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People around the world were shocked and deeply disturbed
as they watched two civilian airplanes crash into the World Trade
Center buildings in New York City, killing thousands of innocent
people. President George W. Bush of the United States of America
declared it as an act of war and accordingly launched a war
against terrorism in Afghanistan and toppled the Taliban regime
that had harbored the terrorist group of Al Qaida. In the mean-
time, millions of Afghan people fled their homes and took refuge
in nearby countries, while American people feared that they
might lose their lives by unknown people through unknown
means.

The Korean Peninsula was not free from its impact. North
Korea, long regarded as a country supporting terrorism by the
U.S. government, was depicted as one of the three states forming
the axis of evil by President Bush along with Irag and Iran. While
people in the Peninsula worried that the war on terrorism could
be waged on this soil, Pyongyang in its turn acknowledged its
secret program of nuclear development. The possibility of anoth-
er crisis has loomed large ever since.
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The past century has been characterized as an era of hatred,
distrust, conflict and violence. Notwithstanding the hopes we all
fostered as the new century dawned, we face the solemn reality
that hatred and violence still prevail in human affairs.

It is against this kind of backdrop that the World Peace Index
(WPI) Project puts out a report on the state of peace in the world
today. This project, never attempted by any society or group in the
world, was initiated in Korea where the concern for peaceful exis-
tence has been poignantly real for the past half century, by the
World Peace Forum (WPF). On the basis of a preliminary study,
the Forum published The World Culture of Peace Index 20007
embodying those hopes for a peaceful world. Such an effort now
is more pressing than ever because of the despair caused by the
acts of violence which the world witnessed recently. In this new
report, we present the state of world peace in the year 2001. After
its inaugural report in December 2000, WPF's Committee on the
Culture of Peace has worked hard to enhance validity of the mea-
sures and reliability of the data.

This research share the spirit of the concept of Culture of
Peace announced by the United Nations and actively promoted
by the UNESCO, and named its product the World Culture of
Peace Index. Yet, the research committee has found that beyond
the spirit, there was an important difference between this research
and the UN concept of Culture of Peace —that is, the focus in this
research was more on "peace,” that of the UN on "culture."

The WFP responded to this new finding in two ways. First, it
renamed the product World Peace Index, rather than World Cul-
ture of Peace Index. Second, WFP has pursued another line of
research for the indicators of the Culture of Peace. In so doing,
WEFP initiated and co-hosted an international workshop on the

1) This report is available on line at www.wpf.or.kr.

Culture of Peace Indicators together with the United Nations Uni-
versity of Tokyo, Japan on 12-13, September 2002. In the work-
shop, 13 scholars and practitioners from around the world
including UNESCO headquarter in Paris discussed the concepts
and indicators of the Culture of Peace, and planned the further
study of the topic. Specifically, they agree to hold the internation-
al workshop annually with the next one in Tokyo in May 2003.

What is reported in this book is a more detailed data and
analysis of the World Peace Index 2001. Its initial report was
released on June 27, when the FIFA World Cup was underway in
Korea and Japan, and the people of the world were celebrating a
sense of belonging to a global community.

By publishing this, we sincerely hope that this report will pro-
vide a guide for the peace-loving people of the World seeking
ways of living in stable peace.

December 15, 2002
Jin-Hyun Kim
Chairman, World Peace Forum

s0epid
-



Contents

1. The Concept of Peace

2. World Peace Index and World Culture of
Peace Index

3. Elements of World Peace Index

Sources

A. Political Dimension
B. Military-Diplomatic Dimension
C. Socio-Economic Dimension

1. The Year 2001 and the Fear of Terror
2. World Peace Index 2001 Special Characteristics
3. Peace Index Analysis Results by Dimension




<Tables and Figures>

List of Tables

<Table 1> Indicators of Political Dimension
<Table2> Indicators of Military-Diplomatic Dimension
<Table 3> Indicators of Socio-Economic Dimension

<Table 4> World Peace Index 2001 for 74 Nations:
Average by Regions and Income Groups

<Table 5> World Peace Index 2001 for 74 Nations:
Weighted Average by Population

<Table 6> WHPI for 74 Nations: Sorted by Rankings

<Table 7> Characteristics of Countries by level of 2001 WPI

<Table 8> Pualitical Peace Index 2001 for 140 Nations

<Table 9> Political Peace Index 2001 for 140 Nations:
Average by Regions and Income Groups

<Table 10> Military-Diplomatic Peace Index 2001 for 140 Nations:

Sorted by Rankings
<Table 11> Comparison of Top and Bottom 30 Countriesin
Military-Diplomatic Peace Index

<Table 12> Military-Diplomeatic Peace Index 2001 for 140 Nations:

Average by Regions and Income Groups

<Table 13> Socio-Economic Peace Index 2001 for 74 Nations:
Sorted by Rankings

<Table 14> Socio-Economic Peace Index 2001 for 74 Nations:
Average by Regions and Income Groups

List of Figures

<Figure 1> Two Approaches on Peace and Conflict

<Figure 2> Dimensions and Components of WP

<Figure 3> State of Peace around the World

<Figure 4> WHPI for 74 Nations: 6 Selected Countries

<Figure 5> Relationship of Politica Peace Index and WPl 2001
<Figure 6> Relationship of GDP and Politica Peace Index

<Figure 7> Relationship Between World Peace Index and
Military-Diplomatic Peace Index

<Figire 8> Geographica Pattern of Military-Diplomatic
Peace Index

< Figure 9> Relationship of Overall Peace and
Socio-Economic Peace

<Figure 10 > Relationship of Socio-Economic Peace and Income

30
33
35

39

43
44
48
53

56

58

62

64

65

68

24
26
41
47
55
57

61

63

69
71

Executive Summary

Background

In 2000, the World Peace Forum (WPF) of Korea, or then
Peace Forum of the Munhwa llbo Daily (Chairman: Kim, Jin-
Hyun), together with the Presidential Commision for the New
Millennium (Chairman: Lee, O-Ryong) and the Korea Commis-
sion for UNESCO (Chairman: Kim, Yersu) intiated a research
project to construct and measure the level of peace prevailing in
the countries around the world. The research result, World Cul-
ture of Peace Index 2000 (WCPI), was published both in Korean
and in English in December 2000.

The WPF now releases its 2001 edition of World Peace Index.
This edition reflects modification and improvement in its con-
ceptualization as well as measurement component, and has been
renamed the World Peace Index 2001 (WPI 2001). The change of
name indicates that while WPF maintains its commitment to the
UN concept of the Culture of Peace, it has decided to work on the
Culture of Peace component as another project, separate from or
parallel to the World Peace Index.
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Concepts and Procedures

Despite the diverse, often contentious usage of the term
"peace,"” this project adopts a concept of peace to denote the state
of affairs where people's right to survival and development is not
threatened by either overt or potential violence. In such a state,
national societies enjoy security and individuals enjoy safety. To
put it in other words, a national society is said to be in a peaceful
state if it is not in violent conflict with one or more other soci-
eties, if the society's internal conflict of interests is resolved
through non-violent means, and if it is devoid of any institutional
restraints, including political oppression, on individual members'
opportunity for self-development and quality of life.

Obviously, no society can enjoy perfect peace so defined.
However, the level of peace varies substantially across nations over
time. The WPI is a quantitative measure of the level of peace that
people in a society enjoy on average. We constructed WPI whose
score would range from zero, representing the state of absolute
non-peace, to one hundred, standing for the state of perfect peace.
The numbers are obviously arbitrary, but cross-national and over-
time comparison of the numbers would be meaningful.

