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There is a common misconception among the critics of free global investment markets that political oppression and 
capitalism go together. Their view entails the idea that , throughout history, states have sacrificed civil liberties in 
pursuit of economic development. This view point originates primarily from the isolated example of Augusto Pinochet, 
the dictator of Chile from 1970-1990. During his rule, Pinochet ordered both that thousands of political opponents be 
killed, and that Chile be transformed into a free market economy 

 
 

Fortunately, Pinochet is an (over-referenced ) exception to a general rule: the trend throughout history has instead 
been that nations with well-protected political rights and civil liberties tend to also have well-developed capital 
markets. There is a clear correlation between strong protection of human rights and having highly-investable modern 
economies. 
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Charts and Analysis 

  

have materially lower  levels of civil and political 
repression. 
 
Out of these 35 countries, Freedom House’s 2013 report 
categorizes 21 as “free.” 7 are listed as “partly free,” and 
2 as “not free”.  

 
Below are charts that illustrate this pattern in clear 
terms: orange countries are those with investable 
economies; blue countries are those whose economies 
are underdeveloped. The relationship here is clear; 
‘orange’ states tend to score far better, which in this 
case means closer to 0, than ‘blue’ states. The real fact of 
the matter – that civil and political freedom is a 
characteristic of nations with developed economies – is 
unmistakable. 

Good for Investment, But Bad for Human Rights? 

In order to examine the human rights record of a 
country, we looked at Freedom House’s Freedom of the 
World report. Freedom House separates their scoring of 
state’s human rights protection into  two categories: 
Political Rights and Civil Liberties. 
 
More information about Freedom House and their 
methodology can be found on their website: 

 
freedomhouse.org/report-types/freedom-world 
 
Freedom House tracks the human rights records of 195 
countries, going back to 1972. Countries are given a 
score of 1 through 7, 1 being the most free and 7 being 
the least free. In 2012, the average human rights score 
for all 195 countries was 3.3, and the average score of 
the 35 countries for which MSCI had, at the time of this 
report, distinct ETF investment vehicles (not counting 
the U.S.)   was 2.1 out of 7. In other words, the most 
investible countries in the world with the most well 
developed, liquid and accessible stock markets 

freedomhouse.org/report-types/freedom-world
freedomhouse.org/report-types/freedom-world
freedomhouse.org/report-types/freedom-world
freedomhouse.org/report-types/freedom-world
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This chart shows the average score on Political Rights 
for all non-investable (blue) and investable (orange) 
states from 1972 to 2013. Orange states on average 
perform twice as well as blue states on their protection 
of PR. 
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The below chart shows the score on Political Rights for specific nations from 1972 to 2013. As with the previous chart, 
the higher each nation’s score, the more repression of Political Rights. Again, the positive relationship between having 
investable ETFs and having  strong protection of Political Rights is clear.  
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This chart shows the average Civil Liberties score for 
both investable and non-investable states from 1972-
2013. As with the Political Rights chart, the lower the 
score, the less suppression of Civil Liberties. Again, 
highly-investable states scored roughly twice as well as 
non-investable states. 
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The below chart shows the score on Civil Liberties for specific nations in 2013. They are divided up into three main 
categories: Free, Partly Free and Not Free. All states in a specific category are treated, for the purposes of this chart, as 
equally free and unfree. The relationship between having a strong Civil Liberties score and being investable is still just 
as prominent. 
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The below chart shows the Civil Liberties score for specific nations from 1972-2013. Each state is graded individually, 
rather than categorized as they are in the previous chart. The relationship here is still strong; simply put, there is more 
orange on the left. 

Good for Investment, But Bad for Human Rights? 
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Conclusions 

 
 
 
 
The data shows in very clear terms that states with well-protected human rights are simply more likely to have 
developed economies. The myth of states abandoning human rights in the pursuit of economic development is just that; 
a myth. The reality is that, with few exceptions, being a free society is conducive to economic prosperity. 

