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The monograph “Political Atlas of the Modern World: An Experiment in Multidimensional Statistical 
Analysis of the Political Systems of Modern States” highlights the findings of an innovative research 
project undertaken by the Moscow State Institute of International Relations (MGIMO — University) 
jointly with the Institute for Public Projects, with support from the Expert magazine. The project sets 
out to undertake a global comparative study of 192 sovereign states of the modern world, and to 
develop their typologies based on a multidimensional statistical analysis.

The book offers a survey of precedents using quantitative methods to conduct a comparative 
study of political systems, a description of methodological tools, and key research outcomes. The 
results are presented as country rankings awarded according to five indices (stateness, external 
and internal threats, potential of international influence, quality of life, and institutional basis of 
democracy), classifications based on the principal components method and multilevel clustering of 
the world’s nations on different scales, illustrated with tables and diagrams.

A whole chapter looks at Russia’s place in the world in comparison with other nations.
We have to note that the project results reflect the pre-crisis world. The global economic crisis 

brings about profound changes on global and national levels. The post-crisis world is to be studied 
at the upcoming stages of our project.

The book is intended to be a useful tool for researchers, politicians, journalists, and all those 
who take an interest in current issues related to stateness, democracy, international relations, and 
the latest advances in political science. It can also serve as a reference book for graduate and post-
graduate students.
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INTRODUCTION

We are living in a world of 192 sovereign states, all UN members and, 
in this sense, all belonging to a single global club. Each and every one of 
them, though, is special in its own way and holds a place specific to it alone 
in the interdependent global community. All are unique politically, or 
otherwise, no two are alike as regards their development, and each faces 
national challenges of its own.

How, then, do you compare things so unique, and so different, as 
countries are in contemporary world politics? How, by comparing the 
different countries of the modern world, can you discern the distinctive 
facets of their history and culture, identify the levels they have reached 
in socio-political evolution, the paths they are heading along, and their 
national priorities? Can you use the same yardstick to measure, for example, 
the degree of democracy reached in the United Kingdom and any of the 
new countries getting started on the job of building democratic institutions 
and cultivating democratic practices? Can you, in general, compare things 
that do not stand comparisons, like the U.S. and Benin, the Netherlands 
and Tuvalu, or Turkmenistan and San Marino? Or lastly, if you try to put 
Russia where it actually belongs in the contemporary world how will you 
overcome the stereotypes and clichés you hear about it today, without 
losing any of the rigor of academic analysis? Or, where does quantitative 
analysis fit in comparisons among political systems and political regimes 
of modern states?

A group of researchers engaged since the spring of 2005 in an 
innovative project, Political Atlas of the Modern World, initiated by 
MGIMO-University of Russia’s Foreign Ministry teamed up with the 
Institute for Public Projects, with support from Expert magazine, set out 
to try and answer these, and many more questions. Back in winter 2005, 
three MGIMO-University scholars, Andrei Melville, Mikhail Ilyin and 
Tatiana Alekseeva, were commissioned by the Institute for Public Projects 
to flesh out their ideas about the general project outline and were given the 
go-ahead to proceed.1

Our study focuses on the political systems and regimes of the 192 
countries of the modern world. The project was essentially conceived to 
offer an empirical justification for the way world politics shapes up these 
days, under the impact of relations among the leading actors, or “structural 
cells,” if this is the right phrase to use to describe sovereign UN member 
states. Before this subject could be put in proper focus, the researchers 
were to fulfill their main scientific task of performing a complex analysis 
of political systems of all these countries and develop a multidimensional 
classification to help them along on their project.

Achieving the project objective has (1) academic, (2) applied, and 
(3) political significance.

Our project calls for applying new methods to conduct inter-
disciplinary comparative studies, in particular, by integrating universal 
comparison techniques with multidimensional statistical analysis.

1 The project has been 
undertaken with vigorous 
support from Anatoly torkunov, 
MGIMO (U) Rector, Member of 
the Russian Academy of Sciences, 
and Valery Fadeev, Director of 
the Institute for Public Projects 
and Chief Editor of the Expert 
magazine. The idea of this project 
was suggested by Valery Fadeev 
to Andrei Melville in January 
2005.
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Developing new approaches to methods and methodologies to 
carry on an analysis and to test them as the project gets under way is one 
approach to obtaining the tools needed to deal with a large number of 
applications, such as assessing and forecasting processes of different kinds 
and consequences. This helps derive new techniques, deeply rooted in 
science, for a more sound and reliable political and business consulting.

The project seeks to supply a clear-eyed picture, purged from 
ideological or self-serving bias, of the intricacies of the existing global 
political system, and to give more weight to statistics and arguments never 
used before to provide a view of the role different countries and cohesive 
groups of countries are playing on the world political stage. As we see it, 
this is an opportunity for people in politics of different political leanings 
in many countries to review their attitudes and approaches, and to fine-
tune their professional efforts and ways in which they can interact with 
one another. Speaking about Russian politicians, they will be getting some 
of the latest, more reliable data and arguments to put Russia in the broad 
context of the world and to come up with political priorities they can easily 
justify.

Sketching basic theoretical and methodological outlines for this 
project required to deal with an array of problems, such as collecting and 
structuring facts to lay an empirical foundation for comparative analysis 
that came next in the line. The initial database we built up from scratch 
contained over 100 groups of original variables. We used it to develop an 
integrated pattern (matrix) that we followed in describing and comparing 
countries, their political systems, and their political regimes, including 
more than 60 “major” parameters (each consisting of several different 
components) and making them easy to systematize and compare.

This is an interdisciplinary project in the sense that, besides employing, 
political comparative methods, it draws on array of multidimensional 
statistical analysis methods (discriminant, cluster, principal components, etc.).

The gathering momentum of our world, the multidimensional 
complexity of the political environment today, and the political vectors 
pointing in different directions require a verifiable comparative analysis, 
just as multidimensional and fairly rigid, to be applied. Our project makes 
an attempt to produce a tool kit to analyze and monitor, on a regular 
basis, the status and trends of existing political systems and regimes. In 
terms of methodology, we postulate the multiplicity of dimensions in the 
comparative analysis of countries and states. We are trying to give as 
much attention as we can to the part played by history, traditions, culture, 
development levels (maturity), and diversity of trends in political evolution 
in the contemporary world. We really want to study what we call “political 
genealogy” and stake out points of evolutionary shifts in the development 
of nations’ political systems and regimes.

Besides, we want to sort out the individualities and specifics of every 
country, the pace of political changes and advance in their development, 
and “evolutionary maturity” levels, and, when we are through, to conduct 
a comparative study of our returns to be able, as a next step, to design 
complex classification models and typologies. We realize, of course, that 
there is hardly a comparative study that does not involve experts to give 
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their views, but we focus our attention on an analysis of all-inclusive 
and universally recognized statistical databases. The interdisciplinary 
essence of the project suggests a blend of political science and mathematics 
used to perform an analysis. The research approach implies a combination of 
a “snapshot” view of today’s political institutions and an analysis of historical, 
cultural, and any other traditions, internal and external influences and 
impacts, and because the project goes deep enough to identify structural 
trends and limits of where regime changes, or any changes for that matter, 
are tolerated under existing political systems.

Our ultimate goal is to carry out a global comparative study of the 
political systems and regimes of modern states and arrange them into 
streamlined, multidimensional typologies. Ranking countries according 
to one index or another is not an end in itself, as we know it is for some 
of our peers; rather, it is just another tool (even if a precious one because 
of its heuristic potential) we use to evolve multidimensional classification 
models for existing polities.2

The project continues on both the theoretical and empirical tracks, 
and we would like to see its results3 presented in this book as a matter of 
open and productive discussion in the academic community. The universal 
comparisons among all countries are to be updated with a more focused 
comparative analysis of countries by group or cluster.

2 Similar experiments in research 
of this kind (for the most 
part in methodologies) were 
carried out in Russia earlier. 
See, Leonid Gordon, Viktor 
Tyagunenko, Leonid Friedman, 
et al., A Typology of Non-Socialist 
Countries (An Experiment in 
Multidimensional Statistical 
Analysis of National Economies), 
Nauka, Moscow, 1976.

3 These findings were presented 
at a series of academic 
conferences, symposiums, and 
seminars, including international 
workshops, in particular, a series 
of seminars for experts at MGIMO 
and the Russian Political Science 
Association, Russian Academy 
of Sciences, Expert magazine, 
the 47th Convention of the 
International Studies Association, 
San Diego, CA, March 22–25, 
2006; international conference 
“New Political Processes in Post-
Soviet Space”, held by the Russian 
Political Science Association in 
St. Petersburg on April 20–21, 
2006; international conference 
of the Eurasian Political 
Research Network, “Comparative 
Institutional Transformations and 
Institutional Design of Post-Soviet 
Regions”, Yerevan, Armenia, 
May 11–13, 2006; 20th World 
Congress of the International 
Political Science Association 
in Fukuoka, Japan, July 9–13, 
2006; Fourth Convention of the 
Russian International Studies 
Association, September 22–23, 
2006; Fourth Russian Congress 
of Political Science, October 
20–21, 2006; presentation at 
the John F. Kennedy School of 
Government, Harvard University, 
November 15, 2006; seminar 
at the Management Institute, 
Russian Academy of Sciences, 
November 22, 2006; presentation 
at the Russian Foreign Ministry, 
December 6, 2006; the 48th 
Convention of the International 
Studies Association, Chicago, 
February 28 — March 3, 2007; 
Second Global International 
Studies Conference of the World 
International Studies Committee, 
Ljubljana, Slovenia, 23–26 July, 
2008; Fifth Convention of the 
Russian International Studies 
Association, September 26–27, 
2008; International conference 
“India — Russia Strategic 
Partnership: Challenges and 
Opportunities”, New-Delhi, India, 
27–28 November, 2008, among 
others.
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CHAPTER 1 
Theoretical and Methodological 
Grounds of the Project

1.1. Comparative Analysis Methods

1.1.1. What Makes This Project Different

The main purpose of the Political Atlas of the Modern World project 
is the derivation of a multidimensional classification of contemporary 
political systems and political regimes by developing and implementing 
complex (including sequential) methods of comparative analysis. To 
this end, empirical quantitative and qualitative methods used in modern 
comparative studies are integrated into a new complex approach for 
assessing the situation in the whole system of states as well as its individual 

“cells”. An attempt is made to move on from efforts to draw separate “maps” 
showing the world political reality in only one dimension to integrating the 
diverse dimensions step by step as a basis for an integral “atlas”.

This complex approach is, in fact, what makes this Political Atlas 
methodologically different from other projects carried out to create country 
rankings which are, as a rule, one-dimensional and derived from different 
indices.

A good example of this practice is provided by Ted Robert Gurr et 
al.4 who have, for over three decades now, been comparing countries 
around the world according to a Polity Index (ranging from “democracy” 
to “autocracy”). Tatu Vanhanen5  et al. at Helsinki University, Finland, 
have developed and are successfully using a Democratization Index. 
Freedom House publishes annually its country ratings on the basis of 
just two indices of political rights and civil liberties (“free” — “partly 
free” — “unfree”).6  Transparency International compares the world’s 
nations using its own, narrow-focused index of corruption (from 
corruption “practically absent” to “a very high level of corruption”).7  
Reporters without Borders publishes a Press Freedom Index (from “free 
press” to “unfree press”);8  Economic Freedom Index is the one used by 
the Cato Institute;9  for the Bertelsmann Foundation, the Transformation 
Index is the thing;10  for the UN Development Programme, it is the Human 
Development Index;11 Globalization Index is used by Foreign Affairs 
magazine and A. T. Kearney consultancy in their own rankings,12  etc. (for 
more details, turn to Section 1.4).

Naturally, all these projects have their strong and vulnerable points. 
For some, years of comparative studies have resulted in valuable 
databases. The methodological instruments used to construct numerous 
indices and rankings are regularly corrected, which is absolutely normal 

4 Polity IV Project, 
<http://www.systemicpeace.org/
polity/polity4.htm>.

5 See, for example: Tatu Vanhanen, 
Power and the Means of Power: 
A Study of 119 Asian, European, 
American, and African States, 
1850–1975, Published for Center 
for the Study of Developing 
Societies by University Microfilm 
International, Ann Arbor, 1979; 
Tatu Vanhanen, The Emergence 
of Democracy: A Comparative 
Study of 119 States, 1850–1979, 
Commentationes Scientiarum 
Socialium no. 24, Finnish 
Society of Sciences and Letters, 
Helsinki, 1984; Tatu Vanhanen, 
The Process of Democratization: 
A Comparative Study of 147 States, 
1980–88, Crane Russak, N.Y., 
1990; Tatu Vanhanen, Prospects 
of Democracy: A Study of 172 
Countries, Routledge, L., N.Y, 1997; 
Tatu Vanhanen, Democratization: 
А Сomparative Аnalysis of 170 
countries, Routledge, L., N.Y., 2003.

6 Freedom House, 
<http://www.freedomhouse.org>.
7 Transparency International, 
<http://www.transparency.org>.

8 Reporters without Borders, 
<http://www.rsf.org>.

9 Economic Freedom of the World 
project, <http://www.cato.org/
pubs/efw/index.html>.

10 Bertelsmann Foundation, 
<http://www.bertelsmann-
transformation-index.de>..
11 United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP),  
<http://hdr.undp.org>,  
(accessed 25 May 2009). 

12 A. T. Kearney, 
<http://www.atkearney.com>.
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for studies of such a scale. These are their advantages. However, the 
question is: how can the realities of our world, complex, variable, and 
multidimensional as they are, be measured and understood adequately 
by using indices and rankings nailed each to a simple alternative scale — 
either “democracy” or “autocracy”, “freedom” or “non-freedom”, “free press” 
or “unfree press”, etc.?

Once again, we are neither ignoring nor throwing away existing 
approaches. Quite the contrary, we consider, to the extent possible, existing 
projects. We are seeking, among other things, to give priority to quantified 
data derived from generally accepted, relevant information sources 
for all 192 countries of the world. We admit, though, that it is unwise to 
shun expert assessments, no matter how high we could think of our own 
approach, nor have we. Still, our aim is to minimize the role of expert 
assessments in the database we have built for our project, and have been 
working to develop safeguards (if these exist at all) against personalization 
of assessments of political events. We tend to elaborate qualitative and 
quantitative instruments of comparative analysis matching up to the 
complex and contradictory political realities of the contemporary world. 
This is why an attempt is made in this project to develop multidimensional 
models of comparative analysis of political systems and political regimes. 
And we say again that we have been building an “atlas”, rather than 
drawing a “political map of the modern world” The multidimensional 
and multifaceted political realities we are witnessing around us these days 
require something more sophisticated than a handful of conventional 

“maps” to facilitate a comparative analysis in different directions, without 
linking the dots into one systematically organized product, a full match for 
the systemic organization of the modern world. 

1.1.2. Our Point of Departure

At the start of the project we proceeded from a set of assumptions. First 
of all, the structural diversity of the modern world has set contemporary 
political development on different paths, or vectors. In fact, the 
development can be seen through different models and directions. 
Realization of this is getting more crystallized as modernization is gaining 
depth and speed, and growing over into globalization, its modern-age 
phase. To see that this is so, one can compare the ways of the political 
evolution of post-communist countries, some of which are consolidating 
into Western-type liberal democracies, others are emerging as autocracies 
of types previously unknown, and still others are establishing themselves as 
hybrid regimes of every hue. Evidence of diversity of political development 
can be seen in almost every corner of the contemporary world.

Another argument is that no universal models exist in the modern 
world to fit each and every country or nation, however whoever might wish 
they could. Not even what appear to be “ideal” patterns of political, social, 
and economic setup, if they are implanted to an irresponsive environment 
(Afghanistan and Iraq are the latest examples of how deceptive an attractive 
illusion, as it appears at first sight, can be). Political options, abundant 
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as they are already, are multiplying, while internal and external factors 
shaping up national political models are proliferating.

We concede that the paths of national and global political evolution 
are determined by “structures” and “actors” alike. At the same time, we 
emphasize the organic nature of evolution and uselessness of random 
attempts to implant political regimes and institutions, even if labeled 

“ideal”, from outside to a social “body” that is not ready (or rather not 
prepared) to accept them. We are far from suggesting that no general trends 
(such as globalization, localization, transnationalization, democratization, 
etc.) are taking hold in the world. Our point is that the world does not, and 
will not accept ever, a single, unified example to embrace.

Worldwide political processes are becoming more diversified, and 
the body politic is expanding as well. This brings us face to face with a 
multitude of dimensions of political reality and its analytical projections 
unfamiliar to our fathers, grandfathers, or, still less, the generations that 
came before them. What, in fact, are the new dimensions and realms of 
the body politic? They are, for example, forecasting and planning, that is, 
evaluation of development opportunities and available resources, and an 
ability to develop, short-, medium-, and long-term political strategies. They 
also include the issue of integral security, or a set of conditions on which 
the survival of countries and their citizens depends. Finally, general exercise 
of sovereignty by countries and human rights by their citizens; managing 
demographics and migration; information, communications, sciences, and 
technologies to sustain ongoing political processes.

The emerging new dimensions and realms of the body politic have 
injected a new significance into political interchanges on the supranational 
(international and regional) level “above” traditional national borders, and 
on the subnational (regional and local) level, “across” borders rather than 
within them. This added a new quality to traditional domestic and foreign 
policies of all countries. A modern state, or, more exactly, a community of 
countries, has morphed from a club of sovereign member countries to a 
framework, a kind of “reference grid”, for all political processes to evolve in.

The expanding realm of the body politic in different, at times opposite, 
directions — national, transnational, and subnational, on grids, or beyond 
systems — calls for a balanced and considerate analysis to be appraised. 
Indeed, a greater role in world politics is played by nongovernmental 
actors, and governments’ prerogatives and their countries’ borders are 
going through changes, so great indeed that they look eroded, in terms of 
dogmas professed by preceding generations. For all that, today, too (and, 
basically, in the short run as well) nothing compares with nation-states in 
their role as basic “cells” of the world setup.

Notwithstanding the real trends of globalization and transnationalization, 
national polities exist, as they have ever been, each within its confined 
space and its specific timeframe. This is not to be taken for a rejection of 

“global axial time”; rather, it is a suggestion that national polities each have 
their own “evolutionary age” and develop as their internal logic commands 
and their priorities call for. Besides, the “honeycombed” structure of world 
politics built by the world’s nations has formed and continues to be 
formed in specific evolutionary and historical conditions. It is worthwhile 
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to remember that the earliest generations of international systems, 
including the historically real, not abstract, Westphalia system, were highly 
asymmetrical. They were cobbled together by a few sovereign polities (in 
the case of Westphalia, they were the Holy Roman Empire of the German 
nation, Sweden, and France), who admitted handpicked polities to fulfill 
the roles of doubles or extras into their select club, and viewed the rest as 
subjects to be pushed and shoved.

Political systems came and went in succession. More exactly, they 
grew out of one another, the successor inheriting the legacy left by its 
predecessor. As international systems progressed through history, they 
expanded (by taking in more members) and became more sophisticated 
(as their structure transformed). Relations between sovereign nation-states 
changed, and so did the rules of the game. As old key players tripped over, 
their places were filled by new ones. The growing number of actors and the 
balance of power they invoked as their underlying principle made equality 
of sovereign nations no less rational than the guiding will of powers at the 
core of the system. Symmetry in relations between countries as the system’s 

“cells” was a result found to be alongside asymmetry.
As the international system evolved into a worldwide setup, the 

diversity of polity types intensified in each “cell”. The UN today is a place 
where old-timers, with four to five hundred years of sovereignty of different 
forms behind them (the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, Switzerland, 
Spain, Sweden, and Denmark, etc.), rub shoulders with over a dozen types 
of political newcomers. Some of these spawned on the West European 
periphery or came to life through merger (like Germany and Italy) or spin-
off from the erstwhile sovereign club members (Norway, Ireland, Finland, 
and Iceland, etc.). Others popped out of nowhere, it seemed, jumping onto 
the West European bandwagon (the U.S., Canada, and Australia, in the first 
place). Still others walked into the international system lugging along their 
civilizational traditions and non-European forms of political organization 
(Russia, Japan, and China). More countries went through the death-and-
rebirth ordeal (India, Egypt, etc.). Another group forced themselves upon 
the international community against the pressure put on them by the great 
powers (Turkey, Ethiopia, Thailand, etc.). Yet another batch was fashioned 
by the great powers at different times of history (Greece, Albania, the Little 
Entente). A further group of countries were given stateness because they 
had none (Micronesia and many other insular entities, several African 
states, etc.), with strings still pulled on them from outside, a formal way of 
plugging holes in the global “cellular” structure. Last to arrive were several 
successive waves of post-colonial polities of various types, with more or 
less developed alternative versions of stateness.

Do we really have a suitable scale to compare contemporary states?

1.1.3. Universal and Case Study Comparisons

This diversity of nature and types is a formidable challenge to a researcher 
comparing political entities, all of which we call states, out of habit. However, 
comparisons are possible even in the face of this challenge. Such comparisons 
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are called universal, and their chief merit lies in their general applicability, 
while their vulnerable point is the inevitable relative scarcity of knowledge 
they yield about the subjects. To put it in different terms, the universality 
of this scale may distort outcomes for countries that are far too different 
to be measured with a single yardstick (or even several yardsticks), and 
the differences between them are so great because they belong to totally 
different groups. Even though the subjects of our universal comparisons are 
utterly different countries, the results will always be bounded in a certain way.

This is no reason, of course, for scrapping universal comparisons 
altogether, as they contribute valuable information adding to our 
understanding of the places countries hold in the world and the links they 
maintain with one another, a subject that needs further research. At the 
same time, we believe that more in-depth results could be obtained as the 
project we intend to carry on will take us from universal to detailed, case 
study comparisons, when we will be comparing “things comparable” in the 
full sense of the term, to see what is what in a group or cluster of countries.

All the world’s countries we have in our total sample share, in fact, only 
one thing — UN membership — and, if we stretch things far enough, the 
formal qualifications making them eligible, while the conditions dealt 
with above they have to meet to be integrated into the world system and 
other pecularities, more material than formal for them, elude universal 
comparisons. Specific features are studied by various sorts of case study 
comparisons. Comparisons of this sort can be used at later stages of the 
project, while our immediate task is drawing a general outline of the 

“cellular” structure of world politics, which we intend to do by making a 
universal comparison of all contemporary sovereign states of the world.

Analogy is a good way to make our point clear. Take a simple example, 
exploring all buildings in an unfamiliar city — its residences, factories, 
stadiums, hospitals, and lots more of other buildings. Before we compare 
them in groups, pairs or otherwise, we’ve got to have a general idea of the 
city’s layout — and answer which avenues, streets, and bystreets are laid 
there, which places on streets and squares are occupied with buildings. Only 
with all the answers on the table, we can proceed to case study comparisons.

This is exactly the approach we took to the task before us. As we said 
already, relatively little can be gleaned from universal comparison. For 
more, a series of universal comparisons has to be run. Each successive 
comparison can add a bit to the results gained before. The trick now is to fit 
all the bits into a jigsaw puzzle, rather than leave them in a heap.

We need to stake out the outlines of logic behind sequential complication 
of universal comparison and accumulation of results coming in. 

The cellular structure of the world can be shown, by way of illustration, as 
a plain political map of the world showing the physical size of the “cells” and 
their position relative to one another. This is certainly too little to move on. 

Our first move is to arrange cells in a certain order. The simplest way of 
arrangement is to use the simplest parameters available (like income per 
capita, etc.). As we said above, arranging countries in this way has a serious 
failing. It yields one-dimensional results and gives only a very crude idea 
about the world at large and about individual countries, in particular. 
Increasing the number of parameters is running the risk of losing clarity. The 
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picture of the world falls apart into unrelated scales (“linear pseudo-maps”). 
However, this is the kind of material we can lay our hands on. And it is the 
stuff that we fed into our empirical database structured according to seventy 
variables (each tagged with a value for each country) and scale to match.

Our next step was ranging the countries more accurately (adequately), 
using five complex indices combining different weighted parameters. The 
indices were based on key factors affecting individual polities’ standing in 
the world.

What, indeed, are those key factors?13  
The first factor is, of course, the quality of their stateness, that is, the 

level of real (not formal) sovereignty, independence, and self-sufficiency in 
policymaking, and an ability of the state to maintain an efficient operation 
and replication of political, economic, social, and any other institutions. 
The second factor is the magnitude of threats and challenges posed from 
outside and inside, and capable of reducing, or even draining, the efficiency 
of stateness and stateness itself. The third factor is the state’s combined 
resources it can rally to influence the international environment in 
achieving its national goals. The fourth factor is the quality of state’s social 
functions, above all, giving the livelihood to its own population. Finally, 
a country’s standing in the world is affected by whether or not it can draw 
on an institutional potential to promote democratic development (in the 
first place, this suggests traditions of political competition, representation, 
participation, constraints on the executive branch of government, and 
respect for the constitution). This factor gives an indication of how much 
leverage the constituents have to influence decision-making on issues 
affecting their vested interests. These traditions can, in theory, strike root in 
the subsoil of undemocratic regimes, but their institutional legacy (socio-
economic, cultural, political, or other foundation of modern democracy) 
is important fot the development of truly democratic institutions and 
practices. 

For the purposes of our project, we developed a cohesive system of 
multidimensional, composite indices that, combined, indicate the place of 
a country in the world, its position in the global scheme of interrelations. 
These are the indices of:

(1) Stateness. 
(2) External and internal threats.
(3) Potential of international influence.
(4) Quality of life.
(5) Institutional basis of democracy. 
Ranking the world’s nations according to five composite indices is a step 

from unidimensionality toward multidimensionality. Still, the emerging 
picture is only an approximation, and a very incomplete one, of the “cellular” 
world it displays as a collection of “pseudo-maps” more adequately than 
could be done by one-parameter rankings.

The next step was obtaining a true multidimensional picture of the 
structure of the countries of the world by using the principal components 
method. In our project four principal components were set off (for more 
details, see below). We found them to be helpful in constructing more 
complex gauging scales which are more in agreement with reality than 

13 This is an extremely difficult 
task because of, in the first 
place, indefinite multiplicity of 
such factors (a political analogy 
appears here to suggest itself 
to Gödel’s famous uncertainly 
theorem, which says, in a nutshell, 
that an infinite number of axioms 
will always include statements 
that are impossible to judge true 
or false). Defining a combination 
of factors and parameters 
subjected to a comparative 
analysis always involves bias and 
oversimplification. 
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the five basic indices. The scales built by the principal components method 
differ substantially from the one-dimensional scales. They are useful 
in ranking the “cells” (countries) on polarized scales (with positive and 
negative values) illustrating integral characteristics of one sort or another. 
They can rightly be called “proto-maps”. To remind, we still remain within 
the framework of universal comparisons, though at a significantly higher 
level than we started out in terms of results.

Yet there is farther to go from here. We can move on to make universal 
comparison still more complex to squeeze out more content. For example, 
the four principal components could be paired to create six projections 
giving six complementary pictures of the world (“or maps”).

The six world maps derived in this way appear to show “clusters of cells”. 
Analyzing the position of these clusters in the world system is the next 
and closing step of universal comparison, which is performed using the 
cluster analysis spotlighting relationships between groups of countries 
as dendrograms and tables. They reflect structural links between clusters 
and from them on to clusters bigger yet (complex clusters), and describe 
the general outlines of the “cellular” structure as well as places of countries 
and groups within it. These outlines are presented by means of so-called 
conceptual mapping.

These sequential universal comparison methods and the basic empirical 
hypotheses we laid out above were placed at the foundations of the 
project methodology and used to develop techniques for conducting a 
comparative analysis of political systems of modern nation-states.

1.1.4. Data Sources

Common data sources have to be used for the largest possible number 
of countries to make them comparable through rankings. Unified to the 
maximum, a list of sources allows keeping discrepancy probability for 
statistical and other data to a minimum, and to uniform data presentation 
standards. This approach, though, carries a certain depletion of analytical 
descriptions. Data sources in this class have a couple of other merits as well, 
such as, first, regular updates and the latest data on demand, and, second, 
the high reputation they enjoy. 

The succinct list following below contains data sources that meet the 
above specifications and brief comments for guidance (only websites of 
organizations are given, and not full links to databases that can be accessed 
on these sites):

 ■ World Development Indicators, the World Bank’s database of 
socio-economic statistics: http://www.worldbank.org. We also 
used materials from the website of the International Monetary 
Fund at: http://www.imf.org.

 ■ The latest socio-demographic information is available at the 
website of the Population Reference Bureau, an organization 
created in 1929: http://www.prb.org.

 ■ Analytical information on latent and open conflicts round the 
world is available at the website of the Heidelberg Institute for 
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International Conflict Research (http://www.hiik.de), the Stockholm 
International Peace Research Institute (http://www.sipri.org; 
SIPRI publishes a yearbook in Russian, in collaboration with the 
Russian Academy of Sciences’ Institute of World Economy and 
International Relations), and from the portal Global Security.org 
devoted to security problems (http://www.globalsecurity.org). The 
Federation of American Scientists (FAS) maintains a site offering 
information on arms and security: http://www.fas.org.

 ■ Official and latest texts of constitutions and major constitutional 
acts of the countries of the world are generally published on 
official websites (portals) of national legislatures and executive 
bodies. Most countries (and, respectively, their governments) 
maintain an active presence on the Web and publish their official 
texts in English, French or Spanish. These sources are first choice, 
followed by alternative sites that publish constitution texts, in 
particular, the website of the American Constitutional Society 
(http://www.constitution.org) and the website of the International 
Constitutional Law project mounted by the University of Berne, 
Switzerland (http://www.oefre.unibe.ch/law/icl/info.html).

 ■ International electoral statistics (averaging 3 to 4 electoral cycles 
back) is available from the websites of IFES, a nongovernmental 
organization (http://www.electionguide.org) and the Inter-
Parliamentary Union (http://www.ipu.org). The IPU site also offers 
structural descriptions of national legislatures and electoral systems. 

 ■ Information and analytical reviews on gender equality or 
inequality are available from the specialized website at: http://
www.onlinewomeninpolitics.org/country_feat.htm.

 ■ Official information on Russia’s partners and relations with them 
is published on the Russian Foreign Ministry’s website: http://
www.mid.ru.

To repeat, these sources are a minimum required, but insufficient. And 
we used a far greater number of sources (including monographs, articles 
in the press, encyclopedias, and websites of government ministries and 
departments, nongovernmental organizations, etc.).

We benefited from these, and lots of other sources, including specialized 
databases, by building a unique database for our project, which contains 
not only standard socio-economic data but also information previously 
passed over by database builders. 

1.2. Methods of Multidimensional  
 Statistical Analysis

1.2.1. Generic Problems and Methodological  
 Constraints 

We remember the golden age of empirical comparative politics of the 
1950–60s for the interest it stimulated toward large-scale comparisons. 
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14 Factor analysis has been used 
intensively in political research 
with the rise of modernism 
in American political science. 
It was pioneered by H. Alker and 
B. Russet in their study cited 
extensively to this day (Hayward 
Alker & Bruce Russett, World 
Politics in the General Assembly, 
Yale University Press, New 
Haven, 1965). In later years, an 
immense contribution to the 

Scholars broke out of the bounds that confined them to studying similarities 
and difference between the political institutions of developed countries 
and made attempts to develop theories and methods to analyze political 
systems regardless of type, development stage, regional or other specifics. 
This research work concerned both conceptual constructions and principles 
and logic of empirical studies. However, the flash of interest toward universal 
comparative studies soon gave way to skepticism about the methodology 
applicable to this specific area. In spite of a number of ongoing projects 
(including Vanhanen’s projects, the Polity project, etc.), political scientists and 
IR experts have not, until very recently, gone far beyond individual regions or 
countries in their studies, rarely venturing into universal comparisons.

Skepticism for comparative studies based on quantitative methods, 
with all the world’s countries or most of them as their subjects, comes from 
several constraints inherent in this approach. 

These limitations are, in the first place, the challenges of choosing 
adequate variables to be used to describe differences between countries 
within the framework of a uniform logic, on the one hand, and to take into 
account the countries’ specifics, on the other. Second comes the problem of 
the weights of the variables. Third is the problem of relationships between 
the criteria and the variables, which are at times closely correlated with one 
another while describing virtually the same thing (for example, Freedom 
House’s political rights and civil liberties indices have a correlation in excess 
of 0.95, because they refer to actually identical phenomena like inches 
and centimeters as a measure of length). Fourth, the problem of single-
selected criteria for ranging countries. In fact, these are the failings of one-
dimensional array of the resultant structures and the difficulties of clustering 
the countries on their basis. Interpretation of quantitative studies’ results in 
terms of political science is, at times, yet another, equally difficult problem.

These limitations were really a serious problem for the Political Atlas 
project as well. One of the key methodological problems facing the project 
is this: What is the quantitative analysis algorithm that could be used to 
adequately describe differences between countries and, at the same time, 
overcome the above-mentioned limitations?

The general strategy to pursue in dealing with this problem calls for the 
following multistage approach: construction of composite indices using 
a series of variables, and ranging the countries according to these indices, 
taking into account “weights” of the variables forming the indices. In effect, 
these indices are designed to serve as criteria used in comparing countries 
with one another. The indices are designed to illustrate different sides of 
polities’ functioning, and are, in fact, forerunners of the multidimensional 
studies of polities.

Given that the indices may be interlinked in one way or another and 
that direct analysis of countries using all the indices (rankings) at a time 
is difficult under the circumstances, factor analysis suggests itself as the 
next step.14 This implies “rolling up” the space of 192 countries into several 
principal components capable of explaining the differences between the 
countries without being correlated with one another. Also at this step, 
coefficients of each index’ contribution to each of the components are 
defined, and that could help to explain components’ content. In addition, 
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application of factor analysis 
methods in studying political 
subjects, democracy in the first 
place, was made by Rudolph 
J. Rummel (Rudolph J. Rummel, 
“Understanding Factor Analysis”, 
Journal of Conflict Resolution, 
vol. 11 (no. 4), 1967; Rudolph J. 
Rummel, “Democracies Are Less 
Warlike Than Other Regimes”, 
European Journal of International 
Relations, December 1995; 
Rudolph J. Rummel, Power 
Kills: Democracy as a Method 
of Nonviolence, Transaction 
Publishers, New Brunswick 
(U.S.A.), 1997; Rudolph J. Rummel, 
Statistics of Democide: Genocide 
and Mass Murder since 1900, LIT, 
Munster 1998, Distributed in 
North America by Transaction 
Publishers, Rutgers University, 
Piscatway, NJ, 1998). Right up to 
this day, factor analysis has been 
used widely to research assorted 
subjects in political science and 
political sociology (Mark Tessler, 
Edurne Zoco, James Lee Ray, and 
Claes Fornell, among others). 
See, for example: Mark Tessler, 
“Do Islamic Orientations Influence 
Attitudes Towards Democracy in 
the Arab World? Evidence from 
Egypt, Jordan, Morocco, and 
Algeria” International Journal of 
Comparative Sociology, vol. 43 
(no. 3–5), 2003; Edurne Zoco, 
“Legislators’ Positions and Party 
System Competition in Central 
America: A Comparative Analysis”, 
Party Politics, vol. 12 (no. 2), 2006, 
pp. 257–280; James Lee Ray, 
Democracy and International 
Conflict: An Evaluation of the 
Democratic Peace Proposition, 
University of South Carolina 
Press, Columbia, S.C., 1995; Claes 
Fornell C., “Political Democracy: 
How many Dimensions?” 
American Sociological Review, 
vol. 48 (no. 1), 1983. Cluster 
analysis, which is another method 
of multidimensional statistical 
analysis, has been used fairly 
widely (by Murray Wolfson et al.). 
See, for example: Murray Wolfson, 
Madjd-Sadjadi Zagros, Patrick 
James, “Identifying National 
Types: A Cluster Analysis of 
Politics, Economics and Conflict”, 
Journal of Peace Research, vol. 41 
(no. 5), 2004.

this step also includes establishing the pattern in which the countries are 
ranged within the space of the principal components.

As the next important step, the countries are clustered using data 
collected on these findings. The peculiarity of this step is that countries are 
clustered on the basis of independent principal components derived from 
indices, instead of directly from the indices as such. This means that the 
problems of “weights” and index correlation must have been disposed of 
before clustering is undertaken.

All countries are described on the basis of almost five dozen variables 
composing the indices. Some of the variables (parameters) are interval and 
are filled with international statistical data (socio-economic and electoral 
indicators, strength of the armed forces, etc.). Others contain scales of one 
sort or another (five-point scales and opposition scales (“yes–no”) are used 
in the project) and are filled in with the findings of an analysis of national 
constitutions (for example, the possibility for the head of government 
to remain for more than two consecutive terms) and statistics from 
international organizations, such as the UN, WHO, and others (for example, 
HIV/AIDS epidemics, presence of foreign troops in a country, etc.).

1.2.2. Indices, Ratings, and Discriminant Analysis 

Composite indices derived from database variables are essential criteria 
needed to bring out the differences between countries. As we mentioned 
above, in our project there are five indices describing stateness, external 
and internal threats, potential of international influence, quality of life, and 
institutional basis of democracy.

The methodology of index calculation is a major challenge frustrating 
efforts to put values on them. Lumping normalized variables “mechanically” 
together and working out country rankings from these indices, for example, 
by calculating the variables’ average value, is hardly acceptable because it 
ignores the fact that, potentially, the variables have different “weights”. The 
results of calculations in which identical “weights” are assigned to variables 
would not be entirely correct.

In the light of this problem, we needed a procedure that could produce 
indices taking into account different “weights” of the variables. Discriminant 
analysis proved to be the right choice.

Discriminant analysis is used in statistics to find out which variables 
separate available cases (countries, in our case) into two or more groups, 
or which variables are best at predicting which group the cases analyzed 
should be assigned to. This procedure is, to an extent, similar to the 
Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA). Discriminant analysis can be 
regarded as a multiple regression for two groups.

Discriminant analysis is, basically, a search, on the basis of a, so called, 
“learning sample”,15  for a linear combination of weights and input parameters 
that characterizes best the differences between groups of countries. The 
sum of parameters multiplied by their “weights” is the discriminant function. 
Accounting of information carried by the set of parameters allows to 
significantly improving the countries’ divisibility into groups. The coefficients 

15 We would note here that 
a “learning sample” itself is 
formed, as a rule, through an 
appropriate examination by 
experts. 
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(weights) are calculated in a manner to maximize the conditional distance 
between the groups. In the context of our research project, the discriminant 
analysis procedure was used in the way described below.

Indices (rankings calculated from them) require that countries be placed 
in a continuum that has two “poles”, such as, for example, countries with a 
high quality of life and countries with a low quality of life. The remaining 
countries are arranged between these poles. This structure is typical for 
virtually any index (ranking). Similar poles were in our analysis the two 
groups into which the countries were sorted. For this procedure to be 
carried out, learning samples of countries standard for either pole are drawn. 
Apart from breaking up countries into groups, the discriminant analysis 
procedure allows, by calculating the discriminant function, to range them 
accordingly, that is, to make a ranking.

In other words, discriminant analysis in our study is largely an innovative 
step because we use a tool traditionally designed to split countries into 
groups as a means, instead of the end goal, to build rankings on the basis 
of the discriminant function. We do not, however, turn down the task of 
separating countries into groups. This task will be fulfilled at subsequent 
stages of the project, when the principal components method and cluster 
analysis come into play.

The algorithm we used to calculate country rankings from an index 
using discriminant analysis method comprises the following steps:

1. Selecting variables included in an index;
2. Drawing a learning sample16 by picking out, depending on index 

type, antagonist countries that, potentially, can serve as poles of 
the problems researched. Approximately 20 countries gravitating 
toward either pole were selected for the learning sample. In the 
case of the index of the potential of international influence, as 
an example, the pick is made from countries that obviously 
possess the largest resources to project their influence across 

“their” regions and beyond, and are using them actively, and 
countries that have the least influence. The learning sample does 
not, however, take in countries exhibiting anomalous values 
(these anomalies are brought out by box-plots diagrams based 
on statistical criteria). To give another example, for a series of 
variables contributing to the quality of life index, Luxembourg 
is an anomaly; for the index of the potential of international 
influence such anomalies are the U.S. on one side, and smaller 
nations, like Micronesia and Marshall Islands, on the other.

3. Calculating the value of the discriminant function  for each 
country, adding in the “weights” of the parameters.

4. Using the discriminant function value to derive appropriate 
country rankings. This procedure was followed for all five indices.

1.2.3. Principal Components Method

As we said above, the research task of the project was not only ranking the 
countries according to selected indices but also looking into the structure 

16 The “learning sample” of 
countries was formed in the 
Political Atlas project after a 
series of seminars held at MGIMO 
and the Russian Political Science 
Association.
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of internal links between the indices, and identifying, on this basis, the 
structure of relationships between different groups of countries, which 
we needed to do in order to develop a country classification. This suggests 
that indices are built not only to range countries but also to effectively 
arrange variables into groups.

Taking the country classification further and learning more about the 
structure of relationships between the countries were constrained by a 
serious limitation the indices were found to have: they turned out to be 
strongly correlated with one another. The meaning was that they could, 
to a varying degree, describe identical phenomena in different ways.17 
In the light of this problem, the next step in our research strategy was to 
start looking for factors (components) that could explain the differences 
between countries and were uncorrelated with one another.

This step was made with the use of the principal components method, 
which allows variables (indices) reflecting the content sides (components) 
of the subjects studied to be combined in such a way that similarity or 
difference between countries is maximized. In our case, the first (second, 
third, etc.) component is to bring out the largest rate of similarities and 
differences, in percent, between countries for particular combinations of 
indices.

The principal components method could be used with the entire set of 
variables in the project’s original database. However, considering that the 
indicators that looked at the different sides of the countries’ life are highly 
heterogeneous, we used this method to deal with the sets of indices we 
had identified and found this to be their instrumental value. In this way, we 
used a two-level reduction approach, reducing the variables to indices at 
the first level, and identifying the principal components from indices at the 
second level. This approach helped us achieve two goals — evening-out 
some of the “statistical noise”, a major achievement for using mathematical 
methods with the greatest efficiency, and simplifying interpretation of the 
results obtained in terms of political science.

To sum up, the general algorithm of the implementations of the principal 
components method suggests, in the first place, identifying components 
that “transform” the original space of correlated coordinates of 192 
dimensions (remember, the project covers 192 countries) to only a few 
uncorrelated coordinates (principal components) defining the differences 
between countries. In SPSS, the countries and indices are transposed, with 
the countries acting as variables and the indices as multidimensional units. 
Second, it requires defining the extent of contribution each index makes 
to a country’s coordinates in each component to be determined in order 
to interpret the content of the output. This is done by calculation within 
the framework of the principal components method. Third, the positions 
occupied by countries in the principal components space are analyzed 
and the resultant structure is studied, both as projections on planes 
formed by paired principal components and as projections on individual 
components.

Each component can be assessed in terms of the contribution made 
by each index (otherwise, the “weights” of the indices in each component), 
or, in other words, the way each country coordinate is calculated for each 

17 It is to be noted here, though, 
that had not we wanted to 
go on with multidimensional 
analysis, these correlations 
could have become a separate 
subject of research leading to 
an index being constructed as a 
dependent variable, with all other 
indexes as independent variables.
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component is demonstrated. This is done to show which component 
impacts the country structure in which logic, and their position relative to 
one another. If the “weight” of an index in a component is near 0, it has 
a minimal impact in this component. Indices producing the “poles” of 
components are significant. Calculations performed for all components 
show how countries are related to one another in one-dimensional (within 
a single component) and two-dimensional spaces (planes defined by two 
components). The position of a country can also be tracked for a particular 
component and a country’s specifics explained by a certain component 
can be measured in percent.

The application of the principal components method in this project and 
the results obtained are described in more detail in Section 2.3.

1.2.4. Cluster Analysis

Grouping countries according to coordinates in the uncorrelated 
principal components is the next step in the research strategy. The procedure 
is performed using the cluster analysis. Clusters are made up by countries 
separated by the smallest conditional “distance” judging by their attributes 
described by the components. The proximity of countries in the principal 
components space is calculated on the basis of Euclidean distance metrics 
equal to the squared root of the sum of squared differences between the 
values of like variables (components, in our case) that are used to describe 
countries.

From the very start, we have 192 countries, each a unique case (cluster) 
by itself. Analysis permits clustering within the range of 2 to 191. As a result, 
each new step (rise in the number of clusters) leads to clusters incorporating 
countries of more and more related characteristics. As the number of 
clusters grows, increasingly more related groups of countries are identified.

The nature of large clusters depends, in many respects, on the content 
of Component 1 (quality of life vs. threats). To illustrate, if all the countries 
are broken down into 10 clusters, the breakdown shows two large clusters 
comprising countries with a high quality of life and low threat level in one 
cluster and a high threat level and low quality of life in the other standing 
out among the remaining ones. The impact of other components can be 
observed, for example, by fixing almost immediate separation of influential 
countries into a single cluster (the U.S., China, Russia, France, Germany, and 
others). As the breakdown goes on, these clusters acquire more specific 
features, to the extent that Russia and the U.S., as well as China, India, and 
several other countries split off to form separate clusters.

The results of the cluster analysis used in this project are described in 
Section 2.4.

* * *
As we worked on the project methodology, we saw we needed a 

multipurpose tool we could use to reveal the similarities and differences 
between countries, and to identify their structural relationships. To this end, 
we had to find ways of overcoming (to the extent possible) the limitations 
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mentioned above. The tool kit developed within the project framework to 
conduct multidimensional comparative analysis comprises several levels, 
each contributing in its own way to the minimization of potential failings 
and constraints.

Limitation 1:  Difficulties in finding appropriate variables for country 
comparisons. This limitation has been reduced to a reasonable level 
by involving variables highlighting the different sides of modern-day 
polities, such as domestic and foreign policies, socio-economic aspects, or 
whatever, in the analysis. Most of these variables derive from internationally 
recognized statistics. Moreover, variables are selected in such a way that 
the information they contain encompasses all countries studied.

Limitation 2: The “weight” problem of variables used to calculate indices 
and to range countries. The problem is solved by discriminant analysis.

Limitation  3:  Correlation of indices. This problem is solved by the 
principal components method. It is to be noted here that the results yielded 
by this method are at times hard to interpret. The problem was resolved by 
replacing the initial variables in this procedure with indices derived on their 
basis and implementing specialized procedures for visualizing the results 
obtained by mathematical methods.

Limitation 4: Analysis of correlated data. This problem, too, is solved by 
the principal components method. The country structure is built depending 
on uncorrelated dimensions (in the principal components space). These 
data are used to cluster countries correctly.

1.3. Overview of Precedents

1.3.1. Universal Comparisons Using Quantitative  
 Analysis Methods 

As mentioned above, universal comparisons are a powerful tool of 
comparative politics for understanding the diversity of single-order (at 
least formally) phenomena, such as, for example, states, political regimes, 
organizations, etc. In theory, universal comparisons appear to suit all 
occasions (provided, of course, that certain rules and procedures are 
followed), and yet their scale turns the researcher’s attention unavoidably 
to a limited number of subject parameters. To put it another way, universal 
comparisons allow to get little knowledge about all subjects compared, 
what can be done by drawing on quantitative and/or qualitative data. Case-
studies, the opposite of universal comparisons, provide ample knowledge 
about a relatively small number of subjects compared.

It is often argued that the popularity of universal comparisons has 
declined since the 1950s and 1960s, when quantitative methods caught 
on in social sciences (and when a breakthrough was made in international 
statistics as new opportunities were offered to process huge amounts of 
statistics on computers), and only recovered, in part, in the 1990s when 
researchers took up studies of democratization processes in different parts 
of the world. Even though these arguments are not unfounded, global 
studies have never stopped after peaking in the 1960s. They produced 
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some significant results, so important indeed that, unless they are given 
their due, it will be hard to appreciate the place of the Political Atlas project 
among other comparative projects.

Below, we examine several existing precedents of universal comparisons 
using quantitative analysis methods of varying complexity undertaken 
in different periods with different purposes to measure different aspects 
of states and built on different methodological patterns. We realize, of 
course, that there are many more studies of this kind, but the examples 
of universal comparisons we have selected for review demonstrate in clear 
detail advantages and disadvantages of the methods we have kept in sight 
from the start of the work on the Political Atlas of the Modern World project.

Judging the projects we review below by their lifetime, one may note 
“major” projects that have been kept up for a long time and achieved 
recognition in the political and academic communities. These are Polity, 
Freedom House projects, the UN Development Programme’s Human 
Development Index, and the American Cato Institute’s Economic Freedom 
in the World project. The remaining projects are in no way less remarkable 
than those mentioned above. A good example to support this statement is 
Bertelsmann Foundation’s project (Transformation Index) that has all the 
prerequisites of becoming a “major” one. Nor are the remaining projects 
less heuristic or any “worse” from the methodological perspective. 

If breaking existing projects into “majors” and “minors” says little, 
another reason to make a typology of precedents in comparative studies 
could be that some projects, for example, those from Freedom House, or 
the Press Freedom Index from Reporters without Borders, the Globalization 
Index of A. T.  Kearney consultancy and Foreign Policy magazine, and the 
Cato Institute’s Economic Freedom in the World reveal signs of certain 
political preferences. This does not suggest in any way that (hypothetically) 

“unengaged” academic projects are perfect and engaged ones flawed. 
On the contrary, they are a matter of great interest in terms of both their 
methodological reasoning and outputs.

It appears that these precedents in comparative studies can just as 
well be classified according to their methodology (that sets the sequence 
of the precedents we review below). In particular, the UN Development 
Programme’s HDI takes root in quantitative methods and statistics. Before 
it comes up with its numerous rankings, Freedom House draws heavily on 
expert evaluations (trying to balance them against one another by, among 
other things, quite simple quantitative methods). In its turn, Transparency 
International expands its expert evaluations to large-scale polls. The World 
Competitiveness Index of the World Economic Forum is based on statistics 
as well as on polls conducted among businesspeople in countries across 
the globe. Generally, it would be wrong to claim that statistics takes off the 

“political engagement” problem (e.g. see the project of the Cato Institute), 
nor are expert estimates its only source, as some believe.

Our project is aimed at providing an analysis of the methodological 
basis, and looking at the accomplishments and problems of precedents in 
universal comparisons using quantitative methods. And again, we are not 
going to put a “good” or “bad” label on any project, as any comparison is 
bounded, insufficient in its own way. To deal with the problems plaguing 



Political Atlas of the Modern World

25

universal comparisons in political science, though, we need to brush 
up their methodologies in order to remove flaws, and not to ditch such 
comparisons altogether.

1.3.2. UNDP Human Development Index

The Human Development Index18 (HDI), UN-sponsored annually 
published country ranking, is an instrument of universal comparison held 
in high respect by the international academic and political communities.

The job of actually ranking countries according to this index is performed 
by the UN Development Programme (UNDP), active in 166 countries 
(though the 2005 UNDP Report gives HDI rankings for 177 countries). The 
Human Development Reports are compiled by a group of independent 
experts who reference other UN studies and official statistics from national 
research centers. Apart from global human development reports, the 
problem is addressed in regular regional and national reports.

The idea of HDI as an aggregate index including social and economic 
development indicators was suggested in 1990 by a team of UNDP 
experts, who were motivated by the desire to take stock of the effects the 
development had on people. Indeed, human beings, their capabilities and 
needs were to be put in the focus of the project launched to research the 
problems of development. HDI readings are designed to show general well-
being standards in a country and the opportunities open there to people 
to meet their daily needs and fulfill their priorities. A long and healthy life, 
a high level of education, and a decent existence (in terms of wealth) were 
selected as key criteria of human development.

Over time, besides HDI, UNDP experts added gender and human 
poverty indices. The HDI itself underwent methodological changes, as the 
approach to literacy rate measures and the technique used to calculate 
GDP per capita were adjusted.

Methodological Basis

HDI is a composite index derived from the life expectancy index, 
education index and the GDP per capita index according to purchasing 
power parity (PPP).

World Population Prospects, an official UN publication, serves as a data 
source for the Life Expectancy Index. The Education Index is computed 
from adult literacy rate and the combined gross enrolment ratio for primary, 
secondary, and tertiary education. Literacy rates are borrowed from official 
national census reports and compared against figures from the UNESCO 
Institute for Statistics. Education level is automatically set to 99 percent for 
developed countries that no longer have the education question in their 
census questionnaires. Enrolment figures are aggregated by the UNESCO 
Institute for Statistics on the basis of information supplied by relevant 
government agencies of the countries concerned. The PPP-related GDP per 
capita index (GDP Index) is seen in the study as the decent living standard 
index. GDP per capita figures are provided by the World Bank.

18 United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP), 
<http://hdr.undp.org>,  
(accessed 25 May 2009).
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According to accepted gradation, HDI above 0.8 is a high value, 0.5 to 0.8 
is medium, and HDI below 0.5 is a low human development score. The 2006 
Human Development Report (with figures referring back to 2004) gives high 
HDI scores to 63 countries (Norway topping the list with a score of 0.965), 
medium HDI scores to 83 countries (including the Russian Federation in 
65th place), and low HDI scores to 31 countries (with Niger at the bottom, in 
177th place). It is certainly an overall improvement in comparison with the 
2005 report, which gave high HDI scores to 57 countries, medium scores to 
88 (with Russia placed 62nd), and low scores to 32 countries.

The high confidence level toward the UN, or at least toward its specialized 
agencies, including UNESCO and UNDP, as well as the methodological 
basis employed make HDI one of the most respected, if not standard, 
classifications cited by numerous researchers. Really, HDI has many 
undeniable positive points. First, it is based on real numbers borrowed from 
official sources, rather than experts’ subjective estimations, which makes it 
relatively unbiased and verifiable. Second, it is suitable for comparing and 
ranging countries, presented as a summary table that clearly shows the 
findings of the extensive research. Third, it is updated annually. Like any 
other index, it is not, by implication, without a blemish. Its main problem 
is, in our opinion, that it ignores political, historical, and cultural aspects 
of a country’s development, which are, at times, just as important as its 
socio-economic performance. Besides, data provided by national statistical 
agencies are not always adequate, because certain governments tend to 
pretty up the situation in their countries.

1.3.3. Polity Projects

In the late 1960s, two American political scientists, Harry Eckstein 
and Ted Robert Gurr, carried out a series of research projects to study the 
operation and causes of stability of political systems and regimes. They 
found that the efficiency of political decisions added legitimacy to political 
regimes and reduced the possibility of internal political conflicts, and, in 
this way, contributed to the stability and longevity of the political regimes.

What, in fact, explains the efficiency of political decisions? His quest 
for an answer led Eckstein into thinking up a theory of congruence. The 
researcher reasoned that an individual’s patterns of political behavior 
emerged not only in politics, but also in the family, at school, in economic 
and social organizations. Next, he argued, a government was efficient to 
the extent to which political power models were congruent, or consistent, 
with social power models.

Where relationships in the family, at school, or in economic and social 
organizations are built on authoritarian principles only, society is pervaded 
by undemocratic behavioral patterns. Accordingly, the country will lack 
stable democracy, but will possibly have a stable authoritarian regime. 
Turning it around, an authoritarian regime will never get firm ground if 
society is dominated by democratic patterns of social power.

Starting out from these assumptions, Ted Robert Gurr masterminded an 
academic project, Polity, of which he became the head.
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The project sought to collect, index, and analyze data on political 
institutions and regimes in independent countries across the world. 
From the 1970s through 1990s, two projects, Polity II and Polity III, were 
devoted to accomplishing this task, along with more specific goals. 
Aside from country information updates, they focused on the decline of 
authoritarian regimes and the rise of democracy in Eastern Europe and 
Latin America, as well as on the fortunes of regimes brought to power 
by the “third wave” of democratization. Polity IV,19 which is under way 
these days, is coordinated by Monty G. Marshall. Research is performed 
by the Center for International Development and Conflict Management 
at the University of Maryland, jointly with the Center for Global Policy at 
George Mason University.

Purposes and Units of Analysis, Time Frame, and Theoretical Basis

The Polity project has been undertaken to spot trends in the transformation 
of political regimes of the countries of the world.

The units of the analysis are independent countries with a population of 
at least 500.000 (at the time of study). Even though this is a deviation from 
universal comparison, it suits the purposes of the project which sees the 
world’s countries as autonomous political systems (although it recognizes the 
influence of external factors in certain situations as well), with nonqualified 
smaller countries falling off as a result. The Polity projects do not address the 
overall configuration of the global community of nations, its structure, or any 
of its key parameters. The nations are put in a fairly broad perspective, with the 
time frame of the latest Polity project starting off at 1800.

In the Polity projects, comparison pays off even if it analyzes formal 
institutions and the institutionalized regime framework. This approach allows 
to identify a number of formal regime characteristics shared by all study cases, 
to standardize and “measure” the characteristics by quantifying them, and 
follow them up to detect changes over a lengthy period of time (up to two 
hundred years) in order to discern long-term trends in political evolution of 
separate countries and regions and on the global scale. It gives consideration to 
changes in political regimes in the backwash of external and internal conflicts 
(interventions, uprisings, ethnic conflicts) that can become turning points in 
political evolution.

Like no other project of its sort, Polity centers the researches’ attention 
on political factors themselves and on the components of political regimes’ 
dynamics. While many studies in this class link political dynamics and 
democratization prospects to economic and social conditions (Tatu Vanhanen’s 
projects are a good example), Polity is a paragon of studies that link the fortunes 
of political regimes to the specifics of political institutions and structures.

Empirical Basis for Research: Basic Variables and Matrix of Analysis

The project’s analysis tools are used, in the first place, to describe and 
monitor the status of regimes (or rather their institutional foundations) and 
their dynamics. This approach affects both the matrix of the study and the 
kind of variables used.

19 Polity IV Project, 
<http://www.systemicpeace.org/
polity/polity4.htm>.
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The analysis is built around the concept of polity that is understood as 
a status of a political regime showing the ratio between autocratic and 
democratic features. A polity is rated on a scale from –10 (maximum degree 
of autocracy) to +10 (maximum degree of democracy). The final ranking of 
a polity is calculated from two quantified components — democracy and 
autocracy. 

Democracy is a variable showing the general degree of openness of 
political institutions on a scale from 0 to 10 (0 is the lowest, 10 is the highest). 
Autocracy is a variable revealing the general extent of secretiveness of 
political institutions, also on the scale from 0 to 10 (with a minus sign).

Both democracy and autocracy are calculated on the basis of component 
variables describing the different aspects of a political regime. These are:

1. Regulation of executive recruitment: institutional procedures for 
the handover of executive power.

2. Competitiveness of executive recruitment: the extent to which 
elective procedures are used to fill political offices.

3. Openness of executive recruitment: opportunities for people 
who are not part of the political elite to fill political offices.

4. Constraints on the executive.
5. Regulation of participation in politics: extent of development of 

institutions giving voice to political interests.
6. Competitiveness of participation: opportunities for people who 

are not part of the political elite to join institutional organizations 
to give expression to their interests.

Incidentally, these variables were initially arranged into three groups of 
concept variables:

1. Executive recruitment: calculated on the basis of variables 1, 2 
and 3 from the list above.

2. Constraints on the executive: same as variable 4.
3. Political competition: calculated on the basis of variables 5 and 6.

Each case study is accompanied by a report that showes a generalized 
polity index, democracy and autocracy scores, and scores on all variables 
listed above. Polity indices are calculated for each year beginning from 
1800 (or from independence for countries which emerged later).

The polity index is a generalized score from which the dynamics of 
political regimes are assessed. In a trends graph of political dynamics, the 
polity index is plotted on the Y axis and time in years, on the X axis. Variations 
in the polity index over time suggest political change (1 or 2 points in either 
direction) or political transit (3 or more points).

Aside from the general trend, country graphs fix various states of the 
regime and historical events associated with open conflicts, confrontation, 
and use of violence (shown differently). The graphs also show dates of 
regime changes.

A country report contains information about the executive (name of 
the head of state or government, date and type of election, percentage of 
votes gathered at the election); legislature (number of houses, formation 
principle, number of members, and ratios of factions represented in the 
houses); the judiciary; and the date when the latest constitution was 
passed. In multiethnic countries, the report lists ethnic minorities “under 
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threat”.20 Some reports are followed by brief descriptions of political regimes 
(according to concept variables).

The Polity approach deserves a credit for the opportunity the project 
opens for an analysis of political regimes in all independent countries of the 
world (with populations of or above 500.000) in dynamics. The variables it 
draws upon reflect the characteristics of formal institutions, which make 
the conclusions reached straightforward, verifiable, and unambiguous.21 
Moreover, the analysis always includes variables fulfilling similar functions 
and having a similar structure in a majority of the countries studied. 
Obviously, the functions of institutions such as the executive or the 
legislature are much easier to operationalize than “political culture”, or 
anything of this sort. 

The time series of the study is an equally important advantage. An 
analysis of regime changes over the course of two centuries offers unique 
information about long-term trends, cycles, and rhythms of national, 
regional, and global political dynamics, and, moreover, makes possible 
conclusions more unbiased. An assessment of a regime anywhere in our 
days, which appears to bear an imprint of political preference, is linked with 
long-term trends in Polity projects, a strong enough reason to be confirmed 
(or to overturn evaluations of certain experts). 

Polity’s database is packed with much content, easy to be accessed by 
many researchers from across the world.

At the same time, one should remember that the universality embedded 
in the project may turn its variables and conclusions into sort of abstractions. 
The “democracy-autocracy” dichotomy only points to pretty general trends 
and development vectors. Besides, “democracy” and “autocracy” are concepts 
too broad and too varied to receive an adequate treatment in our study.

1.3.4. Tatu Vanhanen Project

Led by Tatu Vanhanen, researchers of Helsinki University carried out 
a series of projects and published their findings in several books, in particular, 

“The Emergence of Democracy: A Comparative Study of 119 States, 1850–
1979”22 (1984); “The Process of Democratization: A Comparative Study of 
147 States, 1980–1988”23 (1990); “Prospects of Democracy: A Study of 172 
Countries”24 (1997); and “Democratization in 2000: A Causal Analysis of 170 
Countries”25 (2000–2002), among others. 

The Problem, Main Ideas, and Objects of Research

The researcher’s main concern is finding factors that could explain why 
some countries are more democratic than others. A research team acts 
on the premise that there must be, in theory, a single factor offering an 
answer to why the extent of democracy (democratization) is so different 
from place to place, without denying the importance of other independent 
variables, for which it could serve as a common denominator, contrary to 
the widespread view that democratic systems’ evolution factors may be 
different. In Vanhanen’s view, allocation of resources in society is the one 

20 The website displaying a report 
on a multiethnic country can 
have a reference to the materials 
of the Minorities at Risk project 
undertaken by the Center for 
International Development 
and Conflict Management at 
the University of Maryland (for 
more detail, see: Minorities at Risk 
Project, <http://www.cidcm.umd.
edu/inscr/mar>.