WPI 2001 is different from the World Culture of Peace Index
(WCPI) 2000 in a few respects. First, since the "culture of peace"
is more complicated to quantitatively measure, we have decided
to stay with the notion of World Peace Index, leaving "culture™
out for separate research. Second, instead of two dimensions of
peace adopted in WCPI 2000, politico-military and socio-eco-
nomic, WPI 2001 adopts three dimensions further dividing the
politico-military dimension into political and military-diplomatic
dimensions. And third, the behavioral aspects of each dimension
are integrated with the structural aspects so that we now have
three numerical measures of peace. Furthermore, simple arith-

metic average is taken to obtain the overall measure. However,
because national societies are so varied in their sources of non-
peace, readers are cautioned not to take the overall measure too
seriously, but take a rather careful look at each dimension.

Using the latest publicly available data that cover a whole year
from January 1 through December 31 of 2001, including Facts on
File, World Development Indicators 2001, Human Development
Reports, The Military Balance, Encyclopedia Britannica, each state's
records are collected and indices are constructed so as to differenti-
ate their standings in each category. For occasional cases where
complete data are not available, we used the popular SPSS statisti-
cal package's missing value analysis to generate best guesses.

As a result, we were able to obtain the complete WPI only for
74 nations for the socio-economic dimension and 140 nations
for political, and military-diplomatic dimensions, due to the lack
of data. Unfortunately, many of the governments are unable to
provide statistics to international organizations for various rea-
sons. Therefore, it is safe to assume that the level of peace in those
countries generally lacking reliable data tends to be worse than
those that score the lowest in our list of nations.

Results and Findings
1) General Observations

1. The average WPI for the 74 nations is 72.8, which is equiv-
alent to the arithmetic mean of 79.6 for the political dimension,
73.9 for the military-diplomatic dimension, and 64.8 for the
socio-economic dimension. In reading the numbers, a few words
of caution are in order. First, the numbers are rather arbitrary and
do not take any substantial meaning unless and until we put
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them in the comparative perspective. For example, we should not
conclude that the level of peace in 2001 is 73 percent of the per-
fect peace. Second, the actual level of peace that the world's
inhabitants enjoy on average could be much worse than what the
numbers may suggest. When national scores are weighted by the
size of population, the average drops by nearly 9 points to 63.9,
indicating that the level of peace in large nations is generally
lower than smaller nations. Also, the number are applicable for
only 74 nations and the level of peace in more than 100 nations
whose measurement were not taken here is presumed to be gen-
erally worse, as hoted above.

2. Sweden is ranked the first with the average of 89.2, fol-
lowed by her neighbors, Norway and Denmark. Europe as a
region appears the most peaceful with 16 of 29 nations ranked
within the top twenty. Average ranking is 24 and regional average
WPI is higher than the second best region, the Americas, by 5
points.

3. Pakistan is ranked the last in the list next to India, Russia,
and Algeria. Four other Asian countries—Indonesia, Sri Lanka,
Bangladesh, and the Philippines—join Pakistan and India in the
bottom ten so that Asia and societies in the Pacific are of the least
peaceful nations, only next to the Middle East. The regional aver-
age for the Sub-Saharan Africa could be misleading because we
were able to obtain scores for only four countries in sub-Saharan
Africa—Zimbabwe, Kenya, South Africa, and Mauritius —owing
to the data problem. For those other African countries where data
were not available, it is surmised that their peace level would be
even lower. Considering most of the people live in these three
geographic regions, the level of peace in today's world is consid-
ered to be generally low, and the majority of people on the planet

earth must be suffering from a lack of peace.

4. It is noteworthy that WPI scores in three dimensions are
somewhat related with one another, and that correlation between
the political dimension and the socio-economic dimension is
particularly high (Pearson's r=.75). Also as noted in Table 2, high-
income countries' peace scores are generally higher than low-
income countries, particularly so in the political and socio-eco-
nomic dimensions. This finding suggests that political stability
and democracy blossom in economically stable and developed
countries.

5. Of the rich countries, however, the United States of Ameri-
ca is an exception. It is ranked the 54 in the overall peace score;
the 50" (among 74 nations; 87" among 140 nations) in the
political dimension; the 67" (among 74 nations; 117" among
140 nations) in the military-diplomatic dimension; and the 33™
(among 74 nations) in the socio-economic dimension. Consider-
ing the extra-ordinary terror attacks it sustained in September 11
its low score in 2001 may be readily expected. What is rather sur-
prising is that its ranking is lower than a year ago only by three
points. Last year's report noted that the United States was paying
for the price of the Pax Americana. That is, as the watchdog of the
world, the U.S. has been involved in many armed conflicts. The
terrorist attacks highlight the cost. Despite the tragic event, how-
ever, the U.S. system has demonstrated such remarkable resilience
that its overall ranking dropped only by three.

2) Peace in Political and Military-Diplomatic Dimensions

1. The level of peace in the political dimension is measured
by three categories of indicators - (1) history of domestic politi-
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cal conflict, (2) the level of political stability in terms of demaoc-
racy, human rights, and political transparency, and (3) the ongo-
ing/outstanding domestic political conflict and the development
thereof during the past year. In parallel, the level of peace in the
military-diplomatic dimension is measured by (1) history of
international conflict, (2) the degree of militarization, and (3)
ongoing/outstanding international conflict and any develop-
ment thereof during the past year. Because indicators in this
dimension do not utilize aggregate, statistical data, it is possible
to assemble indices for 140 nations. Examination of the results
in these two dimensions of peace yields quite intriguing results
(see Tables 4-7).

2. Europe turns out to be the most peaceful region in the
domestic political dimension, but the nations in the American
continents as a whole are ranked first in the military-diplomatic
dimension. In fact, except for the U.S. and Cuba, the American
nations enjoyed a relative peace in international political dimen-
sion in the shadow of the hegemon, while East European and
Balkan nations experienced a great deal of international conflict.

3. National societies in three other continents are low in
peace indices in both dimensions. While African countries have
suffered from domestic political instability and conflict, the Mid-
dle East countries score particularly low, especially in the military-
diplomatic dimension. The Asia-Pacific region is indeed a diverse
region, but generally speaking, nations in Southeast Asia, and
particularly South Asia, have low scores in both dimensions.
Although an exact score for Afghanistan is not available due to
data being unavailable, many neighboring countries suffered
from the shock of terrorism and the war on terrorism.

4. Yet, a clear pattern exists in that the link between the peace
in domestic political dimension and that in international politi-
cal dimension is modest at best. While the former is generally
affected by indigenous factors, the latter is largely affected by geo-
political factors.

5. As for the Korean Peninsula, South Korea is relatively well
positioned in domestic political peace, and North Korea, despite
its extrerme economic difficulty, appeared to maintain a degree of
political stability. Both Koreas have low scores in the international
political dimension, reflecting the national division and con-
frontation. Reflecting her international isolation, North Korea is
particularly ill-positioned in this respect.

3) Peace in Socio-Economic Dimension

1. The Peace Index in the Socio-economic dimension is mea-
sured by some aggregate data reported in such sources as the
World Development Indicators and other World Bank publications.
Because many of the national governments are either unable or
unwilling to provide statistical data for their socio-economic con-
dition to international organizations, peace indices in this dimen-
sion were obtained for only 74 nations.

2. Europe is the best on average, followed by America, the
Middle East, Asia-Pacific, and Africa in that order. While only
four, relatively better situated African countries are reported,
Africa is still ranked the last reflecting the region's dismal state.
Some Asia-Pacific countries such as New Zealand, Australia, and
Japan are ranked fairly high, while many Asian countries ranked
near bottom. Asia's newly industrializing countries appear to
have not been able to overcome the adversities of rapid industri-
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alization such as socio-economic inequality and environmental
degradation.

3. Being a highly developed country, the United States is
ranked relatively low in this measure for two primary reasons.
First, due to its large population and ethnic diversity, it has suf-
fered from nagging socio-economic problems of income inequal-
ity and large-scale social accidents. Second, in 2001 in particular,
such problems as the anthrax threat caused social safety prob-
lems, which are all reflected in this category.

