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Introduction 

Brief Introduction to the 
Prosperity Index

The word ‘legatum’ means ‘legacy’. At the 
Legatum Institute, we are focused on tackling the 
major challenges of our generation—and seizing 
the major opportunities—to ensure the legacy 
we pass on to the next generation is one of in-
creasing prosperity and human flourishing. Based 
in London, we are an international think tank and 
educational charity which seeks to provide evi-
dence-based solutions for those who would see 
free, just and flourishing societies. We do this 
through our research and by bringing together 
those who wish to work towards creating a better, 
more prosperous world. At the Legatum Institute, 
we believe that prosperity is not just a journey of 
accumulation, but one of transformation.

The Legatum Prosperity Index is a reflection of this 
view. It is a framework that assesses countries on 
the promotion of their citizens’ flourishing, reflect-
ing both wealth and wellbeing across nine pillars 
of prosperity. This makes the Index, covering 149 
countries, a unique global benchmarking tool. It 
captures the richness of a truly prosperous life and 
in so doing seeks to redefine the way we meas-
ure national success, changing the conversation 
from what we are getting to who we are becom-
ing. Thus it is an authoritative measure of human 
progress, offering a unique insight into how pros-
perity is forming and changing across the world.

A nation’s prosperity has traditionally been meas-
ured by macroeconomic indicators of wealth such 
as average income per person or GDP per capita. 
In moving “beyond GDP” to cover both wealth 
and wellbeing—and not just one or the other—
the Prosperity Index faces challenges that the 
Legatum Institute has striven over the past dec-
ade to meet with academic and analytical rigour.

Ultimately, the Prosperity Index is a tool for 
change. It provides leaders with the evidence 
they need to transform their nations into more 
prosperous ones and it provides citizens with the 
information they need to hold those leaders to 
account.

This methodological report, which first accom-
panied the release of the 2016 Prosperity Index, 
has been updated for the 2017 Index. It offers the 
reader an understanding of how the Index had 
been refreshed for the 2016 edition, following a 
two-year methodological review, to get us closer 
to a measure of prosperity that is transparent and 
policy-relevant. The 2016 and 2017 editions of the 
Index cover more countries and more variables, 
include a new pillar on the environment, and are 
based on a more transparent and conceptually 
clear weighting scheme.

We endeavour to create an Index that is method-
ologically sound. Our aim in publishing this meth-
odology report is to provide all the information 
required to understand the Legatum Prosperity 
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Index and to present it in a way that is transpar-
ent, useful, and informative.

Since last year’s report, we have changed the 
source of data for two indicators in the Economic 
Quality Pillar: labour market participation and 
female labour market participation. Our past 
measure has been the ILO estimate of overall, and 
female, labour force participation rate as a per-
centage of the population aged 15-64. However, 
these two datasets have been discontinued, thus 
we have replaced them with close analogues, the 
labour force participation rate as a percentage 
of the population aged 15+. These new metrics 
also include the labour force participation of old-
er workers. Consequently, there have been some 
changes in the rankings for these indicators - 
countries with smaller 64+ populations tend to 
have more favourable scores – yet on the level of 
the overall Prosperity Index, this switch of indica-
tors has had negligible impact on rankings.

Structure of the Report

Section 2 of this report describes the conceptual 
framework of the Prosperity Index and its pillars. 
Section 3 provides an overview of the Index’s 
methodological approach. It explains the thinking 
behind the choice of our nine pillars and their un-
derlying 104 variables. Section 4 burrows beneath 
the surface of our data characteristics and sources. 
It explains how we arrived at data coverage for all 
149 countries over ten years. Section 5 explains 
the calculation steps involved in standardising, 
weighting, and aggregating our variables and pil-
lars into a single composite index. We also provide 
robustness tests of our weighting strategy. Section 
6 gives an overview of the ways in which the Index 
can be used to assess countries’ prosperity perfor-
mance. Appendix I contains a list of all our varia-
bles, their sources, and descriptions. Appendix II 
contains a bibliography.
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Prosperity 
Worldview 

Conceptual Framework

The Legatum Prosperity Engine is the conceptu-
al framework underlying the Prosperity Index. It 
is represented in Figure 1. The model is a visual 
representation of the way in which a nation’s eco-
nomic wealth and social wellbeing act upon each 
other, either accelerating or restraining the crea-
tion of individual and shared prosperity.

What is Prosperity?
True prosperity is more than just material wealth. 
Prosperity, as measured by the Prosperity Index, 
is created by both economic wealth and social 
wellbeing working together in a relationship where 
each benefits and advances the other.

Wealth provides means, not meaning. Survival, 
comfort, and pleasure are not enough. Man is a 
meaning machine. The accumulation of wealth 
without the voluntary pursuit of a meaningful 
purpose leads to disillusionment and emptiness. It 
is through contribution and compassion (selfless-
ness, service, and social connection) that human 
beings find deeper meaning. These qualities also 
build the rich resources of wider social capital that 

sustain a virtuous national character, so vital to a 
smoothly functioning economy.

Free enterprise also has an important role to play. 
As Adam Smith observed, when people voluntarily 
strive to meet their own and each other’s needs, 
material prosperity grows and standards of living 
rise. An economic “flywheel” emerges from the 
accumulation of surplus wealth, providing the re-
sources for yet further investment. As standards of 
living rise, it becomes possible to invest in various 
forms of human development, such as healthcare 
and education, thereby helping to lift people out 
of poverty and build greater levels of social cohe-
sion and trust.

As social capital grows, the social capital flywheel 
advances, which also accelerates the economic 
flywheel. Healthy, educated, high-trust societies 
are essential for sustained economic develop-
ment. Conversely, when social capital is weak, as 
a result of an unhealthy or corrupt community, a 
significant restraint on economic development is 
created. High levels of material prosperity are not 
sustainable without strong social capital.

In this way, the two flywheels are interconnect-
ed and interdependent. They work together as a 
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single engine of prosperity, each sustaining and 
accelerating the other. However, they can also act 
as brakes upon each other. For example, an anae-
mic economic performance will fail to provide the 
investment needed for the creation of strong so-
cial capital. Similarly, weak social capital will result 
in a shortage of the healthy, educated, diligent, 
and trustworthy participants who are so essential 
for a productive workforce and vigorous economy.

When either of these two flywheels is prevent-
ed from turning efficiently, it retards the entire 
engine of growth. And if both of these drivers of 
prosperity are failing, the result is a nation perpet-
ually mired in poverty.

The Pursuit of Virtue
No model would be complete without considering 
the role of governance in creating and sustaining 
prosperity. Our observation is that institutions can 
guarantee order, but not outcome. Institutions are 
open to both use and abuse, depending upon the 
national character reflected in the people leading 
them. Put another way, the benefit provided, or 

harm inflicted, by national institutions is in di-
rect proportion to the virtues of their leadership. 
Institutions, like laws, can be used to either lib-
erate or enslave, to protect or punish, depending 
upon how they are employed.

It is essential to distinguish between the mer-
it-based competition of free markets and the cro-
ny capitalism which thrives upon regulation, per-
mits, licences, tariffs, and other political favours. 
Tyrannies are seldom known by the absence of 
laws, but rather by the manner in which laws are 
selectively employed, either against opponents or 
in favour of friends. For this reason, in our model 
the pursuit of virtue furnishes the environment 
within which the two flywheels function.

When the economy and society operate with-
in a virtuous, high-trust, service-oriented moral 
framework, then resources flow efficiently to the 
most productive people and places, for the bene-
fit of the many. When virtue is weak and a sense 
of stewardship is absent, wealth is redirected by 
and toward the governing elite and their crony 
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Figure 1: The Legatum Prosperity Engine
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capitalist friends, leaving fewer resources availa-
ble for essential investments in either economic 
growth or social capital.

From Concept to Measurement

The Prosperity Engine underlies the rest of this re-
port, which explains how we go from a conceptual 
framework to an empirical implementation.

The Prosperity Engine has at its heart two central 
flywheels: economic prosperity and social wellbe-
ing. In principle, we could rank countries according 
to their overall level of per capita income (a meas-
ure of economic prosperity) and the life satisfac-
tion of their citizens (a popular measure of social 
wellbeing). However, this would not allow us to 
ask the crucial question of whether citizens in a 
country truly have the opportunity to flourish and 
lead prosperous lives. It would not have anything 
to say about the economic or social drivers of 
their success. Authoritarian regimes, for example, 
might deliver a high GDP per capita and life satis-
faction, but the absence of freedom is a restriction 
on true prosperity. The Prosperity Index seeks to 
enhance our understanding of global prosperity by 
investigating all the different drivers that underlie 
a country’s wealth and wellbeing.

The Prosperity Index is founded on the notion that 
prosperity is multidimensional. Wellbeing encom-
passes all aspects of human life, including but not 
restricted to emotional happiness and life satis-
faction. Similarly, wealth extends beyond GDP per 
capita to incorporate qualitative and distributive 
aspects not captured by monetary measures. If 
wealth and wellbeing could be measured in an 
appropriate way by single variables, there would 
be no need to construct the Prosperity Index on 
such a complex basis. But prosperity is a multidi-
mensional concept and one that the Index seeks 
to measure, explore, and understand as fully as 
possible.
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3

Methodology 
Overview

Pillars and variables: Overview 
of Structure

We combed through decades of academic re-
search that has identified the determinants 
of economic performance and social wellbe-
ing across countries. Appendix II, available in 
the online version of this report, contains a full 
bibliography.

The review identified more than 200 variables 
that have an impact on wealth and wellbeing, 
and could therefore be considered for inclusion in 
the Index. The review also made clear that coun-
tries often follow different paths to prosperity, but 
some common themes emerged. The Prosperity 
Engine’s drivers might not all be present in every 
country to the same degree, but every coun-
try needs some combination of these drivers to 
achieve prosperity. For example, South Korea has 
achieved prosperity despite low levels of social 
capital, while Singapore has achieved prosperity 
despite low levels of Personal Freedom. As the 
Prosperity Index’s coverage is global, we necessar-
ily cover all drivers highlighted by our Prosperity 
Engine that enable countries to achieve prosperity.

By examining the statistical relationship between 
wealth and wellbeing and each one of the 200 
variables, we further refined the list of 200 varia-
bles down to 104 variables. We did this by select-
ing only the variables that displayed a statistically 
significant and meaningful relationship with at 
least wealth or wellbeing. As a final check on our 
list of 104 variables, we consulted a group of ac-
ademic and policy experts who advised us on the 
reliability of data sources, the credibility of varia-
bles’ measurement, and the correct form in which 
to express the variables. We then distributed these 
variables across nine pillars, each representing a 
different aspect of prosperity.

in 2016, we have added a ninth pil lar—
Environment. We have now reached a high point 
in the accumulation of evidence on the role of 
the environment in bringing a sense of wellbeing 
and economic benefits to a population. It does 
this through characteristics that may be physi-
cal, such as air quality; social, such as green areas 
in which to meet; or symbolic, such as national 
parks and conservation areas that also provide 
biodiversity. Economic benefits come through 
the practice of sustainable agriculture, which im-
proves land productivity, and through the slowing 
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of degradation, which acts as a drag on long-run 
productivity. Policymakers are growing increas-
ingly aware of the environment’s importance in 
delivering a sense of prosperity and need broad 
metrics that go beyond single-issue debates, such 
as air pollution.

We continuously monitor the availability and 
quality of global data, and this year’s variable 
count of 104 marks an increase from the 2015 edi-
tion’s 89. Wider data availability meant we could 
increase our coverage from 142 countries to 149 
for the 2016 edition.

A country is given a score for each pillar. This score 
is based on that country’s performance with re-
spect to each of the variables and on the level 
of importance—the weight, which we discuss in 
the following section—assigned to each variable. 
Finally, the pillar scores are averaged to obtain an 
overall prosperity score, which determines each 
country’s rank. By averaging pillar scores to obtain 
an overall prosperity score, we do not judge any 
one of the pillars to have a greater a priori weight 
than any other. This is especially important in the 
construction of a global index where different pil-
lars have greater importance in different countries 
at different times. Health, for instance, might be 
a high priority until war breaks out, after which 
Safety & Security becomes the main concern. 
Like the UN’s Human Development Index (HDI), 
which is a composite of three indicators, this equal 
weighting of pillars makes the normative assump-
tion that people value each pillar equally.

For each pillar, we provide individual country 
scores and rankings. While the Index score pro-
vides an overall assessment of a country’s pros-
perity, each pillar score serves as a reliable guide 
to how that country is performing with respect to 
a particular foundation of prosperity.

The relationships between the 104 variables and 
the nine pillars are complex. For example, a coun-
try that performs well in educating its citizens is 
more likely to have an innovative and high-quality 
economy. Our Education and Economic Quality 
pillars are, in fact, highly correlated.

There are, however, many paths to prosperity, as 
the academic literature emphasises. It is possible 
to achieve prosperity through different policy 
mixes. Some countries move closer to prosperi-
ty by improving their Business Environment and 
Education scores, while others might emphasise 
Safety & Security and Social Capital. For example, 
the United States ranks 21st in overall prosper-
ity, first in the Business Environment pillar, but 
52nd in the Safety & Security pillar. Luxembourg, 
in contrast, ranks 12th overall, 29th in Business 
Environment, but second in the Safety & Security 
pillar.

The distribution of our 104 variables across nine 
pillars is not a comment on their distinct contribu-
tion to overall prosperity, but offers a framework, 
based on our Prosperity Engine, that enables users 
to assess countries’ prosperity in a comprehensive 
and practical way.
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The Pillars

Figure 2 displays our nine pillars of prosperity 

Economic Quality 
Sound and stable or, simply, high-quality econom-
ic fundamentals increase economic wealth and 
promote social wellbeing. The Economic Quality 
pillar measures countries’ performance in four 
key areas: structural policies (e.g., trade barriers), 
economic satisfaction and expectations (e.g., 
satisfaction with living standards), distribution 
of prosperity (e.g., relative poverty), engagement 
(e.g., labour force participation and financial ac-
cess), and production quality and diversity (e.g., 
export diversity and quality). We include long-run 
per capita income growth because stable, persis-
tent growth raises living standards, but—as recent 
research has found—volatile growth is related to 
lower levels of wellbeing, as people struggle to 

adjust to the sudden changes triggered by such 
growth.

Business Environment 
A strong business environment is one that pro-
vides an entrepreneurial climate in which citi-
zens can pursue new ideas and opportunities to 
improve their lives, leading to more wealth and 
higher social wellbeing. The Business Environment 
pillar measures these factors in the following 
categories: access (to infrastructure such as the 
Internet and transport, and to credit), business 
flexibility (the costs of starting a business and of 
hiring and firing), clear and fair regulation (e.g., 
intellectual property rights), and perceptions 
of meritocracy and opportunity. The Business 
Environment pillar is based on research into how 
entrepreneurship drives innovation and generates 
economic growth, and into the positive effects 
that result from individuals realising their entre-
preneurial potential. When a country improves 
the likelihood that entrepreneurial initiative will 

Figure 2: Pillars of Prosperity

Governance

Q

UALITY OF LIFE

Economic Qualit
y

B
u

siness Environm
en

t Personal Freedom
Social Capital

Safety & Securit
y

Education

Environment

Health

FO
U

N
DA

TIO
NS

EC
O

N
O

M
IC FOUNDATIO

N
S

INSTITUTIO
N

A
L

8 Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



pay off and individuals experience the satisfaction 
of entrepreneurial success, a society’s prosperity 
increases overall.

Governance
Well-governed, democratic societies tend to enjoy 
higher levels of per capita income and of citizen 
wellbeing. The Governance pillar measures coun-
tries’ performance in four areas: effective and 
accountable government, fair elections and po-
litical participation, the rule of law, and the level 
of a country’s democracy. Stable and democratic 
governing institutions safeguard political and eco-
nomic freedom and create an environment of civic 
participation, leading to higher levels of income 
and wellbeing. The Governance pillar also assesses 
levels of government corruption and competition, 
and citizens’ confidence in the honesty of elec-
tions and the broader policymaking process.

Personal Freedom
When citizens enjoy freedom of expression, belief, 
and organisation, as well as personal autonomy 
in a society welcoming of diversity, their country 
experiences higher levels of income and wellbeing. 
The Personal Freedom pillar measures countries’ 
performance in two areas: individual freedom 
and social tolerance. The Personal Freedom pillar 
captures the importance of various freedoms—
of choice, expression (including press freedom), 
movement, and belief—and tolerance of minor-
ities and immigrants, for a country’s wealth and 
the wellbeing of its citizens. Societies that foster 
strong civil rights and freedoms have been shown 
to enjoy increases in levels of satisfaction among 
their citizens. When citizens’ personal liberties are 
protected, a country benefits from higher levels of 
national income.

Social Capital
Social networks and the cohesion a society experi-
ences when people trust and respect one another 
have a direct effect on the prosperity of a coun-
try. The Social Capital pillar measures countries’ 
performance in three areas: social cohesion and 
engagement (bridging social capital), communi-
ty and family networks (bonding social capital), 

and political participation and institutional trust 
(linking social capital). This pillar evaluates how 
factors such as volunteering, helping strangers, 
and donating to charitable organisations impact 
economic performance and life satisfaction. It 
measures levels of trust—whether citizens believe 
they can rely on others and whether they can rely 
on institutions such as the police force. It also 
measures whether citizens feel and act as though 
they have a say in the political process. Empirical 
studies on social capital have shown that citizen 
wellbeing improves through social trust and family 
and community ties. Similarly, societies with low-
er levels of trust—a central component of social 
capital—have been shown to experience lower 
levels of economic growth. Thus the word “capi-
tal” in “social capital” highlights the contribution 
of social networks as an asset that produces eco-
nomic returns and improves wellbeing.

Safety & Security
Threats to national security and personal safety 
jeopardise economic and social wellbeing. The 
Safety & Security pillar measures countries’ per-
formance in three areas: national security, person-
al precariousness, and personal safety. A stable so-
cial and political environment (as measured by a 
political terror scale) is necessary for attracting in-
vestment and sustaining economic growth. When 
citizens worry about their personal safety (meas-
ured through questions such as “Do you feel safe 
walking alone at night?”), their overall wellbeing 
suffers. The Safety & Security pillar combines ob-
jective measures of security and subjective meas-
ures of personal safety. Factors such as instability 
resulting from group grievances (like ethnic wars) 
limit GDP growth. When people’s food and shelter 
situation is precarious, and when institutions can-
not support them, they flee. Academic research 
shows that organised political violence such as 
coups or civil war, as well as crime, hinders eco-
nomic growth. In addition, an environment of fear 
and uncertainty negatively affects life satisfaction.

Education 
The Education pillar measures countries’ perfor-
mance in four broad areas: access to education, 
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quality of education, human capital, and compet-
itiveness. Access to education (measured by en-
rolment rates and an education inequality index) 
allows citizens to develop their potential and con-
tribute productively to their society. In addition, 
the pillar shows that a country’s human capital 
stock (measured by years of education per worker) 
encourages research and development and adds 
knowledge to society. Citizens’ perception of the 
educational opportunities available to them and 
their children is also key to assessing the quality of 
education in a given country. This pillar is inspired 
by research on economic growth which has found 
human capital to be an engine for growth, making 
a case for the non-diminishing effect of education 
on rising per capita income levels. Academic re-
search also shows that basic education enhances 
people’s opportunities to increase life satisfaction.

Health
A strong health infrastructure which enables cit-
izens to enjoy good physical and mental health 
leads to higher levels of economic prosperity and 
wellbeing. Poor health keeps people from fulfilling 
their potential. The Health pillar measures coun-
tries’ performance in three areas: basic health 
outcomes, health infrastructure and preventative 
care, and physical and mental health. The Health 
pillar evaluates countries on the basis of indica-
tors that reflect a strong health infrastructure, 
such as rates of immunisation and sanitation fa-
cilities. Countries are also assessed on average life 
expectancy and mortality rates. The pillar further 
includes measures of individual satisfaction with 
health. Researchers have found that self-report-
ed wellbeing and self-reported health are strongly 
and significantly correlated to a society’s overall 
health, further fostering human capital creation, 
which is favourable to higher economic develop-
ment. Mentally and physically healthy citizens are 
the bedrock of a productive workforce, which in 
turn increases levels of income per capita.

Natural Environment
New in the 2016 Prosperity Index was the 
Environment pillar. In our research, we have found 
that several indicators of the environment, includ-
ing use of pesticides, land and marine area devot-
ed to nature, and air quality, show a significant 
relationship with average national wellbeing and 
material wealth. These findings will be immedi-
ately obvious to anyone who has moved in search 
of cleaner air or more green space, and to the ru-
ral populations who were lifted out of poverty 
through sustainable agricultural methods that 
increase productivity. In short, we have includ-
ed the Environment pillar because a high-quality 
environment conveys a sense of wellbeing and 
satisfaction to a country’s population through 
characteristics that may be physical (such as air 
quality), social (such as green areas to meet), or 
symbolic (such as national parks), and because a 
high-quality environment can provide substantial 
material economic benefits to those whose living 
depends on the environment. 

Variable Selection Criteria

Each pillar contains around 12 variables. Appendix 
I contains a list of all 104 variables, which includes 
their description, source, and weight. This section 
explains the criteria we developed with our expert 
advisers to refine the 200 variables drawn from 
the literature review down to 104. We asked of 
every variable the “five As”: is it applicable, action-
able, agnostic, adaptable, and accessible?

•	 Applicable requires the variable to speak to 
contemporary policy debates with global res-
onance and to offer relevant and useful anal-
ysis and advice. The Index touches on a range 
of aspects of human life that affect a country’s 
capabilities to deliver prosperity to its citizens. 
Variables must speak to policy and develop-
ment issues that policymakers and the public 
care about most.
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•	 Actionable demands that the variables reflect 
conditions that can be targeted and affected 
in the short to medium term. In other words, 
they should be concrete, measurable, and 
susceptible to policy influence. For example, 
instead of including a demographic trend, like 
population ageing, which cannot be changed 
immediately despite its considerable effect on 
a country’s productivity potential, the Index 
turns to related but more adjustable meas-
urements, such as the proportion of people 
who suffer from health problems that prevent 
them from working normally. This preference 
for short- to medium-term variables over long-
term variables ensures that recommendations 
and analysis based on the Index are actionable 
for real-world policymakers.

•	 Agnostic is the criterion that guarantees the 
Index’s analytical strength and coherence. First, 
only internationally comparable variables un-
derpinned by a consistent and solid methodol-
ogy are selected. Priority is given to variables 
that capture prosperity outcomes, rather than 
arrangements—or inputs—that may lead to 
prosperity. As this may show a negative bias 
towards countries that have not yet been able 
to produce prosperity, but have established 
the groundwork to do so, we also include in 
the Index variables that reflect institutional and 
social inputs, such as the rule of law and gov-
ernment effectiveness.

•	 Adaptable refers to the Index’s scope for im-
provement over time and its capacity to tar-
get different countries based on their specific 
characteristics. With respect to the first con-
dition, the Index is built in a way that allows 
it to be updated as new data and research are 
produced. The 2016 Index follows a two-year 
methodological review that took into account 
the latest academic research, expert assess-
ments, and statistical analyses of different con-
struction approaches. With respect to the sec-
ond condition, the Index’s component variables 
are adapted to the diverse sample of countries 

it covers, allowing it to speak to issues faced 
by both developed and developing countries.

•	 Accessible means that the Index is produced 
in a way that is not only logically and statis-
tically robust, but also accessible to specialist 
and non-specialist users alike. This level of ac-
cessibility ensures a high level of transparency 
throughout the Index’s methodology and data, 
so that users can question and analyse coun-
tries’ performance. Most importantly, by mak-
ing the Index accessible, we want to widen its 
use as a tool for change.
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4

Variables and 
Data

Data Characteristics and 
Sources

Data for the 104 variables listed in the Prosperity 
Index are drawn from a wide range of sources 
including intergovernmental organisations such 
as the United Nations, World Bank, International 
Monetary Fund, and World Health Organization; 
independent research and non-governmental 
organisations (NGOs) such as Freedom House, 
Amnesty International, and Transparency 
International; and databases compiled by 
academics.

For the subjective variables, two major global 
surveys are used: the Gallup World Poll and the 
Executive Opinion Survey organised by the World 
Economic Forum. For a variable to qualify as us-
able, it must not only satisfy the “five As” listed 
above, but also meet the practical requirements 
of geographical coverage (at least 80 percent 
of countries), methodological robustness, and 
availability during the years covered by the Index. 
Sources for each variable are listed in Appendix I.

The variables can be categorised into three dif-
ferent groups: objective and subjective variables; 
output and input variables; and quantitative and 
qualitative variables.

Objective and Subjective Variables
The inclusion of both objective and subjective 
data is a unique feature of the Prosperity Index. 
The Prosperity Engine holds that institutional and 
material conditions play an important role in cre-
ating a prosperous society, but they do not tell 
the full story. People’s perceptions of their living 
standards and wellbeing also matter. Only when 
these material improvements are perceived and 
enjoyed by the population can we say that there 
is overall prosperity. Likewise, the inclusion of 
subjective data allows us to measure situations 
where people living in materially less developed 
countries still feel prosperous.

While objective data measure material and in-
stitutional qualities in the form of falsifiable and 
“hard” statistics, subjective data, obtained through 
large-scale surveys, capture mental or emotional 
qualities felt by the population.

Approximately two-thirds of the variables are 
objective, and they fall into two categories: (1) 
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objective variables that are survey-based, such 
as how many people subscribe to high-speed 
Internet; and (2) assessments based on expert 
research, such as the World Bank’s Governance 
Indicators. The remaining one-third of the varia-
bles measure respondents’ self-reported assess-
ments of their life, such as how anxious or joyful 
they are, or how satisfied they are with their free-
dom of choice.

A useful illustration of this category is provided by 
the Health pillar. In evaluating the performance 
of a healthcare system, researchers have long 
emphasised both effectiveness (the system’s in-
fluence over people’s health conditions) and re-
sponsiveness (the degree to which the system 
responds to patients’ concerns). Reflecting this 
duality, the Prosperity Index chooses, for exam-
ple, life expectancy and mortality rates as proxies 
for effectiveness, and a survey question on peo-
ple’s satisfaction with their healthcare system as 
a proxy for responsiveness, thereby giving a more 
comprehensive evaluation of prosperity in health.

Output and Input Variables
We prioritise output variables (economic, social, 
and political outcomes that are components of 
a prosperous life), while allowing an auxiliary 
role for input variables (policy and institutional 
arrangements that cultivate and safeguard con-
ditions for prosperity). This decision was taken 
because the interpretation of outcomes (how 
prosperous people are) is more straightforward 
than that of inputs, which requires some consen-
sus on how effective those inputs are in achieving 
prosperity. We still include input variables because 
they provide value beyond outcome variables 
alone. An input variable that measures a coun-
try’s policy choice—for example, insolvency laws 
in our Business Environment pillar—provides pol-
icymakers with the evidence they need to make 
decisions.

Moreover, a closer look at the distinction be-
tween output and input variables reveals that the 
boundary between the two can be quite blurred in 
practice. For example, the Education pillar variable 

Number of Global Top-200 Universities can be cat-
egorised as an output measurement of the quality 
of a country’s higher education, in terms of the 
number of graduates and quality of research it 
produces. However, it can also be thought of as an 
input variable in terms of its function of improving 
the human capital.

Quantitative and Qualitative Variables
Most variables are quantitative measurements—
for example, Intentional Homicides—but we also 
include qualitative indicators. They are mostly 
variables relevant to policy or institutional input 
such as the existence of conscription or the prop-
erty rights enjoyed by female citizens compared to 
their male counterparts. In these cases, the vari-
ables are not continuous but rather categorical 
and ordinal.

Variable Transformation

While the majority of the variables in the 
Prosperity Index have normally distributed val-
ues and have hard upper and lower bounds, some 
need transformation in order to be compared 
across borders without discrimination against 
countries of certain demographic or political con-
ditions. Depending on the specific characteristics 
of the data, solutions vary from taking logarithms 
of the data to capping the variable at a rational 
limit or normalising values by, for example, popu-
lation or land area.

Logged Variables
In cases where the data distribution is skewed by 
outliers, we log-normalised the variable. For ex-
ample, in 2014 most countries in the world suf-
fered no casualties related to terrorism. However, 
Iraq on its own lost 13,076 people as the result of 
terrorist attacks, raising the average per country 
to 107 people. Variation of this nature requires 
normalisation so that different observations can 
be compared within a narrower data range, and 
so that extreme variation in a single variable 
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does not unreasonably affect a country’s overall 
performance.

Eight variables are transformed in this man-
ner: Terrorist Attack Casualties in the Last Five 
Years, Battlefield Deaths, Intentional Homicides, 
Traffic Accident Deaths, Number of Refugees by 
Country of Origin, Quality-Adjusted Life Years Lost 
Due to Tuberculosis, Number of Global Top-200 
Universities, and Cost of Getting Electricity.

Capped Variables
Two variables, Primary Completion Rate and 
Freshwater Withdrawal Rate, are assigned an upper 
bound at 100 percent, albeit for different reasons.

An indicator of both the coverage and the quality 
of education, Primary Completion Rate is the ra-
tio of the total number of students successfully 
graduating from the last year of primary school in 
a given year to the total number of children of of-
ficial graduation age in the population. According 
to the World Bank, the value of this variable can 
exceed 100 percent since the numerator may 
include late entrants and over-age children who 
have repeated one or more grades of primary ed-
ucation as well as children who entered school 
early. The denominator is the number of children 
at the entrance age for the last grade of primary 
education. We capped the possible variation of 
value at 100 percent to avoid such distortions.

Freshwater Withdrawal Rate measures the amount 
of annual freshwater withdrawals as a proportion 
of total internal renewable resources. This variable 
can take a value over 100 percent where extrac-
tion from non-renewable aquifers or desalination 
plants is considerable, or where there is significant 
water reuse. We capped this variable at 100 per-
cent to avoid substantially punishing countries 
with limited or no renewable freshwater resources 
as a result of their geographical position or topo-
graphical features.

Other Adjusted Variables
In the Social Capital pillar, countries’ Voter Turnout 
Rate in Most Recent National Election is multiplied 
by the democratic level of its political system, 

according to Polity IV’s Democracy score. The 
Voter Turnout variable is selected because it can 
serve as a proxy for the linkage between the ruling 
group and the electorate. A higher voter turnout in 
a country where votes do not translate into politi-
cal representation and participation—for example, 
Vietnam and China—does not represent a mean-
ingful link between the country’s ruling group 
and electorate. Multiplication with Polity IV’s 
Democracy score means that high voter turnouts 
matter most when democracy levels are also high. 
In this formulation, the more democratic the po-
litical system is, the more influence the electorate 
can impose on the policymakers.

In the Environment pillar, for the Fish Stock var-
iable, landlocked European Union (EU) member 
states are assigned the average value of EU coun-
tries, to reflect the EU Common Fisheries Policy.

In the Education pillar, the variable Education 
Quality Score draws on the database created 
by Nadir Altinok, Claude Diebolt, and Jean-Luc 
Demeulemeester, which standardises measure-
ments of pupil’s achievements in reading, math-
ematics, and sciences in primary and secondary 
education. We update their dataset with the 
results of Programme for International Student 
Assessment (PISA) in 2012. This update makes up 
approximately one-third of the resulting dataset.

Imputation Techniques for 
Missing Data

The Prosperity Index, as with any other global 
composite index, faces the problem of incom-
plete data. Some data points might be missing for 
some countries, some variables might be missing 
for some countries, and some variables might be 
released with time lag.

To complete our dataset, we prioritised real data 
in the following order:
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1.	 Where missing data are detected, we first use 
the latest data available. For example, varia-
bles with missing data in 2015 are assigned 
the corresponding values of 2014.

2.	 Where data are missing and no prior data 
are available, which mainly happens with the 
Index’s earlier years, the earliest data availa-
ble are employed. For example, Gallup start-
ed polling in Angola in 2011, which means no 
survey data exist for Angola before that year; 
therefore, for the years 2008 to 2010, we re-
peat the country’s data from 2011.

3.	 Where no reliable real data are accessible, im-
putation is employed on a case-by-case basis.

For 2016, before imputation, the Index had in to-
tal 783 missing data points out of 15,496—5.1 per-
cent of the dataset. We addressed these missing 
data using two imputation methods: the first is 
our preferred method; the second is used only in 
rare cases where the first proves unreliable.

Targeted imputation. This method uses a set of 
proxy variables, provided by a variety of differ-
ent sources, which are highly correlated with 
the Prosperity Index variables that have missing 
data. We use the relationship between the prox-
ies and the variable in question (where and when 
data are available) to project values for missing 
data points. We only selected variables that have 
a strong statistical and conceptual relationship 
with the Prosperity Index variables. For example, 
the proportion of the population who are physi-
cally active in a country (provided by the World 
Health Organization) is highly correlated with the 
prevalence of obesity (also from the World Health 
Organization) used in the Prosperity Index. We 
replaced the missing data points with the pre-
dictions of a regression in which the Prosperity 
Index variable with missing data is regressed on 
its proxies—in this case, a regression of the obesity 
rate on physical inactivity, and a standard set of 
controls. This method is used when data are ran-
domly missing. A total of 738 data points—94.3 
percent of all imputations, or 4.8 percent of all 
data points—were imputed in this way.

Expert-based imputation. We primarily use this 
technique for data points related to governance 
and socio-political conditions. For each country 
with missing data, we asked two country experts 
to provide estimates for the missing data items. 
We then had each estimate peer-reviewed by a 
third expert to ensure the robustness of the es-
timate. After the peer review, we averaged the 
three values to obtain the imputed variable val-
ue. As a quality control, we used expert estimates 
only if the standard deviation of the estimates 
was substantially smaller than the standard devi-
ation of the variable in question. A total of 45 data 
points—5.7 percent of all imputations, or 0.3 per-
cent of all data points—were imputed in this way.

Six variables require imputation for more than 30 
data points because of the lack of valid available 
data. These variables are listed in Table 1 overleaf, 
together with the number of missing data points 
and, if applicable, notes of treatment.

Temporal Coverage

In calculating the Prosperity Index scores, we use 
the most recent data that are available for each 
variable and country. This allows the Index to re-
flect the best information that is available at the 
time we calculate the rankings and, therefore, to 
provide the most recent estimate of prosperity in 
the country. This can, however, sometimes lead to 
inconsistencies, especially when the data on spe-
cific variables are not updated annually for every 
country.

For the 2016 and 2017 editions of the Index, most 
variables (75 percent) are based on data from 
2014 onwards. However, there are some varia-
bles and countries that use data from previous 
years. This is mainly because some variables—for 
instance, the Economic Diversification Index and 
the Export Quality Index generated by the IMF—are 
released in waves over a certain period rather than 
being updated annually. Statistics may also be 
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updated only for a group of countries each time, 
rather than being released once for all countries.

Figure 3 shows the distribution of publishing years 
of all the data points used in the 2016 Prosperity 
Index. Some 75 percent of the data appearing in 
the Index are released after 2014, and only 7 per-
cent have a time lag longer than six years. In ad-
dition, we imputed around 5 percent of the total 
data points.