21 Among other things, this 
characteristic may have 
limitations as well: the formally 
democratic institutions may 
conceal entirely different, 
including nondemocratic, 
practices.

22 Tatu Vanhanen, The Emergence 
of Democracy: A Comparative 
Study of 119 States, 1850–1979, 
Commentationes Scientiarum 
Socialium no. 24, Finnish Society 
of Sciences and Letters, Helsinki, 
1984.

23 Tatu Vanhanen, The Process of 
Democratization: A Comparative 
Study of 147 States, 1980-88, Crane 
Russak, N.Y., 1990.

25 Tatu Vanhanen, 
Democratization: А Сomparative 
Аnalysis of 170 countries, 
Routledge, L., N.Y., 2003.

24 Tatu Vanhanen, Prospects 
of Democracy: A Study of 172 
Countries, Routledge, L., N.Y, 1997.
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common factor. His projects are, in fact, pivoted on the assumption that 
the level of democratization depends on the relative degree of resource 
distribution.

From the very start, the study covered all independent countries. Later 
on, though, a number of qualification limitations were introduced. First, 
countries with populations under 100.000 were eliminated because of 
data collection difficulties and because they actually depended on other 
countries (for example, their bigger neighbors). Second, only those countries 
remained on the list that were independent in 1991. This qualification 
made much sense after the breakup of the USSR and Yugoslavia, and the 
unifications of Germany and Yemen. Imposed in the latter half of the 1990s, 
these qualifications were eased in the “Prospects of Democracy: A Study 
of 172 Countries” and “Democratization in 2000: A Causal Analysis of 170 
Countries.” Also at that time, Taiwan and the new independent countries of 
Africa and Oceania were added to the list.

For the purposes of the study, the countries are broken up into 7 regional 
groups: Europe and North America; Latin America and the Caribbean; Africa 
(less the Maghreb); North Africa, the Middle East, and Central Asia; South 
Asia; East and Southeast Asia; and Oceania.

Methodological Basis

From the theoretical perspective, the central idea of Vanhanen’s projects 
follows from the evolutionist paradigm of political studies, which embodies 
several assumptions. First, humans everywhere are, by nature, similar in many 
respects, regardless of national borders. In other words, certain behavioral 
patterns in politics are similar in different national contexts. Second, the 
political struggle for power is a variety of the general struggle for survival 
(owing to over limited resources) conceptualized in Charles Darwin’s theory 
of evolution by natural selection. These assumptions are concretized in the 
studies carried out by Vanhanen in the following form. Power (as a common 
measure in political struggle, power is akin to money in economics) is 
struggled for to get a grip on resources: the more power people have the easier 
access they have to scarce resources. To turn it around, the more resources 
people have, the greater power they enjoy being in control of them. If the 
resources are concentrated with a single group, it will be politically the most 
influential. And, if the resources are spread widely among several groups, 
circumstances are conducive to the distribution of power. This implies the 
unconventional interpretation of the “autocracy vs. democracy” dichotomy, 
with autocracy treated as a situation where resources are concentrated in the 
hands of a single group, and democracy as a situation in which resources are 
distributed among various groups. Society is more democratic if resources 
are distributed broadly among its members. Democracy takes place under 
conditions in which the resources are spread so broadly that no group is any 
longer able to suppress its competitors and to maintain its hegemony over 
the bulk of available resources. This position is backed up in “Democratization 
in 2000: A Causal Analysis of 170 Countries” by the argument that the broader 
the resources are spread and the higher the intellectual potential of the 
population the more advanced democracy is.
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This formula is thought to apply everywhere, to all countries regardless 
of their economic, cultural, geographic, civilization, racial, or other particular 
features, which are either subordinate to the general evolutionist logic 
of political studies (for example, as the economy grows so do economic 
resources and opportunities to access these resources for a greater number 
of groups) or are ignored.

Operationalization of Phenomena and Factors on the Level  
of Variables, Time Frame of Research

The level of democratization comprises such variables as competition (C) 
and participation (P). The competition variable indicates the percentage share 
of the smaller parties (100 minus the share of the largest party) of the votes 
or of the seats in parliamentary and/or executive elections. Participation vari-
able indicates the percentage of the total population who voted in the same 
election(s). The measures of competition and participation are combined 
into an Index of Democratization (ID) by using the following formula: 
ID = (PxC) / 100. Formal thresholds of 10 percent for P, 30 percent for C, and 
5 percent for the resultant ID are introduced as qualifiers for democracies. 
If a country is below any of these threshold values, it is regarded as a non-
democracy. Clearly, ID can only be high if the original two variables are. Time 
frame for the ID starts in 1850. This operationalization scheme of democracy 
is recycled virtually unchanged through all of Vanhanen’s projects. Though, 
in his “Democratization in 2000: A Causal Analysis of 170 Countries” he also 
considered referendums (which have been rising in number and importance 
in various countries) for good measure. A single referendum increases 
participation rate by 5 percent, but, to cut out anomalies, the maximum 

“contribution” from this unit is limited at a 30 percent ceiling.
To operationalize the distribution of resources, chosen as an explanatory 

phenomenon, such variables are chosen which can be applied to all cases 
in the study, though Vanhanen notes that the distribution of resources may 
include other variables. Indeed, all studies, except the 2000–2002 project, 
include the following six variables:

1.  Urbanization level (percentage of urban population to the 
total population). It is assumed that the more people live in 
cities the more the economic activity is diversified and the larger 
is the number of groups having access to economic resources, 
and, accordingly, the wider the resources are distributed among 
different groups.

2.  The share of non-agricultural population. It is presumed that 
a high share of non-agricultural population is the evidence of 
a more diversified employment structure and wider distribution 
of resources.

3.  Number of students in universities and other equivalent 
degree-awarding institutions per 100 000 inhabitants. This 
variable is an indication of the distribution pattern of intellectual 
resources in a country. Vanhanen and his colleagues believe that 
the higher the share of students the broader the distribution of 
intellectual resources.
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4.  The percentage of literate population. Rather than measure 
the general distribution of intellectual resources, this variable is 
used to measure how basic and essential intellectual resources 
are spread. The higher the percentage of literates the broader 
the distribution of basic intellectual resources.

5.  The share of family farms to the total area of holdings. It is 
assumed that the more farms are family-owned the broader 
economic resources related to ownership or use of agricultural 
lands are distributed.

6.  The dergee of decentralization of non-agricultural economic 
resources. It is believed that the extent to which resources 
are distributed is directly proportional to the level of their 
decentralization. Vanhanen has, however, run into problems 
over the definition of the variable itself, which has proved much 
more complex in terms of adequate statistics search than the 
variables listed above. To deal with the problem, he introduced 
a decentralization index constructed on the basis of several 
variables, in particular, (a) the role of the state in the economy, 
that is, the share of state-owned non-agricultural enterprises; 
(b)  the role of foreign capital, or the share of enterprises part-
owned by foreign investors; and (c) the role of the private sector, 
or the share of non-agricultural enterprises in the hands of 
major private owners.

The six variables given above to reveal the various aspects of resource 
distribution in society are used to compute the Index of power resources. 
The index is not constructed directly by adding up all the variables, each 
different in nature. Instead, the variables are used to generate interim 
(sectional) indices, in particular: (1)  Index of occupational diversification 
computed from the arithmetic average faction of the urban and non-
agricultural population; (2) Index of knowledge distribution derived from 
the arithmetic average faction of university students and literates in 
percent; (3) Index of economic power resources, which also includes such 
variables as the share of family farms and degree of decentralization, on the 
one hand, and the share of rural and non-agricultural population, on the 
other. Ultimately, the Index of power resources is computed by combining 
the sectional indices.

In “Democratization in 2000: A Causal Analysis of 170 Countries,” the 
explanatory variables were slightly adjusted. The shares of urban and non-
agricultural population were replaced with GDP per capita (it is assumed 
that the distribution of economic resources is proportional to GDP per 
capita). Decentralization of resources variable was also revised, and was 
then derived from the poverty level and concentration of resources in the 
hands of the minority. Also, as a country’s intellectual potential indicator, 
national IQ variable was introduced, reflecting the average level of mental 
abilities of the population.

Significantly, the explanatory variables are not political structures, 
but stand for social conditions and constructs (educational system, 
economic set-ups and conditions defining the level of centralization or 
decentralization, and land tenure system), which are very stable and harder 
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to change than political set-ups. This is the reason why these variables are 
preferred.

These variables are calculated beginning in 1850 (except for the degree 
of decentralization, calculated since 1980, and the national IQ, which 
came into use after 2000). Such time frame is used, above all, to evaluate 
democratic prospects in various countries on the basis of the relationships 
that existed between dependent and independent variables in the past. It 
is assumed that more or less stable relationships surviving from the past 
can, to an extent, be extrapolated into the future to assess the prospects 
of democracy in each particular country. Another task is measuring the 
degree of correlation between dependent and independent variables, and 
conducting an analysis of the extent to which individual countries fit into 
the general trend of such relationships.

Both in “Prospects of Democracy: A Study of 172 Countries” and 
“Democratization in 2000: A Causal Analysis of 170 Countries” an internal 
time frame is imposed, with the period that began in 1991 considered a 
kind of turning point.

Research Hypotheses and Verification, Methods of Data Analysis

Vanhanen and his colleagues formulate the following hypotheses:
1. The democratization level is related to the measures of resource 

distribution.
2. All counties tend to cross the thresholds of democracy at about 

the same level of Index of power resources.
The first hypothesis is verified by correlation analysis. Positive correlation 

must be relatively high (significance factor is calculated). Weak or negative 
correlations falsify the hypothesis.

The second hypothesis is verified by regression analysis. If countries have 
not tended to cross the threshold of democracy at about the same level of 
Index of power resources, then the hypothesis is regarded as falsified.

The results of the correlation and regression analysis show that the 
hypotheses formulated can be considered generally confirmed. In the 
latest project, the distribution of resources level affects the degree of 
democratization in a majority of cases (approximately 70 percent). Some 
cases work against the hypotheses. Though, the number of cases strongly 
deviated from the hypotheses is significantly smaller than that of cases 
diverging only slightly. Vanhanen admits that the concepts of “democracy” 
and “distribution of resources” are in no way confined to the variables used 
in his studies. Relationships between these phenomena could be more 
interrelated.

The research confirms the principal theoretical premise that a broad 
distribution of intellectual, economic, and other resources promotes 
democracy, while concentration of resources erodes democracy and 
favours stability of non-democratic regimes.

* * *
Regardless of all their obvious advantages, Vanhanen’s projects have 

repeatedly come under much criticism for their linearity and one-dimen-
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sionality (in critics’ view, democracy’s development seems to follow diverse 
vectors at a time); for their focus on a single factor or group of factors, and 
for deliberately disregarding the unique historical, political, and cultural 
context. While they have demonstrated that the level of democratization 
depends on the distribution of resources, Vanhanen and his colleagues have 
not answered the question of why resources in country A are distributed 
differently than in country B and, then, why country A is more democratic 
than country B. Nor do they explain the fact that over certain phases of 
history some countries of type B were more stable democracies than some 
countries of type A. A new cycle of studies will probably be needed to 
answer these “awkward questions”, in which the distribution of resources 
will be a referable phenomenon.

1.3.5. Typology of Non-Socialist Countries  
 (An Experiment in Multidimensional Statistical 
 Analysis of Economies): Project of the USSR 
 Academy of Sciences

The findings of a project, one of the most interesting and innovative 
studies in cross-national comparisons ever undertaken by Soviet scholars, 
were made public in 1976. The project was launched to develop a typology 
of capitalist countries across the world developed on the basis of their 
socio-economic systems. The methodological credo of the project was built 
on multidimensional statistical analysis and interdisciplinary approaches, 
and mathematicians, economists, and sociologists were recruited to carry 
it through.

The idea of a study of this kind first occurred to Leonid Gordon, 
Viktor  Tyagunenko, and Leonid  Friedman in 1968.26 The Soviet scholars’ 
project was, itself, a challenge to the trends in international studies of the 
time. In defiance of efforts to narrow down the scope of cases number, the 
Soviet researchers extended their analysis to 85 countries of Europe, Asia, 
North, Central, and South America, Australia, and Oceania, which included 
nations with vastly different regional characteristics, their association with 
the capitalist world being their shared quality.

The main task of the project — developing a classification of non-socialist 
countries of the world by comparing data on their different aspects — was 
achieved in three stages:

1. Ordering the subjects (countries) according to the extent of 
decrease or increase of their main characteristics.

2. Breaking down, for typological purposes, all the studied 
countries into groups of countries bearing similarities in some 
respects.

3. Building a multidimensional classification of countries.
To achieve their objectives, the researchers performed a multidimen-

sional statistical analysis of international socio-economic statistics. 
A multidimensional approach implies comparisons among countries on the 
basis of a series of variables, which made it distinct from studies employing 
one or two variables, even though the researchers realized that the large 

26 Leonid Gordon, Viktor 
Tyagunenko, Leonid Friedman, 
et al., A Typology of Non-Socialist 
Countries (An Experiment in 
Multidimensional Statistical 
Analysis of National Economies), 
Nauka, Moscow, 1976.
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number of variables they included in their analysis would inevitably 
increase the “weight” of some similarities and differences at the expense of 
others. They built a database with seven groups of variables (a total of 31):

1. Generalized indicators of socio-economic development (national 
income per capita, savings per capita, and income per employee);

2. sectoral structure of the economy (share of the population in 
various sectors of the economy — industry, agriculture, and 
commerce);

3. employment ratio;
4. human development level (literacy, nutrition, life expectancy, 

tertiary school enrolment, residents per physician, and mass 
communications);

5. industrial performance (energy and steel output per capita, 
number of tractors and motor vehicles, synthetic fiber output, 
railroad length, capacity of nuclear power plants);

6. role of the state in the economy and militarization of the 
economy (ratio of government spending to national income, 
ratio of military spending to national income, strength of the 
armed forces); and

7. demographics (share of employable population, urbanization, 
and population density).

The authors succeeded in making data for different countries and regions 
compatible, solving a problem that often bogs down many projects of its 
kind.

To arrange countries as suited their purposes, the project leaders 
proceeded from the premise that it would be unfeasible to compare 
them directly against thirty or so variables, which, therefore, should be 
reduced to a few basic components, and that variables could not be joined 
mechanically as it would have provoked simplifications and distortions. 
Problems likely to emerge in the process could be dealt with by adding more 
or less “weight” (value) to some variables after polling experts or making 
theoretical assumptions. And yet, bias could leave much of the effort wasted. 
To prevent this happening, the scholars opted for the principal components 
method, reducing their initial 31 variables to a few uncorrelated principal 
components reflecting different sides of the countries’ life. The meaning 
content of the components was built by computing the “weight” of each 
variable in the components. As a result, the first component embraced over 
25 variables. Economic performance figures had a decisive impact on the 
number of variables. The first component contained over half (54 percent) 
of the information about the countries in the study. Interestingly enough, a 
group of variables reflecting the role of the state in the economy and extent 
of militarization of national economies (i.e. a group of political and economic 
indicators) was outside of this component. The derived components 
were used to reveal country distributions and outline their structure. For 
example, four key groups of countries were identified according to the first 
component. The first comprised the US, separated from the rest because 
of its enormous lead over the other countries. The second group consisted 
of the most advanced capitalist countries aside from the US (France, West 
Germany, the United Kingdom, Belgium, etc.). Next came an intermediate 
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group of countries “sandwiched” between developed and developing 
countries — Spain, Portugal, Greece, South Africa, Argentina, Chile, Uruguay, 
and others. And, finally, developing countries followed (Guatemala, Algeria, 
Tunisia, Malaysia, etc.). Sketched on paper, the countries’ structure based 
on these components stretched out in an arcuate shape, which the authors 
named the “development arc”.

Cluster analysis was used to accomplish a further objective — creating 
a country typology. It offers a tool to discover similarities between subjects 
regardless of the number of variables. It also provides a logic to be followed 
in breaking down all subjects (countries) into clusters as the number of 
clusters rises. Among other results it produced, for example, this method 
helped build a “tree” of developed and developing countries, and another 

“tree” of intermediate countries. Smaller clusters branch off from the bigger 
clusters, providing more detailed data to classify countries within groups. 
The abundant material yielded by the studies was amplified by detailed 
comments on country grouping, and on similarities and differences 
between them under the impact of various factors.

By and large, the algorithm the researchers followed in their studies 
proved an effective tool for large-scale comparisons both in the snapshot 
logic and in the logic used to study the dynamics of the countries’ global 
setup (provided that the database was regularly updated). Among the 
limitations of the projects are, in the first place, the focus turned mostly on 
socio-economic variables, and insufficient attention given to parameters 
reflecting the political aspects of development. However, regardless of 
this failing, and given that the project was completed over 30 years ago, 
the approaches applied by the researchers are as relevant today as they 
were at that time. However that may be, the project can be regarded as a 
major precedent of large-scale comparisons with the use of quantitative 
methods.

1.3.6. Globalization Index: Joint Project  
 of A. T. Kearney 
 Consultancy and Foreign Policy Magazine

A. T. Kearney, one of the world’s oldest consultancies, and Foreign Policy 
magazine have pursued a joint project to develop the Globalization Index27 
since 2001. They call it the first complex empirical measure of globalization and 
its impact that allows to reveal the extent of economic, political, technological, 
and person-to-person integration in 62 countries accounting for 85 percent of 
the world’s population and 96 percent of the world’s gross GDP.

The index measures 12 variables grouped into four categories: economic 
integration, personal contact, technological connectivity, and political 
engagement. Economic integration category combines data on trade and 
foreign direct investment (inflows and outflows); personal contact tracks 
international travel and tourism, international telephone calls, and cross-
border remittances; technological connectivity counts the number of web 
users, Internet hosts (relative to population), and secure servers through which 
encrypted transactions are carried out; and political engagement category 

27 Globalization Index, 
A. T. Kearney, <http://www.
atkearney.com/index.php/
Publications/globalization-index.
html>. 
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includes each country’s memberships in international organizations, per-
sonnel and financial contributions to UN peacekeeping operations, ratification 
of selected multilateral agreements, and amounts of governmental transfer 
payments and receipts.

The index has been computed from data available at such sources as the 
specialized databases of the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, the 
UN, the International Telecommunication Union, Carlton University (Country 
Indicators for Foreign Policy database28), as well as from information provided 
by the statistical agencies of countries surveyed for the purposes of the 
Globalization Index.

1.3.7. Bertelsmann’s Transformation Index

The Bertelsmann Foundation was founded by Reinhard Mohn in 1977, 
and today it is the biggest private foundation in Germany. The Foundation’s 
projects extend to a very broad range of problems in education, health care, 
economics and social relations, international relations, corporate culture, 
charity, and demography. The annual Karl Bertelsmann prize is given for 
innovative approaches to socially significant issues. The Foundation’s 
projects reach out as far afield as Egypt, Poland, Spain, the US, Israel, the 
Palestinian Autonomy, and Russia.

The Bertelsmann Transformation Index29 (BTI) is the Foundation’s chief 
and most-cited project. Its purpose is to make a comparative analysis of how 
far 119 countries of the world have advanced in promoting democracy and 
market economy, and improving the quality of their political governance. 
The Bertelsmann Foundation is running this project jointly with the Munich-
based Center for Applied Policy Research. BTI involves an interdisciplinary 
panel of experts staffed by representatives of leading research institutes 
and universities, mostly from Germany and France.

As a direct result, the efforts undertaken under the project have 
produced two updatable rankings combining quality assessments 
and quantitative values of the developing countries going through 
growth and transformation stage. The BTI measures the extent to which 
democracy and market economy have advanced in each of the countries 
covered, and how the quality and dynamics of governance have improved 
over the preceding five-year period. Project findings are believed to 
help improve the strategies for political management of transformation 
processes, or, in other words, the research results provide a basis for 
practical recommendations on ways to improve management methods 
and approaches, models for outside support for transformation processes, 
and much else. 

The first BTI component, the Status Index, locates where each of the 119 
states stands on the path toward democracy and market economy. The 
highest scores are taken by countries with the most efficient democratic 
institutions and market economy. Each country’s value is calculated as 
an arithmetic mean of two numerical indicators reflecting progress in 
(a) political transformation and (b) economic transformation. Success in 
political transformation is assessed on the basis of such criteria as stateness, 

28 Country Indicators for Foreign 
Policy Project, 
<http://www.carleton.ca/cifp>.

29 Bertelsmann Foundation, 
<http://www.bertelsmann-
transformation-index.de>.
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political participation, rule of law, stability of democratic institutions, and 
political and social integration. These political criteria are based on 18 
indicators. Analysis of economic transformation takes into account the 
level of a country’s socio-economic development, organization of the 
market and competition, currency and price stability, respect for private 
property rights, welfare regime; economic performance, and sustainability 
of the economy. The economic criteria are derived from 14 indicators.

The second BTI component, the Management Index, evaluates 
the quality of governance. Each country’s ranking is calculated from 
numerical indicators for management level and complexity. The quality 
of management is defined on the basis of such factors as the political 
actors’ steering and consensus-reaching abilities, resource efficiency, and 
international cooperation. Level of difficulty is computed on the basis of 
six indicators, in particular, structural conditions, civil society traditions, 
intensity of conflicts, education level, the country’s economic performance, 
and the role of institutions.

Project findings are presented as rankings, country reports, and the 
Transformation Atlas (a method developed to visualize the findings on the 
Internet). Besides, the Foundation uses the project findings to develop 
strategic recommendations for decision-makers in their respective 
countries. To top it all, the Bertelsmann Foundation holds a regular 
conference, Transformation Thinkers, for young members of the managerial 
elite to exchange experience, and maintains a restricted-access section for 
young managers to communicate with one another on the project’s web 
site.

1.3.8. Global Competitiveness Index:  
 A Project of the World Economic Forum

The Global Competitiveness Index30 has been developed at the initiative 
of the World Economic Forum,31 an international organization seeking to 
create conditions stimulating cooperation between world leaders on key 
issues of world and regional development.

In the methodological notes to the 2006/2007 Index edition, the World 
Economic Forum (WEF) representatives specify that factors determining the 
underlying competitiveness of actors are as diverse as they are numerous. 
In particular, economic health is undermined by mismanagement of the 
public finances and high inflation, while protection of intellectual property 
rights, an advanced judicial system, and other factors may have a beneficial 
effect. Education and training, sustainable access to new knowledge and 
technologies may be just as important as institutional factors. The factors 
behind economic competitiveness matter differently for different economic 
systems across the world, depending on their particular starting conditions 
and stage of development. Obviously, these factors, too, tend to change 
over time.

WEF researchers have continuously updated index methodology for 
measuring competitiveness to keep pace with the changing international 
environment. Information needed to calculate and update the index is drawn 

30 World Competitiveness 
Reports, World Economic Forum, 
<http://www.weforum.org/
en/initiatives/gcp/Global%20
Competitiveness%20Report/
index.htm>.

31 World Economic Forum, 
<http://www.weforum.org>.
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from specialized statistical databases and polls among business owners 
(nearly 11.000 of whom were polled for the 2006/2007 report).

Structurally, the index comprises nine groups of variables: institutions, 
infrastructure, macroeconomics, health care and primary education, higher 
education and training, market efficiency, technological readiness, business 
sophistication and innovation. The choice of these factors and variables is 
based on theoretical and empirical research, with none of the factors alone 
being strong enough to ensure competitiveness. For example, the effect 
of increased spending on education may be weakened by an inefficient 
labor market and other institutional weaknesses, making it difficult for 
new graduates to gain access to sustainable employment opportunities. 
Attempts to improve the macroeconomic environment (e.g., bringing 
public finance under control) may only be successful in a transparent 
finance management system, as opposed to corruption and abuse. Business 
community will only make investments in new technologies if the returns 
are higher than new investments. According to WEF, therefore, the most 
competitive economies in the world will be those able to frame policies in 
a comprehensive way, that is, to recognize a broad array of factors and their 
interconnection. 

WEF experts working on the index consider the fact that countries around 
the world are functioning at different stages of economic development. The 
importance of particular factors of a country’s competitiveness will be a 
function of the starting conditions, that is, those institutional and structural 
features that characterize a country in comparison with others in terms 
of development. In other words, what drives productivity in Sweden is 
necessarily different from what drives it in Ghana.

The index components are first used to compute three subindices, 
each critical to a particular stage of development (factor-driven, efficiency 
enhancement, and innovative stages), namely: the basic requirements 
subindex (including components critical for the factor-driven stage, such as 
institutions, infrastructure, macroeconomy, health, and primary education); 
the efficiency enhancers subindex (including critical components in the 
efficiency-driven stage, such as higher education and training, market 
efficiency, and technological readiness); and the innovation and sophisti-
cation factors subindex including components critical in the innovation-
driven stage (business sophistication, innovation).

In 2006, the index was calculated for 125 countries. The World 
Competitiveness Report, which contains, among other things, the index 
(ranking) itself, provides information about the positions of countries on 
the index (ranking) scale itself and on the subindices, with a breakdown 
into components, points scored, and places in competitiveness ranking.

1.3.9. Project of the Cato Institute:  
 Economic Freedom of the World

The Cato Institute,32 founded by Edward Crane in 1977, is a private 
nonprofit research foundation. The Institute’s name is directly linked to 
Cato’s Letters33 that significantly influenced the ripening ideas that planted 

32 Cato Institute, 
<http://www.cato.org>.

33 Cato Letters, a series of essays 
by John Trenchard and Thomas 
Gordon on political freedom, 
were published in newspapers 
between 1720 and 1723 and 
circulated widely among the 
readership in the English colonies 
in North America. The essays 
were signed “Cato,” in a reference 
to Cato the Younger, who resisted 
Julius Caesar in his claims 
to become the ruler in the Roman 
Republic.
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the seeds for the American Revolution. Now based in Washington, D.C., the 
Cato Institute headquartered originally in San Francisco, CA, until 1981.

As the organization’s statutes define its mission, the Cato Institute is 
committed to upholding the principles of peace, individual liberty, free 
market, and limited government. The organization seeks to extend the 
bounds of social and political debate and to involve broad segments of the 
intelligent community in them. The Institute runs an extensive publication 
program dealing with the complete spectrum of political and economic 
issues. It sponsors forums and conferences on current political issues in 
many cities around the world, and publishes conference papers thrice 
yearly in Cato Journal and also on the Institute’s website. Cato Journal 
focuses on public policy and free market issues. In addition to Cato Journal, 
the Institute puts out a quarterly Regulation magazine (which carries 
materials on economic regulation, including its legal aspects, in as diverse 
fields as farming and banking to transportation), and Cato Policy Report, 
a bimonthly newsletter.

According to Cato spokespersons, the Institute does not accept 
government funding to maintain its independence. Funds are contributed 
to the Institute’s budget by foundations, corporations, and individuals, and 
also from the sale of publications. The Institute employs a full-time staff 
of 95 (excluding interns), and around 90 freelancers (researchers, adjunct 
scholars, and fellows). The Institute’s Board of Directors has 14 members 
representing the US business community, as well as the Institute itself.

For more than a decade already, the Cato Institute has been publishing, 
jointly with Canada’s Fraser Institute and another 50 organizations across 
the globe, an annual survey, Economic Freedom of the World,34 offering 
analytical reviews of stability of economic institutions and current policies 
in 130 countries (the 2006 survey looks at where they were in 2004) from the 
perspective of how much economic freedom they provide. The Economic 
Freedom of the World Index was unveiled in 1996, with contributions 
from 60 scholars in many sciences, including several Nobel laureates in 
economics, made in the course of nearly ten years.

According to the 2005 survey authors’ note, economic freedom is 50 
times more effective than democracy in restraining countries from going 
to war. The project’s goal is to measure the degree of economic freedom 
against such criteria as, in the Institute’s view, freedom of personal choice, 
voluntary exchange, freedom to compete, and security of privately owned 
property. The economic freedom index is constructed from almost 40 
data points separated into five major areas characterizing:

1. Size of government.
2. Legal structure and security of property rights.
3. Access to sound money.
4. Freedom to trade internationally.
5. Regulation of credit, labor, and business.

The first group of components contains four variables — government 
consumption as a share of total consumption; transfers and subsidies 
as a share of GDP; enterprises owned or part-owned by government, 
government investments as a share of total investments; and top marginal 
tax rate in view of applicability thresholds (this component falls into two 

34 Economic Freedom of the World, 
<http://www.cato.org/pubs/efw/
index.html>.
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subcomponents — top marginal income tax rate and top marginal income 
and payroll tax rate).

The second group of indicators includes five variables — judicial 
independence; impartiality of courts in dealing with cases regarding 
companies and government; protection of property rights; military 
interference; and integrity of the legal system.

The third group of indicators includes such variables as growth of the 
money supply in the most recent five years; deviation of inflation in the 
most recent five years; inflation in the most recent year; and freedom to buy 
and sell foreign currency (including freedom to open accounts in various 
currencies at home and abroad).

The “Freedom to Trade Internationally” group includes the following 
variables: taxes on international trade (with three subcomponents: taxes as 
a percentage of exports and imports; mean tariff rate; and deviation of tariff 
rates); regulatory trade barriers (with two subcomponents: hidden import 
barriers and import costs); size of the trade sector of the economy; difference 
between the official exchange rate and the black-market exchange rate; and 
restrictions on stock market transactions (with two subcomponents: access 
to foreign capital and restrictions on transactions involving foreign capital).

The fifth group of indicators comprises the following variables: credit 
market regulation (components: private ownership of banks, or percentage 
of deposits held in privately owned banks; foreign bank competition; 
private sector credit in percent; avoidance of negative real interest rates; 
interest rate controls); labor market regulation (subcomponents: impact 
of minimum wage; flexibility of hiring and firing regulations; collective 
bargaining; unemployment benefits; conscription for military service); 
and business regulation (subcomponents: price controls; administrative 
requirements for establishment of companies; bureaucracy costs; ease of 
starting a business; and illegal payments to government officials).

Having completed the analysis and quantified the above variables, the 
researchers compile summaries for each country and form an economic 
freedom ranking. Besides, analytical materials are published in annual 
surveys.

1.3.10. Transparency International’s Global Rankings

Transparency International,35 an international nongovernmental 
organization set up by a group of former World Bank staffers in 1993, has 
been conducting two major projects to measure the degree of corruption 
in countries across the world — the Corruption Perception Index and 
the Global Corruption Barometer. The projects differ methodologically: 
the Corruption Perception Index (CPI) is constructed on the basis of 
expert perceptions and measures corruption, mostly, in top echelons 
of power and in big business, while the Global Corruption Barometer 
owes its credibility to extensive opinion polls registering corruption on 
lower levels of the political and social systems (opening opportunities for 
detailed regional and country surveys). This central difference gives an 
original flavor to the concept of each project.

35 Transparency International, 
<http://www.transparency.org>.
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Corruption Perception Index: Focus on Expertise

The CPI defines corruption as abuse of public office for private gain. The 
project initiators give focus to expert polling because statistics needed to 
measure corruption, such as the number of prosecutions or court cases on 
corruption are, by and large, inconclusive for two reasons — they are not always 
available to researchers and do not so much show the real scale of corruption 
as illustrate the efficiency of law machinery in exposing and curbing corruption. 
Under the circumstances, the project authors believe, nothing counts as much 
for a reliable source of information as experience and perceptions of those 
who are most directly confronted with the realities of corruption or study it 
professionally (the latest rankings incorporate the views of business people, 
local analysts, and analysts of international organizations; previously, data for 
the CPI were drawn from, among other sources, opinion polls that are not used 
any more for reasons such as difficulties of holding regular opinion polls on 
any large scale, and shift of the CPI focus to corruption at the top).

Transparency International uses every effort to obtain authentic data 
from original sources to construct the CPI and turn out valid results. Under 
its own qualifications, for a country to make to the index data on it are to be 
drawn from at least three sources. For example, the first CPI ranking in 1995 
was calculated for 41 countries, 85 countries in 1998, 133 countries in 2003, 
146 in 2004, 159 in 2005, and 163 countries in 2006. This rapid increase was 
achieved by tapping new, and more reliable data sources that had been 
unavailable before.

The CPI scale ranges from 0 (highest level of corruption) to 10 (corruption 
is practically nil).

Changes in the extent of corruption occurring fairly slowly, the CPI is 
based on averages collected over three preceding years. In other words, 
the CPI gives an idea about current corruption estimates offered by experts, 
without monitoring year on year changes. This makes the CPI hardly suited 
for cross-temporal comparisons. A country’s spot in the rankings that might 
change with a change in the list of rated countries is the least reliable 
indicator in this sense. If, however, comparisons are made with past periods, 
a country’s CPI score is to be taken into account. The score does not, however, 
always convey the real dynamics because its variations may be caused by 
adjusted sampling, methodology, or data sources. Speaking of data sources, 
far from all of them are updated annually and, for this reason, some drop 
out of the calculations. And yet, in an ideal situation, new data sources are 
added (and, logically enough, new questions to be posed to experts).

Overall, the CPI is a relatively dependable tool, but its dependability, 
though, varies from country to country. The CPI scores and relevant 
rankings given to countries where corruption is assessed on the basis of 
a small number of sources and where the spread in estimates is the largest, 
may prove to be not quite adequate. 

Global Corruption Barometer: Focus on Opinion Polls

It was their desire to diversify their data sources that impelled Transpa-
rency International experts to start a new project — the Global Corruption 
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Barometer to assess corruption as a daily experience for people in various 
countries. To launch this project, Transparency International enlisted the 
cooperation of Gallup International, an institute of public opinion that 
conducts mass opinion polls for its benefit.

With almost 41.000 people polled in 47 countries, the first study to be 
done under the project came out in 2003. The pollsters asked questions 
about the impact of corruption on various areas of life (family and social), 
the economy, politics, and culture, and about the possible ways corruption 
might go on. For the 2004 edition of the Barometer, more than 50.000 
people were polled in 64 countries. The corresponding figures for the 
2005 Barometer were 69 countries at different economic and social stages 
of development and 55.000 respondents, and in 2006, 62 countries with 
approximately 60.000 respondents. Significantly, most respondents 
think political parties are vulnerable to corruption more than any other 
institutions, followed by the legislatures, police, and judiciary.

* * *
The diversity of sources combining expert surveys and public opinion 

polls is a clear advantage of Transparency International’s projects. They are 
not without their flaws, among which are, before all, one-dimensionality 
and boundedness, reducing the scope for comparisons among the 
countries studied. Their focus on broad generalizations leaves out “special 
cases” and obscures differences between different corruption practices 
and their impacts. Some conclusions, particularly, on the Global Corruption 
Barometer, do not appear as obvious as claimed.

1.3.11. Projects of Freedom House

Freedom House: History and Focus

As the World War II broke out, organizations opposing the policy of 
isolationism started emerging across the United States under names such 
as, for example, Ring of Freedom, Fight for Freedom, and Committee to 
Defend America by Aiding the Allies. In 1941, all of them joined together 
in a nongovernmental, nonprofit organization, Freedom House,36 which 
was campaigned for and inspired by Eleanor Roosevelt, the spouse of US 
President Franklin D. Roosevelt. George Field, who had also been involved 
in establishing the organization, became its head.

Freedom House declared resistance against the ideology of Nazism to 
be its formal goal. During the war, Freedom House representatives actively 
co-operated with the media (for example, they went on the air and gave 
interviews to the press), put forward different initiatives, such as support 
for immigrants, racial integration in the armed forces, creation of the United 
Nations, etc. With the start of the Cold War, Freedom House was repurposed 
to fight the spread of communism, suppression of freedom and civil and 
political rights, with what some researchers claim was direct financial support 
from American government funds (a reason for accusations that Freedom 
House was playing the game of the US government). Any accusations 

36 Freedom House, 
<http://www.freedomhouse.org>.
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(sometimes justified) of political engagement leveled at Freedom House, 
for that matter, were received by the organization’s members and followers 
of its view on the situation from any other country as almost an attack on 
freedom and backslide into the Cold War. On the other extreme, the bulk 
of criticisms made against it was motivated by a “presumption of guilt” that 
seemed to be firmly established.

Freedom House is watched over by a board of trustees which includes 
a mix of business and labor leaders, former senior politicians, scholars, 
writers, and journalists. Even though some of the trustees were born in 
other countries, they are all US citizens now. Since September, 2005, the 
board has been chaired up by Peter Ackerman. Other members of the 
board are Malcolm Forbes, Samuel Huntington, et al.

Freedom House is financed by the Bradley Brothers, Sarah Skife, and 
George Soros foundations, as well as the US government foundations and 
those of several other countries in the form of various grants (“not contracts”, 
its representatives emphasize). According to some sources, government 
foundations form a considerable share of its budget, according to some 
sources.

During the 1990s, Freedom House significantly expanded its geographic 
presence by opening offices in Hungary, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, 
Uzbekistan, Poland, Serbia, Tunisia, and Ukraine. In 1999, it set up the American 
Committee for Peace in Chechnya (later renamed the American Committee for 
Peace in the Caucasus), among members of which are, for example, Zbigniew 
Brzezinski, former presidential national security advisor, former Secretary of 
State Alexander Haig, former Congressman Steven Solarz, and former CIA 
Director James Woolsey. In 2002, the organization set up, with support from 
the US Agency for International Development (USAID), an Internet service for 
nongovernmental organizations in Central and Eastern Europe.

Today, Freedom House calls itself “an independent private organization 
supporting expansion of freedom throughout the world,” and also “a clear 
voice for democracy and freedom around the world.” It does not associate 
itself with either the Democratic or Republican Party of the US, and supports 
civil initiatives in countries where there is no freedom or it is under threat. 
Freedom House opposes forces that challenge the universal right of people 
to be free and acts as “a catalyst for freedom, democracy, and the rule of law 
through its analysis, advocacy, and action.” These objectives are stated in 
the organization’s official documents.

Freedom House engages in its most vigorous activity in Central and 
Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Middle East, having opened offices 
in all those regions. Its operations have run into difficulties in those regions 
recently, as its offices in certain countries are being accused of concealing 
details about their small grant program, “double standards” toward defense 
of human rights, and “gathering of specific data with intent to destabilize 
the political situation.”

Four of Freedom House’s most-known projects — Freedom in the World, 
Freedom of the Press, Nations in Transit, and Countries at the Crossroads — 
will be reviewed below. However, research activity of the organization is 
not limited to these projects. In the past four years Freedom House has 
published the following studies:
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 ■ Advancing the Freedom Agenda: Time for a Recalibration? (2006), 
which looks at trends in the development of democracy in the 
wake of Hamas’s electoral victory in Palestine and the wave of 
violence in Iraq;

 ■ The Worst of the Worst: The World’s Most Repressive Societies 
2005, issued in 2006 for the 61st Session of the UN Human Rights 
Commission;

 ■ Freedom in Sub-Saharan Africa (2006) and Freedom in the 
Americas (2006); 

 ■ Women’s Rights in the Middle East and North Africa: Arabic 
Translation, published in 2006, in Arabic first time ever;

 ■ How Freedom is Won: From Civic Struggle to Durable Democracy 
(issued in 2005 to show the potential of peaceful mass movements 
as the driving forces behind successful examples of transition to 
democracy and analyze developments in 67 countries where 
undemocratic regimes have collapsed since 1972); 

 ■ Enhancing U.S. Leadership at the United Nations (2002), and 
others.

Freedom in the World Project

In the 1950s, Freedom House launched its Balance Sheet of Freedom 
project, which gave an overview of trends in various countries from the 
perspective of freedom in them. In 1972, the project was enlarged and 
renamed Freedom in the World. The methodology was developed by 
Raymond Gastil of the Washington University, who started applying 
political rights and civil liberties to rank countries and label them as free, 
partially free, and not free. Project findings since were annually in Freedom 
at Issue magazine, and, beginning in 1978, started coming out in book form. 

In 1989, a larger team of in-house experts was established, allowing the 
organization to add more content to its country surveys.

The methodological note to the Freedom in the World project says that 
the standards in the area of political rights and civil liberties the organization 
follows in all its projects are enshrined, directly or indirectly, in the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights and “apply to all countries and territories 
irrespective of geographical location, ethnic or religious composition, or 
level of economic development.”

Freedom of the Press Project

The Freedom of the Press project has been carried out since 1980. Much 
as with the Freedom in the World Project, Freedom House makes references 
to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, in particular, Article 19, which 
proclaims the right of every individual to hold and express their opinions, 
in order to justify its approach to the definition of freedom of the press 
standards. The organization calls government control over the mass media 
the biggest barrier to press freedom.

Data that goes into preparing this project is gathered by foreign 
correspondents and Freedom House’s own staff and consultants. It also 
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relies on data published by various international organizations monitoring 
human rights and press freedom, government reports, and publications in 
domestic and foreign media. Violations of press freedom are tracked down 
for Freedom House by members of the International Freedom of Expression 
Exchange (IFEX) network.

The freedom of the press rating is constructed from experts’ answers 
to 23 questions divided into three groups — legal, political, and economic 
environments. By analogy with the Freedom in the World project, countries 
(or rather their media) are labeled free (0–30 points), partly free (31–60), 
and not free (61–100). A country’s total score is based on the total of three 
categories on a scale of 0 (best score) to 100 (worst score). Assigning 
numerical points allows to examine short-, medium-, and long-term trends. 
The methodology of the project is also regularly refined.

Nations in Transit Project

The Nations in Transit project is designed to look into political 
transformations in Central and Eastern Europe and in the countries that 
arose in place of the former Soviet Union (the 2006 survey provides an 
overview of 29 countries).

The project’s authors argue that it gives a close-up on individual’s rights 
and freedoms rather than rates governments or legislatures in this area. 
Freedom House admits that the ratings awarded by the project should 
not be taken as absolute indicators of the situation, but are valuable 
enough for making general assessments of reforms and monitoring long-
term developments in political evolution of the countries studied. Annual 
Nations in Transit surveys have been published since 1995.

Freedom House works on to improve the methodologies used in this 
project, as it does on a majority of other projects. To prepare country 
surveys and construct ratings, experts are given questionnaires with seven 
groups of questions on the electoral process; civil society; independent 
media; local democratic governance; national democratic governance; 
judicial framework and independence; and corruption.

The organization’s spokespersons emphasize that the ratings reflect 
the consensus between its staff, advisers, and authors of country reports. 
Authors of reports rely on a broad selection of sources, including official data 
and data released by nongovernmental and international organizations, 
and the domestic press.

The rating process includes four stages:
1. Report authors offer their preliminary ratings on the above 

groups of questions.
2. Academic advisers evaluate the ratings, and, if they have 

a consensus on inaccuracies, they work the ratings over.
3. The report authors review the consultants’ results, and if they 

are more than 0.5 point off their own judgments, they are free 
to dispute any revised rating.

4. Freedom House staff goes through the final rating versions 
and use them in their general conclusions on the degree of 
democratization.



Political Atlas of the Modern World

47

The degree of democratic development is shown on Freedom House’s 
own scale of 1 (highest score) to 7 (lowest score). The smallest step on this 
scale is 0.25 point (a scale divided into smaller fractions is used now), a 
country’s summary rating very seldom changing by more than 1 point over 
the year. Until 2004, countries were ranked by two parameters — degree 
of democratization and rule of law. In 2004, a new, unified selection of 
characteristics was introduced for countries in the study. From that time on, 
countries have been separated into five groups: consolidated democracies 
(1–2 points); semi-consolidated democracies (3 points); transitional 
governments or hybrid regimes (4 points); semi-consolidated authoritarian 
regimes (5 points); and consolidated authoritarian regimes (6–7 points).

The four stages it takes to arrive at final ratings through consensus 
certainly help reduce bias and prejudice inherent in expert-oriented 
projects, but never purge them completely. Abstracting from statistics (or 
selectivity toward statistical data), even though it helps spot latent trends 
and informal practices of political actors poorly responding to formalization 
and measurement, unavoidably introduces bias and increases the possibility 
of erroneous judgments.

Countries at the Crossroads Project 

The Countries at the Crossroads Project has been carried out since 
2004, in a quest to assess the performance of governance institutions in 60 
countries covered by the project (the first edition that came out in the first 
two years surveyed two different sets of 30 countries each year, and the 
2006 edition looked at the same countries as the 2004 edition did) in four 
main thematic areas — government accountability and public voice; civil 
liberties; rule of law; anticorruption and transparency.

Country reports are written by some of the most prominent experts. The 
methodology used in the project allows country reports to be prepared 
and numerical ratings awarded simultaneously.

Rankings are given on a scale of 0 for the worst to 7 for the best 
performance of government agencies. Preliminary points are awarded by 
the country survey authors, then Freedom House regional advisers and 
the staff revise the results. As with the other projects, Freedom House 
emphasizes that its ratings do not provide the complete picture of the 
situation in the countries surveyed.

1.3.12.  Freedom of the Press Index from Reporters  
 without Borders (Reporters sans Frontières) 

Reporters without Borders37 is a community of organizations united in 
their desire to protect freedom of the press and journalists’ rights. In 2005, 
the organization had nine national branches in Europe (Austria, Belgium, 
the UK, Germany, Spain, Italy, Switzerland, Sweden, and France), offices in 
Asia (Japan, Thailand, and Turkey), America (the US and Canada), Russia, and 
Côte d’Ivoire, and some 130 correspondents across the world. It is a member 
of the International Freedom of Expression Exchange (IFEX) network that 

37 Reporters without Borders, 
<http://www.rsf.org>.
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registers violations in this area and supports journalists, writers, and other 
people whose freedoms of the speech and expression are suppressed. 
The organization raises nearly half of its budget by its own activities — 
selling books and calendars, which carry advertisements as well, running 
special events and auctions, and offering news service subscription on the 
Internet. About a quarter of its budget revenues is contributed by private 
companies and organizations, and grants from private foundations. In 
part (10 percent in 2005 and 19 percent in 2004), it is funded by French 
government agencies, a reason why the organization is sometimes accused 
of bias.

In its day-to-day activity, Reporters without Borders issues press releases 
and writes letters of protest. It also initiates international investigations, stages 
protest actions, and helps imprisoned journalists and their families, the media 
under pressure, and journalists forced to flee their countries. The organization 
publishes journalist guides (containing rules of conduct in areas of military 
operations, instructions on giving first aid to the wounded, etc.). In September 
2005, it issued a special manual for Internet blog owners and web dissidents 
on ways to keep an anonymous weblog and avoid the censor’s action. Also in 
2005, the organization was given the Andrei Sakharov prize (which it shared 
with the Nigerian human rights campaigner, Hauwa Ibrahim, and the Cuban 
Women in White movement) from the European Parliament, which awards it 
to people or organizations defending the freedom of thought.

The Freedom of the Press Index38 is one of the organization’s most 
important products. Updatable every year, the index was introduced for 
139 countries in 2002. In 2006, it was calculated for 168 countries.

The index conveys the organization’s idea of how free or unfree the 
press is in different countries of the world, data for which it gets from 
questionnaires distributed to partner organizations (14 groups on five 
continents) and correspondents, and also to journalists, researchers, 
lawyers, and human rights campaigners. A questionnaire contains 50 
questions, enough to register every violation of journalists’ rights (murder, 
imprisonment, physical violence, and threatening) and freedom of the 
media (censorship, seizure of circulations, searches, and oppression); show 
the degree of immunity of perpetrators; appraise the legal background 
for the media (fines, government monopoly, and interference by the 
regulator); government behavior toward national and foreign media; and 
the biggest barriers to free dissemination of information on the Internet. 
Aside from the official authorities’ position, the index takes into account 
armed militias, underground organizations, or pressure groups that can 
have a real negative effect on the freedom of the press.

* * *
This survey only examines a small part of universal (global) comparison 

precedents with the use of quantitative analysis methods.
Why then start yet another project on the same lines? We have faced this 

question from our colleagues again and again. Our answer is the following: 
we are out to probe into new comparative methods that could give us an 
understanding of our fast-changing world, and help us shed the myths that 

38 2008 World Press Freedom 
Index, Reporters without Borders, 
<http://www.rsf.org/article.
php3?id_article=29031>.
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thrive in social sciences as a consequence of the loss of systematic approach 
(or rather, of its slipping popularity) in research activity. Global comparisons 
will hardly turn the situation around, but, circumstances permitting, they 
can help strike out in a new direction for their quest to succeed.

Indices and rankings are certainly a necessary tool in universal 
comparisons to arrange all research subjects in the continuum of a 
parameter(s) to be measured. It is not an ultimate tool, though. By building 
indices and rankings, one cannot avoid oversimplifying reality. And yet, 
they help to capture and/or confirm the trends the researcher feels by 
intuition, but which he cannot verify.
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CHAPTER 2
An Experiment in Classification 
of the Political Systems of Modern 
States

2.1. Indices: Rationale and Structure

The logic of constructing the five indices used in the Political Atlas project 
was described above in general terms. Now, we will propose to examine the 
indices in closer detail, in particular their structure and selection of variables.

2.1.1. Stateness Index

A brief glance at our world is enough to see that territorial states, which 
are its key structural units, differ substantially from one another in size, 
geographical location, power, positions they hold in the world community, 
as well as in their nature and logic of functioning. This suggests that it is 
clearly not enough for the purposes of complex comparative analysis to 
compare and range them according to a single or several parameters.

The territorial states, forming the grid of world politics, are all recognized 
members of the world community and are traditionally called states. 
However, these sovereign members of the world community do not always 
stand as polities of a single type, or even nature.

Typologically, we can distinguish three ideal types of territorial states’ 
formation: (1)  dynastic formation “from the top”, (2)  consociational 
formation “from the bottom”, and (3)  corporate-estate. In real structures 
which have ever appeared in history, all three types have mixed with one 
another, with one of them still prevailing: the first type in France and several 
German polities; the second in Switzerland and the Netherlands, and the 
third type in several German and Scandinavian polities. At the same time, 
England, Sweden, and a number of North Italian polities are examples of 
combination or succession of different types. Hence, the early Modern 
Age (late Middle Ages) offers a great variety of types of territorial states. 
During subsequent stages of modernization new types and modifications 
of stateness emerged, quite diverse in nature.

Later stages of modernization and succeeding generations of interna-
tional systems and innovations in domestic politics have led to a gradual 
proliferation of kinds and types of polities forming the world “club” of 
sovereign members. Major turning points came in the early 19th century, in 
the second half of the 19th century, and, later on, in the 20th century, with three 
(or four) waves of institution-building separated by the world wars, the end 
of the Cold War, and the collapse of the bipolar world at the turn of the 1990s.
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In contemporary world the states, in the original sense, co-exist with 
other polity types functionally equivalent to the former. In fact, it seems that 
a majority of sovereign members of the world community are functional 
equivalents of states, which adopt, imitate or simulate different features 
of modern stateness. The newcomers have been given full recognition 
normally accorded to states as the pattern of succession followed by 
international systems over the run of history required that the new 
territories drawn into European, international, and, finally, world politics be 
assigned to the new sovereign polities as the only acceptable and legal type 
of political actors. As every new system expanded (through colonization) or 
grew more complex internally (through decolonization), it drew in more 
new political actors, forcing them to embrace common sovereignty rules 
and the standard of international law. This resulted, in terms of evolution, 
structure, and substance, in a “crazy quilt” of forms and types of stateness.

All belonging to the single UN club, the member polities present 
different sorts and types or even generations (early, relatively mature, 
apparently mature, etc.), which impedes universal comparisons. At the 
same time, sustained coexistence and partnership within the “clubs” of 
different generations of international systems (e.g., The Concert of Europe, 
the League of Nations, etc.), and the related more or less systematic and 
sustained impact of external factors on particular polities stimulated 
the emergence (imitation, simulation, etc.) and consolidation of certain 
common institutional attributes. This facilitates universal comparison. 
Furthermore, the old-timers, better integrated into international systems, 
are relatively easier to compare than the “newcomers” whose complex of 

“uniqueness” comes out in a more aggressive and straightforward way.
The extended retrospective of modern stateness spans a modernization 

period of almost five centuries long. From this perspective, studies of long-
term development trends and evolution forms of political organization, in 
general, as well as of modern stateness, in particular, are a matter of vital 
importance. Studies in this mainstream were initiated by a monograph, 

“The Formation of Nation-states in Western Europe”,39 brought out in 1975 
by a team that included Charles Tilly, who also was its editor, Stein Rokkan 
and Samuel Feiner. A year earlier, in 1974, Perry Anderson published 
two books on political trends from antiquity to feudalism40 and on trends 
toward the formation of an absolutist state.41 Later, a major contribution to 
research of the rise of states and stateness in Europe was made by Brian 
Downing,42 Hendrik Spruyt, Thomas Ertman,43 and Philip Gorski.44 

Hendrik Spruyt introduced an entirely new approach to the 
understanding of the formation of modern stateness in his conception of 

“ratchet-effect” development and struggle for survival between the state and 
its “competitors”.45 Spruyt built his conception on the idea of co-existence of 
different types of states and other forms of political organization. He treated 
this interaction as a struggle of species and interpreted the emerging 
development trends in terms of evolutionism.

This approach is reviewed in the Political Atlas project, which focuses 
not so much on the competition among different “species” of states but 
on different conditions and ways in which states respond to challenges 
from within and from without, with different institutional outcomes. 

39 Charles Tilly (ed.), The Formation 
of National States in Western 
Europe, Princeton University Press, 
Princeton, 1975.

40 Perry Anderson, Passages from 
Antiquity to Feudalism, New Left 
Books, London, 1974.

41 Perry Anderson, Lineages of the 
Absolutist State, New Left Books, 
London, 1974.

42 Brian M. Downing, The Military 
Revolution and Political Change: 
Origins of Democracy and 
Autocracy in Early Modern Europe, 
Princeton University Press, 
Princeton, 1992.

43 Thomas Ertman, Birth of the 
Leviathan: Building States and 
Regimes in Medieval and Early 
Modern Europe, Cambridge 
University Press, N.Y., 1997.

44 Philip S. Gorski, The Disciplinary 
Revolution: Calvinism and the Rise 
of the State in Early Modern Europe, 
University of Chicago Press, 
Chicago, 2003.

45 Hendrik Spruyt, The Sovereign 
State and Its Competitors: 
An Analysis of Systems Change, 
Princeton University Press, 
Princeton, 1994.
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In fact, various alternative post-medieval polities, from dynastic centers 
and dominions of religious orders to urban and similar communities, were 
varieties of sovereign territorial polities. The international context was 
critical to their existence, forcing all polities existing at the time to adapt 
to its conditions and requirements. In other words, territorial splitting 
and, thus, creation of territorial polities engaged all “competitors” into the  

“game”. As a result, the territorial (re-)organization produced forms that could, 
with many reservations, be grouped under a common heading of “modern 
state”. To make this point again, the territorial consolidation of polities in 
various forms proved possible because of the interaction between polities 
within the international systems.

The modern stateness retrospective, which goes almost five hundred 
years back in history, can be represented in the following way. At the time 
of Respublica Christiana in Western Europe, dynastic centers46 emerging 
on both sides of the so-called city belt, the ancient borders of the Roman 
Empire, developed into large territorial polities, the cores of future states.47 

The dynastic centers, or rather individual members of ruling families, became 
the first actors falling under the definition of sovereigns. Gradually, the 
concept embraced all major participants in the power struggle. Moreover, 
after the Thirty Years’ War, the sovereign status was acquired not only by the 
dynasts and dynastic centers but also the territorial polities in the city belt, 
in particular, the Netherlands and Switzerland, which had been built mostly 

“from bottom up” and were typologically opposite to dynastic territorial 
polities built generally “from top down”, like France, the two Habsburg 
monarchies (Austria and Spain), and Sweden, a great power of the time.

Next came the concept of sovereignty as a principle of relations among 
sovereigns and a foundation of their domestic supremacy. This very idea 
became one of the key international law foundations. It encouraged 
a succession of political alliances that exemplified in practice the new 
principle of sovereign relations consolidation within and among particular 
groups of sovereigns. The concept of sovereignty proved to be a major 
driving force for the development of international systems as well as 
national polities in the 18th century.

The Congress of Vienna and the Concert of Europe became forerunners 
of a system of relations among different types of territorial polities 
(sovereign states) based on sovereignty as a set of guiding principles. The 
emerging system reinforced significantly the interdependence between 
sovereign states which gave far greater weight to the common interests of 
system members than to the political will of particular sovereign states or 
relations within and between separate groups of sovereign states. This, in 
fact, laid the preconditions for the emergence of sovereignty in its modern 
interpretation.

The concept of sovereignty, central to Modern History, has become one 
of the most contested issues. The body of academic literature devoted to 
the subject totals thousands of articles and book titles in various languages, 
each offering their own interpretations of sovereignty. The American 
political scientist, Steven Krasner, is among the most-cited authors writing 
on this subject. In his summary of different approaches to the definition of 

46 Stein Rokkan, “Dimensions 
of State Formation and Nation-
Building: A Possible Paradigm 
for Research on Variations within 
Europe”, The Formation of National 
States in Western Europe, ed. by 
Ch. Tilly, Princeton University 
Press, Princeton, 1975.

47 Hendrik Spruyt, The Sovereign 
State and Its Competitors: 
An Analysis of Systems Change, 
Princeton University Press, 
Princeton, 1994.
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sovereignty, Krasner argues that the term “sovereignty” is used in at least 
four senses:

1. International legal sovereignty.
2. Westphalian sovereignty.
3. Internal sovereignty. 
4. Interdependence sovereignty.

Each of these senses of sovereignty is built on a logic of its own (power, 
legitimacy or control); moreover, different senses of sovereignty can be in 
conflict with one another.48

Finally, the 20th century significantly consolidated the world sovereignty 
system, which, in fact, became the structural framework both for 
international law and the spread of modern law and order.

As mentioned above, the systematic and sustained impact of external 
factors introduced by the participation of some of the existing polities 
in different generations of the international system contributed to the 
emergence (imitation, simulation, etc.) and entrenchment of certain general 
institutional attributes in the political systems of countries concerned. 
Apart from international recognition, these attributes include:

1. Territory, including demarcation and equipment of borders, and 
sophisticated cross-border traffic.

2. Monopoly of compelling violence and development of 
respective military security and administrative control agencies.

3. Monopoly on money printing and coining, as well as on 
taxation. 

4. Control over basic resources needed for a polity to be a part of 
the international system.

Apart from the above attributes, the following features are pervasive but 
not fully universal:

1. Constitutions and, on a broader scale, constitutionality.
2. A representation system and representative government, 

including electoral systems and practices.
3. Competition between the regime and opposition, including 

formation of parties and party systems. 
4. Overall responsibility of government for efficient operation of 

the state alongside with promotion of human rights and civil 
liberties. Although these attributes are fairly widely recognized, 
they are yet to become universal (they continue to be adapted, 
imitated, and, occasionally, superficially simulated) before they 
can be considered in universal comparison.

Division of stateness attributes into universal and more subtle and 
more specific ones sets our attention on the first group for the purposes of 
stateness index construction.

The stateness index is used in this project to evaluate a state’s capacity 
to maintain its existence, sustain its independent development, and deal 
with domestic and external problems, that is, to exercise the prerogatives 
of a sovereign.

All states (UN members) compared in this project are formally equal 
and sovereign, though the degree of their real independence and capacity 

48 Stephen D. Krasner, Sovereignty: 
Organized Hypocrisy, Princeton 
University Press, Princeton, 1999.
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to sustain themselves are different. Some states (not so many indeed) 
are independent, in the true sense of the word, and self-sufficient in their 
domestic and foreign policies. Others, while exercising their sovereign 
powers, depend more on other states and the international community 
than on their own political, economic or other resources. They are incapable 
of responding to internal and external challenges unaided. In other words, 
not all but just a few formally independent, internationally recognized 
states are in practice self-sufficient in their domestic and foreign policies, 
that is, not all states can fully use their sovereign prerogatives.

The stateness index measures the degree of success, governability, 
consistency, and efficiency of states. It is a tool to gauge the well-being 
and capability of UN member countries as political and economic actors to 
develop and deal with internal and external problems unaided, and to rank 
countries within a range between two extremes, “successful states” and 

“failed states”.
This index combines variables that (1) are universal more than any other 

(that is, they are applicable to an overwhelming majority of countries); 
(2)  are expressed in terms of quantity and/or, to a fairly unbiased extent, 
quality; and (3) reflect the critical aspects of life of any state. In this respect, 
it is important that some of the variables listed below are by themselves 
indirect indicators of the quality of stateness. At the same time, when 
combined, they give a fairly objective picture of stateness quality of the 
subjects systematically compared.

Initially, the analysis undertaken within the framework of the Political 
Atlas project includes sovereign countries that were UN members in 2005. 
Today, no sovereign country recognized by all, or by an absolute majority 
of the world’s countries, exists outside of the UN. Even though Vatican, 
a theocratic state, is not a UN member, it has a permanent observer status 
at the UN and other international organizations.49

Taiwan50 (the Republic of China) is a special case that needs special 
attention here. Resolution 2758 passed by the UN General Assembly in 1971 
recognized the Government of the People’s Republic of China the sole and 
legitimate representative of China at the UN. Until that time, Taiwan had been 
a full UN member representing all of China at that international organization. 
Following the passage of the resolution, a majority of the world’s countries 
ruptured diplomatic relations (if any existed) with Taiwan to signal that they 
recognized it as a part of the People’s Republic (PRC). In the wake of the UN 
resolution, Taiwan lost representation in other international organizations 
as well. The PRC claims its sovereignty over Taiwan and opposes in every 
possible way its international recognition, and has threatened repeatedly 
to “punish” Taiwan if it declared independence and continued to refuse 
to recognize itself as a province of the PRC. In 2006, a group of countries 
made an attempt, the fourteenth in succession, to lay before the UN 
General Assembly a resolution with the proposal to admit Taiwan to the UN. 
(Proposals of this kind had been rejected by the General Committee of the 
UN General Assembly many times in the past, that is, they even could not be 
put on the UN General Assembly agenda.) In late 2006, Taiwan was officially 
recognized by 24 countries, most of which are small and/or peripheral.

49 The Vatican enjoys broad 
international recognition 
(it maintains diplomatic relations 
with 174 countries), but this is 
due to its special religious status, 
rather than its development as 
a state.

50 Taiwan is included among 
the world’s rated countries for 
three reasons: in the past, it was 
a UN member; it has pursued 
a domestic and foreign policy 
independently from mainland 
China (in particular, is follows 
an independent defense policy 
with US assistance), although 
it formally considers itself 
a province of the People’s 
Republic; and it seeks to receive 
international recognition. Taiwan 
is highly advanced economically, 
financially, and technologically. 
Besides, it has a population of 
about 23 million, which makes 
it the biggest of all unrecognized 
states in the world.
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The stateness index variables may be nominally split into two main 
groups, political and economic. 