4) Concluding Remarks: World Peace index initiative as a
peace movement

Although we have faced some practical difficulties in data
collection and developing useful measures, and some critical
appraisals of our initial WCPI 2000 report which was meant to be
an output of a preliminary test-case study, the World Peace Forum
is determined to continue this project in the belief that this kind
of scientific endeavor in itself is also a peace movement, con-
tributing to the promotion of world peace. First, it is hoped that
this report attracts broad international attention so as to enhance
the people's awareness of the condition of peace in the contem-
porary world, or rather a serious lack of peace, in general. Second,
the work by the WPF is a scientific endeavor generating data and
the research results based on empirical analysis. Peace researchers
around the world are welcome to take advantage of the data and
results for their own research, or join in this very project. Third, by
publishing this report and national "rankings,” we wish to entice
friendly competition among nations, their governments, civil
societies, and individual citizens alike, in order to improve their
national rankings, and thereby the conditions for peace.

|. Background

Human civilization has witnessed historic transformation in
the past century. On the one hand, epoch-making development
in scientific discoveries and technological innovations have
enabled humanity to improve conditions of economic life and
the quality of cultural life. On the other hand, however, the twen-
tieth century will be recorded as an era of violent revolutions and
large-scale warfare. At the dawn of a new century, the global com-
munity is facing a need to design a new paradigm of civilization
around a new set of central values. The utmost values, we believe,
should be "peace for the whole of humanity" and "happiness for
the individual human being." This requires a shift in the para-
digm, from the paradigm of "rich nation, strong army" to that of
"peace for all."

The wish for peace can hardly be any direr than in Korea. In
her legendary but proud history of five thousand years, the Kore-
an nation has suffered greatly from foreign wars, although she
scarcely initiated any. In the 20" century alone, Korea was subject
to foreign domination by the Japanese. Then after liberation from
Japanese colonial rule in 1945, she was divided into two antago-
nistic, competing states. The antagonism led to a bloody
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conflict—the Korean War of 1950~53 —and the continuation of
the conflict in the form of the cold war ever since. In June of
2000, leaders of South and North Korea had a summit meeting,
the first of its kind since the division, generating great expectation
for enduring peace on the Korean Peninsula.

It was against this backdrop that the World Peace Forum of
Korea initiated a research project to measure the state of peace
around the world in terms of the World Culture of Peace Index
(WCPI), the result of which was published both in Korean and in
English.? Although there have been a great deal of efforts and
results to quantitatively measure various social dimensions, such
as the human development index, human rights index, and even
corruption index, such effort has been lacking in measuring one
of the most important aspects of human life —peace.

This project has a dual purpose. It simultaneously constitutes
a scientific study of peace and a movement for promoting peace.
This purpose is embodied in the following set of objectives.

« To spread the paradigm of peace as a universal value that
receives top prority in the 21st century;

 To enhance public awareness of peace by measuring and
reporting the state of peace for specific countries at specific
points of time;

« To alert the global community of the state of non-peace
wherever they may be;

« To stimulate a world-wide peace movement; and

« To promote peace studies and thereby peace itself.

2) Segye Pyeong-hwa Mun-hwa Ji-su 2000; World Culture of Peace Index 2000
(Seoul: the Munhwa Ilbo Daily, Dec. 2000). Both of the publications are
available online (www.worldpeaceforum.or.kr).

I1. The Concept of Peace

1. The Concept of Peace

The conceptual meaning of peace can be so varied that it is
difficult to offer a simple definition. The simplest and most com-
mon way is to place peace in opposition to war. Or, one may take
a broader approach that pits peace against any type of social con-
flict. The existing, varying views of peace reflect differences in the
relative emphasis on the type of social conflicts, which has also
changed over time according to the prevailing international envi-
ronment.

During the cold war, for example, peace studies primarily
dealt with the issues directly related to international conflict, secu-
rity, and arms control. The main focus of peace studies in Korea, as
another example, has been on national division and management
of inter-Korean relations in terms of deterrence. As the cold war
ended, however, the focus of peace studies extended beyond the
issues of national security to embrace other aspects of social life,
including domestic politics and socio-economic conditions.

So far, there have developed three general directions of peace
studies. The first tends to focus on reduction, prevention, and res-
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olution of conflicts through inter-group conflict studies. The sec-
ond leans towards the resolution of economic conflict along class
limes. And the third emphasizes peace education in order to help
change human consciousness and to encourage a more peace-
friendly mind. In short, peace research encompasses not only
political and military realms, but also economic, social, and cul-
tural elements.

That the existing peace studies have shown diverse orienta-
tions also means that the usage of the term peace is not uniform.
The most common distinction in the peace concept is based on
whether peace is viewed positively or negatively. The convention-
al way of viewing peace is to define it negatively, i.e., in terms of
the absence of war or any other form of violence. An alternative
way is to define peace positively, i.e., peace as a value to guarantee
quality of life in terms of liberty, justice, ecological safety, prosper-
ity, and the other associated values. One obvious drawback for
the positive concept of peace is that it is never easy to define and
delineate its substantive contents. Yet, a prevailing trend among
peace researchers is to include elements beyond the conventional
military sector, such as human rights and political liberty, and
socio-economic justice.

In this research, we adopts the following definition of peace:

Peace is defined as the state of affars in which people's right to
survival and development is not threatened by either overt or poten-
tial violence. In such a state, national societies enjoy security and
individuals enjoy safety. To be more specific, a national society is
said to be in a peaceful state if it is not in violent conflict with one
or more other societies, if the society's internal conflict of interests is
resolved through non-violent means, and if it is devoid of any insti-
tutionalized restraints, including political oppression, or individual

member's opportunity for self-development and quality life.

Obviously, no society can enjoy a perfect peace so defined.
We do believe, however, that the level of peace varies substantially
across national societies and over time, and its measurement
would be both conceptually and empirically meaningful. Accord-
ingly, we conceptualize the peace index of a national society at a
particular period of time as the "level of peace that the member
individuals of the society enjoy on average."

2. World Peace Index and World Culture of Peace Index

As noted before, this is the second report to the inaugural
report published in December 2000, the title of which was
"World Culture of Peace Index." The "culture of peace" is a catch-
word, which was officially adopted by the United Nations, and
actively promoted by the United Nations Educational, Scientific
and Cultural Organization (UNESCO). As we share the commit-
ment to culture of peace, where people foster peace and a peace-
loving attitude in their behavior and institutions, we named our
research product the World Culture of Peace Index (WCPI).

Yet, we came to realize that the focus of concern is different
between our approach and that of the UN and UNESCO. That is,
while in the UN concept of culture of peace the focus is on "cul-
ture," our focus is undeniably on "peace.” Accordingly, we deter-
mined to rename our project the World Peace Index, which shall
remain the same for the coming years.

Nevertheless, barring the changes in its concepts and ele-
ments, the results are by and large the same, allowing two-year
comparison to a certain, if not full, extent. We believe that as the
research results accumulate over the coming years, this project

8089d J0 1ds0U0D BYL || I
N
w



N
S
World Peace Index 2001 I

will provide an invaluable source for peace researchers all over the
world.

3. Elements of World Peace Index

WPI is a composite measure that is calculated by assigning
appropriate weights to each related elements. In measuring the
peace index, this study adopts a continuum approach to scoring
peace, allowing for the peace score to fall anywhere on this con-
tinuous spectrum as shown in Figure 1.

<Figure 1> Two Approaches on Peace and Conflict

Peace
Peace

Gray Area
Conflict
Conflict
(A) Discrete Approach (B) Continuum Approach

The discrete approach sees peace in the negative way, i.e., as
the absence of conflict, which is rather narrowly conceived in
terms of war. But if one adopts a wider view of peace encompass-
ing not only military, but political, social, and economic
domains, the discrete approach is no longer tenable. For it is prac-
tically impossible to find a society that is devoid of any political,
social, and/or economic conflict. Instead, societies in the world
are seen to be in a state that is more or less peaceful.

