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assisting their officials in setting policy and budgetary 
priorities.

This paper presents the Index of State Weakness in 
the Developing World (hereafter, the Index), which 
ranks all 141 developing countries according to their 
relative performance in four critical spheres: economic, 
political, security, and social welfare.6 We define weak 
states as countries that lack the essential capacity 
and/or will to fulfill four sets of critical government 
responsibilities: 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.   

We measure state weakness according to each state’s 
effectiveness in delivering on these four critical 
dimensions. Contrary to some conventional usage, 
we do not equate “strong” states with authoritarian 
or semiauthoritarian regimes that impose their will 
within or beyond their borders, a criterion that would 
make North Korea, for example, a strong state (rather 
than a weak one, as we regard it). Instead, a state’s 
strength or weakness is a function of its effectiveness, 
responsiveness, and legitimacy across a range of 
government activities.  

In this report, we examine state weakness among all 
developing countries, focusing in particular on the 
weakest two quintiles. The results provide a current 
assessment of each developing country’s individual 
and relative performance in each of the four core areas 
(and 20 subindicators) of state competence.  Ours is 
thus a descriptive model, providing a snapshot in time 
of relative state effectiveness. Subsequent, updated 

Since September 11, 2001, the United States and 
other governments have frequently asserted that 

threats to international peace and security often come 
from the world’s weakest states. Such countries can 
fall prey to and spawn a host of transnational security 
threats, including terrorism, weapons proliferation, 
organized crime, infectious disease, environmental 
degradation, and civil conflicts that spill over borders.1  
Accordingly, the 2002 National Security Strategy of 
the United States maintains that weak and failing 
states “pose as great a danger to our national interest 
as strong states.”2 Across the Atlantic, the European 
Union’s 2003 European Security Strategy labels state 
failure “an alarming phenomenon.”3 Former United 
Nations secretary-general Kofi Annan encapsulated 
this new collective concern in his 2005 report In 
Larger Freedom, which declares: “If states are fragile, 
the peoples of the world will not enjoy the security, 
development, and justice that are their right.”4 

Despite general agreement on the dangers of state 
weakness for U.S. and international security, existing 
assessments of state weakness across developing 
countries remain inadequate. What has been largely 
lacking is a comprehensive, measurable definition 
of state weakness, with accompanying objective 
indicators and metrics.5  Any large-scale, cross-country 
comparison can only be an approximation to be 
supplemented by more detailed analysis of each state’s 
circumstances and trajectory.  Yet it can provide useful 
guidance to U.S. and international policymakers on 
the relative institutional strengths and weaknesses of 
individual countries, help to inform the allocation of 
scarce resources, and foster greater policy convergence 
among donors and multilateral institutions.  Equally 
important, such a tool will give developing countries 
insight into their own unique performance profile, 
enabling them to make comparative judgments and 

INDEX OF STATE WEAKNESS  
IN THE DEVELOPING WORLD



4 in d e x o F  Stat e We a k n e S S  
i n  t h e  De v e l o p i n g Wo r l D

versions could enable policymakers to identify trends 
in a country’s relative performance. The Index is not 
intended to predict which states will collapse into 
conflict, or conversely, emerge from weakness.    

By carefully assessing and ranking all 141 developing 
countries on the basis of their relative weakness, we 
provide policymakers with a new tool to examine and 
better understand the unique dynamics and drivers of 
performance in each of these states and, in principle, 
to tailor and target their policy interventions more 

effectively (see Box 1). We also provide insight into 
which countries should command the attention 
of U.S. and international policymakers, given the 
nature and extent of their weakness.  In some cases, 
weak states may not be receiving adequate focus or 
resources.7    

In the following pages, we present the findings from 
the “Index of State Weakness in the Developing 
World” and briefly summarize key implications for 
U.S. policymakers. 

Key Policy imPlications

•   Poverty alleviation should be given higher priority in U.S. policy, because poorer countries tend to be 
weaker ones, and the consequences of state weakness can be significant for U.S. national security.

•   U.S. assistance to the world’s weakest states should be increased and targeted to address unique 
performance gaps in these countries. 

•   Among failed and critically weak states, U.S. and international efforts should focus on improving 
security and, in parallel, to the extent possible, on the other drivers of weakness. 

•   Sub-Saharan Africa is the region with the world’s highest concentration of weak and failed states and 
requires increased U.S. attention and resources.

•   The United States should pay due attention to severe performance gaps even in better-performing 
states.

•   U.S. efforts to strengthen weak states cannot succeed in isolation but must be augmented by and 
coordinated with the actions of other partners, institutions, and, most importantly, the policies of the 
concerned countries. 

Box 1: key policy implicationS
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MAPPING THE FIELD

Although no universally accepted definition of weak 
states exists, there is general agreement that such 
countries lack the capacity and/or will to perform 
core functions of statehood effectively. In other words, 
weak states are unable or unwilling to provide essential 
public services, which include fostering equitable and 
sustainable economic growth, governing legitimately, 
ensuring physical security, and delivering basic services.  
Yet, lacking concrete metrics to evaluate state capacity 
in each core area of state responsibility, policymakers 
and scholars resort to a host of adjectives—“weak,” 
“fragile,” “failing,” failed,” and even “collapsed”—to 
distinguish among countries suffering from a wide 
variety of capacity gaps.

Though academic research on state capacity and 
analytical efforts to identify weak states remain works 
in progress, interest in state weakness has grown 
in recent years.8 Existing contributions to the field 
can usefully be divided into two groups: conceptual 
analyses that improve our understanding of criteria 
by which to define weakness and identify cohorts of 
weak or failed states; and quantitative efforts that rank 
countries according to weakness criteria and indicators.  
Among the efforts to quantify state weakness are some 
designed to predict the outbreak of conflict or state 
failure. All are described here.   

To date, the leading “conceptualizers” of state weakness 
include:

•   The Center for Global Development’s 2004 
“Commission on Weak States and U.S. National 
Security” identified some 50 to 60 weak 
states, based on three sets of gaps: “capacity,” 
“legitimacy,” and “security.”9 Yet the commission 
proposed only one indicator to measure each 
gap: respectively, childhood immunization 
(capacity); voice and accountability (legitimacy); 
and battle deaths (security). Using these 
indicators, the commission generated three 
separate lists of weak states but made no attempt 
to offer a unified or ranked list of countries. 

•   The Political Instability Task Force (formerly 
State Failure Task Force), commissioned and 

funded by the Central Intelligence Agency’s 
Directorate of Intelligence, uses extensive open-
source data to isolate independent variables 
generally associated with the onset of “severe 
internal political crisis,” including revolutionary 
and ethnic wars, “politicides,” and genocides.10  
Based on rigorous statistical analysis, the task 
force identified three factors that correlate highly 
with internal crises: high infant mortality, low 
trade openness, and low levels of democracy.  The 
model focuses only on severe state collapse, not 
on the full spectrum of failed and weak states. 

•   Robert Rotberg, director of the Belfer Center’s 
Program on Intrastate Conflict, Conflict 
Prevention, and Conflict Resolution at 
Harvard University, published the results of 
his five-year research in a 2004 book titled 
When States Fail.11 Rotberg uses a broad set of 
economic, political, and security indicators and 
distinguishes among three categories of weak 
states: “collapsed,” “failed,” and “weak.”  His study 
defines state weakness as principally a function 
of conflict and human insecurity but does not 
rank states according to their level of weakness.  

•   Among major donor countries, only the United 
Kingdom’s Department for International 
Development (DFID) has taken the bold step of 
producing a proxy list of fragile states, including 
46 countries.12  DFID defines “fragility” in terms 
of the state’s will and capacity to use its domestic 
and international resources to deliver security, 
social welfare, economic growth, and legitimate 
political institutions. DFID has also taken the 
lead in commissioning papers on the challenges 
faced by development agencies in fragile states, 
including how to assess the adequacy of metrics 
to measure governmental will and capacity in 
such environments.13 However, DFID does not 
rank fragile states according to their relative 
level of weakness.  

•   The World Bank’s Fragile and Conflict-Affected 
Countries Group (formerly the Low Income 
Countries Under Stress Initiative, or LICUS) 
identifies roughly 30 extremely impoverished 
countries “experiencing difficulties arising either 
from conflict or weak institutions and capacity.”14 
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The initiative relies on the World Bank’s annual 
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 
(CPIA) scores to determine which states are 
“fragile.”15 This approach yields three categories of 
fragility: “severe” countries, with CPIA scores less 
than or equal to 2.5; “core” countries scoring 
between 2.6 and 3.0; and an additional set of 
“marginal” states with scores between 3.1 and 3.2, 
which are identified for monitoring purposes.16 
Although the initiative’s strong emphasis on poverty 
is compelling, the list includes only countries 
eligible for assistance under the Bank’s International 
Development Association (IDA), omitting states 
like North Korea.17 The 16 indicators used by the 
Bank to calculate CPIA scores are heavily focused 
on economic and financial management as well as 
bureaucratic efficiency.18 

In addition, other organizations have made recent 
attempts to rank countries according to their level of 
performance.  The leading “quantifiers” of weak states 
include the following:

•   Ashraf Ghani of the Brookings Institution 
and the Institute for State Effectiveness, Clare 
Lockhart of the Institute for State Effectiveness, 
and Michael Carnahan of Australian National 
University have proposed a “sovereignty 
index” based on 10 “core functions” that states 
should perform, and they outline a quantitative 
framework to assess these core functions in 
individual countries.19 Their sovereignty index, 
which is forthcoming, will use over 100 indicators 
to determine how far short a given state falls in 
performing its basic functions.20 The indicators 
focus especially on the economic components 
of state function, including market regulation 
and the management of public finances.  

•   In August 2006, the Country Indicators for 
Foreign Policy Project, led by David Carment 
on behalf of the Canadian International 
Development Agency, produced an index 
of state fragility. Defining weakness as a 
country’s capacity to fulfill the basic functions 
of governance along three dimensions—
“authority,” “capacity,” and “legitimacy”—the 
index assesses country performance in 10 areas 
of state responsibility using 74 indicators.21  

Though comprehensive, the use of so many 
indicators may make it difficult for policymakers 
to identify priority sectors on which to focus 
attention and resources. We also find that the 
distinctions among authority, capacity, and 
legitimacy often break down in practice. 

•   In 2006, the U.S. Agency for International 
Development (USAID) produced an analysis 
called “Measuring State Fragility,” which proposes 
ranking weak states according to 33 indicators 
of state effectiveness and legitimacy in four 
governance areas: economic, political, security, 
and social spheres.22 In practice, however, USAID 
officials concede that the distinction between 
government “effectiveness” and “legitimacy” 
in different areas of state function often breaks 
down. Moreover, the selection of indicators was 
perhaps skewed because it was based in part on 
“how well they related to the programs USAID 
typically support in weak and low-performing 
states.”23 This promising initiative was suspended 
in 2006 along with the entire USAID Fragile 
States agenda/strategy. Because USAID is 
sensitive to the political implications of the U.S. 
government officially ranking other countries, it 
never released a comparative list of fragile states. 

       
•   Monty G. Marshall and Jack A. Goldstone of 

George Mason University recently published 
a “State Fragility Index.”24  Much like USAID’s 
approach, the Fragility Index ranks country 
performance both in terms of “effectiveness” 
and “legitimacy” across four dimensions of state 
function, including economic development, 
governance, security, and social development.  
Employing about 16 underlying data sources, 
they generate effectiveness and legitimacy 
scores in each of these 4 dimensions.  The 8 
resulting scores range from 0 (no fragility) to 3 
(high fragility) and are summed to produce an 
overall fragility score for over 160 developed and 
developing countries.  The authors assign scores 
for each indicator on the basis of a narrow range 
of integers (0, 1, 2, or 3). Also, like USAID’s 
approach, the State Fragility Index seeks to 
distinguish state “effectiveness” from “legitimacy” 
in each dimension of state function, a distinction 
that is potentially blurry in practice. 
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•   The 2007 Mo Ibrahim Foundation’s Index of 
African Governance, produced by  Harvard’s 
Robert I. Rotberg and Rachel Gisselquist, assesses 
the performance of 48 sub-Saharan African 
countries in five key governance areas: “safety 
and security”; “rule of law, transparency, and 
corruption”; “participation and human rights”; 
“sustainable economic development”; and 
“human development.”25 Their index is based on 
an array of 58 indicators. Because it covers only 
Africa, it does not enable comparisons across the 
developing world.  

