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Haiti: A Fragile State 
in Perspective

Collier, Muggah etc. – a new Marshall Plan for Haiti, a concert of states 
working to rebuild the country;

Haiti – second largest recipient of aid behind Afghanistan, largest in the 
Western Hemisphere;

Current catastrophe exacerbated by fundamental weaknesses in key
areas;

Beyond the immediate tasks of  critical infrastructure, health and 
sanitation, need strategic allocation of resources, priority setting, 
monitoring and risk analysis. 











Volume Layout

• Chapter 1- Introduction – The Fragile State Problematique

• Chapter 2 – Policy Analysis: Contending and Complementary 
Approaches

• Chapter 3 – The Determinants and Consequences of State Fragility

• Chapter 4  - Assessing Policy Inputs

• Chapter 5 – Profiles of Fragility for Effective Risk Analysis

• Chapter 6 – Fragility Relevance and Impact Assessment 



Impact of Research
1. Culmination of over 15 years of sustained research on risk analysis, the last 5 of which have

focused on fragile states, governance, and democracy performance.

2. Three distinct data sets capable of evaluating country performance and risk potential over a
30-year period.

3. A community of research based on cross disciplinary collaboration, training programmers and 
employment opportunities for  graduate students and faculty through  funding from the public 
and private sector.

4. North-South partnerships in training in risk analysis and access to open source 
documentation.

5. Software tools for monitoring country performance over time and predicting state failure.

6. Global presence through briefings, reports, and data - available at www.carleton.ca/cifp.

7. Peer reviewed publications in articles and book form.

http://www.carleton.ca/cifp


Theoretical and Conceptual Contributions

• Lack of consensus regarding the use of the term “state fragility”

• There are anywhere between 30-50 fragile states (with or without 
protracted conflicts)

• Rankings produced by different organizations are also different

• Our definition is derived from the convergence of three research
streams: development, conflict and stability policy research streams



Theory and Concepts: Findings

• Fragility and failure are distinct but related
– States become fragile and fail for different 

reasons and entry points will be different

• Conflict is often a symptom, not a cause of fragility
– Not all fragile states experience conflict especially 

small developing states





Cluster Analysis
– Governance
– Economics
– Security and Crime
– Environment
– Human 

Development
– Population and 

Demography

Fragile states lack the functional authority to provide basic security within their 
borders, the institutional capacity to provide basic social needs for their populations, 
and/or the political legitimacy to effectively represent their citizens at home and 
abroad.

Authority

CapacityLegitimacy



Authority

LegitimacyCapacity

Guyana

Haiti

The A‐L‐C structural indicator analysis permits the identification of core weaknesses 
along three vital dimensions of a viable state. Weakness along any dimension is a sign 
of potential fragility.



The State of the World:
Fragility Increasing Over Time

State of the Developing World: 1980‐2006
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Policy Impact

• A decision-support tool for desk officers;

• Strategic and operational guidance for policy makers;

• Introduction of problem-centred analysis into whole-of-
government policy-making; and

• A nascent network of research and policy capabilities across 
Canada.



Structural data
Baseline assessment
Relative ranking

Event-based data
Field officer and expert surveys
Allied, IO, NGO, private sector, 
and media reports

Qualitative Assessment
Survey data
Expert opinion
Structured analogy
Iterative Delphi technique

Evaluative Framework



CIFP Net Assessment
Quantitative and qualitative 
trend analysis

Structural data
Indicator Clusters
A-L-C Assessment

Structural fragility score

Trend lines

Stakeholder analysis

Event-based data
Desk officer and expert surveys

Event monitoring

Evaluation of policy options

Inputs

Analysis

Outputs

Indexing Model
Relevance

Potential impact 

Engagement Effectiveness

Demand-driven impact 
assessment

Drivers of change

Systemic and sectoral analysis







Determinants of State Fragility

Three Policy Research streams
– Development 

• World Bank, DFID, USAID etc
– Conflict 

• Agenda for Peace, Carnegie Commission, Fund 
for Peace, International Crisis Behaviour, 

– Stability
• Political Instability Task Force



Correlation Matrix (Developing Countries: 2006)

Marshall-
Goldstone

Fund for 
Peace

Brookings LICUS CIFP

Marshall-
Goldstone

1.00

Fund for 
Peace

0.62 1.00

Brookings -0.88 -0.71 1.00

LICUS -0.58 -0.56 0.76 1.00

CIFP 0.80 0.69 -0.84 -0.59 1.00



Fragility Indices Compared: 2006

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

constant 37.00** 1.01 138.37** 45.88** -0.79 9.01** 1.99** 3.61** 9.12** 3.69**
[20.67] [0.55] [19.47] [8.76] [-1.27] [17.68] [4.70] [15.57] [29.75] [14.27]

ln(GDP per 
capita)

-3.81** - -8.53** - 1.01** - 0.22** - -0.54** -

[-14.26] - [-8.13] - [11.11] - [3.16] - [-11.92] -

Security - 1.88** - 6.61** - -0.56** - -0.06 - 0.33**
- [5.71] - [7.09] - [-5.75] - [-1.38] - [6.22]

