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ABSTRACT 

The concept of state fragility remains elusive despite being in widespread 
use since early 1990's and expressed by a growing trend of indexing sovereign states 
according to their performances. Different fragility indices with varied orientations have 
emerged shaping our perceptions about states populating the international system. 
Dominated by domestic drivers of fragility, these indices have played an important role 
to universalize the under theorized concept of state fragility. The conceptual ambiguity 
and the underlying narrative surrounding these indices demand a critical look at the 
real world issue of state fragility and ask :What do these indices actually tell us aboutthe 
future trajectories of'fragile states'? How long will it take for these states to come out of 
'fragility' or are they doomed in a 'fragility trap'? And if so, is there a more valid analytical 
framework to investigate and understand state fragility? 

The paper frames the issue from an 'outside-in' perspective taking a 'longue 
duree' view of fragile states problematique, incorporating their episodic history and 
conjunctures of economic cycles. Thus, the paper first traces the emergence of fragile 
states as a product of the ebb and flow of international dynamics. It highlights how 
the episodic history of colonial legacy, egalitarian international system, Cold War and 
the era of global war on terrorism, together with the capitalist economic system of 
the industrial era played a decisive role in creating and susta ining states that are now 
considered as fragile. Second, the paper exposes the fallacy of state fragility indices by 
revealing the 'fragility trap: It critically examines four oft-cited state fragility indices (i.e. 
Bertelsmann Transformation Index, Country Indicator for Foreign Policy Fragility Index, 
Fragile State Index, and World Governance Indicator's Political Stability and Absence of 
Violence Index) to identify inadequacies in their conceptualization and operationalizing 
of state fragility. Using the fragility scores of 197 countries from these indices, the paper 
estimates the duration these states would take to emerge out of fragility. The result 
reveals that, within the conceptual boundaries of the four indices, 23-34 per cent states 
will require over 100 years to reach the 'top'I'sustainable' status while a staggering 43-
53 per cent states will take more than 50 years to reach the same threshold and emerge 
out of fragility if they continue to maintain their historic trajectories of progress. The 
findings tend to confirm the existence of'fragility trap: 

Finally, the paper introduces the Centre-Periphery model as an alternative 
framework to investigate and explain the fragile state problematique. ltviews the world 
consisting of Centre and Peripheral states, where fragility is concentrated mostly in the 
latter; each nation in turn has its own centre and periphery. The nature of interaction (i.e. 
harmonious vs conflictual) between and within the Centre and Peripheral state remains 
the crucial determinant of state fragility. The paper hypothesizes the propensity of state 
fragility with four possible variants of interactions within and between the Centre and 
Peripheral states. The paper contends that, conceptualizing state only as a functional 
entity devoid of historicity, power relations and strategic significance can obscure our 
understanding on state fragility. It concludes that a convergence of interests and goals 
between the developed Centre and the developing Peripheral states is essential to 
effectively address state fragility and ensure a good life for the 'bottom billions' living 
in fragile situations. Failing to do that would make the phenomenon of fragile state a 
rather inevitable feature of the international system. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 The Context and the Puzzle 

The concept of "state fragility/weakness'" remain s elusive despite 
being in widespread use since the early 1990's and expressed by a growing 
trend of indexing sovereign states according to their performance. Different 
fragility indices with va ried orientations have emerged shaping our thoughts 
and perceptions about countries that populate the international system. The 
emergence of fragile states in the international system coincides w ith what Joel 
Migdal terms the 'world historical moments' - a condition where th e exogenous 
political conditions favours concentrating social control leading to the creation of 
new states. ' Two such historic moments, th e decolonization process by the end 
of World War II (WWII) and the breakdown of the former Soviet Union resulted 
in the creation of over 1 SO independent states. However, not all these states 
share a similar trajectory. Notwithstanding a very few exceptions, the new ly 
independent states that are closer to the global Centre of Western industrialized 
countries demonstrated a faster trajectory and better consolidation of statehood 
compared to th e states that are located in the global peripheries. Investigating 
the rea sons why some of the post-colonial peripheral states 'fa il ' while others 
'succeed; researchers have used various analytical models focusing on state
society relations, capaci ty of the state in delivering core services, the unique 
(in)security dilemma of weak states etc., culminating in the current practice of 
summary measurements of state's performance through different state fragility 
indices. There are at least 12 such indices developed under the sponsorship of 
government, business, academia or non-profit organizations. The major ones 
include: Germany's Bertelsmann Stiftung 's Transfo rmation Index (BTl), Fund for 
Peace's Fragile (previously failed) State Index (FSI), Carleton University's Country 
Indicator for Foreign Policy Fragility Index (ClFP), World Bank's Country Poli cy and 
Institutional Assessment (CPIA) rating, World Governance Indicator (WGI), George 
Mason University's State Fragility Index (SFI), Brookings Institute's Index of State 
Weakness in Developing World (lSW ). These indices have played an important role 
in the universal spread of the na scent concept of the frag ile state. 

, The term 'state fragility' and 'state weakness' is used interchangeably in thi s paper as it coexists with 
conceptually similar notions like 'weaklfa iling/fa iled/collapsed' state - all of which may be defined as 
different stages along the fragility spectrum. See, Susan E. Rice and Stewart Patrick, lndex of State Weakness 
in the Developing World, Washington OC, USA: The Brookings Institution, 2008, p. 25; and Javier Fabra Mata 
and Sebast ian Ziaja, ~Users' Guide on Measuring Fragility~ available at http://www.gsdrc.org/document
library/users-guide-on-measuring-fragility/, accessed on OS September 2015, p. 7. 
2 Joel Migdal, Strong Societies and Weak States: State4 Soc;ety Relations and State Capabilities in the Third 
World, Princeton, USA: Princeton University Press, 19S5, p. 271 . 



While such indices are a we lcome addition to the social science 
l iterature, the conceptual ambiguity and the underlyi ng narrat ive surrounding 
these indices demand a critical look at the real wo rld iss ue of state weakness.' 
Despite the terminologica l promiscuity and the associated claim of conceptual 
lax ity surrounding the term 'f ragi le states', such stat es continue to exist in the 
international system - defined in various terms. Prior to the concept of ' frag i le/ 
failed/fa il ing/co llapsed sta tes' that entered the global political lexicon in the 
early 1990s and th e su mmary measurement architecture th at now dominates the 
literatu re, states were broadly catego rized by the academia along the spectrum 
of development (developed/ developing/ underdeveloped), socio-poli t ica l and 
secu rity alliance (first world/ second world/ third wor ld ), modernity (pre modern/ 
modern / postmodern ) etc. The on ly category introduced and recogn ized by the 
United Nations (UN) since 1968 is the category of Lea st Developed Countries 
(LDCs) based on the economic criteria. Thi s, however, evo lved over time and 
detailed methods are now in place for th e inclusion and gradation from the LDC 
status. 

Indeed, general izing states along some defined conceptual boundaries 
is not nove l; weak/fragile states have persistently existed in the international 
syst em. Although the inability to agree on consistent criteria to define state 
fragility might con tr ibute to overload the concept w ith multi pie meanings ma king 
it deeply ambiguous, it has not eliminated the reality of state weakness. Thu s, 
this paper is not about the utility of the concept of state fragility and whether 
or not a state can be regarded as 'fragile'. The paper is about emphasizing the 
(i) underlying historica l process and nature of interaction between the global 
and loca l fact ors through which some states have arrived at fragility and (ii) 
critically examining the oft-quoted multidimensional composite state fragility 
indices to revea l how realistic they are in projecting the future trajectories of 
these states. Taking a long view, thi s paper investigates the context and reasons 
leading to the emergence of fragile states and empiricall y reveal what do these 
state fragility indices tell us about the future trajecto ries of fragile states. How 
long w ill it take for these states to come ou t of fragility or are they doomed in 
a 'fragility trap' - defined as state stagnat ion? And if so, is there a more va lid 
analytical ·framework to investigate and understand st ate fragility? The paper 
suggests that state fragility is to be understood and analyzed as a 'hi storical 
totality ' ana logous to the notion of longue duree - the world system analysis 

) For example, Francisco Sanfn argues that state fragility indices uses ~hazy notions to portray as if they 
were genuine solutions to definitional problems and interacts with a political economy of knowledge." 
While Sebastian Ziaja reports that "there is a group of ~hol istic8 fragility indices which are of tittle use for 
j nvesti gati n9 the causes a nd consequences of frag i lity.8 Francisco Gutierrez Sa nin, ~The Qua ndaries of Coding 
and Ra nking: Evaluating Poor State Performance Ind exes~ available at httpJleprints.lse.ac.ukJ28483/ 1' 
WP58.2.pdf/, accessed on 08 September 2015; and Sebastian Ziaja, "What Do Fragility Indices Measure? 
Assessing Measurement Procedures and Statistica l Prox imity~ available at https:llwww.die-gdLde/ en/ 
others-publications/article/what-do-fragility-indices-measure-assessing-measurement-procedures-and
statistical-proximity/. accessed on 08 September 2015. 

2 
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that focuses on the all-but-permanent or slowly evolving structures. The paper 
argues that conceptualizing state only as a functional entity devoid of historicity, 
external power relations, geo-political and strategic environment etc. provides 
a partial view of state fragility. Thus, the current quantitative measures used 
for assessing state fragility need to sufficiently include the external drivers of 
fragility as these would hold greater explanatory power. 

'.2 Structure of the Paper 

Considering state formation as a historical process, this paper takes 
an 'outside-in' approach for investigating and understanding state fragility. 
The underlying aim of this paper is not to discredit the narratives espoused by 
different fragility indices but to frame the issue of state fragility in a broader 
context. The paper, first, traces the context and conditions contributing to 
the emergence of fragile states in the international market of states; second, 
it reveals the fragility trap implicit to the current measurement techniques of 
states fragility; third, it suggest an alternative framework of analysis to better 
understand and explain state fragility. The paper takes a view of the world system 
as consisting of , Centre' and 'Periphery ' of states, where fragility is concentrated 
mostly in the latter. Each nation in turn has its own centre and periphery.' Thus, 
by challenging and revealing the fragility trap inherent in the current qualitative 
measurement technique of state fragility, this paper argues that the 'Hobbesian 
Periphery ' is closely intertwined to the 'Lockeian Core' and any assessment of 
measuring state fragility that discounts the externalities is futile and incomplete. 
Excluding the introduction and the conclusion , the monograph contains five 
chapters. A brief description of each chapter is given below: 

• Chapter II traces the emergence of fragile states in the 'world 
market of states' as a product of the ebb and flow of international 
dynamics dating back to the colonial era. Explaining the historic 
turn of events, it highlights how (a ) the colonial legacy, (b) the 
egalitarian practice of respecting state sovereignty and desire for 
self-determination, (c) detente during the Cold War; and finally (d ) 
the discourse of Global War on Terrorism (GWoT) contributed to the 
emergence and prominence of the fragile states. 

• Chapter III discusses the current measurement architecture taking 
into account four most often cited fragility indices, namely BTl. CIFP, 
FSI and the Political Stability and Absence of Violence dimensions 
of WGI that closely proxies state fra~ility. It critically examines how 

:-:--:-~-=-
4 See for details, "(entre- Periphery model: available at http://www.encyclopedia.com/social-sciences/ 
dictionaries-thesauru ses-pictures-and-press-relea ses/centre-periphery-model, accessed on 10 October 
201 5. For a working analysis of the Centre and Periphery framework, see Johan Galtung, NA Structural 
Theory of Imperialism': Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 8, No. 2, 1971, pp. 81 -' 17. 

3 



these four major indices define and operationalize state frag ility 
to produce the overall composite state fragility index and outlines 
their inadequacies and limitations. 

• Chapter IV answers th e core question by empi ri ca lly demonstrating 
how such inadequacies of these indices (as outlined in chapter III) 
implicitly suggest the existence of a 'fragility trap' - defined as state 
st ag nation. Using the fragility scores of different states from the 
four indices, th e paper estima tes the time these fragile states would 
take to reach th e leve l of a st rong /stable state and emerge out of 
fragility. The result reveals that, w ithin the conceptual boundaries 
of these four indices, it w ill take hundreds of years for many states to 
come out of fragility - essentially proving the existence of a 'frag ility 
trap'. 

• Chapter V suggest s an alternative ana lytical fram ework to 
investigate and understand state fragility ba sed on the Centre
Periphery model. It offers four proposi tions about the propensity 
of state fragilit y ba sed on the nature of interacti ons between and 
within the centre and peripheral nation s. The paper concludes 
that a convergence of interest and goals between the deve loped 
'Centre ' and th e fragile 'Peripheral ' states is essential to effectively 
address the problem of state fragility. Failing to do that would make 
the phenomenon of ' fragile states' a rather inevitable feature of the 
international system. 

1.3 Methodology 

The research is broadly synthetic in approach drawing heavily on the relevant 
literature on state fragility in general and fragility indices in particular. It is essentially a 
mixed method approach as it integrates the analytics and the empirics drawing data 
on related issues like:'state death: entry and exit of states into the international system 
from 1860-2011 ,' incidence of military coup from 1950-2015,' degree of political terror 
from 1976-2015 (from Politica l Terror Scale) and four state fragility indices (BTl, CIFP, 
Fsl, and WGI (PS & AV). The resea rch (chapter IV) leverages from the work by Pritchett, 
Woolcock and Andrews on 'capability traps:' In this chapter, their quantitative method 

5 Data on entry and exit of states to the international system is from Correlates of War (COW), "State System 
Membership List, v20 11 " available at http://correlatesofwar.org/, accessed on , 0 November 2015; 'State 
death' data from Brandon Va leriano and John V. Benthuysen, "When States Die: Geographic and Territorial 
Pathways to State Death'; Third World Quarterly, Vol. 33, No.7, 2012, pp. 1165-1189 and Tanisha M. Faza l, 
"State death in the International System", International Organization, Vol. 58, 2004, pp. 318-320. 
6 Jonathon M. Powell and Clayton l. Thyne, "Global Insta nces of Coups from 1950 to 2010: A New Dataset~ 
Journal of Peace Research, Vo l. 48, No.2, 2011 , pp. 249-259. Data set ava ilable at http://www.uky. 
edu/-cithyn2/coup_data/poweIUhyne_coups_final.txtl, accessed on 25 June 2015. 
7 Lant Pritchett, Michael Woolcock, and Matt Andrews, uCapability Traps? The Mechanisms of Persistent 

4 
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has been employed to calculate the number of years each state will take to emerge 
out offragility using the data from four fragility indices as mentioned above. However, 
the method applied in this chapter differs from Prichett et.al in a number of ways. 
First, this project involves all 181 states that are common in at least two or more 
indices and takes into account the overall fragility score as opposed to their focus on 
three indictors of bureaucratic functionality involvi ng 95 countries. Second, it applies 
the simple annual growth rate instead of compound annual growth rate to obtain 
the most optimistic estimate of a country's pace of progresses. Third, the calculation 
is followed by regression analysis to demonstrate the validity and reliability of the 
method. More details on these issues are discussed in chapter IV. 

