmen 046 | 73/99 4/6 14/24
: . Powers
7.5 31 6 Absence ofCorruption — 0.29 91/99 4/6 20/24
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
o ., Governmen P 032 95/99 6/6 24/24
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.38 | 92/99 6/6 23/24
7.1 4.1 £ ord d4s it
- rder and Security —
o5 4o = 0.3 99/99 6/6 24/24
6.4 4.3 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.35  95/99 5/6 24/24
6.3 4.4 —_—
Regulatory o1 49 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 0.36  94/99 5/6 22/24
Enforcement ' 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 037 [68/99 4/6  11/24
Security
=== Pakistan === South Asia === | ower middle income A Trendingup WV Trending down Low Medium High
j— o
Il Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature |l 0.53 4.1 Equal treatment / no LBl 0.39 7.1 Accessibility and L] 0.4
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary E— 0.53 4.2 Right to life and security | 0.21 7.2 No discrimination | NI 0.28
1.3 Independent auditing . | 0.28 4.3 Due process of law N 0.27 7.3 No corruption i 0.41
1.4 Sanctions for official . 0.28 4.4 Freedom of expression | 0.66 7.4 No improper gov. influence 0.47
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks | 0.65 4.5 Freedom of religion | 0.43 7.5 No unreasonable delay 1N 0.31
1.6 Lawful transition of power ] 0.5 4.6 Right to privacy | Wl 0.25 7.6 Effective enforcement || 0.19
4.7 Freedom of association | 0.63 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NI | 0.47
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights . 0.24
2.1 No corruption in the Ll 0.35 TET criminal Justice
executive branch
2.2 No corruption in the ] 041 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations | 0.39
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime [ 0.53 8.2 Timely and effective |l 0.4
2.3 No corruption in the LI 0.25 adjudication
police/military - .
5.2 Absence of civil conflict i 1 009 8.3 Effective correctional system I 0.27
2.4 No corruption in the il 0.16
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I | 0.27 8.4 No discrimination . | 0.36
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption . | 0.35
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws | 0.31 8.6 No improper gov. influence ]| 0.54
6.1 Effective regulatory Wl 0.27
3.2 Stable laws NI 0.3 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law . 0.27
6.2 No improper influence 1} 0.34
3.3 Right to petition / - 0.37
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay ] 0.3
3.4 Right to information Il 0.3
6.4 Respect for due process || 0.4
6.5 No expropriation w/out ]I 0.44

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Panama City, Colén, David Chiriqui

Region: Latin America & the Caribbean | Income group: Upper middle income

Panama

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
Justice o5 g6 87 M1 12 43 " 0_5 56/99 5/16
84 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1
Absencg of Factor Factor Global Regional Income
8.1 2.2 Corruption
0.5 Trend Score  Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 —
T Constraints on Government
7.6 24 = powers 0.45 | 75/99 | 12/16 | 22/29
= o @ Absence of Corruption A 044 57/99 8/16 1929
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government ¥ 052 3199 3/16  5/29
7.3 3.3
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.6 46/99 8/16 13/29
7.1 4.1 - .
e - g OrderandSecurity — 071 62/99 2/16 16/29
6.4 4.3 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 048 55/99 9/16 18/29
6.3 4.4 -
Regulatory o1 ie 45 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 045 69/99 9/16 | 21/29
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and eI 038 65/99 4/16 | 20/29
Security
=== Pagnama === [atin America & the Caribbean === Upper middle income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature . | 0.34 4.1 Equal treatment / no i 0.66 7.1 Accessibility and | 0.52
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary - 0.32 4.2 Right to life and security I 0.69 7.2 No discrimination 1l 0.58
1.3 Independent auditing - 0.38 4.3 Due process of law Il 0.38 7.3 No corruption 1l 0.44
1.4 Sanctions for official . 0.27 4.4 Freedom of expression || 0.58 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence 0.38
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks |l 0.58 4.5 Freedom of religion |l 0.71 7.5 No unreasonable delay i | 0.32
1.6 Lawful transition of power N 032 4.6 Right to privacy | 0.6 7.6 Effective enforcement . | 0.34
4.7 Freedom of association I 0.64 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NI 0.58
Absence of Corruption
(<3 P 4.8 Labor rights | 0.56
2.1 No corruption in the L 0.51 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
PS
2.2 No corruption in the . 0.42 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations ol | 0.26
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime | 0.71 8.2 Timely and effective | 0.31
2.3 No corruption in the — 0.62 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system l 1"l 0.1
2.4 No corruption in the NI 0.22
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress NI 0.42 8.4 No discrimination . 0.68
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption [ ____I| 0.48
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws | ] 0.52 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence I 0.43
6.1 Effective regulatory | 0.5
3.2 Stable laws [ 1] 0.66 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law L 0.38
6.2 No improper influence | 0.62
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.43
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay i 0.38
3.4 Right to information [ | 0.49
6.4 Respect for due process . | 0.38
6.5 No expropriation w/out i 0.51

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Lima, Trujillo, Arequipa
Region: Latin America & the Caribbean | Income group: Upper middle income

Peru

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
ustice w07 V1025 0.49 62/99 8/16
84 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 Absence of i
- 5 Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
1 Constraints on Governmen
7.6 24 = Powers v 0.6 38/99 5/16 6/29
e o @ Absence of Corruption — 036 79/99 | 14/16 | 28/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 0.44 63/99 @ 12/16 20/29
7.3 3.3
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights v 0.66 34/99 4/16 5/29
7.1 4.1 S .
e . a OrderandSecurity — 063 7899 8/16 | 22/29
. pa Regulatory Enforcement — 046 61/99 10/16 |20/29
6.3 ra
Regulatory o1 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 0.39 83/99  11/16  26/29
Enforcement ' 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice
Order and IE V037 67/99 6/16 | 22/29
Security
=== Pery === |atin America & the Caribbean === Upper middle income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
Il Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature 1 0.63 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.55 7.1 Accessibility and . | 0.4
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary — 0.45 4.2 Right to life and security I o7/ 7.2 No discrimination I | 0.45
1.3 Independent auditing . 0.62 4.3 Due process of law [ ] 0.53 7.3 No corruption W 0.35
1.4 Sanctions for official — 0.42 4.4 Freedom of expression [ II] 0.7 7.4 No improper gov. influence NI 0.47
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks [ Il] 0.69 4.5 Freedom of religion I 0.78 7.5 No unreasonable delay |__ NN 0.28
1.6 Lawful transition of power 1] 0.78 4.6 Right to privacy 1] ] 0.72 7.6 Effective enforcement |}l 0.28
4.7 Freedom of association 1] 0.73 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs I | 0.52
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights Il 0.49
2.1 No corruption in the I 0.51 TET criminal Justice
executive branch
P
2.2 No corruption in the || 0.35 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations . | 0.29
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime Il 0.54 8.2 Timely and effective | N 0.21
2.3 No corruption in the . 0.38 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system N1 0.25
2.4 No corruption in the W] 0.19
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I | 0.35 8.4 No discrimination | 1] 0.48
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption Wl 0.32
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws Il 0.32 8.6 No improper gov. influence [ NN 0.54
6.1 Effective regulatory I 1 0.4
3.2 Stable laws [ | 047 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law I} 0.53
6.2 No improper influence I i 0.51
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.44
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay | ]I| 0.35
3.4 Right to information ] 0.53
6.4 Respect for due process || 0.46
6.5 No expropriation w/out || 0.58

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Manila, Davao, Cebu
Region: East Asia & Pacific | Income group: Lower middle income

Philippines

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
Justice o5 ge 87 M1 L2 45 " 0_5 60/99 11/15
84 s
8.3 1.6
8.2
o1 s (A:E:ﬁ?:teig: Factor Factor Global Regional Income
’ ’ Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 —
T Constraints on Government
76 24 = powers 0.59 39/99 8/15 5/24
7.5 31 6 Absence of Corruption A 0.5 44/99 9/15 3/24
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
3 5, Covernmen p 0.45 55/99 10/15 9/24
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 052 67/99 10/15 12/24
7.1 4.1 S i
e . g OrderandSecurity A 073 56/99 14/15 10/24
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 046  60/99 9/15 9/24
6.3 74
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 04 82/99 12/15 16/24
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and eI 036 73/99 | 18/15 13/24
Security
=== Philippines === East Asia & Pacific === | ower middle income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
j— o
Ul Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature ||| 0.72 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.56 7.1 Accessibility and | 0.48
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary E——— 0.6 4.2 Right to life and security | 0.32 7.2 No discrimination Wl 0.42
1.3 Independent auditing E 0.56 4.3 Due process of law N | 0.38 7.3 No corruption [ 0.48
1.4 Sanctions for official | 0.47 4.4 Freedom of expression ] 0.66 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence N | 0.42
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks 1] 0.66 4.5 Freedom of religion 1| 0.64 7.5 No unreasonable delay | 0.25
1.6 Lawful transition of power I 0.54 4.6 Right to privacy Il 0.39 7.6 Effective enforcement | BN 0.26
4.7 Freedom of association [ |I] 0.68 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs I ] 0.45
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights I 049
2.1 No corruption in the I 0.52 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
s i ive investigati -
2.2 No corruption in the I | 0.41 @ Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations 0.4
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 072 8.2 Timely and effective Bl 0.32
2.3 No corruption in the NN | 0.58 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict I'oss 8.3 Effective correctional system Il 1| 0.18
2.4 No corruption in the I | 0.47
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress NN | 0.58 8.4 No discrimination | N 0.28
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption I | 0.56
#a Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws N | 0.59 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NI | 0.42
6.1 Effective regulatory . | 0.46
3.2 Stable laws . | 0.44 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law . | 0.38
6.2 No improper influence I | 0.59
3.3 Right to petition / |l 0.44
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay . | 0.36
3.4 Right to information N | 0.35
6.4 Respect for due process . | 0.44
6.5 No expropriation w/out Il 0.47

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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P I d Warsaw, Lodz, Cracow
0 a n Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal Powers
Justice . ge 87 1 12 44 La 0.67 22/99 14/24
8.4 1.5

8.2 Absence of .
- 0o Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 —
1 Constraints on Government
76 2.4 = Powers v 0.73 22/99 15/24 | 21/30
. o @ Absence of Corruption V066 27/99 16/24  24/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Bl Open Government —
s 4 Covernmen P 0.56 27/99 16/24 | 23/30
] .
7.2 3.4 ' Fundamental Rights v 0.72 24/99  18/24 @ 23/30
7.1 4.1 & ord ds it
- rder and Security
s o o A 0.83 25/99 14/24 | 21/30
ot sa Regulatory Enforcement — 059 26/99 16/24 |24/30
Regulatory 62 o1 ae Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 062 22/99 14/24  21/30
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 069 17/99 11/24 17/30
Security
=== Poland === Western Europe & North America === Highincome A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
Ul Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 079 4.1 Equal treatment / no . 071 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.51
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary B 074 4.2 Right to life and security I 034 7.2 No discrimination I 077
1.3 Independent auditing — 0.69 4.3 Due process of law I | 044 7.3 No corruption I 079
14 Sa_nctiocr;s ftor official I 0.59 4.4 Freedom of expression HE | 048 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence N 073
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks I | 0.68 4.5 Freedom of religion I | 06 7.5 No unreasonable delay W 0.41
1.6 Lawful transition of power I 039 4.6 Right to privacy I 0.75 7.6 Effective enforcement I 0.47
4.7 Freedom of association I 075 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NN | 0.66
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights o
2.1 No corruption in the B (| 063 TET criminal Justice
executive branch
P
2.2 No corruption in the N 075 @ Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations E— 0.69
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 092 8.2 Timely and effective |l 0.62
2.3 No corruption in the 031 adjudication
police/military L . I
) 5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system NI 0.56
2.4 No corruption in the . ] 0.41
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress NN || 0.56 8.4 No discrimination [ ]| 0.76
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption I o072
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I | 0.55 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NN 037
6.1 Effective regulatory I I 0.6
3.2 Stable laws I 053 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law E | o4
6.2 No improper influence I | 062
3.3 Right to petition / I | 0.53
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay W] 0.45
3.4 Right to information I 0.62

6.4 Respect for due process I 0.64

6.5 No expropriation w/out ] 0.67
adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Portugal

Lisbon, Porto, Braga
Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal Powers
stice w07 M1 125 0.66 26/99 17/24
84 s
8.3 1.6
8.2
o1 s (A:E:ﬁ?:teig: Factor Factor Global Regional Income
’ ’ Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 —
T Constraints on Government
7.6 24 = powers 0.74 19/99 13/24 18/30
- . @ Absence of Corruption — 069 26/99 15/24  23/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 059 25/99 15/24  22/30
7.3 3.3
] .
7.2 3.4 ' Fundamental Rights — 076 17/99 15/24 17/30
7.1 4.1 $ ord J .
. s g OrderandSecurity — 072 5899 24/24 |29/30
6.4 i Regulatory Enforcement — 059 27/99  17/24  25/30
Regulatory ) Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 062 23/99 15/24  22/30
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 059  26/99 | 18/24 | 25/30
Security
=== Portugal === Western Europe & North America === High income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
j— o
I Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I o075 4.1 Equal treatment / no I o071 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.64
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary I— 0.66 4.2 Right to life and security I 033 7.2 No discrimination I 037
1.3 Independent auditing I— 0.7 4.3 Due process of law H | 065 7.3 No corruption I o071
14 Sa‘nctio;s ftor official I 0.61 4.4 Freedom of expression I 079 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence NI 071
misconduc
1.5 Non-governmental checks | 0.79 4.5 Freedom of religion I 039 7.5 No unreasonable delay . ] 0.42
1.6 Lawful transition of power I 094 4.6 Right to privacy I 0.71 7.6 Effective enforcement [ | Il 0.3
4.7 Freedom of association I 037 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs | NS | 0.68
Absence of Corruption
(<3 P 4.8 Labor rights . o
2.1 No corruption in the I 067 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
@ . . . .
2.2 No corruption in the I 073 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations I 051
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I | 032 8.2 Timely and effective Il 0.44
2.3 No corruption in the I 054 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system N 1| 0.5
2.4 No corruption in the I ] 0.5
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress N I 0.35 8.4 No discrimination I | 0.49
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption I o072
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I | 0.53 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence N 0382
6.1 Effective regulatory LI 0.67
3.2 Stable laws [ M| 052 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law I 065
6.2 No improper influence I 073
3.3 Right to petition / | 0.61
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay [l 0.42
3.4 Right to information | 0.69
6.4 Respect for due process | 0.53
6.5 No expropriation w/out I | 0.61

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Republic of Korea

Seoul, Busan, Incheon
Region: East Asia & Pacific | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
ustice e 87 M2 5 0.77 14/99 5/15
8.4 s
8.3
e Absence of F F Global Regional |
51 25 Corruption actor Factor oba egional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
1 Constraints on Governmen
7.6 54 = powers A 0.76 16/99 4/15 16/30
75 31 6 Absence ofCorruption A 0.79 16/99 6/15 16/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
s 5 oovernmen P 0.74 13/99 5/15 13/30
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.73 23/99 4/15 22/30
7.1 4.1 S .
. s g OrderandSecurity A 089 7/99 415  6/30
64 i Regulatory Enforcement A 074 17/99 6/15 17/30
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 074 10/99 3/15 10/30
Enforcement ' 53 5, 4.7 Rights
.2 51 438
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 076 8/99 2/15  8/30
Security
=== Republic of Korea === East Asia & Pacific === High income rending up rending down ow edium ig
Republic of K East Asia & Pacifi Highi A Trendi V' Trending d L Medi High
— o
Il Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 077 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.7 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.52
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary BN 078 4.2 Right to life and security I 036 7.2 No discrimination ENE | 068
1.3 Independent auditing . 0.72 4.3 Due process of law NN 077 7.3 No corruption EENE 033
14 Sa.nctioc?s ftor official I 0.7 4.4 Freedom of expression NN o075 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence NN | 047
misconduc
1.5 Non-governmental checks L]l 0.75 4.5 Freedom of religion I | 0.63 7.5 No unreasonable delay [l 0.67
.6 Lawful transition of power . .6 Right to privac . K ective enforcement .
1.6 Lawful ition of p [ | [ 4.6 Right to privacy [ | N 7.6 Effecti i IR 032
4.7 Freedom of association I o073 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NN 093
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights B 046
2.1 No corruption in the ENE 078 TET criminal Justice
executive branch
2.2 No corruption in the I os a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations  —— 0.62
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 039 8.2 Timely and effective I 03
2.3 No corruption in the I 091 adjudication
police/military L. . [
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system NEEEE 0.75
2.4 No corruption in the ] 0.68
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress N 078 8.4 No discrimination I 0.68
i I
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 0.88
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws NN o35 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence I 032
6.1 Effective regulatory I | 0.66
3.2 Stable laws e s enforcement 8.7 Due process of law . o7y
6.2 No improper influence NN o078
3.3 Right to petition / || 0.65
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay I 034
3.4 Right to information | | 0.71
6.4 Respect for due process ||| 0.72
6.5 No expropriation w/out I | 0.68

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Romania

Bucharest, Cluj-Napoca, Timisoara
Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: Upper middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
ustice me 87 ML 12 g 0.59 33/99 22/24
84 1.5
8.3 1.6
8.2
01 oo (A:E:ﬁ:]:teig: Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
- o i Constraintson G t
. . I Constraints on Governmen 058 43/99 | 23/24  8/29
: : Powers
75 31 6 Absence of Corruption — 0.5 41/99 23/24 9/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
s g Covernmen p 0.47 47/99 | 23/24 | 12/29
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 071 25/99 & 19/24 2/29
7.1 4.1 g ord ds it
- rder and Security
os ao = v 0.81 31/99 | 17/24 5/29
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 052 45/99 @ 22/24 11/29
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 059 34/99 | 20/24 5/29
Enforcement ' 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 571 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and I 056 29/99 | 20/24  3/29
Security
=== Romania === Western Europe & North America === Upper middle income A Trendingup WV Trending down Low Medium High
j— o
I Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature ] 0.62 4.1 Equal treatment / no N 073 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.57
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary | 0.56 4.2 Right to life and security I 035 7.2 No discrimination I 074
1.3 Independent auditing | 0.45 4.3 Due process of law I | 0.62 7.3 No corruption I | 062
1.4 Sanctions for official | 0.48 4.4 Freedom of expression I | 068 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence NN | 0.54
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks I | 0.67 4.5 Freedom of religion INE o078 7.5 No unreasonable delay |l 0.44
1.6 Lawful transition of power [ | 0.69 4.6 Right to privacy I | 0.66 7.6 Effective enforcement I | 0.52
4.7 Freedom of association I o7 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs | ENEEEEEEN | 0.68
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights L IECED
2.1 No corruption in the I 0.49 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
P
2.2 No corruption in the [ 059 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations 1 | 0.6
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime NN 036 8.2 Timely and effective . | 0.54
2.3 No corruption in the I 0.66 adjudii:ation
police/military L. . I
) 5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system NN | 0.39
2.4 No corruption in the I 0.29
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress N | 0.56 8.4 No discrimination [ ] 063
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption I 0.57
#a Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws | 1} 0.48 8.6 Noimproper gov. inflience MMM | o058
6.1 Effective regulatory I | 0.53
3.2 Stable laws . | 05 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law HEE | s
6.2 No improper influence Il 0.5
3.3 Right to petition / | 0.43
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay I | 0.5
3.4 Right to information . | 0.49
6.4 Respect for due process . | 0.47
6.5 No expropriation w/out ____ W 0.6

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Russia

Moscow, Saint Petersburg, Novosibirsk

Region: Eastern Europe & Central Asia | Income group: Upper middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
ustice w07 V1025 0.45 80/99 13/13
8.4 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1
- 5 é::re:;teié); Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
1 Constraints on Governmen
76 24 == powers A 0.36 [89/99 | 10/13 | 24/29
= o @ Absence of Corruption A 042 66/99 713 | 28/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
o ., Governmen P 043 | 67/99 813 | 22/29
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.46  79/99 11/13 24/29
7.1 4.1 S .
. s g OrderandSecurity A 064 |75/99 13/13 20/29
o pa Regulatory Enforcement — 044 [67/99 | 10/13 | 25/29
6.3 LN
Regulatory o1 46 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 046 68/99 10/13 20/29
Enforcement ' 5.3 4.7 ' Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 036 76/99 10/13 25/29
Security
=== Russia === Eastern Europe & Central Asia === Upper middle income A Trendingup WV Trending down Low Medium High
— o
1 Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature LB 0.4 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.59 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.49
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary Ll 0.3 4.2 Right to life and security . | 0.45 7.2 No discrimination I | 0.52
1.3 Independent auditing Ll 0.35 4.3 Due process of law . | 0.37 7.3 No corruption I | 0.46
1.4 Sanctions for official - 0.35 4.4 Freedom of expression . ] 0.39 7.4 No improper gov. influence IR || 0.3
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks Wl 0.38 4.5 Freedom of religion I | 0.54 7.5 No unreasonable delay 1| 0.54
1.6 Lawful transition of power . ] 0.37 4.6 Right to privacy [N 0.38 7.6 Effective enforcement | N 0.35
4.7 Freedom of association [ Wl 0.44 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NN | 0.53
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights I 055
2.1 No corruption in the I 0.44 TET criminal Justice
executive branch
s i ive investigati - 03
2.2 No corruption in the I | 0.41 @ Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations X
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 031 8.2 Timely and effective || 0.44
2.3 No corruption in the Il 0.5 sudicati
lice/milit adjudication
police/military - .
5.2 Absence of civil conflict E— 0.68 8.3 Effective correctional system I 0.34
2.4 No corruption in the || 0.35
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I | 0.44 8.4 No discrimination | ] 0.44
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 1l 0.4
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws || 0.52 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence | | 0.22
6.1 Effective regulatory | 0.55
3.2 Stable laws [ ] 052 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law . | 0.37
6.2 No improper influence . | 0.47
3.3 Right to petition / . |l 0.28
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay |l 0.46
3.4 Right to information | 0.4
6.4 Respect for due process ]| 0.37
6.5 No expropriation w/out . ] 0.37

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org

| WJP Rule of Law Index 2014
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Senegal

Dakar, Thies, Saint-Louis
Region: Sub-Saharan Africa | Income group: Lower middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
stice w07 M1 125 0.54 43/99 4/18
8.4 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1
o1 s (A:E:ﬁ?:teig: Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 —
T Constraints on Government
76 24 = powers A 0.63 33/99 3/18 3/24
7.5 3.1 :
6 Absence of Corruptlon — 0.48 48/99 3/18 4/24
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 042 |70/99 6/18 14/24
7.3 3.3
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.63  39/99 2/18 2/24
7.1 4.1 g ord ds it
- rder and Security —
s 4o = 0.67 1 69/99 7/18 14/24
6.4 i, i Regulatory Enforcement — 055 33/99 2/18 2/24
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 055 39/99  4/18 3/24
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice
Order and I V042 54/99 7/18  7/24
Security
== Senegal === Sub-Saharan Africa === | ower middle income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
_ o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 0.6 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.61 7.1 Accessibility and . 0.5
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary I— 0.51 4.2 Right to life and security ] 0.56 7.2 No discrimination | 0.66
1.3 Independent auditing . 0.63 4.3 Due process of law || 043 7.3 No corruption | 0.47
1.4 Sanctions for official E— 0.57 4.4 Freedom of expression ] 0.69 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence | 041
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks || 0.68 4.5 Freedom of religion I 033 7.5 No unreasonable delay 1] 0.63
1.6 Lawful transition of power I 0.76 4.6 Right to privacy 1] 0.58 7.6 Effective enforcement |11 0.59
4.7 Freedom of association I 0.8 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NI 0.62
Absence of Corruption
(<3 P 4.8 Labor rights ] 051
2.1 No corruption in the i 0.49 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
s i ive investigati —
2.2 No corruption in the | 043 @@ Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations 0.48
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I ] 0.8 8.2 Timely and effective | 0.45
2.3 No corruption in the L 0.55 adjudication
police/military - . I |
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system Il 0.22
2.4 No corruption in the 1| 0.45
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress Il Il 0.2 8.4 No discrimination ) 04
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption [ 1] 0.52
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws | Ul 0.36 8.6 No improper gov. influence . | 0.4
6.1 Effective regulatory I 0.52
3.2 Stable laws [ 1] 0.49 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law . 0.43
6.2 No improper influence || 0.52
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.48
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay 1] 0.47
3.4 Right to information || 0.33
6.4 Respect for due process I ] 0.58
6.5 No expropriation w/out Il | 0.68

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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S bo Belgrade, Novi Sad,Nis
e r I a Region: Eastern Europe & Central Asia | Income group: Upper middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Crim!nal 111 Powers
Justice 86 87 s 0.51 54/99 5/13
8.4 1.5
8.3 1.6
8.2 21 Absence of

Factor Factor Global Regional Income

C ti
&t 2 orruption Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
1 Constraints on Governmen
76 24 == powers 049 65/99 4/13  18/29
7.5 31 6 Absence ofCorruption — 0.41 67/99 8/13 24/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
s 5 oovernmen P 047 48/99 4/13  13/29
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.62 40/99 3/13 9/29
7.1 4.1 S .
. s g Orderand Security — 074 51/99 @ 9/18 14/29
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.45 65/99 9/13 23/29
6.3 LN
Regulatory 62 o1 se Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 045 71/99 11/13 23/29
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 041 58/99 5/13  16/29
Security
=== Serbia === Eastern Europe & Central Asia === Upper middle income A Trendingup WV Trending down Low Medium High
— o
LIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature 1] 0.56 4.1 Equal treatment / no | 0.66 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.48
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary - 0.33 4.2 Right to life and security ] 0.63 7.2 No discrimination ] 0.74
1.3 Independent auditing - 0.39 4.3 Due process of law ] 0.57 7.3 No corruption 1} 0.4
1.4 Sanctions for official - | 034 4.4 Freedom of expression | 0.61 7.4 No improper gov. influence I | 0.37
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks 1] 0.6 4.5 Freedom of religion 1] 0.75 7.5 No unreasonable delay NN 0.37
1.6 Lawful transition of power |l ] 0.74 4.6 Right to privacy . | 0.4 7.6 Effective enforcement | N 0.31
4.7 Freedom of association [l 0.75 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NI | 0.46
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights I 0.59
2.1 No corruption in the I 0.4 TET criminal Justice
executive branch
2.2 No corruption in the I | 0.41 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations  —— 051
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime [ Y 8.2 Timely and effective . 0.37
2.3 No corruption in the I 0.53 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system I 0.31
2.4 No corruption in the || 0.32
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I 11 0.35 8.4 No discrimination | 0.41
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption Il 0.41
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws |l 0.51 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence Il | 0.29
6.1 Effective regulatory . | 0.39
3.2 Stable laws [ ] 051 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law L 0.57
6.2 No improper influence Il 0.46
3.3 Right to petition / L] 0.42
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay I 0.45
3.4 Right to information || 0.46
6.4 Respect for due process Il 0.39
6.5 No expropriation w/out || 0.56

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Sierra Leone

Freetown, Kenema, Makeni
Region: Sub-Saharan Africa | Income group: Low income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
stice w07 M1 125 0.44 84/99 11/18
8.4 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1
Absencg of Factor Factor Global Regional Income
8.1 2.2 Corruption
0, Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
L y m Constraints on Government 055 50/99 5/18 2/16
: : Powers
- . @ Absence of Corruption — 035 82/99 11/18 8/16
Ci\{il 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 0.29 98/99 17/18 15/16
7.3 3.3
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights v 055 59/99 8/18 5/16
7.1 4.1 $ ord ds it
- rder and Security —
s 4o = 0.59 1 88/99 | 15/18 | 13/16
6.4 4.3 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement A 0.39 87/99 13/18 9/16
6.3 4.4 -
Regulatory 6.2 o1 ie 45 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice v 047 63/99 11/18 5/16
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 032 88/99 16/18 13/16
Security
=== Sjerra Leone === Sub-Saharan Africa === | ow income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 0.61 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.54 7.1 Accessibility and I} 0.51
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary I— 0.42 4.2 Right to life and security I 0.54 7.2 No discrimination [ 1]] 0.64
1.3 Independent auditing - 0.48 4.3 Due process of law | 0.36 7.3 No corruption I} 0.3
1.4 Sanctions for official — 0.51 4.4 Freedom of expression 1] ] 0.65 7.4 No improper gov. influence | 0.42
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks ] 0.64 4.5 Freedom of religion 1] 0.79 7.5 No unreasonable delay | 0.5
.6 Lawful transition of power X .6 Right to privacy . K ective enforcement .
1.6 Lawful ition of | Il] 0.64 4.6 Righ i L 0.43 7.6 Effective enf Ll 0.44
4.7 Freedom of association [ | 0.62 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs [ I 0.49
Absence of Corruption
(<3 P 4.8 Labor rights | 044
2.1 No corruption in the L 0.39 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
PS
2.2 No corruption in the I} 0.32 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations [ 1] 0.5
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime | I 0.34 8.2 Timely and effective . | 0.34
2.3 No corruption in the L1 0.32 adjudication
police/military L. . |
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system H | 0.1
2.4 No corruption in the | 0.36
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress N 043 8.4 No discrimination Wl 0.27
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 1l 0.3
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I | 0.36 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence N | 0.39
6.1 Effective regulatory | 0.45
3.2 Stable laws || 0.16 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law L 0.36
6.2 No improper influence |l 04
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.42
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay N 0.24
3.4 Right to information U] 0.23
6.4 Respect for due process Il 0.36
6.5 No expropriation w/out I 0.48

