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ABSTRACT

Research on state fragility has seldom examined questions of persistence and transition of
states. We develop a six-fold typology of states to examine how key structural features of
states evolve and contribute to successful exits from fragility in some cases and
persistence in others. Particularly worrisome is the lack of positive transition among the
weakest states. Our findings are derived from a minimalist construct of a refined time
series dataset involving state indicators of authority, legitimacy, and capacity. Case studies
of some of the more turbulent examples support our state trajectories. Additionally,
changes in legitimacy most often led state transitions into or out of fragility. Implications
of intervention policy for transitioning states out of fragility are addressed, and these are
given particular focus since fragile states experience at least twice the intensity/incidence

of internal armed conflict compared to other states.
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States that are persistently fragile pose an unmet challenge to policy makers, theorists, and
analysts alike. States are thought to progress over time, but for many this is simply not
true — some experience quick reversals while some improve in certain areas yet weaken in
others. Also, stagnant states that show little indication of exiting out of their political,
economic, and social malaise have consequently become some of the biggest recipients of
foreign aid. Such states of persistent stagnation are considered to be stuck in a fragility
trap. For example, Cilliers and Sisk (2013) forecast that ten African countries are at risk of
remaining fragile beyond 2050. Given that fragile states tend to be more prone to conflict,
the fragility trap is thus evocative of Collier's (2007) conflict trap. However, this
correlation notwithstanding, it is important to note that not all fragile states are affected by

conflict just as most, but not all, countries in conflict are fragile by definition.

Studies focusing on fragility persistence have largely either draw on ad hoc and anecdotal
evidence (Pritchett, Woolcock, and Andrews 2012), or are based on limited interpretations
of state development equivalent to economic growth (Andrimihaja, Cinyabuguma, and
Devarajan 2011). Pritchett et al. (2012) argue that this persistence is predicated in the
kinds of aid delivered to fragile states and subsequent lack of an optimal response that
undermines the development of strong institutions and public administration strategies.
They argue that states adopt either “isomorphic mimicry” to maintain international
legitimacy despite structural dysfunctionality or “premature load bearing”, which allows
failure to exist while creating the illusion of implementing effective developmental
policies and the trappings of modernization. Andrimihaja et al. (2011) find that Africa's
fragile states grow more slowly than non-fragile states and the probability that a fragile
state in 2001 was still fragile in 2009 was 0.95. According to these authors, corruption,
political instability and violence, insecure property rights, and unenforceable contracts
conspire to create a “slow-growth-poor-governance equilibrium trap” into which these

states fall.

States vary widely in their capabilities both across different dimensions of stateness and
across time; moreover, the patterns of such variance themselves differ markedly from state

to state. Any state may be relatively strong in certain dimensions of stateness even if it is
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critically weak in others. Few states suffer catastrophic failure in all areas of stateness
simultaneously. The idea that “all good things go together” (Huntington 2006) simply
cannot be justified, a priori, in a study of how states evolve. One state may possess
considerable legitimacy with its population despite limited ability to provide for public
goods, while another may exhibit a robust capacity to defend its borders, but not enjoy the
confidence and loyalty of its population. In essence, single indices to define stateness

oversimplify the quality and function of states (Rotberg 2004).

Understanding the persistence of fragility presents an empirical challenge to the policy
prescription that states are constantly modernizing in teleological terms with the strong
state as the main referent. Decades-old strong state approaches, as embodied in theories of
modernization put forward by Rostow (1960), have been contested by Huntington (2006).
Huntington proposed that institutional breakdown is a consequence of rapid social
mobilization, and thus state order and coherence became a primary focus in understanding
how states decay or reverse their trajectory. Jackson (1990) offered up the equally
controversial concept of “quasi-states” to describe polities in Africa that, while ostensibly

sovereign, demonstrably lacked vital aspects normally associated with a functional state.

One of the general conclusions of these findings is that core structural elements of
stateness represented by authority, legitimacy, and capacity provide key organizing
concepts for evaluating change over time. In brief, authority refers to the ability of leaders
to enact binding legislation over their populations and to provide them with a stable and
secure environment. Legitimacy refers to the extent to which leaders have the support of
the population along with international recognition of that support. Capacity refers to the

power of leaders to mobilize resources for productive and defensive purposes.

To encompass the above, we develop a typology of states based on a ,minimalist”
construct of the Country Indicators for Foreign Policy (CIFP) fragile states project and its
core structural dimensions of Authority, Legitimacy, and Capacity (A-L-C).' This

! See www.carleton.ca/cifp and Carment, Prest, and Samy (2008, 2009) for detailed develop ment of the A -
L-C construct.
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multidimensionality of stateness closely follows the condition of combined qualities of
statechood first introduced by Nettl (1968) as a continuous variable, one that could be
disaggregated into its constituent elements. In essence, Nettl's formulation enables a
description of “more or less stateness” along one or more dimensions. This
multidimensionality was also central for examining the prediction of potential state

failures (Tikuisis, Carment, and Samy 2012).

Since research on state fragility has not sufficiently examined questions of persistence, we
also develop a time series dataset conducive to explaining state persistence over time as
well as transitions into and out of fragility. Thus, this papers primary contributions are
concept development, research design, and data creation. We are thus able to
unambiguously characterize states more richly than existing indices that simply rank states
along a spectrum from strong to weak. While the paper does not generate a general theory
of state evolution, we are able to specify the conditions under which specific types of

states are likely to improve or deteriorate over time.

Our typology-based approach to theory building has several advantages: 1) the
development of this explanatory typology is based on pre-existing theory, yet it allows for
further refinement and testing; 2) it lends itself to determining the sequence of transitions
from one state type to another rather than just capturing a single moment in time; and 3) it
is conducive to identifying potential counterfactual cases — that is, what category might a
state have transitioned to if the state had taken a different decision (King, Keohane, and
Verba 1994; Elman 2005; Goertz 2006). Building such a typology also enables us to more
confidently generalize our findings in an inductive manner, an approach that has been
advocated in the methodologically oriented literature (King et al. 1994; Bates et al. 2000).
However, the results we produce from our empirical analysis, while congruent with cases
to demonstrate state types in greater detail, should be taken as indicative rather than

definitive since they are not subjected to statistical testing.

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
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We begin with the rationale for developing a minimalist construct of a state typology
model (STM), similar to the approach taken by Gravingholt, Ziaja, and Kreibaum (2012).
Models of state condition often rely on composite indicators of state fragility that can
consist of a few to hundreds of indicators. Although many indicators offer the ideal of
comprehensive coverage, several disadvantages arise. One is that indicator data are not
always available over periods of interest with the result that state condition might be
misrepresented. Another is the redundancy of including several indicators that essentially
describe similar state characteristics, as for example metrics of education (e.g, literacy
rate, school enrolment). Unless such redundancies are weighted or eliminated, biases can
be created by oversampling. Finally, attribution or causality of state deterioration becomes
problematic with indicators such as infant mortality that correlate highly with state failure

(Goldstone et al. 2000), but offer little policy value for intervention.