Subnational Variation

The Prosperity Index, by design, concentrates on 
indicators with global coverage and policy issues 
with international resonance. This international 
outlook gives the Index considerable comparative 
power, allowing users to ask why countries whose 
income levels are similar have different levels of 

prosperity and providing policymakers with the 
evidence they need to set policy nationally. An 
international perspective, however, can obscure 
meaningful variation within countries. Prosperity 
differentials within countries are very often great-
er than those between countries. For this reason, 
the Prosperity Index programme is rolling out a 
series of subnational indices.

Subnational indices show citizens and policy-
makers what is really happening within their own 
country. This is the case for small and large coun-
tries alike. For example, in September 2016, the 
Legatum Institute released a UK Prosperity Index 
that covers 389 districts across the UK. This Index 
revealed large inequalities in overall prosperity, as 
well as considerable disparities across the differ-
ent pillars of prosperity. The UK Prosperity Index 
also allowed a rigorous statistical analysis of the 
link between prosperity and voting outcomes in 
the “Brexit” referendum, showing that districts 

Variable Name Number of  
Missing Data

Note of Special Treatment

Tuberculosis QALY 74  

Traffic Accident Deaths 72  

Mortality Rate 71  

Fish Stocks 64 Given the European Union Common Fisheries Policy, landlocked EU 
member states are given EU average value. Other landlocked countries 
are assigned with world average so that they are not punished for their 
geographical location. 

Absolute Poverty 49  

Marine protected areas 40 Landlocked countries are assigned with world average so that they 
are not punished for their geographical location. A zero value would 
punish them unfairly while a missing value would exclude the variable 
altogether.

Relative Poverty 33  

Table 1: Imputation of variables with more than 30 missing data points
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with lower levels of prosperity tended to vote for 
Britain to leave the EU.

Building subnational indices provides policymak-
ers with a higher degree of accuracy. Districts 
within the UK showed varying degrees of perfor-
mance across pillars, with some ranking highly in 
Health and Education and others ranking highly in 
Economic Quality and Business Environment. This 
information allows policymakers to prioritise their 
efforts and resources, and it gives citizens the evi-
dence they need to assess the use and distribution 
of national resources.

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

0.25

0.3

0.35

0.4

0.45

0.5

<=2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Imputed

Data Temporal Coverage

Figure 3: Distribution of publishing years for all data used in the 2016 Prosperity Index.
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5

Calculation and 
Testing

Calculation Method

1. Weighting
Each variable is assigned a weight, indicating the 
level of importance it has in affecting prosperity. 
Variables are assigned one of four weights: 0.5, 1, 
1.5, and 2. By default each variable is weighted as 
1, and based on its significance to prosperity, its 
weight may be adjusted downwards or upwards. 
A variable with a weight of 2 is twice as important 
in affecting prosperity as a variable with a weight 
of 1.

Weights were determined by three factors, priori-
tised as follows: (1) the relevance and significance 
of the variable with respect to the accumulation 
of material wealth and the enhancement of well-
being as informed by the academic literature; (2) 
expert opinions offered by the Index’s special ad-
visers; and (3) the degree of compatibility with the 
Prosperity Engine.

Why not give all variables equal weight? While 
seemingly more objective, we do not equally 
weight our variables, first, because we include a 
wide variety of different variables, in line with our 

multidimensional view of prosperity; and, second, 
because some variables are more important than 
others in delivering prosperity. Equal weighting is 
justifiable when an index covers a limited set of 
variables, as with the Human Development Index’s 
education, health, and income components; in 
such cases an argument that variables are of equal 
importance can be made. In the Prosperity Index, 
equal weighting would be tantamount to claim-
ing—for example, in the Governance pillar—that a 
country’s rule of law (weight x2) is as important in 
delivering prosperity as its voting age population 
turnout (weight x1). Weights allow us to speak to 
a range of issues while remaining true to our con-
ceptual framework and research findings.

In other cases, variables may offer related but 
not identical information on the same issue. 
For example, in the Health pillar, the Diabetes 
Prevalence and Obesity Prevalence variables are 
both chosen as proxies for health conditions and 
risk factors for a range of ailments. Yet—despite 
the fact that they measure different phenome-
na—the two are statistically correlated with each 
other, meaning that they share some common 
ground: people with obesity are more likely to 
be diabetic than non-obese people. Statistically 
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speaking, we address this multi-colinearity by as-
signing smaller weights to each of the variables. 
This allows us to keep both variables in the Index, 
and so retain the unique information they give, 
while alleviating the double-counting issue that 
comes from their being correlated.

Such overlapping variables are either given smaller 
weights—in the case of Diabetes and Obesity, each 
is weighted 0.5, so that together they take on the 
same weight as a baseline variable; or they are co-
alesced into a single composite variable covering 
all the related measurements, as with experiences 
of sadness and worry which together make up our 
Negative Emotions variable.

The weight of each variable is summarised in 
Appendix I. Later in this section, we show that 
different variable weighting schemes have little 
effect on countries’ ultimate pillar rankings. This 
is because the large number of variables, and the 
variation across countries within the same vari-
able, are quantitatively more important than a 
weighting scheme bounded between 0.5 and 
2. The weighting scheme we adopt allows us to 
express our views of what is most significant to 
prosperity, while also keeping within the range of 
evidence available in the academic literature and 
from expert opinion.

2. Normalisation
The variables in the Index are based on many dif-
ferent units of measurement such as numbers of 
individuals, years, percentages, and ordinal scales. 
These different units need to be normalised for 
comparison between variables and countries to 
be meaningful. A distance-to-frontier approach is 
employed for this task.

The distance-to-frontier approach compares a 
country’s performance in a variable with the val-
ues of the best case and the worst case across the 
entire sample of the 149 countries covered by the 
Index. In this way, the country’s relative position 
can be captured by the distance-to-frontier score 
generated.

The first step is to define the frontiers—the best 
and worst cases—for each variable. In practice this 
involves two different scenarios.

For variables whose possible values have clear 
logical upper and lower bounds, the highest and 
lowest possible values are automatically set as the 
best and worst cases. This scenario mainly applies 
to variables generated by survey questions, whose 
answers range from 0 to 100 percent of respond-
ents, or to variables with ordinal scales as unit of 
measurement. The variable Political Participation 
and Rights, for instance, can only take values be-
tween 1 and 7, thus its frontiers are defined ac-
cording to its logical boundaries.

For variables whose values can vary on a spec-
trum that is unlimited at one or both ends, best 
and worst cases are imposed on the basis of the 
data collected for the Index since 2007. In cases, 
as with life expectancy, where it is likely that the 
historical upper bound will be superseded in the 
future, we left room for improvement, incremen-
tally extending the upper bound. Where greater 
values indicate worse outcomes—for instance, in 
the case of unemployment and deaths—we in-
verted the variables, so that distance-to-frontier 
scores always indicate better performance.

After we determined the frontiers, the next step is 
to calculate a country’s distance-to-frontier score 
for each variable using the formula (Xt – Worst 
Case) / (Best Case – Worst Case), where Xt is the 
raw value of country i in variable j.

Using distance-to-frontier scores allows direct 
comparison of values across variables and coun-
tries, and also allows tracking and comparison of a 
country’s performance across years. Since the best 
and worst frontiers are fixed across years, chang-
es in a country’s year-to-year distance-to-frontier 
score reflect its improvement or deterioration in 
the same variable, pillar, or overall prosperity in 
absolute terms.

3. Pillar Scores and Rankings
In each of the nine pillars, variables’ dis-
tance-to-frontier scores are multiplied by their 
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weights and then summed to generate countries’ 
pillar scores, and the countries are then ranked 
according to their scores in each pillar.

4. Prosperity Index Scores and Rankings
The Prosperity Index score is determined by as-
signing equal weights to all nine pillars for each 
country. The mean of the nine pillar scores yields 
a country’s overall Prosperity Index score.

Thus the Prosperity Index applies equal weights 
to each pillar for all countries, regardless of their 
level of development. While it is true that coun-
tries at different levels of development each have 
different needs, to construct a global index it is 
crucial to measure each country by the same 
yardstick. Giving different weights to pillars would 
make country rankings incomparable across differ-
ent income levels.

Users of the Index are invited to assign their own 
weights to each of the pillars and to see how these 
different weights affect the rankings. This can be 
done at: www.prosperity.com. 

Sensitivity Analysis

Admittedly, our weighting choice is only one of 
many possible approaches that are justifiable 
on different grounds. In this section, we test the 
impact on the Index’s scores and rankings by 
comparing our weighting approach with equally 
weighted variables and with a randomised weight-
ing approach derived using Monte Carlo randomi-
sation simulations.

Equally Weighting Approach
Figure 4 plots, on the vertical axis, countries’ rank-
ings derived by equally weighting variables and, 
on the horizontal axis, countries’ rankings derived 
using our weighting strategy. The overall correla-
tion is clearly strong. Equally weighting variables 
sees many countries experience minor changes in 
their overall prosperity score and ranking. In fact, 
only seven countries—Oman (-27), Brazil (-15), 
Nepal (+14), El Salvador (+13), Bangladesh (+12), 

Namibia (+11), and Russia (-10), marked on the 
chart in red—report an absolute change great-
er than or equal to ten ranks when variables are 
equally weighted. Most deviations appear in the 
middle range of the ranking as the dispersion of 
the spots becomes wider. Changes in the middle 
part of this distribution are expected because it is 
densely populated by countries of similar scores, 
resulting in a greater sensitivity to weights.

Randomised Weighting Approach
Figure 5 reports the results of Monte Carlo simu-
lations. We randomly generated 1,000 different 
weights across our variables, reporting the result-
ing median ranks in Figure 5’s blue markers, along 
with the corresponding highest (95th percentile) 
and lowest (fifth percentile) resulting rankings 
marked out as error bars. The top and bottom of 
these bars mark the most extreme values that 
resulted from our randomisations, giving a sense 
of how far—at the extremes—different weights 
can affect a country’s ranking. The representative 
result, however, is the median ranking. For the 
majority of countries, the median ranking ob-
tained from the simulations corresponds to the 
Prosperity Index ranking. Again we observe that 
higher levels of uncertainty are concentrated in 
the middle part of the distribution of rankings. 
This is indicated by the larger variance in the sim-
ulated rankings. The most volatile countries are 
Rwanda (+13), Laos (+11), Bulgaria (-10), Nepal 
(+9), Cambodia (+9), Kenya (+9), Ethiopia (+9), 
Romania (-8), Brazil (-8), and Sri Lanka (-8).

What Figures 4 and 5 show is that the scores 
and rankings in the Prosperity Index are over-
whelmingly affected by variations in the variables 
themselves, with weights attached to the varia-
bles playing a secondary role. This implies that 
our choice of weights balances an expression of 
Legatum’s views on what constitutes prosperity 
with a less normative view on how prosperity 
should be measured.
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Figure 4: Comparison of equal-weighting and Legatum-weighting strategies.

Figure 5: Comparison of randomised-weighting and Legatum-weighting strategies.
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6

Assessing the 
Prosperity Index

Summary Statistics

Table 2 shows the summary statistics of the 
Prosperity Index and all nine pillars used for the 
2016 version. The Governance pillar shows the 
lowest mean value, at 49.83, with a large stand-
ard deviation of 15.2. The lowest dispersion is in 
the Social Capital pillar, with a standard deviation 
of 7.07. The highest mean score is registered in 
the Health pillar, at 69.97. Table 1 implies that, in 
2016, average global prosperity is good overall, 
but there is considerable variation across pillars. 
This supports the view that there are many paths 
to prosperity.

Figure 6 provides a clearer picture of the disper-
sion in prosperity across pillars. The red circle lo-
cates the median score in each pillar; the upper 
and lower bars mark the 75th percentile and the 
25th percentile of the pillar score, respectively; 
and dots outside the bars indicate outlier coun-
tries that register extreme values. An extreme val-
ue is more than 1.5 times the length of the box, 
from either end of the box, which represents the 
data’s interquartile range.

In most pillar scores, including the overall prosper-
ity score, the whole sample of 149 countries forms 
a normal distribution, with the bulk of countries 
crowding in the middle range and a few leading or 
lagging countries occupying the top and bottom 
positions. In Governance and Personal Freedom, 
however, the scores take a long-stretched dis-
persion with both ends distanced from the me-
dian value. This illustrates drastic variations in the 
practice of governance and the status of freedoms 
around the globe, which corresponds to the cur-
rent global competition between democratic and 
authoritarian states in defining the best govern-
ance and development model. In addition, out-
liers are detected in the Safety & Security and 
Education pillars—in both cases, war-torn or po-
litically fragile countries at the lower end of the 
distribution. These failing performances are vivid 
examples of the costs of wars, civil conflicts, and 
civil and political instability.
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Pillar Mean
Standard  

Deviation Min Max

Overall Prosperity 58.77 10.04 37.56 79.31

Economic Quality 61.75 10.09 41.40 81.09

Business Environment 53.29 10.00 34.81 75.87

Governance 49.83 15.20 22.76 85.29

Education 54.88 15.53 18.55 81.32

Health 69.97 9.23 45.68 85.17

Safety & Security 66.11 11.57 33.08 86.62

Personal Freedom 58.79 17.35 21.54 92.52

Social Capital 50.82 7.07 35.00 68.95

Environment 63.53 8.58 41.06 85.59

Table 1: Summary statistics of 2016 Prosperity Index and Pillars.

Figure 6: Distribution of Prosperity Index and Pillar Scores.
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Prosperity over Time

Using our revised 2016 methodology, we have 
back-calculated all Prosperity Indices and pillar 
scores from 2017 to 2007. Crucially, this provides 
a dataset that is consistent over time, enabling us-
ers of the Index to analyse changes in countries’ 
performance. This version and the 2016 version of 
the Index, and their accompanying dataset cover-
ing 2007 to 2017, are incompatible with releases 
of the Prosperity Index before 2016.

Figure 7 shows the movement of the global pros-
perity score from 2007 to 2016. It shows that, in 
general, the world has become more prosperous 
in the past decade: the average level of prosper-
ity has made a steady, if incremental, rise. More 
importantly, the distance between the mean and 
median prosperity scores has shrunk in the past 
decade, indicating that the increase in overall 

global prosperity has not been achieved at the 
cost of countries on the lower rungs of the ladder, 
but rather represents a genuine narrowing in the 
gap between the rich and poor. 

More specifically, as figure 8 indicates, countries 
at the bottom of the ranking have made great 
progress in delivering more prosperity to their 
populations, contributing to the ascending trend 
mentioned above. Nevertheless, the improving 
trend has slowed, and even reversed, in the least 
prosperous countries since 2011 (the Index has a 
time lag of one to two years), reflecting the dam-
age inflicted by the global financial crisis.

Figure 7: Global Prosperity from 2007 to 2016.
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Prosperity vs GDP per Capita 
and Wellbeing

Earlier, we raised the question: why not rank 
countries according to their per capita income 
(economic prosperity) and their citizens’ levels 
of wellbeing? The answer is, first, that prosperity 
is multidimensional, encompassing all aspects of 
human life; and, second, that such a simple rank-
ing scheme would not allow us to ask the crucial 
question of why countries rank in the position 
they do.

In this section, we empirically test this answer 
by comparing our Prosperity Index to GDP per 
capita and to survey responses by country on 
citizens’ levels of life satisfaction, a standard 
measure of wellbeing. If the association between 
the Prosperity Index and per capita income 
and life satisfaction is high, then the Prosperity 
Index would arguably be redundant—that is, it 
would make more sense to simply rank countries 

according to income and life satisfaction. If, how-
ever, the association is weak, then the Prosperity 
Index would be “adding value” beyond these two 
variables.

A problem with comparisons like this is the ambi-
guity over the degree of statistical association, as 
measured by the coefficient of determination (R2), 
that actually determines one index or variable as 
redundant with respect to another. An arbitrary 
threshold has to be specified which delimits re-
dundancy from non-redundancy.

We follow the literature and choose two threshold 
levels for the R2: 0.90 and 0.70. The first implies 
that a new index is redundant if most of its vari-
ation can be accounted for by an existing indica-
tor—that is, R2 values above 0.90 mean the Index 
is redundant. The second is sufficiently high to say 
that if two variables have a correlation this high 
or higher, then it is difficult to claim that one is 
imparting additional information to that given by 
the other. For ease of reference, these thresholds 
are represented graphically in Figure 9.

Figure 8: YoY Change in World Prosperity 2007 to 2016.
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If the R2 describing the relationship between the 
Prosperity Index and GDP per capita and life satis-
faction is above 0.90, we call the Index redundant. 
If it is between 0.70 and 0.90, we say it has passed 
Level 2 redundancy. If it is between 0 and 0.70, we 
say it has passed Level 1 redundancy. This is the 
most stringent threshold.

Starting with GDP per capita, regressing the 
Prosperity Index on GDP per capita yields an R2 of 
0.48.1 That is, GDP per capita can explain only 48 
percent of the variation in the Prosperity Index.2 
This passes Level 1 redundancy, meaning that the 
Prosperity Index imparts a substantial amount of 
additional information over and above GDP per 
capita.

Next is life satisfaction, which is self-reported and 
measured on an ordinal scale of 0 (lowest) to 10 
(highest).3 Regressing the Prosperity Index on the 
life satisfaction variable, we get an R2 of 0.12. That 
is, life satisfaction can only explain 12 percent of 

1	  The GDP per capita data are from the World Bank Development 
Indicators dataset, and mostly refer to 2015. The correlation is 
based on 148 countries.

2	  This is a simple OLS regression of the Prosperity Index on GDP 
per capita, where N = 148, R2 = 0.48, and the t-ratio on GDP per 
capita is 11.7.

3	  The life satisfaction question is: “Please imagine a ladder with 
steps numbered from 0 at the bottom to 10 at the top. Suppose 
we say that the top of the ladder represents the best possible 
life for you, and the bottom of the ladder represents the worst 
possible life for you. On which step of the ladder would you say 
you personally feel you stand at this time, assuming that the 
higher the step the better you feel about your life, and the lower 
the step the worse you feel about it? Which step comes closest to 
the way you feel?” The data are from Gallup’s World Poll and refer 
to 2015. The correlation is based on 125 countries.

the variation in the Prosperity Index.4 As with GDP 
per capita, this passes Level 1 redundancy.

Finally, we checked whether GDP per capita 
and life satisfaction together are strongly corre-
lated with the Prosperity Index. Regressing the 
Prosperity Index on the two variables yields an R2 
of 0.60.5 That is, GDP per capita and life satisfac-
tion can explain up to 60 percent of the variation 
in the Prosperity Index. Both coefficients, on GDP 
per capita and life satisfaction, are statistically sig-
nificant, but the overall explanatory power of the 
regression fails to clear Level 1 redundancy.

Figure 10 shows the correlation between the 
Prosperity Index and GDP per capita in graphical 
form. The line of best fit between these two varia-
bles is logarithmic—it rises quickly from low initial 
values, but then plateaus at middle to high values. 
After fitting this line, the R2 rises to 0.62. Although 
higher than the R2 of 0.48 from the linear regres-
sion above, it still falls within Level 1 redundancy.

Figure 10 paints an interesting picture of how 
some countries over-deliver prosperity relative to 
their level of wealth, while others under-deliver. 
Statistically speaking, some countries have large 
positive residuals (over-deliverers), while others 
have negative residuals (under-deliverers). An 

4	  This is a simple OLS regression of the Prosperity Index on the life 
satisfaction variable, where N = 125, R2 = 0.12, and the t-ratio on 
GDP per capita is 4.2.

5	  This is an OLS regression of the Prosperity Index on the GDP per 
capita and life satisfaction variables, where N = 124, R2 = 0.60 
(adj.- R 2= 0.59), and the t-ratio on GDP per capita is 11.97 and on 
life satisfaction 2.08.

Figure 9: R2 Redundancy Thresholds
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example of the former is Rwanda which, by im-
proving its Governance, has achieved high pros-
perity by African standards, given its low income 
level. This contrasts with Angola, whose dramatic 
income growth over the past few years thanks to 
oil revenues has failed to deliver prosperity to its 
citizens.

There are important policy implications to be 
drawn from this. First, it supports the “beyond 
GDP” thinking that a single-minded focus on 
economic growth and improving income levels is 
misguided. It is possible to achieve high levels of 

prosperity without reaching for higher and higher 
levels of income. Second, for those countries that 
are below the regression line—the under-deliver-
ers—the implication is that they can and should 
be doing more with their resources to deliver pros-
perity to their citizens.

Figure 11 represents the correlation between 
the Prosperity Index and life satisfaction. Here 
we found that the line of best fit between the 
two variables is linear. As mentioned above, the 
correlation is weak and this is what we see in 
Figure 11. While the linear relationship implies 

Figure 8: Prosperity Index versus GDP per capita, 2016
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Figure 9: Prosperity Index versus Life satisfaction, 2016
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that incremental improvements in life satisfac-
tion are predictably followed by incremental im-
provements in prosperity, there is a wide range of 
outcomes across countries. This is, in part, due to 
what the literature on life satisfaction calls “com-
plexity of calculus”: the problem that the overall 
life satisfaction measure is implicitly derived from 
a weighted sum of sub-components affecting it, 
like income satisfaction, outlook on the past, 
perspectives on the future, sense of health, and 
so on. Anyone who has tried will appreciate the 
difficulty in subjectively reducing these sub-com-
ponents into a single composite measure going 
from 0 to 10.

The Prosperity Index is built to encompass this 
multidimensionality, and incorporates both sub-
jective and objective measures. This alleviates the 
“complexity of calculus” bias in the life satisfac-
tion question, and allows for a range of policy im-
plications to be drawn. Rather than focusing on 
improving life satisfaction—a measure too broad 
and subjective to make for a useful policy target—
policymakers can target one or more pillars and/
or one or more variables in the Prosperity Index, 
knowing their efforts will contribute to an im-
provement in overall prosperity

Comparison with the Human 
Development Index

Ever since its first release in 1990, the United 
Nations’ Human Development Index (HDI) has 
been the global standard in measuring human 
development beyond GDP alone. Its three com-
ponents—health, education, and income—are 
equally weighted. It ranges from 0 (lowest human 
development relative to the rest of the world) to 
1 (highest possible relative human development). 
How does the HDI compare with the Prosperity 
Index? Is the Prosperity Index contributing any-
thing new?

Figure 12 represents the correlation between the 
Prosperity Index and HDI graphically. The R2 of 
0.75 fails the Level 1 redundancy threshold by 
0.05 points; this means it still clears Level 2 re-
dundancy. This is a higher correlation than that 
with GDP per capita or life satisfaction, which is 
expected given the HDI covers more variables, 
bringing it closer to the Prosperity Index.

It is reassuring that there is a close correlation 
between the Prosperity Index and the HDI. The 
two indices, while built very differently and with 
somewhat different underlying conceptual foun-
dations, are meant to provide an answer to the 

Figure 10: Prosperity Index (2016) versus HDI (2014)
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same basic question: how good is human life? It 
is also reassuring that some 25 percent of the var-
iation in the Prosperity Index, as implied by the R2 
in Figure 12, remains unexplained by the HDI. The 
Prosperity Index takes into account many more 
of the determinants of a good and prosperous life 
and, in doing so, broadens the potential for ac-
tionable Insights that can be drawn from it. The 
three components of the HDI are correlated with 
the Prosperity Index in aggregate and also with 
its component variables, but—by looking at the 
high-level HDI alone—how can we know precisely 
what is driving what? The holistic nature of the 
Prosperity Index allows its users to be more pre-
cise in targeting pathways to prosperity.
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I

Appendix I

Variable List

Note: Two indicators have changed from last year’s report because the datasets containing the old measures 
have been discontinued: 

Pillar Indicator Old measure New measure

Economic Quality
Female Labour Force 

Participation 

Female labour force 
participation rate 

as a percentage of 
the population aged 

15-64

Female labour force partici-
pation rate as a percentage 

of the female population 
aged 15+.

Economic Quality
Labour Force 
Participation

Labour force participa-
tion rate as a percent-
age of the population 

aged 15-64

Labour force participation 
rate as a percentage of the 

population aged 15+.

LEGATUM PROSPERITY INDEX 2017 – METHODOLOGY REPORT

 31Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



Pi
lla

r
Va

ria
bl

e 
La

be
l

D
es

cr
ip

ti
on

So
ur

ce
W

ei
gh

t
M

in
 

Va
lu

e
M

ax
 

Va
lu

e
Ra

ti
on

al
e

Bu
sin

es
s 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

Af
fo

rd
ab

ili
ty

 o
f 

Fi
na

nc
ia

l S
er

vi
ce

s
Ex

pe
rt

 O
pi

ni
on

 S
ur

ve
y:

 "I
n 

yo
ur

 c
ou

nt
ry

, t
o 

w
ha

t e
xt

en
t a

re
 fi

na
nc

ia
l 

se
rv

ic
es

 a
ffo

rd
ab

le
 fo

r b
us

in
es

se
s?

 [1
 =

 n
ot

 a
ffo

rd
ab

le
 a

t a
ll;

 7
 =

 
af

fo
rd

ab
le

]".

W
or

ld
 E

co
no

m
ic

 
Fo

ru
m

1
1

7
Af

fo
rd

ab
le

 fi
na

nc
ia

l s
er

vi
ce

s a
llo

w
 c

iti
ze

ns
 to

 p
ur

su
e 

ne
w

 id
ea

s a
nd

 
op

po
rt

un
iti

es
 th

at
 im

pr
ov

e 
pr

os
pe

rit
y.

Bu
sin

es
s 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

Ea
se

 o
f G

et
tin

g 
Cr

ed
it

A 
di

st
an

ce
 to

 fr
on

tie
r s

co
re

 b
as

ed
 o

n 
th

e 
co

m
po

ne
nt

s: 
1)

 st
re

ng
th

 o
f 

cr
ed

ito
r a

nd
 b

or
ro

w
er

’s 
le

ga
l r

ig
ht

s (
st

re
ng

th
 o

f c
ol

la
te

ra
l l

aw
s f

or
 

bo
rr

ow
er

s a
nd

 c
re

di
to

rs
, a

nd
 b

an
kr

up
tc

y 
la

w
s f

or
 c

re
di

to
rs

); 
2)

 d
ep

th
 o

f 
cr

ed
it 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n;

 3
) c

re
di

t b
ur

ea
u 

co
ve

ra
ge

; 4
) c

re
di

t r
eg

ist
ry

 c
ov

er
ag

e.

W
or

ld
 B

an
k 

D
oi

ng
 

Bu
sin

es
s D

at
a

2
0

10
0

If 
ci

tiz
en

s a
nd

 b
us

in
es

se
s a

re
 u

na
bl

e 
to

 g
et

 c
re

di
t t

o 
fu

nd
 th

ei
r i

de
as

, t
he

n 
in

di
vi

du
al

 a
nd

 o
ve

ra
ll 

pr
os

pe
rit

y 
su

ffe
rs

.

Bu
sin

es
s 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

Ea
se

 o
f G

et
tin

g 
El

ec
tr

ic
ity

Th
e 

co
st

 to
 o

bt
ai

n 
a 

co
nn

ec
tio

n 
to

 e
le

ct
ric

ity
, a

s %
 o

f i
nc

om
e 

pe
r c

ap
ita

. 
Lo

gg
ed

 v
al

ue
.

W
or

ld
 B

an
k 

D
oi

ng
 

Bu
sin

es
s D

at
a

1
0.

61
59

87
4

Ac
ce

ss
 to

 a
ffo

rd
ab

le
 e

le
ct

ric
ity

 a
llo

w
s b

us
in

es
s t

o 
ge

ne
ra

te
 p

ro
sp

er
ity

 a
nd

 
in

di
vi

du
al

s t
o 

en
jo

y 
pr

os
pe

ro
us

 li
ve

s.

Bu
sin

es
s 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

Ea
se

 o
f R

es
ol

vi
ng

 
In

so
lv

en
cy

A 
di

st
an

ce
 to

 fr
on

tie
r s

co
re

 b
as

ed
 o

n 
th

e 
co

m
po

ne
nt

s: 
1)

 ti
m

e 
to

 re
co

ve
r 

de
bt

; 2
) c

os
t o

f r
ec

ov
er

in
g 

de
bt

; 3
) o

ut
co

m
e 

(g
oi

ng
 c

on
ce

rn
 o

r a
ss

et
s s

ol
d 

pi
ec

em
ea

l);
 3

) r
ec

ov
er

y 
ra

te
 fo

r s
ec

ur
ed

 c
re

di
to

rs
.

W
or

ld
 B

an
k 

D
oi

ng
 

Bu
sin

es
s D

at
a

1
0

10
0

W
ea

kn
es

se
s i

n 
ex

ist
in

g 
in

so
lv

en
cy

 la
w

 a
nd

  p
ro

ce
du

ra
l a

nd
 a

dm
in

ist
ra

tiv
e 

bo
tt

le
ne

ck
s i

n 
th

e 
in

so
lv

en
cy

 p
ro

ce
ss

 k
ee

p 
bu

sin
es

se
s t

ak
in

g 
ris

ks
 a

nd
 

in
no

va
tio

, w
hi

ch
 a

re
 c

en
tr

al
 to

 p
ro

sp
er

ity
 g

en
er

at
io

n.

Bu
sin

es
s 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

Ea
se

 o
f S

ta
rt

in
g 

a 
Bu

sin
es

s
A 

di
st

an
ce

 to
 fr

on
tie

r s
co

re
 b

as
ed

 o
n 

th
e 

co
m

po
ne

nt
s: 

: 1
) T

im
e 

fo
r 

Pr
er

eg
ist

ra
tio

n,
 re

gi
st

ra
tio

n 
an

d 
po

st
re

gi
st

ra
tio

n;
 2

) C
os

t o
f r

eg
ist

ra
tio

ns
; 

3)
 P

ro
ce

du
re

s b
ef

or
e 

fin
al

 d
oc

um
en

t i
s r

ec
ei

ve
d;

 4
) P

ai
d-

in
 m

in
im

um
 

ca
pi

ta
l.

W
or

ld
 B

an
k 

D
oi

ng
 

Bu
sin

es
s D

at
a

2
0

10
0

G
re

at
er

 b
ar

rie
rs

 to
 st

ar
tin

g 
a 

bu
sin

es
s b

lo
ck

 th
e 

flo
w

 o
f n

ew
 id

ea
s i

nt
o 

th
e 

ec
on

om
y 

an
d 

ke
ep

 c
iti

ze
ns

 fr
om

 c
re

at
in

g 
op

po
rt

un
ity

.

Bu
sin

es
s 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

Fi
xe

d 
Br

oa
db

an
d 

Su
bs

cr
ip

tio
ns

Fi
xe

d 
br

oa
db

an
d 

su
bs

cr
ip

tio
ns

 re
fe

rs
 to

 fi
xe

d 
su

bs
cr

ip
tio

ns
 to

 h
ig

h-
sp

ee
d 

ac
ce

ss
 to

 th
e 

pu
bl

ic
 In

te
rn

et
, p

er
 1

00
 p

eo
pl

e.
W

or
ld

 D
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
In

di
ca

to
rs

1
0

80
Ac

ce
ss

 to
 h

ig
h-

sp
ee

d 
In

te
rn

et
 p

ro
vi

de
s b

us
in

es
se

s w
ith

 a
 w

ea
lth

 o
f 

op
po

rt
un

ity
 to

 g
ro

w
 a

nd
 fl

ou
ris

h.

Bu
sin

es
s 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

H
iri

ng
 a

nd
 F

iri
ng

 
Pr

ac
tic

es
Ex

pe
rt

 O
pi

ni
on

 S
ur

ve
y:

 "I
n 

yo
ur

 c
ou

nt
ry

, h
ow

 w
ou

ld
 y

ou
 c

ha
ra

ct
er

ize
 

th
e 

hi
rin

g 
an

d 
fir

in
g 

of
 w

or
ke

rs
? 

[1
 =

 h
ea

vi
ly

 im
pe

de
d 

by
 re

gu
la

tio
ns

; 7
 =

 
ex

tr
em

el
y 

fle
xi

bl
e]

".

W
or

ld
 E

co
no

m
ic

 
Fo

ru
m

0.
5

1
7

A 
fle

xi
bl

e 
la

bo
ur

 m
ar

ke
t a

llo
w

s b
us

in
es

se
s t

o 
ad

ap
t t

o 
ne

w
 c

ha
lle

ng
es

 a
nd

 
to

 h
ire

 th
e 

pe
op

le
 th

ey
 n

ee
d 

w
he

n 
th

ey
 n

ee
d.

Bu
sin

es
s 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

In
te

lle
ct

ua
l P

ro
pe

rt
y 

Pr
ot

ec
tio

n
Ex

pe
rt

 O
pi

ni
on

 S
ur

ve
y:

 "I
n 

yo
ur

 c
ou

nt
ry

, h
ow

 st
ro

ng
 is

 th
e 

pr
ot

ec
tio

n 
of

 in
te

lle
ct

ua
l p

ro
pe

rt
y,

 in
cl

ud
in

g 
an

ti-
co

un
te

rf
ei

tin
g 

m
ea

su
re

s?
 [1

 =
 

ex
tr

em
el

y 
w

ea
k;

 7
 =

 e
xt

re
m

el
y 

st
ro

ng
]".

W
or

ld
 E

co
no

m
ic

 
Fo

ru
m

1.
5

1
7

Fa
ir 

an
d 

cl
ea

r r
eg

ul
at

io
n,

 b
y 

es
ta

bl
ish

in
g 

cl
ea

r r
ul

es
 o

f o
w

ne
rs

hi
p 

an
d 

rig
ht

s, 
in

ce
nt

iv
ise

s b
us

in
es

s i
nn

ov
at

io
n.

Bu
sin

es
s 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

Lo
gi

st
ic

s P
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 
In

de
x

W
ei

gh
te

d 
av

er
ag

e 
of

: 1
) E

ffi
ci

en
cy

 o
f t

he
 c

le
ar

an
ce

 p
ro

ce
ss

 b
y 

bo
rd

er
 

co
nt

ro
l a

ge
nc

ie
s, 

in
cl

ud
in

g 
cu

st
om

s; 
2)

 Q
ua

lit
y 

of
 tr

ad
e 

an
d 

tr
an

sp
or

t 
re

la
te

d 
in

fr
as

tr
uc

tu
re

 ;3
) E

as
e 

of
 a

rr
an

gi
ng

 c
om

pe
tit

iv
el

y 
pr

ic
ed

 
sh

ip
m

en
ts

; 4
) C

om
pe

te
nc

e 
an

d 
qu

al
ity

 o
f l

og
ist

ic
s s

er
vi

ce
s; 

5)
 A

bi
lit

y 
to

 
tr

ac
k 

an
d 

tr
ac

e 
co

ns
ig

nm
en

ts
; 6

) T
im

el
in

es
s o

f s
hi

pm
en

ts
 in

 re
ac

hi
ng

 
de

st
in

at
io

n 
w

ith
in

 th
e 

sc
he

du
le

d 
or

 e
xp

ec
te

d 
de

liv
er

y 
tim

e.
 S

ca
le

d 
fro

m
 

1 t
o 

5.

