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ABSTRACT 

 
The state, as an organizational actor, holds an important role in the national sphere as a 
provider of public goods (social contract), and when it fails to do so, it is seen as state 
failure. This failure is conceptualized along a general spectrum from weak, failed, to 
collapsed. This analysis examines the theoretical concepts of state failure and the utility 
of labelling states along this spectrum. The literature overview shows that there is 
generally agreement that state failure is a linear process, and it is conceptualized in 
terms of stages. However, there is a distinct conceptual disagreement on the definition 
of the stages among scholars, as well as key indicators to measure state failure. An 
examination of the four dominant datasets indicates that they and their comparative 
results provide little basis for classifying states of value for decision-makers 
contemplating intervention in some form or other. Future research, theoretical, 
conceptual and empirical is needed to provide a basis for evaluating the most useful 
tools or options for intervention along the process of state failure.  
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“Any fool can make things bigger, 
more complex, and more violent. 

It takes a touch of genius—and 
a lot of courage—to move 
in the opposite direction.” 

Albert Einstein 
 

“I know what I want, I have a goal, 
 an opinion, I have a religion and love. 

 Let me be myself and then I am satisfied.  
I know that I’m a woman, a woman with  
inward strength and plenty of courage.” 

Anne Frank 
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CHAPTER ONE 

General Introduction 

 
Introduction 

The state, as an organizational actor, holds an important role in society. Scholars, such 

as Rotberg (2004, 3-4), suggest that the state exists to provide public goods, which are 

a function of the yearnings and aspirations of society. In so doing, the state has certain 

obligations and responsibilities towards its citizens and residents such as providing 

security, political, civil and social rights, education, healthcare, commerce, and 

infrastructure.1 However, when states fail to provide such goods, or meet their 

obligations and responsibilities, they are conceptualized along a general spectrum from 

weak, failed, to collapsed (Rotberg 2004). This range relates to the level of order and 

stability present in the state (Chesterman 2005).  

Although a fragile state is not unique to the contemporary world, the study of 

fragile states has become much more prominent in the last two decades due to the 

increasing number of countries struggling along this spectrum. Since the end of the 

Cold War, state failure has been identified as a major driver of regional and international 

instability, most often found in Africa and the Middle East, partially, as a function of the 

legacy of imperialism (Rotberg 2004, 27-28). The violence associated with failed and 

failing states generates demands for international intervention by the international 

community in some form, ideally, prior to a state collapse into civil war and anarchy.  

                                                
1 See Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan (Oxford: The Clarendon, 1909). According to Hobbes the state should 
last as long as humanity and to do so, its institutions and government need to perform well-providing 
welfare to its citizens.  
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According to numerous documents2 issued by the United Nations (UN) on the 

matter, state failure is described as a process which a state goes through when it is 

increasingly unable to meet its obligations and responsibilities to its citizens (Rotberg 

2004). As this process unfolds internal disorder grows, leading to violence, civil war, 

and, in some cases, the potential collapse of state institutions (Ezrow and Frantz 2013). 

This, in turn, holds the potential to spill over to its neighbors and the region, with serious 

implications for the international community as a whole (Chesterman 2005, 25).  

Theoretically, the responses of external actors, meaning governments and 

international organizations, to the process of state failure should be tailored to the 

position of the state in the process. The needs of a fragile state are likely to be different 

from a weak, failing, failed, or collapsed state. For example, military intervention in a 

state at the beginning of the spectrum is likely to be inappropriate and may threaten to 

escalate the process toward state collapse. Similarly, the provision of non-military 

options into a state will likely have little affect if it comes too late. In other words, 

international community responses must be tailored to the place of a state along the 

spectrum. The range of international responses, from diplomatic, economic aid, 

governance assistance, military advice and support to intervention all have different 

implications, and depend upon the place of a state in the process.  

                                                

2 The United Nations General Assembly, Implementing the responsibility to protect (Sixty-third session: 12 
January 2009). Available at <https://documents-dds-
ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N09/206/10/PDF/N0920610.pdf?OpenElement>. The Responsibility to 
Protect, Report of the International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty (Ottawa: 
International Development Research Centre, 2001) 1-91. 
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While the literature generally agrees that state failure is a linear process, and 

conceptualizes the process in terms of stages, there is distinct disagreement on the 

definition of the stages. In addition, while the literature agrees that indicators of state 

failure are found in the political, economic, social, and military/security spheres, there is 

sharp divergence on the most appropriate measures. Finally, there exists no critical 

comparative assessment of the results of numerous empirical studies, which endeavor 

to place states at certain stages. Therefore, this thesis intends to expand the available 

knowledge regarding state failure by addressing the follow two questions: Is labelling a 

country an important factor in the effort to prevent state failure, or is it merely a 

convenient typology used by ‘strong states’ in order to assure power over key zones3?  

And, can existing empirical measures and measurement of state failure improve viable 

policy responses for the international community and international organizations to help 

tailor responses that can ameliorate the situations of fragile states that find themselves 

experiencing the phenomenon of state failure?  

 

Structure of Study  

In order to reach a conclusion about the utility of categorizing states along a 

spectrum, this thesis critically analyses the measurement of state failure. In so doing, it 

provides a comparative analysis of the literature on the process of state failure. It also 

compares the different definitions and conceptualizations of the stages of state failure, 

the competing typologies that have been developed, and compares the various 

contemporary datasets on the topic. In addition, it identifies the importance of the policy 
                                                
3 The author refers to key zones, as regions where the US has most political and economic interest to 
assure power and trade in benefits of the country.  
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response side of the equation, as a preliminary for future research, which will link the 

stages of state failure to appropriate and viable responses for the international 

community. 

There are four major datasets that have been developed and employed by think 

tanks and non-partisan organizations. These are the Fragile States Index (The Fund for 

Peace 2014), the Human Development Report (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a), the Global Report: Conflict, Governance, and State Fragility 

(Center For Systemic Peace 2014), and the Global Peace Index (Institute For 

Economics and Peace 2014). This study empirically compares the results across the 

datasets, as well as the utility of the various competing indicators used to measure state 

failure. In so doing, the study identifies the differences and similarities among the 

datasets, and future avenues of research.  

 To understand state failure and how it is measured, it is necessary to 

acknowledge the state and its responsibilities, how states are being categorized, and 

who is ranking them along this spectrum. Although the above topics are related, they 

need to be parsed out in greater details. This assists in comprehending the process 

leading to a failed, and in the worst circumstances, collapsed states. The second 

chapter critically analyzes the debate on current approaches to understanding state 

failure and the central role of the state in its conceptualization. In so doing, it compares 

the characteristics of strong, weak, failed, and collapsed states, highlighting states’ 

obligations to delivering core functions to their populations.  

The third chapter describes the four dominant datasets related to state failure. In 

so doing, it presents the various indicators and measures employed to develop an inter-
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subjective, holistic approach to the identification and classification of states. The fourth 

chapter analyzes the datasets’ outcomes and evaluates if they are measuring the same 

phenomenon and share the same state ranking approach. This chapter assesses the 

datasets’ state ranking outcomes from 2010 to 2014, by focusing on the lowest ranking 

40 countries, and compares the results and discusses the differences among the 

findings throughout this period. It also assesses the five lowest ranking countries of 

each dataset over this period, to determine if the countries are moving in the same 

direction through different datasets. Lastly, the general conclusion identifies the key 

areas for subsequent research that includes the need to assess intervention tools 

relative to the place of states along the failure spectrum.  

 

Conclusion 

The results of this study are not only relevant to the field of international relations 

alone, but also to an international community that desires to establish and maintain a 

more secure world. By obtaining a better empirical understanding of state fragility the 

international community can develop early warning indicators, preventive measures, 

and a decision-making system for when, where, and how to intervene, relative to 

existing resources. Identifying state failure and acting before states fail will reduce the 

costs and implications of international interventions and diminish their impact on 

international stability. Responding too late simply raises costs and reduces the chance 

that interventions will be successful.   

Therefore, to reach a conclusion about the utility of categorizing states along a 

spectrum, it is important to examine the concepts related to state failure and understand 
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how this linear process unfolds. Thus, the next chapter examines the state and the 

linear process of state failure in greater detail, in order to comprehend the stages a 

state goes through when it no longer provides core functions to its citizens, and the 

implications for the international system when a state fails.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

The State and the Linear Process of State Failure 

 

Introduction 

Although the rise and fall of states are not new, this subject has become more 

prominent in the last two decades, bringing to the modern era a relatively new 

perception of national and international instability. Considering the root causes and 

effects of the failure of a state are essential in avoiding conflict and its consequences for 

global security. Due to the complexity of the topic and the desire of the international 

community to maintain stability and the rule of law, the topic has gained a significant 

place on the international agenda of many organizations and countries (Rudzit 2005). 

This chapter aims to identify the concept of state failure and, through a literature review, 

compares and contrasts the characteristics of strong, weak, failed, and collapsed states. 

In so doing, the analysis points out states’ obligations to deliver core functions to its 

population, and examines how not doing so can cause state failure. The work identifies 

the consequences and implications to the international system, arguing that states are 

more connected than ever before.  

 

Literature Review 

The idea of a peaceful world was elaborated in 1795 in Immanuel Kant’s work, 

‘Perpetual Peace’. Kant’s (1970, 93-130) notion of a zone of peace started among 

liberal societies. However, they were not pacific in their interaction with non-liberal 

states because they do not agree upon Kant’s “definitive articles”. Kant indicates that 

peace is a progressive process reached when all nations agree on the “definitive 
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articles”, which are defined by the author as “the civil constitution of the state to be 

Republican; the Pacific federation; and the Cosmopolitan Law” (1970, 99-106). Although 

the “definitive articles” defined by Kant are not totally applicable to the current context, 

the need for agreement on a set of rules, policies, and procedures, which guarantee 

peace are.  

Similarly, Woodrow Wilson furthered the concept of peace in ‘The Fourteen 

Points’ addressed to the US Congress in 1918. Wilson (1918) suggests in his last 

‘Point’, that a general association of nations should be created to assure the political 

independence and sovereignty of states. Hence, in 1920, the League of Nations was 

founded based on the idea of establishing a forum to resolve international conflicts 

(United States Department of State n.d.). However, the League of Nations failed to fulfill 

its goal, and the Second World War led to a new institution. In 1945, the United Nations 

was established as an essential mediator in international disputes and conflicts (United 

States Department of State n.d.).  

Nonetheless, the events during the 1990s, particularly the end of the Cold War 

(Rosenau 1991), the establishment of new nation-states, and the phenomenon of 

globalization,4 presented a more complicated international reality. The international 

community, represented by the United Nations, moved beyond interstate war as its 

primary challenge, to the challenges of state failure, resulting in intra-state violence. To 

meet this challenge, security and human development became a priority on the 

international agenda (Chesterman 2005, Rudzit 2005). At the same time, globalization 

was also having a significant impact as a function of external pressures on states and 

                                                
4 Robert O. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, Power and Interdependence (Boston: Little Brown, 1977). 
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societies, producing cultural and religious clashes (Huntington 2010).   

 Western liberal ideologies insist that states have internal and external 

obligations. Internally, this idea is based upon the social contract, where the state has 

certain obligations to its citizens, such as the provision of security, political, civil and 

social rights, education, healthcare, commerce and, infrastructure (Wendt 2014, 130). 

Externally, states may have different capabilities and obligations, but not in terms of 

functionality. Regardless, states dominate modern politics, and control the legitimate 

use of violence  while assuring international rules and laws (Wendt 2014, 24-25).  

The failure to provide the sum of such goods, or meet states’ obligations and 

responsibilities, has been called ‘state failure’ (Brooks 2005, Ghani and Lockhart 2009, 

Ezrow and Frantz 2013). However, state failure is poorly defined by the United Nations. 

Nonetheless, a basic definition from the numerous documents issued by the UN on the 

matter, indicates ‘state failure’ is the process which a state goes through when it 

increasingly is unable to meet its obligations to its citizens. This process can be 

categorized according to the level of failure that a state faces. It is narrowly defined as a 

case where a state no longer exercises central authority over a society for an extended 

period (Rotberg 2004). Additionally, state failure is characterized by the inability of the 

state to satisfy its population (Ezrow and Frantz 2013), and the inability of policymakers 

to avoid internal disorder spilling over to neighbors (Chesterman 2005, 25). 

This failure is generally conceptualized along a spectrum from weak, failed, to 

collapsed state, as categorized by Rotberg (2004, 2). The spectrum is range related to 

the level of order and disorder, and stability and chaos (Chesterman 2005). This 

conceptual spectrum, however is somewhat problematic, because different authors 
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apply different concepts within the spectrum. In other words, conceptual inter-subjective 

agreement is absent. For example, considerable literature, on the topic, shows that the 

concept ‘failing’ is a subcategory of ‘weak’, and ‘fragile’ is a synonym of ‘failed’ (Rotberg 

2004, Huria 2008, Hanlon 2011, The Fund For Peace 2013, Ottaway, 2014).  

In effect, the literature as a whole employs two distinct sets of concepts: static 

and dynamic. The static set simply places states at certain points along the spectrum of 

strong, weak, failed or fragile, and collapsed. The dynamic set speaks to the transition 

of states between static points: weakening, failing, and collapsing. Overall, the spectrum 

is conceptualized by static and dynamic concepts (see Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1 - State Failure Stages 

 
Source: Elaborated by the author. 

 

Rotberg’s (2004) static failure stages approach, represents the most often used 

schema found in the literature. The author implies that it is not easy for a state to fail, 

Strong

Weakening Weak

Failing
Failed 
Fragile

Collapsing Collapsed
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but the lack of will and negligence by the government to work around the state’s issues, 

accelerates the process of failure. However, it is not a terminal designation since states 

can move down and upward during this process (Rotberg 2004, 14).  

While scholars, decision-makers, and international institutions often refer to the 

process of state failure as a threat to international security and stability, they rarely 

agree on a definition and frequently misuse the term state failure. The Montevideo 

Convention in 1933 provides a legal terminology that defines the state,5 its rights, and 

duties. The Convention, however, does not address other possible state typologies. It is 

simply a yes or no terminology to recognize a state (United Nations 2016). Nonetheless, 

different degrees of states, or typologies are seen in many legal documents,6 reports,7 

and resolutions8 from the UN, confusing readers and hindering the ability of the 

international community to understand the phenomenon and its consequences.  

 
 
The State and Its Obligations 

                                                
5Articles 1 and 4 of Montevideo Convention (Uruguay, December 26,1933). 

 
6Security Council 6504th Meeting (AM). Available at, 
<http://www.un.org/press/en/2011/sc10208.doc.htm>. Also, see the letter of Minister for Foreign Affairs of 
The Kingdom of The Netherlands. The 56th Session of the General Assembly (New York 13 November, 
2001). Available at <http://www.un.org/webcast/ga/56/statements/011113netherlandsE.htm>. 
Additionally, See Rt. Hon. Mr. Jack Straw, MP United Kingdom Statement to the General Assembly (14 
September 2002). Available at < http://www.un.org/webcast/ga/57/statements/020914ukE.htm >. 
 
7 The Responsibility to Protect, Report of the International Commission on Intervention and State 
Sovereignty (Ottawa: International Development Research Centre, 2001) 1-91. 
 
8The United Nations General Assembly, Implementing the responsibility to protect (Sixty-third session: 12 
January 2009). Available at <https://documents-dds-
ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N09/206/10/PDF/N0920610.pdf?OpenElement >.  
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 To understand state failure and its implications, it is first necessary to 

acknowledge the concept of the state9. According to Ezrow and Frantz (2013), the 

Peace of Westphalia, in 1648, introduced the notion of the modern state and 

sovereignty. Despite the fact that scholars do not agree on how to define the state, the 

term was first used in the sixteenth century in Italy “to convey a delicate balance 

between might, power, and authority”, and it is considered by some academics as a 

relatively modern term (Ghani and Lockhart 2009, 115-116, Harding 1994). 

Nonetheless, the concept of the state entails a set of core functions, of which the 

provision of security to society is primary. Wight defines a sovereign state as one in 

which “political authorities which recognize no superior […] not only must each claim 

independence of any political superior for itself, but each must recognize the validity of 

the same claim by all the others” (1977, 23). 

The idea that the state holds an important role in society can be directly related 

to the concept of a social contract. It is basic conceptualization, individuals give up 

certain freedoms in return for the provision of security from the state, expecting that the 

state will also uphold their rights with efficacy (Ghani and Lockhart 2009, 115). 

Fukuyama (2013, 102) argues that the agreement between state and civilians, requires 

the state to then use its monopoly on force to protect its citizens and provide public 

goods. There are many interacting factors that explain how and when a state becomes 

a state, and how its obligations are established (Fukuyama 2013, 113). Although there 

                                                
9 Although realist theorists are still working on a basic definition to analyze and define the term ‘state’, 
some intellectuals do not agree with the efforts, believing it is problematic due to its complexity. 
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are at least three10 different approaches to defining the state, the Weberian approach is 

most useful because it connects state functions with state failure. 

The Weberian perspective, as argued by Wendt (2014, 246-247), sees the state 

as an organizational actor, which holds sovereignty over its territory and provides basic 

functions to its society, including internal order and external defence. Wendt (2014, 248-

249) suggests that the state contains five important characteristics: “a legal institutional 

order; an organization claiming the monopoly of the legitimate use of organized 

violence; a sovereign organization; a society; and a territory.” Moreover, the state can 

also be shaped in different ways, such as democratic, monarchic, communist, and so 

forth.  

Ghani and Lockhart approach Weber’s view about states’ obligations as “the 

legislature, the police, the judiciary, and the various branches of civil and military 

administration” (2009, 117). The functions performed by these institutions can be 

“differentiated between the necessary and optional functions of government” (2009, 

117). Ghani and Lockhart also draw from John Dewey’s thoughts about state 

functionality, which cover the concept that the mechanism characterizing a good 

government relates to the public. Dewey believes that state performance should come 

from a public consensus, which is not necessarily fixed over time, but evolves as a 

function of changing beliefs and values (Ghani and Lockhart 2009, 117).  

George and Keohane (1980) identify three important state goals: physical 

survival, autonomy, and economic well-being. These reflect Wendt’s (2014, 284) idea of 
                                                
10 The other two approaches are the Pluralist and Marxist. While Weberians see the state as an 
organizational actor, the Pluralists claim that the state object is the society. However, Marxists view the 
state and its institutions as a superstructure masking the dominance of the owners of the means of 
production (Wendt 2014, 247).  
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the state’s objectives as “life, property, and freedom.” Likewise, Waltz  (1979) implies 

that surviving is the primary objective of the state, and Fukuyama (2013, 103) indicates 

that the real motivation to create a state is associated with violence or the threat of 

violence, which makes the social contract effective. Modern states should be strong and 

stable to avoid failures in the international system (Fukuyama 2013, 102).  As for 

Rotberg,  

 

The state’s prime function is to provide that political good of 
security, to prevent cross-border invasions and infiltrations 
and any loss of territory, to eliminate domestic threats to or 
attacks upon the national order and social structure, to 
prevent crime and any related dangers to domestic human 
security, and to enable citizens to resolve their differences 
with the state and with their fellow inhabitants without 
recourse to arms or other forms of physical coercion (2003, 
3).  

 

Common to all is the belief that the state is a political authority with a monopoly 

on the legitimate use of organized violence. Although the state may not always maintain 

a true monopoly, it is its obligation to do so in the national and international sphere 

(Wendt 2014, 24). To Wendt (2014, 27),  states are organized in a community, which 

recognizes the right to sovereignty of other states within their territory. Wendt’s view 

reflects Wight’s (1977, 21) ‘Systems of States’ where he defines a state system as 

“several states that are so connected as to seem to constitute one body but whose 

members retain sovereignty.” 

Wendt (2014) further recognizes that states have more than just the obligations 

to provide security to its citizens and survive in the international system. States also 

have aims associated with their autonomy in choosing leaders, and allocating resources 
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and managing for economic well-being, and collective self-esteem, which refers to the 

necessity of the state to feel good about its status among nations. The latter idea is the 

concept of ‘self’ and ‘other’ being recognized and respected for its sovereignty. 

Fukuyama argues that the state has three basic functions: minimal, intermediate and 

activist. Minimal functions entail the provision of “pure public goods, defense, law and 

order, property rights, macroeconomic management, public health, improving equity, 

and protecting the poor” (2004, 9). Intermediate functions relate to “addressing 

externalities, education, environment, regulating monopoly, overcoming imperfect 

education, insurance, financial regulation, and social insurance” (2004, 9). The activist 

functions are “industrial policy and wealth redistribution” (2004, 9).  Importantly, 

Fukuyama (2004, 8) argues that the failure of a state to meet its minimal functions 

results in the lack of legitimacy in the eyes of its citizen and other states, which is a key 

casual explanation for state failure. 

Ghani and Lockhart (2009) recognize that state functions are controversial 

because there is certain disagreement on what these functions are among scholars, 

relative to time and space. Nonetheless, they propose that states today have ten 

important functions: 

The rule of law; a monopoly on the legitimate means of 
violence, administrative control; sound management of public 
finances, investments in human capital; creation of 
citizenship rights through social policy; provision of 
infrastructure services; formation of a market; management 
of public assets, and effective public borrowing (Ghani and 
Lockhart 2009, 125-163).  

 

Amongst these important functions, the most significant relates to making law, 

because law ties together “all aspects of the state, the economy, and society” (Ghani 
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and Lockhart 2009, 125). Ghani and Lockhart also observe that current expectations of 

the state have increased and they have “become responsible for numerous functions 

from population’s economic well-being to social welfare to the provision of individual 

opportunity” (2009, 119). Additionally, the state “must play an expansive role in 

regulating the economy and providing citizenship rights” (Ghani and Lockhart 2009, 

119). Consequently, governing and administration have become harder to perform, 

since its citizens, as well as the international community, have high expectations 

regarding the states’ obligations and functionality in the provision of core goods.  

In brief, states are sovereign entities, recognized by other actors, who play an 

important role in society delivering public goods and fulfilling the obligations of the social 

contract. Not accomplishing state obligations is thus seen as a failure, and this failure 

has implications for the international community since states are interconnected in the 

international system. The concern of the international community relates to the 

desirable level of stability and security within a state. Therefore, understanding the 

concept of a state and its obligations in national and international arenas is useful to 

comprehend the linear process of state failure.  

 

Typologies of States 

 A state’s classification relates to the way a state performs internally, relative to its 

functions and obligations. As discussed above, the essential functions and obligations 

are “providing pure public goods, defense, law and order, property rights, 

macroeconomic management, public health, improving equity, and protecting the poor” 

(Fukuyama 2004, 9). When a state, fails to meet these functions and obligations, the 
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results are political disorder, and poor economic performance with consequences for 

the global community (Ezrow and Frantz 2013).  

The incentive for classifying state failure “is the idea that these states are not one 

and the same and that differences among them have implications for the kinds of 

policies external actors should pursue to engage them” (Ezrow and Frantz 2013, 25). To 

ameliorate these implications, numerous scientific measures have been identified and 

employed by international and non-governmental organizations to recognize states on 

the brink of failure. In classifying such states, the international community can, or 

should, act to prevent state failure. Ideally, pre-emptive actions will prevent states from 

failing or help states that are in the failure process not to collapse.  

Rotberg’s typology identifies four categories of states: strong, weak, failed, and 

collapsed. To Rotberg (2004, 4), the concept of strong states is associated with 

adequate performance to provide its citizens with essential services, control its borders 

satisfactorily as a unitary actor, interact in international politics, and provide economic 

growth. Strong states are also efficient at offering their society a broader and high 

quality of political benefits. Strong states also have an elevated level of development, 

fair income distribution, a high level of political participation, the rule of law, and a 

regulated economy. States with these characteristics are considered places of peace. 

These indicators can be seen in countries such as Finland, New Zealand and Sweden 

(The Fund for Peace 2015).  

 Ezrow and Frantz believe that “strong states are states that are stable, with the 

bond between states and citizens firmly intact” (2013, 17). Likewise, Ghani and Lockhart 

(2009, 83) suggest that strong states provide to their society several fundamental 
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functions, which result in an important and significant tool for cooperation and trust 

between the state and its citizens. Such states guarantee a good level of “information, 

decision rights, and policies” within the state (Ghani and Lockhart 2009, 165). To 

Brooks (2005, 1160), strong states are those who have control over their population and 

territories, a legal capability to legitimate violence, and perform well in delivering social 

goods to their society.   

To Migdal, “state strength is weighted in terms of a state’s capability to penetrate 

society, regulate relationships, extract resources and appropriate or use resources in 

determined ways” (1988, 4). Moreover, state performance is established on the 

boundary between society, institutions, and economy (Ghani and Lockhart 2009, 223). 

 Fukuyama describes the United States of America as an example of strong state, 

using Max Weber’s state definition of monopoly of the legitimate use of force. 

 

On the other hand, there is another sense in which the 
American state is very strong. […] The sense of stateness is, 
in other words, enforcement: the ultimate ability to send 
someone with a uniform and a gun to force people to comply 
with the state’s laws. In this respect, the American state is 
extraordinarily strong: It has a plethora of enforcement 
agencies at federal, state, and local levels to enforce 
everything from traffic rules to commercial law to 
fundamental breaches of the Bill of Rights. Americans, for 
various complex reasons, are not a law-abiding people when 
compared to citizens of other developed democracies […], 
but not for want of an extensive and often highly punitive 
criminal and civil justice system that deploys substantial 
enforcement powers (Fukuyama 2004, 06). 

 

In other words, the ability to enforce the law and maintain a monopoly on the 

legitimate use of force within a state is seen by Fukuyama (2004) as a key indicator of a 
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strong state. Rotberg adds that it is according to their capability to perform all or some 

of the aforementioned functions: “According to their performances, according to the 

levels of their effective delivery of the most crucial political goods, that strong states 

may be distinguished from weak ones, and weak states from failed or collapsed ones” 

(2004, 2). 

In short, strong states are those capable of providing public goods at the national 

level and cooperate effectively at the international level. Internally, strong states provide 

adequate services to their citizens through the social contract, offering their society an 

elevated level of development. At the international level, strong states interact well with 

the international community, cooperating to improve the system. 

In stark contrast to strong states, weak states are varied in makeup. Susan Rice 

and Stewart Patrick (2006) argue there is no universal agreement on the definition of a 

weak state. Nonetheless, most scholars do agree that, “such countries lack the capacity 

and/or will to perform core functions of statehood effectively” (The Brookings Institution 

2008, 5). Ezrow and Frantz (2013, 17) claim that weak states often fail to meet their 

obligations to their citizens and are inconsistent in their provision of core functions. The 

authors consider weakness as a disorder, characterized by corruption, the collapse of 

state institutions, and the division of the political society. Also, “in weak states, political 

competition primarily occurs among armed groups” (Ezrow and Frantz 2013, 18).  

According to Fukuyama (2004, 17), when a state reduces its scope of services it 

reduces its strength and capability to provide and interact fully with its citizens. For 

example, cutbacks may lead to the decline in “basic infrastructure like roads and public 

health […], as well as investments in primary education and agriculture.” These 
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indicators are commonly found in weak states, as a result of the lack of capability to 

provide basic goods to its citizens. In addition to the cutbacks in the scope of a state’s 

provision of services, Fukuyama (2004, 92-93) suggests that weak states “commit 

human rights abuses, provoke humanitarian disasters, drive massive waves of 

immigration, and attack their neighbors.” Moreover, he concludes that the “lack of 

institutional capacity to implement and enforce policies, often driven by an underlying 

lack of legitimacy of the political system as a whole” leads states to weakness 

(Fukuyama 2004, 96). 

In the same context, Osaghae (2007, 692) argues that the inability of states to 

perform well is another characteristic of a weak state, which relates to the lack of 

development and instability in a country. Overall, the idea of weak states is problematic 

due to its subjectivity. Osaghae describes some elements of a weak state, which 

include “bad governance; loss of state autonomy; legitimacy crisis; violent contestation 

for state power; ungoverned territories; unstable and divided population; 

underdeveloped institutions; pervasive corruption, and poverty, among others” (2007, 

692-693). These elements are more likely to promote civil war in a country, refugee 

flows, and neglect of basic services (Osaghae 2007, 693). 

According to the Index of State Weakness, weak states are those that lack the 

basic competence to accomplish four sets of essential government duties:  

 

Fostering an environment conducive to sustainable and 
equitable economic growth; establishing and 
maintaining legitimate, transparent, and accountable 
political institutions; securing their populations from 
violent conflict and controlling their territory; and 
meeting the basic human needs of their population (The 
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Brookings Institution 2008, 3)11.  
 

Additionally, Brooks suggests that because weak states come in different forms, 

they may have a combination of “fragile governance structures with substantial regional 

influence and wealth” (2005, 1161). 

On the other hand, Buzan and Little (2000, 255) indicate that weak states have 

violent conflict, which is associated with ethnicity, religion, and authoritarian leaders that 

do not get along with society. Moreover, Rotberg (2004) notes that although these 

states are struggling, they are not yet failed, and the government may function well in 

some sectors and poorly in others. These indicators are concomitant with countries like 

India, Iran and Zambia (The Fund for Peace 2015). Though scholars disagree on the 

specific criteria that constitute a weak state, they do agree that weak states are in the 

path to failure (Ezrow and Frantz 2013, 18).  

In brief, weak states lack the capacity to deliver core functions to their citizens, 

due to the lack of development and stability within the state. Places like these have 

disrupted state institutions and lack government legitimacy. In general, scholars do not 

agree on the characteristics of a weak state. However, one can see that there is a slight 

consensus that weak states are highly associated with a lack of legitimacy and 

undermined sovereignty (for example, Iraq and Syria). These characteristics are 

frequently seen as pressures, that drive states further down the linear process toward 

failure.  

                                                
11 The Brookings Institution index was not taken into consideration for the dataset analysis because the 
index was only published in 2008 (The Brookings Institution 2008). Available at < 
https://www.brookings.edu/research/index-of-state-weakness-in-the-developing-world/> accessed: August 
04, 2017.  
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To Ezrow and Frantz, “failed states are simply states that have undergone state 

failure, just as state failure is the process of becoming a failed state” (2013, 15). 

However, the authors concede that not every state facing failure will end up failed. 

Noting the work of Stewart Patrick, they recognize political will as an important factor. If 

a government is ineffectual and lacks the will to address approaching failure, all the 

support given is meaningless. Patrick considers that failed states have four categories: 

 

States that are both capable and committed (i.e. 
Senegal and Honduras), States that are incapable but 
committed (i.e. Mozambique and East Timor), States 
that are capable but lacking will (i.e. Burma and 
Zimbabwe), and states that are both incapable and 
lacking will (i.e. Haiti and Sudan) (Ezrow and Frantz 
2013, 24). 

 

Regarding failed states, Brooks (2005, 1160) admits that there are many 

scholarly definitions of the concept, but most academics describe failed states in 

contrast to strong ones, which are supposed to be the ideal status of a state. 

Nevertheless, the author suggests that failed states are characterized by vast economic 

inequalities, slow development of their economic sector, and poor social welfare 

performance. Moreover, failed states confront violent internal conflicts, have no 

monopoly on legal violence, lack control over their borders, and do not provide stability 

and peace for their citizens.    