Two additional quantitative assessments of weakness 
rely on variables that seek to predict conflict, instability, 
and state failure: 

•   The “Failed States Index” produced by the Fund 
for Peace and published annually in Foreign 
Policy magazine is perhaps the best-known 
ranking of countries according to their relative 
weakness.26 It is compiled using 12 economic, 
political, and social indicators that seek to 
measure factors (e.g., “mounting demographic 
pressures”) that may be conducive to conflict. 
It also relies on proprietary software that scans 
news articles, U.S. State Department reports, 
and independent studies for key terms related 
to these indicators and to the strength of five 
“core state institutions.”27 The Fund’s 2006 
Index covers 148 countries, including most 
large developing and developed countries, and 
is valuable for its emphasis on conflict and 
insecurity as crucial aspects of state weakness. 
Since the Failed States Index focuses almost 
exclusively on “early warning and assessment” 
of internal conflicts,28 it underplays other 
aspects of state weakness—like inadequate 
health care and education. Additionally, the 
method of arriving at indicator scores relies 
extensively on selected press reports and lacks 
full transparency. 

 
•   Scholars at the University of Maryland’s Center 

for International Development and Conflict 
Management have recently released a “Peace and 
Conflict Instability Ledger,” which ranks countries 
according to their risk of “future instability.” 
The ledger builds on the work of the Political 

Instability Task Force. It provides an overall “risk 
ratio” for 160 countries using data on 5 political, 
economic, security, and social variables that are 
statistically correlated with “instability events.”29 
Both rigorous and transparent, the ledger (like 
the Political Instability Task Force) focuses 
primarily on early warnings for violent events 
like war or genocide. 

A NEw TooL FoR 
PoLIcyMAkERS: THE INDEx 
oF STATE wEAkNESS IN THE 

DEvELoPING woRLD

Collectively, these earlier efforts to identify and, in 
some cases, to rank weak states have considerably 
increased the visibility and policy relevance of research 
on state weakness. However, from the perspective 
of measuring state weakness across the developing 
world, each approach has shortcomings. In general, 
these efforts tend to:

•   characterize weakness using more extreme cases of 
failed or collapsed states, while underemphasizing 
the many states that exhibit various forms of 
weakness short of outright failure;

•   concentrate on one or two of the core functions 
of statehood—security and political legitimacy, 
for instance—without fully capturing other 
areas of state responsibility; 

•   use metrics that lack full transparency to rank 
weak states, hindering replicability; and

•   focus primarily on the present, failing to capture 
recent historical trends.

The aim of the Index of State Weakness in the 
Developing World is to address those shortcomings 
and provide U.S. and international policymakers with 
a new, comprehensive, user-friendly tool. The Index 
ranks countries in a straightforward and transparent 
fashion that will enable policymakers to assess with 
greater ease and accuracy the relative weakness of 
developing countries.  It also provides insights into how 
officials around the world might allocate their scarce 
attention and resources among developing countries 
in order to address more efficiently and effectively the 
challenges posed by state weakness.  
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The Index is not limited to a particular geographical 
region or functional area of state responsibility.  Rather, 
it encompasses all developing countries and tracks 
their performance in each core area of state function.  
By capturing state performance across all four areas 
of state responsibility, the Index allows policymakers 
to identify potential patterns of state weakness, either 
within geographical regions or across functional 
areas (e.g., between political governance and security 
within countries).30 In addition, the Index assembles, 
derives from, and clearly displays information on 
the performance of individual countries across a 
manageable selection of 20 important indicators. (See 
Table 1 for a list of the 20 indicators). The indicators will 
allow policymakers to zero in on the challenges faced by 
individual developing countries. Scores are also scaled 
for convenient comparability across states. 

METHoDoLoGy

As stated above, we define weak states as countries 
lacking the capacity and/or will to foster an 
environment conducive to sustainable and equitable 
economic growth; to establish and maintain legitimate, 
transparent, and accountable political institutions; to 
secure their populations from violent conflict and to 
control their territory; and to meet the basic human 
needs of their population. With this definition, we 
aim to capture government responsibilities commonly 
considered core functions of statehood.31  

This definition also informs our selection of a set 
of indicators that measure state weakness in the 
developing world. The selected indicators allow for 
a fine-grained assessment of relative state weakness 
and enable us to rank the 141 developing countries, 
which the World Bank classifies as low-income, 
lower middle-income, and upper middle-income.32  
Specifically, the Index relies on four “baskets,” each of 
which contains five indicators (see Table 1).  Each of 
the four baskets consists of indicators that are proxies 
for one core aspect of state function: 

1.   Indicators in the economic basket assess a 
state’s ability to provide its citizens with a 
stable economic environment that facilitates 
sustainable and equitable growth. They take 
into account recent economic growth, the 
quality of existing economic policies, whether 

the environment is conducive to private sector 
development, and the degree to which income 
is equitably distributed.  

2.   Political indicators assess the quality of a 
state’s political institutions and the extent to 
which its citizens accept as legitimate their 
system of governance. They seek to measure 
government accountability to citizens, the 
rule of law, the extent of corruption, the extent 
of democratization, freedom of expression 
and association, and the ability of the state 
bureaucracy and institutions to function 
effectively, independently, and responsively.  

3.   Security indicators evaluate whether a state is 
able to provide physical security for its citizens.  
They measure the occurrence and intensity 
of violent conflict or its residual effects (e.g., 
population displacement), illegal seizure 
of political power, widespread perceptions 
of political instability, territory affected by 
conflict, and state-sponsored political violence 
and gross human rights abuses. 

4.   Indicators in the social welfare basket measure 
how well a state meets the basic human needs of 
its citizens, including nutrition, health, education, 
and access to clean water and sanitation.  

As is often the case when examining the world’s poorest 
countries, complete data sets are often unavailable. 
Several indicators that would have been ideally suited 
to measuring state weakness had to be omitted due to 
missing data. For example, unemployment and crime 
rates would have been excellent additional measures 
of security and state effectiveness, but they are largely 
unavailable for many low-income countries that 
lack sufficient resources to collect data. Proxies for 
ungoverned spaces, the quality of primary and secondary 
school education, and tax-collection capacity would also 
have been ideal indicators of state weakness, but existing 
data sets remain too incomplete for the purposes of the 
index. Significant improvements in the quality of data 
on developing countries are needed to allow a more 
accurate understanding of state performance. 

The Index is based on 5 indicators in each basket.  
Taken together, the 20 indicators yield a balanced 
picture of how developing countries perform or fail 
to perform along multiple dimensions. Within each 
basket, the indicator scores are standardized and 
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Note: For each indicator, the researchers sought to use the latest data available. Most of the data sources used were published in 2007, and most of 
the data were for the years indicated above. For more detailed information on data sources and the aggregation process see the “Technical Annex” 
(page 29).

taBle 1: DeScription of the 20 inDicatorS

economic Political secURity social WelFaRe
1.  Gni per capita, 2006 

(World Bank, World 
Development Indicators)

2.  GDP growth, 2002-
2006 (World Bank, World 
Development Indicators)

3.  income inequality, 
2006 (World Bank, World 
Development Indicators)

4.  inflation, 2002-2006 
(International Monetary 
Fund, International 
Financial Statistics)

5.  Regulatory Quality, 
2006 (World Bank, 
Governance Matters VI)

  6.  Government 
effectiveness, 
2006 (World Bank, 
Governance Matters VI)

  7.  Rule of law, 
2006 (World Bank, 
Governance Matters VI)

  8.  Voice and 
accountability, 
2006 (World Bank, 
Governance Matters VI)

  9.  control of corruption, 
2006 (World Bank, 
Governance Matters VI)

10.  Freedom Ratings, 
2006 (Freedom House)

11.  conflict intensity, 
1992-2006 (Center for 
Systemic Peace, Major 
Episodes of Political 
Violence)

12.  Political stability and 
absence of Violence, 
2006 (World Bank, 
Governance Matters VI)

13.  incidence of coups, 
1992-2006 (Archigos 
2.8 and Economist 
Intelligence Unit)

14.  Gross Human Rights 
abuses, 1992-2006 
(Political Terror Scale)

15.  territory affected by 
conflict, 1991-2005 
(Political Instability Task 
Force)

16.  child mortality, 2005 
(UNICEF, State of the 
World’s Children)

17.  Primary school 
completion, 2005 
(World Bank, World 
Development 
Indicators)

18.  Undernourishment, 
2004 (Food 
and Agriculture 
Organization)

19.  Percent Population 
with access to 
improved Water 
sources, and with 
access to improved 
sanitation Facilities, 
2004 (World Bank, 
World Development 
Indicators)

20.  life expectancy, 
2005 (World Bank, 
World Development 
Indicators)

aggregated, creating individual indicator and basket 
scores ranging from 0.0 (worst) to 10.0 (best). The 4 
basket scores are then averaged to obtain an overall 
score for state weakness, ranging from just above 0 to 
just short of a perfect 10, to produce a ranking of states 
on the basis of their relative weakness.33 Though the 
most widely available and accurate data are used to 
establish the precise rank of countries, absent accurate 
indicators, the Index must necessarily be viewed as 
an approximation of each country’s weakness relative 
to other developing countries.34 The 20 indicators 
and 4 basket scores provide multifaceted yet user-
friendly measures of each state’s performance profile.  
The 20 individual indicator scores also allow useful 
comparisons between states on each dimension of 
state performance.  

MAIN FINDINGS   
 
The Index of State Weakness in the Developing World 
(see pull-out 1) assesses the broad spectrum of 141 
developing countries, ranging from Somalia (#1), a 
failed state at the very bottom of the performance or 
weakness spectrum, and Haiti (#12), a critically weak 
state, to high performers such as Poland (#135) and 
Chile (#139) at the upper end of the spectrum. The 
countries analyzed are a geographically, economically, 
and politically diverse set. They span six continents, 
have a per capita gross national income (GNI) ranging 
from $100 to more than $10,000, and include both 
repressive autocracies like Burma (#17) and North 
Korea (#15) and successful democracies like the 
Slovak Republic (#141).
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We term countries in the bottom quintile “critically 
weak states” and deem the 3 weakest states in the 
world “failed states.”  Failed states perform markedly 
worse than all others—even those in their critically 
weak cohort (see Figure 1). Failed and critically weak 
states are those least capable of fulfilling most, if not 
all, of the four critical functions of government. We 
term the second quintile “weak states.” These 28 
countries suffer fewer severe capacity gaps than the 
bottom quintile but tend to perform poorly in some 
areas and score variably across the four dimensions of 
state function. In addition, we note that a number of 
countries that perform better overall than those in the 
bottom two quintiles are nonetheless “states to watch,” 
because they score notably poorly in at least one of the 
four core areas of state function. 
 

PATTERNS oF STATE 
wEAkNESS

Several clear patterns emerge from the ranking of 
141 developing countries. In particular, our findings 

reveal a strong positive relationship between countries’ 
scores on many individual indicators and their overall 
performance on the Index.35 However, this strong 
positive relationship does not hold with respect to 4 
of our 20 indicators—coups, inflation, GDP growth, 
and inequality. Among the stronger relationships is 
that between poverty and overall weakness. Thus, a 
substantial majority of the world’s failed and critically 
weak states are also the world’s poorest, with GNI 
per capita in the bottom quintile of developing 
nations. Conversely, none of the countries in the top-
performing quintile of developing countries have 
incomes that place them in the bottom two quintiles 
of GNI per capita. In addition, the weakest countries 
on the Index tend to be the least democratic. None 
of the states in the bottom two quintiles of the Index, 
except Mali (#52) and Lesotho (#53), are classified by 
Freedom House as “free,” whereas only six of the top-
performing quintile of countries fall short of “free.”
 