W
or

ld
 B

an
k 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
In

di
ca

to
rs

1.
5

1
5

H
ig

h 
ta

rif
fs

, r
es

tr
ic

tiv
e 

re
gu

la
tio

ns
, a

nd
 p

oo
r i

nf
ra

sr
tu

ct
ur

e 
lim

it 
th

e 
m

ar
ke

t a
cc

es
s t

ha
t b

us
in

es
se

s n
ee

d 
to

 fl
ou

ris
h.

Bu
sin

es
s 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

Pe
rc

ep
tio

n 
of

 S
ta

rt
in

g 
N

ew
 B

us
in

es
se

s
Su

rv
ey

 q
ue

st
io

n:
 "I

s t
he

 c
ity

 o
r a

re
a 

w
he

re
 y

ou
 li

ve
 a

 g
oo

d 
pl

ac
e 

or
 n

ot
 fo

r 
pe

op
le

 st
ar

tin
g 

ne
w

 b
us

in
es

se
s?

"
G

al
lu

p 
W

or
ld

 P
ol

l
1

0.
09

1
If 

ci
tiz

en
s f

ee
l t

he
y 

ca
n'

t s
ta

rt
 a

 n
ew

 b
us

in
es

s, 
it 

ke
ep

s t
he

m
 fr

om
 fu

lfi
lli

ng
 

th
ei

r p
ot

en
tia

l a
nd

 k
ee

ps
 th

e 
w

id
er

 e
co

no
m

y 
fro

m
 fl

ou
ris

hi
ng

.

Bu
sin

es
s 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

Pe
rc

ep
tio

n 
of

 
W

or
ki

ng
 H

ar
d 

G
et

tin
g 

O
ne

 A
he

ad

Su
rv

ey
 q

ue
st

io
n:

 "C
an

 p
eo

pl
e 

in
 th

is 
co

un
tr

y 
ge

t a
he

ad
 b

y 
w

or
ki

ng
 h

ar
d,

 
or

 n
ot

?"
G

al
lu

p 
W

or
ld

 P
ol

l
1.

5
0.

1
1

Th
e 

pe
rc

ep
tio

n 
th

at
 h

ar
d 

w
or

k 
pa

ys
 o

ff 
is 

a 
ce

nt
ra

l c
ha

ra
ct

er
ist

ic
 o

f a
 

bu
sin

es
s e

nv
iro

nm
en

t t
ha

t i
s f

re
e 

an
d 

fa
ir,

 a
nd

 g
en

er
at

es
 p

ro
sp

er
ity

 fo
r a

ll.

Bu
sin

es
s 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

Re
du

nd
an

cy
 C

os
ts

Re
du

nd
an

cy
 c

os
ts

 in
 w

ee
ks

 o
f s

al
ar

y
W

or
ld

 E
co

no
m

ic
 

Fo
ru

m
0.

5
0

10
4

Ex
ce

ss
iv

e 
re

du
nd

an
cy

 c
os

ts
 m

ak
e 

it 
ha

rd
 fo

r b
us

in
es

se
s t

o 
ad

ap
t t

o 
ne

w
 

ch
al

le
ng

es
 a

nd
 to

 ra
tio

na
lis

e 
th

ei
r r

es
ou

rc
es

.

Ec
on

om
ic

 
Q

ua
lit

y
Ab

so
lu

te
 p

ov
er

ty
Th

e 
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 o
f p

op
ul

at
io

n 
liv

in
g 

liv
in

g 
on

 le
ss

 th
an

 $
1.

90
 a

 d
ay

 a
t 2

01
1 

in
te

rn
at

io
na

l p
ric

es
.

W
or

ld
 B

an
k 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
In

di
ca

to
rs

; O
w

n 
Ca

lc
ul

at
io

n

1.
5

0
10

0
Fo

r c
iti

ze
ns

 to
 b

e 
pr

os
pe

ro
us

, t
he

y 
m

us
t a

t l
ea

st
 a

 b
as

ic
 a

bs
ol

ut
e 

le
ve

l o
f 

m
at

er
ia

l w
ea

lth
.

32 Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



Pi
lla

r
Va

ria
bl

e 
La

be
l

D
es

cr
ip

ti
on

So
ur

ce
W

ei
gh

t
M

in
 

Va
lu

e
M

ax
 

Va
lu

e
Ra

ti
on

al
e

Ec
on

om
ic

 
Q

ua
lit

y
Av

er
ag

e 
ec

on
om

ic
 

gr
ow

th
 in

 p
re

vi
ou

s 
5 

ye
ar

s

G
D

P 
pe

r-
ca

pi
ta

 g
ro

w
th

 ra
te

, t
ra

ili
ng

 fi
ve

 y
ea

rs
.

In
te

rn
at

io
na

l 
M

on
et

ar
y 

Fu
nd

1.
5

-0
.2

0.
2

St
ab

le
, p

er
sis

te
nt

 g
ro

w
th

 c
an

 ra
ise

 a
gg

re
ga

te
 li

vi
ng

 st
an

da
rd

s a
nd

 m
at

er
ia

l 
w

ea
lth

.

Ec
on

om
ic

 
Q

ua
lit

y
Ef

fe
ct

iv
en

es
s o

f A
nt

i-
m

on
op

ol
y 

Po
lic

y
Q

ue
st

io
n:

 "I
n 

yo
ur

 c
ou

nt
ry

, t
o 

w
ha

t e
xt

en
t d

oe
s a

nt
i-m

on
op

ol
y 

po
lic

y 
pr

om
ot

e 
co

m
pe

tit
io

n?
 [1

 =
 d

oe
s n

ot
 p

ro
m

ot
e 

co
m

pe
tit

io
n;

 7
 =

 e
ffe

ct
iv

el
y 

pr
om

ot
es

 c
om

pe
tit

io
n]

".

W
or

ld
 E

co
no

m
ic

 
Fo

ru
m

1.
5

1
7

Ef
fe

ct
iv

e 
an

ti-
m

on
op

ol
y 

po
lic

ie
s e

ns
ur

e 
an

 e
co

no
m

y 
is 

co
m

pe
tit

iv
e 

an
d 

di
ve

rs
e,

 a
nd

 th
at

 d
el

iv
er

s b
ro

ad
-b

as
ed

 m
at

er
ia

l w
ea

lth
.

Ec
on

om
ic

 
Q

ua
lit

y
Ex

po
rt

 D
iv

er
sifi

ca
tio

n 
In

de
x

M
ea

su
re

 o
f d

iv
er

sifi
ca

tio
n 

of
 e

xp
or

t b
as

ke
t. 

H
ig

he
r v

al
ue

s i
nd

ic
at

e 
le

ss
 

co
m

pl
ex

ity
.

In
te

rn
at

io
na

l 
M

on
et

ar
y 

Fu
nd

2
0

7
A 

co
m

pl
ex

 e
co

no
m

y 
pr

ov
id

es
 a

 w
id

er
 ra

ng
e 

of
 g

oo
ds

 a
nd

 se
rv

ic
es

, a
nd

 
op

po
rt

un
iti

es
 fo

r a
 w

id
er

 ra
ng

e 
of

 sk
ill

s. 
It 

is 
al

so
 m

or
e 

re
sil

ie
nt

 to
 sh

oc
ks

.

Ec
on

om
ic

 
Q

ua
lit

y
Ex

po
rt

 Q
ua

lit
y 

In
de

x
M

ea
su

re
s u

se
s e

xp
or

t p
ric

es
 a

s a
 p

ro
xy

 fo
r q

ua
lit

y 
of

 e
xp

or
ts

. H
ig

he
r 

va
lu

es
 in

di
ca

te
 g

re
at

er
 q

ua
lit

y.
In

te
rn

at
io

na
l 

M
on

et
ar

y 
Fu

nd
1

0
1.

3
An

 e
co

no
m

y 
ca

pa
bl

e 
of

 p
ro

du
ci

ng
 h

ig
h 

qu
al

ity
 e

xp
or

ts
 is

 o
ne

 th
at

 a
dd

s 
va

lu
e 

to
 p

ro
sp

er
ity

 a
t h

om
e 

an
d 

ab
ro

ad
.

Ec
on

om
ic

 
Q

ua
lit

y
Fe

el
in

gs
 a

bo
ut

 
H

ou
se

ho
ld

 In
co

m
e

Su
rv

ey
 q

ue
st

io
n:

 "W
hi

ch
 o

ne
 o

f t
he

se
 p

hr
as

es
 c

om
es

 c
lo

se
st

 to
 y

ou
r o

w
n 

fe
el

in
gs

 a
bo

ut
 y

ou
r h

ou
se

ho
ld

 in
co

m
e 

th
es

e 
da

ys
?"

G
al

lu
p 

W
or

ld
 P

ol
l

1
0

0.
9

Ag
gr

eg
at

e 
ec

on
om

ic
 g

ro
w

th
 a

nd
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t m

at
te

rs
 m

os
t w

he
n 

it 
tr

an
sl

at
es

 in
to

 m
or

e 
m

at
er

ia
l p

ro
sp

er
ity

 fo
r h

ou
se

ho
ld

s.

Ec
on

om
ic

 
Q

ua
lit

y
Fe

m
al

e 
la

bo
ur

 F
or

ce
 

Pa
rt

ic
ip

at
io

n
Fe

m
al

e 
la

bo
ur

 fo
rc

e 
pa

rt
ic

ip
at

io
n 

ra
te

 a
s a

 p
er

ce
nt

ag
e 

of
 th

e 
fe

m
al

e 
po

pu
la

tio
n 

ag
ed

 1
5+

.
In

te
rn

at
io

na
l L

ab
ou

r 
O

rg
an

iza
tio

n
1

0
10

0
Lo

w
 fe

m
al

e 
la

bo
ur

 fo
rc

e 
pa

rt
ic

ip
at

io
n 

ra
te

s i
m

pl
y 

th
at

 a
ro

un
d 

ha
lf 

of
 a

 
co

un
tr

y'
s l

ab
ou

r f
or

ce
 d

oe
s n

ot
 h

av
e 

di
re

ct
 a

cc
es

s t
o 

th
e 

ec
on

om
y 

an
d 

th
e 

m
at

er
ia

l b
en

efi
ts

 it
 b

rin
gs

.

Ec
on

om
ic

 
Q

ua
lit

y
Fi

na
nc

ia
l E

ng
ag

em
en

t
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 o
f p

op
ul

at
io

n 
ag

ed
 1

5 
or

 a
bo

ve
 w

ith
 a

 b
an

k 
ac

co
un

t .
In

te
rn

at
io

na
l 

M
on

et
ar

y 
Fu

nd
1

0
10

0
Ac

ce
ss

 to
 fi

na
nc

ia
l s

er
vi

ce
s e

na
bl

es
 c

iti
ze

ns
 to

 b
en

efi
t f

ul
ly

 fr
om

 e
co

no
m

ic
 

pr
os

pe
rit

y.

Ec
on

om
ic

 
Q

ua
lit

y
La

bo
ur

 F
or

ce
 

Pa
rt

ic
ip

at
io

n
La

bo
ur

 fo
rc

e 
pa

rt
ic

ip
at

io
n 

ra
te

 a
s a

 p
er

ce
nt

ag
e 

of
 th

e 
po

pu
la

tio
n 

ag
ed

 
15

+.
 

In
te

rn
at

io
na

l L
ab

ou
r 

O
rg

an
iza

tio
n

1
30

10
0

A 
lo

w
 o

ve
ra

ll 
la

bo
ur

 fo
rc

e 
pa

rt
ic

ip
at

io
n 

ra
te

 im
pl

ie
s t

ha
t a

 c
ou

nt
ry

's 
la

bo
ur

 
fo

rc
e 

is 
no

t c
on

tr
ib

ut
in

g 
to

 a
nd

 d
oe

s n
ot

 h
av

e 
ac

ce
ss

 to
 th

e 
m

at
er

ia
l 

be
ne

fit
s p

ro
du

ce
d 

by
 it

s e
co

no
m

y.

Ec
on

om
ic

 
Q

ua
lit

y
Pr

ev
al

en
ce

 o
f t

ra
de

 
ba

rr
ie

rs
Q

ue
st

io
n:

 "I
n 

yo
ur

 c
ou

nt
ry

, t
o 

w
ha

t e
xt

en
t d

o 
no

n-
ta

rif
f b

ar
rie

rs
 (e

.g
., 

he
al

th
 a

nd
 p

ro
du

ct
 st

an
da

rd
s, 

te
ch

ni
ca

l a
nd

 la
be

lin
g 

re
qu

ire
m

en
ts

, e
tc

.) 
lim

it 
th

e 
ab

ili
ty

 o
f i

m
po

rt
ed

 g
oo

ds
 to

 c
om

pe
te

 in
 th

e 
do

m
es

tic
 m

ar
ke

t?
 [1

 
= 

st
ro

ng
ly

 li
m

it;
 7

 =
 d

o 
no

t l
im

it 
at

 a
ll]

".

W
or

ld
 E

co
no

m
ic

 
Fo

ru
m

1.
5

1
7

M
an

y 
tr

ad
e 

ba
rr

ie
rs

 a
re

 n
on

-t
ar

iff
: r

eg
ul

at
io

ns
 th

at
 li

m
it 

co
ns

um
er

 c
ho

ic
e 

an
d 

pr
od

uc
er

 o
pp

or
tu

ni
ty

.

Ec
on

om
ic

 
Q

ua
lit

y
Re

la
tiv

e 
po

ve
rt

y
Th

e 
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 o
f t

he
 p

op
ul

at
io

n 
liv

in
g 

be
lo

w
 th

e 
na

tio
na

l p
ov

er
ty

 li
ne

s. 
W

or
ld

 B
an

k 
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t 

In
di

ca
to

rs
; O

w
n 

Ca
lc

ul
at

io
n

1.
5

0
10

0
In

 m
or

e 
de

ve
lo

pe
d 

ec
on

om
ie

s, 
th

e 
ba

sic
 a

bs
ol

ut
e 

le
ve

l o
f w

ea
lth

 
su

gg
es

te
d 

by
 th

e 
ab

so
lu

te
 p

ov
er

ty
 m

ea
su

re
 is

 n
ot

 h
ig

h 
en

ou
gh

. I
n 

th
es

e 
ec

on
om

ie
s, 

th
e 

ba
sic

 le
ve

l o
f w

ea
lth

 is
 e

st
im

at
ed

 re
la

tiv
e 

to
 th

e 
co

st
s o

f 
liv

in
g 

in
 th

e 
co

un
tr

y.

Ec
on

om
ic

 
Q

ua
lit

y
Sa

tis
fie

d 
w

ith
 

St
an

da
rd

 o
f L

iv
in

g
Su

rv
ey

 q
ue

st
io

n:
 "A

re
 y

ou
 sa

tis
fie

d 
or

 d
iss

at
isfi

ed
 w

ith
 y

ou
r s

ta
nd

ar
d 

of
 

liv
in

g,
 a

ll 
th

e 
th

in
gs

 y
ou

 c
an

 b
uy

 a
nd

 d
o?

"
G

al
lu

p 
W

or
ld

 P
ol

l
1.

5
0

1
A 

hi
gh

 q
ua

lit
y 

ec
on

om
y 

de
liv

er
s m

or
e 

th
an

 ju
st

 h
ou

se
ho

ld
 in

co
m

e.
 It

 
is 

on
e 

w
he

re
 c

iti
ze

ns
 h

av
e 

ac
ce

ss
 to

 a
 ra

ng
e 

of
 a

ffo
rd

ab
le

 g
oo

ds
 a

nd
 

se
rv

ic
es

.

Ec
on

om
ic

 
Q

ua
lit

y
U

ne
m

pl
oy

m
en

t
Th

e 
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 o
f l

ab
ou

r f
or

ce
 th

at
 is

 n
ot

 e
m

pl
oy

ed
.

In
te

rn
at

io
na

l L
ab

ou
r 

O
rg

an
iza

tio
n

2
0

40
U

ne
m

pl
oy

m
en

t h
as

 la
rg

e 
ne

ga
tiv

e 
ef

fe
ct

 o
n 

in
di

vi
du

al
 a

nd
 so

ci
al

 w
el

l-
be

in
g,

 a
nd

 o
n 

m
at

er
ia

l p
ro

sp
er

ity
.

Ed
uc

at
io

n
Ad

ul
t L

ite
ra

cy
 R

at
e

%
 p

op
ul

at
io

n 
ag

ed
 1

5 
an

d 
ab

ov
e 

w
ho

 c
an

, w
ith

 u
nd

er
st

an
di

ng
, r

ea
d 

an
d 

w
rit

e 
a 

sh
or

t, 
sim

pl
e 

st
at

em
en

t o
n 

th
ei

r e
ve

ry
da

y 
lif

e.
 G

en
er

al
ly

, ‘
lit

er
ac

y’
 

al
so

 e
nc

om
pa

ss
es

 ‘n
um

er
ac

y’
, t

he
 a

bi
lit

y 
to

 m
ak

e 
sim

pl
e 

ar
ith

m
et

ic
 

ca
lc

ul
at

io
ns

.

W
or

ld
 B

an
k 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
In

di
ca

to
rs

; U
N

; O
w

n 
Ca

lc
ul

at
io

n

1
5

10
0

Ad
ul

t l
ite

ra
cy

 is
 a

 m
ea

su
re

 o
f b

ro
ad

 b
as

ed
 a

cc
es

s t
o 

ed
uc

at
io

n,
 w

hi
ch

 
al

lo
w

s c
iti

ze
ns

 to
 d

ev
el

op
 th

ei
r p

ot
en

tia
l a

nd
 c

on
tr

ib
ut

e 
pr

od
uc

tiv
el

y 
to

 
th

ei
r s

oc
ie

ty
.

Ed
uc

at
io

n
Ed

uc
at

io
n 

In
eq

ua
lit

y 
In

de
x

G
in

i C
oe

ffi
ci

en
t o

f e
du

ca
tio

n 
di

st
rib

ut
io

n 
am

on
g 

15
+ 

po
pu

la
tio

n.
 A

cc
ou

nt
s 

fo
r d

isp
er

sio
n 

of
 a

ve
ra

ge
 y

ea
rs

 o
f s

ch
oo

lin
g 

am
on

g 
th

e 
po

pu
la

tio
n,

 a
nd

 
fo

r l
ev

el
s o

f e
du

ca
tio

n 
w

ith
in

 fo
ur

 c
at

eg
or

ie
s a

nd
 c

um
ul

at
iv

e 
ye

ar
s o

f 
sc

ho
ol

in
g 

at
 e

ac
h 

le
ve

l o
f e

du
ca

tio
n.

Ca
st

el
ló

-C
lim

en
t a

nd
 

D
om

én
ec

h 
(2

01
2)

2
0

1
H

ig
h 

Ed
uc

at
io

n 
In

eq
ua

lit
y 

im
pl

ie
s t

ha
t a

cc
es

s t
o 

ed
uc

at
io

n 
is 

un
ev

en
, 

re
st

ric
tin

g 
th

e 
ab

ili
ty

 o
f c

iti
ze

ns
 fu

lly
 c

on
tr

ib
ut

e 
to

 th
ei

r s
oc

ie
tie

s.

 33Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



Pi
lla

r
Va

ria
bl

e 
La

be
l

D
es

cr
ip

ti
on

So
ur

ce
W

ei
gh

t
M

in
 

Va
lu

e
M

ax
 

Va
lu

e
Ra

ti
on

al
e

Ed
uc

at
io

n
Ed

uc
at

io
n 

Q
ua

lit
y 

Sc
or

e
St

an
da

rd
ize

d 
m

ea
su

re
 o

f p
up

ils
’ a

ch
ie

ve
m

en
ts

 in
 re

ad
in

g,
 m

at
he

m
at

ic
s 

an
d 

sc
ie

nc
es

 in
 p

rim
ar

y 
an

d 
se

co
nd

ar
y 

ed
uc

at
io

n 
ba

se
d 

on
 v

ar
io

us
 

in
te

rn
at

io
na

l a
ss

es
sm

en
ts

 a
va

ila
bl

e.

In
di

ca
to

rs
 o

f 
Q

ua
lit

y 
of

 S
tu

de
nt

 
Ac

hi
ev

em
en

t (
IQ

SA
). 

Al
tin

ok
a,

 D
ie

bo
ltb

 &
 

D
em

eu
le

m
ee

st
er

c 
(2

01
4)

; O
w

n 
Ca

lc
ul

at
io

n

2
15

0
65

0
M

ov
in

g 
be

yo
nd

 th
e 

qu
an

tit
y 

di
m

en
sio

n 
of

 e
du

ca
tio

n,
 m

ea
su

re
d 

by
 

en
ro

lm
en

t, 
th

e 
Ed

uc
at

io
n 

Q
ua

lit
y 

Sc
or

e 
m

ea
su

re
s t

he
 q

ua
lit

y 
of

 e
du

ca
tio

n 
av

ai
la

bl
e 

to
 c

iti
ze

ns
. A

 b
et

te
r-

ed
uc

at
ed

 c
iti

ze
nr

y 
is 

be
tt

er
 a

bl
e 

to
 

co
nt

rib
ut

e 
to

 th
ei

r s
oc

ie
ty

.

Ed
uc

at
io

n
G

irl
s t

o 
Bo

ys
 

En
ro

lm
en

t R
at

io
Th

e 
ab

so
lu

te
 v

ar
ia

tio
n 

fro
m

 1
00

 in
 th

e 
ra

tio
 o

f t
he

 g
ro

ss
 e

nr
ol

m
en

t r
at

e 
of

 g
irl

s t
o 

bo
ys

 in
 p

rim
ar

y 
an

d 
se

co
nd

ar
y 

ed
uc

at
io

n 
le

ve
ls

 in
 b

ot
h 

pu
bl

ic
 

an
d 

pr
iv

at
e 

sc
ho

ol
s. 

W
e 

ha
ve

 a
dj

us
te

d 
th

is 
va

ria
bl

e 
by

 th
e 

sh
ar

e 
of

 e
ac

h 
ge

nd
er

 in
 th

e 
po

pu
la

tio
n.

W
or

ld
 B

an
k 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
In

di
ca

to
rs

1
0

0.
5

Ra
tio

s c
lo

se
 to

 1
 in

di
ca

te
 a

 m
or

e 
ge

nd
er

-e
ve

n 
ac

ce
ss

 to
 e

du
ca

tio
n,

 
al

lo
w

in
g 

bo
th

 g
en

de
rs

 to
 c

on
tr

ib
ut

e 
to

 a
nd

 sh
ar

e 
in

 th
ei

r c
ou

nt
ry

's 
pr

os
pe

rit
y.

Ed
uc

at
io

n
Pe

rc
ep

tio
n 

th
at

 
Ch

ild
re

n 
ar

e 
Le

ar
ni

ng
 

in
 S

oc
ie

ty

Su
rv

ey
 q

ue
st

io
n:

 "D
o 

m
os

t c
hi

ld
re

n 
ha

ve
 th

e 
op

po
rt

un
ity

 to
 le

ar
n 

an
d 

gr
ow

 e
ve

ry
 d

ay
, o

r n
ot

?"
G

al
lu

p 
W

or
ld

 P
ol

l
1

0.
02

1
Ci

tiz
en

s' 
pe

rc
ep

tio
n 

of
 th

e 
ed

uc
at

io
na

l o
pp

or
tu

ni
tie

s a
va

ila
bl

e 
to

 th
em

 
an

d 
th

ei
r c

hi
ld

re
n 

ar
e 

al
so

 k
ey

 to
 a

ss
es

sin
g 

th
e 

qu
al

ity
 o

f e
du

ca
tio

n 
in

 a
 

gi
ve

n 
co

un
tr

y.
 T

hi
s m

ea
su

re
 c

ov
er

s e
du

ca
tio

na
l o

pp
or

tu
ni

tie
s a

va
ila

bl
e 

ou
ts

id
e 

th
e 

fo
rm

al
 e

du
ca

tio
n 

se
ct

or
.

Ed
uc

at
io

n
Pr

im
ar

y 
Co

m
pl

et
io

n 
Ra

te
Ra

tio
 o

f t
ot

al
 n

um
be

r o
f s

tu
de

nt
s s

uc
ce

ss
fu

lly
 c

om
pl

et
in

g 
or

 g
ra

du
at

in
g 

fro
m

 th
e 

la
st

 y
ea

r o
f p

rim
ar

y 
sc

ho
ol

 in
 a

 g
iv

en
 y

ea
r t

o 
th

e 
to

ta
l n

um
be

r o
f 

ch
ild

re
n 

of
 o

ffi
ci

al
 g

ra
du

at
io

n 
ag

e 
in

 th
e 

po
pu

la
tio

n.

W
or

ld
 B

an
k 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
In

di
ca

to
rs

1.
5

10
10

0
Th

e 
pr

im
ar

y 
co

m
pl

et
io

n 
ra

te
 is

 b
ot

h 
a 

m
ea

su
re

 o
f b

as
ic

 e
du

ca
tio

na
l a

cc
es

s 
an

d 
sc

ho
ol

 q
ua

lit
y,

 b
ot

h 
of

 w
hi

ch
 e

nh
an

ce
 p

eo
pl

es
' o

pp
or

tu
ni

tie
s t

o 
in

cr
ea

se
 li

fe
 sa

tis
fa

ct
io

n.

Ed
uc

at
io

n
Sa

tis
fa

ct
io

n 
w

ith
 

Ed
uc

at
io

na
l Q

ua
lit

y
Su

rv
ey

 q
ue

st
io

n:
 "I

n 
th

e 
ci

ty
 o

r a
re

a 
w

he
re

 y
ou

 li
ve

, a
re

 y
ou

 sa
tis

fie
d 

or
 

di
ss

at
isfi

ed
 w

ith
 th

e 
ed

uc
at

io
na

l s
ys

te
m

 o
r t

he
 sc

ho
ol

s?
"

G
al

lu
p 

W
or

ld
 P

ol
l

1
0.

12
1

Ci
tiz

en
s' 

pe
rc

ep
tio

n 
of

 th
e 

ed
uc

at
io

na
l o

pp
or

tu
ni

tie
s a

va
ila

bl
e 

to
 th

em
 

an
d 

th
ei

r c
hi

ld
re

n 
ar

e 
al

so
 k

ey
 to

 a
ss

es
sin

g 
th

e 
qu

al
ity

 o
f e

du
ca

tio
n 

in
 a

 
gi

ve
n 

co
un

tr
y.

Ed
uc

at
io

n
Se

co
nd

ar
y 

ed
uc

at
io

n 
pe

r w
or

ke
r

Av
er

ag
e 

ye
ar

s o
f s

ec
on

da
ry

 e
du

ca
tio

n 
co

m
pl

et
ed

 p
er

 w
or

ke
r

Ba
rr

o 
an

d 
Le

e 
(2

01
0)

 
an

d 
O

w
n 

Ca
lc

ul
at

io
n 

1
0

7
H

um
an

 c
ap

ita
l, 

m
ea

su
re

d 
by

 th
e 

ye
ar

s o
f e

du
ca

tio
n 

pe
r h

ea
d 

or
 w

or
ke

r, 
is 

an
 e

ng
in

e 
fo

r g
ro

w
th

 in
 m

at
er

ia
l w

ea
lth

. T
hi

s m
ea

su
re

s h
um

an
 c

ap
ita

l a
t a

 
fo

un
da

tio
na

l l
ev

el
.

Ed
uc

at
io

n
Te

ch
ni

ca
l a

nd
 

vo
ca

tio
na

l e
du

ca
tio

n 
en

ro
lm

en
t

Te
ch

ni
ca

l/v
oc

at
io

na
l e

nr
ol

m
en

t (
be

tw
ee

n 
ag

es
 1

1 
an

d 
18

) a
s  

%
 o

f t
ot

al
 

en
ro

lm
en

t o
f t

ho
se

 a
ge

s. 
W

or
ld

 B
an

k 
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t 

In
di

ca
to

rs

1
0

50
A 

pr
os

pe
ro

us
 so

ci
et

y 
re

co
gn

ise
s a

nd
 b

en
efi

ts
 fr

om
 a

 d
iv

er
sit

y 
of

 ta
le

nt
s. 

Te
ch

ni
ca

l a
nd

 v
oc

at
io

na
l e

du
ca

tio
n 

of
fe

rs
 n

on
-a

ca
de

m
ic

 st
ud

en
ts

 a
 

ch
an

ce
 to

 fl
ou

ris
h.

Ed
uc

at
io

n
Te

rt
ia

ry
 e

du
ca

tio
n 

pe
r w

or
ke

r
Av

er
ag

e 
ye

ar
s o

f t
er

tia
ry

 e
du

ca
tio

n 
co

m
pl

et
ed

 p
er

 w
or

ke
r

W
or

ld
 B

an
k 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
In

di
ca

to
rs

1
0

2
H

um
an

 c
ap

ita
l, 

m
ea

su
re

d 
by

 th
e 

ye
ar

s o
f e

du
ca

tio
n 

pe
r h

ea
d 

or
 w

or
ke

r, 
is 

an
 e

ng
in

e 
fo

r g
ro

w
th

 in
 m

at
er

ia
l w

ea
lth

. T
hi

s m
ea

su
re

s h
um

an
 c

ap
ita

l a
t a

 
m

or
e 

ad
va

nc
ed

 le
ve

l.

Ed
uc

at
io

n
To

p 
U

ni
ve

rs
iti

es
Co

un
t o

f t
er

tia
ry

 in
st

itu
tio

ns
 in

 th
e 

to
p-

20
0 

lis
t o

f t
he

 Q
S 

W
or

ld
 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 R

an
ki

ng
s. 

Lo
gg

ed
 v

al
ue

 a
nd

 a
dj

us
te

d 
by

 p
op

ul
at

io
n.

Q
S 

W
or

ld
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 
Ra

nk
in

gs
1

0
90

Th
e 

nu
m

be
r o

f t
op

 u
ni

ve
rs

iti
es

 in
 a

 c
ou

nt
ry

 is
 b

ot
h 

a 
m

ea
su

re
 o

f h
ow

 
av

ai
la

bl
e 

hi
gh

-q
ua

lit
y 

ed
uc

at
io

n 
is 

an
d 

of
 th

e 
ab

ili
ty

 o
f t

he
 e

du
ca

tio
n 

se
ct

or
 to

 c
on

tr
ib

ut
e 

th
ro

ug
h 

R&
D

 to
 a

 c
ou

nt
ry

's 
pr

os
pe

rit
y.

Ed
uc

at
io

n
Yo

ut
h 

Li
te

ra
cy

 R
at

e
Th

e 
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 o
f p

eo
pl

e 
ag

ed
 1

5 
to

 2
4 

ye
ar

s w
ho

 c
an

 b
ot

h 
re

ad
 a

nd
 

w
rit

e 
w

ith
 u

nd
er

st
an

di
ng

 a
 sh

or
t s

im
pl

e 
st

at
em

en
t o

n 
th

ei
r e

ve
ry

da
y 

lif
e.

 
G

en
er

al
ly

, ‘
lit

er
ac

y’
 a

ls
o 

en
co

m
pa

ss
es

 ‘n
um

er
ac

y’
, t

he
 a

bi
lit

y 
to

 m
ak

e 
sim

pl
e 

ar
ith

m
et

ic
 c

al
cu

la
tio

ns
.

W
or

ld
 B

an
k 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
In

di
ca

to
rs

; U
N

; O
w

n 
Ca

lc
ul

at
io

n

1
5

10
0

Yo
ut

h 
lit

er
ac

y 
is 

a 
m

ea
su

re
 o

f a
cc

es
s t

o 
ed

uc
at

io
n 

at
 th

e 
yo

un
ge

r e
nd

 o
f 

th
e 

po
pu

la
tio

n 
st

ru
ct

ur
e.

 P
ar

tic
ul

ar
ly

 a
s t

hi
s g

ro
up

 is
 a

 c
ou

nt
ry

's 
fu

tu
re

 
la

bo
ur

 fo
rc

e,
 h

ig
h 

yo
ut

h 
lit

er
ac

y 
al

lo
w

s c
iti

ze
ns

 to
 d

ev
el

op
 th

ei
r p

ot
en

tia
l 

an
d 

co
nt

rib
ut

e 
pr

od
uc

tiv
el

y 
to

 th
ei

r s
oc

ie
ty

.

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

Ai
r p

ol
lu

tio
n

Av
er

ag
e 

pr
op

or
tio

n 
of

 th
e 

po
pu

la
tio

n 
w

ho
se

 e
xp

os
ur

e 
to

 P
M

2.
5 

is 
ab

ov
e 

th
e 

W
or

ld
 H

ea
lth

 O
rg

an
iza

tio
n 

th
re

sh
ol

ds
. P

M
2.

5c
om

es
 fr

om
 c

om
bu

st
io

n 
ac

tiv
iti

es
 (m

ot
or

 v
eh

ic
le

s, 
po

w
er

 p
la

nt
s, 

w
oo

d 
bu

rn
in

g,
 e

tc
.) 

an
d 

ce
rt

ai
n 

in
du

st
ria

l p
ro

ce
ss

es
.

En
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l 
Pe

rf
or

m
an

ce
 In

de
x

2
0

1
Ai

r p
ol

lu
tio

n 
ha

s i
m

m
ed

ia
te

 n
eg

at
iv

e 
ef

fe
ct

s o
n 

pe
op

le
s' 

he
al

th
 a

nd
 in

 
pr

ev
en

tin
g 

th
em

 fr
om

 e
nj

oy
in

g 
th

ei
r e

nv
iro

nm
en

t, 
on

 so
ci

al
 w

el
l-b

ei
ng

.

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

Fi
sh

 st
oc

ks
Fr

ac
tio

n 
of

 fi
sh

 st
oc

ks
 o

ve
re

xp
lo

ite
d 

an
d 

co
lla

ps
ed

 b
y 

EE
Z.

 L
an

dl
oc

ke
d 

co
un

tr
ie

s a
re

 g
iv

en
 a

 re
gi

on
al

 m
ea

n.
En

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
l 

Pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

 In
de

x
1

0
10

0
Bi

od
iv

er
sit

y 
pr

ov
id

es
 p

eo
pl

e 
w

ith
 a

 w
id

er
 ra

ng
e 

of
 g

oo
ds

 a
nd

 se
rv

ic
es

, 
w

hi
le

 a
ls

o 
co

nv
ey

in
g 

a 
se

ns
e 

of
 so

ci
al

 w
el

l b
ei

ng
.

34 Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



Pi
lla

r
Va

ria
bl

e 
La

be
l

D
es

cr
ip

ti
on

So
ur

ce
W

ei
gh

t
M

in
 

Va
lu

e
M

ax
 

Va
lu

e
Ra

ti
on

al
e

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

Fr
es

hw
at

er
 

w
ith

dr
aw

al
D

om
es

tic
 fr

es
hw

at
er

 w
ith

dr
aw

al
 a

s p
er

ce
nt

ag
e 

of
 re

ne
w

ab
le

 re
so

ur
ce

. 
Ca

pp
ed

 a
t 1

00
.