N 111 117 111 117 111 117 60 61 111 117
F-Stat 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.17 0.00 0.00
R-square 0.64 0.21 0.43 0.35 0.60 0.24 0.11 0.03 0.62 0.32
Note:
1) Except where indicated otherwise, the numbers in brackets are the t-values
2) *(**) indicates 10(5) percent level of significance

Marshall-Goldstone Fund For Peace Brookings CIFPWorld Bank/LICUS



Empirical Research and Findings: Causes

• We use the state fragility index developed by the 
Country Indicators for Foreign Policy (CIFP) –
www.carleton.ca/cifp

• A state needs to exhibit three fundamental properties 
to function properly: authority, legitimacy and capacity 
(ALC)

http://www.carleton.ca/cifp


Democracy and Fragility, 1980-2006
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Relation of Human Rights to Fragility -- CIRI Empowerment Index
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• Panel estimation with fixed effects; period 1980-2006

• Specification draws on PITF, literature on growth and stability,
identification of leading indicators

• Baseline equation:



 
Explanatory 
Variables 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Constant 9.16** 8.82** 8.62** 8.27** 9.37** 9.37** 9.23** 2.01** 
 (16.73) (36.96) (16.63) (35.67) (33.46) (37.49) (16.68) (4.84) 
         
log(GDPPC) -0.55** -0.50** -0.45** -0.40** -0.57** -0.57** -0.55** -0.14** 
 (-7.36) (-14.57) (-6.19) (-11.71) (-14.15) (-15.74) (-7.32) (-3.09) 
         
Growth  -0.01  -0.01  -0.01  -0.01       -0.01 -0.01* -0.01 -0.01 
 (-1.28)  (-1.37) (-1.17) (-0.96) (-1.45) (-1.84) (-1.22) (-0.91) 
         
Demo -0.01** -0.01** -0.01** -0.01** - -0.01** -0.01** -0.01 
 (-3.58) (-7.36) (-2.46) (-6.30)  (-3.26) (-3.56) (-0.13) 
         
Demo*Demo - - -0.01** -0.01** - - - - 
   (-6.70) (-12.28)     
         
Trade -0.01* -0.01** -0.01 -0.01** -0.01** -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 
 (-1.74) (-3.33) (-1.09) (-2.80) (-3.89) (-3.96) (-1.49) (-1.39) 
         
Inmo 0.01 - 0.01 - - - 0.01 -0.01 
 (0.38)  (0.22)    (0.28) (-0.29) 
         
Trade*Trade - - - - - - 0.01 - 
       (0.95)  
         
Hrem - - - - -0.02** -0.02** - - 
     (-5.42) (-2.06)   
         
Hrem*Hrem - - - - - -0.01 - - 
      (-0.14)   
         
Frg(-1) - - - - - - - 0.82** 
        (25.72) 
         
N 849 2751 849 2751 2558 2558 849 849 
Adj. R-squared 0.82 0.80 0.83 0.81 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.91 
Hausman Test 
(p-value) 

109.80 
(0.00) 

54.73 
(0.00) 

103.82 
(0.00) 

58.33 
(0.00) 

37.00 
(0.00) 

40.88 
(0.00) 

109.48 
(0.00) 

39.27 
(0.00) 

Note:  Except where indicated otherwise, the figures in parentheses are the t-values.  Robust t-statistics are reported.  
*(**) indicates 10(5) percent level of significance 
 
 

Determinants of 
Fragility, Panel 
Analysis, 1980-
2006



Key Findings

• Most highly significant factor is the level of development; 
this result is robust to a barrage of tests (specification, 
estimation procedure, sample size, time period)

• Regime type (democracy) matters; trade openness is 
generally significant

• Nonlinear relationship is confirmed in the case of 
“democracy level”



1980-89 1990-99 2000-2006
All Aid Recipients
Aid Per Capita (US $)
          -average 71.41 86.86 92.70
          -standard deviation 163.36 216.87 248.59

Aid (%GNI)
          -average 8.20 9.18 7.43
          -standard deviation 10.11 12.09 10.11

Top 40 Fragile States
Aid Per Capita (US $)
          -average 35.47 45.52 46.29
          -standard deviation 38.61 41.84 59.83

Aid (%GNI)
          -average 12.47 15.15 14.59
          -standard deviation 13.30 12.26 12.85

Top 20 Fragile States
Aid Per Capita (US $)
          -average 31.78 34.37 27.46
          -standard deviation 25.83 25.84 14.23

Aid (%GNI)
          -average 13.44 14.98 14.58
          -standard deviation 14.37 13.41 13.35

Policy Inputs: 
Aid

Allocation to 
Fragile States



Aid (% of GNI) to the Most Fragile States (2006)
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1980-89 1990-99 2000-06 1980-89 1990-99 2000-06

Top 40 Fragile States
Average 26.5 37.0 40.2 11.0 13.2 7.4
Standard Deviation 26.6 36.9 60.9 13.4 13.2 10.1
Top 20 Fragile States
Average 23.4 30.5 26.3 10.4 13.4 12.6
Standard Deviation 22.4 25.5 14.5 13.7 13.4 12.8