The political variables of the index include those that reflect various 
aspects of existence of a state as a political unit, in particular:

 ■ Duration of sovereign stateness. 
 ■ Internal conflicts: number of casualties if any.
 ■ Area of internal conflicts.
 ■ Impact of internal conflicts on regime stability.
 ■ Foreign military presence/deployment in a country.
 ■ Share of ethnic majority in the country’s total population.

Duration of Sovereign Stateness

The duration of sovereign stateness, or, according to Krasner, the 
international legal sovereignty of a state, is an indirect, and yet universal 
characteristic (as such data on all countries are available) to assess the 

“quality” of stateness. The earlier a nation acquires sovereignty, the more 
experience it has in managing its domestic affairs, the more developed its 
political and social institutions are, and the more legitimate the state is in 
the eyes of society and the international community. 

A very popular view in present-day social science is that completion of 
nation- and state-building processes is a key requirement for a country’s 
political, social, and economic progress and advancement to higher 
development standards, including democratization.

Sovereign stateness acquired by a country is more than a sign of its 
recognition by other countries or the international community. It also means 
that the country has developed a capacity to set national development 
objectives as an independent entity, without outside interference (at least, 
open interference), decide on ways to achieve them, raise the requisite 
resources, etc.

The years used as points to construct a timescale are tied to key events 
of Modern history (value and comment):

0 — the state has existed since 1991 or later, and does not have wide 
recognition in the world;51

1 — stateness acquired in the period of 1961 to 1990;
2 — stateness acquired in the period of 1939 to 1960;
3 — stateness acquired in the period of 1914 to 1939; and
4 — the state existed before 1914.
The reasoning behind this timescale is explained below.
The first year and point on the timescale is 1991, when both the socialist 

system and the USSR broke up. Simultaneously sovereign stateness was 
regained by countries in Central and Eastern Europe (after dismantling the 
controls imposed on them by the USSR). New independent states, some of 
which had never possessed stateness before, emerged on the territory of 
the former USSR.

The second interval on the timescale marks the period between 1961 and 
1990, when the world was in a state of balance maintained by the rivalry between 
two military and economic superpowers, the USSR and the USA, which formed 
blocs of countries around themselves and actually “co-ruled” the world.

51 Taiwan is awarded 0 because it 
does not have a wide recognition 
in the world.
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The third segment refers to an event-packed period between the start of 
World War II in 1939 and 1960. The closing year of this period is also known 
as “The Africa Year” celebrating the final downfall of the colonial system (at 
least in its traditional form).

The fourth interval stands for the period between the beginning of World 
War I and the start of World War II (1914–1939). A number of historians 
and social scientists note that the World War I marked the “end of the Old 
World”, in the sense that it triggered the collapse of great empires (Ottoman, 
Austro-Hungarian, and Russian) and altered the global and regional balance. 
In particular, during the war the world saw the growing tendencies of the 
demise of the British Empire, which yielded the economic leadership to the 
US. A majority of sovereign states participated in World War I: having started 
as a war between the Entente (Russia, Great Britain, and France) and the 
Central Powers (Germany, Austria–Hungary, and Turkey), it subsequently 
dragged 38 countries (34 of them fighting on the Entente’s side), with 
a total population of over 1.5 billion. Only 13 countries remained neutral 
during the war (Argentina, Chile, Colombia, Denmark, Norway, Spain, 
Paraguay, the Netherlands, Iran, El Salvador, Sweden, Switzerland, and 
Venezuela). Besides, the war stimulated the spread of revolutionarism and 
the popularization of the right of nations to self-determination (Woodrow 
Wilson’s Fourteen Points), etc. The end of the war was followed by the birth 
of the League of Nations, the first-ever universal international (inter-state) 
organization. As World War I ended and the three great empires fell apart, 
their former fragments acquired sovereignty.

The fifth segment marks the period preceding the start of World War I.
Information for this variable was drawn from documents on Modern 

history. The beginning of sovereign stateness is defined as the date of the 
declaration of independence and/or establishment of a state (in Modern 
history), which was not followed by any long breaks in the exercise of 
stateness (for example, occupation, lasting longer than either of the two 
world wars, a political order imposed from outside, or integration into 
another state, etc.).

Internal Conflicts: Casualties, if Any, Area Affected, and Impact on 
Regime Stability

Internal conflicts are direct indicators of stateness “quality”, and of 
a state’s capacity to maintain its existence unaided, and to exercise 
sovereign prerogatives (including the use of violence).

There is a widely-held view in social sciences that conflicts are inherent 
in the modern society development. However, intensive internal conflicts, 
particularly those escalated into an armed confrontation, regardless of 
participants (non-governmental actors against government, or non- 
governmental actors only, etc.), result in destruction and human casualties, 
economic damage and waning legitimacy of the political regime, etc. 
In fact, such conflicts are a sign of erosion of internal sovereignty as a 
legitimate government has to confront groups challenging it. Besides, 
these conflicts are a sign of inefficient governance and underdeveloped 
political system, etc.
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We only considered open internal conflicts threatening (or likely to 
threaten) stability and integrity of a state and the life of its citizens. We 
did not, though, take into account institutionalized conflicts and/or 
traditional splits (like those between town and country, labor and capital, 
etc.) to which the system has found appropriate responses (one of which is 
institutionalization and the party system as its variant).

Conflicts differ in intensity, manifestation, and consequences. Judging 
from available information, internal conflicts are assessed in this project 
in terms of violence (human casualties), area affected, and impact on the 
political regime stability. Accordingly, the conflict block incorporated in the 
index consists of three variables, each assessed on a scale of 0 to 4 (the five 
scores are given below in points and briefly explained).

Internal conflicts: casualties, if any:
0 — continuing heavy casualties and/or large-scale destruction;
1 — occasional heavy casualties;
2 — occasional and slight casualties and/or destruction;
3 — no casualties and/or destruction; and
4 — no conflicts.
Area affected:
0 — all country affected;
1 — majority of regions affected;
2 — several regions affected;
3 — one region affected; and
4 — no territory affected.
Impact of internal conflicts on the regime stability:
0 — conflicts have led to regime change;
1 — sustained impact;
2 — occasional impact;
3 — no impact on regime stability; and 
4 — no impact at all.
The principal sources of data are: 

1. “Conflict Barometer”, an annual publication of the Heidelberg 
Institute for International Conflict Research.52

2. “Peace and Conflict”,53 an annual publication of the Center for 
International Development and Conflict Management at the 
University of Maryland.

3. publications of the Stockholm International Peace Research 
Institute — SIPRI.54

4. “World at War” database.55

Information also came from international news agencies and media, as 
well as from official publications (if available) on internal conflicts.

Foreign Military Presence/Deployment in a Country

Foreign military presence, permanent or more or less prolonged, on the 
territory of a country is an indirect indicator of stateness “quality” and the 
state’s capacity to exercise its sovereign prerogatives.

The variable is measured on a scale from 0 to 4 (the five scores are given 
below in points and briefly explained):

52 Heidelberg Institute for 
International Conflict Research, 
<http://www.hiik.de/en/index_e.
htm>. The Heidelberg Institute 
for International Conflict Research 
assesses conflicts on a five-point 
scale depending on intensity 
and extent of violence used. For 
an overwhelming majority of 
conflicts, the Conflict Barometer’s 
assessments coincide with those 
of the working group of the 
Political Atlas project.

53 “Peace and Conflict”, Center for 
International Development and 
Conflict Management, 
<http://www.cidcm.umd.edu/pc>.

54 “Armed Conflicts and Conflict 
Management”, Stockholm 
International Peace Research 
Institute, <http://www.sipri.org/
contents/conflict>. Data on 
several conflicts are given in the 
SIPRI Yearbooks (see, for example: 
SIPRI Yearbook 2004: Arms, 
Disarmament, and Security).

55 World at War: Current Conflicts, 
<http://www.globalsecurity.org/
military/world/war/index.html>.
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0 — a country or any part of it is occupied by foreign troops;
1 — peacekeeping forces are deployed on the country’s territory;
2 — foreign military bases stationed on the country’s territory;
3 — foreign military presence on the country’s territory is limited to 
electronic reconnaissance and communication facilities,56 and also 
military advisers’ visits;57

4 — no foreign military presence on the country’s territory.58

The reasoning behind the concept of this scale is explained below.
Foreign military presence (except for item 4 and, to a lesser extent, item 

3) implies, as a rule, that access to foreign military facilities (bases, military 
infrastructure facilities, including reconnaissance facilities) is restricted to 
the host country’s officials, and, generally, these facilities are outside the 
control of the host country’s government.59 If a country, or any part of it, is 
under foreign military occupation, it is deprived of sovereignty60 (until the 
end of occupation): this means that another source of power — a military 
occupation government — is set up within its borders by a foreign state.

The presence of peacekeeping forces (most commonly international) is 
an evidence of a recent internal armed conflict in the country involving, with 
a high measure of certainty, the state, whose existence (at least as a integral 
set of institutions) is contested by other forces (for example, ethnic groups). 
Under these circumstances, the peacekeepers deployed in the country are 
a safeguard against the conflict resumption, and also an evidence of the state 
being unable to resolve the conflict unaided, within the current institutional 
framework, and having a limited choice of options and measures to manage it.

Information has been obtained from: 
1. Defense ministries of countries deploying bases abroad 

(official websites). 
2. Organizations monitoring military security (for example, the 

Federation of American Scientists,61 etc.).
3. Reports of international news agencies.

Share of Ethnic Majority in a Country’s Total Population

The ethnic structure of a country’s population may influence the “quality” 
of its stateness: an ethnically homogeneous nation means the elimination 
of ethnic conflicts from among possible disturbances. However, this does 
not guarantee “high-grade” stateness and only alludes to the absence of 
a serious threat to the country’s integrity. At the same time, a plural (mostly 
multiethnic) structure does not condemn a country to insurmountable 
weakness and instability, even though it requires more complex strategies 
of conflict management alongside with a specific institutional pattern (for 
example, a federation, consociation, distribution of power, etc.).

 A country’s peculiar ethnic set-up provokes, under certain conditions, 
the rise of nationalism. A notable British anthropologist, Ernest Gellner, 
for example, described nationalism as a political principle which maintains 
that homogeneity of culture is the basic social and political bond, or, in 
other words, a political entity is legitimate if the people making it up 
belong to a common culture.

56 The presence of such facilities 
is governed by international 
agreements, rather than 
introduced illegally. Military 
presence in the form of bases 
and related facilities (electronic 
intelligence and tracking) 
were separated for analytical 
purposes. Military bases require 
a permanent presence of armed 
forces personnel (at times, quite 
numerous) and construction 
of developed military 
infrastructure (including living 
quarters for commissioned and 
noncommissioned officers and 
privates), for which purpose bases 
take up large areas. Bases have 
an extraterritorial status (they 
are exempt from the laws of the 
host country), and base operation 
is actually nontransparent to 
the government of the host 
country. By contrast, electronic 
intelligence and communication 
facilities suggest a much smaller 
physical presence, which is 
nonetheless implied.

57 Invitation of military advisers 
suggests a lack of competence of 
an inviting country’s own military 
or problems in military policies. 
Strictly speaking, military advisers 
do not curtail the host country’s 
sovereignty, and only are a sign 
of low efficiency of its own armed 
forces.

58 Occasional friendly visits by 
naval warships, air force crews, 
or joint training groups, or 
embassy guards, and so on are 
disregarded.

59 It is more difficult to measure 
the effect of foreign bases 
and peacekeeping forces in 
a country’s territory on the 
international legal sovereignty 
and Westphalian sovereignty: any 
presence maintained on the basis 
of international agreements or 
on the mandate of international 
organizations emphasizes and 
intensifies international legal 
sovereignty. First, the country 
where such presence is maintained 
is recognized as a lawful party to 
international relations in its own 
right qualifying for a relevant 
agreement to be made with it (the 
base-hosting country is a suitable 
partner for the base-owning 
country). Second, a base can 
contribute to the host country’s 
security, help protect it against 
aggression of an unfriendly 
country, and, in certain situations, 
improve stability and end a crisis 
(particularly when a peacekeeping 
operation is run in the host 
country).
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The conditions stimulating the rise and spread of nationalism are only 
created by an industrial (and industrializing) world built on the principle 
of economic growth, which is, along with nationalism, the principle 
of political legitimacy. “High” culture becomes a common legacy of all 
members of society, which makes the skills of managing its attributes, 
basic symbols and signs a prerequisite of membership in the political 
entity (state). In other words, the homogeneity of culture turns into the 
basic social bond within a particular political entity. It is culture that 
identifies and creates a nation.62

This index variable is measured on a scale from 0 to 4 (the five scores are 
given below in points and briefly explained):

0 — under 60 percent;
1 — 60–70 percent;
2 — 70–80 percent;
3 — 80–90 percent;
4 — over 90 percent.
The data was obtained from census reports and/or official estimates.

A state’s capacity to exercise its sovereign prerogatives does not 
only depend on its economic potential, but can also be gauged in 
economic terms. The group of economic variables of the stateness 
index comprises variables reflecting various aspects of the state’s 
economic life, such as:

 ■ Share of foreign aid in the country’s gross national income (GNI).
 ■ Eexternal debt.
 ■ Ratio of patent applications filed by residents and non-

residents.
 ■ National currency pegging regime.

Share of Foreign Aid in the Country’s GNI

The share of foreign aid in a country’s gross national income (GNI) is 
directly related to defining the “quality” of the state functioning: a country 
accepts aid from other states or international organizations because it lacks 
resources of its own to implement its programs, mitigate the consequences 
of disasters, etc. Lack of national resources is, with a large measure of 
certainty, an indication that the country is unable to create favorable 
conditions for business, that governance is in disarray, and that it fails to 
collect taxes, among other things.

Generally, receiving official aid from outside may be interpreted 
differently. On the one hand, the aid donor (another country and/or an 
international organization) views the country that needs and accepts aid 
as a legitimate aid recipient (that is, as a country having all the necessary 
attributes), believing that its aid would be used to help the recipient to 
improve the performance of its functions, including those going beyond its 
domestic duties (such as maintenance of law and order), that are of concern 
to the international community. Frequently enough, such aid is needed to 
boost efforts to fight trans-border crime, trafficking of arms and people, 
spread of epidemics, and to curb drug production trade, and trafficking, etc.

60 In international law, military 
occupation (originally from Latin 
occupatio, seizure) is interpreted 
as temporary takeover of the 
territory of one country by the 
armed forces of another country 
during a state of war between 
them. The occupation regime 
is regulated by, in particular, 
the Hague Conventions of 
1899 and 1907 and the Geneva 
Conventions of 1949 on the 
laws of war and peace, which 
impose restrictions (such as 
prohibition of mass punishment) 
and obligations (for example, 
observance of international law in 
respect of the civilian population) 
on the occupying forces.
With reference to the “concepts” 
(aspects) of sovereignty 
proposed by Krasner, it could 
be suggested that foreign 
military presence in the form 
of occupation of all or a part of 
a country means disruption of, 
and reduction (to a minimum) 
in, Westphalian sovereignty and 
internal sovereignty (and also 
disruption of international legal 
sovereignty).

61 “Rest of World Military 
Equipment”, Federation of 
American Scientists, 
<http://www.fas.org/main/
content.jsp?formAction=325&pro
jectId=22>.

62 Ernest Gellner, Nationalism, 
New York University Press, N.Y., 
1997.
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On the other hand, accepting aid is a recognition of the country’s limited 
capacity to properly discharge its domestic functions and maintain its 
existence. Besides, aid is typically given on certain conditions, such as the 
recipient’s commitment to use it for a specific purpose. Different methods of 
audit and application correction are used to verify proper distribution and 
effectiveness of aid. To keep foreign aid flowing in to finance its programs, 
the beneficiary’s government is required to coordinate its actions with the 
donors. The aid recipient knowingly permits outside (naturally, indirect) 
control as the absence of aid may lead to the collapse of state institutions, 
crises and general instability.

Forced to rely on loans and financial aid from the World Bank and the 
IMF through the 1990s, Russia coordinated its economic policy guidelines, 
such as privatization or monetary policy. Since the 1990s it started to 
receive direct assistance, from the US, Japan, Canada, the United Kingdom, 
and Italy to dispose of its decommissioned nuclear-powered submarines, 
including those carrying ballistic missiles (according to various sources, 
some of the nuclear submarines removed for disposal were relatively 
new, subject to modernization, while older submarines remained in naval 
service).

Like the previous index variables, the share of foreign aid in a country’s 
GNI is measured on a scale from 0 to 4 (the five scores are given below in 
points and briefly explained):

0 — 7.5 percent of GNI or over;
1 — 5 to 7.5 percent of GNI;
2 — 2.5 to 5 percent of GNI;
3 — 0.1 to 2.5 percent of GNI; and
4 — 0 to 0.1 percent of GNI.
Scale graduation was a problem due to lack of clear ranking criteria for 

all foreign aid recipients. Even booming high-income economies and those 
in the upper middle income class can receive foreign aid (including the 
new EU members or applicants for EU membership). Low-income, low and 
middle, and lower middle income economies are forced to accept aid — for 
some, aid is not so much a way to improve the functioning of governmental 
institutions and living standards, as a life-saver for the population and the 
state itself. The latter is of paramount importance for countries labelled 

“least developed” by the UN.
National economies are annually ranked and classified according to 

income size (or rather gross national income per capita calculated by the 
Atlas method) by the World Bank.

The first scale mark, at 7.5 percent of GNI or over, applies to low-income 
and least developed countries (many of them in Africa).

The second mark, from 5 to 7.5 percent of GNI refers to low-income 
countries and/or those of low and middle income, including some new 
independent countries (up to 30 in total).

The third mark, from 2.5 to 5 percent of GNI (around 30 low and middle 
income countries).

The fourth mark, from 0.1 to 2.5 percent of GNI applies to high-income, 
upper middle, and middle income countries, and some lower middle 
income countries (such as the PRC). There are around 50 countries in this 
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category, according to statistics of the World Bank. The Russian Federation, 
Argentina, and Brazil are also in this category.

The fifth mark registers absence of foreign aid (it is not needed and is not 
asked for). These are countries with steadily high incomes (OECD members 
and outsiders, such as Brunei Darussalam). Many of these countries are aid 
donors.

Countries in the last two groups (and some in the third) are on the 
upswing, many of them having large populations and territories, possessing 
sufficient resources.

Countries in the first and second groups are typically former colonies 
that fell, after gaining independence, under the rule of personalist regimes 
(dictatorships) and facing numerous threats (Tajikistan, Afghanistan, Ethiopia, 
Eritrea, Cambodia, etc.).

The share of foreign aid in a country’s GNI was measured on the basis 
of data produced by the World Bank and the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development (OECD) in 2003 (with a few exceptions 
going back to 2000), kept in the World Bank’s World Development Indicators 
database, probably the most complete of all, with 695 socio-economic, 
financial, environmental, technological, and political indicators for 208 
countries and territories.63

External Debt

A country’s external debt, too, is directly related to defining the “quality” 
of its performance: an accumulated debt indicates that the state has to 
resort to foreign borrowings because it lacks enough resources of its own to 
fulfill its functions, achieve certain objectives, etc. As in the case of foreign 
aid, this is, with a high measure of certainty, an indication that the state is 
unable to create favorable conditions for business, that governance is in 
disarray, and that it fails to collect taxes, among other things.

Also as with foreign aid, the existence of external indebtedness may be 
interpreted differently.

On the one hand, a country’s indebtedness (sovereign debt) is a sign 
of international legal sovereignty and confidence in which it is held by 
other states and international organizations. On the other hand, a loan 
received has to be paid back and/or serviced which means withdrawal of 
certain funds from economy by the state that otherwise could be directed 
to current public needs with a positive effect, especially if they are spent 
efficiently. Even a debt relief (a practice endorsed at the G8 summit in 2005 
toward the world’s poorest countries) is not a regain of lost opportunities — 
the debt already accumulated and serviced has had an adverse effect on the 
country’s economy that will be felt for a very long time as the money already 
spent to pay back external debt is the money drained away from domestic 
development programs, which returns in the guise of underdeveloped 
infrastructure, etc.

As mentioned above, the World Bank annually ranks and classifies 
economies according to income level. Until up to July 1, 2006, indebtedness 
was the second most important indicator, now replaced with another, 
lending category, to guide the World Bank in its rankings.

63 “World Development Indicators 
Online”, The World Bank, <http://
publications.worldbank.org/
WDI>.
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Like the other index variables, external indebtedness is measured on 
a scale from 0 to 4 (the five scores are given below in points and briefly 
explained):

0 — a country is not transparent for international statistics;
1 — heavy indebtedness;
2 — moderate indebtedness;
3 — light indebtedness; and
4 — no indebtedness.
Some countries (around 50), such as OECD members, and also 

Afghanistan, Iraq, North Korea, Cuba, and some others appeared in the 
World Bank classification with a note, “Debt not classified”. The following 
explanation can be offered for this note. Some of these countries are 
not indebted, or their economies can cope with practically any foreign 
debt without damage to their economic growth, that is, foreign debt 
is insignificant for such countries (conditionally assumed to be non-
existent). This is the case with nearly all OECD countries. The situation 
is different in other cases, including low-income countries, for which no 
data are available because of their non-transparency (Cuba and North 
Korea) or unreliable national statistics, or undefined debt (size unknown 
and not agreed upon). Accordingly, if a low-income country accepts 
foreign aid (especially, if such aid is substantial), then the debt is of 
considerable importance to it, and the country is given 0 or 1 mark in our 
classification.

For the purposes of this project, external debt was measured on the 
basis of World Bank and OECD statistics for 2005.

Ratio of Patent Applications Filed by Residents  
and Non-residents

The ratio of patent applications filed by residents to those filed by non-
residents is an indirect characteristic to assess the “quality” of stateness. 
Patents reveal how deeply the country is involved in the scientific and 
technological progress: they protect intellectual property, indicating the 
country’s development conditions. A large number of residents’ patents 
is a sign of a favorable climate for scientific research and favourable 
economic conditions. A dominance of filings by non-residents indicates 
that the country is at the receiving end of economic, technological, and 
scientific developments, unable to create appropriate conditions for its 
residents.

This indicator is measured on a scale from 0 to 4 (the five scores are given 
below in points and briefly explained): 

0 — 0.01 or less, or not available;
1 — 0.01–0.1;
2 — 0.1–0.2;
3 — 0.2–0.3;
4 — 0.3 or over.
Statistics available from the World Intellectual Property Organization 

(WIPO) for 2002 were used to compute the ratio of patent applications filed 
by residents and non-residents.
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National Currency Pegging Regime

National currency pegging is a policy adopted by a country’s authorities 
to fix the exchange rate of its currency against another currency (or other 
currencies). The peg can be either fixed or crawling, to a single currency or 
to a basket of currencies, or come in other forms as well.

The currency pegging depends on the economic conditions. In the 
first place, currency pegging can be used to support a new currency 
or because of a crisis (financial, political, warfare-related, or other). For 
example, in the aftermath of the gold-exchange standard debacle and 
failure of negociations at the London Economic Conference in 1933, the 
members of the British Commonwealth of Nations and several other 
countries pegged their national currencies to the pound sterling. The 
Bretton Woods system pegged national currencies to the US dollar, which 
was freely exchangeable for gold at a fixed price, ultimately pegging 
every country’s currency to the gold standard. When the US abolished the 
gold standard in 1971, this meant, in fact, the end of the Bretton Woods 
monetary system and had an overall beneficial effect on the American 
economy, with adverse consequences for the economies of European 
countries and Japan. Another reason for pegging a national currency is 
facilitating foreign economic operations.

A national currency may be pegged to a foreign currency or a basket 
of currencies because the pegging country’s financial system is weak 
or underdeveloped, or the state cannot maintain stability of its currency 
or pursues a policy aimed at replacing its currency (for instance, several 
countries preparing to enter the euro zone firmly pegged their currencies 
to the euro in order to ensure a smooth entry). Besides, pegging a national 
currency can be a way to get a handle on critical developments in a 
country’s economy or pull it out of the dead end it had walked into. As the 
Bretton Woods system crashed, economic crises of the late 1960s and the 
early 1970s were met by the IMF introducing Special Drawing Rights (SDR), 
a monetary accounting unit based on a basket of five leading currencies, 
giving an edge, above all, to countries that led world economic growth. 
At the same time, the SDR regime gave a greater role to the central banks 
of many IMF member states, which were alone authorized to buy foreign 
currencies. 

Decisions to peg their national currencies to other currencies 
made by Argentina, Bulgaria, Bosnia-Herzegovina, and other 
countries, seemed revolutionary at the time. In Argentina, President 
Carlos Menem’s decision to peg the nation’s currency, the peso, firmly 
to the US dollar in 1991, was met with universal applause. However, 
a major financial crisis that hit Argentina in 2001 (for reasons that 
included the exchange rate policy) brought down the government 
of President Fernando de la Rua, led to default, and a slump of the 
Argentinian peso exchange rate.

Many economists praised the introduction of firm exchange rate peg-
ging in Argentina. Firm pegging means the fixation of national currency’s 
exchange rate against another currency, and neither government nor 
market are permitted to change the rate fixed by law. The dollar equivalent 
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of the local currency in circulation is fully maintained by the government 
from its reserve dollars. In Argentina, the peg was intended to tame 
hyperinflation. Tamed it really was, and the middle class felt more confident, 
and the Argentine economy started climbing up the investment rating 
tables. The government, however, then failed in its attempts to mitigate the 
country’s trade laws in order to encourage exports, lower taxes, and reform 
labor legislation. This resulted in an economic backslide and a large-scale 
crisis, and the peg turned out to be irrelevant to the needs of the Argentine 
economy. The peso, fully dependent on the US dollar exchange rate 
fluctuations, became more and more overvalued. Wary of the imminent 
end of the peg, the Argentineans started to withdraw funds from their 
bank accounts and convert their peso holdings into dollars. International 
financial institutions and banks suspended lending to Argentina for fear of 
its government defaulting on its oversize debt.

Monetary policy (including national currency pegging) is traditionally 
considered a function of a sovereign state. However, financial globalization 
(free movement of capital) complicates its realization in both small countries 
and more powerful economies. Unable to pursue an independent monetary 
policy, a state may give up its own currency and adopt the currency of 
another country (as Ecuador did in 2000, when it abandoned its national 
currency unit for the US dollar). Thus, countries in contemporary conditions 
face a hard choice — either to pursue an independent monetary policy and 
stick to independent floating regime of their currencies (exchange rate is 
set by the market), or abdicate this function, switching to a foreign currency, 
as a last resort. These are, of course, the extremes, but the very possibility of 
taking options is directly related to the “quality” of stateness.

This index variable is measured on a scale from 0 to 4 (the five scores are 
given below in points and briefly explained; generally in accordance with 
the IMF classification of currency pegging regimes).

0 — exchange arrangements with no separate legal tender;
1 — currency board arrangements;
2 — other peg arrangements;
3 — managed floating; and
4 — independent floating.
The national currency pegging regimes were evaluated on the basis of 

IMF data for 2004.64 

The stateness index variables were subjected to discriminant analysis 
using the methodologies developed for the purposes of the Political Atlas 
project (see: Section 1.2, “Methods of Multidimensional Statistical Analysis”) 
in order to determine their real “weights”. The results are shown below:

64 “Classification of Exchange Rate 
Arrangements and Monetary 
Policy Frameworks”, International 
Monetary Fund, (data for the 
Political Atlas project was 
borrowed as of December 31, 
2004), <http://www.imf.org/
external/np/mfd/er/2004/
eng/1204.htm#fn1>. 

Table 1. Weights of the Variables in the Stateness Index

Variable Weight

Share of foreign aid in a country’s GNI 0.57

Internal conflicts: impact on regime stability 0.45

External debt 0.31

Duration of sovereign stateness 0.30
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2.1.2. External and Internal Threats Index

The problems of threats, challenges, and risks have always been a matter 
of interest for political scientists and foreign affairs experts. The world today is 
haunted by all imaginable threats that may at any moment materialize with 
corresponding consequences (from material damage to human casualties).

With threats and their consequences standing as extremely undesirable 
factors, it is quite natural for states, individuals, and groups of people, as well 
as other actors, to be exploring ways to protect themselves against threats, 
and minimize their possible consequences. Threats vary in mechanisms 
of appearance, scale, and interests they affect. Obviously, threats vary as 
regards to their targets and sources they come from (for example, people, 
states, the international community, etc.).

The early (or “traditional”) understanding of threats was developed under 
the impact of international conflicts (among tribes, rulers, or states), civil and 
religious wars, revolts, rebellions, and their fierce suppression. It was clear 
and simple: threat to security and life could come from a spear, arrow or 
sword, or, closer to our time, a bullet or more sophisticated weapons. There 
are certainly many more threats to human life (from famine and epidemics 
to natural disasters), but their causes could not be traced to the source for a 
long time, while the causes of “man-made” threats have always been on the 
surface. It was natural then to expect security to be defined in military terms. 

It should be noted that Thomas Hobbes and John Locke, who stood 
at the origins of modern concepts of state, attributed the necessity of the 
state to the need to reduce threats to security. Understandably enough, 
maintaining security was the main function of the state. Threats to security 
have, thus, become one of the basic categories in modern political thought.

How, in fact, were security subjects and objects understood in Europe at the 
dawn of modern history? Actually, threats to the security of sovereign rulers 
and hence to the state were perceived in military terms. They were interpreted 
in just about these terms between the 15th and 17th centuries, when threats 
to sovereigns (rulers and republics, such as Venice, Florence, Switzerland, the 
Netherlands, etc.) came from outside, from other sovereigns, and from inside, 
posed by a variety of civil disturbances and dissent. In either case, armed force 
was the principal safeguard against threats and means to threaten others. All 
other resources — financial, human, or whatever — were subsidiary to armed 
force (local or friendly), the main and, in effect, only force to fall back on.

Variable Weight

Internal conflicts: casualties, if any 0.27

Ratio of patent applications by residents and non-residents 0.27

Internal conflicts: area affected 0.22

Foreign military presence/deployment in a country 0.16

National currency pegging regime 0.15

Share of ethnic majority in a country’s total population 0.12
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As state institutions (of the European type) grew more sophisticated 
in the 17th through 19th centuries, the concept of state security gradually 
acquired a broader content. Focus shifted from the sovereign ruler to 
power infrastructure as a whole. Accordingly, threats to individual branches 
of power and governance structures rose in stature to an extent requiring 
an adequate response. Over the same period, financial and economic 
resources took on political as well as military importance.

The expanding responsibilities of the state that assumed (beginning 
in the second half of the 19th century) many new functions, including 
maintaining the welfare of its citizens (hence the term “welfare state”), 
resulted in factors little related to the traditional understanding of threats to 
security emerging as new threats alongside the “old” threats of armed force. 
Gradually, a broader content was injected into the concepts of threats and 
security (even though military threats continued to prevail for a long time, 
right up to the end of the Cold War). Globalization has carried many threats, 
challenges, and risks far beyond national borders, with consequences 
spreading, or likely to spread, across the globe.

The UNDP 1994 Human Development Report65  was an attempt to take 
a new look at security and switch focus from security of the state (security 
of territory) to human security. It makes a special point that the high 
goals set by the world community — maintaining peace, protecting the 
environment, democratization, and respect for human rights — cannot be 
achieved without making humans feel secure (in their daily lives, including 
social security, protection against crime, etc.), an object that can by attained 
by sustainable development, rather than armed force.

The authors of the 1994 report were right in characterizing the problem of 
human security conceptualization — it is easier to define it in terms of what 
it is not. Human security is made up of several components and stands as 
an “integrative concept”, which is much broader than the “national security” 
concept. It can be defined as “freedom from fear and freedom from poverty”. 
However, this definition is poorly operationalized. Human security can then 
be defined by identifying threats to different kinds of security: economic 
security (guaranteed income and domicile); food security (physical and 
economic access to basic food); environmental security (with general 
degradation of the environment and shortage of drinking water as the most 
serious threats); personal security (protection from the state (physical torture), 
and from other states (absence of military threat), groups of people (security 
against violence on ethnic and other grounds), other individuals and gangs 
(protection against street violence and crime), protection of women and 
children from abuse and other forms of maltreatment, and personal security 
against threats such as suicide and drug abuse); political security (respect 
for basic human rights, political stability, and no state repressions); and 
also community security (for example, interethnic peace). Further, human 
security is also to include health security, that is protection from epidemics, 
and ensuring access to health care. All human security components are 
closely interrelated — a threat to one of them is a threat to the remaining 
components.

Some threats to human security having reached a global scope (such as 
degradation of the environment that has long sprawled beyond national 

65 “Human Development Report 
1994: New Dimensions of 
Human Security”, United Nations 
Development Programme (UNDP), 
<http://hdr.undp.org/en/reports/
global/hdr2004>.
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borders), the authors of the 1994 report conclude that human security is 
“indivisible”, and in this sense it can only be achieved on a global scale (hence 
the term “global human security”). The gravest threats and challenges to 
global human security in the 21st century come from unchecked population 
growth, disparities in economic opportunities, excessive international 
migration, degradation of the environment, drug production and trafficking, 
and international terrorism.

Reordering priorities in international and national policies to the human 
security concept, a goal the UNDP set in its report back in 1994, is still far 
from completion. First, its operationalization has not been fully achieved, 
even though experts admit the need for applying this concept.66 Overall, 
there is a consensus on the link between the human security concept and 
the national and international security concepts — experts believe that 
they are complementary. Second, this concept can only be applied on a 
broader scale if the world’s leading states give a higher priority to human 
security at home and in other countries than to traditionally perceived 
(military) security. In the beginning of the 21st century, signs of efforts to 
follow the human security concept, more or less consistently, are apparent 
in foreign and home policies of Japan, Canada, and Norway.67

The High-level Panel set up at the initiative of the UN Secretary General 
Kofi Annan submitted its report, “A More Secure World: Our Shared 
Responsibility”,68 at the 59th Session of the UN General Assembly in 2004. 
The authors of the report embrace a broader and more comprehensive 
concept of collective security going beyond the framework of the traditional 
(military) sense and bringing together the issues of security, economic 
development, and human freedom (human security). They follow from the 
assumption that “the front-line actors in dealing with all the threats we face, 
new and old, continue to be individual sovereign states”. At the same time, 
in the face of the threats, “no state can stand wholly alone”, and “collective 
strategies, collective institutions and a sense of collective responsibility are 
indispensable” nowadays.

The report defines the threat to international security as “any event or 
process that leads to large-scale death or lessening of life chances and 
undermines states as the basic unit of the international system”. Proceeding 
from this understanding of threat, the authors identify six clusters of top-
priority threats: economic and social threats, including poverty, infectious 
diseases, and environmental degradation; inter-state conflict; internal 
conflict, including civil war, genocide, and other large-scale atrocities; nuclear, 
radiological, chemical, and biological weapons; terrorism; and transnational 
organized crime.69 It is worthwhile noting that this classification of threats 
rests on solid empirical grounds and is reinforced by international and national 
statistics.

One of the key conclusions of the report also is that a threat to any 
country is a threat to all countries, and that failure by one country to remove 
the threat can affect the entire world’s capacity to defend itself against 
other threats. For example, the 9/11 attacks, being carried out on the US 
territory, had an impact on all the countries of the world.

The circumstances mentioned above were considered in the process of 
building the external and internal threats index of the Political Atlas project. 

66 An overview of studies in this 
field is provided in, for example: 
Gary King, Christopher Murray, 
“Rethinking Human Security”, 
Political Science Quarterly, Winter 
2001/2002, No. 116, 4.

67 Ibid, pp. 589–590. A special 
note must be made of the 
Canadian Government’s initiative 
in setting up a Human Security 
Network joining research 
centers, universities, experts, 
and scientists. A similar network 
wiring foreign ministries has 
been deployed at the Chilean 
Government’s initiative. Its 
members are concerned with 
practical applications of the 
concept in international relations. 
Both networks are a new type 
of international consulting 
mechanism facilitating the 
ongoing exchange of ideas 
and information among the 
participants and advising the 
public about major threats to 
humans and ways of thwarting 
or lowering them. A call for 
new standards of security to be 
developed for the world to live “in 
freedom from want and fear” was 
issued by UN Secretary General 
Kofi Annan for the Millennium 
Summit in 2000. In response, the 
Japanese Government initiated, 
a year later, an International 
Commission on Human Security 
of 12 outstanding figures of the 
international community. The 
Commission is headed up by 
Nobel laureate Amartya Sen and 
Sadako Ogata, former UN High 
Commissioner for Refugees. 
More about the Commission 
and its materials: <http://www.
humansecurity-chs.org/index.
html>.

68 “A More Secure World: Our 
Shared Responsibility”, United 
Nations, 2004, <http://www.
un.org/secureworld>.

69 Ibid.
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This index is used to gauge the scale and intensity of internal and external 
threats and challenges to the countries of the world. The first set of threats 
comes from outside (from sources like other states, international terrorism, 
the world economic system, etc.). The second set comprises threats emerging 
within a country (internal conflicts, social and demographic problems, etc.). 
The index covers some of the most common threats and challenges faced, or 
likely to be faced, by all countries, and which can have a statistical expression. 
The list of threats was drawn up on the basis of security-related national and 
international documents and the analysis of reports by international news 
agencies and media.

Still, the list of threats covered by the index is, in a certain sense, limited 
because of data search and verification problems. Absence of generally 
accepted definitions and data collection techniques on many threats is 
the principal problem as regards data search and processing. Nevertheless, 
an attempt was made to balance different security concepts against one 
another in the variables picked for this index, or, to put it otherwise, an 
equal measure of attention was given to both threats to human security 
and to traditional (military) threats to national security.

All countries of the world have to respond to different combinations 
of threats and challenges, for otherwise they risk being swept off the map 
as sovereign states (Somalia is a prime example). Any state may face all 
threats on our list (like Afghanistan or Ethiopia), or a combination of 
threats. Responses to those threats and challenges may be different, but 
each threat should be addressed by the countries in order to ensure their 
survival and development. The burden of threats may have different 
impact from country to country. There is enough evidence that certain 
states facing only a few threats are unable to respond adequately (probably 
unable to fulfill their obligations to their own citizens and other countries 
as well), while others are quite successful in combating a larger number of 
threats.

Finally, the procedure of discriminant analysis was used to rank 
countries on the external and internal threats index. It should be noted 
that the variables incorporated into the index have different effect on 
various groups of countries. For example, acute shortages of drinking 
water are crucial for Chad or Saudi Arabia, but are of no importance to 
Norway. The threat of international terrorism is significant for the US and 
the United Kingdom (which have lost far fewer lives in terrorist attacks on 
their own turf than at the hands of their “home-grown” felonry), and almost 
non-existent in Finland or Switzerland. Weighting the variables requires 
finding the weighted average of the significance of threats for all countries. 
This implies that the weighted average of any variable is always different 
from its weight for a specific country. Some countries approach the world 
median line, while others diverge significantly from it. And yet, finding the 
weighted average of the threats is of major importance for this stage of the 
Political Atlas project used to conduct universal comparisons to level out 
the specifics of individual countries and, at the same time, highlight the 
differences between all countries, in general, and groups of countries, in 
particular. The output of this stage is, of course, somewhat conventional, 
but such conventionality is inherent in all universal comparisons.
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The variables comprising the external and internal threats index can 
nominally be arranged into four groups: threats to territorial integrity 
and political order; economic threats; threats to human security (socio-
economic and socio-demographic threats); environmental threats and 
threats of natural disasters.

The threats in the first group of index variables are closely related to 
the traditional (military) understanding of security. Accordingly, the list 
following below contains external and internal threats to the security 
of a state:

 ■ Threat of armed aggression (according to official assessments).
 ■ Territorial claims by foreign states.
 ■ Threat of terrorism.
 ■ Presence of illegal separatist or antigovernment movements.
 ■ Presence of legal secessionist movements.
 ■ Attempts at unconstitutional change of government or coups.

Threat of Armed Aggression (according to official assessments)

The threat of armed aggression is a declaration or admission by the 
government of any one country of the threat of use of the armed forces 
of any other states against it. By a longstanding tradition, the threat of 
aggression has been high on the national security agenda. To avert it, 
countries used to build up their own armed forces and enter into alliances 
to make security a common concern. This threat does not comprise the 
danger of terrorist attacks because groups of terrorists do not fall into the 
category of armed forces (an attribute of the state).

When, however, a country holds military exercises to give its forces 
training in fighting off a foreign army, it is not conclusive proof of a threat 
of armed aggression. Exercises are a widespread practice that can only 
indicate a threat of aggression if conducted against the background of 
military tensions in relations between the countries, official admission of 
existing threat, and military preparations.

An illustration of how different military exercises can be is provided 
by exercises of the nuclear deterrent forces of either Russia or the 
US, which are held routinely to maintain their readiness, while the 
threat of aggression is only hypothetical, in no way resembling, even 
remotely, what it was in the decades of the Cold War, and muscle-
flexing by India and Pakistan, both conducting their exercises in 
conditions of tension between the two countries, reinforced by high 
officials uttering threats of aggression.

Most data on this threat for countries of the world were drawn from 
the Conflict Barometer published annually by the Heidelberg Institute 
for International Conflict Research70 as well as from reports published by 
international news agencies and media.

The Heidelberg Institute for International Conflict Research evaluates 
conflicts on a five-point scale showing the intensity and scale of violence 
used. The threat of armed aggression is believed to suggest a conflict (of 
any intensity) involving the state concerned. The analytical overviews of 
conflicts provided in the Conflict Barometer reveal how real the threats are.

70 Heidelberg Institute for 
International Conflict Research, 
<http://www.hiik.de/en/index_e.
htm>.
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Territorial Claims by Foreign States

The territory of a country is understood to be an area (land or water) over 
which the state exercises its sovereignty. The territorial limits of the country 
are marked by the state border. 

Claims to the territory (more frequently, a part of territory) of a country 
by another country are said to exist if officially declared by either state’s 
authorities, in the first place. Alternatively, an indication of contested claims 
can be derived from the moves of the parties involved in a territorial conflict 
(ranging from reciprocal accusations to border clashes).

Territorial claims can have a variety of forms, and if taken to their extreme 
they can provoke clashes, including large-scale fighting.

Territorial disputes are at the root of many protracted conflicts that do 
not lend themselves to resolution by either the disputants or international 
intermediaries.

Annexation of Kuwait by Iraq in 1990 and the war in the Gulf 
the following year is an example of territorial claims that led to 
war. Disagreement over the Falkland (Malvina) Islands between the 
United Kingdom and Argentina resulted in a war in 1982, and has 
since exerted a detrimental effect on the relations between the two 
countries. A border dispute between Peru and Ecuador escalated 
into a series of clashes in 1995.

Frequently enough, clashes over territorial disputes cost many 
human lives.

The wars fought in the Middle East in 1948–1949, 1967–1970, 
1973, and 2006 took a toll of more than 100.000 lives, excluding the 
victims of terrorist attacks and shootings that are never-ending in 
Israel, southern Lebanon, and the Palestinian territories.

Over a million lives were lost in a series of conflicts with territorial 
undertones between India and Pakistan.

The parties to territorial disputes or claims can take their disagreements 
to the UN, or regional and specialized international organizations. Besides, 
international organizations themselves, fully aware of how grave a threat to 
international (global, regional, or local) security territorial disputes are, can 
initiate such discussions.

Understanding of the magnitude of threats posed by international 
territorial disputes is illustrated by the attention the problem receives 
from the UN (at least, in its official documents). For instance, the 1981 
Declaration on the Inadmissibility of Intervention and Interference in 
the Internal Affairs of States emphasizes the “the duty of states to refrain 
in their international relations from the threat or use of force in any form 
whatsoever to violate the existing internationally recognized boundaries 
of another state” (Section II, paragraph “a”); proclaims “the right of States 
to participate actively on the basis of equality in solving outstanding 
international issues, thus contributing to the removal of causes of conflicts 
and interference” (Section III, paragraph “a”).71 In its 1982 Manila Declaration 
on the Peaceful Settlement of International Disputes, the UN calls on states 
to resolve their disputes exclusively by peaceful means (see: in particular, 
paragraphs 2 and 8 of Section I).72 The 1970 Declaration on Principles of 

71 “Declaration on the 
Inadmissibility of Intervention 
and Interference in the Internal 
Affairs of States”, United Nations, 
1981, <http://www.un.org/
documents/ga/res/36/a36r103.
htm>.

72 “Manila Declaration on 
the Peaceful Settlement of 
International Disputes”, United 
Nations, 1982, <http://www.
un.org/documents/ga/res/37/
a37r010.htm>.
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International Law concerning Friendly Relations and Co-operation among 
States in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations indicates that 
the “the territory of a state shall not be the object of military occupation” or 

“the object of acquisition by another state resulting from the threat or use 
of force”.73 

An important note is that mutual claims by countries to a certain territory, 
whether inhabited or not, or claims by a single country to a populated 
territory are regarded as sufficient indication of this threat. Therefore, 
claims of a country to a neutral territory (for example, in the Antarctic) is 
not sufficient indication of the threat, as opposed to claims to a non-self-
governing territory in the UN classification introduced in 1946 and since 
updated, as required, by the UN General Assembly. Non-self-governing 
territories are permanent settlements, to distinguish them from neutral 
territories that are not (like Antarctica, which only has scientific research 
bases). Morocco’s claim to Western Sahara may serve as an example of 
claims made to non-self-governing territories. For the Political Atlas project, 
the main source of information on this threat is the on-line edition of the 
CIA World Factbook. Its International Disputes section records territorial 
disputes and claims for different countries, the territories disputed, and 
the latest moves by the parties involved. The Conflict Barometer from the 
Heidelberg Institute for International Conflict Research is another source of 
information.74

Threat of Terrorism

The international community rates terrorism among the major threats 
to national and international security. Its concern over terrorism is linked 
with the emergence of international terrorist organizations operating 
on the network principle; the rising potential of terrorist groups; the 
fear of terrorists getting access to weapons of mass destruction; and the 
vulnerability of modern society to terrorist attacks. The significance of this 
threat is sharpened by the memory of recent acts of terrorism in the US, 
Russia, the United Kingdom, Spain, India, and elsewhere.

Definition of terrorism has been on the world community’s agenda for 
decades. It was first debated widely on the international level in the first 
half of the 20th century. The League of Nations drew up the Convention for 
the Prevention and Punishment of Terrorism in 1937 (it never took effect, 
but helped countries to move closer to common ground on the issue). 
This convention interpreted terrorism as “criminal acts directed against a 
state and intended or calculated to create a state of terror in the minds 
of particular persons, or a group of persons or the general public”.75  It is 
worthwhile to note that no attempts to define terrorism were undertaken 
at such a high level until the late 1980s.

There are numerous definitions of terrorism. In 1992, the Danish 
researcher of terrorism Alex Schmid prepared a document for the UN Office 
on Drugs and Crime, in which he called an act of terrorism “a peacetime 
equivalent of war crime”.76  Earlier on, in 1988, the researcher proposed 
a still broader definition, which was, by UN estimates, accepted by the 
academia, “terrorism is an anxiety-inspiring method of repeated violent 

73 “Declaration on Principles of 
International Law concerning 
Friendly Relations and Co-
operation among States in 
accordance with the Charter of the 
United Nations”, The Office of the 
United Nations High Commissioner 
for Refugees, 1970, <http://www.
unhcr.org/refworld/topic,459d178
22.459d17a82.3dda1f104.0.html>.

74 Conflict descriptions given in 
the Conflict Barometer register 
the presence or absence of 
connection between conflicts and 
territorial disputes and claims. 
For more detail, see: Heidelberg 
Institute for International Conflict 
Research, <http://www.hiik.de/en/
index_e.htm>.

75 “Convention for the Prevention 
and Punishment of Terrorism”, 
League of Nations, 1937, <http://
www.jur.uib.no/ansatte/joreh/
Temasider/internasjonalisering/
Convention%20on%20
terrorism%201937.pdf>.

76 Definitions of terrorism, earlier 
used by the United Nations Office 
on Drugs and Crime (UNODC), 
see: <http://www.unodc.org>.
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action, employed by (semi-) clandestine individual, group or state actors, for 
idiosyncratic, criminal or political reasons…”77  Schmid and other researchers 
are offering balanced definitions to the international community in the 
hope of breaking the existing terminological deadlock.

It is held that the absence of a common approach to the definition of 
terrorism impedes efforts to develop a universal international convention 
and other legal documents to facilitate the fight against terrorism, and, 
accordingly, the UN and the governments of several countries are calling 
for an early resolution of terminological differences. A single document 
could easily replace the existing 12 international conventions and 
protocols. It should be noted that the endless groping for a definition of 
terrorism slows down legislation improvement as well as elaboration and 
implementation of effective joint measures to combat terror. No matter 
how varied the definitions of terrorism might be, the world community 
is undoubtedly showing a negative attitude towards it. The UN General 
Assembly Resolution 60/288 denounced, in the name of the United Nations, 
terrorism “in all its forms and manifestations, committed by whomever, 
wherever and for whatever purposes, as it constitutes one of the most 
serious threats to international peace and security”.78  

It is interesting in this context to look at how terrorism is defined 
in the US. The special research commissioned by the US Army in 1988 
offers 109 definitions of terrorism. The National Security Strategy 
of the US defines terrorism as “premeditated, politically motivated 
violence perpetrated against innocents”.79 The US Department 
of Defense describes terrorism as “the calculated use of unlawful 
violence or threat of unlawful violence to inculcate fear; intended 
to coerce or to intimidate governments or societies in the pursuit 
of goals that are generally political, religious, or ideological”.80 
The US National Strategy for Combating Terrorism contains a 
similar definition of terrorism with an emphasis that the violence 
is directed towards “innocent civilians”.81  These definitions ignore 
state terrorism, though.

Our project relies on a broad definition of the threat of terrorism. Among 
other things, it includes violence against civilians in a country. Violence of 
this kind is frequently used by groups or individuals who are not associated 
with the existing government institutions (this distinguishes them from the 
aggressor’s military). As a rule, acts of terrorism pursue political objectives 
by intimidating the population, destabilizing the situation in a country or 
region, and compelling a country’s government to take certain political 
decisions. Aside from acts by international terrorist groups, it also extends 
to acts of terrorism committed by illegal groups operating within a state.

The RAND Worldwide Terrorism Incident Knowledge Database was used 
as a source of information about the threat of terrorism to the countries of 
the world, cataloging all acts of terrorism committed since 199882 (there was 
also another database containing records of terrorists attacks committed 
between 1968 and 1997). It gave data for casualties and locations where 
acts of terrorism were committed, and identified organizations behind 
them. The database did not keep track of acts of terrorism traceable to 
criminal organizations without political connotations. Data for this variable 

77 Ibid.

78 The Annex to the UN General 
Assembly’s Resolution No. 60/288 
names a number of measures 
designed to prevent and fight 
terrorism, and, equally important, 
measures to reinforce the states’ 
potential in achieving these goals. 
The Annex also lists measures 
to promote universal respect 
for human rights and the rule of 
law as a durable foundation for 
fighting terrorism. See: <http://
www.coe.int/t/e/legal_affairs/
legal_co-operation/fight_
against_terrorism/4_Theme_
Files/UN%20Global%20CT%20
Strategy%20e.pdf>.

79 “The National Security Strategy 
of the United States of America”, 
The White House, Washington, DC, 
September 2002, p. 5, <http://
www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss.
html> (accessed 25 May 2009).

80 “Department of Defense 
Dictionary of Military and 
Associated Terms”, US Department 
of Defense, Washington, DC, April 
2001, p. 428.

81 “National Strategy for 
Combating Terrorism”, The White 
House, Washington, DC, February 
2003, p. 1.

82 MIPT Terrorism Knowledge Base 
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were also drawn from reports of international news agencies and media. 
The threat of terrorism faced by a country is assessed from precedents or 
attempts registered in the country over the previous five years.

Presence of Illegal Separatist or Anti-Government Movements

Illegal separatist or anti-government movements operating in a country 
are a direct threat to its territorial integrity and sovereignty. This threat is 
typical of countries bringing together different ethnic, religious, and linguistic 
groups. Many of them are on their way to a full stateness (even though they 
might have gained sovereignty a relatively long time ago, in formal terms) or 
are going through a crisis of state institutions. Notable examples are Iraq and 
Afghanistan, where the anti-government forces are held in check essentially 
by the troops of foreign states and/or organizations (the US and NATO).

The threat of separatism and anti-government movements also hangs 
over countries that have failed, for one reason or another, to institutionalize 
their internal conflicts. Intractable conflicts escaping institutionalization 
(through parliamentary representation and party system, devolution 
and federalism, etc.) are prone to take on violent and unconstitutional 
forms. This situation can be triggered by the government’s reluctance to 
institutionalize existing conflicts as well as by radicalism on the other side 
of the conflict. Another reason for this is the immaturity and deficiency of 
institutions created to settle conflicts, and lack of confidence in them by 
opposing sides.

The annual Conflict Barometer of the Heidelberg Institute for Inter-
national Conflict Research is the main source of data on this kind of threat. 
Reports of international news agencies are useful sources as well.

The Heidelberg Institute for International Conflict Research rates conflicts 
on a five-point scale depending on their intensity and extent of violence. For 
the Political Atlas project, existence of a conflict is more important than its 
intensity. The presence of movements opposed to a country’s government 
or demanding independence for any part of the country, which are not 
recognized by the government as legal, is the indicator of this threat.

Presence of Legal Secessionist Movements

Some countries manage to institutionalize conflicts that threaten 
their territorial integrity to an extent that violence no longer takes place. 
Institutionalization cannot, however, resolve the problem of integrity and 
integration completely. We added this threat to the list of variables of the 
index to distinguish countries that show outward signs of integrity and 
yet actually can fall apart through formal procedures (the case of Serbia 
and Montenegro), and countries tolerating active legal movements for 
independence or autonomy (non-governmental organizations, regional 
parties, etc.) recognized by the state, of which Belgium and Canada are 
good examples.

We used the Conflict Barometer published annually by the Heidelberg 
Institute for International Conflict Research as a source of data on this threat, 
and also relied on reports of international news agencies.
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The Heidelberg Institute for International Conflict Research rates conflicts 
on a five-point scale according to their intensity and extent of violence. As 
for the previous index variable, the mere existence of a conflict, rather than 
its intensity, is important for identifying this threat.

Attempts at Unconstitutional Change of Government or Coups

Attempts at unconstitutional change or overthrow of government, 
whatever their outcome, are a clear sign of deficiencies in government 
rotation mechanisms (rules and procedures) and of the presence of 
relatively strong anti-government (anty-systemic) forces in a country. 
Provided that institutions allowing a legal transfer of power are among 
the most important institutional components (particularly in democratic 
states), attempts of this kind are indicators of instability or deficiency 
of existing political institutions and their inability to accomodate 
different interests. The failure of attempts at unconstitutional change or 
overthrow of governments could, of course, be taken for the efficiency of 
the political regime and resilience of its political institutions in the face 
of pressure brought against them, but only the threat itself is important 
for the index.

Samuel Huntington defined institutions as “stable, valued, 
recurring patterns of behavior”, institutionalization as “the process 
by which organizations and procedures acquire value and stability”, 
and political development as creation of complex and autonomous 
political institutions. He proposed four variables to identify the 
level of institutionalization: adaptability (functional and to 
challenges of the environment); complexity (existence of various 
elements, subsystems, and functions; ultimately, complexity has a 
beneficial effect on stability); autonomy (autonomy of the political 
environment is an attribute of a developed political system 
capable of integrating new groups into politics under certain rules; 
its absence or predominance of non-political means and methods 
in politics encourages the spread of corruption); and coherence. 
Coups and frequent interference by the military into politics 
are, in fact, the consequences of the low levels of autonomy and 
coherence.83

Sources of instability can vary from specific political culture to 
deterioration of the economic situation, failure of the government to fulfill 
its responsibilities to the population, etc. And yet, unfavorable factors the 
states confront can affect them differently: some countries tap available 
resources to find a way out of the crises (regardless of their severity), while 
others enter a series of crises.

This problem can be addressed from a different angle as well. The Nobel 
prizewinner Douglas North has proposed a definition of institutions which 
says that institutions are the rules of the game of a society or more formally 
are the humanly-devised constraints that structure human interaction.84

Institutions “reduce uncertainty” by providing “both what individuals 
are prohibited from doing and, sometimes, under what conditions some 
individuals are permitted to undertake certain activities”.

83 For more detail, see: Samuel 
P. Huntington, Political Order in 
Changing Societies, Yale University 
Press, New Haven, 1968.

84 This is the broadest definition 
of institutions suggested by 
D. North. For more detail, see: 
Douglass C. North, Institutions, 
Institutional Change and Economic 
Performance, Cambridge 
University Press, N.Y., 1990.
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Thus, attempts at unconstitutional change of government or coups can 
be interpreted as follows: constitutional “rules of the game” maintaining 
succession in the political system (change of government “by the rules” is a 
key element of succession) are not seen as the only possible option open to 
actors involved in the political process and, therefore, alternative strategies 
are embraced by the political groups to advance their interests by rejecting, 
rather than relying on, formal institutions.

According to institutionalists, including North, the history of most 
countries reveals their strong “path dependence”, which implies a conceptual 
convergence of alternatives and linkage among decisions made at different 
times. As soon as development is set on a specified path (which may be 
open to a broad selection of alternatives and lead to either an efficient or an 
inefficient institutional system), difficult to reverse, it is fixed by experience 
accumulated by organizations and historically conditioned by solution 
models different in various national contexts. Accordingly, attempts at an 
unconstitutional change of government and coups (at least in a country’s 
modern history) are more than a direct violation of constitutional power 
transfer rules and procedures and a challenge to the existing rules of the 
game — they also increase the probability of such attempts recurring in the 
future. An element of instability is in this way embedded into the political 
system for a long time to come.

It is really very hard to estimate the lifetime of these factors in politics. 
One can only suggest that they fade out over time. For this reason, we 
introduced a time threshold of 32 years, going back to 1974, when the 
count of attempts at unconstitutional change of government or military 
coups began.

It is held within the framework of the theory of the waves of demo-
cratization put forward by Samuel Huntington that the third wave of demo-
cratization started in Southern Europe in 1974.

The sources of data on this threat included materials of modern history 
and reports of international news agencies and media.

The group of economic threats includes: 
 ■ Undiversified exports — domination (50 percent or more) of 

one or two primary commodities.
 ■ Chronic current account deficit.
 ■ Dependence on fuel imports.

Undiversified Exports — Domination (50 percent or more) of One  
or Two Primary Commodities

Export imbalances against the background of growing integration and 
interdependence of the national economies may turn into a problem that is 
acquiring an extreme urgency, pointing to a series of threats looming over 
a country.

First, export imbalances suggest a disproportional development of 
different industries of a country’s economy and their obvious inability 
to compete against foreign producers on global markets and, quite 
often, on the domestic market as well. Looking at this situation from any 
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national government’s perspective, the domestic market conditions can 
be aggravated by the authorities’ failure to protect domestic producers (by 
invoking a protectionist policy) for several reasons, such as the country’s 
membership in international organizations barring blocking-off duties, 
subsidies, and other protectionist measures. Export imbalances threaten to 
destabilize industries as well as the country’s economy as a whole and are a 
sign of their inability to produce competitive goods and services. When any 
of these goods and services are related to the country’s security, the political 
and military components are added, along with the simple economic 
component, to the threat.

Second, predominance of one or two commodities in the export 
structure affects society as well. More specifically, people engaged in 

“dominant” industries are likely to enjoy an advantage over those employed 
elsewhere.

Third, goods predominating in unbalanced exports are frequently in 
the primary materials (commodities) category. This imbalance can provoke 
a string of aftereffects: the exporting country’s economy comes to depend 
directly on world prices for its commodity, making medium- and long-
term planning difficult. Falling prices for its key commodity can lead to 
its government defaulting on obligations to foreign creditors and derail 
the country’s domestic budgetary policy, which can, in turn, raise social 
tensions escalating, in the worst scenario, into public disturbances, political 
instability, and even attempts at unconstitutional change of government or 
a coup with human losses and economic damage, and the country falling 
further behind in development.

Development of primary industries relies heavily on mineral resources, 
in contrast to high-tech industries and services.

Current international and national export structure statistics are used to 
determine whether a country faces an export imbalance threat. It certainly 
does if its export structure is dominated by one or two commodities 
(50 percent or over).

Chronic Current Account Deficit

Generally speaking, current account deficit means that a country spends 
more than it takes in. A chronic deficit is actually a continuing flight of capital 
out of a country, causing the exchange rates of the national currency to fall 
and, combined with other adverse factors, its economy to weaken.

It should be noted that a temporary current account deficit is not 
always a sign of negative trends in a country’s economy: it can be caused 
by loans to finance innovations in the expectation that the future growth 
in earnings would lay a strong ground for an economic breakthrough, 
loan interest servicing, and, ultimately, reduction in the current account 
deficit. If, however, the loans that pushed the current account into deficit 
are misused (which is a frequent practice around the world), the deficit can 
become a heavy liability on the current and future generations. Moreover, 
a chronic current account deficit can point to investment and domestic 
capital leaving the country and businesses transferring their assets abroad 
(in particular, to offshore zones).
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In the Political Atlas project, a current account deficit for three or more 
years serves as an indicator of the threat. The data for this variable was 
taken from the World Development Indicators database.85 

Dependence on Fuel Imports

One of the distinctive features of today’s global economy is its growing 
reliance on energy, above all, on oil and natural gas. Technologically 
advanced countries are investing funds and efforts into increasing the 
share of alternative energy sources (in particular, renewable energy, such as 
wind and tides) in their fuel balance sheets in order to reduce greenhouse 
gases emission and improve their energy security. Nonetheless, traditional 
energy sources will dominate in meeting the energy needs of all countries 
in the medium term. Foremost among the traditional sources is oil, which 
fuels industries and runs vehicles.

Dependence on imported energy is a potential threat because suspension 
of energy supplies can rapidly throw an economy into crisis — and bring 
it to a halt, literally. Furthermore, it usually takes lots of time and money 
to find alternative suppliers or supply routes. This makes dependence on 
energy so different from reliance on imported technologies: suspension of 
technology deliveries does not cause the economy to implode rapidly and 
gives a country ample time to find new suppliers or remove the causes of 
import suspension.

The World Bank’s World Development Indicators database is the principal 
source of data on fuel imports and exports. The threat is considered present 
for a country when the fuel balance deficit exceeds 5 percent (which is 
above possible statistical discrepancies and chance fluctuations).

Threats to human security are another set of variables for this index 
measuring the human dimension of security enjoyed by citizens. At this 
stage of the project, we examine the following threats:

 ■ Undernourishment and famine (deficiency of food intake under 
FAO recommended minimum requirement).

 ■ Improved water shortages.
 ■ HIV/AIDS epidemics (over 1 percent infected according to 

UNAIDS data).
 ■ Depopulation.
 ■ Excessive migration (according to official assessments).