We also identified trends in country performance 
across some of the core areas of state responsibility.  
Most notably, developing countries that are more 

Rank country
overall 
score economic Political security

social 
Welfare

Gni Per 
capita

1 somalia 0.52 0.00 0.00 1.37 0.70 226
2 afghanistan 1.65 4.51 2.08 0.00 0.00 271
3 congo, Dem. Rep. 1.67 4.06 1.80 0.28 0.52 130
4 iraq 3.11 2.87 1.67 1.63 6.27 1134
5 Burundi 3.21 5.01 3.46 2.95 1.43 100
6 sudan 3.29 5.05 2.06 1.46 4.59 810
7 central african Rep. 3.33 4.11 2.90 5.06 1.25 360
8 Zimbabwe 3.44 1.56 1.56 6.81 3.84 350
9 liberia 3.64 3.39 3.91 6.01 1.25 140
10 cote D’ivoire 3.66 5.23 2.12 3.71 3.56 870
11 angola 3.72 5.42 2.67 5.32 1.45 1980
12 Haiti 3.76 3.90 2.62 5.21 3.31 480

inDeX oF state WeaKness in tHe DeVeloPinG WoRlD
(Bottom Two Quintiles Only)

The 141 weakest states and their index basket scores 
are presented below. A basket score of 0.00 represents 
the worst score in the 141-country sample, a score of 
10.00 signifies the best.

color coding Key 
Color coding and quintiles are 
based on full sample of 141 
countries 

BOTTOM QUINTIlE
2ND QUINTIlE
3rd QUINTIlE
4TH QUINTIlE
TOP QUINTIlE

taBle 2: inDex of State WeakneSS in the Developing WorlD
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Rank country
overall 
score economic Political security

social 
Welfare

Gni Per 
capita

13 sierra leone 3.77 5.04 3.87 5.43 0.76 240
14 eritrea 3.84 3.09 2.78 7.01 2.48 200
15 north Korea 3.87 0.52 0.95 7.28 6.73 n/a
16 chad 3.90 5.80 2.42 6.18 1.21 480
17 Burma 4.16 4.72 0.89 3.96 7.07 n/a
18 Guinea-Bissau 4.16 5.22 3.83 5.96 1.69 190
19 ethiopia 4.46 6.14 4.03 5.91 1.75 180
20 congo, Rep. 4.56 5.08 2.77 6.45 3.95 1100
21 niger 4.60 5.45 4.69 7.33 0.94 260
22 nepal 4.61 5.17 3.84 2.94 6.50 290
23 Guinea 4.67 5.00 2.64 7.43 3.61 410
24 Rwanda 4.68 5.33 4.26 6.62 2.51 250
25 equatorial Guinea 4.77 7.51 1.73 7.95 1.91 8250
26 togo 4.80 4.78 2.68 7.38 4.38 350
27 Uganda 4.86 5.78 4.55 4.89 4.23 300
28 nigeria 4.88 5.39 3.51 5.37 5.24 640
29 cameroon 5.12 5.78 3.09 7.54 4.07 1080
30 yemen 5.18 5.80 3.64 6.43 4.85 760
31 comoros 5.20 4.24 4.20 8.18 4.20 660
32 Zambia 5.23 5.08 4.59 8.15 3.11 630
33 Pakistan 5.23 6.58 3.52 4.69 6.13 770
34 cambodia 5.27 6.33 3.00 7.18 4.57 480
35 turkmenistan 5.27 5.05 1.40 7.88 6.75 1700
36 Uzbekistan 5.30 5.20 1.78 6.66 7.54 610
37 mauritania 5.30 6.23 4.34 6.38 4.24 740
38 Djibouti 5.31 5.05 3.69 8.21 4.29 1060
39 mozambique 5.32 5.60 5.33 8.35 1.98 340
40 Papua new Guinea 5.32 5.13 4.62 7.45 4.08 770
41 swaziland 5.33 5.57 3.65 8.28 3.80 2430
42 tajikistan 5.35 6.18 3.03 6.39 5.82 390
43 east timor 5.51 3.93 4.41 7.74 5.98 840
44 Burkina Faso 5.51 6.30 4.87 8.30 2.59 460
45 laos 5.53 5.88 2.56 7.98 5.71 500
46 malawi 5.60 5.68 4.83 8.11 3.77 170
47 colombia 5.63 5.84 5.79 1.78 9.11 2740
48 Bangladesh 5.64 6.08 3.97 6.55 5.98 480
49 madagascar 5.65 5.24 5.95 7.65 3.76 280
50 Kenya 5.65 5.77 4.72 6.95 5.15 580
51 Gambia 5.79 5.26 4.54 8.29 5.06 310
52 mali 5.85 6.33 6.16 8.49 2.43 440
53 lesotho 5.88 4.59 6.40 8.35 4.18 1030
54 solomon islands 5.92 4.59 5.05 7.66 6.39 680
55 tanzania 5.94 6.38 5.41 8.08 3.89 350
56 sri lanka 5.94 6.32 5.47 3.38 8.59 1300
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successful at political governance also tend to be 
better providers of social welfare. There is a similar, 
moderately strong relationship between political 
governance and the ability to ensure the security of 
citizens. Not surprisingly, the countries that perform 
better economically also tend to be better providers 
of social welfare. Though country performance in 
the economic and political baskets is not as strongly 
related, countries with high government effectiveness 
are generally also strong economic performers. None 
of these relationships are water-tight; there are cases of 
countries with abysmal democratic governance records, 
for example, that are relatively good providers of social 
welfare (e.g., Syria, #59, and Cuba, #62). Conversely, 
some well-governed countries, such as Namibia (#82) 
and Botswana (#102), still perform poorly on social 
welfare indicators. Yet, across the developing world as 
a whole, poor performance in maintaining security or 
providing social welfare tends to be associated with 
a lack of democratic governance, whereas stronger 
economic performance often goes hand in hand with 
more adequate social welfare provision.      

The existence of relationships among the four baskets 
is significant, despite the fact that the data do not 
reveal the direction of causality. The data confirm 
that state weakness is better conceived as a function 
of all four core areas of state responsibility, not just 
one or two spheres. By widening our analytical 
lens to focus not just on conflict (as does the Failed 
States Index), governance (like the World Bank’s 
Governance Matters indicators), or development (like 
the United Nations Development Program’s Human 
Development Index) but on all areas of state function, 
the Index enables policymakers to gain a more 
comprehensive understanding of the patterns and 
drivers of state weakness in the developing world, and 
it can ultimately serve as a clearer road map and better 
guide to strengthening each state’s capacity. 
  
In addition, as Figure 1 illustrates, the three failed 
countries register strikingly low overall weakness 
scores compared with the other states. Beyond the 
threshold for failed states, however, no clear-cut 
categories emerge. Instead, the Index shows that state 

figure 1: Spectrum of State WeakneSS
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Failed States

Critically Weak States

Weak States

States to Watch*

* Fall in both 3rd (yellow) 
and 4th (green) quintiles

figure 2: map of the WeakeSt StateS

weakness varies along a rather smooth continuum.  This 
continuous distribution suggests that state weakness 
is best characterized as a relative phenomenon that 
evades rigid categorization.

Failed and critically weak states are geographically 
concentrated in sub-Saharan Africa and, to a lesser 
extent, in South Asia and Central Asia (see Figure 2).  
Though only about one-third of the 141 developing 
countries are in sub-Saharan Africa, 23 of the 28 
critically weak states are in sub-Saharan African.  
There are, of course, high performers in sub-Saharan 
Africa—including Botswana (#102), Mauritius (#133), 
the Seychelles (#126), and South Africa (#109).  
Nonetheless, most countries in sub-Saharan Africa, 
even the top performers, score poorly on social welfare 
indicators, compared with countries in other regions, 
due in part to the devastating impact of the HIV/AIDS 
pandemic.     

In South Asia, countries tend to score lower on security 
than other core areas due primarily to ongoing or 
recent conflict. Afghanistan (#2), India (#67), Nepal 
(#22), Pakistan (#33) and Sri Lanka (#56) all rank 
in the bottom quintile in the security sphere. India 

and Sri Lanka receive higher overall scores than 
their counterparts in the region, due mainly to their 
stronger performance in the political and economic 
spheres. Conversely, Bhutan (#94) has comparatively 
higher economic and political scores and ranks among 
the top quintile on security. 
 
Countries in Central Asia typically score lower on 
political indicators than in the other baskets. By 
far the worst performers are Turkmenistan (#35), 
Uzbekistan (#36), and Tajikistan (#42). Uzbekistan’s 
overall rank is reduced by its abysmal political scores; 
it falls in the bottom quintile among developing 
countries on each of the five indicators in the 
political basket, and it receives the lowest possible 
score on the freedom indicator. Turkmenistan also 
ranks among the worst in the world on governance. 
Yet even relatively stronger performers in the region, 
including Kyrgyzstan (#73), are weak in the areas of 
government effectiveness and legitimacy.  
      
Countries in Europe tend to either fall outside the 
scope of the index or score near the very top.  Moldova 
(#88), Ukraine (#107), and Serbia (#108) are the 
weakest countries in Europe.
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east asia & 
PaciFic

eURasia & soUtH 
asia

miDDle east & 
noRtH aFRica

sUB-saHaRan 
aFRica

WesteRn 
HemisPHeRe

north Korea (#15)

Burma (#17)

cambodia (#34)

Papua new Guinea 
(#40)

east timor (#43)

afghanistan (#2)

nepal (#22)

Pakistan (#33)

turkmenistan (#35)

Uzbekistan (#36)

iraq (#4)

yemen (#30)

algeria (#57)

syria (#59)

iran (#66)

somalia (#1)

Democratic Republic 
of  the congo (#3)

Burundi (#5)

sudan (#6)

central african 
Republic (#7)

Haiti (#12)

colombia (#47)

Guatemala (#60)

cuba (#62)

Bolivia (#64)

Although the majority of the critically weak and 
weak states falter in the political sphere, democratic 
governance is not always associated with strong state 
capacity.  States that are well governed yet weak include 
Colombia (#47) and Mali (#52). By the same token, 
some autocracies, as exemplified by Belarus (#81) and 
Libya (#86), score relatively well.     

Overall, the Index suggests that there are multiple 
typologies of weakness (see Table 4). Many of the 
critically weak states—including the Central African 
Republic (#7), Guinea (#23), Haiti (#12), and 
Nigeria (#28)—exhibit across-the-board weakness 
in all four core spheres of state performance. Yet a 
minority of developing countries exhibit extremely 
low scores in just one or two areas. For instance, 
insecurity and conflict negatively affect the overall 
scores of Algeria (#57), Colombia (#47), Russia 
(#65), Indonesia (#77), and Sri Lanka (#56). East 
Timor (#43) performs relatively better than one 
might expect, because the available data do not reflect 
the recent turmoil that began in 2006. Equatorial 
Guinea (#25), one of the few upper-middle-income 
countries on the list of critically weak states, scores 
extremely low in the political and social welfare 
baskets, but above average in the other two areas.  
Mozambique (#39) scores in the bottom 10 percent 
on social welfare, despite above-average scores in 
the other three core areas. North Korea (#15) and 
Zimbabwe (#8) are among the most autocratic states 
and are experiencing sharp, potentially destabilizing 
economic decline.

taBle 3: WeakeSt StateS By region

FAILED AND cRITIcALLy  
wEAk STATES 

The bottom three countries in the Index are failed states 
and also the world’s most insecure countries. They 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—in terms of 
security as well as adequate food, clean water, health 
care, and education. Their abysmal overall scores reflect 
the vicious cycle of collapsed security environments 
that result in (and may sometimes be fueled by) 
poverty, decaying political institutions, bankrupt 
economies, and miserable social conditions. Somalia 
(#1), perhaps the world’s most emblematic failed state, 
has been without a functional central government since 
1991, and its capacity to provide key public goods to 
its citizens has collapsed. Somalia’s civil war destroyed 
the state judiciary, leaving an institutional vacuum that 
was subsequently filled by the Islamic Courts Union. 
Somalia’s Ethiopian-backed interim government, 
installed in 2007, lacks legitimacy and is failing to fulfill 
any critical functions of state. Somalia’s health care and 
education systems remain in shambles, as reflected in 
the country’s rock bottom social welfare score. 

Afghanistan (#2), the world’s second-weakest state, 
is also the most insecure. It has suffered from a long 
history of violent conflict as well as a lack of government 
control over significant portions of its territory and 
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taBle 4: WorSt performerS By BaSket anD By inDiviDual inDicator

ec
on

om
ic

economic 
BasKet

Gni PeR caPita GDP GRoWtH
income 

ineQUality
inFlation

ReGUlatoRy 
QUality

1. Somalia (#1)
2. North Korea 

(#15)
3. Zimbabwe (#8)
4. Iraq (#4)
5. Eritrea (#14)

1. Burundi (#5)
2. Dem. Rep. of 

Congo (#3)
3. liberia (#9)
4. Malawi (#46)
5. Ethiopia (#19)

1. Zimbabwe (#8)
2. East Timor (#43)
3. liberia (#9)
4. Micronesia 

(#103)
5. Seychelles 

(#126)

1. Namibia (#82)
2. lesotho (#53)
3. Central African 

Republic (#7)
4. Botswana 

(#102)
5. Bolivia (#64)

1. Zimbabwe (#8)
2. Angola (#11)
3. Burma (#17)
4. Guinea (#23)
5. Eritrea (#14)

1. Somalia (#1)
2. North Korea 

(#15)
3. Burma (#17)
4. Zimbabwe (#8)
5. Turkmenistan 

(#35)

Po
li

ti
ca

l

Political 
BasKet

GoVeRnment 
eFFectiVeness

RUle oF laW
Voice & 

accoUntaBility
contRol oF 
coRRUPtion

FReeDom

1. Somalia (#1)
2. Burma (#17)
3. North Korea 

(#15)
4. Turkmenistan 

(#35)
5. Zimbabwe (#8)

1. Somalia (#1)
2. North Korea 

(#15)
3. Comoros (#31)
4. Iraq (#4)
5. Dem. Rep. of 

the Congo (#3)