(1) Unit and Level of Analysis

The unit of analysis/observation in this project is national
societies or societies based on nation-state. While peace can be
studied at different levels such as individual, family, community,
organization, etc., conducting actual research on all these levels
for the entire world would be practically impossible. But this does
not deny that the ultimate subject that enjoys peace as a value is
an individual human being. Nor does this deny that the levels of
peace enjoyed by different individuals in a given society could
vary substantially. Thereby, we conceptualize WPI of a national
society in a particular period of time as "the level of peace that the
member individuals of the society enjoy on average."

The primary level of analysis is also at the national level,
although national level observations allow aggregation at the
global and/or regional level. While it is possible to have weighted
global or regional aggregation, where the weighting scale is the
size of population, this task is left to the readers/users of this data.

(2) Dimensions of Peace

[1] Negative Peace versus Positive Peace

This project starts from the perspective of negative peace, and
extends to that of positive peace so as to embrace the elements of
peace from both perspectives.

Peace at Different Levels

a. Macro/Societal Level: Security would be the central ele-
ment of peace.

b. Micro/Individual Level: Safety of individuals would consti-
tute the core of peace.
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Structure and Change in Peace Level

WHPI contains both structural and behavioral elements. Struc-
tural elements reflect the overall condition of peace that affects
the likelihood of violence in the long run. Behavioral elements
actually threaten or break peace in the short run.

Dimensions of Peace

a. Politico-Military dimension: Peace as a value involves peo-
ple's freedom from fear, which is generally defined in politico-
military dimension.

<Figure 2> Dimensions and Components of WPI

A Political Dimension B. Military-Diplomatic C. Socio-Economic

Dimension Dimension

1. Historical Experiences | 1. Historical Experiences | 1. Social Safety and Sta-

of Domestic Political of International Con- bility
Conflict flict a) ecological and soci-
a) civil wars a) wars etal safety
b) domestic political b) colonial rules b) stability in individ-
strife such as coup ¢) geopolitical condi- ual livebs
d'etat and riot tions ¢) social stability
2. Democracy and 2. Militarization 2. Inequality and Exclu-
Capacity of the State a) armed forces sion
a) democracy b) military expenditure a) poverty
b) human rights ¢) weapons of mass b) differences and
¢) political transparen- destruction inequalities
cyand corruption | 3 Qutstanding Interna- | 3. Quality of Life and
3. Outstanding/ongoing tional Conflict Social Security
Domestic Political a) wars a) Quality of life
Conflict b) use of force short of |  b) Social security
a) civil wars war
b) coup d'etat; riots ¢) non-military inter-
c) political measures to state conflict

end ongoing conflict d) measures to end
ongoing conflict

b. Socio-Economic dimension: Peace as a value also involves
people's freedom from want and inequality, which is largely
defined in socio-economic realm.

Peace Index in Three Dimensions

A primary difference in this report from the last year is that
unlike the last year's, this report adopts three dimensions, - (1)
domestic political dimension, (2) diplomatic-military dimension,
and (3) socio-economic dimension - in contrast to the politico-
military versus socio-economic dichotomy. Such a change is
made because we found that lack or break of peace in domestic
and international political dimension tends to follow different
causal processes.
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[11. Operationalization, M easure-
ment, and Data Sources

We have identified several indicators that are deemed to
reflect or affect the level of peace conceived in three dimensions.
The following describes those indicators and the precise coding
procedures of which are described in the related tables.

A. Political Dimension

A1. Historical Experiences of Domestic Political Conflict

This category measures the history of domestic political sta-
bility/ instability. Here we measure the history of domestic politi-
cal conflict such as civil wars, armed conflict short of civil war,
and other important incidences that reflect the past and current
level of domestic peace. We adopted two indicators: (a) civil wars,
and (b) domestic political strife such as coup d'etat and riot.

A2. Democracy and Capacity of the State

Democracy affects the felt level of peace by the members of
national societies in two general ways. First, as the ample litera-
ture on democratic peace suggests, democracies are peace-loving
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due to either the institutional restraints on governments' decision
to go to war, or the democratic norm which promotes peaceful
resolution of conflict or both. Second, in democratic systems,
individuals enjoy freedom to pursue self-realization for better
quality of life. We adopted three indicators: (a) democracy, (b)
human rights, and (c) political transparency and corruption.

A3. Outstanding/ongoing Domestic Political Conflict

While aforementioned factors are rather circumstantial in the
sense that they reflect the overall societal condition, the outstand-
ing domestic political conflict directly affects the level of peace
prevailing in the society. This category also measures the conflict
that was already underway at the beginning of the measuring
period. We adopted three indicators: (a) civil wars, (b) coup d'e-
tat; riots, and (c) political measures to end ongoing conflict.

For the elements in political dimension, we devised multiple
indicators as Table 1.

<Table 1> Indicators of Political Dimension

Indicators Data Sources Coding

1. Historical Experiences
of Domestic Political
Conflict . David Singer and Melvin | Frequency:

a) civil wars Small, Correlates of War | 0=none

Project: International and | 1=once

Civil War Data, 1816-| 2=more than once

1992, Ann Arbor, MI: J.

David and Melvin Small | Scale/casualty:

[producers], 1993. Ann | 0O=less than 1/1000 per

Arbor, MI: Inter-Universi- |  population

ty Consortium for Politi- | 1= 1/1000 per popula-

cal and Social Research | tion or higher casualty

[distributor], 1994. For

Civial war data. After | * measured twice for

1992, Peter Wallensteen 1941-1970; 1971-2000

[

b) domestic political
strife such as coup
d'etat and riot

and Margareta Sollen-
berg, "Armed Conflict,
1989-1998," Journal of
Peace Research, vol. 36,
no. 2 (1999).

Encyclopedia Britannica; CIA,
World Factbook

with the later period
weighted twice

0=none;
1=yes(1941-1990)
2=yes(1991-2000)

2. Democracy and Capaci-
ty of the State
a) democracy

b) human rights

¢) political transparency
and corruption

Freedom House Survey

Human Development Report
2001 Table 26(Status of
major international
human rights instruments)

2001 Corruption Perception
Index

1=free
2=partly free
3=not free

Number of instruments
counted

Actual number coded

3. Outstanding/ongoing
Domestic Political Con-
flict
a) civil wars

b) coup d'etat; riots

¢) political measures to
end ongoing conflict

Facts on File
CIA, World Facthook
Encyclopedia Britannica

0=none;1l=once;2=more
than once

0=none;1=once;2=more
than once

0=yes;1=none

B. Military-Diplomatic Dimension

B1. Historical Experiences of International Conflict

History of a country's international relations affects the pre-
vailing level of peace of the country in two ways. First, it reflects
the objective structure that has conditioned the country's peace.
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Second, it affects the subjective feeling of people who respond to
and evaluate the current development of world affairs. Two fac-
tors stand out in this respect: involvement in warfare and colonial
experience. And, geographical condition has deeply shaped a
nation's relationship with others, past experience and current
level of peace. We adopted three indicators: (a) wars, (b) colonial
rules, and (c) geopolitical conditions.

B2. Militarization

Military buildup is a consequence of some form of conflict or
absence of peace, and at once most directly affects the current
level of peace. Also sources of data on the level of military
buildup happen to be most readily available. In this study, we
measure the degree of militarization by the degree to which soci-
etal resources are mobilized for the military purpose. Such a
degree not only reflects the prevailing level of security threat to
the nation itself, but also the proportion of the population who
are directly affected by it. We adopted three indicators: (a) armed
forces, (b) military expenditure, and (c) weapons of mass destruc-
tion.

B3. Outstanding/ongoing International Conflict

While aforementioned factors are rather circumstantial in the
sense that they reflect the overall societal condition, the outstand-
ing international conflict directly affects the level of peace prevail-
ing in the society. This category also measures the conflict that
was already underway at the beginning of the measuring period.
We adopted four indicators: (a) wars, (b) use of force short of
war, (¢) non-military interstate conflict, and (d) measures to end
ongoing conflict.

For the elements in military-diplomatic dimension, we
devised multiple indicators as Table 2.

