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Vulnerability to intrastate ConfliCt

Summary

Efforts by researchers to quantitatively measure vulnerabilities of countries to conflict  ■

tend to focus on four major categories: social, economic, governance, and security.
Specific variables drawn on in each category vary widely.

Six leading studies evaluated in this report see vulnerability to conflict as a spectrum  ■

from failed or failing states to consolidated ones.

Four measures—emanating from the Brookings Institution, Carleton University, the  ■

Fund for Peace, and the Center for Global Policy at George Mason University—have the 
most similar conceptual frameworks and measurement approaches, and these studies 
routinely measure countries similarly. Even these four, however, differ in the variables 
they emphasize and the identification and ranking of states.

Two other measures, emanating from the Center for International Development and  ■

Conflict Management at the University of Maryland and from the Economist 
Intelligence Unit, differ more from the first four and each other in what conceptually 
constitutes vulnerability, in their variables, correlations, and assessments. They focus 
more heavily on states most likely to fail.

It is not possible to argue that any one research effort or any combination is clearly  ■

superior in predicting vulnerability to conflict. These measures have not been systemati-
cally compared to actual outbreaks of violence, and many failed to indicate that seemingly 
stable authoritarian countries such as Libya were particularly vulnerable. Whether there 
is a relationship between rankings of states and actual subsequent conflict onsets remains 
to be analyzed.
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Introduction

Surveys and indices suggest that as many as 20 to 30 percent of states today are deeply vulner-
able to armed domestic conflict.1 Such countries are a constant threat to international peace 
and security—a reality recognized in the top-level priorities at the United Nations, by the 
National Security Strategy of the United States, and around the world.2

Responsive to this threat,3 the number and quality of broadly comparative, quantitative ap-
proaches to understanding—and possibly anticipating—such conflict have expanded. Quanti-
tative approaches have been used to track the frequency of armed conflict, its intensity, patterns 
of termination, and consequences. With respect to anticipating conflict, quantitative research 
that compares countries globally or regionally on a dizzying array of hypothesized conflict-
related variables allows us to evaluate the association of possible underlying vulnerabilities to 
violence. This research has been particularly important in understanding that conflict propen-
sity is deeply and directly associated with state fragility and that weak states are promising 
settings for insurgent and nonstate militias to emerge.4

Uncertainty about future conflict remains high. Studies show that the overall frequency 
of armed conflict is down since 1992, following an initial spike at the end of the Cold War. 
Paradoxically, however, the underlying vulnerabilities may be worsening globally, particularly 
in the context of repeated economic shocks and climate change.5 The past thus may not predict 
the future in terms of trends in armed conflict.

This paper provides a bird’s eye view—a meta-analysis—that compares various quantita-
tive measures of vulnerability to conflict. We seek to answer a question that has not been well 
addressed in this field: How do the principal quantitative measures of conflict vulnerability 
compare to one another? Other, related questions follow:

How do these projects suggest that their indices are similar to or different from others? ■

How do the measures actually correlate with each other? ■

What countries do the measures evaluate differently and why? ■

To what degree do the indices provide the same information as would one or a small set  ■

of key variables?

Comparing Approaches to Conflict Vulnerability

We are not the first to undertake such comparison. In a conceptually groundbreaking review 
for the Council on Foreign Relations, Monty Marshall found that models for anticipating 
conflict generally fall into three categories.6 First, the academic community has since the 1960s 
developed conditional and causal factor models, looking theoretically or with qualitative analysis 
to a focused driver or a small set of drivers and attentive to civil war (often associated with 
poverty and inequality), greed and grievance models of rebellion, and ethnonational and revo-
lutionary civil war. Second are predictive models, in which theoretical foundation and significant 
empirical research is directed at developing parsimonious explanatory systems. The work of 
the Political Instability Task Force (PITF) is prominent here. Finally, general risk and capacity 
models look to drivers that indicate ability to manage conflict over a relatively long period, and 
seek to identify the likelihood that a state will experience conflict, rather than to predict when 
instability might appear.

Marshall identified four measures in particular in this third category: the Failed and Frag-
ile States Index of the Country Indicators for Foreign Policy (CIPF) system at Carleton 
University, the Failed States Index (FSI) developed by Pauline Baker and used by the Fund 
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for Peace, the State Fragility Index (SFI) originally developed by the IRIS Center at the 
University of Maryland and carried by Marshall to George Mason, and the Index of State 
Weakness (ISW) project by Susan Rice and Stewart Patrick for the Brookings Institution.7 
Marshall found high correlations across these measures, suggesting that analysts mostly agree 
about what they are measuring and how to measure it.

In a report for the German Development Institute and the United Nations Development 
Program, Javier Mata and Sebastian Ziaja conducted an extensive and more technical analysis 
of eleven measures of fragility.8 These included the four measures that Marshall identified 
as general risk and capacity models, and that are central also to our analysis in this report. 
Of their remaining seven measures, we also look here at two: the University of Maryland’s 
Peace and Conflict Instability Ledger (CIL) and the Economist Intelligence Unit’s Political 
Instability Index.

We considered three others Mata and Ziaja examined, but do not include them here be-
cause they focus on either issue or geography: the World Bank’s International Development 
Association Resource Allocation Index (IRAI), the Global Peace Index, and the World Peace 
Foundation Index of African Governance, which was initially sponsored by the Ibrahim Foun-
dation. Mata and Ziaja also reviewed the Bertelsmann Transformation Index of State Weak-
ness Index and the World Bank’s World Governance Indicator measure of political stability 
and the absence of violence.

The Mata and Ziaja analysis provides a useful review of the features of each measure. It 
also covers a great deal of ground: a set of standard descriptions (relevancy, quantification, 
accessibility, transparency, multicountry coverage, and information updating); validity and reli-
ability issues; source of data (including the degree to which projects use standard quantitative 
measures or expert assessments and the extent of data overlap across projects); the institutional 
home (academic, think tank, media); the variable and mixed use of index values, rankings, and 
categorizations; and approaches to visualization. The report looked at the intercorrelations of 
measures as well as at the degree of similarity in the ranking of the ten most fragile states. As 
our analysis does, it noted that most indices look at fragility in four dimensions: social, political, 
economic, and security.9

In a volume devoted primarily to considerations of their own CIPF measure, David Car-
ment, Stewart Prest, and Yiagadeesen Samy reviewed the relationships between it and the 
George Mason State Fragility Index, the Fund for Peace’s Failed State Index, the Brookings 
Index of State Weakness, and the World Bank’s low-income country under stress (LICUS) 
analysis measure—the Country Policy and International Assessment (CPIA) index.10 The re-
view also found high correlations across the measures11 and close relationships between them 
and several measures of development, including the log of GDP per capita and an inverted-U 
relationship with democracy level. The volume includes a useful literature review situating the 
study of fragility within a variety of social-science traditions.

The IFs System

Building on these earlier efforts, the International Futures (IFs) modeling system provides 
a unique platform for extending such comparison.12 The IFs project provides the capability 
to collect, scale, and compare multiple quantitative studies on various dimensions of inter-
national peace and conflict and to analyze their similarities and differences statistically. We 
undertake the analysis, which focuses on vulnerability to conflict, in two steps, qualitative and 
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quantitative. First, we consider the various series and indicators available on their own terms. 
Second, we explore the relationships among the various series and indicators.

We situate our study in the context of the literature on drivers of conflict and theoret-
ical approaches to vulnerability. This gives us a typology of vulnerable states to help guide 
subsequent analysis and interpret the results in relation to other findings. We then compare 
measures, using qualitative analysis, regression analysis, radial diagram presentation, and more 
general analysis to show how well, or how differently, some of the larger quantitative research 
projects compare. 

Overall, our hope is that this meta-analysis approach will help those in scholarly and policy 
environments understand and evaluate more fully the various quantitative series on conflict 
vulnerabilities. We view this project as an important step toward the IFs project’s goal of better 
forecasting the potential for conflict, thereby ameliorating or even avoiding it.

Conceptual Orientations and Approach

Before comparing measures of vulnerability to conflict, it is critical to define key terms  
and ideas. 

What Is Vulnerability?

The CIFP project focuses on failed and fragile states, presenting a fragility index. The Fund for 
Peace measures state failure. The Brookings Institution project looks at state weakness. In our view, 
a concept that links each of these studies, and lends them to comparative analysis, is vulnerability 
to conflict. This in turn relates to broader approaches to understanding causal drivers, risk, crisis, 
and the outbreak of armed conflict or other consequences of failure, fragility, or weakness.13 

Alternative theoretical orientations derived from the causes of conflict literature directly 
inform the content and measures of conflict vulnerability frameworks. The literature on un-
derlying causes of conflict typically explores two central questions: What are the underlying 
causes of conflict in a society? What are the dynamics, and therefore also the agency, that 
precipitate or accelerate the escalation of violence? Such causal analysis is an essential first step 
in preventing conflict, for example, as the backdrop to the more contingent stories about why 
and how a conflict escalates in any particular setting.14

The focus on the first question is critical. Most conflict assessment models first posit back-
ground conditions (drivers) of internal conflict as a set of preconditions that fuel escalation 
when a moment of crisis occurs.15 In our analysis here, we are interested in evaluating the 
research on conflict vulnerability in terms of leading theoretical orientations in the field of 
causes-of-conflict analysis. William Zartman, for example, argues that any single factor or 
exclusive theory of internal conflict, such as isolating greed (economics) or grievance (social 
psychological) determinants is “profoundly uninteresting”; instead, the intersection of need, 
creed, and greed offers the best hope for uncovering causal relationships.16 We need, in fact, to 
look still more broadly and to the interactions among putative root causes.

Vulnerability as a Spectrum

Conceptualizations of vulnerability may directly affect how the research projects we are com-
paring see any given country.17 Vulnerability to conflict is a spectrum, from fully collapsed or 
mostly failed states to stable ones.18 India, for example, does not routinely appear on the global 
lists of fragile states, and certainly not on those of failed states, but certain regions of India—
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such as Kashmir and some northeastern areas—do experience insurgencies, displacement, and 
high levels of militarization. Thus, it does appear in common measures of “conflict-affected 
states,” for example in the work of the Uppsala Conflict Data Program.19

Three states appear routinely at the top of fragility lists: Afghanistan, Democratic Republic 
of Congo (DRC), and Somalia. These countries are characterized by chronic, decades-long 
conflict during which the state has either collapsed or failed and the international commu-
nity’s state-building efforts have yielded little return. They typify conflict-induced humanitar-
ian emergency. Although all have a putative central government (even Somalia), most do not 
demonstrate enough authority, capacity, or legitimacy to minimally control their own territory 
or to provide basic services.

In a second tier are the commonly listed fragile or conflict-affected states, but identifying 
and ranking them along the spectrum gives rise to considerable dissonance among analysts 
and observers.20 For example, a theoretical perspective that emphasizes regime repression may 
rank a country like North Korea as particularly vulnerable to violence, whereas one that em-
phasizes ethnic differences may see it as less so. Likewise, Colombia sometimes makes this list 
because of the degree of recent and ongoing conflict in that country, whereas measures that 
rely on either deep-driver socioeconomic indicators, such as GDP per capita, or proneness to 
state failure may exclude it. In our analysis, it does not make the list (see appendix 3). Because 
of both their high vulnerability and the differences in their treatment by various measures, 
countries on this range of the spectrum animate our analysis.

A typology of countries with red-level vulnerability may help delineate subcategories. For 
instance, within the annual World Bank list of fragile states, four categories of vulnerability to 
conflict are distinguishable:21

autocratic regimes characterized by repression and misrule—for example, North Korea,  ■

Myanmar, or Zimbabwe
weak states unable to address widespread or acute poverty, suffering, or social   ■

grievances—for example, Haiti or Chad
states with deep internal ethnic and sectarian differences—for example, Bosnia- ■

Herzegovina or Iraq
states still in transition from previous conflicts or peacebuilding efforts—for example,  ■

Angola, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Liberia, Rwanda, or Sierra Leone22

In our assessment of how projects differ in the treatment of outlier countries (those for 
which vulnerability assessments differ), such a typology, might be useful. Other categories, 
however, would bring particular theoretical orientations—such as anocracies (mixed regimes) 
or recently changed governmental systems within a perspective focusing on regime type—to 
our attention. Like unhappy families for Tolstoy, fragile states tend to be fragile in unique 
ways,23 and typologies of subcategories can quickly become overwhelming.

The picture does not necessarily clarify when one considers the next tier, approximately 
seventy countries that show some but more limited vulnerability to conflict. These include, 
as mentioned, India and Colombia—middle-income countries that are generally higher-
capacity states but have acute subregional or protracted, localized conflicts. Additional ex-
amples include regions of China, Indonesia, Russia, and the Philippines, in which conflict 
is for the most part geographically isolated, and does not affect central state power or over-
all stability. Another example is Lebanon, where overall levels of economic development are 
middle income, with pockets of high levels of both wealth and poverty, and where internal 
dynamics remain tense and an escalation of violence is an ever-present possibility.
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Also included in this category are other subcategories: states with problematic societal con-
ditions (such as ethnic fragmentation, as in Ghana or Mexico, which often interacts with other 
drivers of conflict vulnerability such as competition for scarce productive land and pockets of 
extreme poverty); countries that may appear to have strong state capacity, but in which certain 
elements of vulnerability are significant (such as extreme income inequality in oil-exporting 
states); and autocratic regimes that may be vulnerable during moments of inevitable regime 
change (as in Belarus or—to take a recent example—Egypt). The imbroglio in Libya under-
scores that even these middle tier vulnerable countries are potentially vulnerable to state failure, 
given the right mix of external and internal precipitating conditions including factors such as 
primary commodity dependency.