1. Somalia (#1)
2. Afghanistan (#2)
3. Iraq (#4)
4. Zimbabwe (#8)
5. Dem. Rep. of 

the Congo (#3)

1. Burma (#17)
2. North Korea 

(#15)
3. Somalia (#1)
4. Turkmenistan 

(#35)
5. libya (#86)

1. Somalia (#1)
2. North Korea 

(#15)
3. Burma (#17)
4. Equatorial 

Guinea (#25)
5. Afghanistan (#2)

Somalia (#1)*
North Korea (#15)*
Burma (#17)*
Turkmenistan 

(#35)*
Uzbekistan (#36)*
libya (#86)*
Syria (#59)*
Cuba (#62)*

se
cU

Ri
ty

secURity 
BasKet

conFlict 
intensity

GRoss HUman 
RiGHts aBUses

teRRitoRy 
aFFecteD By 

conFlict

inciDence oF 
coUPs

Political 
staBility & 
aBsence oF 

Violence

1. Afghanistan (#2)
2. Dem. Rep. of 

Congo (#3)
3. Somalia (#1)
4. Sudan (#6)
5. Iraq (#4)

1. Sudan (#6)
2. Somalia (#1)
3. Sri lanka (#56)
4. Dem. Rep. of 

Congo (#3)
5. Afghanistan (#2)

1. Sudan (#6) † 

1. Iraq (#4) †
2. Dem. Rep. of 

the Congo (#3) †

2. Colombia (#47) †
3. Afghanistan (#2)

1. Colombia (#47)
2. Afghanistan (#2)
3. Somalia (#1)
4. Nepal (#22)
5. Dem. Rep. of 

Congo (#3)

1. Fiji (#76)
2. Thailand (#79)
3. Guinea-Bissau 

(#18)
4. Mauritania (#37)
5. Sao Tome & 

Principe (#61)

1. Iraq (#4)
2. Somalia (#1)
3. Dem. Rep. of 

Congo (#3)
4. Afghanistan (#2)
5. Nepal (#22)

so
ci

al
 W

el
Fa

Re

social WelFaRe 
BasKet

cHilD 
moRtality

access to 
clean WateR 

anD imPRoVeD 
sanitation

UnDeR-
noURisHment

PRimaRy 
scHool 

comPletion

liFe 
eXPectancy

1. Afghanistan (#2)
2. Dem. Rep. of 

Congo (#3)
3. Somalia (#1)
4. Sierra leone 

(#13)
5. Niger (#21)

1. Sierra leone 
(#13)

2. Angola (#11)
3. Afghanistan (#2)
4. Niger (#21)
5. liberia (#9)

1. Ethiopia (#19)
2. Chad (#16)
3. Somalia (#1)
4. Niger (#21)
5. Guinea (#23)

1. Eritrea (#14)
2. Dem. Rep. of 

Congo (#3)
3. Burundi (#5)
4. Comoros (#31)
5. Tajikistan (#42)

1. Central African 
Republic (#7)

2. Guinea-Bissau 
(#18)

3. Niger (#21)
4. Burkina Faso 

(#44)
5. Chad (#16)

1. Botswana 
(#102)

2. lesotho (#53)
3. Zimbabwe (#8)
4. Zambia (#32)
5. Central African 

Republic (#7)

Note:  Number in parenthesis indicates each country’s overall rank.
*The countries marked with an asterisk all received the lowest possible score on the Freedom House indicator.
†For Gross Human Rights Abuses, Sudan and Iraq both received the worst score; Dem. Rep. of Congo and Columbia both received
the second lowest score.
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an inability to curtail grave human rights abuses. In 
the area of social welfare, Afghanistan also receives 
the world’s lowest score due to high child mortality, 
inadequate access to improved water and sanitation, 
and low primary school completion rates. 

Beyond the three failed states, other countries in the 
bottom quintile of the Index warrant policymakers’ 
sustained attention. Failed and critically weak states 
cover most of sub-Saharan Africa, stretching over 
2,000 miles from southwestern Africa, across the 
Great Lakes Region, parts of West Africa, and into East 
Africa.  This sea of state failure and critical weakness 
condemns more than 480 million people to sustained 
violence, deprivation, and hopelessness. Nigeria (#28), 
the most populous country in sub-Saharan Africa, 
garners an especially low security score and does 
not perform above the two bottom quintiles in any 
area of state function. Nigeria’s performance matters 
enormously to the West African region, and its further 
faltering or even potential failure would have far-
reaching regional and international ramifications.

DRC

DemocRatic RePUBlic oF tHe conGo
(Failed state)

•  Overall Rank: third-weakest state in Index

•  GNI per capita: $130, second lowest in the world

•   High insecurity, including consecutive civil wars, multiple rebellions, two 
coups, and a record of severe human rights abuses

•   Central government fails to control broad swaths of the country, 
particularly in the resource-rich eastern provinces

•   World’s second highest rate of undernourishment, affecting 74 percent 
of the population

•   Corruption became endemic under President Mobutu Sese Seko’s 
autocratic rule and continues to run rampant

•   Key policy implication: the resumption of war in eastern Congo 
urgently requires intensified efforts by the United States and the 
international community to enforce and sustain peace 

DRc’s rank and scores fall in the bottom 20 percent of countries in the index:

Rank coUntRy
oVeRall 
scoRe economic Political secURity

social 
WelFaRe

3 congo, Dem. Rep. 1.87 4.08 1.80 0.28 0.52

Box 2: Democratic repuBlic of the congo

Five critically weak states are located outside sub-
Saharan Africa: Iraq (#4; see Box 3), Haiti (#12), 
North Korea (#15), Burma (#17), and Nepal (#22).  
Iraq’s scores are particularly low in the security and 
political spheres. Its security score is low for reasons 
that are by now well known—an ongoing insurgency 
and civil conflict, and territory not controlled by 
the central government. Yet Iraq also receives a low 
overall score because it now has the world’s worst 
record of human rights abuses (in a tie with Sudan).  
Iraq’s record of human rights abuses worsened slightly 
after the 2003 U.S. invasion, but its scores were already 
appalling on this indicator prior to 2003. Its political 
performance is also abysmal, as Iraq gets the world’s 
third worst score on the Rule of Law indicator, and the 
fourth worst score on Government Effectiveness.    

Extreme poverty is a predominant characteristic of 
critically weak states. Nine of the 10 poorest countries 
in the world—Burundi (#5), the Democratic 
Republic of the Congo (#3; see Box 2), Liberia (#9), 
Ethiopia (#19), Guinea-Bissau (#18), Eritrea (#14), 

Photo credit: Martine Perret, UN DPko
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Iraq

iRaQ
(critically Weak state)

•  Overall Rank: world’s fourth-weakest state

•   GNI per capita: has declined and now stands at only $1,134, lower than 
all neighboring states

•   Security score reflects ongoing counterinsurgency and sectarian conflicts

•   Iraq has world’s lowest score on “Gross Human Rights Abuses” and 
“Political Stability and Absence of Violence” 

•   Iraq has world’s third-lowest score on “Rule of law” and fourth-lowest 
score on “Government Effectiveness”

•   Social Welfare is buoyed by a relatively high rate (80 percent) of access 
to clean water and improved sanitation facilities

•   Key policy implication: U.S. assistance in Iraq should target all the 
critical needs of the Iraqi people, not just security and representative 
governance, but also corruption, rule of law, job creation and economic 
growth

iraq’s rank and most of its scores fall in the bottom 20 percent of countries in the index:

Rank coUntRy
oVeRall 
scoRe economic Political secURity

social 
WelFaRe

4 iraq 3.11 2.87 1.67 1.63 6.27

Box 3: iraq

Somalia (#1), Sierra Leone (#13), and Rwanda 
(#24)—are critically weak states. Malawi (#46) is the 
one exception. All but 4 of the 28 critically weak states 
are low-income countries; the 4 exceptions—Iraq 
(#4), the Republic of the Congo (#20), Angola (#11), 
and Equatorial Guinea (#25)—are oil producers 
with uneven distribution of wealth.    

More than 85 percent of the critically weak states have 
experienced conflict in the past 15 years. Among the 
countries that have not yet failed but are wracked by 
longstanding violent conflict are Burma (#17) and 
Nepal (#22). In Nigeria (#28), communal violence 
and a history of political instability place it at risk of 
wider conflict.  Poor, conflict-ridden countries may be 
condemned to arrested development for years, if not 
decades.36   

The international community has intervened militarily 
in many failed and critically weak states. In the past 
15 years, the UN (and in some cases also the African 
Union) has deployed peacekeepers or observers to 

half of the failed or critically weak states, while the 
United States has deployed forces to five: Afghanistan 
(#2), Haiti (#12), Iraq (#4), Liberia (#9), and Somalia 
(#1).37 France and the EU have also deployed forces 
to Côte d’Ivoire (#10) and Democratic Republic 
of the Congo (DRC, #3), respectively, and the UK 
sent troops to Sierra Leone (#13). We should note 
that postconflict countries with an international 
peacekeeping presence are likely to score better than 
their internal performance or capacities warrant.  
These countries’ scores reflect the support they receive 
from international institutions or foreign governments 
in fulfilling one or more government functions.  
Examples include Bosnia and Herzegovina (#113), 
East Timor (#43), and Lebanon (#93).   

wEAk STATES 

Like the critically weak states, most of the world’s 
weak states, with overall scores in the second quintile 
of the Index, are also impoverished. Twenty-one out of 
28 in this second quintile are designated low-income 
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countries (with a per capita GNI below $905). This is 
not surprising given that poorer states with smaller 
tax bases generally lack the resources to effectively 
meet their population’s needs. Yet even among this 
group we find notable underperformers that enjoy 
higher income but fail to use their resources to deliver 
essential public goods. Some of these countries are 
energy producers such as Uzbekistan (#36) and 
Turkmenistan (#35).38  Other states that perform less 
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Note: Available data predates the 2007 state of emergency and the assassination of Benazir Bhutto.

PaKistan
(Weak state)

•  Overall Rank: 33rd-weakest state of the 141 states in the Index

•   Security is weakest area of performance, due to several military coups, human rights abuses, and three ongoing low-
intensity conflicts

•   In the sphere of political governance, Pakistan receives its lowest scores on Freedom and Voice & Accountability 

•   Only 63 percent of primary school age children completed school (compared to 82 percent on average among South 
Asian countries)   

•   Higher scores in the economic realm reflect recent economic growth and low-income inequality, compared to other 
weak states

•   Key policy implication: U.S. policy in Pakistan should increasingly target the underlying drivers of conflict and 
instability, especially poor governance, political repression, and  poor quality education

Pakistan’s individual indicator scores relative to all countries in the index:

Box 4: pakiStan

well than their level of income per capita would predict 
are Swaziland (#41) and Colombia (#47). On the flip 
side, a handful of states perform better overall than 
their low incomes would predict. These include the 
Gambia (#51), Malawi (#46), and Tanzania (#55).    

Weak states tend to exhibit more variable scores across 
all four areas of state function than do countries in the 
first quintile. Some score poorly in one or more area, 
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ZamBia
(Weak state)

•  Overall rank: 32nd-weakest state with highly variable performance across indicators

•  GNI per capita: $630

•  Zambia’s high inflation and income inequality, and low income per capita, are weakest points in the economic sphere   

•   Receives the world’s fourth-lowest score on life Expectancy and ninth-lowest score on Undernourishment, with 
recent outbreaks of cholera and bubonic plague

•  Earns high scores in security due to absence of civil conflict, but Gross Human Rights Abuses remain a challenge  

•   Key policy implication: international partners should seek to help Zambia reduce poverty and inequality, limit 
inflation, and improve social welfare, including through increased HIV/AIDS relief  

Zambia’s individual indicator scores relative to all countries in the index:

Box 5: ZamBia

while others demonstrate mediocre performance 
across the board. A number of weak states are plagued 
by insecurity—especially recent or ongoing conflict—
which lowers their overall scores despite their above 
average performance in other baskets. Examples 
include Pakistan  (#33; see Box 4)39 and Sri Lanka 
(#56). Colombia (#47) is particularly striking in this 
regard, ranked the fifth most insecure country in the 
world but a far stronger performer on political and 
social welfare indicators. Among the more stable 
and secure countries in this cohort, in contrast, are 

Zambia (#32; see Box 5), Malawi (#46), Mali (#52), 
Mozambique (#39), Tanzania (#55), and Zambia 
(#32). Two of these—Mali and Mozambique—are 
noteworthy as countries recovering from past 
conflicts. 
         