<Table 2> Indicators of Military-Diplomatic Dimension

Indicators

1. Historical Experiences
of International Conflict
a) wars

b) colonial rules

¢) geopolitical conditions

Data Sources

<

. David Singer and Melvin
Small, Correlates of War
Project: International and
Civil War Data, 1816-1992,
Ann Arbor, MI: J. David
and Melvin Small[produc-
ers], 1993. Ann Arbor, MI:
Inter-University Consor-
tium for Political and
Social Research[distribu-
tor], 1994. For Civial war
data. After 1992, Peter Wal-
lensteen and Margareta
Sollenberg, "Armed Con-
flict, 1989-1998," Journal of
Peace Research, vol. 36, no.
2(1999).

Encyclopedia Britannica; CIA,
World Factbook

Diehl and Goertz, War and
Peace in International Rival-
ry (University of Michigan
Press, 2000)

Coding

Frequency:
0=none

1=once

2=more than once

Scale/casualty:

O=less than 1/1000 per
population

1= 1/1000 per population
or higher casualty

* measured twice for 1941-
1970; 1971-2000 with
the later period weighted
twice

0=nong;
1=independence before

1900

2=independence before

1950

3=independence before

1999

* number of adjacent states
and their relative capabil-
ities

* Enduring rivalries

2. Militarization
a) armed forces

b) military expenditure

¢) weapons of mass
destruction

The Military Balance 2001
Freedom House Survey

Armed forces per 1000 pop-
ulation

% military expenditure/
GDP

#signed (CWC, BWC, NPT)

3. Outstanding Interna-
tional Conflict
a) wars

Facts on File

0=none;1=yes;2=yes on
own territory
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b) use of force short of
war *

¢) non-military interstate
conflict*

* For concept and defini-
tion, see Daniel M. Jones,
et al., "Militarized Inter-
state Disputes, 1816-1992:
Rationale, Coding Rules,
and Empirical Patterns,”

0=none;1=once;2=more
than once

0=none;1=once;2=more
than once

Conflict Management and | 0=yes;1=none
Peace Science, vol. 15, no.
d) measures to end 2 (Fall 1996)

ongoing conflict

C. Socio-Economic Dimension

C1. Social Safety and Stability

In an unsafe environment and society, it is hard to attain
peace. The unsafe state may be created through two sources. One
has to do with the natural environment in the form of environ-
mental pollution, natural disaster, etc. The other is the man-made
state of affairs such as traffic or industrial accidents and crimes.
When a society displays a stable state in its structural aspects, it is
more likely to be in peace. Even though the structural base of a
society is hard to conceptualize, we attempt to capture the stability
of structure in each level of society, that is, society as a whole,
social groups, the family and the individual. On each level of soci-
ety, the extent of structural instability is measured. The examples
include the level of stress that could be reflected in such behavioral
habits as smoking or other drug abuses, and the rate of suicide
committed. We adopted three indicators: (a) ecological and soci-
etal safety, (b) stability in individual lives, and (c) social stability.

C2. Inequality and Exclusion

When resources are distributed unequally and a large propor-
tion of people are deprived of the basic means of decent life, a
society is hard to be in peace. Such inequality further aggravates

the level of felt peace in terms of relative deprivation. Also,
inequality may be manifested in various kinds of group differenti-
ation in terms of income, region, gender, etc. Poverty should be
measured not only by income but also in broader socio-econom-
ic terms. We adopted two indicators: (a) poverty, and (b) differ-
ences and inequalities.

C3. Quality of Life and Social Security

Notwithstanding the economic instability, individuals' anxi-
ety can be significantly mitigated if the society is well equipped
with such safety measures as social safety network. Such an anxi-
ety can be further mitigated if the society in general provides wide
range of opportunities for self-development, in terms of, e.g.,
health care, public education, or social relocation. We adopted
two indicators: (a) quality of life, and (b) social security.

For the elements in socio-economic dimension, we devised
multiple indicators as Table 3.

<Table 3> Indicators of Socio-Economic Dimension

Indicators Data Sources Coding

1. Social Safety and Stability

a) ecological and societal |[Human Development Report | Frequency and casualties
safety 2001 from natural/man-made dis-

asters

Facts on File Crime rate

Refugees

Pollution

Both aggregate and events
data Divorce

b) stability in individual Cigarette smoking
lives Labor hours per week

Suicide rate

Economic stability (unem-
ployment rate, inflation rate,
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¢) social stability

national debt)

Events in the categories

2. Inequality and Exclusion
a) poverty

b) differences and inequali-
ties

Human Development Report
2001

Facts on File

Both aggregate and events
data

Human Poverty Index
Life Expentancy

Gini Index
Gender Empowerment
Index

Events in the catetories

3. Quality of Life and Social
Security
a) quality of life

b) sacial security

Human Development Report
2001

Human Development Index

Priorities in Public spending

Each of the above-mentioned factors more or less affect the

level of peace felt by members of a national society. We made a
composite peace index adding the indicators up. Then, each of
the values is recalled to 100 to meet the general expectation that
the score of 100 represents perfect peace.

V. Analyssof the Reaults

1. The Year 2001 and the Fear of Terror

In June 2000, the first ever Summit between North and South
Korea was held, signaling the eventual thawing on the Korean
Peninsula, the last frontier of the Cold War. This historic event
marked the beginning of the year 2001 with a new hope of global
peace and stability. However, in the year 2001, the worst interna-
tional terrorist attacks occurred in the Untied States. On Septem-
ber 11, 19 hijackers belonging to the Al-Qaida terrorist network
crashed passenger airplanes into New York's World Trade Center
buildings and the Pentagon, killing more than three thousand
innocent people. This event more than any other has urged the
whole world to reconsider the meaning of peace from scratch.

First, the September 11 incident heralded that terrorism-
asymmetric warfare, to speak more broadly-will be a top security
concern of many countries in the foreseeable future. Not only the
United States but the whole world became haunted by the fear of
unwanted death by political violence.

Second, although the origins of contemporary international
terrorism can be found in aggressive Islamic fundamentalism, the
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conditions for terrorism are present everywhere that can spark
potential or ongoing conflict into massive violence. All people
around the globe fear that these conditions may threaten world
peace. Actually, suicide bombings that killed innocent people
became more frequent.

Third, the United States defined any act of terror against it as
‘warfare' and launched a war against Afghanistan, known sponsor
of Al-Qaida. The Taliban have been driven out of power and Al-
Qaida has been scattered. Despite massive attacks, however,
Osama bin Laden, a chief Al-Qaida leader who masterminded the
September 11 attacks, and main organizers of Al-Qaida remain at
large. The United States declared that the anti-terror war would
not end until the international terrorists network is completely
uprooted, and urged the whole world to join the U.S-led anti-ter-
ror campaign. While the anti-terror campaign was going on, peo-
ple in countries that were potential targets of terrorist attacks had
no choice but to live in fear. Many countries in alliance relation-
ship with the United States had to decide whether or not to join
the anti-terror campaign.

The Korean Peninsula was not exempt from the repercus-
sions of the international anti-terror campaign. The Korean gov-
ernment had to consider the degree of participation in the anti-
terror campaign, and North Korea stopped ongoing dialogues
with the South and the United States. Furthermore, when Presi-
dent Bush designated North Korea as one part of the "axis of evil'
along with Irag and Iran, concern has also been raised about the
prospect of the Korean Peninsula being the second front of the
anti-terror campaign.

At the dawn of the 21st century, humanity is still obsessed
with distrust, hate, conflict and violence, rather than peaceful res-
olution of mutual misunderstandings.

2. World Peace Index 2001 Special Characteristics
(1) General Observations

Table 4 presents WPI for the 74 nations in three dimensions
as well as the composite measure. The average WPI for the 74
nations is 72.8, which is equivalent to the arithmetic mean of
79.6 for the political dimension, 73.9 for the military-diplomatic
dimension, and 64.8 for the socio-economic dimension. In read-
ing the numbers, a few words of caution is in order. First, the
numbers are rather arbitrary and do not take any substantial
meaning unless and until we put them in the comparative per-
spective. For example, we should not conclude that the level of
peace in 2001 is 73 percent of the perfect peace. Second, the actu-
al level of peace that the world's inhabitants enjoy on average
could be much worse than what the numbers may suggest.