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Singapore

.
S I nga po re Region: East Asia & Pacific | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
Justice s ge 87 M1 L2 43 i 079 10/99 3/15
84 s
8.3 1.6
e Absence of F F Global Regional |
7.7 2.3 — .
. y m Constraints on Government 073 21/99 5/15 20/30
: . Powers
7.5 3.1 :
6 Absence ofCorruptlon — 0.9 5/99 2/15 5/30
ustl G t . en Government —
o ., Governmen P 064 21/99 /15 20/30
° .
7.2 3.4 ' Fundamental Rights — 071  26/99 5/15 24/30
7.1 4.1 S .
. - g Orderand Security — 091 2/99 215 2/30
6.4 i Regulatory Enforcement — 0.79 8/99 3/15 8/30
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 077  6/99 1/15 6/30
Enforcement Rights
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 085 2/99 1/15  2/30
Security
=== Singapore === East Asia & Pacific === High income A Trendingup WV Trending down Low Medium High
— o
1 Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 067 4.1 Equal treatment / no EEE o3 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.56
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary B 069 4.2 Right to life and security I 036 7.2 No discrimination NN 093
1.3 Independent auditing B 08t 4.3 Due process of law I 031 7.3 No corruption ENE 032
i ic NN (55 ; i i
1.4 Sanctions for official g 4.4 Freedom of expression H | o051 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence NN | 047
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks I 0.51 4.5 Freedom of religion | | 0.79 7.5 No unreasonable delay IR 039
1.6 Lawful transition of power I 033 4.6 Right to privacy I 0.76 7.6 Effective enforcement RN 355
4.7 Freedom of association I | o047 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NI | 0.67
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights o
2.1 No corruption in the IR 039 TET criminal Justice
executive branch
P
2.2 No corruption in the N 034 @ Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations EEENEE 03
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 091 8.2 Timely and effective I 0353
2.3 No corruption in the NN 038 adjudication
police/military L. . [
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system NNIEEEE (.93
2.4 No corruption in the I 0 .99
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I 0.2 8.4 No discrimination I 032
i I
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 0.89
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I 0.75 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NI 079
6.1 Effective regulatory NN 035
3.2 Stable laws [ | Y enforcement 8.7 Due process of law I 031
6.2 No improper influence IEENEE (94
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.57
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay 1} 0.71
3.4 Right to information . | 0.44
6.4 Respect for due process 1] 0.81
6.5 No expropriation w/out I | 0.65

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Slovenia

Ljubljana, Maribor, Celje

Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
stice w07 M1 125 0.65 28/99 18/24
84 s
8.3 1.6
e Absence of Factor Factor Global Regional |
o1 - Corruption actor Factor obal Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
e » m Constraints on Government 065 30/99 20/24  27/30
: : Powers
7.5 31 6 Absence of Corruption — 0.6 32/99 20/24 28/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 06 23/99 14/24 | 21/30
7.3 3.3
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 079 13/99 11/24 13/30
7.1 4.1 - .
e - m OrderandSecurity — 078 37/99 | 20/24 | 25/30
6.4 Z Regulatory Enforcement — 059 28/99  18/24  26/30
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 061 29/99 | 19/24  26/30
Enforcement ’ 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and I 058 27/99  19/24  26/30
Security
=== Slovenia === Western Europe & North America === High income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
— o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 049 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 049 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.61
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary | 0.54 4.2 Right to life and security I 093 7.2 No discrimination E 074
1.3 Independent auditing I— 0.66 4.3 Due process of law I 077 7.3 No corruption I | 044
14 Sa‘nctio;s ftor official | 0.52 4.4 Freedom of expression I o7 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence | I NN | 0.7
misconduc
1.5 Non-governmental checks I | 0.69 4.5 Freedom of religion I 031 7.5 No unreasonable delay . ] 0.39
1.6 Lawful transition of power I s 4.6 Right to privacy I 032 7.6 Effective enforcement . 0.38
4.7 Freedom of association I 031 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs N EEEEENNN 0.79
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights o
2.1 No corruption in the N I o055 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
@ . . . .
2.2 No corruption in the I I 049 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations I 0.6
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 033 8.2 Timely and effective I 0.54
2.3 No corruption in the N | 063 adjudiycation
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system N |l 043
2.4 No corruption in the Il 0.53
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress R |l 0.45 8.4 No discrimination I | 0.52
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption I | oss
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I 0.66 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence N | 063
6.1 Effective regulatory LI 0.5
3.2 Stable laws I o5 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law I 077
6.2 No improper influence I | o059
3.3 Right to petition / N 0.5
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay I 0.61
3.4 Right to information | 0.69
6.4 Respect for due process I 0.56
6.5 No expropriation w/out || 0.68

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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South Africa

Johannesburg, Cape Town, Durban
Region: Sub-Saharan Africa | Income group: Upper middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
ustice w07 V1025 0.55 40/99 3/18
84 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 Absence of i
- 5 Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
1 Constraints on Governmen
7.6 54 = powers 0.61 37/99 4/18 5/29
7.5 31 6 Absence ofCorruption — 0.49 46/99 2/18 13/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
- 5, Covernmen P 0.58 26/99 2/18 4/29
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.62 41/99 3/18 10/29
7.1 4.1 £ ord d4s it
- rder and Security —
o5 4o = 0.6 | 86/99 14/18 24/29
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 053 40/99 4/18 7/29
6.3 ra
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 053  44/99 6/18  11/29
Enforcement 53 5, 4.7 Rights
.2 51 438
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 045 47/99 5/18  10/29
Security
=== South Africa === Sub-Saharan Africa === Upper middle income A Trendingup WV Trending down Low Medium High
j— o
1 Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature L 0.66 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.52 7.1 Accessibility and L 0.43
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary . 0.6 4.2 Right to life and security ||| 0.6 7.2 No discrimination I ] 0.47
1.3 Independent auditing — 0.5 4.3 Due process of law 1] 0.45 7.3 No corruption || 0.61
1.4 Sanctions for official — 0.47 4.4 Freedom of expression I | 0.72 7.4 No improper gov. influence NN 0.57
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks | 0.72 4.5 Freedom of religion I} 0.76 7.5 No unreasonable delay | 0.48
1.6 Lawful transition of power 1] 0.71 4.6 Right to privacy 1] 0.56 7.6 Effective enforcement I} 0.53
4.7 Freedom of association I o/ 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs | NS 0.65
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights [ 0.56
2.1 No corruption in the I 0.47 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
2.2 No corruption in the 1] 0.61 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations 0.34
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime [l 0.48 8.2 Timely and effective | 0.46
2.3 No corruption in the | 0.54 adjudication
police/military L. . ]
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system I 0.25
2.4 No corruption in the || 0.36
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I 0.33 8.4 No discrimination — 0.49
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 1] 0.54
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws [ ] 0.61 8.6 No improper gov. influence I NI 0.61
6.1 Effective regulatory 1| 0.53
3.2 Stable laws [ T 06 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law L] 0.45
6.2 No improper influence [ 1] 0.58
3.3 Right to petition / [l ] 0.61
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay . | 0.33
3.4 Right to information 1] 0.51
6.4 Respect for due process 1] 0.55
6.5 No expropriation w/out 1| 0.68

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Madrid, Barcelona, Valencia

.
S pa I n Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: High income
Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
stice e 87 M 12 45 0.67 24/99 16/24
8.2 Absence of i
o1 s Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 —
T Constraints on Government
7.6 2.4 == Powers v 0.68 28/99 | 18/24 | 25/30
= o @ Absence of Corruption V069 25/99 14/24  22/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 055 28/99  17/24  24/30
7.3 3
] .
7.2 3.4 ' Fundamental Rights v 0.78 14/99 12/24 14/30
7.1 4.1 $ ord J .
. s g OrderandSecurity — 079 34/99 18/24 |24/30
6.4 i Regulatory Enforcement v 0.63  25/99 15/24  23/30
Regulatory ) ) Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 0.62  24/99 16/24  23/30
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice
Order and eI V061 2599 17/24 | 24/30
Security
=== Spain === Western Europe & North America === High income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 047 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 073 7.1 Accessibility and L 0.68
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary —_— 0.59 4.2 Right to life and security I 035 7.2 No discrimination [
1.3 Independent auditing — 0.6 4.3 Due process of law I 078 7.3 No corruption I o071
14 Sa‘nctio;s ftor official 1 0.58 4.4 Freedom of expression I 074 7.4 Noimproper gov.influence [ | 064
misconduc
1.5 Non-governmental checks | 0.74 4.5 Freedom of religion I 078 7.5 No unreasonable delay . ] 0.38
1.6 Lawful transition of power I 039 4.6 Right to privacy I 037 7.6 Effective enforcement o 0.41
4.7 Freedom of association I 031 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs | NI 0.71
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights o
2.1 No corruption in the I 069 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
PS
2.2 No corruption in the I 073 @@ Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations | 0.48
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 037 8.2 Timely and effective I 0.53
2.3 No corruption in the I 038 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system NN 0.63
2.4 No corruption in the . ] 0.47
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress N | 0.51 8.4 No discrimination I 0.55
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption I o072
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I | 0.55 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NN 1 o062
6.1 Effective regulatory I 0.68
3.2 Stable laws I o5 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law I o078
6.2 No improper influence I 077
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.53
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay I 0.49
3.4 Right to information I | 0.56

6.4 Respect for due process I 0.58

6.5 No expropriation w/out I | 0.61
adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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S ° k Colombo, Negombo, Kandy
rl La n a Region: South Asia | Income group: Lower middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Crim!nal 111 Powers
Justice 86 87 s 0.52 48/99 1/6
8.4 1.5
8.3 1.6
8.2 21 Absence of

Factor Factor Global Regional Income

C ti
&t 2 orruption Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
1 Constraints on Governmen
76 24 == powers 0.53 54/99 3/6 8/24
7.5 31 6 Absence ofCorruption — 0.53 39/99 1/6 2/24
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
s 5 oovernmen P 048 41/99 2/6 4/24
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 056 56/99 2/6 8/24
7.1 4.1 S .
. s g OrderandSecurity A 072 59/99 2/6 12/24
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.44  69/99 2/6 11/24
6.3 LN
Regulatory 62 o1 se Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 041 80/99 2/6 15/24
Enforcement ' 5.3 4.7 ' Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice
Order and IE V049 38/99 1/6  2/24
Security
=== SrjLanka === South Asia === | ower middle income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
Il Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 0.52 4.1 Equal treatment / no 1] 0.62 7.1 Accessibility and . | 0.31
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary E— 0.53 4.2 Right to life and security . | 0.39 7.2 No discrimination . | 0.39
1.3 Independent auditing . 0.55 4.3 Due process of law [} 0.45 7.3 No corruption 1| 0.59
1.4 Sanctions for official . 0.47 4.4 Freedom of expression | 0.62 7.4 No improper gov. influence I 0.44
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks | 0.62 4.5 Freedom of religion I 0.74 7.5 No unreasonable delay N 0.29
1.6 Lawful transition of power | 0.51 4.6 Right to privacy i 0.38 7.6 Effective enforcement [ ]| 0.35
4.7 Freedom of association | 0.68 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs N | 0.47
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights ]I 0.59
2.1 No corruption in the L] 0.5 TET criminal Justice
executive branch
2.2 No corruption in the [ 1| 0.56 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations . 0.25
judiciary I
5.1 Absence of crime I o 8.2 Timely and effective | 0.4
2.3 No corruption in the L 0.68 adjudiycation
police/military L . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict I 087 8.3 Effective correctional system N 0.39
2.4 No corruption in the N 0.37
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress NI 0.38 8.4 No discrimination T
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption I 0.68
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws |l 0.54 8.6 No improper gov. influence NN 0.55
6.1 Effective regulatory [ 11] 0.55
3.2 Stable laws [ 1] 057 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law 1l 0.45
6.2 No improper influence [ ]| 0.5
3.3 Right to petition / | 0.51
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay Ll 0.34
3.4 Right to information | 0.31
6.4 Respect for due process . | 0.3
6.5 No expropriation w/out || 0.49

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Sweden

Stockholm, Gothenburg, Malmo

Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal Powers
Justice 0.85 3/99 3/24
8.4
8.3
e Absence of Factor Factor Global Regional |
o1 - Corruption actor Factor obal Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
L y m Constraints on Government 0.9 3/99 3/24 3/30
: : Powers
7.5 31 6 Absence of Corruption — 0.91 4/99 3/24 4/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
. 5, Covernmen p 0.82  4/99 3/24 4/30
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 0.91 1/99 1/24 1/30
7.1 4.1 $ ord ds it
- rder and Security —
s 4o = 0.89  6/99 2/24 5/30
'%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.83 3/99 3/24 3/30
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 078  5/99 5/24 5/30
Enforcement 53 5, 51 48 4.7 ’ Rights
' Criminal Justice —
Order and I 078 6/99 5/24  6/30
Security
=== Sweden === Western Europe & North America === High income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
j— o
I Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 031 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 77 7.1 Accessibility and L 0.68
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary 0.84 4.2 Right to life and security NN 0.99 7.2 No discrimination H 079
1.3 Independent auditing 0.92 4.3 Due process of law NN 091 7.3 No corruption INNE 092
1.4 Sanctions for official 0.86 4.4 Freedom of expression NN 96 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence NN 0359
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks I 096 4.5 Freedom of religion I 092 7.5 No unreasonable delay 1| 0.63
1.6 Lawful transition of power N 099 4.6 Right to privacy I 099 7.6 Effective enforcement I oy
4.7 Freedom of association I 09 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs I 067
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights B 05!
2.1 No corruption in the I 0ss IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
PS
2.2 No corruption in the I 0.9 @@ Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations I— 0.61
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 0 8.2 Timely and effective ] 0.72
2.3 No corruption in the I 0.95 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system N SN 0.7
2.4 No corruption in the NI 035
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I 077 8.4 No discrimination 1 0.69
i ||
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 0.91
#a Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I 0.73 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NN 092
6.1 Effective regulatory INNE 033
3.2 Stable laws I o3 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law I 091
6.2 No improper influence I 091
3.3 Right to petition / I 077
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay I 056
3.4 Right to information I s
6.4 Respect for due process || 0.74
6.5 No expropriation w/out IEE 033

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Dar es Salaam, Mwanza, Shinyanga

°
Ta n Za n I a Region: Sub-Saharan Africa | Income group: Low income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
ustice w07 V1025 0.47 69/99 7/18
84 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 Absence of i
- 5 Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
. . I Constraints on Governmen 054 52/99 /18 3/16
: . Powers
7.5 31 6 Absence ofCorruption — 0.38 74/99 10/18 7/16
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
s 5 oovernmen P 041 [72/99 8/18 5/16
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 051  70/99 9/18 7/16
7.1 4.1 S .
. - g OrderandSecurity — 057 90/99 16/18 14/16
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.43 74/99 8/18 5/16
6.3 LN
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 048 61/99 10/18 4/16
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 ' Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 046 44/99 3/18  2/16
Security
=== Tanzania === Sub-Saharan Africa === | ow income A Trendingup WV Trending down Low Medium High
— o
1 Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature L I] 0.65 4.1 Equal treatment / no L 0.59 7.1 Accessibility and Ll 0.4
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary — 051 4.2 Right to life and security | 0.42 7.2 No discrimination 1] 0.62
1.3 Independent auditing — 0.43 4.3 Due process of law | 0.37 7.3 No corruption . | 0.36
1.4 Sanctions for official — 0.48 4.4 Freedom of expression | 0.59 7.4 No improper gov. influence N 0.48
misconduct
.5 Non-governmental checks . .5 Freedom of religion . .5 No unreasonable delay .
15N Ichecks NN 0.58 4.5 Freedom of religi I 0.61 75N ble del L1 0.41
.6 Lawful transition of power . .6 Right to privacy X K ective enforcement .
1.6 Lawful ition of | 0.57 4.6 Righ i ] 0.47 7.6 Effecti f || 0.5
4.7 Freedom of association | 0.6 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NI 0.57
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights || 0.4
2.1 No corruption in the L 0.4 TET criminal Justice
executive branch
2.2 No corruption in the | 0.38 @@ Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations ] 0.5
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime Wl 0.5 8.2 Timely and effective |l 0.49
2.3 No corruption in the L 0.38 adjudication
police/military L. . I |
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system I 0.33
2.4 No corruption in the | 0.37
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress Il | 0.22 8.4 No discrimination | 0.38
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 1] 0.42
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws | ] 0.41 8.6 No improper gov. influence [ N NI 0.69
6.1 Effective regulatory Il 0.4
3.2 Stable laws 1l 03 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law L 0.37
6.2 No improper influence 1| 0.34
3.3 Right to petition / ] 0.58
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay || 0.33
3.4 Right to information [ | 0.36
6.4 Respect for due process [l ] 0.53
6.5 No expropriation w/out 1] 0.56

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Thailand

Bangkok, Nonthaburi, Pak Kret

Region: East Asia & Pacific | Income group: Upper middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
stice w07 M1 125 0.52 47/99 9/15
8.4 s
8.3 1.6
e Absence of Factor Factor Global Regional |
o1 - Corruption actor Factor obal Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 —
T Constraints on Government
7.6 2.4 == Powers v 0.5 63/99 11/15 16/29
= o @ Absence of Corruption A 051 40/99 815 829
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
. 5, Covernmen p 0.47 50/99 9/15 15/29
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 058 52/99 8/15 15/29
7.1 4.1 $ ord ds it
- rder and Security
s 4o = A 0.75 48/99 | 12/15 13/29
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement v 046 62/99 10/15  21/29
6.3 74
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 0.39 89/99  14/15 28/29
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and eI 051 35/99 8/15  7/29
Security
=== Thailand === East Asia & Pacific === Upper middle income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
j— o
Ul Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 0.62 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.59 7.1 Accessibility and | 0.47
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary I 0.53 4.2 Right to life and security Il 0.55 7.2 No discrimination | 0.38
1.3 Independent auditing . | 0.36 4.3 Due process of law [} 0.42 7.3 No corruption I 0.62
1.4 Sanctions for official | 0.44 4.4 Freedom of expression | 0.6 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence I |1 0.35
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks | 0.6 4.5 Freedom of religion 1] 0.69 7.5 No unreasonable delay I 0.47
1.6 Lawful transition of power I | 0.48 4.6 Right to privacy | 0.57 7.6 Effective enforcement [ | 11 0.13
4.7 Freedom of association [ i 0.64 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs I [l 0.29
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights I 055
2.1 No corruption in the Ll 0.49 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
s ; ive investigati ] 0.46
2.2 No corruption in the [ ] 061 m Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations .
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 036 8.2 Timely and effective 1| 0.61
2.3 No corruption in the I 0.56 adjudication
police/military .. .
5.2 Absence of civil conflict I 051 8.3 Effective correctional system I 0.54
2.4 No corruption in the | 0.38
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress NN | 0.57 8.4 No discrimination [Nl 0.39
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption 1| 0.65
#a Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I | 0.58 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence | 0.52
6.1 Effective regulatory I ] 0.43
3.2 Stable laws . ] 04 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law Il 042
6.2 No improper influence [l 0.54
3.3 Right to petition / 1l 0.54
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay Il 0.38
3.4 Right to information . 0.35
6.4 Respect for due process Il 0.51
6.5 No expropriation w/out . | 0.44

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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T o o Tunis, Sfax, Sousse
u n I S I a Region: Middle East & North Africa | Income group: Upper middle income
Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
Justice s g6 57 M 12 43 i 0_55 41/99 3/7
84 s
8.3 1.6
e Absence of F F Global Regional |
51 25 Corruption actor Factor oba egional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
. . I Constraints on Governmen 058  41/99 17 7/29
: . Powers
7.5 31 6 Absence ofCorruption — 0.5 43/99 4/7 11/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
s 5 oovernmen P 0.47  49/99 2/7 14/29
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 054  64/99 2/7 20/29
7.1 4.1 S .
. s g Orderand Security — 077 4199 37 929
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 052 47/99 5/7 12/29
6.3 ra
Regulatory 62 o1 se Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 054  43/99 4/7 10/29
Enforcement ' 5.3 4.7 ' Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 045 45/99  3/7  9/29
Security
=== Tunisia === Middle East & North Africa === Upper middle income A Trendingup WV Trending down Low Medium High
— o
LIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature L 0.66 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.63 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.48
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary — 0.55 4.2 Right to life and security I | 0.51 7.2 No discrimination [ || 0.71
1.3 Independent auditing — 0.54 4.3 Due process of law | 0.41 7.3 No corruption Il 0.49
1.4 Sanctions for official I 0.48 4.4 Freedom of expression [ I 0.62 7.4 No improper gov. influence NN 0.52
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks [l 0.62 4.5 Freedom of religion I | 0.53 7.5 No unreasonable delay 1| 0.56
1.6 Lawful transition of power 11l 0.63 4.6 Right to privacy - | 0.44 7.6 Effective enforcement | 0.44
4.7 Freedom of association [ 11 0.62 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NI 0.56
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights 1| 054
2.1 No corruption in the I 0.52 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
P
2.2 No corruption in the || 0.52 @ Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations — 0.44
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 034 8.2 Timely and effective | 0.52
2.3 No corruption in the I | 0.5 adjudication
police/military L. . |
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system NN | 0.33
2.4 No corruption in the | 0.47
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I 0.47 8.4 No discrimination I 0.44
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption I 0.52
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I 0.51 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NN 0.49
6.1 Effective regulatory I 0.58
3.2 Stable laws [ 1] 061 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law - 0.41
6.2 No improper influence | 0.53
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.41
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay . 0.33
3.4 Right to information . | 0.36
6.4 Respect for due process || 0.48

6.5 No expropriation w/out ] 0.66
adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Istanbul, Ankara, lzmir
Region: Eastern Europe & Central Asia | Income group: Upper middle income

Turkey

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal Powers
Justice o5 g 87 M1 12 45 " 0_5 59/99 6/13
84 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
o1 s Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
L y m Constraints on Government 046 |72/99  7/13 | 21/29
: : Powers
7.5 3.1 :
6 Absence of Corruptlon — 0.55 35/99 2/13 5/29
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice o .5 Government Open Government — 042 [69/99 9/13 @ 23/29
] .
7.2 3.4 ' Fundamental Rights — 047 78/99 10/13 23/29
7.1 4.1 P
@  Order and Security
s 4o = A 0.67 | 67/99 | 12/13 17/29
6.4 i, i Regulatory Enforcement — 054 38/99 2/13 5/29
Regulatory o1 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 052 47/99 4/13  13/29
Enforcement ’ 53 5, - 4.7 Rights
' Criminal Justice —
Order and eI 039 62/99 8/13  18/29
Security
=== Turkey === Eastern Europe & Central Asia === Upper middle income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
_ o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I | 0.47 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.58 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.54
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary — 0.44 4.2 Right to life and security | 0.56 7.2 No discrimination | 0.6
1.3 Independent auditing I 0.42 4.3 Due process of law || 0.5 7.3 No corruption [ 1] 0.6
1.4 Sanctions for official — 0.47 4.4 Freedom of expression . ] 0.4 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence NI 0.43
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks Bl 0.4 4.5 Freedom of religion W 0.51 7.5 No unreasonable delay Il 0.41
1.6 Lawful transition of power | 0.56 4.6 Right to privacy BN 0.3 7.6 Effective enforcement I 0.4
4.7 Freedom of association I 0.44 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs ] 0.67
Absence of Corruption
(<3 P 4.8 Labor rights [} 045
2.1 No corruption in the L1 0.54 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
@ . . . .
2.2 No corruption in the [ 0.62 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations i 0.41
Juciciary 5.1 Ab f 0.86 8.2 Timely and effect | 0.27
. sence of crime 1| . .2 Timely and effective .
2.3 No corruption in the I 0.65 adjudiycation
police/military .. .
5.2 Absence of civil conflict o073 8.3 Effective correctional system I 0.37
2.4 No corruption in the || 0.39
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I 043 8.4 No discrimination | 0.36
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption [ ]I ] 0.6
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I | 0.46 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence I | 0.25
6.1 Effective regulatory | 0.57
3.2 Stable laws [ | 055 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law L 05
6.2 No improper influence Il 0.55
3.3 Right to petition / L 0.35
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay | 0.52
3.4 Right to information . | 0.34
6.4 Respect for due process i 0.43

6.5 No expropriation w/out
adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Kampala, Mbale, Mbarara

U ga n d a Region: Sub-Saharan Africa | Income group: Low income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Crim!nal 111 Powers
Justice 86 87 s 041 90/99 15/18
8.4 ) ! 1.5
8.3 1.6
8.2 21 Absence of

Factor Factor Global Regional Income

C ti
&t 2 orruption Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
e S iy “~onstraints on Lsovernmen 041 81/99 14/18 11/16
: . Powers
7.5 3.1 :
@ Absence of Corruption v 03 8999 14/18 12/16
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 0.33 92/99 15/18 12/16
7.3 3.3
° .
7.2 3.4 ' Fundamental Rights v 0.37 93/99 16/18 13/16
7.1 4.1 S .
. s g OrderandSecurity A 061 [84/99 12/18 12/16
6.4 4.3 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.37 90/99 15/18 11/16
6.3 4.4 ra
Regulatory 62 o1 46 49 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 048 59/99 9/18 3/16
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 037 |[72/99 10/18 6/16
Security
= Uganda === Sub-Saharan Africa == | ow income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
LIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature - 0.43 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.45 7.1 Accessibility and I 0.46
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary - 0.38 4.2 Right to life and security || 0.22 7.2 No discrimination ] 0.53
1.3 Independent auditing — 0.43 4.3 Due process of law 1} 0.31 7.3 No corruption . | 0.37
1.4 Sanctions for official — 0.48 4.4 Freedom of expression W 0.35 7.4 No improper gov. influence I 0.49
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks | 0.35 4.5 Freedom of religion I 0.63 7.5 No unreasonable delay . | 0.37
1.6 Lawful transition of power I ] 0.42 4.6 Right to privacy || 0.17 7.6 Effective enforcement | 0.5
4.7 Freedom of association I | 0.45 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NS 0.63
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights || 0.4
2.1 No corruption in the | 0.27 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
P
2.2 No corruption in the | 042 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations . | 0.32
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 0.71 8.2 Timely and effective . | 0.33
2.3 No corruption in the . | 0.25 adjudication
police/military L . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 0.92 8.3 Effective correctional system NN 0.43
2.4 No corruption in the i 0.25
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress [l | 0.19 8.4 No discrimination ] 0.42
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption |}l 0.28
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws | 0.25 8.6 No improper gov. influence N 0.46
6.1 Effective regulatory . 0.33
3.2 Stable laws Il 031 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law Ll 0.31
6.2 No improper influence . Il 0.22
3.3 Right to petition / I 0.42
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay | 0.25
3.4 Right to information | 0.34
6.4 Respect for due process I ] 0.54
6.5 No expropriation w/out |l 0.52

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Ukraine

Kiev, Kharkiv, Odesa

Region: Eastern Europe & Central Asia | Income group: Lower middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal Powers
stice w07 M1 125 0.47 68/99 8/13
8.4 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
o1 s Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
L y m (PZonstramts on Government 041 84/99 9/13  19/24
: : owers
- . @ Absence of Corruption — 028 94/99 | 12/13 21/24
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
. 5, Covernmen p 046 53/99 5/13 7/24
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 056 55/99 6/13 7/24
7.1 4.1 $ ord ds it
- rder and Security
s 4o = A 0.82 27/99 3/13 3/24
6.4 4.3 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.4 84/99 13/13 18/24
6.3 4.4 -
Regulatory 6.2 o1 ie 45 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 052 49/99 5/13 5/24
Enforcement ’ 5.3 4.7 ’ Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 033 83/99 12/13 18/24
Security
=== Ukraine === Eastern Europe & Central Asia === Lower middle income A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
— o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature 11| 0.59 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.62 7.1 Accessibility and 1l 0.51
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary . 0.25 4.2 Right to life and security [ 1] 0.56 7.2 No discrimination ]| 0.74
1.3 Independent auditing . | 0.29 4.3 Due process of law . | 0.38 7.3 No corruption ]I 0.4
1.4 Sanctions for official . | 0.32 4.4 Freedom of expression I | 0.52 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence I Il 0.28
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks I | 0.51 4.5 Freedom of religion | 0.63 7.5 No unreasonable delay 1] 0.62
1.6 Lawful transition of power 1| 0.49 4.6 Right to privacy [ ] 0.52 7.6 Effective enforcement || 0.43
4.7 Freedom of association |l 0.69 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs | 0.64
Absence of Corruption
(<3 P 4.8 Labor rights I 0.59
2.1 No corruption in the | 0.25 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
PS
2.2 No corruption in the | 041 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations i 0.37
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I o 8.2 Timely and effective | 0.43
2.3 No corruption in the . ] 0.34 adjudication
police/military L. . I |
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system NN | 0.28
2.4 No corruption in the | | 0.11
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress NI 0.55 8.4 No discrimination . 0.46
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption || 0.26
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws [l 0.51 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence Il Il 0.15
6.1 Effective regulatory 1l 0.41
3.2 Stable laws [ ] 053 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law L 0.38
6.2 No improper influence NI 0.34
3.3 Right to petition / . | 0.36
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay ] 0.44
3.4 Right to information | 0.44
6.4 Respect for due process || 0.45
6.5 No expropriation w/out . 0.36

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

adequate compensation

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Dubai, Sharjah, Abu-Dhabi

U n ited Ara b E m i rates Region: Middle East & North Africa | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
Justice s g6 57 M 12 43 i 065 27/99 1/7
84 s
8.3 1.6
e Absence of F F Global Regional |
51 25 Corruption actor Factor oba egional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
. . I Constraints on Governmen 058  42/99 2/7 30/30
: . Powers
7.5 31 6 Absence ofCorruption A 0.79 17/99 1/7 17/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
- 5, Covernmen P 046 52/99 3/7 30/30
° .
7.2 3.4 ' Fundamental Rights — 0.49 | 73/99 3/7 30/30
7.1 4.1 o
@  Order and Security —
o5 4o = 0.89  9/99 1/7 8/30
6.4 i Regulatory Enforcement — 0.66  23/99 1/7 21/30
Regulatory 62 o1 se Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 059 33/99 2/7 27/30
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 078 7/99 17 7/30
Security
=== United Arab Emirates === Middle East & North Africa === High income A Trendingup WV Trending down Low Medium High
j— o
1 Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature E | o052 4.1 Equal treatment / no I | o058 7.1 Accessibility and LIl 0.42
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary BN | 063 4.2 Right to life and security I | o048 7.2 No discrimination I || o039
1.3 Independent auditing I— 0.75 4.3 Due process of law EEEEI 046 7.3 No corruption NN o077
1.4 Sanctions for official I 0.74 4.4 Freedom of expression Il | | o033 7.4 Noimproper gov.influence N | 059
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks N | | 0.33 4.5 Freedom of religion |l | 0.35 7.5 No unreasonable delay 1| 0.71
1.6 Lawful transition of power || I o5 4.6 Right to privacy I | 0.63 7.6 Effective enforcement | 0.64
4.7 Freedom of association | | I o024 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs I | 0.6
Absence of Corruption
6 P 4.8 Labor rights N | o4
2.1 No corruption in the I 033 TET criminal Justice
executive branch
PS
2.2 No corruption in the I o a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations 0.84
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 096 8.2 Timely and effective |1 0.8
2.3 No corruption in the I | 078 adjudiycation
police/military .. .
5.2 Absence of civil conflict [ ) .
8.3 Effective correctional system INNEE 036
2.4 No corruption in the | ] 0.77
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress NI 0.69 8.4 No discrimination [
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption I 073
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I | 0.61 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NI 077
6.1 Effective regulatory I 0.78
3.2 Stable laws [ | Y enforcement 8.7 Due process of law EE | 046
6.2 No improper influence IR 038
3.3 Right to petition / . | 0.41
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay - 0.58
3.4 Right to information | | 0.17

