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Executive Summary
The Global Fragility Act (GFA), passed in December 2019, commits the U.S. Government to focus
on conflict prevention in its foreign aid strategy. The following policy analysis provides background
and context, a country and region selection approach, analysis of Ethiopia and Guatemala as potential
priority countries, and recommendations for country and region selection, principles for delivery,
principles for monitoring and evaluation, multi-level coordination, and overall strategy formation.

Findings
Fragility is generally defined around four key elements: capacity, legitimacy, authority, and social
cohesion. Fragility escalates into conflict when exacerbated by security, economic, and justice triggers.
The types of violence that manifest from these triggers include conventional armed violence, nonconventional armed violence, and chronic violence. Prevention involves reducing fragility,
strengthening institutions, and increasing cohesion to disrupt potential conflict pathways, while
stabilization focuses on managing conflict and preventing the resurgence of violence.
By December 2020, Department of State (DOS), U.S. Agency for International Development
(USAID), and Department of Defense (DOD) must select at least five fragile countries or regions,
including two prevention cases, as priority GFA contexts. An analysis of the indices listed in the GFA
suggests these alone are insufficient to identify priority countries. This is particularly true on the
prevention side, as most countries with high fragility ratings are in active conflict. Nonetheless, we
used these indices along with the literature review and early interview findings to select two case
studies: Ethiopia as a prevention case and Guatemala as a stabilization case.
Ethiopia is in the process of democratic transition and a lynchpin for regional stability in the Horn of
Africa. Core conflict drivers include political exclusion, inequitable economic development, ethnic,
territorial, and resource disputes, and regional refugee and migration issues. The GFA could play a
key role in building institutions for election management and rule of law, facilitating elite mediation,
and strengthening civil society. It is critical to link GFA implementation with development and
humanitarian efforts.
Guatemala is characterized by homicides, gang violence, and gender-based violence resulting from
generations of civil war and the normalization of violence. These challenges have driven significant
migration from Guatemala to the U.S., and yet the U.S. Government cut aid funding to the region in
June 2019. Key conflict drivers include inequitable development and limited opportunities for youth,
governance and rule of law challenges, and low levels of community trust. The GFA could address
these drivers by strengthening judicial and law enforcement systems, engaging youth through
vocational, educational, and extra-curricular programs, and creating public spaces and communitybased programming. Again, this should be linked with development interventions.

Recommendations
We outline recommendations for Mercy Corps to use in its advocacy efforts with the U.S.
Government regarding country and region selection, principles for delivery, principles for monitoring
and evaluation, and multi-level coordination. In addition, for overall strategy formation we
recommend building on existing government security, prevention, and stabilization efforts, publishing
1

a formal request for comment from civil society, and utilizing the President’s biennial report to
Congress to iterate and course correct.
Within country and region selection, we suggest a four-stage process: (1) “Index analysis” of the five
indices listed in the GFA; (2) “Critical Criteria” including U.S. national security interests, priority
countries’ will and capacity, and likelihood of success; (3) “Other Considerations” including
prevention and stabilization considerations, involvement of other actors like China, and regional
spillover effects; and (4) “Solicit Applications” from national governments remaining after steps 1-3
with support from embassy staff and local civil society organizations.
While specific interventions depend on context, we developed five principles of delivery that apply in
all cases: (1) link GFA implementation with development and diplomacy; (2) balance top down and
bottom up interventions; (3) think regionally in terms of spillover effects, but act locally; (4) select
context-specific partners, which may include non-state actors; and (5) balance adaptive management
to learn and course correct, with sustained commitment to allow the interventions sufficient time for
impact.
Similarly, while monitoring and evaluation also varies by context, the following four principles would
enhance implementation: (1) treating the GFA as a learning process, including generating theories of
change and admitting failure; (2) balancing qualitative and quantitative data through most-significant
change stories, outcome harvesting, and developmental evaluations; (3) developing data systems for
evidence-based policy; and (4) ensuring multi-level monitoring and evaluation at the intervention,
country, and regional levels.
Finally, coordination in D.C. should involve appointing a National Security Council deputy to lead
interagency coordination, each agency nominating a focal point, and having DOS, USAID, and DOD
engage other relevant federal agencies. Within priority countries, country strategies should be
developed and implemented through embassies and their country teams. Between D.C. and priority
countries, the U.S. Government could establish country task forces to communicate results and
interact with U.S. Congress. In addition, the Multi-Donor Global Fragility Fund should facilitate
international coordination, including with the World Bank’s fragile state commitment and the UN
Secretary-General’s Peacebuilding Fund.
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“We outline recommendations for Mercy Corps to
use in its advocacy efforts with the U.S.
Government regarding country and region
selection, principles for delivery, principles for
monitoring and evaluation, and multi-level
coordination.”
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1.0 Introduction
Violent conflict rages from Syria to Yemen to South Sudan. Billions of dollars in humanitarian
assistance, tens of thousands of lives lost, and the forcible displacement of over 70.8 million people1
have confirmed that responding to conflicts after they
break out is inadequate. A new approach, which
proactively treats the root causes of conflict, is desperately “…every dollar invested in conflict
needed. Preventing violent conflict, rather than reacting prevention programs saves sixteen
after war begins, is more effective at saving lives and
money: every dollar invested in conflict prevention dollars in costs from conflict.”
programs saves sixteen dollars in costs from conflict.2
In three administration-led initiatives, the U.S. Government recognized the benefits of conflict
prevention and proactive engagement with fragile states: the 2017 National Security Strategy (NSS),3
the 2018 Stabilization Assistance Review (SAR),4 and the 2019 Strategic Prevention Project (SPP).5
The Global Fragility Act (GFA) builds off these initiatives but – unlike the NSS, SAR, and SPP –
includes a 10-year strategy and yearly appropriations over a five-year period to fund conflict prevention
programs. The GFA’s appropriations nearly triple U.S. conflict prevention funding, though still a small
proportion of total foreign aid spending. Further, the GFA pushes for experimentation with new types
of conflict prevention interventions to learn more about state fragility and effective responses. The
GFA, therefore, takes the vision articulated in the NSS, SAR, and SPP, and provides the resources
and mandate to actualize it.

Photo Credit: Sakina Haider

United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, “Figures at a Glance,” UNHCR, accessed March 4, 2020,
https://www.unhcr.org/figures-at-a-glance.html.
2 “Global Fragility Act,” Mercy Corps, March 14, 2019, https://www.mercycorps.org/global-fragility-act; “The Strategic
Prevention Project: Assessing the Role of Foreign Assistance in Preventing Violent Conflict in Fragile States” (Office of
U.S. Foreign Assistance Resources, U.S. Department of State, 2019), 7, https://reliefweb.int/report/world/strategicprevention-project-assessing-role-foreign-assistance-preventing-violent.
3 “National Security Strategy of the United States of America” (The White House, December 2017), 39,
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/NSS-Final-12-18-2017-0905.pdf.
4 Stabilization Assistance Review, “Framework for Maximizing the Effectiveness of U.S. Government Efforts to
Stabilize Conflict-Affected Areas, 2018” (Department of State, USAID, Department of Defense, 2018).
5 “The Strategic Prevention Project.”
1
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2.0 Methodology
2.1 Research Questions
The GFA mandates the Department of State (DOS) to create a ten-year Global Fragility Strategy. Our
client, Mercy Corps, asked for this report to provide input on several key components of this strategy
and its implementation. Accordingly, the primary research question driving this report asks: Where
and how should the GFA be implemented? This entails a number of sub-issues, including:
• Criteria for selecting priority countries;
• Effective programmatic interventions;
• Metrics for monitoring and evaluation; and
• Improving coordination.

2.2 Quantitative Analysis
Our quantitative analysis was based on the GFA’s five indices: the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) States of Fragility report, the Fund for Peace Fragile States
Index, the World Bank Harmonized List of Fragile Situations, the Institute for Economics and Peace
Global Peace Index, and the Holocaust Museum Early Warning Project Risk Assessment. Each index
relies on multiple sources of underlying data to create a composite score; a full summary of the inputs
for each index is provided in Appendix A. We examined each index to understand ranking scales,
identify countries at higher risk based on each scale, and create a consolidated composite score. This
process resulted in a list of 79 countries highlighted on one or more of the indices, which is available
in Appendix B.

2.3 Qualitative Analysis
We also undertook a three-fold qualitative analysis. Firstly, we conducted a literature review of existing
scholarship on the intersection between fragility, conflict, conflict prevention and stabilization efforts,
and foreign aid. This review examined sources from academics, think tanks, non-governmental
organizations (NGOs), donors, and international organizations.
Secondly, these findings were used to prepare for over 70 in-person interviews in D.C., Ethiopia, and
Guatemala during January 2020. Interviewees included stakeholders from government, multilateral
agencies, NGOs, think-tanks, academia, and journalists (see Appendix C for a complete list).
Interviewees were identified using the snowball sampling technique. While the interview guide (see
Appendices D and E) formed the base structure for these interviews, questions were adapted as
appropriate based on each interviewee’s experience and expertise. We took detailed notes during the
interviews and processed the results by rereading and taking notes on the transcripts.
Thirdly, the country selection criteria in Section 4 and practical limitations were used to select two
case studies: one focused on prevention and one focused on stabilization. Practical limitations included
the presence of a Mercy Corps office, to ensure adequate support during the country visits, and the
country’s security situation, to avoid serious physical safety risks during the field visits. The case studies
were compiled through in-country expert interviews and reports published by the U.S. Government,
UN agencies, and NGOs.
5

2.4 Assumptions and Limitations
We made some explicit assumptions in our research. A critical assumption for the country selection
analysis is that, given the GFA’s focus on prevention and stabilization, priority countries must not be
in active, widespread conflict. The countries that appear on the top of the fragility indices used as part
of this analysis tend to have protracted, active conflicts. However, where one draws the line between
pre- or post- conflict and mid-conflict contexts is highly contested.
Our research methodology is not without limitations. First, the snowball sampling interview approach
may be inherently biased, as experts recommend others within their network and potentially with a
similar viewpoint. To address this, we began our interview process using a diversity of stakeholders
and undertook a broad cold approach to other stakeholders.
Another limitation, faced primarily during in-country interviews, was language barriers. In Guatemala,
some interviews were conducted with translators. There is a risk that certain elements were lost in
translation or misinterpreted. This was mitigated by cross-checking facts with reports and other
stakeholders.
The third limitation is that interviews were conducted by different members of the team, creating the
potential for information silos. To mitigate this, we had interim debriefs to discuss initial findings and
shared detailed notes following the interviews.
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3.0 Background and Context
3.1 Global Fragility Act
On December 19, 2019, through the advocacy efforts of a coalition of nearly 70 NGOs, the U.S.
Congress passed the GFA. The GFA spearheads the first whole-of-government effort to proactively
tackle the root causes of violence in fragile states. The legislation tasks DOS, Department of Defense
(DOD), and U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) with implementation, as outlined
in Table 1. Of particular importance – and a key motivating factor for this report – is that the GFA
requires the U.S. Government to consult with civil society in developing the initial strategy.
Table 1: Overview of the GFA
Requirement
Timeframe
Create ten-year strategy
270 days after
enactment
(September 2020)
Select at least five priority
1 year after
countries or regions, including
enactment
two conflict prevention cases
(December 2020)
Develop ten-year plans for each
1 year after
priority country and region
enactment
(December 2020)
Biennial reports to Congress on
2 years after
progress in priority countries
country plans are
submitted; every 2
years subsequently
Create the Prevention and
Upon enactment
Stabilization Fund and
appropriate $200,000,000 each
year for 5 years
Create the Complex Crisis Fund
Upon enactment
and appropriate $30,000,000 each
year for 5 years
Create the Multi-Donor Global
N/A
Fragility Fund

Actors
President, DOS, USAID, and DOD in
consultation with other federal agencies
and civil society.
President, DOS, USAID, and DOD in
consultation with congressional
committees.
President, DOS, USAID, and DOD in
consultation with other federal
agencies.
President, DOS, USAID, and DOD in
consultation with other federal
agencies.
Congress establishes and appropriates;
DOS and USAID administers.
Congress establishes and appropriates;
USAID administers.
Secretary of State authorized to
establish.

3.2 Fragility and Its Causes
To understand how to best implement the GFA, it is necessary to clarify the legislation’s fundamental
concepts, starting with fragility. Despite a growing consensus on the interaction of fragility with aid
and conflict, the definition of fragility is contested within the academic and donor communities (see
Appendix F).6 Many definitions center around four dimensions:7
6 Rachel M. Gisselquist, “Varieties of Fragility: Implications for Aid,” Third World Quarterly 36, no. 7 (July 3, 2015): 1269–
80, https://doi.org/10.1080/01436597.2015.1041104; Seth Kaplan, “Identifying Truly Fragile States,” The Washington
Quarterly 37, no. 1 (January 2, 2014): 50, https://doi.org/10.1080/0163660X.2014.893173.
7 Gisselquist, “Varieties of Fragility,” 1273.
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•
•
•
•

Capacity: “the ability of states to mobilize and employ resources towards productive ends;”8
Legitimacy: degree of loyalty to and support for the governing regime and its policy;9
Authority: the state’s monopoly over the use of violence;10 and
Social Cohesion: connections between various social groups and between state institutions
and those groups.

The World Bank provides a definition that combines these dimensions: “periods when states or
institutions lack the capacity, accountability, or legitimacy to mediate relations between citizen groups
and between citizens and the state, making them vulnerable for violence.”11 For the purposes of this
report, this is the definition that we will use.

3.3 Fragility and Violent Conflict
Fragility and conflict are correlated, but conflict does not always result from fragile situations.12 For
decades, some states have remained chronically fragile but conflict free.13 On the other hand, conflict
has emerged in stable states such as Ukraine, Syria, and Turkey. Additional stresses are required to
catalyze a fragile context into a violent one. The literature on causes of conflict is vast but can generally
be grouped into three sets of triggers: security, economic, and justice.14 Table 2 provides a brief
overview of the stressors that contribute to the outbreak of violence when mixed with weak state and
social institutions in fragile states. For an in-depth discussion of the causes of conflict in fragile
contexts, see Appendix G.
Table 2: Triggers of Conflict15
Security
Economy
•
•
•
•
•
•

Internal security dilemma
Invasion or occupation
External support for rebels
Spillover from other
conflicts
Terrorism
Criminal networks

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Poverty and
inequality
Population growth
Youth bulge
Urbanization
Natural resources
Price shocks
Climate change

Justice
•
•
•

Discrimination
against ethnic
minorities
Human rights
abuses
Poor rule of law

The conflict triggers are only part of the picture. Violence manifests differently depending on context.
Many states experience multiple types of violence at once, including conventional armed violence,

Yiagadeesen Samy and David Carment, “Aid Targeting to Fragile and Conflict-Affected States and Implications for Aid
Effectiveness,” Politics and Governance; Lisbon 7, no. 2 (2019): 94, http://dx.doi.org.ezpprod1.hul.harvard.edu/10.17645/pag.v7i2.1852.
9 Samy and Carment, 94.
10 Samy and Carment, 94.
11 “World Development Report 2011” (Washington, DC: World Bank, 2011), xvi.
12 “States of Fragility 2018” (OECD, July 17, 2018), 24, https://www.oecd.org/dac/states-of-fragility-20189789264302075-en.htm.
13 “States of Fragility 2018,” 24–25.
14 “World Development Report 2011,” 74.
15 Adapted from “World Development Report 2011,” 74.
8
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non-conventional armed violence, and chronic violence.16 For a deeper discussion of violence see
Appendix H.

3.4 Definitions of Prevention and Stabilization
Similar to fragility, definitions of prevention and stabilization vary widely. However, this report will
utilize the following U.S. Government definitions from the SPP and SAR:
• Strategic prevention: “deliberate efforts to reduce fragility, strengthen institutions, and
increase cohesion in priority countries to disrupt likely pathways to violent conflict, instability,
and/or political subversion.” 17
• Stabilization: “a political endeavor involving an integrated civilian-military process to create
conditions where locally legitimate authorities and systems can peaceably manage conflict and
prevent a resurgence of violence.”18

3.5 Lessons Learned on State Fragility and Aid Effectiveness
Despite the trend of increasing foreign aid to fragile contexts over the past two decades,19 fragile states
consistently fare the worst in achieving development goals.20 The aid-effectiveness gap is due both to
the characteristics of fragile states and the way donors structure aid programs.
The characteristics of fragile contexts present unique challenges for aid programs.21 Fragile states must
simultaneously engage in state-building, resolve distributive disputes between social groups, and fulfill
the needs of vulnerable populations.22 Balancing these competing priorities, ensuring aid
disbursements do not exacerbate these challenges, and structuring aid programs to meet development
goals is no easy task for donors, recipients, and program implementers.
Even if aid programs succeed in balancing these often contradictory interests, weak institutions reduce
a fragile state’s capacity to absorb and effectively use foreign aid.23 Since the absorptive capacity of
fragile state institutions is limited, aid over a certain threshold is ineffective in fostering development.24
Donors need to factor institutional weakness into their aid disbursement process by understanding
the recipient’s capacity constraints, focusing on capacity building, and relieving existing bottlenecks.25
Ivan Briscoe, “A Violent Compound: Competition, Crime and Modern Conflict” (NOREF, 2015), 1.
“The Strategic Prevention Project.”
18 Stabilization Assistance Review, “Framework for Maximizing the Effectiveness of U.S. Government Efforts to
Stabilize Conflict-Affected Areas, 2018.”
19 “The Strategic Prevention Project,” 7.
20 “Fragile States - Resource Flows and Trends” (OECD, 2013), 28–31, 46, 62,
https://www.oecd.org/environment/fragile-states-9789264190399-en.htm.
21 “States of Fragility 2018,” 39; Rachel M. Gisselquist, “Aid and Institution-Building in Fragile States: What Do We
Know? What Can Comparative Analysis Add?,” ANNALS, AAPSS 656 (November 2014): 8.
22 Jean Cartier-Bresson, “Official Development Assistance in Fragile States,” Crime, Law and Social Change 58, no. 5
(2012): 505, http://dx.doi.org.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/10.1007/s10611-011-9358-6.
23 Marcus Manuel et al., “Innovative Aid Instruments and Flexible Financing: Providing Better Support to Fragile States”
(Overseas Development Institute, November 2012), 2, https://www.odi.org/publications/6932-innovative-aidinstruments-flexible-financing-providing-better-support-fragile-states.
24 Simon Feeny and Mark McGillivray, “Aid Allocation to Fragile States: Absorptive Capacity Constraints,” Journal of
International Development 21, no. 5 (2009): 630, https://doi.org/10.1002/jid.1502.
25 Feeny and McGillivray, 629.
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The way that donors interact with fragile states further impedes the efficacy of aid programs. Foreign
aid is concentrated in a few “aid darlings,” leaving fragile state “aid orphans” with insufficient
support.26 Aid disbursements to fragile states are also more volatile than those provided to non-fragile
states, which creates budget instability in aid-dependent states and impedes aid programs in achieving
long-term development goals.27
Effective Interventions are Adaptable and Flexible: Uganda
Uganda experienced two decades of violent conflict driven by the Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA),
as well as civil unrest and multiple regime changes. Several other factors exacerbate Uganda’s
fragility, including rapid urbanization, poverty, international and internal border disputes, and
terrorism.28 From 2012-2017, USAID partnered with the National Center for State Courts (NCSC)
and Search for Common Ground to implement the Supporting Access to Justice, Fostering Peace
and Equity (SAFE) program in 20 districts. The program aimed to “mitigate conflicts related to
land, the discovery of oil, cultural and ethnic diversity; address residual effects of the LRA conflict
in northern Uganda; and transform emerging conflicts into peaceful outcomes.”29
SAFE differed from previous USAID interventions by specifically targeting the root causes of
conflict in Uganda.30 For example, SAFE addressed
both the supply and demand drivers of land
management conflicts by improving local justice “SAFE ultimately succeeded in
systems related to land management and raising increasing the use of legal systems
awareness by teaching land laws to local leaders and
creating a referral system.31 SAFE ultimately succeeded instead of violent means to resolve
in increasing the use of legal systems instead of violent land disputes.”
means to resolve land disputes.32
One core reason for SAFE’s success was the integration of adaptive management principles and
flexibility in the program’s design and implementation.33 Building flexibility into the initial design of
the program allowed program administrators to tweak implementation in response to on the ground
information.34 The success of SAFE in meeting its short-term targets shows the importance of
creating flexible programs in fragile states, a goal that has been emphasized elsewhere in the
literature.35

“States of Fragility 2018,” 126; “Fragile States - Resource Flows and Trends,” 46, 62; “Principles for Good
International Engagement in Fragile States & Situations,” Principles (OECD, April 2007), 3,
https://www.oecd.org/dac/conflict-fragility-resilience/docs/38368714.pdf.
27 “Fragile States - Resource Flows and Trends,” 46, 62.
28 “Evaluation: SAFE Program” (USAID, July 2018), 3, https://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PA00TDP4.pdf.
29 “Evaluation: SAFE Program,” 4.
30 “Evaluation: SAFE Program,” 4.
31 “Evaluation: SAFE Program,” 11.
32 “Evaluation: SAFE Program,” 19.
33 “Evaluation: SAFE Program,” 38, 44.
34 “Evaluation: SAFE Program,” 44.
35 Manuel et al., “Innovative Aid Instruments and Flexible Financing,” vii.
26
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Effective Interventions are Multi-Level and Linked to Diplomacy: Kenya
Violence erupted after the 2007 Kenyan elections, driven by tensions between ethnic groups that
were compounded by weak rule of law and economic grievances.36 Recognizing the risk of renewed
violence after the 2013 elections, international actors employed a range of preventive measures. The
U.S. worked with other international actors to coordinate diplomacy at every level.37 These
diplomatic efforts were explicitly tied to conflict prevention programs, which involved USAID
programming for youth political participation38 and
deploying election observers.39 Diplomatic leverage
“Diplomatic leverage gave
gave implementers in the field space to work, while
implementers in the field space to
implementers provided real-time information on
work, while implementers provided threats to the Embassy.40 Creating linkages between
prevention programs and diplomatic efforts, as
real-time information on threats to conflict
well as ensuring these programs targeted national and
the Embassy.”
local institutions and actors, was key to the efficacy of
the 2013 election efforts.
With this foundational understanding of fragility, violence, and aid in mind, we turn to GFA
implementation.

