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This report was generated autonomously by an AI replication pipeline for the “Does Empirical Finance
Replicate?” project. It documents one attempt to reproduce the paper’s main analysis from the data and
methods described below. Individual replications may contain mistakes. Treat the numbers as estimates
to be checked, not as a verdict on the original paper. Original article: doi:10.1016/j.jfineco.2007.02.007.

1 Summary

1.1 The Paper

Djankov, La Porta, Lopez-de-Silanes, and Shleifer build the anti-self-dealing index, a survey-based
measure of how strongly the law protects minority shareholders against expropriation by control-
ling insiders. They construct it for 72 countries from the legal rules prevailing in 2003, assembled
with the help of Lex Mundi law firms, and focus on private enforcement through disclosure, ap-
proval, and litigation around a stylized self-dealing transaction. The index predicts a range of
stock-market outcomes, including higher market capitalization, more listed firms, more initial
public offerings, and lower private benefits of control, and it outperforms the older anti-director-
rights index as a predictor of financial development.

1.2 Replication Findings

The replication targets Table 6 Panel C and covers all five of its outcome columns. The coefficient
on the anti-self-dealing index carries the paper’s sign in every column, and its magnitude falls
within roughly a quarter of the paper’s everywhere: 79.11 against 83.70 for market capitalization
to GDP, −0.2040 against −0.1791 for the control premium, 0.8980 against 1.0847 for the log number
of listed firms per capita, 4.0300 against 4.1413 for IPOs to GDP, and −0.0658 against −0.0847 for
ownership concentration. Four of the five significance categories match, the exception being the
listed-firms column, significant at ten percent here against five percent in the paper. The paper’s
central contrast survives. The index predicts market value, control premiums, listings, and IPOs,
but not ownership concentration. An out-of-sample test on 2015 to 2019 outcomes keeps both
testable signs, confirms the listings result, and weakens the market-value result.
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2 Data

The paper draws its variables from two kinds of source, and the replication follows the same split.
Three variables come from the World Development Indicators and are rebuilt from the live

World Bank Indicators API. These are market capitalization of listed domestic companies over
GDP averaged across 1999 to 2003, listed domestic firms per million people over the same window,
and GDP per capita in 2003 US dollars.

The other five are hand-collected series that exist in no database. They are the anti-self-dealing
index itself, the Dyck-Zingales country-median control premium, the La Porta, Lopez-de-Silanes,
and Shleifer (2006) measures of IPOs to GDP and ownership concentration, and the time to collect
on a bounced check from Djankov, La Porta, Lopez-de-Silanes, and Shleifer (2003). All five are
printed country by country in the two studies’ working-paper versions, the first four in NBER
Working Paper 11883, Table VI, and the last in NBER Working Paper 8890, Table 6. The build
script downloads both papers and parses those tables. The transcription reproduces the source
tables’ own printed averages exactly, at 59.4 for market capitalization, 27.7 for listed firms per
million, 2.97 for IPOs to GDP, 0.11 for the block premium, and 0.47 for ownership concentration,
and it yields exactly the paper’s per-column country counts. Its ownership column agrees to
four decimal places with an independent transcription of the 2006 securities-laws study on all 45
countries that source covers, and it supplies four countries the other transcription lacks.

The World Bank’s Doing Business successor to the bounced-check case, the indicator for time
required to enforce a contract, has been archived, and its endpoint now returns an error saying the
indicator was not found. It is not a substitute for the published series and is not used.

2.1 Coverage

Two countries drop for reasons outside the method. Taiwan is absent from all World Bank data
and therefore has no log GDP per capita, so it leaves every column. Slovakia is not among the
109 countries covered by Djankov et al. (2003), so it has no bounced-check duration and leaves the
two World-Bank-sourced columns.

The larger gap is a data vintage effect. The current World Development Indicators no longer
publish 1999 to 2003 market capitalization for fifteen of the 72 countries, and the vintage has
revised several transition economies’ listed-firm counts sharply, with Romania showing 234 listed
firms per million in the authors’ extract against 3.7 today. The two rebuilt columns therefore run
on 56 and 66 countries rather than 72.

3 Methodology

Each column regresses a market-development outcome on the anti-self-dealing index, log GDP
per capita, and the log number of calendar days to collect on a bounced check, by ordinary least
squares across countries with heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors. This is the specification
the Table 6 note states. The paper prints robust standard errors and no t-statistics, so all paper-side
inference below appears as standard errors.
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4 Results

4.1 Table 6 Panel C

Table 1: Table 6 Panel C replication. Each column is a cross-country OLS of the outcome on the
anti-self-dealing index, log GDP per capita, and the log time to collect on a bounced check, with
robust (HC1) standard errors. Replication standard errors in parentheses; paper values and robust
standard errors in brackets from Djankov et al. (2008) Table 6 Panel C.