6.4 Respect for due process . | 0.51

6.5 No expropriation w/out I} 0.54
adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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° d ° d London, Birmingham, Glasgow
U n Ite KI ng 0 m Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal Powers
Justice 8.6 87 11 12 45 » 0.78 13/99 9/24
8.4 1.5

8.3

8.2
o1 (A:E:ﬁ?:teig: Factor Factor Global Regional Income
’ Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 —
T Constraints on Government 081 10/99 8/24 10/30
7.6 ~— Powers .
7.5 31 6 Absence of Corruption — 0.8 15/99 10/24 15/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice Government Open Government — 077 999  7/24  9/30
7.3
] .
7.2 § FundamentalRights — 078 15/99 13/24 15/30
7.1 -3 .
e g Orderand Security — 084 23/99 12/24 19/30
6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 0.78 10/99 7/24 10/30
Regulatory ) ) Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 072 14/99 9/24  14/30
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and eI 072 14/99 8/24  14/30
Security
=== United Kingdom === Western Europe & North America === Highincome A Trendingup V' Trending down Low Medium High
— o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 0353 4.1 Equal treatment / no I o071 7.1 Accessibility and | 0.54
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary 079 4.2 Right to life and security I 037 7.2 No discrimination E 074
1.3 Independent auditing I— 0.76 4.3 Due process of law I 077 7.3 No corruption [ | ¥y
14 Sa‘nctio;s ftor official 078 4.4 Freedom of expression I 032 7.4 No improper gov. influence | N I 0.8
misconduc
1.5 Non-governmental checks I 032 4.5 Freedom of religion I 036 7.5 No unreasonable delay 1l ] 0.69
1.6 Lawful transition of power I o9 4.6 Right to privacy I 0.71 7.6 Effective enforcement ] 0.65
4.7 Freedom of association I 034 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NI 0.77
Absence of Corruption
(<3 P 4.8 Labor rights 04
2.1 No corruption in the I 033 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
@ . . . .
2.2 No corruption in the I o355 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations I 0.62
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 033 8.2 Timely and effective || 0.76
2.3 No corruption in the I 039 adjudication
police/military L .
5.2 Absence of civil conflict I ’ )
8.3 Effective correctional system ] 0.61
2.4 No corruption in the 1] 0.66
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress I NS 0.65 8.4 No discrimination —— 059
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption I 031
#a Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I 0.73 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence N 0383
6.1 Effective regulatory || 0.76
3.2 Stable laws [ [ enforcement 8.7 Due process of law I 077
6.2 No improper influence I 039
3.3 Right to petition / I 077
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay L] 0.65
3.4 Right to information Il 033
6.4 Respect for due process NN 035
6.5 No expropriation w/out | 0.77

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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° d S New York, Los Angeles, Chicago
U n I te tates Region: Western Europe & North America | Income group: High income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
ustice e 87 M7 45 0.71 19/99 13/24
8.2
- 5 é::re:;tei;); Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
Y o 1 Constraintson G t
1 Constraints on Governmen
7.6 24 = Powers v 0.74 20/99 14/24 19/30
7.5 3.1 :
@ Absence of Corruption — 075 21/99 13/24 |21/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Al Open Government —
s 5 oovernmen P 0.7 17/99 12/24 17/30
7.2 3.4 i Fundamental Rights — 071 27/99 @ 20/24 25/30
7.1 4.1 & o 45 it
- rder and Security
s s o A 0.85 18/99 8/24 15/30
. pa Regulatory Enforcement — 067 22/99 13/24 20/30
Regulatory Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 061 27/99 | 18/24  25/30
Enforcement ' 5.3 4.7 ' Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 065 22/99 15/24 | 22/30
Security
=== United States === Western Europe & North America === High income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
— o
1 Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature I 031 4.1 Equal treatment / no HN | 056 7.1 Accessibility and LN 0.46
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary E— 073 4.2 Right to life and security I | 075 7.2 No discrimination I | o051
1.3 Independent auditing I— 0.68 4.3 Due process of law I | 062 7.3 No corruption I 032
14 Sa.nctioc?s ftor official I— 0.68 4.4 Freedom of expression I 079 7.4 Noimproper gov. influence | 048
misconduc
1.5 Non-governmental checks | 0.78 4.5 Freedom of religion | 0.8 7.5 No unreasonable delay Il 0.56
1.6 Lawful transition of power I | 076 4.6 Right to privacy I 0.69 7.6 Effective enforcement I 0.53
4.7 Freedom of association I 033 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NI 0.71
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights o
2.1 No corruption in the I 075 TET criminal Justice
executive branch
2.2 No corruption in the I 031 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations I 0.65
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 037 8.2 Timely and effective [ ] 0.7
2.3 Nol.co;ru.;lj.ttlon inthe 0.87 adjudication
police/military ivil confli I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system N Il 0.49
2.4 No corruption in the I | 0.58
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress | NI 0.68 8.4 No discrimination | 047
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption [ ] 0.8
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws [l 0.66 8.6 No improper gov. influence | N NI 0.8
6.1 Effective regulatory LI 0.69
3.2 Stable laws I s enforcement 8.7 Due process of law | os2
6.2 No improper influence I 034
3.3 Right to petition / I 071
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay I 0.52
3.4 Right to information | 0.68

6.4 Respect for due process || 0.68

6.5 No expropriation w/out I 0.6
adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Montevideo, Salto, Paysandu
Region: Latin America & the Caribbean | Income group: High income

Uruguay

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
Justice o5 ge 87 M1 L2 45 " 0,69 20/99 1/16
84 s
8.3 1.6
e Absence of Factor Factor Global Regional |
o1 - Corruption actor Factor obal Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
7.7 2.3 — .
L y m Constraints on Government 075 18/99 2/16  17/30
: : Powers
- . @ Absence of Corruption — 078 19/99 1/16 19/30
Civil 7.4 3.2 Open
Justice G t Rl Open Government —
. 5, Covernmen p 0.65 20/99 2/16 19/30
] .
7.2 3.4 ' Fundamental Rights — 076 19/99 1/16 19/30
7.1 4.1 - .
e - m OrderandSecurity — 069 64/99 3/16 | 30/30
6.4 i Regulatory Enforcement — 073 18/99 1/16 18/30
Regulatory ) Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice v 07 17/99 1/16  17/30
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice —
Order and I8 047 42/99 2/16 | 29/30
Security
=== Uruguay === Latin America & the Caribbean === High income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
j— o
I Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights -m- Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature s o073 4.1 Equal treatment / no | 0.69 7.1 Accessibility and ] 0.7
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary I 0.69 4.2 Right to life and security I 033 7.2 No discrimination NN 078
1.3 Independent auditing I 0.64 4.3 Due process of law Il | o054 7.3 No corruption ENEN 079
14 Sa‘nctio;s ftor official I 0.69 4.4 Freedom of expression NN s 7.4 Noimproper gov.influence NNl 074
misconduc
1.5 Non-governmental checks I 0.8 4.5 Freedom of religion I 093 7.5 No unreasonable delay 1| 0.58
1.6 Lawful transition of power I 094 4.6 Right to privacy I | 0.75 7.6 Effective enforcement | | 0.67
4.7 Freedom of association I 039 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs I | 0.64
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights N o
2.1 No corruption in the I s> IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
@ . . . .
2.2 No corruption in the IR o073 m Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations | 0.24
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime N | 072 8.2 Timely and effective | | 0.32
2.3 No corruption in the I 0.8 adjudiycation
police/military L .
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 N :
8.3 Effective correctional system | | 0.3
2.4 No corruption in the [ 1 ] 0.73
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress | 0.36 8.4 No discrimination I | 0.55
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption I o072
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws . | 061 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence NI | o045
6.1 Effective regulatory I 0.78
3.2 Stable laws I o1 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law HEEE | o054
6.2 No improper influence I 033
3.3 Right to petition / | | 0.64
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay I | 0.54
3.4 Right to information I | 0.63
6.4 Respect for due process I | 0.65
6.5 No expropriation w/out I 036

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Uzbekistan

Fergana, Samarkand, Tashkent
Region: Eastern Europe & Central Asia | Income group: Lower middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
ustice w07 V1025 0.45 73/99 10/13
84 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1 Absence of i
- 5 Corruption Factor Factor Global Regional Income
Trend Score Rank Rank Rank
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7.5 3.1 :
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7.3 3.3
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6.4 '%‘ Regulatory Enforcement — 047 59/99 6/13 8/24
6.3 ra
Regulatory o1 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice — 048 58/99 8/13 10/24
Enforcement ' 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 4.8
Criminal Justice —
Order and IE 041 59/99 6/13  9/24
Security
=== Uzbekistan === Eastern Europe & Central Asia Lower middle income A Trendingup WV Trending down Low Medium High
— o
Il Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights $ Civil Justice
1.1 Limits by legislature | 1 0.07 4.1 Equal treatment / no I 0.65 7.1 Accessibility and Ll 0.45
discrimination affordability
1.2 Limits by judiciary . il 0.23 4.2 Right to life and security Bl 0.3 7.2 No discrimination I | 0.56
1.3 Independent auditing — 0.43 4.3 Due process of law 1| 0.33 7.3 No corruption I 0.4
1.4 Sanctions for official — 0.42 4.4 Freedom of expression | I 0.15 7.4 No improper gov. influence I I 0.29
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks | I 0.14 4.5 Freedom of religion I 0.55 7.5 No unreasonable delay ] ] 0.69
1.6 Lawful transition of power Wl 0.42 4.6 Right to privacy || 0.2 7.6 Effective enforcement | 1| 0.47
4.7 Freedom of association | ] 0.25 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NN | 0.53
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights I | 042
2.1 No corruption in the | 0.29 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
P
2.2 No corruption in the || 0.4 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations 1] 0.54
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime I 091 8.2 Timely and effective [ 1]] 0.55
2.3 No corruption in the - | 0.37 adjudication
police/military L. . ] |
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system HENNEN 0.48
2.4 No corruption in the | 0.34
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress NN 077 8.4 No discrimination 1 0.38
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption | 0.32
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws . 0.43 8.6 Noimproper gov. influence I | 0.28
6.1 Effective regulatory 1l ] 0.68
3.2 Stable laws [ ] 0.55 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law L 0.33
6.2 No improper influence | 0.49
3.3 Right to petition / ] 0.28
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay || 0.51
3.4 Right to information Ll 0.31
6.4 Respect for due process | 0.42
6.5 No expropriation w/out || 0.23

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org

160 |

WJP Rule of Law Index 2014

RULE OF LAW INDEX



Caracas, Maracaibo, Barquisimeto
Region: Latin America & the Caribbean | Income group: Upper middle income

Venezuela

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal . Powers
e a6 07 M 125 0.31 99/99 16/16
84 s
8.3 1.6
8.2 2.1
(A:bsenC§ of Factor Factor Global Regional Income
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7.5 31 6 Absence of Corruption — 0.3 90/99 16/16 29/29
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Justice Government Open Government — 0.3 97/99 16/16 29/29
7.3 3.3
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- rder and Security —
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6.4 i, » 4.3 i Regulatory Enforcement — 028  99/99 16/16 29/29
Regulatory 6.2 o1 45 Fundamental _m_ Civil Justice v 0.33 98/99  16/16  29/29
Enforcement 5.3 4.7 Rights
52 51 48
Criminal Justice
Order and eI V016 99/99 16/16  29/29
Security
=== \/enezuela === Latin America & the Caribbean Upper middle income A Trendingup W Trending down Low Medium High
_ o
HIl Constraints on Government Powers ' Fundamental Rights m- Civil Justice
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1.3 Independent auditing I I 0.04 4.3 Due process of law i 0.24 7.3 No corruption o 0.31
1.4 Sanctions for official o 0.1 4.4 Freedom of expression || 0.28 7.4 No improper gov. influence I 1 0.07
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks | 1 0.28 4.5 Freedom of religion | 0.74 7.5 No unreasonable delay |l 0.19
1.6 Lawful transition of power [ | 1l 0.2 4.6 Right to privacy 1l 0.27 7.6 Effective enforcement u Il 0.11
4.7 Freedom of association . ] 0.45 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NI | 0.48
Absence of Corruption
(<3 P 4.8 Labor rights | 0.58
2.1 No corruption in the L 0.36 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
@ . . . .
2.2 No corruption in the Il 0.24 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations | N 0.2
judiciary
5.1 Absence of crime 1 0.35 8.2 Timely and effective | I 0.11
2.3 No corruption in the . 0.39 adjudication
police/military L. . I
5.2 Absence of civil conflict 1 8.3 Effective correctional system W 11 0.08
2.4 No corruption in the Il 0.21
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress | | 0.23 8.4 No discrimination Il 0.19
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption o Il 0.28
#a Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws | 0.46 8.6 No improper gov. influence | 0
6.1 Effective regulatory 1| 0.45
3.2 Stable laws m | 0.23 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law i 0.24
6.2 No improper influence N | 0.43
3.3 Right to petition / . 0.34
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay Bl 0.17
3.4 Right to information || 0.18
6.4 Respect for due process | 1 0.15
6.5 No expropriation w/out | | 0.22

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Ho Chi Minh City, Ha Noi, Hai Phong

°
VI et n a m Region: East Asia & Pacific | Income group: Lower middle income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
Government
Criminal i Powers
ustice w07 V1025 0.48 65/99 12/15
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1.3 Independent auditing | 0.43 4.3 Due process of law I | 0.48 7.3 No corruption NI 0.34
1.4 Sanctions for official I | 0.55 4.4 Freedom of expression o | 0.35 7.4 No improper gov. influence 11 0.2
misconduct
1.5 Non-governmental checks | 0.35 4.5 Freedom of religion | 0.39 7.5 No unreasonable delay I | 0.56
1.6 Lawful transition of power [}l 0.48 4.6 Right to privacy ]| 0.72 7.6 Effective enforcement . | 0.34
4.7 Freedom of association |l 0.3 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NN | 0.55
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights I 052
2.1 No corruption in the | 0.44 IEL criminal Justice
executive branch
2.2 No corruption in the [ N 0.29 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations . | 0.37
judiciary
o — 5.1 Absence of crime I 052 8.2 Timely and effective I | 0.54
2.3 Nol.co;ru.;lj.ttlon inthe 0.46 adjudication
police/military P . _
5.2 Absence of civil conflict Io93 8.3 Effective correctional system NI 0.54
2.4 No corruption in the I | 0.57
legislature 5.3 Absence of violent redress IS | 0.55 8.4 No discrimination i 0.6
Open Government s 8.5 No corruption I | 0.53
74 Regulatory Enforcement
3.1 Accessible laws I | 0.56 8.6 No improper gov. influence B 0.26
6.1 Effective regulatory || 0.54
3.2 Stable laws . | 0.45 enforcement 8.7 Due process of law I | 0.48
6.2 No improper influence || 0.28
3.3 Right to petition / | 0.4
participation 6.3 No unreasonable delay | 0.38
3.4 Right to information BN 0.17
6.4 Respect for due process I 0.41
6.5 No expropriation w/out . 0.33

adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org RULE OF LAW INDEX
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Zambia

Lusaka, Kitwe, Ndola
Region: Sub-Saharan Africa | Income group: Low income

Constraints on Overall Score Global Rank Regional Rank
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4.7 Freedom of association I ] 0.42 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs NI || 0.5
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74 Regulatory Enforcement
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6.2 No improper influence |l 0.41
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adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org

RULE OF LAW INDEX

Country Profiles |

163



Zimbabwe

Harare, Bulawayo, Chitungwiza
Region: Sub-Saharan Africa | Income group: Low income
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4.7 Freedom of association [ | I 0.19 7.7 Impartial and effective ADRs B 0.34
Absence of Corruption
é P 4.8 Labor rights ]| 037
2.1 No corruption in the . | 0.28 TET criminal Justice
executive branch
P
2.2 No corruption in the | 042 a Order and Security 8.1 Effective investigations 1] 0.52
judiciary
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adequate compensation

A smaller sub-factor bar represents a lower score (0.00 being lowest possible), and a larger bar represents a higher score (1.00 being highest possible).

Complete country profile available at: http://data.worldjusticeproject.org
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Methodology

The WJP Rule of Law Index is the first attempt to
systematically and comprehensively quantify the rule of law
around the world, and remains unique in its operationalization
of rule of law dimensions into concrete questions. The WJP
Rule of Law Index 2014 report presents information on

nine composite indicators (or factors) further disaggregated
into 47 specific indicators (or sub-factors) (see Table 1). In
attempting to present an image that accurately portrays the
rule of law as experienced by ordinary people, each score

of the Index is calculated using a large number of questions
drawn from two original data sources collected by the World
Justice Project in each country: a General Population Poll
(GPP) and a series of Qualified Respondents’ Questionnaires

(QRQs).

These two data sources collect up-to-date firsthand
information that is not available at the global level, and
constitute the world’s most comprehensive data set of

its kind. They capture the experiences and perceptions of
ordinary citizens and in-country professionals concerning
the performance of the state and its agents and the actual
operation of the legal framework in their country. The
country scores and rankings presented in this report are
built from more than five hundred variables drawn from the
assessments of more than 100,000 citizens and legal experts
in 99 countries and jurisdictions, making it the most accurate
portrayal of the factors that contribute to shaping up the rule
of law in a nation.



TABLE 4: THE INDICATORS OF THE WORLD JUSTICE PROJECT’S RULE OF LAW INDEX"

The World Justice Project’s Rule of Law Index® comprises
47 outcomes indicators (or sub-factors) organized around
nine dimensions (or factors). The following table presents
a summary of the concepts underlying each of these sub-
factors. A more detailed description of the variables used

||| Factor 1:
=——— Constraints on Government Powers

to calculate the Index scores is available in Botero, J and
Ponce, A. (2012) “Measuring the Rule of Law” WJP Working
Paper No. 2, available online at www.worldjusticeproject.org/
publications.

Factor 2:
Absence of Corruption

1.1 Government powers are effectively limited by the legislature
Measures whether the legislative body as a whole, as well

as its individual members, and the political parties, enjoy

in practice the capacity to exercise effective checks and
oversight of the government.

1.2 Government powers are effectively limited by the judiciary
Measures whether the judiciary as a whole, and the

members of the high courts, enjoy in practice the capacity to
exercise effective checks and oversight of the government.
This includes the necessary judicial independence to halt
unconstitutional government actions or violations.

1.3 Government powers are effectively limited by
independent auditing and review

Measures whether independent comptrollers or auditors, as
well as national human rights institutions and ombudsman
agencies, enjoy in practice the capacity to exercise effective
checks and oversight of the government.

1.4 Government officials are sanctioned for misconduct
Measures whether government officials at various levels in
the executive branch, legislature, judiciary, and the police are
investigated, prosecuted, and punished for official misconduct
and other violations.

1.5 Government powers are subject to non-governmental checks
Measures whether people, civil society organizations,

and political parties are free to express opinions about
government policies or actions, either individually or in
peaceful association with others; and whether the freedom

of the mediais respected in practice, including exercising
oversight of the government without fear of retaliation.

1.6 Transition of power is subject to the law

Measures whether government officials at various levels
are elected or appointed in accordance with the rules and
procedures set forth in the constitution. In democratic
societies, it also measures the integrity of the electoral
process, including voter freedom and public scrutiny of
election results.

2.1 Government officials in the executive branch do not use
public office for private gain

Measures the prevalence of bribery, informal payments,
and other inducements in the delivery of public services and
the enforcement of regulations. It also measures whether
government procurement and public works contracts are
awarded through an open and competitive bidding process,
and whether government officials at various levels of the
executive branch refrain from embezzling public funds.

2.2 Government officials in the judicial branch do not use
public office for private gain

Measures whether judges and judicial officials refrain from
soliciting and accepting bribes to perform duties or expedite
processes; and whether the judiciary and judicial rulings are
free of improper influence from the government, private
interests, and criminal organizations.

2.3 Government officials in the police and the military do not
use public office for private gain

Measures whether police officers and criminal investigators
refrain from soliciting and accepting bribes to perform
basic police services or to investigate crimes; and whether
government officials in the police and the military are free
from improper influence by private interests or criminal
organizations.

2.4 Government officials in the legislative branch do not use
public office for private gain

Measures whether members of the legislature refrain
from soliciting or accepting bribes or other inducements in
exchange for political favors or favorable votes on legislation.
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Factor 3:
Open Government

]

Factor 4:
Fundamental Rights

]

3.1 The laws are publicized and accessible

Measures whether basic laws and information on legal

rights are publicly available, presented in plain language,

and are made accessible in all languages used by significant
segments of the population. It also measures if administrative
regulations and high court decisions are accessible to the
public in a timely manner.

3.2 The laws are stable

Measures whether commercial, labor, public health, and
criminal laws and regulations are sufficiently stable to allow
the people and corporations subject to these regulations to
ascertain what conduct is permitted and prohibited.

3.3 Right to petition the government and public participation
Measures whether people can - in practice - get together with
others to share ideas, voice concerns, or to make complaints
about public officials or public services to various government
officers and members of the legislature. It also measures
whether local government agencies effectively consult the
community and provide sufficient information and advance
notice about decisions that affect the community.

3.4 Official information is available on request

Measures whether drafts of legislation and administrative
decisions at the national and local levels are available to the
public on a timely basis; whether legislative proceedings are
broadcast by radio or TV; and whether relevant records -
such as budget figures of government agencies, government
contracts, transcripts of administrative proceedings,
disclosure records of government officials, ombudsman
reports, and information relative to community projects - are
accessible to the public upon request.

WJP Rule of Law Index 2014

4.1 Equal treatment and absence of discrimination
Measures whether individuals are free from discrimination

- based on socio-economic status, gender, ethnicity, religion,
national origin, or sexual orientation - in their interactions with
the police and public health services, or in court proceedings,
public employment, and criminal investigations.

4.2 Theright to life and security of the person is effectively guaranteed
Measures whether the police inflict physical harm or fatal physical
injury upon criminal suspects during arrest and interrogation; and
whether political dissidents are subject to searches or placed in
detention centers without warrant, or are killed. It also measures
whether the police or criminal organizations threaten, imprison, or
punish members of the media.

4.3 Due process of law and rights of the accused

Measures whether the basic rights of criminal suspects are
respected, including the presumption of innocence and the
freedoms from arbitrary arrest and unreasonable pre-trial
detention. It also measures whether criminal suspects are able to
access and challenge evidence used against them; whether they
are subject to torture or abusive treatment; and whether they are
provided with adequate legal assistance. It also measures if the
basic rights of prisoners are respected once convicted.

4.4 Freedom of opinion & expression is effectively guaranteed
Measures whether people, civil society organizations, and political
parties are free to express opinions about government policies or
actions, either individually or in peaceful association with others; and
whether the freedom of the media is respected in practice, including
exercising oversight of the government without fear of retaliation.

4.5 Freedom of belief and religion is effectively guaranteed
Measures whether religious minorities can freely and publicly
observe their holy days and events, and whether non-adherents
toareligion are required to submit to religious laws.

4.6 Freedom from arbitrary interference with privacy is
effectively guaranteed

Measures whether the police detain people or search their homes
without warrants, and whether government officials intercept
private telephone or electronic communications of regular
citizens or political opponents without judicial authorization.

4.7 Freedom of assembly and association is effectively guaranteed
Measures whether people can freely attend community
meetings, join political organizations, hold public non-violent
demonstrations, sign petitions, and express opinions against
government policies and actions without fearing retaliation.

4.8 Fundamental labor rights are effectively guaranteed
Measures the effective enforcement of fundamental labor rights,
including freedom of association and the right to collective
bargaining; elimination of discrimination with respect to
employment; and effective abolition of forced labor and child labor.



o
O Factor 5:
Order & Security

=
vA

Factor 6:
Regulatory Enforcement

5.1 Crime is effectively controlled

Measures the prevalence of common crimes, including
homicide, kidnapping, burglary and theft, armed robbery, and
extortion, as well as people’s general perceptions of safety in
their communities.

5.2 Civil conflict is effectively limited

Measures whether people are protected from armed conflict
and terrorism, as reflected by the number of battle related
deaths and casualties from one-sided violence and terrorist
bombings (source: Uppsala Conflict Data Program and
Center for Systemic Peace).

5.3 People do not resort to violence to redress personal
grievances

Measures whether people resort to intimidation or violence
to resolve civil disputes amongst themselves, or to seek
redress from the government; and whether people are free
from mob violence.

6.1 Government regulations are effectively enforced
Measures whether labor, environmental, public health,
commercial, and consumer protection regulations are

effectively enforced.

6.2 Government regulations are applied and enforced
without improper influence

Measures whether the enforcement of regulations is subject
to bribery or improper influence by private interests; and
whether public services, such as the issuance of permits and
licenses and the administration of public health services, are
provided without bribery or other inducements.

6.3 Administrative proceedings are conducted without
unreasonable delay

Measures whether administrative proceedings at the national
and local levels are conducted without unreasonable delay.

6.4 Due process is respected in administrative proceedings
Measures whether the due process of law is respected in
administrative proceedings conducted by national and local
authorities in areas such as the environment, taxes, and labor.

6.5 The government does not expropriate without adequate
compensation

Measures whether the government respects the property
rights of people and corporations, refrains from the

illegal seizure of private property, and provides adequate
compensation when property is legally expropriated.
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Factor 7:
Civil Justice

Factor 8:
Criminal Justice

<

7.1 People can access and afford civil justice

Measures the accessibility and affordability of civil courts,
including whether people are aware of available remedies,
can access and afford legal advice and representation, and
can access the court system without incurring unreasonable
fees, encountering unreasonable procedural hurdles, or
experiencing physical or linguistic barriers.

7.2 Civil justice is free of discrimination

Measures whether the civil justice system discriminates
in practice against users based on socio-economic status,
gender, ethnicity, religion, national origin, or sexual
orientation.

7.3 Civil justice is free of corruption
Measures whether the civil justice system is free of bribery
and improper influence by powerful private interests.

7.4 Civil justice is free of improper government influence
Measures whether the civil justice system is independent
from political influence, and whether the government unduly
affects the outcome of cases.

7.5 Civil justice is not subject to unreasonable delay
Measures whether civil justice proceedings are conducted
and judgments are produced in a timely manner without
unreasonable delay.

7.6 Civil justice is effectively enforced

Measures the effectiveness and timeliness of the
enforcement of civil justice decisions and judgments in
practice.

7.7 Alternative dispute resolution mechanisms are
accessible impartial, and effective

Measures whether alternative dispute resolution mechanisms
(ADRs) are affordable, efficient, enforceable, and free from
corruption.

WJP Rule of Law Index 2014

8.1 Criminal investigation system is effective

Measures whether perpetrators of crimes are caught

and indicted. It also measures whether the judicial police,
investigators, and prosecutors have adequate resources, are
free of corruption, and perform their duties competently.

8.2 Criminal adjudication system is timely and effective
Measures whether perpetrators of crimes are prosecuted and
punished. It also measures whether criminal judges and other
judicial officers are competent and produce speedy decisions,
without abuse of pre-trial detention.

8.3 Correctional systemis effective in reducing criminal behavior
Measures whether correctional institutions are secure,
respect prisoners’ rights, and aid in the prevention of
recidivism.

8.4 Criminal system is impartial

Measures whether the police and criminal judges are
impartial and do not discriminate against suspects based on
socio-economic status, gender, ethnicity, religion, national
origin, or sexual orientation.

8.5 Criminal system is free of corruption

Measures whether the police, prosecutors, and judges are
free from the influence of bribery and improper influence
from criminal organizations.

8.6 Criminal system is free of improper government
influence

Measures whether the criminal justice system is independent
from political influence, including whether the government
unduly affects the outcome of cases.

8.7 Due process of law and rights of the accused

Measures whether the basic rights of criminal suspects are
respected, including the presumption of innocence and the
freedoms from arbitrary arrest and unreasonable pre-trial
detention. It also measures whether criminal suspects are
able to access and challenge evidence used against them,
whether they are subject to torture or abusive treatment, and
whether they are provided with adequate legal assistance. It
also measures if basic rights of prisoners are respected once
convicted.



DATA SOURCES

Every year the WJP collects data from representative
samples of the general public (the General Population Polls
or GPPs) and legal professionals (the Qualified Respondents’
Questionnaires or QRQs) to compute the Index scores and
rankings. The GPP surveys provide firsthand information

on the experiences and the perceptions of ordinary people
regarding a range of pertinent rule of law information,
including their dealings with the government, the ease of
interacting with State bureaucracy, the extent of bribery and
corruption, the availability of dispute resolution systems,
and the prevalence of common crimes to which they are
exposed. The GPP questionnaire includes 87 perception-
based questions and 56 experience-based questions, along
with socio-demographic information on all respondents. The
questionnaire is translated into local languages, adapted

to common expressions, and administered by leading local
polling companies using a probability sample of 1,000
respondents in the three largest cities of each country.!
Depending on the particular situation of each country,

three different polling methodologies are used: Face-to-
face, Telephone, or Online. The GPPs are carried out in

each country every other year. The polling data used in this
year’s report was collected during the spring of 2011 (for 16
countries), the spring of 2012 (for 34 countries), and the fall
of 2013 (for 49 countries). Detailed information regarding
the cities covered, the polling companies contracted to
administer the questionnaire, and the polling methodology
employed in each of the 99 countries is presented in Table 5.

The Qualified Respondents’ Questionnaires (QRQs)
complement the polling data with assessments from in-
country professionals with expertise in civil and commercial
law, criminal justice, labor law, and public health. These
questionnaires gather timely input from practitioners

who frequently interact with state institutions, including
information on the efficacy of courts, the strength of
regulatory enforcement, and the reliability of accountability
mechanisms. The questionnaires contain close-ended
perception questions and several hypothetical scenarios
with highly detailed factual assumptions aimed at ensuring
comparability across countries. The QRQ surveys are
conducted annually, and the questionnaires are completed
by respondents selected from directories of law firms,
universities and colleges, research organizations, and non-
governmental organizations (NGOs), as well as through
referrals from the WJP global network of practitioners, and
vetted by WJP staff based on their expertise. The expert

1 Inthe case of online surveys, samples are not probability samples, as they are drawn from
convenience samples such as access panels. In those cases, however, quota controls are used
to ensure that the structure of the sample is balanced to the country’s population figures in
terms of income (or socio-economic status), gender, and city based on census data.

surveys are administered in three languages. The QRQ

data for this report includes a total of 2,423 surveys, which
represents an average of 24 respondents per country. These
data were collected from July 2013 through December 2013.

