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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





The State of the World:
Fragility Increasing Over Time

State of the Developing World: 1980‐2006
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Key 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)



Key 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



Key Findings
Three streams in current literature

– Development 
• World Bank, DFID, USAID etc

– Conflict
• Agenda for Peace, Carnegie Commission, Fund 

for Peace, International Crisis Behaviour, 
– Stability

• Political Instability Task Force
All generate similar lists  



Key Findings
Correlation Matrix (Developing Countries: 2006)

Marshall-
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Marshall-
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1.00

Fund for 
Peace
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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



Key Findings
• Dependent variables often defined in 

terms of failure
– Usually as a violent end state or 

sometimes low capacity

• Need framework to anticipate earlier 
turning points, entry, sequencing and 
timing



• Fundamental components of 
“stateness” to measure fragility
– Authority
– Legitimacy
– Capacity

• Fragility connotes potential 
(dispositional property) involving all 
three components 

• Fragility is a process not an end state



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 the political 
legitimacy to effectively 
represent their citizens at 
home and abroad.

Authority

CapacityLegitimacy



Pakistan’s Entry Points for Programming:
Governance, Economics, Security and Crime, Human Development, 

Demography and the Environment

















Let us now look at some  key findings in 
more detail

- Causes and Correlates  of Fragility

- Aid allocation and Fragility; Where to focus?

- Fragility of Small Developing States



Relation of Democracy to Fragility
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Relation of Human Rights to Fragility -- CIRI Empowerment Index
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Correlates of Fragility: Human Development 
Index

Capacity is the Answer
Relation of Development to Fragility
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Correlates of Fragility: GDP
Not all Poor States are Fragile

Relation of GDP Per Capita to Fragility
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Relation of Aid to Fragility
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Causes: Growth Matters

Determinants of state fragility using structural data: 

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

‐Other variables as specified above are also significant and with the 
expected signs

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

‐income inequality does not matter when compared to the level of 
development



Causes: A Simple Model Confirmed 
By Researchers 

Determinants of state fragility using structural data

Carment et al (2008): CMPS

Cross‐sectional analysis: 1999‐2005

fragility = f (c, income, growth, level of democracy, trade 
openness, infant mortality)

‐Together with regional dummies, the model explains 
about 83% of the variation in fragility around the world
(using CIFP’s measure of fragility)



Causes

Explanatory variables Benchmark model

Constant 9.81** (13.30)

Logged GDP per capita (PPP) -0.47** (-6.06)

Growth -0.05** (-3.47)

Level of democracy -0.04** (-4.67)

Trade openness -0.01** (-3.45)

Infant Mortality 0.01** (3.33)

Africa 0.29** (2.29)

Latin America 0.17 (1.33)

MENA -0.01 (-0.04)

N 116

Adj R2 0.83

• DV: Fragility index, 4 and above



Aid and Fragility: Effectiveness, 
Volatility and Capacity

Application to aid allocation and aid effectiveness (that is, 
usefulness of the ALC framework)

-Fragile states tend to be under-aided when compared to 
the overall sample of aid recipients (measured in terms of 
aid per capita)

-Volatility of aid flows to fragile states has increased over 
time

-Capacity is a significant determinant of aid allocation 
(not the authority or legitimacy of states)

-Aid effectiveness tends to decrease in more fragile 
environments



Aid Policy: Orphans and Darlings
Aid (% of GNI) to the Most Fragile States (2006)
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Aid and Fragility: The Most Fragile are 
Underfunded

1969-1978 1979-1988 1989-93 1994-1998 1999-2003
All Aid Recipients
Aid Per Capita (US $)
     -average 22.4 51.5 56.7 106.4 80.8
     -standard deviation 30.4 64.9 70.7 518.9 202.5
Aid (%GNI)
     -average 5.9 8.9 10.6 10.7 8.8
     -standard deviation  6.8 10.5 14.7 16.7 11.9