Hanlon (2011, 2) sees the proliferation of failed states as a process that has 

been happening for many years and has brought instability to the international 

framework.  Failed states exhibit a power vacuum, with loss of territorial control, 

alongside neglected essential services. Also, there is little to no security provided. As a 
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result, the government is perceived as illegitimate by its citizens (Hanlon 2011, 8). 

According to Pilbeam (2015), failed states are confronted with challenges to their 

legitimacy and authority. Moreover, The Fund for Peace defines state failure as “the 

erosion of legitimate authority to make collective decisions, an inability to provide 

reasonable public services, and the inability to interact with other states as a full 

member of the international community” (as cited in Pilbeam 2015, 113).  

Similarly to Pilbeam, Chomsky (2007, 38) claims that failed states are “outlaw 

states,” where leaders disregard international law and agreements. Also, these states 

cannot secure for individuals their national/international rights. Thus, the inability to 

provide safety to a population, and the lack of legitimacy within the country are strong 

characteristics of a failed state (Chomsky 2007, 109). Further, Rotberg (2004) agrees 

that failed states struggle to integrate into the international arena and provide essential 

services to its people. Also, he claims that the term ‘failed’ implies the idea that a state 

is incapable of providing public services and necessary assistance to its populations, 

such as human security, political rights, freedom, education, health, commerce and 

infrastructure (Rotberg 2004, 3).  

Likewise, Zartman (1995, 5) also argues that failed states are those that do not 

function well, and whose authority and legitimacy is not recognized by its citizens. Also, 

failed states do not provide stability for the population, as civil wars and internal 

conflicts, which last for an extended period, and are predominant. Related, Rotberg 

insists that failed states’ territories and borders become irrelevant when non-state 

actors, or insurgents have control of parts of a “national territory or, sometimes, even 

across its international borders”  (2004, 9). Moreover, Patrick (2006, 30) recognizes that 
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there are different levels and aspects of failed that can be distinguished according to the 

capability and will to perform of a state. He implies that capacity is associated with how 

a government provides, if at all, basic goods to its citizens, and “will” is related to how 

the state is willing to work along with external assistance to improve the country’s 

condition. 

 In general, weak and failed state indicators are very similar, which makes it very 

difficult to distinguish between them. Nonetheless, failed states are more complex and 

disrupted than weak states since the level of chaos and instability within a failed state is 

greater than in a weak state. How much greater, however, is never clearly defined.  

Nonetheless, the most common characteristics attributed to failed states, by scholars, 

are the lack of government power and legitimacy, high levels of violent conflict, lack of 

control over borders, the inability or lack of will to provide the citizens with core 

functions, and lack of adherence to international agreements and laws. Failed states 

urgently need help from the international community in order to halt the process to avoid 

the final condition – collapse. Moreover, the failure of the international community to 

intervene in a failed state can increase its level of instability and its inability to deliver 

basic functions to its citizens, potentially leading to state collapse.  

As mentioned before, state failure has different levels and classifications, and 

according to Rotberg the levels of effectiveness in delivering the most crucial political 

goods, differentiates “strong states from weak ones, and weak states from failed or 

collapsed ones” (2004, 2). For Rotberg (2004), collapsed states represent an extreme 

version of state failure. In collapsed states, basic services that should be provided by 

the government can only be achieved through the private sector (Rotberg 2004, 9). 
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Moreover, Rotberg reveals that collapsed states lack authority, rules, and security, 

hence the Hobbesian ‘law of the strongest’ prevailing. 

In like manner, the international community considers collapsed states as the 

least desirable stage for a state (Rotberg 2004, 10). They are places where the 

government does not function properly any longer and international intervention is 

needed (Fukuyama 2004). These environments are the reality for countries like South 

Sudan, Somalia, and the Central African Republic (The Fund for Peace 2015). 

According to the Index of State Weakness in the Developing World (The Brookings 

Institution 2008, 14), Somalia is a good example of collapsed state, since it has been 

“functioning without a central government since 1991.” The Index claims that collapsed 

states “lack the ability to effectively control substantial portions of their territory, and they 

are all currently in conflict. Their governments are unable and/or unwilling to provide for 

the essential human needs of their people” (The Brookings Institution 2008, 14). 

Moreover, the index shows that the economic sector does not function properly, and the 

social welfare system is in a miserable condition (The Brookings Institution 2008, 14). 

 Moreover, Yannis (2002, 832) implies that collapsed states support potential 

combatant groups that may become “criminals, extremists, warlords—or even 

terrorists—unworthy of respect and recognition as partners by the international 

community in a possible reconstruction process.” Besides that, Larsson (2005, 24) 

claims that “in a collapsed state the de jure government might very well be far from 

exercising a de facto authority, making such negotiations—for peace keeping, aid, 

reconstruction, etc. a waste of effort.” 

 A collapsed state presents two kinds of failure: functional and institutional. The 
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first involves the inability of a government to perform core functions (functional), and the 

second to the absence of governmental structures (institutional). According to Clément 

“in practice, the state rarely completely disappears. Bits and piece will suddenly 

reappear (e.g., a government, a parliament, a police force, road infrastructure), but 

never over the entire territory or for long periods of time leading to what some have 

called a dotted state” (2005, 2). Nevertheless, the environment of collapsed states can 

be understood “as a situation where governmental structures are overwhelmed by 

circumstances” (Grimm, Lemay-Hébert and Nay 2014, 199).  

 In sum, collapsed states are those facing the last stage of the linear process of 

state fragility. In collapsed states the level of instability is very high, since it is a place of 

violence, civil wars, extremists, and non-state-actors.  The collapse of the functional and 

institutional authority and the unwillingness or inability of the government to provide their 

people with essential human needs, which sometimes can only be achieved through the 

private sector, lead to a vacuum of legitimated power within a state. Although the 

authors, mentioned above, describe different levels of dysfunctional states, and different 

indicators to measure the failure, they do not explore the phenomenon deeply. 

However, they conclude that any type of state failure has consequences for national 

and international stability, since it is extremely difficult to reverse the process. 

Therefore, understanding its causes is the first step in avoiding the most extreme 

version of failure: the collapse of a state. 

 

Causes and Consequences for the International System 
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 The emergence of state failure is associated with the ending of the Cold War. 

However, some scholars argue that state fragility was a fact during the Cold War, but 

only gained notoriety after the terrorist attacks in New York in 2001 (Robinson 2008, 

79). Moreover, Fukuyama (2004, 93) claims that although the subject was a real 

concern in the post-9/11 era, since the fall of the Berlin Wall (1989) most of the 

international crises have arisen from failed or fragile states. Therefore, the international 

community is alarmed because the number of weak, failed, and collapsed states have 

been proliferating in the last two decades (The Fund for Peace 2015).  

Rotberg (2004) attributes the growing phenomenon to the increasing number of 

legitimate or de jure states. In 1914 there were only 55 legitimate states. By 2002 the 

number almost quadrupled, reaching a total of 192 legitimate states, in large part due to 

former European colonies gaining their independence in the post war period. As such, 

many of these ‘new states’ were not ready for the complex relations among nations, a 

floating economy, and international politics (Rotberg 2004).  

Moreover, Rotberg points out that “desirable international norms such as stability 

and predictability become difficult to achieve when so many of the globe’s newer nation-

states waver precariously between weakness and failure, with some truly failing, and a 

few even collapsing” (2004, 1). As a result of the failure of states, “policy questions of 

the twenty-first century” dictate a need to understand how states fail, in order for the 

international community, led by the UN, to predict and prevent regional spillover.  As the 

former Secretary-General of the UN, Kofi Annan, noted, disregarding failed states 

generates problems that might again become a concern to collective security, as a 

function of the instability instigated by non-state actors (The Fund for Peace 2005).  
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Rotberg contends that state failure “is always associated with intrastate violence, 

the rise of non-state actors, and an increased lethality of the weapons employed in 

offensive and defensive combat” (2004, 30). As a result, international security is 

jeopardized. The United Nations General Secretariat Report, entitled ‘A More Secure 

World: Our Shared Responsibility’, identifies state failure within the world’s six12 most 

relevant threats (United Nations 2004). Further, the inability to control violence and non-

state actors located in failed states, is problematic and a concern to the international 

system and its security (Huria 2008, 2). Pressures originating from fragile countries 

include: “terrorism, transnational crime, weapons proliferation, regional instability, and 

the spread of disease and epidemics” (Huria 2008, 2). The lack of good government 

leads states to fail, and their failure has international consequences (Brooks 2005, 

1162). 

Similarly, Grimm et al. (2014, 199) argue that the lack of capability within a state 

to perform well leads to national security problems, which can spillover across 

international borders, becoming a threat to regional security. Ottaway (2014) adds that 

state failure is a threat to international stability because fragile states could end up as 

an export hub for drugs, weapons, and terrorists. Likewise, Ghani and Lockhart (2009, 

222) contend that the consequences to international stability from failed states, is the 

spread of criminal and terrorist networks, which can culminate in a serious calamity for 

the global order. In addition, the authors concede that “given the nature of networks and 

                                                

12 The United Nation’s report claims the threats that states must be aware of are: Economic and social 
threats, including poverty, infectious disease and environmental degradation; Inter-State conflict; Internal 
conflict, including civil war, genocide and other large-scale atrocities; Nuclear, radiological, chemical and 
biological weapons; Terrorism, and Transnational organized crime (United Nations 2004, 02).  
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globalization, citizens cannot be secure while their armies are fighting elsewhere: 

boundaries to battlefield no longer exist” (Ghani and Lockhart 2009, 223). 

Globalization is also undermining international stability, since national borders 

are permeable, and the high interaction of the cultural, political and economic beliefs 

and values create consequences for the international community. Kupchan adds that 

“globalization is producing a widening gap between what electorates are asking of their 

governments and what those governments are able to deliver” (2012, 1). The author 

also noted that globalization is holding developing countries back to “achieve 

unprecedented prosperity”, which generates consequences in an interdependent 

system. These consequences are “imposing hardships and insecurity not experienced 

for generations” (Kupchan 2012, 2).  

Moreover, the international community does not have a clear strategy to face the 

consequences of state failure. The lack of a clear strategy hinders supporters from 

developing viable “country-sensitive policies to overcome deficits in governance, 

socioeconomic development, and security” (Grimm, Lemay-Hébert and Nay 2014, 204). 

The phenomenon of state failure is a challenge to the international order. Failed or 

collapsed states cannot “participate in the increasingly dense network of international 

trade, environmental, or human rights agreements and institutions; they cannot enforce 

contracts between their citizens and foreigners or protect settled property interests” 

(Brooks 2005, 1162). This disruption can affect state harmony and autonomy because 

disorder in a society can lead to a variety of issues, and one of them is the inability to 

engage in treaties or follow the existing rules of the international system.  
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In brief, the extensive variation across this topic is problematic. Ezrow and Frantz 

have stated that the difference is “troublesome because it generates confusion over 

state failure’s causes and consequences, a central focus of most research on the 

subject, in turn muddling the solutions identified to ameliorate state failure” (Ezrow and 

Frantz 2013, 32).   

 

Conclusion 

 The literature on state failure is fundamentally based upon the obligations related 

to the social contract between the state and its citizens. When a state fails to 

successfully provide public goods to its society, it can be categorized along a fragility 

spectrum from weak, failed, to collapsed. Moreover, the failure of a state has 

consequences at the international level. Thus, it is important to identify the linear 

process that a state is facing in order to appropriately address the failure.   

 One should not exaggerate the degree of conceptual disagreement among 

scholars. In fact, there is a general agreement that despite conceptual differences, there 

is consensus that state failure relates directly to security, political, civil and social rights, 

and the provision of key socio-economic goods. Unfortunately, the literature possesses 

little agreement on the priority that should be attached to each area of state failure. 

Moreover, there is also a consensus that state failure is a dynamic, linear process, and 

not a static one. Yet, the literature largely treats it in static terms, or categories, which 

are neither necessarily exclusive in nature, nor possess clear, distinct, transitional 

boundaries.    



	

	
 

42	

 The characteristics of a strong state are very clear. A strong state meets its 

obligations, provides social goods to its citizens, controls its territory, and cooperates 

with the international community. However, the features of weak, failed, and collapsed 

states are blurred. Weak states share the following characteristics of corruption, internal 

instability, and a lack of development. Although some sectors work well, others function 

poorly. Nevertheless, the state has not yet failed. Failed states also have economic and 

social welfare problems, although the extent to which they are substantively different 

from weak is unclear. Internally, failed states might be different from weak, in terms of 

functional failure across all sectors, rather than from just some.  However, it is important 

to note the aspects of a failed state are the lack of legitimacy, weakening authority, and 

loss of control over territories.  

 In addition, failed states, as distinct from the conceptualization of weak states, 

seem to entail an emphasis on the lack of government legitimacy, loss of authority, and 

loss of territory control. Non-state rivals emerge to contest government control. As 

result, there appears to be a theoretical link between weak state characteristics and the 

conditions for failure, albeit not fully elaborated in the literature. Moreover, weak states 

may also face the issues related to failed states, but to some lesser, and unspecified 

degree. Finally, a collapsed state is the most extreme version of state failure. While 

having all the aspects of weak and failed states, collapsed states have no rules, 

security, and governmental structures. They do not function because they no longer 

exist. Yet, the actors vying for control may actually function like a state in certain areas, 

even though not all. These categories are important to the study in order to understand 
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how to better address the different levels of state fragility and the responses needed for 

each.  

Despite the fact that scholars do not agree on the definition of state failure, they 

do agree that the root cause is centered on the inability of the state to satisfy its society, 

with the consequences of political disorder, violence, poor economic performance, and 

a lack of social goods. Moreover, failure is most likely to correlate with civil war and a 

lack of concern for protecting citizens and their human rights (Esty, et al. 1999, 

Chomsky 2007). Once again, the inability of a government to provide better 

opportunities to its citizens, which is reflected by civil war, massive migration, poverty, 

internal violence, and the inability to provide basic goods for its population and 

illegitimacy of governors, indicates the failure of a state (Ghani and Lockhart 2009). 

There are many indicators to help researchers analyze why states fail, but there 

is no consensus among scholars about which indicators are most relevant. While there 

are different definitions of strong, weak, failed, and collapsed states, they are classified 

according to their performance within each group of indicators. As a result, measuring 

state failure is not easy and can vary according to the indicators chosen. Nonetheless, a 

state’s capability to deliver essential goods, such as security, legitimacy, and social 

welfare, is an exceptionally useful lens for exploring the topic of state fragility. 

Labeling states is an important and necessary step in process of analyzing 

troubled countries for the purpose of legitimizing interventionist strategies. Therefore, it 

is relevant to measure state failure in order to explore the causes and consequences of 

the topic scientifically. Also, states’ obligations to deliver core functions to their 

populations, and the failure to do so, creates a problem because states are connected 
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through globalization and the failure jeopardizes regional and international security. 

Hence, state dysfunctionality produces consequences for the global order.  

It is important to acknowledge that state failure is, most of the time, related to 

violence and the rise of non-state actors. These states can be a hotbed for the spread 

of insurgents, international crime, regional disorder, weapon propagation, and the 

spread of epidemic diseases. Hence, the participation of these states in the international 

system is a challenge, due to their inability to accept or follow agreements. Finally, the 

international community claims that recognizing the failure of states provides the global 

community with the chance to be aware of countries that may disturb global order. 

Furthermore, identifying the pressures that states are under is a way to avoid them in 

the future (Lawrence 2014, 17). Also, states are constantly monitoring pressures such 

as security and state legitimacy because they affect collective security. Therefore, 

considering the roots and effects of the failure of a state is essential in avoiding conflict 

that might jeopardize regional and global security. 

The next chapter reports on the indicators and measures used to rank states. 

Four major datasets are evaluated to point out similarities and differences among their 

methodologies, set of indicators, and state rank. By comparing and contrasting the 

datasets’ outcomes, one can identify whether they are measuring the same 

phenomenon of state failure.  
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CHAPTER THREE 

Report Indicators, Measures and Findings 

 

Introduction 

As seen in the previous chapter, the international community can be threatened by the 

process of state failure. The instability in states like, South Sudan, Somalia, Sudan, 

Syria, Turkey, and North Korea, are continuing to have devastating consequences for 

their citizens and the international community alike (The Fund for Peace 2017). It is 

essential for the international community to be aware of states facing the phenomenon 

of state failure and its consequences for international stability. Thus, comprehending 

how they are evaluated and measured is crucial to develop policy responses. Therefore, 

tools such as indexes and reports that rank countries according to their level of fragility, 

peace, or development have been formulated in order to understand and address the 

phenomenon of state failure.  

To better comprehend how states are ranked, this chapter examines four primary 

datasets, which seek to identify and measure states according to a range of different 

definitions, indicators, and measures: Fragile States Index (FSI); Human Development 

Report (HDR); Global Report: Conflict, Governance, and State Fragility (GR), and the 

Global Peace Index (GPI). The indicators and measures from each dataset are 

examined to comprehend how the states are ranked. The datasets are subsequently 

cross-analyzed to identify similarities and differences, developing an inter-subjective, 

holistic approach to the identification and classification of states. 

Although the datasets differ among their indicators, measures, and findings, they 
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represent the major attempts to generate quantitative tools that assess states’ resilience 

as an effort to measure insecurity worldwide, and identify states on the verge of failure 

or collapse. The four datasets mentioned above are the most relevant, cited, and used 

by scholars and policymakers, and three of the datasets provide state ranking yearly.  

These datasets are all funded by independent think tanks and non-partisan 

institutions that seek to calculate state strength and vulnerability worldwide. The Fragile 

States Index evaluates strength and vulnerability through social, economic, and political 

and military pressures faced by states (The Fund For Peace 2016, 13). The Global 

Report: Conflict, Governance, and State Fragility calculates states strength and 

vulnerability through the level of conflict, governance, and development in a state 

(Center For Systemic Peace 2014). The Human Development Report evaluates states’ 

strength and vulnerability measuring their capability to deliver public goods13  (United 

Nations Development Programme 2015, 1-2). Finally, the Global Peace Index measures 

the strength and vulnerability of a state by focusing upon armed conflict indicators14 

(Institute For Economics and Peace 2015). 

Although indicators and measures differ amongst the datasets, there is a 

significant degree of similarity, which suggests that their rankings should be highly 

                                                
13 Founded on the idea that public service defines a resilient society. Therefore, states’ functions are 
based on the Lockean approach, which sees the state as the provider of service. See Asraf Ghani and 
Clare Lockhart. 2004. Fixing Failed States: A Framework for Rebuilding a Fractured World. New York: 
Oxford University Press; See Rotberg, Robert. 2004. When State Fail: Cause and Consequences. 
Princeton: Princeton University Press. 
 
14 Founded on the idea that armed conflict indicators are the major indicators to measure state fragility. 
Based on the Weberian approach, which implies that state’s responsibilities are intrinsically connected to 
its capability to monopolize the use of violence and assure sovereignty. See Krasner, Stephen, 2004. 
Sharing Sovereignty New Institutions for Collapsed and Falling States. International Security, 29 no.2, 85-
120.   
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correlated. For instance, the GPI considers the results from the FSI and GR datasets. 

The HDR indicators and measures are also comparable. Thus, they are all aiming to 

measure the same phenomenon of state failure with different measures of legitimacy 

and effectiveness, strength and vulnerability, development, and level of peace and 

conflict15.  

 

The Fragile States Index 

The first dataset analyzed is the Fragile States Index (FSI), which is an annual 

indicator of instability and pressures faced by countries worldwide. The index was first 

called Failed States Index, but in 2014 the Fund for Peace changed to its current 

name16. The index is produced by the Fund for Peace (FFP), a non-profit research 

organization. The organization’s aim is to create tools that provide early warning 

assistance to policymakers for weak and failing states. Since its origin in 2004, the FFP 

annually examines 178 states. The objective is to rank these states along a spectrum 

from very sustainable (strong) to very high alert (collapsed), in order to promote security 

and stability in the international community (The Fund for Peace 2014). 

 The FSI methodology employs sophisticated search parameters, through an 

analytical platform called the ‘Conflict Assessment System Tool’ (CAST). It aggregates 
                                                
15 In the following section this study breaks the indexes into categories, groups, indicators, and measures. 
The categories are divided into social, economic, political, and security/military. The groups compare the 
same categories, for example the social group includes indicators from the social category of all datasets. 
As for the indicators, they are written in Italic, and the measures are written in regular font within the text. 
 
16 “When the Failed States Index (FSI) was first published in 2005, the use of the term “failed state” was 
designed to highlight and draw attention to the very real risk that people faced if their state failed to 
address the factors and conditions that we were measuring. While we all agreed that the term “failed 
state” was fraught with issues, mainly that we were not calling any country on the list failed, we knew it 
would likely get attention. And it did. Despite this, almost every year, we would revisit the name and think 
about whether we could change it finally” (The Fund for Peace 2014, 08). 
 



	

	
 

48	

scores to create a rank of states, in which the highest score (120) represents the most 

fragile state (The Fund for Peace 2014, 9). The scores are based on twelve essential 

social, economic, political and military indicators17(Table 1). Although the dataset 

explains that the respective categories can add up to 10 points each and the state’s 

ranking score is the sum of the twelve indicators, it is unclear how the countries scores 

are aggregated under each of the measures.  

The social category analyzes four indicators: demographic pressures, the 

number of refugees and internally displaced person (IDPS), group grievance, and 

human flight and brain drain. The second category of indicators focuses on economic 

factors, which cover uneven economic development, and poverty and economic decline. 

The third category is the largest of all, and evaluates political and military indicators: 

state legitimacy, public services, human rights and the rule of law, the security 

apparatus, factionalized elites, and external intervention  (The Fund for Peace 2014, 

10).  

 

Table 1 - Fragile States Index Indicators 

Social Indicators Economic Indicators Political and Military 
Indicators 

Demographic pressures 
 

Uneven economic 
development 

State legitimacy 

Refugees and IDPS Poverty and economic 
decline 

Public services 

Group grievance  Human rights and rule of 
law 

Human flight and brain  Security apparatus 
                                                
17 See Appendix A on page 130 for details on indicators and measures. The details presented on 
Appendix A is illustrated from the Fragile States Index 2017, since the preceding reports do not illustrate 
details on each indicator. Although the latest version of the dataset does not aggregate the indicators in 
the same categories as the previous report, the indicators analyzed remain the same (The Fund For 
Peace, 2017).  
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drain  
  Factionalized elites 
  External intervention 
   

Source: The Fund for Peace. Fragile States Index, 2014, p. 10.  
 

The social category indicators cover up to 26 different measures (Table 2). The 

measures included demographic pressures related to natural disasters, disease, 

environment, pollution, food scarcity, malnutrition, water scarcity, population growth, 

youth bulge, and mortality. The measures for refugees and IDPs are displacement, 

refugee camps, IDP camps, disease related to displacement, refugees per capita, IDPs 

per capita, and absorption capacity. The group grievance measures are associated with 

discrimination, powerlessness, ethnic violence, communal violence, sectarian violence, 

and religious violence. As for human flight and brain drain, the measures are related to 

migration per capita, human capital, and the emigration of educated citizens (The Fund 

for Peace 2014, 10). 

 

Table 2 - Fragile States Index: Social Indicators and Measures 

Demographic 
Pressures 

Refugees and 
IDPS 

Group Grievance Human Flight and 
Brain Drain 

Natural disasters Displacement Discrimination Migration per capita 
Disease Refugee camps Powerlessness Human capital 

Environment IDP camps Ethnic violence Emigration of educated 
citizens 

Pollution Disease related to 
displacement 

Communal 
violence 

__ 

Food scarcity Refugees per 
capita 

Sectarian violence __ 

Malnutrition IDPs per capita Religious violence __ 
Water scarcity Capacity to absorb __ __ 

Population growth __ __ __ 
Youth bulge __ __ __ 
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Mortality __ __ __ 
Source: The Fund for Peace. Fragile States Index, 2014, p. 10.  
 

In the social category, the indicators and measures are designed to assess a 

government’s ability and will to provide goods to its citizens. This group evaluates the 

government’s aptitude in assisting its population with public services and its capability to 

respond to internal and external security threats. Also, the social indicators assess the 

lack of opportunity in society, which causes massive migration and the creation of a 

“vacuum of human capital”. Moreover, the category also measures existing tension and 

violence among groups within the state and its competence and ability to provide 

security to its society (The Fund for Peace 2014, 10). 

 As for the economic indicators, this category evaluates 14 measures (Table 3). 

The uneven economic development measures include the GINI coefficient, income 

share of the highest 10 percent, income share of the lowest 10 percent, rural versus 

urban distribution of services, improved service access, and slum population. The 

poverty and economic decline indicator includes measures related to economic deficit, 

government debt, unemployment, youth employment, purchasing power, GDP per 

capita, GDP growth, and inflation (The Fund for Peace 2014, 10).  

 
Table 3 - Fragile States Index: Economic Indicators and Measures 

Uneven Economic Development Poverty and Economic Decline 

GINI coefficient Economic deficit 
Income share of highest 10% Government debt 
Income share of lowest 10% Unemployment 

Rural v. Urban distribution of services Youth employment 
Improved service access Purchasing power 

Slum population GDP per capita 



	

	
 

51	

__ GDP growth 
__ Inflation  

Source: The Fund for Peace. Fragile States Index, 2014, p. 10.  
 

The economic category also measures the impact of “ethnic, religious, or 

regional disparities” that impact governments’ commitment and responsibility to their 

citizens. According to the FSI, “when there are ethnic, religious, or regional disparities, 

governments tend to be uneven in their commitment to the social contract” (The Fund 

for Peace 2014, 10). There, the FSI assess conflicts between those in a privileged 

position and those disadvantaged in society (The Fund for Peace 2014). 

 The largest category of the dataset, in terms of measures, is the political and 

military. It contains 48 measures (Table 4). State legitimacy includes measures such as 

corruption, government effectiveness, political participation, the electoral process, level 

of democracy, illicit economy, drug trade, protests and demonstrations, and power 

struggles. The public services measures include policing, criminality, education 

provision, literacy, water and sanitation, infrastructure, quality healthcare, telephony, 

internet access, energy reliability, and roads. The human rights and rule of law 

measures combine press freedom, civil liberties, political freedoms, human trafficking, 

political prisoners, incarceration, religious persecution, torture, and executions. As for 

the security apparatus, the indicator measures entail internal conflict, small arms 

proliferation, riots and protests, fatalities from conflict, military coups, rebel activity, 

militancy, bombings, and political prisoners. The factionalized elites’ indicator measures 

are power struggles, defectors, flawed elections, and political competition. Finally, the 

measures for the external intervention indicator are foreign assistance, presence of 

peacekeepers, presence of UN missions, foreign military intervention, sanctions, and 
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credit rating (The Fund for Peace 2014, 10). 

 

Table 4 - Fragile States Index: Political and Military Indicators and Measures 

State 
Legitimacy 

Public 
Services 

Human 
Rights and 
Rule of Law 

Security 
Apparatus  

Factionalized 
Elites 

External 
Intervention 

Corruption Policing Press 
freedom 

Internal 
conflict 

Power struggles Foreign 
assistance 

Government 
effectiveness 

Criminality  Civil liberties  Small arms 
proliferation 

Defectors Presence of 
peacekeepers  

 Political 
participation 

Education 
provision 

 Political 
freedoms 

 Riots and 
protests 

Flawed 
elections 

Presence of 
UN missions 

 Electoral 
process 

Literacy Human 
trafficking 

Fatalities 
from conflict 

Political 
competition 

Foreign 
military 

intervention 
  Level of 

democracy 
Water and 
sanitation 

Political 
prisoners 

Military 
coups 

__ Sanctions 

 Illicit 
economy 

 Infra-
structure 

Incarceration Rebel 
activity 

__ Credit rating 

 Drug trade Quality 
healthcare 

Incarceration Militancy __ __ 

Protests and 
demons-
trations 

Telephony Religious 
persecution 

Bombings __ __ 

Power 
struggles 

Telephony Torture Political 
prisoners 

__ __ 

__ Energy 
reliability 

 Executions __ __ __ 

__ Roads __ __ __ __ 
Source: The Fund for Peace. Fragile States Index, 2014, p. 10.  

 

Importantly, the political and military category evaluates pressures such as the 

absence of representativeness or dishonesty by the government, which debilitate the 

aspects of the social contract. Also, the indicators measure how the state is assuring 

humans’ rights and responding to its role in ensuring protection for its citizens. 

Moreover, the category assesses how local and national leaders use politics for their 

own benefit. It also measures a states’ capacity to hold on to the monopoly of legitimate 
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force. Finally, political and military category measures how a state develops its 

obligations at the domestic level, and how it performs in the international community 

(The Fund for Peace 2014, 10).  

In brief, the FSI has 12 indicators comprised of four categories. The indicators 

and measures are well allocated and easy to understand. However, there is no clarity 

on why they were chosen. While its score in each indicator is well illustrated to the 

reader, in a table, its measures scores are not, which makes it difficult to understand the 

measure’s weight within each indicator. Moreover, many of the indicators and their 

measures overlap, such that parsimony is largely absent, a common problem for all the 

datasets. Overall, the FSI has been consistent over its 13 years of publication allowing 

one to compare and contrast its state ranking every year.  

 

Global Report: Conflict, Governance, and State Fragility (State Fragility Index) 

The second dataset evaluated is the Global Report: Conflict, Governance, and 

State Fragility (GR), also known as the State Fragility Index, produced by the Center for 

Systemic Peace (CSP) at the University of Maryland and sponsored by the One Earth 

Future Foundation. The CSP is a not-for-profit corporation. The GR report was first 

presented in 2007, and it has been published every other year. Initially, it evaluates 

states’ capacity to respond to issues and crises while promoting development. Although 

the report’s aims are not very clear, the CSP “produces global information resources 

and regularly monitors and reports on general trends in societal-system performance, at 

the global, regional, and state levels of analysis in the key dimensions of conflict, 

governance, and (human and physical) development” (Center For Systemic Peace 
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2014).  

The GR analyses of 167 independent states uses key indicators that measure 

state fragility (Center For Systemic Peace 2014, 43). The GR indicates that “a country’s 

fragility is closely associated with its state capacity to manage conflict; make and 

implement public policy; and deliver essential services and its systemic resilience in 

maintaining system coherence, cohesion, and quality of life; responding effectively to 

challenges and crises, and sustaining progressive development” (Center For Systemic 

Peace 2014, 51). The dataset catalogues every independent state around the globe 

with a “population size greater than 500,000” (Center For Systemic Peace 2014, 51).  

The GR ranks states by their performance in the following four categories: 

security, political, economic, and social18 (Table 5). Each category examines a country’s 

effectiveness and legitimacy, adding up to eight indicators as shown in Tables 6, 7, 8, 

and 9. These indicators aggregate scores along the categories creating a rank of states, 

in which the highest score (25) indicates the most fragile state. The methodology 

combines the 13 possible points for the effectiveness indicators with the 12 possible 

points for the legitimacy indicators (Center For Systemic Peace 2014, 51).  