A minimalist construct comprising few but meaningful indicators can mitigate the above
disadvantages. Specifically, indicators can be chosen on the basis of unique representation
and good data availability. While the value or importance of an indicator is unavoidably
subjective, fewer indicators are more easily discriminated. The construct of the minimalist
STM developed herein consists of several steps, beginning with the selection of indicators

followed by data preparation and the categorization of states.

Choice of Data

Mata and Ziaja (2009) have documented and analyzed eleven cross-country fragility and
conflict indices regularly published by various organizations, including the CIFP —
Fragility Index (FI). Policy makers use these indices in both aid and foreign policy
contexts. Indices such as the Failed States Index (FSI), recently renamed the Fragile
States Index of the Fund for Peacez, are less suited to examine the evolution of states
because of their limited temporal coverage (ie., since mid-2000s). Additionally, the
proprietary nature of FSI indicator selection makes it difficult to know what aspects of

fragility are emphasized. Other indices such as the Brookings Index of State Weakness

% See http:/ffp.statesindex.org/fsi-trends-2013.
3 See http://www.brookings.edu/research/reports/2008/02/weak -states-index.
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are only available for one year while the World Bank lists of Low-Income Countries
Under Stress and Fragile States® cover few countries. The State Fragility Index (SFI;
Marshall and Cole 2014) categorizes states from 0 (no fragility) to 25 (extreme fragility)
based on indicators of security, political, economic, and social effectiveness and
legitimacy. While these indicators fall under state dimensions of authority, legitimacy, and

capacity, the SFI does not specify state types.

Since its inception, CIFP has regularly published data that ranks countries not only
according to the FI but also along different A-L-C dimensions (Carment et al. 2008,
2009). We extend this approach by clustering states that share commonality along specific
values of A, L, and C that allows a separation of states according to different types of
weakness and strength. This also allows the identification of states that are particularly
vulnerable for different reasons. We achieve this discrimination by developing a

minimalist version ofthe CIFP-FI.

Indicators

Indicator data were extracted from the CIFP database. Data prior to 2000 are increasingly
sparse and were considered insufficiently complete for the purpose of developing STM
with as many states as possible and minimal data gaps. Hence, model development was
limited to an 11-year period from 2000 to 2010 inclusive. All indicators were eligible for
acceptance, but were excluded if data gaps were excessive during the 11-year period. With
the exception of the UN Human Development Index (HDI), excessive gaps meant missing
data for two or more consecutive years. Indicators were also selected to provide broad
representation within an A-L-C dimension and with minimal overlap between dimensions.
This was achieved by subjecting candidate indicators to a correlational analysis and
selecting indicators with high intra-correlation within a state dimension and low inter-

correlation between state dimensions.

The eleven indicators itemized below (four each for A and L, and three for C described in

detail with access/source information in the online appendix “DEFINITION OF

* See http://data.worldbank.org/about/country -classifications.
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INDICATORS™) met the above criteria of data availability and discrimination®, but only
for 131 countries. More countries could be included by reducing the number of indicators
or relaxing the missing data criterion, but this was not deemed acceptable for

methodological rigor.

Authority: e Government Effectiveness (policy formulation and implementation)
e Regulatory Quality (regulation of private sector development)
e Political Stability and Absence of Violence (government stability)
e Refugees Produced (refugee status)
Legitimacy: e Freedom of the Press (free flow of information)
e Political Rights (PR) & Civil Liberties (CL) (freedom ofchoice)
e Voice and Accountability (free expression)
e Human Rights — Empowerment (composite measure of freedoms)
Capacity®: e GDP total (Gross Domestic Product in constant 2000 US$)
e Reserve Holdings (total gold reserves in current USS)
e Human Development Index (HDI) (composite measure of human

development)

Data Preparation

Single year data for ,Government Effectiveness®, ,Regulatory Quality”, and ,Political
Stability and Absence of Violence* were missing for 2001. HDI data were missing from
2001 through 2004, inclusive. In each case, missing data were estimated using linear

interpolation.’

> Although all indicators correlated significantly with one another, the average intra-correlation ofr = 0.75
was markedly higher than the average inter-correlation of 0.52.

6 Military expenditure was considered as an additional indicator of capacity, but data were insufficient.
However, the correlation between GDP total, which was used, and military expenditure based on 116 states
in the study was significant at r = 0.94, indicating that economic size can serve as a proxy for military
expenditure.

7 Mean indicator values of the years 2000 and 2002 were used to estimate the missing single indicator
values for 2001, which is equivalent to applying infinite imputation using random estimates. Linear
regression was applied to estimate HDI for the years 2001 through 2004 bounded by the values at 2000 and
2005 assuming monotonicity. We tested HDI data for monotonicity using values from 2005 through 2010
inclusive by conducting a correlational analysis of the regressed values against the reported values. A high
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Assessments of civil liberties and political rights were averaged as a single indicator under
,Restrictions on PR & CL*, HDI was weighted twice as much as the other indicators under
Capacity given that it comprises several sub-indicators (life expectancy, education, and
income). Both ,Economic Size — GDP total” and ,Reserve Holdings — total” were log-
transformed on the basis that purchasing parity/power does not increase proportionally
with increased size®, which resulted in a more uniform representation of wealth. Similarly,
,Refugees Produced” was log-transformed on the assumption that the impact of refugees

does not increase proportionally with increased numbers.

All raw and processed (post-interpolations and log-transformations) indicator values were
linearly scaled fiom 1 to 9 based on their min-max range for all 131 states from 2000
through 2010 inclusive’. Scaled values from 1 to 9 represent best to worse performance.
The resultant scores for A and L were based on unweighted averages of their respective
four scaled indicators. The score for C was based on the average scaled values of
,Economic Size — GDP total, ,Reserve Holdings®, and twice HDI. Finally, the fragility

index, FI, was based on an unweighted average of A, L, and C.

State Categorization

The 11-year average values of A, L, and C were plotted for each state (see Figure 1).
Evident among states that exhibit strong capacity (ie., low C values) is a distinct
bifurcation of low and high legitimacy. Opposite these zones are states of high A, L, and C

values signifying high fragility, and in-between lie states of varying performance.

degree of monotonicity was indicated with a total of 89.3% significant correlations and an overall average
correlation of r = 0.93. We also tested the consequence of assuming random HDI values for the years 2001
through 2004, also bounded by the values at 2000 and 2005. This exercise, which did not ensure
monotonicity, did not change the state categorizations as tabled in the online appendix “STATE
CATEGORIZATION” under the assumption of HDI monotonicity. This invariance to the method of
imputation is due to the relatively s mall difference between the scaled 2000 and 2005 HDI values (average
0f0.023) compared to the min-max range of the entire dataset (0.682). Thus, our assumption of HDI
monotonicity from 2000 to 2005 not only concurs with the observed trend from 2005 to 2010, but does so
without biasing state categorization.