Last is a group of about sixty countries—mostly the higher-income OECD states—in 
which vulnerability to internal armed conflict seems minimal. Even these states can be vulner-
able to episodes of social violence, however, such as riots or violent protest or even moments 
of subnational state failure (as some have suggested occurred following Hurricane Katrina in 
the United States). And these countries may not be considered very peaceful when measured 
against a criterion such as participation in wars abroad.24 However, high levels of socioeco-
nomic development, paired with significant state authority, capacity, and legitimacy, suggest 
that these countries are not at significant risk of internal armed conflict.

We are, of course, not the first to suggest a spectrum of classifications.25 In fact, the Brook-
ings analysis similarly identifies the bottom three countries, labeling them failed states; it refers 
to the bottom quintile as critically weak states and to the second quintile as weak states. The 
Bertelsmann project names failed states, very fragile states, fragile states, and remaining countries 
not classified. Although the Fund for Peace uses quartiles, Foreign Policy assigns names to its 
ranking: critical (1–20); in danger (21–40), and borderline (41–60). As Mata and Ziaja point out, 
such fixed category borders can be problematic in longitudinal analysis: for example, a country 
can move across category boundaries without a change in its index value, simply because of 
changes in other countries. For this reason we prefer the notion of a spectrum.26

Drivers of Vulnerability

Research on the underlying vulnerabilities tends to isolate the central factors of social, eco-
nomic, political, and security conditions that are common in countries affected by armed con-
flict and armed violence.27 Although attention to multiple and interactive effects makes much 
sense in the analysis of conflict, some literature has tended to try to identify leading or most 
salient variables. For instance, the work of Collier and his colleagues has emphasized eco-
nomic variables, particularly the importance of natural resources that allow access to “lootable 
goods.”28 Issues of natural resource management, especially of high-value commodities such as 
oil, access to employment, scarcity of water, food insecurity, lack of affordable and decent hous-
ing, or systematic economic discrimination—have all been seen as strong underlying drivers 
that have over time erupted into violent conflict.29

The social dimensions of vulnerability reflect a concern with the structure of society and 
the ways in which imbalances, discrimination, and the relationship between groups, economic 
opportunity, and the states interact.30 Leading theories today identify the overlap between 
social class deprivation and identity (particularly of marginalized minorities) as a critical and 
enduring cause of conflict. The state often exacerbates economic and social divisions, yielding 
political economy relationships of what are called horizontal inequalities. Thus ethnic frag-
mentation alone does not suggest vulnerability to conflict. Rather, such vulnerability normally 
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reflects a history of ethnic enmity, transboundary ethnic ties, and ethnic discrimination or 
marginalization.

Several studies have evaluated the importance of demographic factors on conflict 
vulnerability,31 as has research that looks at migration as both a cause and consequence  
of conflict. Some social instability may also arise from rapid urbanization, in which  
deprivation in and around burgeoning developing world cities can create conditions of  
human insecurity.32

Denial of essential human needs is a critical, micro-level category of vulnerability. Coun-
tries at the bottom of the global rankings on human development also tend to be susceptible 
to conflict; thus a vicious cycle between underdevelopment and conflict is hypothesized. For 
example, today’s most severe food security crises are in conflict-affected countries.33 Typically, 
measures of essential human needs and human development, such as the UNDP Human De-
velopment Index, indicate vulnerability to conflict, particularly components of these indices 
that most clearly suggest serious human suffering, such as infant or child mortality.

Governance matters for conflict vulnerability in two ways: state strength and regime type 
(or the character of governance). Indeed, it is the axis around which the vulnerabilities to 
conflict interact with the official and unofficial institutions and processes through which social 
conflict is to be managed. The type of regime is seen as a critical factor—the more repressive 
a regime, such as in authoritarian settings, the greater the likelihood that it will engage in 
conflict internally (for purposes of repression) or with other democratic states.34 Thus measures 
of vulnerability to conflict should incorporate variables such as the level of militarization and 
repression by a state. Critical in this regard is the analysis of the human rights performance 
of a state, in particular human rights violations: some indices, for example, include levels of 
extrajudicial killings as an indicator.

The relationships between governance, especially regime type, and vulnerability to conflict 
are not, however, monotonic. That is, mixed regimes or partial democracies tend to be more 
vulnerable than either democracies or autocracies.35 One of the weaknesses of most of the 
measures that we review in the next section is that they tend to build in variables as if their 
contributions to vulnerability are always consistently increasing or decreasing.

Looking more broadly at the security environment, criminality, lawlessness, and threats 
of armed violence are also closely related to conflict vulnerability. Indeed, interest in evaluat-
ing the interaction among social violence, vulnerability to armed conflict, and actual occur-
rence of armed violence is increasing.36 For example, some researchers emphasize analysis of 
violence against women as an overall indicator of the state’s propensity for involvement in 
violent conflict.37

Vulnerability to conflict can also arise from regional effects, such as tangible spillovers 
including rebel incursions, transborder migration, external minorities, or a phalange of condi-
tions summarized as “regional conflict complexes.”38 Transborder flows of resources, recruits, 
and small arms are also factors in regional vulnerabilities. Likewise, cross-border support for 
rebel forces by hostile neighboring governments has also been seen as a component of regional 
instabilities that affect vulnerability to violence, especially in southwestern Asia and in several 
subregions in Africa. One can divide the security-condition variables into human security 
from regime repression, security-related vulnerabilities from intrastate conditions, and regional 
and global security effects.

Many vulnerable countries are conflict recidivists. The risk of new conflict is very much 
a function of experience of internal conflict or civil war.39 These fragile and conflict affected 
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states appear chronically (at least for some) stuck in a vicious cycle of governance failures,  
development catastrophes, and self-perpetuating conflict dynamics.

Given this richness of potential causality concerning vulnerability to conflict, it is  
not surprising that measures will vary in the assessment of countries. We turn now to an 
analysis of that variation.

Measuring Vulnerability

This project is interested in quantitative, macro-level indexes that explore state vulnerability 
to domestic conflict. Regardless of the specific terminology of the measure, we have chosen 
indices to compare that meet the criteria that the measures clearly focus on vulnerability in a 
broad sense and are publicly available, current, and global in scope. Those criteria generated 
six indices. Table 1 lists the names of the measures along with their institutional affiliation, 
associated scholars, and dates of publications.

A variety of sources describe each of these projects, the most useful generally being their 
websites. The following publications directly address the indices:

Pauline Baker, Failed States Index (Washington, DC: Fund for Peace, 2009), www. ■

fundforpeace.org
David Carment, “Country Ranking Table 2007,”  ■ Country Indicators for Foreign Policy, 
www.careleton.ca/cifp/app/ffs_ranking.php
Joseph Hewitt, Jonathan Wilkenfeld, and Ted Robert Gurr,  ■ Peace and Conflict 2010 
(College Park: Center for International Development and Conflict Management, 
University of Maryland)
Monty G. Marshall and Benjamin R. Cole,  ■ Global Report 2009: Conflict, Governance, and 
State Fragility (Vienna, VA: Center for Systemic Peace, George Mason University),  
www.systemicpeace.org/Global%20Report%202009%20Executive%20Summary.pdf
Susan Rice and Stewart Patrick,  ■ Index of State Weakness in the Developing World 
(Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 2008), www.brookings.edu/reports/2008/02_
weak_states_index.aspx
Economist Intelligence Unit, “Political Instability Index,”  ■ ViewsWire, http://viewswire.
eiu.com/site_info.asp?info_name=social_unreast_table&page=noads&rf=0

Measure Institution Project Leader Coverage

Index of State Weakness in the 
Developing World

Brookings Susan Rice and 
Stewart Patrick

2008

Conflict Indicators for  
Foreign Policy Fragile States 
Index

Carleton David B. Carment 2007

Political Instability Index EIU 2007, 2010

Failed States Index Fund for Peace Pauline Baker 2005–10

State Fragility Index George Mason Monty Marshall 1995, 2001, 2007, 
2008, 2009

Conflict Instability Ledger Maryland Joseph Hewitt, 
Jonathan Wilken-
feld, Ted Gurr

2008, 2010

Table 1. Measures of  Vulnerability to Domestic Conflict: Origins and Basic Information

Source: Authors’ compilation
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Most of the indices we considered but did not include had distinctly different conceptu-
alizations of state vulnerability to conflict. For example, we omitted the Global Peace Index 
because it measured the presence or absence of domestic and international conflict associated 
with one country. Although external conflict sometimes does have a strong association with 
state weakness and failure, it is a different phenomenon. Because their focus is narrower, we 
did not include other measures, including some more closely related to governance quality; 
examples include the IDA Resource Allocation Index, the Freedom House Countries at the 
Crossroads measure, and the Bertelsmann Transformation Index. We also omitted the World 
Governance Indicator on Political Stability and the Absence of Violence, which reflects the 
level of instability more than the vulnerability to it. Finally, the Ibrahim Index of governance, 
which we also looked at in preliminary analysis, is both more specialized in issue focus and its 
geographic focus on Africa. In preliminary analysis, we explored correlations of such measures 
with each other and with the six measures examined here, finding that each evaluates or ranks 
countries quite differently from the ones that we chose and from each other.

We have chosen to compare six measures with four general methodological approaches. 
Our first approach is to look at them qualitatively. We begin the qualitative consideration 
by asking how the projects themselves define what they are measuring, their objectives, 
and their basic approach. We continue by identifying in four standard categories (social, 
economic, political, and security) the key variables, or at least groupings of them, that the 
measures tap. This should tell us much about what the projects believe they do similarly 
and differently.

Our second approach involves quantitative comparison of the measures across all 183 
countries of the IFs system that provide values or ranks (using values whenever possible). That 
comparison has two elements. The first is simply intercorrelation of all measures with one 
another. The second is more sophisticated: we rescale all the measures to a common range and 
valence—higher positive values then indicating more vulnerability—and compare the gener-
ated values in both graphical and tabular forms. This approach provides considerable initial 
insight into how comparable the measures are. In this process, we also compare the measures 
to the average value across the indices for each of the 183 countries, fully understanding, of 
course, that the average is not necessarily better than any or all of the individual measures. The 
computation of that average, however, also allows us to say something about the spectrum of 
vulnerability to conflict we discussed earlier. We use the average evaluations to divide countries 
into four categories of vulnerability more systematically than the common arbitrary divisions 
by percentiles or even-numbered sets (such as the top twenty or top forty).

The third approach turns to specific countries. We identify countries about which the mea-
sures most agree and, especially, disagree. We use radial diagram presentation to help us explore 
the differences across measures for these countries. Although it is an interesting digression 
rather than a continued comparison across measures, in the subsection on specific countries we 
also look at the way in which the values defined by the spectrum analysis (associated with ap-
proach 2) compares to a series of important development indicators, including GDP per capita 
and the human development index (HDI). We also add a temporal element to that analysis, 
looking at how the evolution of those key variables relates to the contemporary categories of 
the spectrum.

The fourth approach turns back to correlation analysis across all countries, but moves to 
an exploration of the relationship between the indices and discrete development variables. 
Specifically, we take advantage of the very large database in IFs to correlate each of the 
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measures with multiple variables in the social, economic, political, and security categories. 
Identifying the highest relationships for each measure helps us identify the relative emphases 
of the projects.

Collectively, these four approaches allow us to better understand (considerably) the simi-
larities and differences between the measures.

Approach 1: Qualitative Consideration 

We first look at the measures on their own terms, and then consider the variables they tap.

self-Description

How do the measures identify and define the variable of interest to them, what are the objec-
tives of the projects, and what is the core of their methodology? Again, we invite the reader to 
consider the review of these and other measures by Mata and Ziaja, who consider these issues 
at greater length than we can here.40 Table 2 summarizes that information for the six indices.

We do not devote particular attention to their use of terminology because it is not at 
all consistent across analyses. For instance, the Failed States Index of the Fund for Peace 
(also published in summary by Foreign Policy) is clearly not a measurement of failed states 
against any common definition of that term. It is instead a broader measure of vulnerability 
to conflict. The attention of other projects to fragile states (Carleton and George Mason), 
state weakness (Brookings), and political instability (the EIU) convey more clearly a focus on 
vulnerability to conflict.

Yet the terminology of Maryland, conflict instability, begins to suggest a sharper focus 
on anticipating the escalation of conflict, not just on assessing the relative probability of it, as 
might be implicit in measuring the extent of state fragility and therefore of a country’s ability 
to avoid it. Mata and Ziaja point out also how Maryland’s focus shapes the distribution of their 
characterization of states, with a relatively few countries given high values and most assigned 
low values, a skewed distribution of values relative to the more normal distributions assigned 
by other projects.41

One might therefore conclude, and the definition of project purpose to some degree sug-
gests, that the focus is to a greater degree on prediction, not predilection.42 Yet this is fuzzy 
territory across the various projects, because all certainly recognize that the escalation of con-
flict in any period is probabilistic and that point predictions (conflict or the lack of it) are not 
meaningful. And that is borne out again by the Fund for Peace, which, though it identifies 
early warning of state failure as a project objective, highly correlates with the measures of 
fragility in projects that talk less about forecasting. A third project that explicitly address-
es predicting conflict is the Economist Intelligence Unit’s. The EIU measure, however, has 
many hybrid characteristics that partly link it to the Maryland measure, but also tie it fairly 
closely to the measures that explicitly target fragility (and risk) and more often forgo language 
around prediction.

In turning to the methodology of the projects, we see three key distinctions emerge 
rather quickly. First, most measures explicitly aggregate many variables or measurements 
across the four issue areas—social, economic, political, and security. The major exception 
is again the Maryland CIL measure. It builds explicitly on the analysis of the Political 
Instability Task Force, earlier the State Failure Task Force. It defines its dependent variable 
in terms of that project’s notion of state failure, namely Gurr’s conceptualization and data 
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of revolutionary wars, ethnic wars, adverse regime changes, and genocides or politicides. 
Using a range of traditional and innovative statistical methods, the task force found the 
strongest predictive model to include infant mortality, trade openness, regime consistency, 
and neighborhood effects.43 In rather sharp contrast to other projects, the CIL measure 
largely restricts itself to this rather parsimonious set of variables, along with militarization. 
We shall see how this orientation and approach also leads to a relatively lower correlation 
between the CIL measure and other measures. The EIU project indicates its attention to 
the PITF findings and approach, but in reality draws on a much wider set of variables 
across the four categories and is therefore a kind of hybrid approach.