 
As for those few exceptions, they can be divided into two categories: there are the states with poor Political Rights and 
Civil Liberties scores, but developed ETF markets; and there are states with good Political Rights and Civil Liberties 
scores but undeveloped ETF markets. As for the latter case, there is one unifying factor among them: they are small, 
either in terms of landmass or population. Smaller countries tend to have less developed economies. 

 
In the appendix are explanations for some of the specific examples in the other group: states with highly-investable, 
developed markets but below average Political Rights or Civil Liberties scores. 
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Appendices 

  

 
Hong Kong: 3.5 
This score is close to the global average of all countries. 
Their scores were good through the 70s due to British 
rule, got worse after the end of British rule in  1997, 
with a slow improvement through the 2000s. 
 
Instead of China exerting more and more control over 
Hong Kong, as was speculated would happen, Hong 
Kong has begun to show signs of changing China via 
osmosis. This influence is currently restricted to 
mainland Chinese economic policy. 
 

For this analysis, we’ve included several notes about 
political stability and things that affect it. Sometimes 
political stability has a direct effect on human rights, 
and sometimes it doesn’t. However, usually things such 
as   widespread protests and civil unrest often provoke 
government policies that negatively affect  Political 
Rights and Civil Liberties scores. 

 
Appendix I: Average Countries 
 
Colombia: 3.5 
This score is close to the global average of all countries. 
Good scores through the 70s and 80s, but they begin to 
worsen in 89. This is a result of the measures taken to 
defeat the Marxist insurgency and to combat the drug 
trade. 
 
Colombia’s best score is Freedom of Expression and 
Belief, and their worst score is Associational and 
Organizational Rights. 
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Mexico: 3 
This score is slightly better than the global average. 
Their scores were around 4 through the 70s, 80s and 
90s, with a trend of improvement as of the early 2000s. 
Mexico has been struggling to deal with drug cartels for 
decades. Typically a country in this position deals with 
it one of two ways: to increase spending on military and 
police and to sacrifice some personal liberty on the one 
hand, or to liberalize drug laws in the other. 
Historically, Mexico has used the former method, but a 
lack of available funds and high levels of corruption in 
the police force and legal system continue to stymie 
their efforts. 
 
Mexico’s worst scores are Rule of Law I and 
Functioning of Government. Their best scores are 
Freedom of Expression and Belief and Political 
Pluralism and Participation.  

The Philippines: 3 
This score is slightly better than the global average. 
Their scores were bad through the 70s and 80s, but they 
showed a marked improvement in 1986, when non-
violent demonstrations against government corruption 
came to a head in a revolution known as the People 
Power Revolution. They retained fairly good scores 
from 1986 until 2005, when they began to worsen.  
Despite the success of the People Power Revolution, the 
Philippines still suffers from corruption and the court 
systems are inefficient and easily influenced by politics. 
Issues like these are typically deeply institutionalized 
and ingrained into a country’s structure, and take 
decades to correct. 
  
The Philippines worst score is Rule of Law, followed by 
Functioning of Government. Their best score is 
Freedom of Expression and Belief. 
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Turkey: 3.5 
This score is close to the global average. Their scores 
have been erratic since the 70s, when the data begins; 
this is consistent with Turkey’s generally erratic and 
turbulent environment since their independence in the 
early 1900s. Their deep involvement with the Syrian 
civil war has greatly increased political instability, and 
led to policies such as very strict rules on immigration, 
and sudden arrests of enemies of the regime. Political 
instability has also been greatly increased by protests 
triggered by a power grab from Prime Minister 
Erdogan. Erdogan has been working to increase the 
powers granted to the President of Turkey, an office 
that is traditionally ceremonial, with an eye of running 
for President in the next few years. Essentially, this 
would continue his time as head of state; he’s been 
Prime Minister since 2003. 
  
Turkey’s worst scores are Functioning of Government, 
Associational and Organizational Rights, and Rule of 
Law. Their best score is Electoral Process. 