¥ Log-transformation is similarly applied to the income component of HDI (see
https://data.undp.org/dataset/Table-2-Human-Develop ment-Index-trends/efc4-gjvq).

? This ensured that state performance over time would be judged by relative changes to itself against an all-
inclusive fixed baseline.
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Exploratory clustering algorithms can be used to sort such data. For example, using
different indicators but the same A-L-C construct, Gravingholt et al. (2012) applied a
Gaussian Mixture Model to report six distinct groups in which 89% of states were
classified with an uncertainty below 0.25 (i.e., not all states could be fitted with a
probability at least three times higher than belonging to another group). Indeed, the
authors claimed that the methodology is not “ideal to assess exactly which group a certain
country belongs to”. We applied a different clustering algorithm'® to group our sample of
131 states according to their average A-L-C values and also found similar ambiguity in the
selection criteria of the grouping variables. Such ambiguity makes it nearly impossible to
track a state’S trajectory over time since grouping thresholds vary from year to year. To
ensure that states could be classified unambiguously, an empirical “fixed” typology of
state types was sought, which would enable an analysis of persistence within and

transition between groups from year to year.

Separation of highly functional (low A-L-C scores) from fragile (high A-L-C scores) is
straight-forward. The states in-between require a more nuanced discrimination. Those
with good capacity (low C) but poor legitimacy (high L) stand out as materially functional
but politically susceptible, and are therefore classified as brittle. Opposite these states are
those with adequate authority and legitimacy, but burdened with poor capacity, which we
classify as impoverished. Sandwiched between these two groups and the fragile states are
a group that we classify as struggling, essentially viewed as a junction into or out of
fragility. Criteria for these five classifications, as defined in Table 1, were guided by the
clustering algorithm, but ultimately selected to ensure a meaningful and pragmatic
demarcation. All states outside these criteria generally fell below the highly functional

status, and were thus classified as moderately functional by default.

Figure 1 here

Table 1 here

9 STATISTICA® K-means Cluster with a specification of six groups.
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RESULTS

Figure 1 shows the approximate location of the resultant six state types. The table found in
the online appendix “STATE CATEGORIZATION” lists the 131 states categorized
according to their 11-year average A, L, C, and FI scores using the criteria of Table 1, and

their trajectory from 2000 to 2010 inclusive.

The majority of states (n = 88; 67.2%) did not transition out of their categorization during
the 11-year study period. Of the 43 states that underwent transitions, most were weak
including all but one struggling state and 9 of the 12 fragile states. In contrast, only 2 of
the 29 highly functional states transitioned, and these were from M to H status (Lithuania
and Poland). Also, there were no transitions between fragility and moderately functional
status except for Nepal when legitimacy improved sufficiently to propel the state from F
to M status in 2009. Disregarding this single case, Figure 2 shows all the observed
transitions, noting in particular no transitions between the upper (H and B) and lower (I
and F) tiers of state status, except through the middle tier (M and S). Further, all
transitions out of fragility were limited to struggling status, alluded to earlier as the only

viable trajectory towards improvement.

Figure 2 here

Transitions over the 11-year period of study were generally positive except for states
classified as brittle. Specifically, the number of states classified as H rose from 29 in 2000
to 32 in 2010; conversely, the number declined from 53 to 52 for M, 15 to 11 for I, 12 to
11 for S, and 12 to 9 for F. For B states, the number rose from 10 to 16. Taken together,
the overall trend was positive and driven by a 10.7% improvement in state capacity (both
economic and human development indicators), while authority and legitimacy deteriorated

by 3.1 and 3.5%, respectively, leading to an overall slight improvement in FI by 1.7%.

Role of A-L-C in State Transition

10
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STM can be used to identify the A-L-C dimension that changed most during transitions, in
particular, between struggling and fragile status. This can be especially informative when
targeting state function for intervention either to pre-empt further deterioration (e.g., S to
F) or to facilitate improvement (e.g., F to S). In total, eight S — F and thirteen F — S
transitions occurred (see table in the online appendix “STATE CATEGORIZATION”).
The state dimension of greatest change was noted for each transition and in all but one
case,'! the change was a deterioration or an improvement in concurrence with the overall
change in FI. In five of the remaining seven S — F transitions and in eight of the
remaining twelve F — S transitions, the largest change occurred in legitimacy. Change
was larger in authority in two S — F and two F — S transitions, and in capacity in two F
— S transitions. In sum, transitions into and out of F via S status were mostly led by

changes in state legitimacy.

Case Studies

We clarify the status of certain weak states that exhibit particularly turbulent trajectories to
provide supporting evidence of STM by comparing our observed state transitions to actual
events. The case studies (detailed in the online appendix “CASE STUDIES”) illustrate
how both discreet ,trigger” events and gradual structural deterioration/improvement can
shape the trajectory of a given state. Haiti is an example that first oscillated between S and
F status, and then between S and M status. Mauritania oscillated between S and I status
before deteriorating further to F status. Uganda, on the other hand, is an example of
eventual improvement from F to M status. And Pakistan is an example that exhibited

considerable turbulence between S, M, and B status.

Armed Conflict
The relationship of a state*S status and its propensity to internal armed conflict is
particularly relevant to the discourse on state fragility. Armed conflict within a state (i.e.,

intrastate conflict) is expected to be highly likely in fragile/failing/failed states (Grono

"' In the case of Yemen, borderline scores of A and C (5.99 and 6.00, respectively) indicated a change in FI
that was opposite to the changes in A and C.

11
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2010)."> While armed conflict can occur in stronger states, such states can usually respond
without significant disruption in state function. Fragile states, on the other hand, are
further weakened by armed conflict and often require external intervention at considerable
cost to restore stability. Of primary interest is whether the typology of states developed
herein concurs with the expected susceptibility of fragile states to armed conflict. We
explored the relationship between state type and armed conflict, but refrain from
addressing the question of ‘“reverse causality” (ie., whether state fragility facilitates

conflict or conflict facilitates fragility is an inquiry beyond the scope of the present study).

Our analysis (detailed in the online appendix “ARMED CONFLICT”) indicates that
fragile states experienced fatal armed conflict at least twice the integrated intensity and
duration as compared to struggling and brittle states, and even more so compared to other
state types. Armed conflict in the fragile states of this study was also confined to Africa
with the sole exception of Tajikistan. Further, the propensity of armed conflict in fragile
states is exacerbated by their inability to respond effectively, thus facilitating long periods

of turbulence in most cases.

DISCUSSION

The categorization of states developed herein stemmed from a need to improve our
understanding of the role and importance of the dimensions of stateness when states
become weak and vice-versa. A single index such as FI, SFI, or FSI cannot provide the
explanatory fidelity and enriched policy guidance that the A-L-C dimensions of stateness
offer. Specifically, what combination of a state‘S authority, legitimacy, and capacity make
that state highly functional at one extreme and fragile at the other? Using a minimalist
construct of the CIFP model of state fragility, A-L-C scores revealed a bifurcation at a
legitimacy score of about 5.5 (Figure 1) signaling at least two types of states. Further

disaggregation suggested four additional state types leading to the six-fold typology model

12" Also see https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/future-character-of-conflict.