A second key methodological difference is the degree to which data sources are standard, 
widely available, and transparent. Although we indicated earlier that we tried to select methods 
for review that drew on available data sources, the Fund for Peace uses a proprietary content-
analysis system called Conflict Assessment System Tool (CAST) that is not available to and 
therefore replicable by others. With respect to Carleton University’s CIFP, the structural com-
ponents of the index are fully transparent and created from a comprehensive list of variables 
available on their website and in other documentation. However, taking these structural indi-
cators of stability and translating them into the Authority-Legitimacy-Capacity framework—
the underlying components of the broader index—is not made fully transparent.

A third distinction across the six indices is their treatment of issues of governance. State 
fragility and failure is ultimately a condition that arises from inadequate governance. Some 
indicators reduce governance to a series of descriptive variables, such as the Brookings mea-
sure, which uses World Bank, Transparency International, and Freedom House measures. Two 
indicators stand out, however, in their more explicit and extensive treatment of the issue of 
governance across subindices. First is the work of George Mason University, which separates 
the four categories for indicators into two subcategories: effectiveness and legitimacy. The work 
of Carleton University takes this further, and reprocesses the subindices into three governance 
characteristics: authority, legitimacy, and capacity.

The many other methodological differences we leave for others to discuss.44

Issue Coverage

As discussed earlier, the components of the measures of state fragility typically fall in the fol-
lowing categories: social, political, economic, or security. Table 3 highlights the treatment of 
the six indices of variables within each category. We do not include an environmental variables 
category and, in general, the indices do not build on them; the CIPF Fragile States Index of 
Carleton is an exception.

What conclusions emerge from a cursory review? All projects use variables in each of the 
categories to some degree. Based solely on the extent of the listings in each category, it might 
appear that Carleton’s index coverage is among the most exhaustive with respect to variables in 
each category, perhaps especially with respect to human development. We need to recognize, 
of course, that extensive coverage of all the categories might not lead to significantly different 
results than moderate or even fairly light coverage, given the tendency for variables within 
categories to cluster and for original data sources to be similar.

The University of Maryland’s Conflict Instability Ledger is at the opposite extreme, with 
only one or two variables in each category. Whereas a subindex with three to four variables in 
a category might well correlate fairly highly with one based on ten variables, it is less likely that 
a single variable will correlate as strongly with that same subindex based on ten. This is one of 

The components of 
the measures of state 
fragility typically fall in 

the following categories: 
social, political, economic, 

or security.
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the reasons we see a result in using quantitative comparisons of measures (approach 2)—most 
indices do correlate highly with each other, even though the extent and specifics of variable 
treatment within categories differs significantly. But the CIL measure, with its parsimony, 
tends to be an outlier.

The other outlier in terms of correlations is the EIU’s Political Instability Index. Table 3 
suggests that one reason lies in the specifics of the variables it taps. It draws on many other in-
dices, rather than tapping standard discrete variables, as other indices tend to do. It also directs 
more attention, within the human development category, to variables and indices that reflect 
dimensions of social inequality and division than to those that reflect average deprivation, 
though it does pick up infant mortality.

More generally, the full specification of the variables (the table sample is not exhaustive), 
the relationships among them (including the extent of intercorrelation across variables), and 
the explicit weighting systems of the projects all affect the degree to which indices represent 
variable groupings differentially. Approach 4, examining the actual correlations between the 
indices and key underlying variables, returns our attention to this topic.

Approach 2: Quantitative Analysis

We now build on our first approach to comparison, which was entirely qualitative and descrip-
tive, and explore the intercorrelation among the measures. First, we look at the strength of 
linear relationships between measures by studying the R-squared values among the six indices. 
We then take each index, standardize it, compute an average across all indices, and compare 
the indices visually and numerically with each other and the average. We conclude that the 
indices fall clearly into three categories. Four of the indices most clearly focus on state fragil-
ity and relate highly to each other: the Brookings, Carleton University, Fund for Peace, and 
George Mason University measures. The University of Maryland measure and the Economist 
Intelligence Unit indices stand somewhat apart from the other four and do not appear to be 
measuring the same things, hence three categories rather than two.

Intercorrelation

Table 4 displays the covariation between each of the six indicators, as measured by the square 
of the Pearson product-moment correlation—without transformation of the indices, thereby 
picking up the linear relationship. As indicated, four of these measures correlate quite highly 
with each other, most near or above R-squared values of 0.8.45 The one that fits least well in 
that group of four is the Failed States Index of the Fund for Peace. Nonetheless, its R-squared 
relationships with the other three in the cluster are just below 0.8 and the measure clearly is 
more one of fragility than, say the Maryland measure, which more self-consciously provides 
alerts of possible failure.

The R-squared values linking both the Conflict Instability Ledger of the University of 
Maryland and the Political Instability Index of the Economist Intelligence Unit with the four 
fragility measures are still almost all at or above 0.4. This remains a decidedly high relationship, 
a covariation of 40 percent or more. Thus overlap between the enterprises of searching for high 
probabilities of state failure or conflict onset and mapping levels of fragility would appear to 
be considerable. The lowest relationship is that between the EIU and Brookings indices (0.27). 
Whereas the EIU looks to social divisions and poor governance, Brookings is more attuned to 
human development.

Overlap between the 
enterprises of searching 
for high probabilities of 
state failure or conflict 

onset and mapping levels 
of fragility would appear 

to be considerable. 
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The two outliers, the Maryland and Economist indices, link with a relatively modest R-
squared (0.3). The Maryland index is, as it claims to be, a scion of the Political Instability Task 
Force model for forecasting episodes of state failure, paying much less attention to differen-
tiating the level of fragility among countries not most subject to such failure. Predicting state 
failure requires a model to be tied to the historic onset of failed states. The gold standard for 
such a model is that of the Political Instability Task Force. The only index that rigorously ad-
heres to the findings of the PITF is the Conflict Instability Ledger. We should therefore not be 
surprised that the CIL produces results different than shown by measures of state weakness.

The Political Instability Index of the Economist Intelligence Unit is considerably different 
in devoting much attention to social divisiveness and weakness in governance. Although the 
EIU methodology claims to adhere to the PITF model, its selection of variables is notably 
different from that of the CIL. A thread of work in the PITF focuses on fractionalization,46 
and though the Maryland measure does not pick that up, the Economist measure does. The 
Economist measure blends that emphasis, however, with variables that owe more to the gover-
nance emphasis of work in the World Bank. Moreover, it also gives attention to past instability, 
which the CIL and, somewhat surprisingly, the PITF model itself does not. We see the Politi-
cal Instability Index as a hybrid in a class of its own.

Index Values and Distribution

Although the correlations tell us much about the relationships of the indices, they cannot help 
us determine the similarities and differences, especially with respect to the distributional char-
acteristics across the vulnerability spectrum. To help with that, the first step required was to 
rescale the measures for comparability, because they tend to have different numerical systems 
and even valences, whether higher is better or worse.

We adjusted the valences so that on each adjusted index higher positive numbers convey 
more fragility. We then computed the mean and standard deviation of each measure across all 
countries for which the projects provide assessments, using most recent evaluations in each 

George Mason: 
State Fragility

Brookings: State 
Weakness in De-
veloping World

Fund for Peace: 
Failed States

Carleton: 
Foreign Policy 
Fragile States

EIU: Political 
Instability

Maryland: Con-
flict Instability

George Mason: state 
fragility

— 0.82 0.78 0.85 0.43 .055

brookings: state 
Weakness in  
Developing World

— — 0.77 0.84 0.27 .042

fund for Peace: 
failed states

— — — 0.89 0.57 0.37

Carleton:  
foreign Policy fragile 
states

— — — — 0.52 0.46

eiu: Political 
instability

— — — — — 0.3

Maryland: Conflict 
instability

— — — — — —

Table 4. Correlation Matrix of Measures of Vulnerability to Domestic Conflict

Source: Authors’ compilation
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case—and fully recognizing that the distributions are not always normal, in fact wanting to see 
the character of distributions. We then computed derivative indices that recoded each country-
index value by the number of standard deviations above or below the index mean.

Although it would be possible to compare these rescaled indices directly, we took an ad-
ditional step to create a common basis for comparison of the indices. We computed a simple 
average of the six indices and rank ordered all countries from highest to lowest average values. 
This has the added value of giving us a sense of how the indices collectively see fragility or state 
failure potential across countries. Figure 1 shows the average (the orange line) which is the col-
lective judgment of the six index projects on country rankings. The Y-axis indicates the number 
of standard deviations above or below the mean of all countries and the countries are arrayed 
(but not named) in descending order of likelihood of fragility or state failure. Interestingly, the 
three countries at the high end of the average are Afghanistan (2.23 above the mean), Somalia 
(2.15), and the Democratic Republic of the Congo (2.08). There is a gap between these three, 
arguably the most nearly failed or failing states in the system, and Burundi (1.62). Appendix 1 
lists all countries in the descending order and provides the standard deviations on each index.

In addition to the ranked averages across indices, figure 1 also includes the recoded values 
for each country in the most recent year from the six indices. Thus, for instance, the value in 
the extreme upper left is the value of the Conflict Instability Ledger score for Somalia, 4.0 
standard deviations above the average value assigned to countries by the CIL.

Remarkably, all six indices show a rather tight distribution around the average. Despite us-
ing different input variables and combinatorial methods for exploring the issue of state fragility 
or failure, and using data from somewhat different years, these approaches have come to some-
thing of a consensus on the states that are failed or especially fragile and those that are not. 
This could indicate a kind of group think, whereby assessments of vulnerability don’t actually 
measure but instead simply reflect the generally accepted paradigm, or it could be a remarkable 
convergence of insight on what constitutes vulnerability.

The patterns for the indices relative to each other and to the average values are important. 
For instance, the Maryland CIL and the Economist’s Political Instability Index appear to pro-
vide the greatest spread around the average, which is consistent with their lower correlations 
with other measures and with direct analysis of variation around the average we provide.

But there is more. The Maryland measure has an interesting pattern in which a small 
number of states appear well above the average values (in the upper left of the figure) but the 
larger number appears below the average (except for the far right of the figure, where the mea-
sure does not distinguish among the least vulnerable states). This pattern is consistent with a 
measure trying to identify countries most at risk of failure and less interested in distinguishing 
them. What are the countries it so identifies? Those placed two or more standard deviations 
above the average are Afghanistan (4.00), Niger (3.27), Burundi (2.92), the DRC (2.77), Dji-
bouti (2.66), Ethiopia (2.49), Mali (2.37), Nigeria (2.34), Tanzania (2.30),47 Zambia (2.16) 
and Sierra Leone (2.05). Interestingly, the CIL places Somalia considerably lower (1.25). One 
might disagree with this set, but the measure clearly differentiates its assessments of states at 
the very most vulnerable end of the spectrum from the rest.

Interestingly, with respect to its self-definition, the other index aimed at so distinguishing 
those most likely to experience conflict—the EIU measure—demonstrates a different pat-
tern. It ranks only two countries even 1.5 standard deviations above its mean value, namely 
Chad (1.84) and the DRC (1.62). The next highest is Cambodia (1.48). It places Afghanistan 
lower (1.34) and does not assign a value to Somalia, perhaps because many of its series are not 

Countries are arrayed . . . 
in descending order of 
likelihood of fragility or 
state failure. The three 

countries at the high 
end of the average are 

Afghanistan, Somalia, and 
the Democratic Republic 

of the Congo. 
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available for that country. More generally, the visual image of the EIU’s valuations for coun-
tries is of a considerable scatter well above and below the average valuations, with relatively 
high values (0.5 to 1.0 standard deviations) assigned to a substantial number of countries 
that others consider not to be very fragile. It could be that focus on social fragmentation and 
socioeconomic inequality contributes significantly to this pattern.

The Brookings Index of State Weakness provides another pattern. Almost in the character 
of a measure of state failure, it places three countries much higher than all others: Somalia 
(3.41), Afghanistan (2.73), and the DRC (2.72). No other country has a transformed value 
on the index of more than 2.0 standard deviations. At the same time, however, and unlike the 
Maryland index, it quite clearly distinguishes among remaining countries, and its ranking is 
quite similar to that of the average across indices. Otherwise, it and the other three measures 
are hard visually to break out of the overall pattern. We will focus on these four most similar 
measures shortly, looking at them by themselves to see their patterns more clearly.

Supplementing the earlier correlation analysis, table 5 shows the variation of the six 
indices relative to the average values across indices. The statistical measure in the table is the 
sum of squared errors, which does not mean that larger values are inherently in error, only 
that the sum of squared values relative to the average line is larger. Not surprisingly, we once 
again clearly see that the two outlier indices remain as such. The other four measures fall 
into a relatively narrow band, but the Carleton and George Mason measures are closest to 
the overall average.

This clustering of the four measures that appear most sharply focused on state fragility 
suggests the value of looking at them separately from the other two. Figure 2 does this. We 
recompute the average values (the orange line again) only from the four measures, rerank 
all countries, and display the average value with the specific ones for the fragility indices.  
Appendix 2 includes the four measures and the new average computation.

A much tighter fit around the average is clear in figure 2. Two indices stand out some-
what in terms of relatively higher discrimination. As discussed earlier, the Brookings mea-
sure sharply differentiates Somalia, Afghanistan, and the Democratic Republic of the Congo 
from other countries. Less sharply, but fairly clearly, George Mason’s State Fragility Index 
also distinguishes a small set of countries from the others, namely Somalia (2.48), the DRC 
(2.17), Sudan (also 2.17), and Afghanistan (2.04). After that the values fall to Chad and 
Myanmar (both at 1.86).