Poor political performers among weak states include 
Cameroon (#29), Laos (#45), and Turkmenistan 
(#35), which ranks between North Korea (#15) and 
Zimbabwe (#8) on political indicators. Its neighbor, 
Uzbekistan (#36), also places within the bottom ten.   
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 On economic performance, Comoros (#31), Djibouti 
(#38), East Timor (#43), Lesotho (#53), and the 
Solomon Islands (#54) each scores in the bottom 
quintile due to a variety of factors ranging from 
sluggish growth and high income inequality to a weak 
regulatory environment.  In the social welfare basket, 
Mozambique (#39) and Mali (#52) score poorly 
across the board.
  

STATES To wATcH 

Beyond the bottom two quintiles or 56 weakest states, 
the Index helps identify a set of “states to watch” (Table 
5). These countries should be carefully monitored by 
policymakers because of their significant weakness 
in particular areas and thus their potential to exhibit 
increased overall fragility. Although their aggregate 
scores fall within the third or fourth quintiles, these 
states perform particularly poorly (i.e., in the bottom 
quintile) in at least one of the four core areas of state 
function or in the second quintile in at least two core 
areas.    

Several of these states are of particular regional or 
global significance and are important to U.S. national 
security.  Overall, we identify 25 countries as “states to 
watch”:40 Algeria (#57), the Philippines (#58), Syria 

(#59), Guatemala (#60), São Tomé and Príncipe 
(#61), Cuba (#62), Gabon (#63), Bolivia (#64), Russia 
(#65), Iran (#66), India (#67), Venezuela (#70), 
China (#74), Paraguay (#75), Indonesia (#77), Egypt 
(#78), Thailand  (#79), Belarus (#81), Namibia (#82), 
Ecuador (#85), Libya (#86), Turkey (#98), Micronesia 
(#103), Tonga (#105), and the Marshall Islands (#106). 
As the countries on this list indicate, states to watch 
include both fragile democracies and authoritarian 
regimes. In the following paragraphs, we discuss several 
such countries that are particularly significant.

The Philippines (#58), on the cusp of designation as 
a weak state, performs above average on political and 
social welfare components of statehood but within the 
bottom quintile on security. It continues to confront 
an insurgency in Mindanao. The weakness of the 
Philippine state and its disgruntled Muslim minority 
have made this country an important theater in the 
U.S.-led war on terrorism.  

Cuba (#62) and Syria (#59) are notable for bottom-
quintile scores in both the political and economic 
areas. Cuba’s poor scores reflect the country’s slow 
recovery since the dissolution of the Soviet Union and 
Soviet Bloc, and the costs of Fidel Castro’s enduring 
repressive hold on power.41 In Syria, President Bashar 
al-Assad has failed to promote economic prosperity, 
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Note: States to watch are countries that rank above the bottom two quintiles (i.e., rank higher than #56), but score in the bottom quintile (0–20 
percent) in one or more area of state responsibility (e.g., Algeria in “Security”) or score in the second quintile (21–40 percent) in two or more 
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despite having promised reform of the country’s state-
run economy.  Syria’s low score in the economic sphere 
derives primarily from slow growth and inadequate 
regulatory quality.  In the political arena, repression 
and government control of the media continue to stifle 
political opposition and dissent.
  
The Group of Eight member state Russia (#65) 
garners low scores in the areas of security and political 
governance, mainly due to ongoing civil conflict in 
Chechnya, human rights abuses, and lacks of political 
accountability and freedom of expression. The only 
upper-middle-income country to score worse than 
Russia is Equatorial Guinea (#25), a comparison 
that underscores the severity of Russia’s challenges, 
especially in the political and security spheres.

Iran ranks #66 on the Index and receives its highest 
score in the area of social welfare. The country 
fares well on basic needs indicators like access to 
clean water and sanitation, and the prevalence of 
undernourishment. Yet on balance, its performance 
across the 20 indicators in the Index is highly variable.  
Its economic score reflects relatively high income 
per capita and low inequality, yet this is tempered 
by high inflation and slow economic growth. It 
has not experienced a coup in recent years, and the 
central government controls the country’s territory.  
Unsurprisingly, its lowest score comes in the area of 
political governance, reflecting the absence of political 
freedom, and rampant corruption. 

The ranking of democratic India at #67 overall and in 
a relatively low position in the third quintile of states 
may surprise some. Its scores are noteworthy for their 
extreme variability. Though it enjoys a fast-growing 
and vibrant economy and has a long-established 
parliamentary democracy, it remains a low-income 
country (per capita GNI, $820) and suffers from 
significant insecurity in various parts of the country.  
Sectarian violence, terrorism, and human rights 
abuses reflect continued social and economic tensions 
and remain the country’s major challenges. 

China ranks #74 on the Index and performs variably 
across the 20 indicators. Though its rank places it 
outside the category of a weak state, its political and 
security scores remain low primarily because of 

particularly poor performance on three indicators: 
Voice and Accountability, Freedom, and Gross Human 
Rights Abuses. The country also underperforms in 
other areas, including income inequality and access to 
clean water and sanitation. Its low score in the area 
of conflict intensity reflects ethnic violence and state 
repression in Xinjiang Province during the 1990s. By 
contrast, the country performs well above average in 
the areas of economic growth and low inflation.      

Indonesia (#77) scores relatively well in the economic 
sphere, because low inflation and market-friendly 
reforms buoy its performance. Yet in the area of 
security, its poor scores are due mainly to recent 
episodes of violence, including an insurgency in Aceh, 
popular unrest surrounding President Suharto’s forced 
resignation in 1998, and ethnic and religious violence in 
several regions. The country’s notoriously poor human 
rights record is also reflected in its extremely low score 
in the category of Gross Human Rights Abuses.     

IMPLIcATIoNS FoR  
U.S. PoLIcy

The Index of State Weakness in the Developing World 
highlights the bottom two quintiles of developing 
countries, which demonstrate some significant 
weaknesses and face important performance gaps. 
The Index also identifies additional countries that 
merit close monitoring. Although U.S. officials now 
understand that weak states deserve particular 
attention because they can incubate transnational 
security threats, to date they have not crafted effective 
strategies to strengthen such states. Building effective 
states in the developing world, focusing both on their 
will and capacity to deliver essential public services to 
their citizens, must become a significant component 
of U.S. national security policy.42 

Five insights emerging from an analysis of the Index 
of State Weakness could help U.S. officials frame more 
effective policies towards the world’s weakest states:

First, poverty alleviation should be given higher 
priority in U.S. foreign policy. The Index reveals a 
strong relationship between low income and state 
weakness: On balance, poorer countries tend to be 
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weaker ones. Poverty fuels and perpetuates civil 
conflict, which swiftly and dramatically reduces state 
capacity.43 Yet, still lacking from the George W. Bush 
administration are any comprehensive strategies 
to address poverty in the world’s most challenging 
institutional environments, including not only 
development aid but also other critical instruments 
like democracy promotion, support for peacekeeping, 
trade concessions, and investment promotion. 

In early 2007, the Bush administration belatedly 
added poverty alleviation as an explicit, central 
goal of U.S. foreign assistance policy.44 As Randall 
Tobias, the former U.S. director of foreign assistance, 
explained, “The time is ripe for a New Deal on poverty 
reduction.”45 Translating this rhetoric into effective 
action, however, will require a strategy to tailor U.S. 
assistance, as well as other policy tools, to the unique 
needs of poorly performing states. Though the Bush 
administration has instituted significant and laudable 
increases in overall U.S. foreign aid, neither of its 
two signature initiatives—the Millennium Challenge 
Account (MCA) and the President’s Emergency Plan 
for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR)—is designed to build critical 
sovereign capacities or to advance development in the 
world’s weakest states.  

The MCA, for instance, directs aid disproportionately 
to “good performers” that have made demonstrable 
progress in “ruling justly, investing in people, and 
promoting economic freedom,” on the grounds 
that countries with good policy and institutional 
environments are best positioned to make effective 
use of external assistance.46 Directing assistance in this 
fashion may yield improved development outcomes in 
better-performing states, but it excludes by definition 
most of the difficult countries in the world, including 
all three “failed” states and approximately three-
quarters of the countries in the bottom two quintiles 
in the Index.  PEPFAR, meanwhile, annually commits 
billions of dollars to combat AIDS through investment 
in prevention, treatment, and care, and it primarily 
targets 15 focus countries.  Though these expenditures 
are vitally important and represent a vastly improved 
response to a devastating pandemic, PEPFAR 
cannot substitute for long-term and comprehensive 
investments across a wide spectrum of weak states 
to build public health infrastructure and strengthen 
other critical aspects of state capacity.

How best to utilize development assistance and other 
economic and governance instruments in weak 
institutional environments remains a particularly 
daunting and largely unresolved policy challenge.  
However, recent evidence suggests that strategically 
targeted foreign aid can help encourage policy reform 
and institutional development, even in weak states.47  

Second, U.S. foreign assistance programs should 
target the specific weaknesses of individual 
developing countries:    

•   In failed and critically weak states, U.S. policy 
should place heavy emphasis on improving 
security, while paying due attention to the 
other three core areas of state performance.  
The vast majority of states in this cohort have 
experienced conflict within the past decade 
and a half. Their security deficits are typically 
accompanied by weaknesses across the three 
other core areas of state performance. This is 
logical, because conflict destroys both formal 
economies and political institutions. It can also 
exacerbate poor health conditions, including 
by facilitating the spread of infectious diseases. 
Given a nearly 50 percent risk that postconflict 
countries will return to war within 5 years, 
unsuccessful postconflict, peace-building 
and peacekeeping/stabilization efforts risk 
condemning countries to renewed conflict or 
nearly perpetual insecurity and poverty.48 In 
Iraq and Afghanistan, U.S. troop levels have 
been inadequate to the task of stabilizing these 
countries. Coalition efforts to improve economic 
recovery and governance have also been found 
wanting in both countries.  The United States 
and its partners did not target enough aid to 
job creation and improved social services, and 
they invested too little in promoting political 
reconciliation and the rule of law. Taken 
together, these shortcomings have undermined 
state-building efforts in both countries. By 
contrast, peace-building efforts that effectively 
end war and jump-start political, economic, and 
social capacity building, as in El Salvador and 
Mozambique, can help extricate conflict-ridden 
states from the vicious cycle of violence and 
weakness.  
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•   In weak states, assistance should take account 
of each state’s unique performance gaps. The 
Index suggests that there are numerous “profiles” 
of weakness among developing countries. Some 
states, like Mozambique and Colombia, are 
weak primarily in one area (social welfare and 
security, respectively). Others, like Bangladesh 
and Guatemala, suffer from multiple deficiencies. 
Yet current aid allocations by sector often fail to 
respond to specific country needs.  For example, 
states like Nigeria and Pakistan—with severe 
weaknesses in the political sphere—are not 
slated to receive sufficient U.S. assistance in the 
area of “Governing Justly and Democratically” 
in the administration’s fiscal year (FY) 2008 
budget request.  Similarly, weak states like Kenya 
and Ethiopia have performance gaps in all four 
areas. Yet in these countries, the administration’s 
FY 2008 budget request proposes to invest the 
bulk of U.S. bilateral assistance in HIV/AIDS 
spending through the PEPFAR program.49 The 
objective should not be to cut PEPFAR or MCA 
funding but rather to augment these funds with 
additional resources and target new assistance to 
address the specific performance gaps manifest 
in individual weak states.

•   The United States should not ignore severe 
performance gaps even in better-performing 
states. We have identified “states to watch.” 
These are comparatively better performers that 
fall outside the world’s weakest two quintiles in 
the Index but suffer critical performance gaps in 
one or two areas. Both China and Russia score 
poorly on the political and security indicators, 
and Syria suffers from major weaknesses in the 
political and economic spheres. Thus countries 
such as China, Russia, Cuba, and Syria are unique 
cases that should continue to be of concern to 
policymakers interested in the consequences of 
state weakness. 

Third, overall U.S. assistance to the world’s weakest 
states—which is currently insufficient and unevenly 
distributed—should be increased and targeted.  
In early 2006, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice 
announced a foreign assistance reform effort as 
part of a new “transformational diplomacy” effort, 

designed to “build and sustain democratic, well-
governed states” in the developing world.50 Despite 
this initiative, however, the United States has not yet 
invested the resources that are required to realize this 
ambitious goal.  Its assistance policy toward the world’s 
weakest states remains inadequate and haphazard, 
reflecting neither specific country characteristics 
nor the strategic importance of state weakness to 
U.S. and international security.51 This is reflected in 
the Bush administration’s FY 2008 budget request 
to Congress.  Of the $16.7 billion requested for total 
international assistance, only about half ($7.9 billion) 
is targeted at the bottom two quintiles of countries 
in the Index.  Moreover, nearly 80 percent of this 
amount is focused on just nine countries, including 
three critical countries in the global war on terror 
(Afghanistan, Iraq, and Pakistan), one key partner in 
the war on drugs (Colombia), and five beneficiaries 
of HIV/AIDS spending (Ethiopia, Nigeria, Uganda, 
Tanzania, and Zambia).  Further, per capita disparities 
in U.S. aid in the budget request are vast. Whereas Iraq 
and Afghanistan would receive between $45 and $50 
per capita in bilateral U.S. aid per year, respectively, 
Nigeria is set to receive only $4.06 and Côte d’Ivoire 
would receive only $0.01 per capita. Recent empirical 
research on foreign assistance confirms that low-
income countries that perform equally poorly on the 
Index receive substantially different levels of foreign 
assistance.52

Ultimately, the fates of the world’s weakest states will be 
determined less by the actions of outsiders than by the 
commitments and capacities of their own leaders and 
citizens. Nevertheless, increased aid and other forms 
of external assistance can play a critical role in building 
the capacity and will of weak states to bring security, 
good governance, economic growth, and social welfare 
to their inhabitants. The United States and other 
donors have a vital interest in using foreign aid and 
other tools—such as trade, enhanced market access, 
debt relief, foreign investment, military cooperation, 
and democracy promotion—to encourage wise policy 
choices, nurture effective institutions, and bolster state 
performance in the developing world.     