“The Strategic Prevention Project,” 21.
“The Strategic Prevention Project,” 21.
38 “The Strategic Prevention Project,” Annex-4.
39 “Evaluation of the Department of State’s Bureau of Conflict and Stabilization Operations (CSO) Kenya Engagement”
(Social Impact, December 2013), 25,
https://www.oecd.org/derec/unitedstates/Final_Performance_EvaluationReport_KenyaEngagement.pdf.
40 “The Strategic Prevention Project,” 21.
36
37
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“Violence manifests differently depending on
context. Many states experience multiple types of
violence at once, including conventional armed
violence, non-conventional armed violence, and
chronic violence.”

12
Photo Credit: Erin Sielaff

4.0 Country and Region Selection
DOS, USAID, and DOD must select at least five priority countries or regions, including two
prevention cases. The GFA envisions a multifaceted country selection process, requiring policymakers
to weigh numerous factors. This section analyzes both the GFA’s selection criteria and important
considerations not included in the text of the GFA. Based on this analysis, we suggest policymakers
engage in a four-stage process, depicted in Figure 1, whereby the pool of potential countries is
narrowed at each stage by layering additional criteria.
Figure 1: Country Selection Process
Step 1: Index
Analysis

•Ranking based on five indices listed in the GFA

Step 2: Critical
Criteria

•U.S. national security interests
•Priority country political will and capacity
•Likelihood of success

Step 3: Other
Considerations

•Prevention and stabilization considerations
•Involvement of other actors
•Regional spillover effects

Step 4: Solicit
Applications

•Invite short-list of countries from steps 1-3 to "apply" for GFA funding with support from
embassies and civil society

4.1 Global Fragility Act Criteria
The GFA requires consideration of five fragility indices, national security interests, U.S. Government
conflict and atrocity watch lists, violence levels, commitment and capacity of priority countries, and
likelihood of impact. Interviewees agreed national security interests will likely dominate the country
selection process.41 However, selecting priority countries linked to U.S. national security interests has
the benefit of incentivizing sustained U.S. Government focus on GFA implementation over the tenyear period. Although national security interests will be based on U.S. Government rankings and
priorities, DOS’s Policy Planning Staff indicated the following are national interests driving the Trump
administration’s engagement with fragile states:
• Terrorism;
• Economic prosperity;
• Migration;
• Global pandemics and diseases; and
• Geopolitical competitors.42
For example, George Washington University Professor #1, in-person interview, January 17, 2020, Washington, D.C.;
Think Tank Researcher #3, in-person interview, January 21, 2020, Washington, D.C.; American University Professor #3,
in-person interview, January 21, 2020, Washington, D.C.
42 “The Trump Administration’s Approach to Fragile States - United States Department of State,” accessed March 8,
2020, https://www.state.gov/the-trump-administrations-approach-to-fragile-states/.
41
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It is clear from the GFA that national security should be a top consideration for policymakers in the
selection process. However, it is out of the scope of this report to analyze internal U.S. Government
national security decision making. Deeper consideration of the remaining GFA criteria is below.
Fragility indices
Per the quantitative methodology section, the GFA lists several indices the U.S. Government must
consider when choosing priority countries. We produced a list of 79 countries after examining the
ranking scales of each index, identifying the highly ranked countries, and consolidating the results (see
Appendix B). We then standardized the scores for all indices, such that higher scores indicated worse
performance, and calculated the average score for each country across indices. The results of this
analysis are contained in Figure 2, which displays the thirty worst performing countries across the five
indices, on average.
Figure 2: Thirty Worst Performing Countries on GFA State Fragility Indices

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

South Sudan
Syria
Somalia
Democratic Republic of
Congo
Yemen
Chad
Central African Republic
Sudan
Afghanistan
Zimbabwe

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

Burundi
Haiti
Nigeria
Guinea
Cameroon
Iraq
Eritrea
Ethiopia
Mali
Niger
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21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

Uganda
Guinea Bissau
Myanmar
Republic of Congo
North Korea
Cote d'Ivoire
Pakistan
Kenya
Libya
Mauritania

The indices are an important starting point for country selection but have limitations. First, opacity:
each index is created from multiple underlying indicators and, therefore, difficult to unpack.
Policymakers must take time to examine the inputs of each index, in order to understand why certain
countries are deemed fragile (this analysis is provided in Appendix A). For example, the U.S. ranked
128th (with 163rd being the worst) on the Global Peace Index, because key inputs include incarceration
rates and nuclear capabilities. Despite this, a think tank interviewee argued that the indices ultimately
support transparency in the country selection process: “Every indicator and index has flaws. Criteria
are less important than the system in which they’re employed. Smart people in a room could come up
with a list of ten countries, but criteria gives transparency.”43
Second, each index originates from well-meaning but western, Bretton-Woods-consistent
organizations with their own biases. Simple observations, such as inclusion or exclusion of Palestine,
or the decision use the title “Palestine” or “West Bank/Gaza Strip,” are illustrative of deeper
differences in how each index creator sees the world, and, correspondingly, understands fragility.
Finally, and most importantly, the indices specified in the Act are not well suited to identifying
prevention countries. Many of the worst performing countries, such as Syria and Yemen, are in active
conflict. In addition, significant existing defense engagement in Afghanistan and Iraq, as well as
ongoing nuclear negotiations with Iran and North Korea, arguably make these countries unsuitable
for GFA selection. Thus, the indices narrow the pool of potential priority countries as a first step but
are inadequate alone.
Atrocity and violence data
In addition to the five fragility indices, the GFA also calls for consideration of atrocity and violence
data. Interviewees noted the importance of tracking different types of violence; an American
University professor explained, “Violence is not just mass killings or homicides but includes other
forms that might be more difficult to assess,” such as intimate partner or interethnic violence.44
Importantly, nearly all types of violence and atrocity data listed in the GFA as additional considerations
are already captured in the state fragility indices. Appendix I includes a table that shows the type of
additional data called for in the GFA and the location of this indicator in the indices. Thus, it may not
be necessary for policymakers to layer on
this additional violence and atrocity data; to
“… it may not be necessary for policymakers
do so would add additional weight to
to layer on this additional violence and atrocity factors that have already been integrated
data; to do so would add additional weight to and considered by the five fragility indices.
However, if policymakers decide to add
factors that have already been integrated and
additional violence data to the analysis,
considered by the five fragility indices.”
Appendix I includes potential sources for
this data.

43
44

Think Tank Researcher #3, in-person interview, 3.
American University Professor #1, in-person interview, January 16, 2020, Washington, D.C.
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Political will and capacity of potential priority countries
While the GFA mandates “an assessment of the commitment and capacity of national and subnational entities and civil society partners,”45 the bill does not specify how to undertake this
assessment. However, interview data suggested that this may be assessed through an analysis of
country motivation and local partner strength. One think tank interviewee noted that development
succeeds “where they have partnerships and the country is leading in that direction themselves. It
should not be the U.S.” imposing unilaterally.46
Regarding political will, underlying relations with the U.S. are a key component. The U.S.
Government’s travel ban on Eritrea, Iran, Kyrgyzstan, Libya, Myanmar, Nigeria, North Korea,
Somalia, Sudan, Syria, Tanzania, Venezuela, and Yemen may cause some reluctance from countries to
engage with the GFA as a priority country.47 Beyond U.S. relations, a think tank interviewee noted,
“No state likes to be called a fragile state.”48 Therefore, there may be resistance to participation in the
GFA because of this label.
In terms of capacity, interviewees differed on whether it was better to select priority countries with
strong governance versus the most fragile states, which often have poor governance. The Millennium
Challenge Corporation (MCC), for example, requires strong performance on indicators such as
Economic Freedom, Ruling Justly, and Investing in People.49 A professor from George Washington
noted that the MCC “takes countries with a strong commitment to good governance,” but
underscored that the GFA needs to “look at the worst performing countries based on the key
measures of fragility to see where and how $40 million can make a difference.”50 However, a professor
from American University argued against selecting states with poor governance: “The sad fact is there
are places where there are no good guys or gals. Who is going to be your local partner? In those states,
money only adds fuel to the fire.”51
We urge the U.S. Government to prioritize country capacity during the selection process. Without the
presence of committed local partners, GFA
implementation can only go so far. Appendix J
outlines potential indicators that could be used to “… we suggest the U.S. Government
assess governance, rule of law, and other capacity
ensures priority countries are committed
metrics. In addition to these indicators, we suggest
the U.S. Government ensures priority countries are to the GFA process by soliciting country
committed to the GFA process by soliciting applications from the narrowed pool of
country applications from the narrowed pool of
potential candidates.”
potential candidates. For more on this
recommendation, see Section 6.

“The Global Fragility Act of 2019” (2019), 1330.
Think Tank Researcher #7, in-person interview, January 22, 2020, Washington, D.C.
47 Anthony Zurcher, “Nigeria Worst Hit in New Trump Visa Ban,” BBC News, January 31, 2020, sec. US & Canada,
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-us-canada-51335011.
48 Think Tank Researcher #4, in-person interview, January 21, 2020, Washington, D.C.
49 MCC, “Selection Indicators,” Millennium Challenge Corporation, accessed February 8, 2020,
https://www.mcc.gov/who-we-fund/indicators.
50 George Washington University Professor #1, in-person interview.
51 American University Professor #3, in-person interview.
45
46
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Likelihood of success
The GFA requires consideration of the likelihood of success when selecting priority countries, which
can be operationalized through an evaluation of the U.S. Government’s commitment and capacity in
country. The commitment and capacity of a given embassy and other country-based U.S.
representatives was highlighted in interviews as key to the success of GFA and second in importance
only to the commitment of local partners in selecting priority countries. To select for commitment, a
think tank interviewee suggested, “They need to take a more crowd-sourced approach. Do partners
or embassies want to be involved? A call for proposals mentality is a totally different ball game. No
one wants to hear ‘Lindsey Graham selected this
country.’ They need to incentivize a race to the
“No one wants to hear ‘Lindsey
top.”52 The same interviewee noted if countries are
Graham selected this country.’ They
selected from the top down, there will be a strong
need to incentivize a race to the top.”
inclination to retrofit existing programming into
the GFA.
To address embassy capacity, a D.C. think tank interviewee said, “There’s a tendency to make these
decisions D.C.-based, but embassies should be involved in selecting countries; particularly
ambassadors. There’s an argument to be made for country teams leading the drafting of strategies with
support from D.C. Teams can go to the embassies to support but they better understand risks, needs,
and buy in for this being worth their while than if it’s made in D.C. and forced upon an embassy.”53
This sentiment was echoed by a second think tank interviewee who stated, “Embassy capacity is a
very important factor. Are they adequately staffed and do they have access? We’re seeing that in
Burkina Faso where they’re not able to fill important slots.”54
The U.S. should also consider where existing presence can be supplemented. An interviewee from a
think tank stated, “For places where DOD is heavily invested, the GFA is an opportunity to make
those investments more strategic. But this requires civilian leadership.”55 However, as noted in
limitations, other interviewees stated that in settings where the DOD has ongoing and well-funded
strategies, coordination across agencies could be more difficult due to an imbalance in resources and
power. A professor from American University noted, “interagency is led by who has the most money,
which is DOD.”56

4.2 Additional Lenses
In addition to the five indices, national security, internal U.S. Government lists, and the other selection
criteria explicitly included in the text of the GFA, four other lenses for selection emerged from our
research. Layering these lenses on top of the GFA-specified selection process would help ensure more
effective outcomes.

Think Tank Researcher #6, in-person interview, January 22, 2020, Washington, D.C.
Think Tank Researcher #4, in-person interview.
54 Think Tank Researcher #5, in-person interview, January 22, 2020, Washington, D.C.
55 Think Tank Researcher #5.
56 American University Professor #3, in-person interview.
52
53
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Prevention-specific considerations
The GFA specifically calls for the selection of at least two conflict prevention priority countries. This
builds on the State Department’s efforts through the SPP, which outlined five recommendations for
increasing the U.S. Government’s focus on conflict prevention.57 Multiple interviewees highlighted
the focus on prevention as one of the biggest strengths of the GFA. An interviewee from a D.C.based think tank said, the GFA gets “the U.S. Government engaged in a robust way before crises
erupt.”58 However, some interviewees pushed back on the clean categorization between prevention
and stabilization suggested by the GFA. An interviewee
from Georgetown noted, “There are countries with
repeating bouts of violence where stabilization and post- “Multiple interviewees highlighted
conflict [interventions] are also prevention.”59 Therefore, the focus on prevention as one of
identifying countries lower on fragility indices but
perhaps higher on atrocity prevention indices may help the biggest strengths of the GFA.”
the U.S. select appropriate prevention candidates.
Stabilization-specific considerations
The GFA calls for at least three of the priority countries to be stabilization countries, building on the
White House’s SAR, which included ten lessons for trilateral interagency coordination on
stabilization.60 One think tank interviewee noted, “the GFA is a great opportunity to further
institutionalize the SAR. Making the application of SAR lessons a requirement in country specific
strategies will help ensure that the SAR is fully implemented.” There are currently eleven SAR pilot
countries in which the U.S. Government is implementing changes to in country interagency
coordination between DOS, DOD, and USAID. There were conflicting opinions on whether utilizing
SAR pilot countries would give GFA implementation a head start or if it would create misaligned
incentives to retrofit existing programming into the GFA.
Involvement of other actors
When selecting priority countries, it is important to understand if other bilateral, multilateral, or nonstate actors are involved in a given state or region. For example, a think tank interviewee highlighted,
“It would be a gross mistake to pick priority countries out of sync with other [donors], such as the
UN’s New Way of Working or World Bank investments.”61 GFA funding is likely to be around $40
million per country per year (assuming the annual budget of $200 million is equally divided across five
priority countries). While a significant step forward in U.S. commitment to prevention and
stabilization in fragile contexts, this is still a small amount compared to multilateral development and
humanitarian budgets. To be successful long-term, the GFA’s peacebuilding efforts need to be linked
to development work, which the U.S. would need to fund or identify partners to undertake.

“The Strategic Prevention Project.”
Think Tank Researcher #7, in-person interview.
59 Georgetown University Professor #1, in-person interview, January 16, 2020, Washington, D.C.
60 Stabilization Assistance Review, “Framework for Maximizing the Effectiveness of U.S. Government Efforts to
Stabilize Conflict-Affected Areas, 2018.”
61 Think Tank Researcher #5, in-person interview; Joint Steering Committee to Advance Humanitarian and
Development Collaboration, “The New Way of Working,” United Nations, accessed March 16, 2020,
https://www.un.org/jsc/content/new-way-working.
57
58
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Therefore, coordinating country selection with the existing efforts of international actors would allow
the U.S. to focus on its relative donor strengths, enable other donors to fill gaps, and allow each donor
to leverage its comparative advantage. For example, as outlined in the Guatemala case study, the U.S.
has been the primary donor for violence prevention interventions.62 One think tank interviewee said,
“There is no good analysis of strengths and weaknesses of donors on responding to different types of
fragility. There are different tools well-disposed to address different types of fragility and plenty of
opportunities for large diplomatic meetings at UNGA and Davos so they don’t make selections by
themselves.”63 As an example of how the U.S. could coordinate with others, the interviewee noted,
“The U.S. is not good at religious actor investment. We should cede that space [to other donors] and
do a better matching of skills.”64
China was specifically highlighted as a major actor
whose involvement would be consequential to
country selection.65 Three options emerge when
considering priority countries with heavy
investment from China, particularly the Belt and
Road Initiative (BRI):
1. Compete: If the U.S. Government
chooses to compete with China, a
D.C. think tank interviewee noted
competition with China would show
up in internal national security data.66
2. Complement: The U.S. Government
could choose to dovetail differences
Photo Credit: Erin Gregor
with China in foreign aid approaches
within the same country. A professor from American University described the differences
between the U.S. and Chinese approach: “The U.S. tends to spend more [on aid] and have
more tentacles all over the world. China has a different approach. [China] doesn’t deal with
cash and conditionality.” This could allow for cooperation where the U.S. and China have
different interests and comparative advantages. However, the same professor noted how
political goals could challenge complementarity: “The Beijing Consensus says they don’t
get involved in politics, but they do.”67
3. Avoid: Avoiding China, particularly in Asia and Africa, would be very difficult given the
reach of the BRI, but may be worth considering in settings where Chinese investment
would vastly outweigh GFA contributions. A professor from Georgetown specifically
mentioned, “Asia is hard given what China is doing. For example, East Timor is getting
buildings and projects that align with their goals which is generating a lot of good will for
China. There was Obama’s pivot to Asia but that’s not what we’re doing anymore.”68

NGO Official #4, in-person interview, January 22, 2020, Guatemala City, Guatemala.
Think Tank Researcher #6, in-person interview.
64 Think Tank Researcher #6.
65 American University Professor #2, in-person interview, January 21, 2020, Washington, D.C.
66 Think Tank Researcher #4, in-person interview.
67 American University Professor #2, in-person interview.
68 Georgetown University Professor #3, in-person interview, January 17, 2020, Washington, D.C.
62
63
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Regional spillover effects
The GFA calls for the selection of priority countries or regions, allowing some flexibility for the unit
of intervention. Selecting a country allows for greater state ownership and engagement and is
consistent with the U.S. Government’s embassy structure. In contrast, selecting a region allows for
more holistic programming targeted at interstate sources of fragility, such as criminal networks across
El Salvador, Guatemala, and Honduras. One potential overlap between these two options would be
to select countries that serve as a lynchpin for their region. A good example is Ethiopia, which multiple
interviewees regard as the primary source of stability for the Horn of Africa. Similar states might be
identified in other regions that would capitalize on the benefits of both country and region selection.

4.3 Concluding Considerations
The priority country selection process will be multifactorial, as required by the text of the GFA. To
simplify a complex process, we suggest both an order of operations and an order of priority. In terms
of order of operations, policymakers should start with the five state fragility indices to narrow the set
of countries to those that meet the definition of fragile. From there, policymakers should layer on
additional considerations to further narrow the pool:
U.S. national security interests, country capacity and
“… policymakers should prioritize commitment, stabilization and prevention concerns,
U.S. national security interests and regional dynamics, and the presence of other actors. In
terms of order of priority, policymakers should prioritize
country capacity and commitment.” U.S. national security interests and country capacity and
commitment.
We used an abridged version of the above analytical framework to select the two case studies, Ethiopia
and Guatemala. Both are found on the indices listed in the GFA. Importantly, neither country is in
active conflict or at the top of any of the indices, indicating that the GFA is more likely to impact
fragility. In addition, there is a strong U.S. national security interest in Guatemala through migration
and in Ethiopia through its important stabilizing effects on the Horn of Africa. Finally, the two cases
are regionally diverse and are experiencing different types of fragility, which allows for a deeper
understanding of how conflict prevention works in different contexts.

20

“In terms of order of priority, policymakers
should prioritize U.S. national security
interests and country capacity and
commitment.”
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Photo Credit: Sakina Haider

5.0 Case Studies
5.1. Introduction
In order to contextualize GFA implementation, we conducted primary research in Ethiopia and
Guatemala. The cases have two purposes: first, providing an in-depth understanding of different types
of fragile contexts, and second, demonstrating potential interventions in a given context.

5.2 Ethiopia: Case for Prevention
Introduction
Ethiopia ranks 18th in the GFA index analysis
undertaken in the country selection section.
Ethiopia is a lynchpin for regional stability in the
Horn of Africa and in the process of democratic
transition. From 1994 until 2018, Ethiopia was
under authoritarian rule by the Ethiopian People’s
Revolutionary Front (EPRF) as an ethnic
federation of nine regional states.70 Since taking
office in April 2018, Prime Minister Abiy Ahmed
has been lauded as a reformist for welcoming back
political dissidents, committing to private sectorled growth, and reaching peace with Eritrea after
20 years, which earned him the Nobel Peace
Prize.71 Upcoming Presidential elections were
delayed from May 31, 2020 to August 29, 2020
due to unpreparedness for potential violence.