Somewhat surprisingly, given its self-defined emphasis on state failure, the Fund for 
Peace assessments are considerably flatter across the entire range of countries. Still, the top 

index sse

Conflict Indicators for Foreign Policy Fragile States Index, Carleton 15.5

State Fragility Index, George Mason 15.8

Failed States Index, Fund for Peace 21.8

Index of State Weakness in the Developing World, Brookings 29.3

Political Instability Index, EIU 59.1

Conflict Instability Ledger, Maryland 60.9

Table 5. Sum of Squared Errors around Adjusted Mean: Domestic Vulnerability to Conflict

Source: Authors’ compilation



23

-3-2-101234

0
20

40
60

80
10

0
12

0
14

0
16

0
18

0
20

0

C
ou

nt
rie

s 
by

 D
es

ce
nd

in
g 

Av
er

ag
e 

of
 S

ta
nd

ar
d 

D
ev

ia
tio

ns
 A

cr
os

s 
In

di
ce

s

St
at

e 
Fr

ag
ilit

y 
In

de
x,

G
eo

rg
e 

M
as

on
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

In
de

x 
of

 S
ta

te
 W

ea
kn

es
s

in
 th

e 
D

ev
el

op
in

g 
W

or
ld

,
Br

oo
ki

ng
s

Fa
ile

d 
St

at
es

 In
de

x,
 

Fu
nd

 fo
r P

ea
ce

C
on

fli
ct

 In
di

ca
to

rs
 fo

r
Fo

re
ig

n 
Po

lic
y 

Fr
ag

ile
St

at
es

 In
de

x,
 

C
ar

le
to

n 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

Av
er

ag
e

St
an

da
rd

 D
ev

ia
tio

ns
 fo

r M
ea

ns
 o

f I
nd

iv
id

ua
l I

nd
ic

es

Fi
gu

re
 2.

 D
om

es
tic

 C
on

fli
ct

 ar
ou

nd
 A

dj
us

te
d 

M
ea

n

So
ur

ce
: A

ut
ho

rs
’ c

al
cu

la
tio

n



24

PeaCeWorKs 72

end shows discrimination. The index places Somalia at the top (1.81), followed by Chad 
(1.77), Sudan (1.71), Zimbabwe (1.64), the DRC (1.63), Afghanistan (1.60), and Iraq (1.51). 
The Carleton rankings are similarly flatter than those of Brookings or George Mason. Its 
ranking is Sudan (1.83), Somalia (1.81), Afghanistan (1.73), Iraq (1.59), the DRC (1.55) 
and Yemen (1.51).

Using average Values

Earlier we laid out the concept of a spectrum of countries across different levels of vulnerability 
to conflict. We identified four categories: failing or failed states, fragile or conflict-affected 
states, states with more limited vulnerability to conflict, and states with no significant vulner-
ability. We can use the average values across the transformed indices to help define and refine 
such a spectrum. The average standard deviations of countries above and below the means of 
their respective indices are a useful set of cut-offs. With either six indices (appendix 1) or four 
indices (appendix 2), only three countries are more than 2.0 standard deviations above the 
means; with four indices (the benchmark we will use here), their ordering is Somalia, Afghani-
stan, and the Democratic Republic of the Congo. Below them, the average value drops to 1.86 
for Sudan and 1.63 for Iraq.

Between 0.5 and 2.0 standard deviations are forty-eight states we can call fragile. The break 
between those states and the next tier is admittedly arbitrary. Gambia, Sri Lanka, and Algeria 
close out the listing of fragile states and Mali, Papua New Guinea, and Lesotho begin the 
ranking of another seventy-two in the category of more limited vulnerability to conflict. Al-
though the borderline is fuzzy, most of the states in the two categories are more clearly distinct. 
In this third category, states are likely to have one or more elements of weakness in the social, 
economic, political, or security categories, but generally considered by consensus to be stable.

The remaining fifty-nine countries (more than 0.5 standard deviations on average below 
their index means) are primarily OECD and upper middle-income countries and for the most 
part have very limited vulnerability to conflict. Again, the border is fuzzy and therefore some-
what arbitrary. The states at the bottom of the third tier are Albania, Qatar, and Mexico, and 
those at the top of the fourth are Botswana, Samoa, and Bahrain. Members of this fourth tier 
generally enjoy high income, human development, and stable governance.

Although somewhat arbitrary, the approach 3 analysis shows that there are clear and im-
portant divisions across these spectrum categories. The measures, individually and collectively, 
identify significant differences across them.

Approach 3: Country-Specific Analysis

The third approach in comparing the indices is to explore more deeply the way in which they 
treat individual countries. We first consider those the indices treat most similarly and most 
differently, with particular attention to the latter. We find that discerning any clear patterns in 
the differential representation of countries is difficult.

We also look across individual countries with respect to the spectrum of vulnerability to 
conflict discussed throughout this paper. We find that the failing and fragile countries, those in 
which we are inherently most interested, have some important special characteristics.

Here we also present what was earlier called a digression. We look at how the spectrum 
frames not only the current position of countries on a number of important variables, but also 
over time. Although a digression, this discussion does reinforce the utility of looking at each 
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category of countries individually, and thus reinforces our decision with approach 4 to focus on 
the countries in the fragile category.

Interrelationships

Figure 3 presents a radial diagram of the transformed (and therefore comparable) evaluations 
by the six indices of the ten countries they treat most similarly. Values near the rim of the 
diagram indicate greater fragility and those near the center indicate less (or more stability). 
It is interesting that these ten countries range from high (Iraq) to low (Brazil) fragility and, 
although African countries predominate, they are scattered across the world. There is no obvi-
ous pattern.

It is, of course, the countries with the most difference across indices that particularly inter-
est us and also where we might expect to find patterns. Figure 4 shows the ten states with the 
least overall agreement, as measured by the standard deviation of the six standardized mea-
sures. Only countries with measurements from all six indices were used for this analysis. We 
have countries that are previously failed (Afghanistan), fragile (Burundi, also previously failed), 
and not as vulnerable (Argentina and Latvia). Again, geographic variation is considerable and 
patterns are difficult to discern.

The two outlier indices do, however, once again stand out somewhat. The Conflict Instabil-
ity Ledger, as we have seen, generates relatively higher values for a select few countries that it 
identifies as particularly prone to internal conflict or state failure, specifically, Afghanistan, Ni-
ger, Burundi, Mali, and Tanzania. In contrast, we have seen that the CIL tends to provide lower 
values, relative to its own mean, than other indices for more stable countries such as Argentina 
do. Somewhat surprisingly, however, it provides a lower value for the Sudan, probably because 
the index includes no variable explicitly representing recent conflict such as that in Darfur; this 
is a somewhat curious element of its formulation given the degree to which past conflict is a 
strong predictor of future conflict, and reflects its deep roots in PITF work, which similarly 
does not connect prediction of conflict to past levels.

Interestingly, the EIU Political Instability value for Argentina exceeds that of Ethiopia, and 
the value for Latvia exceeds that of either Tanzania or Rwanda. Most indices rank these in the 
other order. This reversal suggests that somehow—and this was not so clear from our earlier 
self-characterizations-based discussion of variables tapped—the measure may be weighting 
economic fragility (vulnerability to economic shocks and contagions) rather higher than politi-
cal fragility.

We can reinforce this comparison of the two outlier measures with the four relatively more 
similar fragility measures by doing so more directly. Figures 5 and 6 compare both measures 
separately with the other four in combination. Figure 5 looks at the ten countries for which the 
valuation by the Conflict Instability Ledger most exceeds the average value of the four fragility 
measures. These states appear to include some of the worst performers in terms of development 
indicators—with the obvious exception of Finland and the surprising inclusion of Botswana, 
one of the best performing countries of Africa. Overall, the diagram shows again the influence 
of both the measure’s PITF roots, including the power of infant mortality, and the degree to 
which the measure purposefully emphasizes the least stable countries. The measure also identi-
fies both Tanzania and Botswana as more vulnerable to conflict than the average of other mea-
sures does, which is somewhat surprising; because AIDS prevalence increases infant mortality, 
it is quite possible that the high CIL weight on that measure explains the result.
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State Fragility Index, George Mason University

Poli�cal Instability Index, Economist Intelligence Unit

Index of State Weakness in the Developing World,
Brookings

Failed States Index, Fund for Peace

Conflict Instability Ledger, University of Maryland

Conflict Indicators for Foreign Policy Fragile States Index,
Carleton University

Figure 3. Ten Countries, Measures of Vulnerability to Domestic Conflict Most Similar

Source: Authors’ calculation

The countries the EIU measure ranks most vulnerable relative to the four most similar 
fragility indicators (see figure 6) are a very different set. Note the inclusion of all three Baltic 
republics, as well as other states greatly affected by the global financial crisis, such as Greece 
and Iceland. We might almost expect to see Spain, Portugal, and Ireland here—countries that 
would round out the list of the so-called PIGS (Portugal, Ireland, Greece, and Spain). Clearly, 
this measure is more responsive to economic risk than one might expect from a measure called 
a political instability index.

Based on our approach 1 analysis, we labeled the EIU measure something of a hybrid for 
two reasons. First is its seeming attention in part (at least in its self-definition) to the approach 
of the PITF in combination with the selection of variables across social, economic, political 
and security categories more like the fragility measures. Second is its seemingly high attention 
to governance variables like those of the World Bank. Those characterizations may be true, 
but this more empirical analysis does suggest a different kind of hybrid character, perhaps 
more deeply rooted in the institutional home of the index, namely, a blending of political and 
economic risk.

Table 6 provides another and quite useful way of considering the groupings of states to 
which indices draw differential attention, and therefore helps identify the differences inher-



27

Vulnerability to intrastate ConfliCt

27

Niger

Afghanistan

Djibou�

Mali

Tanzania

Burundi

Zambia

Botswana

Ethiopia

Nigeria

Average

Conflict Instability Ledger, University of
Maryland

Figure 4. Ten Countries, Measures of Vulnerability to Domestic Conflict, Most Different

Source: Authors’ calculation

ent in conceptualizations of vulnerability. Note, for instance, that the Fund for Peace index 
places Israel, Cuba, and Belarus relatively higher than other indices do; these three states have 
strong (some might say repressive) governments with respect to at least some of their popula-
tion.48 Although the list of countries is quite different, several in the George Mason set (save 
Norway)49 are similarly repressive, but more often with some overt violence in recent history. 
We can see, in contrast, the EIU attentiveness to states that may be experiencing immediate 
economic weakness, such as slow growth or unemployment. The Maryland measure appears 
once again to emphasize states in the most fragile category, especially in human development. 
Even more, Brookings gives especially high values to the failing or failed states.

On the whole, it is difficult to see clear patterns in the differences among these indices. The 
measures are all quite rich in variables and quite different in their selections of concepts and 
indicators. If vulnerability truly is a multifaceted phenomenon, with vulnerable states being 
often nearly unique in the patterns of variables that underlie their particular vulnerability, this 
should perhaps not surprise us.



28

PeaCeWorKs 72

28

Niger

Afghanistan

Djibou�

Mali

Tanzania

Burundi

Zambia

Botswana

Ethiopia

Nigeria

Average

Conflict Instability Ledger, University of
Maryland

Figure 5. Ten Countries, Values on Conflict Instability Ledger

Source: Authors’ calculation

Note: Most exceed average score

spectrum analysis

Grouping all countries in the international system into a single analysis lumps together societ-
ies with very different characteristics and levels of development. Comparing index treatment of 
Sweden and Somalia may not be theoretically sound. We therefore want to focus on the nearly 
fifty states of the system most vulnerable to conflict. Approach 4 does this. Before turning to 
that discussion, however, some analysis of the spectrum of vulnerability is merited—not on 
an index-specific basis to help us differentiate indices, but simply to understand the spectrum 
itself more fully.

Earlier in this analysis, we divided countries into four categories: states widely acknowl-
edged to be somewhere in the process of failure; forty-eight fragile states; seventy-two states 
with some but limited vulnerability to conflict; and a remaining category of fifty-nine funda-
mentally stable countries (see appendix 3 for the full lists).

Figures 7 and 8 help us understand better the countries in the four categories of the spec-
trum. They each spread the countries across GDP per capita (at purchasing power parity) and 
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Figure 6. Ten Countries, Political Instability Index

Source: Authors’ calculation

Note: Most exceed average score

show the countries, by category, against two other key development variables, life expectancy 
(figure 7) and fertility rate (figure 8).

Both figures offer useful insights. First is the fairly clear separation of countries with respect 
to GDP per capita. Almost all of the most fundamentally conflict-free countries have GDP 
per capita of $10,000 or above.50 The figure for Brazil is now about $8,000, sometimes said to 
be the lower boundary of middle-class income. Few countries in the least vulnerable category 
have incomes either at or even just below that level. Almost all of the countries in the other 
three categories do, however. Further, another obvious division is around $2,500 (about $7 per 
day). Above that level, most countries are in the limited vulnerability category (green dots) 
and, below it, most are in the fragile or failing state categories (yellow or red dots): in fact, all 
three of the failing states are just above or below $1,000 (Afghanistan). Clearly, income matters 
in shaping these categories of vulnerability.51 This finding is not, of course, greatly surprising. 
Almost all the indices include GDP per capita or highly related variables.

A second insight is that both life expectancy and fertility rates vary widely across both lim-
ited vulnerability states (although these are clustered at the more developed ends) and fragile 

Almost all of the most 
fundamentally conflict-
free countries have GDP 
per capita of $10,000 
or above. Both life 
expectancy and fertility 
rates vary widely across 
both limited vulnerability 
states and fragile states.
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states (less clustered). That is, on these two variables the fragile states, though consistently 
low on income, are all over the map. This is more surprising than the relationships with GDP 
per capita, especially perhaps with respect to life expectancy, because most of the indices also 
include human development variables. Although countries with incomes above $10,000 per 
capita never appear in the fragile category and seldom in the somewhat vulnerable one, a num-
ber of states with life expectancies above 60 years or fertility rates below three (relatively high 
levels of human development) do appear in the fragile categories. In fact, many countries in the 
somewhat vulnerable category have life expectancies of above 70, and most such countries have 
fertility rates below three. This suggests, perhaps, that changes in non-income components of 
human development may often precede reduction in vulnerability to conflict, at least insofar as 
the measures tend to capture it.