DATA CLEANING AND SCORE COMPUTATION

Once collected, the data are carefully processed to arrive
at country-level scores. As a first step, the respondent-level
data are edited to exclude partially-completed surveys,
suspicious data, and outliers (which are detected using the
Z-score method). Individual answers are then mapped onto
the 47 sub-factors of the Index (or onto the intermediate
categories that make up each sub-factor), codified so that
all values fall between O (least rule of law) and 1 (most rule
of law), and aggregated at the country level using the simple
(or un-weighted) average of all respondents. To allow for
aggregation, the resulting scores are normalized using

the Min-Max method. These normalized scores are then
successively aggregated from the variable level all the way
up to the factor level to produce the final country scores
and rankings. In most cases, the GPP and QRQ questions
are equally weighted in the calculation of the scores of the
intermediate categories (sub-factors and sub-sub-factors).
A full picture of how questions are mapped onto indicators
and how they are weighted is presented in Botero and Ponce
(2012).

DATA VALIDATION

As a final step, data are validated and cross-checked against
qualitative and quantitative third-party sources to provide an
additional layer of analysis and to identify possible mistakes
or inconsistencies within the data. The third-party data
sources used to cross-check the Index scores are described in
Botero and Ponce (2012).

METHODOLOGICAL CHANGES
TO THIS YEAR’S REPORT

Every year, the WJP reviews the methods of data collection
to ensure that the information produced is valid, useful,

and continues to capture the status of the rule of law in the
world. To maintain consistency with previous editions and to
facilitate tracking changes over time, the 2014 questionnaires
and data maps are closely aligned with those administered in
the past, with only three minor changes. First, sub-factors 5.1
“Crime is effectively controlled”, 8.1 “Criminal investigation
system is effective”, and 8.2 “Criminal adjudication system is
timely and effective” include new data from two experienced-
based questions of the general population poll. Second, in the
construction of sub-factors 3.1 “The laws are publicized and
stable”, 8.6 “Criminal system is free of improper government
influence” and 7.4 “Civil system is free of improper
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TABLE 5: CITY COVERAGE AND POLLING METHODOLOGY IN THE 99 INDEXED COUNTRIES & TERRITORIES

COUNTRY/TERRITORY CITIES COVERED POLLING COMPANY METHODOLOGY SAMPLE YEAR
Afghanistan Kabul, Herat, Kandahar ACSOR Surveys, a subsidiary of D3 Systems, Inc. Face-to-face 1014 2013
Albania Tirana, Durres, Shkodra Market Research & Polls - EURASIA (MRP-EURASIA) Face-to-face 1000 2013
Argentina Buenos Aires, Cordoba, Rosario Statmark Group Face-to-face 1000 2013
Australia Sydney, Melbourne, Brisbane Survey Sampling International Online 1000 2013
Austria Vienna, Graz, Linz Market Institut Online 1000 2009
Bangladesh Dhaka, Chittagong, Khulna Org-Quest Research Face-to-face 1000 2013
Belarus Minsk, Gomel, Mogilev Market Research & Polls - EURASIA (MRP-EURASIA) Face-to-face 1000 2012
Belgium Antwerp, Ghent, Charleroi Survey Sampling International Online 1000 2013
Bolivia La Paz, Santa Cruz, Cochabamba Prime Consulting Face-to-face 1201 2013
Bosnia & Herzegovina Sarajevo, Banja Luka, Tuzla Market Research & Polls - EURASIA (MRP-EURASIA) Face-to-face 1000 2012
Botswana Gaborone, Francistown, Molepolole SIS International Research Face-to-face 1045 2012
Brazil Sao Paulo, Rio de Janeiro, Belo Horizonte Fine Research Mixed (Face-to-face & Telephone) 850 2011
Bulgaria Sofia, Plovdiv, Varna Alpha Research Face-to-face 1027 2013
Burkina Faso Ouagadougou, Bobo-Dioulasso, Dedougou  TNS-RMS Cameroun Ltd. Face-to-face 1007 2012
Cambodia Phnom Penh, Battambang, Kampong Cham Indochina Research Ltd Face-to-face 1006 2011
Cameroon Douala, Yaounde, Bamenda Liaison Marketing Face-to-face 997 2013
Canada Toronto, Montreal, Vancouver Survey Sampling International Online 1000 2012
Chile Santiago, Valparaiso, Concepcion Fine Research Telephone 850 2011
China Shanghai, Beijing, Guangzhou IBI Partners Face-to-face 1002 2013
Colombia Bogota, Medellin, Barranquilla Statmark Group Face-to-face 1017 2013
Cote d’lvoire Abidjan, Bouake, San Pedro TNS-RMS Cameroun Ltd. Face-to-face 1013 2012
Croatia Zagreb, Split, Rijeka Market Research & Polls - EURASIA (MRP-EURASIA) Face-to-face 1000 2013
Czech Republic Prague, Brno, Ostrava Survey Sampling International Online 1001 2011
Denmark Copenhagen, Aarhus, Odense Survey Sampling International Online 1000 2012
Dominican Republic  Santo Domingo, Distrito Nacional, Santiago  CID-Gallup Face-to-face 1000 2013
Ecuador Quito, Guayaquil, Cuenca Prime Consulting Face-to-face 1152 2012
Egypt Cairo, Alexandria, Giza WIJP in collaboration with local partner Face-to-face 1000 2012
El Salvador San Salvador, San Miguel, Santa Ana CID-Gallup Face-to-face 1009 2013
Estonia Tallinn, Tartu, Narva Survey Sampling International Online 1000 2011
Ethiopia Addis Ababa, Dire Dawa, Mek'ele Research Solutions Limited Face-to-face 1019 2011
Finland Helsinki, Tampere, Turku Survey Sampling International Online 1000 2012
France Paris, Lyon, Marseille Survey Sampling International Online 1001 2013
Georgia Thilisi, Kutaisi, Batumi ACT Marketing Research & Consulting Face-to-face 1000 2012
Germany Berlin, Hamburg, Munich Survey Sampling International Online 1000 2013
Ghana Accra, Kumasi, Sekondi-Takoradi FACTS International Ghana Limited Face-to-face 1005 2013
Greece Athens, Salonica, Patras Centrum S.A. Telephone 1000 2012
Guatemala Guatemala City, Quetzaltenango, Escuintla CID-Gallup Face-to-face 1026 2013
Hong Kong SAR, China Hong Kong IBI Partners Face-to-face 1006 2011
Hungary Budapest, Debrecen, Miskolc SIS International Research Face-to-face 1000 2012
India Mumbai, Delhi, Bangalore Ipsos Public Affairs Face-to-face 1047 2013
Indonesia Jakarta, Surabaya, Bandung MRI-Marketing Research Indonesia Face-to-face 1067 2013
Iran Teheran, Mashhad, Isfahan WIJP in collaboration with local partner Face-to-face 1045 2013
Italy Rome, Milan, Naples Survey Sampling International Online 1000 2011
Jamaica Kingston, Portmore, Spanish Town Statmark Group Face-to-face 1000 2011
Japan Tokyo, Yokohama, Osaka IBI Partners Face-to-face 1002 2013
Jordan Amman, Irbid, Zarqa WJP in collaboration with local partner Face-to-face 1004 2013
Kazakhstan Almaty, Astana, Shymkent VCIOM Face-to-face 1002 2013
Kenya Nairobi, Mombasa, Nakuru TNS-RMS Face-to-face 1003 2013
Kyrgyzstan Bishkek, Osh, Jalalabad VCIOM Face-to-face 1000 2013
Lebanon Beirut, Tripoli, Sidon WIJP in collaboration with local partner Face-to-face 1001 2011
Liberia Monrovia, Kakata, Gbarnga FACTS International Ghana Limited Face-to-face 1000 2013
Macedonia, FYR Skopje, Bitola, Kumanovo Market Research & Polls - EURASIA (MRP-EURASIA) Face-to-face 1000 2012
Madagascar Antananarivo, Antsirabe, Toamasina DCDM Research Face-to-face 1002 2012
Malawi Lilongwe, Blantyre, Mzuzu SIS International Research Face-to-face 1001 2012
Malaysia Kuala Lumpur, Ipoh, Johor Bahru IBI Partners Face-to-face 1006 2011
Mexico Mexico City, Guadalajara, Monterrey On Target Telephone 1000 2012
Moldova Chisinau, Balti, Cahul Market Research & Polls - EURASIA (MRP-EURASIA) Face-to-face 1000 2012
Mongolia Ulaanbaatar, Erdenet, Darkhan Sant Maral Face-to-face 1000 2012
Morocco Casablanca, Rabat, Marrakesh Ipsos Public Affairs Face-to-face 1000 2013
Myanmar Mandalay, Naypyidaw, Yangon IBI Partners Face-to-face 1004 2013
Nepal Kathmandu, Morang, Rupandehi Ipsos Face-to-face 1015 2012
Netherlands Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague Survey Sampling International Online 1000 2013
New Zealand Auckland, Wellington, Christchurch IBI Partners Telephone 1006 2011
Nicaragua Managua, Ledn, Esteli Statmark Group Face-to-face 1000 2012
Nigeria Lagos, Oyo, Kano Marketing Support Consultancy Face-to-face 1048 2013
Norway Oslo, Bergen, Trondheim Survey Sampling International Online 1005 2011
Pakistan Karachi, Lahore, Faisalabad Gallup Pakistan (member of Gallup International) Face-to-face 1902 2013
Panama Panama City, Colén, David Chiriqui Statmark Group Face-to-face 1000 2012
Peru Lima, Trujillo, Arequipa Prime Consulting Face-to-face 1231 2013
Philippines Manila, Davao, Cebu IBI Partners Face-to-face 1000 2013
Poland Warsaw, Lodz, Cracow Market Research & Polls - EURASIA (MRP-EURASIA) Face-to-face 1000 2013
Portugal Lisbon, Porto, Braga Survey Sampling International Online 1000 2012
Republic of Korea Seoul, Busan, Incheon IBI Partners Face-to-face 1004 2013
Romania Bucharest, Cluj-Napoca, Timisoara Market Research & Polls - EURASIA (MRP-EURASIA) Face-to-face 1000 2013
Russia Moscow, Saint Petersburg, Novosibirsk VCIOM Face-to-face 1000 2013
Senegal Dakar, Thies, Saint-Louis Liaison Marketing Face-to-face 1000 2013
Serbia Belgrade, Novi Sad,Nis Market Research & Polls - EURASIA (MRP-EURASIA) Face-to-face 1000 2012
Sierra Leone Freetown, Kenema, Makeni TNS-RMS Cameroun Ltd. Face-to-face 1005 2012
Singapore Singapore Survey Sampling International Online 1000 2012
Slovenia Ljubljana, Maribor, Celje SIS International Research Face-to-face 1000 2012
South Africa Johannesburg, Cape Town, Durban Quest Research Services Face-to-face 1000 2013
Spain Madrid, Barcelona, Valencia Survey Sampling International Online 1000 2013
Sri Lanka Colombo, Negombo, Kandy Ipsos Face-to-face 1020 2012
Sweden Stockholm, Gothenburg, Malmo Survey Sampling International Online 1000 2013
Tanzania Dar es Salaam, Mwanza, Shinyanga Consumer Options Ltd. Face-to-face 1000 2012
Thailand Bangkok, Nonthaburi, Pak Kret IBI Partners Face-to-face 1008 2013
Tunisia Tunis, Sfax, Sousse WJP in collaboration with local partner Face-to-face 1000 2012
Turkey Istanbul, Ankara, lzmir TNS Turkey Face-to-face 1003 2013
Uganda Kampala, Mbarara, Mbale TNS-RMS Face-to-face 1002 2013
Ukraine Kiev, Kharkiv, Odesa Market Research & Polls - EURASIA (MRP-EURASIA) Face-to-face 1000 2013
United Arab Emirates Dubai, Sharjah, Abu-Dhabi WIJP in collaboration with local partner Face-to-face 1011 2011
United Kingdom London, Birmingham, Glasgow Survey Sampling International Online 1000 2013
United States New York, Los Angeles, Chicago Survey Sampling International Online 1000 2013
Uruguay Montevideo, Salto, Paysandu Statmark Group Telephone 1000 2012
Uzbekistan Fergana, Samarkand, Tashkent Market Research & Polls - EURASIA (MRP-EURASIA) Face-to-face 1000 2012
Venezuela Caracas, Maracaibo, Barquisimeto WIJP in collaboration with local partner Face-to-face 1000 2013
Vietnam Ho Chi Minh City, Ha Noi, Hai Phong Indochina Research Ltd Face-to-face 1000 2011
Zambia Lusaka, Kitwe, Ndola SIS International Research Face-to-face 1004 2012
Zimbabwe Harare, Bulawayo, Chitungwiza SIS International Research Face-to-face 1005 2012
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government influence’, several questions were removed (five
questions in the first case, and one question in the second

and third cases). Finally, in the construction of sub-factor 5.2
“Civil conflict is effectively limited”, the categorical coding of
the variables “battle deaths”, “one-sided casualties”, “terrorism
deaths” and “terrorism events” was revised.

In addition, in order to improve the accuracy of the QRQ
results and reduce respondent burden, pro-active dependent
interviewing techniques were used to remind respondents
who participated in last year’s survey of their responses in the
previous year.

TRACKING CHANGES OVER TIME

This year’s report introduces a measure to illustrate whether
the rule of law in a country, as measured through the factors
of the WJP Rule of Law Index, changed over the course of the
past year. This measure is presented in the form of arrows
and represents a summary of rigorous statistical testing
based on the use of bootstrapping procedures (see below).
For each factor, this measure takes the value of zero (no
arrow) if there was no statistically significant change in the
score since last year; a positive value (upward arrow) if there
was a change leading to a statistically significant improvement
in the score; and a negative value (downward arrow) if there
was a change leading to a statistically significant deterioration
in the score. This measure complements the numerical scores
and rankings presented in this report, which benchmark each
country’s current performance on the factors and sub-factors
of the Index against that of other countries.

The measure of change over time is constructed in four steps:

1. First, to allow for comparisons across the 2012 and
2013 data, the country-level raw values of each
variable are mapped onto the 47 sub-factors (using
the 2012 data map) and then normalized on a scale of
0-1 using the Min-Max method, so the maximum and
minimum values of each variable over the two years
equal one and zero, respectively.

2. The normalized variables are aggregated to yield
country scores for each of the factors and sub-factors
of the Index for each year. Last year’s scores are then
subtracted from this year’s to obtain, for each country
and each factor, the annual difference in scores.

3. Totest whether the annual changes are statistically
significant, a bootstrapping procedure is used to
estimate standard errors. To calculate these errors,
100 samples of respondent-level observations
(of equal size to the original sample) are randomly
selected with replacement for each country from the

pooled set of respondents for 2012 and 2013. These
samples are used to produce a set of 100 country-level
scores for each factor and each country, which are
utilized to calculate the final standard errors. These
errors — which measure the uncertainty associated
with picking a particular sample of respondents - are
then employed to conduct pair-wise t-tests for each
country and each factor.

4. Finally, toillustrate the annual change, a measure of
change over time is produced based on the value of
the annual difference and its statistical significance (at
the 95 percent level).

STRENGTHS AND LIMITATIONS

The Index methodology displays both strengths and
limitations. Among its strengths is the inclusion of expert
and household surveys to ensure that the findings reflect
the conditions experienced by the population. Another
strength is that it approaches the measurement of rule of
law from various angles by triangulating information across
data sources and types of questions. This approach not only
enables accounting for different perspectives on the rule of
law, but it also helps to reduce possible bias that might be
introduced by any one particular data collection method.
Finally, it relies on statistical testing to determine the
significance of the changes in the factor scores over the last
year.

With the aforementioned methodological strengths come
anumber of limitations. First, the data shed light on rule of
law dimensions that appear comparatively strong or weak,
but are not specific enough to establish causation. Thus, it

will be necessary to use the Index in combination with other
analytical tools to provide a full picture of causes and possible
solutions. Second, the methodology has been applied only in
three major urban areas in each of the indexed countries. This
year, the WJP is piloting the application of the methodology
torural areas. Third, given the rapid changes occurring in
some countries, scores for some countries may be sensitive
to the specific points in time when the data were collected.

To address this, next year the WJP will pilot test methods

of moving averages to account for short-term fluctuations.
Fourth, the QRQ data may be subject to problems of
measurement error due to the limited number of expertsin
some countries, resulting in less precise estimates. To address
this, the WJP works constantly to expand its network of in-
country academic and practitioner experts who contribute
their time and expertise to this endeavor. Finally, due to the
limited number of experts in some countries (which implies
higher standard errors) and the fact that the GPPs are carried
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out in each country every other year (which implies that for
some countries, some variables do not change from one year
to another),?itis possible that the test described above fails
to detect small changes in a country’s situation over time.

OTHER METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

A detailed presentation of the methodology, including a
description of the more than five hundred variables used

to construct the Index scores, are available in Botero, J and
Ponce, A. (2012) “Measuring the Rule of Law”. WJP Working
Paper No. 2, available online at www.worldjusticeproject.org.

2 While the QRQ surveys are administered annually in every country, the GPP surveys
are administered annually in approximately half of the countries in the Index country sample
(meaning GPPs are conducted every other year in any given country).
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RANKINGS BY INCOME

COUNTRY/TERRITORY CONSTRAINTS ON ABSENCE OF OPEN FUNDAMENTAL ORDER & REGULATORY CIVIL CRIMINAL
GOVERNMENT POWERS CORRUPTION GOVERNMENT RIGHTS SECURITY ENFORCEMENT JUSTICE (V)
Australia 8/30 8/30 12/30 10/30 12/30 7/30 12/30
Austria 6/30 10/30 6/30 5/30 9/30 6/30 7/30
Belgium 11/30 13/30 18/30 9/30 14/30 19/30 19/30
Canada 13/30 14/30 3/30 16/30 13/30 9/30 13/30
Croatia 29/30 30/30 28/30 29/30 26/30 30/30 29/30
Czech Republic 22/30 27/30 25/30 11/30 22/30 22/30 20/30
Denmark 1/30 1/30 5/30 2/30 3/30 2/30 4/30
Estonia 12/30 18/30 15/30 12/30 20/30 13/30 15/30
Finland 5/30 6/30 11/30 4/30 7/30 11/30 8/30
France 14/30 20/30 16/30 18/30 23/30 14/30 18/30
Germany 9/30 12/30 14/30 8/30 11/30 16/30 3/30
Greece 26/30 29/30 26/30 26/30 27/30 29/30 24/30
w Hong Kong SAR, China 23/30 9/30 10/30 27/30 4/30 15/30 16/30
g Hungary 28/30 25/30 27/30 28/30 17/30 28/30 30/30
% Italy 24/30 26/30 29/30 21/30 28/30 27/30 28/30
T Japan 15/30 11/30 8/30 20/30 1/30 12/30 11/30
O Netherlands 7/30 7/30 7/30 6/30 18/30 4/30 2/30
T New Zealand 4/30 3/30 2/30 7/30 10/30 5/30 9/30
Norway 2/30 2/30 1/30 3/30 16/30 1/30 1/30
Poland 21/30 24/30 23/30 23/30 21/30 24/30 21/30
Portugal 18/30 23/30 22/30 17/30 29/30 25/30 22/30
Republic of Korea 16/30 16/30 13/30 22/30 6/30 17/30 10/30
Singapore 20/30 5/30 20/30 24/30 2/30 8/30 6/30
Slovenia 27/30 28/30 21/30 13/30 25/30 26/30 26/30
Spain 25/30 22/30 24/30 14/30 24/30 23/30 23/30
Sweden 3/30 4/30 4/30 1/30 5/30 3/30 5/30
United Arab Emirates 30/30 17/30 30/30 30/30 8/30 21/30 27/30
United Kingdom 10/30 15/30 9/30 15/30 19/30 10/30 14/30
United States 19/30 21/30 17/30 25/30 15/30 20/30 25/30
Uruguay 17/30 19/30 19/30 19/30 30/30 18/30 17/30
Argentina 20/29 14/29 17/29 3/29 23/29 26/29 8/29
Belarus 28/29 7/29 26/29 25/29 6/29 9/29 4/29
Bosnia & Herzegovina 13/29 18/29 10/29 4/29 11/29 14/29 16/29
Botswana 2/29 2/29 2/29 16/29 3/29 1/29 3/29
Brazil 3/29 12/29 7/29 6/29 18/29 6/29 14/29
Bulgaria 14/29 22/29 16/29 7/29 8/29 19/29 12/29
Chile 1/29 1/29 1/29 1/29 15/29 2/29 2/29
China 26/29 15/29 24/29 28/29 4/29 28/29 25/29
Colombia 10/29 21/29 8/29 18/29 26/29 15/29 15/29
1 Dominican Republic 19/29 26/29 11/29 14/29 25/29 27/29 17/29
S Ecuador 23/29 17/29 25/29 19/29 27/29 17/29 24/29
8 Iran 25/29 10/29 28/29 29/29 21/29 8/29 7/29
Z Jamaica 4/29 16/29 18/29 12/29 19/29 3/29 18/29
] Jordan 17/29 4/29 21/29 22/29 2/29 4/29 1/29
g Kazakhstan 27/29 20/29 27/29 21/29 7/29 22/29 19/29
s Lebanon 9/29 25/29 19/29 11/29 10/29 24/29 22/29
o Macedonia, FYR 15/29 6/29 3/29 8/29 12/29 10/29 9/29
E Malaysia 12/29 3/29 9/29 26/29 1/29 13/29 6/29
% Mexico 11/29 27/29 6/29 17/29 29/29 16/29 27/29
Panama 22/29 19/29 5/29 13/29 16/29 18/29 21/29
Peru 6/29 28/29 20/29 5/29 22/29 20/29 26/29
Romania 8/29 9/29 12/29 2/29 5/29 11/29 5/29%9
Russia 24/29 23/29 22/29 24/29 20/29 25/29 20/29
Serbia 18/29 24/29 13/29 9/29 14/29 23/29 23/29
South Africa 5/29 13/29 4/29 10/29 24/29 7/29 11/29
Thailand 16/29 8/29 15/29 15/29 13/29 21/29 28/29
Tunisia 7/29 11/29 14/29 20/29 9/29 12/29 10/29
Turkey 21/29 5/29 23/29 23/29 17/29 5/29 13/29
Venezuela 29/29 29/29 29/29 27/29 28/29 29/29 29/29
Albania 12/24 17/24 12/24 5/24 9/24 10/24 8/24
Bangladesh 18/24 22/24 20/24 20/24 17/24 22/24 20/24
Bolivia 22/24 18/24 18/24 17/24 19/24 21/24 24/24
Cameroon 21/24 24/24 22/24 18/24 18/24 23/24 23/24
Cote d'lvoire 16/24 10/24 21/24 16/24 20/24 7/24 9/24
Egypt 15/24 5/24 13/24 22/24 13/24 14/24 17/24
El Salvador 11/24 6/24 19/24 3/24 15/24 6/24 11/24
w Georgia 9/24 1/24 5/24 6/24 2/24 1/24 1/24
% Ghana 1/24 7/24 3/24 1/24 11/24 4/24 2/24
% Guatemala 10/24 14/24 10/24 9/24 21/24 19/24 21/24
= India 4/24 12/24 2/24 10/24 22/24 16/24 18/24
a Indonesia 2/24 15/24 1/24 11/24 7/24 5/24 12/24
O Moldova 17/24 19/24 11/24 13/24 6/24 15/24 14/24
z Mongolia 7/24 11/24 23/24 4/24 5/24 12/24 4/24
w Morocco 6/24 9/24 6/24 19/24 8/24 3/24 6/24
% Nicaragua 23/24 13/24 8/24 14/24 16/24 13/24 19/24
= Nigeria 13/24 23/24 15/24 21/24 23/24 17/24 7/24
Pakistan 14/24 20/24 24/24 23/24 24/24 24/24 22/24
Philippines 5/24 3/24 9/24 12/24 10/24 9/24 16/24
Senegal 3/24 4/24 14/24 2/24 14/24 2/24 3/24
Sri Lanka 8/24 2/24 4/24 8/24 12/24 11/24 15/24
Ukraine 19/24 21/24 7/24 7/24 3/24 18/24 5/24
Uzbekistan 24/24 16/24 17/24 24/24 1/24 8/24 10/24
Vietnam 20/24 8/24 16/24 15/24 4/24 20/24 13/24
Afghanistan 10/16 16/16 11/16 12/16 16/16 15/16 16/16
Burkina Faso 9/16 1/1¢6 4/16 2/16 7/16 1/16 2/16
Cambodia 15/16 11/16 8/16 10/16 3/16 13/16 15/16
Ethiopia 14/16 2/16 138/16 14/16 9/16 10/16 12/16
Kenya 7/16 14/16 9/16 9/16 10/16 7/16 7/16
w Kyrgyzstan 8/16 15/16 6/16 6/16 2/16 3/16 8/16
% Liberia 4/16 10/16 10/16 3/16 15/16 14/16 14/16
‘i’ Madagascar 13/16 9/16 3/16 8/16 1/16 8/16 10/16
= Malawi 6/16 4/16 7/16 4/16 8/16 6/16 1/1é6
g Myanmar 12/16 3/16 14/16 15/16 5/16 12/16 13/16
= Nepal 1/16 6/16 1/16 1/16 4/16 2/16 9/16
Sierra Leone 2/16 8/16 15/16 5/16 13/16 9/16 5/16
Tanzania 3/16 7/16 5/16 7/16 14/16 5/16 4/16
Uganda 11/16 12/16 12/16 13/16 12/16 11/16 3/16
Zambia 5/16 5/16 2/16 11/16 6/16 4/16 6/16
Zimbabwe 16/16 13/16 16/16 16/16 11/16 16/16 11/16
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RANKINGS BY REGION

COUNTRY/TERRITORY CONTRAINTS ON ABSENCE OF OPEN FUNDAMENTAL ORDER & REGULATORY CIVIL CRIMINAL
GOVERNMENT POWERS CORRUPTION GOVERNMENT RIGHTS SECURITY ENFORCEMENT JUSTICE JUSTICE
Austria 5/24 6/24 5/24 5/24 4/24 5/24 6/24 4/24
Belgium 9/24 8/24 13/24 8/24 7/24 12/24 12/24 13/24
Bulgaria 24/24 24/24 24/24 23/24 19/24 24/24 22/24 24/24
Canada 11/24 9/24 2/24 14/24 6/24 6/24 8/24 9/24
Croatia 22/24 22/24 21/24 24/24 21/24 23/24 23/24 21/24
6 Czech Republic 16/24 19/24 18/24 9/24 15/24 14/24 13/24 12/24
x Denmark 1/24 1/24 4/24 2/24 1/24 2/24 4/24 2/24
E Estonia 10/24 11/24 10/24 10/24 13/24 9/24 10/24 7/24
; Finland 4/24 4/24 8/24 4/24 3/24 8/24 7/24 1/24
& _France 12/24 12/24 11/24 16/24 16/24 10/24 11/24 14/24
% Germany 7/24 7/24 9/24 7/24 5/24 11/24 3/24 10/24
& Greece 19/24 21/24 19/24 21/24 22/24 21/24 17/24 23/24
& Hungary 21/24 17/24 20/24 22/24 10/24 20/24 24/24 22/24
8 Italy 17/24 18/24 22/24 17/24 23/24 19/24 21/24 16/24
2 _Netherlands 6/24 5/24 6/24 6/24 11/24 4/24 2/24 6/24
z Norway 2/24 2/24 1/24 3/24 9/24 1/24 1/24 3/24
w Poland 15/24 16/24 16/24 18/24 14/24 16/24 14/24 11/24
© Portugal 13/24 15/24 15/24 15/24 24/24 17/24 15/24 18/24
Z Romania 23/24 23/24 23/24 19/24 17/24 22/24 20/24 20/24
Slovenia 20/24 20/24 14/24 11/24 20/24 18/24 19/24 19/24
Spain 18/24 14/24 17/24 12/24 18/24 15/24 16/24 17/24
Sweden 3/24 3/24 3/24 1/24 2/24 3/24 5/24 5/24
United Kingdom 8/24 10/24 7/24 13/24 12/24 7/24 9/24 8/24
United States 14/24 13/24 12/24 20/24 8/24 13/24 18/24 15/24
Australia 2/15 3/15 4/15 2/15 7/15 2/15 5/15 4/15
Cambodia 15/15 15/15 13/15 12/15 13/15 15/15 15/15 15/15
China 14/15 10/15 11/15 14/15 8/15 12/15 11/15 11/15
u Hong Kong SAR, China 6/15 4/15 3/15 6/15 3/15 5/15 6/15 3/15
L Indonesia 7/15 14/15 7/15 9/15 11/15 7/15 9/15 12/15
g Japan 3/15 5/15 2/15 3/15 1/15 4/15 4/15 6/15
; Malaysia 9/15 7/15 8/15 13/15 6/15 8/15 7/15 7/15
< Mongolia 10/15 18/15 14/15 7/15 10/15 11/15 8/15 9/15
» Myanmar 12/15 12/15 15/15 15/15 15/15 14/15 13/15 14/15
: New Zealand 1/15 1/15 1/15 1/15 5/15 1/15 2/15 5/15
Q Philippines 8/15 9/15 10/15 10/15 14/15 9/15 12/15 13/15
W Republic of Korea 4/15 6/15 5/15 4/15 4/15 6/15 3/15 2/15
Singapore 5/15 2/15 6/15 5/15 2/15 3/15 1/15 1/15
Thailand 11/15 8/15 9/15 8/15 12/15 10/15 14/15 8/15
Vietnam 13/15 11/15 12/15 11/15 9/15 13/15 10/15 10/15
< _Albania 5/13 10/13 7/13 4/13 11/13 8/13 6/13 9/13
? Belarus 12/13 4/13 12/13 12/183 4/13 3/13 1/13 4/13
3 Bosnia & Herzegovina 1/13 5/13 3/13 1/13 7/13 5/13 7/13 1/13
£ Georgia 2/13 1/13 2/13 5/13 2/13 1/13 2/13 2/13
E Kazakhstan 11/18 6/13 13/183 9/13 5/13 7/13 9/13 7/13
g Kyrgyzstan 6/13 13/183 10/13 7/13 10/13 11/13 12/13 13/13
fon Macedonia, FYR 3/13 3/13 1/13 2/13 8/13 4/13 3/13 3/13
g Moldova 8/13 11/13 6/13 8/13 6/13 12/13 13/13 11/13
2 _Russia 10/13 7/13 8/13 11/13 13/13 10/13 10/13 10/13
z Serbia 4/13 8/13 4/13 3/13 9/13 9/13 11/13 5/13
W Turkey 7/13 2/13 9/13 10/18 12/18 2/13 4/13 8/13
g Ukraine 9/13 12/13 5/13 6/13 3/13 13/13 5/13 12/13
Uzbekistan 13/183 9/13 11/18 13/18 1/13 6/13 8/13 6/13
&< Egypt 6/7 5/7 5/7 6/7 6/7 7/7 7/7 5/7
'GE Iran 717 3/7 7/7 717 7/7 4/7 3/7 6/7
5|.<|. Jordan 5/7 2/7 6/7 4/7 2/7 2/7 1/7 2/7
wr Lebanon 3/7 7/7 4/7 1/7 4/7 6/7 6/7 4/7
ab Morocco 4/7 6/7 1/7 5/7 5/7 3/7 5/7 7/7
Qo Tunisia 1/7 4/7 2/7 2/7 3/7 5/7 4/7 3/7
=Z United Arab Emirates 2/7 1/7 3/7 3/7 1/7 1/7 2/7 1/7
Argentina 11/16 4/16 9/16 3/16 10/16 12/16 3/16 8/16
Bolivia 14/16 15/16 14/16 15/16 9/16 15/16 15/16 15/16
E Brazil 3/16 3/16 5/16 5/16 5/16 4/16 4/16 7/16
a Chile 1/16 2/16 1/16 2/16 1/16 2/16 2/16 1/16
z Colombia 6/16 9/16 6/16 12/16 12/16 5/16 5/16 10/16
6 Dominican Republic 10/16 12/16 7/16 9/16 11/16 13/16 6/16 5/16
b Ecuador 13/16 6/16 13/16 13/16 13/16 8/16 10/16 11/16
; El Salvador 9/16 7/16 15/16 6/16 4/16 7/16 7/16 12/16
6 Guatemala 8/16 11/16 10/16 10/16 14/16 14/16 14/16 13/16
=z Jamaica 4/16 5/16 11/16 7/16 7/16 3/16 8/16 3/16
g Mexico 7/16 18/16 4/16 11/16 16/16 6/16 12/16 14/16
< Nicaragua 15/16 10/16 8/16 14/16 6/16 11/16 13/16 9/16
é Panama 12/16 8/16 3/16 8/16 2/16 9/16 9/16 4/16
< Peru 5/16 14/16 12/16 4/16 8/16 10/16 11/16 6/16
Uruguay 2/16 1/16 2/16 1/16 3/16 1/16 1/16 2/16
Venezuela 16/16 16/16 16/16 16/16 15/16 16/16 16/16 16/16
Botswana 1/18 1/18 1/18 6/18 1/18 1/18 1/18 1/18
Burkina Faso 12/18 4/18 7/18 4/18 5/18 3/18 5/18 9/18
Cameroon 16/18 18/18 14/18 13/18 10/18 16/18 18/18 18/18
Cote d'lvoire 13/18 9/18 13/18 10/18 13/18 6/18 8/18 8/18
« Ethiopia 17/18 5/18 16/18 17/18 8/18 14/18 16/18 4/18
5 Ghana 2/18 6/18 3/18 1/18 3/18 5/18 3/18 6/18
w Kenya 10/18 16/18 11/18 12/18 9/18 10/18 13/18 14/18
; Liberia 7/18 13/18 12/18 5/18 17/18 17/18 17/18 15/18
§ Madagascar 15/18 12/18 5/18 11/18 2/18 11/18 14/18 13/18
< Malawi 9/18 7/18 10/18 7/18 6/18 9/18 2/18 2/18
E Nigeria 11/18 17/18 9/18 15/18 18/18 12/18 7/18 17/18
“  Senegal 3/18 3/18 6/18 2/18 7/18 2/18 4/18 7/18
% Sierra Leone 5/18 11/18 17/18 8/18 15/18 13/18 11/18 16/18
¥ South Africa 4/18 2/18 2/18 3/18 14/18 4/18 6/18 5/18
Tanzania 6/18 10/18 8/18 9/18 16/18 8/18 10/18 3/18
Uganda 14/18 14/18 15/18 16/18 12/18 15/18 9/18 10/18
Zambia 8/18 8/18 4/18 14/18 4/18 7/18 12/18 12/18
Zimbabwe 18/18 15/18 18/18 18/18 11/18 18/18 15/18 11/18
< Afghanistan 5/6 6/6 5/6 5/6 5/6 6/6 6/6 6/6
§ Bangladesh 6/6 5/6 4/6 4/6 3/6 4/6 4/6 5/6
T _India 1/é 2/6 1/é 3/6 4/6 3/6 3/6 2/6
5 Nepal 2/6 3/6 3/6 1/6 1/6 1/6 1/6 3/6
g Pakistan 4/6 4/6 6/6 6/6 6/6 5/6 5/6 4/6
Sri Lanka 3/6 1/é 2/6 2/6 2/6 2/6 2/6 1/6
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FACTOR 1: CONSTRAINTS ON GOVERNMENT POWERS