Undernourishment and Famine (Deficiency of Food Intake  
under FAO Recommended Minimum Requirement)

The urgency of the threat of undernourishment or famine (and related 
food security issues) is reinforced by the attention this threat receives from 
the international community. The basic approaches to this problem are 
formulated in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, which says in 
Article 25(1) that “everyone has the right to a standard of living adequate 
for the health and well-being of himself and of his family, including food, 
clothing, housing and medical care and necessary social services…”86

85 “World Development Indicators 
Online”, The World Bank, <http://
publications.worldbank.org/
WDI>.

86 The Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights, United Nations, 
<http://www.un.org/en/
documents/udhr>.
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Article 11(1) of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and 
Cultural Rights says that “the States Parties to the present Covenant 
recognize the right of everyone to an adequate standard of living for 
himself and his family, including adequate food, clothing and housing, and 
to the continuous improvement of living conditions. The States Parties will 
take appropriate steps to ensure the realization of this right, recognizing to 
this effect the essential importance of international co-operation based on 
free consent”.87

The 1966 Rome Declaration on World Food Security reaffirms the rights 
of citizens of the signatory countries to have access to safe and nutritious 
food, consistent with the right of everyone to be free from hunger.88  

The elimination of hunger and malnutrition and the guarantee of the 
right to proper nutrition were named among the aims of the international 
community in the 1969 Declaration on Social Progress and Development 
(Part II, Article X, paragraph “b”).89  Another UN document taking up this 
problem is the Universal Declaration on the Eradication of Hunger and 
Malnutrition passed in 1974.90  The Declaration reasserts the right of every 
man, woman, and child to be free from hunger and malnutrition in order 
to develop fully and maintain their physical and mental faculties. The 
document also speaks about the international community’s adherence 
to its general policy to reduce and eliminate these threats by appropriate 
measures and efforts. According to the UN Food and Agricultural 
Organization (FAO), these or similar goals are incorporated in the 
constitutions of 22 countries.

Hunger is traditionally considered to be caused by poverty that can, if 
accompanied by other factors (such as natural disasters or military conflicts) 
only exacerbate a problem.

According to different estimates, between 2 and 3 million people 
died of hunger in Bengal (today’s Bangladesh and the Indian 
state of West Bengal) in 1943. The calamity was not precipitated 
by shortages of basic food, but by high prices that placed food 
products beyond the reach of an overwhelming majority of the 
population in the country at war and because of inaction of the 
colonial administration. 

A similar disaster struck independent Bangladesh in 1974, when 
over 1 million people died from natural disasters and coincidence of 
several social and political factors.

Hunger is not as severe a problem today as it was in the 1970s, and 
yet rapid population growth, particularly in Africa and Asia, can become 
a “time bomb” in the medium and long terms, despite efforts made by 
FAO and other organizations, including national and non-governmental, 
to defuse it.

FAO said in its 2004 annual report (named “The State of Food Insecurity 
in the World”) that the food problem affected 852 million people, or over 
10 percent of the planet’s population, in the period under review. In 2006, 
FAO representatives spoke about 820 million undernourished people, only 
slightly below 823 million registered in 1992, but significantly more than 
800 million in 1996, a clear sign of reversal of the favorable trend. According 
to FAO forecasts, there will be 582 million undernourished people in 2015, 

87 “International Covenant on 
Economic, Social and Cultural 
Rights”, The Office of the United 
Nations High Commissioner for 
Refugees, <http://www.unhchr.ch/
html/menu3/b/a_cescr.htm>.

88 “Rome Declaration on World 
Food Security”, Food and 
Agriculture Organization, <http://
www.fao.org/docrep/003/
w3613e/w3613e00.HTM>.

89 “Declaration on Social Progress 
and Development”, The Office 
of the United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees, 
<http://www.unhchr.ch/html/
menu3/b/m_progre.htm>.

90 “Universal Declaration on 
the Eradication of Hunger and 
Malnutrition”, The Office of the 
United Nations High Commissioner 
for Refugees, <http://www.unhchr.
ch/html/menu3/b/69.htm>.
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or 170 million over the target set at the World Food Summit in 1996. As in 
the past, Southeast Asia and central and southern areas of Africa remain 
worst affected.

The FAO report cites facts that illustrate the severity of the problem: 
on average, “one child dies every five seconds as a result of hunger”, and, 

“on a global scale, every year that hunger persists at current levels causes 
deaths and disability that will cost developing countries future productivity 
with a present discounted value of US$500 billion or more”.91

FAO Director-General Jacques Diouf stressed in the 2006 report that the 
number of hungry people in the world was increasing — at the rate of four 
million a year.92  In the decade between 1996 and 2006, said Diouf, the situation 
had not improved. These days, the inveterate problem of hunger and changes 
or deficiencies in people’s diets provokes the emergence of new diseases.

Malnutrition or hunger are worsened by armed conflicts — the destruction 
of crops, harvests, food stores, cattle, and farming infrastructure is among 
the consequences of wars. According to FAO estimates, damage inflicted by 
fighting over the last three decades has run up to $ 4.300 million, enough 
to save 330 million people from hunger. Hostilities in Rwanda destroyed 
a half of the country’s crops in 1995; minef ields in Afghanistan have reduced 
significantly the total crop area and continue to maim or kill 300 people 
a month (some of them while trying to take idle lands back into cultivation).

FAO statistics were used to identify the threat of undernourishment or 
famine — for each country threat was fixed if food intake was below 100 
percent of the FAO nutritional standards.

Improved Water Shortages

Looming shortages of fresh water is one of the biggest threats the 
world has been facing in the early 21st century. Today, more than one billion 
people lack access to a steady supply of clean water. There are 2.4 billion 
people — more than a third of the world’s population — who do not have 
access to proper sanitation. The ensuing consequences are devastating: 
according to UN estimates, 6.000 children die every day from diseases 
that can be prevented by improved water and sanitation. More than 2.2 
million people, mostly in developing countries, die each year from diseases 
associated with poor water and sanitary conditions.93 

Infectious diseases transmitted through water make the fight against 
poverty more difficult and slow down or thwart economic growth in the 
least developed countries of the world. According to UN statistics, over 
250 million people suffer from such diseases every year. Millions of women 
and young girls in developing countries spend hours collecting water 
for their families, largely because of gender discrimination. For example, 
in Benin rural areas girls aged between 6 and 14 years collect water, on 
average, one hour a day (while boys do this an average 25 minutes daily). 
Also, lack of sanitation has its worst effect on women and girls. At any time, 
in every part of the world, a half of hospital beds are occupied by patients 
suffering from diseases transmitted by aquatic carriers.

Fresh water is unevenly distributed: while 70 percent of the world’s 
surface is covered by water, 97.5 percent of that is salt water. And of the 

91 “Understanding Food 
Insecurity”, Food and Agriculture 
Organization, 2004, <http://
www.fao.org/newsroom/en/
focus/2004/51786/index.html>.

92 “World Hunger Increasing”, 
Food and Agriculture 
Organization, 2006, <http://
www.fao.org/newsroom/en/
news/2006/1000433/index.html>.

93 “Water: A Matter of Life and 
Death”, United Nations, 2003, 
<http://www.un.org/events/
water/factsheet.pdf>. The content 
of the website http://www.
un.org/events/water is devoted 
to the International Year of 
Freshwater (2003).
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remaining 2.5 percent that is fresh water, almost three quarters of that is 
frozen in ice caps. Moreover, improved water access conditions are different 
around the globe. About a quarter of the Earth’s all drinkable water is 
concentrated in Lake Baikal, in sparsely populated Siberia. Latin America 
accounts for another 31 percent of the world’s total reserves of fresh water, 
or 12 times more water per person than in South Asia. Brazil and Canada 
have much more clean water than they can use, while the Middle East is 
the reverse case (Yemen, for example, has 198  m3 of drinking water per 
capita, against Canada’s 90.000 m3). Unequal access further highlights the 
problem of effective supply and distribution of clean water. The climatic 
factor needs to be mentioned alongside with the geographic one — a large 
number of countries depend on monsoons or short rainy seasons (most of 
Asia receives almost 90% of its annual rainfall in less than 100 hours).94 

The availability of clean water depends on a number of factors, such as 
scarcity of natural water sources for reasons of geography or overpopulation; 
underdeveloped water sanitation infrastructure (or damaged as a result of 
warfare, conflicts, natural disasters, etc.). Agriculture is another important 
factor — according to UN figures, about 70 percent of all available fresh 
water is used in this sector of economy. Yet because of inefficient irrigation 
systems, particularly in developing countries, 60 percent of this water is 
lost to evaporation or is returned to rivers and groundwater aquifers. Water 
withdrawals for irrigation have increased by over 60 percent since 1960. 
Other aspects of efficient water use also need to be considered: water losses 
due to leakage, illegal water hook-ups and waste total about 50 percent of 
the amount of water used for drinking in developing countries. Also in the 
developing world, about 90 percent of sewage and 70 percent of industrial 
wastes are discharged without treatment, often polluting the usable water 
supply.

Availability of clean water was falling in developing and even in 
developed countries until 1975. Although the situaton has settled down for 
developed countries, prospects for the rest of the world have been bleak. 
Water use increased six-fold during the last century, more than twice the 
rate of population growth. According to UN projections, by 2025 more than 
3 billion people will be living in water-stressed conditions (compared to 
today’s 700 million in 43 countries), with less than 1.000 m3 of water per 
person. In 14 countries, the problem will be even harder, with under 500 m3 
of water left per person. To make sense of these figures, hydrologists agree 
on 1.700 m3 per capita as an international standard for drinking water. 
Water shortages will peak in the first quarter of this century in Sub-Saharan 
Africa, with the share of the region’s population living in water-stressed 
conditions rising from just above 30% to 85%, and in the Middle East and 
North Africa, with just over 500 m3 of water per capita, a near critical level 
in the UN classification. Overall, more than 90 percent of the population 
in the Middle East and North Africa will be living in water-scarce countries 
by 2025. Finally, the most populous nations, India and China, will enter the 
global water-stress league over the next 20 years.95 

As the quality of water sources is declining and the demand is rising, 
competition for water resources is growing. Rivalry among countries 
for control over improved water sources is getting harder. Despite the 

94 “Human Development 
Report 2006. Beyond Scarcity: 
Power, Poverty and the Global 
Water Crisis”, United Nations 
Development Programme (UNDP), 
p. 135, <http://hdr.undp.org/
hdr2006/pdfs/report/HDR06-
complete.pdf>.

95 Ibid, pp. 135–136.
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complexity of the problems, records show that water disputes can be 
handled diplomatically. The last 50 years have seen only 37 acute disputes 
involving violence, compared to 150 treaties that have been signed,96  which 
have allowed to either avoid or settle a still greater number of conflicts. 
Conflicts over access and use of water sources have reinforced the need 
for national strategies to produce, sanitize, and distribute water, and for an 
effective global plan of action.

According to FAO statistics, more than 3.600 treaties related to 
international water resources have been drawn up since 805 AD. The 
majority of these deal with navigation and boundary demarcation. The 
focus of negotiation and treaty-making in the last century has shifted 
away from navigation towards the use, development, protection and 
conservation of water resources.

The UN Convention on the Law of the Non-navigational Uses on 
International Watercourses adopted in 1997 is (or rather can be) a major 
instrument to regulate joint use of international water resources. The 
Convention lays down two key principles of joint water use — “equitable 
and reasonable” utilization and commitment to “take all appropriate 
measures to prevent the causing of significant harm to other watercourse 
states”. It leaves to the countries concerned to read the principles’ exact 
meaning. So far, the Convention has been ratified by 12 states only, far 
below 35 required to put it into effect.

In November 2002, the UN Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural 
Rights declared the right of an individual to an adequate quantity of 
water conforming to sanitary norms for personal and household use 
as a fundamental human right. In their General Comment No.  15 on the 
implementation of Articles 11 and 12 of the 1966 International Covenant 
on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, the Committee members stated 
that the “the human right to water is indispensable for leading a life in 
human dignity. It is a prerequisite for the realization of other human 
rights”. Although the General Comment is not a legally binding document 
for the 148 states that have ratified the International Covenant, it plays an 
important role for the fulfillment of Covenant provisions and, even as a “soft 
law”, carries some weight and influence.97

It is important that there have been precedents of successful projects to 
extend access to improved water in the world. For instance, in South Africa, 
14 million of the country’s population of 42 million had no access to clean 
water in 1994. Over the next seven years, South Africa halved this number 
well ahead of the deadlines it had given itself.98

Data on this variable have been borrowed from the UNDP’s annual 
Human Development Report. The threat is counted for a country if over 
15 percent of its population have no access to improved water sources.99 

HIV/AIDS Epidemics

Acquired Immunodeficiency Syndrome (AIDS) was first diagnosed in 
1981 (its pathogen was discovered in 1983). Over the next few years, AIDS 
developed into a major epidemic of a global scope. According to UN 
figures for late 2005, 40.3 million people had been infected with human 
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immunodeficiency virus (HIV), the AIDS pathogen, around the world. The 
disease has become one of the leading causes of death among adults.100  
There are several reasons to account for its spread. First, no really effective 
medication has been developed to cure AIDS so far. Second, the disease has 
a long latent period (up to 10 years), more than enough for the HIV carrier 
to infect many more people. The third reason is underdeveloped health 
care and poor sanitation in the world’s poor and poorest countries. Even 
though HIV/AIDS is not the only disease poorly responding to treatment, 
it has impressed itself on the mass consciousness as a far more dangerous 
affliction than other viral infections (such as hepatitis C and drug-resistant 
forms of tuberculosis). 

Developed countries have succeeded in checking the spread of the 
disease by investing in diagnostics, proactive public campaigns, and work 
among social groups exposed to the greatest risk of acquiring the disease. 
Nowadays, AIDS epidemics are ravaging mostly developing countries with 
a low quality of life, a high proportion of poor people, low health care 
standards, widespread drug addiction, other social ills directly related to 
AIDS, on the one hand, and an undeveloped health care infrastructure, 
on the other. This explains why 92 percent of HIV-infected people live in 
developing countries, 25.8 million of them in Sub-Saharan Africa. Their 
numbers are also growing in Asia (8.3 million), and Latin America and the 
Caribbean (2.1 million). HIV is spreading fast across Central and Eastern 
Europe, with at least 1.6 million people infected in 2005. The situation has 
acquired the most alarming proportions in Russia and Ukraine.

The threat of AIDS epidemic brings the following aftereffects in its wake: 
falling population numbers, rise in the number of the disabled, rising health 
care costs, etc.

Data on this threat was taken from the UNDP’s Human Development 
Report. Also, we used data available from the World Health Organization.101  
The threat is counted for countries where the share of infected population 
aged 15 to 49 years reaches 1 percent or over.

Depopulation

Depopulation was first perceived as a threat a relatively short time ago. 
All through the 20th century, populations were growing steadily largely 
owing to drastic reductions in death rates. At the same time, many industrial 
countries have been showing trends toward a decline in birth rates caused 
by urbanization, shifting employment patterns, changes in the social role of 
women, and erosion of traditional values, to name only the most significant 
reasons. West European countries faced this threat first and were forced 
to increase investments in social services to maintain a balance between 
births and deaths. They also opened their borders to migrant workers to 
offset decreases in their own young working-age populations.

Countries where falling birth rates are not made up for by reductions in 
death rates or influx of migrants are the most exposed to the prospects of 
depopulation. Among them, for example, are some post-Soviet countries 
that have settled into reproductive behavioral patterns of developed 
nations but experienced a significant deterioration of the quality of life.
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The threat of depopulation can entail grave political consequences. In 
the first place, depopulation affects economic growth rates and pushes 
up demographical pressure from abroad. A number of overpopulated 
countries have emerged in the world, like China, India, and Pakistan, which 
are potential sources of external migration. In turn, a rise of migrants’ share 
may have an effect on social stability in a country, particularly if it is not a 

“melting pot” to absorb migrants for its own benefit. Third, depopulation 
can also weaken the government’s control over the country’s territory.

The extent of this threat was assessed, for the purposes of this study, 
from the forecasts for annual population growth rates in the years 2003 
to 2015 published in the 2005 Human Development Report.102 A country 
was considered to face this threat if forecasts predicted a decline of its 
population numbers.

Excessive Migration (According to Official Assessments)

Excessive migration is also a relatively new threat leading to changes 
in the original ethnic make-up of a country’s population. The reason for 
that is the fact that the modern migration structure is marked by a higher 
percentage of migrants who come from cultures and civilizations other 
than those practiced by the host countries’ populations. Native cultures 
and civilizations are a major hindrance to the assimilation of migrants 
who become a significant economic resource as well as a source of social 
tensions and conflicts.

This problem influences most countries with dwindling populations or 
low growth rates, which can only be offset by an influx of migrants; ageing 
population, and changes in age distribution; and geographic proximity 
to surplus-population countries, and also to countries in crisis, which are 
uncomfortable source of refugees and displaced persons.

This threat is counted if the government assesses the current level of 
immigration as high and makes efforts to push it down. The main source of 
information on this threat is 2002 data prepared by the Population Division 
of the UN Economic and Social Affairs Department.103

A further criterion for recognizing migration as a threat was admission 
by the receiving country’s government that it posed a threat or a social 
problem. This criterion helped to revise our original estimates for a number 
of countries. For example, the share of migrants in Kazakhstan’s population, 
according to UN figures, is 18 percent (mainly Russian-speaking), but the 
country’s government does not regard migration as a problem.

Country’s Geographical Location in Disaster-Prone Areas

At this stage of the project, a single variable is used in the index for 
environmental threats and threats of natural disasters, namely:

 ■ country’s geographical location in disaster-prone areas.
Threats of natural disasters are a variety of environmental threats. Strictly 

speaking, environmental threats that have taken on a global scale in the 
last few decades under the impact of human activities are far more varied. 
Their consequences are assessed differently for different countries, though 

102 “Human Development Report 
2005: International Cooperation 
at a Crossroads: Aid, Trade and 
Security in an Unequal World”, 
United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP), 2005, 
<http://hdr.undp.org/en/media/
HDR05_complete.pdf>.

103 “International Migration 
2002”, Population Division of 
the UN Department of Economic 
and Social Affairs, 2002, <http://
www.un.org/esa/population/
publications/ittmig2002/WEB_
migration_wallchart.xls>.
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it is nearly always specified that environmental threats travel freely across 
national borders. And yet, geographical location matters — countries lying 
in areas of high exposure to natural hazards (for example, due to their 
peculiar geology) are definitely at a disadvantage, and vulnerable to the 
effects of both global and local environmental threats. Hazards can arise 
from high seismic and volcanic activities, floods and droughts, and other 
extraordinary events typical of certain climatic zones, or due to tectonic 
faults, eFrequent natural disasters impact directly the living standards, 
and a country’s economic growth, and its competitiveness on the world 
market. Natural disasters can provoke, among other calamities, famine with 
enormous casualties, like the catastrophe that struck Bangladesh in 1974, 
when over a million people died from hunger. Heavy loss of life causes a 
direct harm to a nation’s human potential. Mitigating the consequences 
of natural disasters requires allocation of emergency finances and other 
assets, and draws wage earners away from their regular jobs. 

According to the UN Inter-Agency Task Force for Disaster 
Reduction, natural disasters inflicted $10 billion in economic 
damage around the world in 1975; in 1980, economic damage 
rose to nearly $75 billion ($47 billion caused by an earthquake in 
Italy); in 1991, it topped $80 billion; in 1995, it shot to over $200 
billion (of which $121 billion was caused by the earthquake in Kobe, 
Japan); in 2005, it was $159 billion (most of which, $131 billion, was 
wreaked by Hurricane Katrina that struck the southern states in the 
US). Overall, the damage in 2005 was 71 percent more than it was 
in 2004.

According to the same estimates, floods are the most frequent 
natural disasters (107 in 2004 and 168 in 2005), followed by storms 
and hurricanes (81 in 2004 and 69 in 2005), epidemics (33 in 2004 
and 44 in 2005), earthquakes (29 in 2004 and 21 in 2005), and 
droughts (15 in 2004 and 22 in 2005). The biggest toll of human life 
is claimed by geological disasters, including tsunami (92.6 percent 
in 2004 and 82.9 percent in 2005). Trailing behind them are weather-
specific and biological catastrophes, in second and third place, 
respectively. In 2005, more than 6.000 people drowned in floods and 
over 74 million were affected (the figures for 2004 were 7.000 and 
117 million, respectively). It should also be stated that a tsunami 
in December 2004 killed more than 226.000 people, and caused 
damage to the property or health of almost 2.5 million people in Asia. 
Overall, almost 245.000 people lost their lives to natural disasters in 
2004, and over 91.000 in 2005. More than 150 million people were 
affected in 2004, and over 157 million in 2005.104 The number of 
people affected by natural disasters almost doubled between 1990 
and 1999.

Experts say that, generally, the number of natural disasters is not what 
matters most; what really matters is the damage they cause to the economy 
and society, particularly, in developing countries, which are struck by over 
90 percent of the natural disasters occurring in the world. The probability of 
natural disasters is high in 24 of the 49 least developed countries, at least six 
of them suffered from two to eight hazards with long-term consequences 

104 “2005 Disasters in Numbers”, 
International Strategy for Disaster 
Reduction (UN/ISDR), 
<http://www.unisdr.org/disaster-
statistics/pdf/2005-disaster-in-
numbers.pdf>.
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during each of the last 15 years.105 Indeed, a single natural disaster can ruin 
the economy of a country or a large region and threaten the survival of 
hundreds of thousands of people.

A major worry is that natural disasters have been getting more numerous 
and fierce over the last decades.

According to figures released by the World Meteorological 
Organization, floods in Europe in August 2005 caused $20 billion in 
damage. The harsh winter in the same year cost Mongolia around 
15 percent of its GNI.

The anthropogenic factor behind the global climate change takes its share 
of blame for the rising numbers and consequences of natural disasters. The 
factors contributing to the severity of natural disasters are the global warming, 
degradation of the environment, and rapid urbanization. Undoubtedly, man-
made disasters account for an increasingly heavier damage every new year. 
Even though, according to statistics, the number of casualties caused by 
natural disasters has dropped, negative long-term threats to sustainable 
development have been becoming more and more clear.

Shortage of standardized information, and the lack of common 
methodologies and definitions are the main difficulties of natural disasters 
data collection. As a rule, original information is gleaned from general 
sources and is not, by definition, intended for statistical purposes. It 
should also be noted that official international statistics does not include 
unregistered incidents and disasters of a smaller scale that could be 
devastating in local terms.

This threat was measured on the basis of international statistics on 
natural disasters and casualties. Direct threats of natural disasters that 
can result in mass casualties or disasters that already struck were used as 
indicators.

According to the project methodology (see: Section 1.2, “Methods of 
Multidimensional Statistical Analysis”), the variables incorporated in the 
external and internal threats index were subjected to discriminant analysis. 
The results are given below:

105 “Disasters Impact, International 
Strategy for Disaster Reduction 
(UN/ISDR), <http://www.unisdr.
org/disaster-statistics/impact-
killed.htm>.

Table 2. Weights of the Variables in the External and Internal Threats Index

Variable Weight

Improved water shortages 0.47

Presence of illegal separatist or anti-government movements 0.39

Attempts at unconstitutional change of government or coups 0.37

Undernourishment and famine (deficiency of food intake under FAO recommended minimum 
requirement)

0.30

Country’s geographical location in disaster-prone areas 0.27

HIV/AIDS epidemics 0.20

Undiversified exports — domination (50 percent or more) of one or two primary commodities 0.16

Territorial claims by foreign states 0.16

Chronic current account deficit 0.14
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2.1.3. Index of Potential of International Influence

The index of potential of international influence combines variables 
characterizing important mechanisms countries rely on to be integrated 
into world politics and economy and their positions stand in the modern 
system of international political, economic, and military relations.

Competing theories of international relations and world politics, as well 
as actual international political practices, do not offer universal criteria of 
power in the international system. If the world is perceived as a conflict-
ridden anarchic environment, the priority is then given to military factors 
(a realistic approach or any of its varieties). If, however, conflict is not 
regarded as inevitable (a liberal approach or any of its varieties), the array 
of components of power in the international system is much broader and, 
by dint of this fact, precedence is given to the states’ ability to fit smoothly 
into international institutions and regimes. This presumes that the index 
of potential of international influence includes a much broader range of 
variables (from “hard” to “soft” power).

Before we go on to describe the structure of the index, we have to 
sort out a number of important circumstances that have impacted its 
content.

First, we have to clear up our understanding of the terms international 
influence and potential of influence. We define international influence as 
a state’s capacity to induce other states to modify their behavior and cause 
the international environment to change to its advantage (regardless of 
the consequences). The potential of influence is a wide choice of resources 
a state disposes to exercise political, diplomatic, economic, military, 
technological, cultural, informational, or other types of influence.

Second, for all the diversity of resources a state can bring into play to 
spread its influence around the world, this stage of the Political Atlas project 
is only concerned with universal resources any country can, in theory, draw 
upon to assert its influence on others.

Third, this index does not measure the actual influence, whether positive 
or negative from the viewpoint of its effect on international security and 
stability, because its underlying factors may not be used in full in different 
periods or in different conditions, among other reasons, under the impact 
of internal or external circumstances.

And fourth, the fact that a state does have the resources to exercise 
its influence, overwhelming as they might be (the quality of available 

Variable Weight

Presence of legal secessionist movements 0.13

Threat of armed aggression (according to official assessments) 0.13

Threat of terrorism 0.11

Excessive migration (according to official assessments) – 0.06

Dependence on fuel imports 0.06

Depopulation 0.03
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resources is still more difficult to assess, if possible at all, on a global scale), 
in no way means that the state can transform them into an optimal mode 
of action to achieve any of its objectives under the circumstances existing 
at the time.

The variables incorporated into the index can conditionally be broken 
down into four groups — economic potential, international organization 
participation, military potential, and human potential.

The first group of index variables characterizes, in very general terms, 
the size of the national economy and the “weight” of the country in the 
world economy. This group, basically, includes the following variables:

 ■ share in the world GDP (percent); and
 ■ share in the world exports of goods and services (percent).

Share in the World GDP (percent) and  
Share in the World Exports of Goods and Services (percent)

The data published by the World Bank and the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development (OECD), which are contained in the World 
Bank’s World Development Indicators Database, were used to calculate 
countries’ shares in the world GDP and in the world exports of goods and 
services. This database is probably the most comprehensive one with 695 
socio-economic, financial, environmental, technological, and politico-
economic indicators for 208 countries and territories.106 

For our calculations, we used the 2003 data. The indicators are given 
in US dollars at the current exchange rate. At the time we made our 
calculations, the latest data on GDP and exports of goods and services for 
an overwhelming majority of countries were available for 2003. The most 
recent data on most countries from the World Development Indicators 
2006 put out for public use in May 2006 were for 2004 (with 2005 data only 
available for a few countries and territories).

A point to note is that the GDP data in US dollars at the current 
exchange rate and on exports of goods and services in US dollars at the 
current exchange rate are located in the subgroup titled National Accounts 
in US Dollars (consisting of 45 parameters) of the Economy group of the 
database. The choice of two parameters only was made because they are 
the minimum required, even if insufficient and raw, to characterize the size 
of a national economy (GDP107) and its place in the world economy (exports 
of goods and services108).

The 2001 Nobel prizewinner Joseph Stiglitz believes that even 
though GDP has long been the key tool for evaluating national 
economic performance and political and economic decision-
making, it has to be replaced with an alternative evaluation tool — 
the green net national product that allows for the depletion of 
natural resources and the degradation of the environment. 
Similar suggestions had been made in the past (for example, by 
William Nordhaus and James  Tobin in 1972). Taking these 
factors into account is of critical importance to countries mining 
and exporting large quantities of mineral resources in partnership 

106 “World Development Indicators 
Online”, The World Bank, 
<http://publications.worldbank.
org/WDI>.

107 According to comments to 
the World Bank’s database, gross 
domestic product (the value of end 
products) is a sum of values added 
by all resident producers in the 
economy and all taxes on products 
less subsidies that are not included 
in the value of the products. GDP 
is calculated without account 
for changes in the value of 
production assets or depletion and 
deterioration of natural resources. 
The World Bank’s official website 
gives a slightly different, expanded 
definition (for example, products 
are interpreted as all end goods 
and services). For more details, 
see: <http://www.worldbank.org/
depweb/beyond/global/glossary.
html#34>.

108 According to comments to the 
World Bank’s database, export of 
goods and services is the value 
of all goods and other market 
services provided by a country 
to other countries around the 
world. It includes the value of 
goods, freightage, insurance, 
transportation, carriage, royalty, 
license payments, and other 
services such as communications, 
construction, financial, 
informational, business, home 
(personal), and government 
services, less wages, incomes on 
property, and transfer payments.
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with foreign companies (in fact, foreign investors gain most profit 
earned from mineral extraction and exports).109

It would be worthwhile to identify niche possibilities of countries 
in particular industries and the world economy in general, along with 
their competitive advantages,110 mechanisms of application of scientific 
and technological achievements, the “aggregate value” of a country (in 
particular, its resources, including intellectual), global activities of national 
companies,111 and much else. A major problem here is that these parameters 
cannot be used in full measure due to lack of data on all countries of the 
world, and also because these parameters are specific, rather than universal. 
That is, a really unique advantage increasing the weight of one country in 
the world economy makes no difference for another country whose weight 
can be increased by other factors.

In general, we evaluated the weight of national economies in the world 
economy by looking at their performance — the size of GDP and exports 
of goods and services — rather than by searching factors driving such 
performance. As we said above, while some factors might not be universal, 
their consequences are, and may be quantified for an overwhelming majority 
of countries around the world (except, perhaps, for North Korea, Somalia, 
and some other countries). To repeat, these are minimum, insufficient, and 
very rough characteristics of a national economy.

The second group of variables concerns the involvement of sovereign 
states in international and extra-regional organizations that lie at the 
foundations of the world’s present-day political setup or play key roles in 
world politics and economy. Basically, this group consists of the following 
variables:

 ■ permanent membership in the UN Security Council (YES or NO);
 ■ contribution to the UN regular budget (percent);
 ■ voting power in the IMF (percent); and
 ■ membership in the Paris Club of creditors (YES or NO).

A look at these index variables shows that our analysis touches on just 
three international organizations — the UN (its Security Council), the IMF, 
and the Paris Club of creditors — only.

It is nearly impossible to define the total number of international 
organizations (inter-governmental and non-governmental). Experts writing 
on the subject differ widely on the number of international organizations 
and use different typological approaches in their estimates. The answer 
to the question of how numerous they are is suggested in publications 
put out by the Brussels-based Union of International Associations, which 
cooperates with specialized UN agencies (mainly UNESCO and ECOSOC) 
in bringing out the Yearbook of International Organizations.112 The printed 
version of 2005/2006 Yearbook contained summary descriptions of over 
30.000 “most significant” international organizations (including more than 
5.000 intergovernmental international organizations), although the total 
number of international organizations that attracted the Yearbook compilers’ 
attention is estimated at 62.945.113 The three chosen organizations are 
clearly not enough, but these are the organizations that have immense 
impact on world politics and the world economy. Our reasons for choosing 

109 Joseph Stiglitz, “Good Numbers 
Gone Bad”, Fortune, 25 Sep. 
2006, <http://money.cnn.com/
magazines/fortune/fortune_
archive/2006/10/02/8387507/index.
htm?postversion=2006092508>.

110 The World Economic Forum 
prepares an annual Global 
Competitiveness Report. The 
2006–2007 report covers 125 
(out of the total of over 190) 
countries. Undoubtedly a useful 
country comparison instrument, 
it is complex to use because 
it is built on both expert polls 
of “captains of business” and 
quantified data, and also makes 
a number of institutional and 
liberal allowances. Otherwise, 
this index is probably the 
only methodologically sound 
instrument there is to measure 
the competitiveness of countries 
(for more detail, see: <http://www.
weforum.org/en/initiatives/gcp/
Global%20Competitiveness%20
Report/index.htm>.

111 It is to be noted in this 
connection that the largest 
companies for market 
capitalization in various industries 
are rated by the Financial Times 
newspaper in its regularly 
updated FT-500 (or Global-500) 
index. See, for example: <http://
media.ft.com/cms/adb61f66-f7bf-
11da-9481-0000779e2340.pdf>. 
Curiously, this index for 2006 
shows only seven companies 
from China, all headquartered in 
Hong Kong. This index is difficult 
to use because companies are 
compared according to their 
market capitalization, that is, it 
is directly related to companies’ 
presence on the stock exchange, 
and the national affiliations of 
companies are hard to establish. 

112 “Yearbook of International 
Organizations”, Union of 
international Associations, 
<http://www.uia.be/node/52>.

113 “Hardcover edition of the 
Yearbook of International 
Organizations”, Union of 
international Associations,  
<http://www.uia.be/node/50>.
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these international organizations for index variables are given below with 
brief summaries.

Permanent Membership in the UN Security Council

Maintaining international peace and security is one of the basic purposes 
of the United Nations (Article 1 of the UN Charter). Under Article 24 of the 
UN Charter, the primary responsibility for the maintenance of international 
peace and security is conferred on the UN Security Council. In carrying out 
its duties under this responsibility, the Security Council acts on behalf of 
the UN members and functions continuously.

The Security Council exercises a variety of duties and powers, including: 
maintaining international peace and security in accordance with the 
purposes and principles of the United Nations (Article 24); investigating any 
dispute or any situation, which might lead to international friction (Article 
34); making recommendations on appropriate procedures or methods 
of adjusting such disputes or on terms for settling such disputes (Articles 
36, 37, and 38); determining the existence of any threat to the peace or 
act of aggression, and making recommendations on what measures are 
necessary (Chapter VII); calling upon members of the Organization to apply 
economic sanctions and other measures unrelated to the use of force in 
order to prevent or end aggression (Chapter VII); undertaking military 
action against the aggressor (Article VII); making recommendations to the 
General Assembly on admission of new members and on conditions on 
which states may become parties to the Statute of the International Court 
of Justice (Article 93); exercising the trusteeship functions of the United 
Nations in the strategic areas (Article 83); and making recommendations 
to the General Assembly regarding the appointment of the Secretary-
General (Article 97).

Under Article 27 of the UN Charter, decisions of the Security Council on 
all matters, except for procedural issues, are made by an affirmative vote 
of nine members of the Security Council, including the concurring votes 
of all permanent members of the Security Council, which now include the 
People’s Republic of China, the Russian Federation, the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the United States of America, and 
France. The General Assembly elects ten non-permanent members of the 
Security Council for a term of two years. The requirement for concurring 
votes of the permanent members of the Security Council implies, in fact, 
that each permanent member of the Security Council can exercise the right 
of veto to block Security Council decisions, as has frequently been the case.

According to the report “A More Secure World: Our Shared Responsi-
bility”114, prepared by the Secretary General’s High-level Panel on Threats, 
Challenges and Change, published in early December 2004, the veto of the 
permanent members of the Security Council “had an important function in 
reassuring the United Nations most powerful members that their interests 
would be safeguarded”. Yet, “as a whole the institution of the veto has an 
anachronistic character” unsuitable for the UN and the Security Council “in 
an increasingly democratic age”. The report authors acknowledge that the 
veto is practically impossible to abolish, and “urge that its use be limited 

114 “A More Secure World: Our 
Shared Responsibility”, United 
Nations, 2004, <http://www.
un.org/secureworld>.
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to matters where vital interests are genuinely at stake”, and also “ask the 
permanent members, in their individual capacities, to pledge themselves 
to refrain from the use of the veto in cases of genocide and large-scale 
human rights abuses”. They conclude that any UN reform proposals should 
not call for an expansion of the veto. The discussions of the UN Security 
Council’s enlargement (by increasing the number of both the permanent 
and non-permanent members of the UN Security Council) that have been 
going on for almost 15 years now have not evaded the veto either.115 This 
means that the veto powers of a permanent Security Council member are 
just as important as they have been before (this view is embraced by the 
five permanent Security Council members as well), and so is the Security 
Council, which plays a role just as big. The ongoing discussions do not seek 
to abolish this institution, but rather they are conducted to find ways to 
improve its performance and democratize the decision-making procedures 
(for example, by raising the number of both permanent and non-permanent 
members of the UN Security Council).

Contribution to the UN Regular Budget (percent)

The status of a permanent member of the UN Security Council and 
the number of countries that possess it are explained by historical, 
political, and military factors (these countries stood at the origins of the 
United Nations and fought against the Axis powers in World War II). This 
situation could have been regarded as evident discrimination against 
the remaining sovereign members of the UN if the UN Charter did 
not incorporate the principle of sovereign equality of all UN members. 
Division of the Security Council membership into permanent and non-
permanent certainly puts serious procedural restrictions on all countries, 
except for the five permanent members, while out of the Security Council 
many opportunities still exist, under the UN Charter, to influence the 
activities of the UN and its institutions, world politics, such as funding the 
UN itself and its programs (for example, peacekeeping operations), and 
agencies of the UN, and also providing military and police personnel for 
UN-sponsored missions.

The contributions the UN member states are making to the regular 
UN budget are fundamental to the Organization in financing its activities 
(peacekeeping operations, international tribunals, and specialized 
programs, including development programs, are financed from off-budget 
funds). The US is the United Nations’ biggest donor, contributing over 
a fifth of the UN regular budget. It is followed by Japan, Germany, the 
United Kingdom, and France. Therefore, these five countries, two of them 
not members of the Security Council contribute over 60 percent of the 
Organization’s regular budget,116 and failure by, for example, the US to keep 
up with its obligations can bring the Organization to the brink of a financial 
crisis (as it was in 2001, the latest occasion on record; since the early 2000s, 
the US has repeatedly made its fee transactions conditional on the progress 
of Organization’s reform).

In more than 60 years of the UN history, the world has changed 
enormously, as has the balance of power (including, in a sense, economic 

115 Regardless of reform models, 
no new permanent members 
of the UN Security Council are 
to exercise the veto. For more 
detail, see: <http://www.un.org/
secureworld/report2.pdf>, 
p. 82. Notably, the US is the 
most consistent advocate of this 
approach. Russia follows a more 
flexible line, suggesting that the 
issue be resolved after the new 
permanent Security Council 
members have been named. For 
more detail, see: <http://www.
un.org/russian/ga/59/russia_
sc.htm> (in Russian).

116 “Assessment of Member States’ 
Contributions to the United 
Nations Regular Budget for 
the Year 2009”, United Nations 
Secretariat, 2008, <http://www.
un.org/ga/search/view_doc.
asp?symbol=ST/ADM/SER.B/755>.
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and financial strength) among UN members. Japan has de facto become the 
biggest contributor, far ahead of the permanent Security Council members, 
after the US, to the UN budget, and this fact adds legitimacy in the eyes of 
the international community to its claims to sit on the Security Council as its 
permanent member. Germany’s claims to a permanent seat on the Security 
Council look equally legitimate for the same reason. On its part, Russia, as 
the successor to the former USSR, has drastically cut down its dues and 
contributions. In fact, the relatively small contributions made to the UN 
regular budget and to the budgets of other UN institutions and programs by 
France, the United Kingdom, and, particularly, China and Russia, compared 
to what is contributed by the US, Japan, and Germany, appear, to an extent, 
to “have undermined confidence” in the Security Council.117

The rates of contributions to peacekeeping operations are set on the 
basis of each country’s contributions to the UN regular budget.

This leads us to the conclusion that a country’s contribution to the 
regular UN budget (and also to the budgets of other UN agencies and 
programs) partially impacts the country’s potential influence in the world 
because, first, it reflects the country’s ambitions in world politics; second, 
it gives legitimacy to these ambitions; and, third, it pushes the country’s 
international reputation up or down (up, if the country, acting in the spirit 
of the UN Charter, assumes a greater burden of maintaining international 
peace and security, achieving other objectives of the United Nations, or 
down, if the country is not very diligent in advancing these objectives).

Voting Power in the IMF (percent)

The International Monetary Fund history started at the United Nations 
Monetary and Financial conference at Bretton Woods in 1944, which 
brought together delegates from 44 countries to design a new international 
monetary system capable of preventing worldwide economic and financial 
crises. The delegates developed Articles of Agreement (in fact, a charter) for 
the future IMF, which entered into force after they had been ratified by 29 
countries in late December 1945. The IMF Board of Governors first met in 
1946 in the US, and the IMF began operations in 1947. 

Pursuant to its statutory aims, the IMF seeks to encourage international 
monetary cooperation (actually, the IMF is defined as “a permanent 
institution which provides the machinery for consultation and collaboration 
on international monetary problems”); promote balanced growth of 
international trade in order to stimulate and maintain high levels of 
employment and real income and to develop the production potential of 
all members as primary objectives of economic policy; promote exchange 
stability, to maintain orderly exchange arrangements among members, and 
to avoid competitive exchange depreciation; assist in the establishment 
of a multilateral system of payments in respect of current transactions 
between members and in the elimination of foreign exchange restrictions 
which hamper the growth of world trade; give confidence to members by 
making the general resources of the Fund temporarily available to them 
under adequate safeguards, thus providing them with opportunity to 
correct maladjustments in their balance of payments without resorting to 

117 “A More Secure World: Our 
Shared Responsibility”,  
United Nations, 2004, 
<http://www.un.org/
secureworld>.
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measures destructive of national or international prosperity; and shorten 
the duration and lessen the degree of disequilibrium in the international 
balances of payments of members.118

In order to sustain world economic growth and economic stability, the 
IMF has encouraged its members to adhere to a definite economic policy 
(neo-liberalism in the spirit of the Washington Consensus). For this purpose, 
the Fund performs surveillance of the economic conditions in member 
countries (in reports it puts out), makes recommendations for appropriate 
economic adjustment actions (complying with the IMF principles and rules) 
if necessary, and provides technical assistance. Where a member country is 
confronted with economic problems of one sort or another (more exactly, 
problems related to the state of its balance of payments), the IMF can give 
it financial assistance and help resolve its debt problems.

The IMF has fixed membership terms for countries, including quotas 
(the funds the member countries contribute to its budget). The quota is 
used to calculate the amount of the country’s possible borrowings and 
the number of votes (or voting power) the country has in IMF collective 
decision-making.119 For example, in 2006 the US had 17.08 percent of the 
votes (for a quota of 17.40 percent), Japan had 6.13 percent of the votes 
(a quota of 6.24 percent), Germany — 5.99 percent of the votes (a quota 
of 6.09 percent), the United Kingdom — 4.95 percent of the votes (a quota 
of 5.03 percent), and France — 4.95 percent of the votes (a quota of 5.03 
percent).

Russia joined the IMF in May 1992, and in early September 
2006 it had 2.74 percent of the votes (10th among the Fund 
members, after the G7 countries, Saudi Arabia, and China) with a 
quota of 2.7 percent. Russia received its first loan from the IMF in 
July 1992. Through the 1990s, its cooperation with the IMF was 
based on regularly adjusted programs that contained financial 
assistance terms as well as Russia’s commitments to take specified 
macroeconomic measures.120

Overall, the IMF remains a driving force of economic globalization and 
lately has been giving much attention to assisting poor countries (including, 
among other measures, relieving their foreign debts).

Membership in the Paris Club of Creditors 

The Paris Club of creditors is not an official organization. Rather, it is an 
informal group of creditor nations (a non-institutionalized association) 
seeking and implementing “co-ordinated and sustainable solutions to the 
payment difficulties experienced by debtor nations” (sovereign states). Such 
solutions may suggest an extension and/or relief given to debtor countries 
on their debt repayment obligations (up to writing off a part of the debt; the 
Club can decide to reduce the debt by up to 80 percent) on terms offered 
by the creditors and accepted by the debtors (most frequently, the debtor 
is required to undertake market reforms).

Although the Club is informal, agreements are reached following 
a number of rules and procedures approved by its members. Representatives 
of the creditor nations meet in Paris usually once a month. At present, the 

118 “Implementation of General 
Assembly resolutions 55/235 
and 55/236”, Report of the 
Secretary-General, United Nations 
General Assembly, 2006, <http://
daccessdds.un.org/doc/UNDOC/
GEN/N06/430/08/PDF/N0643008.
pdf?OpenElement>, p. 19.

119 “Articles of Agreement of the 
International Monetary Fund”, 
International Monetary Fund, 
<http://www.imf.org/external/
pubs/ft/aa/aa01.htm>.

120 “Factsheets List”, International 
Monetary Fund, <http://www.imf.
org/external/np/exr/facts/eng/
list.aspx>.
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Club has 19 member countries, in particular, Australia, Austria, Belgium, 
the United Kingdom, Germany, Denmark, Ireland, Spain, Italy, Canada, 
the Netherlands, Norway, Russia, the United States, Switzerland, Sweden, 
France, Finland, and Japan. As agreed by the Club members and debtor 
countries, other creditor countries that are not Club members, including, for 
example, Argentina, Brazil, Israel, Kuwait, Portugal, Turkey, and South Korea, 
have been invited, at one time or another, to sit on the Club meetings. Thus, 
Paris Club members are the most economically advanced countries that 
can, through coordinated action, exercise considerable influence on the 
development of debtor countries representing a significant segment of the 
world economy (in other words, this informal group possesses significant 
leverage in controlling the world economy).

Up to 2006, the Paris Club and/or ad hoc groups of the Club’s member 
countries reached more than 400 agreements with 84 debtor countries 
to resolve their debt repayment problems. Since 1983, the total amount 
of debt covered by these agreements exceeded $500 billion.121

The Russian Federation was admitted to the Paris Club in 
1997, receiving official recognition as a creditor country. At the 
same time, it was its “client”, or a debtor country. According to the 
Russian Finance Ministry, on July 1, 2006, the Russian government 
owed $72.9 billion in foreign debt, $24.3 billion of it outstanding 
to member countries of the Paris Club. In its statement on August 
21, 2006, the Russian Finance Ministry announced that, between 
August 15 and 21, 2006, it had paid off the remaining debt 
restructured under the Paris Club agreements in 1996 and 1999. 
Accordingly, Russia paid off its $21.6 billion in debt to the Paris Club 
members in full and is no longer a debtor to the Club. The inter-
governmental agreements relating to the debt are now null and 
void.

According to the Russian President’s Decree “On Accession of the 
Russian Federation to the Paris Club of Creditors as a Member Country”, 
the chief reasons for Russia’s membership were “further integration of the 
Russian Federation into the international monetary and financial system, 
protection of the political and economic rights of the Russian Federation, 
and greater efficiency of Russian foreign financial assets”.

After joining the Club, Russia went on to scale down the financial claims 
the former USSR had on debtor countries, depending on their economic 
situation: under its commitment to help the poorest countries, Russia 
agreed to reduce, as a first step, the debts owed to it by debtor nations 
categorized as the poorest countries. As reported by the Accounts Chamber 
of the Russian Federation, “consequently after joining the Paris Club, Russia 
wrote down, between 1996 and 2001, a total amount of debt exceeding 
$25 billion”.

Variables in the third group give a general view of a country’s military 
and technological potential. This group includes the following variables:

 ■ Military spending (in US dollars).
 ■ Strength of the regular army (manpower).
 ■ Possession of nuclear weapons (YES or NO).

121 For more detail, see: 
<http://www.clubdeparis.org/
sections/services/chiffres-cles>.
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 ■ Possession of fourth- and/or fifth-generation fighter aircraft (50 
or more aircraft. YES or NO).

 ■ Permanent and substantial military stationing (over 500 
servicemen) abroad, except as part of UN peacekeeping 
missions, operations of coalition forces in Iraq and Afghanistan 
(for “subsidiary” countries of the coalition) (YES or NO).

It is a very hard task, indeed, to describe a country’s military power and 
technological potential for several reasons, from considerations of national 
security and, accordingly, incompleteness and inaccuracy of available 
information (in other words, relevant information is deliberately concealed 
for reasons of secrecy or falsified) to the latest changes in the nature of 
modern warfare (“asymmetrical wars”).

A country’s military potential is, by tradition, regarded as a key compo-
nent of the country’s power and a means to give it security and achieve 
its national interests (particularly, in periods of international military crises). 
Contemporary scholars point to the linkage between military power and 
globalization. Ironically, military power, which helped some empires, 
states, and civilizations to rise, flourish, and expand territorially spelled an 
end to other empires, states, and civilizations. The use of military power 
by empires and states triggered political catastrophes and caused much 
suffering, but at the same time it stimulated the formation of the system 
of international relations and world politics known to the generations 
living today; moreover, as it developed, the role of military power “as a key 
mechanism through which human social relations have become globalized” 
(“military globalization”) has been revised.

The causes of armed conflicts may differ, and various theoretical 
interpretations are offered for the causes and objectives of wars as such.

A classical definition of war, quoted endlessly after it was first 
offered, was put forward by Carl von Clausewitz in his 1832 book 

“On War”, “War is an act of violence intended to compel our opponent 
to fulfill our will”. No less known is another definition proposed by 
von Clausewitz, “War is nothing but a continuation of political 
intercourse by other means” (or yet another version, “War is not 
merely a political act but a real political instrument, a continuation 
of political commerce, a carrying out of the same by other means. 
All beyond this which is strictly peculiar to war relates merely to the 
peculiar nature of the means which it uses”).

From the military perspective, a superior military potential, more 
numerous and more sophisticated weapons improve chances, though do 
not guarantee, a victory in a war.

It can be assumed that this logic was behind the efforts to develop 
ever more complicated and effective war machines. European powers 
achieved the greatest breakthroughs in this process, which got the 
name of “revolution in military affairs” (some researchers draw a line 
between “revolution in military affairs” and “military revolution”122  and 
tend to speak about a series of such “revolutions”). In its proper sense, the 

“revolution in military affairs” (“military revolution”) began approximately 
in the 14th century and gradually led to the concentration of military 
power by the European nations. Industrialization that started in the late 

122 See, for example: The Dynamics 
of Military Revolution, 1300–2050, 
ed. by M. Knox & W. Murray, 
Cambridge University Press, N.Y., 
2001. In particular, this book looks 
upon the history of the concepts 
“revolution in military affairs” and 
“military revolution”, and writes 
that “military revolution” suggests 
both technological innovations 
and certain socio-political changes 
(for example, Napoleon’s army 
that conquered most of Europe 
could only emerge after the 1789 
Revolution). See also: The Military 
Revolution Debate: Readings on 
the Military Transformation of 
Early Modern Europe, ed. by C. J. 
Rogers, Westview Press, Boulder, 
1995; Geoffrey Parker, The Military 
Revolution: Military Innovation and 
the Rise of the West, 1500–1800, 2nd 
ed., Cambridge University Press, 
N.Y., 1996; William H. McNeill, 
The Pursuit of Power: Technology, 
Armed Force, and Society since A.D. 
1000, University of Chicago Press, 
Chicago, 1982; European Warfare, 
1815–2000, ed. by J. Black., 
Palgrave, N.Y., 2002; War in the 
Modern World, 1815–2000, ed. by 
J. Black., Routledge, N.Y., 2003; 
Jeremy Black, The Age of Total 
War, 1860–1945, Praeger Security 
International, Westport, Conn., 
2006; Paul Kennedy, The Rise and 
Fall of the Great Powers: Economic 
Change and Military Conflict from 
1500 to 2000, Random House, N.Y., 
1987.
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18th century and continued through the 19th century was accompanied by 
“industrialization of war” — first, new arms started to be developed and 
manufactured on an industrial scale (allowing arms to be standardized); 
second, the use of new arms dictated higher professional skills to be built 
up and maintained in the military (which led to institutionalization of 
functions in the war machines) and in armed forces control; third, armies 
became large and regular (since the Napoleonic wars), well-organized 
and disciplined to permit smooth operation of the war machines; and 
fourth, maintaining the war machines proved very costly (large-scale 
deployment of the war machines of some nations against similar war 
machines of other nations called for massive mobilization of manpower 
and available resources of every kind). As a result, some conflicts in the 
20th century, among them World War I and World War II, were fought on a 
truly global scale. Victory in these and in a great majority of other conflicts 
depended on the ability of the warring sides to improve and maintain 
superiority of their war machines as fighting went on. Accordingly, the 
size of armies, their efficiency, and quality of control added up to success 
on the battlefield. War machines could only be built, improved, and led 
into battle by advanced economies capable of bearing the burden of 
rising military spending, examples of which were provided by the global 
conflicts, including the Cold War, in the 20th century.

Are characteristics of war machines’ development like military spending, 
size of a regular army, and technological potential of developed war 
machines decisive for measuring military potential of different countries 
today? Is the military potential, as it is, a guarantee for a country to succeed 
in the new world set-up?

 One answer to these questions comes from many politicians, 
academics, and military analysts who consider these criteria to be out 
of date because the world set-up today differs considerably from what 
it was before, including the Cold War period, which means, in their view, 
that the military potential is no longer of such importance as it was 
in the past. Their first argument is the absence of global competition 
in political and military areas of the kind the world witnessed in the 
late 19th century through most of the 20th century. Moreover, several 
countries still keep various types of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), 
including nuclear, in their arsenals. The use of such weapons is fraught 
with mutual destruction of the warring sides, and this means that victory 
is no longer achievable in conflicts between nuclear powers. Second, 
threats to security are getting more varied and unrelated directly to the 
threat of conflicts between nations. These conditionally “new” threats 
(with roots going into the past and looming larger with the advance 
of humanity) are at least as, or probably even more so, fearful as the 
traditional military threat, pushing the nations toward co-operation, 
and the more they cooperate the less incentives they have to fight one 
another. Indeed, global climate change and other problems caused by 
degradation of the environment cannot be halted by missiles, tanks, or 
whatever. Third, countries are coming more to depend on joint defense 
and/or multilateral security measures. Fourth, the world is becoming 
more interlinked, and armed conflicts fought in one part of it can threaten 
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the interests of countries at the other end of the world, and for this 
reason an increasing number of countries are interested in preventing 
this kind of conflicts. Also for this reason, leading countries are involved 
in efforts to prevent or resolve such conflicts. Fifth, the more countries 
turn democratic, the fewer armed conflicts are fought between them 
(the theory of “democratic peace”). Finally, a conclusion is made that the 
significance of at least individual military potentials (and, accordingly, 
their components) has declined considerably, and enhancing security 
and maintaining military potentials are no coincidental tasks.

At the same time, the questions we put above could be answered in 
the affirmative because quantitative indicators of military potentials are 
still present in military plans even after the end of the global face-off 
between the USSR and the US, and the military machines of many countries 
are being upgraded, particularly in countries with claims for the status of 
global or regional powers, above all the US, and that serves as an example 
for other countries (the so-called “demonstration effect”). Besides, serious 
concerns are raised by the following facts: first, military spending by leading 
countries has been rising; second, arms production that has been falling in 
recent years, following the end of the Cold War, looks to be bottoming out; 
and third, the biggest arms manufacturers have been relying more heavily 
on innovations in science and technology for military purposes.

The conclusion likely to be made then is that despite the global 
changes mentioned above, the significance of the military potential and 
indicators used to assess and compare individual potentials is not to be 
underestimated. There is probably a gap between what is normatively 
expected and the inertia inherent in the world set-up and its individual 
elements (mostly, the world’s leading powers). To put it differently, the 
factors related to the military potential, which were critical in the period 
of global confrontation, are still relevant today, even if they do not fully 
determine the status of a country in the international system. In yet another 
interpretation of the existing situation, it may be assumed that the world’s 
leading countries respond to the threats and challenges to security in much 
the same way they did before, and for this reason, armed force continues to 
be used to fight terrorism and WMD proliferation (for example, operations 
by the US and its allies against the Taliban in Afghanistan and against Iraq; 
and also plans of the Bush administration in the US to use force to stop 
nuclear programs in Iran and North Korea).

These considerations have led us to include military spending and size 
of regular army into the index of potential of international influence.

Military Spending (in US dollars)

We relied on 2004 data given in US dollars at the 2003 fixed exchange 
rate by the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI).123

According to SIPRI methodology, military spending is calculated from all 
current and capital outlays on:

1. Armed forces, including peacekeeping forces.
2. Defense ministries and other government departments 

involved in defense projects. 

123 “Facts on International 
Relations and Security Trends”, 
Stockholm International Peace 
Research Institute, <http://first.
sipri.org>. 
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3. Paramilitary units if, by available estimates, they have been 
given combat training and armed for military action.

4. Military activities in outer space. 
The costs involved are to include: 
1. Salaries to military and civilian personnel, including pensions to 

retired personnel and social services to civilian personnel. 
2. Operation and repair of arms and equipment. 
3. Procurements of arms and equipment. 
4. Research and development of military projects. 
5. Military assistance (included in the military spending of the 

donor country). 
These costs do not include spending on civil defense and current 

expenditure to cover previous military activities, such as payments 
to veterans, demobilization costs, conversion, and weapons disposal. 
It must be emphasized that this definition does not fit all countries, 
and, thus, comparing military spending in different countries is still a 
challenge.

Strength of the Regular Army (Manpower) 

This project uses 2003 data gathered by the Bonn International Center 
for Conversion (BICC) and added to the database of the Stockholm 
International Peace Research Institute.124 

It should be mentioned that the size of military spending and strength 
of the regular army do not guarantee military victory in a present-day 
armed conflict.

The United States, which supported South Vietnam, suffered 
a defeat in the 1959–1975 war and failed to keep South Vietnam 
within its sphere of influence. The USSR, too, was actually 
defeated in its war in Afghanistan in 1979–1989 — following 
the withdrawal of the Soviet troops and end of assistance from 
the USSR, the pro-Soviet local regime fell. During the conflict 
between China and Vietnam (February 17 to March 18, 1979), 
China sustained enormous losses and was unable to overpower 
Vietnam. Israel in the Middle East has won military victories over 
the regular armies of the opposing Arab countries that have had 
considerable superiority in manpower and armor over it.

And yet, the numbers of troops deployed on the ground can be 
important, even though not decisive, in achieving military objectives under 
certain circumstances, such as fighting present-day anti-guerrilla wars.

When the US Army conducted war games in 1999 to assess 
the consequences of the overthrow of the Saddam Hussein’s 
regime and occupation of Iraq, it was found that a force of at 
least 400.000 would have to be sent to that county to prevent 
the situation slipping out of control. When, however, the war 
started, no more than 240.000 US troops were committed, even 
though the command insisted on sending 385.000. Some of the 
pessimistic forecasts made during the 1999 war games proved 
accurate: the US army and allied forces were unable, for a number 

124 Ibid.
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reasons, including insufficient manpower, to prevent the actual 
fragmentation of the country.125

The aggregate military potential (including WMD) raised to confront 
other countries is difficult to turn around to achieve victory in an internal 
conflict. More than a million strong and equipped with a broad selection of 
weapons, the Russian armed forces could not fight an effective anti-guerrilla 
war in Chechnya in the mid-1990s. The US and its allies are facing serious 
problems in Iraq, unable to effectively maintain security in the country they 
occupy126 . Experts regard Israel’s military operation against the Hezbollah 
paramilitaries in Lebanon as a failure.

These and similar facts have led scholars, analysts, and the military to 
begin reappraising the existing concepts of war in its traditional sense 
and focus on conflicts, in which states wielding powerful armed forces are 
opposed by irregular units unassociated with any state, by terrorists, and 
criminals. The author of “The Transformation of War”127  and “The Rise and 
Decline of the State”,128  the Israeli historian and military analyst, Martin 
van Creveld, calls for abandoning the concept of war in the spirit of von 
Clausewitz and preparing for wars of a different, non-political type (“low-
intensity conflicts”), in which high-tech armed forces will be confronted 
by poorly equipped (by modern states’ standards), but strongly motivated 
non-state units, for which war is an aim, as well as a means.129 

The reason for this transformation lies in the stockpiles of nuclear weapons 
in the hands of several states, which takes sense out of any large-scale war 
between nuclear states that could most probably end in mutual annihilation 
of the warring sides. As well as a deterrent against large-scale conflicts, like 
World War I and World War II, since 1945, nuclear weapons have affected 
armed forces structure (the focus has shifted toward smaller self-contained 
units capable of independent action). Besides, the line has blurred between 
military professionals (who have been losing their classical “sense of duty”, 
violating military code of honor, and increasingly committing crimes against 
civilians, etc.) and civilians, who no longer want to be innocent victims and 
are rising up in arms to resist violence (nation-in-arms). War is not a three-in-
one affair (“government-army-people”) anymore.

Significant changes have been occurring in the sphere of arms as well. 
M. van Creveld resorts to metaphors in his analysis of advances in this field. 
At a time when wars were large-scale conflicts between nations and blocs 
of states and armies faced armies (through Modern history), the battlefield 
was dominated by a type of weapon conditionally called “tank”, or a crew-
operated weapon of the greatest destructive force at the time (first artillery 
and then armor, starting with World War I). Over decades, the tanks took 
second seat to nuclear missiles in terms of destructive force — by the logic 
of “tanks and missiles don’t mix”, which suggests that nuclear countries do 
not go to war with one another (the situation will hold until an effective 
anti-missile defense is put in place, which is not likely in the near future). 
The only war instrument remaining is the “knife”, a cover term for anything 
(chiefly, small arms and improvised explosive devices) used by all sorts of 
insurgents, from guerrillas to terrorists. Wars between armies are giving way 
to wars between people, between a large number of entities — government 
and non-government army units “People with knives” often manage to 

125 For more detail, see: “Post-
Saddam Iraq: The War Game”, 
National Security Archive, 
Electronic Briefing Book No. 207, 
<http://www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/
NSAEBB/NSAEBB207/index.htm>.

126 For more detail, see: “U.S. 
Official: History May Show U.S. 
‘Stupidity’ on Iraq”, CNN, 21 
Oct. 2006, <http://www.cnn.
com/2006/US/10/21/fernandez.
statement/index.html>.

127 Martin Van Creveld, 
The Transformation of War, Free 
Press, N.Y.; Collier Macmillan 
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Macmillan International, N.Y., 1991.

128 Martin Van Creveld, 
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1999.
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defeat “armies with tanks” because the latter are (with rare exceptions) of 
little use in wars of the new type. It can be said that tanks are phased out by 
missiles, and their place is taken over by knives, to an extent that civilized 
life becomes impossible in many countries.130

Politicians and the military are forced to take the new threats and 
realities of military operations into account by altering military doctrines, 
restructuring armed forces, and developing new types of weapons. And 
yet, many experts think, changes are far too slow as the nuclear countries 
keep on modernizing their nuclear inventories, delivery vehicles, and other 
weapons, more fit to fight traditional wars and worthless in asymmetrical 
ones. At the same time, units that are to fight asymmetrical wars are 
bolstered by reinforcements.130 

Ralph Peters, a military analyst, who launched into polemic 
with the Quadrennial Defense Review Report published by the US 
Department of Defense in February 2006, called on the US military 
to give up their “nonsensical theories of techno-war”, bloodless (for 
the protagonist) and remote; the official strategy, he claimed, was 
unproductive — there is no hostile state in the world that would 
want to feel the full might of the American high-tech war machine. 
Instead, there are terrorists and “insurgents… of every patchwork 
sort” who are already fighting American troops in Iraq (an example 
of asymmetrical war). Victory in America’s real wars, in which flesh 
fights flesh, is won by well-armed and well-trained men, not by 
expensive weapons systems alone, with a restricted effect against 
such enemies.131 

Possession of Nuclear Weapons

As the nuclear, biological (bacteriological), and chemical weapons are 
designed (if used on the battlefield; for their political impact see below) to 
inflict mass casualties or, in the case of nuclear arms, heavy damage, they 
are labeled weapons of mass destruction (WMD), or, informally, weapons 
of terror.