Fourth, U.S. policymakers should acknowledge the 
strategic importance of sub-Saharan Africa.  The 
Index shows that state weakness is pervasive in sub-
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Saharan Africa: more than three-quarters of the failed 
and critically weak states and more than half the world’s 
weak states are African. Only 11 countries in the 
region (4 of which are small island states) do not fall 
in the bottom two quintiles. Given the role that weak 
states can play as incubators and breeding grounds for 
transnational security threats, building state capacity in 
Africa should be a higher priority for U.S. policy.

Fifth, building state capacity is too complex, 
expensive, and long-term a challenge for the United 
States to undertake effectively alone: It requires 
a multilateral approach. The United States must 
collaborate with its international partners as well as 
with governments and civil society in failed and weak 

states.  U.S. and international aid delivery mechanisms 
should also be streamlined to maximize their impact 
and minimize the burdens they impose on developing 
countries with limited institutional capacity.     

The Index of State Weakness in the Developing 
World thus provides important insights to U.S. and 
international policymakers as they seek to develop 
more effective strategies and policies to strengthen 
weak states.  Sustained attention to the world’s weakest 
countries is critical both to realizing the broad strategic 
imperatives laid out in the 2002 U.S. National Security 
Strategy and to enhancing the security, prosperity, 
freedom, and welfare of the world’s most vulnerable 
inhabitants. 
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TEcHNIcAL ANNEX

The Index of State Weakness in the Developing World 
uses a wide range of country-level indicators to measure 
state performance among developing countries. It 
provides an assessment of the relative strength of 141 
countries in four core areas of state function: economic, 
political, security, and social welfare. 

Here we provide the rationale for selecting particular 
data sets and a description of the 20 indicators 
underlying the Index. We also describe how we 
created the Index by weighting and aggregating the 
indicator data to obtain an overall score for each 
country.  

INDIcAToRS

The Index is based on 20 indicators, 5 in each of 4 
areas of state function, that are widely used in the 
development community.  In selecting each indicator, 
we were guided by the following general criteria: 

•   the accuracy, currency, and transparency of the 
data set;

•   the extent of data coverage for the 141 countries 
included in the Index; and 

•   the relevance of the data set to state weakness in 
developing countries.

We used five political indicators in the Index (see 
table A1 below for further detail): Government 
Effectiveness, Rule of Law, Control of Corruption, 
Voice and Accountability, and a measure of Political 
and Civil Liberties, which we shorthand as “freedom.”  
As a set, these indicators allow us to capture the 
quality and effectiveness of state institutions, as well 
as the government’s legitimacy and accountability to 
its citizens.

We chose five security indicators: Conflict Intensity, 
Political Stability and the Absence of Conflict, 

Incidence of Coups, Gross Human Rights Abuses, and 
Territory Affected by Conflict. These five indicators 
measure the presence of different types of political 
violence in a country, from civil war to gross human 
rights violations (such as mass atrocities).  The Territory 
Affected by Conflict indicator provides a measure of a 
state’s ability to maintain peace and security across the 
entirety of its territory.  We considered alternative data 
sets, such as the Armed Conflict Dataset on battle-
related deaths, which is produced jointly by the Centre 
for the Study of Civil War at the International Peace 
Research Institute, Oslo (PRIO) and the Uppsala 
Conflict Data Program (UCDP). We chose to use the 
Major Episodes of Political Violence data set from the 
Center for Systemic Peace (University of Maryland), 
because it provides more information about the scope 
and societal impact of conflict than battle deaths 
alone.

To assess a country’s economic performance, we 
selected five economic indicators: Gross National 
Income (GNI) per Capita, Growth of Gross Domestic 
Product (GDP), Inflation, Income Inequality, and 
Regulatory Quality. These widely used indicators 
allow us to capture key aspects of national economic 
performance.  We opted to include the Gini coefficient 
(Income Inequality), despite missing data for some of 
our 141 countries, in order to capture the government’s 
ability to distribute economic gains equitably.

Finally, we used five social welfare indicators to 
assess a country’s ability to meet the basic welfare 
needs of its citizens: Child Mortality, Primary School 
Completion, Undernourishment, Access to Clean 
Water & Sanitation, and Life Expectancy. This set of 
widely accepted indicators captures various dimensions 
of social welfare in a country, from education to health 
and nutrition.

A detailed description of each of these 20 indicators is 
provided in Table A1. 
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taBle a1: DeScription of the 20 inDicatorS

FIVE POLITICAL INDICATORS
1.  GoVeRnment 

eFFectiVeness
Rationale: This indicator is among the most direct measures available of the strength and 
quality of state institutions, which are essential for the provision of public goods and the 
formulation and implementation of sound policies.
source: World Bank, Governance Matters VI, 2007. Available at http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/
papers.cfm?abstract_id=999979.
indicator Description: Government effectiveness measures the “quality of public services, the 
quality of the civil service and the degree of its independence from political pressures, the quality 
of policy formulation and implementation, and the credibility of the government’s commitment to 
such policies.” This indicator draws on data from 18 different sources.
Data coverage:

-  Year(s) included in the Index: 2006.
-  Data available for all 141 countries in the Index.

2. RUle oF laW Rationale: The state’s ability to govern on the basis of legitimate public norms and institutions is 
a strong indicator of the likelihood of long-term political stability.
source: World Bank, Governance Matters VI, 2007. Available at http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/
papers.cfm?abstract_id=999979.
indicator Description: Rule of law measures the “extent to which agents have confidence in 
and abide by the rules of society, in particular the quality of contract enforcement, the police, and 
the courts, as well as the likelihood of crime and violence.” This indicator draws on data from 24 
different sources.
Data coverage:

-  Year(s) included in the Index: 2006.
-  Data available for all 141 countries in the Index.

3.  contRol oF 
coRRUPtion

Rationale:  Responsibly governed states are able to prevent the diversion of public resources 
from core state functions.  Extensive corruption erodes state institutions and curtails investments 
in public goods.  
source: World Bank, Governance Matters VI, 2007. Available at http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/
papers.cfm?abstract_id=999979.
indicator Description:  Control of corruption measures the “extent to which public power is 
exercised for private gain, including petty and grand forms of corruption, as well as ‘capture’ of 
the state by elites and private interests.”  This indicator draws on data from 23 different sources.
Data coverage:

-  Year(s) included in the Index: 2006.
-  Data available for all 141 countries in the Index.

4.  Voice & 
accoUntaBility

Rationale: States that have mechanisms in place for peaceful dissent, transfer of power and 
policy reform, and are less prone to political instability in the long term.
source: World Bank, Governance Matters VI, 2007. Available at http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/
papers.cfm?abstract_id=999979.
indicator Description: Voice and accountability (as named in Governance Matters) measures 
the “extent to which a country’s citizens are able to participate in selecting their government, 
as well as freedom of expression, freedom of association, and a free media.” Drawing on data 
from 19 different sources, this indicator seeks to measure democracy, including “democratic 
accountability,” “representation,” “civil liberties,” and “political rights.”
Data coverage:

-  Year(s) included in the Index: 2006.
-  Data available for all 141 countries in the Index.
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5. FReeDom Rationale: States with fewer civil liberties and political rights tend to be more susceptible to 
destabilizing events.
source: Freedom House, Freedom in the World 2007. Available at http://www.freedomhouse.org/
template.cfm?page=70&release=457.
Indicator Description: Freedom House produces a score for civil liberties and political rights 
for each country. “The political rights and civil liberties categories contain numerical ratings 
between 1 and 7 for each country or territory, with 1 representing the most free and 7 the least 
free.” We averaged the two category scores together to generate the “Freedom” score.
Data coverage:

-  Year(s) included in the Index: 2007.
-  Data available for 141 countries in the Index.

FIVE SECURITY INDICATORS
1.  conFlict 

intensity
Rationale: the presence of intense violent conflict is an indication of the state’s ability to 
maintain peace within its borders and provide basic physical and human security.
source: Monty G. Marshall, Center for Systemic Peace University of Maryland, George Mason 
University, Major Episodes of Political Violence 1946–2007. Available at http://members.aol.com/
cspmgm/warlist.htm.
indicator Description: The data set’s “Magnitude of societal-systemic impact (Mag)” variable 
measures “destructive impact, or magnitude, of the violent episode on the directly-affected 
society or societies on a scale of 1 (smallest) to 10 (greatest).” The indicator scores are based 
on several factors, including: “state capabilities, interactive intensity (means and goals), area and 
scope of death and destruction, population displacement, and episode duration.”  It is part of a 
data set that comprises a “comprehensive accounting of all forms of major armed conflicts in the 
world” since the end of World War II. If there were multiple entries in a given year, we used the 
highest score available for each country.
Data coverage:

-  Year(s) included in the Index: 1993-2007 weighted towards most recent data (see below).
-  Data available for all 141 countries in the Index.

2.  Political 
staBility anD 
aBsence oF 
Violence

Rationale: Widespread perceptions of political instability in a country are considered a good 
indication of a state’s actual stability.
source: World Bank, Governance Matters VI, 2007. Available at http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/
papers.cfm?abstract_id=999979.
indicator Description: Political Stability and Absence of Violence measures the “perceptions 
of the likelihood that the government will be destabilized or overthrown by unconstitutional or 
violent means, including domestic violence and terrorism.” This indicator draws on data from 12 
different sources.
Data coverage:

-  Year(s) included in the Index: 2006.
-  Data available for all 141 countries in the Index.

3.  inciDence oF 
coUPs

Rationale: States that have experienced extraconstitutional or violent overthrow are by definition 
highly unstable, and likely to lack the political mechanisms, characteristic of a strong state, that 
ensure peaceful transition of power.
source: Archigos: A Database on leaders, Version 2.8, 2007. Available at http://mail.rochester.
edu/~hgoemans/data.htm.
Economist Intelligence Unit, 2007. Available here. 
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3.  inciDence oF 
coUPs

indicator Description:  The Archigos data set tracks political leaders. In order to code the 
incidence of coups, we examined the “entry” and “exitcode” variables for the political leaders of 
the countries in the index. The “entry” variable describes if the leader assumed power through 
“regular means,” “irregular means,” or “was imposed by another state.” The “exitcode” variable 
describes how the leader lost power and is broken down into various categories. We coded 
incidents as a “coup” if it was coded as one of the following in the “exitcode” variable regardless 
of whether it had foreign support:
- leader removed by domestic rebel forces (i.e., Republic of Congo, 1997)
- leader removed by domestic military actors (i.e., Pakistan, 1999)
- leader removed by other domestic government actors (i.e., lesotho, 1994)
If the “exitcode” variable was listed as “leader removed in an irregular manner through other 
means or processes” we examined the subsequent “entry” variable and if the next leader 
assumed power through “irregular” means, the transition was coded as a coup, (i.e., Rwanda, 
1994). We did not use cases where the leader was “removed through the threat or use of foreign 
force” (i.e., Iraq, 2003) or where the leader was “removed through assassination by unsupported 
individual” (i.e., Nepal, 2001).
The Archigos data set covers the years 1875-2004. In order to include coverage of recent years, 
we scoured Economist Intelligence Unit country profiles and country reports for the word “coup” 
and compared the description of events to the Archigos data set variables. We then included 
incidents that were compatible with Archigos coding but were not included in the data set 
because of the date (i.e., Thailand, 2006) or because the country was not included in Archigos 
(i.e. São Tomé & Príncipe, 1995 and 2003).
Data coverage:

-   Year(s) included in the Index: 1992–2004 (Archigos), 2005-2006 (EIU), weighted toward 
the most recent (see below).