Appendix II: Problematic Countries 
  
China: 6.5 
China has experienced a consistently bad human rights 
record since 1972 (the first year for which Freedom 
House data is available) with very little change. In light 
of the recent relaxation of the one child policy and 
forced labor camps, it’s easy to hope that they will 
continue to liberalize, but China only seems willing to 
budge on human rights issues when it’s likely to benefit 
them economically. The one child policy facilitated 
mass abortion of girls which skewed their 
demographics, and the forced labor camps were deeply 
unpopular and seen as largely ineffective for their cost.  
  
China’s worst score is Electoral Process, and their best 
score is Personal Autonomy and Individual Rights. 
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Malaysia: 4 
This score is slightly worse than the global average. 
Their best scores were the in the 70s, with a slow 
worsening through the 80s and 90s. We believe this is 
probably because of a growing and increasingly militant 
Islamic population. That naturally led to the adoption of 
sharia law, which applies only to the Muslim majority 
and is enforced on the local level.  We think this 
outweighs the normal benefits a country sees from 
being a former western colony. 
  
Malaysia’s recent policy which forbids non-Muslims 
from using the world “Allah” with reference to God was 
used to justify the mass-seizure of Bibles which were 
printed before the ban. This points towards a 
diminishment of freedom of religion and freedom of the 
press in Malaysia. 
  
Malaysia’s worst scores are in Associational and 
Organizational Rights, and Rule of Law. Their best 
scores are Personal Autonomy and Individual Rights 
and Freedom of Expression and Belief. 

Russia: 5.5 
This score is much worse than the global average. Their 
scores clustered around the average through the early to 
mid-90s, and then took a downturn from 1998 through 
2013. Russia has some of the highest corruption levels 
in the world. Corruption is so ingrained that when 
President Putin altered the constitution to increase 
term limits, it was unsurprising and he was ultimately 
widely accepted within Russia as legitimate. 
One of the more publicized human rights issues in 
Russia was the 2013 controversy revolving around their 
policies regarding homosexuality, which forbad the 
promotion of homosexuality to minors. Despite very 
heavy, and not always accurate, press coverage of these 
policies as a human rights violation, they are a drop in 
the bucket when compared to the myriad of other 
human rights violations that stem from Russia’s core 
problems. 
  
Russia’s worst score is Electoral Process. Their best 
score is Freedom of Expression and Belief. 
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Singapore: 4 
This score is slightly worse than the global average. 
Their scores have varied very little from the 70s to the 
present. 
Singapore has several factors pulling in opposite 
directions. To start with, being a former British colony 
is extremely advantageous, both for economic 
development and for political stability. This is one of 
the reasons that Singapore is the second freest economy 
in the world. They have a fairly high GDP per capita 
and low unemployment, which reduces the likelihood 
of protests and revolutions. 
However, these advantages are somewhat offset by the 
risks associated with an extremely ethnically varied and 
fluctuating populace and accompanying ethnic tension. 
In Singapore, the government is increasingly viewed as 
somewhat oppressive, and the populace seems 
dissatisfied with the current political environment.  
  
Singapore’s worst scores are Electoral Process and 
Associational and Organizational Rights. Their best 
score is Personal Autonomy and Individual Rights. 

Thailand: 4 
This score is slightly worse than the global average. 
Their scores were very erratic from 70s until the mid-
90s. During this period Thailand experienced high 
levels of political instability, including multiple coups 
and revolutions. Around 1996 they stabilized and 
remained well above average for around a decade. That 
was consistent with a regional trend around that time of 
relative stability when compared to the very turbulent 
previous 30 years. 
Ongoing widespread protests sparked in late 2013 by a 
bill that would have allowed an exiled former Prime 
Minister, the brother of the current PM, to return. 
Protests have been violent, and both police forces and 
demonstrators have been killed. Parliamentary elections 
in early February were significantly disrupted by anti-
government protestors, and did not lessen protests. 
Thailand’s worst score is Functioning of Government. 
Their best score is Personal Autonomy and Individual 
Rights. 
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