In its 2006 report titled “Weapons of Terror: Freeing the World of 
Nuclear, Biological and Chemical Arms”, the Weapons of Mass Destruction 
Commission, an international authority led by Hans Blix, former Director 
General of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and former 
Chief UN Weapons Inspector, calls these WMD “the most inhumane of all 
weapons”132, capable of causing “destruction on a vastly greater scale than 
any conventional weapons”, with their impact “far more indiscriminate and 
long-lasting”.

The harmful or deadly effect of chemical weapons is based on the toxic 
properties of chemical compounds that kill or temporarily incapacitate 
enemy manpower, or contaminate the terrain and weaponry. The effect 
of chemical weapons is reduced by time factor, terrain features, and 
meteorological conditions (the user may also be affected, for example, 
because of wind direction change). The harmful effect of biological 
(bacteriological) weapons is provoked by living microorganisms or toxic 
biological products capable of causing disease or death of humans, animals, 

130 On January 11, 2007, US 
Secretary of Defense Robert 
Gates called for an increase in 
the manpower strength of the 
Army and Marine Corps by 92.000 
in the next five years because 
the Army and Marine Corps 
are understrength today (or, 
more exactly, they are exposed 
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military operations in Iraq and 
Afghanistan, and also to fight 
terrorism in other parts of the 
world. New units could be raised 
at a cost of $15 billion a year. For 
more detail, see: Kristin Roberts, 
“Pentagon Chief Seeks Bigger 
Army, Marine Corps”, Reuters, 
11 Jan. 2007, <http://www.
alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/
N11402636.htm>.

131 Ralph Peters, “The 
Counterrevolution in Military 
Affairs”, The Weekly Standard, 
02/06/2006, vol. 011, issue 20, 
<http://www.weeklystandard.
com/Content/Public/
Articles/000/000/006/649qrsob.
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Quit the Fight, Stackpole Books, 
Mechanicsburg, PA, 2006.
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and plants. Different types of chemical and biological (bacteriological) 
weapons may be distinguished by ways of application and impact made 
on their victims.

Since they were first used during World War I in 1915, chemical weapons 
have been improved on and stockpiled, particularly rapidly by the USSR 
and the US (both acknowledged having 40.000 tons and over 31.000 
tons, respectively, in 1990). The use of chemical weapons was banned 
by the 1925 Geneva Protocol, but the Protocol did not prevent chemical 
weapons from being used in warfare at different times ever since. In 1993, 
delegates of 130 countries signed the Convention on the prohibition of the 
development, production, stockpiling and use of chemical weapons and 
on their destruction, (178 countries have signed the Convention to date). 
Elimination of chemical weapons has been making slow progress: according 
to the Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons, 13.049 tons 
of chemical weapons of the total 71.373 tons declared had been destroyed 
by early 2006.133 The Organization insists that certain countries continue to 
develop and produce chemical weapons in secrecy.134

The 1925 Geneva Protocol banned the use of biological (bacteriological) 
weapons as well. The Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, 
Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin 
Weapons and on Their Destruction went into force in 1975. So far, it has 
been signed by 155 countries. None of them has, however, acknowledged 
possession of these weapons, even though no mechanisms to verify 
compliance with the Convention have been put in place. Several countries 
are believed to continue, in secret or openly (in the second case for peaceful 
purposes, such as disease prevention and protection against diseases), their 
biological weapons programs.

Although chemical and biological (bacteriological) weapons have 
a significant deadly effect, political, military, or strategic advantages of 
possessing their stockpiles are limited, even though many countries have 
the technologies to produce them. These claims are reinforced by the 
following considerations:

 ■ No state has admitted officially possession of biological 
(bacteriological) weapons.

 ■ Only six countries — the US, the USSR/Russia, Albania, India, 
South Korea (the country’s name was not disclosed at its 
request, but many experts believe it could only be South Korea), 
and Libya — officially acknowledge possession of chemical 
weapons (by 2003, three countries had admitted officially 
possession of chemical weapons abandoned on their territories, 
and another ten countries had admitted possession of old 
chemical weapons).

The small number of officially recognized countries with chemical 
weapons and reluctance of all countries to admit having biological weapons 
development programs can be explained by the low priority countries give 
to these offensive weapons as a critical factor in their national security or 
as an “ultimate deterrent”. After World War I, when many countries built 
up sizable stockpiles of chemical weapons, none was used on any large 
scale in armed conflicts that followed (for several reasons, including its 

133 “Weapons of Terror: Freeing the 
World of Nuclear, Biological and 
Chemical Arms”,  
The Weapons of Mass Destruction 
Commission, 2006, p. 42, <http://
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proliferation, a limited choice of usage scenarios, particularly, against 
an advanced military power known, with a high measure of certainty, to 
possess chemical protection means, vulnerability of their own civilian 
population to retaliatory chemical strikes, etc.). Indeed, the last proven 
case of chemical weapons used in an armed conflict between states was 
the 1980–1988 Iran — Iraq war. There is, though, evidence of governments 
having used chemical weapons against a defenseless adversary, particularly, 
against disloyal groups of their own populations (for example, by Saddam 
Hussein’s regime against the Kurds in Iraq).

Things are completely different with nuclear weapons, though, and they 
can, more than any other weapons, be regarded as an important armed 
force contributor to the potential international influence of a state.

In a broad sense, nuclear weapons are explosive devices in which 
explosive energy is built up by nuclear fission chain reaction of heavy nuclei 
of, for example, uranium-235 or plutonium-239 (nuclear weapons, more 
strictly speaking), or by thermonuclear reaction in which helium nuclei 
are produced from lighter nuclei (the reaction is triggered by the heat of 
a reaction initiated by a nuclear fission device). Although these devices 
differ in design and power (in particular, thermonuclear devices release 
enormous power, equivalent of many million tons of TNT, and neutron 
devices charges produce an explosive yield of 1.000 to 10.000 tons), they 
all create identical adverse factors, such as shock waves, radiant energy 
(with enormous temperature as a result), penetrating radiation, radioactive 
terrain contamination, and electromagnetic pulses.

The USSR was the second country after the US to get possession of 
nuclear weapons (its first nuclear device was tested on August 29, 1949, 
and on August 12, 1953, the USSR tested its first thermonuclear device), 
followed by the United Kingdom (October 3, 1952), France (February 
13, 1960), and China (October 16, 1964). India tested its nuclear device 
for “peaceful purposes” in 1974, and in May 1998, it conducted a series 
of nuclear tests (followed by an official announcement that the country 
had this type of WMD). Although the Indian authorities claimed they had 
tested a thermonuclear device as well, foreign experts who registered the 
seismic effects of the explosion expressed doubts about this statement. In 
response to Indian nuclear testing, Pakistan exploded a series of six nuclear 
devices the same month, and the Pakistani authorities have since said 
repeatedly that their missile systems can carry nuclear warheads. India and 
Pakistan have not joined the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and 
the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT), but have adhered to 
a moratorium on new testing. It is widely held that Israel, too, has nuclear 
weapons, but this has not been officially confirmed or denied by the 
country’s authorities. By the late 1980s, the Republic of South Africa fulfilled 
a nuclear weapons program and even built some devices, but then rolled it 
back, returned to its nuclear-free status, and joined the NPT.135

In different periods of recent history, nuclear ambitions were harbored 
by Argentina and Brazil (which mounted a military nuclear program in 
response to Argentina’s efforts to go nuclear), and South Korea and Taiwan, 
both in full possession of capabilities and resources, or desire and money 
to acquire them to complete their national nuclear programs (in theory, 

135 “Nuclear Weapons Program: 
South Africa”, Federation of 
American Scientists, <http://www.
fas.org/nuke/guide/rsa/nuke/
index.html>.
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military programs as well). Japan’s large industrial potential and 54 nuclear 
reactors in operation in the country are the ingredients that facilitate 
developing nuclear weapons, but that would go against the country’s 
constitution in letter and spirit (Article 9). Against the background of 
rising tensions in Asia (specifically, the growing threat of North Korea and 
China’s military potential expansion), Japan initiated, in 2004, a review of 
its defense strategy, which can, in theory, allow a nuclear deterrent to be 
created in the future.

High concerns are raised in the international community by the 
extremely non-transparent nuclear programs pursued by North Korea 
and Iran (the “rogue states”, to use the American political cliché). While 
there is a consensus among foreign experts that Iran has not fulfilled its 
nuclear program, North Korea is a different story — it walked out of the 
NPT in 2003, and its official spokesmen have insisted repeatedly that their 
country had nuclear deterrent capabilities. On October 9, 2006, North 
Korea conducted an underground test, exploding a low-power nuclear 
device (under 1 kiloton of TNT), enough to draw an extremely negative 
reaction from the international community — the UN Security Council 
meeting on October 14, 2006 condemned the test and imposed sanctions 
on North Korea. No reliable data are available on the test device (most likely, 
it was a plutonium device). Estimates of North Korea’s nuclear inventory 
differ widely, from 7 or 8 devices (according to the US Department of 
Energy in 2005) to 12, or even 15 (according to US military intelligence). 
Military analysts claim that North Korea will continue to improve its nuclear 
potential (contrary to its assurances of the opposite), in particular, it will 
try to conduct further tests and develop compact devices to be carried 
by ballistic missiles, and will also use its nuclear weapons as a political 
bargaining chip, above all, in its talks (of any format) with the US.

According to SIPRI, five countries — the US, Russia, France, China, and 
the UK (“nuclear-weapon states” in NPT terminology) — had, in early 2006, 
12.300 operational nuclear warheads, while the total number of operational 
nuclear weapons, weapons on active or passive standby, and plutonium 
pits in reserve nearly reaches 32.300.136 This compares favorably with early 
2004, when these five countries had 16.000 operational nuclear warheads 
(7.006 for the US, 7.802 for Russia, 185 for the UK, 348 for France, and 402 for 
China), and with weapons on active or passive standby, and plutonium pits 
in reserve added on, the total number of nuclear warheads ran up to almost 
36.500. At about that time, the nuclear stockpiles of India, Pakistan, and 
Israel were estimated at 30 to 40, 30 to 50, and 200 warheads, respectively. 
The source makes a special note that the US, Russia, France, and China are 
conducting large-scale programs to modernize their nuclear stockpiles, 
while India, Pakistan, and Israel are building up theirs, and also improving 
on their delivery vehicles (missile systems).

The US and the USSR/Russia had the most advanced inventories of 
nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles during the Cold War, and the 
situation is the same nowadays despite reduction of delivery vehicles.

For example, the Ohio-class ballistic missile submarine, or SSBN 
(which carries submarine-launched ballistic missiles, or SLBMs) 
is armed with 24 intercontinental Trident II (D-5) SLBMs, each 

136 “World Nuclear Forces, 2006”, 
SIPRI Yearbook 2006, Stockholm 
International Peace Research 
Institute, <http://yearbook2006.
sipri.org/chap13/app13a>.
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carrying eight multiple individually targeted re-entry vehicles 
(MIRVs); a MIRV yields, depending on modification, an equivalent 
of between 100 and 475 kilotons of TNT. A simple calculation shows 
that a single SSBN of this class carries 91.200 kilotons (with 475 
kilotons for a basis) of TNT, or the explosive yield equivalent of 4.560 
A-bombs dropped on Hiroshima or Nagasaki, or again several times 
more than the total explosive force of all the conventional bombs 
dropped during World War II. 

A Soviet/Russian SSBN of Class 941 (Typhoon in the Western 
classification) carries 20 RSM-52 intercontinental ballistic missiles 
(SS-N-20 in NATO classification), each armed with 10 MIRVs of 100 
kilotons of TNT each. The total explosive yield of this SSBN class is 
20.000 kilotons of TNT equivalent.

The most powerful American LGM-118A (MX/Peacekeeper) 
silo-launched intercontinental ballistic missile, decommissioned 
in 2005, carried 10 MIRVs of 300 kilotons of TNT each. The most 
powerful Soviet/Russian R-36M silo-launched ICBM (SS-18 in 
NATO classification) carries 10 MIRVs of 500 to 750 kilotons of TNT 
each.

The US and the USSR/Russia both have a developed nuclear triad, that 
is, land-based, air-, and sea-launched nuclear weapons, well ahead of all 
other nuclear states. In recent years, both countries’ nuclear stockpiles have 
been reduced significantly for several reasons, including arms reduction 
initiatives. These downtrends regardless, neither these nor any other 
nuclear countries have plans to give up their nuclear inventories any time 
soon, and instead are increasing efforts to improve both the weapons and 
delivery vehicles. And again, the modernization race is led by the US and, to 
a smaller extent (because of financial constraints), Russia (which is building 
a new-generation Borei-class SSBN of 955 project and a Bulava SLBM to 
go with it, and a Topol-M land-based missile), to make up for its aging and 
shrinking nuclear arsenal.137 

The American and Russian enormous nuclear arsenals are the result of the 
arms race during the Cold War, when nuclear weapons were regarded as a 
deterrent (through mutually assured destruction and the balance of terror), 
because if used by these two countries only they would have destroyed the 
two superpowers and the entire planet.

The role of nuclear weapons (and delivery vehicles, too) has been 
reviewed following the end of the Cold War that changed the world 
profoundly. The US and Russia have announced their intention to keep 
their nuclear inventories (even if downscaled); other nuclear states show 
no signs of wanting to give up their nuclear weapons either. Deterrence 
still a factor to reckon with (in relations among nuclear countries), the role 
of nuclear weapons is slowly focusing on specific military objectives (like 
blowing up hard facilities, such as bunkers or WMD stores, by low-power 
penetrating weapon, an idea that the US is still toying with138) and deterring 
non-nuclear countries. 

The Military Doctrine of the Russian Federation approved by 
President Putin on April 21, 2000, says that “the Russian Federation 
reserves the right to use nuclear weapons in retaliation for an 

137 According to several Russian 
and foreign experts, the aging 
and decommissioning of the 
Russian nuclear weaponry have 
advanced to an extent that the 
US is about to gain a significant 
advantage in nuclear weapons 
and missiles and would soon 
be able to deliver the first 
crippling strike against Russia 
and China without risking 
retaliation (particularly if its new 
antimissile defense proves a 
success). See, for example: Keir 
A. Lieber and Daryl G. Press, “The 
Rise of U.S. Nuclear Primacy”, 
Foreign Affairs, March/April 2006, 
<http://www.foreignaffairs.
org/20060301faessay85204/keir-
a-lieber-daryl-g-press/the-rise-of-
u-s-nuclear-primacy.html>. The 
article sparked heated discussion 
in Russia and elsewhere (for 
example, Peter C. W. Flory, Keith 
Payne, Pavel Podvig, Alexei 
Arbatov, Keir A. Lieber, and Daryl 
G. Press, “Nuclear Exchange: 
Does Washington Really Have (or 
Want) Nuclear Primacy?”, Foreign 
Affairs, September/October 2006, 
<http://www.foreignaffairs.
org/20060901faresponse85514/
peter-c-w-flory-keith-payne-
pavel-podvig-alexei-arbatov-keir-
a-lieber-daryl-g-press/nuclear-
exchange.html>.

138 In many analysts’ view, 
this signals the beginning of 
a transition to “compelling nuclear 
deterrence”, with limited nuclear 
strikes likely to be inflicted on, for 
example, “rogue states”.
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attack launched against it and/or any of its allies with the use 
of nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction, or in 
response to a large-scale aggression with the use of conventional 
weapons in critical situations threatening the national security of 
the Russian Federation”.

According to various sources, efforts are under way in the US to develop 
and improve neutron weapons, third-generation nuclear weapons that 
are compact and relatively low-power thermonuclear devices, up to 10 
kilotons of TNT equivalent in explosive yield, designed to maximize neutron 
radiation deadly to life.

The role of nuclear weapons in international relations and world politics 
has a direct bearing on the theory of international relations as well. Kenneth 
Waltz and Scott Sagan offer their arguments in defense of the significance 
of this type of WMD in the existing international system in the books “The 
Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate”139 (published in 1995) and “The 
Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate Renewed” (2003).140 

It is difficult to avoid the conclusion that the existing nuclear powers’ 
reluctance to give up their nuclear weapons adds to the motivation of 
certain non-nuclear countries to develop their own nuclear weapons and 
put them into service. Accordingly, storage, proliferation, and development 
of nuclear weapons increase the risk of its use. Enlargement of the Nuclear 
Club can entail the domino effect, as neighbors will be tempted to initiate 
their own nuclear programs.141  Upgrading nuclear arsenals has the same 
effect — the improvement race will suck in more nuclear states. As little as 
suspicion of such programs existing across the border can be enough to 
spark a crisis. (We have been hearing much gossip about the US pondering 
the possibility of unleashing its conventional might against Iran whose 
nuclear program is not transparent and can be aimed at developing nuclear 
weapons.) Therefore, nuclear weapons remain a vital component of a 
country’s military power and an item of prestige, and this situation does 
not look like changing any time soon.

The connection between nuclear weapons and a country’s 
international standing is clear from the simple fact that the first five 
nuclear states are permanent members of the UN Security Council. 
India pressing its claim to the permanent member status de-facto 
possesses nuclear weapons. Japan and Germany are holding on 
to their tradition of staying out of the nuclear race, staking their 
security on US guarantees, even though both have advanced 
nuclear power industries, staff, industrial potential, and, by various 
estimates, can develop nuclear weapons fast enough (“threshold 
states”).

Possession of Fourth- and/or Fifth-Generation Fighter  
Aircraft (50 or more)

One of the most significant features of the “revolution in military affairs” 
in the second half of the 20th century, and particularly in the last 15 or 20 
years, has been the ever-increasing importance of technologies in the 
armed forces in comparison with manpower. It is difficult to define exactly 

139 Scott D. Sagan, Kenneth 
N. Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear 
Weapons: A Debate, W.W. Norton 
& Co., N.Y., 1995.

140 Scott D. Sagan, Kenneth 
N. Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear 
Weapons: A Debate Renewed: 
With New Sections on India and 
Pakistan, Terrorism, and Missile 
Defense, W.W. Norton & Co., N.Y., 
2003.

141 According to IAEA estimates 
published soon after the North 
Korean nuclear testing, between 
20 and 30 countries may soon 
develop technologies for 
producing nuclear weapons 
unless measures are improved 
to prevent nuclear proliferation. 
For more detail, see: <http://
www.iaea.org/NewsCenter/
Statements/2006/ebsp2006n018.
html>.
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the phenomenon of technological effectiveness due to several reasons. 
First, the subject touches on extremely sensitive issues of national military 
security. Second, expenses on defense-related R&D could, in theory, be just 
enough to give the answer, but they are not always correctly displayed in 
military budgets (they can be concealed in different items of the defense 
budget, or, as was the case in the USSR, in non-defense sections of the state 
budget). Comparing R&D budgets is even more of a problem than collating 
defense budget totals. And third, some R&D projects do not necessarily 
presume new hardware going straight from the labs to the battle stations 
(again, there is no better example than the USSR and the US during the 
arms race).

It is a popular belief that the latest round in the “revolution in military 
affairs” (or rather in military technologies) has been closely linked with 
the mass adaption of electronics, information systems, and remote-
controlled arms systems (including unmanned aircraft) that allow to 
destroy the enemy undetected, from a large distance with pinpoint 
accuracy, avoiding own losses as much as possible. As a result, the 
ability to handle information and the quality of munitions become more 
important. Indeed, information systems adaptable to serve every purpose, 
including reconnaissance, targeting, and space-based communications, 
as well as the electronics they work on, have made possible not only 
the development of intelligent (self-guided), precision weapons (within 
a broad range of munitions, from missiles (especially, cruise missiles), 
guided artillery shells and air bombs) but also the handling (collecting, 
integrating, and processing) of extremely large arrays of information: “As 
all countries gain access to the new forms of air power (such as AWACS 
[Airborne Warning And Control Systems], space-based reconnaisance 
and unmanned aerial vehicles), hiding large-scale armored movements 
or building up safe rear areas chock-a-block with ammunition dumps and 
truck convoys will gradually become impossible”.

Air force systems hold a special place among high-tech weapons. 
Military theorists in the 20th century regarded the air force as a key factor 
for achieving victory (for example, the Douhet Doctrine). World War II and 
conflicts in the Middle East, including the Gulf Wars, in the second half of 
the 20th century were a demonstration of air superiority advantages and 
consequences of its loss.142 Securing air superiority is rightly put as a task of 
fighter aviation (as part of the air defense system).

The progress of the military aviation in the second half of the 20th century 
was quite rapid owing to the introduction of jet engines that replaced prop 
engines, new materials, on-board avionics (radars, etc.), and guided missiles. 
It is now customary to categorize fighter aircraft developed after World War 
II into five generations.143 The most advanced, fourth-generation fighters to 
date have been mass-produced since the 1970s (and sequentially upgraded 
and modified) to perform a wide range of missions, from fighting enemy air 
force to striking ground and sea targets.

Some of the fourth-generation fighter aircraft mass-produced in recent 
decades or today (except those produced under license in other than the 
country or countries of origin and models still on the drawing boards and/
or in pre-production stages)144 are listed below:

142 For more on the importance 
of the air force component in 
the US military strategy, see, for 
example: “Jane’s World Air Forces: 
United States Air Force”, Jane’s, 
2006, <http://www.janes.com/
defence/air_forces/news/jwaf/
jwaf061025_1_n.shtml>. See 
also: David E. Johnson, Learning 
Large Lessons: The Evolving Roles 
of Ground Power and Air Power 
in the Post-Cold War Era, RAND, 
<http://www.rand.org/pubs/
monographs/MG405>.

143 See, for example: Klaus 
Huenecke, Modern Combat 
Aircraft Design, Naval Institute 
Press, Annapolis, Md., 1987; David 
C. Isby, Fighter Combat in the 
Jet Age, HarperCollins, L., 1997; 
Ray Whitford, Fundamentals of 
Fighter Design, Airlife Publishing, 
Shrewsbury, England, 2000; 
Encyclopedia of World Military 
Aircraft, Donald D. & Lake J. (eds.), 
Airtime Publishing, L., 2003; An 
Encyclopedia of Modern Air Force, 
Morozov V., Obukhovich V. (eds.), 
Harvest, Minsk, 2005; Mark A. 
Lorell, Hugh P. Levaux, The Cutting 
Edge: A Half Century of U.S. Fighter 
Aircraft R&D, RAND, <http://www.
rand.org/pubs/monograph_
reports/MR939>. 

144 The list composed from several 
sources is far from complete. 
Placing particular aircraft systems 
(or exclusion of others) in the 
fourth generation may certainly 
be questioned. For more detail 
about the specifications of the 
five generations of fighters, 
see publications cited in the 
preceding endnote. We want 
to observe here, however, that 
improving fighter efficiency from 
one generation to another is 
not an unconditional guarantee 
of success in a dogfight: it is 
held that fighters of preceding 
generations, if modernized 
appropriately (re-equipped with 
new avionics, new air-to-air 
missiles, new engines, and so on), 
are a match to more advanced 
fighters (the modernized old MiG-
21 is a good example to convey 
this point).
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 ■ F-14 (removed from service with the USAF in 2006), F-15, F-16, 
and F/A-18 in various modifications, designed and built in the 
United States.

 ■ MiG-31, MiG-29, and Su-27 in various modifications, designed 
and built in the USSR/Russia.

 ■ Dassault Mirage-2000 and Dassault Rafale in various 
modifications, designed and built in France.

 ■ Panavia Tornado designed and built jointly in the UK, Germany, 
and Italy.

 ■ Eurofighter Typhoon designed and built in the UK, Germany, 
Italy, and Spain (EADS corporation).

 ■ Harrier-II, designed and built in the United States and the 
United Kingdom.

 ■ Saab JAS.39 Gripen, designed and built in Sweden.
 ■ Mitsubishi F-2, designed and built in Japan.
 ■ F-CK-1 Ching-Kuo (IDF), designed and built in Taiwan (with US 

assistance). 
 ■ JH-7, JF-17 (jointly with Pakistan), и Chengdu J-10 (according 

to various sources, designed and built with much assistance 
from Israel and Russia at various times), designed and built in 
China.

Fifth-generation aircraft systems are series-produced in the US, in 
particular, F-22 (some aviation experts contest its belonging in the fifth 
generation from the perspective of super-maneuvering requirements, but 
still concede the fighter belongs in the new-generation stable because of 
its superior avionics systems, possibilities of interaction with other aircraft, 
variety of armaments, and low detection chances).

The fact that a country can design and build aircraft of this type says 
much about the high technological standards it maintains to turn out 
modern high-tech combat aircraft.

Even more, buying a relatively large number of high-tech aircraft is 
a mark of a country’s economic power — it costs a great deal to purchase 
and operate fourth- and/or fifth-generation fighters,145 and they can only be 
used with intended effect with advanced infrastructure (communications 
and intelligence, airfields, pilots, and technicians, etc.). Therefore, countries 
that already have, or potentially can have, fourth- and fifth-generation 
aviation systems, must possess considerable military budgets to acquire 
and operate these systems. Costs can be cut by limiting of the quantity 
of the newly-acquired fighters or purchasing (or accepting as a donation) 
used fighters, but even then the financial burden would still be significant.

As a cut-off point to keep chance buyers out of the picture, a country 
is said to be a regular user if it has at least 50 fourth-generation fighters 
(fifth-generation fighter planes are not available for export as yet, and it is 
still a guess how many and how soon will, at least, until the American F-35s 
or similar systems are produced in commercial quantities). Some experts 
claim that 50 fighters (about two air regiments, depending on a country’s 
air force organization) is the exact minimum needed to perform combat 
missions (in confrontation with a well-armed enemy). Accordingly, the 
choice of options needed for the database used to construct the index 

145 The price of Su-27 fighter 
modifications (Su-30 K, Su-30 
MKI, etc.) sold to other countries 
ranges within $30 million to 
$50 million each at the current 
exchange rate According to the 
USAF, a single F-15E plane fetches 
$31.1 million (at the 1998 fixed 
exchange rate). The program to 
build 183 F-22 fighter planes cost 
the American taxpayer between 
$62 billion (according to official 
USAF figures) and $338 billion.
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incorporating this variable is between YES (50 fighter aircraft or over) or NO 
(under 50 fighters or none).

Data for the purposes of this project were drawn from the following 
sources:

1. Ministries of defense.
2. Fighter aircraft manufacturers.
3. Flight International,146 a leading aerospace news agency.
4. Organizations specializing in military security (such as the 

Federation of American Scientists or SIPRI publishing arms 
trade statistics). 

5. Foreign Military Review magazine.

Permanent and substantial military stationing (over 500 servicemen) 
abroad, except as part of UN peacekeeping missions, operations 
of coalition forces in Iraq and Afghanistan (for “subsidiary” countries 
of the coalition) (YES or NO)

The permanent and substantional stationing of troops at overseas military 
bases provides for achievement of specific military objectives, such as military 
action or an ability to quickly launch military operations (in response to military 
threat for the “guest” or host country), or political and strategic goals like 
maintaining co-operation with the armies of friendly countries, discharging 
of allied commitments, and influencing the behavior of all countries in 
the region where military bases are located (or, in other words, exercising 
influence on the general military and political agenda in the region).147 Thus, 
military bases increase a country’s military and political leverage.

Overseas military bases constitute an element of a country’s military 
infrastructure and a way to project its military power.148 Apart from military 
bases, other ways to project military power are the long-range aviation, 
navy, and missile systems. From the historical perspective, the navy was the 
first most important tool of globalization, including its military aspect, that 
spearheaded European expansion to other continents in Modern history.

The “revolution in military affairs” that took off as the industrial revolution 
broke into the military gave the major countries new powerful war machines 
that were backed up by “time-compressing” technologies — the navy, 
that was growing faster and less dependent on the whims of the weather, 
and railroads (add to this transport aircraft in the 20th century). The navy, 
railroads, and aviation made it possible to move large bodies of troops and 
their armaments at high speeds over long distances. As well as moving far 
and fast, troops could now be controlled by telegraph, soon replaced by 
telephone and radio (and satellite in the second half of the 20th century), by 
delivering messages and orders to destination almost instantly. As a result, 
several great powers, England and France, in the first place, with the US, 
Germany, and Italy slightly behind, managed to quickly (within the space of 
several decades in the late 19th and early 20th centuries) complete the most 
extensive stage of Western imperialism since the early Age of Discovery.

Innovations in military technologies have broken the ground for a new, 
geopolitical thinking, and provoked a truly global competition among the 
great powers, in which the greatest weight was given to “intercontinental 

146 Flightglobal, <http://www.
flightglobal.com>.

147 Richard L. Kugler, Changes 
Ahead: Future Directions for the 
U.S. Overseas Military Presence, 
RAND, 1998, p. 8, <http://www.
rand.org/pubs/monograph_
reports/MR956/MR956.2.pdf>.

148 See, for example: ibid. Many 
experts believe that this is a 
further way to project military 
power, because military bases can 
only be efficient if they rely on 
developed logistics maintained 
by military transport aircraft and/
or the navy.
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military infrastructure” comprising military bases and garrisons of varying 
size to defend colonial empires from domestic and foreign enemies, and 
also to safeguard trade routes. Military bases also served as staging posts 
providing supplies for redeployed troops: for instance, the steamship fleet 
needed regular coal replenishing (hence the name “coaling stations”). 
By relying on their intercontinental military infrastructure, the great powers 
could project their power far beyond their own regions. As a result, by the 
early 20th century, growing military confrontation across the world and 
expanding European military power turned the globe into a common 
geopolitical environment. This explains why both world wars rapidly grew 
global as opposing armies were fighting one another in distant theatres of 
military operations in regions which were not directly involved in hostilities 
but on which they relied for supplies and provisions.

During the Cold War, which was marked by the confrontation of the 
two superpowers, the world was split into two hostile camps. Even though 
the USSR and the US each possessed considerable nuclear arsenals and 
delivery vehicles, as well as long-range aviation systems, they neither 
neglected ramified military infrastructure in and beyond their territories — 
to offer safeguards to their allies, show the flag in key regions of the world 
(to be able to quickly respond to existing or potential threats), and to 
maintain their military machines (using communications and surveillance 
centers, etc.).

By 1982, the number of foreign military bases and missile launchers 
nearly reached 3.000. At the peak of the “second Cold War” in 1985, the US 
had almost 500.000 servicemen stationed around the globe (in more than 
70 countries), against more than 600.000 the USSR kept abroad. Although 
historical analogies do not always serve their purpose directly, the ratio of 
servicemen deployed abroad to the total strength of the armed forces of 
the majority of great powers in the mid-20th century was probably higher 
than it was in the 19th century.

At the end of the Cold War, the military infrastructure underwent 
considerable changes, particularly so in the USSR/Russia, and the US as well, 
trimming overseas presence and its funding.149 In particular, the US de pleted 
(but did not abandon) its military bases in Western Europe (in response to the 
pullback of Soviet troops from Eastern Europe), and expanded its presence 
in Asia (especially in the Gulf area). The Quadrennial Defense Review Re-
port released by the US Department of Defense in February 2006 said the 
DoD would go on reducing its dependence on large permanent overseas 
garrisons in favor of “more austere” bases for expeditionary forces.150 Some 
of the permanent bases’ functions are to be taken over by the US Navy.151 
The “revolution in military affairs” introduces other dimensions, but still, 
overseas military bases are, as of today, considered as an essential element 
of the military infrastructure of a country with global ambitions and 
international security commitments.152

Several qualifications were applied in calculating this index variable:
1. Troops on UN peacekeeping missions are left out (they are 

stationed for a limited time and, as a rule, no efforts are made 
to set up a long-term military infrastructure in the interests of 
a country (countries) deploying its (their) troops abroad).

149 For more detail, see: ibid, p. 9. 
According to various sources, 
US expenditures on stationing 
military contingents beyond 
the continental United States 
(CONUS) in the late 1990s were 
within $10 billion to $15 billion 
a year, or up to 6 percent of the 
defense department’s budget; 
the overseas contingents at times 
reached 15 percent of the total 
armed forces strength (in 1995, 
they fell to 13.7 percent, the 
lowest figure over the past 60 
years).

150 “Quadrennial Defense Review 
Report”, US Department of 
Defense, 6 Feb. 2006, <http://
www.defenselink.mil/qdr/report/
Report20060203.pdf, p. 41>.

151 See, for example: Benjamin 
S. Lambeth, American Carrier: 
Air Power at the Dawn of a New 
Century, National Defense 
Research Institute, 2005, 
<http://www.rand.org/pubs/
monographs/2005/RAND_
MG404.pdf>.

152 Mahyar A. Amouzegar, Ronald 
G. McGarvey, Robert S. Tripp, Louis 
L. Luangkesorn, Thomas Lang 
& Charles R. Roll, Jr., Evaluation 
of Options for Overseas Combat 
Support Basing, RAND, 2006, 
<http://www.rand.org/pubs/
monographs/2006/RAND_MG421.
pdf>.
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2. No weight is given to small contingents (under 500 
personnel).

3. Military contingents of “auxiliary” countries of the coalition in 
Iraq and Afghanistan are disregarded (they are mostly small or 
rely fully on the support of the major coalition forces, primarily 
the US and the UK).

The choice of options in calculating this variable is between YES (there 
are bases) and NO (no bases or, if any troops are deployed, they do not meet 
the qualifications specified).

Data for this variable were drawn from the following sources:
1. Ministries of defense. 
2. Organizations specializing in military security (for example, the 

Federation of American Scientists and the specialized website 
GlobalSecurity.org). 

3. Reports of international news agencies.

Variables in the fourth group of parameters included in the index of 
potential of international influence roughly describe a country’s “human 
weight”. This group consists of two variables:

 ■ Nobel prizes (at least 10). 
 ■ Share of a country’s population in the world’s total population 

(percent).

Nobel prizes (at least 10)

The Nobel prizes are annual international awards instituted by Alfred 
Nobel, a Swedish inventor and industrialist. Nobel prizes have been awarded 
since 1901 for the most important contributions (discoveries, inventions, 
or developments) in physics, chemistry, physiology or medicine, literature, 
and international peace. In 1968, the Riksbank, the central bank of Sweden, 
established an economics prize (awarded on the same conditions as the 
Nobel prizes in other fields).

In the more than a hundred years the Nobel prizes have been awarded, 
they have gained the status of the most prestigious rewards in natural 
sciences and economics (largely owing to the collective prize-awarding 
decisions made by experts): prizes are given to scientists who set the trends 
in science research and advance science in the direct sense of the phrase. 
Debates often rage over prizes to be awarded in literature and peace due to 
complicacy and ambiguousness of evaluation criteria.

Of course, Nobel prizes are only awarded to people (or organizations in 
the case of peace prizes), but never governments. Really, a discovery or work 
of literature is always the product of individual genius. Modern science is a 
realm of intensive communication, across barriers thrown up by governments 
to block the flow of ideas and information, and unless scientists in different 
countries communicate, bits of knowledge lying here and there across the 
world would never fuse into a critical mass to make breakthroughs toward 
new horizons. It is also widely recognized that science, fundamental science 
more than any other, can hardly support itself without financial help from 
the government or private foundations and if it does not stand on a solid 
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foundation of a developed educational system and R&D infrastructure. 
To put it otherwise, discoveries qualifying for Nobel prizes are unlikely in 
countries lacking favorable infrastructure for science research. And Nobel 
prizes are an indirect measure of the quality of a country’s human resources 
and its scientific potential, its standing in the world, and its involvement in 
scientific and cultural advance of civilization.

The following qualifications were used in calculating this index variable: 
a country is given an affirmative score (“Yes” option) if there are at least 
10 Nobel laureates in any field among its citizens (organizations). Accordingly, 
it is given a negative score if no or less than 10 Nobel prizes have been 
awarded. Where the laureate has a dual nationality the affirmative option 
is given to the country whose nationality is claimed by the prizewinner 
(according to the data from the Nobel Foundation).

Data for the variables of this index were obtained from the official 
website of the Nobel Foundation.153 

Share of a Country’s Population in the World’s Total Population 
(percent)

People build nations, create and develop states, and inherit and pass 
on cultures and languages that make a country different from any other 
in the world. Educated and hardworking people bring prosperity to their 
country, develop new territories, and defend the country (the larger the 
population a country has the greater are its mobilization capacities, and 
that is a serious advantage in an unstable international environment and 
under a threat of conflicts hanging over it). Expatriates living in established 
diasporas abroad can be a major means of influence which countries of 
their origin can exercise on the politics of countries of their residence (the 
Armenian diaspora in France is a good example).

This is the reason why the share of a country’s population in the world’s 
total has been added to the index. As a measure of a country’s potential 
of international influence, this variable has a number of limitations. 
Specifically, it is difficult to estimate the “quality” of a population, such as the 
proportion of working-age population, educational level, or the number 
of scientific workers, even though these factors enhance the country’s 
potential influence. Indeed, the quality of population is an important 
characteristic to distinguish between countries that are approximately 

“equal” on all other parameters of potential influence, including population 
numbers. What is more, rising or large populations pose practical problems 
to countries unable to sustain economic growth (the Malthusian theory), 
such as falling incomes per capita, degradation of social services (if any 
exist at all), and a high probability of internal instability (growth in the 
protest potential and, frequently, surpluses of working-age, particularly 
male, population154). On the other extreme, the impact of aging populations 
(and, accordingly, shrinking working-age generations and growing costs 
of social services) and declining overall population numbers in developed 
countries necessitate the intake of migrant workers from other countries, 
whose cultures may be incompatible with those of the native population 
(cultural distance effect).

153 “The Nobel Prize”, The Nobel 
Foundation, <http://nobelprize.
org/nobel_prizes>.

154 To learn more about these 
disproportions, see: Christian G. 
Mesquida, & Neil I. Wiener, “Male 
Age Composition and Severity 
of Conflicts”, Politics and the Life 
Sciences, September 1999, vol. 
18, no. 2, pp. 181–189; David T. 
Courtwright, Violent Land: Single 
Men and Social Disorder from the 
Frontier to the Inner City, Harvard 
University Press, Cambridge, 
Mass., 1996. For more on Asian 
countries, see: Valerie M. Hudson, 
Andrea M. den Boer, Bare 
Branches: The Security Implications 
of Asia’s Surplus Male Population, 
MIT Press, Cambridge, Mass., 2004.
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Data for calculating this index variable were borrowed from reports 
(as of mid-2005) of the Population Reference Bureau, an independent 
organization studying demographics since 1929.155

We want to emphasize once again that the aggregate potential of 
international influence can be transformed to actual international in-
fluence only under certain circumstances. A shortage of resources to exert 
international influence can, to an extent, compensated by international 
strategies and skilled diplomacy to boost a country’s weight in the world. 
Or, conversely, a surplus of available resources can remain largely untapped 
for several subjective or objective reasons. And yet, the capacity to exert 
international influence is something that most countries cannot do without 
in achieving their objectives internationally.

As consistent with the project methodology (see: Section 1.2, “Methods 
of Multidimensional Statistical Analysis”), the variables incorporated in the 
index of potential of international influence were subjected to discriminant 
analysis in order to measure their real weights, which are as follows:

155 Population Reference Bureau, 
<http://www.prb.org>. Estimates 
from PRB are, as a rule, highly 
correlated with official census 
returns and/or data provided by 
international organizations.

Table 3. Weights of the Variables in the Index of Potential of International Influence

Variable Weight

Military spending (in US dollars) 0.85

Voting power in the IMF (percent) 0.83

Share in the world exports of goods and services (percent) 0.80

Share in the world GDP (percent) 0.77

Factors enhancing International influence:
— permanent membership in the UN Security Council
— membership in the Paris Club of creditors
— possession of nuclear weapons
— possession of fourth- and/or fifth-generation fighter aircraft (50 or more)
— Nobel prizes (at least 10)
— permanent and substantial military stationing (over 500 servicemen) abroad, except as part 

 of UN peacekeeping missions, operations of the coalition forces in Iraq and Afghanistan
 (for “subsidiary” countries of the coalition)

0.66

Contribution to the regular UN budget (percent) 0.61

Strength of the regular army (manpower) 0.55

Share of the country’s population in the world’s total population (percent) 0.48

2.1.4. Quality of Life Index

Quality of life is an aggregated indicator of consumption of material 
and non-material goods, and also satisfaction of basic human needs, 
beginning with a decent income, healthy nutrition, widely-accessible health 
care and education, and ending with needs for intellectual development 
and self-fulfillment.

As a rule, the quality of life is evaluated on the basis of a set of social, 
economic, and demographic factors and is viewed as a criterion of how 
available socio-economic resources are distributed in society. Distribution 
of permanently limited resources to members of society being a key social 
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function of the modern state, the quality of life is then a definitive indication 
of how efficient the state’s administrative system is and also, to an extent, 
how democratic the existing political regime actually is. Being democratic 
in this context is the state’s ability to supply the maximum possible needs 
of all social groups, rather than a few privileged ones. Accordingly, even 
distribution of resources among members of society is a characteristic of 
a democratic political regime. Thus, the quality of life is closely linked to 
stratification, inequality, and social mobility, among other factors.

This conceptualization of democracy is inherent in the evolu-
tionist theory of democracy. In this case, democracy is understood 
as a specific approach to (or a mechanism of) the distribution of 
limited resources in society. If a single group has most of these in 
its hands it also enjoys the greatest political influence in society. 
Where the resources are distributed broadly among several groups, 
power, too, is dispersed among these groups. Hence an alternative 
interpretation of the autocracy vs. democracy dichotomy, in 
which autocracy puts resources under the control of a single group, 
while democracy gives control over the resources to different 
groups. Tatu Vanhanen, a major representative of this approach, 
examined the distribution of resources in different societies from 
several perspectives, including its impact on the quality of life. 
He used the UNDP Human Development Index (HDI) and other 
indicators related to quality of life to prove his point.156

The quality of life is an important argument in support of a policy 
or decision. As an illustration, political transformations in Central and 
Eastern Europe in the late 1980s and early 1990s were initiated by, among 
many causes, their populations’ discontent with the quality of life in their 
countries. In the USSR, reforms in the late 1980s were largely designed 
to improve the quality of life by optimizing governance. For a majority of 
countries, both developing and developed, this is a central issue on the 
agenda. For instance, the US face the problem of the quality of life of the 
country’s minorities, while in Western Europe an actively debated issue is 
sustaining the achieved quality of life in the context of migration processes, 
and in Japan the quality of life might deteriorate because of age-specific 
changes (aging) in its population. In short, quality of life issues provide 
strong arguments for specific policies of the national wealth distribution.

Every government keeps track, in one way or another, of trends in the 
quality of its population’s life. Far more effective and reliable, though, are 
measurements made by international organizations. With national statistics 
as a starting point, these measurements are based on common conceptual 
and methodological approaches, and that makes them most suitable for 
comparative studies.

Basically, two major approaches are applied to evaluating the quality 
of life. The first is centered on an individual and his or her appraisal of his 
or her life and circumstances. For example, the World Health Organization 
(WHO) defines the quality of life as an individual’s perception of his or her 
position in life in terms of culture and values and in relation to his or her 
goals, needs, and interests. Undiluted, this approach requires application 
of specific methods. In order to understand individuals’ perception 

156 See: Tatu Vanhanen, “Human 
Development Related to Human 
Diversity”, Dynamism and 
Uncertainty in Asia, The Science 
Council of Japan, Kyoto, 2005. See 
also: Tatu Vanhanen, Prospects 
of Democracy: A Study of 172 
Countries, Routledge, L., N.Y, 1997.
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of their quality of life, a reasonably detailed study of their opinions is 
needed. In other words, large-scale polls are required, at the very least, 
within representative samples, and qualitative methods have to be used 
to obtain a more detailed evaluation. Or else, people’s medical and socio-
psychological characteristics will need to be studied thoroughly. The WHO 
suggests the following personal characteristics for polls or studies:

 ■ Physical characteristics: strength, energy, fatigue, pain, sleep, 
and leisure.

 ■ Psychological characteristics: emotions, self-esteem, and 
appearance.

 ■ Degree of independence: dependence on medicines and 
medication, working efficiency, and every-day activities.

 ■ Social life: personal relationships and personality value.
 ■ Surroundings: welfare, security, access to medical and social 

services, and the environment — pollutants, noise, degree of 
population, and climate. 

 ■ Spirituality: religion and personal convictions.157  

This approach can provide detailed and comprehensive information. It is 
appropriate, though, to a narrow context, as a rule, on the scale of a single 
country. It is hardly applicable for a global survey because of high costs, 
and its methodologies are inappropriate for a large number of countries.

Because of these limitations, the World Health Organization focuses in 
its global surveys on factors that contribute to, or, on the contrary, hinder 
improvements in the quality of life, rather than on individual attitudes. 
This is actually the second approach. It is assumed that there are many 
parameters that are described directly in statistical terms as factors 
affecting the quality of life and, for this reason, giving a direct measure 
of its level. A person’s satisfaction with his or her life and standing in 
the community are evaluated indirectly by analyzing these parameters, 
instead of by directly polling that person. The choice of these parameters 
is very broad, from a few dozen to several hundred, each, in turn, breaking 
down into smaller variables. They are registered regularly by the UN 
and the World Bank, as well as the WHO. Many variables are shared by 
these organizations, even though each puts specific accents on medical, 
technological, financial, or other parameters.158  

We accepted the second approach to assess the quality of life in the 
Political Atlas project. Our purpose was not, however, to repeat what the 
international organizations had done before us, but to use the data they 
collected to construct a composite index for the quality of life.

As we mentioned above, each international organization collects statis-
tics on a wide selection of variables that are very hard to aggregate into a 
single index. Our approach to evaluating the quality of life was to avoid 
concentration on all feasible parameters and only focus on those available 
for all or a great majority of the world’s countries, those that capture 
different aspects of the quality of life of a country’s population and are basic 
(absolutely essential) to research into the issue. 

This approach is widely used by the international organizations them-
selves to reduce the data collected. The UNDP Human Development Index 
is a common and well-known example of reduction used for this purpose.

157 For example, the WHO 
prepares extensive international 
medical statistics on diseases and 
epidemics, quality of medical 
personnel and services, estimates 
of vaccination scale, detailed 
mortality statistics and causes 
of deaths, and so on. For more 
detail, see: <http://www.who.int/
whosis/en/index.html>.

158 “World Development Indicators 
Online”, The World Bank, 
<http://publications.worldbank.
org/WDI>. The project uses 2003 
data because later data were 
not available for many countries 
(when ratings were constructed 
according to the five indices).
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To construct the quality of life index, we used parameters characterizing 
economic well-being, coverage of the education system, and the efficiency 
of health care and social policy, among others:

 ■ GDP (PPP) per capita (in US dollars).
 ■ Combined gross enrolment ratio for primary, secondary, and 

tertiary education.
 ■ Life expectancy at birth.
 ■ Infant mortality rate under 1 year.
 ■ Deaths from communicable diseases (per 100.000 of a country’s 

population). 
 ■ Deaths from injuries (accidents, murders, suicides, and so on, 

per 100.000 of a country’s population).
 ■ Health expenditure (PPP) per capita (in US dollars).

Our index makes special emphasis on health care aspects. A special 
place is occupied by mortality figures, which, in our view, illustrate both 
the level of health care and social services and the attitude to human life in 
society in general.

Three of the foregoing variables (GDP per capita, education enrolment 
ratio, and life expectancy) are used in the UNDP Human Development 
Index. This is not a reason to suggest that we use the HDI in our calculation 
as well: we only used these variables for the purposes of our analysis. We 
follow an entirely different path to calculate our own index. And more, in 
addition to the three UNDP variables, it includes death rates and health 
expenditure. The index might, of course, have taken in other variables as 
well, but this choice of parameters, unlike so many others, applies to most 
countries of the world.

GDP (PPP) per Capita (in US dollars)

This is one of the basic indicators in international statistics. Broadly, it 
shows the population’s economic welfare. It is calculated by dividing GDP in 
terms of purchasing power parity by the mean annual population number 
of a country. To compare GDP figures of different countries, the economic 
indicators are calculated by purchasing power parity that is a ratio of the 
currency units of different countries at their purchasing power used to 
register the differences between the prices of goods and services. The UN 
and World Bank databases use the US dollar as their reference currency, in 
relation to which the purchasing power of other currencies is calculated, to 
measure GDP per capita. Data for this project were drawn from the World 
Development Indicators159 database of the World Bank.

We are aware of the serious limitations of this indicator — for example, 
it does not capture the degree of equality or otherwise in national wealth 
distribution, or concentration of national wealth in the hands of specific 
social strata. As a result, countries with identical GDP per capita may differ 
significantly in, for example, the share of the middle class or the share of 
the poor. In reality, a large proportion of GDP may be concentrated in the 
hands of a very small group of the population. Coefficients that are currently 
used to show the pattern of economic stratification are not calculated 
for all countries, though. For example, the World Bank’s Gini coefficient is 

159 “World Development Indicators 
Online”, The World Bank, 
<http://publications.worldbank.
org/WDI>. 
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only available for 116 countries in its database. The UNDP 2005 Human 
Development Indicators database (containing data for 2003) is not free 
from these deficiencies either.

Combined Gross Enrolment Ratio for Primary, Secondary, and  
Tertiary Education

Data for calculating this variable were taken from the 2005 Human 
Development Report160  prepared by the UNDP and the World Bank’s World 
Development Indicators database.161  

The report authors define this variable as the number of students 
enrolled in primary, secondary or tertiary education, regardless of age, 
as a percentage of the population of official school age for that level.162 

— This variable shows the efficiency of an educational system in terms of 
the respective age-specific cohorts covered by educational institutions. 
The variable also gives an indication of education accessibility. Statistics is 
provided by national or other agencies at the start of each school year.

Even though this variable is reasonably universal, it has a number 
of limitations as well. The 2005 Human Development Report says that it 
does not show the quality of education. Nor does it show fully enough the 
difference in access to education because of age-specific requirements and 
duration of education. Average duration of learning or expected duration of 
learning could be more representative, but no relevant data are available for 
a majority of countries. Besides, this variable leaves out students studying 
abroad, which may introduce distortions into data for some small countries.

Our index could register educational standards by relying on other 
variables, for example, the adult literacy rate (this variable is used in the 
UNDP Human Development Index). We discarded this variable because the 
number of literate people has nearly reached 100 percent in many countries, 
and the variable would not be good enough at showing differences 
between countries.

The number of university students per 100.000 people could be used as 
well, but it only relates to a segment of the educational system. For example, 
the secondary education system in the US, a country known for its higher 
education system, which is among the world’s best, is a matter of serious 
concern for the American public.

Life Expectancy at Birth

This is one of the basic parameters used in contemporary national 
and international demographic and social statistics. It shows the average 
number of years a newborn infant would live if hypothetically prevailing 
patterns of age-specific mortality rates at the time of birth were to stay the 
same throughout the child’s life.163  

We use the data collected by the UNDP in preparing its 2005 Human 
Development Report. These data reflect the situation in 177 countries 
in 2003. In all other situations, data were taken from national statistical 
reports. Life expectancy can be calculated separately for females and males 
to bring out its gender-related specifics. We are interested, however, in life 

160 “Human Development Report 
2005: International Cooperation 
at a Crossroads: Aid, Trade and 
Security in an Unequal World”, 
United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP), 2005, 
pp. 219–222, <http://hdr.undp.
org/en/media/HDR05_complete.
pdf>.

161 “World Development Indicators 
Online”, The World Bank, 
<http://publications.worldbank.
org/WDI>.

162 “Human Development Report 
2005: International Cooperation 
at a Crossroads: Aid, Trade and 
Security in an Unequal World”, 
United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP), 2005, p. 355, 
<http://hdr.undp.org/en/media/
HDR05_complete.pdf>.

163 Ibid, pp. 250, 358.
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expectancy patterns in the world’s countries in general regardless of age 
and gender characteristics.

National statistics are the principal sources for the UN life expectancy 
database accumulated at the Population Division of the UN Department 
of Economic and Social Affairs. The UN data are updated twice a year and 
published in the report named “World Population Prospects”.

The report also offers a definition of life expectancy consistent with that 
given above, with a qualification that life expectancy is calculated as an 
average for the last five years. A life expectancy of 75 years for a country in 
2000–2005 can be interpreted to mean that if mortality rates observed at 
each age in the period 2000–2005 were to remain constant, children born 
in 2000–2005 would live an average of 75 years. In reality, mortality rates do 
not remain constant and the cohort born in 2000–2005 will have longer or 
shorter average lives, depending on whether mortality conditions improve 
or deteriorate. This variable only relates to the present and very recent past.

As an indicator of a wide spectrum of developed social subsystems 
(beginning with health care and social services and ending with life safety), 
life expectancy is associated mainly with the efficiency of government 
administration and social policies. This association arose in the 20th century, 
particularly to the decades after the 1950s, when significant headway was 
made to reduce mortality rates and to increase lifespan. Indeed, in the early 
1950s, the share of people living in countries with life expectancy over 70 
years was a mere 1 percent of the world’s total population, while in the 
period between 2000 and 2005 it rose to 50 percent. This increase was 
achieved by the efforts of governments to lower mortality figures, such 
as centralized campaigns against epidemics, qualified obstetric system, 
improved health care system in general, workplace regulations and work 
safety, better hygiene, nutrition, etc.

Infant Mortality Rate under 1 Year

The Glossary of the Human Development Report defines infant mortality 
rate under 1 year as the probability of dying between birth and exactly 1 year 
of age. Normally, this indicator is calculated by multiplying the number of 
infant deaths during a year by 1.000 and dividing it by the total number of 
live-births during the same year, giving the number of infant deaths per 
1.000 births. We drew on data provided in the 2005 Human Development 
Report which contains data for 2003.164 

This indicator gives a look at the quality of life as the ability of family and 
state institutions to protect human life in a period when its vulnerability 
is the highest — aside from the threat to life during childbirth, the baby’s 
organism is exposed to considerable threats during its first year more than 
at any other time of its life as a child and adult. As with life expectancy, 
infant mortality reduction is the result of a centralized government policy. 
Major reductions in infant mortality in developed countries, including 
the USSR, in the early, and mostly in the middle of, the 20th century were 
achieved by the introduction of qualified obstetrics. Equally important 
were injections against the most harmful infections in infant age. These 
measures contributed to a radical decrease in the level of mortality. In the 

164 Ibid, pp. 266.
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decades that followed, reductions in infant mortality rates depended on 
the quality of obstetric services and the health care system in general, the 
health of parents, labor laws, and other conditions. Infant mortality is now 
the lowest in socially developed countries, such as Denmark, Norway, Japan, 
and Sweden, where it is as low as three deaths per 1.000 newborns. In some 
developing countries, such as Afghanistan, Niger, and Angola, it is over 150 
deaths per 1.000 newborns.

Deaths from Communicable Diseases (per 100.000 of a country’s 
population)

The number of deaths from communicable diseases shows the extent to 
which a country has completed the so-called epidemiological transition, or 
how far is has advanced in controlling mortality by epidemiological measures. 
It is an indication of whether the country has a basic health care system and 
how developed it is. A completed epidemiological transition points to the 
existence of at least a minimum condition required for improvements in 
quality of life of the population of a modern country and of foundations for 
a more complex health care and social welfare system to be created.

Epidemiological transition is a sequence of stages in which one pattern 
of diseases and pathologies causing deaths among the population is 
replaced by another. The “old” pattern of pathologies was dominated 
by communicable diseases, infections in the first place. They could be 
contracted by anyone at any age, particularly in childhood years. It was, 
therefore, the cause of numerous deaths in childhood and early adulthood 
of each succeeding generation. In contrast, deaths from incommunicable 
diseases (including ageing diseases) was significantly lower. Transition 
from one pattern of death causes to the other in developed countries was 
determined by the emergence of health care infrastructure supported 
by governments. A major role was played by mass vaccination of the 
population, a relatively inexpensive and effective method to control 
infections. The epidemiological transition in a majority of developed 
countries was completed in the mid-20th century. After a number of serious 
infections had been subdued, the causes of deaths changed, and the chief 
causes of mortality were now diseases related to ageing. Acute diseases 
gave way to chronic diseases, pathologies of the cardiovascular system, and 
cancer, at the top of the list. In general, countries past the epidemiological 
stages show the following trend: death rates are the highest in senior age 
groups, in which ageing makes humans vulnerable to any death cause. 
On the contrary, mortality is shared out equally among all generations in 
countries yet to complete the epidemiological transition.

The measure of the stage achieved in the epidemiological transition is 
reasonably clearly indicated by mortality figures from communicable diseases, 
which are collected by the World Health Organization (WHO). Communicable 
diseases include infectious and parasitic diseases (tuberculosis, sexually 
transmitted diseases, HIV/AIDS, etc.), childhood-cluster diseases (pertussis, 
poliomyelitis, and diphtheria, among others), meningitis, hepatitis, malaria, 
tropical infections, respiratory infections, and much else. Death causes also 
include birth trauma, and vitamin and mineral deficiencies.165  

165 “Death Rates”, Death and DALY 
Estimates by Cause for WHO 
Member States, World Health 
Organization, <http://www.
who.int/healthinfo/statistics/
bodgbddeathdalyestimates.xls>.
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The WHO collected the mortality statistics and adjusted them 
with its member countries. The report makes a note, though, that 
the information it contains is, above all, the result of WHO analysis 
and is in no way a replication of official statistics published by the 
countries concerned.

Deaths from Injuries (Accidents, Murders, Suicides, etc., per 100.000 
of a Country’s Population)

Deaths from injuries are, in a large measure, a reflection of attitudes 
shown toward human life. This parameter is important because it speaks 
much about the government’s attitude toward the life of its citizens and 
shows how much citizens themselves value their own lives.

Rising mortality figures from injuries is typical of modern societies. 
Growing industrial production and growth of cities were attended by 
multiple increases in industrial injuries, accidents, crime, and social anomie. 
Society’s ability to successfully pursue modernization and cope with its 
adverse consequences at the same time became a significant condition for 
improvements in the quality of life. The efforts governments were making 
in this field played a no minor role on both counts. Legislated occupational 
and transport safety standards, improvements in control over compliance 
with these standards, law enforcement, and other measures contribute 
effectively to solve the problem.

Lowering death rates from injuries in countries that had made the 
greatest headway against mortality from these causes has come up against 
the need for a change in public mindsets. Motorists’ behavior, adherence 
to basic safety rules, consumer ethics, aggressiveness, and tendency to 
engage in violence (including family violence) are just a few man-made 
ingredients that account for deaths from injuries, murders, suicides, etc. 
We use a set of causes of death from injuries that is largely attributed to 
subjective factors underlying human behavior.

Our set of causes also includes unintentional and intentional motives 
behind injuries. Unintentional causes include road traffic accidents, 
poisonings (including those caused by alcohol), falls, fires, and drowning, 
while intentional injuries include suicides (or self-inflicted injuries), violence, 
and warfare. We draw on WHO materials for the statistics.

Post-Soviet countries, alongside Third World countries, are leading the 
world for the record of deaths from injuries. The contributing factors are: 
first, these countries are industrial economies that have the underpinnings 
of high death rates from injuries, and second, still far to go before they are 
fully transformed, these societies have inefficient administrative systems and, 
worse still, a very high level of divergent behavior among the general public.

Health Expenditure (PPP) per Capita (in US dollars)

The Glossary of the Human Development Report defines this variable 
as a sum of public and private expenditure divided by the population. 
It includes the provision of health services (preventive and curative), 
emergency aid, and nutrition activities, but excludes the provision of water 
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and sanitation. The total is calculated on the basis of national statistics by 
purchasing power parity.

This parameter is used by all major international organizations condu-
cting global statistical surveys. On our part, we used data on 177 countries166  

— contained in the 2005 Human Development Report and national statistics 
for the remaining countries.

Health expenditure conveys the degree of attention governments and 
societies give to the health of their citizens. This parameter has a distinct 
advantage over gross values that ignore the size of a country’s population. 
It has, however, limitations of the same nature as those inherent in GDP 
per capita. In particular, it does not register the distribution of health 
expenditure among different social strata. The matters of particular interest 
are the difference in health expenditure of the wealthiest 10 percent and 
the poorest 10 percent of the population, and the share of the middle class 
in the total costs. Unfortunately, our interest cannot be satisfied for lack of 
enough data in international statistics.

In general, the quality of life index of the Political Atlas project includes 
variables conforming to the following criteria:

 ■ Reflection of various aspects of the quality of life, including 
economic well-being, access to education and health care, 
attitude to human life, etc.

 ■ A maximum possible number of countries covered by indicators 
calculated with the use of identical methodologies.

 ■ Application of the most reliable indicators possible from 
recognized international organizations.

We must admit, though, that covering all UN member countries in this 
project definitely complicated the process of index construction. Although 
we had at our disposal only general information, it gave us a relatively 
coherent picture of the quality of life. More detailed parameters, such as 
the Gini coefficient, are calculated for a limited number of countries only. 
Besides, international statistics available on all countries illustrate the 
quality of life with a time lag of two to three years. This is typical of data 
from the UN and the World Bank, and also those from the WHO (we used 
statistics for 2002).

Whatever difficulties we might have faced, we have produced a quality of 
life index that is an optimal choice for the large-scale universal comparisons 
we have carried out in the project.

The quality of life index variables were subjected to discriminant analysis 
(see: Section 1.2, “Methods of Multidimensional Statistical Analysis”) to 
deter mine their real weights.167  The results are shown below:

166 “Human Development Report 
2005: International Cooperation 
at a Crossroads: Aid, Trade and 
Security in an Unequal World”, 
United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP), 2005, 
pp. 236–239, <http://hdr.undp.
org/en/media/HDR05_complete.
pdf>. Strictly speaking, the data 
are available for 176 countries 
only because Hong Kong is not 
a country.

167 The negative values of weights 
in the table are not there by 
mistake. Positive values are 
awarded when the indicator 
grows in proportion to index 
growth. For example, growth in 
GDP per capita is proportionate 
to growth in the quality of life 
index. Conversely, a negative 
value suggests the inverse link. 
For example, the lower the infant 
mortality the higher the quality 
of life.