12
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These demarcations were based on specific thresholds of A, L, C, and FI, which were
guided by a clustering algorithm and rationally assigned to categorize states in meaningful
groups with pragmatic utility. Although all states cannot be expected to fit perfectly under
such fixed and convenient constraints, the classifications and transitions in the vast
majority of cases concur with expectation, as attested by the case studies. If sufficient data
were available for the inclusion of out-of-sample extremely weak states (e.g., Afghanistan,
Somalia), it is possible that these might have shifted the scaled values of all other states
with potential re- categorization of borderline cases. However, rather than recalibrate STM
with new cases if sufficient data become available, it would be prudent to simply
categorize the new cases using the selection criteria as stipulated in Table 1 given the
plausible findings it yielded. There is the theoretical possibility that the A, L, and/or C
values of an extremely weak state not examined herein might exceed the present

maximum of'9, but this would not disallow categorizing such states.

For details on the following summary of state trajectories, refer to the table in the online
appendix “STATE CATERGORIZATION”. All but two highly functional states (n = 29)
maintained their status from 2000 to 2010 inclusive. Three other states also transitioned
from M to H (Estonia in 2005, Latvia in 2006, and Uruguay in 2007) but their 11-year
average fragility index relegated their overall status to M. Similarly, most moderately
functional states (42 out of 56) also retained their status throughout the 11-year period of
this study. Interesting exceptions include Armenia, Jordan, Kyrgyzstan, Sri Lanka, and
Venezuela that ended in a brittle status.

Moderately functional states outnumbered the other groups and include fairly disparate
states exhibiting strong authority and capacity such as Singapore to states with weak
authority and capacity such as Bangladesh. It might be prudent to disaggregate these states
further for greater clarity. To do so, we advocate sub-categories of strong and weak
performing states within the moderately functional status based on whether state authority
and capacity were either both below or above 4.5 (approximate midpoint of A and C). For
example, strong performers would include Brazil, Israel, and Singapore, while weak

performers would include Bangladesh, Kenya, and Sri Lanka.

13
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Brittle states (n = 12) are defined by good capacity and poor legitimacy, but are
considered vulnerable to political unrest, especially if unconstrained. While ostensibly
capable of responding to armed conflict, brittle states can be susceptible to
revolts/uprisings as witnessed in Algeria, Pakistan, and Russia during most of the 11-year
period studied herein. More prescient are the highly disruptive 2011 Arab Spring uprisings
that occurred without ample warning in Tunisia, Egypt, and Syria just after the present
study period (2000 - 2010). Strong economic performers such as Bahrain, Saudi Arabia,
UAE, and China are also categorized as brittle, but have clearly been successful in
constraining political dissent. This has largely been possible through economic strength
and associated monetary appeasement in the three Arab states.'® Hence, a distinction can
be made between politically vulnerable brittle states characterized by weak economic
performance and politically stable brittle states characterized as strong economic

performers. '*

Impoverished states (n = 13; Benin, Gambia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mozambique,
Niger, Papua New Guinea, Senegal, Solomon Islands, Tanzania, Uganda, and Zambia)
function with sufficient authority and legitimacy, but are handicapped by poor capacity.
Most of these states reside in sub-Saharan Africa (n= 11) and were impoverished for most
of the 11-year study period, which might qualify them as trapped in poverty. Promising,
however, are three states that achieved M status by 2010; these were the Solomon Islands,

Tanzania, and Uganda.

Struggling state status (n = 9; Angola, Cameroon, Republic of Congo, Haiti, Liberia,
Mauritania, Nepal, Sierra Leone, and Swaziland) was designated for weak states that did
not meet the selection criteria for either brittle, impoverished, or fragile status. Their FI

values generally fell between those of states in I and F status, and all but one (Cameroon

'3 For example, increased domestic expenditure by Saudi Arabia has been dubbed the ,national bribe
(Lesch 2012). Also, 2010 GDPpc of Bahrain ($16.7K in constant 2005 US$), Saudi Arabia ($16.0K), and
UAE ($24.2K) greatly exceed that of the conflict-troubled Arab states [Algeria ($3.1K), Egypt ($1.6K),
Tunisia ($3.9K)] and Syria ($1.7K, estimated). GDP source: http://datacatalog.worldbank.org/.

' China is considered as such given its high GDP (2010 $3.84¢'? in constant 2005 US$ despite a modest
GDPpc ($2.9K).

14
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was consistently struggling) share turbulent histories, transitioning between S, F, M,

and/or I status throughout the 11-year study period.

Fragile states (n = 12) are the polar opposite of highly functional states. Three of these
states, Chad, Cote d“Tvoire, and Sudan were consistently at F status throughout the entire
11-year study period. The other nine states (Burundi Central African Republic,
Democratic Republic of Congo, Ethiopia, Laos, Rwanda, Tajikistan, Togo, and Yemen
Republic) all share turbulent histories, often shifting to S status and back. This particular
category of states provides further evidence for the fragility trap that has been reported
elsewhere [recall the 0.95 probability of a fragile state in 2001 still being fragile in 2009
(Andrimihaja et al. 2011) and that 35 countries defined by the World Bank as fragile in
1979 were still fragile in 2009 according to the European Report on Development (2009)].

In sum, the vast majority of states (108/131; 82.4%) ended with the same designation as
categorized during the 11-year period ending in 2010. The greatest volatility occurred
among the struggling states where six out of nine states ended in a different classification
compared to 2000. The persistence of most other states to remain at their long-term
designations suggests that state status is fairly steady, perhaps frustratingly so for weak
states considered to be ,frapped”. STM developed herein can provide nuance and guidance
in understanding this dilemma, as demonstrated through several cases in the online

appendix “CASE STUDIES.”

The net implications of our argument are two-fold. First, as Newman (2009) points out, if
indeed there is a persistence of state fragility and failure, then there are important
questions about why such states deviate from the ideal of the Western state and the
modernization processes often equated with development. Or as Pritchett et al. (2012) and
others have argued, the paradox where “everyone and no-one believes in modernization”
in which fragile states adopt superficially the trappings of statehood while failing to
implement effective and endogenous development policies. Second, such persistence
largely justifies interventionist policies that seek to rebuild and reconstruct fragile states in

the Western image. Although transnational threats such as terrorism have been the single

15
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largest justification for this kind of interventionism, other issues such as human rights
violations and genocide have prompted the emergence of the “Responsibility to Protect””
doctrine in recent years. Other examples of justifiable intervention include secessionist
internal conflict, the rapid and destabilizing movements of people and arms across borders,

and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.