We explore the fragile state category in approach 4.

spectrum analysis across Time

The longitudinal graphs in figure 9 compare the four groups further. Although they again do 
not help us compare the indices, they do help us understand better the differences across the 
countries that the indices collectively capture.52 In fact, this kind of analysis, pursued more 
extensively, could support theoretical considerations of the drivers of conflict vulnerability.

Figure 9 measures the Human Development Index across time for the four categories 
of the spectrum. The Stable 59 has enjoyed historically high levels of HDI, but the other 
three groups have experienced much lower overall levels. The Vulnerable 72 has seen a fairly 
rapid increase in HDI across time, though it has still not reached levels that the Stable 59 
achieved in 1975. The Fragile 48 is just now reaching HDI levels commensurate with those 
the Vulnerable 72 achieved in 1975. Members of our final group, the Failing 3, have seen their 
HDI levels decrease over time, which could obviously either be a cause, a result, or potentially 
independent of the failure.

Not all trends, though, are entirely negative, even for the Failing 3. Declining GDP per 
capita is what has, for the most part, held HDI down for each. For example, infant mortality 
rates declined for all four groups from 1960 to 2011, and the Failing 3 saw a reduction of about 
fifty deaths per thousand, from more than 200 in 1960 to around 150 today. (In comparison, 
the Stable 59 has an infant mortality rate of less than six per thousand in 2005.)

Differences in economic structure are notable across groups. For example, consistent with 
the analysis of Paul Collier and his colleagues, analysis with IFs found that members of the 

State Fragility, 
George Mason

Political 
Instability, 

EIU

State 
Weakness, 
Brookings

Failed 
States, Fund 

for Peace

Conflict 
Instability, 
Maryland

Conflict 
Indicators, 
Carleton

1 Rwanda Argentina Somalia Israel Niger Swaziland

2 Norway Latvia DRC Cuba Afghanistan São Tomé 
and Príncipe

3 Myanmar Estonia Eritrea Belarus Tanzania Equatorial 
Guinea

4 Sudan Panama North Korea Bhutan Djibouti Togo

5 Algeria Ukraine Afghanistan Cyprus Mali Yemen

Table 6. Top Five Countries Ranked More Unstable than Average

Source: Authors’ compilation
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Fragile 48 are considerably more dependent on energy exports than even the Vulnerable 72 
(where Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and a number of other major exporters fall).53 Dependence of 
these countries on energy and other raw material exports has presumably increased instability 
for many reasons, including the corruption it can engender, the pain associated with the Dutch 
disease, and the disruptions associated with price volatility (dependence on other raw materials 
would have similar effects, of course).

Political structures are also different. Figure 10 shows the Polity measure of executive con-
straint, one significant regime-type indicator. The stable group has exhibited relatively high 
levels of executive constraint since the end of World War II. The fragile and vulnerable groups 
have notably different trajectories. The Fragile group emerged from World War II with com-
parable and for a time even higher levels of constraint than did the Vulnerable group. That 
changed rather rapidly, though, as the fragile group began to experience more authoritarian 
governments (many of the fragile group members are the African states that moved rather 
quickly away from democracy after independence).54 The vulnerable group did not experience 
the dip, and constraint grew steadily through the 1980s and thereafter.

Approach 4: Exploring Connections

This country-specific analysis and the enterprise of understanding vulnerability to conflict both 
suggest that we should devote more direct attention to the forty-eight fragile states. It is vari-
ability in vulnerability to conflict of those states that we most want to understand. How do the 
different indices perceive that vulnerability? That is, with what variables do they associate it?

Here we compare the six indices for the Fragile 48 to standard global measures of develop-
ment in the four categories that so regularly characterize the study of vulnerability to conflict: 
social, economic, political, and security. Table 7 shows the results of this comparison. It includes 
the R-squared in the correlation of each index with each individual variable as well as the 
simple average of R-squared values for each index across the variables of each category.55 For 
the correlations, we used (unless otherwise noted) the most recent data available for all vari-
ables and the most recent assessments available for all indices (a cross-sectional analysis). All 
shaded measures have a relationship stronger than 0.15, an arbitrary threshold. The reason for 
looking at these correlations is that they tell us immediately the degree to which indices reflect 
the content of important individual variables; in a sense we are with this analysis decomposing 
the indices into their driving variables.

Three of the indices have fairly strong relationships with variables in the social category. 
Most notably, the Maryland Conflict Instability Ledger produces a 0.396 value with the Hu-
man Development Index, presumably related to its emphasis on infant mortality. Interest-
ingly, this analysis pairs the Conflict Instability Ledger with the George Mason State Fragility  
Index and the Brookings Index of Weakness in the Developing World. It is not surprising 
that relationships of the EIU’s Political Instability Index with social variables are quite weak, 
but it is surprising that neither the Fund for Peace nor the Carleton University measures relate 
strongly to these variables. In brief, social variables differentiate two of our four more generally 
correlated state fragility measures from the two others and associate them instead with what 
we characterized as an indicator more sharply focused on state failure.

Within the social category, we also see that the George Mason measure correlates quite 
highly with a measure of Ethno Linguistic Fractionalization (0.211), something that none of 
the other measures do, as we might have expected for the EIU measure. All three of the mea-
sures quite strongly link, however, to the portion of population living on less than $1 per day. In 
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Figure 9. Spectrum Analysis, Human Development Index, 1975–2006

fact, that poverty measure and the HDI seem to best define the social orientation of the three 
measures most closely linked to social variables.

Somewhat surprisingly, the measures in general do not correlate highly with the eco-
nomic variables we explored. This may be most surprising with respect to the EIU measure, 
though it suggests perhaps its attention to immediate economic condition (unemployment 
and growth) as well as economic development level. The Maryland Conflict Instability Led-
ger does pick up GDP per capita at a reasonably high level and the Brookings index cor-
relates with income inequality (Gini). The latter is expected, because income inequality is a 
Brookings economic measure.

Turning to the political category of variables, the indices in general have higher correlations 
than they do with economic variables; this is true except for the George Mason measure, which 
has relatively low average correlations with both sets (as does the EIU measure). The political 
variables tapped most clearly vary across the other four indices. The Maryland measure picks up 
the Polity Democracy and Autocracy variables, consistent with its focus on regime consistency. 
The EIU and especially the Fund for Peace measure pick up the Political Terror scale. The 0.41 
R-squared relating the Political Terror variable and the Fund for Peace measure is, in fact, quite 
striking: the Fund for Peace attentiveness to elements of repression helps us understand why it 
rates Israel, Cuba, and Belarus much higher on vulnerability than other indices do.

In the third category—measures of political development—relationships between the six 
indices and our development measures are a strange mix. First, two policy measures—democ-
racy and autocracy—have decidedly weak relationships with our four measures of state weak-
ness and the EIU measure, which we consider a hybrid. It strongly correlates with the Conflict 
Instability Measure, in measures of democracy and autocracy rather than regime type, and this 
would be expected, because regime consistency is important in their formulation. Similarly, 
the Brookings Index of State Weakness in the Developing World has a strong relationship 

The Fund for Peace 
attentiveness to elements 

of repression helps 
us understand why it 

rates Israel, Cuba, and 
Belarus much higher on 
vulnerability than other 

indices do.
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with the World Bank measure of governance effectiveness, producing a 0.400 R-squared. The 
Brookings measure was also relatively highly correlated with the World Bank’s measure of 
governance regulatory quality. This is also what we would expect, because the Brookings index 
considers World Bank measures in creating its index. Three indices show relationships with 
corruption above our threshold.

In the security category we heavily relied on the data from the multiple Major Episodes of 
Political Violence (MEPV) series of the George Mason Center for Systemic Peace,56 supple-
menting those with the Uppsala measure of internal violence and the Global Peace Index, 
which picks up both internal and international violence. It may therefore not be surprising that 
the George Mason State Fragility Index correlates most highly its own measures of violence, 
but it more generally has high correlations with internal violence, including that indicated 
by the Uppsala measure. All indices except the Maryland Conflict Instability Ledger, which 
unsurprisingly does not much connect with anything in this category, correlate quite strongly 
with the Global Peace Index. In particular, the Fund for Peace’s Failed States Index shows an 
R-squared of 0.594 with that measure. This suggests the importance of attention for many 
measures to recent or ongoing conflict.

We summarize some of these findings, by index, in the next, and concluding, discussion.

Conclusions

We identified six measures of vulnerability to conflict (self-labeled and targeted in different 
ways) for detailed examination. These come from the Brookings Institution (Index of State 
Weakness in the Developing World), Carleton University (the Country Indicators for Foreign 
Policy Fragile States Index), the Fund for Peace (Failed States Index), the Center for Global 
Policy at George Mason University (the Goldstone and Marshall State Fragility Index), the 
Center for International Development and Conflict Management at the University of Mary-
land (the Conflict Instability Ledger measure), and the Economist Intelligence Unit (the Po-
litical Instability Index). As background for the analysis reported here, we also explored several 
other measures we found to be narrower in focus—not as sharply attentive to the concept 
of conflict vulnerability, but sometimes looking at governance, repression, violence, or other 
related or partial measures.57

To overcome the proliferation of terminology the measures use, but—more important—
to help us understand the underlying concept of vulnerability to conflict and how assorted 
concepts might relate to it, we mapped out a spectrum of vulnerability. We identified failing 
or failed states (three in particular), fragile ones (forty-eight in our analysis), those with some 
vulnerability (another seventy-two), and the residual set of those consistently and widely stable. 
We used an average analysis of consistently transformed and compared indices to rank all 
states and specify the spectrum. We also relied on a widely used division of drivers of vulner-
ability into four categories: social, economic, political, and security.

With such foundational tools, we used four approaches in the effort to understand the 
similarities and differences of the six indices. First, we looked at them qualitatively and on their 
own terms. This involved considering their self-definitions and the variables they include, as 
well as looking at some of the other key methodological approaches and despite being hin-
dered by a considerable lack of transparency in how some indices were prepared. This approach 
to comparison clearly identified the CIL measure as different from others in terms of its close 
connection to the model and variables of the Political Instability Task Force, its therefore par-
simonious use of input variables, and its leaning towards prediction of failure by a few states 
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Source:  IFs version 6.39
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Figure 10. Polity Measure, Executive Constraint, 1946–2008

as opposed to assessment of relative fragility across many. We did, however, conclude that this 
distinction was perhaps not very strong across projects. Similarly, the EIU measure also began 
to stand out because that project, too, indicates more relative attention to prediction of conflict, 
but even more clearly because of its somewhat less typical use of variables across the four cat-
egories, including more attention to fractionalization and governance variables; its use of other 
indices and expert judgment analyses in contrast to off-the-shelf data; and its stated connec-
tion to the PITF state failure model—despite its obviously more hybrid character.

With approach 2, we compared all measures across all countries they assess. Using correla-
tions of each with all others, as well as the transformation of indices to standardized derivative 
forms and analysis of each against each other and relative to the average index values, we found 
that, in fact, the Carleton, George Mason, Fund for Peace, and Brookings measures were most 
closely related to each other and the average, more or less in that sequence (that is, Carleton 
and George Mason most characterizing the central tendency), and we characterized these 
four as most sharply focusing on understanding variations within the fragile-state set. Yet we 
also found that the Brookings index, to some degree like that of Maryland, more sharply dis-
tinguishes a small set of most fragile or failing states from others. The EIU measure, like that 
of Maryland, sets off a number of countries from the average pattern, but whereas Maryland 
tends to do so by emphasizing the most fragile or failing, the EIU measure does so for the 
less fragile, which began to suggest that it is tapping something quite different—something 
perhaps closer to political risk.

Approach 3 took us to a consideration of how the measures differ with respect to specific 
countries. Our hope was that we could identify some groupings of countries that specific mea-
sures were most likely to assess as being more or less vulnerable than other indices did, but such 
identification proved at best difficult. There was no difficulty in once again seeing the degree 
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State 
Fragility

State 
Weakness

Failed 
States

Conflict 
Indicators

Political 
Instability

Conflict 
Instability

Social

Education  
secondary gross 
enrollment

0.21 0.254 0.04 0.157 0.012 0.303

Infant mortality 0.177 0.125 0.002 0.075 0.002 0.294

Ethno linguistic 
fractionalization

0.211 0 0 0.007 0.002 0.102

Human development 
index

0.257 0.264 0.076 0.082 0.031 0.396

Total fertility rate 0.204 0.032 0.006 0.063 0.001 0.293

Percent living on less 
than US$1/day

0.305 0.36 0.071 0.084 0.126 0.309

Average R-squared 0.227 0.173 0.033 0.078 0.029 0.283

Economic

GDP per capita at 
PPP

0.119 0.142 0.058 0.081 0.026 0.218

Energy exports oil 0.1 0.007 0.001 0.028 0.006 0.023

Energy exports as a 
% GDP

0.004 0.023 0.03 0 0.014 0.024

Gini for income 0.008 0.242 0.018 0.009 0.075 0.032

Average R-squared 0.058 0.104 0.027 0.03 0.03 0.074

Political

Political terror scale 0.043 0.101 0.41 0.091 0.218 0.002

Governance 
effectiveness

0.007 0.4 0.147 0.13 0.197 0.001

Governance regula-
tory quality

0 0.22 0.078 0.033 0.036 0.081

Corruption 0.059 0.176 0.238 0.153 0.168 0.011

Polity democracy 0.005 0 0.003 0.008 0.058 0.302

Polity autocracy 0.075 0.011 0 0.001 0.047 0.286

Regime durability 0.151 0.014 0.01 0.101 0.064 0.146

Average R-squared 0.049 0.132 0.127 0.074 0.113 0.118

Security

Uppsala intensity of 
internal conflict, aver-
age all years1

0.204 0.051 0.093 0.043 0.011 0.001

MEPV ethnic violence 
magnitude, average 
all years

0.099 0.071 0.177 0.103 0.04 0.051

Table 7. Fragile States and Development Indicators

continued on page 38
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State 
Fragility

State 
Weakness

Failed 
States

Conflict 
Indicators

Political 
Instability

Conflict 
Instability

MEPV  total neigh-
borhood violence 
magnitude, average 
all years

0.003 0.024 0.002 0.001 0.006 0.04

MEPV total neigh-
borhood violence 
episodes, average all 
years

0.081 0 0.057 0.008 0.001 0.008

MEPV social violence 
magnitude (average 
1994–2004)

0.18 0.082 0.006 0.048 0.031 0.001

MEPV total violence 
magnitude (average 
1994–2004)

0.198 0.12 0.014 0.082 0.026 0.004

MEPV social violence 
magnitude

0.165 0.082 0.029 0.065 0.015 0

MEPV total violence 
magnitude

0.12 0.075 0.03 0.064 0.02 0

Global peace index 0.154 0.359 0.594 0.279 0.298 0.038

Average R-squared 0.134 0.096 0.111 0.077 0.05 0.016

to which the Maryland and EIU measures stand out from the other four and each other. The 
Maryland CIL clearly emphasizes a smaller subset of the very most vulnerable, and the EIU 
Political Instability Index somewhat surprised us with the extent to which the countries it rates 
considerably more vulnerable than other indices rate them exhibit economic and especially 
financial vulnerability—not what we would consider vulnerability to destabilizing conflict. The 
Fund for Peace measure emerges in this analysis to be more attentive than others to strong and 
potentially repressive states, or at least to those exhibiting conflict ostensibly by news feed (this 
measure is the least transparent of all).