Table 4. Weights of the Variables in the Quality of Life Index 

Variable Weight

GDP (PPP) per capita (in US dollars) 0.79

Life expectancy at birth 0.57

Health expenditure (PPP) per capita (in US dollars) 0.38

Gross enrolment ratio for primary, secondary, and tertiary education 0.36
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2.1.5. Index of Institutional Basis of Democracy

As we worked on our index of institutional basis of democracy, we 
sought to avoid, as much as was reasonably possible, problems that can 
be traced in a majority of universal comparisons of democracies made so 
far. Above all, these are the flaws of maximalist and minimalist approaches 
to democracy conceptualization and operationalization. In terms of the 
maximalist approach, democracy is not only a form of governance but also 
a condition of society in general. Proponents of the maximalist approach 
are prone to argue now and then that aside from democratic governance, 
democratic society is expected to have an appropriate political culture, 
traditions, and social interaction models, in the first place. The maximalist 
approach suggests inclusion of a large number of attributes in the concept 
of democracy. Frequently, this results in dilution of the research subject, 
confusion of concepts, and bias in the assessment of cases studied. 

Attempts to overcome these problematic points of the maximalist 
approach often bring researchers to opting for the minimalist approach to 
democracy and viewing democracy as a system of governance in which 
voters delegate their rights to exercise political power through elections. 
This approach narrows down significantly the range of attributes of 
democracy. Reducing these attributes to elections only would, however, 
spot signs of democracy in almost every country of the world.

One way of evading the weaknesses of both approaches is to use a 
procedural and institutional interpretation of democracy (as a blend 
of institutions and procedures), provided, though, that the procedures 
it implies are not confined to elections only. By operationalizing the 
institutional foundations of democracy, advocates of the middle-ground 
position act, as a rule, on the characteristic of polyarchy provided by Robert 
Dahl, in particular, on the mix of institutional attributes inherent in this 
type of governance:168  

1. Control over governmental decisions about policy is 
constitutionally vested in elected officials.

2. Elected officials are chosen and peacefully removed in relatively 
frequent, fair and free elections in which coercion is quite limited.

3. Practically all adults have the right to vote in these elections.
4. Most adults also have the right to run for the public offices for 

which candidates run in these elections.
5. Citizens have an effectively enforced right to freedom of 

expression, particularly political expression, including criticism 
of the officials, the conduct of the government, the prevailing 
political, economic, and social system, and the dominant 
ideology.

168 Dahl R.A., Democracy and its 
Critics, New Haven and L.: Yale 
University Press, 1989, p. 233.

Variable Weight

Infant mortality rate under 1 year - 0.38

Deaths from communicable diseases (per 100.000 of the country’s population) - 0.35

Deaths from injuries (accidents, murders, suicides, and so on, per 100.000 of the country’s population) - 0.15
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6. They also have access to alternative sources of information 
that are not monopolized by the government or any other 
single group.

7. Finally, they have an effectively enforced right to form and 
join autonomous associations, including political associations, 
such as political parties and interest groups, that attempt to 
influence the government by competing in elections and by 
other peaceful means.

The principal difficulty in dealing with this middle-ground position is 
finding indicators to adequately render the foregoing criteria. For example, 
there is very much uncertainty about the criteria and measurement of free 
and fair elections and of the “quite limited coercion”.

Aside from the weaknesses of the maximalist and minimalist approaches 
we were to overcome, we had a further serious problem to evade in 
constructing our index. Many universal comparisons are normative, to 
the extent that they compare the situation in individual countries against 
an ideal democratic model. As a result, completely different countries (for 
example, the US and Laos) are compared similarly against that ideal model, 
and a conclusion is drawn about democracy and liberties being developed 
or undeveloped in a particular country.

How substantial are the conclusions reached? What do they demon-
strate? Should (or can) countries at different stages of evolution with 
different historical backgrounds be evaluated in terms of compliance with 
a single, universal model of ideal democracy? If they should (and can), 
what questions do they help to answer — academic or political? These 
and many similar questions come up on a close scrutiny of most studies 
of this kind.

As a matter of fact, we can compare countries, political systems, and 
political regimes by applying this approach to form judgment on the 
extent to which different democratic countries conform to the model. It 
would certainly be incorrect to look for attributes of modern democracy 
in undemocratic countries. Moreover, universal attributes of democracy 
in countries going through democratic transition can be misleading. The 
correctness of universal comparison by measuring all countries against a 
single, all-purpose model of democracy can, therefore, be put in question. 
The authors of the Polity project (see: Section 1.3, “Overview of Precedents”) 
attempted to overcome this weakness. Their one-dimensional scale 
(democracy-autocracy), though, put a limit on their attempt.

There is yet another serious limitation on the application of the universal 
model of ideal democracy used as a tool for comparative analysis. We 
intend to use accessible and statistically definable data in our universal 
comparisons to make the countries in our study comparable and to try 
to avoid bias in our assessments. We realize, of course, that the output 
obtained on the basis of hard data may fail to fully convey the multiplicity 
of political reality. We can use electoral statistics, for example, but we will 
hardly ever learn about informal practices and procedures in general use in 
a country or about prevalence of informal or formal rules. It is also difficult 
to evaluate separate aspects of the political process. Hard data speak about 
this only indirectly.
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This problem could be resolved by interviewing experts. However, 
experts’ assessments may be biased and influenced by the researchers’ 
system of values, or, at times, by their political engagement. Besides, 
expert assessments are specific in yet another way that detracts from their 
usefulness in universal comparison. Ideally, experts assessing the advance of 
democracy in different countries according to a large number of parameters 
are expected to be deeply knowledgeable about those countries. They also 
have to be familiar enough with politics in other countries to be able to set 
their assessments against different realities. These expectations are almost 
impossible to fulfill because of regional or national limitations of an expert’s 
knowledge, or because the expert only has a superficial knowledge of the 
countries he or she undertakes to assess.

From the very start of the index development process, we wanted, 
as much as possible, to do without either seeking expert assessments 
or comparing different countries against a hypothetical ideal model of 
modern-age democracy. We also acted on the assumption that democracy 
cannot be designed arbitrarily. Its foundations are built gradually under 
the impact of specific national development features. Certain democratic 
institutions and practices may be given a content unfamiliar to a normative 
view, without, however, becoming deficient. The experience of successful 
democracies such as India and Japan is a good illustration of this point. 
To make our comparison truly universal and to take account of significant 
evolutionary and historical characteristics of countries, we discarded 
the normative ideals and did not attempt to assess the nature and 
specific results of democratic governance. We did, however, try to detect 
common minimum grounds for democratic development in different 
countries on the belief that similar grounds could emerge and develop 
under undemocratic regimes or even non-modern forms of political 
organization.

Therefore, the institutional basis of democracy index incorporates 
indicators showing the existence and development level of absolutely 
essential (even though insufficient) grounds and conditions for public 
involvement in, and control over, decision-making affecting their interests, 
that is, for emergence and development of democratic governance. In 
contrast to many other democracy and freedom indices, we take into 
account both the nature and practical results of institutions and political 
practices of any kind as well as the conditions for effective influence of the 
citizens on vital political decision-making.

This index also indicates the extent to which institutional and procedu-
ral traditions stimulating democratic development are entrenched in 
society, in particular, minimum competitive political practices, constraints 
on the executive, political participation, opportunities for influencing 
the formation of representative government, constitutionality (“playing 
by the rules”), etc. We acted on the assumption that the history of existing 
competitive and representative practices, even those arising within different 
(frequently undemocratic) political regimes and forms of governance, 
continuity in following established rules facilitates entrenchment and 
improvement of these practices and relevant institutions, reinforces them, 
and forms conditions for breakthrough of democracy. Accordingly, countries 
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with a long history of such practices can be considered to have more 
developed institutional basis of democratic governance.

In our search for minimum institutional basis of democracy, we acted on 
two parameters — competition and inclusiveness — identified by Robert 
Dahl. Besides, we were guided by the early experience of democratic 
institutions in different countries around the world that could today, by 
Dahl’s criteria, be assessed as democracies (polyarchies).

Accepting democracy as a “regime with certain procedures and uncer-
tain outcomes”, we proceeded from an assumption that such a regime has 
its institutional roots in constitutional tradition. As well as considering 
violations of constitutional order as such, we also looked into their substance, 
for example, legitimate and illegitimate changes eroding democratic 
principles (length of tenure and change of government through election, 
and so on). We also considered certain established legal standards that 
can lead to actual power concentration and erosion of the competition 
principle.

Finally, we drew upon the experience of our colleagues who found a 
positive linkage between the parliamentary form of government and 
development of democracy (particularly, at the stage of incipient “new 
democracies”) and identified potential threats harbored by presidentialism. 
Among threats of this kind the worst are those that arise through either 
radically different or identical political affiliations of the president (or 
president and government) and the parliamentary majority.169 In the first 
case, there is a danger of sharp divisions emerging between the branches 
of government and of unresolved conflicts that block agreement and may 
precipitate a change of the regime to undemocratic rule. In the second case, 
the parliament may fall under the control of the executive, to the detriment 
of the democratic principle of separation of powers and the system of 
checks and balances.

In view of the advantages and disadvantages of existing indices of 
democracy, we constructed our index of institutional basis of democracy 
by combining variables of different kinds. To make our point clear again, the 
variables we picked for our project go to the roots of Robert Dahl’s two basic 
democratic governance parameters — competition and inclu siveness.

Duration of Uninterrupted Minimal Electoral Tradition (1945–2005)

The duration of uninterrupted minimal electoral tradition is used to 
indicate how deeply the competitive election tradition is entrenched in 
society. We believe that even limited competition helps the competitive 
election practice gain ground as such competition is more favorable for 
democratic procedures to expand continuously than none at all. The longer 
this tradition persists the greater the chance that limited competition has 
to develop into a wholesome democratic competition.

This variable indicates the number of years during which minimally 
competitive elections have been held regularly in existing countries in the 
period between 1945 and 2005. For new countries arising in the intervening 
years, the qualifying year count starts with the first minimally competitive 
elections. Civil wars preventing voters from going to the polls or coups are 

169 See, for example: Juan J. Linz, 
“The Perils of Presidentialism”, 
Journal of Democracy, 1990, vol. 
1, no. 1; Scott P. Mainwaring, 
Matthew S. Shugart, “Conclusion: 
Presidentialism and the Party 
System”, Presidentialism and 
Democracy in Latin America, ed. 
by S. Mainwaring, M. S. Shugart, 
Cambridge University Press, N.Y., 
1997.
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rated as a break in the continuous timeline and disruption of tradition. The 
count is then started from the first competitive elections held after the end 
of a war or conflict. This variable provides a look at the dynamic aspect of 
democratic institutions.

We borrowed much of the data we needed for our database for this 
variable from the “Elections Around the World” encyclopedia,170 the 
Election Guide website of the IFES non-governmental organization,171 and 
the Polity IV project database.172  We also drew on Modern history materials, 
and reports of international news agencies and the media (for the latest 
electoral statistics). Electoral history serves to verify the existence of 
a continuous minimal electoral tradition in a country.

Parliamentary Competition

We used the level of competition at parliamentary elections as an 
indication of a fair representative system and absence of predominance 
of certain political forces in a country’s legislature (representative bodies). 
This indicator is calculated as a percentage of seats won at the latest 
parliamentary elections by all parties in the lower house of parliament less 
the winning party’s share. Examples of winning parties include multiparty 
alliances, such as the CDU/CSU in Germany. The variable is computed on 
the basis of electoral statistics.

The PARLINE Database173  of the Inter-Parliamentary Union served as the 
principal source for our purposes. We also used the Election Guide website 
of the IFES non-governmental organization.174 

The level of competition at parliamentary elections is widely used in 
other universal comparisons of democracies. Some researchers (Tatu 
Vanhanen as an example) draw no distinctions between competition 
at parliamentary and any other elections, which is, in our view, certainly 
a deficiency because different elections may be of different significance.

Competition for the Executive

Competition for the executive is an indication of opportunities different 
political forces have to form the executive and exercise influence on 
articulation and implementation of policies. This variable is calculated as 
a proportion of votes earned by runner-up candidates in the final round 
of presidential elections (where the formation of government depends 
on presidential elections) or as a share of seats the parties outside the 
government have in parliament (where the formation of government 
depends on parliamentary elections). If no practice exists to form the 
executive on the basis of election returns, this indicator is set to 0.

The PARLINE Database of the Inter-Parliamentary Union and the Election 
Guide website of the IFES non-governmental organization were used as the 
principal sources of data for this project. We also relied on data from the 
Parties and Elections in Europe website.175 

A similar indicator of competition for the executive branch formation 
is widely used in other comparative studies, including the Polity IV project, 
among others.176 

170 Elections Around the World: 
Electoral Freedom and Social 
Progress. An Encyclopedic 
Reference, compiled by A. A. Tanin-
Lvov, ROSSPEN, Moscow, 2001.

171 Election Guide, <http://www.
electionguide.org>.

172 Polity IV Project, <http://www.
systemicpeace.org/polity/polity4.
htm>. This database helps track 
the length of time a country 
remains an autocracy and periods 
of its internal and external 
conflicts.

173 “PARLINE Database on National 
Parliaments”, Inter-Parliamentary 
Union, <http://www.ipu.org/
parline-e/parlinesearch.asp>.

174 Election Guide, 
<http://www.electionguide.org>.

175 Parties and Elections in Europe, 
<http://www.parties-and-
elections.de>.

176 See, for example: Zehra F. Arat, 
Democracy and Human Rights 
in Developing Countries, Lynne 
Rienner, Boulder, CO, 1991; 
Michael Alvarez, José A. Cheibub, 
Fernando Limongi, Adam 
Przeworski, “Classifying Political 
Regimes”, Studies in Comparative 
International Development, 1996, 
vol. 31 (2).
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Electoral Inclusiveness

Electoral inclusiveness shows the proportion of the public entitled to 
vote. It is affected by various factors, the principal one being legislation and 
enforcement of universal suffrage giving all segments of the population 
an opportunity to participate in politics. Unless universal suffrage is 
enacted and used, the efficiency of any other mechanism to increase public 
involvement in politics drops significantly.

Universal suffrage became a widespread practice and worldwide 
standard as late as the 20th century. It is axiomatic today that this is indeed 
the birthright of every person regardless of gender, race, ethnic origins or 
social class, literacy levels or educational standards. Universal suffrage being 
a worldwide democratic standard today, we measure public participation 
in the electoral process, that is, public involvement in politics at the most 
accessible level in elections for the legislature and the executive.

Universal suffrage ranks among fundamental human rights in many 
international documents, including the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights, the 1998 UN Declaration on the rights and duties of individuals, 
groups, and institutions in society to encourage and protect generally 
accepted human rights and basic liberties, the UN Millennium Declaration, 
and numerous UN documents seeking to protect and enforce minority 
rights and dismantle various forms of discrimination, which emphasize 
the need for minorities to be given a full measure of universal rights and 
freedoms, including political rights.316

Among specialized international organizations, a document of this kind 
has been developed by, for example, the Inter-Parliamentary Union.177 

At the level of national legislation, the principles of universal suffrage 
and electoral inclusiveness are fixed, above all, in national constitutions 
and laws regulating elections and formation of representative govern-
ment.

Even though no common law actually exists in the world today to 
govern elections and set standards for them, the international community 
is exerting reasonable efforts to change the situation. A good example in 
this area is offered by the Council of Europe that has drafted the European 
Convention on Election Standards, Electoral Rights and Freedoms. 
A common enough problem facing international, national, and any other 
legislators is developing general criteria of “fair”, or honest, elections. 
Given widely different historical backgrounds, cultural factors, and other 
circumstances, the international community has so far been unable to reach 
an agreement on generally accepted features of “honesty” and “fairness”, 
without which the efficiency of documents already passed is impaired 
significantly. Besides, it casts doubts on legitimacy of scientific research, 
including country indices, ratings, and descriptions.

In the Political Atlas project, electoral inclusiveness is calculated as a 
ratio of the electorate to the total population according to the returns of 
the most recent (up to and including 2005) parliamentary or presidential 
elections. This variable shows the proportion of the population that enjoys 
voting rights. Although the campaign for a broader electorate and equality 
of voting rights was generally more significant for countries that joined 

177 In 1994, the Organization’s 
Council adopted a Declaration on 
Criteria for Free and Fair Elections, 
which deals with the right of 
every adult person to take part in 
elections on an undiscriminating 
basis, and with other relevant 
electoral rights and freedoms, 
and the rights and duties of pub-
lic bodies and services. For more 
detail, see: Declaration on Criteria 
for Free and Fair Elections. See: 
“Declaration on Criteria for Free 
and Fair Elections”, adopted by 
the Inter-Parliamentary Council at 
its 154th session (Paris, 26 March 
1994), The Electoral Knowledge 
Network, <http://aceproject.org/
ero-en/topics/electoral-standards/ 
document.2006-01-11.88432833 
75/view>.
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the first wave of democratization than it turned out to be for the countries 
in the successive waves, universal suffrage and involvement of the largest 
possible segment of the population in the electoral process remain 
among basic attributes of modern-day democracy. For this reason, a high 
proportion of voters relative to the entire population may be regarded 
as a major institutional foundation of democracy. Similar indicators were 
used by some of our predecessors who made universal comparisons of 
democracy. 

The data for particular variable came from the PARLINE Database of the 
Inter-Parliamentary Union and the Election Guide website of the IFES non-
governmental organization. We also relied on national electoral statistics 
(when the two principal sources lacked sufficient information).

Share of Women in the Lower House of Parliament

Representation of various population groups in politics is a significant 
attribute of modern democracy. Traditions of creating such opportunities 
under undemocratic regimes can be regarded as a key institutional 
condition for democracy. We regret to admit, though, that whatever data 
are available are not enough to make definitive judgment about the 
representation of religious, ethnic, social, regional, and other groups in 
the legislatures of all countries in the world. To make up for this deficiency, 
we have narrowed down our choice to the representation of women in 
parliament, which is measured as a share of female MPs in the lower house 
of parliament.

Representation of women in the lower house of parliament is tied closely 
to women’s participation in politics in general. Researchers are making 
attempts to produce arguments in support of a larger representation of 
women. Marian Sawer, for example, marshals her arguments for a larger 
representation of women in the legislatures into three groups — legislative, 
practical, and symbolic.178 The legislative group of arguments calls for giving 
people, regardless of gender, equal opportunities for political participation. 
The importance of women’s political involvement and the need to facilitate 
their participation in the political system are given a prominent place in 
many international conventions and other documents, in particular, the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights179, the International Covenant 
on Civil and Political Rights180 , the Convention on the Political Rights of 
Women181, the Vienna182 and Beijing183 declarations, and the Platform for 
Action184.

Article 7 of the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimina-
tion against Women185 calls on the signatories to take all appropriate 
measures needed to eliminate discrimination against women in their 
countries’ politics and social activities, and, in particular, to accord women, 
on equal terms with men, the right to: 

1. Vote at all elections and public referendums and be elected to 
all publicly elected offices.

2. Participate in the formulation and implementation of govern-
ment policies and hold government offices, and also fulfill all 
public functions at all levels of government.

178 Marian Sawer, 
“The Representation of Women 
in Australia: Meaning and Make-
Believe”, Parliamentary Affairs, 
January 2002, no. 55(1), p. 5.

179 “The Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights”, United Nations, 
<http://www.un.org/en/
documents/udhr>.

180 “The International Covenant 
on Civil and Political Rights”, The 
Office of the United Nations High 
Commissioner for Human Rights, 
<http://www2.ohchr.org/English/
law/ccpr.htm>.

181 “The Convention on the 
Political Rights of Women”, The 
Office of the United Nations High 
Commissioner for Human Rights, 
<http://www.unhchr.ch/html/
menu3/b/22.htm>.

182 “Vienna Declaration and 
Programme of Action”, The 
Office of the United Nations 
High Commissioner for Human 
Rights, <http://www.unhchr.
ch/huridocda/huridoca.nsf/
(Symbol)/A.CONF.157.23.
En?OpenDocument>.

183 “Beijing Declaration”, United 
Nations, <http://www.un.org/
womenwatch/daw/beijing/
platform/declar.htm>.

184 “Platform for Action”, United 
Nations, <http://www.un.org/
womenwatch/daw/beijing/
platform/plat1.htm>.

185 “Convention on the Elimination 
of All Forms of Discrimination 
against Women”, United 
Nations, <http://www.un.org/
womenwatch/daw/cedaw/text/
econvention.htm>. 
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3. Participate in the operation of non-governmental organiza-
tions and associations concerned with the country’s social and 
political affairs.

This problem is dealt with at the UN by the Committee on the Elimina-
tion of Discrimination against Women, which was established pursuant to 
Article 17 of the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination 
against Women for the purpose of supervising implementation of the 
Convention. Article 21 authorizes the Committee to put forth proposals 
and make general recommendations to the UN member countries. The 
Committee holds two sessions in New York every year.

The right to be elected on equal terms with men, without any discrimi-
nation whatsoever, to statutory offices filled by public elections, to hold 
positions in the civil and public service, and fulfill all civil and public 
functions authorized by national law was first acknowledged within the UN 
framework in the Convention on the Political Rights of Women (Articles 2 
and 3). The right of women to full-scale participation in public politics is also 
entrenched in the Declaration on the Participation of Women in Promoting 
International Peace and Co-operation.186 

Indeed, women’s political rights are codified in many international 
documents. In reality, however, these rights are not exercised in full due to 
various reasons.

The group of practical arguments is based on the assumption that 
women in politics, particularly, as candidates for parliamentary seats, add 
to the MPs’ efficiency. Besides, they expand the electoral base for political 
parties by bridging the gap between them and the electorates. Another 
view holds that women raise parliamentarians’ standards of conduct, in the 
first place.

The symbolic group of arguments is reduced to three points. First, 
participation in politics raises women’s standing in society as people begin 
to realize that women play an important role in family, society, and politics in 
their countries. Second, women MPs are alternative role models to look up to 
in society and act as opinion leaders. Third, women’s participation in politics 
and parliaments reinforces the legitimacy of corresponding institutions. The 
above-mentioned Platform for Action emphasizes that women’s involvement 
in decision-making is not only about ensuring basic justice and compliance 
with democratic standards, but is also a basic condition for women’s interests 
to be served. Some researchers believe that women are more efficient at 
handling gender-related problems because of their vested interests and 
personal experiences. Moreover, a study carried out by the Inter-Parliamentary 
Union to survey 200 women parliamentarians in 65 countries showed that 
89 percent of the respondents appreciate their special responsibility for 
representing women’s interests and needs in the legislatures.

No doubt, women’s participation in legislatures is essential for their 
good performance. Women’s participation reflects the social structure, as 
required for democratic political governance. Unless women are involved 
in politics, the ideals of equality, development, democracy, and peace are 
hardly attainable.

The PARLINE Database187  of the Inter-Parliamentary Union is the principal 
source of data for this variable.

186 “Declaration on the 
Participation of Women in 
Promoting International Peace 
and Cooperation”, United Nations, 
<http://www.un.org/documents/
ga/res/37/a37r063.htm>.

187 “PARLINE Database on National 
Parliaments”, Inter-Parliamentary 
Union, <http://www.ipu.org/
parline-e/parlinesearch.asp>.
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Absence or Disruption of Competition for the Executive

Disruption of competition by extending the chief executive’s tenure or 
absence of minimally competitive elections of the executive are evidence of 
a country defying key democratic principles, i. e. limited length of tenure and 
accountability of government, and formation and change of governments 
through regular elections. In our database, absence or disruption of 
competition for the executive is understood as at least one of the following 
circumstances: absence of minimally competitive elections of the executive 
(single-candidate elections or no elections at all); referendums staged for 
extending the terms of the incumbent executive or his predecessor; or 
amendments made to the constitution (or adoption of a new constitution) 
to extend the current term.188 The timeframe for this variable is the tenure of 
the incumbent chief executive and his predecessor.

The Election Guide website of the IFES non-governmental organization, 
the Polity IV project database, and the “Elections Around the World” 
encyclopedia are the principal sources of data we used to build our database 
for this variable. Other sources include modern history documents, and 
reports of international news agencies and media.

A similar indicator, executive election, was used by Axel Hadenius in his 
“Democracy and Development” study.189

Chief Executive Tenure for More than Two Terms in Succession

The incumbent chief executive staying on in office for more than two 
terms in succession is a further evidence of the violation of the principle of 
limited length of tenure and accountability. Formal restrictions on the terms 
in office do not exist in all countries. Obviously, where a developed system 
of checks and balances exists, backed up by a well-tuned system of legal 
responsibility, incumbency in excess of two terms does not undermine the 
principles of competitiveness, accountability, and succession. And yet, the 
absence of such constraints carries a potential threat of a single group of 
interests monopolizing power.

This variable registers the actual tenure by an incumbent chief executive 
(or his predecessor) for more than two terms in succession.

The Rulers website190, the Election Guide website191 of the IFES non-
governmental organization, and the “Elections Around the World” encyclo-
pedia192 are the principal sources of data used to build the database for this 
variable.

Violations of Constitutional Order (Unconstitutional Changes 
of Government, Coups or Coup Attempts, Civil Wars, Foreign 
Occupations, etc.)

Violations of constitutional order are a direct indication of stability (or 
instability) of legal traditions and, indirectly, the rule of law. This variable 
refers to unconstitutional changes of government (or attempts at change 
of government) as a result of coups, civil wars, foreign occupations, and 
so on.

188 This parameter was introduced 
to cut off polities where the 
principles of election and limited 
terms of tenure have never 
existed or have, in fact, been 
deserted by the current chief 
executive or his predecessor. This 
parameter has serious limitations, 
because it fails to identify 
countries where the principle 
of competitive elections has 
been diluted by other measures, 
such as barring from elections 
candidates the incumbent 
considers a threat to himself, 
restricting media exposure of 
candidates, and so on. And yet, 
these limitations are not to put 
in question the significance of 
the parameter itself: the fact that 
the incumbent acts in violation 
of the electoral law, but does not 
scrap the principles of election 
and limited tenure (which is 
frequently the easiest thing to 
do), is a sign that elections have 
a value of themselves, and the 
longer they stay around the 
greater is the probability that 
they will be practiced properly 
one day. Besides, the incumbent 
may lose no matter the lengths to 
which he is ready to go.

189 Axel Hadenius, Democracy 
and Development, Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge, UK, 
1992.

190 Rulers Database, 
<http://rulers.org>.

191 Election Guide, 
<http://www.electionguide.org>.

192 Elections Around the World: 
Electoral Freedom and Social 
Progress. An Encyclopedic 
Reference. Compiled by 
A. A. Tanin-Lvov, Moscow: 
ROSSPEN, 2001.
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During reverse waves that followed the first two waves of democra-
tization, these causes of unconstitutional change of government and 
establishment of an undemocratic regime were by far the most common. 
Coups, which were mostly staged by the military, generally led to various 
forms of autocracy. Civil wars and insurgencies frequently triggered crises 
of stateness and constitutional order. Reversals from democracy were, 
among other reasons, caused by the occupation of democratic countries 
by undemocratic ones.

These causes changed their nature in the context of the third wave 
of democratization. Military coups have become different in “quality” — 
public support for them has waned, leaving them without legitimacy 
and social roots they used to have. As a result, within the third wave of 
democratization the number of failed coups is far greater than that of 
successful ones. Civil wars and insurgencies are provoked more by 
ethnic or religious conflicts than ideologies. As a rule, democracy and 
democratic values are not an issue that leads directly into conflicts today. 
The number of interventions by undemocratic states into democratic 
ones has fallen drastically as well. Interventions of this kind are thwarted 
by the international community.

No matter how their nature has changed, these factors remain the 
most significant threats to democratic institutions. Even if attempts at 
unconstitutional change of government by coup, civil war, internal conflict 
or intervention fail, they may have a significant effect on the institutions 
themselves and on the political culture and traditions.

Data for this variable were drawn from modern history materials 
referring to events between 1974 and 2005 (coinciding with the third wave 
of democratization).

Continuity of Democratic Tradition after World War I

This variable focuses on “old” democracies, or countries where the demo-
cratic tradition has not broken off for internal reasons since World War I, 
up to the present day. Among other features, they can be characterized 
by an entrenched consensus on the make-up of the political system and 
its improvements by reform, rather than revolution. As a rule, consensus 
coexists with internal political potential sufficient to maintain law and order 
in the country.

To put it differently, these are countries that have adequate resources 
to prevent democracy from collapsing under the weight of internal crises 
precipitated, at times, by an unfavorable environment (the Weimar Republic 
in Germany, for example, lacked such resources). On this understanding 
of continuous democratic tradition, positive scores are given even to 
European democracies that were occupied by Germany during World War II, 
but succeeded in returning to their democratic ways quickly and seamlessly 
after liberation.

The variable was awarded points with reference to the political history of 
the world’s countries starting in 1918 to give consideration to the biggest 
internal and external challenges to democracy — World War II, pre-war and 
post-war conflicts, reversals from democracy, etc.
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Influence of Parliament on Government Formation

The above-mentioned “perils of presidentialism” were included in 
the indicator showing the influence of parliament on the formation of a 
government. The variable was introduced in view of the approach to 
government formation according to the returns of parliamentary elec-
tions — on the basis of parliamentary representation, with the parliament 
taking a direct part in decision-making on the appointment of the chief 
executive, or on other grounds. Some of our predecessors, too, used 
parameters showing parliament’s influence on government formation. The 
one we use is less rigid, however. It also takes into account the influence 
exerted on government formation in situations where cabinet members are 
appointed by the head of state (for example, in countries, such as dualistic 
monarchies, where the head of state is not elected by the public). In this 
case, parliamentary influence (even if subsidiary) on government formation 
can be viewed as a step toward acceptance of the popular sovereignty 
principle and movement toward democracy.

National constitutions, mostly their sections devoted to the powers 
of the various branches of government, their formation principles, and 
interactions among them, are the chief sources of data used to work out 
this variable.

In general, unlike other democracy indices, our index has a more 
complex structure, while its parameters are more flexible. Besides, we use 
variables showing the existence and succession of competition-related 
traditions that can themselves be regarded as an essential prerequisite and 
component of democracy.

The variables of the institutional basis of democracy index were sub ject-
ed to discriminant analysis (see: Section 1.2, “Methods of Multidimensional 
Statistical Analysis”) to determine their real weights. The analysis results are 
shown below:

Table 5. The Weights of the Variables in the Institutional Basis of Democracy Index

Variable Weight

Competition for the executive 0.68

Factors reinforcing or weakening the institutional basis of democracy:
— continuity of democratic tradition after World War I
— absence or disruption of competition for the executive
— violations of constitutional order (unconstitutional changes of government, coups or  

 coup attempts, civil wars, foreign occupations, and so on)
— chief executive tenure for more than two terms in succession
— influence of parliament on government formation

0.66

Duration of uninterrupted minimal electoral tradition (1945–2005) 0.51

Parliamentary competition 0.49

Electoral Inclusiveness 0.48

Share of women in the lower house of parliament 0.19
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2.2. Country Ratings

2.2.1. Countries Rated by the Stateness Index 

Apart from anything else, this rating clearly shows “stateness leaders” 
and “failures” in state building. The latter are not only “failed states”, but 
also countries facing serious challenges and difficulties in making a choice 
for, and pursuing, an independent national development strategy. Most of 
them are dependencies governed from without. Significantly, with only rare 
exceptions (like China, Egypt, and Iran), “stateness leaders” are countries 
of democratic choice with a relatively high quality of life and low threats. 
But for a few exceptions, the “stateness degree” in the modern world is in a 
direct proportion to the quality of life and in an inverse proportion to the 
level of external and internal threats.

The majority of states are neither “leaders” nor “failures”, within a very 
wide range, from Monaco at one end to Iraq at the other. In this rating, 
one can find extremely different countries (by other ratings), among them 
manifest autocracies (North Korea, Bahrain, Zimbabwe, Oman, the United 
Arab Emirates, etc.), dependent, in a way, or only partially independent 
countries of democratic choice (Saint Kitts and Nevis, Panama, Fiji, Slovakia, 
Slovenia, Albania, etc.), and also feeble or dependent states (St. Lucia, 
Antigua and Barbuda, etc.).

Russia holds 27th position in the stateness index, in the group of high-
rated countries. It is a fairly high position, which is a sign of independence 
and sovereignty. Its high standing in the this table is justified by very little 
volume of foreign economic aid, a relatively high political stability, and 
its long record of stateness. All other post-Soviet countries trail Russia far 
below in the stateness rating.

Table 6. Countries Rated by the Stateness Index

No. Country Score

1 United States 10.00

2 Japan 9.34

3 Switzerland 9.17

4 Germany 8.93

5 New Zealand 8.84

6 Austria 8.68

7 France 8.55

8 Republic of Korea 8.53

9 Brazil 8.39

10 Finland 8.27

11 Sweden 8.27

12 China 8.24

No. Country Score

13 United Kingdom 8.19

14 Australia 8.17

15 Canada 8.12

16 Netherlands (the) 8.08

17 Argentina 8.07

18 Italy 8.06

19 Ireland 7.99

20 Uruguay 7.92

21 Luxembourg 7.84

22 Chile 7.79

23 Greece 7.78

24 Portugal 7.78
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No. Country Score

60 Mauritius 6.19

61 Cuba 6.13

62 Qatar 6.10

63 El Salvador 6.05

64 Colombia 6.03

65 Panama 6.00

66 Albania 5.87

67 Indonesia 5.84

68 Philippines (the) 5.83

69 Barbados 5.81

70 Bulgaria 5.77

71 Brunei Darussalam 5.76

72 Thailand 5.70

73 Malaysia 5.69

74 Oman 5.66

75 Morocco 5.57

76 Seychelles (the) 5.56

77 Israel 5.55

78 Tunisia 5.54

79 Cyprus 5.53

80 Czech Republic 5.51

81 India 5.42

82 Slovakia 5.41

83 United Arab Emirates 5.37

84 Bahamas (the) 5.35

85 Vietnam 5.35

86 Pakistan 5.34

87 Turkmenistan 5.31

88 Botswana 5.25

89 Saint Kitts and Nevis 5.23

90 Bahrain 5.19

91 Syria 5.08

92 Slovenia 5.08

93 Fiji 5.06

94 Uzbekistan 5.05

No. Country Score

25 Belgium 7.69

26 Denmark 7.63

27 Russia 7.50

28 Iceland 7.40

29 Mexico 7.38

30 South Africa 7.35

31 Norway 7.34

32 Poland 7.32

33 Dominican Republic 7.31

34 Spain 7.26

35 Turkey 7.23

36 Andorra 7.18

37 Liechtenstein 7.16

38 Romania 7.12

39 Costa Rica 7.05

40 Egypt 7.00

41 Jamaica 6.99

42 Saudi Arabia 6.99

43 Iran 6.97

44 Paraguay 6.89

45 Hungary 6.88

46 Yemen 6.77

47 Monaco 6.72

48 Trinidad and Tobago 6.72

49 Libya 6.71

50 Peru 6.69

51 San Marino 6.66

52 Malta 6.47

53 Myanmar 6.47

54 Singapore 6.44

55 Taiwan 6.36

56 Venezuela 6.35

57 Suriname 6.31

58 Guatemala 6.24

59 Kuwait 6.21

Table 6. Countries Rated by the Stateness Index (continued)
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No. Country Score

95 Zimbabwe 5.05

96 Belize 5.03

97 Algeria 5.01

98 North Korea 5.01

99 Saint Lucia 4.90

100 Honduras 4.89

101 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 4.88

102 Belarus 4.78

103 Antigua and Barbuda 4.75

104 Namibia 4.69

105 Nigeria 4.65

106 Gabon 4.57

107 Swaziland 4.56

108 Lithuania 4.55

109 Nicaragua 4.54

110 Latvia 4.48

111 Kazakhstan 4.45

112 Mongolia 4.41

113 Ukraine 4.35

114 Maldives (the) 4.29

115 Croatia 4.27

116 Ecuador 4.23

117 Kenya 4.18

118 Ghana 4.18

119 Bangladesh 4.18

120 Lesotho 4.12

121 Sri Lanka 4.10

122 Estonia 4.02

123 Cambodia 4.00

124 Malawi 3.98

125 Grenada 3.94

126 Dominica 3.88

127 Lebanon 3.86

128 Guinea 3.82

129 Madagascar 3.81

No. Country Score

130 Tanzania 3.61

131 Uganda 3.60

132 Guyana 3.55

133 Gambia 3.55

134 Zambia 3.55

135 Papua 3.53

136 Iraq 3.45

137 Angola 3.38

138 Mozambique 3.34

139 Vanuatu 3.26

140 Laos 3.26

141 Azerbaijan 3.21

142 Cape Verde 3.19

143 Cameroon 3.16

144 Congo 3.14

145 Serbia and Montenegro 3.05

146 Niger 3.03

147 Samoa 3.03

148 Jordan 3.00

149 São Tomé and Príncipe 2.90

150 Nepal 2.90

151 Mali 2.89

152 Benin 2.77

153 Burkina Faso 2.77

154 Ethiopia 2.66

155 Sudan 2.53

156 Haiti 2.51

157 Senegal 2.51

158 Liberia 2.46

159 Tonga 2.46

160 Côte d’Ivoire 2.46

161 Somalia 2.46

162 Rwanda 2.43

163 Kiribati 2.40

164 Moldova 2.37

Table 6. Countries Rated by the Stateness Index (continued)
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No. Country Score

165 Djibouti 2.30

166 Sierra Leone 2.23

167 Comoros (the) 2.21

168 FYR of Macedonia 2.20

169 Nauru 2.12

170 Tuvalu 2.05

171 Bolivia 2.02

172 Tajikistan 2.01

173 Micronesia 1.98

174 Bosnia and Herzegovina 1.97

175 Solomon Islands 1.93

176 Marshall Islands 1.92

177 Armenia 1.85

178 Equatorial Guinea 1.82

Table 6. Countries Rated by the Stateness Index (continued)

No. Country Score

179 Eritrea 1.78

180 Togo 1.69

181 Palau 1.53

182 Mauritania 1.50

183 Georgia 1.37

184 Democratic Republic of the Congo 1.05

185 Bhutan 1.01

186 Guinea-Bissau 1.00

187 Burundi 0.90

188 Central African Republic 0.81

189 Timor-Leste 0.74

190 Afghanistan 0.72

191 Kyrgyzstan 0.08

192 Chad 0.00

2.2.2. Countries Rated by the External and Internal 
 Threats Index

A quick glance at this rating is enough to spot a group of countries 
struggling with grave threats and serious challenges, including Ethiopia, 
Myanmar, Haiti, Iraq, Eritrea, and Afghanistan, and other countries. These 

“threat leaders” have a low quality of life and, as a consequence, a weak 
stateness ranking. With only a few exceptions (like India), these are 
countries under authoritarian rule.

On the opposite end is a large and motley group of countries facing 
minimal threats. It includes both successful states that give their citizens 
a high quality of life and democratic development opportunities (Canada, 
France, and the Netherlands are good examples), and a sort of “secure 
autocracies” (not many remain today, though), like Qatar, Bahrain, and 
Kuwait as foremost examples. Minimal external and internal threats or 
their absence correlate with international influence in part only, but, 
as we wrote above, they are closely linked to stateness rankings. Ranged 
between these two extremes are countries completely different in stateness 
rankings and international influence — China, Russia, and the US, on one 
side, and Tuvalu, Mongolia, and Micronesia, on the other.

To put it differently (with unavoidable exceptions), successful states that 
give their citizens sufficiently high standards of living and basic democratic 
development opportunities face fewer and less severe external and internal 
threats. On the contrary, countries that cannot depend on themselves to 
live in security stand low in stateness rankings, and have a low quality of life 
and a relatively low level of democracy.
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Table 7. Countries Rated by the External and Internal Threats Index

Russia holds 81st position in this ranking, while China faces more threats, 
and the US is confronted with fewer. Russia faces various threats (terrorism, 
territorial disputes, unbalanced export, dwindling population numbers, HIV/
AIDS epidemic, etc.). At the same time, Russia is neighboured by countries 
confronted with severe external and internal threats (Azerbaijan, North 
Korea, Afghanistan, India, Iraq, Iran, etc.).

The “post-Soviet threat ranking” places the countries in the following 
order: high threats — Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, Azerbaijan, and Georgia, fol-
lowed by Russia, Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, and Armenia; and low threats 
(certainly, with account for different “threat measures” of the index) — 
Moldova, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, Estonia, Belarus, Latvia, and Lithuania.

No. Country Score

1 Ethiopia 10.00

2 Myanmar 8.26

3 Haiti 8.14

4 Iraq 7.98

5 Eritrea 7.84

6 Afghanistan 7.76

7 Sri Lanka 7.62

8 Zimbabwe 7.57

9 Rwanda 7.57

10 Central African Republic 7.57

11 Chad 7.57

12 Tajikistan 7.49

13 Philippines (the) 7.47

14 Bhutan 7.37

15 Burundi 7.30

16 Sudan 7.30

17 Niger 7.29

18 Congo 7.23

19 Kyrgyzstan 7.21

20 Liberia 7.17

21 Sierra Leone 7.17

22 Uganda 7.01

23 Democratic Republic of the Congo 6.96

24 Azerbaijan 6.85

25 Thailand 6.70

26 Bangladesh 6.64

No. Country Score

27 Laos 6.64

28 Senegal 6.61

29 Togo 6.60

30 Guinea-Bissau 6.60

31 Yemen 6.59

32 Angola 6.54

33 Zambia 6.54

34 Cambodia 6.54

35 Somalia 6.44

36 Nigeria 6.39

37 Nepal 6.35

38 Georgia 6.32

39 Gambia 6.32

40 Malawi 6.29

41 Timor-Leste 6.25

42 Equatorial Guinea 6.25

43 Mauritania 6.23

44 Indonesia 5.99

45 India 5.99

46 Burkina Faso 5.97

47 Lebanon 5.81

48 Guinea 5.81

49 Pakistan 5.68

50 Nicaragua 5.60

51 El Salvador 5.60

52 Djibouti 5.55
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No. Country Score

53 Mozambique 5.55

54 Mali 5.55

55 Côte d’Ivoire 5.52

56 Lesotho 5.51

57 Iran 5.34

58 Solomon Islands 5.27

59 Guyana 5.10

60 Nauru 5.09

61 Peru 5.03

62 Kenya 5.02

63 Madagascar 4.99

64 Benin 4.99

65 Cameroon 4.97

66 Cape Verde 4.94

67 Kiribati 4.94

68 North Korea 4.89

69 Tanzania 4.87

70 Namibia 4.86

71 Colombia 4.79

72 Vanuatu 4.78

73 Palau 4.74

74 Swaziland 4.69

75 São Tomé and Príncipe 4.58

76 Venezuela 4.56

77 Papua New Guinea 4.56

78 China 4.48

79 Israel 4.43

80 Taiwan 4.40

81 Russia 4.34

82 Republic of Korea 4.28

83 Egypt 4.26

84 Algeria 4.23

85 Maldives (the) 4.21

86 Tuvalu 4.04

87 Japan 4.03

No. Country Score

88 Turkey 4.00

89 Mongolia 3.96

90 Micronesia 3.96

91 Vietnam 3.90

92 Tunisia 3.88

93 Uzbekistan 3.85

94 Fiji 3.77

95 Libya 3.74

96 Syria 3.74

97 Turkmenistan 3.74

98 Ghana 3.72

99 Morocco 3.65

100 Guatemala 3.64

101 Saudi Arabia 3.63

102 Marshall Islands 3.52

103 Bahamas (the) 3.39

104 Barbados 3.39

105 Belize 3.39

106 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 3.39

107 Saint Kitts and Nevis 3.39

108 Paraguay 3.35

109 Greece 3.28

110 Dominican Republic 3.25

111 Albania 3.22

112 Grenada 3.22

113 FYR of Macedonia 3.21

114 Bolivia 3.15

115 Oman 3.11

116 Honduras 3.07

117 Spain 3.07

118 USA 3.06

119 Comoros (the) 2.99

120 Armenia 2.97

121 Antigua and Barbuda 2.97

122 Jamaica 2.97

Table 7. Countries Rated by the External and Internal Threats Index (continued)
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No. Country Score

123 Jordan 2.93

124 Dominica 2.82

125 Saint Lucia 2.82

126 Botswana 2.78

127 Chile 2.70

128 Samoa 2.68

129 Seychelles (the) 2.66

130 Malaysia 2.65

131 Cuba 2.61

132 Ecuador 2.51

133 Costa Rica 2.45

134 Moldova 2.44

135 Tonga 2.40

136 South Africa 2.37

137 Suriname 2.32

138 Cyprus 2.29

139 Panama 2.29

140 Ukraine 2.27

141 Kazakhstan 2.27

142 Mexico 2.25

143 Kuwait 2.17

144 Brazil 2.16

145 Gabon 2.13

146 Argentina 2.07

147 Iceland 2.04

148 New Zealand 2.04

149 Singapore 1.94

150 Serbia and Montenegro 1.86

151 Bosnia and Herzegovina 1.81

152 Estonia 1.80

153 Mauritius 1.75

154 Romania 1.68

155 Malta 1.63

156 Ireland 1.47

157 Croatia 1.47

No. Country Score

158 Trinidad and Tobago 1.46

159 Uruguay 1.44

160 Belarus 1.43

161 Latvia 1.43

162 Lithuania 1.43

163 Norway 1.41

164 Portugal 1.31

165 Brunei Darussalam 1.19

166 United Arab Emirates 1.19

167 Slovenia 1.14

168 United Kingdom 1.12

169 Slovakia 1.06

170 Italy 1.05

171 Bahrain 1.03

172 Hungary 1.02

173 Poland 1.02

174 Czech Republic 1.02

175 Australia 0.91

176 Denmark 0.84

177 Qatar 0.78

178 Austria 0.77

179 Andorra 0.77

180 Belgium 0.77

181 Germany 0.77

182 Liechtenstein 0.77

183 Luxembourg 0.77

184 Monaco 0.77

185 San Marino 0.77

186 Finland 0.77

187 Switzerland 0.77

188 Sweden 0.77

189 Bulgaria 0.67

190 Netherlands (the) 0.43

191 France 0.12

192 Canada 0.00

Table 7. Countries Rated by the External and Internal Threats Index (continued)
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2.2.3. Countries Rated by the Index  
 of Potential of International  
 Influence

The apparent leader of this ranking is the United States, far ahead of 
the rest, including the majority of the G8 countries (except that Canada 
and Italy give way to China and India here). It is followed by world leaders 
of regional and, if this is the right word, “sectoral” (for example, financial, 
political, and/or ideological) weight — Saudi Arabia, North Korea, Turkey, 
the Republic of Korea, Brazil, Pakistan, Iran, Mexico, Egypt, and Indonesia, 
at one extreme, and the Netherlands, Belgium, and Switzerland, at the 
other.

The zone of minimal potential of international influence (and actual 
influence as well) is also clear — it includes Tuvalu, Nauru, Monaco, 
Liechtenstein, Andorra, Palau, Micronesia, the Marshall Islands, Kiribati, 
Tonga, etc. Most nations of the world have a relatively low potential of 
influence. Admissions to the “world influence club” are very selective, and 
an overwhelming majority of countries have very few assets to claim 
membership. A very limited number of countries has a significant weight 
to influence the global agenda, leaving for the rest only partial — regional 
or “sectoral” — opportunities.

An analysis (including correlations between indices) shows that 
potential of international influence (as also actual influence) is related, 
above all, to the stateness level. This is a typological characteristic of 
influential countries, though there are some other countries with a high 
level of stateness but little potential to influence the rest of the world. At 
the same time, influence hardly correlates with types of political make-up, 
as there are both influential democracies and autocracies. Club members 
differ in the quality of life as well. Thus, the countries wielding a significant 
potential of international influence form an entirely different and very 
small cluster of countries differing from one another in many other 
respects. 

Russia is seventh in the ranking of potential of international influence 
(behind the US and, after a huge gap, China, Japan, Germany, France, and 
the UK). It is a dense and small core of world leaders with most influence. 
Influence comes from several sources: the military potential (strength of 
the armed forces, possession of nuclear weapons, high-tech weapons), 
status of the permanent member of the UN Security Council, and economic 
potential, in the first place. 

Among other post-Soviet countries in this ranking, Russia is followed by 
Ukraine (29th), and, further down the rankings table, for reasons obvious 
enough, by Belarus, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan, Armenia, Georgia, 
Turkmenistan, Lithuania, Moldova, Latvia, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and 
Estonia.

Many experts argue that Russia’s international role is at odds with its 
available domestic resources. Our figures, though, tell a different story: it 
looks like Russia has an aggregate potential that is larger than its present 
international weight and, perhaps, is not fully used.
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Table 8. Countries Rated by the Index of Potential of International Influence

No. Country Score

1 USA 10.00

2 China 3.93

3 Japan 3.25

4 Germany 3.24

5 France 2.81

6 United Kingdom 2.65

7 Russia 2.60

8 India 2.28

9 Italy 1.95

10 Saudi Arabia 1.69

11 Canada 1.50

12 North Korea 1.25

13 Netherlands (the) 1.22

14 Turkey 1.14

15 Belgium 1.09

16 Republic of Korea 1.02

17 Brazil 1.01

18 Pakistan 0.92

19 Spain 0.84

20 Iran 0.83

21 Switzerland 0.83

22 Indonesia 0.81

23 Mexico 0.80

24 Australia 0.79

25 Venezuela 0.69

26 Egypt 0.69

27 Vietnam 0.62

28 Thailand 0.60

29 Ukraine 0.59

30 Sweden 0.58

31 Argentina 0.56

32 Myanmar 0.55

33 Nigeria 0.49

34 South Africa 0.49

35 Poland 0.48

No. Country Score

36 Austria 0.47

37 Malaysia 0.45

38 Greece 0.45

39 Algeria 0.43

40 Israel 0.42

41 Syria 0.41

42 Norway 0.41

43 Colombia 0.40

44 Denmark 0.40

45 Morocco 0.35

46 Libya 0.34

47 Romania 0.34

48 Kuwait 0.34

49 Iraq 0.33

50 Philippines (the) 0.32

51 Taiwan 0.32

52 Finland 0.32

53 Hungary 0.29

54 Singapore 0.28

55 Chile 0.28

56 Portugal 0.28

57 Bangladesh 0.27

58 Sri Lanka 0.27

59 Peru 0.26

60 Czech Republic 0.25

61 Eritrea 0.23

62 Ethiopia 0.22

63 New Zealand 0.21

64 Angola 0.21

65 Ireland 0.21

66 Bulgaria 0.20

67 United Arab Emirates 0.20

68 Serbia and Montenegro 0.18

69 Democratic Republic of the Congo 0.17

70 Sudan 0.16
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No. Country Score

71 Belarus 0.16

72 Jordan 0.16

73 Kazakhstan 0.14

74 Ecuador 0.14

75 Zambia 0.14

76 Yemen 0.13

77 Lebanon 0.13

78 Uzbekistan 0.13

79 Cambodia 0.12

80 Croatia 0.12

81 Slovakia 0.11

82 Tunisia 0.11

83 Azerbaijan 0.11

84 Uganda 0.11

85 Uruguay 0.10

86 Côte d’Ivoire 0.10

87 Ghana 0.10

88 Oman 0.10

89 Kenya 0.10

90 Rwanda 0.09

91 Nepal 0.09

92 Afghanistan 0.09

93 Guatemala 0.09

94 Trinidad and Tobago 0.09

95 Dominican Republic 0.08

96 Bolivia 0.08

97 Tanzania 0.08

98 Qatar 0.08

99 Burundi 0.07

100 Cameroon 0.07

101 Jamaica 0.07

102 Luxembourg 0.07

103 Panama 0.07

104 Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.07

105 Slovenia 0.06

No. Country Score

106 El Salvador 0.06

107 Brunei Darussalam 0.06

108 Armenia 0.06

109 Senegal 0.06

110 Georgia 0.05

111 Chad 0.05

112 Laos 0.05

113 Cuba 0.05

114 Paraguay 0.05

115 Cyprus 0.05

116 Madagascar 0.05

117 Nicaragua 0.05

118 Turkmenistan 0.05

119 Honduras 0.05

120 Lithuania 0.05

121 Bahrain 0.05

122 Sierra Leone 0.05

123 Gabon 0.04

124 Namibia 0.04

125 Costa Rica 0.04

126 Moldova 0.04

127 Guinea 0.04

128 Latvia 0.04

129 Papua New Guinea 0.04

130 Mauritania 0.04

131 Kyrgyzstan 0.04

132 Mozambique 0.04

133 Congo 0.04

134 Tajikistan 0.04

135 Bahamas (the) 0.04

136 Togo 0.03

137 Iceland 0.03

138 Zimbabwe 0.03

139 Mali 0.03

140 Burkina Faso 0.03

Table 8. Countries Rated by the Index of Potential of International Influence (continued)
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No. Country Score

141 Malta 0.03

142 Mauritius 0.03

143 Botswana 0.03

144 Albania 0.03

145 FYR of Macedonia 0.03

146 Guyana 0.03

147 Suriname 0.03

148 Benin 0.03

149 Malawi 0.03

150 Niger 0.03

151 Mongolia 0.02

152 Haiti 0.02

153 Fiji 0.02

154 Central African Republic 0.02

155 Estonia 0.02

156 Djibouti 0.02

157 Barbados 0.02

158 Guinea-Bissau 0.02

159 Swaziland 0.02

160 Lesotho 0.02

161 Gambia 0.02

162 Equatorial Guinea 0.02

163 Somalia 0.01

164 Maldives (the) 0.01

165 Liberia 0.01

166 Belize 0.01

No. Country Score

167 Cape Verde 0.01

168 Comoros (the) 0.01

169 Timor-Leste 0.01

170 Bhutan 0.01

171 Antigua and Barbuda 0.01

172 Seychelles (the) 0.01

173 Saint Kitts and Nevis 0.01

174 Vanuatu 0.01

175 Grenada 0.01

176 Dominica 0.01

177 Samoa 0.01

178 San Marino 0.01

179 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 0.01

180 Saint Lucia 0.01

181 Solomon Islands 0.01

182 São Tomé and Príncipe 0.01

183 Tonga 0.01

184 Kiribati 0.00

185 Marshall Islands 0.00

186 Micronesia 0.00

187 Palau 0.00

188 Andorra 0.00

189 Liechtenstein 0.00

190 Monaco 0.00

191 Nauru 0.00

192 Tuvalu 0.00

Table 8. Countries Rated by the Index of Potential of International Influence (continued)

2.2.4. Countries Rated by the Quality  
 of Life Index

It would not be surprising to find this ranking topped by successful 
and democratic countries — Luxembourg (quite an “anomalous” leader), 
followed by Ireland, Norway, San Marino, the USA, Switzerland, Iceland, 
the United Kingdom, Australia, Belgium, and other countries. At the other 
extreme, the succession of failures is led, from bottom up, by the Central 
African Republic, Afghanistan, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, 
Zambia, Burundi, Chad, Ethiopia, Kenya, Rwanda, Guinea-Bissau, etc.
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Characteristically, none of the rating leaders is an autocracy. One has 
to go some lines down to find any (Qatar, Bahrain, Kuwait, and the United 
Arab Emirates, for example), even though they give their people a relatively 
high quality of life. Conversely, “quality of life failures” are apparent 
non-democracies. The quality of life is also largely due to an efficient and 
substantial stateness.

Our tentative conclusion is that the quality of life depends much on 
(but is not guaranteed by) successful and self-sufficient stateness. No rule 
is without an exception, though, like San Marino, Monaco, and Andorra 
here. Grave external and internal threats are the most serious obstacles to 
attaining a high quality of life. One final point, the rare exceptions regardless, 
is that the quality of life is higher in democracies than elsewhere.

Russia holds 73rd position in this ranking, a pretty low place to be in. 
The plausible explanations are low life expectancy, high death rates, and 
low spending on public health care. Among other post-Soviet countries, 
Russia is surpassed by Estonia, Lithuania, and Latvia, and trailed by 
Belarus, Ukraine, Armenia, Kazakhstan, Georgia, Kyrgyzstan, Azerbaijan, 
Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, Moldova, and Tajikistan.

Table 9. Countries Rated by the Quality of Life Index

No. Country Score

1 Luxembourg 10.00

2 Ireland 6.88

3 Norway 6.86

4 San Marino 6.71

5 USA 6.53

6 Switzerland 6.32

7 Iceland 6.25

8 United Kingdom 6.25

9 Australia 6.17

10 Belgium 6.14

11 Netherlands (the) 6.12

12 Sweden 6.11

13 Austria 6.08

14 Japan 6.05

15 Canada 6.04

16 Denmark 6.01

17 Finland 5.96

18 Monaco 5.89

19 France 5.84

20 Andorra 5.77

No. Country Score

21 Italy 5.72

22 Germany 5.55

23 Spain 5.42

24 Liechtenstein 5.42

25 Singapore 5.40

26 Taiwan 5.28

27 Israel 5.24

28 New Zealand 5.23

29 United Arab Emirates 5.06

30 Cyprus 5.00

31 Brunei Darussalam 4.93

32 Greece 4.87

33 Republic of Korea 4.66

34 Portugal 4.65

35 Slovenia 4.65

36 Malta 4.50

37 Kuwait 4.31

38 Czech Republic 4.28

39 Bahrain 4.27

40 Qatar 4.22
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No. Country Score

41 Barbados 4.06

42 Seychelles (the) 3.86

43 Hungary 3.80

44 Bahamas (the) 3.65

45 Chile 3.60

46 Argentina 3.58

47 Estonia 3.57

48 Poland 3.55

49 Slovakia 3.55

50 Lithuania 3.52

51 Oman 3.48

52 Croatia 3.44

53 Costa Rica 3.39

54 Saint Kitts and Nevis 3.32

55 Latvia 3.29

56 Saudi Arabia 3.21

57 Uruguay 3.21

58 Antigua and Barbuda 3.19

59 Mexico 3.18

60 Mauritius 3.11

61 Malaysia 3.06

62 Trinidad and Tobago 2.96

63 Libya 2.92

64 Panama 2.91

65 Brazil 2.83

66 Tonga 2.79

67 Palau 2.76

68 Tunisia 2.75

69 Colombia 2.71

70 Bulgaria 2.71

71 Cuba 2.71

72 Belize 2.69

73 Russia 2.68

74 Bosnia and Herzegovina 2.67

75 FYR of Macedonia 2.67

Table 9. Countries Rated by the Quality of Life Index (continued)

No. Country Score

76 Grenada 2.66

77 Thailand 2.66

78 Romania 2.62

79 Dominica 2.60

80 Algeria 2.58

81 Saint Lucia 2.54

82 Venezuela 2.53

83 Ecuador 2.53

84 Peru 2.51

85 Iran 2.49

86 Albania 2.47

87 Sri Lanka 2.47

88 Lebanon 2.45

89 Belarus 2.44

90 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 2.43

91 Dominican Republic 2.39

92 El Salvador 2.37

93 Philippines (the) 2.37

94 Cape Verde 2.36

95 China 2.35

96 Samoa 2.33

97 Paraguay 2.32

98 Jordan 2.31

99 Turkey 2.27

100 Syria 2.25

101 Ukraine 2.20

102 Fiji 2.18

103 Jamaica 2.15

104 Armenia 2.13

105 Suriname 2.12

106 Egypt 2.11

107 Kazakhstan 2.04

108 Serbia and Montenegro 2.04

109 Guatemala 2.02

110 Nicaragua 2.01
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No. Country Score

111 South Africa 2.00

112 Vietnam 1.98

113 Morocco 1.93

114 Georgia 1.91

115 Maldives (the) 1.90

116 Indonesia 1.86

117 Guyana 1.83

118 Bolivia 1.77

119 Honduras 1.76

120 Vanuatu 1.75

121 Kyrgyzstan 1.72

122 Azerbaijan 1.71

123 Turkmenistan 1.70

124 Micronesia 1.64

125 India 1.60

126 Gabon 1.58

127 Botswana 1.58

128 Uzbekistan 1.53

129 Moldova 1.52

130 Kiribati 1.47

131 North Korea 1.46

132 Mongolia 1.43

133 Bhutan 1.40

134 Namibia 1.40

135 São Tomé and Príncipe 1.34

136 Marshall Islands 1.34

137 Nauru 1.32

138 Nepal 1.32

139 Tajikistan 1.30

140 Comoros (the) 1.29

141 Bangladesh 1.28

142 Iraq 1.28

143 Pakistan 1.25

144 Togo 1.15

145 Solomon Islands 1.13

Table 9. Countries Rated by the Quality of Life Index (continued)

No. Country Score

146 Myanmar 1.12

147 Tuvalu 1.09

148 Cambodia 1.06

149 Yemen 1.02

150 Ghana 0.99

151 Timor-Leste 0.98

152 Benin 0.98

153 Laos 0.97

154 Guinea 0.94

155 Sierra Leone 0.94

156 Uganda 0.92

157 Lesotho 0.91

158 Madagascar 0.90

159 Gambia 0.89

160 Mauritania 0.86

161 Senegal 0.83

162 Haiti 0.78

163 Sudan 0.78

164 Mali 0.76

165 Burkina Faso 0.74

166 Liberia 0.74

167 Swaziland 0.71

168 Papua New Guinea 0.66

169 Congo 0.62

170 Eritrea 0.60

171 Malawi 0.59

172 Zimbabwe 0.58

173 Angola 0.54

174 Mozambique 0.54

175 Equatorial Guinea 0.51

176 Niger 0.49

177 Cameroon 0.48

178 Djibouti 0.48

179 Somalia 0.44

180 Tanzania 0.43
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No. Country Score

181 Nigeria 0.41

182 Côte d’Ivoire 0.37

183 Guinea-Bissau 0.36

184 Rwanda 0.35

185 Kenya 0.34

186 Ethiopia 0.33

Table 9. Countries Rated by the Quality of Life Index (continued)

No. Country Score

187 Chad 0.31

188 Burundi 0.30

189 Zambia 0.29

190 Democratic Republic of the Congo 0.27

191 Afghanistan 0.18

192 Central African Republic 0.00

2.2.5. Countries Rated by the Index  
 of Institutional Basis  
 of Democracy

This rating is led by established democracies with long-standing 
traditions of parliamentarianism and representative government, in 
particular, Switzerland, Canada, the Netherlands, Denmark, Norway, Finland, 
New Zealand, Sweden, Austria, Belgium, etc. On the bottom are Myanmar, 
Mauritania, Somalia, Sudan, Angola, Turkmenistan, Eritrea, Djibouti, the 
Democratic Republic of the Congo, Saudi Arabia, ad other countries. The 
parameters making up this index give (in accordance with modern political 
tradition) a certain edge to systems incorporating a high parliamentary 
competition. For this reason, presidential democracies (for example, the 
US) are ranked slightly below, but their humble position is balanced off by 
other index variables.

Countries between the two rating extremes are highly diversified 
internally — from Romania, Lithuania, and Luxembourg to Uzbekistan, 
Congo, and Syria. Some of them are showing signs of leaning pointedly 
toward authoritarianism and yet beginning, under the existing regimes, to 
acquire institutional experience of minimal competition and representation 
of the interest groups, while others, certainly countries of democratic choice, 
are facing inherent problems of democratic development.