If unaided or even inadequately aided, fragile states remain at significantly elevated risks
of internal armed conflict that can potentially destabilize geopolitical balance and
international security. This argument drove foreign policy in the wake of 9/11, but has
recently been criticized as misguided interventionism (Mazarr 2013). Yet, fragile states
cannot be ignored. The higher incidence of fatal armed conflict in fragile states is
disconcerting given that fragile states are poorly equipped to respond effectively to armed
conflict '® and therefore they require external intervention at considerable cost for
stabilization. The issue is not whether to intervene, but how. According to our analysis,
legitimacy is the dimension of greatest change of states entering or exiting fragility, and
therefore warrants primary consideration in intervention strategies. This is consistent with
Wesleys (2008) advocacy of attending to political change versus ‘“technocratic reforms”

to effect real change.

Furthermore, from a donor perspective, particular attention must be paid to strategic
dilemmas of weighting, prioritizing, and sequencing aid instruments at various junctures
in the state building process, and to the degree in which specific initiatives might
contribute to improved outcomes across the three core A-L-C dimensions of stateness. To
the extent that states can be categorized according to the six-fold typology developed in
this paper, a more tailored policy to each type of state might be applied. Such nuances
cannot be captured by broader categorizations such as ,failed” states. Specifically, our
analysis suggests that pre-crisis intervention, especially in persistent fragile states, might

benefit most from a focus on key structural indicators of weakness in state legitimacy.

13" See http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/58437/gareth -evans -and-mohamed-sahnoun/the-
responsibility-to-protect.

' There is no general causal relationship between state fragility and incidence of armed conflict — i.e.,
certain states are either fragile (e.g., Cote d“Ivoire, DRC) or become fragile (e.g., Nepal) when conflict
breaks out (see tables in online appendices “STATE CATEGORIZATION” and “ARMED CONFLICT”).
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In summary, STM was developed to provide insight on the role of A, L, and C with regard
to the pathways a state can take either towards strength or weakness. It resulted in a
meaningful, recognizable, and pragmatic six-fold typology of states that allows states to
be unambiguously characterized (qualitatively and quantitatively) more richly than just
along a spectrum from strong to weak. It also improved our understanding, through case
studies, of how and why states slip into but manage to transition out of fragility, even if
for brief periods. And it helped highlight the entrapment of certain states in challenging
positions, especially those of fragile status with high susceptibility to internal armed
conflict. This was realized through the conceptualization of A-L-C thresholds that,
although fixed in this study, can be adjusted, if warranted, to achieve even greater

coherence with reality.
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GLOSSARY

state dimension of authority
brittle state status

state dimension of capacity

CIFP Country Indicators for Foreign Policy
CL  Civil Liberties

F fragile state status

FI Fragility Index

FSI  Fragile State Index

GDP  Gross Domestic Product

H highly functional state status
HDI  Human Development Index

I impoverished state status

L state dimension of legitimacy

M moderately functional state status
PR Political Rights

S struggling state status

SFI  State Fragility Index

STM State Typology Model
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Table 1. Typology ofstate types and their selection criteria based on the 11-year average

scores of A, L, C, and FI (blank cells are unconstrained in FI).

Type A-L-C and FI Criteria Description
H A<4 L<4 C<4 Highly functional state in all
dimensions of stateness
M | default if no other categorization Moderately functional state in all
criteria met dimensions of stateness
B A<65 | L>65 | C<55 Brittle state — functional, especially
in capacity, but lacking legitimacy
I A<6 L<6 C>6 Impoverished state - authoritative and
legitimate, but lacking capacity
S at least one of A, L, C > 6, FI> 6 | Struggling state — functionally weak
and if B or I criteria not met overall and in most dimensions
F A>6 L>6 C>6 Fragile state — functionally weak in

all dimensions of stateness
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FIGURES
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9 b Brittle ' Impoverished
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Figure 1. Scatterplot of average A, L, and C scores for 131 states for 2000 — 2010, and

approximate location of different state types.
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Figure 2. Pathways of state transitions from 2000 to 2010 for 131 states.
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APPENDIX: DEFINITION OF INDICATORS

Authority

Government Effectiveness: Captures perceptions of the quality of public services, the
quality of the civil service and the degree of its independence from political pressures, the
quality of policy formulation and implementation, and the credibility of the government's
commitment to such policies. (source: World Bank

http://info.worldbank. org/governance/wgi/sc chart.asp)

Regulatory Quality: Captures perceptions of the ability of the government to formulate
and implement sound policies and regulations that permit and promote private sector
development. (source: World Bank

http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/sc chart.asp)

Political Stability and Absence of Violence: Measures perceptions of the likelihood that
the government will be destabilized or overthrown by unconstitutional or violent means,
including politically-motivated violence and terrorism. (source: World Bank

http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/sc chart.asp)

Refugees Produced: Refugee population by country or territory of origin. (source: World
Bank http://data.worldbank.org/indicator)

Legitimacy

Freedom of the Press: Countries are given a total score from 0 (best) to 100 (worst) on the
basis ofa set of 23 methodology questions divided into three subcategories. The degree to
which each country permits the free flow of news and information determines the
classification of its media as “Free,” “Partly Free,” or “Not Free.” Countries scoring O to
30 are regarded as having “Free” media; 31 to 60, “Partly Free” media; and 61 to 100,
“Not Free” media. (source: Freedom House

http://www. freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-press-2012/methodolo gy)
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Political Rights and Civil Liberties: Political Rights considers to what extent the system
offers voters the opportunity to choose freely from among candidates and to what extent
the candidates are chosen independently of the state. Civil Liberties does not equate
constitutional guarantees of human rights with the on-the-ground fulfillment of these
rights. Both laws and actual practices are factored into the ratings decisions. (source:

Freedom House http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-world-2005/methodolo gvy)

Voice and Accountability: Captures perceptions of the extent to which a country's citizens
are able to participate in selecting their government, as well as freedom of expression,
freedom of association, and a free media. (source: World Bank

http://info. worldbank. org/governance/wgi/sc chart.asp)

Human Rights — Empowerment: An additive (human rights) index constructed from the
Freedom of Movement, Freedom of Speech, Workers' Rights, Political Participation, and
Freedom of Religion indicators. It ranges from 0 (no government respect for these five
rights) to 10 (full government respect for these five rights). (source: CIRI

http://www.humanrightsdata.org/myciri/my ciri variable definition.asp#28)

Capacity
GDP Total: GDP in constant 2000 USS$. (source: World Bank

http://data.worldbank.org/indicator)

Reserve Holdings: Total reserves including gold in current US §. (source: World Bank

http://data.worldbank.org/indicator)

Human Development Index: Combination of life expectancy, educational attainment, and

income into a composite human development index, which serves as a frame ofreference
for both social and economic development. The HDI sets a minimum and a maximum for
each dimension, called goalposts, and then shows where each country stands in relation to
these goalposts, expressed as a value between 0 and 1. (source: UN

https://data.undp.org/dataset/ Table-2- Human-Development-Inde x-trends/e fc4-gjvq)
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APPENDIX: STATE CATEGORIZATION

Table of states categorized under Highly functional (H), Moderately functional (M),
Brittle (B), Impoverished (I), Struggling (S), and Fragile (F) based on their 11-year (2000

—2010) averages of authority (A), legitimacy (L), and capacity (C). Also shown are the

state‘S categorization by year (for blank cells, refer to the previous year's assessment).