W
or

ld
 B

an
k 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
In

di
ca

to
rs

1
0

10
0

Th
e 

ov
er

-e
xp

lo
ita

tio
n 

of
 re

so
ur

ce
s l

ik
e 

fre
sh

w
at

er
 d

am
ag

es
 th

e 
na

tu
ra

l 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t, 
re

st
ric

tin
g 

its
 a

bi
lit

y 
to

 su
pp

or
t b

io
di

ve
rs

ity
, a

nd
 a

ls
o 

da
m

ag
es

 th
e 

su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y 
of

 a
gr

ic
ul

tu
re

. 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

M
ar

in
e 

pr
ot

ec
te

d 
ar

ea
s

Ar
ea

s o
f i

nt
er

tid
al

 o
r s

ub
tid

al
 te

rr
ai

n-
-a

nd
 o

ve
rly

in
g 

w
at

er
 a

nd
 a

ss
oc

ia
te

d 
flo

ra
 a

nd
 fa

un
a 

an
d 

hi
st

or
ic

al
 a

nd
 c

ul
tu

ra
l f

ea
tu

re
s-

-t
ha

t h
av

e 
be

en
 

re
se

rv
ed

 b
y 

la
w

 o
r o

th
er

 e
ffe

ct
iv

e 
m

ea
ns

 to
 p

ro
te

ct
 p

ar
t o

r a
ll 

of
 th

e 
en

cl
os

ed
 e

nv
iro

nm
en

t (
%

 te
rr

ito
ria

l w
at

er
s)

.

W
or

ld
 B

an
k 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
In

di
ca

to
rs

1
0

10
0

Th
e 

di
sr

up
tio

n 
of

 m
ar

in
e 

ar
ea

s h
as

 a
n 

im
pa

ct
 o

n 
he

al
th

, e
co

no
m

ic
 

pr
od

uc
tio

n 
(t

ou
ris

m
), 

an
d 

pe
op

le
s' 

op
po

rt
un

iti
es

 fo
r r

ec
re

at
io

n.

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

Pe
st

ic
id

e 
re

gu
la

tio
n

Re
gu

la
tio

n 
of

 th
e 

di
rt

y-
do

ze
n 

pe
rs

ist
en

t o
rg

an
ic

 p
ol

lu
ta

nt
s (

PO
Ps

) u
nd

er
 

th
e 

St
oc

kh
ol

m
 C

on
ve

nt
io

n.
 S

ca
le

d 
fro

m
 0

 to
 2

5.
En

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
l 

Pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

 In
de

x
1

0
25

Th
e 

us
e 

of
 p

er
sis

te
nt

 o
rg

an
ic

 p
es

tic
id

es
 n

eg
at

iv
el

y 
af

fe
ct

s w
el

l b
ei

ng
 

di
re

ct
ly

, t
hr

ou
gh

 it
s e

ffe
ct

s o
n 

he
al

th
, a

nd
 in

di
re

ct
ly

, t
hr

ou
gh

 it
s e

ffe
ct

s o
n 

th
e 

ec
os

ys
te

m
.

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

Pr
es

er
va

tio
n 

ef
fo

rt
s

Su
rv

ey
 q

ue
st

io
n:

 "A
re

 y
ou

 sa
tis

fie
d 

w
ith

 e
ffo

rt
s t

o 
pr

es
er

ve
 th

e 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t?
"

G
al

lu
p 

W
or

ld
 P

ol
l

1
0

1
Pe

op
le

s' 
pe

rc
ep

tio
n 

of
 sp

ac
e,

 a
nd

 th
e 

op
po

rt
un

iti
es

 th
ey

 h
av

e 
fo

r o
ut

do
or

 
ac

tiv
iti

es
, h

as
 a

n 
ef

fe
ct

 o
n 

on
 so

ci
al

 c
oh

es
io

n 
an

d 
cr

ea
te

s a
 se

ns
e 

of
 

co
m

m
un

ity
, b

es
id

es
 a

ffe
ct

in
g 

ph
ys

ic
al

 a
nd

 m
en

ta
l h

ea
lth

.

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

Te
rr

es
tr

ia
l p

ro
te

ct
ed

 
ar

ea
s

To
ta

lly
 o

r p
ar

tia
lly

 p
ro

te
ct

ed
 a

re
as

 o
f a

t l
ea

st
 1

,0
00

 h
ec

ta
re

s t
ha

t a
re

 
de

sig
na

te
d 

by
 n

at
io

na
l a

ut
ho

rit
ie

s a
s s

ci
en

tifi
c 

re
se

rv
es

 w
ith

 li
m

ite
d 

pu
bl

ic
 a

cc
es

s, 
na

tio
na

l p
ar

ks
, n

at
ur

al
 m

on
um

en
ts

, n
at

ur
e 

re
se

rv
es

 o
r 

w
ild

lif
e 

sa
nc

tu
ar

ie
s, 

pr
ot

ec
te

d 
la

nd
sc

ap
es

, a
nd

 a
re

as
 m

an
ag

ed
 m

ai
nl

y 
fo

r 
su

st
ai

na
bl

e 
us

e 
(%

 to
ta

l l
an

d 
ar

ea
).

W
or

ld
 B

an
k 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
In

di
ca

to
rs

1
0

70
Pr

ot
ec

te
d 

an
d 

op
en

 g
re

en
 a

re
as

 p
ro

vi
de

 p
eo

pl
e 

w
ith

 th
e 

op
po

rt
un

ity
 

fo
r o

ut
do

or
 re

cr
ea

tio
n,

 c
re

at
in

g 
a 

st
ro

ng
er

 c
om

m
un

ity
 a

nd
 e

le
va

tin
g 

in
di

vi
du

al
 w

el
l b

ei
ng

.

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

W
as

te
w

at
er

 
tr

ea
tm

en
t

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f a
nt

hr
op

og
en

ic
 w

as
te

w
at

er
 th

at
 re

ce
iv

es
 tr

ea
tm

en
t 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l 
Pe

rf
or

m
an

ce
 In

de
x

1
0

10
0

Tr
ea

tin
g 

an
th

ro
po

ge
ni

c 
w

as
te

w
at

er
 re

du
ce

s w
at

er
 p

ol
lu

tio
n,

 im
pr

ov
in

g 
th

e 
he

al
th

 a
nd

 w
el

l b
ei

ng
 o

f s
ur

ro
un

di
ng

 p
op

ul
at

io
ns

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

W
at

er
 so

ur
ce

Th
e 

pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f p
op

ul
at

io
n 

w
ith

 a
cc

es
s t

o 
an

 im
pr

ov
ed

 d
rin

ki
ng

 w
at

er
 

so
ur

ce
: p

ip
ed

 w
at

er
 to

 p
re

m
ise

s; 
pu

bl
ic

 ta
ps

, w
el

ls
, o

r b
or

eh
ol

es
; p

ro
te

ct
ed

 
sp

rin
gs

; a
nd

 ra
in

w
at

er
 c

ol
le

ct
io

n.
 

W
or

ld
 B

an
k 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
In

di
ca

to
rs

2
20

10
0

Ac
ce

ss
 to

 d
rin

ki
ng

 w
at

er
 th

at
 is

 c
le

an
 a

nd
 sa

fe
 h

as
 im

m
ed

ia
te

 h
ea

lth
 

be
ne

fit
s.

G
ov

er
na

nc
e

Co
nfi

de
nc

e 
in

 
H

on
es

ty
 o

f E
le

ct
io

ns
Su

rv
ey

 q
ue

st
io

n:
 "I

n 
th

is 
co

un
tr

y,
 d

o 
yo

u 
ha

ve
 c

on
fid

en
ce

 in
 th

e 
ho

ne
st

y 
of

 e
le

ct
io

ns
?"

G
al

lu
p 

W
or

ld
 P

ol
l

1
0

1
Ci

tiz
en

s w
ho

 h
av

e 
m

or
e 

co
nfi

de
nc

e 
in

 th
e 

ho
ne

st
y 

of
 e

le
ct

io
ns

 a
nd

 w
ho

 
fe

el
 th

ey
 v

ot
e 

is 
m

ea
ni

ng
fu

l, 
en

jo
y 

hi
gh

er
 le

ve
ls

 o
f w

el
l b

ei
ng

.

G
ov

er
na

nc
e

Co
nfi

de
nc

e 
in

 
N

at
io

na
l G

ov
er

nm
en

t
Su

rv
ey

 q
ue

st
io

n:
 "I

n 
th

is 
co

un
tr

y,
 d

o 
yo

u 
ha

ve
 c

on
fid

en
ce

 in
 th

e 
na

tio
na

l 
go

ve
rn

m
en

t?
"

G
al

lu
p 

W
or

ld
 P

ol
l

1
0

1
Ci

tiz
en

s w
ho

 h
av

e 
m

or
e 

co
nfi

en
ce

 in
 th

ei
r n

at
io

na
l g

ov
er

nm
en

t a
nd

 it
s 

in
st

itu
tio

ns
 a

re
 b

et
te

r a
t g

en
er

at
in

g 
so

ci
al

 c
ap

ita
l a

nd
 so

ci
al

 w
el

l b
ei

ng
.

G
ov

er
na

nc
e

Co
rr

up
tio

n 
Pe

rc
ep

tio
ns

 In
de

x
An

 in
de

x 
of

 p
er

ce
iv

ed
 c

or
ru

pt
io

n 
in

 th
e 

pu
bl

ic
 se

ct
or

. A
 c

om
bi

na
tio

n 
of

 
su

rv
ey

s a
nd

 a
ss

es
sm

en
ts

 o
f c

or
ru

pt
io

n,
 c

ol
le

ct
ed

 b
y 

a 
va

rie
ty

 o
f r

ep
ut

ab
le

 
in

st
itu

tio
ns

. 

Tr
an

sp
ar

en
cy

 
In

te
rn

at
io

na
l

2
0

10
0

Co
rr

up
tio

n 
da

m
ag

es
 g

ov
er

na
nc

e 
an

d 
ec

on
om

ic
 g

ro
w

th
, w

hi
le

 a
ls

o 
m

ak
in

g 
ci

tiz
en

s d
ise

ng
ag

ed
 w

ith
 p

ol
iti

cs
 a

nd
 n

on
-p

ar
tic

ip
at

iv
e 

in
 p

ol
iti

ca
l, 

w
hi

ch
 

re
du

ce
s s

oc
ia

l w
el

l b
ei

ng
.li

fe

G
ov

er
na

nc
e

D
em

oc
ra

cy
 le

ve
l

Th
e 

ex
te

nt
 to

 w
hi

ch
 a

 so
ci

et
y 

is 
au

to
cr

at
ic

 o
r d

em
oc

ra
tic

. T
hi

s m
ea

su
re

 
de

pe
nd

s o
n 

th
e 

co
m

pe
tit

iv
en

es
s o

f e
xe

cu
tiv

e 
re

cr
ui

tm
en

t, 
co

ns
tr

ai
nt

s o
n 

ch
ie

f e
xe

cu
tiv

es
, r

eg
ul

at
io

n 
of

 p
ol

iti
ca

l p
ar

tic
ip

at
io

n,
 a

nd
 c

om
pe

tit
iv

en
es

s 
of

 p
ol

iti
ca

l p
ar

tic
ip

at
io

n.

Ce
nt

er
 fo

r S
ys

te
m

ic
 

Pe
ac

e
1.

5
-1

0
10

Ci
tiz

en
s l

iv
in

g 
in

 d
em

oc
ra

ci
es

, w
he

re
 th

ei
r v

oi
ce

 is
 h

ea
rd

 a
nd

 th
ei

r 
go

ve
rn

m
en

ts
 a

cc
ou

nt
ab

le
, e

nj
oy

 h
ig

he
r l

ev
el

s o
f s

oc
ia

l w
el

l b
ei

ng
 a

nd
 

in
co

m
e.

G
ov

er
na

nc
e

Ef
fic

ie
nc

y 
of

 
Le

ga
l S

ys
te

m
 

in
 C

ha
lle

ng
in

g 
Re

gu
la

tio
n

Ex
ec

ut
iv

e 
O

pi
ni

on
 S

ur
ve

y:
 "I

n 
yo

ur
 c

ou
nt

ry
, h

ow
 e

as
y 

is 
it 

fo
r p

riv
at

e 
bu

sin
es

se
s t

o 
ch

al
le

ng
e 

go
ve

rn
m

en
t a

ct
io

ns
 a

nd
/o

r r
eg

ul
at

io
ns

 th
ro

ug
h 

th
e 

le
ga

l s
ys

te
m

? 
[1

 =
 e

xt
re

m
el

y 
di

ffi
cu

lt;
 7

 =
 e

xt
re

m
el

y 
ea

sy
]".

W
or

ld
 E

co
no

m
ic

 
Fo

ru
m

1
1

7
A 

le
ga

l s
ys

te
m

 th
at

 e
na

bl
es

 p
riv

at
e 

ci
tiz

en
s t

o 
ch

al
le

ng
e 

an
d 

ho
ld

 th
ei

r 
go

ve
rn

m
en

ts
 to

 a
cc

ou
nt

 g
en

er
at

es
 m

or
e 

in
st

itu
tio

na
l a

nd
 so

ci
al

 tr
us

t, 
an

d 
hi

gh
er

 le
ve

ls
 o

f w
el

l b
ei

ng
 a

nd
 e

co
no

m
ic

 w
ea

lth
.

G
ov

er
na

nc
e

G
ov

er
nm

en
t 

ef
fe

ct
iv

en
es

s
Pe

rc
ep

tio
ns

 o
f t

he
 q

ua
lit

y 
of

 p
ub

lic
 se

rv
ic

es
, t

he
 q

ua
lit

y 
of

 th
e 

ci
vi

l s
er

vi
ce

 
an

d 
th

e 
de

gr
ee

 o
f i

ts
 in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
 fr

om
 p

ol
iti

ca
l p

re
ss

ur
es

, t
he

 q
ua

lit
y 

of
 p

ol
ic

y 
fo

rm
ul

at
io

n 
an

d 
im

pl
em

en
ta

tio
n,

 a
nd

 th
e 

cr
ed

ib
ili

ty
 o

f t
he

 
go

ve
rn

m
en

t's
 c

om
m

itm
en

t t
o 

su
ch

 p
ol

ic
ie

s. 
Sc

al
ed

 fr
om

 -2
.5

 to
 2

.5
.

W
or

ld
 B

an
k 

W
or

ld
w

id
e 

G
ov

er
na

nc
e 

In
di

ca
to

rs

1.
5

-2
.5

2.
5

Im
pr

ov
in

g 
pe

op
le

s' 
pe

rc
ep

tio
ns

 o
f q

ua
lit

y 
in

 p
ub

lic
 se

rv
ic

es
 is

 a
n 

im
po

rt
an

t p
ar

t o
f b

ui
ld

in
g 

so
ci

al
 c

ap
ita

l, 
an

d 
is 

es
se

nt
ia

l i
n 

m
ea

su
rin

g 
so

ci
al

 w
el

l b
ei

ng
.

 35Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



Pi
lla

r
Va

ria
bl

e 
La

be
l

D
es

cr
ip

ti
on

So
ur

ce
W

ei
gh

t
M

in
 

Va
lu

e
M

ax
 

Va
lu

e
Ra

ti
on

al
e

G
ov

er
na

nc
e

Ju
di

ci
al

 In
de

pe
nd

en
ce

Ex
ec

ut
iv

e 
O

pi
ni

on
 S

ur
ve

y:
 "I

n 
yo

ur
 c

ou
nt

ry
, t

o 
w

ha
t e

xt
en

t i
s t

he
 ju

di
ci

ar
y 

in
de

pe
nd

en
t f

ro
m

 in
flu

en
ce

s o
f m

em
be

rs
 o

f g
ov

er
nm

en
t, 

ci
tiz

en
s, 

or
 

fir
m

s?
 [1

 =
 h

ea
vi

ly
 in

flu
en

ce
d;

 7
 =

 e
nt

ire
ly

 in
de

pe
nd

en
t]

".

W
or

ld
 E

co
no

m
ic

 
Fo

ru
m

2
1

7
Ju

di
ci

al
 in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
 is

 a
 c

en
tr

al
 c

om
po

ne
nt

 o
f a

 w
el

l g
ov

er
ne

d 
so

ci
et

y,
 

an
d 

a 
w

el
l g

ov
er

ne
d 

so
ci

et
y 

pr
ov

id
es

 h
ig

he
r l

ev
el

s o
f i

nc
om

e 
an

d 
w

el
l 

be
in

g 
to

 it
s c

iti
ze

ns
.

G
ov

er
na

nc
e

Po
lit

ic
al

 P
ar

tic
ip

at
io

n 
an

d 
Ri

gh
ts

Ab
ili

ty
 to

 p
ar

tic
ip

at
e 

in
 p

ol
iti

ca
l p

ro
ce

ss
es

 su
ch

 a
s v

ot
in

g 
in

 le
gi

tim
at

e 
el

ec
tio

ns
, j

oi
ni

ng
 p

ar
tie

s, 
ru

nn
in

g 
fo

r o
ffi

ce
, e

tc
. T

hi
s v

ar
ia

bl
e 

ca
pt

ur
es

 
el

em
en

ts
 re

la
tin

g 
to

 th
e 

el
ec

to
ra

l  
pr

oc
es

s, 
po

lit
ic

al
 p

lu
ra

lis
m

 a
nd

 
pa

rt
ic

ip
at

io
n 

as
 w

el
l a

s t
he

 fu
nc

tio
na

lit
y 

of
 th

e 
go

ve
rn

m
en

t a
nd

 a
dd

iti
on

al
 

di
sc

re
tio

na
ry

 p
ol

iti
ca

l r
ig

ht
s.S

ca
le

d 
fro

m
 1

 to
 7.

Fr
ee

do
m

 H
ou

se
1.

5
1

7
W

hi
le

 p
ol

iti
ca

l r
ig

ht
s a

nd
 p

ar
tic

ip
at

io
n 

ar
e 

m
ed

ia
te

d 
by

 in
st

itu
tio

ns
, t

he
y 

re
fle

ct
 p

er
so

na
l f

re
ed

om
 a

nd
 h

um
an

 ri
gh

ts
, w

hi
ch

 a
re

 c
en

tr
al

 c
om

po
ne

nt
s 

of
 p

ro
sp

er
ity

.

G
ov

er
na

nc
e

Re
gu

la
to

ry
 q

ua
lit

y
Re

gu
la

to
ry

 Q
ua

lit
y 

ca
pt

ur
es

 p
er

ce
pt

io
ns

 o
f t

he
 a

bi
lit

y 
of

 th
e 

go
ve

rn
m

en
t 

to
 fo

rm
ul

at
e 

an
d 

im
pl

em
en

t s
ou

nd
 p

ol
ic

ie
s a

nd
 re

gu
la

tio
ns

 th
at

 p
er

m
it 

an
d 

pr
om

ot
e 

pr
iv

at
e 

se
ct

or
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t. 

Sc
al

ed
 fr

om
 -2

.5
 to

 2
.5

.

W
or

ld
 B

an
k 

W
or

ld
w

id
e 

G
ov

er
na

nc
e 

In
di

ca
to

rs

1
-2

.5
2.

5
Re

gu
la

tio
ns

 th
at

 in
ce

nt
iv

ise
 ra

th
er

 th
an

 in
hi

bi
t t

he
 p

riv
at

e 
se

ct
or

 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t c
re

at
e 

pr
os

pe
rit

y.

G
ov

er
na

nc
e

Ru
le

 o
f l

aw
Th

e 
ex

te
nt

 to
 w

hi
ch

 a
ge

nt
s h

av
e 

co
nfi

de
nc

e 
in

 a
nd

 a
bi

de
 b

y 
th

e 
ru

le
s o

f 
so

ci
et

y,
 a

nd
 in

 p
ar

tic
ul

ar
 th

e 
qu

al
ity

 o
f c

on
tr

ac
t e

nf
or

ce
m

en
t, 

pr
op

er
ty

 
rig

ht
s, 

th
e 

po
lic

e,
 a

nd
 th

e 
co

ur
ts

, a
s w

el
l a

s t
he

 li
ke

lih
oo

d 
of

 c
rim

e 
an

d 
vi

ol
en

ce
. S

ca
le

d 
fro

m
 -2

.5
 to

 2
.5

.

W
or

ld
 B

an
k 

W
or

ld
w

id
e 

G
ov

er
na

nc
e 

In
di

ca
to

rs

2
-2

.5
2.

5
Ru

le
 o

f L
aw

 b
ui

ld
s t

ru
st

 in
 in

st
itu

tio
ns

 a
nd

 b
et

w
ee

n 
ci

tiz
en

s, 
im

pr
ov

in
g 

so
ci

al
 w

el
l b

ei
ng

, a
nd

 p
ro

vi
di

ng
 th

e 
fo

un
da

tio
n 

fo
r g

ro
w

th
.

G
ov

er
na

nc
e

Tr
an

sp
ar

en
cy

 
of

 G
ov

er
nm

en
t 

Po
lic

ym
ak

in
g

Ex
ec

ut
iv

e 
O

pi
ni

on
 S

ur
ve

y:
 "I

n 
yo

ur
 c

ou
nt

ry
, h

ow
 e

as
y 

is 
it 

fo
r b

us
in

es
se

s t
o 

ob
ta

in
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
ab

ou
t c

ha
ng

es
 in

 g
ov

er
nm

en
t p

ol
ic

ie
s a

nd
 re

gu
la

tio
ns

 
af

fe
ct

in
g 

th
ei

r a
ct

iv
iti

es
? 

[1
 =

 e
xt

re
m

el
y 

di
ffi

cu
lt;

 7
 =

 e
xt

re
m

el
y 

ea
sy

]".

W
or

ld
 E

co
no

m
ic

 
Fo

ru
m

0.
5

1
7

O
pa

qu
e 

an
d 

un
pr

ed
ic

ta
bl

e 
po

lic
ie

s m
ak

e 
th

e 
op

er
at

io
n 

of
 b

us
in

es
se

s, 
an

d 
th

e 
cr

ea
tio

n 
of

 w
ea

lth
, d

iffi
cu

lt.

G
ov

er
na

nc
e

Vo
tin

g 
Ag

e 
Po

pu
la

tio
n 

Tu
rn

ou
t

Vo
tin

g 
ag

e 
po

pu
la

tio
n 

tu
rn

ou
t s

ta
tis

tic
s i

s c
al

cu
la

te
d 

by
 d

iv
id

in
g 

th
e 

to
ta

l 
vo

te
 b

y 
an

 e
st

im
at

ed
 v

ot
in

g 
ag

e 
po

pu
la

tio
n.

In
st

itu
te

 fo
r 

D
em

oc
ra

cy
 a

nd
 

El
ec

to
ra

l A
ss

ist
an

ce

1
0

11
0

Vo
tin

g 
al

lo
w

s c
iti

ze
ns

 to
 im

pr
ov

e 
th

ei
r s

oc
ie

ty
's 

w
el

l b
ei

ng
, a

nd
 a

 h
ig

h 
tu

rn
ou

t i
nd

ic
at

es
 a

n 
ac

tiv
e 

an
d 

en
ga

ge
d 

ci
tiz

en
ry

.

G
ov

er
na

nc
e

W
om

en
 in

 N
at

io
na

l 
Pa

rli
am

en
ts

Th
e 

pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f w
om

en
 in

 th
e 

lo
w

er
 o

r s
in

gl
e 

H
ou

se
 o

f t
he

 N
at

io
na

l 
Pa

rli
am

en
t.

In
te

r-
Pa

rli
am

en
ta

ry
 

U
ni

on
1

0
0.

8
W

om
en

's 
pa

rt
ic

ip
at

io
n 

an
d 

re
pr

es
en

ta
tio

n 
in

 th
e 

po
lit

ic
al

 p
ro

ce
ss

 re
fle

ct
s 

th
e 

pe
rs

on
al

 fr
ee

do
m

s a
nd

 h
um

an
 ri

gh
ts

 - 
an

d 
so

 p
ro

sp
er

ity
 - 

of
 a

 la
rg

e 
sh

ar
e 

of
 th

e 
po

pu
la

tio
n.

H
ea

lth
D

ia
be

te
s P

re
va

le
nc

e
Th

e 
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 o
f p

op
ul

at
io

n 
ag

ed
 1

8 
or

 a
bo

ve
 th

at
 h

av
e 

di
ab

et
es

. 
Th

e 
va

ria
bl

e 
is 

im
pu

te
d 

ba
se

d 
on

 D
ia

be
te

s D
isa

bi
lit

y-
Ad

ju
st

ed
 L

ife
 Y

ea
r 

(D
AL

Y)
.  

In
te

rn
at

io
na

l 
D

ia
be

te
s F

ed
er

at
io

n 
an

d 
O

w
n 

Ca
lc

ul
at

io
n

0.
5

0
50

D
ia

be
te

s i
s a

n 
im

po
rt

an
t p

ub
lic

 h
ea

lth
 c

on
ce

rn
 fo

r a
ll 

co
un

tr
ie

s, 
an

d 
its

 
pr

ev
al

en
ce

 is
 in

cr
ea

sin
g 

at
 a

 ra
pi

d 
ra

te
.

H
ea

lth
H

ea
lth

 P
ro

bl
em

s
Su

rv
ey

 q
ue

st
io

n:
 "D

o 
yo

u 
ha

ve
 a

ny
 h

ea
lth

 p
ro

bl
em

s t
ha

t p
re

ve
nt

 y
ou

 fr
om

 
do

in
g 

an
y 

th
in

gs
 p

eo
pl

e 
yo

ur
 a

ge
 n

or
m

al
ly

 c
an

 d
o?

"
G

al
lu

p 
W

or
ld

 P
ol

l
1

0
0.

58
Se

lf-
re

po
rt

ed
 h

ea
lth

 is
 re

la
te

d 
to

 a
ct

ua
l h

ea
lth

 p
ro

bl
em

s a
nd

 ri
sk

 fa
ct

or
s, 

an
d 

of
fe

rs
 a

 w
in

do
w

 in
to

 h
ow

 h
ea

lth
y 

pe
op

le
 p

er
ce

iv
e 

th
em

sl
ev

es
 to

 b
e.

H
ea

lth
Im

m
un

iza
tio

n 
ag

ai
ns

t 
D

PT
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 o
f 1

2-
23

-m
on

th
 c

hi
ld

re
n 

w
ho

 h
av

e 
re

ce
iv

ed
 th

re
e 

do
se

s o
f 

th
e 

co
m

bi
ne

d 
di

ph
th

er
ia

, t
et

an
us

 to
xo

id
 a

nd
 p

er
tu

ss
is 

(D
TP

3)
 v

ac
ci

ne
 in

 
a 

gi
ve

n 
ye

ar
.  

W
or

ld
 H

ea
lth

 
O

rg
an

isa
tio

n
1.

5
0

10
0

Im
m

un
isa

tio
n 

ag
ai

ns
t i

nf
ec

tio
us

 d
ise

as
es

 m
ea

su
re

s a
 c

ou
nt

ry
's 

he
al

th
ca

re
 

sy
st

em
 c

ov
er

ag
e 

an
d 

pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

; h
ow

 w
el

l i
t i

s k
ee

pi
ng

 it
s p

op
ul

at
io

n 
he

al
th

y.

H
ea

lth
Im

m
un

iza
tio

n 
ag

ai
ns

t 
M

ea
sl

es
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 o
f  

12
-2

3-
m

on
th

 c
hi

ld
re

n 
w

ho
 re

ce
iv

ed
 v

ac
ci

na
tio

ns
 b

ef
or

e 
12

 
m

on
th

s o
r a

t a
ny

 ti
m

e 
be

fo
re

 th
e 

su
rv

ey
. A

 c
hi

ld
 is

 c
on

sid
er

ed
 a

de
qu

at
el

y 
im

m
un

ise
d 

 a
ga

in
st

 m
ea

sl
es

 a
ft

er
 re

ce
iv

in
g 

on
e 

do
se

 o
f v

ac
ci

ne
.

W
or

ld
 H

ea
lth

 
O

rg
an

isa
tio

n
1.

5
0

10
0

Im
m

un
isa

tio
n 

ag
ai

ns
t i

nf
ec

tio
us

 d
ise

as
es

 m
ea

su
re

s a
 c

ou
nt

ry
's 

he
al

th
ca

re
 

sy
st

em
 c

ov
er

ag
e 

an
d 

pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

; h
ow

 w
el

l i
t i

s k
ee

pi
ng

 it
s p

op
ul

at
io

n 
he

al
th

y.
 M

ea
sl

es
 is

 o
f p

ar
tic

ul
ar

 re
le

va
nc

e 
sin

ce
 im

m
un

isa
tio

n 
ha

s s
lo

w
ed

 
an

d 
de

cl
in

ed
 in

 re
ce

nt
 y

ea
rs

.

H
ea

lth
Im

pr
ov

ed
 S

an
ita

tio
n 

Fa
ci

lit
ie

s
Th

e 
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 o
f p

op
ul

at
io

n 
w

ith
 a

cc
es

s t
o 

pr
iv

at
e 

or
 sh

ar
ed

 w
as

te
 

di
sp

os
al

 fa
ci

lit
ie

s t
ha

t c
an

 e
ffe

ct
iv

el
y 

pr
ev

en
t h

um
an

, a
ni

m
al

 a
nd

 in
se

ct
 

co
nt

ac
t w

ith
 e

xc
re

ta
.

W
or

ld
 B

an
k 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
In

di
ca

to
rs

1.
5

0
10

0
H

av
in

g 
ac

ce
ss

 to
 sa

ni
ta

tio
n 

fa
ci

lit
ie

s i
s a

 c
en

tr
al

 c
om

po
ne

nt
 o

f a
 

fu
nc

tio
ni

ng
 p

ub
lic

 h
ea

lth
 sy

st
em

 a
nd

 a
n 

im
po

rt
an

t d
et

er
m

in
an

t o
f 

ci
tiz

en
s' 

he
al

th
.

36 Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



Pi
lla

r
Va

ria
bl

e 
La

be
l

D
es

cr
ip

ti
on

So
ur

ce
W

ei
gh

t
M

in
 

Va
lu

e
M

ax
 

Va
lu

e
Ra

ti
on

al
e

H
ea

lth
Jo

y
Co

m
po

sit
e 

of
 G

al
lu

p 
qu

es
tio

ns
: D

id
 y

ou
 sm

ile
 o

r l
au

gh
 a

 lo
t y

es
te

rd
ay

?,
 

D
id

 y
ou

 fe
el

 w
el

l-r
es

te
d 

ye
st

er
da

y?
, D

id
 y

ou
 e

xp
er

ie
nc

e 
en

jo
ym

en
t d

ur
in

g 
a 

lo
t o

f t
he

 d
ay

 y
es

te
rd

ay
?

G
al

lu
p 

W
or

ld
 P

ol
l

1
0

1
M

en
ta

l h
ea

lth
 is

 a
n 

in
te

gr
al

 p
ar

t o
f o

ve
ra

ll 
he

al
th

 a
nd

 in
di

vi
du

al
 w

el
l 

be
in

g.
 H

er
e 

w
e 

m
ea

su
re

 it
s p

os
iti

ve
 a

sp
ec

t.

H
ea

lth
Li

fe
 E

xp
ec

ta
nc

y 
at

 
Bi

rt
h

Li
fe

 e
xp

ec
ta

nc
y 

at
 b

irt
h 

in
di

ca
te

s t
he

 n
um

be
r o

f y
ea

rs
 a

 n
ew

bo
rn

 in
fa

nt
 

w
ou

ld
 li

ve
 if

 p
re

va
ili

ng
 p

at
te

rn
s o

f m
or

ta
lit

y 
at

 th
e 

tim
e 

of
 it

s b
irt

h 
w

er
e 

to
 st

ay
 th

e 
sa

m
e 

th
ro

ug
ho

ut
 it

s l
ife

.

W
or

ld
 B

an
k 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
In

di
ca

to
rs

2
18

90
Li

fe
 e

xp
ec

ta
nc

y 
at

 b
irt

h 
is 

th
e 

m
os

t c
om

m
on

ly
 u

se
d 

m
et

ric
 to

 a
ss

es
s t

he
 

he
al

th
 st

at
us

 o
f a

 p
op

ul
at

io
n.

H
ea

lth
M

or
ta

lit
y 

Ra
te

Ag
e-

St
an

da
rd

ize
d 

to
ta

l d
ea

th
s f

or
 a

ll 
ca

us
es

, p
er

 1
00

, 0
00

 p
eo

pl
e,

 b
ot

h 
se

xe
s.

W
or

ld
 H

ea
lth

 
O

rg
an

isa
tio

n
2

50
20

00
A 

co
un

tr
y'

s m
or

ta
lit

y 
ra

te
 is

 a
 h

ea
lth

 o
ut

co
m

e 
m

ea
su

re
 th

at
 is

 c
lo

se
ly

 
re

la
te

d 
to

 th
e 

ef
fe

ct
iv

en
es

s o
f t

he
 h

ea
lth

ca
re

 sy
st

em
.

H
ea

lth
O

be
sit

y 
Pr

ev
al

en
ce

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f d
efi

ne
d 

po
pu

la
tio

n 
w

ith
 a

 b
od

y 
m

as
s i

nd
ex

 (B
M

I) 
of

 3
0 

kg
/

m
2 

or
 h

ig
he

r. 
 

W
or

ld
 H

ea
lth

 
O

rg
an

isa
tio

n
0.

5
0

50
Be

in
g 

ov
er

w
ei

gh
t o

r o
be

se
 is

 a
n 

im
po

rt
an

t r
isk

 fa
ct

or
 fo

r a
 ra

ng
e 

of
 

ai
lm

en
ts

.

H
ea

lth
Sa

dn
es

s
Co

m
po

sit
e 

of
 G

al
lu

p 
qu

es
tio

ns
: D

id
 y

ou
 e

xp
er

ie
nc

e 
sa

dn
es

s d
ur

in
g 

a 
lo

t 
of

 th
e 

da
y 

ye
st

er
da

y?
, D

id
 y

ou
 e

xp
er

ie
nc

e 
w

or
ry

 d
ur

in
g 

a 
lo

t o
f t

he
 d

ay
 

ye
st

er
da

y?

G
al

lu
p 

W
or

ld
 P

ol
l

1
0

1
M

en
ta

l h
ea

lth
 is

 a
n 

in
te

gr
al

 p
ar

t o
f o

ve
ra

ll 
he

al
th

 a
nd

 in
di

vi
du

al
 w

el
l 

be
in

g.
 H

er
e 

w
e 

m
ea

su
re

 it
s n

eg
at

iv
e 

as
pe

ct
.