Finally, in so far this research succeeds in offering a ' long view' of the 
emergence of fragile states as a product of 'historical totality' (in chapter II) 
and the corresponding formulation of the analytical model based on centre
periphery (i n chapter V) reflecting the structure associated with the regularit ies 
of 'societies of states' in the international system, also makes the approach of 
thi s research closer to the notion of longue duree - the world system analysis 
espoused by Fernand Braudel t hat focuses on the all-but-permanent or slowly 
evolving structures.' Central to the Braudelian understanding of the longue duree 
is the notion that 'time' is not just a simple chronological parameter but a 'socia l 
construct:The plurality of social time, as Braudel categorized on the scale of duree 
(i.e. duration) includes: the short term of event or 'episod ic hi story ', generally 
focusing on the political dimension (for example the democracy is a more recent 
political invention) ; the medium term or conjunctures, often associated with the 
economic cycle (for example capitalist economic system of the industrial era) 
and the long term or longue duree of structures, associated with the regularities 
of social life that is often imperceptible. It does not, however, imply that longue 
duree is eternal and therefore ahistorical; it rather insists on the multiplicity of 
social time and an emphasis on 'structural time'. Viewed this way, the 'sto ry ' of 
the fragile state indices can be relegated as a 'snapshot' of 'fragility ' anchored in 
the capacity and functionality and of the states in a particular space and time. 
The clear priority of this research on the long term evolution of historica l and 
socio-political structures in which states are embedded and their all important 
role in making and re-making of the fragile states thu s closely resembles a 
Braudelian approach rooted in the notion of longue duree. 

Implementation Failure'; Centre for Global Development Working Paper, 2010, pp. 13-18. 
a For a brief description of Braudel's longue duree perspective, see, Richard E. Lee (ed.), The Longue Duree and 
Worfd-5ystemsAnalysis, New York: State University of New York Press, Albany, 201 2. pp. 1-9. For the relevance 
of longue duree perspective to analyse state fragi lity, see Jean-Germain Gras, "Failed States in Theoretica l, 
Historical, and Policy Per5pectjves~ in Wilhelm Heitmeyer, Heinz-Gerhard Haupt, Stefan Malthaner and 
Andrea Kirschner (eds.), Control of Violence: Historical and International Perspectives on Violence in Modern 
Societies, New York: Springer. 2011 , pp. 535·561 . 
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CHAPTER II 

EMERGENCE OF FRAGILE STATES IN THE INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM 

2.1 Emergence of Fragile States: Multiple Pathways 

The aim ofthis chapter is to portray the fragile state phenomenon as a 'historic 
totality'bytracing the birth and journey of the states that are now categorized as fragile. 
Several 'episodic history ' of the international system coincides with the induction of the 
new states into the society of states. Such historic moments have also contributed to 
the 'death' of many states in the process. From an 'outside in' perspective, the different 
hues of the contraction and expansion of Eu ropean colonizers, followed by the two 
World Wars and historic creation of the UN, consolidation of the socialist world system 
under the Soviet Union paralleled by a capitalist Western system based on market 
expansion during the Cold War and the more recent phenomenon of GWoT have all 
contributed towards the emergence and proliferation of the fragile state concept. 
Externally, each of these events can be linked to the shaping and reshaping of world 
map; internally, these events also contributed to the strengthening or weakening of 
the state-society relations that determine the future trajectory of many of these new 
states. This chapter briefly unfolds the historic account of state formation and the 
continued relevance of the external politico-security conditions and link the same to 
the debates of state fragility. 

The concept of 'state weakness' reflects the idea of the state as a living 
social entity that can be 'strong/powerful', 'weak/fragile' or even 'collapse/die: If 
one accepts the Realists' notion of anarchy as the central organizing concept of the 
international relations, one would expect the 'weak and fragile states'to be natural 
'predatory targets' which will eventually be conquered or annexed by stronger states. 
Indeed, history is full of the corpses of'failed' and 'dead' states. Exploring the strategic 
environment of buffer states, Tanisha Fazal empirically demonstrates that these states 
are significantly more likely to 'die' compared to non-buffer states.' Adding to these 
findings, Valeriano and Benthuysen argue that states are at a greater risk of 'death' 
when they become involved in territorial disputes that rai se the stakes of conflict. '· 
Correlates of War (COW), one of the most frequently used datasets in many empirical 
studies, also captures 'state death' as 'ending year of state tenure' in their 'State System 
Membership List Between 181 6-1992, there were 48 'state deaths' (defined as foreign 
conquest, occupation or annexation, with the loss of policy control), of which 35 
succumbed to violent 'state death:" 

' Tanisha M. Fazal, op. cit, p. 31 1. 
10 Valeriano and Benthuysen, op. cit, p. , 165. 
11 However, COW dataset differs from Fazal's account with respect to the status of Peru in 1880 and Kuwait 
in 1990. Contrary to COW, Fazal accounts the Chilean victory over Peru in the battle of Arica in 1880 and the 
Iraqi invasion of Kuwait as 'state death: See Tanisha M. Fazal, op. cit.. p. 320. 
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Figure 1: Entry and Exit of States in Intemational System: 1860-2016 
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Source: Author's calcu lation from COW (201 1) and Fazal (2004). 

Figure 1 charts the entry and exit of states in the international system on a 20 
year scale covering the period from 1860 to 2016. lt is evident thatthe entry of new states 
in the international system was fairly meagre until the end of WWII, except between 
1901 -1920 when 22 new states entered the international system. The decolonization 
process following the end of WWII together with the creation of UN marked the first 
significant influx of independent states in the international system raising the initial 
number of 51 states in 1880 to 112 by the end of 1960. Theyear 1960 alone saw the birth 
of 17 countries in Africa (mostly French colonies)."Within 40 years (1941-1980) 109 new 
states entered the international system while there were only 31 new states entering 
the system in the previous 40 years. The disintegration of the Soviet Union and the end 
of Cold War in 1980 contributed to the second wave of entry of new states adding more 
41 states by 2000 and fina lly rising to 195 states till the end of 2016. 

However, at the same time there has been a dramatic decline in 'state 
death: Wit hin a period of eight decades prior to 1940, a total of 35 states exited the 
international system while only 13 states 'died'in the same time span after 1940-" This 
sharp declineof'state death'was accompanied by a significant increase in fragile states 
pervading the international system. This raises a basic question: why is there a decline 
in 'state death' and an increase in 'fragile states'? And, is the current international order 
more destine to produce fragile states? 

12 Countries included are'. Benin (Dahomey) 2. Burkina Faso 3. Cameroon 4. Central African Republic 5. 
Chad 6. Congo 7. Cote d'ivoire 8. Democratic Republ ic of the Congo 9. Gabon 10. Madagascar 11 . Mali 12. 
Mauritania 13. Niger 14. Nigeria 15. Senegal 16. Somalia 17. Togo. 
n For the incidences of the 'dead' states, see Table 1, in Tanisha M. Fazal, op. cit., p. 320. Mentionable that 
many of these states later revived to become 'strong and stable' like Germany and Japan wh ile others like 
Soviet Union and Yugoslavia disintegrated into a number of new states. 
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2.2 Fragile States: A By-product of Egalitarian In ternational Order? 

The main reason for the dramatic decline of 'state death' and the fi rst 
major wave of new states entering the international system is often attr ibuted to 
the creat ion of the 'sovereignty regime' and emphasis on 'self-determination' by the 
major powers following the end of WWII and the revival of the UN establishment." 
Such internat iona l norms based upon the premise that al l UN members enjoyed 
equal status was buttressed by an international environment of cooperation, 
democratization and g lobalization. Consequently, it greatly reduced t he li kelihood 
of major wars of conquest and annexation. Thus the wa r of conquest no longer 
threatened the existence of 'weak states' and inter-state conflict decl ined in general 
with a corresponding increase of internal conflicts as evident from Figure 2. 

Figure 2: Episodes of Armed Conflicts 1946-2013 
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Second ly, afterWWII, the emphasis on self·determ ination by the internat ional 
community resulted in freeing many states from the shack les of colonization with the 
expectation that they wou ld govern themselves better. Indeed the idea t hat "states 
could fai l - that they cou ld simply become unable to function as independent enti ties 
- was anathema to the raison d'etre of decolonization, and offensive to the notion of 
self-determination:' ''As a result, the international system is now populated by many 

1_ According to the UN Charter, each state is juridically equal, enjoy the rights inherent in full sovereignty; 
the personality of the state is respected, as well as it s territorial integrity and political independence and 
comply faithfully with its international duties and obligations. 
IS UCDP defines extra 'systemic armed conflict' as conflicts that occu rs between a state and a non-state 
group outside its own territory, 'interstate armed confl ict' is between two or more states, 'internal armed 
confl ict' occurs between the government of a state and one or more internal opposition group(s) without 
intervention from other states and 'internationalized internal armed conflict' is defined as those between 
the government of a state and one or more internal opposition group(s) with intervention from other states 
(secondary parties) on one or both sides. See, UCDP/ PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset and Codebook, available 
at http://ucdp.uu.se/down loads/, accessedon 11 June 2016. 
16 As Helman and Ratner argued, Nduring the decolonization, self-determination was given more emphasis 
over long term s urvivability ~. See, Gera ld B. Helman and Steven R. Ratner, NSaving Failed States~ Foreign 
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'quasi-states' with negative sovereignty. " Such quasi-states enjoy legal equa lity in 
the international system but have deep empirical inequality lacking the capacity to 
support themselves without outside assistance, or to contribute to the international 
order. Under the twin pillars of self-determination and the sovereignty regime 
guaranteed by the international system, 'state weakness' has ceased to be a threat to 
sovereignty" as states no longerfear'death: Instead it has become a reason for relying 
on international assistance and in some cases serves as an incentive for the ruling 
regime to consolidate its power, survivability and self-aggrandisement instead of the 
development of a strong state-society relationship. Thus, the fragile states are both 
the creation and responsibility of an egalitarian and benevolent international system. 

2.3 Fragile States: A By-Product of Colonial Legacy? 

Taking a longue duree view, the emergence of weak and fragile states can 
also be explained as a by-product of the not-so-benevolent "dynamics of global 
dominance" by the European colonizers. According to this view, the 'episodic history' 
of the colonial and post-colonial era can be merged and construed as a single episode 
of historic capitalism. While the colonial era was a march of , commodity frontiers'often 
by coercive forces, the post-colonial era can be characterized as a'march for expanding 
market frontier' - both underpinned by their relationship wi th wea lth accumulation. 
Construed this way, the rise and fall of the empire and the corresponding fluctuation 
of the periodized account of making and remaking of state, appears a continuous 
process of unfolding - the 'decline' of one event means the'expansion'in another. Both 
David Abernethy and Jean-Germain Gros links the history of fragile states outl ining 
the waves of state-based European expansions in 1492-1776 and 1848-1914 and 
the contractions that followed in 1776-1848 and 1914-1991." Merging the colonial 
and post-colonial world system in one thread, Gros in his analysis of fragile state, 
demonstrates that the imperialism of reason d'etat (i.e. the colonial world system) 
and imperialism of capitalism (the post-colonia l world system) is underpinned by 
the sing le motive of'expansion'- the former focused on territorial expansion to gain 
access to resources and the latter is about the expansion of capital through invoking 
the idea of free market. Thus, the end ofthe 'episodic history' of the ' imperialism of the 

Policy. No. 89, Winter. 1992-1993. p. 4. 
17 Weak states are also referred as enjoying 'juridical sovereignty'while lacking 'empirical sovereignty: See, 
E. H. Jackson, Quas; States: Sovereignty International Relation and the Third World, Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1990, pp. 21-26. 
18 At its core, 'sovereignty' implies the possession of absolute authority of the state over monopoly of the 
use of force within its territoria l boundary. Although va rious supranational organizations, international 
regimes like Responsibility to Protect (R2P), human rights convention challenges the notion of sovereignty, 
yet the status of nation-states has not received declining significance as it offers the 'strategic space' where 
many global processes take place. See, Saskia Sassen, Losing Control? Sovereignty in an Age ofGfobafization, 
New York: Columbia University Press, 1996, pp. 9-22. 
19 This time frame is premised on the assumption that the imperialism of raison d'etat ended following 
the demise of former Soviet Union in 1991 and not during the decolonization of 19S0s.lt implies that the 
'contraction phase' of European colonizers ends in 1991 . See, Jean-Germain Gras, op. cit., p. 553. 
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reason d'etat' is inherently linked with the rise of ' imperialism of capi talism' as both 
share the same structure of methods for wealth accumulation. If one takes the view 
that the global system of nation-states is the most important innovation and legacy 
of the empires and the colonial legacy, one has to accept the notion that the fragile 
states are the debris of this process of transformation. The dialectical relationship 
between t hese two forms of imperialism and their resulting friction has had a lasting 
territorial and societa l impact on the future trajectories of many states. 

However, the future trajectory ofthe post-colonial states was also influenced 
by the success or failure of their politica l leadership and their choice of the system 
of governance. For example, Jawaharlal Nehru in India remained committed to a 
Westminster style democracy while Kwame Nkrumah's actions and affiliations with 
socialism and Marxism ended with a military coup in Ghana in 1966. Notwithstanding 
the fact that the trajectory of post-colonial states was shaped by many other factors, 
including the preferences of new political leadership, the legacy of colonialism and 
imperial borders continues to confront many states with territorial disputes and 
pose a challenge to better social integration thus contributing towards fragility. 20 

The decision by the colonial powers to arbitrarily and often untenably lump different 
societies and territories together fragmented previously unified societies into separate 
states in many parts of the world. Adding to the problem of colonial border legacies 
has been the doctrine of a 'territorial integrity norm' backed by the international 
community, which makes the settling of border issues, through force or other means, 
more difficult." 

More importantl y, it is perhaps the continued disharmony of the goals and 
interests pursued by the colony and the colonizers that has had a lasting impact 
on state formation in a post-colonial era. At the structural level, colonial states were 
'inorganic' - a 'Peripheral ' entity serving the needs of the 'Centre:" The natives were 
'subjects' ofthe metropolitan power and not citizens. As a result, most institutions and 
the laws crafted by the Centre for the 'nat ives' were aimed at supporting the colonial 
project. For example, the indigo cu ltivation introduced in British India (Bengal) 
was solely for the European market. Both the colonial law and the admin istration 
favoured the planters who coerced the peasants into cu ltiva ting indigo instead of 
much needed food grains and then denied them a fair price for their produce." Such a 

20 Jean Germain Gras also cites polit ical elites as an important 'micro level' player, Ibid., pp. 544 - 545. Also 
see, David Abernethy. The Dynamics of Global Dominance European Overseas Empire' 41 5- 1980, New Haven 
and London: Yale University Press, 2000, pp. 363-387. 
11 However, some post-colonial states could amicably resolve the arbitrary border demarcations. In June 
2015, Bangladesh and India implemented the Land Boundary Agreement-1974 resolving the anomalies 
created by the Radcliff's demarcation during the partition of India creating 50,000 stateless people living in 
tiny enclaves inside each other's country. However, most African countries border still remains as defined 
by their colonial powers. See, -India, Bangladesh Sign Historic land Boundary Agreement~ available at 
http://in.reute rS.com/artide/ba ngladesh-i ndia-Ia nd-treaty-id I N KBNOQMOIV20 1 50606/, accessed on 16 
December 2015. 
12 Johan Galtung, op. cit., pp. 82-84. 
13 For example, the land revenue system compelled the peasants to take loan on high interests from the 
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clear disharmony of interests between the Centre and the Periphery and its continued 
legacy, deterred, if not dwarfed, the potential growth of state-building in many post
colonial states. 