   

Table 5 - Global Report: Conflict, Governance, and State Fragility Indicators 

Security 
Indicators 

Political 
Indicators 

Economic 
Indicators 

Social  
Indicators 

Security 
Effectiveness  

Political 
Effectiveness 

Economic 
Effectiveness 

Social 
Effectiveness 

Security 
 Legitimacy  

Political  
Legitimacy 

Economic 
Legitimacy 

Social 
 Legitimacy 

    
Source: Center for Systemic Peace. Global Report: Conflict, Governance, and State Fragility, 2014, p. 51-
52.  

                                                
18 See Appendix B on page 138 for details on indicators and measures. 
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The security category is divided between effectiveness and legitimacy indicators 

(Table 6). The security effectiveness indicator measures residual war, which is 

calculated based on the number and years of wars that the country was directly 

involved in, interim years of no war, during armed conflict, and years of peace, no war 

period. The results of all three components of residual war’s measures, aggregate to 

create a score for the security effectiveness indicator (Center For Systemic Peace 2014, 

52). As for security legitimacy indicator, the measures are not very clear. The dataset 

only reveals a state repression measure that is based on political terror scale (PTS), 

which is “drawn from U.S. State Department and Amnesty International reports” that 

supply individual yearly indicators for the PTS. That is, state repression measures vary 

according to the PTS annual draw (Center For Systemic Peace 2014, 52) 

 

Table 6 - Global Report: Conflict, Governance, and State Fragility: Security 
Indicators and Measures 

Security Effectiveness Security Legitimacy 
 Residual war State repression 

*Residual war total *Political terror scale 
*Intern years of no war  __ 

*Years of peace  __ 
Source: Center for Systemic Peace. Source: Global Report: Conflict, Governance, and State Fragility, 
2014, p. 51-52. *Sub-measure for the Indicators’ measure. 
  

The political effectiveness indicator measures regime/governance stability, 

employing regime durability, current leader’s years in office, and total number of coup 

events to calculate its score (Center For Systemic Peace 2014, 53). The political 

legitimacy measure is regime/governance inclusion, based upon its score on 
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factionalism; ethnic group political discrimination (“against 5% or more of the 

population”); the political salience of elite ethnicity; polity fragmentation, and the 

exclusionary ideology of ruling elite19 (Table 7). The fragment value is 1 and by adding 

the political legitimacy score, it can be calculated up to 5 points (Center For Systemic 

Peace 2014, 53).  

 

Table 7 - Global Report: Conflict, Governance, and State Fragility: Political 
Indicators and Measures 

Political Effectiveness Political Legitimacy 
Regime/Governance Stability Regime/Governance Inclusion 

*Regime durability *Factionalism 
*Current leader's years in Office *Ethnic group political discrimination 
*Total number of coup events *Political salience of elite ethnicity 

__ *Polity fragmentation 
__ *Exclusionary ideology of ruling elite 

Source: Center for Systemic Peace. Source: Global Report: Conflict, Governance, and State Fragility, 
2014, p. 52-53. *Sub-measure for the Indicators’ measure. 
 

As for the economic category, its indicators are economic effectiveness and 

economic legitimacy (Table 8). Economic effectiveness measures gross domestic 

product per capita to aggregate the score for the dataset state ranking. Also, GDP per 

capita “value for the most recent year (2012) is coded into a five-point fragility scale, 

based on cut-points derived from the threshold values for the fit of the State Fragility 

Index and GDP per capita in a baseline year (2005)” (Center For Systemic Peace 2014, 

53). The economic legitimacy indicator measures share of export trade in manufactured 

goods, in which “merchandise exports include two classes of products: manufactured 

goods and primary commodities” (Center For Systemic Peace 2014, 53). The score is 
                                                
19 The last indicator was added in the 2014 report to calculate a regime/governance inclusion score 
(Center For Systemic Peace 2014). 
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calculated and added to the economic indicators that sum up to the state ranking score 

as a whole. 

 

Table 8 - Global Report: Conflict, Governance, and State Fragility: Economic 
Indicators and Measures 

Economic Effectiveness Economic Legitimacy 
Gross Domestic Product per Capita Share of Export Trade in Manufactured 

Goods 
Source: Center for Systemic Peace. Source: Global Report: Conflict, Governance, and State Fragility, 
2014, p. 53.  
 

In like manner, the social category measures social effectiveness and social 

legitimacy (Table 9). Social effectiveness measures human capital development from 

the Human Development Index. The measure provides a score for the indicator, in 

which value is a four-point fragility scale (Center For Systemic Peace 2014, 54). The 

social legitimacy indicator measures human capital care. This measure “is based on the 

infant mortality rate (number of deaths of infants under one-year of age from a cohort of 

1,000 live births).” The score value is also a four-point fragility scale, however it is 

adjusted with GDP per capita level and HDI ranking similarities (Center For Systemic 

Peace 2014, 54). 

 

Table 9 - Global Report: Conflict, Governance, and State Fragility: Social 
Indicators and Measures 

Social Effectiveness Social Legitimacy 
Human Capital Development Human Capital Care 

__ *Infant mortality rate 
Source: Center for Systemic Peace. Source: Global Report: Conflict, Governance, and State Fragility, 
2014, p. 54. *Sub-measure for the Indicators’ measure. 
 

 The GR is similar to other “multidimensional schemes for addressing state 
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fragility, failure, or peace” and it is comparable to the datasets analyzed in this chapter 

(Center For Systemic Peace 2014, 43). Moreover, the GR is grounded upon the 

recognition that “any assessment of a state’s ability to win the loyalty of its people 

depends on its performance in multiple spheres”, such as political, economic, social, 

and security. The GR dataset includes governing regimes to evaluate “both 

effectiveness and legitimacy in its performance of those tasks” (Center For Systemic 

Peace 2014, 43).  

 In short, the GR has eight indicators comprising of four categories. However, the 

indicators’ names are not clear, and they only cover a few measures. In addition, no 

explanation as to why these measures were chosen is given. While the GR only 

illustrates the aggregated score for effectiveness and legitimacy, its indicators’ scores 

are only represented by icons, making it difficult to understand their weight and 

relevance within a country final score. One of the weaknesses of the GR approach is 

that it is only published every other year, which make it difficult to compare and contrast 

yearly movements on its state ranking. Overall, the GR’s approach to measuring state 

fragility remains consistent over the years.  

 
 
Human Development Report 

The third and largest dataset assessed is the Human Development Report (HDI). 

It is an autonomous report, first published in 1990, that investigates major issues 

concerning human development, tendencies, and policies (United Nations Development 

Programme 2015, b). The report is published by the United Nations Development 

Programme (UNDP) and is considered by the UN General Assembly as a relevant tool 
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to measure human development worldwide (United Nations Development Programme 

2015, v). The dataset covers up to 195 countries and territories (United Nations 

Development Programme 2014a, 160-163). It seeks to evaluate “universal measures 

that can redress discrimination and focuses on the need for collective action to resolve 

vulnerability that stems from unresponsive national institutions and the shortcomings of 

global governance” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 2). 

The methodology used to compute the HDR focus on HDI fixed cut-off points. 

The aggregated score of HDI composite creates a ranking of states, in which the 

highest score represents the most developed state (greater than 0.800), and the lowest 

score the least developed (less than 0.550) (United Nations Development Programme 

2014a, 156). The HDR associates the level of human development within a state to its 

status as a developed (strong) or developing (fragile) state. The data is drawn from 

international agencies20 that have the ability and credibility to assemble national data on 

precise indicators (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 156). It also 

contains 17 statistical tables that cover major features of human development (United 

Nations Development Programme 2014a, 159-223).  

                                                
20 “The Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters; Economic Commission for Latin America 
and the Caribbean; Eurostat; Food and Agriculture Organization; Gallup; ICF Macro; Internal 
Displacement Monitoring Centre; International Labour Organization; International Monetary Fund; 
International Telecommunication Union; Inter-Parliamentary Union; Luxembourg Income Study; 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development; United Nations Children’s Fund; United 
Nations Conference on Trade and Development; United Nations Department of Economic and Social 
Affairs; United Nations Economic and Social Commission for West Asia; United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization Institute for Statistics; Office of the United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees; United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime; United Nations World Tourism 
Organization; World Bank; and World Health Organization. The international education database 
maintained by Robert Barro (Harvard University) and Jong-Wha Lee (Korea University) was another 
invaluable source for the calculation of the Report’s indices” (United Nations Development Programme 
2014, 156). 
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The report covers human development in two spheres: a narrow set of indicators 

concerning human development indices and a broader set of indicators related to HDI. 

The composite (indicators and measures) of the ‘Human Development Indices’ are 

provided in the first seven tables21 that are evaluated by the Human Development 

Report Office (HDRO) (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 155). Although 

the Human Development Indices composite family are calculated upon the HDI values, 

the measures for the indicators22 are different (United Nations Development Programme 

2014a, 156-157).  Therefore, the ten remaining tables are analyzed, since they “present 

a broader set of indicators related to human development” (United Nations 

Development Programme 2014a, 155). In other words, they cover more measures 

related to state fragility (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 188-223).  

                                                
21 “Human Development Index and its components; Human Development Index trends, 1980–2013; 
Inequality-adjusted Human Development Index; Gender Inequality Index; Gender Development Index; 
Multidimensional Poverty Index: developing countries; Multidimensional Poverty Index: changes over 
time” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 156-157). 
 
22  The Human Development Index trends, 1990–2014: “provides a time series of HDI values allowing 
2014 HDI values to be compared with those for previous years” (United Nations Development 
Programme 2014a, 156-157). The Inequality-adjusted Human Development Index: “contains two related 
measures of inequality—the IHDI and the loss in HDI due to inequality. The IHDI looks beyond the 
average achievements of a country in health, education and income to show how these achievements are 
distributed among its residents” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 156-157). The Gender 
Development Index: “measures disparities in HDI by gender. The table contains HDI values estimated 
separately for women and men; the ratio of which is the GDI. Values for the three HDI components” 
(United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 156-157). The Gender Inequality Index: “presents a 
composite measure of gender inequality using three dimensions: reproductive health, empowerment and 
the labour market” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 156-157).The Multidimensional 
Poverty Index - developing countries: “captures the multiple deprivations that people face in their 
education, health and living standards. Based on intensity thresholds, people are classified as near 
multidimensional poverty, multidimensionality poor or in severe poverty, respectively” (United Nations 
Development Programme 2014a, 156-157). The Multidimensional Poverty Index - changes over time: 
“presents estimates of Multidimensional Poverty Index” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 
156-157).  
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Although the HDR indicators23 are displayed by the HDRO in tables, instead of 

categories, they are standardized in this study in order to establish a comparative base 

among the datasets (Table 10). By distributing the indicators into categories, the dataset 

measures will follow a pattern, making a comparative analysis achievable.  However, 

since the HDR covers neither significant political nor security measures, the dataset 

measures are therefore allocated into economic, and social categories only (United 

Nations Development Programme 2014a, 188-223).  

 

Table 10 - Human Development Report Indicators 

Economic 
Indicators 

Social 
Indicators 

Command over and allocation of 
resources 

Population trends 

International integration Health:  
children and youth  

__ Adult health and health expenditures 
__ Education 
__ Personal insecurity 
__ Social competencies 
__ Supplementary indicators: perceptions  

of well-being 
__ Environment 

  

Source: United Nations Development Programme. Human Development Report 2014, p.157-158.  
 

The economic category comprises throughout two indicators, command over and 

allocation of resources and international integration. The social category is comprised of 

eight indicators: adult health and health expenditure, health: children and youth, 

education, environment, population trends, social competencies, personal insecurity, 

                                                
23See Appendix C on page 141 for details on indicators and measures. 
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and perceptions of well-being (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 157-

158). As for the economic category, the two indicators are comprised of 17 measures, in 

which 5 compose international integration, and 12 include command over and allocation 

of resources (Table 11).  The social category is comprised of 68 measures (United 

Nations Development Programme 2014a, 184-223). 

The five economic measures for international integration are trade, which covers 

remoteness from international market and international trade; financial flows, that 

include foreign direct investment and net inflows, private capital flows, net official 

development assistance received, and remittances inflows; the total reserves minus 

gold, expressed as a percentage of the country GDP; the human mobility measure 

covers net migration rate, stock of immigrants, and international inbound tourists; 

communication measure assesses the percent of the population as internet users, and 

international telephone traffic, incoming and outgoing (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a, 211).   

 

Table 11 - Human Development Report: Economic Indicators and Measures 

Command Over and Allocation of 
Resources 

International Integration 

GDP Trade 
GDP per capita Financial flows 

Gross fixed capital formation Human mobility 
General government final consumption 

expenditure 
Communication 

Taxes on income, profit and capital gain Total reserves minus gold 

Research and development expenditure __ 
Share of agriculture, hunting, forestry 

and fisheries 
__ 
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Domestic credit provided by the banking 
sector 

__ 

External debt stock __ 
Total debt service __ 

Consumer price index __ 
Domestic food price level __ 

Source: United Nations Development Programme. Human Development Report 2014, p.196-199; 208-
211.  

 

The measures for command over and allocation of resources indicator are GDP, 

and GDP per capita. These are calculated under purchasing power parity (PPP) rate; 

gross fixed capital formation, that considers the percent of the GDP during the period of 

2005 to 2012; the general government final consumption expenditure, which evaluates 

the total percent of the GDP (2005-2012) and the average percent of annual growth 

within a state for the same period; the taxes on income profit and capital gain (2005-

2012); research and development expenditure; share of agriculture, hunting, forestry 

and fisheries; domestic credit provided by the banking sector are expressed as a 

percentage of GDP; the external debt stock as a percentage of GNI, is showed as a 

percentage of gross national income; the total debt services are assessed as a 

percentage of GNI; the consumer price index reveals variations in the cost of goods to 

the average buyer. Finally, domestic food price level, which comprises the price level 

index and price level volatility index, calculates the PPP rate to the price of general 

consumption in the state, and the volatility index evaluates the variation of food price 

level index in the country (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 199). 

The social category is comprised of eight indicators and 68 measures, which are 

separated into two tables (Tables 12 and 13). Table 12 aggregates four indicators and 

27 measures. Adult heath and health expenditure, health: children and youth, and 
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environment indicators have seven measures, except for the education indicator that 

has six measures (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 184-195; 212-215). 

Table 13 aggregates the four indicators and the 41 measures. As for the population 

trends and personal insecurity indicators, they have 9 measures each. The social 

competencies has ten measures, while perception of well-being has 13 measures 

(United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 200-207; 216-223). 

 

Table 12 - Human Development Report: Social Indicators and Measures (A) 

Adult Heath and 
Health Expenditure 

Health: Children 
and Youth Education Environment 

Adult mortality rate Infants exclusively 
breastfed Literacy rates Primary energy supply 

Age-standardized 
death rates 

Infants lacking 
immunization 

Population with at least 
some secondary 

education 
Electrification rate 

Age-standardized 
obesity rate, adult 

Infant mortality 
rates 

Gross enrolment 
ratios 

Carbon dioxide 
emissions per capita 

HIV prevalence rate, 
adult Antenatal coverage Primary school 

dropout rates Natural resources 

Life expectancy Child malnutrition Education quality Deaths of children under 
age of 5 due to pollution 

Physicians HIV prevalence Education expenditure Population living on 
degraded land 

Health expenditure HIV prevention __ Impact of natural 
disasters 

Source: United Nations Development Programme. Human Development Report 2014, p.184-195; 212-

215. 

 

As presented in Table 12, adult heath and health expenditure is comprised of the 

following measures: adult mortality rate; age-standardized death rates, from alcohol use 

and from drug use; age-standardized obesity rate, expressed as a percentage of the 

total population older than 20 years of age; HIV prevalence rate,  shown as a 
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percentage of the total population between 15 and 49 years of age; life expectancy, 

after the age of 60 and health-adjusted; physicians, per 10,000 people; and health 

expenditure, total and out-of-pocket from population with health care (United Nations 

Development Programme 2014a, 191). 

The health: children and youth indicator is comprised of the following measures: 

infants exclusively breastfed younger than 5 years of age; infants lacking immunization 

against diphtheria, pertussis, and tetanus vaccine (DPT) and against measles; infant 

mortality rate between birth and age one and between birth and age 5; antenatal 

coverage; child malnutrition, stunted children and overweight children; HIV prevalence, 

children living with HVI and HIV prevalence on youth; and HIV prevention, through 

condom use among young people with multiple partners and pregnant women living 

with HIV not receiving treatment to prevent mother-to-child transmission (United Nations 

Development Programme 2014a, 187). 

The measures for the education indicator are literacy rates of adult and youth 

population; population with at least some secondary education, population older than 25 

years of age; gross enrolment ratios; primary school dropout rates; education quality, 

which evaluates primary school teachers trained to teach, performance of 15 years old 

students in reading, mathematics and science, and pupil teacher ratio; and education 

expenditure (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 195). 

The last indicator is the environment, and its measures are primary energy 

supply; electrification rate; carbon dioxide emissions per capita; natural resources, 

specifically focusing on depletion, forest area, and fresh water withdrawals; deaths of 

children under age five due to pollution, outdoor air pollution, indoor air pollution, unsafe 
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water, and unimproved sanitation or poor hygiene; population living on degraded land; 

and impact of natural disasters, number of deaths and population affected (United 

Nations Development Programme 2014a, 215). 

As mentioned before, Table 13 contains four indicators and 41 measures. The 

measures for the population trends indicator are the total population, population under 

age of five, population ages 65 and older, population average annual growth rate, urban 

population, median age population, dependency ratio, total fertility rate, and sex ratio at 

birth (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 219). The measures for social 

competencies are employment to population ratio; vulnerable employment; youth 

unemployment; unemployment rate; child labor; share of working poor; mandatory paid 

maternity leave; birth registration; old age pension recipient; and suicide rate (United 

Nations Development Programme 2014a, 203). 

 
Table 13 - Human Development Report: Social Indicators and Measures (B) 

Population 
Trends 

Social 
Competencies 

 Personal Insecurity Perceptions of 
Well-Being  

Total number of 
population 

Employment to 
population ratio 

Refugees by country of 
origin 

Education quality 

Population under 
age 5 

Vulnerable 
employment 

Internally displaced 
persons 

Health care quality 

Population ages 65 
and older 

Youth 
unemployment 

Homeless people Standard of living 

Population average 
annual growth rate 

Unemployment rate Orphan children Job 

Urban population Child labor Prison population Safety 
Median age 
population 

Share of working 
poor (ppp $2 a day) 

Long-term 
unemployment rate 

Freedom of choice 

Dependency ratio Mandatory paid 
maternity leave 

Depth of food deficit Overall life 
satisfaction index 

Total fertility rate Birth registration Homicide rate Local labor market 

Sex ratio at birth Old age pension 
recipients 

Justification of wife 
beating 

Trust in other people 
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__ Suicide rate __ Community 
__ __ __ Efforts to deal with 

the poor 
__ __ __ Actions to preserve 

the environment 
__ __ __ Trust in national 

government 
Source: United Nations Development Programme. Human Development Report 2014, p.200-207; 216-

223. 

 

The measures for the personal insecurity indicator are refugees by country of 

origin; internally displaced persons; homeless people; orphaned children; prison 

population; long-term unemployment rate; depth of food deficit; homicide rate, and 

justification of wife beating (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 207). The 

last indicator from Table 13 is perception of well-being, and its measures are education 

quality; health care quality; standard of living; job; safety; freedom of choice; overall life 

satisfaction index; local labor market; trust in other people; community; efforts to deal 

with the poor; actions to preserve the environment; and trust in national government 

(United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 223). 

 The dataset uses the indicators and measures previously introduced to estimate 

human vulnerability and its impact upon human development. The Human Development 

Report expects that by raising awareness, “the cumulative nature of vulnerability” could 

be improved and “continuous policy interventions” enacted to progress or change the 

reality of billions of people living in such situation (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a, 3-9).  

 In sum, the HDR is the most complex dataset to understand. Its indicators and 

measures are primarily based on social and economic approaches that are illustrated in 
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tables and not in categories, making it difficult to understand the final ranking score. 

Since the dataset is focused on two categories, it is hard to compare its indicators with 

other datasets. Although their measures are well defined, their weight in the final index 

score is not. Overall, the HDR has been consistent publishing its development index 

over the years.  

 

Global Peace Index 

The last dataset analyzed is the Global Peace Index (GPI), which concentrates 

on measuring peace24 within a nation as a significant indicator of state fragility. The GPI 

was created by an Australian technology entrepreneur and philanthropist, Steve 

Killelea. The index is sponsored by the Institute for Economics and Peace (IEP), an 

independent, non-partisan, non-profit think tank dedicated to improving the 

understanding of the links between cultural, economic, and political factors that 

generate peace (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 38). The IEP is committed to 

“shifting the world’s focus to peace as a positive, achievable, and tangible measure of 

human well-being and progress” (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, ii).  

Within the index, the organization aims to identify indicators that lead to a new 

conceptual framework to describe peacefulness. To do so, the GPI is assembled by the 

Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU), which evaluates 162 independent countries (Institute 

For Economics and Peace 2014, 1), calculating the index indicators and measures to 

rank states (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 38). The methodology for the 
                                                
24 According to the GPI “peace is notoriously difficult to define. Perhaps the simplest way of approaching 
it is in terms of harmony achieved by the absence of war, conflict or violence or fear of the 
aforementioned. Applied to nations, this would suggest that those not involved in violent conflicts with 
neighbouring states or suffering internal wars or violence have achieved a state of peace, which has been 
described as “negative peace” (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 38). 
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states’ score or categories is not very clear. However, the dataset illustrates that 60 

percent of its final score is related to internal peace measures and 40 percent to 

external peace measures. The report, however, only presents countries’ individual final 

score. The score is an aggregated result of the 22 indicators, which have an individual 

scale band from 0-5 (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 39). The 2014 GPI index 

shows that Syria, the worst placed country in the very low classification, scored 3.650 

points, while Iceland scored 1.189. Thus, low scores indicate a very high level of peace 

and high scores indicate a low level of peace (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 

5-6). However, the GPI does not illustrate the scale mechanism for state rank scores.  

The index has been published annually since 2007 and ranks countries 

worldwide according to their performance on peace indicators, which evaluate “the level 

of safety and security in society; the extent of domestic or international conflict; and the 

degree of militarization” (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 1). Thus, 162 

independent states are ranked in the GPI, “covering 99.6 per cent of the world’s 

population” (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 1). The GPI rank is comprised of 

three indicators25: ongoing domestic and international conflicts, societal safety and 

security, and militarization (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 39). The three 

indicators aggregate 22 qualitative and quantitative measures (Tables 15 and 16) that 

are calculated by the EIU, which gauges the absence of war, which is defined as 

Negative Peace (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 38).   

Just like the Human Development Report, the GPI is not separated into 

categories such as social, economic, political, and security by the dataset. Nonetheless, 

in order to follow the study pattern, the indicators are allocated into categories (Table 
                                                
25 See Appendix D on page 159 for details on indicators and measures. 
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14), according to their measures. The GPI indicators are only distributed into social and 

political26, and security. The economic category was merged with the security category 

because the dataset covers only one economic indicator, which is related to security 

measures such as military expenditure as a percentage of GDP. As for social and 

political category, the societal safety and security indicator covers social and political 

measures, although its indicator name suggests otherwise (Institute For Economics and 

Peace 2014, 40).  

 
Table 14 - Global Peace Index Indicators 

Social and Political Indicators Security Indicators 

Societal Safety and Security Ongoing Domestic and International Conflict 
 Militarization 
  

Source: Institute for Economics and Peace. Global Peace Index 2014, p. 39.  
 

The indicator for the social and political category is societal safety and security 

and has 10 measures, which are the level of perceived criminality in society, number of 

refugees and IDPs as a percentage of the population, political instability, political terror 

scale, terrorism activity, number of homicides, level of violent crime, likelihood of violent 

demonstrations, number of jailed population, and number of internal security officers 

and police (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 39). The category measures the 

degree of safety and security in society, focusing on its level of harmony or discord. The 

indicator posits that low or minimal performance among those measures “can be 

equated with peacefulness” (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 38). 

 

                                                
26 The GPI combines the social and political categories since the dataset only measures a few social 
indicators.  
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Table 15 - Global Peace Index: Social and Political Indicator and Measures 

Societal Safety and Security 
 

Level of perceived criminality in society 
Number of refugees and IDPs as a percentage of the population 

Political instability 
Political terror scale 

Terrorism activity 
Number of homicides per 100,000 people 

Level of violent crime 
Likelihood of violent demonstrations 

Number of jailed population per 100,000 people 
Number of internal security officers and police per 100,000 people 

Source: Institute for Economics and Peace. Global Peace Index 2014, p. 39.  
 

The security category employs two indicators: ongoing domestic and 

international conflicts, and militarization (Table 16). The first indicator evaluates the 

extent of the domestic and international conflict and is comprised of five measures that 

calculate the degree of involvement in an internal and external conflict. The measures 

are the number of external and internal conflicts fought; number of deaths from 

organized conflict (external); number of deaths from organized conflict (internal); level of 

organized conflict (internal); and relations with neighboring countries (Institute For 

Economics and Peace 2014, 39). 

 

Table 16 - Global Peace Index: Security Indicators and Measures 

Ongoing Domestic and 
International Conflict 

Militarization 
 

Number of external and internal 
conflicts fought 

Military expenditure as a percentage of GDP 

Number of deaths from organized 
conflict (external) 

Number of armed services personnel per 100,000 
people 

Number of deaths from organized 
conflict (internal) 

Volume of transfers of major conventional 
weapons 
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as recipient (imports) per 100,000 people 
Level of organized conflict 

(internal) 
Volume of transfers of major conventional 

weapons as 
supplier (exports) per 100,000 people 

Relations with neighboring 
countries 

Financial contribution to UN peacekeeping 
missions 

__ Nuclear and heavy weapons capabilities 
__ Ease of access to small arms and light weapons 

Source: Institute for Economics and Peace. Global Peace Index 2014, p. 39.  
 

The second indicator assesses seven measures that relate to a state’s military 

capability. In other words, these measures are “related to a country’s military build-up –

reflecting the assertion that the level of militarisation and access to weapons is directly 

linked to how peaceful a country feels, both domestically and internationally” (Institute 

For Economics and Peace 2014, 38). The measures of militarization are military 

expenditure as a percentage of GDP; number of armed services personnel; volume of 

transfers of major conventional weapons as recipient (imports); volume of transfers of 

major conventional weapons as supplier (exports); financial contribution to UN 

peacekeeping missions; nuclear and heavy weapons capabilities; and ease of access to 

small arms and light weapons (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 39). 

In brief, the GPI has 3 indicators and a lot of measures, which are primarily 

focused on the security, and the social and political categories. Since the dataset barely 

covers economic and political indicators, it is hard to compare with the previous 

datasets. Although the GPI indicators and measures are well defined, the dataset does 

not show the reader the relevance of the chosen indicators for the final state ranking 

scores. In fact, the dataset does not illustrate individual indicator’s nor measures’ score 

for each country. However, the GPI has been consistently published its ranking since 

2007. Overall, each dataset has a different approach regarding their indicators and 
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ranking methodologies, making it difficult to develop a comparative analysis.  

 

Dataset Ranking Methodologies 

As previously mentioned, the four selected datasets show a diversity in their 

indicators, measures, methodologies, and categories while ranking states (Table 17). 

Some datasets clearly describe their methodological approach and choices; others 

poorly define the categories. Although the datasets do not categorize states as strong, 

weak, fragile, failed or collapsed, their classifications imply that the states are 

embedded in one of these categories27. The articles and results in the datasets’ reports, 

from the states moving up or down the rankings, suggest that states fit in one of the 

above-mentioned categories. The fact that there are no legal terminologies to describe 

a state other than the word state itself, reflects in the way these datasets deliver their 

results, which is not clear and at times confusing. 

 For example, the GR measures state fragility assigning its groups a position on 

a scale of extreme, high, medium, low, to no fragility. The dataset employs a four-point 

scale (0-3) for each indicator, except for economic effectiveness, which has a five-point 

range (0-4). The GR index score is the sum of the effectiveness and legitimacy 

categories, with thirteen points being from effectiveness indicators and twelve from 

legitimacy. By combining the categories’ scores, it can generate a total of up to 25 

points, in which zero means no fragility and 25 extreme fragility (Center For Systemic 

                                                
27 “It is critically important that the international community understand and closely monitor the conditions 
that create weak and failing states—and be prepared to take the necessary actions to deal with the 
underlying issues or otherwise mitigate the negative effects of state fragility” (The Fund for Peace 2014, 
9). “Inaction in fragile states can have repercussions for national, regional and international security, 
stability and prosperity” (United Nations Development Programme, 2014a, 119). 
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Peace 2014, 51).  However, the dataset does not show individual scores for the eight 

indicators of political effectiveness and political legitimacy, security effectiveness and 

security legitimacy, economic effectiveness and economic legitimacy, and social 

effectiveness and social legitimacy, in its index. Instead, the indicators’ score is 

represented by a set of icons, demonstrating the level of fragility with regards to the 

specific indicator. Thus, “black icons (used only for Economic Effectiveness) represent 

“extreme fragility” and a score of 4; red icons represent “high fragility” and a score of 3; 

orange icons represent “moderate fragility” and a score of 2; yellow icons represent “low 

fragility” and a score of 1; and green icons represent “no fragility” and a score of 0” 

(Center For Systemic Peace 2014, 44). 

The final score for each country is shown on the dataset rank, which is also 

characterized in a scale of colors that goes from dark to light to symbolize state fragility. 

The dark red color shows states in the extreme fragility level (4) with a point range from 

20 to 25. Red indicates states in the high fragility level (3) with a point range from 16 to 

19. As for orange, it is designated to countries in the medium fragility level (2) with a 

score ranging from 12 to 15 points. The colors yellow and light yellow imply that the 

countries are in the low fragility level (1), scoring from 8 up to 11 under yellow, and from 

4 up to 7 in light yellow color. Finally, the countries in the no color group (0) indicates no 

fragility, countries under this group have a score range from 0 to 3. Thus, darker colors 

indicate greater fragility and lighter colors indicate less fragility (Center For Systemic 

Peace 2014, 45-51). As for the reason behind the categories choices, the dataset does 

not define or explain these in their reports. 

 



	

	
 

75	

Table 17 – Datasets’ Rank Categories 

Global Report 
Index 2014 

Human 
Development 
Report 2014 

Fragile States 
Index 2014 

Global Peace 
Index 201428 

Fragility level 
 Score out of 25 

HDI Level 
<0.550 – 0.800> Score out of 120 State of Peace 

Extreme 
Scale 4 = 25-20 

Low 
0.550 or < 

Very High Alert  

Very Low 
3.039-3.650 

120 
High Alert  

110 
Alert  
100 

High  
Scale 3 = 19-16 

Medium 
0.550 – 0.699 

Very High Warning 

Low 
2.465-2.710 

 

90 
High Warning  

80 
Warning  

70 

Medium  
Scale 2 = 15-12 

High 
0.700 – 0.799  

Less Stable 

Medium 
2.013 – 2.456 

60 
Stable  

50 
Very Stable  

40 
Low  

Scale 1 = 11-8 
 

Very High 
0.800 or > 

Sustainable 

High 
1.565-2.004 

30 

Scale 1 = 7-4 Very Sustainable 
20 

No Fragility 
Scale 0 = 3-0 10 Very High 

1.189-1.558 
Source: Elaborated by the author based on information from: the Fragile States Index 2014, Global 
Report: Conflict, Governance, and State Fragility, Human Development Report 2014, and Global Peace 
Index 2014. 
 