Top 40 Fragile States
Average 54.1 78.2 82.5 13.7 14.3 14.8
Standard Deviation 63.5 133.0 185.0 14.4 12.1 12.9
Top 20 Fragile States
Average 44.6 91.0 100.4 13.8 15.5 13.4
Standard Deviation 62.5 172.9 253.3 15.1 13.0 11.8

Top 40 Fragile States
Average 48.6 49.1 54.1 16.0 19.5 18.3
Standard Deviation 60.8 70.9 82.5 13.2 14.0 13.7
Top 20 Fragile States
Average 48.4 57.3 55.2 18.2 21.9 21.4
Standard Deviation 75.0 88.9 94.0 15.7 16.2 14.4

Capacity

Aid Per Capita (US$) Aid (%GNI)

Authority

LegitimacyAid
Allocation 
and ALC
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Aid Effectiveness

• Impact of aid on growth, taking fragility into 
account:

• Panel estimation with fixed effects; period 
1980-2006



Explanatory Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

 
ALL FRG>5 

 
FRG>5.5 

 
FRG>6 

GDPPC 
<1000 

GDPPC 
<3600 

       
Constant 46.92** 33.99** 30.66** 59.74** 37.24** 38.02** 
 (9.71) (5.43) (3.43) (3.87) (5.85) (7.18) 
       
log(GDPPC) -6.76** -5.43** -5.45** -12.02** -6.74** -5.90** 
 (-9.42) (-5.36) (-3.56) (-4.15) (-6.06) (-7.08) 
       
Aid 0.60** 0.36* 0.31 0.39 0.51** 0.54** 
 (3.66) (1.93) (1.03) (0.62) (2.80) (3.28) 
       
Aid*Aid -0.01* -0.01* -0.01 0.01 -0.01** -0.01** 
 (-1.85) (-1.71) (-1.40) (0.55) (-2.04) (-2.24) 
       
Aid*Fragility -0.08** -0.04 -0.02 -0.05 -0.06* -0.07** 
 (-2.80) (-1.16) (-0.43) (-0.56) (-1.85) (-2.25) 
       
Population Growth 1.14** 1.22** 1.24** 1.60** 1.23** 1.21** 
 (5.07) (4.48) (3.17) (3.65) (4.16) (4.90) 
       
Democracy -0.03 -0.03 -0.05 -0.11 -0.03 -0..05 
 (-0.85) (-0.85) (-1.03) (-1.31) (-0.85) (-1.52) 
       
Trade Openness 0.02** 0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02** 
 (2.18) (0.12) (-0.03) (1.23) (1.22) (2.04) 
       
Inflation Rate -0.01** -0.01 -0.01 0.01* -0.01* -0.01** 
 (-2.56) (-1.47) (-0.91) (1.86) (-1.79) (-2.54) 
       
Government Consumption -0.10** -0.15** -0.16** 0.17 -0.11** -0.13** 
 (-3.24) (-4.44) (-2.86) (1.36) (-2.98) (-4.08) 
       
Investment 0.03 0.08** 0.14** 0.18* 0.10** 0.04* 
 (1.44) (3.17) (3.58) (1.96) (3.25) (1.78) 
       
N 2301 1451 823 259 1161 1906 
Adj. R-squared 0.21 0.22 0.26 0.49 0.24 0.22 
Note:  Except where indicated otherwise, the figures in parentheses are the t-values.  Robust t-statistics  
are reported.  *(**) indicates 10(5) percent level of significance 
 

Aid Effectiveness



Aid Effectiveness: Findings

• The effectiveness of aid declines with fragility and 
there is some evidence of diminishing returns to aid

• For all aid recipients, aid works even though fragility 
has a dampening effect on its effectiveness

• This effect is especially important in low and lower 
middle-income countries



Overall Findings
-Fragility can be measured by looking at authority, 
legitimacy and capacity indicators

-Failure most often associated with challenges to 
authority and capacity structures

-Foreign aid focusing on capacity can be effective

-Fragile states are over and underfunded

- Small states have unique problems and must be 
closely monitored (eg Collier’s bottom billion)



Concluding Thoughts and Directions for 
Future Research

• A conceptual framework that recognizes different aspects of 
stateness allows for an identification of different aspects of 
fragility and better targeting of structural weaknesses. Need 
multiple lenses.

• Donors need to pay more attention to volume and 
predictability of aid in fragile contexts.

• Aid is important because extremely fragile countries 
(sometimes in or emerging from conflict) cannot rely on trade 
or investment.



Concluding Thoughts and Directions for 
Future Research

• Aid programs that focus on key weaknesses (such as 
infrastructure, growth, poor governance etc) can make a huge 
difference.

• More research needed on aid effectiveness in fragile contexts.

• More research also needed on the timing and sequencing of 
policies.



Haiti: the Way Forward

• Impact assessment, monitoring and evaluation: ALL crucial.

• CIFP can contribute by providing the tools, methods and   
knowledge to help rebuild Haiti.



THANK YOU
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