Market cap Control Ln(Firms IPOs Ownership
to GDP premium /POP) /GDP concentration

Replication
Anti-self-dealing index 79.11 −0.2040 0.8980 4.0300 −0.0658

(34.89) (0.0785) (0.5039) (1.7755) (0.0711)
Ln(GDP/POP) 17.84 −0.0198 0.6258 1.0755 −0.0304

(4.09) (0.0164) (0.0816) (0.2199) (0.0106)
Bounced check −19.01 0.0374 −0.0578 0.4532 0.0521

(8.04) (0.0221) (0.1188) (0.5498) (0.0248)
N 56 38 66 48 48
R2 0.441 0.340 0.511 0.412 0.319

Paper
Anti-self-dealing index 83.7041 −0.1791 1.0847 4.1413 −0.0847

[33.1478] [0.0776] [0.4884] [1.7923] [0.0715]
Ln(GDP/POP) 20.9013 −0.0194 0.6472 1.0884 −0.0301

[4.1275] [0.0168] [0.0965] [0.2162] [0.0122]
Bounced check −11.9803 0.0393 0.1241 0.4953 0.0485

[6.7769] [0.0215] [0.1475] [0.5621] [0.0247]
N 72 39 72 49 49
R2 0.45 0.31 0.47 0.38 0.29

The anti-self-dealing coefficient carries the paper’s sign in all five columns. It is significant at five
percent for market capitalization against one percent in the paper, at one percent for the control
premium against five percent, at ten percent for listed firms against five percent, at five percent
for IPOs to GDP as in the paper, and insignificant for ownership concentration as in the paper.
Both controls line up as well. Log GDP per capita is positive and significant for market value,
listings, and IPOs and negative and significant for ownership concentration, and the bounced-
check control carries the paper’s sign in four of the five columns.

4.2 How much of the remaining gap is data vintage

Because the current World Development Indicators differ from the 2005 vintage the authors used,
the two World-Bank-sourced columns are also estimated on the authors’ own printed 1999 to
2003 extract of exactly those two series, changing nothing else. Market capitalization then gives
81.33 with a robust standard error of 34.07 against the paper’s 83.70, and the log number of listed
firms per capita gives 1.0867 with a standard error of 0.4926 against the paper’s 1.0847, both on
70 countries. Panel C therefore reproduces almost exactly once the vintage is held fixed, so the
residual gaps in the main table reflect a vintage effect rather than a difference in method.
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4.3 What the bounced-check control does

Holding each column’s sample fixed, dropping the bounced-check control moves the anti-self-
dealing coefficient from 79.11 to 102.49 for market capitalization, from −0.2040 to −0.2478 for the
control premium, from 0.8980 to 0.9472 for listed firms, from 4.0300 to 3.5744 for IPOs to GDP,
and from −0.0658 to −0.1182 for ownership concentration. The control matters most for market
capitalization, where omitting it inflates the index coefficient by about thirty percent, and for own-
ership concentration, where omitting it turns an insignificant coefficient into one significant at ten
percent and so reverses the paper’s finding for that column.

4.4 Out-of-sample test, 2015–2019

Because the index and the bounced-check control are both fixed legal measures, the out-of-sample
test moves the outcome window and leaves the specification alone. Regressing 2015 to 2019 out-
comes on the 2003 index, the log number of listed firms per capita stays positive and significant at
1.2286 with a robust standard error of 0.6127 and t = 2.01 on 54 countries. Market capitalization
to GDP stays positive at 213.19 with a standard error of 134.38 and t = 1.59 on 55 countries, a
weakening rather than a reversal. The control premium, IPOs to GDP, and ownership concentra-
tion are one-off hand-collected series with no later vintage and so cannot be tested out of sample.
The legal-protection-to-listings relationship persists two decades on, while the market-value rela-
tionship becomes noisier.

5 Assessment

The replication is close. The full target panel runs, every sign matches, four of five significance cat-
egories match, and holding the World Development Indicators vintage fixed reproduces Panel C
almost exactly. The remaining limitations are the coverage of the current vintage in the two rebuilt
columns and two single-country drops, Taiwan and Slovakia, neither of which is a methodological
choice.
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