At the individual level, the practice of treating the 'natives' as 'second class 
citizens'had a long term impact on the psyche of the colonized. Frantz Fanon illustrates 
this in his classic book, Black Skin White Masks as he writes:"The black schoolboy in the 
Antilles, who in his lessons is forever talking about 'our ancestors, the Gauls; identifies 
himself with the explorer, the bringer of civilization, the white man who carries truth 
to savages - an all-white truth . There is identification; that is, the young Negro 
subjectively adopts a white man's attitude~" This psychological subjugation makes 
the 'black man' want to be like the 'white man' and is rooted in the black man's belief 
in the "unarguable superiority of the white man, and all his (i .e. black man's) efforts are 
aimed at achieving a white existence:' 

In the context of British India, consider the phrases in this appeal made on 
the 14 Apri l 1860 by Sisir Kumar Ghosh, the editor of the Weekly Hindoo Patriot and an 
active sympathiser of the peasants during the Indigo Revolt in British India: "Rise, Rise, 
Ye countrymen with supplicating hands, fall prostrate before the governor, catch his 
feet, and do not let him go, unless he has granted your requests:'" Suggesting such 
demeaning measures to achieve their legitimate demand from the colonizer refiects a 
master-slave relationship that continued within the bureaucratic and political elites of 
'fragile states' in the post-colonial setting, and hindered the service delivery capacity 
of the state to the public. Indeed, the human capital of the colony - including not only 
health and education, but also intangible factors such as self-esteem, national pride, 
and entrepreneurship - was directly affected by colonization to the extent that even 
after decolonization it was difficult for some post-colonial states to jump start above 
the critica l threshold to overcome state fragility." 

Yet, some post-colonial states like Singapore and South Korea clearly 
succeeded and from a regional perspective, Africa has a greater concentration of 
'fragile states'than Asia or Latin America. How can these differences in the trajectories 
of the various efforts to build viable post-colonial states be explained? 

indigo planters for survival while the new regulation in 1830 granted the planters a free hand to continue 
oppressing the peasants. See, Sanjay Ghildiyal, "Moral Economy and the Indigo Movement:' Economic & 
Political Weekly, 20 February, 2010, Vol. XLV, No 8, pp. 64-71 . 
24 Frantz Fanon was born in the Antilles and most of his observation is rooted there. See, Frantz Fanon, 
Black Skin, White Masks (Peau Noire, Masques Blanc), 1952, translated by C.lam Markmann, United Kingdom: 
Pluto Press, 2008, pp. , 14 and' 78. 
l5 This example also reflects the'freedom of press'that the colony was able to enjoy. Many of the intelligentsia 
(bhodrolok as they were called) typically supportive of British rule, were able to voice their concern through 
their writings in the British India. See, Sanjay Ghildiyal, op. cit. , p. 70. 
26 For an account of economic effect of colonialism, see, Graziella Bertocchi, "Colonialism in the Theory of 
Growth," available at http://morgana.unimore-i t/ bertocchi_graziella/papers/colonialweb.pdf/, accessed on 
06 September 2015, pp. 15-17. 
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First ly, the legacy of colonialism and the policy practices of the colonial powers, 
though broadly resembling a Centre and Periphery relationship, differed in manyways.27 
One strand of literature suggests that the British colonial legacy had a 'positive outcome' 
compared to the other colonisers. The Brit ish provided more adaptable legal inst itutions 
facili tat ing a market economy and a higher level of personal freedom. North argues that 
the successful adaptation of the set of rules left by the British into the United States (US) 
constitution was possible as they were consistent with the 'loca l norms of behaviour 
and enforcement characteristics'; but when some Lat in America n countries wanted to 
adopt a similar set of rules into their const itutions, they were 'wild ly at variance' with 
existing property rights, which were primarily focused on the protection of the interests 
of the Madrid based merchants, as set out by their Spanish coloniser. 

Secondly, the degree of fragility of post -colonial states depended upon the 
extent to which colonial practices trickled down through the structures and agencies 
of t he new state and its abi lity to selectively absorb colonial practices. Countries that 
were prudent and ca pable of selective absorpt ion, and could incorporate t he viable 
colonial practices, could successfull y close t he state-society gap and move away from 
being an 'inorganic' polity to form a more stable state." 

Thirdl y, the strategic environment allowed some countries the time, space 
and resources to invest more in state-building compared to others. Indeed the differing 
exposure to t he global security environment and economic realities was crucial as 
these newly independent states were t hrown into a polarized world of superpower 
rivalry amidst an increasing trend of globalizat ion, only to become a 'client' or'allies' in 
t heir struggle for state-building in the Cold War era. 

2.4 From 'Client' and 'Allies ' to 'Fragile' and 'Failed': The Legacy of the Cold War 

Under the polarized hegemonic 'support structure' during the Cold War, 
the Centre and Periphery model evolved creat ing new 'politically independent' 
centres and peripheries within the jurisd ictions of the Peripheral states. The centre 
in each Cent re was more concerned to have a support ive regime in the centre of t he 
Periphera l states. The race for winning support of the reg imes in these new centres 
by the superpowers meant that the citizens living in the periphery of the Peripheral 
states were less relevant. 

27 Literature highlighting the differences are vast. See, Alexander Lee and Kenneth A. Schultz, ·Comparing 
British and French Colonial Legacies: A Discontinuity Analysis of Cameroon~ APSA 2011 Annual Meeting 
Paper, available at http://ssrn.com/abstract:::: 19033 16/, accessed on 10 November 2015; D. C. North, 
Understanding the Process of Economic Change, USA: Princeton University Press, 2005, p. '6; Seymour Martin 
Upset, "The Social Requisites of Democracy Revisited: 1993 Presidential Address~ American Sociological 
Review, Vol. 59, No. 1, February 1994, pp. 1-22; and Shilpi Kapur and Sukkoo Kim, "British Colonial Institutions 
and Economic Development in I ndja~ NBER Working Paper, No. 12613, October 2006. 
28 Martin Doornbos, "Fragile States or Failing Models? Accounting for the Incidence of State Collapse~, 

FRIOE Seminar Paper, 12 December 2005, Madrid, pp. 4-9, available at http://fride.org/downloadIWP19_ 
FailedState_ENG_feb06.pdf/, accessed on 09 October 2016. 
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Despite the hope that the 'sovereignty regime' and new-found wealth in 
several Peripheral states would usher in a new era of development and state-building, 
many post-colonial Peripheral states were continually beset by political instability 
manifested through frequent changes in governments, in the constitution and in 
the interchangeability of political institutions," often through violent means like 
coups detat, contributing towards state fragility. Indeed, all four fragility indices that 
we examine later in this paper include the 'incidence of coup' as an indicator of state 
fragility. Yet not all regions had similar experience. 

Figure 3 refiects the regional variation of the global incidences of Coup 
d'etat - defined as "attempt to seize state power by any elite who is part of the 
state apparatus"30 between 1950-2015 on a 10 year scale using the new data set 
compiled by Powell and Thyne. Consolidating 14 studies, Powell and Thyne records 
473 incidences of coup in 94 countries between 1950-2015. Although there is an 
overall decline of coup, the chronological and geographical variations (see Figure 3) 
refiect that the Peripheral states were most affected by these coups soon after their 
entrance into the international system during the Cold War. Africa (42.3 per cent) and 
the Americas (30.9 per cent) have experiences the most coups, while Asia and the 
Middle East account for 13.1 per cent and 10.14 per cent coup attempts respectively. 
In contrast, Europe had the fewest (3.6 per cent) coup attempts. Within two decades 
of their entry into the world stage, newly created states experienced a total of about 
200 coup incidents which had a lasting impact on state-building. While many of 
these coup attempts were driven by domestic politics, many more were orchestrated, 
supported or endorsed by Central powers as part of their hegemonic agendas.31 The 
new model of interaction between the centres in the Centre and the centres in the 
Periphery indirectly hindered state-building in a number of ways. 

19 Ali Riaz, Unfolding State: The Transformation ofBangfadesh, Whitby, ON: De Sitter Publications, 2005, p. 23. 
m Powell and Thyne do not limit it as an act of military only. See, Powell and Thyne, op. cit., p. 250. 
11 "Mapped: The 7 Governments the US Has Overthrown~ Foreign Po/icy, 201 3, available at http://foreignpolicy. 
com/20t 3/08120/mapped-the-7-governments-the-u-s-has-Qverthrown/, accessed on 26 September 2015 
for seven successful confirmed cases of CIA involvement. Also see, H. E. Goemans, Kristian Skrede Gleditsch 
and Giacomo Chiozza, "ARCHIGOS: A Data Set on Leaders 1 875-2004, Version 2.9" available at http://www. 
rochester.edu/college/faculty/hgoemans/Archigos.2.9-August.pdf/, accessed on 12 October 2015. 
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Figure 3: Global Incidences of Coup d'etat 1950-2015 
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Firstly, much like the colonial era, the disharmony of interest between the 
Centre and the Peripheral states continued to exist. The governments in the Centres 
were driven by their hegemonic interests to increase their spheres ofinfiuencewhile the 
ultimate motives of the regimes in the centre ofthe Periphery were to remain in power 
and self-aggrandisement. Indeed the history of nationalist movements and dynamic 
nationalist leadership in Peripheral states who were truly committed to the cause of 
nation-state building were brutally short and shallow. As Martin Doornbos observes, 
"the 'nationalist 'movement in many African cases had actually not run very deeply:' " 

Secondly, the new interaction model created parasit ic domestic elites in the 
Peripheral states who survived, in most cases, on external legitimacy. The collective 
weight of the Centre was biased towards increasing the coercive power of the client 
regime in order to strengthen its security and su rvivability, as opposed to promoting 
liberal norms like democracy, human rights, freedom of the press etc. This allowed 
the reg imes in the Peripheries to su rvive without taking any meaningful steps toward 
state consolidation or introducing good governance. 

Third ly, the discovery of substantial natural resources in many of these fragile 
states increased the va lue of the state as a target. With the prospect of future profits 

)l Martin Doornbos, op. cit. . p. 6. 
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from these resources swelling both State and multinational companies' coffers, the 
State became vulnerable to internal and external actors. As many mineral resource 
rich fragile states received a high income from the profits of these resources they 
neglected to (sufficiently) tax their populations (an essential expression of the state's 
power) thereby insulating the ruling elites and increasing their dependence on 
external actors to prolong their regime. The feasibility of a rent-seeking, 'booty future' 
from such new found wealth, together with the global political economy and the self
financing nature of the 'new wars; made the prospect of realizing the benefits from 
rich extractable assets a modern day 'Midas myth"' for most fragile states" 

2.5 Fragile State in the Post-Cold War and Era of the GWaT 

Although the notion of state weakness have remained germane in the 
political economy of international relations for decades, seriou s academic debate on 
this issue commenced in the early 1990's, coinciding with the second wave of entry 
of the newly independent states after the collapse of the former Soviet Union. With 
the broadening and deepening conceptualization of'security; the focus of this period 
shifted towards development and 'fixing' fragile states." The challenges to the theory 
and practice of 'development' resulted in exponential growth and infiuence of the 
international governmental and non-governmental organizations (lGO and NGO) 
affecting the centre and the peripheries of the Peripheral states. Although the NGO 
movement was conceived during the foundation of the UN, the true recognition, 
expansion and integration of this movement into the international system come 
about in early 1990s' and the number of international NGOs increased to 13,591 
from the initial 2,865 of 1945 while the IGOs were 3,443." Both the IGOs and NGOs 
introduced a new interaction relations and interaction structure with the Peripheral 
fragile states resulting mixed outcome on state-building. 

n According to Greek Mythology, Midas, the King of l ydia, swelled at first with pride when he found he 
could transform everything he touched to gold; but when he beheld his food grow rigid and his drink 
harden into golden ice then he understood that this gift was a bane and in his loathing for gold cursed 
his prayer. The term is also used byT. Lynn Karl, "The Perils of the Petro-state: Reflections on the Paradox of 
Plenty~ Journal oflntemational Affairs, Vol. 53, No. 1. 1999, pp. 31 -45. 
) 4 literature on 'resource curse' is vast. See for example, Paul Collier, V. L. Elliott., H. Hegre, A. Hoeffier, Marta 
Reynal-Querol, N. Sambanis, Breaking the Conflict Trap Civil War and Development Policy, A World Bank Policy 
Research Report, Oxford University Press, 2003; Michael Ross, uHow Do Natural Resources Influence Civil 
War? Evidence from Thirteen Cases': International Organization, Vol. 58, Winter 2004, pp. 35-67; and KarL T. 
Lynn, op. cit, pp. 31-32. 
15 For example, Helman and Ratner, who are credited to have first coined the term 'failed state' suggested 
three models of guardianship by the UN to 'save'the 'failed states' in the influential Foreign Policy magazine 
which included: governance assistance, delegation of governmental authority and a more radical direct UN 
trusteeship. See, Helman and Ratner, op. cit, pp. 13-17. Also see, Ashraf Ghani and C. Lockhart, Fixing Failed 
States a Framework for Rebuilding a Fractured World, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008; pp.169-198 and 
Robert I Rotberg, (ed.), When States Fail, Causes and Consequences, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
2004, pp.31 -36. 
l6 For an account of the increasing number of NGOs in consultative status with the UN Economic and Social 
Council, see, Carolyn Stephenson, UNongovernmental Organizations (NGOs)~ available at http://www. 
beyondintractability.org/essay/role-ngo/, accessed on 02 October 2015. 
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By the 1990's, NGOs became the second largest source of development 
assistance." Mostwork by the NGOs is targeted toward the periphery ofthe Peripheral 
states. The 'low cost and high impact' mantra of the NGOs meantthatthey cou ld reach 
the poor communities in peripheries having few basic resources or infrastructure and 
where government services are limited or ineffective. NGOs were also able to promote 
local participation in the design and implementation of public programmes by 
building self-confidence and strengthening the organizational capabi lity among low
income people. They were frequently referred in the UN resolutions and some even 
began to meet informally with members of the UN Security Council to coordinate 
actions in emergency situations. Interestingly, many such NGOs originated in the 
Peripheral states, like BRAC - world's largest developmental NGO with its headquarter 
in Bangladesh and the Grameen Bank - the pioneering micro credit NGO, that allowed 
them to establish closer ties to on-the-ground realities in the Peripheral states. 