These specifics and appropriate correlations between the indices show, 
in particular, that the democratic foundations of national development 
have their roots reaching deep back into history, having been built up 

“brick by brick”, rather than designed to give an arbitrary institutional 
pattern. Democracy does not take roots in an environment of high threats; 
it is practically unrelated to a country’s potential of international influence, 
and yet, when the democratic foundations are built on, the result is a high 
quality of life, among other things.

Russia is placed relatively low in this ranking, in 93rd place (with 5.2 
points out of possible 10). The causes range from a short-lived democratic 
tradition, low competition for the executive, recent instabilities, and 
attempts at unconstitutional change of government, among the most 
serious ones. On most counts, Russia is trailing a way behind Western 
democracies (ranked 10 to 6.85 points), but, in principle, it fares much 
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better than any undemocratic countries, from Georgia (1.8) and Iran (1.8) to 
Somalia (0.02) and Myanmar (0.0). Among the post-Soviet countries, Russia 
is behind Lithuania, Ukraine, Latvia, Estonia, Armenia, and Moldova, but 
ahead of Azerbaijan, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, Georgia, 
Tajikistan, and Turkmenistan.

It is, though, important to note that Russia occupies a position in the 
middle of the ranking, which is a wide spectrum of very different countries, 
political systems, and regimes that are certainly not models of democracy 
and yet have institutional foundations of democracy and are probing for 
their development models.

No. Country Score

1 Switzerland 10.00

2 Canada 8.42

3 Netherlands (the) 8.38

4 Denmark 8.35

5 Norway 8.29

6 Finland 8.23

7 New Zealand 8.17

8 Sweden 8.12

9 Austria 8.09

10 Belgium 7.99

11 Ireland 7.96

12 Iceland 7.53

13 Andorra 7.43

14 Israel 7.41

15 Spain 7.36

16 India 7.35

17 Tuvalu 7.33

18 USA 7.30

19 France 7.25

20 United Kingdom 7.12

21 Taiwan 7.09

22 Mexico 7.06

23 Australia 7.02

24 Italy 7.02

25 Greece 6.98

26 Malta 6.95

Table 10. Countries Rated by the Index of Institutional Basis of Democracy

No. Country Score

27 Croatia 6.95

28 Hungary 6.94

29 Argentina 6.91

30 Dominica 6.85

31 Romania 6.69

32 Lithuania 6.69

33 Luxembourg 6.67

34 Republic of Korea 6.62

35 Germany 6.60

36 Czech Republic 6.56

37 Costa Rica 6.50

38 San Marino 6.50

39 Mongolia 6.48

40 Poland 6.47

41 Ukraine 6.46

42 Cape Verde 6.46

43 Japan 6.46

44 Portugal 6.44

45 Slovenia 6.43

46 Bulgaria 6.42

47 Kiribati 6.42

48 Mauritius 6.35

49 Malawi 6.31

50 Trinidad and Tobago 6.26

51 Brazil 6.25

52 Latvia 6.23
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No. Country Score

53 São Tomé and Príncipe 6.23

54 Serbia and Montenegro 6.18

55 Guyana 6.18

56 Albania 6.09

57 Palau 6.07

58 Estonia 6.03

59 Vanuatu 6.02

60 Zambia 6.01

61 Slovakia 5.98

62 Papua New Guinea 5.92

63 Philippines (the) 5.91

64 Dominican Republic 5.90

65 Chile 5.88

66 Solomon Islands 5.88

67 Armenia 5.86

68 Paraguay 5.86

69 Ecuador 5.83

70 Fiji 5.83

71 Jamaica 5.82

72 Saint Kitts and Nevis 5.80

73 Lebanon 5.80

74 Suriname 5.77

75 Cyprus 5.77

76 FYR of Macedonia 5.74

77 Samoa 5.72

78 Bosnia and Herzegovina 5.72

79 Sri Lanka 5.69

80 Panama 5.69

81 Moldova 5.64

82 Grenada 5.59

83 Marshall Islands 5.57

84 Honduras 5.53

85 Uruguay 5.52

86 Indonesia 5.44

87 Colombia 5.43

Table 10. Countries Rated by the Index of Institutional Basis of Democracy (continued)

No. Country Score

88 Botswana 5.43

89 Liechtenstein 5.43

90 Micronesia 5.38

91 Bahamas (the) 5.36

92 Peru 5.35

93 Russia 5.24

94 South Africa 5.23

95 Niger 5.22

96 Guatemala 5.21

97 Bangladesh 5.16

98 El Salvador 5.16

99 Turkey 5.13

100 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 5.10

101 Nicaragua 5.09

102 Belize 5.02

103 Bolivia 4.99

104 Liberia 4.99

105 Saint Lucia 4.98

106 Antigua and Barbuda 4.92

107 Barbados 4.91

108 Thailand 4.79

109 Madagascar 4.79

110 Lesotho 4.74

111 Mali 4.73

112 Venezuela 4.63

113 Cambodia 4.59

114 Côte d’Ivoire 4.57

115 Seychelles (the) 4.51

116 Ghana 4.42

117 Guinea-Bissau 4.40

118 Nigeria 4.39

119 Senegal 4.36

120 Kenya 4.36

121 Timor-Leste 4.25

122 Nauru 4.21
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No. Country Score

123 Afghanistan 4.21

124 Ethiopia 4.03

125 Mozambique 3.74

126 Sierra Leone 3.73

127 Tanzania 3.71

128 Namibia 3.66

129 Algeria 3.64

130 Malaysia 3.63

131 Togo 3.53

132 Comoros (the) 3.53

133 Gambia 3.52

134 Morocco 3.49

135 Azerbaijan 3.46

136 Singapore 3.43

137 Zimbabwe 3.39

138 Cameroon 3.27

139 Central African Republic 3.20

140 Haiti 3.08

141 Iraq 3.03

142 Burkina Faso 2.93

143 Chad 2.92

144 Burundi 2.90

145 Gabon 2.79

146 Benin 2.77

147 Rwanda 2.68

148 Pakistan 2.45

149 Belarus 2.23

150 Monaco 2.21

151 Egypt 2.21

152 Kazakhstan 2.10

153 Tunisia 2.10

154 Kyrgyzstan 2.10

155 Kuwait 1.99

156 Uganda 1.96

157 Syria 1.91

Table 10. Countries Rated by the Index of Institutional Basis of Democracy (continued)

No. Country Score

158 Congo 1.91

159 Uzbekistan 1.87

160 Georgia 1.79

161 Iran 1.76

162 Jordan 1.64

163 Guinea 1.60

164 Bhutan 1.57

165 Maldives (the) 1.43

166 Equatorial Guinea 1.42

167 Nepal 1.41

168 Bahrain 1.39

169 Laos 1.33

170 Tonga 1.31

171 Yemen 1.14

172 Tajikistan 1.05

173 Oman 1.02

174 Swaziland 0.94

175 Qatar 0.82

176 Cuba 0.72

177 Vietnam 0.70

178 China 0.69

179 North Korea 0.68

180 Libya 0.65

181 Brunei Darussalam 0.64

182 United Arab Emirates 0.64

183 Saudi Arabia 0.64

184 Democratic Republic of the Congo 0.55

185 Djibouti 0.41

186 Eritrea 0.04

187 Turkmenistan 0.03

188 Angola 0.03

189 Sudan 0.03

190 Somalia 0.02

191 Mauritania 0.00

192 Myanmar 0.00
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2.2.6. Correlations Between the Indices

The analysis brings out significant correlations193 between several 
indices derived in the Political Atlas project. In particular, the stateness 
index correlates negatively with the external and internal threats index and 
positively with the quality of life and potential of international influence 
indices. The institutional basis of democracy index correlates positively 
with the quality of life index. Finally, the external and internal threats index 
correlates negatively with the institutional basis of democracy and quality 
of life indices.

Since the index variables capture — political, economic, social, and 
many other aspects of states’ life, correlations between the five indices 
reveal connections between these aspects, which we have supported 
empirically for 192 countries. Studying these connections could become 
an independent and quite promising field of research.

 Stateness  
Index 

External and 
Internal Threats 

Index

Index of 
Institutional 

Basis of 
Democracy

Quality of Life 
Index

Index of 
Potential of 

International 
Influence

Stateness Index 1.000 –0.627 0.465 0.761 0.581

External and 
Internal Threats 
Index

–0.627 1.000 –0.534 –0.813 –0.166

Index of 
Institutional Basis 
of Democracy

0.465 –0.534 1.000 0.570 0.156

Quality of Life 
Index 0.761 –0.813 0.570 1.000 0.321

Index of Potential 
of International 
Influence

0.581 –0.166 0.156 0.321 1.000

193 Of the several correlation 
coefficients, we use Spearman’s 
rank correlation coefficient.

Table 11. Correlations Between the Indices
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image 1. Correlation between the Stateness index and the index of external and internal threats

image 2. Correlation between the Quality of Life index and the Stateness index



Political Atlas of the Modern World

151

image 3. Correlation between the Quality of Life index and the external and internal threats index

image 4. Correlation between the index of institutional Basis of Democracy and the Quality of Life index
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image 5. Correlation between the index of institutional Basis of Democracy  
and the external and internal threats index

2.2.7. Correlation between the Institutional Basis 
 of Democracy Index and Democracy Indices  
 of Other Projects

It is common practice in international research devoted to index 
construction to show correlations between a newly constructed index (or 
rather, the ranking derived from it) and indices (or rankings) constructed by 
other researchers studying a similar subject. A more or less high correlation 
degree says that the new index is in the research mainstream. In particular, 
this means that the index (ranking) constructed by a different methodology 
using different variables conveys, more or less accurately, the picture 
presented by other researchers’ indices (rankings). The correlation being 
high, but not absolute, the new index, confirming other researchers’ overall 
picture of the world, differs from them in nuances. If applied to democracy 
indices, these nuances may produce differences in the assessments of a 
small number of countries.

If, however, the new index correlates poorly with other researchers’ 
indices, this could mean that either a breakthrough has been achieved in 
the understanding of the subject researched or, more probably, that an 
error was made in computations or choice of variables. If, for example, the 
new democracy index ranks North Korea, Iran, and Vietnam among the 
most democratic countries, and puts the United Kingdom, Switzerland, and 
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Germany in the authoritarian category, it means that a serious error has 
occurred.

After we ranked countries according to the index of institutional 
basis of democracy, we correlated it with the rankings calculated by 
other researchers.194 These included, first, the indices constructed on 
the basis of rigid quantity or quality data (Vanhanen’s Democratization 
Index and the Polity Index), and second, more “politically loaded” indices 
constructed from expert interviews (Freedom House’s political rights and 
civil liberties index).

In fact, we obtained positive results — we achieved a relatively 
high, though not absolute, correlation with all indices constructed by other 
researchers (see: Table 12). Our results are close to the other researchers’ 
findings, without duplicating them. There are some differences between 
the indices in the nuances, including significant differences on several 
countries (Russia included).

Index of 
Institutional 

Basis of 
Democracy

The Polity 
Index 

Vanhanen’s 
Democratization 

Index

Freedom 
House’s 

Political Rights 
Index

Freedom 
House’s Civil 

Liberties Index

Index of 
Institutional 
Basis of 
Democracy

1.000 0.863 0.862 –0.824 –0.820

The Polity Index 0.863 1.000 0.813 –0.903 –0.885

Vanhanen’s 
Democratization 
Index

0.862 0.813 1.000 –0.803 –0.801

Freedom House’s 
Political Rights 
Index

–0.824 –0.903 –0.803 1.000 0.951

Freedom House’s 
Civil Liberties 
Index

–0.820 –0.885 –0.801 0.951 1.000

194 Spearman’s correlation 
coefficient is used in this case as 
well.

Table 12. Correlations between Democracy Indices
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image 6. Correlation between the index of institutional Basis of Democracy and the Polity iV index

image 7. Correlation between the index of institutional Basis of Democracy and the index 
of Democratization Developed by t. Vanhanen
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image 8. Correlation between the index of institutional Basis of Democracy and the index  
of Political rights Developed by Freedom House

image 9. Correlation between the index of institutional Basis of Democracy  
and the index of Civil Liberties Developed by Freedom House
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2.3. Countries Classified by the Principal  
 Components Method

2.3.1. Four Principal Components

The system of five comprehensive ratings produced under this project 
for all the world’s countries contains valuable data open for non-trivial 
interpretation. In particular, we believe that comprehensive ratings allow 
a more adequate picture of Russia’s real place — contradictory and 
ambiguous, mixing strong and weak points.

And yet, as we said above, assigning rankings is not our ultimate 
aim, but only a tool to complete a classification analysis. Our academic 
objective is to reveal the inner relationships between different 
countries and groups of countries in order to subsequently perform 
a multidimensional classification, rather than simply rank countries 
according to the indices we have developed. To achieve our objective, 
we had to reduce the number of variables by the principal components 
method. This method enabled us to identify sets of variables highlighting 
the essential aspects (components) of the study subjects and showing 
how closely similar or vastly different the subjects actually are.

To make this point again, the principal components method can be 
applied to the entire set of variables characterizing the maximum possible 
range (within the framework of the research goal) of parameters reflecting 
the specifics of the countries’ political existence and development. Because 
of the extreme diversity of these variables as a reflection of the multiplicity 
and different nature of the countries’ economic, social, demographic, 
political, and other specifics, we applied this method to the sets of indices 
we constructed. This two-level approach (indices at the first reduction 
level and principal components at the second) allows us to solve a dual 
problem — screening out some “statistical noise” which is crucial for the 
effective application of mathematical methods and simplification of the 
political interpretation of the results obtained. Interdisciplinary synthesis 
of mathematics and political science requires a methodology capable of 
sorting out the specifics of every single component.

As a result of the analysis performed, our five indices were “rolled up” 
into four principal components, each representing, so to speak, a specific 
projection of the world’s political reality. These principal components show 
(in descending order) the highest percentages of similarities and differences 
between countries for different combinations of indices. The first component 
explains 55.4 percent of the dispersion in index measures; the second 
component explains another 26.4 percent, the third component, a further 11.2 
percent, and the fourth component disposes of the remaining 7 percent. The 
high explanatory potential of the first component suggests indirectly that 
a correct choice of variables incorporated into the indices was made. The 
first and second components, put together, explain nearly 82 percent of the 
similarities and differences between countries, the third component raising 
the explanation percentage to 93 percent, and the fourth, to 100 percent.
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Table 13. Percentage of Variance Explained by Principle Components

Component Percentage explained Cumulative percentage

1 55.4 55.4

2 26.4 81.8

3 11.2 93.0

4 7.0 100

The first principal component describes amply enough more than a half 
of all differences between countries (55.4 percent of the dispersion of index 
values describing all countries). It is worth remembering, though, that these 
are far from being top players on the global arena. This component displays 
a projection of the world in which external and internal threats are set 
against the quality of life (and also stateness and institutional basis of 
democracy), with the international influence factor near zero. This is a sort 
of projection for national survival and its quality. For many “unfortunate” 
countries, their main preoccupation is surviving and easing the heavy 
burden of external and internal threats. For their opposites, the “fortunate” 
countries, a high quality of secure life is a chief priority, in the name of 
which they are ready to give up many ambitions, including international 
influence, in the first place.

Given the high explanatory potential of the first principal component, 
the tentative conclusion that suggests itself is that (quite in the spirit of 
Realpolitik) for a majority of countries their place and pattern of relationships 
with the rest of the world depend on the magnitude of threats and 
challenges they are compelled to respond, one way or another. The quality 
of life these countries can afford as well as the levels of their stateness 
and democratic institutional basis they achieve largely depend on the 
adequacy of their response to existing and potential external and internal 
threats. A high level of threats (at one extreme of the first component) may 
explain a low quality of life, but it is also possible that the low quality of life 
(at the other extreme of the first component) may be a threat to democracy 
and/or stateness. Opposing external and internal threats (if there are any 
and how large they are) is a priority for any national policy, with much — 
quality of life, stateness, and level of democracy — depending on how 
successfully it is fulfilled. This is, in crude form, the essence of the first 
principal component.

The second principal component that is effective in describing over a 
quarter of all differences between existing countries (26.4 percent of the 
dispersion of index values) gives another projection of our world, a world 
in which stateness and democracy are set against one another. The factor 
of “external and internal threats” is reduced to zero here, and importance of 

“quality of life” and “potential of international influence” is at its minimum. 
This we call the democratic state basis projection. It applies to countries 
for which the choice between building and maintaining a successful (self-
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sufficient) sovereign stateness, on one hand, and developing its democratic 
potential, on the other, is first priority under other identical conditions.

To repeat, we do not suggest a clash between these priorities, but only refer 
to their relative weights and distribution down the national development 
guideline. For some countries, self-sufficiency (success) of their own 
stateness (figuratively, its “level” but certainly not “quality” — a high level 
of stateness may be inherent in both democracies and dictatorships, as 
Zbigniew Brzezinski and Samuel Huntington showed brilliantly in their 
comparative study of the political systems of the US and the USSR195) is 
a definitive national criterion, while others give more priority to democratic 
choice — regardless of whether a state exercising its democratic choice 
is truly independent (rather than controlled from without) in formulating 
its domestic and foreign policies. This projection focuses, above all, on 
dependent “dwarfish” countries that surrender their stateness, self-
sufficiency, and sovereignty in exchange for democratic procedures, and 
on dictatorships, for which democracy is meaningless, while strong state 
power is an overriding priority.

The third principal component only explains the distinctions of one 
in ten countries (11.2 percent of the dispersion of index values). These 
are the distinctions of countries that choose between strong stateness, 
independence, and sovereignty, on the one hand, and the quality of life of 
their own populations on the other. This component is vital in understanding 
the motives of countries that build their national strategies on the choice 
between the following options: strong stateness at any cost, even to the 
detriment of the quality of their own populations’ life, or center on the quality 
of life regardless of how much self-sufficiency and sovereignty they have as 
states. In this case factors of threats, democracy, and potential influence are 
at their minimum. This component offers yet another projection (applicable 
to a small number of countries) of the world — “human cost” of stateness. 
Few countries give an adequate response to the challenge, but the problem 
exists nonetheless.

Finally, the fourth component applies to a very small number of countries 
(it only explains 7 percent of the dispersion for all countries generally, but 
it is very important for describing some of the countries central to an 
understanding of the modern world). These countries are at the core of the 
modern world system. This projection maximizes international influence 
in today’s world. There are very few countries capable of really shaping 
the destinies of the world. This unique capability brings them together in a 
select international club.

Unlike the other components, this component has only one sharp 
focus, pointing to international influence. It does not have an “anti-focus”, 
because all other countries outside the select club are measured in 
different dimensions. For a majority of countries (over 50 percent), this is 
a possibility to maintain national existence, for another quarter, it is either 
self-contained stateness or democracy imposed from outside, and for yet 
another 10 percent or so, it is a choice between a stronger stateness or a 
higher quality of life for their populations.

The “world influence club” is diverse on the inside. Some of its members 
(like India) have to respond to a wide spectrum of external and internal 

195 Zbigniew Brzezinski, Samuel P. 
Huntington, Political Power: USA /
USSR, Viking Press, N.Y., 1963.
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threats. Others (the United Kingdom, France, and Germany) have succeeded 
in keeping the balance between international influence and quality of life, 
between democracy and stateness. Still others (Russia, China, and India) are 
leaning toward stateness at the expense of quality of life. Finally, the club 
has its own nucleus (this point is verified by the results of the cluster analysis 
as well) — the United States, Russia, and China. The three are completely 

“different”, unexplainable by the logic applicable to the rest of the world.
Every country is explained by each of the principal components in a 

different measure. For example, the first component (“national survival 
and its quality”) explains almost completely both so-called failed states 
(Rwanda — 99.1 percent, Iraq — 97.5 percent, Congo — 94.7 percent, etc.) 
and successful “relaxed” countries (Australia — 98.4 percent, Belgium — 
96.5 percent, Liechtenstein — 91.0 percent, etc.). The second component 
(“democratic state basis”) gives a coherent explanation on many 
authoritarian regimes (Libya — 94.7 percent, Vietnam — 90.7 percent, 
Cuba — 90.1 percent, and so on) and a very small number of fully dependent 
democratic “clones” (Tuvalu — 90.5 percent, São Tomé and Príncipe — 80.1 
percent, Fiji — 63.0 percent, and so on), and also Moldova (81.0 percent) and 
Mongolia (78.4 percent). The third component (“human costs of stateness”) 
explains a few regimes that appear almost to have “forgotten” about their 
own populations (Guatemala — 84.8 percent, Colombia — 81.8 percent, 
Tonga — 69.4 percent, etc.). Finally, the fourth component (“worldwide 
influence”) highlights a group of leaders (the USA — 78.5 percent, Russia — 
75.6 percent, India — 73.5 percent, China — 41.2 percent, Germany — 41.1 
percent, and Japan — 40.5 percent, etc.) and separates them from all other 
countries of the world.

Country

First component 
(National 

Survival and Its 
Quality)

Second 
component 
(Democratic 
State Basis)

Third 
component 

(Human Costs of 
Stateness)

Fourth 
component  
(Worldwide 

Influence)

Australia 98.4 0.7 0.8 0.1

Austria 98.1 0.4 0.2 1.3

Azerbaijan 92.7 0.4 0.9 6.0

Albania 37.7 25.2 34.7 2.5

Algeria 21.6 77.3 0.3 0.7

Angola 76.5 22.9 0.0 0.6

Andorra 92.1 2.4 0.4 5.0

Antigua and Barbuda 67.7 9.5 5.3 17.5

Argentina 81.2 0.2 18.1 0.5

Armenia 0.0 75.4 20.7 3.8

Afghanistan 85.3 13.4 1.3 0.0

Bahamas (the) 59.9 6.7 1.6 31.9

Table 14. Percentage of Countries' Explanation by Principle Components
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Country

First component 
(National 

Survival and Its 
Quality)

Second 
component 
(Democratic 
State Basis)

Third 
component 

(Human Costs of 
Stateness)

Fourth 
component  
(Worldwide 

Influence)

Bangladesh 80.6 12.5 6.3 0.6

Barbados 56.8 0.8 1.8 40.6

Bahrain 37.6 45.3 12.9 4.2

Belize 46.3 22.5 7.4 23.8

Belarus 40.3 56.5 1.5 1.6

Belgium 96.5 0.4 2.1 1.1

Benin 99.3 0.0 0.7 0.0

Bulgaria 82.4 8.7 4.4 4.5

Bolivia 4.8 65.7 22.3 7.2

Bosnia and Herzegovina 12.6 52.1 30.8 4.5

Botswana 21.0 23.7 52.4 2.9

Brazil 55.0 3.0 29.2 12.8

Brunei Darussalam 28.4 53.2 11.3 7.2

Burkina Faso 99.3 0.3 0.0 0.4

Burundi 93.8 3.7 2.5 0.0

Bhutan 85.9 0.2 10.9 3.0

FYR of Macedonia 0.1 68.7 31.1 0.1

Vanuatu 22.1 77.6 0.0 0.2

United Kingdom 61.3 6.3 5.9 26.6

Hungary 93.2 3.5 3.1 0.2

Venezuela 1.7 39.5 55.2 3.6

Vietnam 8.4 90.7 0.0 0.8

Gabon 21.9 57.3 11.7 9.0

Haiti 96.1 0.8 0.0 3.1

Guyana 25.1 73.4 0.5 1.0

Gambia 94.2 0.9 2.7 2.2

Ghana 28.6 20.0 40.5 10.9

Guatemala 11.8 1.3 84.8 2.2

Guinea-Bissau 78.3 20.1 1.5 0.1

Guinea 81.3 15.1 1.1 2.6

Germany 44.7 12.6 1.5 41.1

Honduras 13.9 47.4 36.7 2.0

Grenada 14.0 79.4 4.9 1.7

Greece 88.0 0.4 2.6 9.0

Table 14. Percentage of Countries' Explanation by Principle Components (continued)
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Country

First component 
(National 

Survival and Its 
Quality)

Second 
component 
(Democratic 
State Basis)

Third 
component 

(Human Costs of 
Stateness)

Fourth 
component  
(Worldwide 

Influence)

Georgia 76.0 0.6 20.1 3.3

Denmark 94.9 3.7 0.3 1.1

Democratic Republic of the Congo 93.1 2.7 4.2 0.0

Djibouti 84.8 13.7 1.3 0.2

Dominica 17.9 81.6 0.4 0.1

Dominican Republic 33.7 0.6 63.3 2.4

Egypt 1.6 81.7 16.3 0.3

Zambia 58.6 30.9 10.3 0.3

Zimbabwe 78.2 0.6 16.5 4.7

Israel 33.5 29.4 18.1 19.0

India 19.1 5.2 2.2 73.5

Indonesia 60.8 0.7 33.2 5.3

Jordan 6.2 45.2 48.5 0.1

Iraq 97.5 0.3 0.0 2.2

Iran 11.5 82.8 5.6 0.1

Ireland 89.2 1.1 1.3 8.4

Iceland 83.0 2.3 1.2 13.5

Spain 96.2 1.3 1.7 0.8

Italy 78.0 3.7 2.3 15.9

Yemen 35.7 38.4 20.1 5.7

Cape Verde 12.6 82.8 2.4 2.3

Kazakhstan 7.9 89.4 1.0 1.7

Cambodia 84.8 7.1 6.6 1.5

Cameroon 94.2 1.2 3.4 1.3

Canada 92.3 0.1 0.9 6.6

Qatar 35.8 56.9 3.9 3.4

Kenya 61.7 7.4 29.1 1.8

Cyprus 74.7 1.5 10.9 12.9

Kiribati 23.0 76.2 0.6 0.2

China 2.0 56.6 0.0 41.4

North Korea 27.3 61.4 0.0 11.3

Colombia 1.6 3.0 81.8 13.6

Comoros (the) 31.1 25.3 27.7 15.9

Congo 94.7 2.4 0.3 2.5

Table 14. Percentage of Countries' Explanation by Principle Components (continued)
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Country

First component 
(National 

Survival and Its 
Quality)

Second 
component 
(Democratic 
State Basis)

Third 
component 

(Human Costs of 
Stateness)

Fourth 
component  
(Worldwide 

Influence)

Costa Rica 75.3 4.1 16.7 3.9

Côte d’Ivoire 75.1 22.4 0.8 1.7

Cuba 4.4 90.1 0.6 4.9

Kuwait 29.6 60.7 5.2 4.5

Kyrgyzstan 76.2 0.8 20.9 2.0

Laos 87.4 9.3 0.0 3.2

Latvia 73.1 24.5 2.2 0.1

Lesotho 67.8 14.8 16.9 0.6

Liberia 79.7 19.3 0.2 0.8

Lebanon 44.8 46.1 0.5 8.6

Libya 0.0 94.7 1.0 4.3

Lithuania 69.7 28.0 2.3 0.0

Liechtenstein 91.0 1.6 0.7 6.7

Luxembourg 69.2 0.8 14.6 15.3

Mauritius 83.1 8.7 7.9 0.3

Mauritania 81.9 10.0 7.2 0.9

Madagascar 62.4 24.3 13.2 0.2

Malawi 46.8 38.2 14.9 0.1

Malaysia 49.4 49.9 0.0 0.7

Mali 73.6 25.0 1.3 0.1

Maldives (the) 30.2 62.1 0.3 7.4

Malta 89.5 6.6 0.0 3.9

Morocco 0.5 59.7 37.6 2.2

Marshall Islands 9.9 78.9 5.9 5.3

Mexico 72.4 2.1 16.4 9.1

Micronesia 17.3 70.6 10.6 1.4

Mozambique 90.5 4.2 5.3 0.0

Monaco 53.3 29.1 7.6 10.1

Mongolia 0.8 78.4 19.9 0.9

Myanmar 52.1 39.2 6.0 2.7

Namibia 69.7 1.3 24.6 4.4

Nauru 70.4 23.8 5.7 0.0

Nepal 86.0 8.8 2.0 3.1

Niger 77.7 18.6 3.1 0.6

Table 14. Percentage of Countries' Explanation by Principle Components (continued)
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Country

First component 
(National 

Survival and Its 
Quality)

Second 
component 
(Democratic 
State Basis)

Third 
component 

(Human Costs of 
Stateness)

Fourth 
component  
(Worldwide 

Influence)

Nigeria 77.8 0.8 19.1 2.3

Netherlands (the) 96.3 0.4 0.8 2.4

Nicaragua 59.0 20.0 7.5 13.5

New Zealand 86.9 2.1 5.7 5.3

Norway 88.6 3.2 4.0 4.2

United Arab Emirates 26.2 51.4 17.7 4.8

Tanzania 82.2 3.2 12.7 1.9

Oman 3.0 82.7 2.8 11.5

Pakistan 54.2 33.6 5.8 6.4

Palau 11.6 60.1 27.3 1.0

Panama 82.9 4.7 11.6 0.8

Papua New Guinea 25.4 59.2 12.3 3.1

Paraguay 30.1 2.7 64.2 3.0

Peru 1.0 0.1 81.3 17.6

Poland 91.5 0.1 6.5 1.8

Portugal 96.5 0.1 1.9 1.6

Republic of Korea 76.5 9.3 13.2 0.9

Moldova 0.7 81.0 5.0 13.3

Russia 0.0 22.2 2.2 75.6

Rwanda 99.1 0.2 0.0 0.7

Romania 69.3 3.6 24.3 2.7

El Salvador 20.8 1.5 44.3 33.3

Samoa 8.0 79.7 10.6 1.7

San Marino 84.0 0.1 7.3 8.6

São Tomé and Príncipe 19.2 80.1 0.2 0.6

Saudi Arabia 0.0 90.6 0.5 8.9

Swaziland 47.7 43.8 7.7 0.8

Seychelles (the) 73.8 2.9 2.9 20.4

Senegal 86.8 12.8 0.0 0.4

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 30.2 43.3 14.8 11.6

Saint Kitts and Nevis 51.2 28.4 0.1 20.4

Saint Lucia 72.8 18.6 5.3 3.3

Serbia and Montenegro 18.6 62.9 3.5 15.1

Singapore 56.3 24.6 9.9 9.1

Table 14. Percentage of Countries' Explanation by Principle Components (continued)
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Country

First component 
(National 

Survival and Its 
Quality)

Second 
component 
(Democratic 
State Basis)

Third 
component 

(Human Costs of 
Stateness)

Fourth 
component  
(Worldwide 

Influence)

Syria 5.8 94.2 0.0 0.0

Slovakia 93.9 5.9 0.1 0.1

Slovenia 83.1 8.1 7.4 1.5

Solomon Islands 39.7 58.8 1.2 0.3

Somalia 84.2 14.2 0.5 1.1

Sudan 83.9 13.2 1.2 1.6

Suriname 53.0 5.6 41.3 0.1

USA 1.4 14.4 5.8 78.5

Sierra Leone 92.6 5.4 0.5 1.4

Tajikistan 87.5 3.8 4.6 4.2

Thailand 84.3 1.7 6.1 7.9

Taiwan 48.4 12.1 5.8 33.7

Timor-Leste 71.6 20.4 8.0 0.0

Togo 88.1 6.4 4.6 0.9

Tonga 0.1 29.6 69.4 1.0

Trinidad and Tobago 83.1 3.1 13.8 0.0

Tuvalu 6.0 90.5 0.1 3.5

Tunisia 0.4 83.9 0.2 15.4

Turkmenistan 7.7 87.7 1.6 3.0

Turkey 3.7 19.0 44.5 32.8

Uganda 91.2 5.3 0.5 3.0

Uzbekistan 16.5 73.5 9.2 0.8

Ukraine 26.4 39.8 0.1 33.6

Uruguay 77.4 1.9 20.1 0.6

Fiji 4.8 63.0 29.2 3.0

Philippines (the) 62.7 7.2 15.8 14.3

Finland 96.3 1.8 0.1 1.9

France 61.0 5.4 2.2 31.4

Croatia 60.1 35.8 3.4 0.7

Central African Republic 93.0 5.9 1.1 0.0

Chad 88.7 5.6 5.6 0.0

Czech Republic 90.9 6.7 2.4 0.0

Chile 74.7 1.4 20.9 3.1

Switzerland 95.0 4.5 0.5 0.0

Table 14. Percentage of Countries' Explanation by Principle Components (continued)
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Country

First component 
(National 

Survival and Its 
Quality)

Second 
component 
(Democratic 
State Basis)

Third 
component 

(Human Costs of 
Stateness)

Fourth 
component  
(Worldwide 

Influence)

Sweden 98.6 0.8 0.0 0.5

Sri Lanka 74.5 15.6 0.0 9.9

Ecuador 41.6 55.2 0.4 2.9

Equatorial Guinea 96.1 1.5 2.1 0.3

Eritrea 89.1 7.5 2.5 0.8

Estonia 60.9 27.4 11.6 0.2

Ethiopia 95.0 2.8 0.5 1.7

South Africa 39.3 3.3 50.7 6.6

Jamaica 35.0 1.6 63.0 0.5

Japan 24.5 31.8 3.2 40.5

2.3.2. Countries Classified in the Principal  
 Components Space

Each of the components identified is centered on vital (statistically 
ascending or descending, above all) comprehensive characteristics that 
show similarities and differences between countries as we know them today. 
A combination of these components reveals how and by which parameters 
the countries correlate with one another. Clearly, the four-dimensional space 
created by these components is an analytically unworkable abstraction. For 
this reason, a projection of this space in separate two-dimensional planes 
is used from now on in this study.

Index significance curves constructed on the axes of the components 
studied help to see the contribution the indices make to each component, 
which is necessary to interpret the results. The curves show the logic 
behind a component defining the pattern of relationships among countries. 
Where an index is near zero (disregarding sign of deviation from zero) in 
the component space, it has a minimum weight in the given component 
coordinate system. And, vice versa, indices (or any combinations of indices) 
have the greatest weights when they gravitate toward the component 
poles (see: image 10).

An analysis of countries arranged within a hypothetical four-dimensional 
space of the principal components provides important data for country 
classifications. The first and second components contain most information 
(almost 82 percent together) needed to explain the similarities and 
differences between countries. After exclusion of countries expained by less 
than 40 percent, the world’s pattern is flattened into a recognizable ellipse, 
with the first component axis producing a “threat arc” on the right (Ethiopia, 
Mozambique, Tajikistan, Afghanistan, Rwanda, Chad, Nigeria, Cameroon, 
and other countries) and a “quality of life pole” on the left (Austria, Sweden, 

Table 14. Percentage of Countries' Explanation by Principle Components (continued)
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image 10. Weights of indices in Components 1 and 2

image 11. Countries in the Space of Components 1 and 2 
(with exclusion of Countries explained by less than 40%)
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Belgium, the Netherlands, the Czech Republic, Luxembourg, San Marino, 
etc.). On the top of the second component axis one may notice “democracy 
without stateness” pole (Tuvalu, Dominica, Cape Verde, Fiji, Samoa, etc.) 
and “stateness without democracy” pole at the bottom (Saudi Arabia, Libya, 
Tunisia, Iran, Turkmenistan, Kuwait, Egypt, etc.). This pattern does not show 
any sovereign and democratic countries at all (see: image 11).

This points, among other things, to the relativity of the stateness 
to democracy opposition. Democratic institutions and practices do 
not exist in “out of the state” context, and democracy is only exercised 
through specialized state structures and their partnership with civil 
society institutions.

The “threat arc” is the locus of countries living under a constant stress, 
for which survival is the chief concern they manage to quell by keeping 
the quality of life at a low level, sustaining a fragile stateness, and doing 
without democratic institutions no matter how weak. Their opposite is a 
more compact group of countries for which top priority is a high quality of 
life and most of which have opted for democracy and moderate stateness.

Special attention should be given to countries at the bottom and top 
of the ellipse on the second component axis. They appear to be moving 
away from the threat pole and toward a high quality of life, but doing this 
along two opposite national development paths. In the first case, they are 
trying to escape the threats hanging over them, with accent on democratic 
development foundations, and in the other case, they put the accent on 
stateness.

Image 12. Weights of Indices in Components 1 and 4
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To remind, the first and second principal components fail to explain 
almost 20 percent of the countries that have very special features and 
priorities. Bringing in the fourth component (by plotting it over the first 
one) yields worthwhile analysis results because with less than 7 percent 
of the countries explained, it shows in close-up a few specific details of 
countries in the small worldwide influence club (see: image 12).

We observe in image 13 what appears, at first sight, a less structured 
pattern of countries, even if they continue to be arranged in two nodes on 
the first component axis, with countries exposed to considerable threats 
and living under constant stress on the right; and countries with a relatively 
high quality of life on the left. The amplest information is contained in the 
group of countries localized at the bottom of the square on the fourth 
component axis.

This is a very special group of countries for which potential interna-
tional influence outweighs all other factors and which, in fact, create 
a worldwide influence domain — they are, above all, the United States, 
Russia, China, Japan, India, Germany, France, and the United Kingdom. 
Some of them (India, for example) are shifted to the right along the first 
component axis, that is, they need to respond to considerable external 
and internal threats. Others (in particular, France, the United Kingdom, 
and Germany) are placed on the left, that is, they manage to keep 
a balance between international influence at one end and quality of life, 
stateness, and democracy, at the other. It should be noted that the US 

image 13. Countries in the Space of Components 1 and 4  
(with exclusion of Countries explained by less than 40%)
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and Russia stand apart in a relatively separate group because of their 
high explanatory fourth component potential (78.5 percent and 75.6 
percent, respectively).

The picture pattern changes significantly, however, with the third com-
ponent “human costs of stateness” added to the analysis (see: image 14).

The sum of the fourth and third components keeps the “influence 
segment” in full at the bottom of the square. In this position, though, 
some influential leaders have been found to lean toward stateness 
at the expense of quality of life (Russia, India, and Turkey), while others 
are seeking a balance between influence and quality of life (the United 
Kingdom, France, Germany, Japan, etc.) (see: image 15).

A further group of countries (Peru, Guatemala, El Salvador, Colombia, 
Honduras, etc.) not explained by the combination of the first and second 
components is best interpreted by plotting the first component on the 
third (see: image 16).

Nodes of countries shaped into arcs gravitating toward the threat pole 
or stateness, quality of life, and democracy pole are recognized distinctly 
on the first component axis. The mix of the first and third components 
providing explanation for just 66 percent of the differences between 
countries (compared to 82 percent for the first and second components), 
a considerable number of countries drops out of the analysis when countries 
explained by less than 40 percent are excluded. This blend of components 
is, however, most significant for some countries. Countries leaning toward 

image 14. Weights of indices in Components 3 and 4



Political Atlas of the Modern World

170

image 15. Countries in the Space of Components 3 and 4  
(with exclusion of Countries explained by less than 40%)

image 16. Weights of indices in Components 1 and 3
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the stateness pole along the third component axis (for example, Colombia, 
Peru, Venezuela, El Salvador, and Ghana) are either confronted with external 
and internal threats of a magnitude that forces them to combat the threats 
at the expense of democracy or do not face any significant threats and are 
each trying to achieve a balance between stateness and democracy as 
they understand it. This adds further evidence to the Realpolitik logic we 
spoke about above: no matter what their political priorities are, countries 
are bound to gear their national strategies to addressing problems of 
survival and looking for responses to challenges thrown to them. The 
rest, in fact, comes second (see: image 17).

image 17. Countries in the Space of Components 1 and 3  
(with exclusion of Countries explained by less than 40%)
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2.4. Countries Classified by the Cluster  
 Analysis

2.4.1. Experiment in Country Classification  
 by Cluster Analysis

Cluster analysis was also used to develop multidimensional 
classifications of countries in the Political Atlas project. We turned to the 
cluster analysis method to crosscheck and develop the conclusions we 
derived by constructing comprehensive country ratings and using the 
principal components method.

What new opportunities does cluster analysis bring? The answer is, it 
helps break down a set of objects studied (such as countries in our case) 
into groups (classes, or clusters) possessing similar characteristics of one 
kind or another. Indeed, the differences between objects in a cluster are 
smaller than their distinctions from all other objects in other clusters. These 
differences are established by processing the results of country descriptions 
given in the form of coordinates in a space of principal components obtained 
at preceding stages of analysis. All information about every country was 
rolled up at the preceding stages of analysis into country coordinates for 
each principal component. The distance between countries in the principal 
components space is now a measure of proximity of their characteristics — 
the smaller the distance the closer the basic characteristics.

Cluster analysis classification is carried out in accordance with the distances 
between countries measured in the Euclidean metric of a four-dimensional 
space defined by principal components. This standard, formalized, and purely 
geometrical approach helps describe the selected number of clusters very 
accurately, but it does not answer the question of why a country belongs to 
a particular cluster. For a more substantial interpretation of cluster analysis 
results, this project relied on qualitative interpretations for each of the principal 
components dealt with above and on information about the explanatory 
power of each component in a country’s description. The explanatory power 
of components for a specified country is actually the significance attached 
to the description of the country’s characteristics. Data on the explanatory 
power of each component applied to countries in a cluster were, therefore, 
used in the project as a bridge between formal clustering and qualitative 
description of the clusters formed. In this study, differences were attributed 
to the explanatory power of a principal component and to combination of 
the explanatory powers of two or more principal components. This was our 
approach to specify and amplify the classifications we made at the stage of 
universal comparisons of all the countries studied.

It is enough to browse through the table showing the results of our 
efforts to form 30 clusters to appreciate the meaningfulness and heuristic 
significance of the explanatory power of a principal component, and 
also combinations of the explanatory powers of two or more principal 
components. In table 15, each cluster is followed by its averaged value of 
the explanatory power of the principal components.
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Table 15. Clusters of Countries and the Explanatory Power of the Components (percent)

Country
Cluster 

(30-cluster 
scale)

First 
component

Second 
component

Third 
component

Fourth 
component

Australia 1 98.4 0.7 0.8 0.1

Austria 1 98.1 0.4 0.2 1.3

Andorra 1 92.1 2.4 0.4 5

Belgium 1 96.5 0.4 2.1 1.1

Hungary 1 93.2 3.5 3.1 0.2

Denmark 1 94.9 3.7 0.3 1.1

Ireland 1 89.2 1.1 1.3 8.4

Iceland 1 83 2.3 1.2 13.5

Spain 1 96.2 1.3 1.7 0.8

Canada 1 92.3 0.1 0.9 6.6

Latvia 1 73.1 24.5 2.2 0.1

Lithuania 1 69.7 28 2.3 0

Liechtenstein 1 91 1.6 0.7 6.7

Malta 1 89.5 6.6 0 3.9

Netherlands (the) 1 96.3 0.4 0.8 2.4

Norway 1 88.6 3.2 4 4.2

Slovakia 1 93.9 5.9 0.1 0.1

Slovenia 1 83.1 8.1 7.4 1.5

Finland 1 96.3 1.8 0.1 1.9

Croatia 1 60.1 35.8 3.4 0.7

Czech Republic 1 90.9 6.7 2.4 0

Switzerland 1 95 4.5 0.5 0

Sweden 1 98.6 0.8 0 0.5

Estonia 1 60.9 27.4 11.6 0.2

Average for the cluster 1 88.37 7.13 1.98 2.51

Azerbaijan 2 92.7 0.4 0.9 6

Afghanistan 2 85.3 13.4 1.3 0

Bangladesh 2 80.6 12.5 6.3 0.6

Benin 2 99.3 0 0.7 0

Burkina Faso 2 99.3 0.3 0 0.4

Burundi 2 93.8 3.7 2.5 0

Haiti 2 96.1 0.8 0 3.1

Gambia 2 94.2 0.9 2.7 2.2

Guinea-Bissau 2 78.3 20.1 1.5 0.1

Zambia 2 58.6 30.9 10.3 0.3
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Country
Cluster 

(30-cluster 
scale)

First 
component

Second 
component

Third 
component

Fourth 
component

Iraq 2 97.5 0.3 0 2.2

Cambodia 2 84.8 7.1 6.6 1.5

Cameroon 2 94.2 1.2 3.4 1.3

Côte d’Ivoire 2 75.1 22.4 0.8 1.7

Lesotho 2 67.8 14.8 16.9 0.6

Liberia 2 79.7 19.3 0.2 0.8

Lebanon 2 44.8 46.1 0.5 8.6

Madagascar 2 62.4 24.3 13.2 0.2

Malawi 2 46.8 38.2 14.9 0.1

Mali 2 73.6 25 1.3 0.1

Mozambique 2 90.5 4.2 5.3 0

Nauru 2 70.4 23.8 5.7 0

Niger 2 77.7 18.6 3.1 0.6

Nicaragua 2 59 20 7.5 13.5

Rwanda 2 99.1 0.2 0 0.7

Senegal 2 86.8 12.8 0 0.4

Sierra Leone 2 92.6 5.4 0.5 1.4

Timor-Leste 2 71.6 20.4 8 0

Togo 2 88.1 6.4 4.6 0.9

Philippines (the) 2 62.7 7.2 15.8 14.3

Central African Republic 2 93 5.9 1.1 0

Chad 2 88.7 5.6 5.6 0

Sri Lanka 2 74.5 15.6 0 9.9

Ethiopia 2 95 2.8 0.5 1.7

 Average for the cluster 2 81.02 12.66 4.17 2.15

Albania 3 37.7 25.2 34.7 2.5

Belize 3 46.3 22.5 7.4 23.8

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 3 30.2 43.3 14.8 11.6

Saint Kitts and Nevis 3 51.2 28.4 0.1 20.4

 Average for the cluster 3 41.35 29.85 14.25 14.575

Algeria 4 21.6 77.3 0.3 0.7

Vietnam 4 8.4 90.7 0 0.8

Iran 4 11.5 82.8 5.6 0.1

Maldives (the) 4 30.2 62.1 0.3 7.4

Syria 4 5.8 94.2 0 0

Table 15. Clusters of Countries and the Explanatory Power of the Components (percent) (continued)
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Country
Cluster 

(30-cluster 
scale)

First 
component

Second 
component

Third 
component

Fourth 
component

Turkmenistan 4 7.7 87.7 1.6 3

Uzbekistan 4 16.5 73.5 9.2 0.8

Average for the cluster 4 14.53 81.19 2.43 1.83

Angola 5 76.5 22.9 0 0.6

Bhutan 5 85.9 0.2 10.9 3

Guinea 5 81.3 15.1 1.1 2.6

Georgia 5 76 0.6 20.1 3.3

Democratic Republic of the Congo 5 93.1 2.7 4.2 0

Djibouti 5 84.8 13.7 1.3 0.2

Congo 5 94.7 2.4 0.3 2.5

Kyrgyzstan 5 76.2 0.8 20.9 2

Laos 5 87.4 9.3 0 3.2

Mauritania 5 81.9 10 7.2 0.9

Nepal 5 86 8.8 2 3.1

Somalia 5 84.2 14.2 0.5 1.1

Sudan 5 83.9 13.2 1.2 1.6

Tajikistan 5 87.5 3.8 4.6 4.2

Uganda 5 91.2 5.3 0.5 3

Equatorial Guinea 5 96.1 1.5 2.1 0.3

Eritrea 5 89.1 7.5 2.5 0.8

Average for the cluster 5 85.64 7.76 4.67 1.91

Antigua and Barbuda 6 67.7 9.5 5.3 17.5

Bahamas (the) 6 59.9 6.7 1.6 31.9

Barbados 6 56.8 0.8 1.8 40.6

Israel 6 33.5 29.4 18.1 19

Cyprus 6 74.7 1.5 10.9 12.9

Luxemburg 6 69.2 0.8 14.6 15.3

San Marino 6 84 0.1 7.3 8.6

Seychelles (the) 6 73.8 2.9 2.9 20.4

Taiwan 6 48.4 12.1 5.8 33.7

Average for the cluster 6 63.11 7.09 7.59 22.21

Argentina 7 81.2 0.2 18.1 0.5

Bulgaria 7 82.4 8.7 4.4 4.5

Greece 7 88 0.4 2.6 9

Costa Rica 7 75.3 4.1 16.7 3.9

Table 15. Clusters of Countries and the Explanatory Power of the Components (percent) (continued)
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Country
Cluster 

(30-cluster 
scale)

First 
component

Second 
component

Third 
component

Fourth 
component

Mauritius 7 83.1 8.7 7.9 0.3

Mexico 7 72.4 2.1 16.4 9.1

New Zealand 7 86.9 2.1 5.7 5.3

Panama 7 82.9 4.7 11.6 0.8

Poland 7 91.5 0.1 6.5 1.8

Portugal 7 96.5 0.1 1.9 1.6

Republic of Korea 7 76.5 9.3 13.2 0.9

Romania 7 69.3 3.6 24.3 2.7

Saint Lucia 7 72.8 18.6 5.3 3.3

Trinidad and Tobago 7 83.1 3.1 13.8 0

Uruguay 7 77.4 1.9 20.1 0.6

Chile 7 74.7 1.4 20.9 3.1

Average for the cluster 7 80.88 4.32 11.84 2.96

Armenia 8 0 75.4 20.7 3.8

Bosnia and Herzegovina 8 12.6 52.1 30.8 4.5

FYR of Macedonia 8 0.1 68.7 31.1 0.1

Grenada 8 14 79.4 4.9 1.7

Dominica 8 17.9 81.6 0.4 0.1

Moldova 8 0.7 81 5 13.3

Samoa 8 8 79.7 10.6 1.7

Average for the cluster 8 7.61 73.99 14.79 3.60

Bahrain 9 37.6 45.3 12.9 4.2

Belarus 9 40.3 56.5 1.5 1.6

Brunei Darussalam 9 28.4 53.2 11.3 7.2

Qatar 9 35.8 56.9 3.9 3.4

Kuwait 9 29.6 60.7 5.2 4.5

Malaysia 9 49.4 49.9 0 0.7

Monaco 9 53.3 29.1 7.6 10.1

United Arab Emirates 9 26.2 51.4 17.7 4.8

Singapore 9 56.3 24.6 9.9 9.1

Average for the cluster 9 39.66 47.51 7.78 5.07

Bolivia 10 4.8 65.7 22.3 7.2

Vanuatu 10 22.1 77.6 0 0.2

Guyana 10 25.1 73.4 0.5 1

Cape Verde 10 12.6 82.8 2.4 2.3

Table 15. Clusters of Countries and the Explanatory Power of the Components (percent) (continued)
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Country
Cluster 

(30-cluster 
scale)

First 
component

Second 
component

Third 
component

Fourth 
component

Kiribati 10 23 76.2 0.6 0.2

Marshall Islands 10 9.9 78.9 5.9 5.3

Micronesia 10 17.3 70.6 10.6 1.4

Palau 10 11.6 60.1 27.3 1

São Tomé and Príncipe 10 19.2 80.1 0.2 0.6

Solomon Islands 10 39.7 58.8 1.2 0.3

Tuvalu 10 6 90.5 0.1 3.5

Average for the cluster 10 17.39 74.06 6.46 2.09

Botswana 11 21 23.7 52.4 2.9

Honduras 11 13.9 47.4 36.7 2

Average for the cluster 11 17.45 35.55 44.55 2.45

Brazil 12 55 3 29.2 12.8

South Africa 12 39.3 3.3 50.7 6.6

Average for the cluster 12 47.15 3.15 39.95 9.7

United Kingdom 13 61.3 6.3 5.9 26.6

Germany 13 44.7 12.6 1.5 41.1

Italy 13 78 3.7 2.3 15.9

France 13 61 5.4 2.2 31.4

Japan 13 24.5 31.8 3.2 40.5

Average for the cluster 13 53.9 11.96 3.02 31.1

Venezuela 14 1.7 39.5 55.2 3.6

Egypt 14 1.6 81.7 16.3 0.3

Morocco 14 0.5 59.7 37.6 2.2

Average for the cluster 14 1.27 60.30 36.37 2.03

Gabon 15 21.9 57.3 11.7 9

Average for the cluster 15 21.9 57.3 11.7 9

Ghana 16 28.6 20 40.5 10.9

Papua New Guinea 16 25.4 59.2 12.3 3.1

Average for the cluster 16 27 39.6 26.4 7

Guatemala 17 11.8 1.3 84.8 2.2

Dominican Republic 17 33.7 0.6 63.3 2.4

Paraguay 17 30.1 2.7 64.2 3

Suriname 17 53 5.6 41.3 0.1

Jamaica 17 35 1.6 63 0.5

Average for the cluster 17 32.72 2.36 63.32 1.64

Table 15. Clusters of Countries and the Explanatory Power of the Components (percent) (continued)
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Country
Cluster 

(30-cluster 
scale)

First 
component

Second 
component

Third 
component

Fourth 
component

Zimbabwe 18 78.2 0.6 16.5 4.7

Indonesia 18 60.8 0.7 33.2 5.3

Kenya 18 61.7 7.4 29.1 1.8

Namibia 18 69.7 1.3 24.6 4.4

Nigeria 18 77.8 0.8 19.1 2.3

Tanzania 18 82.2 3.2 12.7 1.9

Thailand 18 84.3 1.7 6.1 7.9

Average for the cluster 18 73.53 2.24 20.19 4.04

India 19 19.1 5.2 2.2 73.5

Average for the cluster 19 19.1 5.2 2.2 73.5

Jordan 20 6.2 45.2 48.5 0.1

Tonga 20 0.1 29.6 69.4 1

Average for the cluster 20 3.15 37.4 58.95 0.55

Yemen 21 35.7 38.4 20.1 5.7

Myanmar 21 52.1 39.2 6 2.7

Swaziland 21 47.7 43.8 7.7 0.8

Average for the cluster 21 45.17 40.47 11.27 3.07

Kazakhstan 22 7.9 89.4 1 1.7

Saudi Arabia 22 0 90.6 0.5 8.9

Average for the cluster 22 3.95 90 0.75 5.3

China 23 2 56.6 0 41.4

Russia 23 0 22.2 2.2 75.6

USA 23 1.4 14.4 5.8 78.5

Average for the cluster 23 1.13 31.07 2.67 65.17

North Korea 24 27.3 61.4 0 11.3

Pakistan 24 54.2 33.6 5.8 6.4

Average for the cluster 24 40.75 47.5 2.9 8.85

Colombia 25 1.6 3 81.8 13.6

Peru 25 1 0.1 81.3 17.6

El Salvador 25 20.8 1.5 44.3 33.3

Average for the cluster 25 7.80 1.53 69.13 21.50

Comoros (the) 26 31.1 25.3 27.7 15.9

Average for the cluster 26 31.1 25.3 27.7 15.9

Cuba 27 4.4 90.1 0.6 4.9

Libya 27 0 94.7 1 4.3

Table 15. Clusters of Countries and the Explanatory Power of the Components (percent) (continued)
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Country
Cluster 

(30-cluster 
scale)

First 
component

Second 
component

Third 
component

Fourth 
component

Oman 27 3 82.7 2.8 11.5

Tunisia 27 0.4 83.9 0.2 15.4

Average for the cluster 27 1.95 87.85 1.15 9.025

Mongolia 28 0.8 78.4 19.9 0.9

Fiji 28 4.8 63 29.2 3

Average for the cluster 28 2.8 70.7 24.55 1.95

Serbia and Montenegro 29 18.6 62.9 3.5 15.1

Ukraine 29 26.4 39.8 0.1 33.6

Ecuador 29 41.6 55.2 0.4 2.9

Average for the cluster 29 28.87 52.63 1.33 17.20

Turkey 30 3.7 19 44.5 32.8

Average for the cluster 30 3.7 19 44.5 32.8

Does cluster analysis have any flaws? It certainly does. Like the other 
methods we used in this project, including indices and ratings, cluster 
analysis is conditional to an extent. It is assumed, for example, that the 
researcher may influence the results by tweaking clustering scales at will. 
In practice, though, the clustering scale is determined by specific research 
tasks and the significance of the results achieved. Selecting the number 
of clusters to address a particular task is much like choosing a scale for 
a geographic map — we vary the scale of details on the ground depending 
on how much we want to see. Even if we are free in our choice, we will only 
increase the number of details on the map if we really need it to fulfill the 
appropriate task at hand. Back to our project, its main objective is placing 
individual countries and groups of countries where they belong to the 
contemporary global layout. Every new clustering step being made to see 
the differences at a still closer distance between countries in the principal 
components space, increasing the clustering scale allows finer and, there-
fore, subtler differences to be recognized between countries.

We made the first step in our clustering effort from a single cluster, 
a general sample of countries, in which UN membership (with Taiwan as 
the only exception) was the sole attribute.

Our next step gave us two clusters, a larger one of 106 cases and a smaller 
one of 86 cases. Roughly, they can be called a cluster of “winners”, a relatively 
fortunate majority, and a cluster of “losers”, a relatively unfortunate minority, 
because differences between them are established largely by the distances 
measured by the first principal component, which, we now know, highlights 
the opposition of threats and quality of life. The differences revealed at this 
step yield only a crude picture because the two groups of countries contain 
many intermediate cases or “anomalies”.

Table 15. Clusters of Countries and the Explanatory Power of the Components (percent) (continued)



Political Atlas of the Modern World

180

The third step separates a third cluster from the first cluster of the so-
called “winners”. The new group includes forty countries, very different 
from each other, in particular, Algeria, Bahrain, Belarus, Brunei Darussalam, 
China, Cuba, Egypt, France, Gabon, Germany, Iran, Italy, Jordan, Kazakhstan, 
Kuwait, Libya, Malaysia, Morocco, Myanmar, North Korea, Pakistan, Qatar, 
Russia, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, the United Arab Emirates, the United Kingdom, 
the USA, Venezuela, Vietnam, Yemen, among others. The dissimilarity 
of these countries, nevertheless put in a separate group, is explained 
by the distances between them that are produced by adding up several 
components, rather than taking guidance from one only. As the principal 
components convey different meanings, the distances for each component 
are defined by country differences, but the effect observed is that the 
distances are significant and approximately equal for different components. 
Given that clustering uses Euclidean metrics to measure distances between 
countries, this produces the effect of different countries being grouped in 
a separate cluster. Or rather, the scale of breaking all the countries into 
three groups is too rough for country specifics to receive a finer treatment 
in this cluster. Within a few more clustering steps, the third cluster falls into 
much more homogenous groups.

At the fourth step, a fourth cluster spins off the second cluster. With 
the fifth step, a fifth cluster falls off the third cluster under the impact 
of the fourth principal component reflecting the worldwide influence 
factor — differences are most striking for the fourth component, being less 
pronounced for each of the remaining three. This is a major powers’ cluster, 
formed by China, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Russia, the United Kingdom, 
and the United States. This group is actually the G8, in which Canada is 
replaced with China.

Table 16.

Country
Percentage of country specifics explained by each component

Component 1 Component 2 Component 3 Component 4

United Kingdom 61.3 6.3 5.8 26.6

Germany 44.7 12.6 1.6 41.1

Italy 78.0 3.7 2.3 15.9

China 2.0 56.6 0.0 41.4

Russia 0.0 22.2 2.2 75.6

USA 1.4 14.4 5.7 78.5

France 61.0 5.4 2.2 31.4

Japan 24.5 31.8 3.2 40.5

At the sixth step, a compact and stable group of Colombia, Peru, and El 
Salvador splits off from the second cluster.

At the seventh step, a seventh cluster branches off from the third cluster 
(pulling away a long list of countries, from Bahrain and Belarus to Singapore 
and Tunisia).
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At the eighth step, a small cluster (Ghana, India, and Papua New Guinea) 
separates from the second cluster.

At the ninth step, a cluster comprising a wide selection of countries, from 
Botswana and Brazil to South Africa and Jamaica, splits from the first cluster.

At the tenth step, a small cluster of only two countries, Jordan and Tonga, 
draws out of the fifth cluster.

At the eleventh step, Venezuela, Egypt, Morocco, Gabon, and Turkey 
separate from the third cluster.

At the twelfth step, Mongolia and Fiji part company with the Latin 
American cluster of Guatemala, the Dominican Republic, Paraguay, Suri-
name, Jamaica, and Grenada.

At the thirteenth step, a “worldwide influence super-club” of the US, 
Russia, and China withdraws from the cluster of eight major powers.

At the fourteenth step, Armenia, the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
the Former Yugoslav Republic (FYR) of Macedonia, and Moldova separate 
from the fourth cluster, which is left with Bolivia, Micronesia, the Marshall 
Islands, Palau, Vanuatu, Guyana, Cape Verde, Kiribati, São Tomé and Príncipe, 
the Solomon Islands, the Comoros, and Tuvalu, and also the Republic of 
Serbia and Montenegro, Ukraine, and Ecuador, which form a separate 
cluster later, at the 23rd step.

At the fifteenth step, India drops out of the eighth cluster, which it shared 
with Ghana and Papua New Guinea, to form a one-member cluster.

The pattern followed in the division of bigger clusters into smaller ones 
shows that there is a compelling logic behind clustering. Equally interesting, 
though, are the conclusions that can be drawn from comparing the make-
up of country groups produced on 10-, 30-, and 40-cluster scales.