-  Data available for all 141 countries in the Index.
4.  GRoss HUman 

RiGHts aBUses
Rationale: Regimes that rely on widespread oppression and terror to maintain power may, 
among other things, be susceptible to internal discontent and instability.
source: Mark Gibney, University of North Carolina at Asheville, Political Terror Scale, 2007. 
Available at http://www.politicalterrorscale.org/.
indicator Description:  We define “gross human rights abuses” to include the definitions 
of “level 4” and “level 5” on the Political Terror Scale. “level 4” is defined as practices of 
“imprisonment for political activity”, “politically-motivated executions”, “political murders, 
disappearances, and torture” that affect a “large portion of the population” and are a “common 
part of life”; unlimited detention, with or without trial, for political views is also commonplace. 
“level 5” is defined as including all the terror characteristics of level-4 countries and 
“encompass the entire population”; in addition, “the leaders of these countries place no limits on 
the means or thoroughness with which they pursue personal or ideological goals.” The Political 
Terror Scale publishes a score based on State Department reports and a second score based 
on Amnesty International country reports, both score countries from 1 (rare) to 5 (widespread 
political terror). We average of the two scores to assign a score for this indicator.
Data coverage:

-  Year(s) included in the Index: 2002-2006 weighted towards the most recent (see below).
-  Data available for 135 countries in the Index.
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5.  teRRitoRy 
aFFecteD By 
conFlict

Rationale: In the absence of an authoritative measure of “ungoverned spaces” across countries, 
this is the best available indicator for a state’s ability to exercise its sovereignty and maintain a 
monopoly on the use of armed force across the entirety of its territory.
source: Political Instability Task Force, 2006. (The Political Instability Task Force is a “panel 
of scholars and methodologists that was originally formed in 1994 at the request of senior 
policymakers in the United States Government.”) Available at http://globalpolicy.gmu.edu/pitf/
pitfdata.htm.
indicator Description:  The PITF’s “MAGAREA” variable measures the “scaled portion of [a] 
country affected by fighting” in ethnic and revolutionary wars, ranging in score from 0 (less than 
one-tenth of the country and no significant cities directly or indirectly affected) to 4 (more than 
one-half the country directly or indirectly affected). Revolutionary wars are defined as “episodes 
of violent conflict between governments and politically organized groups (political challengers) 
that seek to overthrow the central government, to replace its leaders, or to seize power in 
one region”; ethnic wars are defined as “episodes of violent conflict between governments 
and national, ethnic, religious, or other communal minorities (ethnic challengers) in which the 
challengers seek major changes in their status.” Both revolutionary and ethnic wars are included 
in the indicator. If there were multiple entries in a given year, we used the highest score available 
for each country.
Data coverage:

-  Year(s) included in the Index: 1991-2005 weighted towards the most recent (see below).
-  Data available for all 141 countries in the Index.

FIVE ECONOMIC INDICATORS
1.  GRoss national 

income (Gni) 
PeR caPita

Rationale: low per capita income is a proximate cause (as well as an effect) of state weakness, 
circumscribing a state’s capacity to fulfill essential government functions.

source: World Bank, World Development Indicators, 2007. Available at http://www.worldbank.
org/data

indicator Description: Gross national income per capita converted into current U.S. dollars 
using the World Bank Atlas method (the Atlas method smoothes exchange rate fluctuations by 
using a three year moving average, price-adjusted conversion factor). In some cases (listed 
below) we used individual World Bank reports to find the most recent GNI per capita available.
Data coverage:

-  Year(s) included in the Index: 2006 (or latest available).
-  Data available for 138 countries in the Index.
-  The following World Bank sources were used to supplement WDI:
-   Afghanistan - enhanced heavily indebted poor countries.  (Available at http://

go.worldbank.org/R0WT8HZYH0)
-   Republic of Congo, World Bank Report No.39474-CG (Available at http://go.worldbank.

org/07Z0HWR860)
-   “Iraq at a Glance” Key Development Indicators (Available at http://siteresources.

worldbank.org/IRFFI/64168382-1092419012421/21049744/IRQNAAG.pdf)
-   GNI per capita 2006, for Oman (Available at http://siteresources.worldbank.org/

DATASTATISTICS/Resources/GNIPC.pdf)
-   Socio-Economic Survey 2002, Somalia (Available at http://siteresources.worldbank.org/

INTSOMAlIA/Resources/swb_complete_report.pdf)
-   “Turkmenistan at a Glance” World Bank Development Report (Available at http://devdata.

worldbank.org/AAG/tkm_aag.pdf)
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2.  GRoWtH 
oF GRoss 
Domestic 
PRoDUct (GDP)

Rationale: like GNI per capita, depressed economic growth can be both a resulting effect 
and proximate cause of state weakness. Countries that manage to sustain economic growth 
generally exhibit relatively stable and secure societies.
source: World Bank, World Development Indicators, 2007. Available at http://www.worldbank.
org/data.
indicator Description: Annual percentage growth in real GDP at market prices based on 
constant (inflation-adjusted) local currency.
Data coverage:

-  Year(s) included in the Index: 2002-2006 weighted towards the most recent (see below).
-  Data available for 138 countries in the Index.

3. inFlation Rationale: Sizable fluctuations in the general price level may indicate an economy’s 
susceptibility to external shocks, unsustainable fiscal policy, or poor or ineffectual monetary 
policy on the part of the government—all of which can make a country prone to future political 
and economic instability.
source: International Monetary Fund, World Economic Outlook Database, 2007. Available at 
http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2006/02/data/index.aspx.
indicator Description: Annual absolute percentage change in consumer prices. We use the 
absolute value of the annual change in consumer prices, allowing us to treat cases of deflation 
and inflation in the same manner.
Data coverage:

-  Year(s) included in the Index: 2003-2007 weighted towards the most recent (see below).
-  Data available for 135 countries.

4.  income 
ineQUality

Rationale: High Income Inequality is a symptom of a state’s inability or unwillingness to 
generate economic growth that is equitably redistributed.  High income inequality has been 
linked to the likelihood of rebellion and other forms of political violence.
source: World Bank, World Development Indicators, 2007. Available at http://www.worldbank.
org/data.
indicator Description: The Gini coefficient measures “the extent to which the distribution 
of income…among individuals or households within an economy deviates from a perfectly 
equal distribution.” Values range from 0 to 100, with 0 representing perfect equality and 100 
representing perfect inequality.
Data coverage:

-  Year(s) included in the Index: latest data available up to 2006.
-  Data available for 99 countries in the Index.

5.  ReGUlatoRy 
QUality

Rationale: Poor Regulatory Quality indicates a state’s inability or unwillingness to foster an 
environment conducive to private-sector growth, which is key to increasing household and 
national income.
source: World Bank, Governance Matters VI, 2007. Available at http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/
papers.cfm?abstract_id=999979.
indicator Description:  Regulatory quality measures the “ability of the government to 
formulate and implement sound policies and regulations that permit and promote private sector 
development.” This indicator draws on data from 15 different sources that include international 
business and bank country analysis surveys.
Data coverage:

-  Year(s) included in the Index: 2006.
-  Data available for all 141 countries in the Index.
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FIVE SOCIAL WELFARE INDICATORS
1.  cHilD 

moRtality
source: UNICEF, State of the World’s Children 2007. Available at http://www.unicef.org/
publications/files/The_State_of_the_Worlds__Children__2007_e.pdf
Rationale: Child mortality is widely recognized as an accurate proxy for a state’s ability to 
provide a wide range of public services, including health care, environmental quality, and 
maternal education.
indicator Description: The annual probability (per 1,000 live births) of a child dying before reaching 
five years of age. We have used the 2005 estimate published in UNICEF’s State of the World’s Children 
2007. The data are “based on the work of the Interagency Group for Mortality Estimation, which 
includes UNICEF, the World Health Organization, the World Bank and the UN Population Division.”
Data coverage:

-  Year(s) included in the Index: 2005.
-  Data available for all 141 countries in the Index.

2.  PRimaRy 
scHool 
comPletion

source: World Bank, World Development Indicators, 2007. Available at http://www.worldbank.
org/data.
Rationale: Indicator provides a direct measure of a state’s ability and/or  will to fulfill its 
responsibility to provide education for its citizens, an essential public service.
indicator Description:  This indicator reports the proportion of pupils starting grade 1 who 
reach grade 5. To increase data coverage, we use the most recent figures available in each 
country since 2000. Some countries report greater than 100 percent completion depending on 
the calculation method used; we cap all figures at a maximum of 100 percent.
Data coverage:

-  Year(s) included in the Index: most recent between 2000 and 2005.
-  Data available for 126 countries in the Index.

3.  PReValence oF 
UnDeRnoURisH-
ment

Rationale: High Undernourishment is a direct measure of a state’s ability and/or  will to meet the 
basic food requirements of its people.
source: Food and Agriculture Organization, 2006. Available at http://www.fao.org/faostat/
foodsecurity/index_en.htm.
indicator Description:  The “percentage of the population whose food intake is insufficient to 
meet dietary energy requirements continuously.”
Data coverage:

-  Year(s) included in the Index: 2004.
-  Data available for 130 countries in the Index.

4.  access to  
imPRoVeD  
WateR soURces 
& imPRoVeD 
sanitation  
Facilities

Rationale: Indicator provides a good measure of the state’s capacity and will to provide social 
welfare services across the entire population of that country.
source: World Bank, World Development Indicators, 2007. Available at http://www.worldbank.
org/data.
indicator Description: We use the simple average of a country’s available data on the percent 
of the population with access to improved sanitation facilities and access to improved water 
sources. Access to improved sanitation facilities is defined as the “percentage of the population 
using improved sanitation facilities (including flush to piped sewer system, flush to septic tank, 
flush/pour flush to pit, flush/pour flush to elsewhere).” Access to improved water sources is the 
“percentage of the population using improved drinking water sources (including household water 
connection, public standpipe, borehole, protected dug well, protected spring, rainwater collection 
and bottled water—if a secondary available source is also improved).”
Data coverage:

-  Year(s) included in the Index: 2004.
-  Data available for 130 countries in the Index.
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5.  Life  
expectancy

Rationale: Indicator provides a good measure of the state’s capacity and will to provide services 
and an environment conducive to human survival.
Source: World Bank, World Development Indicators, 2007. Available at http://www.worldbank.
org/data.
indicator Description: Life expectancy at birth.
Data coverage:

- Year(s) included in the Index: 2005.
- Data available for 130 countries in the Index.

CREATING THE INDEX

Although there is no standard approach to creating 
an index based on country-level indicators, our 
methodology strives to achieve analytical simplicity 
and accuracy.  This section describes how we dealt with 
three issues: missing data, the weighting of data on 
individual indicators, and calculating country scores. 

Missing Data

Though our 20 indicators have relatively good data 
coverage for the 141 developing countries included in 
the Index, there are missing data points.  Somalia, the 
country with the most missing data, lacks data for 7 
indicators.  Overall, however, 96 percent of the potential 
data points are available, and most countries have data 
for all 20 indicators. Instead of filling these data gaps 
with imputed estimates, we opted to construct scores on 
the basis of existing data. Our rationale is that neither 
the accuracy of the overall state weakness score, nor the 
country rank, are significantly affected by the missing 
data. Furthermore, there is a risk that imputed data 
would amount to an implausible estimate of a country’s 
performance on certain indicators. For individual 
country data on each of the 20 indicators, see pull-out 2 
of the Index of State Weakness in the Developing World 
(20 Indicators). 

Weighting the Data for Individual Indicators 

Six of our indicators—Conflict Intensity, Incidence 
of Coup, Gross Human Rights Abuses, Territory 
Affected by Conflict, Growth of GDP, and Inflation—
use annual data over some period to calculate a time-
sensitive weighted average to arrive at a final value for 
each country. This weighting scheme captures past 
events but places greater emphasis on recent data.
 

Three of the four weighted indicators in the security 
basket—Conflict Intensity, Incidence of Coup, and 
Territory Affected by Conflict—use a temporal 
weighting scheme covering the last 15 years of 
annual data. For Gross Human Rights Abuses we use 
a weighting scheme covering the last 5 years.  In all 
cases we place progressively greater annual weights on 
the most recent years. Including data for the past is 
important in the area of security, because countries that 
have experienced conflict in the past are susceptible to 
conflict recurrence for as long as 10 to 15 years after a 
given episode of conflict ends.

For Inflation and Growth of GDP, we used a five-
year time span in order to smooth out country-level 
fluctuations. For example, some of the countries in 
our sample may be susceptible to economic shocks 
outside the control of the government (i.e., commodity 
prices and terms of trade, currency speculation and 
financial contagion, natural disasters, etc.). Although 
this susceptibility is itself, potentially, a reflection of 
state weakness, using five years of data helps us better 
capture a country’s internal, underlying trend in these 
indicators.