On the other hand, the IGOs like World Bank (WB), International Monetary 
Fund (lMF) preferred working through the state mechanism at the centre of the 
Periphery states to implement their 'developmental' and 'economic liberalization' 
projects like Structura l Adjustment Program (SAP), poverty reduction etc." The first 
feature of SAPs was the switch in production from what local people eat, wear or use 
towards goods that can be sold in the industrialized countries. Such a shift from import 
substitution to export production resulted in fragile states exporting similar/same 
primary commodities that triggered a 'price war' and a decline of world market prices 
for their commodit ies. Between 1980 and 1992, 'developing' countries lost 52 per cent 
of their export income due to deteriorating prices." SAP also entailed monetizing 
the economy, severe reductions in government spending and employment, higher 
interest rates, currency devaluation, lower real wages, sa le of government enterprises, 
reduced tariffs and liberalization of foreign investment regulations. The underlying 
aim was to move countries away from self-d irected models of national development 
that focus on the domestic market and towards outward-looking development 
models that stress the importance of 'complete' integration into the dominant global 
structures. 

37 "Report of the Secretary-General: Arrangements and Practices for the Interaction of Non-governmental 
Organizations in All Activities of the UN System," available at http://www.un.org/documents/ga/docs/ S3! 
plenary/a53-170,htmf, accessed on 04 October 2015. 
38 The negative effects of SAP is recognized in many WB country report including that on Nepal. It states, 
"The Bank should not call for reform without good knowledge of the measures needed ... conditionality 
was ambiguous because reform s were called for before problems in the finanCial and irrigation sectors 
were fully understood~ avai lable at http://lnweb90.worldbank.org/oed/oeddoclib.nsf/DocUNIOViewForJa 
vaSearch/ S99201 5BFBBCB4 1 E852567FSOOSDBD57/, accessed on 15 November 2016. 
)9 E. Toussaint and O. Comanne, ~Globalization and Oebt~ p. 12; S. George, "World Bank and IMF at Century's 
End~ p. 22; C. Bournay, "Third-World Debt Today; p. Sl . All available in Notebooks for Study and Research 
24/25, 1995, http://www-i ire.org/en/ resources/notebooks-for-study-and-research.html/. accessed on 11 
September 2015. Also see, F. E. Ogbimi, "Structural Adjustment is the Wrong Policy~ available at http://web. 
mit.edu/africantech/www/articles/PlanningAdjust.html , accessed on 11 September 201 S. 
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Figure 4: Pathways to Fragility: Shift from Import Substitution to Export 
Production Programme of SAP 
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Figure 5: Pathways to Fragility: Monetizing Economies, Deregulation Programme of 5AP 
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Interesting ly, Centre nat ions like US routinely began conditioning its aid agreements 
on acceptance of SAP as prescribed by the WB/ IMF. Such external pressure coupled with 
the debt crisis reaching its peak in 1982, compelled many peripheral developing state to 
implement SAP often ending up in stagnation and d isastrous consequences. The pathways 
to fragility for many of these states are depicted in Figure 4 and Figure 5. Indeed 2S out of 
the 38 frag ile states in the 2009 Failed State Index had implemented some sort ofWB and 
IMF imposed SAP. The new interaction structure between the Centre and the Periphery 
paradoxically demonstrated that failure in development is not only an option, but an 
'attractive and sustained option' for most Peripheral states.'" 

The fragile state discourse gathered further steam following the events of 11 
September only to 'bringing back the state' as a cent ra l player contrasting the previous 
era. The era of GWoT reinforced the importance of state and offered a reductionist 
framework to the fragile state problematique focused on security dimension. It also 

~ Pritchett, Woolcock and Andrews, op. cit., p. 2. 
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consistently labelled these states as the 'greatest threat'to the security of the states in the 
Centre and was frequently mentioning in the national security strategy papers of many 
Western states." Despite contradictory findings in several empirical researches, linking 
terrorism with the endemic poverty, poor economic growth and 'ungoverned territory' 
in fragile states became 'conventional wisdom:" According to Global Terrorism Index 
(GTI), after 9/11, global terrorism remained below the late 1970s trend, only to increase 
significantly after the US invasion of Iraq." More so, the majority ofthe victims of terrorism 
are the fragile and conflict affected countries. In the West. more people die from the 
road accidents and not from the premeditated terrorist attack." The index also reports 
no significant correlation of terrorism with important drivers of fragility like poverty, 
governance, business environment, equitable distribution of resources etc. Focusing on 
the economic dimension several other research also reports that the relation between 
poverty and terrorism is mixed, but indicative~5 and "wealthy countries are more likely 
to suffer terrorist attacks and that economic performance is not a statistically significant 
predictor of which countries terrorists emerge from:'" If all the evidences show that 
terrorism is a threat but not a threat to the extent as it is suggested, then why is it so 
pronounced and what impact does this have on the fragile states? 

There are two plausible answers to this puzzle. First, it is not necessa ry that 
the terrorist groups should comprise of poorest people to make the connection 
between underdevelopment and such types of violence. The fact that violent 
extremist groups utilize the condition of poverty as a motivation for their cause 
qualifies as the causa l link. More so, terrorist groups are complex entity and there 
are different levels of operatives involving people from poor and rich, educated and 
uneducated background. However, this explanation implies that the best tool to fight 
terrorism is to focus on the economic development that can drain out the support 
base forthe terrorists to operate or gain sympathy. In reality, however, the reductionist 

41 Mohammad Zahidul Islam Khan, ~Do the Weak and Collapsed States Pose a Challenge to the Realist 
Worldview~ BliSS Journal, Vol. 35, No.2, April 2014, pp.166- 179. 
42 Stewart Patrick, "Failed States and Global Security: Empirical Questions and Policy Dilemmas~ International 
Studies Review, Vol. 9, 2007, pp. 644- 662; Stewart Patrick, "Weak States and Global Threats: Fact or F iction?~ 

The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 29, No. 2, 2006, pp. 27-53. 
4J Measured in terms of total number of terrorist attacks and fatalities. See, Global Terrorism Index (GTll, 
"Capturing the Impact ofTerrorism in Last Decade~ New York: Institute for Economics and Peace. 2012. 
44 S. Rogers. "Mortality Statistics: Every Cause of Death in England and Wales~ available at http://www. 
g ua rdian.co.uk/news/data blog/ 20 1 , loctl28/mortality-statistics-causes-death-engla nd-wa les-201 O#data/. 
accessed on 15 April 2016. 
' 5 Ethan Bueno de Mesquita, ~The Political Economy of Terrorism: A Selective Overview of Recent Work~ 

available at http://home.uchicago.edu/-bdm/PDF/pe-terror.pdfl, accessed on 27 November 2015, p. 2; 
Alan B .. Krueger and David Laitin, UKto Kogo? A Cross-Country Study of the Origins and Targets ofTerrorism~ 
in Philip Keefer and Norman Loayza, (eds.). Terrorism, Economic Development and Political Openness, 
Cambridge. UK: Cambridge University Press, 2008, pp. 148-173; Alberto Abadie, "Poverty. Political Freedom, 
and the Roots ofTerrorism~ American Economic Review (Popers and Proceedings), Vol. 96, No. 2, 2006, pp. 50-
56; S. Brock Blomberg et 01., "Economic Conditions and Terrorism: European Journal of Political Economy, Vol. 
20, No. 2. 2004, pp. 463-478; and Kostas Drakos and Andreas Gofas. "In Search of the Average Transnational 
Terrorist Attack Venue~ Defence and Peace Economics, Vol. 17, No.2, 2006, pp. 73-93. 
016 B. Krueger and David Laitin, op. cit., p.' 49. 
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interpretations offered by the proponents of GWoT have compelled governments to 
allocate more resources in security sectors. Such a trend severely lim its the efforts to 
address the core issues by draining out the much needed resources and funding for 
development sector to overcome state fragility. 

However, perhaps a more plausible answer lies in the view that, terrorism is 
not a real threat but a necessary threat. It allows the process of 'othering'- persisting in 
various avatars and reinforced by the hegemonic desire of the great powers to shape 
the international system. This view allows us to interpret the discourse of GWoT as a 
macro securitization efforts by the West in general and the US in particular. Indeed, 
as Barry Buzan contends that the event of 9111 "solved the threat deficit problem for 
the US:'The explicit 'long war' framing of the GWoT is an attempt to "world-organizing 
macro securitization" by the US. He cites the immediate invocation of Article 5 by the 
NATO following the 9/11 attack as an endorsement to legitimize the GWoTsecuritization 
and argues that the GWoT played strongly to the long-established propensity in US 
foreign policy to frame American interests as universal principles." The adoption of 
antiterrorism laws similar to Patriot Act of the US by many countries including the 
fragile states reflects a tacit legitimating of this macro-securitization process triggering 
substantial shift in security definitions and priorities in many countries. The process 
of 'othering' under the rubric of GWoT has also emboldened regime in power of the 
fragile states allowing them more 'strategic space' for coercion and political oppression 
to remain in power. The effect of the macro-securitization in the domestic context has 
transformed into 'othering'the political opponent by labelling them as 'terrorists: In the 
name of national security and forging a stable national identify, regimes in fragile states 
have utilized this necessary threat of terrorism to command loyalty from its people and 
at the same time gain legitimacy from the external actors by collaborating in the global 
counterterrorism efforts. Indeed, the political arrangements of cooperation between 
the states under the macro-securitization process of the GWoT resembles a form of 
'g lobal governance'but with a mistaken focus on military means contributing very little 
to address the underlying causes of state fragility. 

In sum, the current policy options following the GWoT reflect an inherent 
short-termism. It reduces the phenomenon of state fragility to state's capacity to 
employ coercive forces, institutional stability, bureaucratic functioning etc. and 
undermines the complexity of the socio-political system in the Peripheral states and 
their real need of 'freedom from want: In search of a workable and standardized policy 
responsetothe 'threats'originating from the'fragile states: the reductionist framework 
ignores the contextual complexities like parallel economies, social solidarity 
structures, community, economic and cultural biases and how they influence entities 
that are outside the state perimeter such as non-state actors, sub-national political 
entities and informal economies." It tends to overlook the externalities of state 

41 Barry Buzan, "Will the 'Global War on Terrorism' be the New Cold War?~ International Affairs, Vol. 82, No.6, 
2006, pp. 1101-1118. 
48 P. Bi1gin and A. O. Morton, "From'Rogue'to'Failed'States?The Fallacy ofShort-Termism~ Politics, Vol. 24, No.3, 
2004, pp. 69-180; R. E. Brooks, "Failed States, orthe State as Failure?"The University of Chicago Law Review, Vol. 
72, No.4, 2005, pp. 1159- 1196; R. Batley Rand C. Mcloughlin, "Engagement with Non-state Service Providers 
in Fragile States: Reconciling State-building and Service Delivery~ Development Policy Review, Vol. 28, No. 
201 0, pp.131 -154; L. Andersen, NFragile States on the International Agenda': in Lars Engberg-Pedersen, Louise 
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fragility in an increasingly global ized world and the defining importance of strategic 
environment in consolidating state. At the heart of the state building lies a cohesive 
state-society relation. Most peripheral post-colonial states have consistently shown 
poor human rights record, high level of political oppression result ing in poor state
society relationship. This is evident from a comparison of the political terror scale49 

(PTS) score between a set of 18 European states that entered into the international 
system during and following the collapse of the former Soviet Union (second wave) 
in 1991" with the post-colonia l Africa states that gained their independence in 1960 
(the first wave) .S1 Despite its limitation, PTS provides an idea as to how the state
society relationship is severed through the actions of the states. Figure 6 projects the 
percentage change in the PTS scores" of the two sets of states as mentioned above. 

Figure 6: Comparison of Percentage Change in PTS Score of Post-colonial 
Africa States and Post Cold War European States 
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Source: Author's compi lation from PTS datasets 1976-2015. 

Andersen, Finn Stepputat and Dietrich Jung (eds.), UFragile Situations: Background Papers~ Danish Institute of 
International Studies (OilS) Report, Copenhagen: Vesterkopi AS, 2008, pp. 7-19. 
49 PTS focuses on state behaviour and measures the levels of political violence and terror that a country 
experiences in a particular year based on a scale of 1-5. See, Mark Gibney, linda Cornett, Reed Wood, Peter 
Haschke and Daniel Arnon, HThe Political Terror Scale' 976-20' 5'; avai lable at http://www.politicalter
rorscale.org/, accessed on 14 Apri l 2016. 
so The 2nd wave states include Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bosnia, Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia, 
Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kosovo, Kyrgyzstan, latvia, lithuania, Macedonia, Moldova, Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, 
Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, and Uzbekistan. 
SI The 1 ~1 wave states include Benin, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, CAR, Chad ,Congo, ORC, Gabon, Ghana, Ivory 
Coast, Kenya, liberia, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, Nigeria, Rwanda, Senegal, Somalia, Sudan, Togo, 
Zambia, Zimbabwe. 
52 PTS data is available since' 976. Percentage change = {(ending year score - beginning year score)/ 
beginning year score}*' 00. The oldest available data for a country is used for 'beginning year score' 
while the 'ending year score' is of 201 S. For data, see http://politicalterrorscale.org/Oata/, accessed on 22 
November 2016. 
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It is evident that despite their early entry to the world system, most of the 
post-colonial African states are well above the average score line and continue to 
experience a higher level of political terror (upto 300 per cent increase in case of Congo). 
However, despite their late entry to the international system, the newly independent 
European states (with the exception of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia and Slovakia) 
have a better record (i.e. decreasing percentage in PTS). The centrality of 'strategic 
environment' is evident from the fact that many of these newly independent second 
wave of states located in Europe experience a differential impact and were better able 
to manage their state-society relationship in a much shorter span of time compared 
to the post-colonial African states. Countries like Kosovo, Croatia, Azerbaijan, Georgia 
with high level of political terror at their birth were able to stabilize in a relatively 
shorter period leveraging this 'strategic space' in Europe. In contrast, most African 
state (with the exception ofTogo, Benin and Chad) have continued sliding backward 
into more violence and in some cases civi l war. 

Finally, the long view of the narrative of the GWoT, mutual vulnerability of 
the weak and strong, buttressed by international norms like Responsibility to Protect 
(R2P) and human security discourse allow us to visualize how the Hobbesian Periphery 
of the world system is linked with the Lockian Core. The Core's objective is to achieve 
'freedom from fear' whi le the Periphery wants 'freedom from want'." Externally, such 
dialectic tension between these two relegates the Peripheral fragile states as the West's 
'external sovereign frontier' permitting greater regulatory and military intervention. 
Often such interventions are geared to provid ing a mixture of limited global poor 
relief, monitoring and policing with a view to preventing the Periphery re-exporting 
disorder rather than to the transformation of the conditions of the poor. Internally, 
leveraging a 'permitting' strategic environment many regimes in Peripheral 'fragile 
states' use the narrative of GWoT to suppress the po litica l oppositions, dissenting 
voice at home to strengthen their regime security. 

In sum, this chapter depicts the fragile state debate in its historic totality. 
It has outlined various pathways through which fragile states have emerged in the 
international system and continued to remain fragile. The chapter demonstrates 
that state-bui lding - the highest form of 'human collective' is embedded in a globa l 
structure consisting of Centre and Periphery nations. The interaction between these 
two and the transnational exchanges that takes place through different IGOs, NGOs, 
non-state actors etc. can have a significant positive or pernicious impact on the 
strength, vulnerability and resilience of state. Capturing state fragility, thus requires 
accounting not on ly the domestic factors but also the global interdependencies. 
Unfortunately, many such global factors are often ignored in different oft-quoted 
fragility indices, which are examined next. 