                                                
28 The score was based on GPI state rank outcomes of 2014. 
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The HDR partially associates the level of state fragility by comparing the level of 

human development within a state.29 Thus, the dataset uses the terms low, medium, 

high, and very high to imply this level. However, it is by measuring the HDI that the level 

of development is illustrated in the report.  The HDI “is a summary measure of 

achievements in key dimensions of human development: a long and healthy life, access 

to knowledge, and a decent standard of living. The HDI is the geometric mean of 

normalized indices for each of the three dimensions” (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014b, 2). 

According to the HDR, the HDI is calculated in two phases, first by producing the 

indices measurement and then aggregating them to produce the index30. After defining 

“the minimum and maximum values, the dimension indices are calculated” (United 

Nations Development Programme 2014b, 2). The applied method to compute the final 

score for countries in the HDI is focused on “fixed cut-off points, which derive from the 

quartiles of distributions of component indicators.” Thus, “the cut-off points are HDI of 

less than 0.550 for low human development, 0.550–0.699 for medium human 

development, 0.700–0.799 for high human development and 0.800 or greater for very 

high human development” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 156).  

Out of all the datasets, the FSI has the most subcategories to classify states within 

its ranking system. The dataset implies that its methodological approach is a tool for 
                                                
29 “A person (or community or country) is vulnerable when there is a high risk of future deterioration in 
circumstances and achievements” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 15). “This Report 
develops two basic propositions. One is that people’s vulnerability is influenced considerably by their 
capabilities and social context. The other is that failures to protect people against vulnerability are mostly 
a consequence of inadequate policies and poor or dysfunctional social institutions” (United Nations 
Development Programme 2014a, 16). 
 
30 See United Nations Development Programme Technical Notes 2014b, 2 – 3 for details. 
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policy-makers and the public to evaluate early threats of conflict and political risk. Its 

method, built on a “social science framework and software application”, is based on a 

systematic software called CAST (Conflict Assessment Software Tool). The software 

triangulates three main sources to obtain the FSI final scores for each state (The Fund 

for Peace 2014, 9). The FSI analyses millions of data points to reach individual states’ 

final scores. The scores are the sum of the twelve indicators held by the dataset,31 

“which in turn include over 100 sub-indicators” (The Fund for Peace 2014, 9). The score 

for the twelve indicators are also illustrated in a table by the FSI (The Fund for Peace 

2014, 23).  

The final score is tabulated for each state, which is then placed in one of the 

eleven FSI ranking groups. The FSI ranking groups are, very high alert, high alert, alert, 

very high warning, high warning, warning, less stable, stable, very stable, sustainable, 

and very sustainable. The higher the score a state receives on the FSI scale, the worse 

the state placement on the fragile index. For example, states in the 120-score range are 

placed in the very high alert category and states with a score below 20 are in the very 

sustainable category (The Fund for Peace 2014, 4-5).  In addition to the rankings, the 

states are also assigned a color, from dark to light, with darker colors indicating fragility 

and lighter colors indicating stability (The Fund for Peace 2014, 4-5). 

Finally, the GPI methodology is collected and calculated by EIU (Institute For 

Economics and Peace 2014, 38). The final score in the index and in the state rankings, 
                                                
31 “Through sophisticated search parameters and algorithms, the CAST software separates the relevant 
data from the irrelevant. Guided by twelve primary social, economic and political indicators (each split into 
an average of 14 sub indicators), the CAST software analyzes the collected information using specialized 
search terms that flag relevant items. Using various algorithms, this analysis is then converted into a 
score representing the significance of each of the various pressures for a given country” (The Fund for 
Peace 2014, 9). 
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are based on the aggregated indicators score for each state, where they are allocated in 

one of the five categories in the rank. All “scores for each indicator are banded or 

normalized either on a scale of 1-5, whereby qualitative indicators are banded into five 

groupings and quantitative ones are either banded into ten groupings, or rounded to the 

first decimal point” (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 92). The GPI has the 

weight for internal and external peace (1 to 5), where each indicator oscillates among 

these weights (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 40). However, the indicators’ 

weight is not the percentage of the total index score. For example, an indicator with a 

weighting of 2, represents 2.7 percent of the final score, or 4, which represents a total 

weight of 5.3 percent  (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 94). 

In addition, the GPI organizes its ranking among the spectrum of very low, low, 

medium, high, and very high (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 5-6). The lower 

the number on the scale, the more peaceful the nation is, and the higher the number the 

less peaceful a nation32. The weights33 on the indicators are divided into 60 percent for 

                                                
32 Scoring Criteria: “1 = Very low: the majority of other citizens can be trusted; very low levels of domestic 
security. 2 = Low: An overall positive climate of trust with other citizens. 3 = Moderate: Reasonable 
degree of trust in other citizens. 4 = High: High levels of distrust in other citizens; high levels of domestic 
security. 5 = Very high: Very high levels of distrust in other citizens; people are extremely cautious in their 
dealings with others; large number of gated communities, high prevalence of security guards” (Institute 
For Economics and Peace 2014, 92, Institute For Economics and Peace 2010, Institute For Economics 
and Peace 2010). 
 
33 Indicators weight (1-5). Internal Peace: “Perceptions of criminality 3; Security officers and police rate 3; 
Homicide rate 4; Incarceration rate 3; Access to small arms 3; Intensity of internal conflict 5; Violent 
demonstrations 3; Violent crime 4; Political instability 4; Political Terror 4; Weapons imports 2; Terrorism 
impact 2; Deaths from internal conflict 5; and Internal conflicts fought 2.56”. External Peace: “Military 
expenditure (% GDP) 2; Armed services personnel rate 2; UN peacekeeping funding 2; Nuclear and 
heavy weapons capabilities 3; Weapons exports 3; Refugees and IDPs 4; Neighboring countries relations 
5; Number, duration and role in external conflicts 2.28; Deaths from external conflict 5; Weapons imports 
2; Terrorism impact 2; Deaths from internal conflict 5; and Internal conflicts fought” (Institute for 
Economics and Peace 2015, 102). 
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internal peace and 40 percent for external (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 

40). The GPI also uses a color scheme to assist the reader in understanding the level of 

peace within a state. The scale shows that the darker colors indicate fragility and lighter 

colors stability (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 5-6).  

The dataset does not explain its categories in greater detail. States are categorized 

in the rank according to their final score, which is very complex and hard to understand 

due to the dataset measuring both, qualitative and quantitative indicators34. The scores 

for the quantitative indicators follows a scale range from 0 to 5. The qualitative 

indicators have their own score bands of 0 to 5 scale, making it difficult to comprehend 

how it is calculated and added to the final score. Finally, the dataset does not 

acknowledge a total scale range for the final score, like the FSI where a country can 

score as high as 120 points. Therefore, the numbers illustrated in Table 17 for the 

dataset (1.189- 3.650) were taken from the 2014 GPI rank to demonstrate that each 

dataset has a different way to measure and calculate their final score. Thus, it does not 

illustrate the GPI real score range.  

In sum, the four datasets have a different approach to categorizing and ranking 

states. This diversity make it difficult to compare and contrast their methodologies. 

While the FSI has eleven categories and a score range of 120 points, the GR and GPI 

have five, and the HDR has four. However, the GR has a score range from 0 to 25, and 

the GPI score range is not explained in the dataset’s report. As for the HDR score 
                                                
34 “Because of the large scope of the GPI, occasionally data for quantitative indicators do not extend to all 
nations. In this case, country analysts are asked to suggest an alternative data source or provide an 
estimate to fill any gap. This score is checked by the Regional Director to ensure reliability and 
consistency within the region, and by the Custom Research team to ensure global comparability. Again, 
indicators are assessed by the external advisory panel before finalization” (Institute For Economics and 
Peace, Global Peace Index 2014, 40).  
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range, it is not very clear since it just tabulates a marginal number to illustrate high and 

low development (>800 or <550). The disparity among the scoring mechanisms make it 

difficult to understand if the same country in different datasets is improving or 

worsening.  

Although the FSI methodology of tabulation is well explained to the reader, its 

categories on ranking are not. State ranking only illustrates the level of fragility a state is 

placed in, but it is not clear if states in the very high alert or alert categories are 

collapsed or failed, for example. The same scenario is seen on the other datasets. The 

GR only illustrates the level of fragility a country is in and not necessarily if this country 

is failing or already failed. The HDR and GPI have a broader approach to illustrating 

their categories, since their rankings are more focused on the level of development and 

the level of peace with a country. Thus, their categories do not address or refer to a 

countries’ fragility level. The subjectivity of measurement among the rankings’ 

categories, makes it difficult to understand fully the meaning of rank assigned to a state, 

since it is hard to tailor the most appropriate response for countries facing fragility if one 

does not know where in the linear process a country is found.  

 

Key Findings 

 There were ten significant findings from the analysis of the datasets presented in 

this chapter. First, the cross-analysis of the four datasets has shown a degree of 

similarities and disparity among their outcomes. They all rank countries, but differ on 

how they are measured. Moreover, the datasets are attempting to measure state failure 

but they focus on different aspects within a state. Second, although each dataset has a 
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sophisticated methodology to measure state failure, they are all complex and not self-

explanatory, which makes it difficult to their methodological underpinnings and to 

compare the datasets and their results.  

Third, where the datasets differ the most is in their scoring mechanisms, which 

make it difficult to compare countries within the datasets’ rank. The FSI and GR have a 

relative clear scoring method, but the HDR and GPI have a complex approach. One 

cannot fully understand how their final rank score is weighted, undermining 

understanding. As such, whether a country is improving or worsening appears relative 

and highly subjective. 

 Fourth, the datasets do not use the same scheme of groups to rank states. In 

fact, the HDR and the GPI do not separate their indicators within categories. Fifth, the 

datasets do not cover the same categories of indicators. While the FSI and GR address 

political, security, social, and economic indicators, the HDR covers solely economic and 

social indicators, and the GPI political and security. 

Sixth, the diversity on the datasets’ outcomes is related to the fact that they are 

all trying to measure the same phenomenon of state failure but through different lenses, 

and focused on different aspects of a state. Seventh, although the datasets are 

measuring and categorizing states within a rank, they never categorize states from 

strong to collapsed, yet their classification imply that the states are, in fact, embedded in 

one of these categories.  

Ninth, to develop policy responses for states facing the linear process of state 

failure, based solely upon the datasets’ rank outcomes is unreliable. Finally, for the 

most part, although the datasets differ among their indicators, measures and findings, 
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they represent the major attempt to generate qualitative tools that assess states’ 

resilience as an effort to measure state failure.  

 

Conclusion 

In order to develop an inter-subjective, holistic approach to the identification and 

classification of states, this chapter illustrated four datasets, showing their measures 

and ranking mechanisms. By investigating the datasets and their mechanisms it has 

been possible to do a brief comparison on their methodologies. In so doing, the 

difference in the datasets’ mechanisms illustrate that each approaches the idea of 

measuring states through different lenses. Their method of choosing and calculating 

indicators are diverse because they are focused on different aspects of a state. For 

example, the GR focuses on state legitimacy and effectiveness. Thus, its indicators 

represent measures associated with this focus. The HDI is based on human 

development. Consequently, many of its indicators emphasize the social aspects of a 

state. The GPI gives emphases to indicators related to external and internal peace, 

covering most facts associated with security. Finally, the FSI assesses the most diverse 

of indicators, social, economic, political, and military, covering crucial measures in each 

group.  

Although many indicators among the datasets overlap, they are not measured 

equally because their methodologies are very different. The weighting and scoring scale 

on indicators are not clear throughout the datasets, which makes it hard to understand 

and compare. In fact, the datasets are dynamic with scores, which are difficult to 

analyze on whether or not states are significantly moving up or down within their 
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rankings. In addition, the datasets do not use the same scheme of groups to rank states 

and this is comparatively difficult.  

Examining the wide range of indicators found in each distinct dataset 

demonstrated that taking actions bared solely upon one dataset ranking outcome is 

potentially unreliable because each dataset has a unique focus and does not necessary 

cover the full range of indicators. This implies that each country may get different results 

based on the dataset used. A state can be in the bottom five in the FSI rank and in the 

worst position in the GPI rank, having different outcomes on different datasets. 

Moreover, not all datasets have their method of tabulation clearly and consistently laid 

out for the reader. This suggests that there is a need to recognize that not all states are 

equal and will vary in their strength and weakness according to the index and their 

circumstance. It would be useful if the datasets used the same categories in their 

ranking of states, assuring they are evaluating the same phenomenon. Additionally, it is 

important to  focus on strategic indicators within a state that allows one to determine 

where a state is in the linear process of a state failure from strong, weak, fragile, failed, 

to collapsed.  

The key to resolving the indicator issue is looking at a systematic way to select a 

set of crucial indicators that can provide answers to the linear process of a state. 

Unfortunately, the academic debate does not advance this significantly. The same facts 

are not addressed nor agreed upon by scholars, think-tanks, the international 

community, and international organizations, such as the United Nations. In order to 

have a reliable ranking of countries that can be used by policymakers and international 
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organizations to address future measures globally, it is necessary to assure that the 

datasets are measuring the same phenomenon.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

Dataset State Rank Outcomes 

 

Introduction 

It is evident that the complicated, diverse nature of the four datasets is problematic for 

comparative analysis. However, it is necessary to compare them to observe if they have 

the same outcomes. While at the general level, there is a consensus that state failure is 

a function of political, military/security, economic and social factors, not all datasets 

include these. Two cover the spectrum, one ignores military/security, and the other 

economic, and social. There is also a wide degree of difference in terms of measures 

used as well. Finally, the relatively large number of measures employed within each 

dataset are themselves problematic because many appear to be measuring the same 

thing, thereby overweighting and, introducing multi-collinearity. In effect, all the datasets 

are plagued with over-complication, undermining the principles of simplicity, parsimony, 

and elegance.  

 Perhaps, however, all this does not matter. The results in terms of state ranking 

may, in fact be relatively similar, even though the methodological differences would lead 

one to suspect the results are different. This chapter, thus, examines and compares the 

results of the datasets in terms of the ranking of states. Although ideally a quantitative 

approach would result in some degree of greater comparative precision, the distinct 

differences among the datasets, especially in terms of rank scoring, makes this 

problematic. Instead, a basic qualitative examination suffices to indicate similarities and 

differences. 
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This chapter analyzes the datasets state rank outcomes from 2010 to 2014, and 

discusses the consistency of ranking states throughout this period and across datasets. 

It begins with a brief introduction explaining the focus upon the lowest ranking 40 

countries, and the difference among the datasets state rank outcomes. It evaluates the 

datasets’ ranking over the five-years studied, comparing each dataset year rank with 

each other. It highlights individual dataset ranks investigating each year’s outcome with 

the previous one. It analyzes the five lowest scoring countries of respective datasets 

over this period to see if the equivalent countries are moving in the same direction 

through different datasets. It then evaluates if the datasets have similar results, by 

ranking states, and briefly addressing disparities.  

 The datasets have different sample sizes while ranking countries. As previously 

mentioned, the FSI examines 178 states annually (The Fund for Peace 2014, 3), the 

GR analyzes 167 independent states, every other year (Center For Systemic Peace 

2014, 43), the HDR covers up to 195 countries yearly (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a, 160-163), and the GPI evaluates 162 independent countries 

(Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 1). Given the size and disparity on numbers, 

the lowest or most fragile 40 countries in each dataset are selected for comparison. 

These states provide an excellent opportunity to study states that continually move up 

and down in the rankings, helping to answer this study question about how useful the 

results are in measuring state failure. 

 

General Comparison   
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 While the datasets do not use the same ranking methodology, there is a 

significant degree of correspondence. For example, the GR extreme category is 

reasonably equivalent to the very high alert of the FSI. The very low GPI, corresponds 

to the low category of the HDR. Problematic, however, is the HDR ranking, which only 

includes a single category for the bottom 40, reflecting the distinct and unique focus of 

the dataset when compared to the other three.   

Table 26 provides the 40 lowest ranked countries for each dataset, resulting in 

the total inclusion of 70 countries. Of these, just sixteen are commonly found on all four 

datasets; fifteen are found on three out of the four datasets; eleven are found on two 

datasets, and twenty-eight countries appear only on a single dataset. The sixteen 

common countries are Afghanistan, Burundi, Central African Republic, Chad, Cote 

d’Ivore, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Guinea-Bissau, Mali, Myanmar (Burma), Nigeria, Pakistan, 

Rwanda, Sudan, Yemen, and Zimbabwe. 

Out of the fifteen countries found on three datasets, nine are found in the GR, 

HDR and FSI (Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Guinea, Haiti, Malawi, Mauritania, Liberia, 

Sierra Leone, and Uganda). Five are found in the GR, FSI and GPI (The Democratic 

Republic of Congo, Iraq, Somalia, South Sudan, and Syria), and Kenya is found in the 

HDR, FSI and GPI. Eleven countries are only found in two of the datasets. Angola, 

Djibouti, Gambia, Togo, and Mozambique are seen on the GR and HDR; Congo, Nepal, 

Bangladesh, and Niger are found in the FSI and GR datasets, while North Korea, and 

Egypt are in the FSI and GPI.    
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The 28 remaining countries are found alone among the datasets’ bottom forty35. 

The GR is the only dataset which ranks Algeria in its medium fragility category. The 

HDR places Benin, Cameroon, Lesotho, Madagascar, Papua New Guinea, Senegal, 

Solomon Islands, Swaziland, and Republic of Tanzania in its low category. The FSI 

ranks Sri Lanka, and Timor-Leste in its alert category. Finally, the GPI ranks the most 

countries in its bottom forty of sixteen, which includes Azerbaijan, Colombia, India, Iran, 

Israel, Kyrgyz Republic, Lebanon, Libya, Mexico, Philippines, Russia, Tajikistan, 

Thailand, Turkey, Ukraine, and Venezuela. Except for Russia, which is found in the very 

low category, all the countries are found in the low category within the dataset rank.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
35 These countries are found alone in the bottom 40 countries among the datasets. However, it does not 
imply that the dataset does not cover that specific country in its rank. It only means that the country may 
not be found in the same position as the others datasets. Therefore, this is an analysis regarding the 
bottom 40 countries showed in table 18.  
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Table 18 - Ranks’ Categories and Measures 

Global Report Index 
2014 - GR 

Human Development 
Report 2014 - HDR 

Fragile States Index 
2014 - FSI 

Global Peace Index 
2014 - GPI 

Extreme 
Scale 4 = 25-20 

Low 
0.550 < 

Very High Alert 
120 

Very Low 
3.039-3.650 

Central African Rep. Niger South Sudan Syria 
Dem. Rep. of Congo Congo, Dem. Rep. Somalia Afghanistan 

Afghanistan Central African Rep. Central African Rep. South Sudan 
Sudan (North) Chad Congo, Dem. Rep. Iraq 
South Sudan Sierra Leone Sudan Somalia 

Ethiopia Eritrea High Alert 
110 Sudan 

Somalia Burkina Faso Chad Central African Rep. 
High 

Scale 3 = 19-16 Burundi Afghanistan Congo, Dem. Rep. 

Chad Guinea Yemen Pakistan 
Iraq Mozambique Haiti North Korea 

Myanmar (Burma) Guinea-Bissau Pakistan Russia 
Yemen Mali Zimbabwe Nigeria 

Burundi Liberia Guinea Low 
2.465-2.710 

Guinea Malawi Iraq Colombia 
Guinea-Bissau Ethiopia Cote D’Ivoire Israel 

Mali Gambia Syria Zimbabwe 
Niger Cote D’Ivoire Guinea Bissau Yemen 

Uganda Djibouti Alert 
100 Lebanon 

Nigeria Afghanistan Nigeria Guinea-Bissau 
Rwanda Haiti Kenya India 

Zimbabwe Togo Ethiopia Egypt 
Angola Sudan Niger Chad 

Burkina Faso Benin Burundi Ukraine 
Cameroon Uganda Uganda Cote D’Ivoire 

Cote d’Ivoire Senegal Eritrea Ethiopia 
Liberia Lesotho Liberia Mexico 
Malawi Mauritania Myanmar (Burma) Rwanda 

Mauritania Tanzania (United Rep. of) North Korea Myanmar 
Pakistan Comoros Cameroon Mali 
Medium 

Scale 2 = 15-12 Solomon Islands Mauritania Philippines 

Eritrea Papua New Guinea Bangladesh Libya 
Haiti Zimbabwe Sri Lanka Kenya 

Sierra Leone Madagascar Egypt Iran 
Syria Yemen Nepal Burundi 

Algeria Nigeria Timor-Leste Venezuela 
Gambia Cameroon Rwanda Turkey 

Nepal Rwanda Very High Warning 
90 Thailand 

Bangladesh Myanmar Sierra Leone Tajikistan 
Congo-Brazzaville Angola Mali Kyrgyz Republic 

Djibouti Swaziland Congo (Rep.) Eritrea 
Mozambique  Malawi Azerbaijan 

Togo  Burkina Faso  Source: Elaborated on by the author based on information from: the Fragile States Index 2014, Global 
Report: Conflict, Governance, and State Fragility 2014, Human Development Report 2014, and Global 
Peace Index 2014. 
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Table 18 shows the different scores for these countries, and their allocations. To 

illustrate the point, Afghanistan is ranked in the extreme category with 22 points out of a 

possible 25 in the GR, and second in the very low category with 3.416 points in the GPI. 

However, the HDR ranks the country with a score of 0.468 out of 0.550. The FSI ranks 

Afghanistan seventh, but it is placed in high alert, rather than the very high alert 

category as one might expect in comparison with its place on GR and GPI.  A similar 

case is found with Ethiopia. It is seventh in the extreme GR category (20 points), 

nineteenth in the FSI ranking (alert), and twenty fourth in the GPI (low), and fifteenth on 

the HDR.  Finally, not only are the scores and categories different, but there are also 

some countries from the bottom forty not included for analysis in the general ranking. 

For instance, the Kyrgyz Republic is only evaluated by the FSI, and Cameroon and the 

Solomon Island are not considered by the GPI. 

These are just a few examples of the disparity that exists in the datasets. This 

begs the question of the specific meaning and implications of, for example, a score and 

ranking within each dataset (i.e. the difference between a 25 or 23 on the GR) and the 

real difference and significance of a 22 for Afghanistan on the GR and a 106.5 on the 

FSI. Thus, with different outcomes, it is hard to have a dynamic tool for a precise means 

for decisions such as how, when, where, or with what to intervene within a country. 
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Table 19 - States’ Rank with Score 

Global Report 
Index 2014 - GR 

Human Development 
Report 2014 - HDR 

Fragile States Index 
2014 - FSI 

Global Peace Index 
2014 - GPI 

Central African 
Rep. 24 Niger 0.337 South Sudan 112.9 Syria 3.650 

Dem. Rep. of 
Congo 23 Congo, Dem. Rep. 0.338 Somalia 112.6 Afghanistan 3.416 

Afghanistan 22 Central African 
Rep. 0.341 Central African Rep. 110.6 South Sudan 3.397 

Sudan (North) 22 Chad 0.372 Congo, Dem. Rep. 110.2 Iraq 3.377 
South Sudan 21 Sierra Leone 0.374 Sudan 110.1 Somalia 3.368 
Ethiopia 20 Eritrea 0.381 Chad 108.7 Sudan 3.362 

Somalia 20 Burkina Faso 0.388 Afghanistan 106.5 Central African 
Rep. 3.331 

Chad 19 Burundi 0.389 Yemen 105.4 Congo, Dem. 
Rep. 

3.213 
Iraq 19 Guinea 0.392 Haiti 104.3 Pakistan 3.107 
Myanmar 
(Burma) 19 Mozambique 0.393 Pakistan 103.0 North Korea 3.071 

Yemen 19 Guinea-Bissau 0.396 Zimbabwe 102.8 Russia 3.039 
Burundi 18 Mali 0.407 Guinea 102.7 Nigeria 2.710 
Guinea 18 Liberia 0.412 Iraq 102.2 Colombia 2.701 
Guinea-Bissau 18 Malawi 0.414 Cote D’Ivoire 101.7 Israel 2.689 
Mali 18 Ethiopia 0.435 Syria 101.6 Zimbabwe 2.662 
Niger 18 Gambia 0.441 Guinea Bissau 100.6 Yemen 2.629 
Uganda 18 Cote D’Ivoire 0.452 Nigeria 99.7 Lebanon 2.620 
Nigeria 17 Djibouti 0.467 Kenya 99.0 Guinea-Bissau 2.591 
Rwanda 17 Afghanistan 0.468 Ethiopia 97.9 India 2.571 
Zimbabwe 17 Haiti 0.471 Niger 97.9 Egypt 2.571 
Angola 16 Togo 0.473 Burundi 97.1 Chad 2.558 
Burkina Faso 16 Sudan 0.473 Uganda 96.0 Ukraine 2.546 
Cameroon 16 Benin 0.476 Eritrea 95.5 Cote D’Ivoire 2.520 
Cote d’Ivoire 16 Uganda 0.484 Liberia 94.3 Ethiopia 2.502 
Liberia 16 Senegal 0.485 Myanmar (Burma) 94.3 Mexico 2.500 
Malawi 16 Lesotho 0.486 North Korea 94.0 Rwanda 2.494 
Mauritania 16 Mauritania 0.487 Cameroon 93.1 Myanmar 2.473 

Pakistan 16 Tanzania (United 
Rep. of) 0.488 Mauritania 93.0 Mali 2.465 

Eritrea 15 Comoros 0.488 Bangladesh 92.8 Philippines 2.456 
Haiti 15 Solomon Islands 0.491 Sri Lanka 92.6 Libya 2.453 
Sierra Leone 15 Papua New Guinea 0.491 Egypt 91.0 Kenya 2.452 
Syria 15 Zimbabwe 0.492 Nepal 91.0 Iran 2.437 
Algeria 14 Madagascar 0.498 Timor-Leste 91.0 Burundi 2.418 
Gambia 14 Yemen 0.500 Rwanda 90.5 Venezuela 2.410 
Nepal 14 Nigeria 0.504 Sierra Leone 89.9 Turkey 2.402 
Bangladesh 13 Cameroon 0.504 Mali 89.8 Thailand 2.395 
Congo-
Brazzaville 13 Rwanda 0.506 Congo (Rep.) 89.6 Tajikistan 2.395 

Djibouti 13 Myanmar 0.524 Malawi 89.1 Kyrgyz Republic 2.382 
Mozambique 13 Angola 0.526 Burkina Faso 89.0 Eritrea 2.377 
Togo 13 Swaziland 0.530 Cambodia 88.5 Azerbaijan 2.365 
Source: Elaborated on by the author based on information from: the Fragile States Index 2014, Global 
Report: Conflict, Governance, and State Fragility 2014, Human Development Report 2014, and Global 
Peace Index 2014 
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Tables 18 and 19 illustrate that the same countries appear in different categories 

among the datasets, which implies a disparity on their final score and position. Thus, 

datasets assessing the same country are not measuring the same thing, which could 

explain their diversity on the country’s position and score along the ranks. This, of 

course, is also a reflection of the dataset assessment choices. In other words, whether it 

is measuring peace, development, security, or economic gaps around the world. Thus, 

the key countries measured will not always be the same.   

In general, countries allocated in the bottom five of each dataset are relatively 

constant. However, their positions internal to each datasets are not. With regards to the 

other categories in the bottom 40 states studied, the ranks show a larger gap, since the 

disparity among the countries evaluated and their positions are more evident.  

Considering that almost half of the 70 countries evaluated in the bottom 40 appear 

alone on one of the datasets implies that the ranks are not comparable or as accurate 

as they should be. The diversity indicates that the datasets are not necessary a reliable 

tool for decision-makers. Moreover, choosing a specific dataset set as a tool for 

policymaking could suggest a certain bias in their decisions by selecting a rank that 

better fits the decision-maker’s agenda and interest. Using all four datasets to aid in 

decision-making may be difficult as well, since the datasets’ focuses are not the same. 

As a result, their ranks are not comparable due to the countries moving up and down 

within the ranking system.  

Besides that, this chapter also briefly evaluates the datasets rank over the five 

years studied, comparing the countries’ position among the datasets. Thus, appendixes 

F, G, H, I and J illustrate the tables with the datasets rank by year, comparing the 
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differences among their ranks, and countries’ positions. These tables follow the idea 

mentioned before regarding the countries’ positions. It is evident that the datasets agree 

for the most part on the bottom five countries, and partially on the bottom forty. 

However, what differs is the position of the countries within the ranks and the number of 

countries covered by the datasets. This is the result of different indicators being taken 

into consideration for measuring, which is based on the scope of investigation from the 

datasets.  

Equally important, appendices K, L, M and N highlight individual dataset ranks, 

investigating their outcomes for each year (2010-2014). The FSI is the most consistent 

dataset regarding state positions in the ranking, with a few countries moving up or down 

one or two positions over the years. With regards to the GR, its rank is not reliable since 

there is a gap among the years studied. The dataset publishes its report every other 

year. However, it did not release the 2013 results, increasing the gap for two years 

between the ranks of 2011 and 2014. Therefore, one should not expect to rank 

consistently over the years, which diminishes its utility. Given the fact that the national 

and international sphere change according to global phenomena, and that these 

phenomena are rapidly altering the international community, the dataset rank is 

vulnerable due to its yearly gap. Nonetheless, the two compared years have shown that 

the same countries appear on the bottom 40, but the gap among the positions is bigger.  

As for the HDR, the five-year overview is very consistent. The HDR consistently 

publishes its report and rank and has done so since 1999. Therefore, there is a fair 

amount of data to be evaluated. The dataset rank is consistent throughout the years; 

however it is based on development, and is not deeply analyzing other relevant 
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indicators. Thus, it is not a reliable tool. Lastly, the GPI rank shows a key variation 

among the countries. Although the bottom 40 appear regularly in the rank, their 

positions are not consistent. This fact is related to the datasets’ focus on security (war 

and conflict) among the countries, which vary rapidly when war breaks out. Therefore, 

the inconsistency in the positions is more visible. However, the majority of the countries 

in the bottom 40 remain the same, showing that in the past years these countries have 

been struggling with a type of conflict (internal or external). 

In summary, the datasets’ 40 bottom countries are frequently the same, but their 

positions fluctuate often throughout the years in the GPI rank and are not analyzed 

every year for the GR. As for the HDR, even though it is consistent and covers the most 

countries in its rank, its focus is solely on development. Finally, the FSI shows the most 

consistent rank of them all, measuring social, economic, security and political aspects 

within the countries.  