Table 3: Ethiopia Country Overview
Population Size: 110 million69
Ethnic Groups in Ethiopia: 90+
Ethnic Groups in Southern Nations
Nationalities and People’s (SNNP)
Region: 45
Fast Facts:
•

Religiously pluralistic society

•

Only African country not to be
colonized

•

Transitioning from state-controlled
economy to market economy

69 World Bank, “Population, Total - Ethiopia | Data,” accessed February 9, 2020,
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL?locations=ET.
70 “Keeping Ethiopia’s Transition on the Rails,” Crisis Group, December 16, 2019,
https://www.crisisgroup.org/africa/horn-africa/ethiopia/283-keeping-ethiopias-transition-rails.
71 USAID Ethiopia, “Country Development Cooperation Strategy, July 2019 - July 2024.” (USAID Ethiopia, January 31,
2020), https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1870/Ethiopia-CDCS_2019-2024_Final-Public-Dec2019-2.pdf.
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Figure 3: Map of Ethiopia

Conflict Analysis and Response
As displayed in Table 4, there are numerous conflict drivers in Ethiopia; this section focuses on the
most crucial risk factors that must be addressed to prevent escalation of violence. While separated
into thematic categories, the analysis groups together interacting conflict drivers because they often
intersect.
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Table 4: Drivers of Violence and Conflict Prevention Interventions in Ethiopia72
Political and
Social Factors
Environmental Security and
Governance Factors
Factors
Justice Factors
•

Drivers:

•
•
•

Interventions:

•

72

•
•
•

Political
exclusion
Inter-regional
territorial
disputes
Inequitable
economic
development
Commercial
agricultural
development/
encroachment

•

Strengthen
institutions (rule
of law and
security sector
reform)
Elite mediation
Election security
and hotspot
mapping
Skills
development,
especially for
youth

•
•

•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Tensions between
•
native and settler
groups
Mobilization of ethnic •
and religious disputes
Gender-based violence
and discrimination

Competition
over scarce
resources
Natural and
man-made
disasters

•

Community
resource
management
Peace
Committees
“Connector
Projects”
(see
Appendix K)

Inter-group dialogue
Early Warning (e.g.
hotlines)
Positive parenting
Peace education
Local language
curriculum
Peace anthem
Peace Ambassadors
Gender-focused
programming

“Conflict Analysis Summary: Ethiopia” (UNICEF, 04/15).
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•
•

•

•

•
•
•

Refugee and
migration
influx creating
hostility
Border-related
conflict

Durable
solutions
Regional
diplomacy
Host
communityrefugee
dialogue

Conflict Driver 1: Political exclusion and inequitable economic development
Despite the transition to democracy, political exclusion remains a core conflict driver, with three
facets. First, democratization itself creates winners and losers. President Abiy aims to move away from
an ethnic federalist state towards a common vision for Ethiopia, which shifts power from elites to the
people.73 Abiy created the Prosperity Party in November 2019 to unify the country; however, two
regional states – Tigray, which dominated the EPRF and accounts for 6% of the population, and
Oromia, which was marginalized by the EPRF and holds 35% of the population – have not joined. 74
Second, the opening of civic space after Abiy’s election has allowed for the voicing past of grievances,
divisive narratives, and misinformation and disinformation, often
driven by returned diaspora and political dissidents.75 As a result of
hostile political discourse, Oromia and Amhara have been hotspots “… all interviewees
for politically-driven violent protests and conflict, and all interviewees anticipated national
anticipated national elections in August to be another source of
potential escalation.76 Finally, Sidama, the largest ethnic group of elections in August to
SNNP, voted – however peacefully – in favor on a referendum for be another source of
statehood in November 2019, which has raised concerns of potential escalation.”
Balkanization.
Political exclusion has been exacerbated by economic inequality as protests have been largely fueled
by high youth unemployment.77 Of the population, 70% is under 30 and nearly 20% is unemployed.78
Further, economic disparities map onto geographic tensions, as the highlands drive industry growth,
while the lowlands employ 75% of the formal workforce through agriculture.79 Ethiopia’s economic
development efforts have also driven regional tensions. For example, Ethiopia relies on hydroelectric
dams along the Blue Nile for over 85% of power to industries and cities; the newest dam, the
Ethiopian Renaissance Dam, has been a cause for serious tension with Sudan and Egypt, which the
U.S. attempted to mediate.80 Ethiopia imports oil, largely from Sudan and Djibouti, but China has
recently begun testing oil production in Somali, and United Arab Emirates has pledged further

Goitom Gebreluel, “Analysis | Ethiopia’s Prime Minister Wants to Change the Ruling Coalition. Who’s Getting Left
out?,” Washington Post, accessed February 9, 2020, https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2019/12/23/ethiopiaspresident-wants-change-ruling-coalition-whos-getting-left-out/.
74 Gebreluel.
75 NGO Official #1, in-person interview, January 8, 2020, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.
76 Hilary Matfess, “Sidama Statehood Vote Throws a Wrench in Abiy Ahmed’s Plans for Ethiopia,” Foreign Policy (blog),
accessed February 9, 2020, https://foreignpolicy.com/2019/12/06/referendum-ethnic-sidama-throws-a-wrench-in-abiyahmed-plans-for-ethiopia/.
77 “Keeping Ethiopia’s Transition on the Rails.”
78 USAID Ethiopia, “Country Development Cooperation Strategy, July 2019 - July 2024.” “Ethiopia Unemployment
Rate | 1999-2018 Data | 2019-2020 Forecast | Calendar,” accessed February 9, 2020,
https://tradingeconomics.com/ethiopia/unemployment-rate.
79 USAID Ethiopia, “Country Development Cooperation Strategy, July 2019 - July 2024.”
80 “Egypt and Ethiopia Are Heading for War over the Water in the Nile | Ahmed Aboudouh,” The Independent, March
10, 2020, https://www.independent.co.uk/voices/egypt-nile-war-water-ethiopia-clash-dam-trump-a9390271.html.
“Africa :: Ethiopia — The World Factbook - Central Intelligence Agency,” accessed February 9, 2020,
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/et.html.
73

25

investments.81 China and the Gulf nations are stepping up investment and some interviewees noted
that this was coupled with problematic meddling in politics.82
Current Response
In light of these tensions, Abiy has charged the Ministry of Peace (MOP) with national reconciliation.
However, MOP was born out of the Ministry of Federal and Pastoralist Affairs, a former security
entity, which is still staffed as such. Additionally, DFID was exploring military-military cooperation
opportunities with the MOP under the Conflict Stability and Security Fund, reemphasizing MOP’s
security nature.83 To address this gap, IOM, UNDP, and UN Women are running an Inclusive
Governance and Conflict Management Support project funded by the UN Secretary-General’s (SG)
Peacebuilding Fund to support the MOP.84 The goals are: (a) to create a National Peacebuilding
Strategy, and ultimately ‘peace architecture’ to facilitate evolution from ethnic federalism, and (b)
increase local social cohesion to address ethnic tensions and territorial disputes. However, the first
stage is to agree on a conflict analysis, which has been blocked politically. Finally, political exclusion
is being exacerbated by the government’s underdeveloped response to the spread of disinformation
and hate speech over social media, which results in frequent internet blackouts.85
To sustain democratization, interviewees were testing different approaches. DFID emphasized the
importance of elite-level dialogue to reach a political deal between regional states.86 USAID found the
Attorney-General to be the most strategic and helpful institutional partner to strengthen accountability
and pass critical legislation.87 USAID was also heavily involved with the Sidama referendum by
providing planning and operation support to the National Election Board, political parties, and civil
society, and will be involved in planning for the national elections. The UN’s Resident Coordinator’s
Office (RCO) and UNDP Electoral Support are conducting hotspot mapping ahead of the elections.
However, these electoral activities are not happening in coordination.88

“… addressing job creation
and structural economic reforms
are the core current responses.”

With regard to economic development, addressing job
creation and structural economic reforms are the core
current responses. Abiy’s Government recognizes the need
to create jobs, especially for youth, and established the Job
Creation Commission in August 2019, with the ambitious
goal of creating 3 million jobs within 10 years.89 Ethiopia and

81 “As Crude Tests Begin, Ethiopia Touts Nascent Oil, Gas Industry,” Bloomberg.Com, June 29, 2018,
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2018-06-29/as-crude-tests-begin-ethiopia-touts-nascent-oil-gas-industry.
82 “UPDATE 1-IMF, Ethiopia Reach Preliminary Agreement on $2.9 Bln Financing Package,” Reuters, December 11,
2019, https://www.reuters.com/article/imf-ethiopia-idUSL1N28L0XH.
83 British Embassy Addis Ababa Official #1, in-person interview, January 10, 2020, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.
84 “Inclusive Governance and Conflict Management Support Project Launched,” UNDP, accessed March 15, 2020,
https://www.et.undp.org/content/ethiopia/en/home/presscenter/articles/2019/01/03/inclusive-governance-andconflict-management-support-project-lau.html.
85 Samuel Getachew CNN, “Ethiopia Restores Internet after One Week Outage,” CNN, accessed March 15, 2020,
https://www.cnn.com/2019/06/18/africa/ethiopia-internet-back-intl/index.html.
86 British Embassy Addis Ababa Official #1, in-person interview.
87 US Embassy in Ethiopia Official #1, in-person interview, January 10, 2020, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.
88 UNDP Official #1, in-person interview, January 13, 2020, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.
89 “Ethiopia Launches National Job Creation Committee – Ethiopian Monitor,” accessed February 9, 2020,
https://ethiopianmonitor.com/2019/08/07/ethiopia-launches-national-job-creation-committee/.
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the IMF have made a preliminary agreement to a three-year, $2.9 billion financing package contingent
on economic reforms.90
Conflict Driver 2: Border, ethnic, and resource disputes
In addition to political violence, there are three key tensions over borders, ethnicity, and scarce
resources. The first tension stems from territorial and border disputes, such as between OromiaSomali and Somali-SNNP. The second tension stems from intergroup disputes. For example, violence
in SNNP is driven by conflict over land and water between farmers and pastoralists, such as the
Gedeo-West Guji conflict. Inter-communal violence is also a concern in Somali and other states.
Finally, climate change exacerbates existing resources disputes. Afar and Somali – arid lowland states
– are the least developed and most drought-prone, which is expected to worsen with climate change.91
Inter-group violence and climate change have caused an internal displacement crisis that peaked in
2018 with 3.2 million internally displaced people (IDPs): two-thirds as a result of conflict and onethird caused by climate or drought.92
Current Responses
Abiy denied on broadcast media that there were any IDPs in Ethiopia while facilitating the reportedly
involuntary return of 1.6 million people. UNHCR, UNICEF, and other partners are pressing Ethiopia
to ratify the Kampala Convention on IDPs. Experts explained that the humanitarian system in
Ethiopia was built around drought and famine response and was not yet equipped to manage conflictaffected IDPs.
In 2019, Abiy’s Government did take the progressive step of repealing the 2009 Charities and Societies
Proclamation (CSP), which prohibited international and national NGOs from implementing any
human rights or peacebuilding programming. 93
While a positive step, INGOs will need time to
mobilize funds, recruit expertise, and identify
implementing partners for peacebuilding
projects. Since the repeal of CSP, PACT has
begun an early warning project, Conflict Early
Waring and Rapid Response (CEWRR), which
is funded by the Netherlands, EU, and USAID
and in partnership with the MOP. The
intervention tracks violence or risk of violence
in 12 woredas in three states through media
monitoring and self-reporting by communities
through hotlines.
Photo Credit: Mercy Corps
90 “Why Are Gulf Countries so Interested in the Horn of Africa?,” The Economist, accessed February 9, 2020,
https://www.economist.com/the-economist-explains/2019/01/16/why-are-gulf-countries-so-interested-in-the-hornof-africa.
91 GIZ, “Strengthening Drought Resilience in Afar and Somali Regions of Ethiopia,” accessed February 9, 2020,
https://www.giz.de/en/worldwide/81128.html.
92“Displacement Tracking Matrix - Ethiopia” (IOM, n.d.), https://dtm.iom.int/ethiopia.
93 “OHCHR | Ethiopia: UN Experts Commend Civil Society Law Reforms, but Concerns Remain,” accessed February
9, 2020, https://www.ohchr.org/EN/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNews.aspx?NewsID=24443&LangID=E.

27

Despite the CSP, there are some past examples of successful peacebuilding projects permitted under
complementary goals, such as resource management and education, that could be replicated and scaled
up including: Strengthening Institutions for Peace and Development (SIPED) I by Mercy Corps and
SIPED II by PACT (see insert), Connector Projects by Catholic Relief Services (CRS), and
Peacebuilding, Education, and Advocacy Programme by UNICEF (see Appendix K).
SIPED I by Mercy Corps and SIPED II by PACT
USAID worked with Mercy Corps on SIPED I from 2007 to 2012, which involved capacity
building, community dialogue, mainstreaming conflict sensitivity, and providing peace dividends in
Oromia, Somali, and SNNP. Recognizing the interplay between conflict, drought resilience, and
freedom of movement, Mercy Corps and USAID strengthened “conflict management systems
within government and traditional institutions, form[ed] peace committees, and develop[ed] peace
accords and resource use plans.”94 The program also linked government institutions at various levels
with customary institutions.95 The Negelle Peace Accord was negotiated, which allowed for freedom
of movement and security in a sizeable portion of land in southern Ethiopia.96 As a result of reduced
violence and increased freedom of movement, pastoralists are more resilient to drought and engaged
in less damaging coping mechanisms during periods of extreme drought.97
The success of SIPED revealed peacebuilding programs may need to target multiple aspects of
fragility at once. A combined, simultaneous focus on
conflict prevention and disaster risk reduction was
necessary to “reduce vulnerabilities to external shocks” “…peacebuilding programs may
and increase the overall resilience of communities in need to target multiple aspects of
rural Ethiopia.98 Because many of the causes of fragility
are intertwined, interventions must address multiple fragility at once.”
problems at once in order to succeed.99
PACT took over for SIPED II from 2015 until September 2020. Despite the CSP 2009 law, SIPED
II was able to operate because it was categorized as natural resource management in border areas.
SIPED II is delivered with government security administrations and over a dozen local NGOs, in
particular the Peace and Development Center. At the start, SIPED II targeted root causes of
violence and prevention through community dialogue to draw out grievances and form agreed
action plans. As of April 2019, USAID directed changes to the program to shift to rapid response
activities in reaction to the increasing violence. Peace Committees and Peace Ambassadors are also
trained to address violence at a community-level. This has been successful, for example, in reducing
violence around premier league stadiums on matchdays. They also developed a National Peace
Anthem with the MOP.

“An Ounce of Prevention” (Mercy Corps, 9/16).
“From Conflict to Coping: Evidence from Southern Ethiopia on the Contributions of Peacebuilding to Drought
Resilience Among Pastoralist Groups” (Mercy Corps, 2/12).
96 “An Ounce of Prevention.”
97 “From Conflict to Coping: Evidence from Southern Ethiopia on the Contributions of Peacebuilding to Drought
Resilience Among Pastoralist Groups.”
98 “From Conflict to Coping: Evidence from Southern Ethiopia on the Contributions of Peacebuilding to Drought
Resilience Among Pastoralist Groups.”
99 Paul Collier, Tim Besley, and Adnan Khan, “Escaping the Fragility Trap” (International Growth Centre, April 2018),
https://www.theigc.org/publication/escaping-fragility-trap/.
94
95
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Conflict Driver 3: Regional conflict, refugees, and migration
The Horn of Africa is a region fraught with violence and instability.
Fortunately, regional conflict spillover and spread of violent “Ethiopia is home to
extremism are not considered significant threats to Ethiopia’s
stability, despite some attempts by Al-Shabaab to push propaganda approximately 860,000
in Amharic.100 Ethiopia is home to approximately 860,000 refugees, predominantly
refugees, predominantly from South Sudan, Eritrea, and from South Sudan,
Somalia.101 There are three irregular migration paths: NorthWestern route through the Sudan border to Egypt and Europe; Eritrea, and Somalia.”
Eastern route through Djibouti to Yemen; and Southern route
through Kenyan border to Tanzania and South Africa.102 Interviewees emphasized that if Ethiopia
were to descend into full-fledged conflict, its neighbors would be unable to absorb refugees, which
would precipitate a migration crisis. The Government’s approach to refugees has shifted from camps
to integration with host communities, which has been a source of tension. The unwelcome attitude
toward refugees can also apply to interstate migrants due to ethnic and linguistic divides by state.
Therefore, Ethiopians will go to Addis or migrate abroad to find economic opportunities. These
factors demonstrate how Ethiopia is a strategic lynchpin for the region; maintaining stability within
Ethiopia is essential to the safety and security of the Horn of Africa.
Coordination, Monitoring, and Evaluation
As conflict prevention activities expand, RCO and CRS are leading an initiative to coordinate current
and future peacebuilding activities among UN entities and INGOs. Early stages suggest that uptake
is slow. Within organizations, there is an increasing appreciation for the need to integrate governance,
peacebuilding, and conflict-sensitivity into all programming, but there are challenges in determining
the effectiveness of these reforms.

Photo Credit: Mercy Corps

Monitoring and evaluation is a consistent
challenge across programs. Generally, metrics are
based on activity indicators, such as people trained
or number of peace ambassadors, that do not
necessarily demonstrate results or change. Surveys
and community feedback mechanisms provide
other means of measurement. For instance,
Village Assessment Surveys and Site Assessments
are used to gather data for the IOM’s
Displacement Tracking Matrix. Some agencies
(e.g. UNICEF) complement quantitative metrics
with individual stories.

Martine Jahre and Aisha Paulina Lami Kadiri, “The Curious Case: Exploring the Absence of al-Shabaab in Ethiopia,”
2018, 29.
101 “Ethiopia 2019-2020 Country Refugee Response Plan | Global Focus,” accessed February 9, 2020,
http://reporting.unhcr.org/node/21971.
102 UNICEF Official #1, in-person interview, January 9, 2020, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.
100
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Implications for the GFA
As the conflict driver analysis indicates, Ethiopia faces a range of challenges in maintaining stability.
Table 5 displays the advantages and disadvantages of selecting Ethiopia as a GFA priority country to
prevent the outbreak of violence.
Table 5: Should Ethiopia be selected for the GFA?
Advantages
Disadvantages
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

High risk of violence or civil war around
elections and democratization
Best chance for democracy in 27 years
Concrete demonstration of political will
Strategic lynchpin in an unstable Horn
of Africa and refugee host country
Counterterrorism partner against AlShabaab
Largest troop-contributing country to
UN peacekeeping

•
•

Limited state and local government and
civil society capacity
Growing influence from China and Gulf
nations
With the elections scheduled for August
2020, aid may come too late to
effectively prevent conflict at this major
flashpoint

If Ethiopia were selected, an effective strategy for GFA implementation would include institutionbuilding, elite mediation, strengthening civil society, and development.
Institution-building needs to be broad in scope and have complementary top-down as well as bottomup components. The process of democratization will require institution-building to restore trust in
courts and police and necessitates a cultural shift to do no harm approaches. At the highest level, the
GFA should be leveraged to empower Abiy’s Government to implement a national reconciliation
strategy to rewrite the divisive narratives currently dominating Ethiopia’s politics. In addition, security
sector reform at the national and local levels is required to reduce over-policing and unnecessary force,
which have diminished the credibility of Ethiopia’s security forces. Some of this work is already
beginning with USAID support to the Attorney-General and DFID and UN support to MOP.
However, much of this work is top-down, while the security structure and service delivery in Ethiopia
is state-based and is especially weak at the local, or woreda, level. GFA funding can complement this
by strengthening institutions bottom-up, working closely with local security administration and court
systems.
Beyond institutions, the GFA could also help facilitate elite mediation with Oromia and Tigray. These
states must be brought to the table to negotiate in order to stabilize the country. This is a sensitive
area where donors must tread lightly to ensure that their support facilitates democratization, not an
ethnic realignment of power. DOS, in partnership with other allies, such as the UK, can lend its
diplomatic advice and support to help President Abiy set the stage for dialogue and identify partners
that have credibility with parties, such as the African Union.
Civil society can be strengthened through community engagement, women and youth empowerment,
and education programs. This will build the capacity of civil society in civic engagement to hold the
government accountable. While small scale, SIPED I (see insert) demonstrated strong results in
strengthening local government and civil society and should be replicated and scaled up. SIPED II
30

switched strategy half-way through, due to donor requirements, to be responsive rather than
preventive. While response is crucial, GFA funding could ensure that preventative programs continue
and are scaled across the country, not only in a few woredas. Through the GFA, the U.S. could also
lead coordination in the peacebuilding sector in Ethiopia and elsewhere. USAID projects could even
be structured to involve multiple partners that would address different levels of peacebuilding such as
UN agencies with national institutions, and INGOs to build the capacity of local NGOs in specific
states and woredas.
Finally, GFA implementation must be linked with development and humanitarian efforts to ensure
long-term success. The root causes of conflict in Ethiopia are scarce natural resources aggravated by
climate change, unemployment, lack of social safety nets, and inequitable wealth distribution. Conflict
prevention and peacebuilding activities that target border, land, and water disputes will only be
effective if those needs are met outside of the GFA budget. Moreover, all projects – GFA,
humanitarian, or development – need to be conflict-sensitive. CRS Connector Projects (see Appendix
K) is an excellent example of linking peacebuilding and development and could be applied in all
peacebuilding projects supported by USAID.
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“If Ethiopia were selected, an effective strategy
for GFA implementation would include
institution-building, elite mediation,
strengthening civil society, and development.”
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5.3 Guatemala: Case for Stabilization
Introduction
Despite the end of the civil war in 1996,
Guatemala has been left with a lasting
precedent of violence following the war’s
atrocities. The lack of accountability for the
crimes committed has contributed to a
permissive environment for violence. Unlike
neighboring El Salvador and Honduras, much
of the violence in Guatemala is unrelated to
cartel activity. Instead gangs, or maras, are the
primary source of conflict within urban
regions. They thrive in poorer, more
marginalized neighborhoods where they seize
control from official authorities and sustain
themselves financially through extortion and
coercion. While gangs are not as prevalent in
rural areas, gender-based violence is a
significant issue. On average, two women are
murdered every day in Guatemala leading to
one of the highest femicide rates
worldwide.108