H
ea

lth
Sa

tis
fa

ct
io

n 
w

ith
 

H
ea

lth
ca

re
Su

rv
ey

 q
ue

st
io

n:
 "I

n 
ci

ty
/a

re
a,

 sa
tis

fie
d 

w
ith

 th
e 

av
ai

la
bi

lit
y 

of
 q

ua
lit

y 
he

al
th

ca
re

?"
G

al
lu

p 
W

or
ld

 P
ol

l
1

0.
03

1
Ci

tiz
en

s' 
sa

tis
fa

ct
io

n 
w

ith
 h

ea
lth

ca
re

 is
 re

la
te

d 
to

 th
e 

qu
al

ity
 o

f h
ea

lth
ca

re
 

re
ce

iv
ed

, a
nd

 o
ffe

rs
 a

 w
in

do
w

 o
n 

ho
w

 g
oo

d 
ci

tiz
en

s p
er

ce
iv

e 
th

ei
r 

he
al

th
ca

re
 to

 b
e.

H
ea

lth
TB

 d
ea

th
s

Q
ua

lit
y-

ad
ju

st
ed

 li
fe

 y
ea

rs
 lo

st
 d

ue
 to

 tu
be

rc
ul

os
is 

pe
r 1

00
,0

00
 p

eo
pl

e.
 

Lo
gg

ed
 v

al
ue

.
W

or
ld

 H
ea

lth
 

O
rg

an
isa

tio
n

0.
5

0
40

0
In

fe
ct

io
us

 d
ise

as
es

 in
ci

de
nc

e 
m

ea
su

re
s a

 c
ou

nt
ry

's 
he

al
th

ca
re

 sy
st

em
 

co
ve

ra
ge

 a
nd

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

; h
ow

 w
el

l i
t i

s k
ee

pi
ng

 it
s p

op
ul

at
io

n 
he

al
th

y.
 

W
hi

le
 T

B 
ha

s b
ee

n 
in

 d
ec

lin
e 

ov
er

 re
ce

nt
 y

ea
rs

, i
ts

 g
lo

ba
l i

nc
id

en
ce

 
re

m
ai

ns
 h

ig
h.

Pe
rs

on
al

 
Fr

ee
do

m
Ci

vi
l L

ib
er

tie
s

Fr
ee

do
m

s o
f e

xp
re

ss
io

n 
an

d 
be

lie
f, 

as
so

ci
at

io
na

l a
nd

 o
rg

an
iza

tio
na

l r
ig

ht
s, 

ru
le

 o
f l

aw
, a

nd
 p

er
so

na
l a

ut
on

om
y 

w
ith

ou
t i

nt
er

fe
re

nc
e 

fro
m

 th
e 

st
at

e.
Fr

ee
do

m
 H

ou
se

2
1

7
A 

hi
gh

 d
eg

re
e 

of
 c

iv
il 

lib
er

ty
 is

 a
ss

oc
ia

te
d 

w
ith

 h
ig

he
r l

ev
el

s o
f d

em
oc

ra
cy

 
an

d 
so

ci
al

 w
el

l b
ei

ng
.

Pe
rs

on
al

 
Fr

ee
do

m
Co

ns
cr

ip
tio

n
Le

ga
l s

ta
tu

s a
nd

 u
se

 o
f c

on
sc

rip
tio

n.
Fr

as
er

 In
st

itu
te

0.
5

0
12

Th
e 

ab
ili

ty
 o

f a
 st

at
e 

to
 c

oe
rc

e 
its

 c
iti

ze
ns

 in
to

 m
ili

ta
ry

 e
m

pl
oy

m
en

t 
er

od
es

 p
er

so
na

l f
re

ed
om

 a
nd

 w
el

l b
ei

ng
. 

Pe
rs

on
al

 
Fr

ee
do

m
D

ea
th

 p
en

al
ty

Le
ga

l s
ta

tu
s o

f d
ea

th
 p

en
al

ty
.

D
ea

th
 P

en
al

ty
 

In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

Ce
nt

er
1

0
1

Su
pp

or
t f

or
 th

e 
de

at
h 

pe
na

lty
 is

 a
ss

oc
ia

te
d 

w
ith

 lo
w

 le
ve

ls
 o

f s
oc

ia
l a

nd
 

go
ve

rn
m

en
ta

l t
ru

st
 a

nd
 in

di
vi

du
al

ist
 a

nd
 a

ut
ho

rit
ar

ia
n 

va
lu

es
, n

on
e 

of
 

w
hi

ch
 a

re
 a

ss
oc

ia
te

d 
w

ith
 p

ro
sp

er
ity

.

Pe
rs

on
al

 
Fr

ee
do

m
Et

hn
ic

 m
in

or
iti

es
 

to
le

ra
nc

e
Is

 y
ou

r c
ity

/a
re

a 
a 

go
od

 p
la

ce
 to

 li
ve

 fo
r e

th
ni

c 
m

in
or

iti
es

?
G

al
lu

p 
W

or
ld

 P
ol

l
1

0
1

A 
pr

os
pe

ro
us

 so
ci

et
y 

re
co

gn
ise

s, 
re

sp
ec

ts
, a

nd
 b

en
efi

ts
 fr

om
 a

 d
iv

er
sit

y 
of

 
et

hn
ic

iti
es

.

Pe
rs

on
al

 
Fr

ee
do

m
G

ov
er

nm
en

ta
l 

Re
lig

io
us

 R
es

tr
ic

tio
ns

G
ov

er
nm

en
ta

l r
es

tr
ic

tio
ns

 o
n 

re
lig

io
n,

 e
ffo

rt
s b

y 
go

ve
rn

m
en

ts
 to

 b
an

 
pa

rt
ic

ul
ar

 fa
ith

s, 
pr

oh
ib

it 
co

nv
er

sio
ns

, l
im

it 
pr

ea
ch

in
g 

or
 g

iv
e 

pr
ef

er
en

tia
l 

tr
ea

tm
en

t t
o 

on
e 

or
 m

or
e 

re
lig

io
us

 g
ro

up
s.

Pe
w

 R
es

ea
rc

h 
Ce

nt
re

1
0

10
A 

pr
os

pe
ro

us
 so

ci
et

y 
re

co
gn

ise
s, 

re
sp

ec
ts

, a
nd

 b
en

efi
ts

 fr
om

 a
 d

iv
er

sit
y 

of
 

re
lig

io
ns

. H
er

e 
w

e 
m

ea
su

re
 re

st
ric

tio
ns

 fr
om

 th
e 

go
ve

rn
m

en
t.

Pe
rs

on
al

 
Fr

ee
do

m
Im

m
ig

ra
nt

s t
ol

er
an

ce
Is

 y
ou

r c
ity

/a
re

a 
a 

go
od

 p
la

ce
 to

 li
ve

 fo
r i

m
m

ig
ra

nt
s?

G
al

lu
p 

W
or

ld
 P

ol
l

1
0

1
A 

pr
os

pe
ro

us
 so

ci
et

y 
re

co
gn

ise
s, 

re
sp

ec
ts

, a
nd

 b
en

efi
ts

 fr
om

 p
eo

pl
es

' 
ta

le
nt

s a
nd

 v
al

ue
s n

ot
 c

iti
ze

ns
hi

p.

Pe
rs

on
al

 
Fr

ee
do

m
LG

BT
 g

ro
up

s 
to

le
ra

nc
e

Su
rv

ey
 q

ue
st

io
n:

 “I
s y

ou
r c

ity
/a

re
a 

a 
go

od
 p

la
ce

 to
 li

ve
 fo

r g
ay

/le
sb

ia
n 

pe
op

le
?”

G
al

lu
p 

W
or

ld
 P

ol
l

1
0

1
A 

pr
os

pe
ro

us
 so

ci
et

y 
re

co
gn

ise
s, 

re
sp

ec
ts

, a
nd

 b
en

efi
ts

 fr
om

 a
 d

iv
er

sit
y 

of
 se

xu
al

iti
es

. H
er

e 
w

e 
m

ea
su

re
 h

ow
 L

G
BT

-f
rie

nd
ly

 c
iti

ze
ns

 p
er

ce
iv

e 
th

ei
r 

so
ci

et
ie

s t
o 

be
.

Pe
rs

on
al

 
Fr

ee
do

m
LG

BT
 R

ig
ht

s
Pr

ox
y 

fo
r t

he
 le

ga
l s

ta
tu

s o
f L

G
BT

 in
di

vi
du

al
s. 

An
 o

rd
in

al
 sc

al
e 

th
at

 ta
ke

s 0
 

if 
ho

m
os

ex
ua

lit
y 

is 
ill

eg
al

, 1
 if

 le
ga

l, 
2 

if 
ci

vi
l u

ni
on

s b
et

w
ee

n 
ho

m
os

ex
ua

l 
in

di
vi

du
al

s a
re

 a
llo

w
ed

, a
nd

 3
 if

 m
ar

ria
ge

 is
 a

llo
w

ed
.

In
te

rn
at

io
na

l L
G

BT
I 

As
so

ci
at

io
n

1
0

3
A 

pr
os

pe
ro

us
 so

ci
et

y 
re

co
gn

ise
s, 

re
sp

ec
ts

, a
nd

 b
en

efi
ts

 fr
om

 a
 d

iv
er

sit
y 

of
 se

xu
al

iti
es

. H
er

e 
w

e 
m

ea
su

re
 fo

rm
al

, l
eg

al
 c

on
st

ra
in

ts
 o

n 
pe

op
le

s' 
se

xu
al

ity
.

 37Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



Pi
lla

r
Va

ria
bl

e 
La

be
l

D
es

cr
ip

ti
on

So
ur

ce
W

ei
gh

t
M

in
 

Va
lu

e
M

ax
 

Va
lu

e
Ra

ti
on

al
e

Pe
rs

on
al

 
Fr

ee
do

m
Pr

es
s F

re
ed

om
Le

ga
l, 

po
lit

ic
al

, a
nd

 e
co

no
m

ic
 re

st
ric

tio
ns

 o
n 

pr
es

s f
re

ed
om

.
Fr

ee
do

m
 H

ou
se

1.
5

0
10

0
Ci

tiz
en

s a
re

 n
ot

 tr
ul

y 
fre

e 
if 

th
e 

ar
e 

re
st

ric
tio

ns
 o

n 
w

ha
t i

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

th
ey

 c
an

 p
ub

lis
h 

an
d 

co
ns

um
e.

 A
 fr

ee
 p

re
ss

 a
ls

o 
an

 e
ss

en
tia

l p
ar

t o
f a

 
fu

nc
tio

ni
ng

 d
em

oc
ra

cy
.

Pe
rs

on
al

 
Fr

ee
do

m
Pr

op
er

ty
 ri

gh
ts

 
be

tw
ee

n 
ge

nd
er

s
Pr

op
er

ty
 ri

gh
ts

 a
nd

 in
he

rit
an

ce
 ri

gh
ts

 fo
r b

ot
h 

ge
nd

er
s i

n 
th

e 
le

ga
l s

ys
te

m
.

W
or

ld
 B

an
k 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
In

di
ca

to
rs

1
0

1
Pr

op
er

ty
 ri

gh
ts

 p
ro

vi
de

 th
e 

ba
sis

 o
n 

w
hi

ch
 to

 g
ro

w
 p

ro
sp

er
ity

, b
ut

 c
an

 
da

m
ag

e 
pr

os
pe

rit
y 

w
he

n 
th

ey
 a

re
 n

ot
 a

pp
lie

d 
eq

ua
lly

 a
cr

os
s g

en
de

rs
.

Pe
rs

on
al

 
Fr

ee
do

m
Sa

tis
fa

ct
io

n 
w

ith
 

fre
ed

om
Su

rv
ey

 q
ue

st
io

n:
 “A

re
 y

ou
 sa

tis
fie

d 
w

ith
 y

ou
r f

re
ed

om
 to

 c
ho

os
e 

w
ha

t y
ou

 
do

 w
ith

 y
ou

r l
ife

?”
G

al
lu

p 
W

or
ld

 P
ol

l
1.

5
0.

14
1

W
he

n 
pe

op
le

 p
er

ce
iv

e 
th

at
 th

ey
 h

av
e 

th
e 

op
po

rt
un

ity
 a

nd
 c

ap
ab

ili
ty

 to
 d

o 
w

ha
t t

he
y 

ch
oo

se
, t

he
y 

en
jo

y 
hi

gh
er

 le
ve

ls
 o

f w
el

l b
ei

ng
.

Pe
rs

on
al

 
Fr

ee
do

m
So

ci
al

 R
el

ig
io

us
 

re
st

ric
tio

ns
Th

e 
de

gr
ee

 to
 w

hi
ch

 th
er

e 
ar

e 
so

ci
al

 b
ar

rie
rs

 to
 fr

ee
do

m
 o

f r
el

ig
io

n 
in

 a
 

co
un

tr
y,

 a
ct

s o
f r

el
ig

io
us

 h
os

til
ity

 b
y 

pr
iv

at
e 

in
di

vi
du

al
s, 

or
ga

ni
za

tio
ns

 a
nd

 
so

ci
al

 g
ro

up
s.

Pe
w

 R
es

ea
rc

h 
Ce

nt
re

1
0

10
A 

pr
os

pe
ro

us
 so

ci
et

y 
re

co
gn

ise
s, 

re
sp

ec
ts

, a
nd

 b
en

efi
ts

 fr
om

 a
 d

iv
er

sit
y 

of
 

re
lig

io
ns

. H
er

e 
w

e 
m

ea
su

re
 in

fo
rm

al
 so

ci
al

 re
st

ric
tio

ns
.

Sa
fe

ty
 &

 
Se

cu
rit

y
Av

ai
la

bi
lit

y 
of

 
ad

eq
ua

te
 fo

od
Su

rv
ey

 q
ue

st
io

n:
 "H

av
e 

th
er

e 
be

en
 ti

m
es

 in
 th

e 
pa

st
 1

2 
m

on
th

s w
he

n 
yo

u 
di

d 
no

t h
av

e 
en

ou
gh

 m
on

ey
 to

 b
uy

 fo
od

 th
at

 y
ou

 o
r y

ou
r f

am
ily

 n
ee

de
d?

"
G

al
lu

p 
W

or
ld

 P
ol

l
1.

5
0

1
Fo

od
 se

cu
rit

y 
is 

a 
ce

nt
ra

l c
om

po
ne

nt
 o

f h
um

an
 se

cu
rit

y.
 A

n 
in

se
cu

re
 fo

od
 

su
pp

ly
 h

as
 a

 d
et

rim
en

ta
l e

ffe
ct

 o
n 

a 
pe

rs
on

's 
w

el
l b

ei
ng

.

Sa
fe

ty
 &

 
Se

cu
rit

y
Av

ai
la

bi
lit

y 
of

 
ad

eq
ua

te
 sh

el
te

r 
Su

rv
ey

 q
ue

st
io

n:
 "H

av
e 

th
er

e 
be

en
 ti

m
es

 in
 th

e 
pa

st
 1

2 
m

on
th

s w
he

n 
yo

u 
di

d 
no

t h
av

e 
en

ou
gh

 m
on

ey
 to

 p
ro

vi
de

 a
de

qu
at

e 
sh

el
te

r o
r h

ou
sin

g 
fo

r 
yo

u 
an

d 
yo

ur
 fa

m
ily

?"

G
al

lu
p 

W
or

ld
 P

ol
l

1.
5

0
1

Sh
el

te
r/

ho
us

in
g 

se
cu

rit
y 

is 
a 

ce
nt

ra
l c

om
po

ne
nt

 o
f h

um
an

 se
cu

rit
y.

 
In

se
cu

re
 h

ou
sin

g 
ha

s a
 d

et
rim

en
ta

l e
ffe

ct
 o

n 
a 

pe
rs

on
's 

w
el

l b
ei

ng
.

Sa
fe

ty
 &

 
Se

cu
rit

y
Ba

tt
le

fie
ld

 D
ea

th
s

Th
e 

nu
m

be
r o

f b
at

tle
-r

el
at

ed
 d

ea
th

s p
er

 m
ill

io
n 

po
pu

la
tio

n.
 L

og
ge

d 
va

lu
e.

U
CD

P 
Ba

tt
le

-R
el

at
ed

 
D

ea
th

s D
at

as
et

1
0

22
00

0
Ba

tt
le

fie
ld

-r
el

at
ed

 d
ea

th
s m

ea
su

re
 h

ow
 u

ns
af

e 
po

pu
la

tio
ns

 a
re

 fr
om

 la
rg

e 
sc

al
e 

co
nfl

ic
t.

Sa
fe

ty
 &

 
Se

cu
rit

y
Ci

vi
l a

nd
 E

th
ni

c W
ar

 
Ca

su
al

tie
s

M
ag

ni
tu

de
 sc

or
e 

of
 e

pi
so

de
(s

) o
f c

iv
il 

vi
ol

en
ce

, e
th

ni
c 

w
ar

fa
re

 a
nd

 e
th

ni
c 

vi
ol

en
ce

 in
vo

lv
in

g 
th

at
 st

at
e 

in
 th

at
 y

ea
r. 

Sc
al

ed
 fr

om
 0

 to
 9

.
Ce

nt
er

 fo
r S

ys
te

m
ic

 
Pe

ac
e

2
0

9
Ci

vi
l a

nd
 e

th
ni

c 
w

ar
 c

as
ua

lti
es

 m
ea

su
re

 h
ow

 u
ns

af
e 

ci
tiz

en
s a

re
 w

ith
in

 
th

ei
r o

w
n 

bo
rd

er
s.

Sa
fe

ty
 &

 
Se

cu
rit

y
In

te
nt

io
na

l 
H

om
ic

id
es

In
te

nt
io

na
l h

om
ic

id
es

 a
re

 e
st

im
at

es
 o

f u
nl

aw
fu

l h
om

ic
id

es
 p

er
 1

00
 

00
0 

po
pu

la
tio

n 
pu

rp
os

el
y 

in
fli

ct
ed

 a
s a

 re
su

lt 
of

 d
om

es
tic

 d
isp

ut
es

, 
in

te
rp

er
so

na
l v

io
le

nc
e,

 v
io

le
nt

 c
on

fli
ct

s o
ve

r l
an

d 
re

so
ur

ce
s, 

in
te

rg
an

g 
vi

ol
en

ce
 o

ve
r t

ur
f o

r c
on

tr
ol

, a
nd

 p
re

da
to

ry
 v

io
le

nc
e 

an
d 

ki
lli

ng
 b

y 
ar

m
ed

 
gr

ou
ps

. L
og

ge
d 

va
lu

e.

W
or

ld
 B

an
k 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
In

di
ca

to
rs

2
0

12
0

H
ig

h 
ho

m
ic

id
e 

ra
te

s i
nd

ic
at

e 
hi

gh
 in

se
cu

rit
y 

at
 b

ot
h 

a 
so

ci
al

 a
nd

 in
di

vi
du

al
 

le
ve

l, 
an

d 
ar

e 
as

so
ci

at
ed

 w
ith

 lo
w

er
 le

ve
ls

 o
f n

at
io

na
l p

ro
sp

er
ity

.

Sa
fe

ty
 &

 
Se

cu
rit

y
Po

lit
ic

al
 Te

rr
or

 S
ca

le
Th

is 
is 

a 
m

ea
su

re
 o

f s
ta

te
-s

po
ns

or
ed

 p
ol

iti
ca

l v
io

le
nc

e 
an

d 
re

pr
es

sio
n 

w
ith

in
 a

 c
ou

nt
ry

. C
ou

nt
rie

s r
ep

or
tin

g 
a 

hi
gh

er
 le

ve
l o

f d
isa

pp
ea

ra
nc

es
, 

to
rt

ur
e 

an
d 

po
lit

ic
al

 v
io

le
nc

e 
ar

e 
ra

te
d 

as
 m

or
e 

in
se

cu
re

 a
cc

or
di

ng
 to

 th
is 

va
ria

bl
e.

 S
ca

le
d 

fro
m

 1
 to

 5
.

Am
ne

st
y 

In
te

rn
at

io
na

l &
 U

S 
St

at
e 

D
ep

ar
tm

en
t 

Po
lit

ic
al

 Te
rr

or
 S

ca
le

1
1

5
St

at
e-

sa
nc

tio
ne

d 
ki

lli
ng

s, 
to

rt
ur

e,
 d

isa
pp

ea
ra

nc
es

 a
nd

 p
ol

iti
ca

l 
im

pr
iso

nm
en

t e
ro

de
 b

ot
h 

in
di

vi
du

al
 a

nd
 so

ci
al

 se
cu

rit
y 

an
d 

sa
fe

ty
.

Sa
fe

ty
 &

 
Se

cu
rit

y
Pr

op
er

ty
 S

to
le

n
Su

rv
ey

 q
ue

st
io

n:
 "W

ith
in

 th
e 

la
st

 1
2 

m
on

th
s, 

ha
ve

 y
ou

 h
ad

 m
on

ey
 o

r 
pr

op
er

ty
 st

ol
en

 fr
om

 y
ou

 o
r a

no
th

er
 h

ou
se

ho
ld

 m
em

be
r?

"
G

al
lu

p 
W

or
ld

 P
ol

l
1.

5
0

0.
7

H
ig

h 
le

ve
ls

 o
f t

he
ft

 im
pl

y 
lo

w
 le

ve
ls

 o
f s

oc
ia

l t
ru

st
 a

nd
 h

ig
h 

le
ve

ls
 o

f 
in

di
vi

du
al

 in
se

cu
rit

y 
- f

or
 th

ie
ve

s (
as

 a
 c

au
se

) a
nd

 v
ic

tim
s (

as
 a

n 
ef

fe
ct

). 

Sa
fe

ty
 &

 
Se

cu
rit

y
Re

fu
ge

es
 (O

rig
in

 
co

un
tr

y)
Th

e 
nu

m
be

r o
f p

eo
pl

e 
in

 re
fu

ge
e-

lik
e 

sit
ua

tio
ns

 p
er

 m
ill

io
n 

po
pu

la
tio

n,
 b

y 
co

un
tr

y 
of

 o
rig

in
.  

Lo
gg

ed
 v

al
ue

.
U

N
H

CR
1

0
26

83
00

W
he

n 
pe

op
le

’s 
fo

od
 a

nd
 sh

el
te

r s
itu

at
io

n 
is 

in
se

cu
re

 a
nd

 w
he

n 
in

st
itu

tio
ns

 
ca

nn
ot

 su
pp

or
t t

he
m

, t
he

y 
fle

e.

Sa
fe

ty
 &

 
Se

cu
rit

y
Ro

ad
 D

ea
th

s
Es

tim
at

ed
 ro

ad
 tr

af
fic

 fa
ta

l i
nj

ur
y 

de
at

hs
 p

er
 1

00
 0

00
 p

op
ul

at
io

n.
  L

og
ge

d 
va

lu
e.

W
or

ld
 H

ea
lth

 
O

rg
an

isa
tio

n
0.

5
0

55
Ro

ad
 d

ea
th

s m
ea

su
re

 h
ow

 sa
fe

 a
 c

ou
nt

ry
's 

in
fr

as
tr

uc
tu

re
 a

nd
 tr

an
sp

or
t 

ne
tw

or
k 

is.

Sa
fe

ty
 &

 
Se

cu
rit

y
Sa

fe
 W

al
ki

ng
 A

lo
ne

 
at

 N
ig

ht
Su

rv
ey

 q
ue

st
io

n:
 "D

o 
yo

u 
fe

el
 sa

fe
 w

al
ki

ng
 a

lo
ne

 a
t n

ig
ht

 in
 th

e 
ci

ty
 o

r 
ar

ea
 w

he
re

 y
ou

 li
ve

?"
G

al
lu

p 
W

or
ld

 P
ol

l
1

0
1

Pe
op

le
s' 

pe
rc

ep
tio

n 
of

 h
ow

 sa
fe

 th
ey

 fe
el

 in
 th

ei
r h

om
e 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
t i

s a
 

ce
nt

ra
l c

om
po

ne
nt

 o
f t

he
ir 

ov
er

al
l s

af
et

y 
&

 se
cu

rit
y.

Sa
fe

ty
 &

 
Se

cu
rit

y
Te

rr
or

ist
 A

tt
ac

k 
Ca

su
al

tie
s i

n 
la

st
 fi

ve
 

ye
ar

s

Th
e 

av
er

ag
e 

nu
m

be
r i

n 
th

e 
la

st
 fi

ve
 y

ea
rs

 o
f  

co
nfi

rm
ed

 fa
ta

lit
ie

s f
or

 
te

rr
or

ist
 in

ci
de

nt
s, 

pe
r m

ill
io

n 
po

pu
la

tio
n.

 T
he

 n
um

be
r i

nc
lu

de
s a

ll 
vi

ct
im

s 
an

d 
at

ta
ck

er
s w

ho
 d

ie
d 

as
 a

 d
ire

ct
 re

su
lt 

of
 th

e 
in

ci
de

nt
.  

Lo
gg

ed
 v

al
ue

.

G
lo

ba
l T

er
ro

ris
m

 
D

at
ab

as
e 

an
d 

O
w

n 
Ca

lc
ul

at
io

n

1.
5

0
11

0
Te

rr
or

ism
-r

el
at

ed
 d

ea
th

s m
ea

su
re

 h
ow

 u
ns

af
e 

po
pu

la
tio

ns
 a

re
 fr

om
 

te
rr

or
ism

 a
nd

 h
ow

 w
el

l t
he

ir 
go

ve
rn

m
en

ts
 p

ro
te

ct
 th

em
 fr

om
 te

rr
or

ism
.

So
ci

al
 C

ap
ita

l
D

on
at

io
ns

Su
rv

ey
 q

ue
st

io
n:

 “H
av

e 
yo

u 
do

na
te

d 
m

on
ey

 to
 a

 c
ha

rit
y 

in
 p

as
t m

on
th

?”
G

al
lu

p 
W

or
ld

 P
ol

l
1

0
1

Th
er

e 
is 

a 
st

ro
ng

 li
nk

 b
et

w
ee

n 
pr

o-
so

ci
al

 sp
en

di
ng

, w
hi

ch
 in

cl
ud

es
 

do
na

tio
ns

 to
 c

ha
rit

y,
 a

nd
 w

el
l b

ei
ng

.

38 Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



Pi
lla

r
Va

ria
bl

e 
La

be
l

D
es

cr
ip

ti
on

So
ur

ce
W

ei
gh

t
M

in
 

Va
lu

e
M

ax
 

Va
lu

e
Ra

ti
on

al
e

So
ci

al
 C

ap
ita

l
H

el
p 

in
 tr

ou
bl

es
Su

rv
ey

 q
ue

st
io

n:
 “I

f y
ou

 w
er

e 
in

 tr
ou

bl
e,

 d
o 

yo
u 

ha
ve

 re
la

tiv
es

 o
r f

rie
nd

s 
yo

u 
ca

n 
co

un
t o

n 
to

 h
el

p?
”

G
al

lu
p 

W
or

ld
 P

ol
l

2
0

1
Th

er
e 

ar
e 

st
ro

ng
 w

el
l b

ei
ng

 e
ffe

ct
s o

f t
he

 so
ci

al
 su

pp
or

t n
et

w
or

ks
 th

at
 

fa
m

ili
es

 a
nd

 fr
ie

nd
s p

ro
vi

de
.

So
ci

al
 C

ap
ita

l
H

el
p 

St
ra

ng
er

Su
rv

ey
 q

ue
st

io
n:

 “H
av

e 
yo

u 
he

lp
ed

 a
 st

ra
ng

er
 o

r s
om

eo
ne

 y
ou

 d
id

n’
t k

no
w

 
w

ho
 n

ee
de

d 
he

lp
 in

 p
as

t m
on

th
?”

G
al

lu
p 

W
or

ld
 P

ol
l

1
0

1
Th

er
e 

ar
e 

st
ro

ng
 w

el
l b

ei
ng

 e
ffe

ct
s o

f t
he

 so
ci

al
 su

pp
or

t n
et

w
or

ks
 th

at
 

pe
op

le
 c

an
 p

ro
vi

de
 e

ac
h 

ot
he

r b
ey

on
d 

th
ei

r f
rie

nd
s a

nd
 fa

m
ili

es
.

So
ci

al
 C

ap
ita

l
In

fo
rm

al
 H

el
p

Su
rv

ey
 q

ue
st

io
n:

 “H
as

 y
ou

r h
ou

se
ho

ld
 se

nt
 fi

na
nc

ia
l h

el
p 

to
 a

no
th

er
 

ho
us

eh
ol

d 
in

 la
st

 y
ea

r?
” (

sa
m

e 
co

un
tr

y)
G

al
lu

p 
W

or
ld

 P
ol

l
1

0
1

Pe
op

le
 a

re
 a

bl
e 

to
 h

el
p 

ea
ch

 o
th

er
 b

ey
on

d 
fo

rm
al

 d
on

at
io

ns
. H

er
e 

w
e 

ca
pt

ur
e 

an
ot

he
r, 

m
or

e 
in

fo
rm

al
 a

sp
ec

t o
f g

iv
in

g 
th

at
 th

e 
m

or
e 

fo
rm

al
 

va
ria

bl
es

 d
o 

no
t r

efl
ec

t. 

So
ci

al
 C

ap
ita

l
O

pp
or

tu
ni

ty
 to

 m
ak

e 
Fr

ie
nd

s
Su

rv
ey

 q
ue

st
io

n:
 “S

at
isfi

ed
 w

ith
 o

pp
or

tu
ni

tie
s t

o 
m

ee
t p

eo
pl

e 
an

d 
m

ak
e 

fr
ie

nd
s?

”
G

al
lu

p 
W

or
ld

 P
ol

l
1

0
1

Fr
eq

ue
nt

 in
te

ra
ct

io
n 

w
ith

 fr
ie

nd
s i

s b
ot

h 
as

so
ci

at
ed

 w
ith

 sy
st

em
at

ic
al

ly
 

hi
gh

er
 a

ss
es

sm
en

ts
 o

f s
ub

je
ct

iv
e 

w
el

lb
ei

ng
. T

hi
s n

et
w

or
ki

ng
 o

pp
or

tu
ni

ty
 

ha
s a

ls
o 

be
en

 ti
ed

 to
 b

et
te

r e
co

no
m

ic
 p

er
fo

rm
an

ce
.

So
ci

al
 C

ap
ita

l
Re

sp
ec

t
Su

rv
ey

 q
ue

st
io

n:
 “W

er
e 

yo
u 

tr
ea

te
d 

w
ith

 re
sp

ec
t a

ll 
da

y 
ye

st
er

da
y?

”
G

al
lu

p 
W

or
ld

 P
ol

l
1

0
1

Ci
vi

c 
no

rm
s a

re
 a

 c
or

e 
el

em
en

t o
f s

oc
ia

l c
ap

ita
l a

nd
 a

re
 c

or
re

la
te

s w
ith

 
ec

on
om

ic
 w

ea
lth

.

So
ci

al
 C

ap
ita

l
Tr

us
t i

n 
Lo

ca
l P

ol
ic

e
Su

rv
ey

 q
ue

st
io

n:
 “D

o 
yo

u 
ha

ve
 c

on
fid

en
ce

 in
 th

e 
lo

ca
l p

ol
ic

e 
fo

rc
e?

”
G

al
lu

p 
W

or
ld

 P
ol

l
1

0
1

Th
er

e 
is 

a 
st

ro
ng

 li
nk

 b
et

w
ee

n 
in

st
itu

tio
na

l t
ru

st
, p

ar
tic

ul
ar

ly
 tr

us
t i

n 
th

e 
po

lic
e,

 a
nd

 e
co

no
m

ic
 g

ro
w

th
 a

nd
 w

el
l b

ei
ng

.

So
ci

al
 C

ap
ita

l
Vo

ic
e 

O
pi

ni
on

Su
rv

ey
 q

ue
st

io
n:

 “I
n 

th
e 

pa
st

 m
on

th
, h

av
e 

yo
u 

vo
ic

ed
 y

ou
r o

pi
ni

on
 to

 a
 

pu
bl

ic
 o

ffi
ci

al
?”

G
al

lu
p 

W
or

ld
 P

ol
l

1
0

1
Po

lit
ic

al
 e

ng
ag

em
en

t, 
an

d 
its

 d
ec

lin
e,

 is
 id

en
tifi

ed
 a

s a
n 

im
po

rt
an

t p
ar

t o
f 

ci
vi

c 
en

ga
ge

m
en

t a
nd

 so
ci

al
 c

ap
ita

l m
or

e 
br

oa
dl

y.

So
ci

al
 C

ap
ita

l
Vo

lu
nt

ee
rin

g
Su

rv
ey

 q
ue

st
io

n:
 “H

av
e 

yo
u 

vo
lu

nt
ee

re
d 

tim
e 

to
 a

n 
or

ga
ni

sa
tio

n 
in

 p
as

t 
m

on
th

?”
G

al
lu

p 
W

or
ld

 P
ol

l
1.

5
0

1
Vo

lu
nt

ee
rin

g 
ha

s a
 st

ro
ng

 p
os

iti
ve

 e
ffe

ct
 o

n 
w

el
l b

ei
ng

, p
ar

tic
ul

ar
ly

 li
fe

 
sa

tis
fa

ct
io

n 
an

d 
a 

se
ns

e 
of

 c
on

tr
ol

 o
ve

r l
ife

.

So
ci

al
 C

ap
ita

l
Vo

te
r T

ur
no

ut
Tu

rn
ou

t i
n 

m
os

t r
ec

en
t n

at
io

na
l l

eg
isl

at
iv

e 
el

ec
tio

n 
(%

 re
gi

st
er

ed
 e

le
ct

or
s)

 
in

 se
ve

n 
ye

ar
s, 

el
se

 ze
ro

. A
dj

us
te

d 
by

 d
em

oc
ra

cy
 le

ve
l.

ID
EA

0.
5

0
10

0
Tu

rn
ou

t i
s a

 k
ey

 m
ea

su
re

 o
f p

ol
iti

ca
l p

ar
tic

ip
at

io
n 

id
en

tifi
ed

 a
s i

m
po

rt
an

t 
fo

r s
oc

ia
l c

ap
ita

l. 
Tu

rn
ou

t m
at

te
rs

 m
os

t w
he

n 
it 

tr
an

sl
at

es
 in

to
 re

al
 

po
lit

ic
al

 p
ar

tic
ip

at
io

n,
 w

hi
ch

 is
 in

 m
or

e 
de

m
oc

ra
tic

 c
ou

nt
rie

s.

 39Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



II

Appendix II

Bibliography of 
Reviewed Literature

Economic Quality
The Office For National Statistics. 2014. 
Underemployment and Overemployment in the 
UK, 2014. ONS.

Aghion, P., D. Comin, and P. Howitt. 2006. 
“When Does Domestic Saving Matter for 
Economic Growth?” NBER Working Paper No. 
12275. 

Aiken, L. H., et al. 2012. “Patient safety, satisfac-
tion, and quality of hospital care: cross sectional 
surveys of nurses and patients in 12 countries in 
Europe and the United States.” British Medical 
Journal 344. 

Anderson, H. R., Atkinson, Peacock R. W., 
Marston, L. J. L., and K. Konstantinou. 2014. 
‘Meta-analysis of time-series studies and panel 
studies of Particulate Matter (PM) and Ozone 
(O3)’,. WHO.