We took a bit of a digression with respect to comparison across countries and considered 
what the spectrum of vulnerability might show us in relationship to other variables and 
across time. We found a strong, curvilinear relationship with GDP per capita and an inter-
esting connection between dependence on energy exports and membership in the fragile set 
of the spectrum.

The fourth and final approach to comparison moved us into a much more extensive con-
sideration of specific variables related to vulnerability and their correlations with the six indices. 

Source: Authors’ compilation

1 The onset of conflict is a discrete event; we averaged this variable across time to produce a longer-term 
conflict propensity, rather than simply relying on the most recent year. Theoretically, a country could have 
had conflict for many years excepting the most recent one. In other instances we looked, somewhat arbi-
trarily, at a block of eleven years (1994–2004).

Note:  MEPF security measures are the Major Episodes of Political Violence series of the George Mason 
Center for Systemic Peace.

Note: Shared entries in the table represent adjusted R-squared values of 0.15 or higher. 

Table 7. Fragile States and Development Indicators (continued from page 37)
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We looked at the variables once again in the four standard categories. This analysis was produc-
tive and yielded these findings:

The George Mason State Fragility Index relates most strongly to social variables,  ■

especially poverty and human development, and to internal conflict. It gives some 
attention to regime durability but in general does not relate strongly to economic or 
political variables.

Although the overall highest correlations are with social and mostly human development  ■

variables, and not with social divisions, the Brookings Index of State Weakness has 
probably the most balanced coverage across all categories, consistent with its transparent 
identification with standard variables in each.

The Fund for Peace’s Failed State Index, the least transparent, clearly taps political terror  ■

and the content of the Global Peace Index—domestic and international violence—very 
strongly. It also picks up corruption fairly strongly. But, contrary to some measures of 
fragility, it does not relate to social variables. Because it uses news feeds, generally sensi-
tive to events rather than levels of variables, this should perhaps not surprise us. Overall, 
the measure may be influenced fairly heavily by state delegitimization.

The Carleton University Fragile States Index is generally balanced, like Brookings, but  ■

rather surprisingly its correlations with specific measures are not very strong, the Global 
Peace Index being an exception.

The Economist Intelligence Unit’s Political Instability Index reflects primarily politi- ■

cal variables and the Global Peace Index in the security category. We have not included 
the immediate economic condition variables, such as unemployment or the most recent 
year’s GDP growth, that might tie it to the economic category; these are important to 
its structure.

The University of Maryland’s Conflict Instability Ledger is most strongly related to the  ■

social variables: its average correlation with the variables in that category is the highest 
average correlation of all indices across all categories. Secondarily, it relates to the political 
category, notably to the Polity variables of democracy and autocracy. As noted in other 
analysis, it does not link directly to security variables, either existing or recent conflict.

One of the somewhat surprising overall conclusions of analysis with this fourth approach is 
the differentiation between the George Mason and Brookings measures of fragility from those 
of the Fund for Peace and even the Carleton measure.

Although this analysis can considerably help us in understanding the similarities and  
differences of conflict vulnerability indices, it cannot and does not attempt to identify the 
intrinsically or methodologically ‘best’ measure or measures. It does, however, allow those who 
use these findings to better understand the ways in which the principal validity constructs of 
different projects affect the ways in which lists of vulnerable states are generated and how some 
apparent discrepancies, such as the ranking of Tanzania in the CIL project, might occur. 

One might argue that measures producing country-specific assessments and overall 
rankings closest to the average across multiple measures have an inherent advantage. One 
foundation for such argument could be that such measures are likely to have more compre-
hensively included variables across the four categories of analysis. Yet it is also possible, even 
probable, that some variables and some categories are more important than others, so that 
universal inclusion (generally with equal weighting) is not necessarily superior to greater 

The Brookings Index 
of State Weakness 
has probably the most 
balanced coverage across 
all categories, consistent 
with its transparent 
identification with 
standard variables  
in each.
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selectivity. Moreover, some variables could find their way into multiple measures simply 
because of their ready availability, such as life expectancy or current conflict, rather than 
demonstrated forecasting power.

Another argument for looking at the central tendency of multiple measures could be that 
such measures may be capturing the collective wisdom of common-thinking analysts. We ar-
gue, however, that it would better serve users to be very aware and appreciative of the un-
derlying concepts of vulnerability that these works seek to evaluate. Whether the underlying 
concern is state failure, fragility, political risk, or some other variant makes a very considerable 
difference in how these projects determine indicators, score cases, and report results. Thus the 
use of them in practical applications such as in early warning should be closely attentive to the 
underlying conceptualization.

As a result, this study, like any other that has broken new ground, also sets the stage for 
future analysis, including exploration of the relationship between vulnerability measures  
and subsequent materialization or onset of conflict. Such understanding of predictive power 
would obviously be of great value.
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Appendix 1. Country Rankings across All Six Indices

State 
Fragility

Political 
Insta-
bility

State 
Weak-
ness

Failed 
States

Conflict 
Insta-
bility

Conflict 
Indica-

tors Average

Average 8.89 5.9 3.8 71.98 6.94 4.91 —

SD 6.51 1.42 1.66 23.33 7.99 1.03 —

Afghanistan 2.01 1.34 2.73 1.6 4 1.73 2.24

Somalia 2.48 — 3.41 1.81 1.25 1.81 2.15

Congo 2.17 1.62 2.72 1.63 2.77 1.55 2.08

Burundi 1.55 0.71 1.8 1.06 2.92 1.71 1.62

Iraq 1.55 1.41 1.86 1.51 1.6 1.59 1.59

Chad 1.86 1.84 1.38 1.77 1.21 1.32 1.56

Niger 1.4 1.13 0.96 1.11 3.28 0.98 1.48

Sudan 2.17 1.48 1.75 1.71 -0.29 1.83 1.44

Central Afri-
can Republic

1.55 1.34 1.72 1.48 1.33 1.18 1.43

Liberia 1.55 1.06 1.54 0.85 1.97 1.44 1.4

Palestine — — — — — 1.4 1.4

Sierra Leone 1.71 0.92 1.46 0.93 2.05 1.3 1.39

Côte d’Ivoire 1.25 1.34 1.52 1.25 1.57 1.4 1.39

Nigeria 1.71 0.78 0.79 1.21 2.34 1.36 1.36

Angola 1.4 1.2 1.49 0.5 1.64 1.4 1.27

Guinea-
Bissau

1.25 1.13 1.22 1.08 1.66 1.2 1.26

Zimbabwe 1.09 2.05 1.66 1.64 -0.09 0.98 1.22

Ethiopia 1.55 -0.57 1.04 1.15 2.49 1.43 1.18

Haiti 0.63 1.34 1.46 1.27 0.77 1.5 1.16

Djibouti 0.94 0.53 0.42 2.66 1.09 1.13

Zambia 1.4 1.34 0.58 0.51 2.16 0.65 1.11

Pakistan 1.09 1.34 0.58 1.31 0.96 1.23 1.09

Guinea 1.25 1.13 0.92 1.42 0.37 1.23 1.05

Kenya 0.94 1.13 0.33 1.23 1.38 1.12 1.02

Nepal 0.79 1.13 0.95 1 1.03 1.21 1.02

Mauritania 1.09 0.71 0.54 0.73 1.81 1.2 1.01

Myanmar 1.86 0.85 1.22 1.18 -0.12 0.96 0.99

Uganda 1.4 0.42 0.8 1.09 0.75 1.17 0.94

Cameroon 1.25 0.71 0.65 1 0.7 0.91 0.87

Mali 0.79 0.78 0.21 0.31 2.37 0.68 0.86

Yemen 1.09 0.14 0.61 1.2 0.58 1.51 0.86

North Korea 0.17 1.27 1.4 1.11 0.22 0.94 0.85

Eritrea 0.79 0.56 1.42 0.91 0.03 1.37 0.85

Burkina Faso 1.25 0.71 0.41 0.8 0.9 0.83 0.81
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State 
Fragility

Political 
Insta-
bility

State 
Weak-
ness

Failed 
States

Conflict 
Insta-
bility

Conflict 
Indica-

tors Average

Timor-Leste 0.94 0.99 0.41 1.12 0.92 0.41 0.8

Cambodia 0.63 1.48 0.56 0.72 0.11 0.73 0.7

Congo 1.09 0.28 0.98 0.88 -0.33 1.11 0.67

Tanzania 0.48 0 0.16 0.39 2.2 0.71 0.66

Malawi 0.94 -0.14 0.36 0.93 1.07 0.72 0.65

Tajikistan 0.63 0.85 0.51 0.74 0.17 0.85 0.62

Rwanda 1.71 -0.71 0.91 0.72 0.07 1.01 0.62

Comoros 0.79 — 0.6 0.56 0.12 0.9 0.59

Mozambique 0.94 -0.14 0.53 0.42 1.11 0.5 0.56

Bangladesh 0.48 1.13 0.34 1.03 -0.49 0.86 0.56

Lesotho 0.79 0.78 0.19 0.44 0.62 0.43 0.54

Togo 0.79 -0.43 0.84 0.69 -0.04 1.16 0.5

Equatorial 
Guinea

0.48 0.14 0.86 0.71 -0.39 1.16 0.49

Bolivia 0.17 1.27 0 0.55 0.73 0.21 0.49

Madagascar 0.17 0.85 0.33 0.45 0.63 0.5 0.49

Sri Lanka 0.48 0.99 0.16 1.02 -0.26 0.37 0.46

Kyrgyzstan 0.48 0.85 -0.12 0.7 0.23 0.5 0.44

Benin 0.63 0 -0.1 0.21 1.13 0.75 0.44

Colombia 0.32 0.78 0.34 0.7 -0.04 0.32 0.4

Senegal 0.17 1.13 -0.05 0.11 0.33 0.67 0.39

Solomon 
Islands

0.17 — 0.17 0.71 — 0.51 0.39

Gambia 0.94 0.56 0.25 0.35 -0.52 0.75 0.39

Iran 0.94 0.21 -0.03 0.87 -0.61 0.91 0.38

Algeria 1.09 0.49 0.08 0.4 -0.24 0.45 0.38

Uzbekistan 0.63 0.28 0.54 0.79 -0.67 0.66 0.37

Lebanon 0.17 0.78 -0.49 0.81 0.45 0.52 0.37

Papua New 
Guinea

0.32 0.71 0.53 0.51 -0.57 0.62 0.35

Ecuador 0.32 1.27 -0.35 0.42 0.11 0.26 0.34

Laos 0.79 -0.57 0.4 0.72 -0.33 0.94 0.32

Guatemala 0.48 0.49 0.03 0.39 -0.17 0.67 0.32

Philippines 0.48 0.63 0.07 0.65 -0.33 0.18 0.28

Venezuela 0.02 0.99 -0.08 0.29 0.03 0.21 0.24

Georgia 0.02 0.28 -0.48 0.79 0.26 0.55 0.24

Turkmenistan 0.32 0.21 0.56 0.45 -0.67 0.39 0.21

India 0.48 -0.99 -0.05 0.31 0.63 0.78 0.19

Indonesia -0.14 0.63 -0.18 0.48 -0.22 0.53 0.19
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State 
Fragility