H (Highly functional states)

State (n=29) A L C FI [00(01]02]03|04(05|/06|07|[08|09]10
Australia 2041164231200 H
Austria 211 (1.92]2.88]230| H
Belgium 244 (146 (2.75| 221 | H
Canada 2251149(1232(202| H
Chile 3.131230(349(297| H
Czech Republic 3451222(3.10(292| H
Denmark 1.70 | 1.29( 2.71 | 1.90 | H
Finland 147 129 (299|191 | H
France 277 [ 1.95]2.26| 233 | H
Germany 2.631200(2.04|222| H
Greece 3361291318 3.15| H
Hungary 344 12.16(3.45|3.01 | H
Iceland 1.84 | 1.32(3.62|226| H
Ireland 1.8711.64(3.04|2.18| H
Italy 3271235(238|267|H
Japan 270 [ 2.00 [ 1.65| 2.12| H
Korea, South 3.5812.89(272|3.06| H
Lithuania 3431238397326 M H
Netherlands 2121142251201 | H
New Zealand 1.72 1 1.30(3.00 | 2.01 | H
Norway 1.81 | 1.33 (238 1.84| H
Poland 3951228 (3.14|3.12| H M H
Portugal 270 11571339255 H
Slovenia 3.14 1203 (336|284 H
Spain 296 [ 1.98]3.26|2.73| H
Sweden 1.92 135(256| 194 H
Switzerland 197 146 (248|197 | H
United Kingdom 256 11771239224 | H
United States 3031 1.71 | 1.55] 2.10| H
average 2.60 | 1.84]2.79 | 2.41
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M (Moderately functional states; note separation of stronger (Brazil to Uruguay) and

weaker (Albania to Venezuela) performing states based on both A and C scores below and

above 4.5, respectively — see DISCUSSION)

State (n = 56) A L C | FI {[00({01]02]|]03|[04]|05|/06|07|08|09]| 10
Brazil 4433241337 (3.68 | M
Bulgaria 430 3.164.08|3.84 | M
Costa Rica 3.5812.09(433|333 | M
Estonia 3091 1.90 | 4.04|3.01 | M H
Israel 41913.46(280(348| H| M
Kuwait 418 1592(3.76 4.62 | M
Latvia 3621249 (4.13 (341 | M H
Malaysia 3.63 (621 |3.53[446 | M
Malta 230 1.70 [ 4.16 | 2.72 | M
Panama 3.85]1298(435(3.73 | M
Singapore 1.95]592(3.81|3.89 | M
Thailand 4491470(391 437 | M
Trinidad and Tobago | 3.81 | 2.78 | 4.32 | 3.64 | M
Uruguay 3461 2.14 1409|323 | M H
Albania 54214.23(14701478 | M
Argentina 4.941326(3.24|3.81 | M
Armenia 521]1593(5.03(539| M B
Bangladesh 6.15( 554552574 | M
Belize 3981230(5491392 | M
Bolivia 51713.75(49214.62 | M
Botswana 294 3.18(5.05(3.72| M
Cambodia 58816.10 5971598 | S | I S M
Colombia 6.08]4.91|4.00]|5.00 | M
Croatia 472341382398 | M
Dominican Republic | 4.54 | 3.65|4.67|4.28 | M
Ecuador 5664234521480 | M
El Salvador 4871357481442 | M
Fiji 495|4.72]1526|498 | M
Gabon 4.55]16.10[521 529 | M B M
Ghana 5.05]337(5911478| 1 M
Guatemala 556 4.65(522|515| M
Guyana 4.883.07[586(4.60| I M
Honduras 5164405211493 | M
India 5561390 (438|461 | M
Indonesia 596 (499434510 | M
Jamaica 4401 2.7214.61|391 | M
Jordan 4.571639(4.605.19 | M B | M B
Kenya 5741 5.68 581|574 | S M
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Kyrgyzstan 5.65(649|5.68|594 | M S M B
Maldives 3491 6.15|583|515| M
Mauritius 3.19 (223476 |3.40 | M
Mexico 4.67|3.87[3.14|3.89 | M
Moldova 5491523553542 | M
Morocco 4931608491530 | M
Namibia 4251329(549|434 | M
Nicaragua 535(4.09|565(5.03 | M
Paraguay 5.171 455505493 | M
Peru 529(3.85(4.01 (438 | M
Philippines 53213.79(430|447 | M
Romania 4.68|3.7413.78 | 4.07 | M
Seychelles 392(4.63(4.60(438 | M
South Africa 3951272149938 | M
Sri Lanka 6.04 [ 551 |5.11[555( M B
Turkey 553517373481 | M
Ukraine 571 5.10(4.09 (497 | M
Venezuela 6.13]1559(3.82|5.18| M B
average 4.67| 4.19|4.59 | 4.49
B (Brittle states)
State (n=12) A L C FI |00{01]02(03|04]|05[/06|07]|08|09]|10
Algeria 6.1716.75|4.04 | 5.65| B M| B
Bahrain 3.6416.62|405|4.77| B M B M B
China 5.63 1830322572 | B
Egypt 548 17.01432]5.60| B
Kazakhstan 5121 7.16 | 420| 550 | B
Pakistan 6.50 | 6.74 | 525 6.16 | S B M| B S
Russia 59416.73 326|531 | M B
Saudi Arabia 4.66 | 8.484.17|5.77| B
Syria 6.08 | 8.30(4.86| 641 | B
Tunisia 4397221452 |538| B
UAE 322(7.12(327|454| B
Vietnam 5731810492 | 625| B
average 5.2117.38|4.17| 5.59
I (Impoverished states)
State (n=13) A L C FI |00[{01]02(03[04]|05[06]|07]|08]|09]10
Benin 4.5113.4416.62|486| 1
Gambia 492 1596(7.24]16.04| S | I S| 1 S
Madagascar 47714531626 5.19| 1 S
Malawi 470 | 4.74 1 7.11| 552 1
Mali 499 13.18[7.07|5.08]| 1
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Mozambique 4.55(14.59(17.09| 541 1

Niger 538 (5.02|7.58]599]| 1 S| 1
Papua New Guinea |4.94 | 3.55]6.34|4.94| 1

Senegal 528 14.07|6.55]530| 1

Solomon Islands 5291338601489 1 M I M

Tanzania 504|528 |6.12 548 | 1 M

Uganda 5931595(632]6.06| F S| I M
Zambia 479 1532[6.63 558 1

average 5.01 [ 4.54|6.69] 5.41

S (Struggling states)