Table 6: Guatemala Country Overview
Population Size: 17 million103
Fast Facts:
•

36-year civil war ended with peace
agreement in 1996104
o 200,000+ lives lost through
fatalities or forced
disappearances105

•

Homicides, gang and cartel related
violence, and gender-based violence are
common
o Homicide rate: 20 per 100,000
people in December 2019106

•

Almost 43,000 Guatemalans stopped at
U.S.-Mexico border in the year preceding
October 2018107

Violence and economic hardship have driven migration to the U.S. for many years. In late 2018,
migrant caravans from Honduras, Guatemala, and El Salvador began to travel from the GuatemalaMexico border to the Mexico-United States border, sparking a strong reaction from the U.S.
Government. All U.S. aid funding ($550 million) to Honduras, Guatemala, and El Salvador was
suspended in June 2019 following allegations by President Trump that these countries were not doing
enough to stem migration.109 Historically, the U.S. has been an important donor with an active focus
on violence prevention. As such, this decision has left a funding vacuum and forced many programs
to close early or re-scope. In July 2019, Guatemala and the U.S. signed the “safe third country”

103 Central Intelligence Agency, “Guatemala,” The World Factbook, accessed March 13, 2020,
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/gt.html.
104 Tesfaye Beza, Tina Pruna, and Sayra Cardona, “Subsist or Persist? Assessing Drivers of Migration and Effects of
Foreign Assistance Programs on Migration from the Northern Triangle” (Mercy Corps, April 2019),
https://www.mercycorps.org/sites/default/files/2020-01/Subsist_or_Persist_Full_Report.pdf.
105 Beza, Pruna, and Cardona.
106 Dialogos, “Informe Sobre La Violencia Homicida En Guatemala,” December 2019, http://www.dialogos.org.gt/wpcontent/uploads/2020/01/Reporte-Homicidios-DICIEMBRE-2019-con-portada.pdf.
107 Ron Nixon, “U.S. Campaign Against Migration Goes Unheard, or Unheeded, in Guatemala,” The New York Times,
October 7, 2018, sec. World, https://www.nytimes.com/2018/10/07/world/americas/guatemala-immigration-usamexico-border.html.
108 Beza, Pruna, and Cardona, “Subsist or Persist? Assessing Drivers of Migration and Effects of Foreign Assistance
Programs on Migration from the Northern Triangle.”
109 Demetri Sevastopulo, Aime Williams, and Jude Webber, “Donald Trump Cuts off Aid to Three Central American
States,” Financial Times, June 17, 2019, https://www.ft.com/content/f3cd73d2-9135-11e9-aea1-2b1d33ac3271.
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agreement, obliging Guatemala to process asylum claims as well as accept deportations from the U.S.110
At this time, it is unclear whether further aid will be disbursed to Guatemala to support it in managing
these migration flows.
Figure 4: Map of Guatemala

110 Adriana Beltrán, “Guatemala Is No Safe Third Country,” Foreign Affairs, n.d.,
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/guatemala/2019-09-25/guatemala-no-safe-third-country; International
Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies, “Information Bulletin No. 2; Central America: Migrant Caravan,”
July 23, 2019, https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/IB23072019.pdf.
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Conflict Analysis and Response
Table 7 outlines the breadth of drivers of violence and associated interventions in Guatemala. The
commentary below focuses on the main priorities for response.
Table 7: Drivers of Violence and Conflict Prevention Interventions in Guatemala
Economic
Political and
Security and
Social Factors
Development
Governance Factors
Justice Factors
Factors
•

Drivers:

•

•
•

Interventions:

•
•
•

•

Inequitable
•
economic
development
•
Commercial
agricultural
development
and
encroachment
Youth
unemployment
Climate
change

Political exclusion and
disenfranchisement
Corruption

•

Expansion of political
representation and
service provision in
disenfranchised
regions
Anti-corruption
measures

Education and
school-based
projects
Youth
engagement
Skills
development
for
employment
Mitigating
against
employer
discrimination

•

•
•

High rate of
impunity
Poor rule of
law

•
•
•

•
•
•

Rule of law
and impunity
Anticorruption
Law
enforcement
training and
reform

•
•
•

•

Low levels of
trust within
communities
Youth
unemployment
Gender-based
violence and
discrimination

Public and
community
spaces e.g. parks
Street safety e.g.
streetlights and
CCTV
Police and
community
dialogue and
trust-building
Gender-focused
programming

Conflict Driver 1: Inequitable development and limited opportunities for youth
Since the peace accords, Guatemala has made slow progress in economic, political, and social
development. 54% of the population lives in poverty, while 13% live in extreme poverty.111 50% of all
children under the age of five are chronically malnourished, leading to the worst level of child
malnutrition in the Western Hemisphere. The economy has struggled to develop and is still largely
dominated by agriculture. Climate change has exacerbated rural poverty, particularly in the Central
American Dry Corridor which extends from Panama to southern Mexico.
111 Beza, Pruna, and Cardona, “Subsist or Persist? Assessing Drivers of Migration and Effects of Foreign Assistance
Programs on Migration from the Northern Triangle.”
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Not only has development been slow, but it has also progressed unequally across urban and rural
areas, creating a “tale of two Guatemalas.”112 49.7% of the population – largely indigenous
communities – live in rural areas characterized by low government presence and service delivery.113
Interviewees noted that instability and violence are inevitable when large portions of the population
feel underrepresented by the government. Interviewees also noted that tension around land use and
resource management in areas such as the Western Highlands fuels further instability. Extraction and
infrastructure projects in this region have met resistance from indigenous groups, but their voice lacks
clout with authorities.114
According to interviews, gangs are sustained through the recruitment of urban youth.115 Propensity
for youth to join criminal gangs is often driven by a lack of alternative opportunities. Public records
analyzed in 2019 showed young men were the most likely demographic to be the perpetrators and
victims of violent crimes.116 In addition, Guatemala’s youth unemployment rate in 2019 was
5.59%,117 more than double the national unemployment rate of 2.75%.118
Current Responses
USAID, along with other donors, have funded development projects in the Western Highlands, such
as Communities Leading Development (CLD) (see insert), to provide electricity, roads, and other
infrastructure in order to counter geographical disparities, promote economic activity, and empower
rural communities to hold the government to account.
Communities Leading Development (CLD) by USAID119
CLD is a five-year long, $50 million USAID-funded project being implemented by CRS. The project
aims to empower citizens by allowing them to self-identify and address their development needs
through the establishment of community development plans. These plans range from expansion of
drinking water supplies and sanitation services, to
improved access to schools. These plans aim to create
a better environment for private sector investment into “…plans range from expansion of
the region. The project also establishes a community drinking water supplies and
development fund to support infrastructure sanitation services, to improved
investments. CLD aims to reach 200 rural communities
access to schools.”
within the Western Highlands.

US Government Official #1, in-person interview, January 22, 2020, Guatemala City, Guatemala.
Beza, Pruna, and Cardona, “Subsist or Persist? Assessing Drivers of Migration and Effects of Foreign Assistance
Programs on Migration from the Northern Triangle.”
114 US Government Official #1, in-person interview.
115 NGO Official #3, in-person interview, January 17, 2020, Guatemala City, Guatemala.
116 Amir Mohamed, “Ritualized Violence in Urban Guatemala,” Anthropology News 60, no. 2 (March 2019),
https://doi.org/10.1111/AN.1141.
117 “Guatemala - Youth Unemployment Rate 2009-2019,” Statista, accessed March 13, 2020,
https://www.statista.com/statistics/812065/youth-unemployment-rate-in-guatemala/.
118 “Guatemala - Unemployment Rate 2019,” Statista, accessed March 13, 2020,
https://www.statista.com/statistics/442739/unemployment-rate-in-guatemala/.
119 USAID, “USAID Guatemala Country Fact Sheet,” July 2018,
https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1862/Guatemala_External_Fact_Sheet_July_2018.pdf.
112
113
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Youth have been a key area of focus for violence prevention organizations. An interview with a local
education-focused NGO, Fe Y Alegría, revealed a school-based program where student governments
were established to promote leadership and active civic participation.120 This program allows youths
to work with local municipalities on violence prevention programs and empowers them to push for
accountability. This effort is part of a broader category of programs that provide alternative
opportunities for youth at risk of gang-recruitment. These include out of school programming in art,
music, and sports, as well as vocational training for the job market.
Another NGO worker mentioned Guatemala provides a unique opportunity for youth employment
through partnerships with private-sector call centers. These are a new phenomenon in the country
with high demand for English-speaking employees.121 Equipping at-risk youth with language and
professional skills required for such roles could prove to be a successful strategy in reducing gangbased violence.
In addition, donors are promoting development
of certain sectors to increase employment
opportunities and facilitate economic progress.
For example, the German Agency for
International
Cooperation
(GIZ)
has
commissioned a local think tank to develop a
strategy for the 12 most relevant sectors for
employment in 10 intermediately developed
regions
to
support
private
sector
competitiveness.122
Creating
employment
opportunities while also improving infrastructure
will likely pay dividends in the form of violence
reduction and prevention.

Photo Credit: Mercy Corps

Conflict Driver 2: Limited government effectiveness, corruption, and poor rule of law
Low government presence in rural areas and low effectiveness through high corruption in urban areas
creates a governance and service delivery void. Limited governmental and institutional effectiveness
enables other groups, namely gangs and cartels, to establish parallel systems. Where official institutions
exist, they are often infiltrated by criminal networks to ensure a permissive structure for corruption.123
For instance, interviewees described a process of “vaccinations” for government officials, where an
envelope containing cash is left on their desk. If the official accepts the cash, they are considered to
be corrupted. If they do not, they face violent repercussions.124
While ostensibly democratic, Guatemala’s political process is marked by corruption. In 2006 an
independent international organization, the International Commission against Impunity in Guatemala
(CICIG), was established upon a request by the Government of Guatemala to the UN.125 CICIG was
Fe y Alegria Staff, in-person interview, January 21, 2020, Guatemala City, Guatemala.
NGO Official #2, in-person interview, January 17, 2020, Guatemala City, Guatemala.
122 Think Tank Researcher #8, in-person interview, January 20, 2020, Guatemala City, Guatemala.
123 NGO Official #3, in-person interview.
124 NGO Official #3.
125 Mark Schneider, “Democracy in Peril: Facts on CICIG in Guatemala,” Center for Strategic and International Studies, April
11, 2019, https://www.csis.org/analysis/democracy-peril-facts-cicig-guatemala.
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mandated to combat criminal networks that weaken democratic institutions through corruption,
intimidation, and violence. President Jimmy Morales dismantled CICIG in January 2019 for political
reasons, nine months earlier than anticipated.126 While the 12 years of CICIG exposed the breadth of
corruption and prompted some reform, its early closure prevented system-wide change, and issues of
corruption and impunity continue to underpin fragility.
Most interviewees attribute high rates of impunity as the fundamental driver of violence but noted
CICIG’s success in paving the way to counter this.127 For instance, CICIG improved the framework
for justice nationally and introduced investigation tools
that strengthen national capacity to fight against
corruption (e.g. dedicating special resources for criminal “Most interviewees attribute high
investigations and allowing the use of wiretapping and rates of impunity as the
undercover agents). Nonetheless, while laws are in place,
the judicial and law enforcement infrastructure does not fundamental driver of violence…”
provide appropriate enforcement mechanisms.
Current response
Institutional reform and capacity building are central to tackling violence. Localized, bottom-up
interventions will only succeed or scale in the presence of institutional infrastructure to support this
change.128 The three key elements of this are judicial reform, strengthening law enforcement, and
evidence-based policymaking.
Judicial reform must continue to focus on providing clearer processes, case resolution, and access to
justice. Efforts to build on CICIG continue, including Association for Research and Social Studies’
(ASIES) work on promoting professionalization of the judicial sector by publishing prosecution
guides and quality of mediation assessment guidelines.129 Interviewees also noted that sensitivity to
traditional justice systems, for instance those used by indigenous groups, must be a part of any
reform.130 Efforts are already underway, funded by donors such as the EU, to allow for western laws
to coexist with traditional norms and be applied through these systems.
Law enforcement interventions bring together police forces and communities to create collaboration
and trust. For instance, the Guatemalan NGO Institute of Education for Sustainable Development
(IEAPADES) has established community-based policing as part of CONVIVIMOS (see insert), where
communities and police forces are brought together to
identify hotspots, security issues, and potential
“This empowers communities to
solutions.131 This empowers communities to hold
municipalities and law enforcement agencies accountable.
hold municipalities and law
efforts looked at establishing trust between
enforcement agencies accountable.” Other
communities and police forces by establishing policecommunity dialogue. While successful in the short term,
126Schneider.

Think Tank Researcher #8, in-person interview.
Thomas Abt, “How to Reduce Gun and Gang Violence in Latin America and Across the Globe” (Cambridge,
Massachusetts, February 21, 2020).
129 ASIES Researcher, in-person interview, January 20, 2020, Guatemala City, Guatemala.
130 US Government Official #2, in-person interview, January 22, 2020, Guatemala City, Guatemala.
131 IEPADES Staff, in-person interview, January 22, 2020, Guatemala City, Guatemala.
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these localized interventions are challenged by a national policy that rotates field-level police to new
regions periodically to fight corruption. Interviewees noted that consistent national-level training
could mitigate against this.132
Evidence-based policy making requires more data transparency around incidences of violence to
support both policymakers and law enforcement. Diálogos, a local organization, has begun some of
this work but struggles in the face of scant data from police forces and government agencies.133
Nonetheless, this provides a real area of opportunity in preventing violence.
Conflict Driver 3: Low levels of community trust
Interviewees noted a self-reinforcing relationship between violence and low levels of community trust.
This is exacerbated by poor rule of law and limited access to justice as noted above. A representative
from a local NGO stated that it is critical “to reconstruct the social fabric of communities that has
long been broken.”134
Current Responses
Low levels of community trust can be addressed through community-based infrastructure projects
and improved municipal governance. Community-based infrastructure programs have improved
quality of life through safe public spaces, as demonstrated by CONVIVIMOS (see insert). The
creation of safe public spaces empowers communities to engage with one another. They can also be
used to build trust and ties with municipalities.
CONVIVIMOS by USAID135
CONVIVIMOS is a citizen security project implemented in 115 communities, which aims to
address the causes and consequences of violence using holistic preventative methods. It started with
a budget of $40 million over 5 years prior to the funding suspension. The project focuses on
understanding the local intricacies of violence and strengthening the voice of local communities to
hold municipalities to account. Specifically, the project focuses on the identification, development,
and implementation of community-level projects that promote peace and well-being. For example,
the project has focused on infrastructure development that improves the quality of life in specific
neighborhoods by providing open, safe public spaces (e.g. local parks with streetlights and CCTV).
These have allowed for more community engagement, for instance through outdoor gyms and
exercise classes. The project has also worked with law enforcement and police forces, creating
collaboration between police and communities to identify and solve security issues.
Metrics to assess the success of this project have largely focused on factors such as numbers of
community prevention plans in place and people reached. While such indicators demonstrate the
scale of the intervention, they do not assess the success of the project. Impact has been measured
less systematically through perception surveys, which indicate that communities perceive safety as
improved over time through this program.
Nonprofit Researcher #1, in-person interview, January 21, 2020, Guatemala City, Guatemala.
Dialogos Staff, in-person interview, January 20, 2020, Guatemala City, Guatemala.
134 NGO Official #2, in-person interview.
135 Much of this information came from in-country interviews and site visits with Mercy Corps staff. Beza, Pruna, and
Cardona, “Subsist or Persist? Assessing Drivers of Migration and Effects of Foreign Assistance Programs on Migration
from the Northern Triangle.”
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Structurally, Guatemala is divided into 340 municipalities that bear much of the responsibility of local
service delivery. Guatemala’s post-civil war reform effort included mandating citizen participation in
policy discussions through the establishment of Community Councils of Urban and Rural
Development (COCODES). These councils include representatives of civil society that work with
municipalities on policy. While this represents an ambitious model of civic participation, in reality
implementation and effectiveness are varied across
the country. Interventions to strengthen
government accountability may look to work
within this established structure to strengthen it
and further empower communities.
Implications for the GFA
As the above analysis indicates, Guatemala has had
a long history of instability and violence. Table 8
displays the advantages and disadvantages of
selecting Guatemala as a GFA stabilization priority
country.

Photo Credit: Sakina Haider

Table 8: Should Guatemala be selected for the GFA?
Advantages
Disadvantages
•
•

•

•

•

•

Clear U.S. national interest in stemming
increased migration flows136
Regional impact likely given all
migration to the U.S. from Central
America passes through Guatemala and
success could be emulated in analogous
contexts
Sustained 10-year commitment of GFA
would allow for longer-term
programming that could stem the
permissive environment for violence
Evidence of political will to engage
through establishment of Ministry of
the Interior for Violence Prevention
and a National Strategic Plan for
violence prevention137
Renewed sense of cooperation with the
U.S. given recent “safe third country”
agreement

•
•

•

No immediate impetus for intervention
given consistent violence since civil war
and unclear tipping point for nationallevel conflict
U.S. funding currently suspended,
demonstrating reduced interest
Root causes of violence, e.g. youth
unemployment, may be better
addressed through development efforts
as opposed to prevention work
Early closure of CICIG indicates
national will to engage with reform may
waver

136 “Central America’s Turbulent Northern Triangle,” Council on Foreign Relations, accessed February 13, 2020,
https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/central-americas-turbulent-northern-triangle.
137 Former Guatemalan Government Official, in-person interview, January 23, 2020, Guatemala City, Guatemala.
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If Guatemala were selected, an effective strategy for GFA implementation would include
strengthening the rule of law, youth engagement, community engagement, and development.
Strengthening the rule of law to tackle impunity and corruption would require sustained investment
to strengthen judicial and law enforcement systems. Given the dismantling of CICIG on claims that
it imposed foreign intervention, the GFA should be careful to support nationally initiated anticorruption and impunity reduction efforts. Capacity building efforts could include judicial training,
guidance on best practices for case investigation and resolution, and other quality improvement
support. The top-down approach should be complemented with more localized efforts to strengthen
local court systems and access to justice at a municipality level. Furthermore, the GFA could build
upon current efforts to strengthen the effectiveness of law enforcement. For example, national-level
training coupled with localized interventions to strengthen community-police relations (e.g.
community-police dialogue and community-based policing) would help to rebuild trust between
individuals and law enforcement agencies.
Investment in providing youth with new opportunities could have a significant impact on reducing
violence by lowering risk of recruitment into gangs. The GFA could invest in employment initiatives
such as vocational training and job matching. Additional programs to keep youth engaged, such as
education and extra-curricular activities, could be strengthened through incremental funding and
support. While many of these programs already exist, they are only funded for specific regions and
lack the resources required to scale nationally. The GFA could work to fill this gap.
Strengthening trust and mutual support in local
communities is also critical for stemming violence.
Community engagement through the provision of public
spaces and community-based programming (e.g.
community centers and running workshops and classes)
have demonstrated success in creating inter-community
and community-municipality trust, as well as empowering
citizens to hold municipal governments accountable.
However, success is limited to a few geographies due to
limited resources. The GFA could support the expansion
of such projects nationally. Notably, both youth and
Photo Credit: Sakina Haider
community engagement tend to be low-cost investments (e.g.
installation of streetlights and running community workshops) relative to demonstrated impact.
Ultimately, the root causes of violence are poverty, inequitable access to opportunities, poor education,
climate change, and other development factors. Therefore, violence prevention programs must be
complemented with longer-term development interventions in order to achieve sustained stability.
Integrating ongoing development work, such as nutrition and education programs run by NGOs like
Save the Children in the Western Highlands, is critical.138

138

Save the Children Official, in-person interview, January 21, 2020, Guatemala City, Guatemala.
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“If Guatemala were selected, an effective strategy
for GFA implementation would include
strengthening the rule of law, youth engagement,
community engagement, and development.”
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6.0 Recommendations
Based on the results of our analysis, we suggest Mercy Corps make the following 10 recommendations
to the U.S. Government for the implementation of the GFA in its advocacy efforts.

6.1 Country and Region Selection
Recommendation 1: The U.S. Government should employ the four-step process for priority country
and region selection outlined in Section 4.
Figure 5 provides a menu of potential countries that satisfy the mix of criteria included in the text of
the GFA and/or were identified as potential candidates by experts interviewed for this report.
Countries among the thirty worst performing and mentioned in interviews are red, countries among
the thirty worst performing on the indices are orange, and countries mentioned only in interviews are
yellow.
Figure 5: Expert and Index Recommendations on Potential Priority Countries

Interviews and Indices
Afghanistan
Niger
Burundi
Nigeria
Cameroon
Pakistan
CAR
Republic of
Chad
Congo
DRC
Somalia
Ethiopia
South Sudan
Iraq
Sudan
Kenya
Syria
Libya
Uganda
Mali
Yemen
Myanmar
Zimbabwe

Indices only
Cote d’Ivoire
Eritrea
Guinea
Guinea-Bissau
Haiti
Mauritania
North Korea

43

Interviews only
Algeria
Bangladesh
Brazil
Burkina Faso
Colombia
El Salvador
Ghana
Guatemala
Honduras
India
Indonesia
Jordan

Kosovo
Lebanon
Liberia
Mexico
Mozambique
Nepal
Philippines
Tunisia
Turkey
Uzbekistan
Venezuela

Recommendation 2: Recognizing that a key component of the GFA is its consistent, ten-year
commitment to the priority countries, the U.S. Government should identify and explicitly define
extenuating circumstances under which a priority country should be deprioritized. Examples of such
conditions may include when the context has escalated past the prevention stage into active conflict,
new-found concentration of additional international actors, increased DOD funding making GFA less
impactful, or change in national government such that the country is no longer an effective partner.
This review process should be woven into the biennial reports to Congress.