COUNTRY/TERRITORY CONSTRAINTS ON 1.1LIMITSBY 1.2LIMITSBY 1.3 INDEPENDENT 1.4 SANCTIONS FOR 1.5 NON- 1.6 LAWFUL TRANSITION
GOVERNMENT POWERS LEGISLATURE JUDICIARY AUDITING OFFICIAL MISCONDU: GOVERNMENTAL CHECKS OF POWER
Afghanistan 0.43 0.61 0.38 0.24 0.30 0.60 0.44
Albania 0.47 0.58 0.49 0.38 0.33 0.55 0.51
Argentina 0.47 0.41 0.35 0.44 0.30 0.63 0.67
Australia 0.86 0.86 0.85 0.83 0.81 0.86 0.94
Austria 0.86 0.90 0.81 0.77 0.78 0.92 0.99
Bangladesh 0.41 0.55 0.45 0.41 0.27 0.40 0.41
Belarus 0.34 0.27 0.28 0.39 0.50 0.27 0.34
Belgium 0.81 0.84 0.75 0.78 0.76 0.82 0.88
Bolivia 0.38 0.33 0.24 0.41 0.36 0.45 0.46
Bosnia & Herzegovina 0.54 0.62 0.51 0.49 0.42 0.57 0.63
Botswana 0.69 0.72 0.74 0.46 0.69 0.76 0.77
Brazil 0.63 0.72 0.62 0.49 0.40 0.74 0.83
Bulgaria 0.53 0.65 0.41 0.49 0.34 0.66 0.62
Burkina Faso 0.45 0.40 0.41 0.38 0.40 0.51 0.59
Cambodia 0.34 0.43 0.26 0.23 0.38 0.40 0.37
Cameroon 0.39 0.33 0.30 0.47 0.43 0.46 0.34
Canada 0.80 0.77 0.79 0.80 0.75 0.80 0.88
Chile 0.76 0.77 0.65 0.79 0.65 0.76 0.91
China 0.35 0.58 0.40 0.37 0.45 0.08 0.23
Colombia 0.55 0.59 0.52 0.48 0.46 0.59 0.68
Cote d'lvoire 0.44 0.44 0.37 0.44 0.45 0.44 0.49
Croatia 0.58 0.59 Q.45 0.50 0.56 0.61 0.77
Czech Republic 0.72 0.78 0.65 0.70 0.59 0.76 0.84
Denmark 0.94 0.90 0.92 0.95 0.94 0.95 0.98
Dominican Republic 0.48 0.52 0.36 0.31 0.35 0.67 0.67
Ecuador 0.40 0.36 0.27 0.37 0.37 0.51 0.50
Egypt 0.45 0.51 0.44 0.44 0.50 0.43 0.39
El Salvador 0.49 0.61 0.42 0.34 0.30 0.62 0.64
Estonia 0.80 0.76 0.81 0.76 0.81 0.79 0.88
Ethiopia 0.35 0.39 0.35 0.38 0.47 0.26 0.28
Finland 0.88 0.85 0.83 0.85 0.88 0.90 0.95
France 0.79 0.80 0.69 0.74 0.76 0.82 0.94
Georgia 0.53 0.50 0.42 0.50 0.58 0.64 0.55
Germany 0.83 0.83 0.84 0.70 0.78 0.90 0.95
Ghana 0.68 0.79 Q0.65 0.51 Q.55 0.80 0.80
Greece 0.66 0.63 0.56 0.58 0.52 0.75 0.90
Guatemala 0.52 0.59 0.44 0.37 0.35 0.64 0.73
Hong Kong SAR, China 0.72 0.87 0.81 0.69 0.81 0.50 0.62
Hungary 0.61 0.52 0.61 0.40 0.58 0.72 0.83
India 0.61 0.69 0.67 0.52 0.39 0.68 0.74
Indonesia 0.64 0.76 0.59 0.51 0.57 0.74 0.68
Iran 0.36 0.48 0.47 0.24 0.32 0.23 0.40
Italy 0.69 0.72 0.67 0.65 0.58 0.72 0.78
Jamaica 0.62 0.67 0.66 0.54 0.43 0.68 0.72
Japan 0.76 0.81 0.81 0.60 0.76 0.80 0.79
Jordan 0.50 0.38 0.48 0.69 0.59 0.46 0.39
Kazakhstan 0.35 0.31 0.26 0.37 0.45 0.34 0.36
Kenya 0.51 0.65 0.52 0.41 0.42 0.58 0.48
Kyrgyzstan 0.47 0.64 0.38 0.28 0.39 0.61 0.51
Lebanon 0.57 0.72 0.46 0.49 0.47 0.76 0.54
Liberia 0.53 0.68 0.49 0.23 0.35 0.74 0.70
Macedonia, FYR 0.52 0.51 0.39 0.52 0.46 0.52 0.70
Madagascar 0.41 0.44 0.35 0.43 0.40 0.42 0.41
Malawi 0.52 0.58 0.56 0.42 0.44 0.58 0.52
Malaysia 0.55 0.70 0.58 0.52 0.56 0.37 0.57
Mexico 0.55 0.70 0.50 0.47 0.32 0.65 0.68
Moldova 0.43 0.51 0.32 0.37 0.30 0.51 0.55
Mongolia 0.53 0.61 0.44 0.46 0.45 0.63 0.60
Morocco 0.56 0.61 0.55 0.37 0.54 0.55 0.71
Myanmar 0.41 0.58 0.38 0.30 0.53 0.30 0.39
Nepal 0.56 0.61 0.57 0.49 0.42 0.68 0.60
Netherlands 0.86 0.85 0.85 0.83 0.84 0.89 0.91
New Zealand 0.88 0.89 0.90 0.81 0.85 0.91 0.93
Nicaragua 0.31 0.36 0.25 0.24 0.23 0.48 0.31
Nigeria 0.47 0.63 0.49 0.28 0.39 0.55 0.49
Norway 0.90 0.92 0.91 0.74 0.94 0.94 0.96
Pakistan 0.46 0.53 0.53 0.28 0.28 0.65 0.50
Panama 0.45 0.34 0.32 0.38 0.27 0.58 0.82
Peru 0.60 0.63 0.45 0.62 0.42 0.69 0.78
Philippines 0.59 0.72 0.60 0.56 0.47 0.66 0.54
Poland 0.73 0.79 0.74 0.69 0.59 0.68 0.89
Portugal 0.74 0.75 0.66 0.70 0.61 0.79 0.94
Republic of Korea 0.76 0.77 0.78 0.72 0.70 0.75 0.86
Romania 0.58 0.62 0.5¢6 0.45 0.48 0.67 0.69
Russia 0.36 0.40 0.30 0.35 0.35 0.38 0.37
Senegal 0.63 0.60 0.51 0.63 0.57 0.68 0.76
Serbia 0.49 0.56 0.33 0.39 0.34 0.60 0.74
Sierra Leone 0.55 0.61 0.42 0.48 0.51 0.64 0.64
Singapore 0.73 0.67 0.69 0.81 0.89 0.51 0.83
Slovenia 0.65 0.69 0.54 0.66 0.52 0.69 0.80
South Africa 0.61 0.66 0.60 0.50 0.47 0.72 0.71
Spain 0.68 0.67 0.59 0.60 0.58 0.74 0.89
Sri Lanka 0.53 0.52 0.53 0.55 0.47 0.62 0.51
Sweden 0.90 0.81 0.84 0.92 0.86 0.96 0.99
Tanzania 0.54 0.65 0.51 0.43 0.48 0.58 0.57
Thailand 0.50 0.62 0.53 0.36 0.44 0.60 0.48
Tunisia 0.58 0.66 Q.55 0.54 0.48 0.62 0.63
Turkey 0.46 0.47 0.44 0.42 0.47 0.40 0.56
Uganda 0.41 0.43 0.38 0.43 0.48 0.35 0.42
Ukraine 0.41 0.59 0.25 0.29 0.32 0.51 0.49
United Arab Emirates 0.58 0.52 0.63 0.75 0.74 0.33 0.50
United Kingdom 0.81 0.83 0.79 0.76 0.78 0.82 0.90
United States 0.74 0.81 0.73 0.68 0.68 0.78 0.76
Uruguay 0.75 0.73 0.69 0.64 0.69 0.80 0.94
Uzbekistan 0.29 0.07 0.23 0.43 0.42 0.14 0.42
Venezuela 0.17 0.23 0.16 0.04 0.10 0.28 0.20
Vietnam 0.40 0.30 0.26 0.43 0.55 0.35 0.48
Zambia 0.583 0.51 0.38 0.62 0.62 0.43 0.62
Zimbabwe 0.25 0.34 0.26 0.27 0.35 0.16 0.15
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FACTOR 2: ABSENCE OF CORRUPTION

COUNTRY/TERRITORY

ABSENCE OF CORRUPTION

2.1 NO CORRUPTION IN THE 2.2 NO CORRUPTION IN THE 2.3 NO CORRUPTION IN THE 2.4 NO CORRUPTION IN THE

EXECUTIVE BRANCH JUDICIARY POLICE/MILITARY LEGISLATURE
Afghanistan 0.24 0.32 0.11 0.37 0.17
Albania 0.34 0.45 0.25 0.37 0.29
Argentina 0.49 0.49 0.56 0.61 0.31
Australia 0.86 0.84 0.94 0.92 0.74
Austria 0.84 0.82 0.88 0.91 0.74
Bangladesh 0.27 0.35 0.29 0.19 0.27
Belarus 0.53 0.51 0.56 0.64 0.40
Belgium 0.81 0.82 0.86 0.92 0.66
Bolivia 0.32 0.43 0.23 0.30 0.33
Bosnia & Herzegovina 0.45 0.40 0.52 0.62 0.27
Botswana 0.73 0.73 0.75 0.68 0.75
Brazil 0.50 0.49 0.64 0.64 0.22
Bulgaria 0.43 0.39 0.46 0.56 0.30
Burkina Faso 0.45 0.43 0.54 0.52 0.33
Cambodia 0.33 0.38 0.22 0.19 0.51
Cameroon 0.26 0.29 0.31 0.24 0.20
Canada 0.81 0.77 0.89 0.86 0.69
Chile 0.73 0.76 0.75 0.86 0.55
China 0.48 0.46 0.34 0.62 0.49
Colombia 0.43 0.50 0.49 0.56 0.18
Cote d'lvoire 0.41 0.41 0.36 0.52 0.34
Croatia 0.54 0.52 0.56 0.67 0.42
Czech Republic 0.60 0.58 0.71 0.80 0.32
Denmark 0.96 0.94 0.95 0.97 0.98
Dominican Republic 0.37 0.42 0.46 0.46 0.14
Ecuador 0.47 0.55 0.35 0.58 0.38
Egypt 0.46 0.48 0.50 0.48 0.39
El Salvador 0.46 0.50 0.46 0.59 0.29
Estonia 0.78 0.76 0.90 0.90 0.58
Ethiopia 0.45 0.43 0.35 0.48 0.54
Finland 0.90 0.91 0.90 0.96 0.81
France 0.78 0.78 0.83 0.87 0.63
Georgia 0.71 0.70 0.59 0.86 0.71
Germany 0.83 0.80 0.93 0.91 0.67
Ghana 0.44 0.48 0.56 0.41 0.32
Greece 0.56 0.53 0.64 0.77 0.31
Guatemala 0.37 0.43 0.39 0.48 0.20
Hong Kong SAR, China 0.85 0.80 0.87 0.91 0.81
Hungary 0.64 0.61 0.69 0.78 0.48
India 0.39 0.39 0.46 0.48 0.21
Indonesia 0.36 0.49 0.34 0.37 0.22
Iran 0.50 0.48 0.51 0.60 0.42
Italy 0.60 0.58 0.76 0.82 0.24
Jamaica 0.48 0.51 0.60 0.61 0.20
Japan 0.84 0.81 0.82 0.91 0.81
Jordan 0.57 0.59 0.69 0.69 0.31
Kazakhstan 0.43 0.44 0.40 0.49 0.39
Kenya 0.28 0.36 0.39 0.23 0.13
Kyrgyzstan 0.27 0.36 0.22 0.35 0.15
Lebanon 0.40 0.39 0.46 0.50 0.24
Liberia 0.34 0.34 0.44 0.34 0.24
Macedonia, FYR 0.53 0.56 0.43 0.71 0.44
Madagascar 0.34 0.39 0.36 0.37 0.23
Malawi 0.43 0.38 0.57 0.43 0.32
Malaysia 0.64 0.59 0.66 0.69 0.64
Mexico 0.37 0.47 0.36 0.31 0.33
Moldova 0.32 0.39 0.24 0.41 0.28
Mongolia 0.39 0.39 0.47 0.55 0.15
Morocco 0.43 0.49 0.37 0.49 0.38
Myanmar 0.43 0.53 0.17 0.54 0.48
Nepal 0.38 0.52 0.35 0.44 0.21
Netherlands 0.88 0.86 0.90 0.94 0.84
New Zealand 0.91 0.89 0.90 0.95 0.92
Nicaragua 0.38 0.49 0.28 0.48 0.26
Nigeria 0.26 0.28 0.46 0.22 0.09
Norway 0.94 0.95 0.92 0.95 0.94
Pakistan 0.29 0.35 0.41 0.25 0.16
Panama 0.44 0.51 0.42 0.62 0.22
Peru 0.36 0.51 0.35 0.38 0.19
Philippines 0.50 0.52 0.41 0.58 0.47
Poland 0.66 0.63 0.78 0.81 0.41
Portugal 0.69 0.67 0.73 0.84 0.50
Republic of Korea 0.79 0.78 0.80 0.91 0.68
Romania 0.50 0.49 0.59 0.66 0.29
Russia 0.42 0.44 0.41 0.50 0.35
Senegal 0.48 0.49 0.43 0.55 0.45
Serbia 0.41 0.40 0.41 0.53 0.32
Sierra Leone 0.35 0.39 0.32 0.32 0.36
Singapore 0.90 0.89 0.84 0.88 0.99
Slovenia 0.60 0.55 0.69 0.63 0.53
South Africa 0.49 0.47 0.61 0.54 0.36
Spain 0.69 0.69 0.783 0.88 0.47
Sri Lanka 0.53 0.50 0.56 0.68 0.37
Sweden 0.91 0.88 0.96 0.95 0.85
Tanzania 0.38 0.40 0.38 0.38 0.37
Thailand 0.51 0.49 0.61 0.56 0.38
Tunisia 0.50 0.52 0.52 0.50 0.47
Turkey 0.55 0.54 0.62 0.65 0.39
Uganda 0.30 0.27 0.42 0.25 0.25
Ukraine 0.28 0.25 0.41 0.34 0.11
United Arab Emirates 0.79 0.83 0.79 0.78 0.77
United Kingdom 0.80 0.83 0.85 0.89 0.66
United States 0.75 0.75 0.81 0.87 0.58
Uruguay 0.78 0.82 0.78 0.80 0.73
Uzbekistan 0.35 0.29 0.40 0.37 0.34
Venezuela 0.30 0.36 0.24 0.39 0.21
Vietnam 0.44 0.44 0.29 0.46 0.57
Zambia 0.41 0.38 0.49 0.39 0.39
Zimbabwe 0.28 0.28 0.42 0.25 0.17
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FACTOR 3: OPEN GOVERNMENT

3.3 RIGHT TO PETITION/

COUNTRY/TERRITORY OPEN GOVERNMENT 3.1 ACCESSIBLE LAWS 3.2 STABLE LAWS PARTICIPATION 3.4 RIGHT TO INFORMATION
Afghanistan 0.34 0.57 0.25 0.48 0.06
Albania 0.44 0.52 0.47 0.35 0.43
Argentina 0.45 0.50 0.49 0.45 0.37
Australia 0.75 0.70 0.79 0.69 0.82
Austria 0.78 0.82 0.89 0.83 0.58
Bangladesh 0.36 0.48 0.29 0.41 0.27
Belarus 0.39 0.51 0.43 0.33 0.28
Belgium 0.67 0.65 0.79 0.65 0.59
Bolivia 0.38 0.42 0.32 0.45 0.33
Bosnia & Herzegovina 0.48 0.55 0.50 0.42 0.44
Botswana 0.61 0.66 0.60 0.80 0.40
Brazil 0.50 0.46 0.48 0.45 0.59
Bulgaria 0.46 0.46 0.44 0.48 0.47
Burkina Faso 0.41 0.32 0.46 0.44 0.44
Cambodia 0.38 0.46 0.43 0.40 0.21
Cameroon 0.33 0.42 0.33 0.31 0.27
Canada 0.82 0.78 0.86 0.81 0.84
Chile 0.65 0.52 0.84 0.48 0.76
China 0.41 0.69 0.48 0.24 0.23
Colombia 0.49 0.42 0.45 0.52 0.57
Cote d'lvoire 0.34 0.24 0.39 0.42 0.32
Croatia 0.49 0.51 0.54 0.38 Q.55
Czech Republic 0.52 0.53 0.55 0.46 0.52
Denmark 0.79 0.72 0.87 0.76 0.82
Dominican Republic 0.48 0.53 0.58 0.37 0.42
Ecuador 0.40 0.48 0.31 0.47 0.36
Egypt 0.44 0.52 0.43 0.51 0.28
El Salvador 0.37 0.41 0.42 0.41 0.25
Estonia 0.71 0.66 0.77 0.66 0.73
Ethiopia 0.32 0.54 0.18 0.35 0.22
Finland 0.76 0.74 0.83 0.69 0.79
France 0.70 0.62 0.68 0.74 0.78
Georgia 0.48 0.51 0.44 0.46 0.51
Germany 0.73 0.68 0.80 0.72 0.71
Ghana 0.50 0.42 0.58 0.57 0.42
Greece 0.50 0.39 0.49 0.41 0.73
Guatemala 0.45 0.42 0.52 0.46 0.40
Hong Kong SAR, China 0.77 0.85 0.90 0.56 0.75
Hungary 0.50 0.63 0.49 0.48 0.40
India 0.53 0.59 0.50 0.58 0.45
Indonesia 0.54 0.60 0.53 0.63 0.38
Iran 0.34 0.42 0.44 0.28 0.22
Italy 0.49 0.46 0.53 0.42 0.56
Jamaica 0.44 0.40 0.53 0.41 0.43
Japan 0.77 0.81 0.78 0.70 0.81
Jordan 0.43 0.55 0.45 0.39 0.34
Kazakhstan 0.35 0.52 0.37 0.25 0.27
Kenya 0.38 0.38 0.37 0.40 0.35
Kyrgyzstan 0.41 0.48 0.45 0.34 0.38
Lebanon 0.44 0.44 0.55 0.37 0.40
Liberia 0.36 0.39 0.22 0.49 0.33
Macedonia, FYR 0.60 0.74 0.65 0.52 0.49
Madagascar 0.42 0.47 0.66 0.31 0.26
Malawi 0.39 0.38 0.38 0.50 0.29
Malaysia 0.48 0.65 0.60 0.46 0.21
Mexico 0.52 0.49 0.61 0.45 0.53
Moldova 0.44 0.54 0.37 0.36 0.51
Mongolia 0.33 0.39 0.35 0.26 0.30
Morocco 0.48 0.54 0.40 0.53 0.43
Myanmar 0.31 0.48 0.24 0.24 0.27
Nepal 0.44 0.49 0.39 0.46 0.44
Netherlands 0.78 Q.70 0.86 0.76 0.78
New Zealand 0.83 0.84 0.85 0.77 0.86
Nicaragua 0.45 0.57 0.47 0.53 0.23
Nigeria 0.40 0.41 0.46 0.45 0.29
Norway 0.85 0.75 0.90 0.75 0.98
Pakistan 0.32 0.31 0.30 0.37 0.30
Panama 0.52 0.52 0.66 0.43 0.49
Peru 0.44 0.32 0.47 0.44 0.53
Philippines 0.45 0.59 0.44 0.44 0.35
Poland 0.56 0.55 0.53 0.53 0.62
Portugal 0.59 0.53 0.52 0.61 0.69
Republic of Korea 0.74 0.85 0.75 0.65 0.71
Romania 0.47 0.48 0.50 0.43 0.49
Russia 0.43 0.52 0.52 0.28 0.40
Senegal 0.42 0.36 0.49 0.48 0.33
Serbia 0.47 0.51 0.51 0.42 0.46
Sierra Leone 0.29 0.36 0.16 0.42 0.23
Singapore 0.64 0.75 0.81 0.57 0.44
Slovenia 0.60 0.66 0.56 0.50 0.69
South Africa 0.58 0.61 0.60 0.61 0.51
Spain 0.55 0.55 0.56 0.53 0.56
Sri Lanka 0.48 0.54 0.57 0.51 0.31
Sweden 0.82 0.73 0.88 0.77 0.89
Tanzania 0.41 0.41 0.30 0.58 0.36
Thailand 0.47 0.58 0.40 0.54 0.35
Tunisia 0.47 0.51 0.61 0.41 0.36
Turkey 0.42 0.46 0.55 0.35 0.34
Uganda 0.33 0.25 0.31 0.42 0.34
Ukraine 0.46 0.51 0.53 0.36 0.44
United Arab Emirates 0.46 0.61 0.66 0.41 0.17
United Kingdom 0.77 0.73 0.74 0.77 0.83
United States 0.70 0.66 0.75 0.71 0.68
Uruguay 0.65 0.61 0.71 0.64 0.63
Uzbekistan 0.39 0.43 0.55 0.28 0.31
Venezuela 0.30 0.46 0.23 0.34 0.18
Vietnam 0.39 0.56 0.45 0.40 0.17
Zambia 0.43 0.46 0.37 0.49 0.40
Zimbabwe 0.24 0.26 0.28 0.20 0.20
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FACTOR 4: FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS

FUNDAMENTAL 4.1 EQUAL TREATMENT/ 4.2RIGHTTOLIFE 4.3 DUE PROCESS 4.4FREEDOMOF 4.5 FREEDOMOF 4.6 RIGHTTO 4.7 FREEDOMOF 4.8 LABOR