Political 
Insta-
bility

State 
Weak-
ness

Failed 
States

Conflict 
Insta-
bility

Conflict 
Indica-

tors Average

Honduras 0.02 0.63 -0.08 0.34 -0.34 0.49 0.18

Egypt 0.63 -0.35 -0.18 0.67 -0.12 0.4 0.17

Ghana 0.63 0 -0.31 -0.21 0.42 0.51 0.17

Moldova 0.17 1.13 -0.42 0.51 -0.53 0.15 0.17

Turkey 0.17 0.63 -0.59 0.22 0.17 0.28 0.15

Azerbaijan 0.79 -0.5 -0.21 0.53 -0.38 0.56 0.13

Russian 
Federation

-0.14 0.42 0 0.3 -0.03 0.13 0.11

Guyana 0.17 0.56 -0.38 0.04 0.09 0.17 0.11

Swaziland — -0.85 0.52 0.46 -0.57 0.9 0.09

Nicaragua 0.02 0 -0.1 0.45 -0.36 0.44 0.07

Syria 0.02 -0.07 0.03 0.68 -0.73 0.43 0.06

Dominican 
Republic

-0.44 1.2 -0.49 0.21 -0.26 0.11 0.05

Saudi Arabia 0.17 0.14 — 0.24 -0.77 0.43 0.04

Peru -0.14 0.78 -0.49 0.21 -0.13 -0.01 0.04

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina

-0.6 1.13 -0.86 0.49 -0.34 0.22 0.01

South Africa 0.02 0.78 -0.78 -0.18 0.14 -0.07 -0.01

Ukraine -0.44 1.2 -0.71 -0.11 -0.14 0.06 -0.02

Bhutan 0.17 -0.43 -0.53 0.66 -0.49 0.4 -0.04

Thailand -0.29 0.78 -0.18 0.29 -0.67 -0.3 -0.06

Namibia -0.29 -0.07 -0.28 0.11 0.32 -0.17 -0.06

Armenia -0.29 -0.07 -0.69 0.09 0.48 0.08 -0.07

Paraguay -0.14 0.35 -0.15 0 -0.44 -0.09 -0.08

São Tomé 
and Príncipe

— -1.13 0.02 0.16 — 0.6 -0.09

Gabon 0.17 -0.57 0.01 0.14 -0.53 0.21 -0.09

Maldives — — -0.63 0.27 — -0.02 -0.13

Mongolia -0.14 0.14 0.02 -0.51 -0.54 0.05 -0.16

China 0.02 -0.78 -0.13 0.47 -0.72 0.15 -0.17

Serbia -0.6 0.35 -0.74 0.25 -0.66 0.38 -0.17

Morocco -0.44 -0.21 -0.55 0.21 -0.59 0.2 -0.23

Fiji -0.29 -0.16 0.36 -0.77 -0.31 -0.23

El Salvador -0.44 -0.5 -0.54 0.26 -0.27 0.01 -0.25

Macedonia -0.6 0.49 -0.88 0.03 -0.56 -0.07 -0.26

Israel -0.14 -0.28 0.54 -0.79 -0.64 -0.26

Kazakhstan 0.17 -0.78 -0.43 0.03 -0.67 0.09 -0.27

Belize — 0.21 -0.91 -0.14 — -0.24 -0.27
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State 
Fragility

Political 
Insta-
bility

State 
Weak-
ness

Failed 
States

Conflict 
Insta-
bility

Conflict 
Indica-

tors Average

Micronesia — — -0.65 -0.06 — -0.14 -0.28

Mexico -0.9 0.14 -0.98 0.18 0.04 -0.22 -0.29

Jordan -0.44 -0.35 -0.93 0.21 -0.28 -0.05 -0.31

Suriname -0.14 — -0.78 0.02 — -0.44 -0.33

Vanuatu — — -0.9 — — 0.23 -0.33

Brazil -0.6 -0.35 -0.61 -0.2 -0.04 -0.27 -0.35

Vietnam -0.29 -1.13 -0.28 0.2 -0.79 0.19 -0.35

Jamaica -0.9 0.07 -0.64 -0.2 -0.42 -0.07 -0.36

Botswana -0.75 -0.85 -0.64 -0.15 0.71 -0.5 -0.36

Albania -0.6 0.21 -0.84 -0.21 -0.54 -0.2 -0.36

Malaysia -0.44 0.42 -1.2 -0.12 -0.41 -0.49 -0.37

Montenegro -0.75 0.35 — -0.63 -0.51 -0.38

St. Vincent 
and the 
Grenadines

— — — — — -0.39 -0.39

Tonga — -0.67 -0.11 -0.39

Cape Verde — -0.28 -1.06 0.22 -0.68 -0.18 -0.4

Panama -0.6 0.85 -1.05 -0.54 -0.66 -0.43 -0.4

Cuba -0.6 -1.2 0.02 0.32 -0.81 -0.16 -0.4

Belarus -0.6 -0.78 -0.26 0.29 -0.76 -0.4 -0.42

Libya -0.29 -1.13 -0.36 -0.12 -0.72 0.08 -0.42

Romania -0.6 0.35 -1.03 -0.51 -0.48 -0.39 -0.44

Tunisia -0.29 -0.92 -0.85 -0.19 -0.47 -0.29 -0.5

Samoa — — -1.21 -0.04 — -0.33 -0.53

Bahrain -0.75 -0.28 — -0.57 -0.79 -0.32 -0.54

Trinidad and 
Tobago

-0.75 -0.85 — -0.25 -0.64 -0.33 -0.57

Kuwait -0.9 -0.28 — -0.45 -0.78 -0.46 -0.58

Bulgaria -0.75 0.07 -1.31 -0.46 -0.52 -0.54 -0.58

Argentina -1.21 0.85 -0.88 -1.12 -0.46 -0.8 -0.6

Estonia -1.37 0.56 — -0.91 -0.63 -1.09 -0.69

Qatar -0.44 -1.27 — -0.87 -0.79 -0.11 -0.7

Croatia -0.9 0.14 -1.49 -0.56 -0.73 -0.76 -0.72

Grenada — — -1.37 -0.21 — -0.58 -0.72

Brunei — — — — — -0.76 -0.76

Greece -1.21 0.28 — -1.12 -0.79 -0.95 -0.76

Bahamas — — — -0.56 -1 -0.78

Latvia -1.37 0.56 -1.73 -0.71 -0.57 -1.03 -0.81
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State 
Fragility

Political 
Insta-
bility

State 
Weak-
ness

Failed 
States

Conflict 
Insta-
bility

Conflict 
Indica-

tors Average

United Arab 
Emirates

-0.9 -1.27 — -0.84 -0.83 -0.28 -0.83

Cyprus -0.9 -1.27 — -0.17 -0.79 -1.12 -0.85

Oman -0.6 -1.41 -1.36 -1 -0.81 -0.33 -0.92

Spain -1.21 -0.28 — -1.22 -0.83 -1.21 -0.95

South Korea -1.37 -0.57 — -1.32 -0.69 -1.06 -1

Hungary -1.37 0.14 -1.93 -0.94 -0.82 -1.14 -1.01

Lithuania -1.21 0.14 -1.85 -1.04 -0.78 -1.33 -1.01

United States -1.06 -0.43 — -1.57 -0.76 -1.26 -1.02

Italy -1.37 -0.64 — -1.13 -0.82 -1.15 -1.02

Slovakia -1.21 -0.28 -1.93 -0.99 -0.82 -1.07 -1.05

Malta — -0.85 — -1.02 — -1.33 -1.07

Uruguay -1.21 -0.5 -1.54 -1.32 -0.76 -1.21 -1.09

France -1.37 -0.43 — -1.59 -0.82 -1.26 -1.09

Taiwan, 
China

-1.37 -1.13 — — -0.78 — -1.09

Barbados — — — -0.71 — -1.52 -1.11

Singapore -1.21 -0.85 — -1.59 -0.78 -1.2 -1.13

Poland -1.37 -0.99 -1.69 -0.99 -0.79 -0.97 -1.13

Chile -1.06 -0.57 -1.89 -1.46 -0.76 -1.15 -1.15

Portugal -1.37 -0.78 — -1.67 -0.83 -1.34 -1.2

Costa Rica -1.37 -1.7 -1.47 -0.86 -0.78 -1.01 -1.2

United 
Kingdom

-1.37 -0.92 — -1.63 -0.82 -1.32 -1.21

Czech 
Republic

-1.21 -1.56 — -1.31 -0.78 -1.26 -1.22

St. Lucia — — -1.75 — — -0.73 -1.24

Mauritius -1.21 -1.7 -1.56 -1.18 -0.78 -1.01 -1.24

Belgium -1.06 -1.34 — -1.71 -0.77 -1.49 -1.27

Slovenia -1.37 -1.48 — -1.54 -0.84 -1.54 -1.35

Germany -1.37 -1.48 — -1.57 -0.83 -1.53 -1.36

Netherlands -1.37 -1.34 — -1.89 -0.83 -1.46 -1.38

Japan -1.37 -1.48 — -1.74 -0.82 -1.52 -1.39

Ireland -1.37 -0.92 — -2.13 -0.83 -1.69 -1.39

Australia -1.06 -1.63 — -1.92 -0.82 -1.7 -1.42

New Zealand -1.21 -1.63 — -2.06 -0.82 -1.79 -1.5

Austria -1.37 -1.63 — -1.92 -0.83 -1.77 -1.5

Iceland — -0.43 — -1.81 — -2.29 -1.51

Switzerland -1.21 -1.77 — -2.15 -0.83 -1.83 -1.56
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State 
Fragility

Political 
Insta-
bility

State 
Weak-
ness

Failed 
States

Conflict 
Insta-
bility

Conflict 
Indica-

tors Average

Canada -1.37 -2.19 — -1.89 -0.81 -1.84 -1.62

Sweden -1.37 -1.91 — -2.19 -0.84 -2.17 -1.7

Finland -1.37 -1.91 — -2.26 -0.82 -2.16 -1.7

Luxembourg — -1.63 — -1.92 — -1.73 -1.76

Hong Kong — -1.34 — — — -2.19 -1.77

Denmark -1.37 -2.61 — -2.1 -0.83 -2.04 -1.79

Norway -1.06 -3.32 — -2.28 -0.82 -2.22 -1.94

Puerto Rico — — — — — — —

Source: Authors’ compilation
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State 
Fragility

State 
Weakness

Failed 
States

Conflict 
Indicators Average

Average 8.89 3.80 71.98 4.91

SD 6.51 1.66 23.33 1.03

Somalia 2.48 3.41 1.81 1.81 2.38

Afghanistan 2.01 2.73 1.60 1.73 2.02

Congo 2.17 2.72 1.63 1.55 2.01

Sudan 2.17 1.75 1.71 1.83 1.86

Iraq 1.55 1.86 1.51 1.59 1.63

Chad 1.86 1.38 1.77 1.32 1.58

Burundi 1.55 1.80 1.06 1.71 1.53

Central African 
Republic

1.55 1.72 1.48 1.18 1.48

Palestine — — — 1.40 1.40

Côte d’Ivoire 1.25 1.52 1.25 1.40 1.36

Sierra Leone 1.71 1.46 0.93 1.30 1.35

Liberia 1.55 1.54 0.85 1.44 1.34

Zimbabwe 1.09 1.66 1.64 0.98 1.34

Myanmar 1.86 1.22 1.18 0.96 1.31

Ethiopia 1.55 1.04 1.15 1.43 1.29

Nigeria 1.71 0.79 1.21 1.36 1.27

Haiti 0.63 1.46 1.27 1.50 1.22

Guinea 1.25 0.92 1.42 1.23 1.20

Angola 1.40 1.49 0.50 1.40 1.20

Guinea-Bissau 1.25 1.22 1.08 1.20 1.19

Eritrea 0.79 1.42 0.91 1.37 1.12

Uganda 1.40 0.80 1.09 1.17 1.12

Niger 1.40 0.96 1.11 0.98 1.11

Yemen 1.09 0.61 1.20 1.51 1.10

Rwanda 1.71 0.91 0.72 1.01 1.09

Pakistan 1.09 0.58 1.31 1.23 1.05

Congo 1.09 0.98 0.88 1.11 1.02

Nepal 0.79 0.95 1.00 1.21 0.99

Cameroon 1.25 0.65 1.00 0.91 0.95

North Korea 0.17 1.40 1.11 0.94 0.90

Kenya 0.94 0.33 1.23 1.12 0.90

Mauritania 1.09 0.54 0.73 1.20 0.89

Togo 0.79 0.84 0.69 1.16 0.87

Burkina Faso 1.25 0.41 0.80 0.83 0.82

Appendix 2. Country Rankings across Four Indices
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State 
Fragility

State 
Weakness

Failed 
States

Conflict 
Indicators Average

Equatorial Guinea 0.48 0.86 0.71 1.16 0.80

Zambia 1.40 0.58 0.51 0.65 0.79

Djibouti 0.94 0.53 0.42 1.09 0.75

Malawi 0.94 0.36 0.93 0.72 0.74

Timor-Leste 0.94 0.41 1.12 0.41 0.72

Comoros 0.79 0.60 0.56 0.90 0.71

Laos 0.79 0.40 0.72 0.94 0.71

Tajikistan 0.63 0.51 0.74 0.85 0.68

Bangladesh 0.48 0.34 1.03 0.86 0.68

Iran 0.94 -0.03 0.87 0.91 0.67

Cambodia 0.63 0.56 0.72 0.73 0.66

Uzbekistan 0.63 0.54 0.79 0.66 0.66

Swaziland — 0.52 0.46 0.90 0.63

Mozambique 0.94 0.53 0.42 0.50 0.59

Gambia 0.94 0.25 0.35 0.75 0.57

Sri Lanka 0.48 0.16 1.02 0.37 0.50

Algeria 1.09 0.08 0.40 0.45 0.50

Mali 0.79 0.21 0.31 0.68 0.50

Papua New Guinea 0.32 0.53 0.51 0.62 0.50

Lesotho 0.79 0.19 0.44 0.43 0.46

Tanzania 0.48 0.16 0.39 0.71 0.43

Turkmenistan 0.32 0.56 0.45 0.39 0.43

Colombia 0.32 0.34 0.70 0.32 0.42

Azerbaijan 0.79 -0.21 0.53 0.56 0.42

Guatemala 0.48 0.03 0.39 0.67 0.39

Kyrgyz Republic 0.48 -0.12 0.70 0.50 0.39

Solomon Islands 0.17 0.17 0.71 0.51 0.39

Egypt 0.63 -0.18 0.67 0.40 0.38

India 0.48 -0.05 0.31 0.78 0.38

Benin 0.63 -0.10 0.21 0.75 0.37

Madagascar 0.17 0.33 0.45 0.50 0.36

Philippines 0.48 0.07 0.65 0.18 0.35

Syria 0.02 0.03 0.68 0.43 0.29

Saudi Arabia 0.17 — 0.24 0.43 0.28

São Tomé and 
Príncipe

— 0.02 0.16 0.60 0.26

Lebanon 0.17 -0.49 0.81 0.52 0.25

Bolivia 0.17 0.00 0.55 0.21 0.24

Senegal 0.17 -0.05 0.11 0.67 0.23
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State 
Fragility