6.2 Interventions
Recommendation 3: Specific interventions in each priority
country should be determined based on context-specific analysis.
However, the following Principles of Delivery should be followed “Principles of Delivery
for successful implementation in each priority country. Case should be followed for
studies and interviews demonstrated that these principles may successful implementation
appear to be straightforward but are rarely followed in practice.
1. Link GFA Implementation with Development and in each priority country.”
Diplomacy: GFA implementation will be ineffective
without addressing the root causes of fragility. Therefore, the receiving government, the U.S.,
and/or other donors must address unemployment, food security, education, health, and other
development issues that underpin fragility, alongside conflict prevention and stabilization
efforts. At the same time, conflict sensitivity should be mainstreamed in all development and
humanitarian projects outside the GFA.
2. Top-Down, Bottom-Up: The U.S. Government should undertake interventions at both
national and local levels. This entails building capacity at the top while working with
communities directly and addressing differing incentive structures at each level. The balance
between these approaches will depend on country context. This Principle is consistent with
the text of the GFA, which mandates a focus on local implementation.
3. Think Regionally, Act Locally:
a. Regional Lens: Fragility does not exist in a vacuum or respect national boundaries.
Accordingly, interventions should consider two forms of spillover: (1) negative
spillovers from fragile to stable (e.g. refugees, violent extremism) and (2) positive
spillovers from stable to fragile (e.g. economic growth, rule of law improvements).
b. Local Lens: Interventions should be formulated based on a causal, context-specific
analysis of the unique causes of fragility in each state and the relevant inputs of local
governments, local civil society (including community and faith leaders), aid program
implementers, and U.S. embassy officials.139 There is no “one size fits all” intervention
for fragile contexts.
139 OECD, “Concepts and Dilemmas of State Building in Fragile Situations: From Fragility to Resilience,” OECD Journal
on Development 9, no. 3 (April 17, 2009): 85, https://doi-org.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/10.1787/journal_dev-v9-art27-en;
Nilima Gulrajani and Dan Honig, “Reforming Donors in Fragile States: Using Public Management Theory More
Strategically” (Overseas Development Institute, April 2016), 8, https://www.odi.org/publications/10398-reformingdonors-fragile-states-using-public-management-theory-more-strategically; Rachel M. Gisselquist, “Good Aid in Hard
Places: Learning from ‘Successful’ Interventions in Fragile Situations,” International Peacekeeping 22, no. 4 (August 8, 2015):
284, https://doi.org/10.1080/13533312.2015.1059732; “Principles for Good International Engagement in Fragile States
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4. Context-Specific Partners: The U.S. Government should select partners for implementation
that best correspond to the country context. Generally, the literature supports facilitating
recipient country ownership of aid programs by using country systems.140 However, weak
institutions of fragile states make the use of country systems riskier and potentially untenable.
Accordingly, the U.S. Government may need to use a mix of instruments, including country
systems and non-state actors.141
5. Balance Adaptive Management with Sustained Commitment: The U.S. Government
should allow some flexibility in the types of interventions based on ongoing feedback loops.
However, multi-year projects should be no less than five years, as it is difficult to see
measurable effects of conflict prevention and stabilization programs in a short timeframe.

6.3 Monitoring and Evaluation
Recommendation 4: As with interventions, monitoring and evaluation also requires significant
adaptation depending on the context. However, the following Principles for Monitoring and
Evaluation should be leveraged in the biennial report and in any interim reporting on GFA
implementation.
1. Learning Process: The interventions in the priority countries should be used to generate and
test theories of change and allow for a learning process. Failure, although hard for the U.S.
Government to admit, provides valuable information on how to best respond to fragility. A
think tank interviewee noted, “Rather than having a
punitive approach to failure, we need a learning approach
to failure.”142 Information on successes and failures should “Failure… provides
both be included in the biennial report to Congress and valuable information on
incorporated into the adaptive management process. To how to best respond to
accommodate concerns about admitting failure publicly, a
fragility.”
nonpublic section of the biennial report could be
developed to discuss programmatic shortcomings.
2. Qualitative-Quantitative Balance: The biennial reports to Congress should tell a story and
track a mix of qualitative and quantitative indicators. Methodologies might include mostsignificant change stories,143 outcome harvesting,144 or developmental evaluation.145 A
& Situations,” 1; Charles T. Call, “Beyond the ‘Failed State’: Toward Conceptual Alternatives,” European Journal of
International Relations 17, no. 2 (June 1, 2011): 316–17, https://doi.org/10.1177/1354066109353137; “The Strategic
Prevention Project,” 23.
140 See generally, Manuel et al., “Innovative Aid Instruments and Flexible Financing.”
141 Manuel et al., 3–5, 48.
142 Think Tank Researcher #2, in-person interview, January 17, 2020, Washington, D.C.
143 “The Most Significant Change approach involves generating and analyzing personal accounts of change and deciding
which of these accounts is the most significant and why.” Better Evaluation, “Most Significant Change,” accessed
February 11, 2020, https://www.betterevaluation.org/en/plan/approach/most_significant_change.
144 “Outcome Harvesting collects (‘harvests’) evidence of what has changed (‘outcomes’) and, then, working backwards,
determines whether and how an intervention has contributed to these changes.” Better Evaluation, “Outcome
Harvesting,” accessed February 11, 2020, https://www.betterevaluation.org/en/plan/approach/outcome_harvesting.
145 “Developmental Evaluation is an evaluation approach that can assist social innovators develop social change
initiatives in complex or uncertain environments. …it facilitates real-time, or close to real-time, feedback to program
staff thus facilitating a continuous development loop.” Better Evaluation, “Developmental Evaluation,” accessed
February 11, 2020, https://www.betterevaluation.org/en/plan/approach/developmental_evaluation.
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professor at Georgetown explained developmental evaluation as where an “evaluator is
[involved] from the beginning to the end. You start thinking evaluatively before the project.
The evaluator helps you design the project and helps you design indicators; the evaluator helps
you monitor, do a midterm evaluation, and then a final evaluation.”146
3. Data Systems for Evidence-Based Policy: Invest in building systems for collecting data
(e.g. early warning systems) to allow for evidence-based policy, leaving space to account for
unanticipated results. These systems should be used both to select specific areas for
intervention and evaluate success against the baseline. As one think tank interviewee stated,
“Evidence-based policy works…I would love to get to a place where it’s as rigorous as health.
We could have a better process for building an evidence base. It’s hard trying to prove a
negative. You can only do it with clear, focused qualitative analysis and constantly refreshing
the strategic approach.”147
4. Multi-Level Monitoring and Evaluation: Typically, monitoring and evaluation focuses only
on collecting data at the programmatic level. This misses the opportunity to capture spillover
benefits of programs to the country and region. Accordingly, some funding must be allocated
to country and regional-level monitoring and evaluation in order to understand systemic
changes and regional spillover effects. This might include baseline perception surveys,
examination of indices measuring violence, and other relevant factors based on the country
and region in question. As one think tank interviewee noted, donors have “tried to push
monitoring and evaluation burden down to the implementation level. They’re not trying to do
a systemic view of the sector. Monitoring and evaluation at the programmatic level is deeply
misleading. It’s like looking at veins of a leaf of a tree in the forest to know the health of the
forest.”148

6.4 Coordination
Coordination in D.C.
Recommendation 5: Intra-agency Coordination: Before beginning the interagency process of
developing the strategy, selecting the priority countries, and creating country strategies, each agency
should undertake an internal coordination process to develop a unified and cohesive view on each
GFA requirement. Each agency should appoint a clear interagency
point person for the GFA strategy process, provide them with
“…each agency should
sufficient resources (staff and money), and ensure they are
connected to programmatic and policy offices within their agency
undertake an internal
to fulfill the GFA’s initial requirements. One think tank
coordination process to
interviewee noted, “Getting your own agency house in order to
develop a unified and
bring to the interagency field is key. Coordination has failed
because it is hard for agencies to talk to each other and because
cohesive view on each
each agency is not unified within its own personnel. You need to
GFA requirement.”
have a single broker within an agency who brings the unified
agency voice to this topic.”149
Georgetown University Professor #2, in-person interview, January 17, 2020, Washington, D.C.
Think Tank Researcher #7, in-person interview.
148 Think Tank Researcher #6, in-person interview.
149 Think Tank Researcher #3, in-person interview.
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Recommendation 6: Tripartite Coordination: The U.S. Government needs to select a sufficiently
senior individual to spearhead the GFA implementation process. Without a senior official in charge,
it will be difficult to unite the various agencies in the U.S.
Government. A deputy on the National Security Council (NSC)
should be tasked with implementation. An NSC official would be “A deputy on the
more effective at ensuring DOD and Intelligence Community National Security Council
participation in GFA implementation efforts. Continued
ownership and leadership by the White House on the GFA are (NSC) should be tasked
essential to ensuring the initiative’s success and the NSC is best with implementation.”
placed to secure executive support.
An alternative suggestion raised by experts was that the DOS Undersecretary for Political Affairs
could oversee implementation. Interviewees cautioned against the appointment of any DOS official
below an undersecretary. For example, interviewees stated that the DOS’s Conflict and Stabilization
Operations (CSO), as a functional bureau, would not have the influence within DOS or the U.S.
Government writ-large to ensure effective implementation across agencies. However, as one
interviewee with prior experience in the U.S. Government noted, “DOD would ignore a State
Undersecretary.”150
Recommendation 7: Government-wide Coordination: DOS, USAID, and DOD need to ensure that
other relevant federal agencies are identified at the start, brought to the table, and consistently engaged.
In particular, the Department of Treasury needs to be included in the GFA process. At a minimum,
relevant agencies should be consulted in preparing the biennial reports to Congress.
Coordination in Priority Countries
Recommendation 8: The country strategies should be developed and implemented through
embassies and their country teams with national and local governments and civil society in the priority
countries. As one think tank interviewee noted, “If it’s a strategy made in D.C. hoisted upon the
Embassy, you’re not going to get very far.”151 A professor at American University said coordinating
in country was “like a 3D chess game that complexifies D.C. six or seven-fold.”152
U.S. Government Coordination between D.C. and Priority Countries
Recommendation 9: Once country strategy has been finalized, a country task force should be created
for each priority country. The task forces should include officials from DOS, USAID, DOD, the
NSC, and the Embassy. They should oversee the implementation of the country-specific strategy, in
consultation with the national government and local civil society, and should facilitate coordination.
They should engage in regular interactions with Congress over the ten-year period of GFA
implementation. In addition to the biennial reports, they should arrange briefings with the relevant
congressional committees to ensure the sustained support of Congress for the GFA, and to ensure
appropriations continue for the second half of the legislation’s implementation period.

Think Tank Researcher #5, in-person interview.
Think Tank Researcher #4, in-person interview.
152 American University Professor #3, in-person interview.
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If establishing a bespoke task force is not appropriate for all priority countries or regions, the U.S.
Government could leverage existing interagency committees. For example, the Africa Policy
Coordination Committee (PCC) may be an appropriate forum.
International Coordination
Recommendation 10: The U.S. Government should link its GFA efforts with other international
diplomatic and development efforts on fragility and conflict prevention. The GFA enables the
Secretary of State to create a Multi-Donor Global Fragility Fund (MDGFF) to aggregate conflict
prevention funding from international donors. The Secretary of State should exercise this authority,
create the fund, and solicit contributions. In addition, disbursements from the MDGFF should be
linked with international organization efforts, such as the World Bank’s $19 billion commitment to
fragile states and the UN SG’s Peacebuilding Fund. The MDGFF enables the U.S. to work with the
World Bank, the UN, and other donors to coordinate strategies, reduce redundancies, and leverage
this larger pool of resources.

6.5 Global Fragility Strategy Formation
In addition, the following three process improvements could support efficient and effective strategy
formation.
Process improvement 1: Build upon and explicitly reference the NSS, SPP, and SAR to utilize the
foundations provided by these initiatives and solicit buy-in from parties attached to preceding efforts.
One simple step is adopting the definitions of prevention in the SPP and stabilization in the SAR for
the GFA to ensure consistent definitions of these core concepts. In the same vein, DOS, DOD, and
USAID should create a single definition of fragility, which will facilitate both priority country selection
and program implementation.
Process improvement 2: Publish a formal request for comments from civil society that mirrors the
process for informal rulemaking outlined in Section 553 of the Administrative Procedure Act (APA).
The APA requires agencies to publish a notice of proposed rulemaking in the Federal Register and
collect and address public comments before issuing a final rule.153 The interagency group should
establish an online platform for collecting and storing public comments; this platform should be
accessible to the public to increase the transparency of the strategy formation process. In addition to
the APA, another appropriate model for incorporating civil society into the strategy formation process
in an effective, transparent manner is the World Bank’s global consultations for its Strategy for
Fragility, Conflict and Violence.154
Process improvement 3: The strategy formation process should be iterative. The biennial reports to
Congress should be used to evaluate the success of the overarching strategy and to identify and address
any need for strategic course correction.

“Administrative Procedure Act,” Pub. L. No. 89–554, 5 U.S.C. § 553 (1966),
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/5/553.
154 “Launching Global Consultations on the World Bank Group’s Upcoming Strategy for Fragility, Conflict and
Violence,” accessed March 10, 2020, https://blogs.worldbank.org/voices/launching-global-consultations-world-bankgroup-strategy-fragility-conflict-and-violence.
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Appendix A: Unpacking the Indices in the Global Fragility Act
This appendix unpacks the components that make up each of the five state fragility indices listed in
the GFA. The information in this appendix is pulled directly from each index; where no details were
provided by the index, we have left blanks.
Early Warning Project – Countries at Risk for Mass Killing 2018-2019: Statistical Risk
Assessment Results155
The Early Warning Project identifies the following as the top 30 countries most likely to experience
mass killing:
1. Democratic
11. Cote d’Ivoire
22. Myanmar
Republic of Congo
12. Libya
23. Uganda
2. Afghanistan
13. Bangladesh
24. Zimbabwe
3. Egypt
14. India
25. Kenya
4. South Sudan
15. Syria
26. Haiti
5. Pakistan
16. Burundi
27. Republic of the
6. Yemen
17. Cameroon
Congo
7. Angola
18. Iraq
28. North Korea
8. Turkey
19. Chad
29. Rwanda
30. China
9. Sudan
20. Nigeria
10. Somalia
21. Tanzania
The Early Warning Project model is based on the following factors:
Factors in the Early Warning Project Model156
Factor

Description

Source

Basic Country Characteristics
Region

Africa, East Asia and the Pacific, Europe,
Middle East and North Africa, South and
Central Asia, Latin America

DOS

Country Age

Years country has existed

DOS

Population Size

World Bank, World
Development Indicators
(WDI)

“Countries at Risk for Mass Killings 2018–19: Statistical Risk Assessment Results” (Early Warning Project, October
2018), https://earlywarningproject.ushmm.org/reports/countries-at-risk-for-mass-killings-2018-19-early-warningproject-statistical-risk-assessment-results. “Countries at Risk for Mass Killings 2018–19.”
156 “Methodology: Risk Factor Sources - Early Warning Project,” accessed February 6, 2020,
https://earlywarningproject.ushmm.org/methodology-risk-factors.
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War and Conflict
Any Ongoing Mass Killing

Early Warning Project

Any Mass Killing Ever

Early Warning Project

Battle-Related Deaths

Total battle-related deaths in the
country/year

Any Coup Attempt in the
Past Five Years

Uppsala Conflict Data
Program (UCDP)
Center for Peace’s Coup
d’état and Powell and
Thyne Coup d’état
Dataset

Human Rights and Civil Liberties
State party to Optional
Protocol to the
International Covenant on
Civil and Political Rights

Ulfelder International
Organizations and Treaty
Regimes

Freedom of Religion

Is there freedom of religion?

Varieties of Democracy
(V-DEM)

Political Killing

Is there freedom from political killings?

V-DEM

Freedom of Domestic
Movement (Men/Women)

Are all men/women able to move freely, in
daytime and nighttime, in public
thoroughfares, across regions within a
country, and to establish permanent
residency where they wish?

V-DEM

Freedom of Discussion

Are citizens able to openly discuss political
issues in private homes and in public
spaces?

V-DEM

Social Group Equality

Do all social groups, as distinguished by
language, ethnicity, religion, race, region,
or caste, enjoy the same level of civil
liberties, or are some groups generally in a
more favorable position?

V-DEM

Evenness of Civil Liberties

Does government respect for civil liberties
vary across different areas of the country?

V-DEM

Civil Society Repression

Does the government attempt to repress
civil society organizations?

V-DEM

Governance
Regime Type

Autocracy, Anocracy, or Democracy
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Center for Systemic
Peace, Polity IV Dataset

Regime Duration (log)

Years the current regime has been in
power

Center for Systemic
Peace, Polity IV Dataset

Minority Control

Does a minority control political rule?

Political Instability Task
Force

Candidate Restriction

Are political candidates restricted by
ethnicity, race, religion, or language?

V-DEM

Party Ban

Are any parties banned?

V-DEM

Judicial Reform

Were the judiciary’s formal powers altered
this year in ways that affect its ability to
control the arbitrary use of state authority?

V-DEM

Power Distributed by Social
Group

Is political power distributed according to
social groups?

V-DEM

Socioeconomic
Infant Mortality Rate

U.S Bureau of the Census,
International Division

Annual Percentage Change
in GDP Per Capita

WDI and IMF World
Economic Outlook
Report

Ethnic Fractionalization

Measures ethnic heterogeneity

Alesina et al.

Trade Openness

Trade as percentage of Gross Domestic
Product

WDI

Fund for Peace – Fragile States Index Annual Report 2019157
The Fragile States Index identifies the following as very high alert, high alert, and alert countries:
Very High Alert:
8. Sudan
19. Guinea Bissau
1. Yemen
9. Afghanistan
20. Uganda
2. Somalia
21. Mali
Alert:
3. South Sudan
22. Myanmar
10. Zimbabwe
4. Syria
23. Ethiopia
11. Guinea
5. Democratic
24. Pakistan
12. Haiti
Republic of the
25. Kenya
13. Iraq
Congo
26. North Korea
14. Nigeria
27. Republic of Congo
High Alert:
15. Burundi
28. Libya
6. Central African
16. Cameroon
29. Cote d’Ivoire
Republic
17. Eritrea
30. Liberia
7. Chad
18. Niger
157 “Fragile States Index 2019 – Annual Report” (Fund for Peace, 2019),
https://fragilestatesindex.org/2019/04/07/fragile-states-index-2019-annual-report/. “Fragile States Index 2019.”
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31. Mauritania
The assessment is based on a mixture of quantitative, qualitative, and expert data; the Fund for Peace
does not specify the exact source for each indicator. The following indicators are used in developing
the index:
Indicators in the Fragile States Index158
Indicator

Description
Cohesion

Security
apparatus

Monopoly on the use of force
• Is the military under civilian control?
• Do private militias exist against the state?
• Is there paramilitary activity?
• Do private armies exist to protect assets?
• Are there guerilla forces operating in the state? Do they control territory?
Relationship between security and citizenry
• Are the police considered to be professional?
• Is violence often state-sponsored and politically motivated?
• Is the government dealing well with any insurgency or security situation?
Force
• Does the military and police maintain proper use of force?
• Are there accusations of police brutality?
Arms
• Is there a high availability of weapons?
• If in reconstruction, is there an adequate plan for demobilization, disarmament and
reintegration of former combatants?

Factionalized
elites

Representative Leadership
• Is leadership fairly elected? Is leadership representative of the population?
• Are there factionalized elites, tribal elites and/or fringe groups? How powerful are
they?
• Is there a political reconciliation process?
• Is the military representative of the population?
Identity
• Is there a sense of national identity? Are there strong feelings of nationalism? Or are
there calls for separatism?
• Does hate speech via radio and media exist?
• Is religious, ethnic, or other stereotyping prevalent and is there scapegoating?
• Does cross-cultural respect exist?
Resource Distribution
• Is wealth concentrated in hands of a few?
• Is there a burgeoning middle class?
• Does any one group control the majority of resources?
• Are resources fairly distributed? Does the government adequately distribute wealth
through taxes?
Equality and Equity

158

“Fragile States Index 2019,” 33–41. “Fragile States Index 2019,” 33–41.
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• Are the laws democratic or reasonable?
• Is the system representative of the population?
Group
grievance

Post-Conflict Response
• Does a Truth and Reconciliation process exist or is one needed?
• Have groups been reintegrated?
• Is there a plan for reconstruction and development?
• Are victims of past atrocities compensated (or is there a plan to)?
• Are war criminals apprehended and prosecuted?
• Has amnesty been granted?
Equality
• Is there an equitable and efficient distribution of resources?
Divisions
• Are there feelings/reports of ethnic and/or religious intolerance and/or violence?
• Are groups oppressed or do they feel oppressed?
• Is there history of violence against a group or group grievance?
• How are intertribal and/or interethnic relations?
• Is there freedom of religion according to laws and practiced by society? Are there
reports of religiously motivated violence?
Communal Violence
• Is vigilante justice reported?
• Are there reports of mass violence and/or killings?
Economic

Economic
Decline

Public Finances
• What level is the government debt?
Economic Conditions
• How are the interest rates – actual and projected?
• How is the inflation rate – actual and projected?
• What is the level of productivity?
• What is the GDP – actual and projected?
• How is the unemployment – current and rate of unemployment?
Economic Climate
• Consumer Confidence: How do consumers view the economy?
• How do experts view the economy?
• Is the business climate attractive to Foreign Direct Investment?
• Do the laws and access to capital allow for internal entrepreneurship?
Economic Diversification
• Economic Focus: Does one product make up the majority of the economy?