COUNTRY/TERRITORY

RIGHTS NO DISCRIMINATION AND SECURITY OF LAW EXPRESSION RELIGION PRIVACY ASSOCIATION RIGHTS
Afghanistan 0.39 0.28 0.31 0.31 0.61 0.36 0.34 0.65 0.22
Albania 0.58 0.67 0.65 0.44 0.56 0.77 0.40 0.66 0.52
Argentina 0.67 0.66 0.82 0.47 0.64 0.80 0.70 0.67 0.56
Australla 0.82 0.65 0.89 0.76 0.87 0.83 0.90 0.89 0.76
Austrla 0.87 0.74 0.92 0.86 0.92 0.84 0.94 0.92 0.81
Bangladesh 0.43 0.55 0.22 0.30 0.41 0.56 0.26 0.55 0.57
Belarus 0.46 0.71 0.44 0.43 0.27 0.63 0.24 0.39 0.54
Belgium 0.83 0.79 0.95 0.77 0.82 0.80 0.82 0.86 0.82
Bolivia 0.48 0.47 0.45 0.35 0.45 0.64 0.45 0.53 0.52
B ia & Herzegovina 0.67 0.68 0.77 0.64 0.58 0.69 0.67 0.67 0.64
Botswana 0.57 0.51 0.53 0.58 0.76 0.60 0.29 0.72 0.55
Brazil 0.66 0.66 0.61 0.37 0.74 0.81 0.66 0.76 0.65
Bulgaria 0.65 0.70 0.75 0.47 0.67 0.80 0.54 0.74 0.57
Burkina Faso 0.58 0.72 0.51 0.37 0.52 0.79 0.43 0.72 0.59
Cambodia 0.46 0.55 0.46 0.38 0.40 0.52 0.36 0.47 0.51
Cameroon 0.46 0.50 0.42 0.31 0.46 0.61 0.38 0.60 0.40
Canada 0.77 0.62 0.85 0.74 0.80 0.84 0.78 0.85 0.65
Chile 0.74 0.60 0.83 0.61 0.77 0.83 0.84 0.80 0.61
China 0.31 0.53 0.39 0.46 0.08 0.20 0.36 0.17 0.32
Colombia 0.55 0.54 0.54 0.43 0.59 0.67 0.55 0.63 0.41
Cote d'lvoire 0.50 0.66 0.26 0.33 0.46 0.86 0.32 0.60 0.48
Croatia 0.64 0.68 0.65 0.59 0.62 0.72 0.40 0.75 0.74
Czech Republic 0.80 0.77 0.92 0.78 0.76 0.80 0.87 0.82 0.68
Denmark 0.90 0.83 0.96 0.93 0.95 0.85 0.90 0.94 0.85
Dominican Republic 0.60 0.60 0.49 0.46 0.68 0.75 0.51 0.72 0.53
Ecuador 0.54 0.56 0.56 0.42 0.52 0.73 0.42 0.59 0.54
Egypt 0.39 0.54 0.33 0.28 0.43 0.23 0.32 0.60 0.40
El Salvador 0.62 0.60 0.76 0.46 0.63 0.75 0.61 0.63 0.50
Estonia 0.80 0.85 0.93 0.77 0.79 0.81 0.77 0.80 0.65
Ethlopla 0.36 0.51 0.30 0.39 0.26 0.61 0.21 0.31 0.31
Finland 0.89 0.87 1.00 0.90 0.90 0.77 1.00 0.90 0.81
France 0.76 0.66 0.78 0.71 0.82 0.84 0.70 0.90 Q.70
Georgia 0.58 0.76 0.58 0.55 0.64 0.60 0.35 0.66 0.50
Germany 0.84 0.78 0.89 0.78 0.90 0.85 0.79 0.91 0.82
Ghana 0.66 Q.65 0.69 0.41 0.81 0.75 0.66 0.81 0.50
Greece 0.69 0.64 0.74 0.52 0.76 0.73 0.74 0.80 0.56
Guatemala 0.56 0.44 0.58 0.45 0.64 0.67 0.63 0.68 0.37
Hong Kong SAR, China 0.68 0.77 0.81 0.77 0.50 0.71 0.71 0.55 0.65
Hungary 0.68 0.58 0.83 0.49 0.73 0.62 0.73 0.75 0.70
India 0.54 0.56 0.34 0.38 0.68 0.72 0.50 0.67 0.47
Indonesia 0.54 0.51 0.49 0.35 0.74 0.45 0.48 0.71 0.56
Iran 0.23 0.46 0.14 0.34 0.23 0.13 0.08 0.21 0.28
Italy 0.73 0.61 0.92 0.66 0.73 0.74 0.81 0.80 0.58
Jamaica 0.61 0.66 0.47 0.39 0.69 0.83 0.59 0.75 0.51
Japan 0.75 0.78 0.81 0.67 0.79 0.70 0.77 0.77 0.71
Jordan 0.47 0.66 0.46 0.50 0.47 0.46 0.33 0.49 0.42
Kazakhstan 0.48 0.58 0.60 0.45 0.35 0.58 0.40 0.42 0.48
Kenya 0.46 0.48 0.28 0.33 0.59 0.68 0.26 0.69 0.38
Kyrgyzstan 0.52 0.56 0.48 0.33 0.61 0.62 0.36 0.68 0.54
Lebanon 0.62 0.51 0.68 0.44 0.77 0.55 0.71 0.82 0.44
Liberia 0.57 0.48 0.51 0.34 0.75 0.79 0.54 0.73 0.41
Macedonia, FYR 0.63 0.70 0.70 0.55 0.52 0.79 0.57 0.71 0.52
Madagascar 0.48 0.67 0.23 0.38 0.43 0.69 0.26 0.53 0.62
Malawi 0.55 0.58 0.55 0.33 0.59 0.75 0.56 0.66 0.40
Malaysia 0.45 0.70 0.42 0.50 0.38 0.23 0.45 0.34 0.55
Mexico 0.55 0.43 0.40 0.30 0.65 0.68 0.55 0.73 0.62
Moldova 0.51 0.62 0.53 0.35 0.51 0.60 0.43 0.66 0.41
Mongolia 0.61 0.62 0.67 0.43 0.64 0.68 0.56 0.73 0.56
Morocco 0.45 0.61 0.32 0.30 0.55 0.48 0.19 0.58 0.58
Myanmar 0.30 0.41 0.22 0.27 0.30 0.37 0.15 0.33 0.31
Nepal 0.59 0.60 0.54 0.40 0.69 0.74 0.52 0.72 0.53
Netherlands 0.85 0.79 0.93 0.83 0.89 0.86 0.86 0.89 0.75
New Zealand 0.84 0.80 0.92 0.82 0.92 0.89 0.81 0.84 0.75
Nicaragua 0.51 0.58 0.44 0.36 0.48 0.73 0.40 0.53 0.58
Nigeria 0.42 0.53 0.24 0.22 0.56 0.49 0.34 0.62 0.40
Norway 0.90 0.87 0.94 0.91 0.94 0.83 0.92 0.93 0.87
Pakistan 0.38 0.39 0.21 0.27 0.66 0.43 0.25 0.63 0.24
Panama 0.60 0.66 0.69 0.38 0.58 0.71 0.60 0.64 0.56
Peru 0.66 Q.55 0.77 0.53 0.70 0.78 0.72 0.73 0.49
Philippines 0.52 0.56 0.32 0.38 0.66 0.64 0.39 0.68 0.49
Poland 0.72 0.71 0.84 0.64 0.68 0.66 0.75 0.76 0.68
Portugal 0.76 0.71 0.83 0.65 0.79 0.89 0.71 0.87 0.67
Republic of Korea 0.73 0.70 0.86 0.77 0.75 0.63 0.70 0.73 0.66
Romania 0.71 0.73 0.85 0.62 0.68 0.78 0.66 0.78 0.59
Russia 0.46 0.59 0.45 0.37 0.39 0.54 0.38 0.44 0.55
Senegal 0.63 0.61 0.56 0.43 0.69 0.83 0.58 0.80 0.51
Serbia 0.62 0.66 0.63 0.57 0.61 0.75 0.40 0.75 0.59
Sierra Leone 0.55 0.54 0.54 0.36 0.65 0.79 0.43 0.62 0.44
Singapore 0.71 0.80 0.86 0.81 0.51 0.79 0.76 0.47 0.68
Slovenia 0.79 0.69 0.93 0.77 0.70 0.81 0.82 0.81 0.80
South Africa 0.62 0.52 0.60 0.45 0.72 0.76 0.56 0.77 0.56
Spain 0.78 0.73 0.85 0.78 0.74 0.78 0.87 0.81 0.70
Sri Lanka 0.56 0.62 0.39 0.45 0.62 0.74 0.38 0.68 0.59
Sweden 0.91 0.77 0.99 0.91 0.96 0.92 0.99 0.96 0.81
Tanzania 0.51 0.59 0.42 0.37 0.59 0.61 0.47 0.60 0.40
Thailand 0.58 0.59 0.55 0.42 0.60 0.69 0.57 0.64 0.55
Tunisia 0.54 0.63 0.51 0.41 0.62 0.53 0.44 0.62 0.54
Turkey 0.47 0.58 0.56 0.50 0.40 0.51 0.30 0.44 0.45
Uganda 0.37 0.45 0.22 0.31 0.35 0.63 0.17 0.45 0.40
Ukraine 0.56 0.62 0.56 0.38 0.52 0.63 0.52 0.69 0.59
United Arab Emirates 0.49 0.58 0.68 0.66 0.33 0.35 0.63 0.24 0.45
United Kingdom 0.78 0.71 0.87 0.77 0.82 0.86 0.71 0.84 0.66
United States 0.71 0.56 0.75 0.62 0.79 0.80 0.69 0.83 0.61
Uruguay 0.76 0.69 0.83 0.54 0.80 0.93 0.75 0.89 0.68
Uzbekistan 0.36 0.65 0.30 0.33 0.15 0.55 0.20 0.25 0.42
Venezuela 0.42 0.59 0.25 0.24 0.28 0.74 0.27 0.45 0.58
Vietnam 0.50 0.62 0.66 0.48 0.35 0.39 0.72 0.30 0.52
Zambia 0.43 0.49 0.37 0.33 0.43 0.54 0.48 0.42 0.41
Zimbabwe 0.29 0.34 0.26 0.25 0.16 0.60 0.14 0.19 0.37
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FACTOR 5: ORDER & SECURITY

COUNTRY/TERRITORY ORDER & SECURITY 5.1 ABSENCE OF CRIME 5.2 ABSENCE OF CIVIL CONFLICT 5.3 ABSENCE OF VIOLENT REDRESS
Afghanistan 0.42 0.68 0.26 0.31
Albania 0.74 0.85 1.00 0.36
Argentina 0.61 0.53 1.00 0.29
Australia 0.86 0.89 1.00 0.69
Austria 0.88 0.93 1.00 0.70
Bangladesh 0.64 0.78 1.00 0.19
Belarus 0.79 0.87 1.00 0.51
Belgium 0.85 0.85 1.00 0.71
Bolivia 0.61 0.66 1.00 0.17
Bosnia & Herzegovina 0.76 0.84 1.00 0.44
Botswana 0.82 0.79 1.00 0.67
Brazil 0.66 0.58 1.00 0.41
Bulgaria 0.79 0.86 1.00 0.50
Burkina Faso 0.69 0.77 1.00 0.29
Cambodia 0.73 0.85 1.00 0.35
Cameroon 0.63 0.61 1.00 0.28
Canada 0.86 0.88 1.00 0.69
Chile 0.71 0.81 1.00 0.32
China 0.81 0.78 1.00 0.65
Colombia 0.58 0.51 0.94 0.31
Cote d'lvoire 0.60 0.65 0.75 0.41
Croatia 0.77 0.94 1.00 0.38
Czech Republic 0.82 0.83 1.00 0.61
Denmark 0.90 0.90 1.00 0.82
Dominican Republic 0.59 0.61 1.00 0.18
Ecuador 0.57 0.46 1.00 0.26
Egypt 0.67 0.84 0.92 0.26
El Salvador 0.66 0.57 1.00 0.42
Estonia 0.84 0.85 1.00 0.67
Ethiopia 0.66 Q.65 0.94 0.38
Finland 0.89 0.84 1.00 0.82
France 0.81 0.86 1.00 0.56
Georgia 0.85 0.99 1.00 0.57
Germany 0.87 0.90 1.00 0.70
Ghana 0.72 0.78 1.00 0.39
Greece 0.74 0.82 1.00 0.40
Guatemala 0.54 0.43 1.00 0.21
Hong Kong SAR, China 0.90 0.93 1.00 0.78
Hungary 0.84 0.88 1.00 0.66
India 0.51 0.71 0.51 0.33
Indonesia 0.77 0.95 1.00 0.35
Iran 0.63 0.54 0.92 0.44
Italy 0.74 0.80 1.00 0.42
Jamaica 0.65 0.78 1.00 0.17
Japan 0.92 0.91 1.00 0.84
Jordan 0.85 0.92 1.00 0.63
Kazakhstan 0.79 0.83 1.00 0.55
Kenya 0.63 0.72 1.00 0.17
Kyrgyzstan 0.74 0.81 1.00 0.41
Lebanon 0.76 0.87 1.00 0.42
Liberia 0.54 0.56 0.83 0.24
Macedonia, FYR 0.75 0.84 1.00 0.42
Madagascar 0.76 0.70 1.00 0.57
Malawi 0.67 0.62 1.00 0.39
Malaysia 0.87 0.85 1.00 0.75
Mexico 0.47 0.42 0.75 0.24
Moldova 0.77 0.84 1.00 0.48
Mongolia 0.78 0.76 1.00 0.56
Morocco 0.76 0.83 0.92 0.54
Myanmar 0.72 0.89 0.69 0.57
Nepal 0.73 0.87 1.00 0.31
Netherlands 0.84 0.89 1.00 0.64
New Zealand 0.87 0.88 1.00 0.74
Nicaragua 0.66 0.71 1.00 0.28
Nigeria 0.36 0.34 0.31 0.42
Norway 0.85 0.91 0.92 0.73
Pakistan 0.30 0.53 0.09 0.27
Panama 0.71 0.71 1.00 0.42
Peru 0.63 0.54 1.00 0.35
Philippines 0.73 0.72 0.88 0.58
Poland 0.83 0.92 1.00 0.56
Portugal 0.72 0.82 1.00 0.35
Republic of Korea 0.89 0.89 1.00 0.78
Romania 0.81 0.86 1.00 0.56
Russia 0.64 0.81 0.68 0.44
Senegal 0.67 0.80 1.00 0.20
Serbia 0.74 0.87 1.00 0.35
Sierra Leone 0.59 0.34 1.00 0.43
Singapore 0.91 0.91 1.00 0.82
Slovenia 0.78 0.88 1.00 0.45
South Africa 0.60 0.48 1.00 0.33
Spain 0.79 0.87 1.00 0.51
Sri Lanka 0.72 0.90 0.87 0.38
Sweden 0.89 0.90 1.00 0.77
Tanzania 0.57 0.50 1.00 0.22
Thailand 0.75 0.86 0.81 0.57
Tunisia 0.77 0.84 1.00 0.47
Turkey 0.67 0.86 0.73 0.43
Uganda 0.61 0.71 0.92 0.19
Ukraine 0.82 0.90 1.00 0.55
United Arab Emirates 0.89 0.96 1.00 0.69
United Kingdom 0.84 0.88 1.00 0.65
United States 0.85 0.87 1.00 0.68
Uruguay 0.69 0.72 1.00 0.36
Uzbekistan 0.90 0.91 1.00 0.77
Venezuela 0.53 0.35 1.00 0.23
Vietnam 0.80 0.92 0.93 0.55
Zambia 0.70 0.71 1.00 0.37
Zimbabwe 0.62 0.49 1.00 0.35
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FACTOR 6: REGULATORY ENFORCEMENT

COUNTRY/TERRITORY REGULATORY 6.1 EFFECTIVE REGULATORY 6.2 NO IMPROPER 6.3 NO UNREASONABLE 6.4 RESPECT FORDUE 6.5 NO EXPROPRIATION W/OUT
ENFORCEMENT ENFORCEMENT INFLUENCE DELAY PROCESS ADEQUATE COMPENSATION
Afghanistan 0.33 0.34 0.31 0.23 0.34 0.44
Albania 0.45 0.51 0.40 0.38 0.40 0.55
Argentina 0.43 0.41 0.57 0.36 0.39 0.43
Australia 0.80 0.78 0.92 0.77 0.78 0.78
Austria 0.81 0.78 0.89 0.72 0.78 0.86
Bangladesh 0.37 0.37 0.25 0.37 0.40 0.47
Belarus 0.53 0.59 0.59 0.60 0.45 0.41
Belgium 0.71 0.77 0.86 0.50 0.65 0.77
Bolivia 0.38 0.34 0.45 0.39 0.34 0.38
Bosnia & Herzegovina 0.51 0.50 0.44 0.46 0.59 0.56
Botswana 0.68 0.74 0.79 0.51 0.58 0.78
Brazil 0.53 0.59 0.70 0.29 0.53 0.57
Bulgaria 0.47 0.57 0.44 0.43 0.42 0.49
Burkina Faso 0.55 0.50 0.58 0.49 0.54 0.64
Cambodia 0.36 0.38 0.37 0.47 0.25 0.31
Cameroon 0.36 0.40 0.36 0.15 0.39 0.51
Canada 0.79 0.73 0.83 0.69 Q.85 0.82
Chile 0.68 0.61 0.79 0.70 0.53 0.76
China 0.41 0.46 0.54 0.51 0.26 0.29
Colombia 0.50 0.44 0.60 0.33 0.45 0.68
Cote d'lvoire 0.47 0.38 0.48 0.43 0.41 0.62
Croatia 0.49 0.58 0.53 0.28 0.49 0.55
Czech Republic 0.63 0.68 0.77 0.48 0.54 0.66
Denmark 0.84 0.87 0.92 0.81 0.80 0.83
Dominican Republic 0.42 0.37 0.53 0.31 0.36 0.51
Ecuador 0.48 0.50 0.57 0.42 0.43 0.49
Egypt 0.42 0.47 0.46 0.20 0.42 0.56
El Salvador 0.49 0.43 0.55 0.54 0.47 0.45
Estonia 0.75 0.83 0.89 0.67 0.62 0.74
Ethiopia 0.38 0.41 0.56 0.28 0.18 0.46
Finland 0.78 0.78 0.87 0.70 0.81 0.73
France 0.75 0.73 0.84 0.66 0.71 0.80
Georgia 0.57 0.62 0.84 0.50 0.34 0.53
Germany 0.74 0.74 0.83 0.50 0.82 0.80
Ghana 0.53 0.53 0.56 0.42 0.47 0.66
Greece 0.54 0.53 0.46 0.50 0.52 0.67
Guatemala 0.39 0.34 0.51 0.31 0.33 0.49
Hong Kong SAR, China 0.74 0.67 0.86 0.78 0.73 0.66
Hungary 0.57 0.72 0.75 0.35 0.53 0.51
India 0.40 0.34 0.38 0.24 0.47 0.58
Indonesia 0.52 0.47 0.50 0.51 0.50 0.61
Iran 0.53 0.57 0.55 0.51 0.49 0.55
Italy 0.59 0.67 0.73 0.34 Q0.59 0.60
Jamaica 0.56 0.57 0.75 0.39 0.54 0.57
Japan 0.78 0.73 0.88 0.69 0.77 0.81
Jordan 0.54 0.49 0.56 0.37 0.60 0.67
Kazakhstan 0.46 0.60 0.47 0.47 0.28 0.47
Kenya 0.41 0.51 0.44 0.24 0.33 0.52
Kyrgyzstan 0.44 0.48 0.34 0.52 0.49 0.36
Lebanon 0.44 0.46 0.38 0.43 0.45 0.49
Liberia 0.33 0.37 0.31 0.16 0.35 0.49
Macedonia, FYR 0.53 0.47 0.53 0.55 0.50 0.59
Madagascar 0.40 0.42 0.41 0.29 0.36 0.51
Malawi 0.41 0.36 0.40 0.33 0.40 0.58
Malaysia 0.51 0.49 0.61 0.52 0.57 0.37
Mexico 0.50 0.45 0.50 0.45 0.52 0.57
Moldova 0.41 0.54 0.45 0.45 0.23 0.39
Mongolia 0.43 0.49 0.38 0.44 0.43 0.42
Morocco 0.54 0.55 0.58 0.41 0.48 0.66
Myanmar 0.37 0.27 0.49 0.41 0.36 0.34
Nepal 0.47 0.45 0.50 0.46 0.48 0.48
Netherlands 0.82 0.78 0.86 0.83 0.77 0.88
New Zealand 0.81 0.82 0.90 0.74 0.82 0.77
Nicaragua 0.43 0.48 0.55 0.37 0.31 0.45
Nigeria 0.40 0.38 0.37 0.29 0.44 0.53
Norway 0.87 0.85 0.95 0.83 0.84 0.89
Pakistan 0.35 0.27 0.34 0.30 0.40 0.44
Panama 0.48 0.50 0.62 0.38 0.38 0.51
Peru 0.46 0.40 0.51 0.35 0.4¢6 0.58
Philippines 0.46 0.46 0.59 0.36 0.44 0.47
Poland 0.59 0.60 0.62 0.45 0.64 0.67
Portugal 0.59 0.67 0.73 0.42 0.53 0.61
Republic of Korea 0.74 0.66 0.78 0.84 0.72 0.68
Romania 0.52 0.53 0.50 0.50 0.47 0.60
Russia 0.44 0.55 0.47 0.46 0.37 0.37
Senegal 0.55 0.52 0.52 0.47 0.58 0.68
Serbia 0.45 0.39 0.46 0.45 0.39 0.56
Sierra Leone 0.39 0.45 0.40 0.24 0.36 0.48
Singapore 0.79 0.85 0.94 0.71 0.81 0.65
Slovenia 0.59 0.50 0.59 0.61 0.56 0.68
South Africa 0.53 0.53 0.58 0.33 0.55 0.68
Spain 0.63 0.68 0.77 0.49 0.58 0.61
Sri Lanka 0.44 0.55 0.50 0.34 0.30 0.49
Sweden 0.83 0.83 0.91 0.86 0.74 0.83
Tanzania 0.43 0.40 0.34 0.33 0.53 0.56
Thailand 0.46 0.43 0.54 0.38 0.51 0.44
Tunisia 0.52 0.58 0.53 0.33 0.48 0.66
Turkey 0.54 0.57 0.55 0.52 0.43 0.61
Uganda 0.37 0.33 0.22 0.25 0.54 0.52
Ukraine 0.40 0.41 0.34 0.44 0.45 0.36
United Arab Emirates 0.66 0.78 0.88 0.58 0.51 0.54
United Kingdom 0.78 0.76 0.89 0.65 0.85 0.77
United States 0.67 0.69 0.84 0.52 0.68 0.60
Uruguay 0.73 0.78 0.83 0.54 0.65 0.86
Uzbekistan 0.47 0.68 0.49 0.51 0.42 0.23
Venezuela 0.28 0.45 0.43 0.17 0.15 0.22
Vietnam 0.39 0.54 0.28 0.38 0.41 0.33
Zambia 0.43 0.47 0.41 0.36 0.57 0.34
Zimbabwe 0.32 0.38 0.31 0.32 0.39 0.18
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FACTOR 7: CIVIL JUSTICE

7.1 ACCESSIBILITY 7.2NO 7.3NO 7.4NO IMPROPER 7.5NOUNREASONABLE 7.6 EFFECTIVE 7.7 IMPARTIAL AND
COUNTRY/TERRITORY CIVIL JUSTICE ,\\p, AFFORDABILITY DISCRIMINATION CORRUPTION  GOV.INFLUENCE LA ENFORCEMENT  EFFECTIVE ADR
Afghanistan 0.27 0.28 0.08 0.12 0.31 0.48 0.26 0.38
Albania 0.50 0.58 0.56 0.37 0.42 0.43 0.51 0.59
Argentina 0.54 0.59 0.75 0.59 0.37 0.33 0.53 0.63
Australia 0.73 0.48 0.54 0.93 0.92 0.60 0.79 0.83
Austria 0.75 0.62 0.68 0.86 0.81 0.71 0.88 0.71
Bangladesh 0.36 0.36 0.35 0.30 0.37 0.39 0.36 0.41
Belarus 0.60 0.52 0.77 0.59 0.29 0.74 0.64 0.67
Belgium 0.69 0.58 0.78 0.82 0.75 0.46 0.68 0.75
Bolivia 0.34 0.40 0.45 0.27 0.18 0.28 0.30 0.52
Bosnia & Herzegovina 0.48 0.49 0.69 0.54 0.49 0.34 0.22 0.64
Botswana 0.61 0.53 0.47 0.79 0.60 0.58 0.64 0.64
Brazil 0.51 0.53 0.69 0.67 0.60 0.30 0.25 0.52
Bulgaria 0.53 0.50 0.69 0.49 0.48 0.39 0.47 0.68
Burkina Faso 0.54 0.35 0.57 0.55 0.54 0.58 0.48 0.70
Cambodia 0.34 0.33 0.32 0.24 0.17 0.41 0.30 0.60
Cameroon 0.34 0.39 0.52 0.31 0.27 0.33 0.11 0.48
Canada 0.72 0.54 0.65 0.86 0.88 0.55 0.80 0.80
Chile 0.61 0.59 0.65 0.68 0.75 0.44 0.51 0.66
China 0.41 0.49 0.49 0.33 0.17 0.67 0.33 0.39
Colombia 0.49 0.53 0.59 0.53 0.55 0.23 0.37 0.66
Cote d'Ivoire 0.48 0.39 0.55 0.40 0.37 0.57 0.48 0.62
Croatia 0.52 0.60 0.66 0.54 0.52 0.17 0.42 0.75
Czech Republic 0.65 0.64 0.78 0.68 0.70 0.34 0.67 0.72
Denmark 0.82 0.72 0.91 0.94 0.94 0.63 0.79 0.79
Dominican Republic 0.48 0.50 0.67 0.45 0.38 0.45 0.36 0.55
Ecuador 0.41 0.48 0.48 0.37 0.26 0.27 0.33 0.67
Egypt 0.39 0.45 0.39 0.56 0.48 0.35 0.13 0.39
El Salvador 0.47 0.50 0.66 0.50 0.34 0.43 0.40 0.46
Estonia 0.72 0.57 0.87 0.89 0.83 0.54 0.65 0.69
Ethiopia 0.39 0.32 0.39 0.37 0.26 0.46 0.37 0.58
Finland 0.75 0.60 0.93 0.87 0.84 0.62 0.77 0.62
France 0.69 0.60 0.71 0.77 0.74 0.60 0.72 0.69
Georgia 0.59 0.60 0.64 0.58 0.42 0.69 0.57 0.67
Germany 0.82 0.63 0.88 0.89 0.86 0.77 0.92 0.80
Ghana 0.59 0.48 0.68 0.56 0.69 0.51 0.49 0.70
Greece 0.61 0.62 0.84 0.66 0.59 0.30 0.48 0.81
Guatemala 0.36 0.31 0.46 0.45 0.40 0.22 0.16 0.55
Hong Kong SAR, China 0.72 0.59 0.79 0.84 0.74 0.74 0.62 0.71
Hungary 0.49 0.50 0.46 0.82 0.45 0.40 0.22 0.60
India 0.39 0.29 0.48 0.48 0.60 0.25 0.21 0.40
Indonesia 0.47 0.51 0.51 0.36 0.58 0.56 0.29 0.45
Iran 0.56 0.50 0.52 0.54 0.40 0.63 0.65 0.70
ltaly 0.58 0.60 0.54 0.72 0.69 0.35 0.48 0.66
Jamaica 0.47 0.43 0.44 0.67 0.64 0.34 0.27 0.49
Japan 0.73 0.48 0.81 0.90 0.73 0.65 0.76 0.79
Jordan 0.62 0.50 0.78 0.79 0.63 0.43 0.62 0.62
Kazakhstan 0.47 0.39 0.38 0.42 0.27 0.71 0.58 0.53
Kenya 0.44 0.37 0.41 0.40 0.49 0.42 0.46 0.54
Kyrgyzstan 0.42 0.46 0.49 0.28 0.32 0.53 0.39 0.50
Lebanon 0.45 0.51 0.48 0.45 0.39 0.31 0.48 0.52
Liberia 0.39 0.39 0.25 0.40 0.47 0.46 0.35 0.42
Macedonia, FYR 0.54 0.58 0.67 0.44 0.45 0.43 0.59 0.62
Madagascar 0.41 0.30 0.61 0.31 0.35 0.32 0.33 0.65
Malawi 0.60 0.53 0.62 0.54 0.71 0.47 0.56 0.73
Malaysia 0.57 0.39 0.61 0.73 0.42 0.64 0.51 0.68
Mexico 0.39 0.36 0.36 0.39 0.48 0.40 0.30 0.45
Moldova 0.41 0.47 0.57 0.28 0.35 0.39 0.37 0.45
Mongolia 0.52 0.46 0.62 0.50 0.45 0.68 0.41 0.51
Morocco 0.50 0.42 0.60 0.47 0.46 0.58 0.46 0.52
Myanmar 0.39 0.40 0.38 0.24 0.24 0.48 0.46 0.55
Nepal 0.42 0.31 0.49 0.39 0.48 0.46 0.37 0.46
Netherlands 0.84 0.69 0.92 0.94 0.85 0.69 0.95 0.80
New Zealand 0.74 0.59 0.75 0.96 0.78 0.75 0.70 0.70
Nicaragua 0.37 0.45 0.47 0.32 0.18 0.34 0.31 0.55
Nigeria 0.50 0.47 0.66 0.49 0.48 0.37 0.45 0.59
Norway 0.86 0.76 0.91 0.88 0.96 0.84 0.81 0.85
Pakistan 0.36 0.40 0.28 0.41 0.47 0.31 0.19 0.47
Panama 0.45 0.52 0.58 0.44 0.38 0.32 0.34 0.58
Peru 0.39 0.40 0.45 0.35 0.47 0.28 0.28 0.52
Philippines 0.40 0.48 0.42 0.48 0.42 0.25 0.26 0.45
Poland 0.62 0.51 0.77 0.79 0.73 0.41 0.47 0.66
Portugal 0.62 0.64 0.87 0.71 0.71 0.42 0.30 0.68
Republic of Korea 0.74 0.52 0.68 0.83 0.67 0.67 0.84 0.93
Romania 0.59 0.57 0.74 0.62 0.54 0.44 0.52 0.68
Russia 0.46 0.49 0.52 0.46 0.30 0.54 0.35 0.53
Senegal 0.55 0.50 0.66 0.47 0.41 0.63 0.59 0.62
Serbia 0.45 0.48 0.74 0.40 0.37 0.37 0.31 0.46
Sierra Leone 0.47 0.51 0.64 0.30 0.42 0.50 0.44 0.49
Singapore 0.77 0.56 0.93 0.82 0.67 0.89 0.85 0.67
Slovenia 0.61 0.61 0.74 0.64 0.70 0.39 0.38 0.79
South Africa 0.53 0.43 0.47 0.61 0.57 0.48 0.53 0.65
Spain 0.62 0.68 0.78 0.71 0.64 0.38 0.41 0.71
Sri Lanka 0.41 0.31 0.39 0.59 0.44 0.29 0.35 0.47
Sweden 0.78 0.68 0.79 0.92 0.89 0.63 0.90 0.67
Tanzania 0.48 0.40 0.62 0.36 0.48 0.41 0.50 0.57
Thailand 0.39 0.47 0.38 0.62 0.35 0.47 0.13 0.29
Tunisia 0.54 0.48 0.71 0.49 0.52 0.56 0.44 0.56
Turkey 0.52 0.54 0.60 0.60 0.43 0.41 0.40 0.67
Uganda 0.48 0.46 0.53 0.37 0.49 0.37 0.50 0.63
Ukraine 0.52 0.51 0.74 0.40 0.28 0.62 0.43 0.64
United Arab Emirates 0.59 0.42 0.39 0.77 0.59 0.71 0.64 0.60
United Kingdom 0.72 0.54 0.74 0.87 0.80 0.69 0.65 0.77
United States 0.61 0.46 0.51 0.82 0.68 0.56 0.53 0.71
Uruguay 0.70 0.70 0.78 0.79 0.74 0.58 0.67 0.64
Uzbekistan 0.48 0.45 0.56 0.40 0.29 0.69 0.47 0.53
Venezuela 0.33 0.47 0.65 0.31 0.07 0.19 0.11 0.48
Vietnam 0.42 0.38 0.60 0.34 0.20 0.56 0.34 0.55
Zambia 0.47 0.41 0.53 0.45 0.44 0.46 0.49 0.50
Zimbabwe 0.40 0.42 0.43 0.43 0.21 0.49 0.50 0.34
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FACTOR 8: CRIMINAL JUSTICE