53 Mohammad Zahidullslam Khan, "Paradox of State Fragility: Exploring the Role of International Structures 
in the Context of Bangladesh': BIPSS M:mograph, available at http://www.bipss.org.bd/images/pdf/ 
monograph/monograph_20061 4.pdfl , accessed on 22 November 2016. 
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CHAPTER III 

STATE FRAGILITY INDICES 

3.1 Preamble 

The rapid transnational diffusion of the concept of 'fragile state' was 
largely made possible by different oft-quoted fragility indices. Such indices came 
handy particularly for the policy-makers, commentators and analysts as it provided 
quantified scores and rankings to each state based on its (perceived) overall fragility. 
The stated aim of these indices is to capture government responsibilities commonly 
considered as 'core functions' of statehood. States are assessed against a set of criteria 
that represents such core functions. The ranking and scores of the indices reveal as to 
which state is doing better compared to the others. A brief discussion on four fragility 
indices analyzed in this chapter is given below. 

3.2 Bertelsmann Transformation Index (BTl)" 

The BTl relies on qualitative expert survey by country experts on a scale of 
l(worst) to 10 (best) to index 129 developing and 'transitional states'" about how 
they are steering social change toward democracy and market economy. Successful 
'transformation'is defined as a 'politically driven change'towards having a'functioning 
administration structures: 'securing monopoly on the use offorce:'resource efficiency: 
'building consensus' to materialize transformation goal and working reliably with 
external supporters and neighbours by the state. The final BTl ranking is the aggregate 
of ' Status Index' and 'Management Index'. Status Index focuses on a state's political 
and economic transformation while the Management Index reportedly assess the 
acumen with which decision-makers steer political processes towards democracy 
and market economy. Score for politica l transformation in Status Index is derived 
from the scores assigned by the country experts in response to 18 questions grouped 
under five criteria. For example, to measure a state's monopoly on the use of force, 
the question posed is: 'To what extent does the state's monopoly on the use of force 
cover the entire territory of the country?' Country experts assign a score (between 
1-10) based on the degree and geographical extent to which the state is able to 
exercise the monopoly on the use of force. Similarly, the assessment of economic 
transformation is derived from 14 indicators based on seven criteria related to the 

S4 UBTI 2014 Codebook for Country Assessments" and "BTl 2014 Methodology'; available at http://w ww.bti 
project.org/bti- home/, accessed on 15 September 201 S. 
55 BTl excludes all OECD countries 'assuming' that reforms needed in these countries towards democracy 
and market economy would differ compared to those that are yet to achieve a fully consolidated democracy 
and market economy. However, number of countries surveyed has increased from 116 in 2003 to 129 in 
2014 as it now includes countries with population over two million and seven countries are included as 
'interesting' cases. ibid., p. 125. 
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level of socioeconomic development, market, currency and price stability, property 
rights, welfare regime, economic performance and sustainability. The 'Management 
Index' focuses on five criteria: structural difficulties, steering capability, resource 
efficiency, ability to build consensus and international cooperation. These are derived 
through a total of 20 indicators out of which 3 are quantitative (i.e. GNI per capita 
in PPP terms, UN Education Index and average of BTl score on State ness and Rule 
of Law criteria). In total, there are 52 indicators grouped under 17 criteria against 
which scores are assigned for each state to produce the overa ll ranking . Emphasizing 
the importance of core governmental functions, a state is classified as 'failed' when 
the arithmetic mean of the scores given for monopoly on the use of force and basic 
administration (under 'state ness' criteria of Status Index) is less than three. Only two 
countries (Central African Republic and Somalia) appear as 'failed ' in 2014 BTl. 

3.3 Country Indicator Foreign Policy (ClFP) Fragility Index" 

The CI FP fragi I ity index employs a'relative structu ra I assessment' methodology 
to capture state fragility. It defines state fragility as "the extent to which the actual 
institutions, functions and processes of a state fail to accord with the strong image 
of a sovereign state, the one ratified in both state theory and international law:'" 
According to ClFP, fragile states lack the functional authori ty 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. Failed states are characterized by conflict, humanitarian crises and 
economic collapse. Government authority, legitimacy and capacity no longer extend 
throughout the state but instead are limited either to specific reg ions or groups. 

ClFP fragility index uses 84 indicators grouped into six clusters: Governance, 
Economics, Security and Crime, Human Development, Demography and Environment. 
The data is then reprocessed through the ALC (Authority, Legitimacy, and Capacity) 
framework, where any weaknesses in one or more of the ALC dimensions are 
considered to have an impact on the overall fragility of the state. For global ranking 
the best performing state receives a score of one, the worst a score of nine, and the 
rest are continuously distributed between worst and best va lues based on their 
relative performance. To account for the abrupt va riations in data due to economic 
shocks, natural disasters and other externalities. a fi ve year average is taken for global 
ranking score. Once all indicators have been indexed using th is method, the results 
for a given country are then averaged in each subject cluster to prod uce the final 
scores forthe country. According to ClFP, a score of 6.5 or higher reflects that a country 
is 'performing poorly' relative to other states. Such a score may be indicative of an 

56 David Carment, Stewart Prest and Samy Yiagadeesen, Security Development and the Fragile State: Bridging 
the Gap between Theory and Policy, London: Routledge, 201 0, pp. 84· 112; and the~Failed and Fragile States" 
section of the ClFP website for data, methodology, indicator description and country rankings, available at 
http://www4.carleton.ca/Cifp/ffs.htm/. accessed on 19 September 2015. 
s7 /bid., p. 84. 
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arbitrary and autocratic government, a history of non-transparent government, the 
presence of significant barriers to political participation, the absence of a consistently 
enforced legal framework or a poor human rights record. Conversely, a score between 
1 to 3.5 indicates that a state is 'performing well' relative to others. Scores in the 
moderate 3.5 to 6.5 range indicate state's performance approaching the 'global mean: 
According to ClFP 2012 index, 14 countries are 'performing well; 40 are 'performing 
poorly' and the remaining 144 are within the 'g lobal average: 

3.4 Fragile State Index (FSI)" 

The widely cited fund for peace FSI defines 'fragi le states' in terms of negative 
attributes such as: loss of physical control of its territory or a monopoly on the legitimate 
use of force, erosion of legitimate authority to make collective decisions, an inability to 
provide reasonable public services and the inability to interact with other states as a full 
member of the international community. The Index is based on content analysis using 
its proprietary Confiict Assessment System Tools (CAST) software which reportedly 
distils millions of pieces of relevant information into an 'easily digestible and informative 
format'for 178 countries. To ope rationalize the concept, each state is apportioned a score 
on twelve key political, social and economic indicators based on the scale of 0 (best) -1 0 
(worst). Thus, a country's total score is out of 120 where a higher score indicates greater 
fragility. Out of twelve indicators, four (demographic pressure, refugees and internally 
displaced people, group grievance, and human fiight and brain drain) appears under 
social dimension, two (uneven economic development, and poverty and economic 
decline) under economic and six (state legitimacy, public service, human rights and 
rule of law, security apparatus, factionalized elites, and external intervention) is placed 
under political and military dimension. All indicators are given equal weight. The final 
fragility score is calculated by adding the scores. FSI also categorizes countries into 
groups like 'alert' (score 1 00.1-120),'warning' (score 60.1 -1 OO),'moderate/stable' (score 
30.1- 60) and 'sustainable' (0-30). In 2015 FSI, 16 countries were categorized in alert state, 
109 in warning, 38 in stable and 15 in sustainable category. 

3.5 World Governance Indicators - Political Stability and Absence of Violence 
(WGI- PS and AV)" 

The WGI is the largest geographical and temporal coverage of all fragility 
indices yet.60 It defines governance as "the traditions and institutions by which 

58 See "FSI 2015 Methodology" available at http://fsiJundforpeace.org/methodology/; and "Fragile State 
Index 201 S ~ available at http://library.fundforpeace.org/fsi15-reportl, accessed on 22 September 2015. 
59 For methodological issues see, Daniel Kaufmann, Aart Kraay, and Massimo Mastruzzi, "The Worldwide 
Governance Indicators, Methodology and Analytical Issues", Policy Research Working Paper 5430, The World 
Bank: Development Research Group, Macroeconomics and Growth Team, September 2010. Data available 
at http://databank.worldbank.org/data/reports.aspx ?sou rce=worldwide·g overna nce-i ndicators/, accessed 
on 22 November 201 S. 
60 Coverage increased from the initial 180 in 1996 to 21 5 countries and territories in 2013. However, in this 
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authority in a country is exercised. This includes (a) the process by which governments 
are selected, monitored and replaced; (b) the capacityofthe government to effect ively 
formulate and implement sound policies; and (c) the respect of citizens and the state 
for the institutions that govern economic and social interactions among them:'" There 
are two measures of governance corresponding to each of these three areas resulting 
in a total of six dimensions of governance indices. Out of these six, the index on 
Pol itica l Stability and Absence of Violence closely proxies the state fragilitY''' as it aims 
to capture the perceptions of the likelihood that the government will be destabilized 
or overthrown by unconstitutional or violent means, including domestic violence and 
terrorist acts. The expert data/opinion polls are assimilated in 6 indicators from 31 
sources which include survey institutes, think tanks, non-governmental organizations, 
international organizations, and private sector firms." The index scale is about -2.5 
(worst) - 2.5 (best) expressed with associated standard error for each country. It also 
reports the overall position of a country in terms of 'percentile rank' where a is the 
lowest and to 100 is the highest rank and reports the lower and upper bounds of 
90 per cent confidence interval for governance. Thus, Bangladesh with an estimated 
score of -1.61 in the Political Stability and Absence of Violence 2013 index has a 
percentile ranking of 7.58 amongst the 21S states/entities." The wide coverage of 
the index has made it a very frequently used measure in statistical analysis. However, 
the 'state centrism; along with the possibility of bias generated through the expert 
opinion remains its main weaknesses. 

3.6 What Do the Fragility Indices Really Measure? 

Table 1 lists the periodicity, broad orientation, weighting of each indicator 
and the extent of externalities captured in these four indices. Several trends emerge 
from this simple tabulation: First, the coverage of some indices is selective as BTl 
exclude the OEeD countries. Such exclusions, va lid or not, recognize the case/class 
specificity to measure state fragility. Second, the varied periodicity raises the question 
of specifying the time interva l in which fragility shou ld and ca n be measured. Third, 
BTl and ClFP tend to emphasize the developmental aspects wh ile FSI and WGI are 
stability and security orientated. However, all four indices take a 'maximalist' approach 
by including a wide number of domestically orientated state centric attributes. But 
how much do these indices really tell us about state fragility? 

paper, data of 198 countries have been used to facilitate cross index comparison. 
61 Kaufmann, Kraay and Mastruzzi, op. cit., p. 4. 
6J Mata and Ziaja, op. cit, p. 76. 
6] Number of data sources consulted varies from 1 to 9. Data sources includes African Economic Outlook, 
Business Environment Risk Intelligence, ClRI Human Rights Data Project, Economist Intelligence Unit, Global 
Insight Global Risk Service. iJET. Institute for Management Development, Institutional Profiles Database. 
Merchant International Group, Political Risk Services, Political Terror Scale, and World Economic Forum. 
601 The upper and lower limit of the 'percentile rank'for Bangladesh is 11 .32 and 4.72 respectively while the 
standard error of the ' estimated score' is .23. 
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Table 1: Selected Features of Four Fragility Indices 

Index 

BTl 

ClFP 

FSI 

WGI 

Periodicity 
(Published) 

Every 2 
years (2003 
and since 
2006) 

Unknown 
(2008,2010, 
2011,2012) 

Yearly 
(Since 2005) 

Yearly 
(Since 1996) 

Source: Author's compilation. 

Orientation and 
Approach of the 

Index 

State Centric; 
largely domestic 
factors driven; 
focus on 
democracy and 
market economy; 
expert opinion 
based; 'Maxima list '. 

State Centric; 
domestic factors 
driven; focus on 
developmental 
aspects; 
'Maximalisf 

Largely domestic 
factors driven; 
Focus on stability 
aspect; 'Maximalist~ 

Entirely domestic 
factors driven; 
focus on security; 
expert opinion 
and survey based; 
'Maximalist'. 

Indicators 
Weighing 

Equal 
weight 

Equal 
weight 

Equal 
weight 

between 
0.010 and 
0.094 

External Dimensions 

'International Cooperation'
one of the 17 criterias. 
Focus on political actor's 
uwillingness to cooperate 
with outside supporters and 
organizations." 

No exp licit mention of 
measures/ indicators. 

'External Intervention' 
- one of the 12 dimensions. 
Includes pressures and 
measures related to foreign 
assistance; presence of UN 
peacekeepers, missions; 
foreign military intervention; 
sanctions and credit rating. 

No explicit mention of 
measures / indicators. 

Firstly, the tendency of the state fragility indices to d iscount the external origins of 
fragi lity is indeed confounding." Whatever limited externalities captured in these indices 
bear a very little cumulative impact on the overali score and often refiect an assumption 
that external factors are always positive. Indeed, the fact that many g lobal factors may 
have pernicious impacts contributing towards fragility is not sufficiently recognized in 
these models. States in an international system belong to the international society which 
can bring both progressive and regressive impact affecting its performance. The proximity 

6S Gros argued, ·Why contemporary literature on failed state has tended to discount the external origins 
of state failure is baffling'- Jean Germian Gros, op. cit. , p. 549. For an analysis of the external drivers of 
state fragility, see, DECO's International Network on Conflict and Fragility (INCAF) paper, -Think Global, Act 
Global: Confronting Global Factors that Influence Conflict and Frag i lity~ available at http://search.oecd.org/ 
officialdocuments/publicdisplaydocumentpdfl?cote=DCD/DAC(201 2)36&doclanguage=En/, accessed on 
12 January 20 16. 
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or geopolitical significance of a resource rich peripheral state/region may draw more 
attention of the major powers; similarly a peripheral state that has prematurely liberalized 
its economy under the prescriptions of World BankllMF or adopted a floating foreign 
currency exchange rate may be more affected by the exogenous shocks. Relegating 
fragile states' susceptibility to external factors as a'potential reflection of state weaknesses' 
is simply not the answer in a world structured in a Centre-Periphery model. In a globalized 
world, there are major economic, security and environmental issues that cannot be dealt 
independently by individual or a group of states. The capacity of the international system 
is equally important. For example, the methodology used by Department of Economic 
and Social Affairs of the UN Secretariat for LDC includes 'remoteness' criteria under the 
Economic Vulnerability Index that recognizes the need to focus on those sources of 
vulnerability that "(a) accentuate or perpetuate underdevelopment, (b) not the result of 
misguided policies but, instead, are such that they limit policymakers' capacity to respond 
to shocks and (c) are beyond a country's control:'" Remoteness is a structural obstacle 
to trade and growth and a possible source of vulnerability. Countries situated far from 
major world markets face a series of structural handicaps that may render them less able 
to respond to shocks in an effective way or to diversify their economies. Again, between 
2003-2012, the emerging economies lost USS 6.6 trillion in illicit financial flows to the 
developed world which was more than the Official Development Assistance (ODA) and 
the Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) combined." Thanks to the globalization, the trend 
of illicit outflows is increasing at a staggering average rate of 9.4 per cent per year. The 
current fragility indices do not take into account such factors that are often beyond a 
country's control. Similarly, the indices take into account the 'presence of UN troops' as a 
potential reflection of fragility but does not credit the states contributing large number of 
troops in UN missions in their assessment of fragility. 