State (n=9) A L C FI |[00{01]{02(03|{04|05({06|07|08|09]10
Angola 6.8816.94 591|658 | F S B
Cameroon 578 1 7.10 | 6.04 | 631 | S
Congo, Rep. 6.60 | 5.85|6.06| 6.17 | F S M
Haiti 6.621594(1656| 637 S | F S M| S
Liberia 7.34 1586|790 7.03|F S
Mauritania 5621620686623 S I | S I F
Nepal 6.11 [ 5.876.25]6.08| 1 F S|F|M
Sierra Leone 6.51 [ 5257211 632| F | S I
Swaziland 4.5317.38[626]|6.06|S | M S M| S M
average 6.22 1 6.27 | 6.56 | 6.35
F (Fragile states)

State (n=12) A L C FI |00{01]02|/03|[04]|05/06|07]|08|09]|10
Burundi 742 16.53|7.83]7.26|F S| F|S|F
CAR 7.031636(753|697| 1| F
Chad 6.85]7.10(7.30] 7.08 | F
Congo, Dem. Rep. | 8.02 | 7.86| 7.52| 7.80 | S F
Cote d'Ivoire 6.64|7.00|638] 6.67| F
Ethiopia 6.62 1670681671 S| F
Laos 6.05|8.00630]| 6.78 | F S
Rwanda 6.19 7371691 682 | F S
Sudan 7.65|844 1642|750 F
Tajikistan 6.46 | 7.21 | 6.05]| 6.57 | F S
Togo 6.11 | 6.88 | 6.78 | 6.59 | S F
Yemen, Rep. 6.1217.206.03| 645 S F|S
average 6.76 | 7.22 | 6.82 | 6.93
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APPENDIX: CASE STUDIES

The evaluation of state status from 1996 to 1999 was based on a backward extrapolation

of STM, as sufficient indicator data were available in the cases presented below.

Haiti

Haiti began in S status, but deterioration of state authority (primarily due to political
instability) and especially legitimacy (all four indicators) began in 2000 and peaked in
2003-04 leading to F status (see Figure 1). Subsequent improvement in all dimensions of
stateness elevated Haiti to S and then M status, mostly driven by legitimacy (all
indicators). Slippage to S status in 2010 was primarily due to a small deterioration in A

(government effectiveness, regulatory quality, and political stability indicators).

Haiti“s evolution from 1996 to 2010 was marked by a number of key inflection points
beginning with relative stability from 1996 to 2000 in each ofthe three A-L-C dimensions.
In 2000, both A and L underwent sharp upward spikes, ostensibly related to the political
turmoil surrounding the May and November 2000 elections, which were marked by
accusations of fraud and irregular ballot counting (Verner and Kuttner 2007). Although
Aristide remerged as president, the legitimacy of his office and administration was
severely damaged corresponding to the STM visualization in Figure 1 below. From 2000
to 2004, negotiations between the opposition and the ruling government were fierce, as
violence between the state security forces and the self-organized opposition groups
ramped up at the peak of Haiti's fragility in 2003-2004. Indeed, the political violence had

become a low-intensity war that played out in the disputed urban areas of the country.

Then in the 2006 elections, 63% of the eligible electorate participated in a peaceful vote
(Verner and Kuttner 2007). Although far from perfect, legitimacy improved, which
positively affected the country™s fragility score (see Figure 1). Indeed, the electoral
process appeared to provide space for positive engagement between the opposition and
governing party despite their wide differences. By 2009, there had been no major
instances of political upheaval even though Haiti‘s political system had generally been

captured by the country's elite class and pitted against the large population of urban and
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rural poor. It is important to note that while Haiti's general trajectory appeared to be
improving through more representative government and modest investments in economic
and social developments, the 2010 earthquake devastated the countrys already weak
institutions and infrastructure. Exploration of this event and its effects on fragility exceed
the timeline of this paper, however, it is noteworthy that resilience to phenomenon such as
natural disasters is also captured by the STM. In this case, despite having achieved
moderately functional status in 2009, Haiti*s vulnerability caused it to fall back into the

struggling category in 2010 with continued deterioration. '’

Moderately Functional — Struggling

I m pove rl S h e d F ra gl I e “01996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010

Figure 1. Evolution of Haiti from 1996 to 2010.

Mauritania

Mauritania experienced turbulent shifts that ultimately ended in F status (see Figure 2).
All indicators of legitimacy oscillated from 1996 to 2010 with little net change. Capacity
was stagnant during the first half of this period, but then improved slightly in all indicators.
The major driver of change in status was a sharp deterioration in authority after 2002,

driven by worsening government effectiveness, regulatory quality, and political stability.

Mauritania is deeply vulnerable to a myriad of internal stresses and exogenous shocks.
Marked by extremely low capacity as one of the poorest nations in the world, the
government of Mauritania is invariably unable to develop strong state institutions or
project power beyond the narrow confines of its capital. This in turn leads to political

instability and a more generalized insecurity both within the country and regionally. Weak

'7 Indeed, Haiti's status has since deteriorated according to FSI: http:/ffp statesindexorg/fsi-trends-2013.
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governance and pervasive corruption plague the country, and the government relies
primarily on foreign aid for its budgetary needs. This has led to a client-dependent
relationship between the state and foreign donors that at the same time has served to

undermine the government's accountability to its population. '3

Politically, Mauritania has undergone a number of shocks. The country was ruled by a
single leader (Ould Taya) from 1984 until 2005 and there were no significant changes in
the three A-L-C dimensions during the period 1996 - 2010, as seen in Figure 2. However,
there were a number of attempted military coups in the early 2000s (Marty 2002, BTI
2012a). A successful coup in 2005 removed Taya from power and established a military
government that promised free and fair elections within two years (BTI 2012a), which
were held in 2006 and 2007. Although Sidi Ould Cheikh Abdellahi won the election, his
tenure lasted only 17 months due to a second coup in 2008 perpetrated by the same
officers responsible for the first coup (BTI 2012a). This political instability is
demonstrated by Figure 2 where the 2005 coup appears to have had a role in moving
Mauritania from S to I status, while the 2008 coup caused a spike in worsening legitimacy,
ultimately pulling the country into F status. It is also clear that authority worsened after

2002, reflecting the uncertainty of the political situation in the country since then.

Moderately Functional Struggling
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Figure 2. Evolution of Mauritania from 1996 to 2010.

Uganda

'8 Transparency International’s 2010 Corruption Perceptions Indexranks Mauritania 143™ out of 178
countries. http://www.transparency.org/cpi2010/results .
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Uganda was in I status from 1996 to 1999 and then transitioned to F status in 2000. From
2002 to 2006, Uganda exhibited continual improvement in all dimensions of stateness
thereby elevating its status from F through S to I (see Figure 3). Improvement in authority
was achieved through improvements in political stability and refugee status. Legitimacy
improved through fewer restrictions in political rights and civil liberties, and in more
voice and accountability in decision making, but suffered as a result of degradation in
freedom of the press. Capacity improved continuously in all indicators, which was

primarily responsible for Uganda achieving M status in 2008.