Top 40 Fragile States
Aid Per Capita (US $)
     -average 11.4 29.0 37.1 42.5 35.5
     -standard deviation 10.3 21.6 23.8 38.6 46.1
Aid (%GNI)
     -average 6.5 11.3 15.7 16.0 13.8
     -standard deviation  5.0 11.3 13.1 12.1 10.5

Top 20 Fragile States
Aid Per Capita (US $)
     -average 9.9 29.5 37.7 49.5 41.0
     -standard deviation 7.1 19.7 22.8 48.8 62.6
Aid (%GNI)
     -average 6.1 12.1 16.0 17.6 15.9
     -standard deviation  5.1 14.5 14.0 14.2 11.8



Aid and ALC: Capacity a 
Significant Determinant

Determinants of Aid Allocation 
(Dependent Variable: Aid/GNI)
Explanatory Variables All 5> 6>
Constant -2.64 1.42 -29.19**

(-0.51) (-0.16) (-2.64)
Authority -2.60** -3.28** -0.63

(-3.10) (-2.95) (-0.73)
Legitimacy -1.54 -1.56 -1.55

(-1.53) (-1.19) (-1.03)
Capacity 5.70** 5.74** 7.43**

(-6.29) (-6.14) (-6.04)
N 145 117 60
Adj. R-squared 0.33 0.31 0.36



Fragility of SDS: Less Conflict But Still Very 
Vulnerable

• Carment, Prest, Samy (2006): we find that Small (Island) Developing 
States (37) are at  medium risk – small population, arbitrary 
borders, geographic isolation  (Collier’s Bottom Billion)

• Mitigating factors within SDS not found within the broad data set 
that serve to lessen the overall incidence of conflict

• As a group, they experience less conflict; in fact, they experience 
low-level conflict in ways that are not related to conventional war-
based definitions and measurements of large scale violence

• Other patterns: demographic and environmental stress are usually
above average, while economic performance is usually below 
average



Small Island Developing 
States

Risk Index 
(weighted 
average)

Small Island Developing 
States

Risk Index 
(weighted 
average)

Barbados 3.53 Palau 4.54
Malta 3.56 Tonga 4.54
Bahamas 3.77 Seychelles 4.60
Guyana 3.90 Belize 4.76
Antigua and Barbuda 3.91 Cape Verde 4.77
Jamaica 4.01 Dominican Republic 4.83
Cyprus 4.07 Singapore 4.86
Mauritius 4.13 Bahrain 4.93
Samoa 4.15 Cuba 4.93
Micronesia (Federated 
States of) 4.17

Maldives
4.93

Vanuatu 4.19 Papua New Guinea 5.04
St. Lucia 4.20 Kiribati 5.09
Trin idad and Tobago

4.21
Sao Tome and Principe

5.18
Grenada 4.35 Solomon Islands 5.25
Suriname 4.36 Comoros 5.63
Fiji 4.39 T imor-Leste 5.82
St. V incent and the 
Grenadines 4.40

Haiti
6.03

St. K itts and Nevis 4.49 Guinea-Bissau 6.31
Dominica 4.50

Fragility of SDS



Policy Implications
By identifying the aspects of fragility that are associated with
Authority. Legitimacy and Capacity, policies can be better targeted 
to structural weaknesses;
Various tool must be  used to Monitor and to Evaluate impact and
to assess risk

In the case of aid allocation, authority and capacity are significant 
factors
Details and Results can be found in: Carment, Prest Samy Security, 
Development and The Fragile State: Bridging the Gap Between Theory 
and Policy (Routledge2009) and www.carleton.ca/cifp



Project goals: www.carleton.ca/cifp

• To provide decision-support tools for desk officers  through reports and briefs;

• To provide strategic and operational guidance for policy makers through data 
analysis and country monitoring

• To integrate problem-centred analysis into whole-of-government policy-making–
through training and outreach

• To develop a network of research and policy capabilities;

• To develop evidence-based analysis of fragility in specific  countries through
data gathering and model development ;

• To provide coherent and focused decision-support to policy-makers in 
development, defence and diplomacy through partnerships.