Secondly, the absence of a consensus on what constitutes a'strong state' contributes 
to the conceptual vacuum of operationalizing state fragility. Indeed, the term 'fragile states' 
inherently implies a hierarchy - an expression of power, that some states are more capable 
than the others in fulfilling the'idealized'functions of a state. Implicit in this idealized image 
of state lies the Western model- a fixed prescriptive that informs most development and aid 
activities in fragile states Such definitional inadequacy amount to 'prototyping' and rating 
the 'others' and restricts the use of such indices for macro-quantitative research." 

66 UN Committee for Development Policy (COP) and Department of Economic and Social Affairs (DESA), 
Handbook on the Least Developed Country Category: Inclusion, Graduation and Special Support Measures, 
Second Edition, 2015, pp. 53-58. 
61 The Official Development Assistance (ODA) to the developing countries from 2003 to 2012 was 
just USS 809 billion and the Foreign Direct Investment (FOil was USS S.7 trillion over the same lO-year 
period. See, Dev KaT and Joseph 5panjers, "Illicit Financial Flows from Developing Countries: 2oo3-2012~ 
available at http://www.gfintegrity.org/ report/2014-global-report-i II ieit -fi naneial-flows-from-developi ng
countries-2003-2012/, accessed on 06 December 2016, p. vii. 
68 Jose Manuel Pureza, Mark Duffield, Robert Mathews, Susan Woodward and David Sogge, uPeace Building 
and Failed States: Some Theoretical Notes~ Expert Meeting Paper on Peacebuilding Process and State Faifure 
Startegies, organized by Peace Studies Group and Ford Foundation, on 31 March-01 April 2006; Jonathan Di 
John, "Conceptualising the Causes and Consequences of Failed States: A Critical Review of the literature': 
Crisis States Research Centre Working Paper Series No 2, 2008, available at http://www.isn.ethz.ch/Digital
library/Publications/Detaill?&lng=en&id=S74271, accessed on 27 October 201 S. 
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Thirdly, the indicators often include both (assumed) causes and consequences of 
fragility. For example, a high score in the explanatory variables like the chi ld mortality, voice 
and accountability etc. used in most indices are indirect indicators that a state may be weak 
while their heterogeneous dependent variables like incidence of coup, confiict intensity etc. 
refiect the disastrous consequence of state weakness; lumping these as indicators stand as 
"an elaborate and unsupported hypothesis"questioning the construct validityofthe indices. 

Fourthly, it is often unclear whether the frag ility captured in these indices is 
attributed to the society as a whole or only to the state and its institutions. While the state
society bond is a vital 'relational' attribute, putting them under a homogeneous scale of 
measurement could be misleading. In the context of state, fragility tends to refieet the 
property of a political system; but, when fragility refers to society as a whole, it becomes 
a property of society and thus, being defined much more broadly including any kind of 
political, social or economic instabi lity. What matters in one society may not have similar 
significance in another. For example, in the domestic context. a relig ion related social 
indicator like'clerica l approval' in Iraq or Syria would not mean the same in Japan or US. 

Fifthly, the disaggregation of the concept into 'measurable' attributes is also 
fraught with high level of abstraction. The ALC framework introduced in the ClFP is a 
welcome addition; other indices also include these functions but they subsume them under 
different dimensions. However, measuring a latent concept like legitimacy is much more 
difficult than measuring service provision; as a result, the CI FP has to revert to traditionally 
available indicators like the quality of democracy as measured by the Polity Index - and 
these indicators can often be cultura lly biased. Except for the function like 'monopoly on 
the use of force: perception and standard about other state's functions and public services 
varies widely. Inclusion of bench marks thatgo beyond the core issues, like'economic policy: 
'ease of doing businesses' further diverge the opinion reducing these indices to an opaque 
summary measurement. Table 2 below summarizes the limitations of the fragility indices. 

Table 2: Brief Summary of Limitations of State Fragility Indices 

Areas 

Conceptual 

Limitations 

The idealized image of state mirrors a Weberian model as such the 
classification (often) viewed as an 'expression of power: 
'Thin' conceptualization emphasizing state's functionality/ 
performance over historicity and the deep (external) structures in 
which state is embedded. 
Both state and society placed under a homogeneous scale of 
measurement which could be misleading. 
Ignore the reality and explanatory importance of irreducible and 
potentially unobservable international structures that can generate 
fragility. 
Reflects 'methodological individualism'with state in the centre and 
action of human agency underpinning fragility as if states are 'actors 
without systems~ 
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Operationalizing • Fragility is reduced to state's function! performance on security, 
economic, political, social and environmental dimensions. 

• Little or no regards to the effects of international structures, 
externalities, strategic environment within which a state operate. 

· Ignores possibilities of reverse causation, i.e. possibility of 
(international) structures that are beyond states' control 
accentuating fragility. 

Indicators · Numerous domestically focused indicators as proxy. 
Selectlon • Include both (assumed) causes and consequences of fragility. 

• 'One size fits all'approach. 

Data Aggregation · Fraught with high level of abstraction. 

· Equally weighted indicators and aggregation methods tend to blur 
the distinctions between 'necessary' and 'sufficient' conditions. 

• Latent concepts (i.e. legitimacy) could be culturally biased. 

Data Sources • Use of similar data sources poses a danger of conflation and of 
redundancy. 

• Survey based index (Bn) are subjective to the interpretation of the 
'experts~ 

Source: Author 5 compilation. 

A nuanced understanding of state fragility arguably requires historicising and 
contextualizing the fragile state problematique taking into account the dynamics of external 
and internal dimensions. State-making is a historical process and the strategic environment 
in w hich this process takes place has a profound impact on a state's future trajectory. To 
illustrate using a simple example from the microeconomic theory, we know that the price is 
higher and the output is lower in a monopolized market than in a competitive one. In both 
markets, the attributes of the actors (i.e. the firms in this case), are identical; every firm tries 
to maximize its profits and consequently produces the level of output at which marginal 
cost equals marginal revenue. However, what accounts for the variation in price and output 
between these markets is not variation in the attributes of the units (i.e. firms) but variation 
in the environments or market structures (i .e. monopoly vs. competitive) in which they act. 
Sim ilarly, in t he 'world market of states' the 'strategic environment' in which a state operates 
can have a greater impact on state's performance and future trajectory. 

Notwithstanding the imprecise combination of variables and the danger of 
conflation and of redundancy due to a higher dependency on the expert survey data, 
these four indices do capture some features of state fragility. The high correlation amongst 
these four indices (bi-variate correlation coefficient ranging between 0.8 - 0.9)69 reflects 
that. within their conceptual boundaries, they do measure some aspects of state fragi lity: 
However, this does not mean causation and could also be due to the fact that they use 
highly simi lar data sources. Such ambiguities aside, the central question is perhaps to 
investigate the future trajectories of these states categorized as 'fragi le' in these four 
indices. In other words, is there a hope for these countries to come out of fragility in near 
future or are they doomed in a fragility trap? 

69 Mata and Ziaja, op. Cif., p. 29. 
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CHAPTER IV 

IS THERE A 'FRAGILITY TRAP'? 

4.1 Fragility Trap Defined 

'Fragility trap' impl ies a condition of state stagnation - that the state which 
has been categorized as 'fragile' wi ll remain stuck in that condition for considerable 
period of time and their prospect of coming out of fragility, if at all, is severely lim ited. 
Within the conceptual boundaries of the fragility indices, each state is assigned 
with a score that reflects its current status attained over a period of time since its 
independence. To determine whether a 'fragility trap' exists or not, we need to find 
out whether the countries that are categorized as 'fragile' wi ll ever be able to attain 
a pace of improvement that wou ld place them alongside the top ranking 'stable and 
strong' states and if so in how many years. If the results show that it wou ld take an 
exponentially high duration for the 'fragile states'to reach that threshold, then we 
could conclude that the current narrative of the state fragility indices supports the 
existence of'fragility trap: Pritchett, Woolcock, and Andrews take a similar approach to 
confirm 'capability trap'. Using a variety of empirical indicators of states' administrative 
capability, they demonstrate that many states are stuck in 'capability traps' as their 
implementation capability is both severely limited and improving (if at all) in a snai l 
pace." According to them, states like Haiti or Afghanistan wou ld take hundreds (if not 
thousands) of years to reach the capability of Singapore and decades to reach even a 
moderate capability country like India. However, their focus is on the administrative 
capability of the states as such they use data that reflect countries' administrative 
capability namely 'Quality of Government' score from the International Country 
Risk Guide, 'Government Effectiveness' score from Kaufmann, Kraay and Mastruzzi, 
'Progressive Deterioration of Public Services' from FSI and scores on 'Resource 
Efficiency' from the BTL Our focus is on 'fragility ' which encompasses, among others, 
the capability dimensions as captured in the data of different fragility indices. 

4.2 Data and Calculation Methods 

Considering state consolidation as a historical process, this paper investigates 
the rate of progress of these states since independence and attempts to predict the 
length of time in years which wou ld be required for states to emerge from theirfragile 
status. The calculation is performed in 2 stages: 

a. The fi rst stage is to create a comparable scale for al l four indices to 
simplify comparison. Thus, all index scores are converted to an ascending scale of 0 
- 10 expressed to 3 decimal places. This is achieved in two steps: first converting the 

70 Pritchett Woolcock and Andrews, op. cit., pp. 13-18. 
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fragility score in ClFP and FSI in ascending scale as they are rated on a descending 
scale with the worst performing countries being assigned the highest scores. Thus, 
Somalia's (the worst performer) score of 114.0 out of 120 in FSI2014 becomes (120.000 
-114.000) = 6.000 and the same in ClFP 2012 index for Somalia is (9.000 - 7.810) = 
1.190. 

Second, rebasing these country scores in a comparable scale of 0-10 is 
achieved by using the formula: ((New Maximum-New Minimum) .;- (Old Maximum
Old Minimum)) x (Country Score-Old Minimum) + New Minimum. Since the new 
scale is 0-10, the new minimum is always 0 and the new maximum is always 10. The 
Old maximum and minimum refers to 120 and 0 in FSI, 1 and 9 in CIFp, 20 and 1 in BTl 
(as the aggregate value of Status and Management index is taken) and -3 and +3 in 
WGI (inclusive of standard error). Thus, Somalia's fragility score of 6.000 in FSI 2014 
becomes [((10-0) .;- (120-0)) x (6-0) +0] = .5 and the score of 1.190 for Somalia in ClFP 
2012 index becomes 1.488 in the new comparable scale of 0-10. 

b. The second stage of the calculation involves deriving the number of 
years for each country to emerge from fragility. It also requires multiple steps and 
assumptions. First is to establish a threshold score that a country needs to attain 
in future which is indicative that it has emerged from fragility. One clear threshold 
score will be to the 'top' ranking country of that particular index. A second and more 
moderate threshold will be to take the global average fragility score of the index 
and estimate the years required to reach that status. However, for FSI, the lowest 
threshold of 'stable' and 'sustainable' status - as defined in that index would be a more 
appropriate and conservative threshold to consider. Thus, for each index, we define 
two thresholds as follows: 

• BTl: Rescaled score of the 'top' scoring country, Taiwan (8.63) and the 
global average (5.302). 

• ClFP: Rescaled score of the 'top' scoring country, Switzerland (8.463) and 
the global average 5.264. 

• FSI: Lowest threshold of 'stable' states which corresponds to a score of 
30, rescaled to 5 and the lowest threshold of 'sustainable' states which 
corresponds to a score of 60, rescaled to 7.5 . 

• WGI : Rescaled score ofthe 'top'scoring country, Greenland (8.19) and the 
global average (4.93). 

Second step is to establish the number of years between the year of 
independence of each country and the year of the relevant index. Using the date 
for each country from the COW v. 2011 data sets the number of years which elapsed 
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between independence and the year of the index is calculated by subtracting the 
folmer from the latter. 

Third step is to establish the annual rate of progress for each country within 
each index. Here we are confronted with two problems. First is to guess what could 
have been the score for a country at its independence? Indeed, some states could have 

' had a better start while others might have had started from zero. However, this paper 
makes an optimistic assumption that the lowest score of a country at independence 
could have been the same as the 'worst performer' in that index. If a state's score was 
higher at the time of independence, this wou ld overstate the duration at which that 
country could come out of fragility. Conversely, an understatement is possible if the 
country had a substantially low starting point - which, given the score of the 'worst 
performers' in all four indices is highly unlikely. Thus, it is an optimistic assumption." 