Anoruo, E., and Y. Ahmad. 2001. “Causal 
Relationship between Domestic Savings and 
Economic Growth: Evidence from Seven African 
Countries.” African Development Review 13 (2) 
238–249.

Barro, R. J. 1995. “Inflation and Growth.” NBER 
Working Paper No. 5326. 

Beck, R., P. Jakubik, and A. Piloiu. 2013. “Non-
Perfomring Loans: What Matters in Addition to 
the Economic Cycle.” ECB Working Paper Series 
no 1515. 

Behar, A., and J. Mok. 2013. “Does Public-Sector 
Employment Fully Crowd Out Private-Sector 
Employment? .” IMF Working Paper 13/146. 

Bergh, A., and M. Henrekson. 2011. 
“Government Size and Growth: A Survey and 
Interpretation of the Evidence.” Journal of 
Economic Surveys 25 (5) 872 - 897.

Bhutta, Z. A., G. L. Darmstadt, B. S. Hasan, and 
R. A. and Haws. 2005. “Community-Based 
Interventions for Improving Perinatal and 
Neonatal Health Outcomes in Developing 
Countries: A Review of the Evidence.” Pediatrics 
115 519-617.

Bittencourt, M. 2011. “Financial Development 
and Economic Growth in Latin America: Is 
Schumpeter Right?” Proceedings of the German 
Development Economics Conference, Berlin 
2011, No. 13. 

Bradley, E. H., B. R. Elkins, J. Herrin, and B. Elbel. 
2010. “Health and social services expenditures: 
associations with health outcomes’.” BMJ 
Quality Safety 2010. 

Cahuc, A. Y., and A. Zylberberg. 2002. “Public 
Employment and Labour Market Performance.” 
Economic Policy 34 7–65.

Canadian Mental Health Association. n.d. 
Canadian Mental Health Association, The 
Relationship between Suicide and Mental 
Illness. Accessed February 25, 2015. http://
toronto.cmha.ca/mental_health/the-relation-
ship-between-suicide-and-mental-illness/#.
VO3O0fmsV8E.

Čihák, M. Demirgüç-Kunt, A., Feyen, E., Levine, 
R. 2013. “Financial development in 205 
Economies, 1960 - 2010.” NBER Working Paper 
No. 18946. 

Comin, D. 2006. “Total factor productivity.” In 
An Eponymous Dictionary of Economics. Elgar 
Publishers.

Crow, R., et al. 2002. The measurement of satis-
faction with healthcare: implications for practice 
from a systematic review of the literature. 
National Institute for Health Research.

De Neve, J., G. W. Ward, F. De Keulenaer, B. 
Van Landeghem, G. Kavetsos, and M. I. Norton. 
2015. “The Asymmetric Experience of Positive 
and Negative Economic Growth: Global 
Evidence Using Subjective Well-Being Data.” 
CEP Discussion Paper No 1304. 

Dees, S., and P. S. Brinca. 2013. “onsumer confi-
dence as a predictor of consumption spending: 
Evidence for the United States and the Euro 
area.” International Economics 134 1 - 14.

Di Tella, R., R. J. MacCulloch, and A. J. Oswald. 
2001. “Preferences over Inflation and 
Unemployment: Evidence from Surveys of 
Happiness.” The American Economic Review 91 
(1) 335-341.

Dollar, D., and A. Kraay. 2004. “Trade, Growth, 
and Poverty.” The Economic Journal, 114 (493) 
22-49.

Easterly, W., and S. Rebelo. 1993. “Fiscal 
Policy and Economic Growth: An Empirical 
Investigation.” Journal of Monetary Economics 
32 (3) 417 - 458.

Evans, D. B., A. Tandon, C. J. L. Murray, and J. A. 
Lauer. 2001. “Comparative efficiency of national 
health systems: cross national econometric 
analysis.” BMJ. 

Fewtrella, L., R. B. Kaufmannb, D. Kaya, W. 
Enanoriac, L. Hallerd, and Colford J. M. 2005. 
“Water, sanitation, and hygiene interventions 
to reduce diarrhoea in less developed countries: 
a systematic review and meta-analysis.” The 
Lancet Infectious Diseases 5 (1) 42–52.

Frankel, J. A., and D. Romer. 1999. “Does Trade 
Cause Growth?” The American Economic Review, 
Vol. 89, No. 3 379 - 399.

Freedman, L. P., R. J. Waldman, H. de Pinho, 
and M. E. Wirth. 2005. Who’s got the power? 
Transforming Health Systems for Women and 
Children. United Nations.

Frey, B., and A. Stutzer. 2001. Happiness and 
Economics: How the Economy and Institutions 
Affect Human Well-Being. 

Gallup. 2014. Gallup Global Employment 
Metrics: How Do They Compare. Gallup.

Glick, P. 2009. “How reliable are surveys of 
client satisfaction with healthcare services? 
Evidence from matched facility and household 
data in Madagascar.” Social Science & Medicine 
68 (2) 368–379.

Goldstein, S. T. et al. 2005. “A mathematical 
model to estimate global hepatitis B disease 
burden and vaccination impact.” International 
Journal of Epidemiology 43 1329-1339.

LEGATUM PROSPERITY INDEX 2017 – METHODOLOGY REPORT

40 Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



Gomez-Salvador, R., A. Musso, M. Stocker, 
and J. Turunen. 2006. “Labour Productivity 
Developments in the Euro Area.” ECB 
Occasional Paper Series 53. 

Graham, C. 2010. “Adaptation amidst Prosperity 
and Adversity: Insights from Happiness Studies 
from around the World.” The World Bank 
Research Observer. 

Hanke, S. 2015. The World Misery Index: 108 
Countries. 22 January. Accessed 03 10, 2015. 
http://www.cato.org/blog/world-misery-in-
dex-108-countries#f9u6CT:SCid.

Hassana, M. K., B. Sanchez, and J. Yuc. 2011. 
“Financial development and economic growth: 
New evidence from panel data.” The Quarterly 
Review of Economics and Finance 51 88-104.

Hausmann, R., J. Hwang, and D. Rodrik. 2007. 
“What you export matters.” Journal of Economic 
Growth 12 (1) 1-25.

Herndon, T., M. Ash, and R. Pollin. 2013. “Does 
high public debt consistently stifle economic 
growth? A critique of Reinhart and Rogoff.” 
Cambridge Journal of Economics 38 (2) 257-279.

Hills, P., and M. Argyle. 2002. “The Oxford 
Happiness Questionnaire: a compact scale for 
the measurement of psychological well-being.” 
Personality and Individual Differences 33 (7) 
1073–1082.

Hutton, G. & Haller, L. 2004. Evaluation of 
the Costs and Benefits of Waterand Sanitation 
Improvements at the Global Level. World Health 
Organisation.

Ibarra, R., and D. R. Trupkin. 2011. “The 
Relationship between Inflation and Growth:A 
Panel Smooth Transition Regression Approach 
for Developed and Developing Countries.” 
Working paper UM_CEE. 

John, O. & Pollard, A. 2014. Hepatitis B 
Vaccine The Key Facts. 11 September. Accessed 
February 18, 2015. http://www.ovg.ox.ac.uk/
hepatitis-b-vaccine.

Joumard, I., C. Andre, C. Nicq, and O. Chatal. 
2008. “Health Status Determinants: Lifestyle, 
Environment, Health Care Resources and 
Efficiency.” OECD Economics Department 
Working Papers 627. 

Kar, M., S. Nazlıoğlu, and H. Ağır. 2011. 
“Financial development and economic growth 
nexus in the MENA countries: Bootstrap panel 
granger causality analysis.” Economic Modelling 
28 685–693.

Keller, M. B., W. H. Coryell, J. Endicott, J. D. 
Maser, and P. J. Schettler. 2013. Clinical Guide 
to Depression and Bipolar Disorder Findings From 
the Collaborative Depression Study. 

Kim, Suk-Joong, and Eliza Wu. 2008. 
““Sovereign credit ratings, capital flows and 
financial sector development in emerging mar-
kets.” .” Emerging markets review 9, no. 1 17-39.

Kremer, B., A. Bick, and D. Nautz. 2013. 
“Inflation and growth: new evidence from a 
dynamic panel threshold analysis.” Empirical 
Economics 44 (2) 861-878.

Krugman, P., and M. Obstfeld. 2005. 
International Economics: Theory and Policy. 
Pearson.

Kruk, M. A., and L. P. Freedman. 2008. 
“Assessing health system performance in de-
veloping countries: A review of the literature.” 
Health Policy 85 (3) 263–276.

Lensink, M., and O. Morrissey. 2006. “Foreign 
Direct Investment: Flows, Volatility, and the 
Impact on Growth.” Review of International 
Economics 14 (3) 478-493.

Levin, J. 2011. “Religion and Psychological 
well-being and distress.” Israel Journal of 
Psychiatry and Related Sciences 48 (4). 

Levine, R. 1997. “Financial Development and 
Economic Growth: Views and Agenda.” Journal 
of Economic Literature 35 (2) 688-726.

Levine, R., and D. Renelt. 1992. “A Sensitivity 
Analysis of Cross-Country Growth Regressions.” 
The American Economic Review 82 (4) 942-963.

Liu, Y., Dalal, K. & Stollenwerk, B. 2013. 
“The Association between Health System 
Development and the Burden of Cardiovascular 
Disease: An Analysis of WHO Country Profiles.” 
Plos One 8 (4). 

Liu, Y., K. Rao, J Wu, and E. Gakidou. 2008. 
“China’s health system performance.” The 
Lancet 372 (9653) 1914–1923.

Loungani, P, and A. Razin. 2001. “How Beneficial 
Is Foreign Direct Investment for Developing 
Countries?” Finance and Development 38 (2), 
June.

McGuire, J. W. 2006. “Basic Healthcare 
Provision and Under-5 Mortality: A Cross 
National Study of Developing Countries’.” World 
Development 34:3 405-425.

Melitz, M. J., and G. I. P. Ottaviano. 2008. 
“Market size, trade and productivity.” Review of 
Economic Studies 75 (1) 295-316.

Menyah, K., S. Nazlioglu, and Y. Wolde-Rufael. 
2014. “Financial development, trade openness 
and economic growth in African countries: 
New insights from a panel causality approach.” 
Economic Modelling 37 386–394.

Møllera, S. V., H. Nørholmb, and J. Rangvidc. 
2014. “Consumer confidence or the business 
cycle: What matters more for European expect-
ed returns? .” Journal of Empirical Finance 28 
230-248.

Muldoon, K. A., Galway, L. P., Nakajima, M., 
Kanters, S. Hogg, R. S., Bendavid, E. & Mills, E. J. 
2007. “Heatlh System Determinants of Infant, 
Child and Maternal Mortality: A Cross-Sectional 
Study of UN Member Countries.” Globalization 
and Health 7:42. 

Neumark, D., and W. Wascher. 2004. “Minimum 
Wages, Labor Market Institutions, and Youth 
Employment: A Cross-National Analysis.” ILR 
Review 57 (2) 223-248.

Nijkamp, P, and J. P. Victoria. 2004. “Meta-
Analysis of the Impact of Fiscal Policies on 
Long-Run Growth.” European Journal of Political 
Economy 20 (1) 91-124.

Nixon, J. & Ulmann, P. 2006. “The Relationship 
Between Healthcare Expenditure and Health 
Outcomes: Evidence and Caveats for a Causal 
Link.” The European Journal of Health Economics 
7:1 7-18.

OECD. 2002. Foreign direct investment for 
development: Maximising Benefits, Minimising 
Costs. Paris: OECD.

Oishi, S., U. Schimmack, and E. Diener. 2008. 
“Progressive Taxation and the Subjective Well-
Being of Nations.” Psychological Science. 

Ozturk, I. 2007. “Foreign Direct Investment 
- Growth Nexus: A Review of the Recent 
Literature.” International Journal of Applied 
Econometrics and Quantitative Studies 4 (2). 

Panizzaa, U., and A. F. Presbitero. 2014. “Public 
debt and economic growth: Is there a causal 
effect?” Journal of Macroeconomics 41 21–41.

Pescatori, A., D. Sandri, and J. Simon. 2014. 
“Debt and Growth: Is There a Magic Threshold?” 
IMF Working Paper 14/34. 

Plumper, T. & Neumayer, E. 2012. “Health 
Spending, Out-Of-Pocket Contributions, and 
Mortality Rates .” Public Administration 91 (2) 
403-418.

Rajkumar, A. S., and V. Swaroop. 2008. “Public 
Spending and Outcomes: Does Governance 
Matter?” Journal of Development Economics 86 
96-111.

Reinhart, C. M., and K. S. Rogoff. 2010. “Growth 
in a Time of Debt.” American Economic Review 
100 (2) 573-578.

Sandberg, C., Engstrom, K. G., Dellborg, M., 
Thilen, U., Wadell, K. & Johansson, B. 2015. 
“The level of physical exercise is associated with 
self-reported health status (EQ-5D) in adults 
with congenital heart disease.” European Journal 
of Preventive Cardiology 22 (2) 240-248.

 41Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



Skolnik, R. 2008. Essentials of Global Health. 
Jones and Bartlett.

Solow, R. M. 1956. “A Contribution to the 
Theory of Economic Growth.” The Quarterly 
Journal of Economics 70 (1) 65-94.

Stephan, K., and L. Francesca. 2009. “The 
Impact of Gender Inequality in Education 
and Employment on Economic Growth : New 
Evidence for a Panel of Countries.” Feminist 
Economics 15 91-132.

Stiglitz, J., Sen, A. & Fitoussi, J. 2008. “Report 
by the Commission on the Measurement of 
Economic Performance and Social Progress.” 
France.

Stuckler, D., King, L. P. & Basu, J. 2008. 
“International Monetary Fund Programs and 
Tuberculosis Outcomes in Post-Communist 
Countries.” LoS Med 5(7): e143. . 

Vicket, S. 2014. “Effects of Business and 
Consumer Confidence on Stock Market 
Returns: Cross-Sectional Evidence.” Economics, 
Management, and Financial Markets 21-25.

Watt, J. P. et al. 2009. “Burden of disease caused 
by Haemophilus infl uenzae type b in children 
younger than five years: global estimates.” 
Lancet 374 903–11.

World Health Organisation. 2015. Chronic 
Respiratory Diseases. Accessed February 
23, 2015. http://www.who.int/respiratory/
about_topic/en/.

Environment
Atkinson, G., I. Bateman, and S. Mourato. 2012. 
“Recent advances in the valuation of ecosystem 
services and biodiversity.” Oxford Review of 
Economic Policy 28 (1): 22-47.

Barton, J., and J. Pretty. 2010. “What is the best 
dose of nature and green exercise for improving 
mental health? A multi-study analysis.” Environ. 
Sci. Technol. 44 (10): 3947–3955.

Baum, A., and G. E. Davis. 1980. “Reducing the 
Stress of High-density Living: An Architectural 
Intervention.” Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology 38 (3): 471–81.

Baum, A., and S. Valins. 1977. Architecture and 
Social Behaviour: Psychosocial Studies of Social 
Density. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

Berman, M. G., J. Jonides, and S. Kaplan. 2008. 
“The cognitive benefits of interacting with 
nature.” Psychological Science 19: 1207–121.

Berry, H. L., K. Bowen, and T. Kjellstrom. 2010. 
“Climate change and mental health: a causal 
pathways framework.” International Journal of 
Public Health 55 (2): 123-132.

Berry, H. 2009. “Pearl in the oyster: Climate 
change as a mental health opportunity.” 
Australasian Psychiatry 17 (6): 453-456.

Berto, R. 2005. “Exposure to restorative en-
vironments helps restore attentional capac-
ity.” Journal of Environmental Psychology 25: 
249–259.

Bhattacharya, H, and R Innes. 2006. “Is There 
a Nexus between Poverty and Environment in 
Rural India?” Selected Paper prepared for pres-
entation at the American Agricultural Economics. 
Long Beach: University of Arizona. 1-37.

Borghesi, S. 2000. Income Inequality and 
the Environmental Kuznets Curve. NOTA DI 
LAVORO 83.2000, Milan: Fondazione Eni Enrico 
Mattei.

Brereton, F., J. P. Clinch, and S. Ferreira. 2008. 
“Happiness, geography and the environment.” 
Ecological Economics 65 (2): 386-396.

Connolly, M. 2013. “Some like it mild and not 
too wet: The influence of weather on subjective 
well-being.” Journal of Happiness Studies 14 (2): 
457-473.

Cooper, R., C. Boyko, and R. Codinhoto. 2010. 
“The effect of the physical environment on 
mental capital and wellbeing.” In Mental 
Capital and Wellbeing, by Cary L. Cooper, Usha 
Goswami and Barbara J. Sahakian. Singapore: 
Wiley-Blackwell.

Cox, M., R. Johnstone, and J. Robinson. 2004. “A 
conceptual model of impacts of environmen-
tal change on human well-being. .” In The Airs 
Waters Places Transdisciplinary Conference on 
Ecosystem Health in Australia 129-145.

Cuñado, J., and F. P. de Gracia. 2013. 
“Environment and happiness: New evidence 
for Spain.” Social indicators research 112 (3): 
549-567.

Dolan, Paul, Tessa Peasgood, and Mathew 
White. 2008. “ “Do we really know what makes 
us happy? A review of the economic litera-
ture on the factors associated with subjective 
well-being.” .” Journal of Economic Psychology 
29, no. 1 94-122.

Duflo, E., Greenstone, M., & Hanna, R. 2008. 
“Indoor air pollution, health and economic 
well-being.” Surveys and Perspectives Integrating 
Environment and Society 1 (1).

Duraiappah, A. 1996. Poverty and Environmental 
Degradation: a Literature Review and Analysis. 
Amsterdam : IIED.

Ferraro, P. J., K. Lawlor, K. L. Mullan, and S. K. 
Pattanayak. 2011. “Forest figures: Ecosystem 
services valuation and policy evaluation in 
developing countries. , rer019.” Review of 
Environmental Economics and Policy 1-26.

Ferrer-i-Carbonell, A., & Gowdy, J. M. 2007. 
“Environmental degradation and happiness.” 
Ecological Economics 60 (3): 509-516.

Fischer, R., and E. Van de Vliert. 2011. “Does 
climate undermine subjective well-being? 
A 58-nation study.” Personality and Social 
Psychology Bulletin 37 (8): 1031-1041.

Georgescu, Nicolas Roegen, and Nicholas 
Roegen. 1971. The entropy law and the economic 
process. Harvard University Press.

Grahn, P., and U. A. Stigsdotter. 2003. 
“Landscape Planning and Stress.” Urban Forestry 
& Urban Greening 2 (1): 1–18.

Guite, H. F., C. Clark, and G. Ackrill. 2006. “The 
impact of the physical and urban environment 
on mental well-being.” Public health 120 (12): 
1117-1126.

Halpern, D. 1995. Mental Health and the Built 
Environment: More Than Bricks and Mortar? 
London: Taylor & Francis.

Hammond, A.L. 1995. Environmental indica-
tors: a systematic approach to measuring and 
reporting on environmental policy performance 
in the context of sustainable development. 
Washington, DC: World Resources Institute.

Haupt, J, and C Lawrence. 2012. “Unexpected 
connections: Income inequality and environ-
mental degradation.” Shaping Tomorrow’s 
World. February 13. Accessed July 08, 2015. 
http://www.shapingtomorrowsworld.org/
hauptInequality.html.

Helliwell, J. F., and C. Barrington-Leigh. 2010. 
“Measuring and Understanding Subjective Well-
being.” Canadian Journal of Economics (NBER 
Working Paper No. 15887, National Bureau of 
Economic Research) (43): 729-753.

IFAD. n.d. “Combating Environmental 
Degradation.” IFAD. Accessed July 08, 2015. 
http://www.ifad.org/events/past/hunger/envir.
html.

Islam, N, J Vincent, and T Panayotou. 
1998. “Unveiling the Income-Environment 
Relationship:An Exploration into the 
Determinants of Environmental Quality.” 
seminars organized by HIID, HIID/ADB and 
Department of Economics, Emory University, 
1-44.

Jalal, K. 1993. Sustainable Development, 
Environment and Poverty Nexus. Occassional 
Papers No. 7, Asian Development Bank.

Kaplan, R, and S. Kaplan. 1989. The Experience 
of Nature: A Psychological Perspective. 
Cambridge, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Kaplan, R. 2001. “The nature of the view from 
home.” Journal of Environment and Behaviour 
33: 507–542.

LEGATUM PROSPERITY INDEX 2016 – METHODOLOGY REVIEW

42 Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



Kaplan, R., and M. E. Austin. 2004. “Out in the 
country: sprawl and the quest for nature near-
by.” Landscape and Urban Planning 69: 235–243.

Kaplan, S. 1995. “The restorative benefits of na-
ture: toward an integrative framework.” Journal 
of Environmental Psychology 15: 169–182.

Kellert, S. R., and Edward O. Wilson. 1995. The 
biophilia hypothesis. Washington, D.C.: Island 
Press.

Leach, M, and R Mearns. 1995. Poverty and 
Environment in Developing Countries. An 
Overview Study. University of Sussex, Brighton: 
Institute for Development Studies.

Lechtzin, N., A. M. Busse, M. T. Smith, S. 
Grossman, A. Nesbit, and G. B. Diette. 2010. 
“A randomized trial of nature scenery and 
sounds versus urban scenery and sounds to 
reduce pain in adults undergoing bone marrow 
aspirate and biopsy.” Journal of Alternative and 
Complementary Medicine. 16 (9): 965-972.

Lenzen, M., & Cummins, R. A. 2013. “Happiness 
versus the environment—A case study of 
Australian lifestyles.” Challenges 4 (1): 56-74.

Leonard, H. 1989. Environment and the Poor: 
Development Strategies for a Common Agenda. 
New Brunswick: Transaction Books.

Levinson, A. 2012. “Valuing public goods using 
happiness data: The case of air quality.” Journal 
of Public Economics 96 (9): 869-880.

Li, Z., H. Folmer, and J. Xue. 2014. “To what 
extent does air pollution affect happiness? 
The case of the Jinchuan mining area, China.” 
Ecological Economics 99: 88-99.

Lorenc, T., S. Clayton, D. Neary, M. Whitehead, 
M. Petticrew, H. Thomson, and A. ... Renton. 
2012. “Crime, fear of crime, environment, and 
mental health and wellbeing: Mapping review of 
theories and causal pathways.” Health & place 
18 (4): 757-765.

Luechinger, Simon. 2009. “Valuing Air Quality 
Using the Life Satisfaction Approach.” The 
Economic Journal 482-515.

MA. 2005. Ecosystems and Human Wellbeing. 
Synthesis Report. Millennium Assessment 
Report, Washington DC: Island Press.

MA. 2003. Ecosystems and Human Well-being; 
a framework for assessment. Millennium 
Ecosystem Assessment, Washington DC: Island 
Press.

MacKerron, G., and S. Mourato. 2013. 
“Happiness is greater in natural environments.” 
Global Environmental Change 23 (5): 992-1000.

MacKerron, G., and S. Mourato. 2009. “Life sat-
isfaction and air quality in London.” Ecological 
Economics 68 (5): 1441-1453.

Maddison, D., and K. Rehdanz. 2011. “The im-
pact of climate on life satisfaction.” Ecological 
Economics 70 (12): 2437-2445.

Marselle, M. R., Irvine, K. N., and Warber, S. 
L. 2013. “Walking for Well-Being: Are Group 
Walks in Certain Types of Natural Environments 
Better for Well-Being than Group Walks in 
Urban Environments?” International Journal 
of Environmental Research and Public 10 (11): 
5603–28.

McMichael, A.J., S Friel, A Nyong, and C. 
Corvalan. 2008. “Global environmental change 
and health: impacts, inequalities and the health 
sector.” British Medical Journal 336: 191–4.

Morrissey, S. A., and J. P. Reser. 2007. “Natural 
disasters, climate change and mental health 
considerations for rural Australia.” Australian 
Journal of Rural Health 15 (2): 120-125.

Munro, N. 2014. “Profiling the Victims: public 
awareness of pollution-related harm in China.” 
Journal of Contemporary China 23 (86): 314-329.

Murad, W, and N Mustapha. 2010. “Does pover-
ty cause environmental degradation? Evidence 
from waste management practices of the 
squatter and low‐cost flat housholds in Kuala 
Lumpur.” World Journal of Science, Technology 
and Sustainable Development 275 - 289.

Nellemann, C, M MacDevette, T Manders, and 
B Eickhout. 2009. The Environmental Food Crisis 
- The environment’s role in averting future food 
crisis. Rapid Response Assessment, UNEP.

Neumayer, Eric. 2004. Sustainability and 
well-being indicators. Helsinki, Finland: WIDER 
research papers, 2004/23. UNU-WIDER.

Olmo, N. R. S., P. H. D. N. Saldiva, A. L. F. Braga, 
C. A. Lin, U. D. P. Santos, and L. A. A. Pereira. 
2011. “A review of low-level air pollution and 
adverse effects on human health: implications 
for epidemiological studies and public policy.” 
Clinics 66 (4): 681-690.

Oxfam. 2012. Left behind by the G20? How ine-
quality and environmental degradation threaten 
to exclude poor people from the benefits of 
economic growth. 157 Oxfam Briefing Paper, 
Oxfam International.

Pimentel, D. 2006. “Soil Erosion: A Food 
and Environmental Threat.” Environment, 
Development and Sustainability 119-137.

Raanaas, R. K., G. G. Patil, and T. Hartig. 2011. 
“Health Benefits of a View of Nature Through 
the Window: A Quasiexperimental Study of 
Patients in a Residential Rehabilitation Center.” 
Clinical Rehabilitation 26 (1): 21–32.

Rehdanz, K., and D. Maddison. 2008. “Local 
environmental quality and life-satisfaction 
in Germany.” Ecological Economics 64 (4): 
787-797.

Roberts, J, N Thanos, and D Helvarg. 2003. 
Trouble in Paradise: Globalization and 
Environmental Crises in Latin America. Routledge.

Rosenfield, Sarah. 1997. “Labelling Mental 
Illnes.” American Sociological Review 660-672.

Satterthwaite, D. n.d. The Ten and Half 
Myths That May Distort the Urban Policies of 
Governments and International Agencies. UCL.

Skaza, J, and B Blais. 2013. The Relationship 
between Economic Growth and Environmental 
Degradation: Exploring Models and Questioning 
the Existence of an Environmental Kuznets Curve. 
Working Paper 2013-05 , Center for Global and 
Regional Economic Studies.

Smyth, R., V. Mishra, and X. Qian. 2008. “The 
environment and well-being in urban China.” 
Ecological Economics 68 (1): 547-555.

Stern, D, M Common, and E Barbier. 1996. 
“Economic Growth and Environmental 
Degradation: The Environmental Kuznets 
Curve and Sustainable Development .” World 
Development 1151-1160.

Strobl, Eric. 2011. “The Economic Growth 
Impact of Hurricanes: Evidence from U.S. 
Coastal Counties.” The Review of Economics and 
Statistics 575-589.

Thompson, C. W. 2013. “Activity, Exercise and 
the Planning and Design of Outdoor Spaces.” 
Journal of Environmental Psychology 34: 79–96.

Ulrich, R. S. 1981. “Nature versus urban scenes: 
some psychophysiological effects.” Journal of 
Environment and Behaviour 13: 523–556.

Ulrich, R. S. 1984. “View Through a Window 
May Influence Recovery from Surgery.” Science 
224: 420–21.

UNEP. 1995. Poverty and the Environment. 
Reconciling Short Term Needs with Long Term 
Sustainability Goals. Kenya: UNEP.

UNFCCC. 2014. “Kyoto Protocol.” United 
Nations Framework Convention for Climate 
Change. Accessed July 08, 2015. http://unfccc.
int/kyoto_protocol/items/3145.php.

UNWCED. 2007. Our Common Future. Oxford 
University Press.

—. 1987. Our Common Good. Oxford University 
Press.

Van de Vliert, E. 2012. “Climate, cash, and 
culturally embedded happiness.” InHappiness 
Across Cultures 399-416.

Vivien, Franck-Dominique. 2008. “”Sustainable 
development: an overview of economic pro-
posals.” .” SAPI EN. S. Surveys and Perspectives 
Integrating Environment and Society 1.2. 

 43Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



Walch, J., B. S. Rabin, J. N. Williams, K. Choi, 
and J. D. Kang. 2005. “The Effect of Sunlight on 
Post-Operative Analgesic Medication Usage: A 
Prospective Study of Spinal Surgery Patients.” 
Psychometric Medicine 67: 156–63.

Welsch, H. 2006. “Environment and happiness: 
Valuation of air pollution using life satisfaction 
data.” Ecological Economics 58 (4): 801-813.

Welsch, H. 2002. “Preferences over prosperity 
and pollution: environmental valuation based 
on happiness surveys.” Kyklos 55 (4): 473-494.

Welsch, H., and J. Kühling. 2009. “Using hap-
piness data for environmental valuation: issues 
and applications.” Journal of Economic Surveys 
23 (2): 385-406.

White, M., I. Alcock, B. W. Wheeler, and M. 
H. Depledge. 2013. “Would You Be Happier 
Living in a Greener Urban Area? A Fixed-Effects 
Analysis of Panel Data.” Psychological Science 
24: 920-928.

White, M., Smith, A., Humphryes, K., Pahl, S., 
Snelling, D., & Depledge, M. 2010. “Blue space: 
The importance of water for preference, affect, 
and restorativeness ratings of natural and built 
scenes.” Journal of Environmental Psychology 30 
(4): 482-493.

Whittenbury, K. 2013. “Climate Change, 
Women’s Health, Wellbeing and Experiences 
of Gender Based Violence in Australia. .” In 
Research, Action and Policy: Addressing the 
Gendered Impacts of Climate Change, by 
Margaret Alston and Kerri Whittenbury, 207-
221. Heidelberg, New York, London: Springer 
Dordrecht.

WHO. 2005. Ecosystems and human well-being, 
Vol. 5. Washington, DC: Island Press.

Wood, R. A., M. D. Burchett, R. Alquezar, R. 
L. Orwell, J. Tarran, and F. Torpy. 2006. “The 
potted-plant microcosm substantially reduces 
indoor air VOC pollution: I. Office field-study.” 
Water, Air, and Soil Pollution 175 (1-4): 163-180.

World Resources Institute. 2005. Millennium 
Ecosystem Assessment: Ecosystems and human 
well-being: synthesis. Washington, D.C.: Island 
Press.

Yandle, B, M Vijayaraghavan, and M Bhattarai. 
2008. The Environmental Kutnets Curve: A 
Primer. The Property and Environment Research 
Center.

Yi, Hu, Zhang Jingxiang, and Chen Yanhua. 2010. 
“Equalization of urban and rural basic public fa-
cilities based on GIS: A case study of education-
al facilities in Changzhou.” Geoinformatics 1-5.

Zhou, Chun-Shan. 2013. “Provision Pattern of 
Urban Public Service Facilities and its Formation 
Mechanism During Transitional China.” Scientia 
Geographica Sinica. 

Social Capital
Adler, P. S., & Kwon, S.-W. (2002). Social 
Capital: Prospects For A New Concept. Academy 
of Management Review, 27(1), 17-40.

Aknin, L. B., Barrington-Leigh, C. P., Dunn, E. W., 
Helliwell, J. F., Burns, J., Biswas-Diener, R., . . . 
Norton, M. I. (2013, April). Prosocial Spending 
and Well-Being: Cross-Cultural Evidence for a 
Psychological Universal. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 104(4), 635–652.

Barnes, H. W., & Crawford, R. G. (1986). 
Relationships: the lubricant of Asian markets. 
Proceedings of the Academy of International 
Business, Southeast Asia, June

Choi, N. G., & Kim, J. (2011). The effect of time 
volunteering and charitable donations in later 
life on psychological wellbeing. Ageing and 
Society, 31(4), 590-610.

Durante, R., Labartino, G., & Perotti, R. (2012). 
Academic Dynasties: Decentralization and 
Familism in the Italian Academia.

Felicia A. Hupper, Nic Marks, Andrew E. Clark, 
Johannes Siegrist, Alois Stutzer, et al.. Measuring 
well-being across Europe: Description of the ESS 
Well-being Module and preliminary findings. 
PSE Working Papers n2008-40. 2008

Gerber, A. S., & Green, D. P. (2000). The effects 
of canvassing, telephone calls, and direct mail 
on voter turnout: a field experiment. American 
Political Science Review, 94(3), 653-63

Hall, P. (1999). Social Capital in Britain. British 
Journal of Political Science, 29(3), 417-464

Halpern, D. (2005). Social Capital. Polity

Helliwell, J. F., & Putnam, R. D. (2004). The 
social context of well-being. Philosophical 
Transactions of the Royal Society, 359, 
1435-1446.

Helliwell, J. F., Barrington-Leigh, C. P., Harris, 
A., & Huang, H. (2009). International Evidence 
on The Social Context of Wellbeing. National 
Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper 
14720.

Ironmonger , D. (2002). The Economic Value 
of Volunteering in South Australia. Melbourne: 
University of Melbourne

Kaase, M. (1999). Interpersonal Trust, Political 
Trust and Non-institutionalised Political 
Participation in Western Europe. West European 
Politics, 22(3).

Kawachi, I., & Berkman, L. (2000). Social 
Cohesion, Social Capital and Health. In L. 
Berkman, & I. Kawachi, Social Epidemiology. 
OUP.

Kawachi, I., Kennedy, B. P., & Wilkinson, R. 
G. (1999). Crime: Social Disorganization 
and Relative Deprivation. Social Science and 
Medicine, 48, 719-731.

Knack, S., & Keefer, P. (1997). Does Social 
Capital Have an Economic Payoff. The Quarterly 
Journal of Economics, 112(4), 1251-128.

Krishna, A. (2001). Moving from the stock of 
social capital to the flow of benefits: the role of 
agency. World Development, 29(6), 925–943.

La Due Lake, R., & Huckfeldt, R. (1998). Social 
capital, social networks, and political participa-
tion. Political Psychology, 19(3), 567-84.

Larson, R., Mannell, R., & Zuzanek, J. (1986). 
Daily well-being of older adults with friends and 
family. Psychology and Aging, 1(2), 117-126.

Mayer, P. (2003). The Wider Economic Value 
of Social Capital and Volunteering in Australia. 
Government of South Australia

Mellor, D., Hayashi, Y., Stokes, M., Firth, L., 
Lake, L., Staples, M., . . . Cummins, R. (2009). 
Volunteering and Its Relationship With Personal 
and Neighborhood Well-Being. Nonprofit and 
Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 38(1), 144-159.

Putnam, R. (1995). Bowling Alone: America’s 
Declining Social Capital. Journal of Democracy, 
6(1), 65-78.

Putnam, R. (2000). Bowling Alone - The 
Collapse and Revival of American Community. 
New York: Simon and Schuster.

Rothstein, B., & Stolle, D. (2002). How Political 
Institutions Create and Destroy Social Capital: 
An Institutional Theory of Generalized Trust.