Table 17. Make-up of Country Groups Obtained on 10-, 30-, and 40-Cluster Scales

10-cluster scale 30-cluster scale 40-cluster scale

Country Cluster Country Cluster Country Cluster

Australia 1 Australia 1 Australia 1

Austria 1 Austria 1 Austria 1

Albania 1 Andorra 1 Andorra 1

Andorra 1 Belgium 1 Belgium 1

Antigua and Barbuda 1 Hungary 1 Hungary 1

Argentina 1 Denmark 1 Denmark 1

Bahamas (the) 1 Ireland 1 Ireland 1

Barbados 1 Iceland 1 Iceland 1

Belize 1 Spain 1 Spain 1

Belgium 1 Canada 1 Canada 1

Bulgaria 1 Latvia 1 Liechtenstein 1

Hungary 1 Lithuania 1 Malta 1

Greece 1 Liechtenstein 1 Netherlands (the) 1

Denmark 1 Malta 1 Norway 1
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10-cluster scale 30-cluster scale 40-cluster scale

Country Cluster Country Cluster Country Cluster

Israel 1 Netherlands (the) 1 Slovakia 1

Ireland 1 Norway 1 Slovenia 1

Iceland 1 Slovakia 1 Finland 1

Spain 1 Slovenia 1 Czech Republic 1

Canada 1 Finland 1 Switzerland 1

Cyprus 1 Croatia 1 Sweden 1

Costa Rica 1 Czech Republic 1 Azerbaijan 2

Latvia 1 Switzerland 1 Afghanistan 2

Lithuania 1 Sweden 1 Benin 2

Liechtenstein 1 Estonia 1 Burkina Faso 2

Luxembourg 1 Azerbaijan 2 Burundi 2

Mauritius 1 Afghanistan 2 Haiti 2

Malta 1 Bangladesh 2 Gambia 2

Mexico 1 Benin 2 Guinea-Bissau 2

Netherlands (the) 1 Burkina Faso 2 Iraq 2

New Zealand 1 Burundi 2 Cameroon 2

Norway 1 Haiti 2 Mozambique 2

Panama 1 Gambia 2 Nauru 2

Poland 1 Guinea-Bissau 2 Rwanda 2

Portugal 1 Zambia 2 Sierra Leone 2

Republic of Korea 1 Iraq 2 Timor-Leste 2

Romania 1 Cambodia 2 Togo 2

San Marino 1 Cameroon 2
Central African 
Republic

2

Seychelles (the) 1 Côte d’Ivoire 2 Chad 2

Saint Vincent and the 
Grenadines

1 Lesotho 2 Ethiopia 2

Saint Kitts and Nevis 1 Liberia 2 Albania 3

Saint Lucia 1 Lebanon 2
Saint Vincent and the 
Grenadines

3

Slovakia 1 Madagascar 2 Algeria 4

Slovenia 1 Malawi 2 Vietnam 4

Taiwan 1 Mali 2 Iran 4

Trinidad and Tobago 1 Mozambique 2 Maldives (the) 4

Uruguay 1 Nauru 2 Syria 4

Finland 1 Niger 2 Turkmenistan 4

Table 17. Make-up of Country Groups Obtained on 10-, 30-, and 40-Cluster Scales (continued)
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10-cluster scale 30-cluster scale 40-cluster scale

Country Cluster Country Cluster Country Cluster

Croatia 1 Nicaragua 2 Uzbekistan 4

Czech Republic 1 Rwanda 2 Angola 5

Chile 1 Senegal 2 Guinea 5

Switzerland 1 Sierra Leone 2
Democratic Republic of 
the Congo

5

Sweden 1 Timor-Leste 2 Djibouti 5

Estonia 1 Togo 2 Congo 5

Azerbaijan 2 Philippines (the) 2 Laos 5

Angola 2
Central African 
Republic

2 Mauritania 5

Afghanistan 2 Chad 2 Nepal 5

Bangladesh 2 Sri Lanka 2 Somalia 5

Benin 2 Ethiopia 2 Sudan 5

Burkina Faso 2 Albania 3 Tajikistan 5

Burundi 2 Belize 3 Uganda 5

Bhutan 2
Saint Vincent and the 
Grenadines

3 Equatorial Guinea 5

Haiti 2 Saint Kitts and Nevis 3 Eritrea 5

Gambia 2 Algeria 4 Antigua and Barbuda 6

Guinea-Bissau 2 Vietnam 4 Bahamas (the) 6

Guinea 2 Iran 4 Israel 6

Georgia 2 Maldives (the) 4 Taiwan 6

Democratic Republic 
of the Congo

2 Syria 4 Argentina 7

Djibouti 2 Turkmenistan 4 Bulgaria 7

Zambia 2 Uzbekistan 4 Greece 7

Zimbabwe 2 Angola 5 Costa Rica 7

Indonesia 2 Bhutan 5 Mauritius 7

Iraq 2 Guinea 5 Mexico 7

Cambodia 2 Georgia 5 New Zealand 7

Cameroon 2
Democratic Republic of 
the Congo

5 Panama 7

Kenya 2 Djibouti 5 Poland 7

Congo 2 Congo 5 Portugal 7

Côte d’Ivoire 2 Kyrgyzstan 5 Republic of Korea 7

Kyrgyzstan 2 Laos 5 Romania 7

Laos 2 Mauritania 5 Saint Lucia 7

Table 17. Make-up of Country Groups Obtained on 10-, 30-, and 40-Cluster Scales (continued)
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10-cluster scale 30-cluster scale 40-cluster scale

Country Cluster Country Cluster Country Cluster

Lesotho 2 Nepal 5 Trinidad and Tobago 7

Liberia 2 Somalia 5 Uruguay 7

Lebanon 2 Sudan 5 Chile 7

Mauritania 2 Tajikistan 5 Armenia 8

Madagascar 2 Uganda 5
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina

8

Malawi 2 Equatorial Guinea 5 FYR of Macedonia 8

Mali 2 Eritrea 5 Moldova 8

Mozambique 2 Antigua and Barbuda 6 Bangladesh 9

Namibia 2 Bahamas (the) 6 Zambia 9

Nauru 2 Barbados 6 Cambodia 9

Nepal 2 Israel 6 Côte d’Ivoire 9

Niger 2 Cyprus 6 Lesotho 9

Nigeria 2 Luxemburg 6 Liberia 9

Nicaragua 2 San Marino 6 Madagascar 9

Tanzania 2 Seychelles (the) 6 Malawi 9

Rwanda 2 Taiwan 6 Mali 9

Senegal 2 Argentina 7 Niger 9

Somalia 2 Bulgaria 7 Nicaragua 9

Sudan 2 Greece 7 Senegal 9

Sierra Leone 2 Costa Rica 7 Philippines (the) 9

Tajikistan 2 Mauritius 7 Barbados 10

Thailand 2 Mexico 7 Cyprus 10

Timor-Leste 2 New Zealand 7 Luxembourg 10

Togo 2 Panama 7 San Marino 10

Uganda 2 Poland 7 Seychelles (the) 10

Philippines (the) 2 Portugal 7 Bahrain 11

Central African 
Republic

2 Republic of Korea 7 Belarus 11

Chad 2 Romania 7 Brunei Darussalam 11

Sri Lanka 2 Saint Lucia 7 Qatar 11

Equatorial Guinea 2 Trinidad and Tobago 7 Kuwait 11

Eritrea 2 Uruguay 7 Malaysia 11

Ethiopia 2 Chile 7 Monaco 11

Algeria 3 Armenia 8 United Arab Emirates 11

Table 17. Make-up of Country Groups Obtained on 10-, 30-, and 40-Cluster Scales (continued)
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10-cluster scale 30-cluster scale 40-cluster scale

Country Cluster Country Cluster Country Cluster

Venezuela 3
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina

8 Singapore 11

Vietnam 3 FYR of Macedonia 8 Belize 12

Gabon 3 Grenada 8 Saint Kitts and Nevis 12

Egypt 3 Dominica 8 Bolivia 13

Iran 3 Moldova 8 Marshall Islands 13

Yemen 3 Samoa 8 Micronesia 13

North Korea 3 Bahrain 9 Palau 13

Maldives (the) 3 Belarus 9 Botswana 14

Morocco 3 Brunei Darussalam 9 Honduras 14

Myanmar 3 Qatar 9 Brazil 15

Pakistan 3 Kuwait 9 South Africa 15

Swaziland 3 Malaysia 9 Bhutan 16

Syria 3 Monaco 9 Georgia 16

Turkmenistan 3 United Arab Emirates 9 Kyrgyzstan 16

Turkey 3 Singapore 9 Vanuatu 17

Uzbekistan 3 Bolivia 10 Guyana 17

Armenia 4 Vanuatu 10 Cape Verde 17

Bolivia 4 Guyana 10 Kiribati 17

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina

4 Cape Verde 10 São Tomé and Príncipe 17

FYR of Macedonia 4 Kiribati 10 Solomon Islands 17

Vanuatu 4 Marshall Islands 10 Tuvalu 17

Guyana 4 Micronesia 10 United Kingdom 18

Grenada 4 Palau 10 Germany 18

Dominica 4 São Tomé and Príncipe 10 Italy 18

Cape Verde 4 Solomon Islands 10 France 18

Kiribati 4 Tuvalu 10 Japan 18

Comoros (the) 4 Botswana 11 Venezuela 19

Marshall Islands 4 Honduras 11 Egypt 19

Micronesia 4 Brazil 12 Morocco 19

Palau 4 South Africa 12 Gabon 20

Moldova 4 United Kingdom 13 Ghana 21

Samoa 4 Germany 13 Papua New Guinea 21

São Tomé and Príncipe 4 Italy 13 Guatemala 22

Table 17. Make-up of Country Groups Obtained on 10-, 30-, and 40-Cluster Scales (continued)
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10-cluster scale 30-cluster scale 40-cluster scale

Country Cluster Country Cluster Country Cluster

Serbia and 
Montenegro

4 France 13 Dominican Republic 22

Solomon Islands 4 Japan 13 Paraguay 22

Tuvalu 4 Venezuela 14 Suriname 22

Ukraine 4 Egypt 14 Jamaica 22

Ecuador 4 Morocco 14 Grenada 23

Bahrain 5 Gabon 15 Dominica 23

Belarus 5 Ghana 16 Samoa 23

Brunei Darussalam 5 Papua New Guinea 16 Zimbabwe 24

Kazakhstan 5 Guatemala 17 Namibia 24

Qatar 5 Dominican Republic 17 Thailand 24

Cuba 5 Paraguay 17 India 25

Kuwait 5 Suriname 17 Indonesia 26

Libya 5 Jamaica 17 Kenya 26

Malaysia 5 Zimbabwe 18 Nigeria 26

Monaco 5 Indonesia 18 Tanzania 26

United Arab Emirates 5 Kenya 18 Jordan 27

Oman 5 Namibia 18 Tonga 27

Saudi Arabia 5 Nigeria 18 Yemen 28

Singapore 5 Tanzania 18 Myanmar 28

Tunisia 5 Thailand 18 Swaziland 28

Botswana 6 India 19 Kazakhstan 29

Brazil 6 Jordan 20 Saudi Arabia 29

Guatemala 6 Tonga 20 China 30

Honduras 6 Yemen 21 North Korea 31

Dominican Republic 6 Myanmar 21 Pakistan 31

Mongolia 6 Swaziland 21 Colombia 32

Paraguay 6 Kazakhstan 22 Peru 32

Suriname 6 Saudi Arabia 22 El Salvador 32

Fiji 6 China 23 Comoros (the) 33

South Africa 6 Russia 23 Cuba 34

Jamaica 6 USA 23 Libya 34

United Kingdom 7 North Korea 24 Oman 34

Germany 7 Pakistan 24 Tunisia 34

Italy 7 Colombia 25 Latvia 35

Table 17. Make-up of Country Groups Obtained on 10-, 30-, and 40-Cluster Scales (continued)
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10-cluster scale 30-cluster scale 40-cluster scale

Country Cluster Country Cluster Country Cluster

China 7 Peru 25 Lithuania 35

Russia 7 El Salvador 25 Croatia 35

USA 7 Comoros (the) 26 Estonia 35

France 7 Cuba 27 Lebanon 36

Japan 7 Libya 27 Sri Lanka 36

Ghana 8 Oman 27 Mongolia 37

India 8 Tunisia 27 Fiji 37

Papua New Guinea 8 Mongolia 28 Russia 38

Jordan 9 Fiji 28 USA 38

Tonga 9 Serbia and Montenegro 29
Serbia and 
Montenegro 

39

Colombia 10 Ukraine 29 Ukraine 39

Peru 10 Ecuador 29 Ecuador 39

El Salvador 10 Turkey 30 Turkey 40

To go back to the table, the 10-cluster analysis reveals, in addition to the 
above-mentioned world leaders group, a large group of countries (a total of 
53) that are more or less predominantly “successful and secure” democracies 
free from global ambitions. All these countries were listed in the first cluster 
and stayed on after all splits and fragmentations. It is perfectly natural that 
their differences are explained almost exclusively by the first component — 
they all can make a choice for the quality of life of their populations. This 
group comprises countries of different types and traditions:

1.  European “old-timers” (Sweden, Switzerland, Austria, Denmark, 
Luxembourg, Iceland, etc.).

2.  Dependent overseas democratic “clones” (Saint Kitts and Nevis, 
Trinidad and Tobago, the Bahamas, Costa Rica, and so on).

3.  Developing Latin American democracies (Argentina, Mexico, 
Chile, Uruguay, Panama, etc.).

4.  A number of post-communist countries that have successfully 
completed democratic transition (Albania, Bulgaria, Croatia, the 
Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Ro-
mania, Slovakia, and Slovenia).

5.  Israel, Taiwan, and several other “loners”.
The next group, quite large, includes countries with manifest authori-

tarian leanings, without a trace of democratic foundations and traditions, 
even in embryo, with problematic stateness. These are Afghanistan, Angola, 
Bangladesh, Burundi, the Central African Republic, Chad, Iraq, Mali, Nepal, 
Rwanda, Somalia, Tajikistan, Zambia, and lots more (a total of 58 countries). 
These are the fragments of the second cluster which was obtained at the 
very start of clustering. The countries in this cluster are held together by 

Table 17. Make-up of Country Groups Obtained on 10-, 30-, and 40-Cluster Scales (continued)
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the explanatory power of the first component as well, but only to the extent 
that they are forced to respond to external and internal threats.

Standing out against the general background are two more groups of 
non-democratic regimes with a relatively strong stateness: Algeria, Egypt, 
Gabon, Egypt, Iran, North Korea, Pakistan, Syria, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, 
Venezuela, Vietnam, and a few more, at one end of the spectrum, and 
Bahrain, Belarus, Cuba, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and 
the United Arab Emirates, among others, at the other. The specifics of the 
regimes in this group are yet to be sorted out.

Next comes a group of democratic “clones”, which are not fully indepen-
dent, and have a feeble stateness and practically no influence (Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Dominica, Grenada, Moldova, Palau, Samoa, Tuvalu, Vanuatu, 
and several others). Another group is made up of Brazil, Botswana, the 
Dominican Republic, Fiji, Guatemala, Honduras, Jamaica, Mongolia, 
Paraguay, Suriname, and South Africa. Finally, three more independent 
clusters — the first one includes Ghana, India, and Papua New Guinea, the 
second, Jordan and Tonga, and the third, Colombia, Peru, and El Salvador.

Clearly, comparison on the 10-cluster scale yields an explanatory 
result on several groups of countries, but requires a larger research focus 
in respect of others. The 30-cluster comparison brings certain trends into 
sharper outline. In particular, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, and the United 
Kingdom stay on in the cluster of high (yet not “ultra-high”) influence 
potential, with “super-club” countries — the USA, Russia, and China — 
branching off from them at this point.

Undemocratic regimes are differentiated into further varieties:
1. Cuba, Libya, Oman, and Tunisia (with a median third-component 

explanatory potential of 87.9 percent; they deliberately sacrifice 
the quality of life of their populations for the sake of stateness).

2. North Korea and Pakistan (40.8 percent on the first component, 
and 47.5 percent on the second; they face fairly high threats, and 
yet give priority to stateness at the expense of quality of life). 

3. Bahrain, Belarus, Kuwait, Qatar, Singapore, and the United Arab 
Emirates, among others (47.5 percent on the second component 
and 39.7 percent on the first); etc.

Fragmentation increases rapidly on the 40-cluster scale. At the 40-cluster 
level, the US and Russia fall into a stand-alone group. We are not trying to 
reanimate the bipolar picture of the world long past — it is only because 
our data tell us that the US and Russia can, more than any other country in 
the modern world’s set-up, be understood in the context of their unique 
ambitions and potential resources to exert international influence.

Naturally enough, differentiation of groups intensifies on the 40-cluster 
scale. Apart from the fragments from the first cluster — now left with 20 
countries, all successful democracies — new clusters are formed by various 
sorts of “tertiary” and peripheral democracies (both relatively “old” and 
quite “new”): Argentina, Bulgaria, Chile, Costa Rica, Greece, Mauritius, 
Mexico, New Zealand, Panama, Poland, Portugal, Republic of Korea, Saint 
Lucia, Trinidad and Tobago, and Uruguay. The cluster of non-independent 
(or not fully independent) countries on a democratic path breaks up into 
several groups: a post-communist group (Armenia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
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Macedonia, and Moldova); a mixed group (Albania, and Saint Vincent and 
the Grenadines), two conditionally “oceanic” groups (Cape Verde, Guyana, 
Kiribati, São Tomé and Príncipe, the Solomon Islands, Tuvalu, and Vanuatu 
in the first, and Dominica, Grenada, and Samoa in the second); etc.

The following small clusters are added to the lot:
1. Kazakhstan and Saudi Arabia. 
2. Croatia, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania.
3. Colombia, Peru, and El Salvador, etc.

More fragments are split off the clusters of countries with “stateness 
problems” and all shades (or, to put it differently, “intensities”) of non-
democratic regimes. The list of countries with “stateness problems” and 

“autocracies” include, at one end of the spectrum, Afghanistan, Azerbaijan, 
Benin, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, the Central African Republic, Chad, 
Ethiopia, Gambia, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Iraq, Mozambique, Nauru, Rwanda, 
Sierra Leone, Timor-Leste, and Togo, and, at the other end, Angola, the De-
mocratic Republic of the Congo, Djibouti, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Guinea, 
Laos, Mauritania, Nepal, Congo, Somalia, Sudan, Tajikistan, and Uganda.

Several specific groups of autocracies can be noticed, each in need of a 
separate analysis:

1. Bahrain, Belarus, Brunei Darussalam, Kuwait, Malaysia, Monaco, 
Qatar, Singapore, and the United Arab Emirates.

2. Myanmar, Swaziland, and Yemen.
3. Kazakhstan and Saudi Arabia.
4. North Korea and Pakistan.
5. Cuba, Libya, Oman, and Tunisia.

One-member clusters are formed by very specific countries such as 
China, Turkey, and India.

Obviously, different approaches can be used to analyze the clusters 
derived at various steps. Clusters can be studied by, for example, polling 
experts, or by using statistical methods, or a combination of both approaches. 
In the Political Atlas project, we chose to analyze the effect of different 
principal components on the formation of clusters. We noted above the role 
of the fourth component in splitting off (and further fragmentation) the cluster 
of “worldwide influence” countries. A look at, for example, the stable group of 
Latin American countries (Colombia, Peru, and El Salvador), which emerged 
on the 10-cluster comparison scale and held on right up to the 40-cluster scale, 
shows that the similarity between these countries is attributable to the high 
explanatory power of the third component, with the explanatory potential 
very low in the first and second components (see: table 18).

Table 18.

Country
Percentage of country specifics explained by each component

Component 1 Component 2 Component 3 Component 4

Colombia 1.6 3.0 81.8 13.6

Peru 1.0 0.1 81.3 17.6

El Salvador 20.8 1.5 44.3 33.4
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In the context of the principal components method, this is a specific — 
figuratively speaking, Latin American — subgroup of countries set to achi-
eve national objectives at the sacrifice of their populations’ quality of life.

Another noticeable and very small group emerges on a 40-cluster 
comparison scale. It consists of Kazakhstan and Saudi Arabia only. On 
a smaller scale, these countries are included in a stable group of non-
democratic regimes (together with Cuba, Libya, Oman, Tunisia, etc.). The main 
explanatory power of both Kazakhstan and Saudi Arabia lies in the second 
principal component. These countries tend toward strong stateness and wish 
to project influence across their respective regions. Democratic principles do 
not appear to be in the foreground for them (see: table 19).

Table 19.

Countries
Percentage of country specifics explained by each component

Component 1 Component 2 Component 3 Component 4

Kazakhstan 7.9 89.4 1.0 1.7

Saudi Arabia 0.0 90.6 0.5 8.9

Another similar cluster (obtained on a 40-cluster scale) comprises Cuba, 
Libya, Oman, and Tunisia (see: table 20).

Table 20.

Countries
Percentage of country specifics explained by each component

Component 1 Component 2 Component 3 Component 4

Cuba 4.4 90.1 0.6 4.9

Libya 0.0 94.7 1.0 4.3

Oman 3.0 82.7 2.8 11.5

Tunisia 0.4 83.9 0.2 15.5

The second component has a high value for what seems an odd cluster 
of the Republic of Serbia and Montenegro (in 2005), Ukraine, and Ecuador, 
but in the meaning opposite to the preceding example. These are countries 
that are prepared to give up their dream of a strong stateness in the name of 
vague, though certainly democratic, foundations of national development 
(see: table 21).

Table 21.

Countries
Percentage of country specifics explained by each component 

Component 1 Component 2 Component 3 Component 4

Serbia and Montenegro 18.6 62.9 3.5 15.1

Ukraine 26.4 39.8 0.1 33.6

Ecuador 41.6 55.2 0.4 2.9
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Cluster analysis helps identify the keystone of the “cellular” structure of 
the world politics (these are, definitely, the eight major powers). As we said 
earlier in this section, the Eight enter the world stage at the fifth clustering 
step, branching off from the first cluster (“successful countries”), and then 
again from the third cluster that emerged after the triad division. They 
advance in a close pack as far as the 12th clustering step, to separate at 
the 13th step into a “worldwide influence super-club” of the US, Russia, and 
China and a cluster of major powers of significant influence, in particular, 
France, Germany, Italy, Japan, and the United Kingdom.

The “super-club” holds steadily for 21 clustering steps (from step 13 to 
step 34). The 35th step leaves the US and Russia for the “core”, with China 
pulling aside as a one-member cluster.

The super-pair remains for 24 steps, from step 35 to step 49, as the 
clustering scale is increased. Beginning with step 50, the US and Russia 
separate to form their own clusters.

The cluster of major powers exercising significant influence — France, 
Germany, Italy, Japan, and the United Kingdom — is very strong. It was not 
before the 45th step of clustering scale enlargement that Japan split off, to 
be followed at a distant, 84th step by Germany. The probable reason is that 
these two countries have a higher influence level than the group average. 
France, Italy, and the UK held on until the 100th clustering step, when the 
average cluster size fell below two (1.92).

The worldwide influence “core” shapes up approximately as follows. The 
US, certainly the brightest “superstar”, sits at the center, forming with Russia, 
its closest protagonist, a sort of “twin-star system” of major and minor 
superpowers. With a further country, China, closest to them, the three form 
a “worldwide influence super-club”. The other major nations stay on at the 
periphery of the worldwide influence “core”. The periphery is, though, not 
the same throughout. Japan has the biggest chances of joining the leaders, 
and Germany’s chances are somewhat smaller. France, Italy, and the UK are 
farthest from the core, forming its external layer.

This configuration is explained largely by the weight (percentage of the 
explanatory power) of the fourth component, which stands at 78.5 percent 
for the US, 75.6 percent for Russia, 41.4 percent for China, 40.5 percent for 
Japan, 41.1 percent for Germany, 31.4 percent for France, 26.6 percent for 
the United Kingdom, and only 15.9 percent for Italy. In the meantime, the 
weight of the first component is proportional to the polities’ “peripheral 
status”, which is 1.4 percent for the US, zero for Russia, a probable reason 
why that country is pushed up to the top, against all odds, 2 percent for 
China, 24.5 percent for Japan, 44.7 percent for Germany, 63 percent for 
France, 63.3 percent for the UK, and 78 percent for Italy.

It could be assumed that the fourth component illustrates the world 
system shaping and structuring potential, and the first component shows 
the extent to which countries are adaptable to the structure built by the 
leaders.



Political Atlas of the Modern World

192

CHAPTER 3 
Russia in Multidimensional 
Classifications

Russia is often claimed to be a special case, which differs from the 
“normal” countries. Is it really true? Most of it is. Yuri Pivovarov and Andrei 
Fursov, for instance, provide strong argumentation in favor of this claim, 
dating the rise of the unique “Russian System” back to the time of the “Great 
Autocratic Revolution” in the mid-17th century and tracing its origins up to 
the age of the Tatar yoke.196 If, however, we turn to the recent Russian history, 
we may come to the same conclusion. It is hardly possible to find common 
explanations of the USSR leaders’ virtually unilateral attempts to change the 
Soviet political regime, the paradoxical political reforms of Boris Yeltsin and 
Russia’s consequent recovery when, despite serious problems and threats, 
the nation has moved on to a growth track and started responding more 
effectively to internal and external challenges. The concepts of democratic 
transition appeared to be working well in Central and Eastern Europe being 
at the same time hardly relevant for Russia and the republics of the former 
USSR.

Our team has made an attempt to analyze these and many other 
arguments over Russia’s undisputed uniqueness by making a universal com-
parison. Have we found a conclusive answer? Was the “common yardstick” of 
our Atlas good for Russia, too? The answer is a firm yes, as it is for any other 
country of the modern world.

But before we lay out our arguments, we should turn to one of the 
fundamental assumptions of comparative politics: due to the inherent 
uniqueness of the phenomena under study, their comparison has no 
sense if only we do not have common standards or tools to make them 
comparable. Some tools allow taking into analysis a broad list of cases, 
though, simplifying the conclusions. Other tools imply a narrow range 
of cases, providing deeper results, however, short of generalizations. 
The Political Atlas rather employs the first kind of tools. The universal 
comparisons yield scanty information about the specific aspects of an 
event, but they are applicable to all events and allow general criteria to 
be established to fit individual events into the general scheme. We applied 
exactly this approach.

We found, in the first place, that all countries of the world, no matter their 
size, influence, origin or status, are liable to general empirical description. 
Multidimensional statistical analysis reveals the unavoidable anomalies 
caused by, for example, the data skews (the “common yardstick” proves 
too short). However these anomalies do not put any of the cases out 
of the whole sample of the countries. Even the United States, with its 
disproportion on a large number of parameters remains within the general 
framework of states and, still more amazing, finds its unique niche in it. This 
applies equally well to Kiribati, a small island state in the western Pacific. So 

196 Yuri Pivovarov, Andrei Fursov, 
“The ‘Russian System’ as an 
Attempt to Understand Russian 
History”, Polis, 2001, no. 4.
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it applies to Russia as well. Which means that no matter how unique, Russia, 
and every single other country, from the US to Kiribati, Gabon, Turkey, Iran, 
to Cuba, or whichever, stays within the overall patchwork of the world.

Second, even though universal comparisons yielded no, nor could 
they yield any, idea about Russia’s own inherent uniqueness, they helped 
us locate its unique place among all countries in today’s world in terms of 
many standard parameters they all share.

Third, Russia’s unique place among the world’s polities can be described 
formally by mathematics and interpreted according to each parameter 
used to make sense of it. A few figures will be given and interpreted below.

We certainly wanted to squeeze as much content out of our 
comparisons as possible. This appears to go against the logic of universal 
comparison where maximizing the range of cases minimizes the possibility 
to grasp the peculiarities of a single case. To prevent this happening, 
we used a trick — carrying out comparisons in a step-by-step manner 
(see: Section 1.2.3, “Principal Components Method”, in Chapter 1). We did 
more than just a series of comparisons on the basis of different parameters. 
Multidimensional statistical analysis helped us to effect a changeover from 
a starting set of parameters to different parameters derived from their 
forerunners. In the process, we built up content characteristics of the world’s 
nations we wanted to compare. In the end, we landed every country where 
it belongs uniquely in the structure of the polities of the world.

A simple mathematical problem would help explain how we did this. 
Given an event, we want to describe its configuration. From the start, we 
only have a set of tangents touching the configuration we want to explore. 
A crude enough beginning we would not want to settle for. Our first 
thought was placing all the tangents into a group and drawing broken lines 
to skirt around the subject configuration at the closest distance possible. 
That was clearly not what we wanted either. We would then have to go on 
tackling the broken lines to shape them into something looking more like a 
curve. Proceeding on this course, we would ultimately arrive at a maximum 
approximation of the configuration we set out to explore.

This was exactly the general logic behind our step-by-step comparisons. 
What was it like in Russia’s case then?

First, we built a database for Russia. If we were asked how accurately 
those figures and variables conveyed the specific features of Russia in 
comparison with other countries, our answer would sound like “very 
approximately” and, even more important, in fragments like one-touch 
tangents in the example above.

We moved another step on, creating comprehensive indices and using 
them to build country ratings. Accuracy improved, the general picture 
showed more details, but the overall impression was still a blur. Russia trailed 
in some ratings, led in others, and got stuck in the middle of still others.

At the third step, which we made using the principal components 
method, we obtained more diversified and also more adequate variables 
for Russia and all other countries.

At the fourth step, we cross-linked the four principal components in pairs 
to produce six conceptual maps showing the relations between countries. 
This brought us still closer to the configuration we wanted to see in close-up.
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We used clustering at the fifth step. Its drawback much complained 
about — taking the criteria of the number of clusters in analysis — was 
turned to advantage in understanding Russia’s place, or that of any other 
country, in world politics. Yet more “unique” groups of countries can be 
spotted by merely enlarging the number of clusters.

Collecting statistics, creating ratings, or ranging countries by the principal 
components method to plot them on maps or put them into clusters are 
not an end in itself. We did all these things to develop a multidimensional 
classification of the world’s countries, and to achieve this goal, we were to 
give up attempts to compare countries on any single continuum because 
our world’s realities are much too varied to be addressed in such a simple 
way. Multidimensional classification of the world’s countries gives us a 
deeper insight into the meaning of democracy, international influence, 
other political concepts and allows us to start making proper comparisons 
between Russia and countries that are closest to it on several parameters 
or, on the contrary, differ profoundly from it. As we wrote above, this is a 
subject for partial case-oriented, binary, and cluster comparisons, rather 
than universal ones. Partial comparisons (“uncommon yardsticks”) can be 
used to empirically identify and display Russia’s specifics, and also those of 
all other countries, each unique in its own way. This is a task to be dealt with 
at the next round of research, though.

3.1. Ranking Russia 

3.1.1. Stateness Ranking

As we mentioned above, Russia is ranked relatively high, in 27th place, on 
the index of stateness, with 7.5 points out of total 10.197 This is the highest 
rank among all post-communist and post-Soviet countries. Putting it in 
different terms, after more than a decade and a half of reforms, Russia has 
preserved its stateness and has retained leadership positions in this respect 
among post-communist and post-Soviet republics, but is still behind other 
G8 member-states, China, and several European countries.

What explains Russia’s high performance? Which factors contribute to 
its current ranking and which act against it?

First among the contributing factors is its relatively high economic 
self-reliance, evidence of which is the small share of foreign aid in its GNI 
and a moderate foreign debt. Russia is among only a few countries that 
are technologically independent in several industries, which is suggested 
by the ratio of patent applications filed by residents and non-residents. As 
the successor to the USSR (and the Russian Empire), the country has a long 
tradition of stateness. Besides, it does not have a foreign military presence 
in whatever form on its territory.

Obstacles not allowing Russia to be among absolute leaders in the 
rankings are variables related to domestic conflicts. Although the situation 
is far better in this field than it was in the late 1990s, one of the country’s 
regions, the Northern Caucasus, is still suffering from conflicts with 
occasional casualties. Besides, even though Russia draws high scores on 

197 A country’s position in the 
ratings is accompanied by its 
score (in brackets).
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several variables, they are still below the maximum. One, for example, is 
Russia’s moderate foreign debt (in 2003 and 2004, though it was significantly 
reduced in 2006), while many developed countries have no foreign debt at 
all. Russia’s technological independence is high, but it is still higher in the 
United States, Japan, and Germany.

Shaken very recently by serious challenges threatening its survival as an 
indivisible state, Russia is ahead of most of the countries in the stateness 
rating. It is also trailed by the former USSR’s allies from Eastern Europe. 
Poland and Romania, for example, are only a few fractions of a point behind 
it in 32nd and 38th places (or 7.32 and 7.12 points), respectively. Hungary 
falls further behind, in 45th place (with 6.88 points). The gap is still wider for 
Bulgaria, in 70th place (5.77 points), the Czech Republic, in 80th place (5.51 
points), and Slovakia, 82nd place (with 5.41 points).

Russia is an outstanding exception among the former republics of the 
USSR, which gained independence after 1991. They all hold pisitions in the 
middle or further down the rankings. Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan occupy 
the highest ranks of stateness among such countries in the 87th and 94th 
places, respectively. Their earnings from unprocessed commodity exports 
(mainly oil and gas) and undemocratic personalist regimes allow them to 
be relatively independent economically and to maintain internal stability in 
the short and medium term, even though the way they manage this draws 
condemnation from the international community. Both countries, however, 
have short-lived stateness traditions and depend on the outside world for 
technologies.

Further down the line are countries that have maintained their developed 
socio-economic infrastructure and kept a lid on open conflicts, which 
makes them stable with a favorable growth environment (not without 
foreign support at times). These are Belarus, in 102nd place (with 4.78 
points), Lithuania in 108th (4.55), Latvia in 110th (4.48), Kazakhstan in 111th 
(4.45), Ukraine in 113th (4.35), and Estonia in 122nd (with 4.02 points). The 
absence of a longstanding and continuous sovereign stateness tradition, 
technological, financial, and economic dependence on foreign countries, 
latent conflicts, and permissive attitude to foreign military presence 
largely account for their relatively low rankings. Besides, low rankings 
are an inevitable result of conventionality inherent in any rating — it is 
significant (at times, critical) in this situation that countries differing in 
type of stateness and in what it comes from (for example, Belarus and 
Lithuania) find themselves side by side. 

The former USSR republics that are embroiled in open conflicts and 
territorial disputes, or those that are economically weak and depend on 
international organizations or other countries in terms of foreign aid, can 
be found near the bottom of the rating. The highest-ranking of them, 
Azerbaijan, is in 141st place (with 3.21 points), Moldova in 164th place (2.37), 
Tajikistan in 172nd place (2.01), Armenia in 177th place (1.85), Georgia in 183rd 
place (1.37), and Kyrgyzstan in 191st place (0.08 points).

Going back up again, Russia appears to have a fairly strong stateness 
and a potential to strengthen it further on by stimulating economic growth 
and institutionalizing internal conflicts, steering them toward a peaceful 
resolution.
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3.1.2. External and Internal Threats Rating 

Russia’s position in the external and internal threats rating raises deep 
concerns. As we said earlier on, it sits in 81st place (with 4.34 points), a few 
ranks above the midpoint between Ethiopia in first place (with all of 10 
points) and Canada, which is exposed to the least number of threats (with 
0 points).

Russia faces an impressive number of threats, including terrorism, 
territorial disputes and claims, presence of separatist or anti-government 
movements on its territory, attempts at unconstitutional change of 
government (in the country’s most recent history), unbalanced export, 
natural disasters, dwindling population rates, the HIV/AIDS epidemic, and 
surplus migration.

At the same time, Russia does not face such threats as improved 
water shortage, malnutrition, and hunger, which have a high weight in 
the index (because of their high incidence rate around the world). These 
circumstances are largely the reason why Russia has evaded finding itself 
among the leaders of threatened countries. Another contributing factor 
is the small weight (based on the discriminant analysis results) assigned 
to some of the threats confronting the country. The downside is, however, 
that Russia is under a few major threats (in terms of their contribution 
to the index value) of political nature — presence of illegal separatist or 
anti-government movements on the country’s territory and attempts at 
unconstitutional change of government (in its most recent history).

Russia’s closest neighbors in the threats rating are China in 78th place 
(with 4.48 points), Israel in 70th place (4.43), the Republic of Korea in 82nd 
place (4.28), Japan in 87th place (4.03), and Turkey in 88th place (with 4.00 
points). These countries face very different sets of threats that have a 
combination and weight close to those confronting Russia. The US, too, is 
facing serious threats (which put it in 118th place with 3.06 points).

Central and East European countries are in a relatively favorable situation, 
with a minimum number of threats posed to them. They are ranked, from 
bottom up, as follows: Bulgaria is in 189th place (with 0.67 points), the Czech 
Republic, Poland, and Hungary in 174th, 173rd, and 172nd places (with 1.02 
points each), and Slovenia, in 167th place (with 1.14 points).

Unlike Central and Eastern Europe, the former USSR republics are ranked 
within a much broader range. While Russia places approximately in the 
middle of the rating, Lithuania (which is far down in 162nd place), Latvia 
(161st place), Belarus (160th place), Estonia (152nd place), Kazakhstan (141st 
place), and Ukraine (140th place) are on positive ground, facing a small 
number of threats only. The situation is not as cheerful for Moldova (134th), 
Armenia (120th), Uzbekistan (97th), and Turkmenistan (93rd), which still 
have better ratings than Russia’s. The remaining countries, Georgia (38th), 
Azerbaijan (24th), Kyrgyzstan (19th), and Tajikistan (12th), are in a relatively 
grave situation from the perspective of external and internal threats.

In sum, Russia is forced to respond to a broad, but not an exorbitant, 
array of challenges and threats, compared to a majority of developing 
and several post-Soviet countries which have to struggle with continuing 
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internal conflicts and confront much more serious threats, or which have to 
make greater efforts to counteract external and internal challenges.

3.1.3. Rating of the Potential of International 
 Influence

To recall, Russia is among the world leaders in 7th place (with 2.60 
points) in the rating of the potential of international influence. The rankings 
are topped by the United States (with 10 points), an enormous lead over 
the runner-up, China (3.93 points). Even if far behind the US in influence 
ratings, Russia is nearly as good as the other countries placing higher. The 
eight rating leaders include the G8 countries, in which Canada and Italy 
are replaced with China and India, respectively.

It should be noted that Russia’s leadership is not obviously overwhelming 
in terms of the variables with the highest weight. Compared to several other 
countries, its military expenditures, shares in the world GDP and exports of 
goods and services as well as contributions to the UN budget may appear 
relatively small. However, they are not as negligible as has been the recent 
fashion to underrate them in academic and political discourse in Russia 
itself. While trailing the US, Russia holds 6th place in the world for military 
expenditures, and a more distant 16th position for share in the world GDP 
and 16th for share in the world exports.

Russia’s lag in ratings behind the other G8 countries is offset by a few 
minor variables, on which it has a “good” record. Indeed, Russia owes its 
leader role to its permanent member status in the UN Security Council, 
possession of nuclear weapons and modern air force (a hint at the solid 
techological base of its military), membership in the Paris Club of creditors, 
and military bases in other countries.

Russia has impressive rankings equal to, or just below, those of the other 
G8 countries on less significant variables. It contributes an appreciable 
share to UN budget; its armed forces are the fourth largest military in the 
world. Finally, it is also among the world’s most populous countries, even 
though its population rates are on a downtrend. 

Countries just above and below Russia in the rankings can be divided 
into two categories. Those above have bigger or lesser claims to global 
and/or regional leadership (in the military or economics). They are the US, 
China, Japan, Germany, France, and the United Kingdom. Russia appears 
to have similar claims, and so does India, which is following it in the rating. 
Those further down are big players in their regions (disregarding whether 
a country plays a negative role, such as serving as a source of instability 
and threat, or has a positive role) — Italy, Saudi Arabia, Canada, North 
Korea, the Netherlands, Turkey, Belgium, the Republic of Korea, Brazil, and 
Pakistan.

The post-communist countries of Central and Eastern Europe have 
a modest potential to exercise international influence. The biggest scorer 
among them is Poland, which is in 35th place (with 0.48 points). And so 
do the former republics of the USSR, except for Ukraine, which ranks 29th 
(with 0.59 points). It is worthwhile mentioning that Ukraine outperforms 
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all Central and East European and post-Soviet countries, except Russia, in 
this field.

This rating offers persuasive evidence that the potential of international 
influence is centered on a small club of great powers, including Russia. This 
country has a significant potential of influence, often a derivative inherited 
from the former USSR (a surplus of it in one area and a shortfall in another). 
However, it is limited by a number of actual conditions (a small economy, 
aging infrastructure, etc) and factors (such as inconsistent foreign and 
domestic policies).

An important note to make is that this rating only reflects potential, 
rather than actual, international influence. In fact, this rating is only an 
indication that the potential to exert influence can be used with a varying 
effect, or that potential is not necessarily the actual influence.

In case of Russia, it means that “soft power” components such as 
diplomacy and foreign policy strategy help compensate for the limited 
resources of influence and achieve foreign policy goals. It is difficult, if not 
impossible at this stage of the Political Atlas project, to measure them.

3.1.4. Quality of Life Rating 

Turning back to an earlier section, the quality of life ranking table shows 
Russia in a relatively low 73rd place, with 2.68 points on the 10-point scale. 
Considering the country’s aggregate potential, this raises concerns, as is 
with the threats rating. And yet, this does not fit into the media-trumpeted 
stereotype of Russia as an unfortunate Third World country.

The country’s poor performance in these rating is explained by its non-
impressive record on such significant variables as GDP per capita (63rd place 
in the world) and especially life expectancy (84th place). A similar situation 
can be observed with other variables as well, including health expenditure 
per capita (66th place), mortality from communicable diseases (62nd place), 
infant mortality (16 deaths per 1.000 infants against 3 in developed 
countries at the top of the rankings).

Education presents a considerably better picture against this background. 
More than 90% of the country’s population have studied or are studying 
(primary, secondary and tertiary schools). Still, the situation is terrible as 
for the mortality rate from injuries (murder, poisoning, including abuse of 
alcoholic drinks, deaths in road accidents, suicide, and the like, on so great 
a scale that Russia has been propelled to top place in the world in these 
standings.

A majority of post-communist countries in Central and Eastern Europe are 
a way below West European rating leaders and (except for Romania) above 
Russia — the Czech Republic is in 38th place (with 4.28 points), Hungary in 
43rd (3.80 points), Poland in 48th (3.55 points), Slovakia in 49th (3.55 points), 
Croatia in 52nd (3.44 points), and Bulgaria in 70th place (with 2.71 points).

The former USSR republics have a relatively low quality of life. The three 
Baltic republics are an exception to this rule, Estonia placed 47th (with 3.57 
points), Lithuania in 50th place (with 3.52 points), and Latvia in 55th place 
(with 3.29 points). The other countries in this group are all below Russia in 
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quality of life rankings. Belarus is in 89th place (2.44 points), Ukraine in 101st 
place (2.20), Armenia in 104th place (2.13), Kazakhstan in 107th place (2.04), 
Georgia in 114th place (1.91), Kyrgyzstan in 121st place (1.72), Azerbaijan in 
122nd place (1.71), Turkmenistan in 123rd place (1.70), Uzbekistan in 128th 
place (1.53), Moldova in 129th place (1.52), and Tajikistan in 139th place (with 
1.30 points).

Quality of life is a major matter of concern for the nation. The country’s 
most urgent priorities are reduction of death rates, and improving the well-
being.

3.1.5. Institutional Basis of Democracy Rating

Yet another look back at a previous section reminds us that Russia is in 
93rd place, with 5.24 points on a ten-point scale, in the rating of institutional 
basis of democracy. Switzerland tops it and Myanmar is at the very bottom. 
Our reading of Russia’s upper-middle position is that it is yet far to go to 
catch up with advanced European and/or European-type democracies. 
It is not, though, an authoritarian country, in which there is no place for 
democratic institutions and practices at all. Obviously, a set of institutions 
we could describe as essential for sustainable democratic governance has 
been put in place in post-Soviet Russia. And more, these institutions have 
been present for too short a time to wear down the effect of the country’s 
long tradition of undemocratic rule.

Our analysis shows that a majority of factors that have dragged Russia 
down the rankings are a legacy of its historical traditions and twists in 
the evolution of Russian political institutions after 1991. The minimal 
electoral tradition is still weak (originating in 1993), with two attempts at 
unconstitutional change of government (in 1991 and 1993). The national 
agenda has been dominated lately by other priorities thought to be vital 
for the nation’s advance but, we regret to admit it, at times incompatible 
with the accepted ideals of democracy. 

Competition for the executive is a critical parameter slicing points 
off Russia’s ranking. In fact, this parameter carries the greatest weight 
in the index. At the presidential election in March 2004, Vladimir Putin’s 
competitors polled 28% of the vote, too low for the election to be called 
highly competitive (almost the same situation occurred in March 2008, 
when Dmitry Medvedev’s competitors scored 29% of the vote). Besides, 
women had relatively few seats (10% of total after the 2003 election and 
14% after the 2007 election) in the lower house of the country’s parliament 
at the time.

At the same time, some other parameters demonstrate that Russia can 
be comparable to democratic countries. Elections draw a large proportion 
of the electorate, a clear sign that there is no discrimination of minorities 
as for the electoral rights. No cases have been recorded of disruption of 
competition by means of a referendum to give the head of state yet 
another term in office. The incumbent and his predecessor have not held 
office for more than two terms. The parliament has constitutional powers to 
influence the appointment of prime-minister.
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Russia is rated on a par with Peru ranked 92nd (with 5.35 points), South 
Africa in 94th place (5.23 points), and Turkey in 99th (5.13 points). In no 
way perfect democracies, these three countries started their democratic 
transition with the third wave of democratization, achieving certain success.

Central European countries stand above or considerably higher than 
Russia, but below the “old” democracies, in the ratings. Croatia ranks in 
27th place (with 6.95 points), Hungary places 28th (6.94), Romania 31st (6.69), 
the Czech Republic 36th (6.56), Poland 40th (6.47), Slovenia 45th (6.43), and 
Bulgaria 46th (6.42). 

By contrast, the former USSR republics are spread widely over the 
rankings. Some of them get higher ratings than Russia and compare well 
with post-communist countries of Central and Eastern Europe. Lithuania 
places 32nd (6.69 points), Ukraine 41st (6.46), Latvia 52nd (6.23), and Estonia 
58th (6.03). Further down, Armenia (67th place with 5.86 points) and Moldova 
(81st place with 5.64 points) are above Russia and below most Central and 
East European countries. The remaining post-Soviet countries are far below 
Russia — Azerbaijan in 135th place (3.46 points), Belarus in 149th (2.23), 
Kazakhstan in 152nd (2.10), Kyrgyzstan in 154th (2.10), Uzbekistan in 159th 
(1.87), Georgia in 160th (1.79), Tajikistan in 172nd (1.05), and Turkmenistan in 
187th (0.03).

Both in the general rankings and among the post-Soviet countries, 
Russia is in the middle, without leaning toward manifest autocracies or 
mature democracies.

* * *
In comparison with the “crude” original database, the five indices were 

very helpful in getting a better understanding of where nations stand in the 
world. However, the ratings give quite different pictures, in which Russia 
ranks 27th, 81st (or, more exactly 112th, if measured from the other end), 73rd, 
7th, and 93rd. 

Actually, such a diversity is the rule, not an exception, for a majority of 
countries. To get a clear picture of reality and to find out the most significant 
characteristics of each country, the principal components method is 
applied.

3.2. Russia in the Principal Components Space

A look at Russia’s place in the principal components space gives us a 
more detailed profile of the country.

Unlike many other countries, Russia is largely explained by a single 
component, the fourth, that we call capacity for international influence, 
and which yields 75.6% of all explanations. This means that the potential of 
international influence is the most prominent typological characteristic 
that makes a country different from others. This index carries the greatest 
weight in the component. In short, maximizing its international influence 
is what makes Russia so distinct in today’s world.

According to our observations, the fourth component rarely dominates 
country profile explanations. Whenever it does, it does so in the case of 
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great powers, primarily the US (78.5%), Russia, and India (73.5%). It is also 
quite high for China (41.4%), Germany (41.1%), Japan (40.5%), Ukraine 
(33.6%), Turkey (32.8%), France (31.4%), and the United Kingdom (26.6%). 
These countries combine great power status and other features typical of 
them. For example, the United Kingdom, France, and Germany combine 
the fourth and first components, or a blend of considerable potential of 
international influence, high quality of life, and few threats.

Apart from the fourth component, Russia’s profile is also explained 
by the second component, called state basis of democracy, which is left 
with a significantly smaller share of 22.2%. The implication is that the 
country has to build democracy and reinforce stateness simultaneously. 
Democratization threatens to bring the problems of territorial integrity and 
stateness to a head, while a greater focus can be shifted to stateness at the 
expense of democracy. This is not a prime feature of Russia so far, which is 
a sign of a tenuous balance between stateness and the institutional basis 
of democracy.

This conclusion is validated by comparison with countries which are 
explained by the second component to a greater extent. Comparison is 
centered on two distinct groups of countries — those where democracy 
is sustained at the expense of stateness, and whose where it is the other 
way around. The first group includes, for example, Moldova and Macedonia. 
The second component provides 81% of Moldova’s profile explanation — 
formal democratic institutions coexist with stateness in crisis (breakaway 
region of Transnistria and plans to join Romania, to name only the major 
two). For Macedonia, the explanation offered by the second component 
is as high as 86.7% — its democratic institutions coexist with its fable 
stateness (evidenced by large volumes of foreign aid, separatist moods in 
the Albanian community, and so on). The second group brings together 
Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, and Saudi Arabia. Uzbekistan is explaned by 
second component by 73.5% — stateness is maintained by non-democratic 
political regime. The second component rises to 87.7% for Turkmenistan 
where stateness was enforced by a brutal personalist regime (as of 2006). 
Saudi Arabia is an absolute monarchy, which is 90.6% explained by the 
second component.

The other two components, first and third, are too weak to explain 
anything about Russia. The first component is null — national survival and 
its quality is not, in principle, a top priority for Russia at the time. Russia is 
immune to quality of life worries and threats (the two heavyweights of the 
first component), but they are overshadowed by other components that 
give Russia the distinct face it presents to the world.

The third component, projection of human costs of stateness, has a very 
low explanatory power for Russia — a negligible 2.2%: unlike Colombia or 
Peru, Russia is not at a crossroads between quality of life and stateness, and 
does not have to sacrifice one to save the other.

Meaningful interpretation of these differences requires a specialized 
analysis to be carried out, relevant classification developed, and, more 
important, accurate comparisons made for different groups of countries as 
crosschecks. For now, cluster analysis is about just enough for the purposes 
of step-by-step comparisons.
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3.3. Russia in Clusters 

Russia owes its standing in the clusters, above all, to its similarity to 
countries in the group of great powers. As the number of clusters increases, 
Russia tends to remain among the strongest players on the world stage. This 
is best illustrated by changes in Russia’s position in the clusters increasing 
from 10 to 40 (a scale of under 10 clusters is too general, while that of over 
40 is overburdened with redundant details).

A 10-cluster scale brings out a group of countries that includes China, 
France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the United Kingdom, and the United 
States, as well as Russia. These countries share a common distinction of 
possessing a high potential of international influence. They all are largely 
explained by the fourth component and lead the rating in the index of 
the potential of international influence. What might be a surprise, at the 
beginning of clustering procedure, India does not make it to the group. 
A country of high potential of international influence, it is notorious 
for its low quality of life, a long list of external and internal threats, and 
serious domestic problems (which all make maintaining its stateness a 
challenge). In contrast to India, other great powers have a high level of 
stateness, high or medium quality of life, and low or moderate threats. In 
principal components terminology, India is closer to the “threats arc” than 
to the “affluence pole”.

As the number of clusters increases, the great powers group falls apart 
quickly. On the 13th cluster, it separates into further two groups — with 
France, Germany, Italy, and the UK in one group and China, Russia, and 
the US in the other. The countries in the first group have a fairly high 
potential of international influence matched by a high quality of life 
and few threats. In the context of principal components, these countries 
are explained in terms of the fourth and first components, that is, the 
great power status and high quality of life are their typological attributes. 
The second group consists of countries that are largely explained by 
the fourth component, almost without any contribution from the first 
component. In short, these are great powers for which the quality of life 
and threats are no longer at the top of concerns. Moreover, a key role 
in their description is played by the second component, that is, each of 
them is faced, in one way or another, by the stateness vs. democracy 
choice. The second component is worth 56.6% for China, 22.2% for Russia, 
and 14.4% for the US.

Russia, China, and the US stay on together long into the clustering 
procedure. The group only splits on the 33rd cluster, when China falls off 
to form a cluster of its own, while Russia and the US jump into another 
cluster. The fourth component accounts for 41.4% of China’s profile, while 
the figure for Russia is 75.6%, and 78.5% for the US. Looking at it from the 
other end, these countries differ in the extent to which they are explained 
by the second component. It is the largest for China and smallest for the US.

The Russia — US group remains steady as long as the 40th cluster. This 
is clearly an indication that the two countries share many interests on the 
world scene and, at least, some challenges and problems. 
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* * *
The multidimensional classification of the countries we developed at 

this stage of the Political Atlas project is an analytically designed picture of 
the world, which serves, as any other construct does, to simplify a complex 
reality. Unlike one-dimensional classifications, though, it is more complex.

Russia’s place in the multidimensional classification of the world’s 
nations could be called contradictory and ambiguous. It combines strong 
and weak points — high potential of international influence, low quality 
of life, and only developing institutional basis of democracy. Our findings 
are more than our contribution to efforts to overcome simplification and 
stereotypes held about Russia. They also identify problems this country is 
facing and the opportunities it does not yet use in full. 
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CONCLUSION

Our work on this project, “Political Atlas of the Modern World”, has been 
an experience in global comparative research and multidimensional 
classification of political systems of modern states. An overwhelming 
majority of comparative research projects carried out in the world today 
are centered on either small groups of countries combined for any one 
specific reason (at the macro-level), or regions of a country (at the meso-
level), or specific political institutions (at the micro-level). From the 
methodological viewpoint, preference in studies is given to a small number 
of objects, instead of attempts at expanding the sets of objects studied to 
a reasonable maximum. These approaches translate into a trend for the 
professional community of political scientists to break into groups, or even 
individual scholars, specializing in comparisons that increasingly converge 
on narrow areas of research.

In this sense, our project is closer in spirit to the trend that was popular 
during the “golden age” of comparative political studies. We suggest, in 
the first place, that interest be focused on global large-scale comparisons 
covering all or nearly all countries of the world; second, the number of object 
categories be expanded into research of countries differing in nature, and 
third, interpretation of politics and political events be broadened and 
attempts made to extend analysis to different aspects of political systems 
operating in different countries of the world. Placed in the context of 
international political studies, the Political Atlas project can be regarded 
as an attempt to develop theoretical and methodological grounds for 
comparative studies to be pursued in new directions.

We have tried to classify the countries of the world by methods used 
in multidimensional statistical analysis. In this context, countries were 
analyzed on the basis of vastly different variables. At the output, we 
succeeded in obtaining a multi-tiered classification of countries as a 
framework for accurate comparisons. We certainly realize that just a set 
of variables is not enough to study the many facets of today’s political 
reality, and to make up for this deficiency, we are preparing “Encyclopedia 
of the Political Systems of Modern States”. Less standardized and 
formalized than the database we used for rating countries according 
to five indices, this Encyclopedia is built on a rigid description scheme 
of political systems and political regimes, and on a reasonably broad 
historical, cultural, social, and economic context of civilizations in which 
they arise and function. This context enlarges the array of variables 
used to describe political systems and political regimes of the countries 
existing in the world nowadays.

When we worked on the project we were certainly aware of the obvious 
methodological limitations that seem to be inherent in a universal 
comparative approach of this kind.

The first limitation is imposed by the deliberate choice of a sovereign 
state as a unit of analysis. Opponents of the state-centered approach are 
no doubt right when they point to the need of studying specific political 



Political Atlas of the Modern World

205

institutions and processes at the subnational level. It is also right for others 
to focus on analyzing “transnational” objects, including non-governmental 
actors in the world politics. And yet, without questioning the merits of the 
transnational and subnational approaches, we have been acting on the 
conviction that sovereign states are the “cells” of the world’s make-up as 
we know it today. Moreover, the sovereign state today appears to be the 
only, or almost the only, unit of analysis that allows a universal comparative 
study on a global scale. The choice of nearly any other unit of analysis could 
certainly yield remarkable and detailed results. Were that choice taken, that 
would have inevitably narrowed our set of case studies.

Second, the framework of our approach puts a limit on the set of variables 
that we are ready to apply to all countries compared. Even though the 
reputable databases (at the UN, the World Bank, the WHO, SIPRI, and so on) 
contain a great number of variables, many of them are not available for all 
countries of the world. Accordingly, we had to drop a considerable number 
of parameters that might otherwise have provided a more detailed input 
for country classification because they only applied to a limited number of 
countries. The Gini Index or expenditure on R&D are good examples that 
had little use for us. We ended up with our project database carrying more 
general data, which, we thought, were just as valuable as basic parameters 
we could use to construct multidimensional classifications. The shortage 
of detailed data is further offset by implied parameters (for example, YES/
NO questions), information on which could be found with a high degree of 
certainty in, for example, national constitutions.

Third, building classifications suggests reduction of variables. Ideally, 
the number of variables must be small, but this cannot be done at random. 

“Unessential” parameters can only be rejected if they are unavailable in 
international statistics, or are unreliable or inadequate for the purposes of 
a study, or they are “multi-collinear” (overburdened with too many links), or 
whatever. For example, calculating the quality of life index does not require 
life expectancy and healthy life expectancy to be counted in at the same 
time. Evidently, these variables are too closely interlinked. We applied these 
or similar reduction criteria to construct all indices.

The number of variables was reduced in our project by arranging 
them in a hierarchic order. Aggregated into five indices, the variables 
contribute different weights to the indices (their weights are calculated 
by means of discriminant analysis). In short, every index comprises a 
number of “heavyweight” variables whose contribution to the index 
value is proportionate to their own weight. We do not, however, discard 

“light weight” variables. One reason why we do not is that (given our 
plans to continue our study for the purpose of developing time series for 
comparison) variables having a small weight in comparisons we did in the 
period between 2003 and 2005 might have a greater weight from 2010 to 
2012, or even in the period from 1990 to 1992.

At this stage of the project, our most significant finding is the multidimen-
sional classification of the world’s countries that includes:

 ■ Ratings of all countries based on five indices: stateness; 
external and internal threats; potential of international 
influence; quality of life; and institutional basis of democracy.
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 ■ The number of dimensions needed to describe countries 
is reduced and country coordinates are computed with 
reference to uncorrelated axes by the principal components 
method. Discriminant function values were used as original 
data to compute the indices. The weights of the five indices in 
each component were calculated, and structures formed by 
countries in the principal components space were established.

 ■ The countries were classified by cluster analysis once their 
coordinates were described in the principal components 
space, allowing clusters formed by the countries studied to be 
analytically defined.

The country classification levels produced as a result are closely 
interrelated: each new level follows from the preceding one, allowing the 
inherent problems and flaws to be sorted out. In particular, the country 
ratings we constructed from the five indices are valuable tools we can use 
to compare countries in the five dimensions we obtained by a common 
methodology. We have established the existence of correlations between 
these dimensions. In theory, analysis of these correlations could develop 
into a full-scale study. These correlations put a kind of obstacle in the way 
of accurate country classification because every one of the five dimensions 
has a dash of another. Even though the ratings look immensely interesting, 
our goal was to obtain uncorrelated and independent dimensions for 
purposes of comparative analysis.

We achieved this goal by using the principal components method. The 
four independent provisional coordinates we derived for the purpose 
of describing the world political reality helped us locate the countries’ 
positions in these coordinates, and establish structural relationships 
among them, along with typological characteristics contributing most to 
their explanation. The indices constructed at the preceding stage played a 
crucial role now. By finding the weights the indices have in the components, 
we can interpret their meaning and, hence, understand the purport of the 
structures formed by the countries. Further, the projection of the countries’ 
position in a four-dimensional space on the plane of two components 
yields a graphically illustrative, even if very approximate, idea about the 
similarities and differences between the countries.

We tried to solve this new problem by cluster analysis in which we 
used the coordinates of all four components and which gave us clusters of 
countries similar to one another and marked out hypothetical boundaries 
between clusters as we reduced or increased the clustering scale (or number 
of splits to obtain varying numbers of clusters).

We could not avoid addressing our attention to yet another methodo-
logical limitation embedded into the global comparative study we 
undertook to explore the political systems of the modern states. This 
limitation is created by the scale on which a comparative study is conducted. 
Indeed, all countries are too different to be compared by any one measure 
(or even several measures). This is not, however, an argument against 
universal comparisons — comprehensive indices, groups of countries put 
together on principal components, and country clustering provide much 
useful information that helps us understand the place a country holds in 
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the world and the structure of its relations with other countries. Yet, much 
more needs to be worked on later.

The resultant multidimensional classification of the world’s nations has 
confirmed the following working hypotheses which we put forward at the 
starting point:

 ■ UN member countries form a sort of reference network 
(structure) in the world politics and serve as its basic cells (or 
elements).

 ■ The network has a complex configuration because of different-
sized cells and asymmetric relations among them.

 ■ Different groups of countries or occasionally individual 
countries represent different models and different trends in 
politics.

 ■ No single model exists for the world to be patterned on, and 
existing models reflect possible development opportunities 
that depend largely on the place a country or a group of 
countries holds in world politics.

The findings of the project and the methodology developed within its 
framework appear to be suitable for making a large number of assessments 
and forecasting political processes of various kinds and on varying scales, 
opening up new opportunities for political analysis.

The results of step-by-step universal comparisons, and particularly the 
ratings assigned on five comprehensive indices, classifications according 
to four principal components, and subsequent clustering on different 
scales, have confirmed the possibility of using them to make a transition 
to comparisons of an entirely new quality in order to obtain more detailed 
and varied data on individual countries and groups of countries. The next 
stage of research offers a prospect for making a transition from universal 
comparisons to their particular and case-oriented variety and conducting 
a comparative analysis of objects comparable in the full sense of the word. 
These are, above all, countries belonging to the same clusters (regardless 
of their scale); countries grouped together by the principal components 
method; and, lastly, countries classified by the comprehensive indices. This 
technique also offers a chance to develop new typologies of non-democratic 
regimes existing today, sort out the existing varieties of democratic set-ups, 
and assess the dynamics and trends of systemic and regime changes.

We see prospects for continuation and development of our study 
following at least two major content lines.

The first line is updating the database for the project as new statistics 
come in. This would help us create a mechanism to monitor the dynamics 
of all the countries in the study and keep the entire set of variables already 
in the project database. It would also be useful (in theory and in practice) 
to construct time series of data covering preceding periods, such as 1985–
1986, 1990–1991, and 1998–1999 (on all parameters of all countries), and 
continuously updated data on certain parameters of selected countries. 
This would facilitate a retrospective assessment of dynamics in the world’s 
countries (including Russia) for nearly two past decades. The results could 
be used to build forecasts and scenarios for countries in the near and 
medium terms.
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The second line is turning the focus on the more significant clusters of 
countries and expanding the number of variables. It could be appropriate 
here to narrow down the set of case studies and, tentatively, drop off 
extremely small countries, countries that are not transparent to international 
statistics, and countries described by a limited number of variables, for 
a start. This approach would only focus on selected clusters of countries 
analyzed on a far broader set of variables. New variables, so far available 
for only a limited number of countries, would be added to contribute to 
a more detailed profile of the countries studied For example, such new 
variables could include the Gini Index, expenditure on R&D, number of 
scientists and researchers, the share of high-tech products in a country’s 
exports, and so on. These and similar parameters would bring into sharper 
focus nature and differences among stateness, potential of international 
influence, quality of life, external and internal threats, and other aspects in 
the life of the world’s countries.

Finally, we see yet another rewarding and critical area where we could 
continue our research — a more penetrating, detailed, and focused study 
of Russia’s place in the world of sovereign countries. We said already 
above that countless stereotypes and misconceptions exist in Russia and 
elsewhere about this country’s situation, its role, and, broadly speaking, its 
mission in the world. What we hear and read about Russia as a great power, 
a power center, and a mighty cultural and intellectual region is mixed with 
notions labelling it as “an Upper Volta armed with missiles”, “an empire of 
evil”, or “a Third World failure”. Helping to dismantle the stereotypes about 
Russia and promoting a multidimensional understanding of Russia’s 
standing in the world is a key goal of our project and a task we are going to 
address in our follow-up studies.
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