Uganda provides an excellent example ofa country that has undergone sporadic transition,
moving through four categories of STM within 14 years. Poor state capacity was the key
driver of fragility in the mid-1990s; however, as can be seen in Figure 3, Uganda
experienced continual and marked improvements in capacity from 1996 to 2010. These
economic improvements played a crucial role in transitioning Uganda from an
impoverished state to a moderately functional one. Complex political realities combined
with the oscillating northern conflict also affected the country's evolution. Led by
President Museveni, the National Resistance Movement (NRM) gained power in 1996.
Multiparty democracy was replaced by a ,jmovement” system, which consisted of grass-
roots local councils that supposedly allowed participatory governance (BTI 2012b). The
gradual spike in legitimacy seen in Figure 3 from 1996 to 2000 corresponds to real or
perceived discontent with the political system during this period. Yet, in 2000, the
majority of voters decided to retain the system and the NRM remained entrenched in
power, thereby improving the legitimacy of the governing party and its movement system.
At the time of the election, though, the opposition that emerged was brutally and
systematically suppressed by the ruling party (BTI 2012b). By 2005, voters chose to open
the political system up to multiple parties, and improvements in both authority and
legitimacy at this time can be seen in Figure 3, although they were short-lived. In 2006,
the constitutional two-term limit of the president was lifted allowing Museveni to run for a

third term (BTI 2012b), causing an upward (worsening) spike in legitimacy.
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Another major factor in the evolution of Uganda is the northern conflict between the
government and the Lord“s Resistance Army (LRA). Since the mid-1980s, the LRA has
terrorized the northern region of the country in a bid for secession from the southern
government. Although negotiations were held in 2006, a final peace agreement was not
signed (BTI 2012b). Subsequently, a major military push by the Ugandan security forces
drove the LRA mostly out of the country, thus reducing the security threat and helping

elevate the country to M status.

Moderately Functional Struggling R
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Figure 3. Evolution of Uganda from 1996 to 2010.

Pakistan

Pakistan is seen to have shifted numerous times beginning with a brief transition from S to
M status (1997) and back again (1999) despite steady improvement in capacity (see Figure
4). Pakistan then transitioned to B status in 2002 following a rapid deterioration in
legitimacy in 1999 and worsening of authority beginning in 2000. Oscillation in
legitimacy thereafter led to a brief transition to M status, then back to B status, and finally
ending in S status in 2010.

Pakistan has consistently ranked in the top 20 most fragile states according to the FSI'
and the CIFP fragility index (Carment, Prest, and Samy 2009). While Pakistan has
undergone steady improvements in economic performance, poor governance and political
instability have marred its ability to escape the fragility trap. Figure 4 illustrates Pakistan's
two short-lived periods in M status; however, the brevity of the transitions highlights the

19" See http:/ffp.statesindex.org/fsi-trends-2013.
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instability of the country, particularly with regard to authority and legitimacy. From 1999
to 2007, General Pervez Musharraf controlled the state through the military, and violent
struggles between his party and the left-leaning opposition were common. This volatility
is visualized in Figure 4, primarily in legitimacy, but also in authority. The transition from
M to S status in 1999 was related to the military coup, which undermined the legitimacy
of the governing regime. Afterwards, however, as capacity continued to improve and
Musharraf's strong—armed leadership proved effective, legitimacy began to level off.
Voters rejected the Musharraf regime in 2008 by voting in a coalition government of left-
wing socialists and right-wing conservatives; just two years later Pakistan devolved from

B to S status.

Massive inequality is a hallmark of the Pakistani state and the entrenchment of this divide
between urban elites and rural poor has continually created problems for the legitimacy of
the state. Indeed, ‘{t]he key attributes of the governance structure are a highly centralized
government, heavy investment in the military security apparatus, and a very weak middle
class” (Carment, Landry, and Samy 2013). These indications of shocks to both authority
and legitimacy are commonplace and highly destabilizing. Secessionist movements on the
part of armed militias in the hinterlands represent one such challenge to authority, while
the volatile political situation has consistently caused ebbs and flows in legitimacy.
Another issue, which is similar in the case of Mauritania, is the high dependence on
foreign aid, particularly from the United States. Again, such dependence results in a non-
progressive client relationship between the state and its primary donors that further

undermines the development ofa reliable tax base in Pakistan.
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Figure 4. Evolution of Pakistan from 1996 to 2010.
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APPENDIX: ARMED CONFLICT

Conflict data were obtained from Uppsala University with the caveat that conflict death
estimation is inexact (Spagat et al 2009),2° hence, this analysis should be viewed as
approximate. The Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP)?! criteria of armed conflict is
defined as “a contested incompatibility that concerns government and/or territory where
the use of armed force between two parties, of which at least one is the government of a
state, results in at least 25 battle-related deaths.” Two intensity levels (1 and 2) are used
pertaining to 25 — 999 and 1000+ deaths, respectively. Conflict type is herein limited to
“internal armed conflict between the government of a state and one or more internal

opposition group(s) without intervention from other states”.?*

Table 1 shows the occurrence and intensity of intrastate armed conflict deaths that
occurred in 34 out of the 131 states analyzed. Of particular note is that no internal conflict
deaths occurred in highly functional (H) states. The number (and percentage) of other
states that experienced fatal internal armed conflict are 10/56 (17.9%, M), 4/12 (33.3%,
B), 4/13 (30.8%, 1), 5/9 (55.6%, S), and 9/12 (75.0%, F). More informative is the relative
incident percentage expressed by the product of conflict intensity x duration. Defining the
maximum product as 2 (max intensity) x 11 (years) = 22 per state, the cumulative incident

percentages are 8.7 (M), 12.1 (B), 5.9 (I), 11.1 (S), and 23.9% (F) of the maximum.

20 Spagat, Michael, Andrew Mack, Tara Cooper, and Joakim Kreutz. (2009) Estimating war deaths: an
arena of contestation. Conflict Management and Peace Science 53(6):934-950.

2! The UCDP Armed Conflict Dataset is a joint project between the Uppsala Conflict Data Program
(UCDP) at the Department of Peace and Conflict Research, Uppsala University, and the Centre for the Study
of Civil War at the International Peace Research Institute in Oslo; dataset access:
http://www.pcr.uu.se/research/ucdp/datasets/ucdp_battle-related_deaths _dataset/.

2 Defined by UCDP as Type 3.
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Table 1. Annual deaths [light and dark shades refer to levels 1 (25 — 999 deaths/year) and
2 (1000+ deaths/year), respectively] due to intrastate armed conflict without intervention
from other states. M, B, I, S, and F refer to moderately functional, brittle, impoverished,
struggling, and fragile states, respectively.

M (n=10/56) | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010
Bangladesh
Colombia
India
Indonesia
Israel
Peru

Philippines
Sti Lanka N N N R

Thailand

Turkey
B (n=4/12)

Algeria

China

Pakistan

Russia -
I (n=4/13)

Mali

Niger

Senegal

Uganda -
S (m=5/9)

Angola

Haiti

Liberia

Nepal

Sierra Leone
F(n=9/12)

Burundi

CAR

Chad ]

DRC

Cote d'lIvoire
Ethiopia
Rwanda

Sudan

H

Tajikistan
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