Sanders, J. M., & Nee, V. (1996). Immigrant 
Self-Employment: The Family as Social Capital 
and the Value of Human Capital. American 
Sociological Review, 61(2), 231-249.

Tatarko, A. (2011). Social capital as an object of 
psychological research. Moscow: MaxPress.

Tholits, P. A., & Hewitt, L. N. (2001). Volunteer 
Work and Well-Being. Journal of Health and 
Social Behavior, 115-131.

van Deth, J. W. (2001). The Proof of the Pudding: 
Social Capital, Democracy, and Citizenship. 
Social Capital: Interdisciplinary Perspectives. 
Exeter: EURESCO.

Health
Anderson, H. R., Atkinson, R. W., Peacock, J. L., 
Marston, L. & Konstantinou, K. ‘Meta-analysis 
of time-series studies and panel studies of 
Particulate Matter (PM) and Ozone (O3)’, 
WHO, 2014.

Barro, R. J.  ‘Health and Economic Growth’ 
Annals of Economics and Finance 14-2, 329 – 
366 (2013).

Cecchini, M., Sassi, F., Lauer, J. A., Lee, Y. Y., 
Guajardo-Barron, V. & Chisholm, D., ‘Tackling of 
unhealthy diets, physical inactivity, and obesity: 
health effects and cost-effectiveness’, Lancet 
2010; 376: 1775–84. 

44 Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



Collins, P. Y., et al, ‘Grand challenges in global 
mental health: A consortium of researchers, ad-
vocates and clinicians announces here research 
priorities for improving the lives of people 
with mental illness around the world, and calls 
for urgent action and investment’, Nature. ; 
475(7354): 27–30.

Diener, E., Kahneman, D,. Helliwell, J. 
‘International Differences in Well-Being’, Oxford 
University Press.

Dolan, P. Peasgood, T. & White, M. ‘Do we really 
know what makes us happy? A review of the 
economic literature on the factors associated 
with subjective well-being, Journal of Economic 
Psychology 29 (2008) 94–122.

Eaton, J., McCay, L., Semrau, M., Chatterjee, S., 
Baingana, F., Araya, R., Ntulo, C., Thornicroft, 
G., Saxena, S. ‘Scale up of services for mental 
health in low-income and middle-income 
countries’, Global Mental Health 4, Lancet 2011; 
378: 1592–603.

Healy, J. D. ‘Excess winter mortality in Europe: 
a cross country analysis identifying key risk 
factors’, J Epidemiol Community Health 
2003;57:784–789.

Joumard, I. et al. (2008), “Health Status 
Determinants: Lifestyle, Environment, 
Health Care Resources and Efficiency”, OECD 
Economics Department Working Papers, No. 
627, OECD Publishing.

Kakuma, R., et al. ‘Human resources for mental 
health care: current situation and strategies for 
action’, Global Mental Health 5, Lancet 2011; 
378: 1654–63.

Keller, M. B., et al. ‘Clinical Guide to Depression 
and Bipolar Disorder: Findings from the 
Collaborative Depression Study’, 2013.

Levine, O. S. Bloom, D. E., Cherian, T., de 
Quadros, C., Sow, S., Wecker, J., Duclos, P. & 
Greenwood, B. ‘The future of immunisation 
policy, implementation, and financing’, New 
Decade of Vaccines 4, June 9, 2011.

Liu Y, Dalal K, Stollenwerk B (2013) The 
Association between Health System 
Development and the Burden of Cardiovascular 
Disease: An Analysis of WHO Country Profiles. 
PLoS ONE 8(4): e61718. doi:10.1371/journal.
pone.0061718.

Lund, C., et al, ‘Poverty and mental disor-
ders: breaking the cycle in low-income and 
middle-income countries’, Lancet 2011; 378: 
1502–14.

Muldoon, K. A., Galway, L. P., Nakajima, M., 
Kanters, S., Hogg, R. S., Bendavid, E. and Mills, E. 
J. ‘Health system determinants of infant, child 
and maternal mortality: A cross-sectional study 
of UN member countries’, Globalization and 
Health 2011, 7:42.

Van Baal, P., Obulqasim P., Brouwer, W., 
Nusselder W. & Mackenbach, J. ‘The influence 
of health care spending on life expectancy’, 
Netspar Panel Paper 35.

Wang, P. S. et al, ‘Worldwide Use of Mental 
Health Services for Anxiety, Mood, and 
Substance Disorders: Results from 17 Countries 
in the WHO World Mental Health (WMH) 
Surveys’, Lancet. 2007 September 8; 370(9590): 
841–850.

WHO, UNICEF, World Bank. State of the world’s 
vaccines and immunization, 3rd ed. Geneva, 
World Health Organization, 2009.

Wilson et al, ‘Impact of Tobacco Control 
Interventions on Smoking Initiation, Cessation, 
and Prevalence: A Systematic Review’, Journal of 
Environmental and Public Health Volume 2012.

Yusuf, Shahid; Deaton, Angus; Dervis, Kemal; 
Easterly, William; Ito, Takatoshi; Stiglitz, Joseph 
E.. 2009. Development Economics through 
the Decades : A Critical Look at 30 Years of the 
World Development Report. Washington, DC: 
World Bank.

Safety & Security
Axworthy, Lloyd. Human Security: Safety 
for People in a Changing World. Department 
of Foreign Affairs and International Trade, 
Canadian Government, Ottawa: Department of 
Foreign Affairs and International Trade, 1999.

Bajpai, K. Human Security: Concept and 
Measurement. Kroc Institute Occasional Paper 
#19:OP:1, New Delhi: Kroc Institute, 2000.

Blattman, C, and E Miguel. “Civil War.” Journal 
of Economic Literature, 2010: 3-57.

Bosold, D. The Politics of Self‐righteousness: 
Canada’s Foreign Policy and the Human Security 
Agenda. n.d.

Cohen, M. “The Effect of Crime on Life 
Satisfaction.” The Journal of Legal Studies, 2008: 
325-353.

Collier, Paul. On the Economic Consequences of 
Civil War. Oxford Economic Papers 51, Oxford: 
Oxford University, 1999.

Di Tella, R, and R MacCulloch. “Some Uses 
of Happiness Data in Economics.” Journal of 
Economic Perspectives, 2006: 25-46.

Diener, E, E Suh, R Lucas, and H Smith. 
“Subjective Well-Being: Three Decades of 
Progress.” Psychological Bulletin, 1999: 
276-302.

Dugan, L. “The Effect of Criminal Victimization 
on a Household’s Moving Decision .” 
Criminology, 1999: 903-930.

Economist Intelligence, Unit. Global food securi-
ty index 2014. Index, The Economist, 2014.

Fajnzylber, P, D Lederman, and N Loayza. “What 
causes Violent Crime? .” European Economic 
Review, 2000.

Farral, S, E Gray, and J Jackson. Theorising 
the Fear of Crime: The Cultural and Social 
Significance of Insecurities about Crime. Working 
Paper No. 5 ESRC Grant RES 000231108, 
London: London School of Economics, 2007.

Farrel, G. “Preventing Repeat Victimization.” In 
Building a Safer Society: Strategic Approaches to 
Crime Prevention, by M Tonry and D Farrington, 
469-534. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1995.

Fox, S, and K Hoelscher. Political Order, 
Development and Social Violence. Research 
Report, Crisis States Research Centre, 2011.

GDRD, Global Development Research Centre. 
http://www.gdrc.org/. December 22, 2013. 
http://www.gdrc.org/ (accessed June 30, 2014).

Ghobarah, H, and P: Russett, B Huth. “Civil 
Wars Kill and Main People - Long after the 
Shooting Stops.” American Political Science 
Review, 2003: 189-202.

Graham, C. “Adaptation amidst Prosperity and 
Adversity: Insights from Happiness Studies 
around the World.” The World Bank Research 
Observer, 2011: 105-137.

Haq, M. New imperatives of Human Security. 
Paper, New York: United Nations Development 
Programme, 1994.

Hinkle, J, and D Weisburd. “The irony of broken 
windows policing: a microplace study of the 
relationship between disorder, focused police 
crackdowns and fear of crime.” Journal of 
Criminal Justice, 2008: 503-512.

Kalish, C. International crime rates. Bureau of 
Justice Statistics special report, Washington DC: 
Government Printing Office, 1988.

Kilpatrick, D, C Edmunds, and A Seymour. Rape 
in America: A Report to the Nations. Arlington: 
National Victim Centre, 1992.

King, G, and C Murray. “Rethinking Security.” 
Political Science Quarterly, 2001-02: 585-610.

Krahn, H, T Hartnagel, and J Gartrell. “Income 
Inequality and Homicide Rates: Cross-National 
data and Criminology Theories.” Criminology, 
1986: 269-294.

LaFree, G, and A Tseloni. “Democracy and 
Crime: A Multilevel Analysis of Homicide Trends 
in Forty-Four Countries, 1950-2000.” Annals 
of the American Academy of Political and Social 
Science, 2006: 26-49.

Lorenc, T, et al. “Crime, fear of crime, envi-
ronment, and mental health and wellbeing: 
Mapping review of theories and causal path-
ways.” Health & Place, 2012: 757-765.

 45Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



Messer, S, and R Rosenfeld. “Political restraint 
of market and levels of criminal homicide: A 
cross-national application of institutional-ano-
mie theory.” Social Forces, 1997: 1393-1416.

Messner, S, L Raffalovich, and P Shrock. 
“Reassessing the Cross-National Relationship 
Between Income Inequality and Homicide 
Rates: Implications of Data Quality Control 
in the Measurement of Income Distribution.” 
Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 2002: 
377-395.

Moon, D, A Walker, R Murphy, J Flatley, J 
Parfrement-Hopkins, and P Hall. Perceptions of 
Crime and Anti-Social Behaviour: Findings from 
the 2008/09 British Crime Survey. Home Office 
Report, London: Home Office, 2009.

Neopolitan, J. “Cross-national crime data: 
Some unadressed problems.” Journal of Criminal 
Justice, 1996: 95-112.

—. Cross-national crime: A research review and 
sourcebook. Wetsport: Greenwood, 1997.

Pampel, F, and R Gartner. “Age Structure, Socio-
Political Institutions, and National Homicide 
Rates.” European Sociological Review, 1995: 
243-260.

Powdthavee, N. “Unhappiness and Crime: 
Evidence from South Africa.” Economica, 2005: 
531-547.

Sung, H. “Democracy and organized crime 
activities: Evidence from 59 countries.” Security 
Journal, 2004: 21-34.

Tversky, A, and D Kahneman. “Judgment under 
uncertainty: heuristic and biases.” Science, 1974: 
1124-1131.

United Nations, Development Programme. 
Redefining Security. Human Development 
Report 1994, New York: United Nations 
Development Programme, 1994.

Personal Freedom
Armstrong, D. A. ‘Stability and change in the 
Freedom House political rights and civil liberties 
measures’, Journal of Peace Research September 
2011 vol. 48 no. 5 653-662.

Compton, R. A., Giedeman, D. C., Hoover, G. 
A. ‘Panel evidence on economic freedom and 
growth in the United States’, European Journal 
of Political Economy 27 (2011) 423–435.

Dawson, J. W. ‘Causality in the freedom–growth 
relationship’, European Journal of Political 
Economy Vol. 19 (2003) 479 – 495.

Gorlach, V. I. & Le Roux, P. ‘The Impact of 
Economic Freedom on Economic Growth in the 
SADC: An Individual Component Analysis’, ERSA 
working paper 327, January 2013.

Gorodnichenko, Y. & Roland, G. ‘Which 
Dimensions of Culture Matter for Long-Run 
Growth?’ The American Economic Review, 
Volume 101, Number 3, May 2011, pp. 492-498.

Gwartney, J., Hall, J. & Lawson, R. ‘Economic 
Freedom of the World: 2013 Annual Report’, 
Fraser Institute, 2013.

Landman, T. ‘Indicators for Human Rights 
Based Approaches to Development in UNDP 
Programming: A Users’ Guide’, UNDP, 2006.

The United Nations, ‘Human Rights Indicators: 
A Guide to Measurement and Implementation’, 
New York and Geneva, 2012.

Wood, R. M.; Gibney, M. ‘The Political 
Terror Scale (PTS): A Re-introduction and a 
Comparison to CIRI’, Human Rights Quarterly, 
Volume 32, Number 2, May 2010, pp. 367-400.

Governance
Acemoglu, D, and J Robison. Economic Origins 
of Dictatorship and participation. New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 2006.

—. Economic Origins of Dictatorship and 
Democracy. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 2006.

Acemoglu, D, S Johnson, J Robison, and P Yared. 
“Income and Democracy.” American Economic 
Review, 2008: 808–842.

Alesina, A, and G Angeletos. “Corruption, 
inequlity, and fairness.” Journal of Monetary 
Economics, 2005: 1227-1244.

Andersson, S, and P Heywood. “The Politics 
of Perception: Use and Abuse of Transparency 
International’s Approach to Measuring 
Corruption.” Political Studies, 2008: 746–767.

Andvij, J, O Fjeldstad, I Amundsen, T Sissener, 
and T Soreide. Research on Corruption: A policy 
oriented survey. Final Report, Chr. Michelsen 
Institute (CMI) & Norwegian Institute of 
International Affairs (NUPI), 2000.

Atkison. Atksion Review: Final Review. Palgrave 
Macmillan, 2005.

Avellaneda, Sebastian D. “Good Governance, 
Institutions and Economic Development: 
Beyond the Conventional Wisdom.” Conference 
paper, Barcelona, 2006.

Barro, Robert J. Determinants of Economic 
Growth: A Cross-Country Empirical Study. 
Cambridge: MIT Press, 1997.

Botero, J, J Martinez, A Ponce, and C Pratt. 
The Rule of Law Measurement Revolution: 
Complementarity Between Official Statistics, 
Qualitative Assessments and Quantitative 
Indicators of the Rule of Law. World Justice 
Project, n.d.

Bratton, M, and E Chang. “State building in 
sub-Saharan Africa - forwards, backwards, or 
together.” Comparative Political Studies, 2006: 
1059-1083.

BTI. BTI 2014, Codebook for country assess-
ments. Codebook, Gütersloh: BTI, 2014.

Carothers, T. “The rule of law revival.” Foreign 
Affairs, 1998: 95-106.

Charron, N, V Lapuente, and L Dijkstra. Regional 
Governance Matters: A Study on Regional 
Variation in Quality of Government within the EU. 
WP 01/2012, European Commission, 2012.

Chene, M. The Impact of corruption on growth 
and inequality. Anti-Corruption Helpdesk paper, 
Transparency International, 2014.

Court, J, G Hyden, and K Mease. Assessing 
Governance: Methodological Challenges. World 
Governance Survey Discussion Paper 2, United 
Nations University, 2002.

Dorn, D, J Fischer, G Kirchgassner, and A Sousa-
Poza. “Is it Culture or Democracy? The Impact 
of Democracy and Culture on Happiness.” 
Social indicators Research, 2007: 505-526.

DRA. “Theoretical Basis.” Global Democracy 
Ranking. 2013. http://democracyranking.
org/?page_id=590 (accessed April 21, 2015).

Easterlin, R. “Does Economic Growth Inprove 
the Human Lot? Some Empirical Evidence.” In 
Nations and Households in Economic Growth, 
by P David and M Reder, 89-125. New York: 
Academic Press, 1974.

FH. Freedom in the World. 2014. https://free-
domhouse.org/report/freedom-world-2014/
freedom-world-faq#.VTYYJyFVhBc (accessed 
April 21, 2015).

—. “Methodology.” Freedom in the World. 
2014. https://freedomhouse.org/report/free-
dom-world-2014/methodology#.VTYX6iFVhBc 
(accessed April 21, 2015).

Freedom House, Freedom in the World. 
Methodology. 2011. http://freedomhouse.org/
report/freedom-world-2011/methodology#.
U6lZa_ldXy0 (accessed June 24, 2014).

Fukuyama, F. What is Governance? Working 
Paper 314, Washington: Centre for Global 
Development, 2013.

Gerring, J. “What Makes a Concept Good? A 
Criterial Framework for Understanding Concept 
Formation in the Social Sciences.” Polity, 1999: 
357-393.

Ginsburg, T. “Pitfalls of Measuring the Rule of 
Law.” Hague Journal on the Rule of Law, 2011: 
269–280.

Gisselquist, R. “Developing and evaluating gov-
ernance indexes: 10 questions.” Policy Studies, 
2014: 513-531.

46 Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



Greif, A. “Commitment, Coercion, and Markets: 
The Nature and Dynamics of Institutions 
Supporting Exchange.” In Handbook of New 
Institutional Economics, by C Menard and M 
Shirley, 727–786. Netherlands: Springer, 2005.

Gupta, S, H Davoodi, and R Alonso-Terme. Does 
Corruption Affect Income Inequality and Poverty? 
WP/98/76, IMF, 1998.

Haller, M, and M Hadler. “How Social Relations 
and Structures Can Produce Happiness and 
Unhappiness: An International Comparative 
Analysis.” Social Indicators Research, 2006: 
169-216.

Helliwell, John F, and H Huang. “How’s Your 
Government? International Evidence Linking 
Good Governance and Well-Being.” British jour-
nal of Political Science, 2008: 595-619.

HF. “2015 Index of Economic Freedom.” The 
Heritage Foundation. 2015. http://www.herit-
age.org/index/ (accessed May 05, 2015).

Holmberg, S, and B Rothstein. “Dying of corrup-
tion.” Health Economics, Policy and Law, 2011: 
529-547.

IDEA. “Bans and limits on private income.” 
IDEA. 2014. http://www.idea.int/political-fi-
nance/bans-and-limits-on-private-income.cfm 
(accessed April 30, 2015).

IDEA. International IDEA’s Political. Flyer, 
Stockholm: IDEA, n.d.

—. “Methodology & Sources.” IDEA. 2014. 
http://www.idea.int/vt/methodology.cfm 
(accessed April 30, 2015).

—. “Public Funding.” IDEA. 2014. http://www.
idea.int/political-finance/public-funding.cfm 
(accessed April 30, 2015).

—. “Regulations of spending.” IDEA. 2014. 
http://www.idea.int/political-finance/regu-
lations-of-spending.cfm (accessed April 30, 
2015).

—. “Reporting, oversight and sanctions.” IDEA. 
2014. http://www.idea.int/political-finance/
reporting-oversight-sanctions.cfm (accessed 
April 30, 2015).

—. “Voter Turnout: Introduction.” Institute 
for Democracy and Electoral Assistance. 2014. 
http://www.idea.int/vt/introduction.cfm (ac-
cessed May 30, 2015).

IMF. Government Finance Statistics Manual 
2014. Manual, Washington: IMF, 2014.

Inglehart, R, R Foa, C Peterson, and C Welzel. 
“Development, Freedom, and Rising Happiness: 
A Global Perspective (1981-2007).” Perspectives 
of Psychological Science, 2008: 264-285.

IoD. The Single Income Tax: Final Report of the 
2020 Tax Commission. Final report, Institute of 
Directors, 2012.

Iqbal, K, and A Shah. How do Worldwide 
Governance Indicators Measure Up? Draft, The 
World Bank, 2008.

Jong-sung, Y, and S Khagram. “A Comparative 
Study of Inequality and Corruption.” American 
Sociological Review, 2005: 136-157.

Kaufman, D, A Kraay, and M Mastruzzi. 
Governance Matters VIII: Aggregate and 
Individual Governance Indicators 1996-2008. 
Policy Research Working Paper 4978, The World 
Bank, 2008.

Kaufman, D, A Kraay, and M Mastruzzi. 
Measuring Governance Using Cross-Country 
Perceptions Data. Paper, Washington: The World 
Bank, 2005.

Kaufman, D, A Kraay, and M Mastruzzi. The 
Worldwide Governance Indicators Project: 
Answering the critics. Word Bank Policy Research 
Working Paper, Washington, DC: World Bank, 
2007.

Kaufman, D, A Kraay, and P Zoido-Lobaton. 
Governance Matters. Policy Research Working 
Paper 2196, The World Bank, 1999.

Kaufman, D, and A Kraay. Growth Without 
Governance. World Bank Policy Research 
Working Paper 2928, The World Bank, 2002.

Kurer, O. “Corruption: An alternative approach 
to its definition and measurement.” Political 
Studies, 2005: 222-239.

La Porta, R, F Lopez-de-Silanes, A Shleifer, and 
R Vishny. “The quality of government.” Journal 
of Law, Economics and Organization, 1999: 
222-279.

Lambdorff, J. The Institutional Economics of 
Corruption. Cambridge: Cmabridge University 
Press, 2007.

Langbein, L, and S Knack. The Worldwide 
Governance Indicators and Tautology: Causally 
Related Separable Concepts, Indicators of aCom-
mon Cause, or Both? Policy Research Working 
Paper 4669, The World Bank, 2008.

Lipset, Seymour M. “Some Social Requisites 
of Democracy: Economic Development and 
Political Legitimacy.” American Political Science 
Review, 1959: 69-150.

Luttmer, E. “Neighbors as Negatives: Relative 
Earnings and Well-Being.” Quarterly Journal of 
Economics, 2005: 963-1002.

Magazzino, C, and F Forte. Optimal size of 
government and economic growth in the EU-27. 
MPRA Paper No. 26669, Munich: Munich 
Personal RePEc Archive, 2010.

Munck, G. “Measures of Democracy, 
Governance and Rule of Law: An Overview 
of Cross-National Data Sets.” Understanding 
Growth and Freedom from the Bottom Up. 
Washington, DC: World Bank, 2003. 1-9.

Murray, R. A Review of the Atkison Review. 
Swedish Agency for Public Management, n.d.

North, D, and R Thomas. The Rise of the Western 
World: A New Economic History. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1973.

North, D, J Wallis, and B Weingast. Violence 
and Social Orders: A Conceptual Framework 
for Interpreting Recorded Human History. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009.

O’Donnel, G. “Why the rule of law matters.” 
Journal of Democracy, 2004: 32-46.

Olsson, S. Corruption and Political Participation. 
Working Paper Series 2014:12, Gothenburg: 
University of Gothemburg, 2014.

Oman, Charles P, and C Arndt. Measuring 
Governance. Policy Brief No.39, OECD, 2010.

Ott, J. “Good governance and happiness in 
nationa: Technical quality precedes democracy 
and quality beats size.” Journal of Happiness 
Studies, 2008: 353-368.

Pacek, A, and B Radcliff. “Welfare policy and 
subjective wee-being across nations: An 
individual-level assessment.” Social Indicators 
Research, 2005: 179-191.

Papanioannou, E, and G Siourounis. Economic 
and Social Factors Driving the Third Wave of 
Democratization. Unpublished , 2006.

Persson, A, and B Rothstein. “It’s My 
Money: Why Big Government May Be Good 
Government.” Comparative Politics, 2015: 
231-249.

Project, Quota. Global Database of Quotas of 
Women. 2009. http://www.quotaproject.org/
aboutQuotas.cfm (accessed April 30, 2015).

Raby, N, and J Teorell. A Quality of Government 
Peace? Brining the State Back Into the Study 
of Inter-State Armed Conflict. Working Paper 
2010:20, Gothenburg: Quality of Government 
Institute, 2010.

Rahmayanti, R, and T Horn. “Expenditure 
efficiency and the optimal size of Government 
in developing countries.” Global Economy and 
Finance Journal, 2011: 46-59.

Rohwer, A. Measuring Corruption: A compari-
son between the Transparency International’s 
Corruption Perception Index and the World Bank’s 
Worldwide Governance Indicators. CESifo DICE 
Report 3/2009, Munich: Institute for Economic 
Research, University of Munich, 2009.

Rose, J. “The rule of law in the western world: 
An overview.” Journal of Social Philosophy, 
2004: 457-470.

Rothstein, B, and D Stolle. “The state and social 
capital: An institutional theory of imparcial 
political institutions.” Comparative Politics, 
2008: 441-459.

 47Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



Rothstein, B, and J Teorell. “Defining and 
measuring quality of government.” In Good 
Government: The Relevance of Political Science, 
by S Holmberg and B Rothstein. Cheltenham: 
Edward Elgar Publisher, 2012.

Rothstein, B, and S Holmberg. Correlates of 
Corruption. Working Paper Series 2014:17, 
Gothenburg: University of Gothenburg, 2014.

Schwab, K. The Global Competetiveness Report 
2012-2013. World Economic Forum, 2013.

Sjostedt, M. Thirsting for Credible Commitments: 
How Secure Land Tenure Affects Access 
to Drinking Water in sub-Saharan Africa. 
Gothenburg: Department of Political Science, 
University of Gothenburg, 2008.

Swaroop, V, and A Rajkumar. Public Spending 
and Outcomes: Does Governance Matter? World 
Bank Policy Research Working Paper No. 2840, 
Washington: World Bank, 2002.

Thompson, T, and A Shah. Transparency 
International’s Corruption Perceptions Index: 
Whose Perceptions Are They Anyway? Discussion 
Draft, World Bank, 2005.

TI. Corruption Perceptions Index 2014: Full 
Source Description. Full source description, 
Transparency International, 2014.

—. “Corruption Perceptions Index: Overview.” 
Transparency International. 2015. http://www.
transparency.org/research/cpi/overview (ac-
cessed May 05, 2015).

TI. Global Corruption Report 2006. London: 
Pluto Press, 2006.

—. Transparency International. 2014. http://
www.transparency.org/cpi2014/in_detail (ac-
cessed April 21, 2015).

Trapnell, S. “Measurement of governance, 
government, and the public sector.” The World 
Bank. February 02, 2013. http://blogs.world-
bank.org/governance/measurement-of-gov-
ernance-government-and-the-public-sector 
(accessed May 05, 2015).

UNDP. A Users’ Guide to Measuring Corruption. 
Oslo: UNDP, 2008.

—. “Human Development Index (HDI).” Human 
Development Report. n.d. http://hdr.undp.org/
en/content/human-development-index-hdi 
(accessed April 21, 2015).

UNESCAP. What is good governance? Manuals, 
guidelines, training materials, UNESCAP, 2009.

WB. “World Governance Indicators.” World 
Governance Indicators. 2014. http://info.world-
bank.org/governance/wgi/index.aspx#home 
(accessed April 29, 2015).

Weingast, B. “The political foundations of de-
mocracy and the rule of law.” American Political 
Science Review, 1997: 245-263.

Business Environment
Acs, J. Z., Audretsch, D. B., Carlsson, B., & 
Braunerhjelm, P. Growth and Entrepreneurship: 
An Empirical Assessment. DP5409, Center for 
Economic Policy Research, CEPR, 2006.

Acs, Z. “How is entrepreneurship good for eco-
nomic growth?” Innovations, 2006: Vol. 1, No. 1, 
Pages 97-107.

Acs, Z.., S. Desai, and L. Klapper. “What does 
“entrepreneurship” data really show?” Small 
Business Economics, vol. 31(3) 2008: 265-281.

Aghion, P., and P. Howitt. “A Model of Growth 
Through Creative Destruction.” Econometrica, 
1992: Vol. 60, No. 2 (Mar., 1992), pp. 323-351.

—. Endogenous Growth Theory. Cambridge, MA: 
MIT Press, 1988.

Ahmad, N., and R. G. Seymour. DEFINING 
ENTREPRENEURIAL ACTIVITY: Definitions 
Supporting Frameworks for Data Collection. 
Paris: OECD, 2009.

Alby, P., J-J Dethier and S. Straub. Let There 
be Light! Firms Operating under Electricity 
Constraints in Developing Countries. No 686, 
IDEI Working Papers, Toulouse: Institut d’Écono-
mie Industrielle (IDEI), 2011.

Alesina, A., and E. La Ferrara. “Who Trusts 
Others?” Journal of Public Economics, 2002: 85, 
207–234.

Amin, M. “Labour Regulation and Employment 
in India’s Retail Stores.” Journal of Comparative 
Economics, 2009: 37: 47–61.

Ardagna, S., and A. Lusardi. “Heterogeneity in 
the Effect of Regulation on Entrepreneurship 
and Entry Size.” Journal of the European 
Economic Association, 2010: vol. 8(2-3), pages 
594-605, 04-05.

Aschauer, D. A. “Public investment and produc-
tivity growth in the Group of Seven.” Economic 
Perspectives, 1989: 17-25.

Audretsch, D. B. Innovation and Industry 
Evolution. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1995.

Audretsch, D.B., and M. Keilbach. “The Theory of 
Knowledge Spillover Entrepreneurship.” Journal 
of Management Studies, 2007: Vol. 44, No. 7, pp. 
1242-1254, November 2007.

Banfield, E. The Moral Basis of a Backward 
Society. New York: Free Press, 1958.

Barseghyan, L. “Entry costs and cross-country 
differences in productivity and output.” Journal of 
Economic Growth, 2008: 13(2):145-67.

Blanchflower, D. G., A.J. Oswald, and A. Stutzer. 
“Latent entrepreneurship across nations.” 
European Economic Review, 2001: 45(4-6), May, 
pp. 680-691.

Bogeti´c, Z., and Fedderke, J.W. Forecasting 
Infrastructure Investment Needs: South Africa’s 
Electricity and Telecom. World Bank Policy 
Research Working Paper No. 3829, Washington, 
DC: World Bank, 2006.

Branstetter, L., Lima, F., Taylor, L. J. and 
Venâncio, A. “Do entry regulations deter 
entrepreneurship and job creation? Evidence 
from recent reforms in Portugal.” The Economic 
Journal, 2013: Vol. 124, 757-775.

Braunerhjelm, P., and J.E. Eklund. “Taxes, tax ad-
ministrative burdens and new firm formation.” 
KyKlos, 2014: Volume 67, Issue 1, pages 1–11, 
February 2014.

Bruhn, M. “A tale of two species: Revisiting the 
effect of registration reform on informal busi-
ness owners in Mexico.” Journal of Development 
Economics, 2013: Vol. 103; 275-283.

Brynjolfsson, E., and L.M. Hitt. “Beyond 
Computation: Information Technology, 
Organizational Transformation and Business 
Performance.” Journal of Economic Perspectives, 
2000: 14(4): 23-48.

Cardona, M., Kretschmer, T. and Strobel, T. 
“ICT and Productivity: Conclusions from the 
Empirical Literature.” Information Economics and 
Policy, 2013: 25(3), 109–125.

Carree, M., A. Van Stel, R. Thurik, and S. 
Wennekers. “The relationship between econom-
ic development and business ownership revisit-
ed.” Entrepreneurship & Regional Development: 
An International Journal, 2007: Volume 19, Issue 
3, 281-291.

Chang, R., L. Kaltani, and N.V. Loayza. 
“Openness can be good for growth: The role 
of policy complementarities.” Journal of 
Development Economics, 2009: 90, 33–49.

Cirmizi, E., L. Klapper, and M. Uttamchandani. 
The Challenges of Bankruptcy Reform. World 
Bank Policy Research Working Paper Series No. 
5448, Washington DC: World Bank, 2010.

Coase, R.H. “The Problem of Social Cost.” 
Journal of Law and Economics, 1960: Vol. 3 (Oct., 
1960), pp. 1-44.

Cobb, C.W., and P.H. Douglas. “A Theory of 
Production.” The American Economic Review, 
1928: Vol. 18, No. 1, Supplement, Papers and 
Proceedings of the Fortieth Annual Meeting 
of the American Economic Association (Mar., 
1928), pp. 139-165.

Cohen, W.M., and D.A. Levinthal. “Innovation 
and Learning: The Two Faces of R & D.” The 
Economic Journal, 1989: Vol. 99, No. 397 (Sep., 
1989), pp. 569-596.

Cosh, A., X. Fu, and A. Hughes. “Organisation 
structure and innovation performance in differ-
ent environments.” Small Business Economics, 
2012: vol. 39(2), pages 301-317, September.

48 Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



Coyne, C.J., and C.R. Williamson. “Trade open-
ness and cultural creative destruction.” Journal 
of Entrepreneurship and Public Policy, 2012: Vol. 
1 Iss: 1, pp.22 - 49.

Davidsson, P., L. Lindmark, and C. Olofsson. 
“Small Firms, Business Dynamics and 
Differential Development of Economic 
Well-Being.” Small Business Economics, 1995: 
7(4):301-15.

Desai, M., P. Gompers, and J. Lerner. 
“Institutions, capital constraints and entrepre-
neurial firm dynamics: evidence from Europe.” 
NBER Working Paper 10165, Cambridge, MA, 
2003.

Divanbeigi, R., and R. Ramalho. Business regula-
tions and growth. Policy Research Working Paper 
No. 7299, Washington DC: World Bank, 2015.

Djankov, S., McLiesh, C., and R. Ramalho. 
“Regulation and Growth.” Economics Letter, 
2006: 92: 395–401.

Djankov, S., T. Ganser, C. McLiesh, R. Ramalho, 
and A. Shleifer. “The Effect of Corporate Taxes 
on Investment and Entrepreneurship.” American 
Economic Journal: Macroeconomics, 2010: 2(3): 
31-64.

Doing Business. Doing Business 2015. Going 
Beyond Efficiency. Washington DC: World Bank, 
2015.

Draca, M., and R. and Van Reenen, J. Sadun. 
Productivity and ICT: A Review of the Evidence. 
CEP Discussion Papers dp0749, London: Centre 
for Economic Performance, 2006.

Easterly, W., and S. Rebelo. “Fiscal Policy and 
Economic Growth: An Empirical Investigation.” 
Journal of Monetary Economics, 1993: 32: 
417-458.

Eliasson, G. “Spillovers, Integrated Production 
and the Theory of the Firm.” Journal of 
Evolutionary Economics, 1996: 6, 125-140.

Esfahania, H.S., and M. T. Ramırez. “Institutions, 
infrastructure, and economic growth.” Journal of 
Development Economics, 2003: 70; 443 – 477.

European Commission. “European e-commerce 
turnover grew by 14.3% to reach € 423.8bn in 
2014.” 2015. https://ec.europa.eu/futurium/en/
content/european-e-commerce-turnover-grew-
143-reach-eu-4238bn-2014.

Fernald, John G. “Roads to Prosperity? 
Assessing the Link between Public Capital and 
Productivity.” American Economic Review, 1999: 
89(3): 619-638.

Fonseca R., P. Lopez-Garcia and C.A. Pissarides. 
“Entrepreneurship, Start-up Costs and 
Employment.” European Economic Review, 
2001: 45, 692-705.

Francois, P., and J. Zabojnik. “Trust, Social 
Capital and Economic Development.” Journal 
of the European Economic Association, 2010: 
Volume 3, Issue 1, pages 51–94, March 2005.

Franke, R.H., G. Hofstede, and M.H. Bond. 
“Cultural roots of economic performance: A 
research note.” Strategic Management Journal, 
1991: Volume 12, Issue S1, pages 165–173, 
Summer 1991.

Freund, C., and N. Rocha. “What Constrains 
Africa’s Exports?” The World Bank Economic 
Review, 2011: Volume 25, Issue 3Pp. 361-386.