 

An Overview of the Datasets Bottom Five Countries 

 In order to get a better comparative understanding of the utility of the datasets, it 

is useful to look directly at the bottom five ranked countries in each dataset. In so doing, 

the FSI provides the foundation for this comparison. Table 20 and Figure 2 identify the 

five bottom ranked countries from 2010 – 2014, and illustrate rank changes over time. 

The FSI has eight countries in its bottom five rank from 2010 to 2014. The HDR has ten 

countries, which oscillate among the bottom five rank during the period studied. The 

GPI gathers nine countries, and the GR has eight for the same period.  
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With regards to FSI trends, the eight countries fluctuating in the worst positions 

from 2010 to 2014 (Table 20) include South Sudan, Somalia, Central African 

Republican, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Sudan, Chad, Haiti, and Zimbabwe36. 

In 2010 the bottom five were Somalia (114.3), Chad (113.3), Sudan (111.8), Zimbabwe 

(110.2), and the Democratic Republic of Congo (109.9) (The Fund For Peace 2010, 6). 

In 2011, Somalia (113.4), Chad (110.3), Sudan (108.7), the Democratic Republic of 

Congo (108.2), and Haiti (108.0) are found in the bottom five (The Fund For Peace 

2011, 6-7). In 2012 the worst placed countries were Somalia (114.9), the Democratic 

Republic of Congo (111.2), Sudan (109.4), South Sudan (108.4), and Chad (107.6) 

(The Fund For Peace 2012, 4-5). In 2013, Somalia (113.9), the Democratic Republic of 

Congo (111.9), Sudan (111.0), South Sudan (110.6), and Chad (109.0) are in the 

bottom five (The Fund For Peace 2013, 4-5). Last, in 2014 South Sudan (112.9), 

Somalia (112.6), Central African Republican (110.6), the Democratic Republic of Congo 

(110.2), and Sudan (110.1) stand in the bottom five in the FSI rank (The Fund for Peace 

2014, 4-5).  

 
Table 20 - Fragile States Index Trends 

Year South 
Sudan Somalia 

Central 
African 

Rep. 

Congo, 
Dem. 
Rep. 

Sudan  Chad Haiti Zimbabwe 

2010   114.3 106.4 109.9 111.8 113.3 101.6 110.2 
2011   113.4 105 108.2 108.7 110.3 108 107.9 
2012 108.4 114.9 103.8 111.2 109.4 107.6 104.9 106.3 
2013 110.6 113.9 105.3 111.9 111 109 105.8 105.2 
2014 112.9 112.6 110.6 110.2 110.1 108.7 104.3 102.8 

Source: Elaborated on by the author based on information from: The Fund for Peace. Fragile States 
Index 2010-2014. 

                                                
36 The higher the score is, the worse the country is doing. If a country increases its points (+), it means it 
is worsening. If a country scores less points (-), it means the country is improving.  
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 Figure 2 illustrates the eight countries’ trends during the five years. As can be 

seen, Somalia has been in the worst place for four consecutive years, from 2010 to 

2013. The country barely improved in 2014 (1.3 points), being situated in the second 

worst place maintaining its position in the very high alert category results; this is 

equivalent with most observations on Somalia, suggesting it is a collapsed state. Along 

with Somalia, Sudan has equally kept its place as the third worst ranked country for the 

same period. The country improved 0.8 points by 2014, however, it is not a significant 

improvement and it remains in the worst category. As for the Democratic Republic of 

Congo, it oscillates as much as Somalia. The country has been deteriorating throughout 

the period, and although it has improved in 2014 it was not significant progress (1.7 

points). The country moved one position up from 2010 to 2012, and maintained the 

second worst place in 2013. Though the country moved down two positions in 2014, it 

remains in the very high alert category.  

 As for South Sudan, the country appears in 2012 for the first time, after its 

independence from Sudan in 2011. In its first year, the country is found in the FSI high 

alert category, the fourth worst placed country. Still, the country remained in its position 

in 2013. However, in 2014 South Sudan jumped from fourth worst ranked country to 

first, worsening 2.3 points in a year and 4.5 in a period of three years. The Central 

African Republic has been in the high alert category for most years, declining in 2014 to 

the very high alert. The country scored 5.3 points more compared to the previous year, 

and 6.8 from the year before. Moreover, it was ranked in the third position from the 

bottom in 2014. 
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Figure 2 - Fragile States Index Trends 

 
Source: Elaborated on by the author based on information from: The Fund for Peace. Fragile States 
Index 2010-2014. 
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Haiti and Zimbabwe, the countries only appear in the bottom five once during 2011 and 

2010 respectively.  

Haiti’s position has oscillated year after year. The country seems to improve in 

one year and deteriorate in the next. In 2011, Haiti worsened by 6.4 (+) points and in 

the next year improves 3.1 (-).  The same scenario is seen in 2013 (0.9 +) and 2014 

(1.5 -). Although Haiti has been fluctuating over the five years studied, it is continuously 

ranked in the high alert category. Finally, Zimbabwe is the only country found in the 

bottom five that has been constantly improving. The only time the country is seen in the 

bottom five is in 2010. After being ranked in the very high alert category, Zimbabwe 

recovered 7.4 points over four years of progress. As it can be clearly seen, the graph in 

Figure 2 shows a continuously descending line for the country, which implies 

improvement. The country no longer appears in the five bottom countries and it is 

ranked in the high alert category.  

Given these points, the variants among the countries scores are not significant 

enough to move them from an alert to a warning category. Moreover, the final scores 

may be a matter of statistical calculation. However, while their final rank scores are not 

showing an improvement for most countries, their individual indicator scores have 

shown some progress (for those improving, and deterioration for those worsening). 

These small changes represented by the movements in the graph in Figure 2 may not 

have much impact in the short term; however, the long-term continuation of this pattern 

could have an impact on a country’s progress. 

Table 21 and Figure 3 provide the results of GR to compare countries with FSI. 

Although there are not many years to compare the GR’s data to, due to the lack of 
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dataset publication, the available data is evaluated. The GR trend shows eight countries 

in the bottom five during the period of 2011 and 2014. Most of the countries are those 

which appeared in the FSI bottom five. The countries are Central African Republic, 

South Sudan, Sudan, Chad, Somalia, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Afghanistan, 

and North Sudan37. In 2011, for the GR, the bottom five countries were Somalia (25), 

Sudan (24), the Democratic Republic of Congo (23), Afghanistan (22), and Chad (22). 

In 2014, the Central African Republican (24), the Democratic Republic of Congo (23), 

Afghanistan (22), Sudan (North) (22), and South Sudan (21), are ranked in the worst 

places.  

 
Table 21 - Global Report: Conflict, Governance, and States Fragility Trend 

Year 
Central 
African 

Rep. 
South 
Sudan 

Congo, 
Dem. 
Rep. 

Sudan 
(North) Afghanistan Sudan  Chad Somalia 

2011 18   23   22 24 22 25 
2014 24 21 23 22 22   19 20 

Source: Elaborated on by the author based on information from: Center for Systemic Peace. Global 
Report: Conflict, Governance, and State Fragility 2011 and 2014. 
 

Comparing the GR and FSI outcomes of 2011 and 2014 ranks, one can see 

some similarities among the bottom five countries but not necessarily in their positions. 

In 2011 and 2014, four of the five GR’s worst placed countries are seen in the FSI rank. 

For example, in 2011 Somalia is ranked in the worst position in both datasets. However, 

Chad is found in second in the FSI, and fifth in the GR. As for Sudan, it is found third in 

the FSI and second in the GR, and the Democratic Republic of Congo is found fourth in 

                                                
37 The higher the score is, the worse the country is doing. If a country increases its points (+), it means it 
is worsening. If a country scores less points (-), it means the country is improving. 
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the FSI and third in the GR. Haiti and Zimbabwe are not in the GR bottom five countries, 

and Afghanistan is not in the FSI.  

In 2014, South Sudan is ranked in the worst position in the FSI, however, it is 

found placed second worst in the GR. While the Central Africa Republic is found in third 

place in the FSI, it is ranked in the lowest position by the GR. The Democratic Republic 

of Congo is ranked in fourth place in the FSI, but third in the GR. Sudan is found in the 

fifth lowest ranking position in the FSI, and fourth in the GR. As for Somalia, it is found 

second in the FSI, but not in the GR bottom five ranked countries. The same case is 

seen for Afghanistan, which is found in fifth place in the GR.  

Figures 2 and 3 can be compared to evaluate whether the ranked countries are 

moving in the same direction or moving on in a different path. Figure 3 illustrates the 

eight countries trend during the two years covered by the report. As can be seen, there 

is not much data to be evaluated. Nonetheless, Somalia moved from the worst ranked 

country in 2011 to seventh worst position in 2014, improving 5 (-) points in a three-year 

period. The same scenario is applicable for Chad, which moved down three positions 

(eighth place) in the ranking, decreasing three points from 2014. The country moved 

from the extreme fragility level to the high fragility category. Afghanistan had a slight 

improvement (-1), from being ranked as the fourth worst country in 2011 to fifth worst  in 

2014. Because the difference is so small between the two years ranks, the country’s 

line in the graph has barely changed.  

Indeed, this fact is even more evident for the Democratic Republic of Congo, 

which maintained the same points and position for both years, 2011 and 2014 

respectfully. As for South Sudan and Sudan (North), the countries are only scored in 
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2014. Thus, there is nothing to compare them with. However, in 2014 South Sudan is 

ranked as the second worst country in the ranking, and Sudan (North) the fourth. 

Finally, the Central African Republic jumped from the high fragility level in 2011 to the 

extreme fragility category in 2014, worsening six points in a four-year period. 

 
Figure 3 - Global Report: Conflict, Governance, and States Fragility Trend 

  
Source: Elaborated on by the author based on information from: Center for Systemic Peace. Global 
Report: Conflict, Governance, and State Fragility 2011 and 2014. 
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trend. Both datasets suggest an improvement on Somalia’s rank over the investigated 

period, even though the country remained among the bottom five worst ranked states 

(extreme and very high alert categories). Along with Somalia, Sudan has maintained its 

position as one of the worst ranked countries in the FSI (very high alert). However, a 

trend comparison is not possible with the GR’s rank, since the country is first ranked in 

2014 by the dataset. The same scenario is applied to South Sudan who is found in the 

extreme category for the same year.  

The Democratic Republic of Congo is seen in the FSI and GR worst category 

over the years. While Figure 2 shows a worsening for the country in the FSI trend 

(rank), Figure 3 shows a consistence over the years for the GR. The FSI country’s trend 

shows that the Democratic Republic of Congo moved from the high alert category to the 

very high alert category, while in the GR’s it remained in its extreme category. Although 

the datasets do not agree upon the country trend results, they do agree on ranking the 

Democratic Republic of Congo among their worst category. As for the Central African 

Republic, both datasets agree that the country has been worsening over the years. The 

country moved from the high alert to very high alert category (from eighth to third) in the 

FSI, while in the GR, the Central African Republic moved from high to the extreme 

category (from eleventh to first). In addition, both datasets also concur that Chad has 

been improving. The FSI trend shows that the country moved from very high alert to the 

high alert category in 2014. The GR shows a similar trend for Chad, progressing from 

extreme to the high category.  

While the datasets agree that Chad and Somalia have been improving over the 

years, and the Central African Republic has been worsening, they do not agree on the 
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Democratic Republic of Congo outcomes. As for Sudan and South Sudan, there was 

not sufficient data to compare the countries’ trends. Yet, Afghanistan is only found in the 

GR bottom five ranked countries (extreme). But to put it into perspective, the country is 

not in the worst ranked position during the studied period, and has been placed in the 

high alert category by the FSI. However, the country has been consistent in its position 

in both rankings.  As for Haiti and Zimbabwe, they are not placed in the GR’s lowest 

ranked countries. In fact, the difference between the datasets, regarding Haiti and 

Zimbabwe ranking results, is major. While the FSI place them in its high alert category, 

the countries are found in GR the medium and high categories (respectively). Yet But 

the most important is the wide gap among their scores.  Thus, while the FSI suggests 

that Haiti and Zimbabwe are worsening, the GR implies that Haiti is improving its results 

and Zimbabwe has maintained its position.  

Table 22 and Figure 4 provide the results for the HDR to compare countries with 

the FSI and the GR. The HDR had ten ranked countries in its bottom five over the 

period analyzed. That include Niger, the Democratic Republic of Congo, the Central 

African Republic, Sierra Leone, Chad, Mozambique, Burkina Faso, Eritrea, Burundi, and 

Zimbabwe.38 In 2010 the bottom five were Zimbabwe (0.140), the Democratic Republic 

of Congo (0.239), Niger (0.261), Burundi (0.282), and Mozambique (0.284). In 2011, the 

Democratic Republic of Congo (0.286), Niger (0.295), Burundi (0.316), Mozambique 

(0.322), and Chad (0.329) are seen ranked in the worst positions. In 2012 these 

positions are held by Niger (0.342), the Central African Republic (0.373), Chad (0.386), 

Eritrea (0.390), and Burkina Faso (0.393). In 2013, Niger (0.304), the Democratic 

                                                
38 The lower the score is, the worst the country is doing. If a country scores less points (-), it means the 
country is worsening. If a country adds up points (+), it means it is improving.  
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Republic of Congo (0.304), Mozambique (0.327), Chad (0.340), and Burkina Faso 

(0.343) are placed in the bottom five countries in the HDI. Finally, in 2014 these 

positions are filled by Niger (0.337), the Democratic Republic of Congo (0.338), the 

Central African Republic (0.341), Chad (0.372), and Sierra Leone (0.374). 

 

Table 22 - Human Development Index Trend 

  Niger Congo 
(D.R.) 

Central 
African 

Rep. 
Sierra 
Leone Chad Mozambi

que 
Burkina 

Faso Eritrea Burundi Zimbab
we 

2010 0.261 0.239 0.315 0.317 0.295 0.284 0.305 - 0.282 0.140 
2011 0.295 0.286 0.343 0.336 0.329 0.322 0.331 0.349 0.316 0.376 

2012 0.342 0.423 0.373 0.397 0.386 0.408 0.393 0.390 0.395 0.491 

2013 0.304 0.304 0.352 0.359 0.340 0.327 0.343 0.351 0.355 0.397 

2014 0.337 0.338 0.341 0.374 0.372 0.393 0.388 0.381 0.389 0.492 

Source: Elaborated on by the author based on information from: Human Development Report. Human 
Development Index 2010 – 2014. 
 

 Figure 4 illustrates the trend of the ten countries during the period 2010 to 2014. 

As can be observed, Niger was in the worst place for three consecutive years, from 

2012 to 2014. Although one can see a small improvement (0.081+) on its HDI, 

compared to 2010 and 2011, the country was ranked with the lowest score in the 

general rank in 2014. The graphic line for the Democratic Republic of Congo illustrates 

how unstable the country has been during the period analyzed. The country went from 

the second worst ranked country in 2010 to first in 2011, and then made significant 

progress in 2012 (0.284+), when the country was not part of the ten most undeveloped 

countries (12th). However, in 2013 and 2014 the country appears as the second worst 

ranked (0.085-). 
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 As for the Central African Republic, its score oscillated over the period. Though 

the country had a small progress in 2012 rank, it started to deteriorate in 2013 (0.047-). 

While the country’s score barely changed, it went from 11th place in 2010 to 7th in 2013, 

and 3rd in 2014.  With regards to Sierra Leone, it appears for the first time in the bottom 

five countries in 2014. The country’s line in the graph does not show any significant 

movement. Nonetheless, Sierra Leone has been slowly worsening over the years. The 

country went from twelfth place in 2010 to fifth in 2014 (0.057-). Also, Chad has not 

been very consistent over the years. However, the country improved from 2010 to 2014 

(0.077+). While its score was higher in 2014 (0.032+) than compared to 2013, the 

country remained in fourth position. 

Even though Mozambique has not been consistent over the years, along with 

Chad, the country has shown signs of progress. The country went from the bottom one 

of the five ranked countries (5th) in 2010 to one of the bottom ten (10th) in 2014, 

increasing by 0.108 points. As for Burkina Faso, it first appears in the bottom five in 

2012 and kept in fifth place in 2013. However, in 2014 the country started to recover 

and was placed back in the seventh position (2011 – 7th place). Comparing the 

country’s trajectory since 2010, Burkina Faso slightly improved by 0.083 points (+). 

Regarding Eritrea, it appears for the first and only time in the bottom five ranked 

countries in 2012. The country has not necessary improved over the years, but it 

marginally made its way out of the bottom five in 2014. In 2010 there were no data 

collected for the country. In 2011, the country held the eleventh ranked place in the HDI 

and sixth in 2014. While Eritrea increased its score by 0.042 (+) during the period, it did 

not make much progress. 
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 After being ranked in the bottom five twice (2010-2011), Burundi showed some 

signs of improvement in 2012. The country’s score continued to increase and by 2013 

Burundi was ranked in tenth place. However, comparing the country’s scores from 2010 

to 2014, one can see that its score increased by 0.107 (+). Regardless of that fact, the 

country was positioned in eighth place in 2014, showing deterioration once again. 

Finally, Zimbabwe was ranked the worst country in the HDI rank in 2010. Despite that 

fact, the country has made the most consistent recovery from that low score of any 

country in the bottom five. In 2011, Zimbabwe moved from the worst ranked country to 

fifteenth placed. The score increase of 0.236 (+) is significant. This pattern continued in 

2013 and 2014, giving the country a growth of 0.352 (+) points, ranking the country in 

32nd place. 

 
Figure 4 - Human Development Index Trend 
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Source: Elaborated on  by the author based on information from: Human Development Report. Human 
Development Index 2010 – 2014. 

 

There is a significant improvement in the ranking scores from 2010 to 2012. The 

worst country score in 2011 is greater than the score of the fifth ranked country in the 

previous year. These imply that the countries in general were improving. However, in 

2013 the score of the worst placed country was less than the worst ranked country in 

the year before, showing that the HDI around the globe was once again worsening. In 

the year after, the worst ranked country had slightly improved compared with the worst 

ranked one in 2013. 

Given these points, one cannot ignore the fact that for the most part the variants 

among the countries scores are not expressive enough to move the countries up the 

rankings from the low to the medium development category. Moreover, the final scores 

may be a matter of statistical calculation, dependent in part on the accuracy of 

government reported statistics. Even so, a country score is obviously connected to 

world events, thus it’s vulnerable to both internal and external circumstances. The score 

and rank themselves are not an idea for improvement or decline within a country, since 

a country could score less than the previous year but because of the overall rank have a 

better position in the rank. These ideas imply that the changes in the HDI scores may 

be relevant within the countries, but not on an external level.  

 Regardless of the HDR individual analysis outcome, when it is compared with the 

FSI and GR one can see a degree of disagreement. In fact, six out of ten countries that 

have been ranked in the HDR bottom five between 2010 -2014, are not in the FSI, and 

seven are not in the GR. The mutual countries among the three datasets are the 

Democratic Republic of Congo, Chad, and the Central Africa Republic, while Zimbabwe 
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is only found in the HDR and FSI bottom five countries. The Democratic Republic of 

Congo has worsened over the years in the FSI trend, moving from the high alert to the 

very high alert category; in the GR, the country remained the same in the extreme 

category; however, in the HDR trend the country shows an improvement. The three 

datasets do not agree on the Democratic Republic of Congo outcome over the years.  

 As for Chad, the three datasets concur that the country has been improving over 

the years. Chad moved from the worst category in the FSI to the high alert in 2014, from 

extreme to high in the GR, and although the country improved in the HDR ranking, it 

remained in its low category. The datasets also agree that the Central Africa Republic 

has been worsening. While the worsening in the HDR is not significant, in the FSI and 

GR the results are noteworthy. The country moved from the FSI high alert to very high 

alert (worsening almost 4 points), and from the GR high to extreme category (worsening 

6 points). Zimbabwe has been improving its score in the FSI and HDR, but remained 

the same in the GR trend. While the country moved from the very high alert to high alert 

(improving almost 8 points) in the FSI, it went from 0.140 to 0.492 in the HDR score 

rank, moving up significantly. Although, the country has never been in the GR bottom 

five it remained in the datasets’ high category. 

 Despite the fact that Niger, Eritrea, Burundi, Mozambique, Sierra Leone, and 

Burkina Faso are only ranked in the HDR bottom five between 2010-2014, their 

positions in the FSI and GR rank are illustrated in order to compare their trend. The 

datasets do not agree on four of the six countries’ trend. For example, in 2014 Niger is 

placed in the worst position in the HDR rank; however, it is ranked 20th in the FSI alert 

category, and 16th in the GR high category. The datasets different outcomes also reflect 
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in the country’s trend. While the HDR implies an improvement in Niger’s trend, the FSI 

and GR suggest that the country did not have any significant movement over the years. 

The same scenario is seen for Eritrea. While the HDR implies an improvement of the 

country, the FSI and GR suggest otherwise. Eritrea declined seven positions in the FSI 

rank over the years (alert category), and 25 positions in the GR (mediumcategory).  

The HDR also indicates that Burundi has improved over the years. In fact, the 

country does show an improvement within its rank scores (from 0.282 to 0.389). 

However, the FSI and GR suggest that Burundi maintained its score over the years. In 

2014 the country is found in seventh position in the HDR (low), twenty-first in the FSI 

(alert), and twelfth in the GR (high). Regarding Mozambique, the three datasets are 

diverse in their outcomes. While the HDR suggests improvement, the FSI indicates 

worsening, and the GR implies that the country scores remained the same. The HDR 

shows an increase in the country’s score over the years (from 0.284 to 0.393), and the 

FSI reveals a worsening by 20 ranking positions. Mozambique’s ranking positions are 

very different along the datasets. For instance, in 2014 the HDR rank shows 

Mozambique as the tenth least developed country (low); the GR ranked the country in 

thirty-ninth position (medium), and the FSI in fift placeh (very high warning). The 

disparity among the datasets’ categories is evident in the case of Mozambique, since 

the gap among them is very wide.  

Finally, the three datasets agree upon Sierra Leone’s and Burkina Faso’s 

improvement over the years. Sierra Leone moved from ninth to thirty-second position 

(from High to Medium) in the GR rank over the years; it moved from twenty-eighth to 

thirty-fifth (from alert to very high warning) position in the FSI, and in the HDR it 
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improved its score from 0.317 to 0.374. However, the country remained in the HDR low 

category. As for Burkina Faso, although the country improves over the years, its 

improvement was not very significant among the datasets. Burkina Faso moved down 

six positions in the GR rank, and upheld its high category; it improved its score in the 

HDR rank by 0.083 points, and in the FSI the country moved down four positions and 

went from the alert category to very high warning. 

Overall, one difference among the datasets, is their categories outcomes. While 

some countries have been moving into different categories over the years in the FSI 

and GR, the HDR countries remained in the low category despite their improvement or 

worsening situation. In addition, the HDR, FSI, and GR agree that the Central African 

Republic has been worsening over the years, and Sierra Leone, Chad, and Burkina 

Faso have been improving. However, Chad has shown the most significant 

improvement from the three datasets. As for the categories, the biggest gap among 

them is seen in the case of Mozambique, where the country’s ranking is not consistent.  

Table 23 and Figure 5 provide the results for GPI to compare countries with FSI, 

GR and HDR. The GPI had nine ranked countries in its bottom five over the analyzed 

years. Syria, Afghanistan, South Sudan, Iraq, Somalia, Sudan, the Democratic Republic 

of Congo, North Korea, and Pakistan are part of this trend.39 In 2010 the bottom five 

were Iraq (3.406), Somalia (3.390), Afghanistan (3.252), Sudan (3.125), and Pakistan 

(3.050). In 2011, Somalia (3.379), Iraq (3.296), Sudan (3.223), Afghanistan (3.212), and 

North Korea (3.092) are the worst ranked countries. In 2012 these places are filled by 

                                                
39 The higher the score is, the worst the country is doing. If a country adds up points (+), it means it is 
worsening. If a country scores less points (-), it means the country is improving. 
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Somalia (3.392), Afghanistan (3.252), Sudan (3.193), Iraq (3.192), and the Democratic 

Republic of Congo (3.073). 

 

Table 23 - Global Peace Index Trend 

  Syria Afghanistan South 
Sudan Iraq Somalia Sudan Congo 

(D.R.) 
North 
Korea Pakistan 

2010 2.274 3.252   3.406 3.390 3.125 2.925 2.855 3.050 

2011 2.296 3.212   3.296 3.379 3.223 3.016 3.092 2.905 
2012 2.830 3.252   3.192 3.392 3.193 3.073 2.932 2.833 
2013 3.393 3.440 2.576 3.245 3.394 3.242 3.085 3.044 3.106 
2014 3.650 3.416 3.397 3.377 3.368 3.362 3.213 3.071 3.107 
Source: Elaborated on by the author based on information from: Institute for Economics and Peace 
Global Peace Index 2011 - 2014. 

 

Figure 5 exemplifies the trend of nine countries during the analyzed period. As 

illustrated, during the period Afghanistan has been in the bottom five every year. The 

country has been shifting among the first and fourth position. Although a small 

deterioration can be noticed (0.124+) over the years, none of these are significant since 

Afghanistan has remained in the bottom five for the most part of the time. As for Sudan, 

it maintained its position in the bottom five for four-year consecutive, until the country 

was ranked in sixth place in 2014. Though the country increased 0.120 (+) points from 

the previous year, it was not in the five worst ranked countries. Since 2010, Sudan has 

been worsening (0.237+) over the years. However, this fact is barely noticed because 

there is no improvement. 

 The Democratic Republic of Congo found itself in the bottom five for the first time 

in 2012. Although over the years the country had an increase on its score (0.288+), it 

did not make its way back into the bottom five. For the most part, the country was 
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ranked among the bottom ten countries. In like manner, North Korea appears in the 

bottom five, for the first and only time, in 2010. The country moved from eleventh 

position in 2010 to fifth in one year (0.237+). Even though North Korea has worsened 

over the years (0.216+), leading up to 2014, the country has remained in the bottom 

ten. As illustrated in Figure 5, its line has vaguely oscillated; but, for the most part, there 

was no significant change on its curve. Pakistan has also worsened over the years. 

However, the country’s score has only fluctuated 0.057 (+). Moreover, the country has 

been in the bottom five only once in 2010 (fifth). For the most part, the changes in 

Pakistan’s position and score have been marginally noticed. 

As for South Sudan, there is not much information to be analyzed since in 2011 

and 2012 the country did not make it into the GPI rank. However, in 2013 the country 

was ranked in twentieth position in the low state of peace category. Still, in 2014 South 

Sudan significantly deteriorated (0.821+), and jumped from twentieth place to third last.  

South Sudan’s situation is no worse than Syria’s. Syria is ranked in 2014 as the least 

peaceful country in the GPI rank, reflecting, of course, the outbreak of civil war in 2012. 

Before 2014, Syria had only been in the bottom five once (third), in 2013. Its 

deterioration is the most visible out of the nine countries, since in 2010 and 2011 the 

country was ranked above the 35th place. Nonetheless, in 2012 Syria started to 

descend, and over 5 years the country oscillated with 1.376 (+) points on its score. It 

has moved down thirty-four positions in the GPI rank. 

On the other hand, Iraq and Somalia have shown some improvement over the 

years. Although this improvement is marginal, the countries managed to decrease their 

score over the years and stay stable in their positions. As for Somalia, the country has 



	

	
 

113	

been in the bottom five for five years. From 2010 to 2013, the country was ranked as 

the first or second worst country. But in 2014, Somalia made it up to fifth place, 

improving 0.022(-) points on its score. Last, in 2010 Iraq was categorized as the least 

peaceful state in the world, and in 2011 the second least peaceful. However, the 

country managed to improve 0.029 (-) points on its score over the years and was 

ranked in fourth position in 2014. Although Somalia and Iraq’s scores oscillated over the 

period, their graph curves seem consistent. 

 

Figure 5 - Global Peace Index Trend 

 
Source: Elaborated on by the author based on information from: Institute for Economics and Peace. 
Global Peace Index 2011 - 2014. 
 
 

In brief, Afghanistan has been stable with regards to its bottom five position 

within the rank. There was no relevant change in the country’s position even though its 

score increased. As for Sudan, the country has been worsening over the years, but, just 

2

2.2

2.4

2.6

2.8

3

3.2

3.4

3.6

3.8

4

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Syria Afghanistan South Sudan Iraq Somalia

Sudan Congo (D.R.) North Korea Pakistan



	

	
 

114	

like Afghanistan, it maintained its position as the worst ranked country. Besides the 

previous mentioned countries, the Democratic Republic of Congo has been 

deteriorating over the years. The country has the second worst receding score out of 

the nine countries studied. North Korea and Pakistan are another example of countries 

that have been worsening over the years, but with only a vague change on their graph 

line. The countries are seen, for the most, in the bottom ten. 

Regardless of the GPI individual trend examination, it is relevant to compare it 

with the other datasets results in order to investigate if, whether or not, the bottom 

countries’ trend is similar. In so doing, the trend outcomes from the GPI is compared 

with the FSI, GR, and HDR. By comparing the outcomes from 2010 to 2014, one can 

see some agreement and disagreement among the datasets bottom five countries 

positions. The four datasets have only one country in common (the Democratic 

Republic of Congo) in their bottom five ranked countries, over the investigated period. 

Moreover, only eight of the nineteen countries found in the bottom five ranked countries, 

are commonly found among two or three datasets. In fact, Haiti is only found in the FSI 

bottom five; Syria, Iraq, North Korea, and Pakistan in the GPI, and the HDR has the 

most diversity of countries in its bottom five: Niger, Burundi, Mozambique, Eritrea, 

Burkina Faso, and Sierra Leone.  

While the HDR suggests an improvement for the Democratic Republic of Congo 

over the years, the FSI and the GPI disagree. In fact, the datasets imply that the country 

has been worsening, since it is most ranked in the datasets worst categories. As for the 

GR trend, the country did not have any significant change over the years. The HDR and 

the FSI agree that Zimbabwe has been improving its performance between the 
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datasets. Indeed, the country has the most significant improvement over the years. The 

trend analysis shows that the country improves almost by eight points on the FSI score 

scale, moving from the very high alert category to high alert, and in the HDR, Zimbabwe 

improve 0.352 points over the years. However, the GR and GPI suggest that the 

country did not have any significant movement on its score scale or category. A similar 

scenario is seen in Burundi. While the HDR and GPI trend shows an improvement in the 

country’s score, in the HDR moving up four positions (low category) and in the GPI 

moving up 13 places (from low to medium), the FSI and the GR consider that Burundi 

did not have a significant change in its score or position.  

Although Niger is only ranked in the bottom five by the HDR, it is found among 

other categories and positions in the FSI, GR, and GPI rank. In fact, the HDR implies an 

improvement in the country’s development. However, the FSI, GR, and GPI agree that 

Niger did not have any considerable change over the years. A similar scenario is seen 

in Eritrea. The country is ranked in the bottom five by the HDR, which suggests that it 

had an improvement on its score (0.032). Nonetheless, the FSI, GR, and GPI agree that 

Eritrea has been worsening. As for Mozambique, the HDR and GPI’s trend show a 

small improvement, while the FSI suggests a worsening in the country’s performance, 

and the GR considers that there were no considerable changes in Mozambique’s score 

over the period.  