State 
Weakness

Failed 
States

Conflict 
Indicators Average

Georgia 0.02 -0.48 0.79 0.55 0.22

Nicaragua 0.02 -0.10 0.45 0.44 0.20

Honduras 0.02 -0.08 0.34 0.49 0.19

Indonesia -0.14 -0.18 0.48 0.53 0.17

Bhutan 0.17 -0.53 0.66 0.40 0.17

Ecuador 0.32 -0.35 0.42 0.26 0.16

Ghana 0.63 -0.31 -0.21 0.51 0.16

Gabon 0.17 0.01 0.14 0.21 0.13

China 0.02 -0.13 0.47 0.15 0.13

Venezuela 0.02 -0.08 0.29 0.21 0.11

Moldova 0.17 -0.42 0.51 0.15 0.10

Russian Federation -0.14 0.00 0.30 0.13 0.07

Turkey 0.17 -0.59 0.22 0.28 0.02

Guyana 0.17 -0.38 0.04 0.17 0.00

Kazakhstan 0.17 -0.43 0.03 0.09 -0.04

Vietnam -0.29 -0.28 0.20 0.19 -0.04

Israel -0.14 — 0.54 -0.64 -0.08

Paraguay -0.14 -0.15 0.00 -0.09 -0.09

Fiji -0.29 -0.16 0.36 -0.31 -0.10

Cuba -0.60 0.02 0.32 -0.16 -0.10

Peru -0.14 -0.49 0.21 -0.01 -0.11

Thailand -0.29 -0.18 0.29 -0.30 -0.12

Maldives — -0.63 0.27 -0.02 -0.13

Morocco -0.44 -0.55 0.21 0.20 -0.14

Mongolia -0.14 0.02 -0.51 0.05 -0.14

Dominican Republic -0.44 -0.49 0.21 0.11 -0.15

Namibia -0.29 -0.28 0.11 -0.17 -0.16

Libya -0.29 -0.36 -0.12 0.08 -0.17

Serbia -0.60 -0.74 0.25 0.38 -0.18

El Salvador -0.44 -0.54 0.26 0.01 -0.18

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina

-0.60 -0.86 0.49 0.22 -0.19

Armenia -0.29 -0.69 0.09 0.08 -0.20

Belarus -0.60 -0.26 0.29 -0.40 -0.24

South Africa 0.02 -0.78 -0.18 -0.07 -0.25

Micronesia — -0.65 -0.06 -0.14 -0.28

Ukraine -0.44 -0.71 -0.11 0.06 -0.30

Jordan -0.44 -0.93 0.21 -0.05 -0.30

Suriname -0.14 -0.78 0.02 -0.44 -0.33
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State 
Fragility

State 
Weakness

Failed 
States

Conflict 
Indicators Average

Vanuatu — -0.90 0.23 -0.33

Cape Verde — -1.06 0.22 -0.18 -0.34

Macedonia -0.60 -0.88 0.03 -0.07 -0.38

St. Vincent and the 
Grenadines

— — — -0.39 -0.39

Tonga — -0.67 — -0.11 -0.39

Tunisia -0.29 -0.85 -0.19 -0.29 -0.41

Brazil -0.60 -0.61 -0.20 -0.27 -0.42

Belize — -0.91 -0.14 -0.24 -0.43

Trinidad and 
Tobago

-0.75 — -0.25 -0.33 -0.44

Jamaica -0.90 -0.64 -0.20 -0.07 -0.45

Albania -0.60 -0.84 -0.21 -0.20 -0.46

Qatar -0.44 — -0.87 -0.11 -0.47

Mexico -0.90 -0.98 0.18 -0.22 -0.48

Botswana -0.75 -0.64 -0.15 -0.50 -0.51

Samoa — -1.21 -0.04 -0.33 -0.53

Bahrain -0.75 — -0.57 -0.32 -0.55

Malaysia -0.44 -1.20 -0.12 -0.49 -0.56

Kuwait -0.90 — -0.45 -0.46 -0.60

Romania -0.60 -1.03 -0.51 -0.39 -0.63

Panama -0.60 -1.05 -0.54 -0.43 -0.65

United Arab 
Emirates

-0.90 — -0.84 -0.28 -0.68

Montenegro -0.75 — -0.63 — -0.69

Grenada — -1.37 -0.21 -0.58 -0.72

Cyprus -0.90 — -0.17 -1.12 -0.73

Brunei — — — -0.76 -0.76

Bulgaria -0.75 -1.31 -0.46 -0.54 -0.76

Bahamas — — -0.56 -1.00 -0.78

Oman -0.60 -1.36 -1.00 -0.33 -0.82

Croatia -0.90 -1.49 -0.56 -0.76 -0.93

Argentina -1.21 -0.88 -1.12 -0.80 -1.00

Greece -1.21 — -1.12 -0.95 -1.09

Barbados — — -0.71 -1.52 -1.11

Estonia -1.37 — -0.91 -1.09 -1.12

Malta — — -1.02 -1.33 -1.18

Costa Rica -1.37 -1.47 -0.86 -1.01 -1.18

Latvia -1.37 -1.73 -0.71 -1.03 -1.21

Spain -1.21 — -1.22 -1.21 -1.21



51

Vulnerability to intrastate ConfliCt

State 
Fragility

State 
Weakness

Failed 
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Conflict 
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Italy -1.37 — -1.13 -1.15 -1.21

St. Lucia — -1.75 — -0.73 -1.24

Mauritius -1.21 -1.56 -1.18 -1.01 -1.24

South Korea -1.37 — -1.32 -1.06 -1.25

Poland -1.37 -1.69 -0.99 -0.97 -1.25

Czech Republic -1.21 — -1.31 -1.26 -1.26

United States -1.06 — -1.57 -1.26 -1.30

Slovak Republic -1.21 -1.93 -0.99 -1.07 -1.30

Uruguay -1.21 -1.54 -1.32 -1.21 -1.32

Singapore -1.21 — -1.59 -1.20 -1.33

Hungary -1.37 -1.93 -0.94 -1.14 -1.34

Lithuania -1.21 -1.85 -1.04 -1.33 -1.36

Taiwan, China -1.37 — — — -1.37

Chile -1.06 -1.89 -1.46 -1.15 -1.39

France -1.37 — -1.59 -1.26 -1.40

Belgium -1.06 — -1.71 -1.49 -1.42

United Kingdom -1.37 — -1.63 -1.32 -1.44

Portugal -1.37 — -1.67 -1.34 -1.46

Slovenia -1.37 — -1.54 -1.54 -1.48

Germany -1.37 — -1.57 -1.53 -1.49

Japan -1.37 — -1.74 -1.52 -1.54

Australia -1.06 — -1.92 -1.70 -1.56

Netherlands -1.37 — -1.89 -1.46 -1.57

Austria -1.37 — -1.92 -1.77 -1.69

New Zealand -1.21 — -2.06 -1.79 -1.69

Canada -1.37 — -1.89 -1.84 -1.70

Ireland -1.37 — -2.13 -1.69 -1.73

Switzerland -1.21 — -2.15 -1.83 -1.73

Luxembourg — — -1.92 -1.73 -1.82

Denmark -1.37 — -2.10 -2.04 -1.84

Norway -1.06 — -2.28 -2.22 -1.85

Sweden -1.37 — -2.19 -2.17 -1.91

Finland -1.37 — -2.26 -2.16 -1.93

Iceland — — -1.81 -2.29 -2.05

Hong Kong — — — -2.19 -2.19

Puerto Rico — — — — —

Source: Authors’ compilation
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Failing 3 Fragile 48 Vulnerable 72 Stable 59

Afghanistan Algeria Albania Argentina

DRC Angola Armenia Australia

Somalia Bangladesh Azerbaijan Austria

Burkina Faso Belarus Bahamas

Burundi Belize Bahrain

Cambodia Benin Barbados

Cameroon Bhutan Belgium

Central African 
Republic

Bolivia Botswana

Chad Bosnia and 
Herzegovina

Brunei

Comoros Brazil Bulgaria

Congo, Republic Cape Verde Canada

Côte d’Ivoire China Chile

Djibouti Colombia Costa Rica

Equatorial Guinea Cuba Croatia

Eritrea Dominican Republic Cyprus

Ethiopia Ecuador Czech Republic

Gambia Egypt Denmark

Guinea El Salvador Estonia

Guinea-Bissau Fiji Finland

Haiti Gabon France

Iran Georgia Germany

Iraq Ghana Greece

Kenya Guatemala Grenada

North Korea Guyana Hong Kong

Laos Honduras Hungary

Liberia India Iceland

Malawi Indonesia Ireland

Mauritania Israel Italy

Mozambique Jamaica Japan

Myanmar Jordan South Korea

Nepal Kazakhstan Kuwait

Niger Kyrgyzstan Latvia

Nigeria Lebanon Lithuania

Pakistan Lesotho Luxembourg

Palestine Libya Malaysia

Rwanda Macedonia Malta

Sierra Leone Madagascar Mauritius

Appendix 3. Spectrum Analysis Group Members



53

Vulnerability to intrastate ConfliCt

Failing 3 Fragile 48 Vulnerable 72 Stable 59

Sri Lanka Maldives Montenegro

Sudan Mali Netherlands

Swaziland Mexico New Zealand

Tajikistan Micronesia Norway

Timor-Leste Moldova Oman

Togo Mongolia Panama

Uganda Morocco Poland

Uzbekistan Namibia Portugal

Yemen Nicaragua Romania

Zambia Papua New Guinea Samoa

Zimbabwe Paraguay Singapore

Peru Slovak Republic

Philippines Slovenia

Qatar Spain

Russian Federation St. Lucia

São Tomé and 
Príncipe

Sweden

Saudi Arabia Switzerland

Senegal Taiwan, China

Serbia United Arab Emirates

Solomon Islands United Kingdom

South Africa United States

St. Vincent and the 
Grenadines

Uruguay

Suriname

Syrian Arab Republic

Tanzania

Thailand

Tonga

Trinidad and Tobago

Tunisia

Turkey

Turkmenistan

Ukraine

Vanuatu

Venezuela

Vietnam

Source: Authors’ compilation
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Notes
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of States”).

44. See especially Mata and Ziaja, User’s Guide.
45. Carment, Prest, and Samy also show the Carleton and Brookings indices correlated at 0.84 but the Fund for 

Peace and George Mason indices at only 0.64 (compared with our 0.78). They correlated indices only across 
sixty-one developing countries so we would expect somewhat different values, but they also found most mea-
sures correlated at the 0.7 and 0.8 levels or higher. The exception for them was the World Bank low-income 
country under stress (LICUS) analysis measure called the Country Policy and International Assessment 
(CIPA) index, which correlated with most measures at about the 0.5 to 0.6 level. They note that the LICUS 
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46. Marshall, “Fragility, Instability, and the Failure of States.”
47. This is an anomaly to which we will return.
48. This could, however, be the wrong interpretation for the measure’s attention to these states. It might be 
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some particularly unhappy news during the period of the most recent analysis of them.

49. The difference in treatment of Norway in the George Mason measure is simply an artifact of that project’s 
decision not to differentiate among the most stable countries; it should be ignored.

50. Compare the GDP per capita breaks here with the World Bank’s classification system: low income is GNI 
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$11,906 or more. See World Bank, “How We Classify Countries,” http://data.worldbank.org/about/country-
classifications.  

51. In 2005, the Stable 59 averaged over $26,000 (US) per capita at purchasing power parity. The Vulnerable 72 
averaged just over $4,000 of the same measure, the Fragile 48 was still well below $2,000, and the Failing 
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52. Longitudinal analysis of the measures relative to each other and relative to actual conflict levels would be 
ideal. The IFs project has only been able to obtain significant longitudinal data for the George Mason State 
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Fragility Index (1995–2008). Carment, Prest, and Samy report on longitudinal analysis (1980–2006) of their 
Carleton measure but do not make the index available over time to others. “The general trend that can be 
observed is that the developing world has become more fragile over time. . . . For all developing countries, 
increasing fragility and ALC [authority-legitimacy-capacity] scores were at their highest point in 1989, 
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again” (Security, Development and the Fragile State, 124). What is curious is that Marshall and Cole report 
that actual domestic conflict declined quite steadily after 1989 rather than reversing (Global Report 2009). 
Hence this suggests a negative correlation between the Carleton index and the conflict trend. But Carment, 
Prest, and Samy do not analyze their measure against conflict, but instead against potential drivers of it. 
Again their conclusion is surprising, because a main driver, GDP per capita, has trended positively.

53. Collier et al., Breaking the Conflict Trap.
54. Analysis with the Polity measure of democracy does not, however, show the same crossover of fragile and 

more limited vulnerability states.
55. The R-squared values in the table explore only linear relationships, and some relationships are almost cer-

tainly nonlinear. The focus on only the forty-eight fragile states reduces the impact of that simplification, 
however, because we have seen that those states cluster into a fairly narrow range of GDP per capita values, 
a key variable with which many social variables have curvilinear relationship over a wider range. We looked 
at the possibility that nonlinear (specifically logarithmic) relationships with GDP per capita might generate 
higher correlations with the various indices and they generally did not.

56. See Integrated Network for Societal Conflict Research (INSCR), “Data Page,” www.systemicpeace.org/
inscr/inscr.htm. 

57. We added these measures to the IFs database and considered them in preliminary analysis but have not 
discussed our analysis of them here. Institutions and their indices include Freedom House (the Countries at 
the Crossroads measure), the World Bank (the Country Policy and Institutional Assessment IDA Resource 
Allocation Index, abbreviated as the IDA-IRAI measure), Vision of Humanity (the Global Peace Index), 
the University of North Carolina (Political Terror Scale), and the Mo Ibrahim Foundation (African gover-
nance measure).
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