We employed a simple exponential weighting scheme 
that can be used for both the 15- and 5-year time frames. 
The relative weight of a given year was determined by 
(1 – S)T, where T is the year number in the period and S 
is some positive smoothing constant. When S = 0, each 
year receives equal weight as in a simple average. As S 
increases, recent data receive proportionally greater 
weight. We scaled the figures so that the sum of the 
annual weights equals 1, allowing our weighted data 
to be more easily interpreted. We let S = 0.15, resulting 
in a 15-year weighting system, as illustrated in figure 
A1. (A smoothing constant of 0.15 implies that as we 
move back in time each year receives 15 percent less 
weight than the previous year. Though the value of 
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the smoothing constant is inherently arbitrary, we feel 
0.15 provides a realistic and intuitive balance between 
recent and past events.)

Calculating Country Scores

In order to aggregate the indicators into a final score, 
we standardize the variables so as to allow comparison 
across different types of indicators. We do this by 

scaling each of the 20 indicators between 0 and 10. 
The country with the worst score in a given indicator 
receives a 0, the best receives a 10. We then compute 
the simple average of the indicators within each basket 
to arrive at an overall basket score. The basket scores 
are then rescaled such that the worst score receives a 
zero and the best a 10. The overall Index score is the 
simple average of the four basket scores.

20%

16%

12%

8%

4%

0%
2006   2005    2004   2003   2002   2001   2000    1999   1998   1997    1996   1995    1994   1993   1992

Figure a1: FiFteen-year annual WeightS



Rank Country
Overall 
Score Economic Political Security

Social 
Welfare

GNI Per 
Capita

1 Somalia 0.52 0.00 0.00 1.37 0.70 226
2 Afghanistan 1.65 4.51 2.08 0.00 0.00 271
3 Congo, Dem. Rep. 1.67 4.06 1.80 0.28 0.52 130
4 Iraq 3.11 2.87 1.67 1.63 6.27 1134
5 Burundi 3.21 5.01 3.46 2.95 1.43 100
6 Sudan 3.29 5.05 2.06 1.46 4.59 810
7 Central African Rep. 3.33 4.11 2.90 5.06 1.25 360
8 Zimbabwe 3.44 1.56 1.56 6.81 3.84 350
9 Liberia 3.64 3.39 3.91 6.01 1.25 140

10 Cote D’Ivoire 3.66 5.23 2.12 3.71 3.56 870
11 Angola 3.72 5.42 2.67 5.32 1.45 1980
12 Haiti 3.76 3.90 2.62 5.21 3.31 480
13 Sierra Leone 3.77 5.04 3.87 5.43 0.76 240
14 Eritrea 3.84 3.09 2.78 7.01 2.48 200
15 North Korea 3.87 0.52 0.95 7.28 6.73 n/a
16 Chad 3.90 5.80 2.42 6.18 1.21 480
17 Burma 4.16 4.72 0.89 3.96 7.07 n/a
18 Guinea-Bissau 4.16 5.22 3.83 5.96 1.69 190
19 Ethiopia 4.46 6.14 4.03 5.91 1.75 180
20 Congo, Rep. 4.56 5.08 2.77 6.45 3.95 1100
21 Niger 4.60 5.45 4.69 7.33 0.94 260
22 Nepal 4.61 5.17 3.84 2.94 6.50 290
23 Guinea 4.67 5.00 2.64 7.43 3.61 410
24 Rwanda 4.68 5.33 4.26 6.62 2.51 250
25 Equatorial Guinea 4.77 7.51 1.73 7.95 1.91 8250
26 Togo 4.80 4.78 2.68 7.38 4.38 350
27 Uganda 4.86 5.78 4.55 4.89 4.23 300
28 Nigeria 4.88 5.39 3.51 5.37 5.24 640
29 Cameroon 5.12 5.78 3.09 7.54 4.07 1080
30 Yemen 5.18 5.80 3.64 6.43 4.85 760
31 Comoros 5.20 4.24 4.20 8.18 4.20 660
32 Zambia 5.23 5.08 4.59 8.15 3.11 630

INDEX OF STATE WEAKNESS IN THE DEVELOPING WORLD

The 141 weakest states and their index basket 
scores are presented below. A basket score of 0.00 
represents the worst score in the 141-country sample, 
a score of 10.00 signifies the best.

Color Coding Key 
Color coding and quintiles 
are based on full sample of 
141 countries 

BoTTom quinTile
2nd quinTile
3rd quinTile
4Th quinTile
Top quinTile
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Rank Country
Overall 
Score Economic Political Security

Social 
Welfare

GNI Per 
Capita

33 Pakistan 5.23 6.58 3.52 4.69 6.13 770
34 Cambodia 5.27 6.33 3.00 7.18 4.57 480
35 Turkmenistan 5.27 5.05 1.40 7.88 6.75 1700
36 Uzbekistan 5.30 5.20 1.78 6.66 7.54 610
37 Mauritania 5.30 6.23 4.34 6.38 4.24 740
38 Djibouti 5.31 5.05 3.69 8.21 4.29 1060
39 Mozambique 5.32 5.60 5.33 8.35 1.98 340
40 Papua New Guinea 5.32 5.13 4.62 7.45 4.08 770
41 Swaziland 5.33 5.57 3.65 8.28 3.80 2430
42 Tajikistan 5.35 6.18 3.03 6.39 5.82 390
43 East Timor 5.51 3.93 4.41 7.74 5.98 840
44 Burkina Faso 5.51 6.30 4.87 8.30 2.59 460
45 Laos 5.53 5.88 2.56 7.98 5.71 500
46 Malawi 5.60 5.68 4.83 8.11 3.77 170
47 Colombia 5.63 5.84 5.79 1.78 9.11 2740
48 Bangladesh 5.64 6.08 3.97 6.55 5.98 480
49 Madagascar 5.65 5.24 5.95 7.65 3.76 280
50 Kenya 5.65 5.77 4.72 6.95 5.15 580
51 Gambia 5.79 5.26 4.54 8.29 5.06 310
52 Mali 5.85 6.33 6.16 8.49 2.43 440
53 Lesotho 5.88 4.59 6.40 8.35 4.18 1030
54 Solomon Islands 5.92 4.59 5.05 7.66 6.39 680
55 Tanzania 5.94 6.38 5.41 8.08 3.89 350
56 Sri Lanka 5.94 6.32 5.47 3.38 8.59 1300
57 Algeria 6.07 6.83 4.27 4.04 9.13 3030
58 Philippines 6.08 6.18 5.59 4.16 8.40 1420
59 Syria 6.14 4.62 2.76 7.49 9.67 1570
60 Guatemala 6.15 5.63 4.66 6.65 7.65 2640
61 Sao Tome & Principe 6.17 4.86 5.77 7.95 6.12 780
62 Cuba 6.17 3.60 2.94 8.28 9.88 n/a
63 Gabon 6.18 6.51 3.93 8.36 5.94 5000
64 Bolivia 6.19 4.64 5.01 7.77 7.34 1100
65 Russia 6.20 7.14 3.81 4.83 9.04 5780
66 Iran 6.25 5.51 3.32 6.91 9.28 3000
67 India 6.28 6.72 6.72 4.87 6.79 820
68 Senegal 6.28 6.38 5.97 7.96 4.82 750
69 Honduras 6.33 5.30 4.86 7.68 7.47 1200
70 Venezuela 6.33 6.01 3.76 7.12 8.44 6070
71 Benin 6.36 6.25 5.82 8.51 4.86 540
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Rank Country
Overall 
Score Economic Political Security

Social 
Welfare

GNI Per 
Capita

72 Nicaragua 6.37 5.61 4.79 8.14 6.94 1000
73 Kyrgyzstan 6.39 6.27 3.62 7.53 8.14 490
74 China 6.41 6.89 3.69 6.85 8.21 2010
75 Paraguay 6.44 4.78 4.50 8.00 8.50 1400
76 Fiji 6.47 5.99 5.19 6.32 8.37 3300
77 Indonesia 6.49 6.46 5.25 5.92 8.34 1420
78 Egypt 6.50 6.34 4.09 6.55 9.03 1350
79 Thailand 6.50 7.14 5.30 5.07 8.51 2990
80 Azerbaijan 6.54 7.85 3.36 7.06 7.89 1850
81 Belarus 6.63 6.57 2.31 8.24 9.41 3380
82 Namibia 6.66 5.21 7.26 8.93 5.23 3230
83 Vietnam 6.66 6.33 3.67 8.35 8.31 690
84 Ghana 6.72 5.92 7.02 8.44 5.48 520
85 Ecuador 6.78 5.55 4.53 7.47 9.56 2840
86 Libya 6.80 6.84 2.45 8.12 9.77 7380
87 Guyana 6.83 5.56 5.71 7.89 8.15 1130
88 Moldova 6.89 6.41 4.69 7.93 8.54 1100
89 Kazakhstan 6.92 7.43 3.59 8.33 8.31 3790
90 Georgia 6.99 6.58 5.66 7.15 8.58 1560
91 Dominican Republic 7.01 5.83 5.89 8.18 8.14 2850
92 Peru 7.01 6.58 5.69 7.25 8.54 2920
93 Lebanon 7.02 7.05 4.86 6.77 9.40 5490
94 Bhutan 7.08 6.04 6.16 9.78 6.33 1410
95 El Salvador 7.10 6.03 6.00 8.13 8.23 2540
96 Morocco 7.11 6.77 5.50 8.01 8.15 1900
97 Mongolia 6.16 6.68 6.01 8.78 7.17 880
98 Turkey 7.18 7.32 6.53 5.83 9.06 5400
99 Brazil 7.22 6.12 6.42 7.32 9.01 4730

100 Maldives 7.25 7.00 4.77 8.96 8.29 2680
101 Jamaica 7.26 6.28 6.39 7.78 8.60 3480
102 Botswana 7.27 6.59 8.41 9.29 4.78 5900
103 Micronesia 7.28 4.65 7.77 9.81 6.90 2380
104 Tonga 7.32 4.90 5.25 9.52 9.63 2170
105 Armenia 7.34 7.97 4.73 8.23 8.44 1930
106 Marshall Islands 7.37 4.20 6.66 9.82 8.82 3000
107 Ukraine 7.38 6.92 5.34 7.90 9.34 1950
108 Serbia 7.43 7.14 5.89 7.39 9.29 3910
109 Suriname 7.49 5.86 6.63 8.72 8.74 3200
110 South Africa 7.50 6.89 8.07 7.72 7.33 5390
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Rank Country
Overall 
Score Economic Political Security

Social 
Welfare

GNI Per 
Capita

111 Albania 7.59 7.42 5.33 7.95 9.65 2960
112 Tunisia 7.61 7.12 5.57 8.22 9.53 2970
113 Bosnia-Herzegovina 7.63 7.52 5.63 7.87 9.51 2980
114 Macedonia 7.66 7.04 5.84 8.09 9.66 3060
115 Argentina 7.67 6.18 6.17 8.54 9.77 5150
116 Vanuatu 7.70 6.06 7.21 10.00 7.52 1710
117 Belize 7.71 6.49 6.92 8.54 8.88 3650
118 Jordan 7.74 7.26 6.16 8.03 9.50 2660
119 Kiribati 7.75 5.65 7.61 10.00 7.75 1230
120 Mexico 7.83 7.82 6.38 7.63 9.51 7870
121 Romania 7.91 7.91 6.77 8.42 8.54 4850
122 Panama 7.94 7.06 7.02 9.05 8.64 4890
123 Cape Verde 7.96 6.60 8.46 9.49 7.30 2130
124 Malaysia 8.20 7.64 7.06 8.49 9.61 5490
125 Samoa 8.21 5.87 7.77 9.86 9.33 2270
126 Seychelles 8.23 7.33 6.54 9.52 9.55 8650
127 Bulgaria 8.38 8.05 7.21 8.61 9.64 3990
128 Oman 8.46 8.67 6.26 9.42 9.48 9070
129 Grenada 8.48 7.03 7.87 9.49 9.52 4420
130 Costa Rica 8.65 6.89 8.31 9.62 9.79 4980
131 Croatia 8.67 9.26 7.27 8.46 9.70 9330
132 Uruguay 8.76 7.14 8.67 9.43 9.79 5310
133 Mauritius 8.79 7.34 8.49 9.67 9.68 5450
134 Dominica 8.90 7.47 8.92 9.57 9.66 3960
135 Poland 9.01 8.95 8.17 8.98 9.95 8190
136 Latvia 9.08 9.18 8.54 9.45 9.16 8100
137 Saint Lucia 9.11 8.01 9.60 9.25 9.59 5110
138 Lithuania 9.27 9.33 8.44 9.63 9.69 7870
139 Chile 9.35 7.99 10.00 9.43 10.00 6980
140 Hungary 9.41 10.00 8.92 9.01 9.69 10950
141 Slovak Republic 9.41 9.95 8.68 9.32 9.68 9870
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