Sudan has also shown an improvement in the HDR trend. However, the FSI and 

GPI trend suggest a worsening of Sudan’s position, though it is not significant. As for 

the GR, there is not enough data to indicate Sudan’s trend, making it impossible to 

evaluate among the four datasets. A lack of data is also found in South Sudan’s 
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analysis. The HDR and GR either have none or insufficient data to analyze. However, 

the FSI and GPI suggest a worsening of South Sudan scores. The country went from 

high alert to the very high alert category on its second year in the FSI index, and moved 

down seventeen positions in the GPI rank. As for Somalia, the HDR does not have data 

on the country; but the FSI, GR, and the GPI, concur that, although it is not so 

significant, the country is improving. Somalia improved by 1.7 points in the FSI rank, 5 

points in the GR rank, and 0.038 in the GPI rank. Haiti is only ranked in the bottom five 

by the FSI rank. However, while the FSI implies that the country has been worsening 

over the years (2.7 points), the HDR, GR, and the GPI suggest that Haiti is slightly 

improving. 

As for Afghanistan, the HDR trend reveals a small improvements over the years. 

Nonetheless, the GPI does not agree with these results, since it suggests that the 

country, in fact, has been worsening. The FSI and the GR imply that there are no 

considerable changes in Afghanistan score or category. In like manner, the HDR 

analysis shows an improvement in Pakistan’s trend. However, the FSI, GR and the GPI 

suggest that there are no significant changes in the country’s trend. While the HDR, 

FSI, and GPI agree that Iraq’s trend is improving, the GR implies a worsening of its 

positiion. For instance, while the GR shows that the country worsened by 6 points within 

its rank, the GPI reveals that Iraq improved by 3 positions. North Korea has no data to 

be analyzed in the HDR trend, and the FSI, GR and the GPI do not agree with the 

country’s trend. The GPI suggests that the country has been slightly worsening over the 

years. While the GR shows an improvement in North Korea’s trend, and the FSI 
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considers that no significant changes are observable in the country’s trend over the 

years.  

Syria has one of the most significant changes. While the HDR suggests an 

improvement of 0.061 points (medium category), the FSI, GR, and GPI imply a 

substantial deterioration. In 2010 the country shows up in the FSI very high warning 

category with 87.9 points (48th), and in 2014 in the high alert category with 101.9 points 

(15th). In 2011 Syria is found in the GR low category with a score of 10 (76th), and in 

2014 the country is found in the medium category scoring 15 (32nd). As for the GPI, in 

2010 Syria is ranked in 34th position (medium category); however, in 2014 Syria is the 

worst country ranked, worsening by 1.376 points (very low category).  

Finally, the datasets agree upon four state trends. They concur that the Central 

Africa Republican is worsening, and that Chad, Sierra Leone, and Burkina Faso are 

improving. For instance, Chad moved from the FSI very high alert category to high alert, 

improving by 1.7 in the FSI’s rank score. It moved from the GR extreme category to 

high, improving 3 points in the score scale, and Chad also improved 0.071 points in the 

HDR rank and 0.406 in the GPI’s, but remained in the low category. Sierra Leone is 

found in the FSI 2010 rank in 29th position (alert category), and in 2014 in 35th (very high 

warning category). The country is ranked in 9th position within the GR 2011 rank (high 

category), and in 33rd place for the rank 2014 (medium category). Sierra Leone is found 

in a worse position in the HDR 2014 rank but with a better score than in 2010 (low 

category), and the country is ranked in the GPI in the same position for both years 

(96th), but it has a better score in 2014, moving from high category to medium. 
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Burkina Faso is found in 35th position in the FSI 2010 rank (alert category), and in 

39th position in 2014 (very high warning category); while in the GR the country is ranked 

in 2011 in 16th place and 17th in 2014 (high category); Burkina Faso is also found in the 

2010 GPI rank as the 82nd worst ranked country (high category), and in 2014 in 92nd 

position (medium category). The country is found in the HDR 2010 rank in 9th position, 

and although the country is ranked in 7th in 2014 (low category), its score improved 

within the dataset.  

As for the Central Africa Republic, it is found in 2010 in the FSI high alert 

category in eighth position, and in 2014 in the very high alert category in third. In 2011 

the country is ranked in the GR’s high alert category in eleventh position, and in 2014 

the Central Africa Republic is ranked first. In 2010 the country was ranked in the GPI as 

the fourteenth worst country, and in 2014 as seventh (very low category), and in 2010 

the Central Africa Republic is found in the HDR in tenth place, and in 2014 as third 

lowest ranked country.  

In sum, the HDR suggests an improvement in most of the countries ranking, 

while the FSI, GR and the GPI suggest that only four countries improved. In short, the 

FSI and GPI agree the most in their ranking trend with 13 common results, followed by 

the GR, which concurs with 10 FSI’s trend outcomes. The HDR agrees that 6 countries 

are trending in the same direction as the FSI’s. As for the HDR and GPI, they coincide 

in 8 countries’ trend, and the HDR and GR in 5.  

In short, even when there is a worsening in a country’s score, it does not 

automatically imply a deterioration in its rank position. It is necessary to evaluate if the 

country is moving up or down in the rank categories. Moreover, a decrease in a 



	

	
 

119	

country’s results does not necessarily suggest an improvement, since the general rank 

scores could also have had an improvement. Thus, it is important to consider that most 

variants among the countries’ scores are not significant enough to move the countries 

from the very low position to low or medium positions. As suggested before, the final 

scores may be a matter of statistical calculation, and since the variants among the 

results are small, their impact is marginal. Finally, the moves on the GPI’s scores may 

be relevant to the country itself moving up or down, but not on an external level.  

 

Conclusion 

The chapter’s general aim is to determine if the datasets have similar outcomes 

regarding their state rankings and to movement over time. To that end, nineteen 

countries were analyzed. These countries have been ranked among the bottom five 

countries of the FSI, GR, HDR, and GPI datasets. However, the HDR is the only dataset 

which has Niger, Sierra Leone, Mozambique, Eritrea, Burkina Faso and Burundi in its 

bottom five ranked countries. Thus, only forty percent of its countries are comparable 

with other datasets. In addition, the GPI is the only country which analyzes North Korea, 

Pakistan, Syria, and Iraq. Therefore, only sixty percent of its countries are equivalent 

with other datasets countries. As for the countries evaluated by the FSI and GR, they all 

merge somehow within the countries from the HDR and GPI datasets (South Sudan, 

Somalia, the Central African Republic, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Sudan, 

Chad, Haiti, Zimbabwe, and Afghanistan). 

 In brief, across the datasets’ graph analysis, one can see only limited agreement 

on what countries are improving, worsening, or remaining in their position. For instance, 
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they all agree that Somalia’s score and rank position have barely showed progress, but 

that the country is slowly improving. Equally important, the FSI, GR, and HDR agree 

that Chad is moving in the right direction, slowly, but improving year after year. Last, the 

FSI and HDR concur that the most impressive improvement was made by Zimbabwe. 

As for Haiti, Niger, and Iraq there is no agreement among the datasets, since the 

countries are not considered by other datasets. For those countries worsening, the FSI, 

GR, and HDR recognize that the Central African Republic has been deteriorating over 

the years. The same fact is claimed by the FSI, HDR, and GPI regarding South Sudan. 

However, concerning Syria, the GPI is the only dataset who covers the country.  

As for those countries remaining in their position, all datasets agree that the 

Democratic Republic of Congo has not made significant movement. With regards to 

Sudan, the FSI and GPI concur that the country’s fluctuation is not relevant and for that 

reason Sudan remains around the same position. Last, the GR, and GPI recognize that 

over the period Afghanistan remained around its bottom position with barely any 

improvement. There is no agreement about the remaining countries, since they are not 

included in two or more datasets’ bottom five evaluation.  

Although there is a limited agreement among the datasets regarding a few 

countries, moving from the worst ranked category to a better position within a dataset 

may be related to the way the international community has responded. If there has been 

intervention on behalf of the international community in these states, this may account 

for improvement. Conversely, no significant rank changes may reflect either no 

intervention, or the use of improper intervention tools. Another influencing factor may be 

how the media, including social media, can play a crucial role in placing certain 
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countries on the international agenda through giving attention for whatever reasons to 

some states, and ignoring others. Regardless, the countries among the bottom five are 

facing issues such as civil war, religious conflicts, political instability, state legitimacy, 

demographic pressures, and economic decline.  

One can conclude that recovery and development are not linear. In other words, 

when a country is in the bottom five, or even the bottom ten among ranked countries, it 

does not matter how much the country is worsening or improving its score. The impact 

on their actual position or situation, in reality, is not altered, unless a country has an 

impressive and rapid improvement, like in the case of Zimbabwe, or a worsening 

situation, like in the case of Syria. In general, a country’s position on the scale may be 

changing by hundredths of a point, this change may be significant in a country itself, 

while at the same time not significantly changing its status within the international 

community. Overall, unless the changes are impressive there is not much impact.  

Finally, the complexity of the datasets cannot be ignored. It is hard to come to an 

accurate conclusion about the datasets’ utility. Decision-makers cannot discount the fact 

that some results could be a statistical error. Regardless, no dataset is a completely 

accurate diagnostic tool when considered in isolation. Therefore, it is necessary to 

consider how to develop a simpler measurement scheme, with an eye on examining 

specific failing countries to develop a more useful understanding of the process of state 

failure over time.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

General Conclusion 

 
Introduction 

The state is an important actor providing public goods and meeting its social contract 

obligations as part of the yearnings and aspirations of its citizens on the national level. It 

also, plays a significant, if not primary, role in the international arena. However, when a 

state fails to accomplish its responsibilities and obligations, it is seen as a failure. State 

failure is understood as a linear process, which is conceptualized along a general 

spectrum from weak, failed, to collapsed. This phenomenon generates demands for 

international intervention in some form, ideally, prior to failure or collapse.  

Although state failure is not a unique phenomenon limited to the contemporary 

world, attention to it has been recent. Numerous datasets and indexes have been 

developed in order to understand the phenomenon of state failure. However, there is a 

distinct disagreement about the phenomenon’s definition by scholars and non-partisan 

organizations. Thus, the literature on state failure is often divergent and complex since 

scholars define state fragility differently.  

 

Overall Key Research Findings  

The first aim of the thesis was to understand a state’s obligations and its 

responsibilities and to gain a better understanding of how states are labelled or 

categorized. The second aim of the thesis was to evaluate the usefulness of a range 

datasets in labelling countries as a potential basis for tailoring international responses to 

ameliorate the situations of states facing failure.  
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The thesis also highlighted the implications of state failure for the international 

community. The analysis demonstrated that there is no legal typology to describe a 

state other than state. Nonetheless, states’ typologies are present in many legal 

documents and reports, confusing readers and hindering the ability of the international 

community to further understand the phenomenon and its consequences.  

The analysis also compared and contrasted the characteristics of strong, weak, 

failed and collapsed states. This evaluation demonstrated that most scholars agree on 

the characteristics of a strong, and, to lesser degree, of a collapsed state. However, 

there is clear disagreement regarding the concept of a weak and failed state. The 

features of weak and failed states do not differ greatly from each other. For the most 

part, a weak state functions poorly. Nevertheless, the state has not failed yet. As for 

failed states, the literature indicates that the majority face a lack of legitimacy, 

weakening authority, and loss of control over territories. In general, weak states’ and 

failed states’ indicators do not differ greatly, making it difficult to differentiate between 

them. At best, the level of chaos and instability within a failed state is greater than in a 

weak state. How much so is difficult to determine. A collapsed state is the most extreme 

version of state failure, having no rules, security, and/or governmental structures. They 

do not function because they no longer exist, even though the international community 

continues de jure recognition, and elements of internal actors provide de facto public 

goods. 

This study revealed that although scholars do not agree on the definition of state 

failure, they do agree that it is a liner process that takes time to happen, and the root 

cause of the phenomenon is the inability to provide core functions to its society. It also 
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showed that the literature provides many indicators to measure the phenomenon of 

state failure. However, there is no consensus about which indicators are most relevant. 

Even so, this analysis reveals that a state’s capability to delivery essential goods, such 

as security, legitimacy, and social welfare, is an exceptionally useful lens for exploring 

state fragility and its consequences. 

In brief, the extensive variation across this area of research is problematic. 

Nonetheless, this analysis suggests that by understanding the process of state failure 

the international community has the opportunity to choose the proper intervention tools 

to reverse decline. The failure to intervene with the proper tools can intensify existing 

instability and further aggravate the inability of a government to deliver basic functions 

to its citizens, potentially leading to state collapse. Any type of state failure has 

consequences for national and international stability, since it is extremely difficult to 

reverse the process. Therefore, understanding its causes is the first step in avoiding the 

most extreme version of failure: the collapse of a state. 

Unfortunately, the existing primary datasets that seek to measure the process of 

state failure are of questionable utility. While all four datasets have a degree of 

commonality in terms of indicators and measures, this commonality is overwhelmed by 

significant differences among indicators and measures, as a function of different 

methodologies, and, to some extent, different objectives. They are all also internally 

affected by the existence of multi-collinearity.   

Overall, based on the findings, the idea of labelling states and acting before 

failure is a very challenging task. First, there is no agreed international definition of state 

categories and the most useful indicators and measures in static or dynamic terms, 
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which, in effect, indicates that the issue of state failure is undertheorized. Second, the 

current empirical approaches are an inconsistent and problematic means to develop an 

early warning system of state failure. Though there are many different indicators to 

measure state fragility, there is no consensus among scholars or organizations about 

which indicators are the most relevant to identify failure. As result, international 

community and decision-makers, at best, can employ the empirical results as a means 

to justify intervention, based on their preferences and prejudices, with little or no 

guidance in setting priorities or identifying the most useful tools for intervention success. 

At the same time, as Rotberg (2004) notes, a single indicator cannot account for the 

linear process of state failure. Moreover, it is also evident that the four key areas of 

state failure are political, military/security, economic and social, but it is problematic, as 

evident on all datasets, to employ multiple indicators and measures.  

 

Future Research 

In the context of state failure, further research is required to measure the linear 

process a state faces when it is failing. Future research should look directly for viable 

single indicator and measures in each area to enhance simplicity. At the same time, it 

would be useful to check the empirical results on one or more of the datasets against 

the actual record. Closely related, it may also be useful to undertake an inter-subjective 

approach by soliciting from existing experts an intuitive rank of states along more exact 

spectrum. As a result, an inter-subjective test can then be compared to empirical 

statistical rankings for commonality. All the above dictate the need to bring clarity and 
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consistency to the conceptual and theoretical underpinning related to categories and 

process. 

 

Conclusion 

In the end, the research goal is to examine the utility and value of a range of 

intervention tools or options relative to the place of states along the failure spectrum, in 

order to uncover which tools are most optimal to reverse the decline of a state relative 

to the state on the spectrum. Therefore, research on intervention tools is also vital as a 

preliminary link to address dynamic tools, providing appropriate and viable responses 

for the international community in states facing the linear process of state failure. 

Finally, and above all else, this analysis clearly indicates that further investigation is 

essential.  
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APPENDICES 

 
APPENDIX A - The Fragile States Index Indicators 

 

The Security Indicator -  Measures 

1. Security apparatus: “The Security Apparatus indicator considers the security 

threats to a state, such as bombings, attacks and battle-related deaths, rebel 

movements, mutinies, coups, or terrorism. The Security Apparatus also takes 

into account serious criminal factors, such as organized crime and homicides, 

and perceived trust of citizens in domestic security. In some instances, the 

security apparatus may extend beyond traditional military or police forces to 

include state-sponsored or state-supported private militias that terrorize political 

opponents, suspected “enemies,” or civilians seen to be sympathetic to the 

opposition. In other instances, the security apparatus of a state can include a 

“deep state”, that may consist of secret intelligence units, or other irregular 

security forces, that serve the interests of a political leader or clique. As a counter 

example, the indicator will also take into account armed resistance to a governing 

authority, particularly the manifestation of violent uprisings and insurgencies, 

proliferation of independent militias, vigilantes, or mercenary groups that 

challenge the state’s monopoly of the use of force” (The Fund For Peace 2017, 

26). 

2. Factionalized elites: “The Factionalized Elites indicator considers the 

fragmentation of state institutions along ethnic, class, clan, racial or religious 

lines, as well as and brinksmanship and gridlock between ruling elites. It also 
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factors the use of nationalistic political rhetoric by ruling elites, often in terms of 

nationalism, xenophobia, communal irredentism (e.g., a “greater Serbia”) or of 

communal solidarity (e.g., “ethnic cleansing” or “defending the faith”). In extreme 

cases, it can be representative of the absence of legitimate leadership widely 

accepted as representing the entire citizenry. The Factionalized Elites indicator 

measures power struggles, political competition, political transitions, and where 

elections occur will factor in the credibility of electoral processes (or in their 

absence, the perceived legitimacy of the ruling class)” (The Fund For Peace 

2017, 26).  

3. External intervention: “The External Intervention Indicator considers the 

influence and impact of external actors in the functioning – particularly security 

and economic – of a state. On the one hand, External Intervention focuses on 

security aspects of engagement from external actors, both covert and overt, in 

the internal affairs of a state at risk by governments, armies, intelligence 

services, identity groups, or other entities that may affect the balance of power 

(or resolution of a conflict) within a state. On the other hand, External Intervention 

also focuses on economic engagement by outside actors, including multilateral 

organizations, through large-scale loans, development projects, or foreign aid, 

such as ongoing budget support, control of finances, or management of the 

state’s economic policy, creating economic dependency. External Intervention 

also takes into account humanitarian intervention, such as the deployment of an 

international peacekeeping mission” (The Fund For Peace 2017, 33).  

The Social Indicator -  Measures 
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4. Demographic pressures: “The Demographic Pressures Indicator considers 

pressures upon the state deriving from the population itself or the environment 

around it. For example, the Indicator measures population pressures related to 

food supply, access to safe water, and other life-sustaining resources, or health, 

such as prevalence of disease and epidemics. The Indicator considers 

demographic characteristics, such as pressures from high population growth 

rates or skewed population distributions, such as a “youth or age bulge,” or 

sharply divergent rates of population growth among competing communal 

groups, recognizing that such effects can have profound social, economic, and 

political effects. Beyond the population, the Indicator also takes into account 

pressures stemming from natural disasters (hurricanes, earthquakes, floods or 

drought), and pressures upon the population from environmental hazards” (The 

Fund For Peace 2017, 32).  

5. Refugees and IDPs: “The Refugees and Internally Displaced Persons Indicator 

measures the pressure upon states caused by the forced displacement of large 

communities as a result of social, political, environmental or other causes, 

measuring displacement within countries, as well as refugee flows into others. 

The indicator measures refugees by country of Asylum, recognizing that 

population inflows can put additional pressure on public services, and can 

sometimes create broader humanitarian and security challenges for the receiving 

state, if that state does not have the absorption capacity and adequate 

resources. The Indicator also measures the Internally Displaced Persons (IDP) 

and Refugees by country of origin, which signifies internal state pressures as a 
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result of violence, environmental or other factors such as health epidemics. 

These measures are considered within the context of the state’s population (per 

capita) and human development trajectory, and over time (year on year spikes), 

recognizing that some IDPs or refugees for example, may have been displaced 

for long periods of time” (The Fund For Peace 2017, 32).  

6. Group grievance: “The Group Grievance Indicator focuses on divisions and 

schisms between different groups in society – particularly divisions based on 

social or political characteristics – and their role in access to services or 

resources, and inclusion in the political process. Group Grievance may also have 

a historical component, where aggrieved communal groups cite injustices of the 

past, sometimes going back centuries, that influence and shape that group’s role 

in society and relationships with other groups. This history may in turn be shaped 

by patterns of real or perceived atrocities or “crimes” committed with apparent 

impunity against communal groups. Groups may also feel aggrieved because 

they are denied autonomy, self-determination or political independence to which 

they believe they are entitled. The Indicator also considers where specific groups 

are singled out by state authorities, or by dominant groups, for persecution or 

repression, or where there is public scapegoating of groups believed to have 

acquired wealth, status or power “illegitimately”, which may manifest itself in the 

emergence of fiery rhetoric, such as through “hate” radio, pamphleteering, and 

stereotypical or nationalistic political speech” (The Fund For Peace 2017, 27). 

7. Human Flight and brain drain: The Human Flight and Brain Drain Indicator 

considers the economic impact of human displacement (for economic or political 
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reasons) and the consequences this may have on a country’s development. On 

the one hand, this may involve the voluntary emigration of the middle class – 

particularly economically productive segments of the population, such as 

entrepreneurs, or skilled workers such as physicians – due to economic 

deterioration in their home country and the hope of better opportunities farther 

afield. On the other hand, it may involve the forced displacement of professionals 

or intellectuals who are fleeing their country due to actual or feared persecution 

or repression, and specifically the economic impact that displacement may wreak 

on an economy through the loss of productive, skilled professional labor” (The 

Fund For Peace 2017, 29).  

The Political Indicators -  Measures  

8. Human rights and rule of law: “The Human Rights and Rule of Law Indicator 

considers the relationship between the state and its population insofar as 

fundamental human rights are protected and freedoms are observed and 

respected. The Indicator looks at whether there is widespread abuse of legal, 

political and social rights, including those of individuals, groups and institutions 

(e.g. harassment of the press, politicization of the judiciary, internal use of 

military for political ends, repression of political opponents). The Indicator also 

considers outbreaks of politically inspired (as opposed to criminal) violence 

perpetrated against civilians. It also looks at factors such as denial of due 

process consistent with international norms and practices for political prisoners or 

dissidents, and whether there is current or emerging authoritarian, dictatorial or 
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military rule in which constitutional and democratic institutions and processes are 

suspended or manipulated” (The Fund For Peace 2017, 31). 

9. State legitimacy: “The State Legitimacy Indicator considers the 

representativeness and openness of government and its relationship with its 

citizenry. The Indicator looks at the population’s level of confidence in state 

institutions and processes, and assesses the effects where that confidence is 

absent, manifested through mass public demonstrations, sustained civil 

disobedience, or the rise of armed insurgencies. Though the State Legitimacy 

indicator does not necessarily make a judgment on democratic governance, it 

does consider the integrity of elections where they take place (such as flawed or 

boycotted elections), the nature of political transitions, and where there is an 

absence of democratic elections, the degree to which the government is 

representative of the population of which it governs. The Indicator takes into 

account openness of government, specifically the openness of ruling elites to 

transparency, accountability and political representation, or conversely the levels 

of corruption, profiteering, and marginalizing, persecuting, or otherwise excluding 

opposition groups. The Indicator also considers the ability of a state to exercise 

basic functions that infer a population’s confidence in its government and 

institutions, such as through the ability to collect taxes” (The Fund For Peace 

2017, 30).  

10. Public services: “The Public Services Indicator refers to the presence of basic 

state functions that serve the people. On the one hand, this may include the 

provision of essential services, such as health, education, water and sanitation, 
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transport infrastructure, electricity and power, and internet and connectivity. On 

the other hand, it may include the state’s ability to protect its citizens, such as 

from terrorism and violence, through perceived effective policing. Further, even 

where basic state functions and services are provided, the Indicator further 

considers to whom – whether the state narrowly serves the ruling elites, such as 

security agencies, presidential staff, the central bank, or the diplomatic service, 

while failing to provide comparable levels of service to the general populace – 

such as rural versus urban populations. The Indicator also considers the level 

and maintenance of general infrastructure to the extent that its absence would 

negatively affect the country’s actual or potential development” (The Fund For 

Peace 2017, 30).  

The Economic Indicators -  Measures  

11. Economic decline and poverty: “The Economic Decline Indicator considers 

factors related to economic decline within a country. For example, the Indicator 

looks at patterns of progressive economic decline of the society as a whole as 

measured by per capita income, Gross National Product, unemployment rates, 

inflation, productivity, debt, poverty levels, or business failures. It also takes into 

account sudden drops in commodity prices, trade revenue, or foreign investment, 

and any collapse or devaluation of the national currency. The Economic Decline 

Indicator further considers the responses to economic conditions and their 

consequences, such as extreme social hardship imposed by economic austerity 

programs, or perceived increasing group inequalities. The Economic Decline 

Indicator is focused on the formal economy – as well as illicit trade, including the 



	

	
 

140	

drug and human trafficking, and capital flight, or levels of corruption and illicit 

transactions such as money laundering or embezzlement” (The Fund For Peace 

2017, 28).  

12. Uneven economic development: “The Uneven Economic Development 

Indicator considers inequality within the economy, irrespective of the actual 

performance of an economy. For example, the Indicator looks at structural 

inequality that is based on group (such as racial, ethnic, religious, or other 

identity group) or based on education, economic status, or region (such as 

urban-rural divide). The Indicator considers not only actual inequality, but also 

perceptions of inequality, recognizing that perceptions of economic inequality can 

fuel grievance as much as real inequality, and can reinforce communal tensions 

or nationalistic rhetoric. Further to measuring economic inequality, the Indicator 

also takes into account the opportunities for groups to improve their economic 

status, such as through access to employment, education, or job training such 

that even if there is economic inequality present, to what degree it is structural 

and reinforcing” (The Fund For Peace 2017, 28).  
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APPENDIX B - Global Report: Conflict, Governance, and State Fragility Indicators 

 
 
The Security Indicator Measures 

1. Security effectiveness: “For states with one war episode: reswartot = warsum – 

[yrpeace + (0.04yrpeace x warsum)]. For countries with multiple periods of war, a 

reswar value is calculated for each, in chronological order. Thus, for a state with two 

episodes of war, to calculate the first episode: reswar1 = warsum1 – [yrnowar1 + 

(0.04yrnowar1 x warsum1)]; and for the second episode: reswartot = (reswar1 + 

warsum2) – {yrpeace + [.04yrpeace x (reswar1 + warsum1)]}; and so on. Any 

negative residual war (reswar) scores are converted to zero before calculating 

additional residual war scores. The final reswartot value is then converted to a four-

point fragility scale, where: 0 = 0; 1 = 0.1-15; 2 = 15.1-100; and 3 = greater than 100” 

(Institute For Economics and Peace 2015, 52). 

2. Security legitimacy: As for the Political Terror Scale measures, “each indicator is 

coded on a five-point scale, from 1: “no repression” to 5: “systemic, collective 

repression.” To determine the state repression score, we calculate the following: (1) 

nine-year average, 1999-2007; (2) four-year average, 2008-2011; and (3) most 

recent value, 2012; the three, mean indicators are then compared according to a 

fragility categorization: 0 = 1.0-2.0; 1 = 2.1-3.0; 2 = 3.1-4.0; and 3 = greater than 4.0. 

If the most recent year value agrees with the previous four-year average, then these 

two means are used to identify the repression category” (Center For Systemic Peace 

2014, 52).  
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The Political Indicator Measures 

3. Political effectiveness measure: “These indicators are scored such that: Durability 

< 10 years = 1; Leader Years in Office > 12 years = 1; and Total Coup Events: 1-2 = 

1 and >2 = 2. These indicators are then added to produce the Regime/Governance 

Stability score (scores of 4 are recoded as 3)” (Center For Systemic Peace 2014, 52). 

4. Political legitimacy measure: “Political Legitimacy Score is calculated by adding 

these five indicators; scores of 4 or 5 (rare) are recoded as 3” (Center For Systemic 

Peace 2014, 53). 

The Economic Indicator Measures 

5. Economic effectiveness: “The standardized categories are as follows: 4 = less than 

$500.00; 3 = $500.00 to $1199.99; 2 = $1200.00 to $2999.99; 1 = $3000.00 to 

$7499.99; and 0 = greater than or equal to $7500. When a country’s 2012 value 

exceeds the borderline value separating categories, the fifteen-year income growth 

indicator is used to assign the final score: selecting the higher fragility category if 

long-term growth is negative or the lower fragility category if long-term growth is 

positive” (Center For Systemic Peace 2014, 53). 

6. Economic legitimacy: “The manufacturing percentage of merchandise exports is 

then converted to a four-point fragility score, where: 3 = less than or equal to 10; 2 = 

greater than 10 and less than or equal to 25; 1 = greater than25 and less than or 

equal to 40; and 0 = greater than 40” (Center For Systemic Peace 2014, 53). 

The Social Indicator Measures 

7. Social effectiveness: “The Social Effectiveness Score is assigned as follows: 3 = 

less than or equal to .400; 2 = greater than .400 and less than or equal to .600; 1 = 
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greater than .600 and less than or equal to .700; and 0 = greater than .700. Because 

the calculated value on this indicator is based on year 2012 data, the indicator value 

is assigned to the 2012 Matrix “soceff” score and that score is carried forward to the 

2013 Matrix” (Center For Systemic Peace 2014, 54). 

8. Social legitimacy: “The Social Legitimacy Score is assigned as follows: 3 = greater 

than 75.00; 2 = less than or equal to 75.00 and greater than 45.00; 1 = less than or 

equal to 45.00 and greater than 20.00; and 0 = less than or equal to 20.00” (Center 

For Systemic Peace 2014, 54, Institute For Economics and Peace 2014). 
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APPENDIX C - The Human Development Report Indicators 

 

The Economic Indicators - International Integration Measures: 

1. Trade: Remoteness - “GDP-weighted average distance from world markets, calculated 

as the sum of all bilateral distance between the capitals of one country and all others, 

weighted by the partner country’s share in world GDP” (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a, 211), and International Trade - “a basic indicator of openness to 

foreign trade and economic integration. It indicates the dependence of domestic 

producers on foreign demand (exports) and of domestic consumers and producers on 

foreign supply (imports), relative to the country’s economic size (GDP). Trade is the 

sum of exports and imports of goods and services measured as a share of gross 

domestic product” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 211). 

2. Financial Flows: Foreign Direct Investment and Net Inflows - “sum of equity capital, 

reinvestment of earnings, other long term capital and short-term capital, expressed as a 

percentage of GDP” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 211); Private 

Capital Flows - “net foreign direct investment and portfolio investment, expressed as a 

percentage of GDP” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 211); Net Official 

Development Assistance Received - “disbursements of loans made on concessional 

terms (net of repayments of principal) and grants by official agencies to promote 

economic development and welfare in countries and territories on the Development 

Assistance Committee list of aid recipients, expressed as a percentage of the recipient 

country’s GNI” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 211), and Remittances 

Inflows - “earnings and material resources transferred by international migrants or 
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refugees to recipients in their country of origin or countries in which the migrant formerly 

resided” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 211). 

3. Total Reserves Minus Gold: “Sum of special drawing rights, reserves of International 

Monetary Fund (IMF) members held by the IMF and holdings of foreign exchange under 

the control of monetary authorities, excluding gold holdings, expressed as a percentage 

of GDP” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 211). 