<Table 4> World Peace Index 2001 for 74 Nations:
Average by Regions and Income Groups

Number Political Military- ~ Socio-
Classification UMD cpr2001 TN Diplomatic Economic
of Nations Pl Pl Pl
World Average 74 72.8 79.6 73.9 64.8
America and 18 744 | 780 | 798 | 655
the Caribbean
Europe 29 794 89.2 781 70.8
Region | Sub-Saharan Africa 4 69.1 76.1 75.6 55.5

Arab and North Africa 8 61.1 70.6 52.4 60.3

Asia, the Pacific
and Oceania

High (Over $6,000) 23 826 | 954 | 780 | 753
Income| Middle ($3,000-5,999)| 42 701 | 754 | 726 | 624
Low (Under $2,999) 9 602 | 6L1 | 701 | 493

15 65.4 68.8 69.9 575
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When national scores are weighted by the size of population,
the average drops by nearly 9 points to 63.9, indicating that the
level of peace in large nations is generally lower than smaller
nations (see Table 5). Also, the number is taken for only 74
nations and the level of peace in more than 100 nations that are
not taken here is presumed to be generally worse.

Europe turns out to be the most peaceful region. In the over-
all WPI, the average score for 29 European nations is 79.4, more
than five points higher than the second-ranked region, America.
Also sixteen European nations are ranked in the top twenty.
Europe's peace scores are particularly high in both domestic
politic, and socio-economic dimensions, while it is ranked next
to the American in the military-diplomatic dimension due to
continuing military conflicts in East Europe and former Soviet
Union.

The Americas is ranked the second overall and first in the
military-diplomatic dimension with exception to the U.S. and
Cuba, the American nations enjoyed relative peace in internation-
al political dimension in the shadow of the hegemon.

The regional average of Sub-Sarahan Africa, which is higher
than that of the Middle East and Asia-Pacific, is misleading,
because only four states provided reliable data and are included
in the analysis. That most of the states in the region are unable to
provide statistical data indicates the poor level of government
capacity in the region, thereby lack of peace.

The Asia-Pacific has drawn international attention for
decades due to its fast economic growth and dynamism. Yet the
average level of peace, 65.4, is well below the European average,
indicating that the region as a whole has yet to go a long way to
achieve mature level of peace.

The Arabs and North Africa region's average is the lowest
indicating this is one of the regions, together with Sub-Saharan

<Figure 3> State of Peace around the World
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Africa, where careful attention is deserved in order to promote
stable peace. That the most shocking and peace-disturbing event
in the year 2001 was originated in this region symbolizes the long
way to go to achieve stable peace in this region.

Now, turn to the bottom part of Table 1. An obvious pattern
is that richer countries tend to record higher level of peace in all
three dimensions, which is particularly true for domestic political,
and socio-economic dimensions. Such a difference is rather
blurred in the military diplomatic dimension. Indeed, there is a
strong correlation between the levels of peace in domestic politi-
cal dimension and in socio-economic dimension (r=.75). This
finding portends an important theoretical implication—that is,
political stability and democracy blossom in economically stable
and developed countries or vice versa. Yet, such a strong correla-
tion is not observed between the levels of peace in military diplo-
matic dimension on the one hand, and those in two other
dimensions. It may indicate that dynamics of international con-
flict tends to follow somewhat different causal process than two
other dimensions.

In this sense, the case of the United States of America is
revealing. For of the rich countries, the USA is an exception. It is
ranked the 54™ in the overall peace score; the 50" (among 74
nations; 87" among 140 nations) in the political dimension; the
67" (among 74 nations; 117" among 140 nations) in the mili-
tary-diplomatic dimension; and the 33 (among 74 nations) in
the socio-economic dimension (see Tables 6, 8, 10). Considering
the extra-ordinary terror attacks, its low score in 2001 may be
readily expected. What is rather surprising is that its ranking is
lower than a year ago only by three score points. Last year's report
noted that the United States was paying for the price of the Pax
Americana. That is, as the watchdog of the world, the U.S. has
been involved in many armed conflicts. And the terrorist attacks

highlight the cost. Despite the tragic event, however, the U.S. sys-
tem has demonstrated such remarkable resilience that its overall
ranking dropped by only three.

<Table 5> World Peace Index 2001 for 74 Nations:
Weighted Average by Population

Number of Military-  Socio-
Classification . CP12001 Political Pl Diplomatic Economic
Nations Pl Pl
World Average
Weighted by Population 74 63.9 64.9 70.6 56.1
of Each Country
Over 50 Million 19 66.4 68.4 70.7 59.8
Population| 10-49.9 Million 27 71.6 7.7 739 63.0
Under 9.9 Million| 28 78.3 88.6 76.3 70.0

Table 5 caricatures the relationship between the level of peace
and the size of population. A general observation is that the larger
population size, the lower the level of peace. Average level of
peace is higher for smaller countries, and lower for larger coun-
tries. Also it is noteworthy that the weighted averages of peace
index are much lower than the simple averages in all three
dimensions, and particularly in domestic political, and socio-eco-
nomic dimensions.

(2) 2001 WPI at a Country Level

Table 6 presents WPI for the 74 countries in three dimen-
sions as well as the composite measure. It shows that Sweden is
ranked the first with 89.2 in WPI. Norway and Denmark follow
Sweden. Finland is ranked 10", This means that the Scandinavian
countries seem to be the most peaceful states in the world.

Next to Scandinavian countries, countries in middle-western
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and southern Europe, countries in Oceania, some of South Amer- Rank Court el | Gmiesn | Rt DMillitaryt-, ESocio—,
ican countries, and some of former eastern-Europe countries o . ALY I 23 a3 fndex . ndex
proved relatively high scores in WPI. Among the Asian countries, 26 |Chile 9 88 9.2 755 69.6
Japan shows relatively high score in WPI. ;; JPZTZ:TC]Z ig Z'g %3 :j'g %'Z
<Table 6> WPI for 74 Nations: Sorted by Rankings ig E(I)r:;d:j and Tobago 2? Z; 2:‘21 ;gi 22‘51
) . ” Military- Socio- 31 |Mexico 60 774 81.6 85.6 64.9
U 00 Cnbecder L Ut 32 | Hungary 30 772 | 906 | 80 | 501
World Average 72.8 79.6 739 64.8 33 | Lithuania 22 76.7 92.3 751 62.7
1 | Sweden 4 89.2 8.7 85.4 836 34 |Bulgaria 40 74.4 87.4 772 58.4
2 | Norway ; 88.6 954 83.9 86,5 35 | Bolivia 33 74.0 7858 825 60.6
s | Denmark L 678 994 8 7 814 36 |Belarus 27 739 85.6 710 65.2
37 |Brazil 49 736 76.7 82.8 61.3
4 | Luxemburg 18 88 | 96 | 877 4l 38 | South Africa 32 734 | 803 | 776 62.2
5 | New Zealand 1 86.6 99.2 8L.2 79.3 39 | Tunisia 3 129 811 743 633
6 |Switzerland 12 86.6 98.0 87.8 73.9 40 | Singapore 20 727 86.8 66.6 645
7 |Germany A 86.4 9.0 851 781 41 | Nicaragua 64 724 744 824 60.4
8 |Austria 10 86.2 97.2 82.6 78.9 42 | Greece 25 72.2 83.0 66.9 66.8
9 |Canada 14 86.0 98.5 8L.0 785 43 |Ecuador 4 722 75.7 80.4 60.5
10 |Finland 6 85.5 99.9 76.0 80.6 44 |Peru 56 722 734 82.0 61.2
11 | Netherlands 2 85.5 98.6 80.6 773 45 | Kazakhstan 39 715 80.7 74.4 59.5
12 |France 50 844 94.8 82.0 765 46 | Albania 42 715 83.6 69.6 61.2
13 |Belgium 8 84.3 94.9 81.8 76.2 47 |Venezuela 65 713 718 75.3 66.9
14 | Australia 15 838 | 972 | 785 75.7 48 \Romania 48 Al 8ol ) 762 569
15 | Italy 38 83.0 90.6 815 770 49 |Korea, Rep. of 44 704 86.1 68.2 56.9
16 ireland s 825 965 288 T 50 | Thailand 53 704 80.4 66.4 64.3
17 | Portugal 2 81 2.4 ol e 94 51 |El Salvador 28 704 73.3 80.0 57.7
. 52 |Malaysia 57 701 785 68.4 63.5
18 | Costa Rica 17 819 86.7 84.8 74.2 53 | Argentina 21 68.2 60.3 79.2 65.1
19 |Czech 24 8.3 | 886 | 84l 3 54 | United States 51 682 | 772 6L5 66.0
20 |Slovenia 26 81.2 93.7 74.8 75.1 55 | Croatia 43 674 70.6 67.4 64.0
21 | United Kingdom 59 80.3 87.6 79.1 74.3 56 | Kenya 58 66.3 76.7 73.9 483
22 | Spain 54 80.2 924 814 67.0 57 |China 55 66.1 66.2 749 57.2
23 | Mauritius 13 79.8 92.7 81.6 65.2 58 |Ukraine 46 65.5 67.3 4 57.8
24 | Uruguay 19 795 20.8 80.0 67.6 59 | Morocco 35 63.5 82.3 575 50.7
25 |Japan 29 79.2 a4 77.2 68.8 60 |lsrael 62 63.1 924 29.1 67.9
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- - Military- Socio-
Country Colr:ggslte Pl?]lglecfl Di;l)rl%new:tic Eﬁ(r)]gc;r;wic