The second problem is to decide what measures to apply- i.e. simple average 
or compound average rate, for calculating the annual rate of progress. To derive a 
simple average annual rate of progress for each country in an index, the score of the 
'worst performer' in that index is subtracted from the country's present score and the 
result is divided by the 'years since independence'. Again, a compound annual growth 
rate (CAGR) could be derived by using the formula: {(Ending YearValuel Beginning Year 
Value) II Years since Independence - 1) where the beginning year value for a country 
is substituted by the score of the 'worst performer' in that index. However, forward 
projection for countries using the CAGR formula depicts more number of courtiers 
requiring greater number of years to come out of fragility in each index." Thus, we 
consider the simple average provides the most optimistic estimate of a country's 
annual pace of progress and calculate it using the following formula: 

1. Optimistic Annual Rate of Progress = ( Current Fragility Score - Score of 
the 'worst performer' in that index) I Year Since Independence 

11 To illustrate with an example, let us consider the case of Pakistan, an independent state since 1947, having 
a rescaled score (in 0-10 scale) of 1.425 in the F51 2015 index. The rescaled score of the worst performer 
in FSI 2015 (Le. South Sudan) is 0.458. Thus, Pakistan'S historic rate of progress out of fragility is (1.425 
-0.458 )167 = 0.014. At this rate, Pakistan would take 248 years to become stable and 421 years to reach 
sustainable status. However, if it is considered that Pakistan had a better start in 1947 compared to South 
Sudan and had a better fragility score, say' instead of 00458, then its historic rate of progress after 67 years 
would be (1.425 - 1 )/67 = .0063. At this rate, Pakistan would take 563 years to become stable and 878 years 
to reach sustainable status - both of which are higher compared to the previous estimate. Thus, taking the 
score of the respective worst performers in each index as the score at independence for all countries is an 
optimistic assumption. 
n CAGR reflects a 'smoothed' annual progress as it does not capture 'volatility'. However, compared to the 
simple annual average, CAGR predicts a more daunting picture for countries to emerge from fragility. For 
example, in BTl 2014, a simple average estimate predicts only 36 countries requiring more than 100 years 
to reach the'top ranking country'while the number of countries increases to 88 if the CAGR formula is used. 
In case of FSI, the use of CAGR estimates 45 countries requiring more than 100 years to become 'stable' 
compared to a prediction of 31 countries using the simple average estimate. 
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Finally, having established an optimistic annual rate of progress, we ca n now 
make a forward projection for each country. The result gives us the number of yea rs 
required to reach the desired threshold based on the country's historic trajectory. 
Thi s is achieved by dividing the difference between the desired threshold score (as 
defined above) and county's current fragility score with the 'optimistic annual rate of 
progress' using the fo llowing formu las: 

2. Years to reach 'Top'; ( Fragility Score of the 'Top' Country - Country's 
Current Fragility Score) -;- Annual Rate of Progress (for ClFP, BTl and WGI ) 

3. Years to reach the lowest threshold of'Stable'state , (5 - Country's Current 
Fragility Score) -;- Annual Pace of Progress (For FSI 2015 index) 

4. Years to reach the lowest threshold of'Sustainable' state . (7.5 - Country's 
Current Fragility Score) -;- An nual Pace of Progress (For FSI 2015 Index) 

5. Years to reach Global Average , (Global Average Fragility Score - Country 's 
Cu rrent Fragility Score) -;- An nual Pace of Progress (For (IFP, BTl and WGI) 

4.3 Validity and Reliability of the Calculation Method 

At this pOint, the validity of method of calculation is checked. First, the 
correlation amongst the four indices has been checked. It is revealed (Ta ble 3) that all 
four indices retain strong positive correlat ions after rescaling (correlation coefficient 
ranges from 0.663 to 0.955). 
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Table 3: Correlation of the Rescaled Fragility Scores of Four Indices 

WG12013 ClFP 2012 8TI 2014 FSI201S 
Rescaled Rescaled Rescaled Rescaled 
Fragility Fragility Fragility Fragi lity 
Score on Score on Score on Score on 

0-10 Scale 0-10 Scale 0-10 Scale 0-10 Scale 

WG12013 Pearson 
1 .791·· .663'· .830·· 

Resca led Correlation 
Fragi lity 

Sig. Score on .000 .000 .000 
0-10 Scale (Hailed) 

N 181 180 129 178 

ClFP 2012 Pearson .791·· 1 .777"" .955" 
Rescaled Correlation 
Fragility 

Sig. Score on .000 .000 .000 
0-10 Scale (Hailed) 

N 180 180 129 178 

8TI2014 Pearson .663·· .777"" 1 .762·· 
Resca led Correlation 
Fragility 

Sig. Score on .000 .000 .000 
0-10 Scale (Hailed) 

N 129 129 129 127 

FSI 201S Pearson .830'· .955" .762" 1 
Rescaled Correlation 
Fragility 

Sig. Score on .000 .000 .000 
0,10 Scale (Hai led) 

N 178 178 127 178 

••. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

Source: Author s calculation. 

There is also a strong correlation in 'optimistic annual rate of progress' 
amongst the four indices (Tabl e 4). The correlation coeffi cient of the optimistic annual 

pace of progress ranges from 0.695 (between WGI and FSI) to 0.98 (between FSI and 
ClFP). 
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Table 4: Correlation of the Optimistic Annual Rate of Progress of Four Indices 

WGI (2013) C1FP BTl (20 14) FSI (201 5) 

Optimistic (2012) Optimistic Optimistic 
Annual Optimistic Annual Annua l 

Pace of Annual Pace of Pace of 
Progress Pace of Progress Progress 

Progress 

WGI Pearson 
1 .734" .877"" .695" 

(2013) Correlation 
Optimistic 

Si9· Annual .000 .000 .000 
Pace of (Hai led) 

Progress N 181 180 129 178 

C1FP Pearson 
.734" 1 .855" .980" 

(2012) Correlation 
Optimistic 

Si9· Annual .000 .000 .000 
Pace of (Hai led) 

Progress N 180 180 129 178 

BTl (201 4) Pearson 
.877"" .855" 1 .80r 

Optimistic Correlation 
Annual 
Pace of Si9· .000 .000 .000 
Progress (Ha iled) 

N 129 129 129 127 

FSI (20 1 5) Pearson 
.695 " .980" .804" 

Optimistic Correlation 
1 

Annual 
Pace of Si9· .000 .000 .000 
Progress (Hai led) 

N 178 178 127 178 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tai led). 

Source: Author's calculation. 

Second, to check the internal validity of our method of calcu lation, we 
compare the 'actua l frag ility scores' of a particular year in the past wi th the 'predicted 
fragi lity score' of the same year derived by using our method. A strong posit ive 
correlation between the two scores would imply that our predicted fragility score is 
not derived 'by chance' and validate our method. Accordingly, we select the oldest 
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year (i.e. 2003 for BTl, 2010 for CI Fp, 2006 for FSI and 1996 for WGI) of which data is 
avai lable for comparison in each index for the bi-variate correlation. The results are 
listed in Table 5. Indeed, we find that the predicted fragility scores obtained by the 
ca lculation method used in this paper are strong ly correlated with the actual fragility 
scores. For example, while comparing the predicted fragility scores of BTl 2003 with 
the actual data of BTl 2003, we find the correlation coefficient (r) is 0.716 (N; 11 6, p < 
.01). Similarly, a comparison predicted and actual fragi lity scores of ClFP 2010 reveals 
r = 0.958 (N= 190, P < .01). for FSI 2006, r = 0.944 (N= 190, P < .01) and for WGI (PS&AV) 
1996, r= 0.53 1 (N=185, p < .01 ).In case ofWGI (PS&AV), correlation coefficient increases 
to 0.67 when comparing with the data of the year 2000. The high positive correlations 
between the predicted and actual scores tends to confi rm that the fragility scores 
for each country calcu lated by using our method are broadly accurate and does not 
happen by chance. In other words, if the predicted fragility score derived for a past 
yea r is strongly associated with the actual score, it is likely that the predicted fragi lity 
score for the future years wi ll also be simi lar (al l other things being equal). 

Table 5: Bi-variate Correlation of'Actual' and 'Predicted' Fragility Scores of Four Indices 

Predicted Fragility Scores of 

Actual Fragility Score of BTI- 2003 CIFP 2010 FS12006 WGII996 

BTl - 2003 .716-

CIFP - 2010 .958*** 

FSI - 2006 .944*** 

WGI-1996 .531 .... 

*** Correlation is significant at O.011evel. (2 tailed). 

Source: Author's own. 

However, the strong positive correlations between the 'predicted' and 
the 'actual ' fragility score breaks down (except in CIFP) when we concentrate on 
extreme cases. For example, the correlating coefficient of'predicted ' and 'actual' score 
involving 15 most fragile states in F51 2006 is 0.364; in WGI (PS&AV) 1996 it is 0.42 and 
in ClFP (2012) it is 0.712. In case of BTl 2003, there is a negative correlation (- 0.361) 
between the predicted and actual scores. Such find ings add to the cr iticism that the 
measurement architecture of these indices is inadequate particu larly for the poorly 
performing countries. 

13 To calculate 'predicted'score, the lowest score of the respective index is taken as the score at independence 
and the remaining year's score are calculated by multiplying it with the respective 'optimistic pace of 
progresses' as per the calculation methods used in this paper. 
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4.4 Results and Analysis 

Annex A lists the detail results involving all' 97 states that are common in 
two or more indices. It reveals the number of years each country wi ll take to reach the 
'susta inable/ top' and 'stable/globa l average' threshold to emerge out of fragility. The 
negative values in case of some countries (i n columns refiecting the 'number of years 
to reach top/ sustainable/globa l average/stable') refiect that these countries have 
already crossed the respective thresholds. For example, according to FSI, Singapore 
has crossed the 'stable' threshold in 1999 and the 'global average' threshold in CIFP 
in '982 (see annex AJ. It is evident from annex A that a great majority of states are 
stuck in a fragi lity trap. Table 6 and Figure 7 provide a summary of annex A telling us 
how many countries wi ll req uire what duration to emerge from fragil ity in each index 
considering the two different threshold s. 

• FSI (2015): Over ha lf of the countries (53.49 per cent) listed in the FSI will 
requi re 50 years or more to reach the lowest threshold of 'sustainable' 
status out of which 60 countries (33.52 per cent) will need 100 years or 
more to reach the same status and emerge out of fragility. However, if 
the threshold is lowered to reaching the 'stable' status, there are still 55 
countries that will require 50 years or more to reach that status. 

Source: Author's calculation. 
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Figure 7: Cumulative Percentage of Countries Requiring 50 Years or More 
to Reach 'Top'I'Sustainable' Status in Four Fragility Indices 

WG12013 

FSI201S 

CIFP 2012 

8TI2012 

0 20 40 60 
Percentage 

80 100 

. 200 ears or more . , SO ears or more . '00 ears or more . 50 ears or more 

Source: Author's calculation. 

• CIFP (2012): The forward projec tion usi ng CIFP frag ility scores revea ls 
that 94 countr ies (48.97 per cent) wi ll require 50 yea rs or more to reach 
the 'top' ranking country (Switzerland) and emerge out of frag ility out 
of wh ich 51 countries (26.29 per cent) wi ll requ ire 100 years or more to 
reach the same status. However, if the threshold is lowered to reaching 
g lobal average, there wil l stil l be 21 countries t hat will require more than 
SO years to reach that level. 

• BTl (2014) : The BTl has the lowest coverage (129 countries) amongst 
al l four indi ces. Based on its scores, there are 68 countries (53.49 per 
cent) that will requ ire 50 years or more to reach Taiwan, t he 'top' ra nking 
country in that index and emerge out of fragi lity out of wh ich 35 (27.13 
per cent) countries will req uire 100 yea rs or more to reach the same 
status. In case of a lower threshold of reach ing 'global average: there will 
stil l be 14 countries that wil l require 50 years or more to reach that level. 

• WGI (PS&AV) 2013: In case of WGI, the number of countries t hat will 
req ui re 100 years or more to reach the 'top' (i .e. Green land) is 46. The 
number increases to 81 countries in case the 'yea rs to reach top'threshold 
is taken as 50 years and droops down to 26 countries in case the fragi lity 
score threshold is lowered as reaching t he 'global average' instead of the 
'top' ranking country. 
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We also take a closer look at some countries that perform poorly according to 
these indices to supplement the broad picture confirming the fact that a large number 
of states will require considerable period to emerge out of fragility if they continue to 
maintain their long run trajectories. Table 7 is a snapshot of Annex A involving 15 
most fragile states that appear amongst 40 most fragi le states in all four indices. It 
shows that given their current pace of progress, al l 15 states wil l require over hundred 
years to reach the 'top' ranking country or stable/sustainable status. For example, Syria 
would require 625 years to become 'sustainable'(according to FSI), 1,398 years to reach 
at par with Taiwan (according to BTl), 168 years to reach Switzerland (according to 
ClFP) and 3,825 years to reach Greenland (according to WGI). Again, according to the 
FSI Pakistan would require 248 years to become 'stable'. According to the BTl, it wou ld 
take 185 years for Pakistan to reach the status ofTaiwan while a forward projection of 
CIFP ratings predicts 198 years to reach the 'top' (i.e. Switzerland). The median value 
of years to reach the 'top' or becoming 'stable' of these 15 countries also vary. The 
FSI predicts most daunting picture, where the median years to become a 'stable' or 
'sustainable'state is 365 and 611 years respect ively. In case of BTl and ClFP, the median 
number of years to reach the respective 'top' ranking country is 185 and 198 years. 

Be that as it may, it would be too naive to say that these are perfect estimates. 
Indeed, it is biased towards states that are relatively new. It is evident both with in 
and between the indices having same frag ility score but different 'years since 
independence'(see Annex A). For example, Argentina and Armenia with almost similar 
fragility scores takes 114 and 14 years respectively to reach the 'top' ranking country in 
WGI. Again, Pakistan and Venezuela with similar fragility scores in WGI and ClFP takes 
different durations to come out offragility only because they became independent in 
different times. However, higher values of 'years since independence' does not always 
imply greater fragility trap. For example, Switzerland and Sweden which gained their 
statehood in 1816 consistently ranks in t he top end of all four indices and are located 
closer to the world's economic and polit ical 'Centres: 

39 



There are also problems with scaling as it does not tell us whether the 
difference between a fragility score of 2 and 3 is same as a difference between a score 
of 6 and 7. Does it take longer for a country to progress from 2 to 4 compared to 6 to 
8 or vice versa? The underlying process of progress out of fragility may not be liner; 
countries could have reached some'take off'points or a'tipping point'from where they 
can achieve either accelerated progress or spiral into more fragility. This essentially 
relates to the question as to what constitutes 'necessary'and 'sufficient' conditions for 
fragility. Is a stable external security environment a sufficient or necessary condition 
for countries to come out of fragility? How much does the presence or absence of a 
favourable security environment contribute towards the 'take off' or'tipping off' point 
for a country? Why did the newly independent countries in Europe following the 
demise of the former Soviet Union were able to better consolidate their state-building 
in a shorter period of time compared to the African countries? 

Identifying the 'necessary' and 'sufficient' conditions is also essential from a 
methodological point of view. If a favourable security environment is considered as a 
'necessary' condition to come out of fragility, then adding the mean of aggregation 
of security dimension with others (such as the scores in economic, political, social, 
environmental dimensions) would be misleading as the other dimension could partly 
compensate for a lack of security and lift the country over the threshold of fragility. 
A more valid method would be to multiply the other dimensions with security. The 
score will then always be zero when security is zero and, thus satisfy the conceptual 
assumption as a 'necessary' condition. 

Despite such limitations, collectively what these arithmetic illustrations show 
is that within the conceptual boundary of each index, a large number of states will 
require hundreds of years to come out of fragility if they continue to maintain their 
long run trajectories. It confirms the existence of , fragility trap: Such findings stand as 
a sharp contrast to the reality. In reality, countries like South Korea - one of the major 
aid recipient nations and the poorest countries in 1950's, emerged as a donor nation 
and the 12'" largest economy in the world in about 40 years - much less than the 
periods derived through the data of four fragility indices. 

In sum, revealing the fragility trap leaves two choices regarding the fragile 
state problematique. One is to view these narratives as a 'political constructions' and 
reject or relegate them as a mere 'expression of power: Indeed, many scholars have 
taken this path suggesting that the 'ran king' produced by these indices need to be 
understood as narrative constructs, which, to borrow from Robert Cox, are 'a lways for 
someone and for some purpose: The other choice is to offer a better framework of 
analysis to understand and investigate this 'real world' problem of state fragility. The 
paper subscribes the second choice and unfolds a new framework to analyze state 
fragility in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER V 

STATE FRAGILITY THROUGH THE CENTRE-PERIPHERY FRAMEWORK 

5.1 The Centre and Periphery Model 

Notwithstanding the scepticism, the Centre-Periphery framework" provides 
a good analytic tool to examine the global-local interactions to better understand and 
explain state fragility (See Figure 8). The model presupposes that fragility is concentrated 
mostly in the Peripheral states. It takes into account two levels of interaction that are 
mutually inclusive. First, at the external level. it presupposes that the centre of the Centre 
(c.:) and the ce~tre of the Peripheral states (P ,) are coupled through an interaction structure 
to facilitate economic, political, social. security interaction between the two. Exploring the 
nature and interaction structure may allow us to explain the global dimension of state 
fragi lity in the Peripheral states. Interaction between the parties is essential for this model to 
work; mutually isolated parties may not qualify to demonstrate a conflictual or harrnonious 
interaction. Second, at the domestic level each state has its centre(s) (Le. capital, major cities 
from where the governmental machineries work) and their respective peripheries. The 
interaction between Cc and P, with their respective peripheries (i.e. C and P ~ could explain 
the lntra' level causality of state fragility specific to that context. Thus, the model allows 
both historicizing and contextualizing the fragile state problematique. Indeed, the l nter' 
and 'intra' level interactions between and within the states cannot be viewed in isolation 
as they both contribute towards avoiding state fragil ity particularly in Peripheral states. 