4. Human Mobility: Net Migration Rate - “ratio of the difference between the number of in-

migrants and out-migrants from a country to the average population, expressed per 

1,000 people” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 211); Stock of 

Immigrants – “ratio of the stock of immigrants into a country, expressed as a percentage 

of the country’s population. The definition of immigrant varies across countries but 

generally includes the stock of foreign-born people or the stock of foreign people 

(according to citizenship) or a combination of the two”  (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a, 211), and International Inbound Tourists – “arrivals of nonresident 

visitors (overnight visitors, tourists, same-day visitors, excursionists) at national borders” 

(United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 211). 

5. Communication: Population as Internet Users - “percentage of people with access to 

the worldwide network” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 211), and 

International Telephone Income Traffic – “effective (completed) telephone calls (fixed 

and mobile) originating outside a given country with a destination inside the country, 

expressed in minutes of traffic per person” (United Nations Development Programme 

2014a, 211). International Telephone Outgoing Traffic – “effective (completed) 

telephone calls (fixed and mobile) originating inside a given country with a destination 
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outside the country, expressed in minutes of traffic per person” (United Nations 

Development Programme 2014a, 211). 

The Economic Indicators - Command Over and Allocation of Resources 

Measures: 

6. GDP: “Sum of gross value added by all resident producers in the economy plus any 

product taxes and minus any subsidies not included in the value of the products, 

expressed in 2005 international dollars using purchasing power parity rates” (United 

Nations Development Programme 2014a, 199). 

7. GDP per capita: “GDP in a particular period divided by the total population for the same 

period” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 199). 

8. Gross fixed capital formation: “Value of acquisitions of new or existing fixed assets by 

the business sector, governments and households (excluding their unincorporated 

enterprises) less disposals of fixed assets, expressed as a percentage of GDP. No 

adjustment is made for depreciation of fixed assets” (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a, 199). 

9. General government final consumption expenditure: “All government current 

expenditures for purchases of goods and services (including compensation of 

employees and most expenditures on national defense and security but excluding 

government military expenditures that are part of government capital formation), 

expressed as a percentage of GDP” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 

199). 

10. Taxes on income profit and capital gain: “Taxes levied on the actual or presumptive 

net income of individuals, on the profits of corporations and enterprises, and on capital 
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gains, whether realized or not, on land, securities and other assets” (United Nations 

Development Programme 2014a, 199). 

11. Research and development expenditure: “Current and capital expenditures (both 

public and private) on creative work undertaken systematically to increase knowledge 

and the use of knowledge for new applications, expressed as a percentage of GDP. It 

covers basic research, applied research, and experimental development (United 

Nations Development Programme 2014a, 199). 

12. Share of agriculture, hunting, forestry, and fisheries: “Gross value added in the 

agriculture, hunting, forestry and fishery sectors, expressed as a percentage of a GDP” 

(United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 199). 

13. Domestic credit provided by the banking sector: “Credit to various sectors on a 

gross basis, with exception of credit to the central government, which is net, expressed 

as a percentage of GDP” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 199). 

14. External debt stock: “Debt owed to nonresidents repayable in foreign currency, goods 

or services, expressed as a percentage of gross national income” (United Nations 

Development Programme 2014a, 199). 

15. Total debt service: “Sum of principal repayments and interest actually paid in foreign 

currency, goods or services on long-term debt; interest paid on short-term debt; and 

repayments (repurchases and charges) to the International Monetary Fund, expressed 

as a percentage of GNI” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 199). 

16. Consumer Price Index: “Index that reflects changes in the cost to the average 

consumer of acquiring a basket of goods and services that may be fixed or changed at 
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specified intervals, such as yearly” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 

199). 

17. Domestic food price level: Price Level Index - “food purchasing power parity (PPP) 

rate divided by the general PPP rate. The index shows the price of food in a country 

relative to the price of the generic consumption basket in the country” (United Nations 

Development Programme 2014a, 199), and Volatility Index – “ a measure of variation of 

the domestic food price level index, computed as the standard deviation of the 

deviations from the trend over the previous five years” (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a, 199). 

The Social Indicators - Adult Heath and Health Expenditure Measures: 

18. Adult mortality rate: “Probability that a 15-year-old will die before reaching age 60, 

expressed per 1,000 people” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 191). 

19. Age-standardized death rates: Alcohol Use - “the weighted average of the age-

specific mortality rates from alcohol use per 100,000 people, where the weights are the 

proportions of people in corresponding age groups of the World Health Organization 

standard population” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 191), and Drug 

Use – “the weighted average of the age-specific mortality rates from drug use per 

100,000 persons, where the weights are the proportions of people in the corresponding 

age groups of the WHO standard population” (United Nations Development Programme 

2014a, 191). 

20. Age-standardized obesity: “The weighted average of the age-specific obesity rate 

(with obesity defined as having a body mass index of 30 kilograms per square meter or 
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higher) among adults ages 20 and older, expressed as a percentage of the total 

population ages 20 and older” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 191). 

21. HIV prevalence rate: “Percentage of the population ages 15–49 who are living with 

HIV” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 191). 

22. Life expectancy: After Age of 60 - “additional number of years that a 60-year-old could 

expect to live if prevailing patterns of age-specific mortality rates stay the same 

throughout the rest of his or her life” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 

191), and Health-adjusted – “average number of years that a person can expect to live 

in full health, taking into account years lived in less than full health due to disease and 

injury” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 191). 

23. Physicians: “Number of medical doctors (physicians), both generalists and specialists, 

expressed per 10,000 people” Number of medical doctors (physicians), both generalists 

and specialists, expressed per 10,000 people” (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a, 191). 

24. Health expenditure: Total - “current and capital spending on health from government 

(central and local) budgets, external borrowing and grants (including donations from 

international agencies and nongovernmental organizations) and social (or compulsory) 

health insurance funds, expressed as a percentage of GDP” (United Nations 

Development Programme 2014a, 191), and Out-of-pocket - “household direct payments 

to public and private providers of health care services and nonprofit institutions and no 

reimbursable cost sharing, such as deductibles, copayments and fee for services, 

expressed as a percentage of total health expenditure” (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a, 191). 
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The Social Indicators - Heath: Children and Youth Measures: 

25. Infants exclusively breastfed: “Percentage of children ages 0–5 months who are fed 

exclusively with breast milk in the 24 hours prior to the survey” (United Nations 

Development Programme 2014a, 187). 

26. Infants lacking immunization: Against DPT - “percentage of surviving infants who 

have not received their first dose of diphtheria, pertussis and tetanus vaccine” (United 

Nations Development Programme 2014a, 187), and Against Measles – “percentage of 

surviving infants who have not received the first dose of measles vaccine” (United 

Nations Development Programme 2014a, 187). 

27. Mortality rate: Between Birth and Age One - “probability of dying between birth and 

exactly age 1, expressed per 1,000 live births” (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a, 187), and Between birth and Age Five – “probability of dying 

between birth and exactly age 5, expressed per 1,000 live births” (United Nations 

Development Programme 2014a, 187). 

28. Antenatal coverage: “Proportion of women who used antenatal care provided by 

skilled health personnel for reasons related to pregnancy at least once during 

pregnancy, as a percentage of live births” (United Nations Development Programme 

2014a, 187). 

29. Child malnutrition: Stunted Children – “percentage of children ages 0–59 months who 

are more than two standard deviations below the median height-for-age of the World 

Health Organization (WHO) Child Growth Standards” (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a, 187), and Overweight Children – “percentage of children ages 0−59 

months who are more than two standard deviations above the median weight-for-height 
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of the WHO Child Growth Standards” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 

187). 

30. HIV prevalence: Children Living with HIV - “estimated number of children (ages 0–14) 

living with HIV” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 187), and HIV 

prevalence on Youth – “percentage of the population ages 15–24 who are living with 

HIV” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 187). 

31. HIV prevention: Condom Use Among Young People with Multiple Partners - 

“proportion of young people (ages 15–24) who reported having had more than one 

sexual partner in the past 12 months and who used a condom the last time they had sex 

with any partner, expressed as a percentage of all young people with multiple partners” 

(United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 187), and Pregnant Women Living 

with HIV not Receiving Treatment to Prevent Mother-to-Child Transmission – 

“proportion of pregnant women living with HIV who are not receiving antiretroviral 

medicines to prevent mother-to-child transmission, expressed as a percentage of all 

pregnant women living with HIV” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 

187). 

The Social Indicators - Education Measures: 

32. Literacy rates: On Adult Population– “percentage of the population ages 15 and older 

who can, with understanding, both read and write” (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a, 195), and On Youth Population – “percentage of the population 

ages 15–24 who can, with understanding, both read and write a short simple statement 

on their everyday life” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 195). 
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33. Population older than 25 years of age with at least some secondary education: 

“Percentage of the population ages 25 and older that reached at least a secondary level 

of education” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 195). 

34. Gross enrolment ratios: “Total enrolment in a given level of education (pre-primary, 

primary, secondary or tertiary), regardless of age, expressed as a percentage of the 

official school-age population for the same level of education” (United Nations 

Development Programme 2014a, 195). 

35. Primary school dropout rate: “Percentage of students from a given cohort that have 

enrolled in primary school but that drop out before reaching the last grade of primary 

education. It is calculated as 100 minus the survival rate to the last grade of primary 

education and assumes that observed flow rates remain unchanged throughout the 

cohort life and that dropouts do not re-enter school” (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a, 195). 

36. Education quality: Primary School Teachers Trained to Teach – “percentage of 

primary school teachers that have received the minimum organized teacher training 

(pre-service or in-service) required for teaching at the primary level” (United Nations 

Development Programme 2014a, 195); Performance Of 15 Years Old Students in 

Reading, Mathematics and Science – “score obtained in testing of skills and knowledge 

of 15-year-old students in these subjects essential for participation in society” (United 

Nations Development Programme 2014a, 195), and Pupil Teacher Ratio – “average 

number of pupils per teacher in primary education in a given school year” (United 

Nations Development Programme 2014a, 195). 
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37. Education expenditure: “Total public expenditure (current and capital) on education, 

expressed as a percentage of GDP” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 

195). 

The Social Indicators - Environment Measures: 

38. Primary energy supply: “Fossil fuels: Percentage of total energy supply that comes 

from natural resources formed from biomass in the geological past (such as coal, oil 

and natural gas).” And “renewable energy sources: Percentage of total energy supply 

that comes from constantly replenished natural processes, including solar, wind, 

biomass, geothermal, hydropower and ocean resources, and some waste. Excludes 

nuclear energy” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 215). 

39. Electrification rate: “Proportion of people with access to electricity, expressed as a 

percentage of the total population. It includes electricity sold commercially (both on grid 

and off grid) and self-generated electricity but excludes unauthorized connections” 

(United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 215). 

40. Carbon dioxide emissions per capita: “Human originated carbon dioxide emissions 

stemming from the burning of fossil fuels, gas flaring and the production of cement, 

divided by midyear population. Includes carbon dioxide emitted by forest biomass 

through depletion of forest areas” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 

215). 

41. Natural resource: Depletion – “monetary expression of energy, mineral and forest 

depletion, expressed as a percentage of total gross national income (GNI)” (United 

Nations Development Programme 2014a, 215), Forest Area – “land spanning more than 

0.5 hectare with trees taller than 5 metres and a canopy cover of more than 10 percent 
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or trees able to reach these thresholds in situ. Excludes land predominantly under 

agricultural or urban land use, tree stands in agricultural production systems (for 

example, in fruit plantations and agroforestry systems) and trees in urban parks and 

gardens. Areas under reforestation that have not yet reached but are expected to reach 

a canopy cover of 10 percent and a tree height of 5 meters are included, as are 

temporarily unstocked areas resulting from human intervention or natural causes that 

are expected to regenerate” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 215), 

and Fresh Water Withdrawals – “total fresh water withdrawn, expressed as a 

percentage of total renewable water resources” (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a, 215). 

42. Deaths of children under age five due to pollution: Outdoor Air Pollution – “deaths of 

children under age 5 due to respiratory infections and diseases, lung cancer and 

selected cardiovascular diseases attributable to outdoor air pollution” (United Nations 

Development Programme 2014a, 215); Indoor Air Pollution - “deaths of children of age 

under 5 due to acute respiratory infections attributable to indoor smoke from solid fuels” 

(United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 215), and unsafe water, unimproved 

sanitation or poor hygiene – “deaths of children under age 5 due to diarrhea attributable 

to poor water, sanitation or hygiene” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 

215). 

43. Population living on degraded land: “percentage of the population living on severely 

or very severely degraded land. Land degradation estimates consider biomass, soil 

health, water quantity and biodiversity” (United Nations Development Programme 

2014a, 215). 
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44. Natural disasters: number of Deaths - “number of people confirmed as dead and 

missing and presumed dead as a result of a natural disaster, expressed per million 

people. Natural disasters are classified as climatological, hydrological and 

meteorological disasters and include drought, extreme temperature, flood, mass 

movement, wet storm and wildfire” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 

215), and Population Affected – “people requiring immediate assistance during a period 

of emergency as a result of a natural disaster, including displaced, evacuated, 

homeless and injured people, expressed per million people” (United Nations 

Development Programme 2014a, 215). 

The Social Indicator - Population Trends Measures: 

45. Total number of population: “De facto population in a country, area or region as of 1 

July” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 219). 

46. Populace under age of five: “de facto population in a country, area or region under 

age 5 as of 1 July” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 219). 

47. Population ages 65 and older: “De facto population in a country, area or region ages 

65 and older as of 1 July” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 219). 

48. Population average annual growth rate: “average annual exponential growth rate for 

the period specified” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 219). 

49. Urban population: “de facto population living in areas classified as urban according to 

the criteria used by each country or area as of July 1” (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a, 219). 
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50. Median age population: “Age that divides the population distribution into two equal 

parts—that is, 50 percent of the population is above that age and 50 percent is below it” 

(United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 219). 

51. Dependency ratio: on young Age - “ratio of the population ages 0–14 to the population 

ages 15–64, expressed as the number of dependents per 100 persons of working age 

(ages 15–64)” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 219), and On Old Age 

– “ratio of the population ages 65 and older to the population ages 15–64, expressed as 

the number of dependents per 100 people of working age (ages 15–64)” (United 

Nations Development Programme 2014a, 219). 

52. Total fertility rate: “number of children that would be born to a woman if she were to 

live to the end of her child-bearing years and bear children at each age in accordance 

with prevailing age-specific fertility rates” (United Nations Development Programme 

2014a, 219). 

53. Sex ratio at birth: “number of male births per female birth” (United Nations 

Development Programme 2014a, 219). 

The Social Indicators - Social Competencies Measures: 

54. Employment to population ratio: “percentage of the population ages 25 and older that 

is employed” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 203). 

55. Vulnerable employment: “Percentage of employed people engaged as unpaid family 

workers and own account workers” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 

203). 

56. Youth unemployment: “percentage of the labour force population ages 15–24 that is 

not in paid employment or self-employed but is available for work and has taken steps 
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to seek paid employment or self-employment” (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a, 203). 

57. Unemployment rate: “Percentage of the labour force population ages 15 and older that 

is not in paid employment or self-employed but is available for work and has taken steps 

to seek paid employment or self-employment” (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a, 203). 

58. Child labor: “percentage of children ages 5–11 who, during the reference week, did at 

least one hour of economic activity or at least 28 hours of household chores, or children 

ages 12–14 who, during the reference week, did at least 14 hours of economic activity 

or at least 28 hours of household chores” (United Nations Development Programme 

2014a, 203). 

59. Share if working poor: “employed people living on less than $2 (in purchasing power 

parity terms) per day, expressed as a percentage of the total employed population ages 

15 and older” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 203). 

60. Mandatory paid maternity leave: “Length of paid time off work that a female employee 

is entitled to in order to take care of a newborn child” (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a, 203). 

61. Birth registration: “percentage of children under age 5 who were registered at the 

moment of the survey. It includes children whose birth certificate was seen by the 

interviewer and children whose mother or caretaker says the birth has been registered” 

(United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 203). 
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62. Old age pension recipient: “people above the statutory pensionable age receiving an 

old age pension (contributory, noncontributory or both), expressed as a percentage of 

the eligible population” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 203). 

63. Suicide rate: “number of deaths from purposely self-inflicted injuries, in the total 

population or of a given sex or age, divided by the total number of the reference 

population, expressed per 100,000 people” (United Nations Development Programme 

2014a, 203). 

The Social Indicators - Personal Insecurity Measures: 

64. Refugees by country of origin: “Number of people who have fled their country of 

origin because of a well-founded fear of persecution due to their race, religion, 

nationality, political opinion or membership in a particular social group and who cannot 

or do not want to return to their country of origin” (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a, 207). 

65. Internally displaced persons: “Number of people who have been forced to leave their 

homes or places of habitual residence—in particular, as a result of or to avoid the 

effects of armed conflict, situations of generalized violence, violations of human rights or 

natural or human-made disasters—and who have not crossed an internationally 

recognized state border” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 207). 

66. Homeless people: “people who lack a shelter for living quarters as a result of natural 

disasters, who carry their few possessions with them and who sleep in the streets, in 

doorways or on piers, or in any other space, on a more or less random basis, expressed 

as a percentage of the total population” (United Nations Development Programme 

2014a, 207). 
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67. Orphaned children: “number of children (ages 0–17) who have lost one or both 

parents due to any cause” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 207). 

68. Prison population: “number of adult and juvenile prisoners (including pre-trial 

detainees, unless otherwise noted), expressed per 100,000 people” (United Nations 

Development Programme 2014a, 207). 

69. Long-term unemployment rate: “percentage of the labour force (the employed and 

unemployed population) ages 15 and older who are not working but are available for 

work and have taken specific steps to seek paid employment or self-employment for at 

least 12 months” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 207). 

70. Depth of food deficit: “number of kilocalories needed to lift the undernourished from 

their status, holding all other factors constant” (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a, 207). 

71. Homicide rate: “Number of unlawful deaths purposefully inflicted on a person by 

another person, expressed per 100,000 people” (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a, 207). 

72. Justification of wife beating: “Percentage of women and men ages 15–49 who 

consider a husband to be justified in hitting or beating his wife for at least one of the 

following reasons: if his wife burns the food, argues with him, goes out without telling 

him, neglects the children or refuses sexual relations” (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a, 207). 
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The Social Indicators - Perception of Well-being Measures:  

73. Education quality: “percentage of respondents who answered “satisfied” to the Gallup 

World Poll question, “Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the education system?” 

(United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 223). 

74. Health care quality: “Percentage of respondents who answered “satisfied” to the 

Gallup World Poll question, “Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the availability of 

quality health care?” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 223).  

75. Standard of living: “Percentage of respondents answering “satisfied” to the Gallup 

World Poll question, “Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with your standard of living, all the 

things you can buy and do?” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 223). 

76. Job: “Percentage of respondents answering “satisfied” to the Gallup World Poll 

question, “Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with your job?” (United Nations Development 

Programme 2014a, 223). 

77. Safety: “Percentage of respondents answering “yes” to the Gallup World Poll question, 

“Do you feel safe walking alone at night in the city or area where you live?” (United 

Nations Development Programme 2014a, 223). 

78. Freedom of choice: “Percentage of respondents answering “satisfied” to the Gallup 

World Poll question, “In this country, are you satisfied or dissatisfied with your freedom 

to choose what you do with your life?” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 

223). 

79. Overall life satisfaction index: “Average response to the Gallup World Poll question: 

“Please imagine a ladder, with steps numbered from zero at the bottom to ten at the top. 

Suppose we say that the top of the ladder represents the best possible life for you, and 
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the bottom of the ladder represents the worst possible life for you. On which step of the 

ladder would you say you personally feel you stand at this time, assuming that the 

higher the step the better you feel about your life, and the lower the step the worse you 

feel about it? Which step comes closest to the way you feel?” (United Nations 

Development Programme 2014a, 223). 

80. Local labor market: “percentage of respondents answering “good” to Gallup World Poll 

question, “Thinking about the job situation in the city or area where you live today, 

would you say that it is now a good time or a bad time to find a job?” (United Nations 

Development Programme 2014a, 223). 

81. Trust in other people: “percentage of respondents answering “can be trusted” to the 

Gallup World Poll question, “Generally speaking, would you say that most people can 

be trusted or that you have to be careful in dealing with people?” (United Nations 

Development Programme 2014a, 223). 

82. Community: “Percentage of respondents answering “yes” to the Gallup World Poll 

question, “Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the city or area where you live?” (United 

Nations Development Programme 2014a, 223). 

83. Efforts to deal with the poor: “Percentage of respondents who answered “satisfied” to 

Gallup World Poll question, “In this country, are you satisfied or dissatisfied with efforts 

to deal with the poor?” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 223). 

84. Actions to preserve the environment: “Percentage of respondents answering 

“satisfied” to Gallup World Poll question: “In this country, are you satisfied or dissatisfied 

with the efforts to preserve the environment?” (United Nations Development Programme 

2014a, 223). 
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85. Trust in national government: “percentage of respondents answering “yes” to the 

Gallup World Poll question, “In this country, do you have confidence in the national 

government?” (United Nations Development Programme 2014a, 223). 
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APPENDIX D - Global Peace Index Indicators 

 

The Social and Political Indicators - Societal Safety and Security Measures:  

1. Criminality in society: “Assessment of the level of perceived criminality in society, 

ranked from 1-5 (very low to very high) by the EIU’s Country Analysis team. Country 

analysts assess this indicator on an annual basis, for the period March to March” 

(Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 92). 

2. Number of refugees and IDPs as a percentage of the population: “Refugee 

population by country or territory of origin, plus the number of a country’s internally 

displaced people (IDPs) as a percentage of the country’s total population” (Institute For 

Economics and Peace 2014, 99). 

3. Political instability: “Assessment of political instability ranked from 0 to 100 (very low 

to very high instability) by the EIU’s Country Analysis team, based on five questions. 

This indicator aggregates five other questions on social unrest, orderly transfers, 

opposition stance, excessive executive authority, and an international tension subindex. 

Country analysts assess this question on a quarterly basis. The score provided for 

March 2013 - March 2014 is the average of the scores given for each quarter.” Specific 

Questions: “What is the risk of significant social unrest during the next two years? How 

clear, established, and accepted are constitutional mechanisms for the orderly transfer 

of power from one government to another? How likely is it that an opposition party or 

group will come to power and cause a significant deterioration in business operating 

conditions? Is excessive power concentrated or likely to be concentrated, in the 

executive so that executive authority lacks accountability and possesses excessive 
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discretion?  Is there a risk that international disputes/tensions will negatively affect the 

economy and/or polity?” (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 94). 

4. Political terror scale: “The Political Terror Scale (PTS) measures levels of political 

violence and terror that a country experiences in a given year based on a 5-level “terror 

scale” originally developed by Freedom House. The data used in compiling this index 

comes from two different sources: the yearly country reports of Amnesty International 

and the US Department of State’s Country Reports on Human Rights Practices. The 

average of the two scores is taken” (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 94). 

5. Terrorism activity: “Definition: Terrorist incidents are defined as “intentional acts of 

violence or threat of violence by a non-state actor”. This means an incident has to meet 

three criteria in order for it to be counted as a terrorist act: a) The incident must be 

intentional – the result of a conscious calculation on the part of a perpetrator. b) The 

incident must entail some level of violence or threat of violence – including property 

violence, as well as violence against people. c) The perpetrators of the incidents must 

be sub-national actors. This database does not include acts of state terrorism. For all 

incidents listed, at least two of the following three criteria must be present: 1. The act 

must be aimed at attaining a political, economic, religious, or social goal. 2. There must 

be evidence of an intention to coerce, intimidate, or convey some other message to a 

larger audience (or audiences) than the immediate victims. 3. The action must be 

outside the context of legitimate warfare activities” (Institute For Economics and Peace 

2014, 95). 

6. Number of homicides: “This indicator comes from the United Nations Survey of Crime 

Trends and Operations of Criminal Justice Systems (UNCTS). Intentional homicide 
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refers to death deliberately inflicted on a person by another person, including infanticide. 

The figures refer to the total number of penal code offences or their equivalent, but 

exclude minor road traffic and other petty offences, brought to the attention of the police 

or other law enforcement agencies and recorded by one of those agencies” (Institute 

For Economics and Peace 2014, 92-93). 

7. Level of violent crime: “Assessment of the likelihood of violent crime ranked from 1 to 

5 (very low to very high) by the EIU’s Country Analysisteam based on the question “Is 

violent crime likely to pose a significant problem for government and/or business over 

the next two years?”. Country analysts assess this question on a quarterly basis. The 

score provided for March 2013 - March 2014 is the average of the scores given for each 

quarter” (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 94). 

8. Likelihood of violent demonstrations: “Assessment of the likelihood of violent 

demonstration ranked from 1-5 (very low to very high) by the EIU’s Country Analysis 

team, based on the question: “Are violent demonstrations or violent civil/labour unrest 

likely to pose a threat to property or the conduct of business over the next two years?”. 

Country analysts assess this question on a quarterly basis. The score provided for 

March 2012 - March 2013 is the average of the scores given for each quarter” (Institute 

For Economics and Peace 2014, 94). 

9. Number of jailed population: “Figures are from the International Centre for Prison 

Studies, and are compiled from a variety of sources. In almost all cases the original 

source is the national prison administration of the country concerned, or else the 

Ministry responsible for the prison administration. Prison population rates per 100,000 

people are based on estimates of the national population. In order to compare prison 
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population rates, and to estimate the number of persons held in prison in the countries 

for which information is not available, median rates have been used by the International 

Centre for Prison Studies to minimise the effect of countries with rates that are 

untypically high or low. Indeed, comparability can be compromised by different practice 

in different countries, for example with regard to pre-trial detainees and juveniles, but 

also psychiatrically ill offenders and offenders being detained for treatment for 

alcoholism and drug addiction” (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 93). 

10. Number of internal security officers and police: “This indicator is sourced from the 

United Nations Survey of Crime Trends and Operations of Criminal Justice Systems 

(UNCTS), and refers to the civil police force. Police means personnel in public agencies 

whose principal functions are the prevention, detection and investigation of crime and 

the apprehension of alleged offenders. It is distinct from national guards or local militia” 

(Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 92). 

The Security Indicators - Ongoing Domestic and International Conflicts Measures:  

11. Number of external and internal conflicts fought: “This indicator measures conflicts, 

as defined by Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP), which began in 2009 and were 

extant in 2009-13, irrespective of whether or not they ended during that period. For 

instance, a country is given a score of one if it has been in conflict for that year or in any 

of the previous four years. Therefore, the country total is the sum of all conflicts that a 

country has been in over a five years bracket. UCDP defines conflict as: “a contested 

incompatibility that concerns government and/or territory where the use of armed force 

between two parties, of which at least one is the government of a state, results in at 

least 25 battle-related deaths in a year” (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 99). 
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12. Number of deaths from organized conflict (external):“This indicator uses the 

UCDP’s definition of conflict as a “a contested incompatibility that concerns government 

and/ or territory where the use of armed force between two parties, of which at least one 

is the government of a state, results in at least 25 battle-related deaths in a year” 

(Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 99). 

13. Number of deaths from organized conflict (internal): “This indicator uses the 

UCDP’s definition of conflict. UCDP defines conflict as: “a contested incompatibility that 

concerns government and/or territory where the use of armed force between two 

parties, of which at least one is the government of a state, results in at least 25 battle-

related deaths in a year”. Statistics are compiled from the most recent edition of the IISS 

ACD, which has the following definition of armed conflict-related fatalities: ‘Fatality 

statistics relate to military and civilian lives lost as a direct result of an armed conflict’” 

(Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 96). 

14. Level of organized conflict (internal): “Assessment of the intensity of conflicts within 

the country, ranked from 1-5 (no conflict to severe crisis) by the EIU’s Country Analysis 

team. Country analysts are asked to assess this indicator on an annual basis, for the 

period March to March” (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 93). 

15. Relations with neighboring countries: “Assessment of the intensity of 

contentiousness of neighbours, ranked from 1-5 (peaceful to very aggressive) by the 

EIU’s Country Analysis team. Country analysts are asked to assess this indicator on an 

annual basis, for the period March to March” (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 

99). 
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The Security Indicators - Militarization Measures:  

16. Military expenditure as a percentage of GDP: “Cash outlays of central or federal 

government to meet the costs of national armed forces—including strategic, land, naval, 

air, command, administration and support forces as well as paramilitary forces, customs 

forces and border guards if these are trained and equipped as a military force. 

Published EIU data on nominal GDP (or the World Bank when unavailable) was used to 

arrive at the value of military expenditure as a percentage of GDP” (Institute For 

Economics and Peace 2014, 97). 

17. Number of armed services personnel: “Active armed services personnel comprise all 

servicemen and women on full-time duty in the army, navy, air force and joint forces 

(including conscripts and long-term assignments from the reserves). Population data 

provided by the EIU” (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 97). 

18. Volume of transfers of major conventional weapons as recipient (imports): 

“Measures the total volume of major conventional weapons imported by a country 

between 2008 and 2012, divided by the average population in this time period at the 

100,000 people level (population data supplied by the EIU). The SIPRI Arms Transfers 

Database covers all international sales and gifts of major conventional weapons and the 

technology necessary for their production. The transfer equipment or technology is from 

one country, rebel force or international organisation to another country, rebel force or 

international organisation. Major conventional weapons include: aircraft, armoured 

vehicles, artillery, radar systems, missiles, ships, engines” (Institute For Economics and 

Peace 2014, 95). 
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19. Volume of transfers of major conventional weapons as supplier (exports): 

“measures the total volume of major conventional weapons exported by a country 

between 2008 and 2012 divided by the average population during this time period 

(population data supplied by the EIU). The SIPRI Arms Transfers Database covers all 

international sales and gifts of major conventional weapons and the technology 

necessary for the production of them. The transfer equipment or technology is from one 

country, rebel force or international organisation to another country, rebel force or 

international organisation. Major conventional weapons include: aircraft, armoured 

vehicles, artillery, radar systems, missiles, ships and engines” (Institute For Economics 

and Peace 2014, 98). 

20. Financial contribution to UN peacekeeping missions: “The UNFCU indicator 

measures whether UN member countries meet their UN peacekeeping funding 

commitments. Although countries may fund other programs in development or 

peacebuilding, the records on peacekeeping are easy to obtain and understand, and 

provide an instructive measure of a country’s commitment to peace. The indicator 

calculates the percentage of countries’ “outstanding payments versus their annual 

assessment to the budget of the current peacekeeping missions” over an average of 

three years. This ratio is derived from data provided by the United Nations Committee 

on Contributions Status reports” (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 97). 

21. Nuclear and heavy weapons capabilities: “this indicator is based on a categorised 

system for rating the destructive capability of a country’s stock of heavy weapons. 

Holdings are those of government forces and do not include holdings of armed 

opposition groups. Heavy weapons numbers were determined using a combination of 
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the International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance and the United 

Nations Register of Conventional Arms” (Institute For Economics and Peace 2014, 98). 