COUNTRY/TERRITORY CRIMINAL 8.1 EFFECTIVE 8.2 TIMELY & EFFECTIVE 8.3 EFFECTIVE 84NO 8.5 NO 8.6 NOIMPROPER 8.7. DUE PROCESS
JUSTICE  INVESTIGATIONS ADJUDICATION CORRECTIONAL SYSTEM DISCRIMINATION CORRUPTION GOV.INFLUENCE OF LAW
Afghanistan 0.28 0.44 0.37 0.14 0.18 0.25 0.28 0.31
Albania 0.36 0.47 0.42 0.34 0.34 0.32 0.17 0.44
Argentina 0.37 0.18 0.32 0.27 0.44 0.46 0.43 0.47
Australia 0.73 0.60 0.71 0.64 0.53 0.86 0.99 0.76
Austria 0.81 0.84 0.85 0.79 0.68 0.85 0.84 0.83
Bangladesh 0.29 0.24 0.38 0.25 0.39 0.26 0.27 0.30
Belarus 0.43 0.35 0.57 0.32 0.61 0.50 0.24 0.43
Belgium 0.67 0.52 0.62 0.47 0.61 0.85 0.87 0.77
Bolivia 0.23 0.25 0.13 0.24 0.25 0.25 0.14 0.35
Bosnia & Herzegovina 0.54 0.44 0.57 0.36 0.63 0.57 0.56 0.64
Botswana 0.63 0.62 0.62 0.53 0.67 0.83 0.60 0.58
Brazil 0.37 0.22 0.32 0.15 0.28 0.57 0.67 0.37
Bulgaria 0.41 0.32 0.44 0.34 0.43 0.38 0.52 0.47
Burkina Faso 0.38 0.43 0.51 0.23 0.45 0.43 0.23 0.37
Cambodia 0.29 0.23 0.41 0.27 0.42 0.21 0.10 0.38
Cameroon 0.31 0.33 0.36 0.16 0.46 0.28 0.24 0.31
Canada 0.72 0.73 0.69 0.66 0.49 0.81 0.89 0.74
Chile 0.57 0.42 0.62 0.32 Q0.55 0.73 0.75 0.61
China 0.43 0.46 0.45 0.50 0.44 0.53 0.19 0.46
Colombia 0.35 0.20 0.35 0.13 0.40 0.45 0.50 0.43
Cote d'lvoire 0.40 0.29 0.54 0.28 0.51 0.42 0.45 0.33
Croatia 0.55 Q.75 0.51 0.36 0.47 0.57 0.58 0.59
Czech Republic 0.67 0.49 0.61 0.56 0.79 0.68 0.82 0.78
Denmark 0.84 0.71 0.80 0.82 0.74 0.96 0.92 0.93
Dominican Republic 0.37 0.38 0.42 0.16 0.38 0.41 0.42 0.46
Ecuador 0.33 0.28 0.37 0.16 0.31 0.47 0.30 0.42
Egypt 0.41 0.41 0.43 0.28 0.41 0.53 0.54 0.28
El Salvador 0.31 0.15 0.34 0.03 0.28 0.44 0.47 0.46
Estonia 0.72 0.57 0.61 0.68 0.68 0.83 0.91 0.77
Ethiopia 0.45 Q.55 0.47 0.42 0.51 0.47 0.33 0.39
Finland 0.85 0.74 0.82 0.80 0.80 0.92 0.98 0.90
France 0.65 0.57 0.65 0.45 0.68 0.82 0.70 0.71
Georgia 0.51 0.48 0.57 0.35 0.58 0.72 0.32 0.55
Germany 0.71 0.60 0.62 0.69 0.61 0.85 0.82 0.78
Ghana 0.44 Q.40 0.32 0.35 0.40 0.43 0.75 0.41
Greece 0.46 0.32 0.45 0.23 0.33 0.63 0.72 0.52
Guatemala 0.30 0.19 0.21 0.11 0.32 0.41 0.44 0.45
Hong Kong SAR, China 0.73 0.69 0.77 0.70 0.64 0.84 0.73 0.77
Hungary 0.53 0.45 0.54 0.46 0.43 0.76 0.62 0.49
India 0.44 0.43 0.36 0.40 0.40 0.52 0.63 0.38
Indonesia 0.37 0.31 0.46 0.20 0.35 0.38 0.52 0.35
Iran 0.38 0.39 0.45 0.42 0.32 0.53 0.22 0.34
Italy 0.63 0.49 0.55 0.46 Q.65 0.75 0.87 0.66
Jamaica 0.42 0.21 0.37 0.19 0.44 0.56 0.7¢6 0.39
Japan 0.69 0.64 0.60 0.62 0.64 0.86 0.76 0.67
Jordan 0.56 0.46 0.56 0.53 0.59 0.62 0.66 0.50
Kazakhstan 0.40 0.38 0.56 0.43 0.24 0.45 0.29 0.45
Kenya 0.33 0.36 0.31 0.25 0.31 0.28 0.49 0.33
Kyrgyzstan 0.33 0.40 0.51 0.31 0.28 0.28 0.22 0.33
Lebanon 0.42 0.29 0.45 0.14 0.52 0.54 0.52 0.44
Liberia 0.33 0.37 0.35 0.20 0.27 0.38 0.39 0.34
Macedonia, FYR 0.50 0.58 0.43 0.49 0.65 0.54 0.27 0.55
Madagascar 0.35 0.35 0.51 0.32 0.40 0.29 0.21 0.38
Malawi 0.48 0.53 0.57 0.17 0.53 0.44 0.81 0.33
Malaysia 0.53 0.53 0.63 0.44 0.51 0.69 0.42 0.50
Mexico 0.25 Q.15 0.24 0.16 0.1¢9 0.29 0.39 0.30
Moldova 0.33 0.40 0.47 0.29 0.34 0.30 0.20 0.35
Mongolia 0.48 0.36 0.55 0.50 0.58 0.45 0.52 0.43
Morocco 0.35 0.50 0.47 0.18 0.29 0.50 0.21 0.30
Myanmar 0.32 0.33 0.37 0.24 0.27 0.43 0.33 0.27
Nepal 0.43 0.30 0.44 0.30 0.54 0.44 0.57 0.40
Netherlands 0.75 0.56 0.64 0.72 0.70 0.88 0.91 0.83
New Zealand 0.72 0.55 0.66 0.66 0.61 0.94 0.83 0.82
Nicaragua 0.35 0.47 0.48 0.16 0.46 0.38 0.17 0.36
Nigeria 0.31 0.34 0.34 0.20 0.39 0.27 0.41 0.22
Norway 0.83 0.60 0.72 0.85 0.84 0.93 0.97 0.91
Pakistan 0.37 0.39 0.40 0.27 0.36 0.35 0.54 0.27
Panama 0.38 0.26 0.31 0.10 0.68 0.48 0.43 0.38
Peru 0.37 0.29 0.21 0.25 0.48 0.32 0.54 0.53
Philippines 0.36 0.40 0.32 0.18 0.28 0.56 0.42 0.38
Poland 0.69 0.69 0.62 0.56 0.76 0.72 0.87 0.64
Portugal 0.59 0.51 0.44 0.50 0.49 0.72 0.82 0.65
Republic of Korea 0.76 0.62 0.82 0.75 0.68 0.88 0.82 0.77
Romania 0.56 Q.60 0.54 0.39 0.63 0.57 0.58 0.62
Russia 0.36 0.30 0.44 0.34 0.44 0.40 0.22 0.37
Senegal 0.42 0.48 0.45 0.22 0.40 0.52 0.40 0.43
Serbia 0.41 0.51 0.37 0.31 0.41 0.41 0.29 0.57
Sierra Leone 0.32 0.50 0.34 0.10 0.27 0.30 0.39 0.36
Singapore 0.85 0.80 0.88 0.93 0.82 0.89 0.79 0.81
Slovenia 0.58 0.60 0.54 0.43 0.52 0.58 0.63 0.77
South Africa 0.45 0.34 0.46 0.25 0.49 0.54 0.61 0.45
Spain 0.61 0.48 0.53 0.63 Q0.55 0.72 0.62 0.78
Sri Lanka 0.49 0.25 0.40 0.39 0.71 0.68 0.55 0.45
Sweden 0.78 0.61 0.72 0.70 0.69 0.91 0.92 0.91
Tanzania 0.46 0.50 0.49 0.33 0.38 0.42 0.69 0.37
Thailand 0.51 0.46 0.61 0.54 0.39 0.65 0.52 0.42
Tunisia 0.45 0.44 0.52 0.33 0.44 0.52 0.49 0.41
Turkey 0.39 0.41 0.27 0.37 0.36 0.60 0.25 0.50
Uganda 0.37 0.32 0.33 0.43 0.42 0.28 0.46 0.31
Ukraine 0.33 0.37 0.43 0.28 0.46 0.26 0.15 0.38
United Arab Emirates 0.78 0.84 0.80 0.86 0.75 0.78 0.77 0.66
United Kingdom 0.72 0.62 0.76 0.61 0.59 0.81 0.88 0.77
United States 0.65 0.65 0.70 0.49 0.47 0.80 0.80 0.62
Uruguay 0.47 0.24 0.32 0.30 0.55 0.72 0.65 0.54
Uzbekistan 0.41 0.54 0.55 0.48 0.38 0.32 0.28 0.33
Venezuela 0.16 0.20 0.11 0.08 0.1¢9 0.28 0.00 0.24
Vietnam 0.47 0.37 0.54 0.54 0.60 0.53 0.26 0.48
Zambia 0.36 0.41 0.40 0.15 0.41 0.38 0.40 0.33
Zimbabwe 0.36 0.52 0.52 0.32 0.42 0.32 0.20 0.25
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SUMMARY

The JRC analysis suggests that the conceptualized multi-level
structure of the WJP Rule of Law Index 2014 is statistically
sound in terms of coherence and balance: the overall Index, as
well as the eight dimensions, are determined by all underlying
components. Furthermore, the analysis has offered statistical
justification for the use of equal weights and arithmetic
averaging at the various levels of aggregation. Country ranks
are also fairly robust to methodological changes related to the
estimation of missing data, weighting or aggregation rule (less
than + 3 positions shift with respect to the simulated median
in 96% of the cases). The added value of the Rule of Law Index
and its dimensions, lays in the ability to summarize different
aspects of rule of law in a more efficient and parsimonious
manner than would be possible with a collection of almost
500 survey questions taken separately. In fact, the Rule of
Law Index, presented this year for the first time as an overall
aggregate, has a very high reliability of 0.97 - without being
redundant - and captures the single latent phenomenon
underlying the eight main dimensions of rule of law.

The WJP Rule of Law Index is intended for a broad audience of
policy-makers, civil society, practitioners and academics, and aims
at identifying strengths and weaknesses in each country under
review and at encouraging policy choices that advance the rule of
law. In this respect, the assessment of conceptual and statistical
coherence of the Index, and the estimation of the impact of
modeling choices on a country’s performance are fundamental.
They add to the transparency and reliability of the Index, and
build confidence in the narratives supported by the measure.

WJP Rule of Law Index 2014

The Econometrics and Applied Statistics Unit at the European
Commission Joint Research Centre (JRC) in Ispra, Italy, was
invited for a fourth consecutive year by the World Justice
Project (WJP) to conduct a thorough statistical assessment
of the Index.! Fine-tuning suggestions made by the JRC to
past releases of the Index were already taken on board by the
WJP. The request for a new JRC audit was driven by some
re-structuring of the framework, the introduction of the ninth
dimension on Informal Justice— measured for the first time
this year— and the final aggregation of the eight dimensions
into an overall index? The WJP Rule of Law Index was
assessed along two main avenues: the statistical coherence of
the structure, and the impact of key modeling choices on the
Rule of Law Index scores and ranks.

The JRC analysis complements the country rankings for

the Rule of Law Index and the underlying dimensions with
confidence intervals, in order to better appreciate the
robustness of these ranks to the computation methodology. In
addition, for the first time this year, the JRC analysis includes an
assessment of potential redundancy of information in the Rule
of Law framework, and a suggestion on how to monitor changes
inthe rule of law both in a quantitative and qualitative manner.

1 The JRC analysis was based on the recommendations of the OECD (2008) Handbook on
Composite Indicators, and on more recent academic research from the JRC. The JRC auditing
studies of composite indicators are available at http://composite-indicators.jrc.ec.europa.eu/.

2 The ninth dimension on Informal Justice was presented as part of the conceptual
framework for the rule of law but had not been populated with data in past releases of the
report. We remind the reader that Informal Justice is not included in the calculation of the
overall Index but only used for within country comparisons.



CONCEPTUAL AND STATISTICAL COHERENCE
IN THE WJP RULE OF LAW FRAMEWORK

The World Justice Project (WJP), in the fourth release of

the 2014 Rule of Law Index, attempts to summarize complex
and versatile concepts across 99 countries around the globe
with differing social, cultural, economic, and political systems.
Modeling the cultural and subjective concepts underlying
rule of law at a national scale around the globe raises practical
challenges related to the combination of these concepts into
aset of numbers and finally into an overall index. Indeed,
extending what Saltelli and Funtowisz (2014) argue for
models in general, stringent criteria of transparency must

be adopted when composite indicators are used as a basis
for policy assessments. Failure to open up the black box of
composite indicator development is likely to lead only to
greater erosion of the credibility and legitimacy of these
measures as tools for improved policymaking.

The analysis of conceptual and statistical coherence of

an index can be undertaken along four main steps: (a) the
consideration of the underlying conceptual framework

with respect to the existing literature; (b) the preliminary
data quality checks including data coverage, missing values,
reporting errors, existence of outliers; (c) the assessment of
the statistical coherence through a set of correlation-based
analyses, followed by robustness tests about estimation of
missing data, weighting schemes and aggregation methods;
(d) and finally the qualitative confrontation with the expert
bodies in order to get suggestions and reviews about the
decisions undertaken in the previous stages of analysis
(Saisana, 2011). The WJP team already undertook the first
and last steps that are mostly related to the conceptual
issues. The JRC audit herein focuses on the second and third
steps on the statistical soundness of the Rule of Law Index
framework.

DATA CHECKS

The WJP Rule of Law framework builds on nine dimensions,
or factors, that are further disaggregated into 47 sub-factors.
The scores of these sub-factors are built from almost 500
survey questions drawn from assessments of the general
public and local legal experts. Figure 1 illustrates the
structure of the 2014 WJP Rule of Law Index.

Country data delivered to the JRC were average scores
across experts or individuals along the survey questions
(henceforth variables) for 99 countries. These variables are
not affected by outliers or skewed distributions?, except for
14 variables spread across six dimensions in the WJP Rule

3 Groeneveld and Meeden (1984) set the criteria for absolute skewness above 1 and
kurtosis above 3.5. The skewness criterion was relaxed to ‘above 2’ to account for the small
sample (99 countries).

of Law Index.* Given the high number of variables combined
in building a dimension, the skewed distributions of those
variables do not bias the results.

A further data quality issue relates to data availability. The
2014 dataset is characterized by excellent data coverage
(98% in a matrix of 541 variables x 99 countries). Data
availability per dimension and country is also very good or

excellent. The WJP, for reasons of transparency and simplicity,

calculated sub-factor scores using only available information
for each country. This choice, which is common in relevant
contexts, might discourage countries from reporting low data
values. We tested the implications of ‘no imputation’ versus
the use of the expectation-maximization method for the
estimation of missing data and discuss this in the second part
of the assessment together with other modeling choices. We
anticipate here that some caution is needed in the Informal
Justice, whereby 24 countries miss values on three or more
survey questions (total of eight questions). For most of those
countries, the overall score on Informal Justice will turn out to
be sensitive to the missing data.

PRINCIPAL COMPONENT ANALYSIS AND
RELIABILITY ANALYSIS

Principal component analysis (PCA) was used to assess
whether the conceptual framework is confirmed by statistical
approaches and to identify eventual pitfalls. The analysis
confirms the presence of a single statistical dimension in
each dimension of the rule of law (one component with
eigenvalue greater than 1.0) that captures between 58% (D5:
Order and Security) up to 88% (D2: Absence of Corruption) of
the total variance in the underlying sub-factors (Table 1). A
more detailed analysis of the correlation structure confirms
the expectation that the sub-factors are more correlated

to their own dimension than to any other dimension and all
correlations are strong and positive. The statistical reliability,
measured by the Cronbach-alpha (or c-alpha), is very high

at 0.90 (up to 0.95) for seven of the nine dimensions, which

is well above the 0.7 threshold for a reliable aggregate (see
Nunnally, 1978). Instead, reliabilities are low for Order and
Security (c-alpha = .62), and Informal Justice (c-alpha = .36).
Nevertheless, once excluding a specific sub-factor from either
dimension (#5.2: civil conflict is effectively limited from Order
and Security and #9.1: informal justice is timely and effective
from Informal Justice), the reliabilities of the two dimensions
enter within the recommended limits (0.70 or slightly above,
see Table 1).

Overall, the conceptual grouping of sub-factors into
dimensions is statistically supported by the data for seven

4 Inthe WJP Rule of Law Index ‘sub-factors’ are equivalent to sub-dimensions.

The WJP Rule of Law Index

189



190

FIGURE 1. SCHEMATIC REPRESENTATION OF THE 2014 RULE OF LAW FRAMEWORK AND INDEX.

1. Constraints on Government Powers .—| 6 sub-factors / 61 question items

1

2. Absence of Corruption 4 sub-factors / 70 question items

3. Open Government 4 sub-factors/ 35 question items
4. Fundamental Rights 8 sub-factors/ 111 question items
5. Order and Security 3 sub-factors/ 19 question items
6. Regulatory Enforcement

5 sub-factors / 83 question items

7. Civil Justice 7 sub-factors /55 question items

8. Criminal Justice 7 sub-factors / 99 question items

1rrrtr11r1

9. Informal Justice 3 sub-factors /8 question items

WJP Rule of Law Index
?
4 B [Re Be = 3 @ |

Source: Saisana and Saltelli, European Commission Joint Research Centre; WJP Rule of Law Index 2014.
Notes: Rearranged from the information provided on the WJP Rule of Law Index 2014 main report.

dimensions of the rule of law, whilst a careful revision is (not related) either to any of the eight dimensions or to the

needed for Order and Security and Informal Justice. overall index. The revision suggested above for this dimension
(i.e. to exclude #9.1: informal justice is timely and effective),

Furthermore, the analysis suggests that the eight dimensions  \yhjst sufficient to render the dimension a reliable average,

(D1to D8) share a single latent factor that captures 83% it does not suffice to render it coherent to the other eight
of the total variance and their aggregate has a reliability of dimensions.

0.97.Instead, the Informal Justice (D9) is almost orthogonal

TABLE1: STATISTICAL COHERENCE IN THE 2014 RULE OF LAW INDEX

VARIANCE C-ALPHA WHEN EXCLUDING ONE COMPONENT
RULE OF LAW DIMENSIONS

EXPLAINED #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8
Rule of Law Index 83 .97 .96 .96 .96 .97 .97 .96 .96 .96
1:Constraints on Government Powers 83 .95 .94 .93 .94 .95 .94 .94
2: Absence of Corruption 88 .96 .92 .94 .93 .95
3: Open Government 78 .89 .89 .84 .87 .87
4: Fundamental Rights 73 .95 .94 .93 .93 .93 .94 .93 .94 .94
5: Order and Security 58 62 .30 .73 44
6: Regulatory Enforcement 79 .93 .21 .90 .92 91 .92
7: Civil Justice 66 .91 .90 .89 .87 .88 91 .88 .89
8: Criminal Justice 77 .95 .94 .93 .93 .94 .93 .95 .93
9: Informal Justice 69 .37 .69 .00 .04

Source: Saisana and Saltelli, European Commission Joint Research Centre; WJP Rule of Law Index 2014.

Notes: (1) Column “Variance explained” shows the amount of total variance explained by the first principal component across the eight dimensions of the Index, or the sub-factors in the case
of the dimensions. (2) c-alpha or Cronbach-alpha is a measure of statistical reliability (values greater than 0.7 are recommended for good reliability). (3) Informal Justice is not included in the
calculation of the Rule of Law Index but only in the framework of rule of law.

| WJPRule of Law Index 2014



Concluding, the results from this analysis could be used as
a statistical justification for the WJP choice to aggregate
further the eight dimensions into a single index by using an
arithmetic average, and not to include Informal Justice in
the index calculation, but to used it instead only for within
country comparisons.

WEIGHTS AND IMPORTANCE

Next, tests focused on identifying whether the Rule of Law
dimensions and the overall Index are statistically well-
balanced in the underlying components. In the present
context given that all dimensions are built as simple
arithmetic averages (i.e. equal weights for the relative
sub-factors), and the index as a simple average of the eight
dimensions, our analysis answers the question: ‘are the sub-
factors — or the dimensions — really equally important? We
used an importance measure (henceforth S‘v), most known as
correlation ratio, which is the non-linear equivalent to the
classical Pearson correlation coefficient (Saltelli et al., 2008).
The S, describes ‘the expected reduction in the variance

of the eight dimension scores that would be obtained if a
given sub-factor could be fixed’ As discussed in Paruolo et
al., 2013, we can take this as a measure of importance?; thus
if sub-factors are supposed to be equally important their S,
values should not differ too much. Results are reassuring:

all sub-factors are important in classifying countries within
each dimension, though some sub-factors are slightly more
important than others (Table 2). Although still acceptable,
the least coherent results are: under Fundamental Rights
dimension, the contribution of the sub-factor 4.1 (equal
treatment and absence of discrimination) and 4.5 (freedom of
belief and religion is effectively guaranteed) compared to the
remaining sub-factors on the basis of the lower importance.
Similarly, sub-factors 5.2 (civil conflict is effectively limited),
sub-factor 7.5 (civil justice is not subject to unreasonable
delays) and sub-factor 9.1 (informal justice is timely and
effective) have a lower contribution to the variance of the
respective dimension compared to the other underlying
sub-factors. Finally, all eight dimensions are roughly equally
important in determining the variation in the Index scores,
though Order and Security (D5) is slightly less influential. All
together the degree of coherence of the Index is remarkable,
i.e. all dimensions and the overall index appear to be balanced
and coherent.

5 The Pearson correlation ratio or first order sensitivity measure offers a precise definition
of importance, that is ‘the expected reduction in variance of the Cl that would be obtained
if a variable could be fixed'; it can be used regardless of the degree of correlation between
variables; it is model-free, in that it can be applied also in non-linear aggregations; it is not
invasive, in that no changes are made to the index or to the correlation structure of the
indicators.

ASSESSING POTENTIAL REDUNDANCY OF
INFORMATION IN THE RULE OF LAW DIMENSIONS

A very high statistical reliability may be the result of
redundancy of information in an aggregate. This is not the
case in the Rule of Law Index. The high statistical reliability
(c-alpha = 0.97) of the simple average of the eight dimensions
is a sign of a sound composite indicator that brings additional
information on the rule of law issues in the countries

around the world. This is shown in Table 3, which presents,
for all pairwise comparisons between the Index and the
dimensions, the Spearman rank correlation coefficients
(above the diagonal) and the percentage of countries that
shift 10 positions or more (below the diagonal). In fact, of

the 99 countries included this year, for almost 30% (up to
53%) of the countries, the Index ranking and any of the eight
dimension rankings differ by 10 positions or more. This is
adesired outcome because it evidences the added value of
the Index ranking as a benchmarking tool, namely to help
highlighting aspects of rule of law that do not emerge directly
by looking into the eight dimensions separately.

IMPACT OF MODELING ASSUMPTIONS ON THE
WIJP RULE OF LAW INDEX RESULTS

The WJP Rule of Law Index and the underlying dimensions
are the outcome of choices: the framework (driven by
theoretical models and expert opinion), the variables
included, the estimation or not of missing values, the
normalization of the variables, the weights assigned to the
variables and sub-factors, and the aggregation method,
among other elements. Some of these choices are based

on expert opinion, or common practice, driven by statistical
analysis or the need for ease of communication. The aim of
the uncertainty analysis is to assess to what extent — and for
which countries in particular — these choices might affect
country classification. We have dealt with these uncertainties
simultaneously in order to assess their joint influence and
fully acknowledge their implications (Saltelli and D’Hombres,
2010). Data are considered to be error-free since the WJP
team already undertook a double-check control of potential
outliers and eventual errors and typos were corrected during
this phase.

The robustness assessment of the WJP Rule of Law Index
was based on a combination of a Monte Carlo experiment
and a multi-modeling approach. This type of assessment

aims to respond to eventual criticism that the country

scores associated with aggregate measures are generally

not calculated under conditions of certainty, even if they are
frequently presented as such (Saisana et al., 2005, 2011). The
Monte Carlo simulation related to the weights and comprised
1,000 runs, each corresponding to a different set of weights
of the sub-factors underlying each dimension, randomly

The WJP Rule of Law Index
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TABLE 2: IMPORTANCE MEASURES (VARIANCE-BASED) FOR THE SUB-FACTORS AND DIMENSIONS
IN THE 2014 WJP RULE OF LAW INDEX.

INDEX 0.87 0.93 0.87 0.8 .63* 0.95 0.87 0.88
[.84,.91] [.92,.95] [.86, .9] [.76, .86] [.54, .67] [.94, .96] [.87,.92] [.87,.9]
D1 0.91 0.78 0.71 0.82 0.88
[.88,.92] [.77,.82] [.7,.75] [.75,.85] [.82,.89]
D2 0.95 0.87 0.95 0.8
[.93,.96] [.86,.91] [.9,.95] [.8,.86]
D3 0.7 0.87 0.76 0.83
[.69,.78] [.84, .9] [.75,.83] [.82,.87]
D4 57* 0.9 0.74 0.79 .61 0.88 0.81 0.75
[.56, .6] [.85,.9] [.73,.79] [.74, .85] [.56, .65] [.83,.9] [.7,.84] [.74,.79]
D5 0.66 .38* 0.66
[.66,.76] [.38, .44] [.63,.72]
Dé 0.83 0.88 0.72 0.81 0.75
[.81, .84] [.85,.9] [.72, .8] [.8,.86] [.69,.81]
D7 0.59 0.67 0.82 0.76 .39 0.77 0.67
[.59,.62] [.68,.73] [.79,.84] [.73,.83] [.39,.5] [.77,.83] [.66,.72]
D8 0.65 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.89 0.76 0.84
[.64,.71] [.77,.87] [.79,.87] [.7,.73] [.86,.91] [.69,.85] [.83,.88]
D9 43* 0.7 0.66
[.42, .6] [.7,.79] [.66,.81]

Source: Saisana and Saltelli, European Commission Joint Research Centre; WJP Rule of Law Index 2014.

Notes: (1) Numbers represent the kernel estimates of the Pearson correlation ratio, as in Paruolo et al., 2013. Min-max estimates for the Pearson correlation ratio derive from the choice
of the smoothing parameter and are shown in parenthesis. (2) Sub-factors that have much lower contribution to the variance of the relevant Dimension scores than the equal weighting
expectation are marked with an asterisk. (3) D1: Constraints on Government Powers, D2: Absence of Corruption, D3: Open Government, D4: Fundamental Rights, D5: Order and Security,

Dé: Regulatory Enforcement, D7: Civil Justice, D8: Criminal Justice, D9: Informal Justice.

sampled from uniform continuous distributions centered in
the reference values. The choice of the range for the weights’
variation was driven by two opposite needs: on the one hand,
the need to ensure a wide enough interval to have meaningful
robustness checks (about +25% of the reference value); on
the other hand, the need to respect the rationale of the WJP
that the sub-factors have roughly the same importance when
calculating a dimension. Given these considerations, limit
values of uncertainty intervals have been defined as shown in
Table 4.

The multi-modeling approach involved combinations of the
remaining two key assumptions on the ‘no imputation’ of
missing data and the aggregation formula across the sub-
factors or the dimensions. The WJP calculated sub-factor
scores using only available information for each country?.
This choice (often termed as ‘no imputation’) was confronted
with the application of the expectation-maximization method

6 Note that here ‘no imputation” is equivalent to replacing missing values with the average
of the available data within each sub-factor.

| WJPRule of Law Index 2014

for the estimation of the missing data’. Regarding the WJP
assumption on the aggregation function (arithmetic average),
and despite the fact that it received statistical support (see
principal component analysis results in the previous section),
decision-theory practitioners have challenged this type of
aggregation because of their fully compensatory nature,

in which a comparative advantage of a few variables can
compensate a comparative disadvantage of many variables
(Munda, 2008). This offsetting might not be always desirable
when dealing with fundamental aspects of rule of law. Hence,
we considered the geometric average instead, which is a
partially compensatory approach.®2 Consequently, we tested

7 The Expectation-Maximization (EM) algorithm (Little and Rubin, 2002) is an iterative
procedure that finds the maximum likelihood estimates of the parameter vector by repeating
two steps: (1) The expectation E-step: Given a set of parameter estimates, such as a mean
vector and covariance matrix for a multivariate normal distribution, the E-step calculates the
conditional expectation of the complete-data log likelihood given the observed data and the
parameter estimates. (2) The maximization M-step: Given a complete-data log likelihood, the
M-step finds the parameter estimates to maximize the complete-data log likelihood from the
E-step. The two steps are iterated until the iterations converge.

8 In the geometric average, sub-factors are multiplied as opposed to summed in the
arithmetic average. Sub-factor weights appear as exponents in the multiplication. To avoid
that zero values introduce a bias in the geometric average, we re-scaled linearly the sub-
factors scores to a minimum of 0.01.



TABLE 3: ADDED-VALUE OF THE RULE OF LAW INDEX.

INDEX D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 Dé D7 D8 D9

INDEX 0.88 0.92 0.89 0.86 0.77 0.94 0.89 0.91 0.16
D1 42 0.75 0.85 0.86 0.52 0.82 0.75 0.76 0.18
D2 31 54 0.79 0.72 0.72 0.91 0.84 0.89 0.18
D3 36 46 52 0.83 0.63 0.84 0.74 0.75 0.14
D4 38 48 54 52 0.53 0.78 0.74 0.72 0.07
D5 53 64 56 58 67 0.71 0.71 0.77 0.05
Dé 30 40 28 40 54 60 0.89 0.83 0.17
D7 31 47 44 54 52 61 35 0.83 0.21
D8 35 54 40 56 58 54 38 44 0.18
D9 78 75 77 73 77 82 72 76 75

Source: Saisana and Saltelli, European Commission Joint Research Centre; WJP Rule of Law Index 2014.
Notes: (1) Numbers above the diagonal are Spearman rank correlation coefficients, whilst numbers below the diagonal are the percentage of countries that shift +10 positions between the
rankings. (3) D1: Constraints on Government Powers, D2: Absence of Corruption, D3: Open Government, D4: Fundamental Rights, D5: Order and Security, Dé: Regulatory Enforcement, D7:

Civil

four models based on the combination of no imputation
versus expectation-maximization and arithmetic versus
geometric average. Combined with the 1,000 simulations per
model to account for the uncertainty in the weights across

Justice, D8: Criminal Justice, D9: Informal Justice.

the sub-factors, we carried out altogether 4,000 simulations.

Sel

in Figure 2, which shows median ranks and 90% intervals
computed across the 4,000 Monte Carlo simulations for the
overall Index and for two dimensions: Absence of Corruption
(D2, one of the most robust dimensions) and Order and
Security (D5, one of the least robust dimensions). Countries
are ordered from the highest to the lowest levels of rule

of law according to their reference rank in the WJP (black
line), the dot being the simulated median rank. Error bars
represent, for each country, the 90% interval across all
simulations.

More specifically, if one takes the simulated median rank as

ected results of the uncertainty analysis are provided

. UNCERTAINTY RELATED TO MISSING DATA

being representative of these scenarios, then the fact that
the dimension ranks are close to the median ranks suggests
that the eight dimensions and the overall Index are suitable
summary measures of the rule of law aspects. Country ranks
in the overall Index and in all eight dimensions are very close
to the median rank: 90 percent of the countries shift with
respect to the simulated median less than + 1 position in

TABLE 4: UNCERTAINTY PARAMETERS (MISSING VALUES, WEIGHTS AND AGGREGATION FUNCTION)

ALTERNATIVE

REFERENCE
NO ESTIMATION OF

EXPECTATION

I1. UNCERTAINTY IN THE AGGREGATION FUNCTION

I11. UNCERTAINTY INTERVALS FOR THE EIGHT DIMENSION WEIGHTS 0.125

MISSING DATA MAXIMIZATION (EM)

ARITHMETIC

AVERAGE GEOMETRIC AVERAGE

REFERENCE VALUE DISTRIBUTION FOR
FOR THE WEIGHT UNCERTAINTY ANALYSIS

U[0.094, 0.156]

IV. UNCERTAINTY INTERVALS FOR THE SUB-FACTOR WEIGHTS

1: CONSTRAINTS ON GOVERNMENT POWERS (6 SUB-FACTORS) 0.167 U[0.125, 0.208]
2: ABSENCE OF CORRUPTION (4 SUB-FACTORS) 0.250 U[0.188, 0.313]
3: OPEN GOVERNMENT (4 SUB-FACTORS) 0.250 U[0.188, 0.313]
4: FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS (8 SUB-FACTORS) 0.125 U[0.094, 0.156]
5: ORDER AND SECURITY (3 SUB-FACTORS) 0.333 U[0.250, 0.417]
6: REGULATORY ENFORCEMENT (5 SUB-FACTORS) 0.200 U[0.150, 0.250]
7: CIVIL JUSTICE (7 SUB-FACTORS) 0.143 U[0.107, 0.179]
8: CRIMINAL JUSTICE (7 SUB-FACTORS) 0.143 U[0.107, 0.179]

Source: Saisana and Saltelli, European Commission Joint Research Centre; WJP Rule of Law Index 2014.
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the Rule of Law Index, Constraints on Government Powers
(D1) and Fundamental Rights, (D4); less than + 2 positions
in Absence of Corruption (D2), Open Government (D3),
Regulatory Enforcement (Dé) and Criminal Justice (D8);
less than + 3 positions in Civil Justice (D7); and less than

+ 5 positions in Order and Security (D5). These moderate
shifts for the vast majority of the countries can be taken

as an indication that country classifications along the rules
of law issues depend mostly on the variables used and

not on the methodological judgments made during the
aggregation.