Uneven
Development

Economic Equality
• Is there a large economic gap?
• Is the economic system discriminatory?
• Does economic justice exist?
• Are hiring practices generally fair – legally and perceived?
• Do equal rights exist in the society?
• Are there laws protecting equal rights?
Economic Opportunity
• Does free education exist and if so, to which grade?
• Is the education provided relatively equal?
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• Fair Housing: Is there a housing system for the poor?
• Do programs for job training exist?
• Do people know about the job training and is it available based on qualification and
need?
Socio-Economic Dynamics
• Do ghettos and slums exist?
Human
Flight and
Brain Drain

Retention of Technical and Intellectual Capital
• Are professionals leaving the country?
• Are politicians or political elites leaving the country?
• Is there a relatively high proportion of higher educated people leaving the country?
• Is the middle class beginning to return to the country?
Economics
• Are there a large amount of remittances coming to families from relatives overseas?
Diaspora
• Is there growth of a country’s exiled communities or diasporas abroad?
• Does the diaspora have an impact on the home state economy, or on politics in the
home state?
Political

State
Legitimacy

Confidence in the Political Process
• Does the government have the confidence of the people? Is there political opposition?
• Have demonstrations occurred?
• Have riots or uprisings occurred?
Transparency
• Is there evidence of corruption on the part of government officials?
• Are national and/or local officials considered to be corrupt?
Openness and Fairness of the Political Process
• Do all parties enjoy political rights?
• Is the government representative of the population?
• Have there been recent peaceful transitions of power?
• What is the longer-term history of power transitions?
• Are elections perceived free and fair?
• Have elections been monitored and reported as free and fair?
Political Violence
• Are there reports of politically motivated attacks and/or assassinations?
• Are there reports of armed insurgents and attacks?
• Have there been terrorist attacks and how likely are they?

Public
Services

General Provision of Public Services
• Is there equal access to public services?
• What are the general conditions of public services?
Health
• Is there adequate access to medicines?
• Is there an adequate number of medical facilities for all people?
• Is there an adequate number of medical professionals for the population?
• What is the infant mortality rate – actual and projected?
• Is there access to an adequate potable water supply?
• Is sanitation system adequate?
Education
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• What is the level of school enrollment? Is it different by gender?
• What are the literacy rates? Is it different by gender?
Shelter
• Do the poor have access to housing?
• Are housing costs in line with economy?
Infrastructure
• Are roads adequate and safe?
• Are there adequate airports for sustainable development?
• Are there adequate railroads for sustainable development?
• Is there an adequate supply of fuel?
Human
Rights and
Rule of Law

Civil and Political Rights and Freedoms
• Do communal, labor, political, and/or minority rights exist and are they protected?
• Are there civil rights laws and are civil rights protected?
• Is the right to life protected for all?
• Is freedom of speech protected?
• Is there freedom of movement?
• Does religious freedom exist?
Violation of Rights
• Is there a history of systemic violation of rights by the government or others?
• Are there reports of state- or group-sponsored torture?
• Are there labor laws or reports of forced labor or child labor?
• Are groups forced to relocate? Is there proper compensation?
Openness
• Does independent media exist?
• Do reporters feel free to publish accusations against those in power?
• Is there equal access to information?
Justice
• If rights aren’t protected, is there a legal system in which they can be addressed?
• Do accused receive a fair and timely trial? Is this equal for all?
• Are there accusations or reports of arbitrary arrests? Are these state-sponsored?
• Are there accusations or reports of illegal detention?
• How are the prison conditions?
Equality
• Is there a process and system encourages political power sharing?
Social and Cross-Cutting

Demographic
Pressures

Population
• Is the population growth rate sustainable? Is the current and projected distribution
reasonable?
• Is population density putting pressure on areas of the state?
• What is the infant mortality rate – actual and projected?
• Is there a high orphan population?
Public Health
• Is there a system for controlling spreading of diseases and/or pandemics?
• Is there a high likelihood or existence of diseases of epidemics?
Food and Nutrition
• Is the food supply adequate to deal with potential interruption?
• Is there are likelihood of droughts?
• Is there a short-term food shortage or longer-term starvation?
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• Are there long-term food shortages affecting health?
Environment
• Do sound environmental policies exist and are current practices sustainable?
• Is natural disaster likely and/or recurring?
• If a natural disaster occurs, is there an adequate response plan?
• Has deforestation taken place or are there laws to protect forests?
Resources
• Does resource competition exist?
• Does land competition exist and are there laws to arbitrate disputes?
• Is there access to an adequate potable water supply?
Refugees and
IDPs

Refugees
• Are refugees likely to come from neighboring countries?
• Are there resources to provide for projected and actual refugees?
• Are there sufficient refugee camps or are refugees integrated into communities?
• Are there reports of violence against refugees?
• Are conditions safe in refugee camps?
Internally Displaced Persons
• How many IDPs are there in relation to population?
• Are IDPs likely to increase in the near future?
• Are there resources to provide for projected and actual IDPs?
Response to Displacement
• Is there access to additional resources from international community for refugees
and/or IDPs?
• Are there plans for relocation and settlement of current IDPs and/or refugees?

External
Intervention

Political Intervention
• Is there external support for factions opposed to the government?
Force Intervention
• Are foreign troops present?
• Are military attacks from other countries occurring?
• Is there external military assistance?
• Are there military training exercises with other nations or support of military training
from other states?
• Is there a peacekeeping operation on the ground?
• Is there external support for police training?
• Are covert operations taking place?
Economic Intervention
• Is the country receiving economic intervention or aid?
• Is the country dependent on economic aid?

Institute for Economics and Peace: Global Peace Index 2019159
The Global Peace Index identified the following as very low and low peacefulness:
Very Low Peacefulness:
3. South Sudan
6. Somalia
1. Afghanistan
4. Yemen
7. Central African
2. Syria
5. Iraq
Republic
159 “Global Peace Index 2019: Measuring Peace in a Complex World” (Institute for Economics & Peace, June 2019),
http://visionofhumanity.org/app/uploads/2019/06/GPI-2019-web003.pdf. “Global Peace Index 2019.”
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8. Libya
9. Democratic
Republic of the
Congo
10. Russia
11. Pakistan
12. Turkey
13. Sudan
14. Ukraine
15. North Korea
16. Nigeria

19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.

Low Peacefulness:
17. Lebanon
18. Israel

Mali
Venezuela
Colombia
Palestine
India
Mexico
Iran
Cameroon
Chad
Egypt
Burundi
Philippines
Eritrea
Zimbabwe

33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.

Ethiopia
Azerbaijan
Saudi Arabia
United States
South Africa
Niger
Myanmar
Bahrain
Honduras
Mauritania
Republic of the
Congo
44. Nicaragua
45. Kenya

The ranking is determined using the following indicators:
Global Peace Index Indicators160
Indicator

Source
Ongoing Domestic and International Conflict

Number and duration of internal conflicts

UCDP Battle-Related Deaths Dataset, Non-State
Conflict Dataset and One-sided Violence Dataset;
Institute for Economics and Peace (IEP)

Number of deaths from external organized
conflict

UCDP Armed Conflict Dataset

Number of deaths from internal organized
conflict

International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS)
Armed Conflict Database (ACD)

Number, duration and role in external conflicts

UCDP Battle-Related Deaths Dataset; IEP

Intensity of organized internal conflict

Qualitative assessment by Economist Intelligence
Unit (EIU) analysts

Relations with neighboring countries

Qualitative assessment by EIU analysts

Societal Safety and Security
Level of perceived criminality in society

Qualitative assessment by EIU analysts

Number of refugees and internally displaced
people as a percentage of the population

Office of the High Commissioner for Refugees
(UNHCR) Mid-Year Trends; Internal
Displacement Monitoring Centre (IDMC)

160

“Global Peace Index 2019,” 85. “Global Peace Index 2019,” 85.
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Political instability

Qualitative assessment by EIU analysts

Political Terror Scale

Gibney, Mark, Linda Cornett, Reed Wood, Peter
Haschke, Daniel Arnon, and Attilio Pisanò. 2017.
The Political Terror Scale 1976-2016.

Impact of terrorism

IEP Global Terrorism Index (GTI)

Number of homicides per 100,000 people

United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime
(UNODC) Surveys on Crime Trends and the
Operations of Criminal Justice Systems (CTS);
EIU estimates

Level of violent crime

Qualitative assessment by EIU analysts

Likelihood of violent demonstrations

Qualitative assessment by EIU analysts

Number of jailed population per 100,000 people

World Prison Brief, Institute for Criminal Policy
Research at Birkbeck, University of London

Number of internal security officers and police
per 100,000 people

UNODC CTS; EIU estimates

Militarization
Military expenditure as a percentage of GDP

The Military Balance, International Institute for
Strategic Studies (IISS)

Number of armed services personnel per 100,000
people

The Military Balance, IISS

Volume of transfers of major conventional
weapons as recipient (imports) per 100,000
people

Stockholm International Peace Research Institute
(SIPRI) Arms Transfers Database

Volume of transfers of major conventional
weapons as supplier (exports) per 100,000
people

SIPRI Arms Transfers Database

Financial contribution to UN peacekeeping
missions

United Nations Committee on Contributions; IEP

Nuclear and heavy weapons capabilities

The Military Balance, IISS; SIPRI; UN Register of
Conventional Arms; IEP

Ease of access to small arms and light weapons

Qualitative assessment by EIU analysts

OECD States of Fragility 2018161
The OECD States of Fragility Report identifies 58 fragile contexts:
1. Somalia
2. South Sudan
161

“States of Fragility 2018.”
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3. Central African
Republic
4. Yemen
5. Democratic
Republic of the
Congo
6. Afghanistan
7. Chad
8. Syrian Arab
Republic
9. Burundi
10. Ethiopia
11. Eritrea
12. Sudan
13. Haiti
14. Iraq
15. Mali
16. Pakistan
17. Kenya
18. Congo
19. Liberia

20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.

Zimbabwe
Niger
Gambia
Mozambique
Libya
Guinea
Guinea-Bissau
North Korea
Mauritania
Uganda
Myanmar
Cameroon
Tanzania
Sierra Leone
Bangladesh
Nigeria
Egypt
Burkina Faso
Madagascar
Angola

40. West Bank/Gaza
Strip
41. Venezuela
42. Tajikistan
43. Guatemala
44. Zambia
45. Papua New Guinea
46. Equatorial Guinea
47. Rwanda
48. Nepal
49. Cote d’Ivoire
50. Laos
51. Honduras
52. Comoros
53. Swaziland
54. Djibouti
55. Solomon Islands
56. Iran
57. Timor-Leste
58. Malawi

The fragile contexts are identified using these indicators:
OECD States of Fragility Indicators162
Indicator

Description

Source
Societal

Gini coefficient

Distribution of income

V-DEM

Gender
inequality

Measures gender inequalities in reproductive health (maternal
mortality ratio and adolescent birth rates); empowerment
(proportion of parliamentary seats occupied by females and
proportion of adult females and males aged 25 years and older with
at least some secondary education); and economic status
(expressed as labor market participation and measured by labor
force participation rate of female and male populations aged 15
years and older)

UNDP/Human
Development
Index (HDI)

Horizontal
inequality

Do all social groups (distinguished by language, ethnicity, religion,
race, region, or caste) enjoy the same level of civil liberties or are
some groups generally in a more favorable position?

V-DEM

162

“States of Fragility 2018,” 268–70.
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Uprooted
people

Combination of the number of refugees, returned refugees, and
internally displaced persons

Index for Risk
Management
(INFORM)

Urbanization
growth

Annual urban population growth

World Bank

Core civil
society index

Provides a measure of the robustness of a nation’s civil society

V-DEM

Access to
justice

Extent to which citizens enjoy secure and effective access to justice

V-DEM

Voice and
accountability

Reflects perceptions of the extent to which a country’s citizens are
able to participate in selecting their government, as well as freedom
of expression, freedom of association, and free media

WGI

Political
Regime
persistence

Number of years polity has persisted (as measured by no change in
any of the Polity IV measures)

Polity IV

Political terror

Levels of state-sanctioned or state-perpetrated violence (e.g.
political violence such as assassinations of political challengers and
police brutality)

Political Terror
Scale (PTS)

Perception of
corruption

TI Transparency International (TI) Corruption Perceptions Index
(CPI) ranks countries annually by their perceived levels of
corruption, as determined by expert assessments and opinion
surveys. The CPI generally defines corruption as “the misuse of
public power for private benefit.”

TI

Decentralized
elections

Are there elected regional governments and, if so, to what extent
can they operate without interference from unelected bodies at the
regional level?

V-DEM

Voice and
accountability

Reflects perceptions of the extent to which a country’s citizens are
able to participate in selecting their government, as well as freedom
of expression, freedom of association, and free media

WGI

Restricted
gender physical
integrity value

Measures prevalence of laws on rape and domestic violence and
captures experience of violence

OECD

Judicial
constraints on
executive
power

To what extent does the executive respect the constitution and
comply with court rulings, and to what extent is the judiciary able
to act in an independent fashion?

V-DEM

Legislative
constraints on
executive
power

To what extent are the legislature and government agencies (e.g.
comptroller general, general prosecutor or ombudsman) capable of
questioning, investigating, and exercising oversight over the
executive?

V-DEM
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Environmental
Natural hazard
exposure

Measures the exposure to disasters such as earthquake, tsunami,
flood, tropical cyclone and drought

INFORM

Environmental
health

Measure of health impacts, quality of air, water, and sanitation

Yale

Uprooted
people

Combination of the number of refugees, returned refugees, and
internally displaced persons

INFORM

Prevalence of
infectious
disease

Infectious disease deaths per 100,000 population

Global Burden
of Disease
(GBD) and
Center for
Strategic and
International
Studies (CSIS)

Socioeconomic
vulnerability

Measures the (in)ability of individuals and households to afford
safe and resilient livelihood conditions and wellbeing; combines
indicators of development and deprivation, inequality, and aid
dependency

INFORM

Rule of law

Reflects perceptions of the extent to which agents have confidence
in and abide by the rules of society, in particular the quality of
contract enforcement, property rights, police and courts, and the
likelihood of crime and violence

WGI

Government
effectiveness

Captures perceptions of the quality of public services; the quality
of the civil service and the degree of its independence from
political pressures; the quality of policy formulation and
implementation; and the credibility of the government’s
commitment to such policies

WGI

Core civil
society index

How robust is civil society?

V-DEM

Food security

Prevalence of undernourishment, average dietary supply adequacy,
domestic food price index, and domestic food price volatility

INFORM

Economic
Resource rent
dependence

The sum of oil rents, natural gas rents, coal rents (hard and soft),
mineral rents, and forest rents

World Bank

General
government
gross debt

General government debt as a percentage of GDP

IMF

NEET

Proportion of youth not in employment, education or training
(NEET)

International
Labor
Organization
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Aid
dependency

Combination of net ODA as a percentage of GNI, total ODA per
capita in the last two years, and total humanitarian aid per capita in
last two years

Unemployment
rate

INFORM

World Bank

Socioeconomic
vulnerability

Combination of indicators related to development and deprivation,
inequality, and aid dependency

INFORM

GDP growth
rate

Compound annual growth rate of GDP over the last five years

World Bank

Women in
labor force

Percentage of female participation in the labor force

UNDP/HDI

Men in labor
force

Percentage of male participation in the labor force

UNDP/HDI

Education

Measured by the mean of years of schooling for adults age 25 years
and over and expected years of schooling for children of school
age entering school

HDI

Regulatory
quality

Reflects perceptions of the ability of the government to formulate
and implement sound policies and regulations that permit and
promote private sector development

WGI

Remoteness

Trade-weighted average distance from world markets

EVI Indicators

Food security

Prevalence of undernourishment, average dietary supply adequacy,
domestic food price index and domestic food price volatility

INFORM

Security
Violent conflict
risk

Statistical risk of violent conflict in the next 1-4 years based on 25
quantitative indicators from open sources

INFORM

Homicide rate

Intentional homicide rate per 100 000 population

UNODC

Level of violent
criminal
activity

Intensity of violent activities by underground political
organizations: by criminal organizations (e.g. drug trafficking, arms
trafficking, prostitution, etc.)

IPD

Deaths by nonstate actors per
capita

Total of one-sided and non-state actor datasets, average per capita
rate, 2013-16

UCDP-NS

Impact of
terrorism

Global Terrorism Index score for a context in a given year
accounts for the relative impact of incidents in the year, based on
four factors: number of terrorist incidents; number of fatalities
caused by terrorism; number of injuries caused by terrorism; and

IEP/National
Consortium for
the Study of
Terrorism and
Responses to
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Battle-related
deaths per
capita (log)

approximate level of total property damage from terrorist incidents
in a given year
It is a five-year weighted average to capture lingering fear effects

Terrorism
(START)

Total of battle-related deaths per capita, transformed using the
logarithm function

UCDP-Battle
Deaths

Police officers
per 100,000

Global Peace
Index (GPI)

Armed security
officers per
100,000

GPI

Rule of law

Reflects perceptions of the extent to which agents have confidence
in and abide by the rules of society, in particular the quality of
contract enforcement, property rights, police and courts, and the
likelihood of crime and violence

WGI

Control over
territory

Over what percentage of the territory does the state have effective
control?

V-DEM

Government
effectiveness

Captures perceptions of the quality of public services, the quality
of the civil service and the degree of its independence from
political pressures; the quality of policy formulation and
implementation; and the credibility of the government’s
commitment to such policies

WGI

Restricted
gender physical
integrity value

Measures prevalence of laws on rape and domestic violence and
captures experience of violence

OECD

Formal
alliances

Formal alliance between at least two states that falls into the class
of defense pact, neutrality or non-aggression treaty, or entente
agreement

Correlates of
War (COW)

World Bank Harmonized List of Fragile Situations163
The World Bank Harmonized List of Fragile Situations defines fragile situations has having: “a) a
harmonized average CPIA country rating of 3.2 or less, or b) the presence of a UN and/or regional
peacekeeping or peacebuilding mission during the past three years.”164
The CPIA is the World Bank’s Country Policy and Institutional Assessment, which assesses “the
conduciveness of [a country’s policy and institutional] framework to fostering poverty reduction,

163 “Harmonized List of Fragile Situations FY19” (World Bank, 2019),
http://pubdocs.worldbank.org/en/892921532529834051/FCSList-FY19-Final.pdf. “Harmonized List of Fragile
Situations.”
164 “Harmonized List of Fragile Situations.” “Harmonized List of Fragile Situations.”

71

sustainable growth, and the effective use of development assistance.”165 The CPIA is made up of 16
criteria. Each country is rated on a scale of 1 (low) to 6 (high) in each criterion; the scores are
aggregated to create the overall CPIA score.166
CPIA Criteria167
Economic Management
Monetary and Exchange Rate Policies
Fiscal Policy
Debt Policy and Management
Structural Policies
Trade
Financial Sector
Business Regulatory Environment
Policies for Social Inclusion/Equity
Gender Equality
Equity of Public Resource Use
Building Human Resources
Social Protection and Labor
Policies and Institutions for Environmental Sustainability
Public Sector Management and Institutions
Property Rights and Rule-based Governance
Quality of Budgetary and Financial Management
Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization
Quality of Public Administration
Transparency, Accountability, and Corruption in the Public Sector

“The World Bank’s Country Policy and Institutional Assessment: An IEG Evaluation” (Washington, D.C: World
Bank, 2010), 3.
166 “CPIA Criteria 2017” (World Bank, 2017), 4, http://pubdocs.worldbank.org/en/597681562869817624/CPIACriteria-2017-new-version.pdf. “CPIA Criteria 2017,” 4.
167 “CPIA Criteria 2017.” “CPIA Criteria 2017.”
165
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Harmonized List of Fragile Situations, 2019
Country

World
Bank
CPIA

Asian
Dev.
Bank
CPIA

African
Dev.
Bank
CPIA

Harmonized
Average

Peacekeeping
Missions

Political and
Peacebuilding
Missions

International Development Association (IDA) Eligible
Afghanistan

2.68

2.78

2.73

Burundi

2.91

3.11

3.01

Central African
Republic

2.48

2.48

2.48

Chad

2.66

3.23

2.94

Comoros

2.81

2.12

2.46

Congo, Dem. Rep.

2.83

3.25

3.04

Congo, Rep.