61 | Egypt 63 61.6 75.7 50.3 58.8
62 | Turkey 52 60.9 521 724 58.3
63 | Columbia 69 59.9 373 812 61.2
64 |Jordan 47 59.6 68.0 37.9 72.9
65 | Zimbabwe 66 56.7 54.5 69.5 46.1
66 | Sri Lanka 68 56.7 409 74.3 54.8
67 | Indonesia 73 56.5 424 80.1 47.1
68 | Syria 45 56.3 80.1 304 58.4
69 |Bangladesh 61 54.7 63.4 62.2 385
70 | Philippines 67 53.6 34.7 754 50.8
71 |India 72 52.1 48.8 64.4 43.0
72 |Russia 74 51.6 43.9 56.0 54.9
73 | Algeria 7 50.8 328 67.5 52.0
74 |Pakistan 70 36.7 45.0 358 39.2

<Figure 4> WPI for 74 Nations: 6 Selected Countries

On the contrary, Pakistan is ranked as the last with 36.7. Four
other South Asian countries —Philippines, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka,
Indonesia—are also in bottom of 10 countries in WPI. And some
of the Middle East Islam countries show low score in WPI.

It is noteworthy that all of the 3 major world powers—the
United States (54", China (57™), Russia (72"%) —are revealed as
lower state of peace countries. These states play major part in Mil-
itary-Diplomatic conflicts in the world. Ironically, two big eco-
nomic powers—Germany (7") and Japan (25™)—, which limit
their role in the international economy, are ranked relatively high.

The Republic of Korea scored 70.4 and ranked 49™ out of 74
countries. Her rank is lower than the year of 2000(44™) by 5. In
2000, there was the first Inter-Korean Summit Meeting after the

national division. But in 2001, the new Bush administration has
changed diplomatic policy to North Korea. And the atmosphere

of confrontation between two Koreas revived itself.
The analysis of relationship between composite index (WPI)
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Sweden | Sweden
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X M\ /
‘ Argentingy /Bangladesh
‘Bangladesh USA
71
Bangladesh
74 - " - -
Composite Political Military-Diplomatic ~ Socio-Economic
Rank Index Index Index Index

and three dimensions is interesting. The ranks of selected 6 coun-
tries are depicted in Figure 4. The country, which is highly ranked in
WP, tends to be ranked high in each dimension (Sweden). Many
of the western industrial countries fit this type. And the country
with low scores in WPI has likely low ranks in all of the three
dimensions (Bangladesh). Pakistan, Algeria, Russia, India also fall
into this type. But the countries in the middle show fluctuations
among ranks in each dimension (Japan, Brazil, Argentina, USA).
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Japan and USA maintain relatively high levels of peace in the
political and socio-economic dimensions, but their level of peace
in the military-diplomatic dimension is relatively low. Israel is the
extreme case in this respect (high in political and socio-economic
dimensions and low in military-diplomatic dimension). On the
contrary, Brazil and Argentina are relatively peaceful in the mili-
tary-diplomatic dimension, but low in political and socio-eco-
nomic dimension.

Table 7 shows characteristics of countries by level of 2001
WPI (upper 20 countries as high, bottom 20 countries as low and
34 countries as middle). The mean of GNP per capita is very high
in High WPI countries ($23,165) compare to Middle ($9,549)
and Low ($4,611). But population of the high WPI countries is
smaller than Middle and Low. In general, we can assume that
small and high GNP countries tend to be more peaceful.

Another interesting factor among the 3 groups is the mean
score of each dimension. High WPI countries show the highest
score in political and socio-economic dimensions. But in mili-
tary-diplomatic dimension, mean score of High WPI countries
(82) is lower than that of Middle WPI countries (86). The Low
has absolutely low score in all of three dimensions. Considering
the Low contains 75% of world population, this suggests that
peace movement must be activated in not just one or two but all
of three dimensions.

<Table 7> Characteristics of Countries by level of 2001 WPI

WA PPPGDP  Populaion Poltical I S0gio-
(No. of er capita ($) Wil DI ) Diplomatic Economic
Country) P P W) IMENSION " Dimension  Dimension
High (20) 23,165 17 96 82 7
Middle (34) 9,549 36 83 86 64
Low (20) 4,611 163 58 62 54

There are some countries, which show big a change in rank
compared to 2000. France, Mexico, Nicaragua, United Kingdom,
Spain promoted peace level mainly by mitigating domestic con-
flict. On the contrary, some countries in Arab and North Africa
region retreated WPI rank. The 9 - 11 terror attack and subse-
guent war caused shrinking of the peace level in this region. And
Argentina dropped its rank because of domestic turmoil caused
by economic crisis.

Considering the extra-ordinary tragic event of 9 - 11, one
might expect a big retreat in the rank of the United States. Howev-
er, the rank of the United States is lower than 2000 by only 3. As
referred in 2000 report, the United States has been already paying
for the price of Pax Americana. The terrorist attacks highlight the
cost of watchdog of the world.

(3) 9 11 Terrorist Attacks and World Peace

Ever since the terrorist incident, the international security
environment has changed so drastically that many people call the
present era the "post post-Cold War era." The September 11 inci-
dent has created an opportunity for a fundamental change in the
relationship between Washington and Moscow and Beijing. It
also has provided Japan with an excuse to take a major step
toward becoming a normal nation and a more equal security
partner. The attacks, in short, have made the terrorist attacks and
the means to stop it a central issue in international politics. As the
world's security concerns are focused on the global coalition
against terrorism, the issue of asymmetry in world politics is
expected to significantly increase in importance.

Although the anti-terror campaign is almost concluded, the
Bush administration's continued unilateralist foreign policy
stance causes a concern of many countries of the world. Forceful
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implementation of the missile defense, withdrawal from the
Kyoto Protocol, abolition of the ABM Treaty, the State of the
Union address, controversial Nuclear Posture Review Report, and
unprecedented increase in defense expenditure, all will have a sig-
nificant overcast for the future of world peace. Reasons for con-
cern are overwhelming compared to recent agreement between
the United States and Russia on strategic nuclear arms reduction.