22. Ease of access to small arms and light weapons: “Assessment of the accessibility of 

small arms and light weapons (SALW), ranked from 1-5 (very limited access to very 

easy access) by the EIU’s Country Analysis team. Country analysts are asked to assess 

this indicator on an annual basis, for the period from March to March” (Institute For 

Economics and Peace 2014, 93). 
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APPENDIX E - Indicators Overview 

 
Table 24 - Indicators Overview 

The Fragile States 
Index 

Human Development 
Report 

The Global 
Report 

Global Peace Index 
 

demographic 
pressures 

Population trends Security 
Effectiveness 

Number and duration of internal 
conflicts 

refugees and IDPS Health outcomes Security 
Legitimacy 

Number of deaths from organized 
conflict (external) 

group grievance Education achievements Political 
Effectiveness 

Number of deaths from organized 
conflict (internal) 

human flight and 
brain drain 

National income and 
composition of resources 

Political 
Legitimacy 

Number, duration and role in 
external conflicts 

uneven economic 
development 

Environmental 
sustainability 

Economic 
Effectiveness 

Intensity of organized internal 
conflict 

poverty and 
economic decline 

Work and employment Economic 
Legitimacy 

Relations with neighboring 
countries 

state legitimacy Personal insecurity Social 
Effectiveness 

Level of perceived criminality in 
society 

public services International integration Social 
Legitimacy 

Number of refugees and internally 
displaced people 
as a percentage of the population 

human rights and 
rule of law 

Perceptions of well-being  Political instability 

security apparatus   Political Terror Scale 
factionalized elites   Impact of terrorism 
external intervention   Number of homicides p/p 
   Level of violent crime 
   Likelihood of violent 

demonstrations 
   Number of jailed population p/p 
   Number of internal security officers 

and police p/p 
   Military expenditure as a 

percentage of GDP 
   Number of armed services 

personnel p/p 
   Volume of transfers of major 

conventional weapons 
as recipient (imports) p/p 

   Volume of transfers of major 
conventional weapons as 
supplier (exports) p/p 

   Financial contribution to UN 
peacekeeping missions 

   Nuclear and heavy weapons 
capabilities 

   Ease of access to small arms and 
light weapons 

Source: Elaborated by the author based on information from: the Fragile States Index 2014, Global 
Report: Conflict, Governance, and State Fragility 2014, Human Development Report 2014, and Global 
Peace Index 2014. 
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APPENDIX F - A Comparative Analysis of 2014 State Rank Indexes and Report 

 
Table 25 - A Comparative Analysis of 2014 State Rank Indexes and Report 

  Global Report 
Index 2014 

Human 
Development 
Report 201440 

Fragile States 
Index 2014 

Global Peace 
Index 2014 

1 Central African 
Rep.  Niger South Sudan Syria 

2 Dem. Rep. of 
Congo  Congo, Dem. Rep Somalia Afghanistan 

3 Afghanistan  Central African 
Rep. 

Central African 
Rep. South Sudan 

4 Sudan (North)  Chad Congo, Dem. 
Rep. Iraq 

5 South Sudan  Sierra Leone  Sudan Somalia 
6 Ethiopia Eritrea Chad Sudan 
7 Somalia  Burkina Faso Afghanistan Central African Rep. 
8 Chad  Burundi Yemen Congo, Dem. Rep. 
9 Iraq  Guinea Haiti Pakistan 
10 Myanmar (Burma)  Mozambique Pakistan North Korea 
11 Yemen Guinea-Bissau Zimbabwe Russia 
12 Burundi Mali Guinea Nigeria 
13 Guinea Liberia Iraq Colombia 
14 Guinea-Bissau  Malawi Cote D’Ivoire Israel 
15 Mali Ethiopia Syria Zimbabwe 
16 Niger Gambia Guinea Bissau Yemen 
17 Uganda  Cote D’Ivoire Nigeria Lebanon 
18 Nigeria  Djibouti Kenya Guinea-Bissau 
19 Rwanda  Afghanistan Ethiopia India 
20 Zimbabwe  Haiti Niger Egypt 
21 Angola  Togo Burundi Chad 
22 Burkina Faso  Sudan Uganda Ukraine 
23 Cameroon  Benin Eritrea Cote D’Ivoire 
24 Cote d’Ivoire  Uganda Liberia Ethiopia 

25 Liberia Senegal Myanmar 
(Burma) Mexico 

26 Malawi  Lesotho North Korea Rwanda 
27 Mauritania  Mauritania Cameroon Myanmar 

                                                
40 Other countries or territories that were not taken for consideration in the ranking due to the lack of 
reliable data for the human development indicator: Korea, Democratic People’s Rep. of., Marshall Islands, 
Monaco, Nauru, San Marino, Somalia, South Sudan, and Tuvalu (United Nations Development 
Programme, 2014: 163). 
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28 Pakistan  Tanzania (United 
Rep. of) Mauritania Mali 

29 Eritrea  Comoros Bangladesh Philippines 
30 Haiti  Solomon Islands Sri Lanka Libya 

31 Sierra Leone  Papua New 
Guinea Egypt Kenya 

32 Syria Zimbabwe Nepal Iran 
33 Algeria Madagascar Timor-Leste Burundi 
34 Gambia Yemen Rwanda Venezuela 
35 Nepal  Nigeria Sierra Leone Turkey 
36 Bangladesh Cameroon Mali Thailand 
37 Congo-Brazzaville  Rwanda Congo (Rep.) Tajikistan 
38 Djibouti Myanmar Malawi Kyrgyz Republic 
39 Mozambique Angola Burkina Faso Eritrea 
40 Togo Swaziland Cambodia Azerbaijan 
Source: Elaborated by the author based on information from: Fragile States Index 2014, Center for 
Systemic Peace 2014, Human Development Report 2014, and Global Peace Index 2014. 
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APPENDIX G - A Comparative Analysis of 2013 State Rank Indexes and Report 

 
Table 26 - A Comparative Analysis of 2013 State Rank Indexes and Report 

  Global Report 
Index 201341 

Human 
Development 
Report 201342 

Fragile States 
Index 2013 

Global Peace Index 
2013 

1 ___ Niger Somalia Afghanistan 
2 ___ Congo, Dem. 

Rep 
Congo (D.R.) Somalia 

3 ___ Mozambique Sudan Syria 
4 ___ Chad South Sudan Iraq 
5 ___ Burkina Faso Chad Sudan 
6 ___ Mali Yemen Pakistan 
7 ___ Eritrea Afghanistan Congo (D.R.) 
8 ___ Central African 

Rep. 
Haiti Russia 

9 ___ Guinea Central African 
Rep. 

North Korea 

10 ___ Burundi Zimbabwe Central African Rep. 
11 ___ Sierra Leone Iraq Yemen 
12 ___ Guinea-Bissau Cote d’Ivoire Cote d’Ivoire 
13 ___ Afghanistan Pakistan Israel 
14 ___ Liberia Guinea Zimbabwe 
15 ___ Ethiopia Guinea Bissau Nigeria 
16 ___ Zimbabwe Nigeria Colombia 
17 ___ Sudan Kenya Ethiopia 
18 ___ Malawi Niger Libya 
19 ___ Comoros Ethiopia Burundi 
20 ___ Cote d’Ivoire Burundi South Sudan 
21 ___ Rwanda Syria Lebanon 
22 ___ Benin Uganda India 
23 ___ Gambia Liberia Myanmar 
24 ___ Djibouti North Korea Georgia 
25 ___ Zambia Eritrea Chad 
26 ___ Uganda Myanmar Iran 
27 ___ Haiti Cameroon Kenya 
28 ___ Yemen Sri Lanka Rwanda 
29 ___ Togo Bangladesh Turkey 
                                                
41 No report was issued for that year.  
42 Other countries or territories that were not taken for consideration in the ranking due to the lack of 
reliable data for the human development indicator: Tuvalu, South Sudan, Somalia, San Marino, Nauru, 
Monaco, Marshall Islands, and Korea, Dem. People's Rep. of (United Nations Development Programme, 
2013: 147). 
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30 ___ Lesotho Nepal Mexico 
31 ___ Nepal Mauritania Guinea-Bissau 
32 ___ Papua New 

Guinea 
Timor-Leste Kyrgyz Republic 

33 ___ Mauritania Sierra Leone Thailand 
34 ___ Senegal Egypt Philippines 
35 ___ Nigeria Burkina Faso Venezuela 
36 ___ Tanzania (United 

Rep. of) 
Congo Republic Niger 

37 ___ Madagascar Iran Azerbaijan 
38 ___ Cameroon Mali Mali 
39 ___ Myanmar Rwanda Uzbekistan 
40 ___ Angola Malawi Honduras 
Source: Elaborated by the author based on information from: Failed States Index 2013, Center For 
Systemic Peace 2013, Human Development Report 2013, and Global Peace Index 2013. 
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APPENDIX H - A Comparative Analysis of 2012 State Rank Indexes and Report 

 
Table 27 - A Comparative Analysis of 2012 State Rank Indexes and Report 

  Global Report 
Index 201243 

Human 
Development 
Report 2012 

Fragile States 
Index 2012 

Global Peace 
Index 2012 

1 ___  Niger Somalia Somalia 
2 ___  Central African 

Republic 
Congo (D.R.) Afghanistan 

3 ___  Chad Sudan Sudan 
4 ___  Eritrea South Sudan Iraq 
5 ___  Burkina Faso Chad Congo (D.R.) 
6 ___  Burundi Zimbabwe Russia 
7 ___  Sierra Leone Afghanistan North Korea 
8 ___ Mozambique Haiti Central African 

Rep. 
9 ___  Guinea Yemen Israel 

10 ___  Mali Iraq Pakistan 
11 ___  Guinea-Bissau Central African 

Republic 
Syria 

12 ___  Liberia Cote d’Ivoire Libya 
13 ___  Congo 

(Democratic 
Republic of the) 

Guinea Nigeria 

14 ___  Ethiopia Pakistan Chad 
15 ___  Malawi Nigeria Colombia 
16 ___  Gambia Guinea Bissau Yemen 
17 ___  Côte d'Ivoire Kenya India 
18 ___  South Sudan Ethiopia Georgia 
19 ___  Senegal Burundi Zimbabwe 
20 ___  Afghanistan Niger Myanmar 
21 ___  Djibouti Uganda Burundi 
22 ___  Togo Myanmar Ethiopia 
23 ___  Benin North Korea Lebanon 
24 ___  Rwanda Eritrea Mexico 
25 ___  Sudan Syria Cote d’Ivoire 
26 ___  Uganda Liberia Philippines 
27 ___  Haiti Cameroon Azerbaijan 
28 ___  Lesotho Nepal Kyrgyz Republic 
29 ___  Zimbabwe Timor-Leste Turkey 
30 ___  Yemen Bangladesh Honduras 

                                                
43 No report was issued for that year. 
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31 ___  Mauritania Sri Lanka Iran 
32 ___  Comoros Sierra Leone South Sudan 
33 ___  Cameroon Egypt Thailand 
34 ___  Papua New 

Guinea 
Congo Republic Mauritania 

35 ___  Solomon Islands Iran Guatemala 
36 ___  Nigeria Rwanda Venezuela 
37 ___ Madagascar Malawi Eritrea 
38 ___  Tanzania (United 

Republic of) 
Cambodia Algeria 

39 ___  Angola Mauritania Kenya 
40 ___  Myanmar Togo Rwanda 
Source: Elaborated by the author based on information from: Failed States Index 2012, Center for 
Systemic Peace 2012, Human Development Index 2012 (available at: <http://hdr.undp.org/en/data#>), 
and Global Peace Index 2012. 
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APPENDIX I - A Comparative Analysis of 2011 State Rank Indexes and Report 

 

Table 28 - A Comparative Analysis of 2011 State Rank Indexes and Report 
  Global Report 

Index 2011 
Human 

Development 
Report 2011 

Fragile States 
Index 2011 

Global Peace 
Index 2011 

1 Somalia Congo, Dem. Rep Somalia Somalia 
2 Sudan Niger Chad Iraq 
3 Congo (D.R.) Burundi Sudan Sudan 
4 Afghanistan Mozambique Congo (D.R.) Afghanistan 
5 Chad Chad Haiti North Korea 
6 Myanmar 

(Burma) 
Liberia Zimbabwe Congo Dem. Rep. 

of the 
7 Ethiopia Burkina Faso Afghanistan Russia 
8 Cote d'ivoire Sierra Leone Central African 

Rep. 
Pakistan 

9 Sierra Leone Central African 
Rep. 

Iraq Israel 

10 Burundi Guinea Cote d’Ivoire Central African 
Rep. 

11 Central African 
Rep. 

Eritrea Guinea Libya 

12 Guinea Guinea-Bissau Pakistan Nigeria 
13 Haiti Mali Yemen Chad 
14 Liberia Ethiopia Nigeria Zimbabwe 
15 Niger Zimbabwe Niger Colombia 
16 Burkina Faso Afghanistan Kenya Yemen 
17 Guinea-Bissau Malawi Burundi Lebanon 
18 Iraq Cote d’Ivoire Myanmar Philippines 
19 Nigeria Sudan Guinea Bissau India 
20 Rwanda Gambia Ethiopia Georgia  
21 Uganda Benin Uganda Myanmar 
22 Zimbabwe Rwanda North Korea Burundi 
23 Angola Djibouti Timor-Leste Ethiopia 
24 Cameroon Zambia Cameroon Mauritania 
25 Congo 

(Brazzaville) 
Comoros Bangladesh Algeria 

26 Malawi Togo Liberia Cote d'Ivoire 
27 Yemen Uganda Nepal Turkey 
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28 Algeria Lesotho Eritrea Sri Lanka 
29 Gambia Mauritania Sri Lanka Guatemala 
30 Nepal Haiti Sierra Leone Venezuela 
31 Pakistan Nepal Kyrgyzstan Bahrain 
32 Zambia Nigeria Congo Rep. Azerbaijan 
33 Ghana Senegal Malawi Mexico 
34 Kyrgyzstan Yemen Rwanda Niger 
35 Madagascar Papua New 

Guinea 
Iran Iran 

36 Mali Tanzania (United 
Rep. of) 

Togo South Africa 

37 Mozambique Madagascar Burkina Faso Honduras 
38 Comoros Cameroon Cambodia Syria 
39 Djibouti Myanmar Tajikistan Cambodia 
40 Egypt Angola Uzbekistan Kyrgyz Republic 
Source: Elaborated by the author based on information from: Failed States Index 2011, Center for 
Systemic Peace 2011, Human Development Report 2011, and Global Peace Index 2011. 
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APPENDIX J - A Comparative Analysis of 2010 State Rank Indexes and Report 

 
 
Table 29 - A Comparative Analysis of 2010 State Rank Indexes and Report 

  Global 
Report Index 

201044 

Human 
Development 
Report 201045 

Fragile States 
Index 2010 

Global Peace Index 
2010 

1 ___ Zimbabwe Somalia Iraq 
2 ___ Congo, Dem. Rep. 

of the 
Chad Somalia 

3 ___ Niger Sudan Afghanistan 
4 ___ Burundi Zimbabwe Sudan 
5 ___ Mozambique Congo (D.R.) Pakistan 
6 ___ Guinea-Bissau Afghanistan Israel 
7 ___ Chad Iraq Russia 
8 ___ Liberia Central African Rep. Georgia 
9 ___ Burkina Faso Guinea Chad 

10 ___ Mali Pakistan Congo Dem.Rep.of the 
11 ___ Central African 

Rep. 
Haiti North Korea 

12 ___ Sierra Leone Cote d'Ivoire Colombia 
13 ___ Ethiopia Kenya Nigeria 
14 ___ Guinea Nigeria Central African Rep. 
15 ___ Afghanistan Yemen Zimbabwe 
16 ___ Sudan Myanmar Lebanon 
17 ___ Malawi Ethiopia Sri Lanka 
18 ___ Rwanda Timor-Leste Myanmar 
19 ___ Gambia Niger Burundi 
20 ___ Zambia North Korea Philippines 
21 ___ Cote d'Ivoire Uganda Yemen 
22 ___ Tanzania, United 

Rep. of 
Guinea-Bissau India 

23 ___ Djibouti Burundi Ethiopia 
24 ___ Angola Bangladesh Turkey 
25 ___ Haiti Sri Lanka Honduras 
26 ___ Senegal Cameroon Thailand 
                                                
44  No report was issued for that year. 
45 Other countries or territories that were not taken for consideration in the ranking due to the lack of 
reliable data for the human development indicator: Vanuatu,Tuvalu, Somalia, Seychelles,San Marino, 
Samoa, Saint Vicent and the Grenadines, Saint Lucia, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Palau, Oman, Occupied 
Palestinian Territories, Nauru, Monaco, Marshall Islands, Lebanon, Korea, Dem. People's Rep. of, 
Kiribati, Iraq, Grenada, Eritrea, Dominica, Cuba, Bhutan, and Antigua and Barbuda (United Nations 
Development Programme, 2011: 146). 
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27 ___ Uganda Nepal Mauritania 
28 ___ Nigeria Malawi Venezuela 
29 ___ Lesotho Sierra Leone South Africa 
30 ___ Comoros Eritrea Kenya 
31 ___ Togo Congo Rep. Azerbaijan 
32 ___ Nepal Iran Cote d'Ivoire 
33 ___ Papua New 

Guinea 
Liberia Turkmenistan 

34 ___ Mauritania Lebanon Algeria 
35 ___ Madagascar Burkina Faso Syria 
36 ___ Benin Uzbekistan Haiti 
37 ___ Yemen Georgia Armenia 
38 ___ Myanmar Tajikistan Guatemala 
39 ___ Cameron Mauritania Cambodia 
40 ___ Ghana Rwanda Uzbekistan 
Source: Elaborated by the author based on information from: Failed States Index 2010, Center for 
Systemic Peace 2010, Human Development Report 2010, and Global Peace Index 2010. 
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APPENDIX K- Datasets Five Years Overview FSI 

 
Table 30 - The Fund for Peace: Five Years of Analysis on FSI States Ranking 

  Fragile States 
Index 2014 

Fragile 
States Index 

2013 

Fragile States 
Index 2012 

Fragile States 
Index 2011 

Fragile States 
Index 2010 

1 South Sudan Somalia Somalia Somalia Somalia 
2 Somalia Congo (D.R.) Congo (D.R.) Chad Chad 
3 Central African Rep.     Sudan Sudan Sudan Sudan 
4 Congo, Dem. Rep. South Sudan South Sudan Congo (D.R.) Zimbabwe 
5 Sudan Chad Chad Haiti Congo (D.R.) 
6 Chad Yemen Zimbabwe Zimbabwe Afghanistan 
7 Afghanistan Afghanistan Afghanistan Afghanistan Iraq 
8 Yemen Haiti      Haiti Central 

African Rep. 
Central African 

Rep. 
9            Haiti  Central 

African Rep. 
Yemen Iraq Guinea 

10 Pakistan Zimbabwe Iraq Cote d’Ivoire Pakistan 
11 Zimbabwe Iraq Central African 

Rep. 
Guinea Haiti 

12 Guinea Cote d’Ivoire Cote d’Ivoire Pakistan Cote d'Ivoire 
13 Iraq Pakistan Guinea Yemen Kenya 
14 Cote D’Ivoire Guinea Pakistan Nigeria Nigeria 
15 Syria Guinea 

Bissau 
Nigeria Niger Yemen 

16 Guinea Bissau Nigeria Guinea Bissau Kenya Myanmar 
17 Nigeria Kenya Kenya Burundi Ethiopia 
18 Kenya Niger Ethiopia Myanmar Timor-Leste 
19 Ethiopia Ethiopia Burundi Guinea Bissau Niger 
20 Niger Burundi Niger Ethiopia North Korea 
21 Burundi Syria Uganda Uganda Uganda 
22 Uganda Uganda Myanmar North Korea Guinea-Bissau 
23 Eritrea Liberia North Korea Timor-Leste Burundi 
24 Liberia North Korea Eritrea Cameroon Bangladesh 
25 Myanmar (Burma) Eritrea Syria Bangladesh Sri Lanka 
26 North Korea Myanmar Liberia Liberia Cameroon 
27 Cameroon Cameroon Cameroon Nepal Nepal 
28 Mauritania Sri Lanka Nepal Eritrea Malawi 
29 Bangladesh Bangladesh Timor-Leste Sri Lanka Sierra Leone 
30 Sri Lanka Nepal Bangladesh Sierra Leone Eritrea 
31 Egypt Mauritania Sri Lanka Kyrgyzstan Congo Rep. 
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32 Nepal Timor-Leste Sierra Leone Congo Rep. Iran 
33 Timor-Leste Sierra Leone Egypt Malawi Liberia 
34 Rwanda Egypt Congo 

Republic 
Rwanda Lebanon 

35 Sierra Leone Burkina Faso Iran Iran Burkina Faso 
36 Mali Congo 

Republic 
Rwanda Togo Uzbekistan 

37 Congo (Rep.) Iran Malawi Burkina Faso Georgia 
38 Malawi Mali Cambodia Cambodia Tajikistan 
39 Burkina Faso Rwanda Mauritania Tajikistan Mauritania 
40 Cambodia Malawi Togo Uzbekistan Rwanda 
Source: Elaborated by the author based on information from: Fragile States Index 2014, Failed States 
Index 2013, Failed States Index 2012, Failed States Index 2011, and Failed States Index 2010. 
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APPENDIX L - Datasets Five Years Overview GR 

 
Table 31 - Center for Systemic Peace – Global Report: Five Years of Analysis on 
Conflict, Governance, and State Fragility States Ranking 

  Global Report 
Index 2014 

Global Report 
Index 2013 

Global Report 
Index 2012 

Global Report 
Index 2011 

Global Report 
Index 2010 

1 Central African 
Rep.  

___ ___ Somalia ___ 

2 Dem. Rep. of 
Congo  

___ ___ Sudan ___ 

3 Afghanistan  ___ ___ Congo (D.R.) ___ 
4 Sudan (North)  ___ ___ Afghanistan ___ 
5 South Sudan  ___ ___ Chad ___ 
6 

Ethiopia 
___ ___ Myanmar 

(Burma) 
___ 

7 Somalia  ___ ___ Ethiopia ___ 
8 Chad  ___ ___ Cote d'ivoire ___ 
9 Iraq  ___ ___ Sierra Leone ___ 

10 Myanmar 
(Burma)  

___ ___ Burundi ___ 

11 
Yemen 

___ ___ Central African 
Rep. 

___ 

12 Burundi ___ ___ Guinea ___ 
13 Guinea ___ ___ Haiti ___ 
14 Guinea-Bissau  ___ ___ Liberia ___ 
15 Mali ___ ___ Niger ___ 
16 Niger ___ ___ Burkina Faso ___ 
17 Uganda  ___ ___ Guinea-Bissau ___ 
18 Nigeria  ___ ___ Iraq ___ 
19 Rwanda  ___ ___ Nigeria ___ 
20 Zimbabwe  ___ ___ Rwanda ___ 
21 Angola  ___ ___ Uganda ___ 
22 Burkina Faso  ___ ___ Zimbabwe ___ 
23 Cameroon  ___ ___ Angola ___ 
24 Cote d’Ivoire  ___ ___ Cameroon ___ 
25 

Liberia 
___ ___ Congo 

(Brazzaville) 
___ 

26 Malawi  ___ ___ Malawi ___ 
27 Mauritania  ___ ___ Yemen ___ 
28 Pakistan  ___ ___ Algeria ___ 
29 Eritrea  ___ ___ Gambia ___ 
30 Haiti  ___ ___ Nepal ___ 
31 Sierra Leone  ___ ___ Pakistan ___ 
32 Syria ___ ___ Zambia ___ 
33 Algeria ___ ___ Ghana ___ 
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34 Gambia ___ ___ Kyrgyzstan ___ 
35 Nepal  ___ ___ Madagascar ___ 
36 Bangladesh ___ ___ Mali ___ 
37 Congo-

Brazzaville  
___ ___ Mozambique ___ 

38 Djibouti ___ ___ Comoros ___ 
39 Mozambique ___ ___ Djibouti ___ 
40 Togo ___ ___ Egypt ___ 

Source: Elaborated by the author based on information from: Center for Systemic Peace 2014, and 
Center for Systemic Peace 2011. 
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APPENDIX M - Datasets Five Years Overview HDI 

 
Table 32 - Human Development Report: Five Years of Analysis on the HDI States 
Ranking 

  Human 
Development 
Report 2014 

Human 
Development 
Report 2013 

Human 
Development 
Report 2012 

Human 
Development 
Report 2011 

Human 
Development 
Report 2010 

1 Niger Niger  Niger Congo, Dem. 
Rep 

Zimbabwe 

2 Congo, Dem. 
Rep 

Congo, Dem. 
Rep 

 Central African 
Republic 

Niger Congo, Dem. 
Rep. of the 

3 Central African 
Rep. 

Mozambique  Chad Burundi Niger 

4 Chad Chad  Eritrea Mozambique Burundi 
5 Sierra Leone  Burkina Faso  Burkina Faso Chad Mozambique 
6 Eritrea Mali  Burundi Liberia Guinea-Bissau 
7 Burkina Faso Eritrea  Sierra Leone Burkina Faso Chad 
8 Burundi Central African 

Rep. 
Mozambique Sierra Leone Liberia 

9 Guinea Guinea  Guinea Central African 
Rep. 

Burkina Faso 

10 Mozambique Burundi  Mali Guinea Mali 
11 Guinea-Bissau Sierra Leone  Guinea-Bissau Eritrea Central African 

Rep. 
12 Mali Guinea-Bissau  Liberia Guinea-Bissau Sierra Leone 
13 Liberia Afghanistan  Congo (D. R.) Mali Ethiopia 
14 Malawi Liberia  Ethiopia Ethiopia Guinea 
15 Ethiopia Ethiopia  Malawi Zimbabwe Afghanistan 
16 Gambia Zimbabwe  Gambia Afghanistan Sudan 
17 Cote D’Ivoire Sudan  Côte d'Ivoire Malawi Malawi 
18 Djibouti Malawi  South Sudan Cote d’Ivoire Rwanda 
19 Afghanistan Comoros  Senegal Sudan Gambia 
20 Haiti Cote d’Ivoire  Afghanistan Gambia Zambia 
21 Togo Rwanda  Djibouti Benin Cote d'Ivoire 
22 Sudan Benin  Togo Rwanda Tanzania, 

United Rep. of 
23 Benin Gambia  Benin Djibouti Djibouti 
24 Uganda Djibouti  Rwanda Zambia Angola 
25 Senegal Zambia  Sudan Comoros Haiti 
26 Lesotho Uganda  Uganda Togo Senegal 
27 Mauritania Haiti  Haiti Uganda Uganda 
28 Tanzania 

(United Rep. of) 
Yemen  Lesotho Lesotho Nigeria 

29 Comoros Togo  Zimbabwe Mauritania Lesotho 
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30 Solomon 
Islands 

Lesotho  Yemen Haiti Comoros 

31 Papua New 
Guinea 

Nepal  Mauritania Nepal Togo 

32 Zimbabwe Papua New 
Guinea 

 Comoros Nigeria Nepal 

33 Madagascar Mauritania  Cameroon Senegal Papua New 
Guinea 

34 Yemen Senegal  Papua New 
Guinea 

Yemen Mauritania 

35 Nigeria Nigeria  Solomon 
Islands 

Papua New 
Guinea 

Madagascar 

36 Cameroon Tanzania 
(United Rep. of) 

 Nigeria Tanzania 
(United Rep. of) 

Benin 

37 Rwanda Madagascar Madagascar Madagascar Yemen 
38 Myanmar Cameroon  Tanzania 

(United 
Republic of) 

Cameroon Myanmar 

39 Angola Myanmar  Angola Myanmar Cameron 
40 Swaziland Angola  Myanmar Angola Ghana 
Source: Elaborated by the author based on information from: Human Development Report 2014, Human 
Development Report 2013, Human Development Index 2012 (available at: 
<http://hdr.undp.org/en/data#>), Human Development Report 2011, and Human Development Report 
2010. 
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APPENDIX N - Datasets Five Years Overview GPI 

 
Table 33 - Institute for Economics and Peace: Five Years of Analysis on GPI 
States Ranking 

  Global Peace 
Index 2014 

Global Peace 
Index 2013 

Global Peace 
Index 2012 

Global Peace 
Index 2011 

Global Peace 
Index 2010 

1 Syria Afghanistan Somalia Somalia Iraq 
2 Afghanistan Somalia Afghanistan Iraq Somalia 
3 South Sudan Syria Sudan Sudan Afghanistan 
4 Iraq Iraq Iraq Afghanistan Sudan 
5 Somalia Sudan Congo (D.R.) North Korea Pakistan 
6 Sudan Pakistan Russia Congo Dem. 

Rep. of the 
Israel 

7 Central African 
Rep. 

Congo (D.R.) North Korea Russia Russia 

8 Congo, Dem. 
Rep. 

Russia Central African 
Republic 

Pakistan Georgia 

9 Pakistan North Korea Israel Israel Chad 
10 North Korea Central African 

Republic 
Pakistan Central African 

Rep. 
Congo Dem. 
Rep. of the 

11 Russia Yemen Syria Libya North Korea 
12 Nigeria Cote d’Ivoire Libya Nigeria Colombia 
13 Colombia Israel Nigeria Chad Nigeria 
14 Israel Zimbabwe Chad Zimbabwe Central African 

Rep. 
15 Zimbabwe Nigeria Colombia Colombia Zimbabwe 
16 Yemen Colombia Yemen Yemen Lebanon 
17 Lebanon Ethiopia India Lebanon Sri Lanka 
18 Guinea-Bissau Libya Georgia Philippines Myanmar 
19 India Burundi Zimbabwe India Burundi 
20 Egypt South Sudan Myanmar Georgia  Philippines 
21 Chad Lebanon Burundi Myanmar Yemen 
22 Ukraine India Ethiopia Burundi India 
23 Cote D’Ivoire Myanmar Lebanon Ethiopia Ethiopia 
24 Ethiopia Georgia Mexico Mauritania Turkey 
25 Mexico Chad Cote d’Ivoire Algeria Honduras 
26 Rwanda Iran Philippines Cote d'Ivoire Thailand 
27 Myanmar Kenya Azerbaijan Turkey Mauritania 
28 Mali Rwanda Kyrgyz 

Republic 
Sri Lanka Venezuela 

29 Philippines Turkey Turkey Guatemala South Africa 
30 Libya Mexico Honduras Venezuela Kenya 
31 Kenya Guinea-Bissau Iran Bahrain Azerbaijan 
32 Iran Kyrgyz South Sudan Azerbaijan Cote d'Ivoire 
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Republic 
33 Burundi Thailand Thailand Mexico Turkmenistan 
34 Venezuela Philippines Mauritania Niger Algeria 
35 Turkey Venezuela Guatemala Iran Syria 
36 Thailand Niger Venezuela South Africa Haiti 
37 Tajikistan Azerbaijan Eritrea Honduras Armenia 
38 Kyrgyz 

Republic 
Mali Algeria Syria Guatemala 

39 Eritrea Uzbekistan Kenya Cambodia Cambodia 
40 Azerbaijan Honduras Rwanda Kyrgyz 

Republic 
Uzbekistan 

Source: Elaborated by the author based on information from: Global Peace Index 2014, Global Peace 
Index 2013, Global Peace Index 2012, Global Peace Index 2011, and Global Peace Index 2010. 
 
 
 