Figure 8: Framework of of AnalYSIS: Cente-Penphery Model 

Global 

Source: Author's own. 

14 The Centre - Periphery framework and its deviants have been used by many scholars to explain theglobal
local interactions. See, A. G. Frank, NThe Development of Underdevelopment~ Monthly Review, September, 
1966, pp. 16-20; Johan Galtung, ~Violence, Peace, and Peace Research~ Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 6, No. 
3, 1969. pp. , 67-91. For the criti cism of Galtung's model, see, K. E. Boulding, "Twelve Friendly Quarrels with 
Johan Galtung~ Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 14, No. 1, 1977, pp. 75-86. Also see, Nancy Scheper-Hughes, 
Death without Weeping: The ViofenceofEveryday Life in Brazil, Berkley and los Angles California: Universityof 
California Press, 2004, pp.14-18; Immanuel Wallerstein, The Capitalist World-Economy, Cambridge University 
Press, 1979, pp. 49·95. Wallerstein's argument is similar except that he views the world on an exploitative 
hierarchy with a developed core, semi-periphery and underdeveloped periphery. 
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5.2 The Nature of Centre-Periphery Interoction 

At the very basic level, the nature of interaction between (inter) and 
within (intra) the Centre and Peripheral state could be characterized as either 
harmonious or confiictual. At the global level, a harmonious interaction could result 
in bUilding alliance providing security guarantee, full access to each other's markets, 
preferential trade arrangements etc. insulating and protecting the Peripheral state 
from unforeseen security and economic threats/shocks. When such arrangements 
are truly non-intrusive, unconditional and egalitarian in nature, they may greatly 
contribute towards the progress of a Peripheral state. In such conditions, the ideals of 
globalization are truly realized creating a favourable condition for the development 
and progress of all states. However, in reality, the nature of interaction between the 
Centre and the Periphery is often confiictual as they are shaped by interests and 
priorities - particularly that of Centre states. Thus, we find a rapid increase in export 
of small arms and weapons fuelling the 'new wars:" a protectionist and unfair trade 
practice such as farm subsidies (in US) or Common Agricultural Policy (in EU j, 'currency 
wars: 76 climate change challenges etc. rooted in the actions of the states in the Centre. 
The second and third order impact of such confiictual interaction adversely impacts 
the security, productive capacity, growth and the overall living conditions in the 
peripheral states where majority of the humanity lives. A confiictual interaction may 
also originate from the domestic policies pursued by the Centre states. For example. 
the unconventional monetary policy pursued by the Federal Reserve of the US and 
the so called 'taper tantrum' resulted a capital outfiow of over US$ 548 billion from 
the emerging markets in 2015 alone (largest outfiow since 1988) chocking the much 
needed investment for infrastructural development in the Peripheral states." Thus, a 
confiictual interaction between the Cc and Pc creates, what Pope Francis dubbed a 
'globalization of indifference: 

Similarly, the nature of 'i ntra' level interaction between the Centres and 
the respective peripheries may be harmonious or confiictual. At the 'intra' level, the 
government at the centre seeks to control its territory and harness its resou rces, 

1~ For global trend in arms export, see, Pieter D. Wezeman and Siemon T. Wezeman, uTrend in International 
Arms Transfers - 2014': SIPRI Fact Sheet, March 2015; Andrew T. H. Tan (ed.), The Global Arms Trade: A 
Handbook, New York: Taylor and Francis, 2010, pp. 3-10. For the effects of global arms trade in Africa, see 
Matt Schroeder and Guy Lamb, "The Illicit Arms Trade in Africa, A Global Enterprise~ African Analyst, Third 
Quarter, 2006, pp.69-78. For the success and failure of the global efforts for conventional arms control, see, 
Sibyl Ie Bauer, "Post- Cold War Control of Conventional Arms~ in AndrewT. H. Tan (ed.) op. cit., pp. 306-312. 
76 The main instrument for currency war is the monitory policy. Monetary policies adopted by advanced 
economies, in particular the US, have contributed to the dramatic weakening of emerging-market 
currencies. See Dambisa Mayo, "The Global Migration Blowback'; Project Syndicate, available at www. 
project-syndicate.org/, accessed on 14 April 2016. 
17 Fordetails of'taper tantrum'see, Ratna Sahay, Vivek Arora, Thanos Arvanitis, Hamid Faruqee, Papa N'Diaye, 
Tommaso Mancini-Griffoli, and an IMF Team, UEmerging Market Volatility: lessons from the Taper Tantrum'; 
IMF Staff Discussion Note, SDN14/09, September 2014, pp. 16-24. Also see, Dan McCrum, "EM at the Mercy 
of Shifting Money Flows~ Financial Times, 05 October 2015, available at http://www.ft.com/. accessed on 
18 December 2015. 
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promu lgates and implements policies that mayor may not be just ified and 
equitable for the periphery. The prudence (or the lack of it) with which the Centres 
regulate policies and take care of their respective peripheries in the domestic front 
is a key determinant of state fragility. Indeed, most fragi lity definit ions capture th is 
discrepancy and distributive injustice between the centre and the periphery. For 
example, the DFID's definition offragi le state: "government is not wi lling or ca pable of 
providing core services to m ost of its populations particularly to the poor" is premised 

on the distri butive injustice by the centres of Peripheral states. 

However, the ability of Peri pheral states to be 'willing and capable' to provide 
the political good to all its citizens is much harder if it has a connictual interaction at 
the globa l level. Conversely, a harmonious relationship at the globa l level pays rich 
dividend. The density of connect ivity with other states in terms of coalitions, al liances, 
trade etc. together with the prudent domestic policies, instruments and road maps are 
crucial to offset or insu late the Periphera l state from the regressive global impact. 

5.3 Propensity of State Fragility: Four Propositions 

The mutually inclusive nature of interactions within and between the Centre 
and Periphera l states as discussed above could be of four different var iants generating 
four different hypotheses that can help explain the propensity of state fragi lity (see 
Table 8). 

Table 8: Propensity of State Fragility 

Interaction between Nature of Interactions 

centre of Centre and 
centre of Periphery 

Harmonious Conflictual Harmonious Conflictual States 
(Cc and Pc) 

centres of the Centre 
and Periphery States 

Ju sti fi ed and Unjustified and 
Unjustified Justified 

with their respective and and 
peripheries Equitable Unequal 

Unequal Equitable 
(ee & Pc with Cp & p P) 

Propensity of Fragility No Fragility Very High 
Medium/ Medium! 

High High 

Source: Author's own. 

• Hl : If the interaction between the C, and P, is harmon ious and the 
interaction between C, and P, with their respective peripheries (Le. C

p 

and P pi is based on justified and equ itable policy practices it is unlikely 
for the state to have any frag ility. 
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• H2: When the interaction between C, and P, is conflictual and policy 
practice by the C and P towards their respective C and Pp is unjusti fied , , p 

and unequal the propensity of fragility is likely to be very high. 

• H3: If the interaction between the C, and P, is harmoniousbut the policy 
practice by the C, and P, towards their respective C and Pp is unjustified 
and unequal we may see medium or high level of fragility. 

• H4: If the interaction between C, and P, is conflictual but the policy 
practice by the C, and P, towards their respective Cp and Ppis well justified 
and equitable in nature, the state may show a medium or high level of 
fragility. 

Hl reflects the most ideal condition where all external and internal factors are 
geared towards complementing each other for the progress and development of the 
people and the state resulting in no fragility. In such condition (H 1), the global forces 
playa progressive role and are sustained by an equally prudent and justified domestic 
structure and policies resulting in the state's ability to dispense positive political 
goods to its citizens. The economic, social, political and security exchange between 
the C, and the Pc tends to benefit both parties which are subsequently transmitted/ 
distributed by the Centres to their respective peripheries resulting in a positive intra
actor effects. As a result, it is unlikely for the peripheral states to succumb to fragility. 
Welfare states resembles such a condition where the dividend of progressive global 
forces is effectively harnessed by a prudent and well structured social welfare system 
to serve the political good to all its citizens. 

The conditions in H2 reflect the opposite of Hl; here the external dimension 
is conflictual and the internal interaction between the respective centres and 
peripheries are also unjustified and unequal creating a condition of high propensity 
of fragility. The global factors playa regressive role in this si tuation and are often 
multiplied ortransformed by the unjustified and unequal local conditions reproducing 
state weakness. The regressive global forces in such conditions may work through 
multiple channel s. For example, the external forces may work as a catalyst to heighten 
the security dilemma of the peripheral state, fragment the state-society relations by 
identity restructuring, attract conflict entrepreneurs to fuel or sustain civil wars or 
internal conflict, facilitate natural resource predation, derail the prospect of economic 
emancipation due to abrupt and unplanned libera lization etc. All of these result.in 
constraining the state to provide the positive political good to its citizens in the long 
run and make them fragile, failed or even collapsed state. 

However, most Peripheral states straddle in the middle simi larto the conditions 
as described in H3 and H4. These scenarios are not straight-forward and may depend 
on many associated factors like degree of integration with the international structure, 
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strategic significance, resourcefulness, demography, remoteness etc. However, in 
both cases, some degree of fragility is inevitable. In case of H3, the benefits of the 
progressive global forces are limited to the Pc as the state pursues an unequal and 
unjustified policy practices towards its peripheries. In such conditions, the external 
engagements are often used by the political elites to prolong their stay in power and 
strengthen 'regime security' instead of national security. Coercion is often preferred 
over consent as the regime in the centre of the peripheral state mostly draws its 
support and legitimacy from outside. Such condition is particularly sustainable where 
the Peripheral state is endowed with rich mineral resources and the value exchange 
from these resources can free the government from raising tax from its own people. 
As a result, it creates a parasitic domestic elites sustaining on external support whose 
primary aim is to protect their own power base and maximize their weal th with no 
particular regards to the people in the periphery. The penetration of progressive 
global forces into the Pp is fiercely checked by the government in the Pc by coercive 
means, censorship, banning social media, internet etc. 

.. -
In case of H4, the 'i ntra' level structures and policies are justified and 

equitable as the government in the Pc aims to dispense positive political goods to 
all its citizens in the face of a conflictual 'inter' actor relationship. Such conflictual 
interaction between the Cc and Pc may be due to historical. political, economic or 
security reasons restricting the Peripheral state to become resilient. For example, a 
hostile or less favourable external environment may compel the state to increase 
its defence budget to maintain internal order or repel any external attack at the 
expense of socio-economic development. Geography and demography can also be 
crucial factors in H4 scenarios. For example, an economically remote or land-locked 
country located far away from its major trading partners may suffer undue strain on 
the economy in general and commodity price in particular. The H4 scenario can also 
explain the demand-driven state fragility attributed to the demographic pressure. 
High population growth can strain states' capacity to maintain order, provide 
education, health services, housing etc. However, more population can also increase 
state's coffer in tax receipt; but that only happens if the economy is growing - which, 
in a conflictual 'inter' actor relationship is difficult even with sound domestic policy 
in a globalized world where growth is linked to trade. Indeed as Gros succinctly puts, 
"autarky is the enemy of any state or political economy based on trade:'" Peripheral 
state may try to minimize the effects of regressive global forces and strive for self
sufficiency and economic independence but a conflictual interaction with the Centre 
often puts a limit to such struggles. 

78 Jean-Germain Gros, op. cit. p. 556. 
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CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUDING REMARKS 

Conceptualizing state only as a 'functional entity' and devoid of any history, 
power relations and fiuidity in composition can largely obscure our understanding 
on state fragility. States' power and propensity to resist or succumb to fragility is 
embedded within the causal complexes comprising both internal and external factors. 
State, as a political entity aims to achieve control over its territory and harness its 
resources - including human resources. In the process of pursuing this aim, states face 
both 'intra' and 'inter' level chal lenges that may be at the structural and agency level. 
The internal structural challenges could be geographic, demographic, economic, 
class, ethnicity, elite bargain etc. Chief among the external structural constraints are 
the security dilemma, unequal terms of trade and exchange, adverse international 
market conditions, remoteness, environmental factors etc. The internal and external 
challenges are mutually inclusive, contextual and dynamic in nature. Thus, a land 
-locked country or a country with a high percentage of population in the low elevated 
coastal zones faces different economic or environmental challenges compared to the 
opposite. 

The current quantitative methods used in different state fragility indices 
to measure state weakness mirrors methodological individualism where the 
performance of state is atomized into its domestic functionalities. States are treated 
as 'given' or 'primitive' units with little or no regards to the externalities in which 
they are embedded. Such reductionist conceptualization restricts the explanatory 
leverage of taking into account the effects of externalities. As a result of such 'thin' 
conceptualization, many fragility indices point to a trajectory for the fragi le states 
towards a fragility trap - a condition of state stagnation. Such inadequacies in the state 
fragility indices can be addressed by reconceptualizing the fragile state problematic 
and sufficiently including the external drivers of fragility using the Centre - Periphery 
model. The model also allows contextua lizing and historicizing state fragility while 
emphasizing the need of an enabling external environment for the Peripheral states 
to emerge out of fragility. 

A Peripheral state does not necessarily seek to control the externa l 
environment but minimize the adverse impact while its strategy for achieving 
control for internal environment is often a mixture of coercion and consent. The 
interests and priorities of the external actors often shape and infiuence the direction 
of the policy practice by the political elites of the Peripheral states. Indeed, as we 
see external players compelled a democratica lly elected government in Greece 
to succumb to harsher austerity plans, an ultimatum by the US to 'be prepared to 
go back to the Stone Age' compelled Pakistan to join the GWoT that has greatly 
contributed towards its fragility. Such externa l 'realities' underscore the need 
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for finding solutions to global issues that are synced and harmonious to internal 
conditions. 

Articulating solutions of the regressive global forces also hinges on the 
capacity of the international system. Indeed, fighting state fragility relates as much to 
enhancing the capacity of the international system as it is to the capacity ofindividual 
nations. An international system that can prevent or reduce the incentives for the 
countries to undertake action that are conflictual, uncooperative and inward-looking 
may help in creating conditions that would allow development of all nations. This can 
only happen when there is a harmony in the goals and interests. Indeed, a convergence 
of interests and goals between the developed 'Centre' and the 'Peripheral ' fragile states 
is essential to decrease the 'gap' and effectively address the problem of state fragility. 
Failing to do that would make the phenomenon of fragile states a rather inevitable 
feature of the international system. 
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