2.70

3.28

2.99

Cote d’Ivoire

3.38

3.71

3.54

Djibouti

2.97

3.30

3.13

Eritrea

1.85

2.13

1.99

Gambia

2.97

2.94

2.95

Guinea-Bissau

2.45

2.63

2.54

Haiti

2.88

Kiribati

2.99

Kosovo

3.57

Liberia

3.13

Mali

3.40

Marshall Islands

2.60

2.88

2.74

Micronesia

2.75

2.88

2.74

Mozambique

3.17

Myanmar

3.00

3.31

3.15

Solomon Islands

2.93

3.23

3.08

2.88
2.94

P

P

PK

PK

PK
P
PK

2.97
3.57

PK

3.36

3.24

PK

3.74

3.57

PK

3.16

3.16

Somalia

P
73

South Sudan

1.53

1.86

1.69

PK

Sudan

2.38

2.56

2.47

PK

Togo

3.13

3.19

3.16

Tuvalu

2.90

Yemen

2.11

Syria

3.02

2.96
2.11
Territories

West Bank and
Gaza

P
Blend

Papua New
Guinea

2.96

2.86

2.91

Timor-Leste

2.85

3.46

3.15

Zimbabwe

2.78

2.66

2.72

International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD) Only
Iraq

P

Lebanon

P

Libya

P
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Appendix B: Country Ratings on Global Fragility Act
Selection Indices
Country

Afghanistan
Angola

OECD States of
Fragility
report168
Extremely
Fragile
Fragile

Azerbaijan
Bahrain
Bangladesh
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cameroon
Central African
Republic
Chad

Fragile
Fragile
Extremely
Fragile
Fragile
Extremely
Fragile
Extremely
Fragile

China
Colombia
Comoros
Congo
Cote d'Ivoire

Fragile
Fragile
Fragile

Fund for Peace
Fragile States
Index169

World Bank
Harmonized
List of Fragile
Situations170

Institute for
Economics and
Peace Global
Peace Index171

Holocaust
Museum Early
Warning
Project Risk
Assessment172

High Alert

2.73

Very Low

2

Medium

7

Low

87

Low
Medium
Medium

45
13
52

Low

16

Low

17

High Warning
Elevated
Warning
Warning
High Warning
High Warning
Alert

3.01

Alert
High Alert

2.48

Very Low

34

High Alert

2.94

Low

19

Medium

30

Low

76

Low
Medium

130
27
11

Elevated
Warning
Elevated
Warning
High Warning
Alert
Alert

2.46
2.99
3.54

“States of Fragility 2018.” Scale: Extremely Fragile, Fragile. Notes: Limited list that does not include all countries.
“Fragile States Index 2019.” Scale: Very High Alert, High Alert, Alert, High Warning, Elevated Warning, Warning,
etc. “Fragile States Index 2019.” Scale: Very High Alert, High Alert, Alert, High Warning, Elevated Warning, Warning,
etc.
170 “Harmonized List of Fragile Situations.” Scale: “‘Fragile Situations’ have: either a] a harmonized average CPIA
country rating of 3.2 or less, or b) the presence of a UN and/or regional peace-keeping or peace-building mission during
the past three years. This list includes only IDA eligible countries and non-member or inactive territories/countries
without CPIA data. IBRD countries with CPIA ratings below 3.200 do not qualify on this list due to non disclosure of
CPIA ratings; IBRD countries that are included here qualify only by the presence of a peacekeeping, political or peacebuilding mission - and their CPIA ratings are thus not quoted here.” Notes: Limited list that does not include all
countries. “Harmonized List of Fragile Situations.” Scale: “‘Fragile Situations’ have: either a] a harmonized average CPIA
country rating of 3.2 or less, or b) the presence of a UN and/or regional peace-keeping or peace-building mission during
the past three years. This list includes only IDA eligible countries and non-member or inactive territories/countries
without CPIA data. IBRD countries with CPIA ratings below 3.200 do not qualify on this list due to non disclosure of
CPIA ratings; IBRD countries that are included here qualify only by the presence of a peacekeeping, political or peacebuilding mission - and their CPIA ratings are thus not quoted here.” Notes: Limited list that does not include all
countries.
171 “Global Peace Index 2019.” Scale: Very Low, Low, Medium, High, Very High. “Global Peace Index 2019.” Scale:
Very Low, Low, Medium, High, Very High.
172 “Countries at Risk for Mass Killings 2018–19.” Scale: 1 is worst. “Countries at Risk for Mass Killings 2018–19.”
Scale: 1 is worst.
168
169

75

Democratic
People’s
Republic of
Korea
Democratic
Republic of the
Congo
Djibouti
Egypt
Equatorial
Guinea
Eritrea
Ethiopia
Gambia
Guatemala
Guinea
Guinea-Bissau
Haiti
Honduras

Fragile

Alert

Extremely
Fragile

Very High Alert

Fragile
Fragile

High Warning
High Warning

Fragile

High Warning

Extremely
Fragile
Extremely
Fragile
Fragile
Fragile
Fragile
Fragile
Extremely
Fragile
Fragile

India
Iran
Iraq

Extremely
Fragile

Israel
Kenya
Kiribati
Kosovo

Fragile

Laos

Fragile

Lebanon
Liberia
Libya
Madagascar
Malawi
Mali
Marshall Islands
Mauritania
Mexico

28

3.04

Very Low

1

3.13

Medium
Low

49
3

High

75

Low

67

Low

32
68
83
40
99

1.99

Alert
High Warning
High Warning
Alert
Alert

2.95

2.54

High
Medium
Medium
Medium

Alert

2.88

Medium

26

Low

92

Low

14

Low

41

Very Low

18

Low

108

Low

25

Elevated
Warning
Elevated
Warning
High Warning
Alert
Elevated
Warning
Alert
2.97
3.57

Fragile
Fragile
Fragile
Fragile
Extremely
Fragile

Elevated
Warning
High Warning
Alert
Alert
High Warning
High Warning

3.24

Alert

3.57

Medium
Medium

58

Low
High
Very Low
High
High

91
94
12
65
89

Low

53

Low
Low

61
74

Medium
Low
Medium

33
22
46

2.74
Fragile

Micronesia
Mozambique
Myanmar
Nepal

Alert

Very Low

Fragile
Fragile
Fragile

Alert
Warning
Elevated
Warning
High Warning
Alert
High Warning

2.82
3.16
3.15
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Nicaragua
Niger
Nigeria
Pakistan
Palestine/ West
Bank and Gaza
Strip
Papua New
Guinea
Philippines

Fragile
Fragile
Fragile
Fragile

Elevated
Warning

Fragile

High Warning

Russia
Rwanda

Fragile

Saudi Arabia
Sierra Leone
Solomon Islands
Somalia

Fragile
Fragile
Extremely
Fragile

South Africa
South Sudan
Sudan

Elevated
Warning
Alert
Alert
Alert

Extremely
Fragile
Extremely
Fragile

43
20
5

Low
2.91

Low

62

Very Low

38

Medium

29

Low

77

High

64
138

Very High Alert

Very Low

10

Elevated
Warning

Low

51

High Warning
Elevated
Warning
High Warning
Elevated
Warning
High Warning
High Warning

3.08

Very High Alert

1.69

Very Low

4

High Alert

2.47

Very Low

9

High

100

Very Low

15

Medium

48

High
High
Medium
Very Low

21
120
56
8

Medium

23

Very Low

47

Low

55

2.11

Very Low

6

2.72

High
Low

79
24

High Warning

Syria

Extremely
Fragile

Very High Alert

Tajikistan

Fragile

Tanzania
Timor-Leste
Togo
Turkey
Tuvalu
Uganda

Fragile
Fragile

No data but on
list

Elevated
Warning
High Warning
High Warning
High Warning
High Warning

3.15
3.16
2.96

Fragile

Ukraine

Zambia
Zimbabwe

Low
Very Low
Very Low

59

Fragile

Yemen

57

Medium

Swaziland/
Eswatini

Venezuela

Low

Fragile
Extremely
Fragile
Fragile
Fragile

Alert
Elevated
Warning
High Warning
Very High Alert
High Warning
Alert

77

Appendix C: List of Interviews
D.C.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Patricia Agupusi, American University
Tyler Beckelman, United States Institute of Peace
Leanne Erdberg Steadman, United States Institute of Peace
James Finkel, Stimson Center
Desha Girod, Georgetown University
Corinne Graff, United States Institute of Peace
Hrach Gregorian, American University
S. Ayse Kadayifci-Orellana, Georgetown University
Matthew Levinger, George Washington University
Patrick Quirk, International Republican Institute
Sarah Rose, Center for Global Development
Megan Stewart, American University
Daniel Weggeland, Georgetown University
Erol Yayboke, CSIS

Ethiopia Interviews
• Reshid Abdi, USAID
• Ahmed Abdulahi Hassen, Mercy Corps
• Hassan Ahmed, PACT
• Daniel Alemu, Mercy Corps
• Swikriti Bashyal, IOM
• Jean Choi, UNICEF
• Mohamed Ali Dahir, Somali Regional Security and Administration Department
• Nega Garbaba, UN Women
• Benyam Getaneh, USAID
• Adrian Harris, DFID
• Christopher Hattayer, U.S. Embassy
• Scott Hedlund, USAID
• Martine Jahre, UN RCO
• Tapfu Kusemwa, UNICEF
• Jane Marchant, UK Embassy
• Darragh Minogue, UNICEF
• Hassan Mowlid, IOM
• Amanuel Mulatu, PACT
• Liam Perret, UNDP
• Benjamin Reese, UNICEF
• Verity Rushton, UNICEF
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Sajjad Mohammad Sajid, OCHA
Kwesi Sansculotte-Greenridge, UN RCO
John Shumlansky, CRS
Galeta Simesso, World Vision
Paul Vaca, USAID
Zemede Zewdie, CRS

Guatemala Interviews
• Marcela Aquino, Glass Wing International
• Karen Avendaño, Fe y Alegría Guatemala
• Luis Azurduy, USAID
• Elizabeth Bocaletti, Save the Children
• Andrés Álvarez Castañeda, Universidad de Valle de Guatemala (UVG)
• Erick Coyoy, Asociación de Investigación y Estudios Sociales (ASIES)
• Adriana Díaz, Mercy Corps
• Lorena Escobar, ASIES
• Carmen Rosa de León Escribano, IEPADES
• Jamie Evans-Butler, USAID
• Brian Husler, Tetratech
• Marcel Janssen, Mercy Corps
• Celia Luna, ASIES
• John Lundine, Plan International
• Kenneth Maclean, USAID
• Diego Marroquín, Comité de Asociaciones Agrícolas, Comerciales, Industriales y Financieras
(CACIF)
• Mary McInemey, Save the Children
• Claudia Mendez, Journalist
• Carlos Mendoza, Diálogos
• Hugo Novales, ASIES
• Wayne Pitts, Research Triangle Institute International (RTI)
• Program Officer #1, Plan International
• Program Officer #2, Mercy Corps
• Program Officer #3, Mercy Corps
• Maria Eugenia Ramirez Motta, Fe y Alegría Guatemala
• Axel Romero, Former Vice-Minister of the Interior for Violence Prevention
• Paul Townsend, CRS
• Edgar Villanueva, CACIF
• Marcelo Viscarra, Mercy Corps
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Appendix D: D.C. Interview Guide
1. Introductions
2. Interviewee details:
a. Name
b. Title
c. Would you be happy to be quoted or prefer to be anonymized?
3. Overview of project: We are masters students from the Harvard Kennedy School working on our
final year capstone project. Our final product will be used by Mercy Corps and a coalition of other
non-profit organizations to inform the implementation of the Global Fragility Act by the U.S.
Government. The main questions we’re trying to answer are what the criteria for country/region
selection should be, what programmatic models should be used, how to coordinate across agencies,
geographies, and sectors, and what metrics should be used.
4. Overview of Global Fragility Act: The Global Fragility Act establishes a 10-year pilot strategy for
USAID, the Department of State, and Department of Defense to work together to prevent violence
in five or more fragile regions and countries.
5. Criteria for country selection:
a. The Global Fragility Act lists several criteria for country and region selection, including U.S.
national security interests, various indicators of violence and fragility, and an assessment of
the recipient government and civil society capacity to work with the U.S. Government. What
criteria do you think are most important?
b. When is a country too fragile for a prevention intervention to be effective?
c. If the intervention has the possibility to be effective, are there ethical concerns of choosing
one population over another?
d. Can you expand on the relationship between extremism, criminal conduct, fragility, and
conflict?
e. Which countries or regions would be on your shortlist and why?
6. Programmatic models:
a. What programs have demonstrated effective results?
b. Are they scalable and transferable to other contexts?
c. What programs have not demonstrated effective results?
d. What can we learn from those that have failed?
e. How do you define conflict prevention, peacebuilding, and stabilization?
7. Culture and coordination:
a. What is necessary in terms of interagency and field-D.C. coordination?
b. And coordination with NGOs and civil society?
c. Do incentives and management practices need to be shifted in order to re-shape policy to be
preventative instead of reactive?
8. Metrics and oversight:
a. What metrics do you use to measure success?
b. How should programs be evaluated and by whom?
c. How can metrics for success be structured to allow for flexibility in implementation on the
ground?
d. How can the U.S. Government balance the need for metrics and oversight with the burden
that supplying this information has on program administrators in the field?
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Appendix E: Ethiopia and Guatemala Interview Guide
1. Introductions
2. Interviewee details:
a. Name
b. Title
c. Would you be happy to be quoted or prefer to be anonymized?
3. Overview of project: We are masters students from the Harvard Kennedy School working
on our final year capstone project. Our final product will be used by Mercy Corps and a
coalition of other non-profit organizations to inform the implementation of the Global
Fragility Act by the U.S. Government. The main questions we’re trying to answer are what
the criteria for country/region selection should be, what programmatic models should be
used, how to coordinate across agencies, geographies, and sectors, and what metrics should
be used.
4. Overview of Global Fragility Act: The Global Fragility Act establishes a 10-year pilot
strategy for USAID, the Department of State, and Department of Defense to work together
to prevent violence in five or more fragile regions and countries.
5. Criteria for country selection:
a. What would make Ethiopia (or the Sahel)/Guatemala (or the Northern Triangle) a
compelling priority country (or region) for the Global Fragility Act?
b. What would make Ethiopia/Guatemala a challenging priority country for the Global
Fragility Act?
i. In Ethiopia, probe on goal of becoming a Middle-Income Country
ii. In Guatemala, probe on U.S. pulling funding
c. When is a country too fragile for a prevention intervention to be effective?
d. If the intervention has the possibility to be effective, are there ethical concerns of
choosing one population over another?
6. Programmatic models:
a. What programs have demonstrated effective results?
b. Are they scalable and transferable to other contexts?
c. What programs have not demonstrated effective results?
d. What can we learn from those that have failed?
7. Culture and coordination:
a. What is necessary in terms of interagency and field-D.C. coordination?
b. And coordination with NGOs and civil society?
c. Do incentives and management practices need to be shifted in order to re-shape
policy to be preventative instead of reactive?
8. Metrics and oversight:
a. What metrics do you use to measure success?
b. How should programs be evaluated and by whom?
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Appendix F: Defining Fragility
Differing Definitions of Fragility
Fragility is as complex a concept as fragile states are diverse, and multiple approaches to defining
fragility have emerged. The following table provides a sample of the various definitions encountered
over the course of the literature review.
Definitions of Fragility
Source

Definition of Fragility

African Development
Bank173

“[F]ragility is a condition of elevated risk of institutional breakdown, societal
collapse, or violent conflict.”

DOS174

“Countries at risk of going into conflict, are in conflict, or coming out of
conflict.”

DFID175

“The government cannot or will not deliver core functions to the majority of
its people, including the poor, where core functions include service
entitlements, justice and security.”

European Union176

“Fragility refers to weak or failing structures and to situations where the social
contract is broken due to the State's incapacity or unwillingness to deal with its
basic functions, meet its obligations and responsibilities regarding the rule of
law, protection of human rights and fundamental freedoms, security and safety
of its population, poverty reduction, service delivery, the transparent and
equitable management of resources and access to power.”

IMF177

“[D]efines [fragile states or] FS as having either weak institutional capacity as
measured by the World Bank’s Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
(CPIA) score (average of 3.2 or lower) and/or experience of conflict (signaled
by presence of a peacekeeping or peacebuilding operation in the most recent
three-year period).”

173 “African Development Bank Group Strategy for Addressing Fragility and Building Resilience in Africa” (African
Development Bank Group, 2014), 4, https://www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/Documents/PolicyDocuments/Addressing_Fragility_and_Building_Resilience_in_Africa_The_AfDB_Group_Strategy_2014%E2%80%932019.pdf.
174 James Richardson, “America’s Interests in Fragile States: Targeting Foreign Assistance for Strategic Prevention”
(Hudson Institute, October 7, 2019), https://www.state.gov/americas-interests-in-fragile-states-targeting-foreignassistance-for-strategic-prevention/.
175 Frances Stewart and Graham Brown, “Fragile States,” CRISE Working Paper, January 2009, 2,
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/57a08b62e5274a27b2000af7/wp51.pdf.
176 “Council Conclusions on a EU Response to Situations of Fragility” (Council of the European Union, November
2007), 1, https://europa.eu/capacity4dev/public-fragility/document/council-conclusions-eu-response-situationsfragility.
177 “Building Fiscal Capacity in Fragile States,” Policy Papers (International Monetary Fund, June 14, 2017), 7,
https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/Policy-Papers/Issues/2017/06/14/pp041817building-fiscal-capacity-in-fragilestate.
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OECD178

“The combination of exposure to risk and insufficient coping capacity of the
state, system and/or communities to manage, absorb or mitigate those risks.”

USAID179

“The extent to which state-society relations fail to produce outcomes that are
considered to be effective and legitimate.”

U.S. Army Field
Manual180

Fragile state is “no longer formally defined” in the active version of the
Manual. In an older, 2008 version, fragile state was defined as “A country that
suffers from institutional weaknesses serious enough to threaten the stability of
the central government.”

World Bank181

“Periods when states or institutions lack the capacity, accountability, or
legitimacy to mediate relations between citizen groups and between citizens
and the state, making them vulnerable for violence.”

Classifying Fragility
In addition to differing approaches to defining fragility, there are also different approaches to
classifying states as fragile. One approach is to use the dimensions of fragility – authority, capacity,
legitimacy, and social cohesion – and create a typology of state fragility based on the degree of fragility
within each category. For example, Ziaja et al. categorize states within the following groups:
dysfunctional in all dimensions, low-control despite decent implementation capacity, low-capacity but
rather decent control of violence, low-legitimacy despite decent violence control and implementation
capacity, semi-functional in all dimensions, and well-functioning in all dimensions.182 Another
approach is to use continuous indices and measure fragility in the component dimensions, thereafter
ranking states based on their scores.183
Criticisms of Fragility Definitions
It is important to note that the way that fragility is defined and discussed in the aid community is not
without criticism.184 Some scholars have argued that the concepts of fragility and failed states have
been used as precursors for Western intervention, highlighting Afghanistan and Iraq as examples.185
178 “States of Fragility 2016 - Understanding Violence” (OECD, November 30, 2016), 16,
https://www.oecd.org/dac/states-of-fragility-2016-9789264267213-en.htm.
179 Ashley Moran et al., “Policy Summary: The Nexus of Fragility and Climate Risks” (USAID, March 2019), 6,
https://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PA00TKRR.pdf.
180 “U.S. Army Field Manual” (Department of the Army, June 2, 2014), vi,
https://armypubs.army.mil/epubs/DR_pubs/DR_a/pdf/web/fm3_07.pdf; “U.S. Army Field Manual” (Department of
the Army, October 2008), Glossary-5, https://www.hsdl.org/?abstract&did=234741.
181 “World Development Report 2011,” xvi.
182 Sebastian Ziaja, Jörn Grävingholt, and Merle Kreibaum, “Constellations of Fragility: An Empirical Typology of
States,” Studies in Comparative International Development 54, no. 2 (June 1, 2019): 299–321, https://doi.org/10.1007/s12116019-09284-3.
183 “Fragile States Index 2018 – Annual Report” (The Fund for Peace, 2018),
https://fundforpeace.org/2018/04/24/fragile-states-index-2018-annual-report/.
184 For a brief discussion of these criticisms, see OECD, “Concepts and Dilemmas of State Building in Fragile
Situations,” 65.
185 OECD, 76; Morten Bøås and Kathleen Jennings, “Insecurity and Development: The Rhetoric of the ‘Failed State,’”
The European Journal of Development Research 17, no. 3 (July 1, 2005): 385–95,
https://doi.org/10.1080/09578810500209148.
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Others have criticized the prevailing definitions of fragility as being so broad as to lack use in
policymaking.186 Critics would point to the OECD definition as one example of this phenomenon,
since it classifies 58 countries as fragile states – including countries experiencing drastically different
problems, such as Somalia and Iran.187 These criticisms are important to keep in mind during the
country selection component of the Global Fragility Act.
Where is Fragility a Challenge?
Fragility is not limited to poor countries. Middle-income and developed states experience degrees of
fragility. 30 of the 58 fragile contexts in the 2018 OECD States of Fragility Report are middle-income
countries.188 In addition, fragility differs in duration across contexts. As states may experience
temporary “fragile moments”189 or become stuck in a long-lasting “fragility trap.”190 Chronically fragile
states include: Afghanistan, Burundi, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, Comoros,
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Eritrea, Ethiopia,
Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Iraq, Kenya, Liberia, Myanmar, Niger, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sierra Leone, Solomon
Islands, Somalia, Sudan, Timor-Leste, Uganda, Yemen, and Zimbabwe.191