Fu, X. “Foreign Direct Investment, Absorptive 
Capacity and Regional Innovation Capabilities: 
Evidence from China.” Oxford Development 
Studies, 2008: vol. 36(1), pages 89-110.

Garcia-Mila, T., McGuire, T.J., Porter, R.H.,. “The 
effect of public capital in state level production 
functions reconsidered.” Review of Economics 
and Statistics, 1996: 78, 177 – 180.

Gibbons, R. “Incentives in Organizations.” The 
Journal of Economic Perspectives, 1998: Vol. 12, 
No. 4 (Autumn, 1998), pp. 115-132.

Girma, S. “Absorptive Capacity and Productivity 
Spillovers from FDI: A Threshold Regression 
Analysis.” Oxford Bulletin of Economics and 
Statistics, 2005: Volume 67, Issue 3, pages 
281–306, June 2005.

Glaeser, E., S. Johnson, and J. Shleifer. “Coase 
Versus the Coasians.” Quarterly Journal of 
Economics, 2001: 116, 853-899.

Goldsmith, R. W. Financial structure and devel-
opment. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 
1969.

Gramlich, E.M.,. “Infrastructure investment: a 
review essay.” Journal of Economic Literature, 
1994: 32 (3),1176 – 1196.

Greif, A. “Cultural Beliefs and the Organization 
of Society: A Historical and Theoretical 
Reflection on Collectivist and Individualist 
Societies.” The Journal of Political Economy, 
1994: vol. 102(5), pages 912-50, October.

Griliches, Z. “Patent Statistics as Economic 
Indicators: A Survey.” Journal of Economic 
Literature (NBER), 1990: Vol. XXVIII, pp. 1661-
1707, (December 1990).

Grimm, M., R. Hartwig, and J. and Lay. 
“Electricity access and the performance of mi-
cro and small enterprises: evidence from West 
Africa.” The European journal of development 
research, 2013: Volume 25, Issue 5, 815-829.

Grossman, G.M., and E. Helpman. Innovation 
and Growth in the Global Economy. The MIT 
Press, 1993.

Guiso, L., P. Sapienza, and L. Zingales. “Does 
Culture Affect Economic Outcomes?” Journal of 
Economic Perspectives, 2006: 20(2): 23-48.

Hamilton, B.H. “Does Entrepreneurship Pay? 
An Empirical Analysis of the Returns to Self-
Employment.” Journal of Political Economy, 
2000: 108, 604–631.

Hofstede, G. Culture’s Consequences: 
International Differences in Work-Related Values. 
Beverly Hills CA: Sage Publications, 1980.

Hofstede, G., and Bond, M. H. “The Confucius 
Connection: From Cultural Roots to Economic 
Growth.” Organizational Dynamics, 1988: Vol. 
16, No. 4, 4-21.

Holtz-Eakin, D. “Public sector capital and the 
productivity puzzle.” Review of Economics and 
Statistics, 1994: 76,12-21.

Holtz-Eakin, D., Schwartz, A.E. “Infrastructure 
in a structural model of economic growth.” 
Regional Science and Urban Economics, 1995: 
25, 131 – 151.

Hughes, A., and M.S. Scott Morton. The 
transforming power of complementary assets. 
Summer, 50-58, MIT Sloan Management 
Review, 2006.

Hyytinen, A., and P. Ilmakunnas. “What distin-
guishes a serial entrepreneur?” Industrial and 
Corporate Change, 2007: vol. 16, issue 5, pages 
793-821.

Hyytinen, A., and T. Takalo. “Investor protection 
and business creation.” International Review 
of Law and Economics, 2008: vol. 28(2), pages 
113-122, June.

Janiak, A. “Structural Unemployment and the 
Costs of Firm Entry and Exit.” Labour Economics, 
2013: 23 (August): 1–19.

John, K., L. Litov, and B. Yeung. “Corporate 
Governance and Risk-Taking.” Journal of Finance, 
2008: vol. 63, issue 4, pages 1679-1728.

Johnson, J., and T. Lenartowicz. “Culture, 
Freedom and Economic Growth: Do Cultural 
Values Explain Economic Growth?” Journal of 
World Business, 1998: 33(4) pp.332-356.

Kaplan, David S. and Piedra, Eduardo and Seira, 
Enrique. Entry regulation and business start-ups : 
evidence from Mexico. Policy Research Working 
Paper Series 4322, The World Bank, 2007.

Kerekes, C. B., and C.R. Williamson. “Unveiling 
de Soto’s mystery: property rights, capital 
formation, and development.” Journal of 
Institutional Economics, 2008: vol. 4(03), pages 
299-325, December.

King, R.G., and R. Levine. “Finance and Growth: 
Schumpeter Might Be Right.” The Quarterly 
Journal of Economics, 1993: Volume 108, Issue 
3Pp. 717-737.

 49Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



Kirubi, C., A. Jacobson, D. M. Kammen, and A. 
Mills. “Community-Based Electric Micro-Grids 
Can Contribute to Rural Development: Evidence 
from Kenya.” World Development, 2009: Vol. 37, 
Issues 7, 1208–1221.

Kirzner, I. M. Competition and Entrepreneurship. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1973.

La Porta, R., F. Lopez-De-Silanes, A. Shleifer, and 
R. Vishny. “Investor Protection and Corporate 
Valuation.” The Journal of Finance, 2002: 
Volume 57, Issue 3, Pages 1147–1170.

LaPorta, R., F. Lopez-de-Silanes, A. Shleifer, and 
R. Vishny. “Law and Finance.” Journal of Political 
Economy, 1998: 106 (6): 1113-1155.

Lazear, E. P. Performance Pay and Productivity. 
NBER Working Paper 5672, Cambridge, MA : 
NBER, 1996.

Lee, C-C. “Energy Consumption and GDP in 
Developing Countries: A Cointegrated Panel 
Analysis.” Energy Economics, 2005: 27: 415-427.

Lee, S.-H., Y. Yamakawa,, M.W. Peng, and J. 
B. Barney. “How do bankruptcy laws affect 
entrepreneurship development around the 
world?” Journal of Business Venturing, 2011: 
26(5): 505–520.

Lever, M. H. C., and H. R. Nieuwenhuijsen. 
“The impact of competition on productivity in 
Dutch.” In Innovation, Industry Evolution and 
Employment., by D. B. Audretsch. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1999.

Lundström, A.,, and L. Stevenson. 
Entrepreneurship policy: Theory and practice. 
New York: Springer Science + Business Media, 
2005.

Mairesse, J., and P. Mohnen. To Be or Not To 
Be Innovative: An Exercise in Measurement. N. 
8644, NBER Working Paper, 2001.

Mathers, R.L., and C.R. Williamson. “Cultural 
Context: Explaining the Productivity of 
Capitalism.” Kyklos, 2011: Volume 64, Issue 2, 
pages 231–252, May 2011.

Mayer-Tasch, L., Mukherjee, M. and Reiche, K. 
Productive Use of Energy – PRODUSE: Measuring 
Impacts of Electrification on Small and Micro-
Enterprises in Sub-Saharan Africa. Eschborn:GIZ, 
2013.

McKinnon, R.I. Money and Capital in Economic 
Development. Washington, DC: Brookings 
Institution, 1973.

Monteiro, J.C.M., and J.J. Assunção. “Coming 
out of the shadows? Estimating the impact 
of bureaucracy simplification and tax cut on 
formality in Brazilian microenterprises.” Journal 
of Development Economics, 2012: Volume 99, 
Issue 1, September 2012, Pages 105–115.

Moskowitz, Y.J., and A. Vissing-Jorgensen. 
“The Returns to Entrepreneurial Investment: 
A Private Equity Premium Puzzle?” American 
Economic Review, 2002: 92, 4 (2002): 745-778.

Nadiri, M. I. Contributions and Determinants of 
Research and Development Expenditures in the 
U.S. Manufacturing Industries. NBER Working 
Paper No. 360, Cambridge, MA: NBER, 1979.

Narayan, P.K., Narayan, S., and Popp, S. “A note 
on the long-run elasticities from the energy 
consumption-GDP relationship.” Applied 
Energy, 2010: 87, 1054-1057.

Nelson, R.R., and E.S. Phelp. “Investment in 
Humans, Technological Diffusion, and Economic 
Growth.” The American Economic Review, 1966: 
Vol. 56, No. 1/2. (Mar., 1966), pp. 69-75.

Nicoletti, G., and S. Scarpetta. “Regulation, 
productivity and growth: OECD evidence.” 
Economic Policy, April 2003: 18(36):9-72.

North, D.C. Institutions, Institutional Change and 
Economic Performance. Cambridge University 
Press, 1990.

Porter, M. The Competitive Advantage of 
Nations. New York: Free Press, 1990.

Porter, M., Sachs, J., and McArthur, J. “Executive 
summary: Competitiveness and stages of 
economic development.” In The global com-
petitiveness report 2001-2002, by J. Sachs, P. 
K. Cornelius, J. W. McArthur, and K. Schwab 
M. Porter, 16–25. New York: Oxford University 
Press, 2002.

Porter, M.E. “Location, Competition, and 
Economic Development: Local Clusters in a 
Global Economy.” Economic Development 
Quarterly, 2000: February 2000 vol. 14 no. 1 
15-34.

Portugal-Perez, A., and J.S. Wilson. “Export 
Performance and Trade Facilitation Reform: 
Hard and Soft Infrastructure.” World 
Development, 2012: vol. 40(7), pages 
1295-1307.

Putnam, R. Making democracy work: civic 
tradition in modern Italy. Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 1993.

Reynolds, P. D. “Creative Destruction: 
Source orSymptom of Economic Growth?” 
In Entrepreneurship, Small and Medium-
Sized Enterprises and the Macroeconomy, by 
BoCarlsson and Charlie Karlsson Zoltan J. Acs. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999.

Roller, L-H., and L. Waverman. 
“Telecommunications Infrastructure and 
Economic Development: A Simultaneous 
Approach.” American Economic Review, 2001: 
91(4): 909-923.

Romer, P.MPo. “Increasing Returns and Long 
Run Growth.” Journal of Political Economy, 1986: 
94, 1002–37.

Ruffin, Roy J. “Quasi-specific Factors: Worker 
Comparative Advantage in the Two Sector.” 
Journal of International Economics, 2001: 
445-61.

Salgado-Banda, H. Entrepreneurship and 
Economic Growth: an empirical analysis. 
Direction de Estudios Economicos, Banco de 
Mexico, 2005.

Schumpeter, Joseph A. Capitalism, socialism and 
democracy (2nd ed.). Floyd, Virginia: Impact 
Books, 1942.

Shaw, E. Financial Deepening in Economic 
Development. New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1973.

Solow, R. “Technical Change and the Aggregate 
Production Function.” Review of Economics and 
Statistics, 1957: 39 (August): 312–320.

Stern, D. “A Multivariate Cointegration Analysis 
of the Role of Energy in the US economy.” 
Energy Economics, 2000: 22: 267-283.

Storey, D. J., and B. S. Tether. “Public policy 
measures to support new technology-based 
firms in the European Union.” Research Policy, 
1998: vol. 26(9), pages 1037-1057, April.

Tabellini, G. “Culture and Institutions: Economic 
Development in the Regions of Europe.” Journal 
of the European Economic Association, 2010: 
Volume 8, Issue 4, pages 677–716, June 2010.

Troilo, M. “Legal institutions and high-growth 
aspiration entrepreneurship.” Economic Systems, 
2011: Volume 35, Issue 2, June 2011, Pages 
158–175.

UNCTAD. Information Economy Report 2014-
2015. Unlocking the Potential of E-Commerce for 
Developing Countries. Geneva: UNCTAD, 2015.

Verspagen, B. “Endogenous innovation in 
neoclassical growth models: A survey.” Journal 
of Macroeconomics, 1992: 631-662.

Wennberg, K., and D.R. DeTienne. “Studying 
Entrepreneurial Exit: New directions and 
insights.” International Small Business Journal, 
2015: Forthcoming.

Westhead, P., D. Ucbasaran, M. Wright, and M. 
Binks. “Novice, serial, and portfolio entre-
preneur behaviour and contributions.” Small 
Business Economics, 2005: 25(2):109–13.

Williamson, O.E. The economic institutions 
of capitalism: Firms, Markets, Relational 
Contracting. New York: The Free Press, 1985.

Wolde-Rufael, Y. “Electricity consumption and 
economic growth: a time series experience for 
17 African countries.” Energy Policy, 2006: Vol. 
34, 1106–1114.

50 Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



Wong, PK, YP Ho, and E Autio. 
“Entrepreneurship, innovation and econom-
ic growth: Evidence from GEM data.” Small 
Business Economics, 2005: Volume 24, Issue 3, 
pp 335-350.

World Bank. Information and Communications. 
Global Trends and Policies. Washington, DC: 
World Bank, 2006.

Zak, P., and S. Knack. “Trust and growth.” 
Economic Journal, 2001: 111, 295-321.

Education
Adams, A.V. The Role of Youth Skills 
Development in the Transition to Work: A 
Global Review. Human Development Network 
Children and Youth Department Working Paper, 
Washington D.C: The World Bank , 2007.

 AfDB. The Africa Competitiveness Report. World 
Economic Forum, 2011.

Al Houqani, H, and K Raddad. “Sustainable 
Development Indicators for the Arab Region: 
Guiding Principles and Methodologies, Part 1: 
Social Indicators.” 2012.

Angrist, J, and V Lavy. “Does Teacher Training 
Affect Pupil Learning? Evidence From Matched 
Comparisons in Jerusalem Public Schools?” 
Working Paper, 1998.

Baldacci, E, G.S Teresa, and L Mello. “More on 
the Effectiveness of Public Spending on Health 
Care and Education: A Covariance Structure 
Model.” Journal of International Development, 
2003: 709–725.

Balisacan, A.M, and H Hill. The Phillipine 
Economy: Devleopment, Policies and 
Challenges. New York: Oxford University Press, 
2003.

Barro, R.J, and J.W Lee. “A New Data Set of 
Educational Attainment in the World.” Journal 
of Development Economics, 2013: 184-198.

Barro, R.J, and J.W Lee. “Sources of economic 
growth .” Carnegie-Rochester Conference Series 
on Public Policy, 1994: 1-46.

Beall, J. The shape of things to come: higher ed-
ucation global trends and emerging opportuni-
ties to 2020. London: The British Council, 2012.

Becker, G. Human Capital. Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1964.

Beine, M, F Docquier, and H Rapoport. “Brain 
Drain and Economic Growth: Theory and 
Evidence.” Journal of Development Economics , 
2001: 275-89.

Beine, M, F Docquier, and H Rapoport. “Brain 
Drain and Human Capital Formation in 
Developing Countries: Winners and Losers.” The 
Economic Journal, 2008: 631-652.

Benhabib, J, and M.M Spiegel. “The role of 
human capital in economic development: 
Evidence from aggregate cross-country data.” 
Journal of Monetary Economics, 1994: 143-173.

Ben-Porath, Y. “The Production of Human 
Capital Over the Life Cycle.” Journal of Political 
Economy, 1967: 352-365.

Bhagwati, J.N, and K Hamada. “The Brain 
Drain, International Integration of Markets for 
Professionals and Unemployment.” Journal of 
Development Economics, 1974: 19-42.

Bils, M, and P.J Klenow. “Does Schooling Cause 
Growth?” The American Economic Review , 
2000: 1160-1182.

Blackden, C.M, and C Bhanu. “Gender, Growth, 
and Poverty Reduction: Special Program of 
Assistance for Africa, 1998 Status Report on 
Poverty and sub-Saharan Africa .” 428 World 
Bank Technical Papers , 1999.

Blatchford, P, and Mortimore. “The issue of 
class size in schools: what can we learn from 
research?” Oxford Review of Education, 1994: 
441-428.

Blatchford, P, P Bassett, and C Martin. “Are class 
size differences related to pupils’ educational 
preofess and classroom processes? Findings 
from the Institute of Education Class Size Study 
of children aged 5-7 years.” British Educational 
Research Journal, 2003: 709-730.

Blatchford, P. “Class Size.” In Psychology of 
Classroom Learning: An Encyclopedia, by E 
Anderman. Detroit: MacMillan, 2009.

Borensztein, E, J De Gregorio, and J.W Lee. “How 
does foreign direct investment affect economic 
growth?” Journal of International Economics, 
1998: 115-135.

Bown, L. Maintaining Universal Primary 
Education: Lessons from Commonwealth Africa. 
The Commonwealth Library, 2009.

Bracey, G.W. “The TIMSS “Final Year” Study and 
Report: A Critique.” Educational Researcher, 
2000: 4-10.

Bruns, B, A Mingat, and R Rakotomalala. 
Achieving Universal Primary Education by 2015: 
A Chance for Every Child. Washington DC: The 
World Bank, 2003.

Cameron, L. Indicator Handbook for Primary 
Education: Abridged. FHI360, 2004.

Cameron, L. Primary Completion Rates. 
Technical Paper, Education Policy and Data 
Center , 2005.

Campbell, David F. J., Barth Thorsten, P 
Polzbauer, and G Polzbauer. Democracy Ranking 
(Edition 2014). Vienna: Books on Demand, 2015.

Card, D, and A Krueger. Does money matter?: 
the effect of school resources on student 
achievement and adult success. Washington 
D.C: Brookings Institution, 1996.

Castello, A, and R Domenech. “Human Capital 
Inequality and Economic Growth: Some New 
Evidence.” The Economic Journal , 2002: 
187-200.

Castello-Climent, A, and A Mukhopadhyay. 
“Mass education or a minority well educated 
elite in the process of growth: The case of India.” 
Journal of Development Economics, 2013.

Castelló-Climent, A, and R Doménech. “Human 
Capital and Income Inequality: Some Facts and 
Some Puzzles.” BBVA Research Working Papers 
No. 12/28, 2012.

Chen, D.H.C, and S Joonghae. Korea as a 
Knowledge Economy: Evolutionary Process and 
Lessons Learned. Washington: The World Bank, 
2007.

Chisholm, L, and J September. Gender Equity 
in South African Education 1994-2004. HSRC 
Press, 2005.

Clements, T.H, and J Sarama. Learning and 
Teahcing Early Math: The Learning Trajectories 
Approach. New York: Routledge, 2014.

Clifton, J. The Coming Jobs War. Gallup Press, 
2011.

Cohen, D, and M Soto. “Growth and human 
capital: good data, good results.” Journal of 
Economic Growth , 2007: 51-76.

Colclough, C, P Rose, and M Tembon. 
“Gender inequalities in primary schooling: 
The roles of poverty and adverse cultural 
practice.” International Journal of Educational 
Development, 2000: 5-27.

Cooper, H. M. “ Does reducing stu-
dent-to-teacher ratios affect achievement? .” 
Educational Psychologist, 24, 1989: 79-98.

Dave, Deeksha. “Women and Sustainable 
Development .” International Journal of 
Environmental and Natural Sciences, 2014: 
24-29.

Denu, B, A Tekeste, and van der Deijl. 
Characteristics and determinants of youth 
unemployment, underemployment and inad-
equate employment in Ethiopia. Employment 
Strategy Paper, Addis Ababa: Employment 
Policies Unit , 2005.

DFID. Briefing paper: Technical and Vocational 
Skills Development. Department for 
International Development, 2007.

Ehrenberg, R.G., D.J. Brewer, A. Gamoran, 
and J.D. Willms. “Class size and student.” 
Psychological Science in the Public Interest, 
2001.

 51Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



Farell, J.P. “International Lessons for School 
Effectiveness: The View from the Developing 
World.” In Teachers in Developing Countries: 
Improving Effectiveness and Managing Costs, 
by J.P Farell and J.B Oliveria, 25-39. Washington 
D.C, 1993.

Fentiman, A, A Hall, and D Bundy. “School 
Enrolment Patterns in Rural Ghana: A compara-
tive study of the impact of location, gender, age 
and health on children’s access to basic school-
ing .” Comparative Education, 1999: 331-349.

Finn, J. D., and Achilles C. M. “Tennessee’s class 
size study: Findings, implications,.” Educational 
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 1999: 97-109.

Fukuda-Parr, S. Human Development Report 
2004. New York : The United Nations 
Development Programme, 2004.

Gallup. “Global States of Mind: New Metrics for 
World Leaders.” 2012.

Gille, V. “Distribution of human capital and 
income: An empirical study on Indian States.” 
Journal of Macroeconomics, 2015.

Glass, G. School Class Size: Research and Policy. 
Sage Publications, 1982.

Glennerster, R, M Kremer, I Mbiti, and K 
Takavarsha. “Access and Quality in the Kenyan 
Education System: A Review of the Progress, 
Challrnges and Potential Solutions.” A report 
prepared for the Office of the Prime Minister of 
Kenya, 2011.

Glewwe, P, M Kremer, and S Moulin. “Many 
Children Left Behind? Textbooks and Test Scores 
in Kenya.” American Economic Journal: Applied 
Economics, 2009: 112-135.

Gropello, E. Meeting the Challenges of 
Secondary Education in Latin America and 
East Asia: Improving Efficiency abd Resource 
Mobilization. Washington D.C: The World Bank, 
2006.

Grubel, H, and A Scott. “The International Flow 
of Human Capital.” American Economic Review, 
1966: 268-74.

Guilherme Reis, J, and T Farole. Trade 
Competitiveness Diagnostic Toolkit. 
Washington DC: World Bank, 2012.

Gupta, S, M Verhoeven, and E.W Tiongson. 
“The Effectiveness of Government Spending on 
Education and Health Care in Developing and 
Transition Economies.” In Helping Countries 
Develop: The Role of Fiscal Policy, by S Gupta, 
B Clemnents and G Inchauste, 184-213. 
Washington D.C: International Monerart Fund, 
2004.

Hanushek, E.A, and L Woessmann. “Do better 
schools lead to more growth? Cognitive skills, 
economic outcomes, and causation.” Journal of 
Economic Growth, 2012.

Hartl, M. Technical and vocational education 
and training (TVET) and skills development for 
poverty reduction - do rural women bene-
fit? Italy: International Fund for Agricultural 
Development, 2009.

Hattie, J. Visible Learning: A Synthesis of Over 
800 Meta-Analyses Relating to Achievement. 
New York: Routledge, 2009.

Hattie. “The paradox of reducing class size and 
improving learning outcomes.” International 
Journal of Educational Research,, 2005: 387-
425 .

Heath, A, A Sullivan, V Boliver, and A Zimdars. 
“Education under New Labour, 1997-2010.” 
Oxford review of Economic Policy, 2013: 
227-247.

Henshaw, J. Does Measurement Measure Up?: 
How Numbers Reveal and Conceal the Truth. 
Baltimore: The John Hopkins University Press, 
2006.

Henson, Kenneth T. Curriculum Planning: 
Integrating Multiculturalism, Constructicism 
and Educational Reform. Long Grove: Waveland 
Press, Inc, 2015.

Hutchings, K, and S Michailova. Research 
Handbook on Women in International 
Management. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar 
Publishing Ltd., 2014.

International Labour Office . Equality at work: 
Tackling the challenges . Geneva : International 
Labour Office, 2007.

Johansen, A.L. The Effect of Human Capital on 
Income Inequality: An Econometric Analysis. 
Master’s thesis, Copenhagen Business School 
2014, 2014.

Katahoire, A. R. Girls Leaving School 
Prematurely. Population Horizons, 2014.

Kingombe, C. Lessons for Developing Countries 
from Experience with Technical and Vocational 
Education and Training. London : International 
Growth Centre, 2012.

Klasen, S. “Does Gender Inequality Reduce 
Growth and Development? Evidence from 
Cross-Country Regressions.” World Bank Policy 
Research Report Working Paper No. 7, 2000.

Knodel, J, and G.W Jones. “Post-Cairo 
Population Policy: Does Promoting Girls’ 
Schooling Miss the Mark?” Population and 
Development Review, 1996: 683-702.

Konstantopoulos, S, and V Chung. “What Are 
the Long-Term Effects of Small Classes on the 
Achievement Gap? Evidence from the Lasting 
Benefits Study.” American Journal of Education 
, 2009: 125-54.

Kourtit, K, and P Nijkamp. “In praise of megac-
ities in a global world.” Regional Science Policy 
and Practice , 2013.

Kumar-Bhaumik, S. “Does the World Bank have 
any impact on human development of the 
poorest countries? Some preliminary evidence 
from Africa.” Working paper, 2005.

Kumar-Bhaumik, S. “Does the World Bank have 
any impact on human development of the 
poorest countries? Some preliminary evidence 
from Africa.” Working paper, 2005.

Kupiainen, S, J Hautamaki, and T Karjalainen. 
The Finnish Education System and PISA. 
Helsinki: Ministry of Education Publications, 
2009.

Lewis, K, M. “Mapping the Missing Link: Planning 
and Financing Secondary Education in sub-Sa-
haran Africa.” . Lead Keynote. World Bank Africa 
Regional Conference on Secondary Education in 
Afric, Dakar, 2004.

Lucas, R.E. “Education for Growth: Why and for 
Whom?” Journal of Economic Literature, 2001: 
1101-1136.

Luyten, H, J Scheerens, and Ravens. “Measuring 
Educational Quality by Means of Indicators 
.” In Perspectives on Educational Quality, by 
Scheerens, 35-50. Springer , 2011.

Maclean, and H van der Pol. Participation in 
Formal Technical and Vocational Education 
and Training Programmes Worldwide : An 
Initial Statistical Study . UNESCO Institute for 
Statistics : UNEVOC, 2006.

Mahajan, S, A Chandra, and S Mainak. “An 
Approach to Developing Knowledge Economy 
Indicators for Individual States .” In Knowledge 
Economy: The Indian Challenge, by A Chandra 
and M K Khanijo, 60-72. New Delhi: Sage 
Publications India, 2009.

Mahendra Dev, S, and M Venkatanarayana. 
Youth Employment and Unemployment in 
India . Working paper , Mumbai: Indira Gandhi 
Institute of Development Research, 2011.

Mankiw, G, D Romer, and D Weil. “A 
Contribution to the Empirics of Economic 
Growth.” Quarterly Journal of Economics , 1992.

McCulloch, R, and J.T Yellen. “Factor Mobility, 
Regional Development and the Distribution of 
Income.” Journal of Political Economy , 1977: 
79-96.

Meyer, H.D, and A Benavot. PISA, Power and 
Policy: the emergence of global educational 
governance. Oxford: Symposium Books, 2010.

Mincer, J. Schooling, Experience and Earnings. 
New York: Columbia University Press, 1974.

Ministry of Business, Innovation and 
Employment, Government of Zealand, 
Quarterly Labour Market Report,  2014.

52 Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



Mortimore, P. Alternative models for analys-
ing and representing countries’ performance 
in PUSA. Brussels: Education International 
Research Institute, 2009.

Mosteller, F. “The Tennessee Study of Class Size 
in the Early School Grades.” Critical Issues for 
Children and Youths, 1995: 115-127.

Mountford, A. “Can a Brain Drain be Good for 
Growth in the Source Economy?” Journal of 
Development Economics, 1997: 287-303.

Moyer, E.J. “An educated view of universities.” 
Research Africa , 2007.

Musaazi, J.C.S. Planning and Development 
in Education: Africa Perspectives. New York: 
Routledge, 1986.

Ncube, M, J.C Anyanwu, and K Hausken. 
“Inequality, Economic Growth and Poverty in 
the Middle East and North Africa (MENA).” 
African Development Review, 2014.

Nozawa, M. Secondary education regional 
information bae: country profile - Malaysia . 
Bangkok : UNESCO Asia and Pacific Regional 
Bureau for Education, 2011.

Nyabanyaba, T. Factors influencing access and 
retention in secondary schooling for orphaned 
and vulnerable children and young people: Case 
studies from high HIV and AIDS prevalence 
contexts in Lesotho . London : Department for 
International Development , 2009.

OECD. “Gender and Sustainable Development: 
Maximising the Economic, Social and 
Environmental Role of Women.” 2008.

OECD. Competitiveness and Private Sector 
Development: Eastern Europe and South 
Caucasus. OECD Publishing, 2011.

OECD. Education at a Glance 2011: OECD 
Indicators. OECD Publishing, 2011.

OECD. Education at a Glance 2014 OECD 
Indicators: OECD Indicators. OECD Publishing, 
2014.

OECD. Government at a Glance 2013. OECD 
Publishing, 2013.

OECD. Securing Livelihoods for All: Foresight for 
Action . Paris: OECD Publishing, 2015.

Ohba, A. Does free secondary education enable 
the poor to gain access? A study from rural 
Kenya. Consortium for Research on Education 
Access, Transitions and Equity, 2009.

Okunye, B, and O Adelowokan. “Tertiary 
Enrolment and Economic Growth in Nigeria.” 
Journal of Economics and Sustainable 
Development , 2014: 1-7.

Oxaal, Z. Education and Poverty: A Gender 
Analysis. Sussex Institute of Development 
Studies, Gender Eqyality Unit , 1997.

Oyvat, C. “Essays on the Evolution of 
Inequality.” Doctoral Dissertation , University of 
Massachusetts , 2014.

Petrosino, A, C Morgan, T.A Fronius, E.E 
Tanner-Smith, and R.F Boruch. Interventions in 
developing nations for improving primary and 
secondary enrolment of children: a systematic 
review. Grantee Final Literature Review, 3ie, 
2013.

Pritchett. “Where Has All the Education Gone?” 
The World Bank Economic Review , 2001: 
367-391.

Raab, R, P Kotamraju, and S Haag. “Efficient 
provision of child quality of life in less devel-
oped countries: conventional development 
indexes versus a programming approach to 
development indexes.” ScioEeconomic Planning 
Sciences, 2000: 51-76.

Radwan, I, and G Pellegrini. Knowledge, 
Productivity, and Innovation in Nigeria: Creating 
a New Economy. Washington D.C: The World 
Bank , 2010.

Rao, N, E Pearson, and K Cheng. Teaching in 
Primary Schools in China and India: Contexts of 
Learning . New York : Routeledge, 2013.

Rao, N.D, and P Sauer. “Explaining Income 
Inequality Trends in Countries: An Integrated 
Approach.” Preliminary draft , 2014.

Riddell, A. “The introduction of free primary 
education in sub-Suharan Africa .” Education for 
All Global Monitoring Report Background Paper 
, 2003.

Sadler, T.D, and D.L Zeidler. “Scientific Literacy, 
PISA, and Socioscientific Discourse: Assessment 
for Progressive Aims of Science Education.” 
Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 2009: 
1-13.

Sauer, P, and M Zagler. “(In)equality in 
Education and Economic Development.” Review 
of income and wealth, 2014.

Schmidt, William H., et al. Why Schools Matter: 
A Cross-National Comparison of Curriculum 
and Learning. The Jossey-Bass Education Series. 
San Francisco, 2001.

Schofer, A, and J Meyer. “The Worldwide 
Expansion of Higher Education in the Twentieth 
Century.” American Sociological Review, 2005: 
898-920.

Schwab, C. The Global Gender Gap Report 2014. 
Geneva: The World Economic Forum, 2014.

Schwab, K. The Global Competitiveness Report. 
Geneca: World Economic Forum, 2010.

Schwab, K. The Global Gender Gap Report 2014. 
Geneva: The World Economic Forum, 2014.

Schwab, K. The Human Capital Report 2015. 
World Economic Forum, 2015.

Seboka, B, and M Bedanie. UNICEF’s Child-
Friendly Schools: Ethiopia Case Study. Case 
study, Addis Ababa: UNICEF Ethiopia, 2010.

Sharma, R. “Role of Women in Sustainable 
Economic Development .” Paripex Indian 
Journal of Research , 2013: 21-23.

Smith, R. Multilevel Modeling of Social 
Problems: A Causal Perspective. New York: 
Springer, 2011.

Stroomberger, Adolf, Dennis Rose, and Ganesh 
Nana. Review of the Statistical Measurement of 
Human Capital. Statistics New Zealand, 2002.

Subrahmanian, R. “Gender equalityin education: 
Definitions and measurements.” International 
Journal of Educational Development , 2005: 
395-407.

Temple, J. “Generalizations that aren’t? 
Evidence on Education and Growth.” European 
Economic Review , 2001: 905-918.

The Human Capital Report 2015. World 
Economic Forum, 2015.

Tobin, J, Y Hsueh, and M Karasawa. Preschool in 
three cultures revisited: China, Japan, and the 
United States. Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 2009.

Törnqvist, G. Gender equality in and through 
education. Karlstad: SADEV, 2011.

Tripney, J.S, and G Hombrados. “Technical and 
vocational education and training (TVET) for 
young people in low- and middle- income coun-
tries: a systematic review and meta-analysis.” 
Empirical Research in Vocational Education & 
Training, 2013.

U.S Department of Education. Pursuing 
Excellence: Comparisons of International 
Eighth-Grade Mathematics and Science 
Achievement from a U.S. Perspective,1995 
and 1999. Washington D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 2000.

UN. “The Millenium Development Goals 
Report.” New York, 2013.

UN. “The World’s Women 2010: Trends and 
Statistics.” 2010.

UN. Indicators for Monitoring the Millennium 
Development Goals. New York: United Nations, 
2003.

UNDP. “Human Development Report 2014.” 
2014.

UNDP. Human Development Report 2009. New 
York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2009.

UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Education 
Indicators: Technical guidelines. 2009.

 53Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report



UNESCO. Participation in formal technical and 
vocational education and training programmes 
worldwide: an initial statistical study. UNESCO-
UNEVOC International Centre for Technical and 
Vocational Education and Training, 2006.

UNESCO. Trends in Tertiary Education: Sub-
Saharan Africa. UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 
2010.

UNESCO. Youth and Skills: Putting Education to 
Work. Paris : UNESCO Publishing , 2012.

UNICEF. “Children of the Recession: The impact 
of the economic crisis on child well-being in rich 
countries.” Florence, 2014.

UNICEF. “The State of the World’s Children 
2009: Maternal and Newborn Health.” New 
York, 2009.

Urquiola, M. “Apples and oranges: Educational 
enrollment and attainment across countries in 
Latin America and the Caribbean.” International 
Journal of Educational Development, 2006: 
572-90.

Watkins, D.A, and J.V Aalst. “Comparing Ways of 
Learning .” In Comparative Education Research: 
Approaches and Methods (2nd ed.), by M. et al 
Bray, 365-385. Hong Kong and New York: CERC 
and Springer, 2014.

WEF. The Human Capital Report 2015. Geneva, 
2015.

World Bank. “Youth and Employment in Africa: 
The Potential, the Problem, the Promise.” 
Washington D.C, 2009.

World Economic Forum, The Human Capital 
Report, Geneva, Switzerland, 2015. 

Zhao, Yong. “Flunking innovation and creativi-
ty.” Kappan, 2012: 56-62, 2012.

Zhao, Yong. Catching Up Or Leading The Way: 
American Education in the Age of Globalization. 
Alexandria: ASCD, 2009.

Zhao, Yong. World Class Learners: Educating 
Creative and Entrepreneurial Students. London : 
Sage Publications , 2012.

54 Legatum Prosperity Index 2017 – Methodology Report