Simulated intervals for most countries are narrow enough,
hence robust to changes in the estimation of missing data,
weights and aggregation formula — less than 6 positions

in 75% of the cases across the eight dimensions and the
overall Index. These results suggest that for the vast
majority of the countries, the Rule of Law Index ranks allow
for meaningful inferences to be drawn.

Nevertheless, few countries have relatively wide

intervals (more than 15 positions): none on Constraints
on Government Powers (D 1), Absence of Corruption
(D2), Fundamental Rights (D4), Civil Justice (D7); China,
Malaysia, and United Arab Emirates on Open Government
(D3); Cote d’lvoire, Jamaica, Myanmar, Philippines,

Russia, Senegal, and Thailand on Order and Security (D5);
Uzbekistan on Regulatory Enforcement (D6); and Brazil
and Panama on Criminal Justice (D8). These relatively wide
intervals are due to compensation of low performance on
some sub-factors with a very good performance on other
sub-factors in a given dimension (see country profiles

in the main part of the report). These cases have been
flagged herein as part of the uncertainty analysis in order
to give more transparency in the entire process and to help
appreciate the WJP Rule of Law Index results with respect
to the choices made during the development phase. To
this end, Table 5 reports the Index and dimension ranks
together with the simulated intervals (20% of the 4000
scenarios capturing estimation of missing data, weights
and aggregation formula).

The fact that the dimension on Absence of Corruption
(D2) is one of the most robust dimensions in the WJP Rule
of Law Index with respect to modeling assumptions and
also very coherent — as discussed in the previous section,
see Table 1 and Table 2 — is all the more noteworthy

given its inclusion in the Corruption Perception Index

of Transparency International, as one of the thirteen
measures describing perception of corruption in the public
sector and among politicians.

WJP Rule of Law Index 2014

FIGURE 2: UNCERTAINTY ANALYSIS (WJP INDEX
AND SELECTED DIMENSION RANKS VS. MEDIAN
RANK, 90% INTERVALS).
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Source: Saisana and Saltelli, European Commission Joint Research Centre; WJP Rule of
Law Index 2014.

Notes: Countries are ordered from high to low levels of rule of law. Median ranks and
intervals are calculated over 4,000 simulated scenarios combining random weights

(25% above/below the equal weights assumption), imputed versus missing values, and
geometric versus arithmetic average at the dimension (or sub-factor) level. Countries with
less reliable ranks - 5 or more positions shift from the simulated median rank are flagged.



TABLE 5: COUNTRY RANKS AND 90% INTERVALS FOR THE RULE OF LAW INDEX AND THE EIGHT DIMENSIONS.

COUNTRIES INDEX F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 Fé ¥4 F8
Afghanistan 98 [97,98] 78  [77,83] 99 [98,99] 89 [87,98] 91 [90,92] 97 [97,97] 97 [96,97] 99 [9999] 96  [94,96]
Albania 63 [62,66] 68  [6569] 83  [81,85] 60  [56,63] 49  [4951] 53  [51,56] 64  [62,67] 53  [50,56] 75  [68,79]
Argentina 58 50,601 71 me8,74] 47 [a548) 56 5i56) 31 [3133] 83 [siss] 73 [68,74] 40 [4045] 70" [66,75)
Australia 8 [8,8] 8 [7.8] 8 [8,8] 12 m1a3] 100 ool 14 paas) 7 e 12 ma7 11 [1014]
Austria 7 [5.7] 6 [6,8] 10 o1 s [5,11] 5 [5,5] 10 912 s B, 779 555
Bangladesh 92 [92,03] 80 [79.83] 95 [01,96] 85 [84.86] 87  [87,88] 76  [7585 91 [8892] 92 [88,94] 94  [91,95]
Belarus 50 [49,61] 95 o295 38 [37.39] 79 [76,80] 83 [80,85] 33 [3235 42 3547 30 [2336] 50 [48535]
Belgium 17 n7a7] 11 i1z 13 1343 18 [1818] 9 [9,9] 16 [1519] 19 [1919] 19 [1819] 20  [19,20]
Bolivia 94 [03,05] g8 ese8] 87 [ee87] 81 [77.82] 75 [7i7e] 82 [81,92] 88 [86,90] 96 [95,97] 98" [08,98]
Bosnia & Herzegovina 39 [39,40] 51 19,52 55 [53,60] 44  [41,46] 32 [30,33] 45 [44,46] 49 [46,49] 56  [6567] 32  [31,34]
Botswana 25 [23,26] 25 12528] 23 [22,23] 22 2,25 sa 258 26 [2527] 20 [2021] 28 [2230] 23 [22,24]
Brazil 42 [41,43] 32 132,33 45 [4252] 36 [34,39] 35 [3336] 71 [67,72] 39 [3548] 50  [4859] 69  [64,84]
Buigaria a4 [44,45] 58 5559] 64 [60,65] 51 [46,54] 36 [3336] 36 [3637] 57 [5560] 45 [44,46] 56 [51,58]
Burkina Faso 53 [49,56] 76 [73,76] 54 [51,56] 71  [66,75] 50  [4952] 65  [64,72] 34 [31,34] 42 [40,44] 64 [63,69]
Cambodia 91 [00,92] 94 02,05 86 [8489] 82 [8184] 82 7983 54 [5359] 94 [o1,95] o7 [95,98] 95 [03,95]
Cameroon 95 [94,95] 87 18a87] 98 [o498] 91 [88,92] 81 [7883] 80 [77,80] 93 [91,95] 95 [9597] 92  [90,93]
Canada 11 o1 13 [313 14 iade] 3 [3.,3] 1671619 15 1517 9 sio] |13 mias] 15 113,16
Chile 21 21,221 17 pear) 22 22241 19 921 21 [2122] 61 [59.665] 21 [2022] 26 [2229] 28 [28,30]
China 76 74,821 92 1go.08] a9 550174 me9,84] 96 [96,97] 20 [2632] 78 [7a85 77 587 51 [47,55]
Colombia 61 [58,61] 47 [4549] 61  [58,70] 40  [3644] 61  [57,62] 89  [82,89] 50 [4953] 54 [5262] 79  [74,87]
Cote d'ivoire 72 [70,73] 77 a8 69 le7,69] 88 [86,91] 72 7178] 85 [7388] 58 I56,62] 57 [52,60] 60 [57,62]
Croatia 36 [34,36] 40 [40,43] 36 [33,36] 38 [3540] 37 [3538] 39 [37,49] 53 [6257] 46  [4458] 31  [30,32]
Czech Repubiic 23 [22,25] 23 R224] 31 [3031] 33 [B1534] 11 [ia2] 28 [27,28] 24 [2a28] 20 20201 19 [19,20]
Denmark 1 [1,2] 1 [L,1] 1 [1,1] 5 [5,6] 2 12,3] 3 B4 2722 43,4 323
Dominican Repubiic 67 i65,68] 67 6,711 77 [7585] a5 [a2,49] a7 [a7.48] 87 [ss93 76 [75,79] 60 [54,61] 66 [63,69]
Ecuador 77 [72,76] 85 [84,86] 51  [4954] 75  [71,77] 62  [58,65] 91  [86,91] 54 [5255] 78  [76,84] 86  [82,88]
Egypt 74 [70,74] 74" 69,76] 52 [a954] 64 [5968] 90 [90,92] 66 [e676] 75 [73,82] 84 [si91] 57 [53,59]
El Salvador 64 [62,67] 66  [6567] 53  [52,55] 84  [81,84] 42 [39,43] 70 [6574] 52 [50,53] 62  [60,66] 90  [89,97]
Estonia 15 ns16)] 12 142 18 [z20) 15 [s46) 12 i3] 24 20241 13 [4316] 16 i21e] 13 [i1,15]
Ethiopia 88 [86,88] 91  [89,92] 56  [51,58] 94  [91,95] 94 [9394] 73 [69,74] 89 [87,94] 85 [81,89] 46  [41,49]
Finland 4 [4.4] 5 [5,5] 6 [5,6] 1 911 4 [4.4] B (555 M - S - A v | 172
France 18 1818] 14 pa14] 20 ho20 16 [1517] 18 [16,49] 30  [2931] 14 [1315] 18 [1819] 21  [21,22]
Georgia 31 30,321 55 51,5751 24 (23241 a3 [a047) 514953 17 [324] 31 [B037 32 [2534] 36 [3537]
Germany 9 [9,9] 9 [9,9] 12 1,12] 14 [1414] 8 [8.8] 13 (1213 16 [1418] 3 [34] 16 [15,16]
Ghana 37 [36,38] 27 i26,28] 58 56137 [3441] 33 [3236] 57 [54,60] 43 [40,44] 35 [31,35] 49 [48,52)
Greece 32 31,33] 29 12030 34 (3437 34 13343 28 [2829] 49 [4853] 37 [34,41] 25 [2334] 43 [43,50]
Guatemaia 83 78,84 59 863 76 [75,78] 57 B259) 57 5458 92 [92,94] 85 [8ige] 93 [92,94] 93" [o1,94]
Hong Kong SAR, China 16 [5,16] 24 22,241 9 [9,9] 10 7a12] 29 2830] 434 15 [417] 15 11,16 10 [9.11]
Hungary 30 [30,31] 36 [34,39] 29 [2829] '35 [3440] 30 (2931 21 (1921 30 [3034] 55 [Bi6s] 34 [32,34]
india 66 [62.568] 35  [3537] 72 [71,75] 30  [29,31] 63  [61,65] 95 [84,95] 81 [78,87] 90 [84,91] 48  [44,49]
indonesia 46 [46.49] 311,21 80 [7882] 29 12932] es | [6165] 42 [3953] a6 4348 67 [6269 71 [66,73]
ran 82 78,871 90 189,94] 42 141,43 90 87,921 99 [99,99] 77 [7180] 41 [3542] 38 [36,38] 63  [61,68]
italy 29 29291 26 25271 30 [30,36] 39 [3641] 22 (2223 50 [4953] 20 28291 36 [3538] 24 [23.24]
Jamaica 15 [44,45] 34 13335 50  [4859] 59  [54,63] 44  [42,46] 74 [70,86] 32 [30,33] 64  [59,70] 53  [51,64]
Japan 12 1243 15 psa7 1oz s [6.8] 20 Mezo] 1) 127 M12] 0 11 o3 18 s8]
Jordan 38 [37,39] 64 [60,67] 33 [32,34] 65  [62,67] 77  [7477] 20 [17,21] 35 [3542] 21 [21,24] 30  [28,30]
Kazakhstan 71 [70,72] 93 1e0,04] 60 [57,63] 87 [86,89] 74 [72,76] 35 [3235] 63 [6966] 66 [69,70] 61 [57,62]
Kenya 86 84,87 62 159,63 93 [02,96] 83 [78,84] 80 [7885 79 [76,89] 80 [78,84] 72 [69,72] 84 [78,87)]
Kyrgyzstan 78 [77,82] 770 69,741 96 o307 73 68, 74] 66 [66,67] 52 [50,53] 68 [65,73] 74 [73,75] 85 [80,87]
Lebanon 49 [49,54] a4 fata4] 70 [e9,71] 62 [57,64] 43 [40,46] 43 [42,47] 66  [63,68] 70 [67,71] 55  [53,62]
Liberia 87 86,88] 56 51,64] 85 [81,86] 86 [8589] 53 [5257] 93 [90,94] 96 " [9698] 87 [7889 87 [8187]
Macedonia, FYR 34 [34,35] 61 57,62 37 [3539] 24  [2325] 38 [37,38] 47  [46,49] 44 [38,44] 41 [40,43] 37 [36,38]
Madagascar 81 [78,81] 83 (79,84 84 [s3ge] 68 [6475] 76 [7482] 46 [3848] 82 [79,84] 79" [76,84] 80 [72,81]
Malawi 55 49571 60 [56,61] 65  [59,66] 80  [76,80] 58  [56,61] 68  [66,70] 77  [7580] 31  [27,33] 40  [38,47]
Malaysia 35 [34,37] a9 ms52] 28 272942 3662 85 [s186] 12 Hi14] a8 aas0] 37 3638 33 [32,34]
Mexico 79 74,821 a8 mep55] 78 [72,78] 32 [30,33] 60  [58,65] 96  [96,96] 51  [4951] 88  [78,88] 97  [96,97]
Moldova 75 74,781 79 77801 88 [ses8] 58 [5364] 68 [67,69] 40 [3841] 79 [7583 76 [75,79] 82 '[77.85]
Mongolia 51 [51,61] 53 [53,56] 71  [71,79] 93  [90,94] 45  [42,45] 38  [36,43] 70  [68,73] 48  [44,49] 39  [37,41]
Morocco 52 49,59 a6 msa9] 62 s7.64] 46 [4250] 84 [82.86] 44 [3846] 36 [3540] 51 [4854] 81 [77,84]
Myanmar 89 [89,92] 82 179841 63 58,72 96  [94,97] 97 [96,98] 60  [4564] 92 [88,93] 86  [81,90] 89  [8590]
Nepal 57 [53,60] 45 maaarn) 73 [r27e) el Bae3) a8 [a748) 55 [Baed] 565357 75 [73,76] 52 [50,53]
Netheriands 5 [5,6] 7 16,7] 7 [7.7] 7 6,9] 6 [6.6] 22 2123 4 [4,4] 2 12,2] 9 [9,10]
New Zealand 6 [5,7] 4 [4,4] 3 [3.4] 2 12,2] 7 [7.7] 11 o1 s [5,6] 9 18,9] 127 11,15]
Nicaragua 85 [82,86] 96  [9596] 75  [72,77] 54  [52,66] 69  [67,70] 72 [69,75] 71 [69,74] 91 [89,93] 78  [73,84]
Nigeria 93 [90,04] 69 e8,71] 97 [es09] 76 7377 88 [g7,89] o8 [9s98] 83 [7884] 52 [a853 o1 [89,92]
Norway 2 [1,2] 2 12.3] 2 [2,2] 1 [1,1] 3 [2,3] 19 a2 1 [11] 1 [1,1] 4 14,4]
Pakistan 96 f96,96] 73 [7i76] o1 fe0,92] 95 jo1,95] 92 [o1,94] o9 (99,991 o5 [92,95] o4 (92,941 68 [64.72.5]
Panama 56 [50,58] 75  [73,81] 57  [56,66] 31  [2933] 46  [44,46] 62  [5562] 55  [54,57] 69  [67,71] 65  [63,84]
Peru 62 62,641 38 [37.40] 79 [7983] 63 5568 34 [3336] 78 [7as0] 61 59,63 83 [80,89] 67 [63,74]
Philippines 60 [5561] 39 [37,40] 44 [4147] 55  [52,58] 67  [67,71] 56  [44,60] 60  [57,61] 82  [80,87] 73  [68,77)
Poland 22 22,231 22 212327 272927 l2r2n 24 2425 25 U[2s28] 26 2627 227 [2226] 17 747
Portugal 26 [2526] 19 [19,21] 26 [26,26] 25  [23,26] 17  [16,18] 58  [56,61] 27  [26,28] 23  [21,34] 26  [26,27)
Repubiic of Korea 14 [4,14] 16 rsie) 16 [ed7] 137243 23 2123 7 e8] 177 14,18 10 ed2] s T sg]
Romania 33 [32,33] 43 10,43 41 [a0,47] a7 250 25 [2426] 31 [30,31] 45 [41,46] 34 [31,35] 29 [28,30]
Russia 80 [74,77] 89 189,02] 66 [e1655] 67 63,71 79 (76,81 75 [63,80] 67 [64,69] 68 [65,69 76 [67,78]
Senegal 43 [42,43] 33 132,34 48 4449 70 67,73 39 [39,41] 69 [67,83] 33 [30,34] 39 [3839] 54  [52,57]
Serbia 54 51,57] 65 ea67] 67 [65,68] 48 [43,49] 40 [39,43] 51 4858 65 [6267] 71 [69,72] 58 [53,60]
Sierra Leone 84 " [805,85 50  [4650] 82  [7683] 98  [97,98] 59  [59,63] 88  [79,90] 87 (8589 63  [59,66] 88  [86,92]
Singapore 10 [013] 21 823 s [4,6] 21 921 26 2az2n 2 2 8 10 6 Bl 27
Slovenia 28 27,28] 30 129301 32 [30,32] 23 [2224] 13 [1243] 37 [37,43] 28 [2629] 29 (2633 27 [26,27]
South Africa 40 38,40 37 3537 46 1434726 12526) a1 (4043 86 [79.87] 40 [37.46] aa  [40,46] 47 [4548]
Spain 24 [24,25] 28 126,28] 25 [2525] 28  [28,28] 14 [1445] 34 [3335] 25  [24.25] 24 [2228] 25  [2525]
Sri Lanka 48 46,48 54505739 [38,39] a1 [37.48] s6 5459 59 (541 69 [67,74] 80 [7582] 38 [38,40]
Sweden 3 13.3] 3 12,3] 4 [3,5] 4 [4,4] 1 L 6 [68] 3 B3 5 56 6 [6,7]
Tanzania 69 [64,68] 52 5155 74 [69,76] 72 [67,76] 70 [69,71] 90 [89,93] 74 [67,75] 61 [5563] 44  [41,46]
Thailand a7 [46,48] 63 [61,64] 40 [40,43] 50 [46,53] 52 [4953] 48 [39,55] 62 [68,63] 89  [8393] 35  [3537]
Tunisia 41 [41,42] 41 [0,42) 43 [a0,45) 49 [aa50) ea U [9,65] a1 [40,43] a7 [4a50] 43 [40,44] 45 [41,47)
Turkey 59 [49,58] 72 67,741 35 [32,35] 69  [6570] 78  [76,80] 67  [60,73] 38  [3540] 47  [46,48] 62  [59,63]
Uganda 90 189,001 81 77,83 89 [eso1] 92 [88,94] 93 [o1,94] 8a  [s2,88] 90 [88,94] 59 [sa62] 72 [64,76)
Ukraine 68 [70,75] 84 181,87 94 [02,97] 53 [4955] 55  [53,56] 27  [26,29] 84 [77,85] 49 [4652] 83  [81,88]
United Arab Emirates 27 [27,28] 42 30,48) 17548 52 [aa74] 73 72800 9 e,9) 232223 33 2936 76,7
United Kingdom 13 1,13 10 foa0] 15 [14,15] 9 711 15 [as] 23 21,23 10 [9,10] 14 [i2,15] 14 [11,14]
United States 19 [9,49] 20 ms21] 21 Ri2n 17 medr] 27 b7 is 7200 22 21,23 27 2330] 227 21,23
Uruguay 20 [2020] 18 819 19 [18,20] 20 [19.21] 19 [16,20] 64 [63,65] 18  [16,18] 17  [16,17] 42 [40,47]
Uzbekistan 73 78,84 97 o708 81 7683 78 [7581] 95 9595 5 [56] 59 '[B5,70] 58 [53,63] 59 [52,60]
Venezuela 99 [99,99] 99 99,09 o0 [sso1] 97  [96,97] 89  [87,89] 94 [93,95] 99 [99,99] 98 [97,98] 99 [99,99]
Vietnam 65 165,60 86 8487 59 [asdal 77 mss4l 716773 32 [3i35] 86 [8389] 73 [73,78] 41 [39,43]
Zambia 70 [68,60] 57  [51,59] 68  [63,69] 66  [61,69] 86  [82,87] 63  [61,64] 72  [68,75] 65  [56,66] 77  [72,79]
Zimbabwe 97 [97,98] 98 1a7,08] 92 e2,04] 99 o9,99] o8 [o7.98] 81 [77,84] o8 [o7.98] 81 [r7.86] 74 [66,77]

Source: Saisana and Saltelli, European Commission Joint Research Centre; WJP Rule of Law Index 2014.

Notes: Countries are presented in alphabetical order. 90% intervals are calculated over 4,000 simulated scenarios combining random weights (25% above/below the equal weights

assumption), imputed versus missing values, and geometric versus arithmetic average at the dimension (or sub-factor) level.
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Though country rankings are not calculated by the WJP for
the Informal Justice, a similar robustness analysis reveals that
twenty two countries in this dimension have relatively wide
intervals (more than 15 positions)?. These wide intervals are
in most cases due to the amount of missing data (4 or more
out of the 8 question items). This outcome further supports
the WJP choice to use the Informal Justice dimension scores
as an indication for within country comparisons and not
across countries.

As a general remark, the robustness of an index should not be
interpreted as an indication of the index’s quality. It is instead
a consequence of the index’s dimensionality. In other words,
robustness is to some extent the flip side of redundancy: a
very high correlation between variables will lead to an index
ranking that is practically not affected by the methodological
choices, so the index will be both robust and redundant.
Similarly, a low correlation among variables would imply that
the methodological choices are very important in determining
country rankings, and thus the index is unlikely to be robust to
these choices. The results herein have revealed that the 2014
Rule of Law Index is robust without being redundant.

RULE OF LAW INDEX AND THE VARIABILITY OF
ITS DIMENSIONS

Finally, we study the relationship between the Rule of Law
Index scores of a given country and the variability of its eight
underlying dimensions, namely what the relationship is, if
any, between the Index score and a balanced performance in
constraints on government powers, absence of corruption,
open government, fundamental rights, order and security,
regulatory enforcement, civil justice, and criminal justice.
While the Index values provide a quantitative indication of
trends in rule of law, changes in the dimension’s variability
convey information on the quality of the changes: an increase
inrule of law may be achieved by improving the performance
in specific dimensions, whilst a decrease in the coefficient of
variation may be achieved by reducing gaps in performance
between dimensions.

As can be seen from the scissor’s pattern in Figure 3,
generally countries with higher levels of rule of law exhibit
less variability since they tend to achieve high values in most
of the underlying dimensions. The opposite generally holds
true for countries with lower levels of rule of law. The average
variability in the top tertile group is 0.11, in the middle

tertile groupis 0.21, and in the low tertile group is 0.27. This
reflects the fact that countries with lower levels of rule of

law generally display larger discrepancies in performance

9 These are: Albania, Australia, Chile, Croatia, Czech Republic, Finland, Greece, Hong Kong
SAR of China, Hungary, Iran, Italy, Jamaica, Macedonia-FYR, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal,
Singapore, Slovenia, Sri Lanka, Turkey, United Kingdom, and Uruguay.
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between dimensions, and that focusing only in particular
dimensions while allowing performance gaps between
dimension yields only marginal results in their overall rule of
law score. However, it is worth noting that there is a certain
variance in the results: although Tanzania and Pakistan belong
to the low tertile group in the rule of law, their variability is
just above the average variability of the top tertile group. The
same applies to a number of countries in the middle tertile
group (South Africa, Colombia, and Macedonia-FYR). Instead,
although the United Arab Emirates belongs to the top tertile
group, its variability is above the average of the middle tertile

group.

The Pearson correlation coefficient between the Rule of Law
Index and the coefficient of variation is -0.83, what reflects

a high degree of negative association between the Index and
the variability of its eight dimensions.

CONCLUSIONS

The WJP team invited the JRC for the fourth consecutive
year to delve into the statistical properties of the revised Rule
of Law Index, so as to ensure the transparency and reliability
of the results and to enable academics and policymakers

to derive more accurate and meaningful conclusions. In

fact, stringent criteria of transparency must be adopted

when composite indicators are used as a basis for policy
assessments. Failure to open up the black box of composite
indicator development is likely to lead only to greater erosion
of the credibility and legitimacy of these measures as tools for
improved policymaking.

The JRC analysis suggests that the conceptualized multi-level
structure of the 2014 WJP Rule of Law Index — calculated
through almost 500 survey questions and eight dimensions
for 99 countries — is statistically sound, coherent, and
balanced. Indeed, within each dimension a single latent factor
isidentified and all sub-factors are roughly equally important
in determining the variation of the respective dimension
scores. This outcome can be used as statistical justification
for the equal weights and arithmetic averaging at the various
levels of aggregation of the Rule of Law Index — which

should not be taken for granted when arithmetic averaging

is concerned. The Absence of Corruption dimension is
especially coherent and robust, which is noteworthy given its
inclusion in the Corruption Perception Index of Transparency
International.

Country ranks across the eight dimensions and in the overall
Index are also fairly robust to methodological changes
related to the estimation of missing data, weighting or
aggregation rule (less than + 3 positions shift in 96% of the
cases). Consequently, benchmarking inferences can be drawn



FIGURE 3: RULE OF LAW INDEX VALUES AND THE VARIABILITY OF THEIR UNDERLYING DIMENSIONS.
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Source: Saisana and Saltelli, European Commission Joint Research Centre; WJP Rule of Law Index 2014.
Notes: Countries are ordered from high to low levels of rule of law. The coefficient of variation for each country is calculated as the ratio of the standard deviation across the eight dimensions

of the rule of law to their average.

for most countries in the Rule of Law Index and the eight
underlying dimensions, whilst some caution may be needed
for a few countries. Note that perfect robustness would
have been undesirable as this would have implied that the
Index and the dimensions are perfectly correlated and hence
redundant, which is not the case. In fact, one way in which
the 2014 Rule of Law Index helps to highlight other aspects
of rule law is by pinpointing the differences in rankings that
emerge from a comparison between the Index and each of
the eight dimensions: for more than 30% (up to 53%) of the
countries, the Index ranking and any of the eight dimensions
rankings differ by 10 positions or more.

The main refinements suggested by the present analysis
relate to the dimensions of Order and Security and Informal
Justice. The former needs a revision with respect to the sub-
factor on civil conflict is effectively limited, whilst Informal
Justice appears to be measuring an aspect of the rule of law
that is totally different to what is being measured by the
other eight dimensions. The missing data for 20+ countries
within Informal Justice do not allow for a reliable estimation
of their performance level in this respect. Beyond conceptual
issues, these statistical considerations may justify the WJP’s

choice not to include Informal Justice in the index calculation,
but to consider it instead indicatively for within country
comparisons only.

The added value of the 2014 WJP Rule of Law Index and

its underlying dimensions — developed using international
quality standards and tested using state of the art statistical
analyses — lays in the ability to summarize different aspects
of rule of law in a more efficient and parsimonious manner
than what is possible with a collection of almost 500 survey
questions taken separately. In fact, the Rule of Law Index,
presented this year for the first time as an overall aggregate,
has a very high reliability 0.97 and captures indeed the single
latent phenomenon underlying the eight main dimensions of
rule of law. In past reports, the WJP team had opted not to
calculate an overall index in order to shed more light onto the
dimensions of the rule of law. Hopefully, this year’s initiative
to accompany the detailed country profiles with an overall
rule of law score will reinforce the media’s uptake of the Rule
of Law Index and the WJP's engagements with civil society.
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initiatives.

0 Research and Scholarship: The WJP’s Research &
Scholarship program conducts and supports rigorous



research that examines the relationship between the
rule of law and various aspects of economic, political,
and social development. The program, co-chaired by
Robert L. Nelson (Northwestern University, American
Bar Foundation) and Tom Ginsburg (University of
Chicago), is currently pursuing an ambitious research
agenda, studying: the effectiveness of the rule of law
in various domains of social life, the interdependencies
among the institutional components of the rule of law,
and the causal mechanisms by which the rule of law
affects economic and political life. The Research and
Scholarship program is also in the process of building
the Rule of Law Research Consortium (RLRC), a
multidisciplinary community of leading researchers

in a variety of fields - including law, economics,
political science, sociology, international relations, and
anthropology - that will harness diverse methods and
techniques to produce research on the rule of law, as
well as recommendations on how to best strengthen
it. The Consortium is intended to become a repository
of the best research on governance and the rule of law
for scholars and policymakers, and already features
academics from premier institutions in the United
States and abroad.

WIJP Rule of Law Index: The WJP Rule of Law Index®
is a quantitative assessment tool designed to provide a
comprehensive picture of the extent to which countries
adhere to the rule of law in practice. It is the most
comprehensive index of its kind, reflecting the actual
conditions experienced by the population. To date, over
100,000 citizens and experts have been interviewed in
99 countries. Index findings have been referenced by
heads of state, chief justices, business leaders, public
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“Laws of justice which Hammurabi, the wise king, established... That the strong might not injure the weak,
in order to protect the widows and orphans..., in order to declare justice in the land, to settle all disputes, and
heal all injuries.”

-CODEXHAMMURABI

“I could adjudicate lawsuits as well as anyone. But | would prefer to make lawsuits unnecessary.”
-ANALECTS OF CONFUCIUS

“The Law of Nations, however, is common to the entire human race, for all nations have established for
themselves certain regulations exacted by custom and human necessity.”

-CORPUS JURIS CIVILIS

“Treat the people equally in your court and give them equal attention, so that the noble shall not aspire to your
partiality, nor the humble despair of your justice.”

-JUDICIAL GUIDELINES FROM 'UMAR BIN AL-KHATTAB, THE SECOND KHALIFA OF ISLAM

“No freeman is to be taken or imprisoned or disseised of his free tenement or of his liberties or free customs, or
outlawed or exiled or in any way ruined, nor will we go against such a man or send against him save by lawful
judgement of his peers or by the law of the land. To no-one will we sell or deny or delay right or justice.”

-MAGNA CARTA

“Good civil laws are the greatest good that men can give and receive. They are the source of morals, the
palladium of property, and the guarantee of all public and private peace. If they are not the foundation of
government, they are its supports; they moderate power and help ensure respect for it, as though power were
justice itself. They affect every individual; they mingle with the primary activities of his life; they follow him
everywhere. They are often the sole moral code of a people, and they are always part of its freedom. Finally,
good civil laws are the consolation of every citizen for the sacrifices that political law demands of him for the
city, protecting, when necessary, his person and his property as though he alone were the whole city.”

-JEAN-ETIENNE-MARIE PORTALIS. DISCOURS PRELIMINAIRE DU PREMIER PROJET DE CODE CIVIL

“All human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights... Everyone is entitled to all the rights and
freedoms set forth in this Declaration, without distinction of any kind, such as race, colour, sex, language,
religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status.”

-UNIVERSAL DECLARATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS
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