186 OECD, “Concepts and Dilemmas of State Building in Fragile Situations,” 76; James Putzel, “Why Development
Actors Need a Better Definition of ‘State Fragility,’” Policy Directions (Crisis States Research Centre, September 2010),
1.
187 “Compare Your Country by OECD,” OECD, accessed February 4, 2020,
http://www3.compareyourcountry.org/states-of-fragility/overview/0/.
188 “States of Fragility 2018,” 23.
189 Kaplan, “Identifying Truly Fragile States,” 51.
190 Collier, Besley, and Khan, “Escaping the Fragility Trap,” 54.
191 “States of Fragility 2018,” 25.
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Appendix G: The Link Between Fragility and Conflict
There is a large body of literature focused on why fragile situations escalate into full-fledged conflict.
In 2011, the World Bank surveyed the literature on the causes of violence and categorized them into
three arenas: security, economic, and justice.192 This Appendix follows and expands upon the World
Bank’s three-part typology.
Security
There are several triggers of conflict that impact the security arena of a state. Often, multiple of these
security triggers are present within one country, creating even more complex conflict dynamics.
Internal security dilemma: Past violence within a country can be a predictor of future violence. An
internal security dilemma may arise in societies that have suffered from past episodes of violence.
Internal security dilemma, drawn from the international relations concept of interstate security
dilemmas, can be defined as “a preemptive move based on perceptions of the other [group’s]
intentions.”193 Groups that previously were victims of violence often remain concerned about facing
another attack and will preemptively arm themselves. This drives other competing groups within
society to respond in kind, creating a spiral of action and reaction between conflicting groups that may
escalate into violence.194 Elites can manipulate the history of past violence and the fears of their
constituents to further their own political agendas, which can result in further destabilization within a
country.195
Invasion, occupation, and external support for rebels: The presence of external actors within a
country can contribute to violence. External state or non-state actors may employ violence to invade
or occupy territory, as might internal groups resisting invasion or occupation. The presence of external
actors can also alter internal security dynamics that increase the risk of conflict – external support for
one faction can tip the internal balance of power.196 The presence of external actors can also disrupt
the credibility of commitments made between internal factions, making peaceful resolution of
conflicts more difficult.197
Spillover from other conflicts: Fragile states are particularly at risk of experiencing negative
consequences from conflicts in neighboring states and regions.198 Fighting may literally cross borders
“World Development Report 2011,” 73–74.
“World Development Report 2011,” 74.
194 For a discussion of the security dilemma and interstate conflict, see John H. Herz, Political Realism and Political Idealism:
A Study in Theories and Realities (University of Chicago Press, 1951), 157; Shiping Tang, “The Security Dilemma: A
Conceptual Analysis,” Security Studies 18, no. 3 (September 18, 2009): 594, https://doi.org/10.1080/09636410903133050.
For a discussion of the security dilemma in the specific context of intrastate, civil war, see De Figueiredo and Weingast,
“The Rationality of Fear: Political Opportunism and Ethnic Conflict,” in Civil Wars, Insecurity, and Intervention, ed. Barbara
F. Walter and Jack L. Snyder (New York: Columbia University Press, 1999), 262,
https://contentstore.cla.co.uk/secure/link?id=7e802802-2d13-e811-80cd-005056af4099; Barry R. Posen, “The Security
Dilemma and Ethnic Conflict,” Survival 35, no. 1 (March 1, 1993): 27–47, https://doi.org/10.1080/00396339308442672.
195 “World Development Report 2011,” 73–74.
196 William Young et al., “Chapter Two: Review of the Literature Concerning Conflict Spillover,” in Spillover from the
Conflict in Syria: An Assessment of the Factors That Aid and Impede the Spread of Violence (Rand Corporation, 2014), 7. Young et
al., 7.
197 “World Development Report 2011,” 74.
198 Young et al., “Chapter Two: Review of the Literature Concerning Conflict Spillover,” 9. Young et al., 9.
192
193
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into the fragile state, directly implicating the state’s security. Flows of refugees from these conflicts
can also place destabilizing pressures on state security and social service institutions.199
Terrorism: Transnational terrorism can create conflict within fragile states by provoking external
actors to intervene militarily, as the U.S. did in Afghanistan after the 9/11 attacks.200 Transnational
terrorism may also spill over to neighboring states, creating instability through refugees, internally
displaced persons, and disruption to state services.201 Additionally, when used as a tactic during civil
war, terrorism can prolong a conflict and make it more intractable.202 Terrorist movements can attract
foreign fighters and resources, and the extreme ideology of certain terrorist groups makes negotiating
a settlement to conflict nearly impossible.203
Crime: Crime can facilitate the outbreak of conflict by providing factions with access to criminal
supply networks, resources, and the capabilities needed to arm actors.204 In this same way, organized
crime can lengthen conflicts by expanding the resources available to rebel groups and governments
alike. For example, in the Syrian civil war, human trafficking, the illegal trade of antiquities and
artifacts, oil, narcotics, and other forms of organized criminal activity have funded both insurgents
and the government.205 The weak institutions of fragile states allow criminal actors to thrive and to
“connect” with violent actors.206 Further, when a state is dysfunctional and unable to provide basic
social services, criminal organizations may effectively stand in for the state by providing these
services.207 Organized criminal networks that flourished during conflict continue to pose problems
even in post-conflict states, threatening the ability of state to rebuild institutions and formal
economies.208
Economy
Stressors within the economy also increase the risk of conflict and may interact with other stressors
in the security and justice sectors.
Poverty and Inequality: Poverty and inequality can be a causal factors in civil war because they lower
“the opportunity cost of engaging in violence,” and make conflict a more attractive option for
199 Idean Salehyan and Kristian Skrede Gleditsch, “Refugee Flows and the Spread of Civil War,” International Organization
60, no. 2 (2006): 335–366; Young et al., “Chapter Two: Review of the Literature Concerning Conflict Spillover,” 8.
Salehyan and Gleditsch, “Refugee Flows and the Spread of Civil War”; Young et al., “Chapter Two: Review of the
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https://www.dw.com/en/burkina-faso-threatened-with-famine-caused-by-terrorism/a-50367365.
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marginalized groups.209 High rates of poverty are also associated with weak state institutions, indicating
a limited government capacity to respond to public grievances as well as threats of conflict.210
Population growth and youth bulge: Population growth contributes to violent conflict within a
state through multiple avenues.211 Population growth makes resources scarce and degrades the
environment, creating internal economic stressors that can escalate to conflict.212 Population growth
can also create high rates of youth unemployment, which contributes to conflict by creating a pool of
disaffected youths who can be recruited by rebel or terrorist groups.213
Urbanization: Higher degrees of urban density have been found to be linked to the likelihood of civil
war. In countries with dense urban populations, state power projection is often limited to these urban
areas; rural regions are outside the reach of state institutions, creating space for rebel groups to develop
and strengthen.214
Natural resources: Another economic stress factor is natural resource wealth. The causal mechanism
between natural resources and conflict is contested in the literature, but there are two main
overarching explanations – greed and grievance. Scholars have argued that rebel groups profit from
looting natural resources during conflict – a greed argument.215 Rebel groups can also sell futures in
natural resource rights to finance the conflict.216 Additionally, natural resources may also make foreign
intervention more likely, which can exacerbate violence.217 Natural resources may also weaken
institutions, increase corruption, and worsen economic inequalities, which create grievances that could
lead to conflict.218
Price shocks: Scholars have found that “price shocks generate contradictory pressures on conflict. A
price rise may generate greater rents to fight over via a rapacity effect. Alternatively, they may increase

209 “World Development Report 2011,” 74; Paul Collier and Anke Hoeffler, “Greed and Grievance in Civil War,” Oxford
Economic Papers 56, no. 4 (2004): 588; James D. Fearon and David D. Laitin, “Ethnicity, Insurgency, and Civil War,”
American Political Science Review 97, no. 1 (February 2003): 75, https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055403000534. “World
Development Report 2011,” 74; Collier and Hoeffler, “Greed and Grievance in Civil War,” 588; Fearon and Laitin,
“Ethnicity, Insurgency, and Civil War,” 75.
210 “World Development Report 2011,” 78.
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214 Dani Nedal, Megan Stewart, and Michael Weintraub, “Urban Concentration and Civil War,” Journal of Conflict
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wages, raising the opportunity cost of fighting.”219 In any event, price shocks result in destabilizing
effects on the economy, stressing already weak institutions in fragile states.
Climate change: Climate change also produces destabilizing effects on the economy by worsening
environmental disasters, producing crop failures, and exacerbating droughts. One study found that a
one-degree change in temperature within a state was “associated with 2.3% increase in the rate of
interpersonal conflict and a 13.2% increase in the rate of intergroup conflict.”220 Scholarship has also
linked a three-year drought in the Fertile Crescent to the civil war in Syria.221 Climate change thus acts
as a “threat multiplier,”222 and as the climate crisis worsens, it will only create more dire shocks in
fragile states in the coming years.
Justice
Finally, stressors within the justice sector can also contribute to a greater risk of conflict.
Discrimination against and exclusion of minorities: Scholars have found that ethnic diversity
alone is insufficient to cause conflict.223 However, when ethnic minorities are excluded from state
power, violence becomes more likely.224 Civil war can result when excluded ethnic groups compete
for control over state power. The risk of conflict becomes much higher if excluded ethnic groups have
“experienced a loss of power in the recent past,” have high mobilizational capabilities, and have
experienced past conflict.225
Human rights abuses: Human rights abuses make violence in fragile states more likely through two
mechanisms. First, studies have shown a link between suppression of human rights and uprising –
rather than deterring rebels from pursuing conflict, it can motivate escalation.226 Secondly, when a
weak state is already experiencing a degree of low-level conflict, it is more likely to resort to human
rights abuses, which in turn, increases the risk of low-level conflict escalating into full-fledged civil
war.227
Although discussed separately for the purposes of clarity and organization, multiple triggers of conflict
are often present at once within one fragile state. They can be mutually reinforcing, pushing a country
closer to the brink of conflict. Therefore, when evaluating the causes of fragility and the potential
triggers of conflict within a GFA target country, a holistic view of the context will be essential.

219 Oeindrila Dube and Juan F. Vargas, “Commodity Price Shocks and Civil Conflict: Evidence from Colombia,” The
Review of Economic Studies 80, no. 4 (285) (2013): 1385.
220 Solomon M. Hsiang, Marshall Burke, and Edward Miguel, “Quantifying the Influence of Climate on Human
Conflict,” Science 341, no. 6151 (September 13, 2013): 10, https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1235367.
221 Colin P. Kelley et al., “Climate Change in the Fertile Crescent and Implications of the Recent Syrian Drought,”
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 112, no. 11 (2015): 3241–46.
222 “States of Fragility 2018,” 60.
223 Fearon and Laitin, “Ethnicity, Insurgency, and Civil War,” 75. Fearon and Laitin, 75.
224 Lars-Erik Cederman, Andreas Wimmer, and Brian Min, “Why Do Ethnic Groups Rebel? New Data and Analysis,”
World Politics 62, no. 1 (January 2010): 87, https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887109990219. Cederman, Wimmer, and Min,
87.
225 Cederman, Wimmer, and Min, “Why Do Ethnic Groups Rebel?,” 88. Cederman, Wimmer, and Min, 88.
226 Nicolas Rost, “Human Rights Violations, Weak States, and Civil War,” Human Rights Review 12, no. 4 (2011): 419,
http://dx.doi.org.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/10.1007/s12142-011-0196-9. Rost, 419.
227 Rost, “Human Rights Violations, Weak States, and Civil War,” 418. Rost, 418.

88

Appendix H: Types of Violence and The Cycle of Conflict
In modern conflicts, violence is not only perpetrated by armed state actors.228 And, violence has more
forms than just political – there are criminal and social forms of violence.229 Broadly, three concepts
capture the multiplicity of violence occurring in fragile contexts:
• Conventional armed violence: “contested incompatibility that concerns government and/or
territory where the use of armed force between two parties, of which at least one is the
government of a state, results in at least 25 battle-related deaths in one calendar year.”230
• Non-conventional armed violence: “hybrid forms of organized violence that emerge
outside or alongside traditional armed conflict.”231 Forms include gang violence, violence
stemming from organized crime, and terrorism.
• Chronic violence: “expectations as to the everyday use of violence have become prevalent
among a traumatized public…[occurring] when three conditions are in place: high rates of
violent deaths, high levels of violence continuing over time, and the presence of this violence
in multiple social spaces, such as the household, neighborhood and school.”232
These types of violence tend to be overlapping and mutually reinforcing, making violence systemic
rather than episodic.233 Indeed, violence is “path dependent” – once a fragile context breaks down
into violence, violence usually continues.234 Countries may become caught in a “conflict trap,” in which
incentives are reconfigured to sustain conflict.235 Thus, violence is cyclical, as demonstrated below.
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The Cycle of Conflict236

236 Michael S. Lund, “Conflict Prevention: Theory in Pursuit of Practice,” in The Sage Handbook of Conflict Prevention, ed.
Jacob Bercovitch, Victor Kremenyuk, and I William Zartman (Newbury Park: SAGE Publishing, 2008), 290.
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Appendix I: Additional Violence Data
The following table lists the additional violence criteria called for in the text of the GFA and its
location in indices listed in the GFA. All additional types of violence data – with the exception of
violence against children and youths – has a corollary in at least one of the GFA listed state fragility
indices.
Atrocity and Violence Data in GFA Fragility Indices
GFA Additional Criteria

Comparable Indicator in GFA-Listed State Fragility Index

Ranking on select U.S.
Government conflict and
atrocity early warning watch
lists

Early Warning Project Index assesses likelihood of atrocities breaking
out
The OECD States of Fragility Indicators include a measure of violent
conflict risk

Levels of violence, including
violence committed by armed
groups

Early Warning Project Index includes battle-related deaths
The Global Peace Index includes measures of internal conflicts driven
by non-state actors
The OECD States of Fragility Indicators include a measure of deaths
by non-state actors

Levels of violence, including
violence committed by state
actors

The Global Peace Index includes measures of internal conflicts driven
by state actors
The OECD States of Fragility Indicators include a measure of battlerelated deaths

Levels of violence, including
violence committed by violent
extremist organizations

The Fragile States Index includes an assessment of terror attacks
The Global Peace Index includes measures of terrorism
The OECD States of Fragility Indicators include a measure of the
impact of terrorism

Levels of violence, including
gender-based violence

The OECD States of Fragility Indicators include a measure of
restricted gender physical integrity value, as well as gender inequality

Levels of violence, including
violence against children and
youth

Not included in any index

Vulnerability to rising sea
levels, flooding, drought,
wildfires, desertification,
deforestation

The Fragile States Index includes an assessment of droughts, natural
disasters, deforestation
The OECD States of Fragility Indicators include a measure of natural
hazard exposure

Vulnerability to food
insecurity

The Fragile States Index includes an assessment of food shortages
The OECD States of Fragility Indicators include a measure of food
security

Vulnerability to human
displacement

The Fragile States Index includes an assessment of refugees and IDPs
The Global Peace Index includes measures of refugees and IDPs
The OECD States of Fragility Indicators include a measure of
uprooted people
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Accordingly, the additional considerations of violence that the GFA envisions are already included in
the first level of analysis – the five state fragility indices have captured these considerations. However,
if policymakers decide to add additional violence data to the country-selection analysis, we recommend
the following sources:
• Atrocity risk:
o Global Center for the Responsibility to Protect’s monthly report of populations at
risk.237
• Violence committed by armed groups, state actors, and violent extremist organizations
o Uppsala Conflict Data Program’s datasets on Battle-Related Deaths, non-state
conflict, and one-sided conflict;238
o The National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses to Terrorism’s
Global Terrorism Database.239
• Gender-based violence:
o The World Bank’s Gender Data Portal including “proportion of women subjected to
physical and/or sexual violence in the last 12 months”;240
o Report of the United Nations Secretary-General on Conflict Related Sexual
Violence.241
o The WomanStats dataset242
o The Sexual Violence in Armed Conflict dataset243
o The Women, Peace, and Security (WPS) Index244
• Violence against children and youth
o The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s Violence against Children Surveys;
o Report of the United Nations Secretary-General on Children and Armed Conflict;245
o UNICEF data on boys and girls who have experienced sexual violence.246

237 “The Global Centre for the Responsibility to Protect,” Global Centre for the Responsibility to Protect, accessed
February 8, 2020, https://www.globalr2p.org/.
238 Uppsala Conflict Data Program, “UCDP Dataset Download Center,” accessed February 8, 2020,
https://ucdp.uu.se/downloads/.
239 START, “Global Terrorism Database (GTD),” accessed February 8, 2020, https://www.start.umd.edu/datatools/global-terrorism-database-gtd.
240 World Bank, “Gender Data Portal,” accessed February 8, 2020, https://datatopics.worldbank.org/gender/indicators.
241 Antonio Guterres, “Conflict Related Sexual Violence: Report of the United Nations Secretary-General,” March 29,
2019, https://www.un.org/sexualviolenceinconflict/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/report/s-2019-280/Annual-report2018.pdf.
242 “The Womanstats Project,” accessed March 1, 2020, http://www.womanstats.org/.
243 “Sexual Violence in Armed Conflict,” accessed March 1, 2020, http://www.sexualviolencedata.org/.
244 “Women, Peace, and Security Index,” Georgetown Institute of Women Peace and Security (blog), accessed March 1, 2020,
https://giwps.georgetown.edu/the-index/.
245 Antonio Guterres, “Children and Armed Conflict: Report of the Secretary-General,” June 20, 2019,
https://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=S/2019/509&Lang=E&Area=UNDOC.
246 UNICEF, “UNICEF Data Warehouse,” UNICEF DATA, accessed February 8, 2020,
https://data.unicef.org/dv_index/.
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Appendix J: Potential Governance, Human Rights, Rule of
Law, and Access to Justice Indicators
The following indicators may facilitate objective analysis of governance, human rights, rule of law, and
equal access to justice in potential priority countries:
• The World Bank’s Worldwide Governance Indicators (WGI) and Database of Political
Institutions (DPI).
o The WGI includes control of corruption, effectiveness, political stability and absence
of violence/terrorism, regulatory quality, rule of law, and voice and accountability.247
o The DPI includes checks and balances, tenure and stability, identification of party
affiliation and ideology, and fragmentation of opposition and parties in the
legislature.248
• Freedom House’s annual Freedom in the World report, which tracks changes in freedom
status by country.249
• While already included in the consolidated Fragile States Index, policymakers could investigate
the underlying state legitimacy, public services, and human rights inputs utilized by the Fund
For Peace.250

247 World Bank, “Worldwide Governance Indicators,” Worldwide Governance Indicators, accessed February 8, 2020,
https://databank.worldbank.org/source/worldwide-governance-indicators.
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250 Fund For Peace, “Fragile States Index: Indicators,” accessed February 8, 2020,
https://fragilestatesindex.org/indicators/.
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Appendix K: Examples of Effective Conflict Prevention
Programs in Ethiopia
1. Connector Projects by CRS
Catholic Relief Services (CRS) works through the Catholic Church and schools, and local government
and organizations. Before the 2009 CSP prohibition was lifted, CRS was still able to deliver
peacebuilding activities through Catholic schools. Activities are largely localized and include peace
education, training youth ambassadors, and facilitating community dialogue involving government
representatives, religious leaders, police, and women’s groups. All programs are contingent on funding
for a connector project, which supports an infrastructure project that the community chooses such as
a health facility, a water bore hole, or a school reconstruction. Communities are also involved in
identifying their most vulnerable members for food and other support.
2. Peacebuilding, Education, and Advocacy Programme by UNICEF
Education is an example of an intervention where the peacebuilding, development, and humanitarian
sectors overlap. Education can be empowering and provide critical thinking skills necessary to address
conflict and intolerance, as well as psychosocial support to children and skill-building to improve
employability. The Netherlands funded the UNICEF Peacebuilding, Education, and Advocacy
Programme in Ethiopia from 2012 to 2016 with a budget of $4.7 million. Interventions aimed to
expand access to conflict-sensitive education, increased conflict resolution capacity of teachers,
children, and parents, and improve institutional capacity in Afar, Benishangul Gumuz, Gambella and
Somali. The project involved developing curriculum in local languages, however, it was difficult to
identify trained teachers in the local language. Another issue is decreased funding for education in
emergencies, especially from USAID as education is not considered lifesaving. It is difficult to
integrate children back into school when out-of-school for months to years at a time. Separately to
this project, UNICEF and Save the Children are spending $27 million to rehabilitate schools, including
those that have been occupied by or damaged by armed forces.
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Appendix L: Ethics and Transparency Statement
We maintained ethical standards and minimized ethical risks in three ways. First, we did not interview
vulnerable populations, such as program beneficiaries. Instead, all interviewees were academics, NGO
employees, or government officials. The tradeoff of this approach was that we did not hear directly
from beneficiaries about their experiences in conflict prevention programs. However, we decided that
the ethical risks associated with interviewing vulnerable populations outweighed the potential
information that could be gained. Secondly, we did not gather personal or sensitive information from
any interviewee. The interview questions focused on sources of instability in the country/region,
efficacy of aid programs, and other general and non-personal topics. Finally, we asked each interviewee
if they would like quotes to be attributed to them and followed the interviewee’s preferences when
writing the text of the report.
This research was made possible by generous financial support from the following sources:
• $8,000 from The Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs
• $4,000 from Mercy Corps
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