There have been many repercussions since the September 11,
but one thing seems indisputable —that is, states involved in this
incident have suffered a serious loss of peace. Physical and emo-
tional damages for the American people, as a direct victim of the
September 11 incident, were beyond description. According to a
recently released terrorism report published by the U.S. Depart-
ment of State, a total of 3,547 persons were Killed in international
terrorist attacks in 2001, the highest annual death toll from terror-
ism ever recorded. Ninety percent of the fatalities occurred in the
September 11 attacks and more than 3,000 died in the World
Trade Center attacks. By comparison, in 2000, 409 persons died
in terrorist attacks.

Right after the September 11 attacks, virtually every nation of
the world condemned the attack and joined the U.S.-led coalition
to fight international terror. The United Nations Security Council
unanimously condemned the terrorist attacks and declared evok-
ing collective security right pursuant to the United Nations Char-
ter. The Organization of American States (OAS) declared that the
September 11 attacks were equivalent to the attack on every
nation in alliance relationship with the United States. In Brussels,
on October 5, 2001, NATO invoked Article 5 of the Washington
Treaty, which states that an armed attack on one or more of the
allies in Europe or North America shall be considered an attack
against them all.

Since then, the United States has led a massive coalition

attacks against Afghanistan's Taliban regime and Al-Qaida organi-
zation. Throughout this anti-terror campaign, a total of 136 coun-
tries offered a range of military assistance, 89 countries granted
overflight authority for U.S. military aircraft, 76 countries granted
landing rights for U.S. military aircraft, and 23 countries agreed to
host U.S. and coalition forces involved in military operations in
Afghanistan.®

In terms of peace level, the biggest victim of the September 11
attacks was the United States and Afghanistan, including its vicin-
ity. Reflecting this fact, the United States' rank in overall peace
downed to 51 from 54 out of 74 countries for which overall peace
index was computed. This relatively minor change compared to
enormous shocks appears accountable to the healthy socio-eco-
nomic basis and stability in domestic politics of American society.

By contrast, although not confirmed by the lack of data,
Afghanistan, where main anti-terror campaigns have occurred,
suffered massive destruction in addition to already longstanding
famine and civil war. And many former Soviet republics, includ-
ing Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Ukraine, Kyrgyzstan, and Georgia in
South West Asia, descended in their military-diplomatic peace
index rankings compared to previous years without exception.
Since the anti-terror campaign has begun, countries within the
region have been taking steps to enhance their common efforts
against international terrorism. Fears of influx of Afghan fighters
and refugees as a result of the fighting in Afghanistan spurred
cooperative efforts to tighten border security and to combat
extremist organizations. Georgia continued to face spillover vio-
lence from the Chechen conflict, including a short period of fight-
ing in the separatist region of Abkhazia and bombings by aircraft
from Russian territory on Georgia under the guise of antiterrorist

3) U.S. Department of State, Patterns of Global Terrorism 2001 (May 2002), p. xii.
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operations. Three central Asian States—Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan,
and Tajikistan —along with Russia, Belarus, and Armenia, agreed
at a CIS collective-security summit to create a rapid-reaction force
to respond to regional threats, including terrorism and Islamic
extremism. All these situations reflect increased overall tension in
this part of the world.

The September 11 attacks proved to be the worst contributor
to the world peace in 2001. The incident not only inflicted suffer-
ing to American people but also cost severe damage to terrorist-
sponsoring states and their neighbors.

3. Peace Index Analysis Results by Dimension
(1) Peace in Political Dimension

The level of peace in political dimension is measured by
three categories of indicators— (1) history of domestic political
conflict, (2) the level of political stability in terms of democracy,
human rights, and political transparency, and (3) the
ongoing/outstanding domestic political conflict and the develop-
ment thereof during the past year.

As indicators in this dimension do not utilize aggregate data,
it is possible to assemble indices for all of the 140 nations. Exami-
nation of the results in these two dimensions of peace yields
quite intriguing results (Table 8).

Among the 140 countries, Finland turns out the most peace-
ful in the domestic political dimension. With the Scandinavian
countries in the lead, almost all of the Western demaocratic coun-
tries occupy high ranks in the political dimension. While the least
peaceful countries on the political dimension are concentrated on
Sub-Saharan Africa, Middle East and South-East Asia, and Latin

<Table 8> Political Peace Index 2001 for 140 Nations

77.6

World Average

1 | Finland 99.9 36 | Hungary 90.6
2 | Denmark 99.4 37 | ltaly 90.6
3 New Zealand 99.2 38 | Bahrain 89.6
4 | Sweden 98.7 39 | Trinidad and Tobago| 89.2
5 Iceland 98.6 40 | Czech 88.6
6 | Luxemburg 98.6 41 | Poland 88.4
7 | Netherlands 98.6 42 | Namibia 88.2
8 Canada 98.5 43 | Jamaica 87.8
9 | Malta 98.5 44 | United Kingdom 87.6
10 | Switzerland 98.0 45 | Bulgaria 874
1 | Austria 97.2 46 | Singapore 86.8
12 | Australia 97.2 47 | CostaRica 86.7
13 | Ireland 96.5 48 | Saudi Arabia 86.7
14 | Germany 96.0 49 | Malawi 86.4
15 | Norway 95.4 50 | Armenia 86.4
16 | Belgium 94.9 51 | Korea, Rep. Of 86.1
17 | France 94.8 52 | Belarus 85.6
18 | Slovenia 93.7 53 | Mongolia 85.5
19 | Estonia 93.7 54 | Moldova 84.9
20 | Kuwait 93.2 55 | Gabon 84.9
21 | Taiwan 92.9 56 | PapuaNew Guinea| 84.7
22 | Mauritius 92.7 57 | Senegal 845
23 | Botswana 925 58 | Qatar 84.4
24 | United Arab Emirates 924 59 | Libya 84.4
25 | Portugal 924 60 | Niger 84.9
26 | Spain 924 61 | Albania 83.6
27 | lIsrael 924 62 | Mali 835
28 | Lithuania 92.3 63 | Zambia 834
29 | Bahamas 922 64 | Ghana 834
30 | Slovakia 91.6 65 | Honduras 83.3
3l | Oman 9.5 66 | Dominican Rep 83.3
32 | Japan 9.4 67 | Greece 83.0
33 | Chile 91.2 68 | Kyrgyzstan 82.7
34 | Latvia 91.0 69 | Morocco 82.3
35 | Uruguay 90.8 70 | Mexico 81.6
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Rank Country Political PI Rank Country Political Pl
71 | Tunisia 81.1 106 | Tanzania 68.2
72 | Mauritania 80.8 107 | Jordan 68.0
73 | Kazakhstan 80.7 108 | Ukraine 67.3
74 | Thailand 80.4 109 | Chad 66.8
75 | Yemen 80.3 10 | China 66.2
76 | South Africa 80.3 11 | Laos 64.4
77 | Romania 80.1 12 | Iran 64.2
78 | Syria 80.1 113 | Tajikistan 63.5
79 | Uzbekistan 794 114 | Bangladesh 63.4
80 | Fiji 79.3 115 | Cambodia 63.3
8l | Panama 79.0 116 | Georgia 63.1
82 | Cameroon 78.8 17 | Iraq 62.1
83 | Bolivia 78.8 118 | Burundi 61.2
84 | Malaysia 785 119 | Argentina 60.3
85 | Paraguay 775 120 | Rwanda 59.3
86 | Korea, Dem. Rep. 775 121 | Central AfricanRep | 58.8
87 | United States 77.2 122 | Guatemala 58.6
88 | Kenya 76.7 123 | Nigeria 56.5
89 | Brazil 76.7 124 | Uganda 54.7
90 | Egypt 75.7 125 | Zimbabwe 545
91 | Ecuador 75.7 126 | Myanmar 52.7
92 | Mozambique 755 127 | Turkey 52.1
93 | Azerbaijan 74.7 128 | Vietham 49.8
94 | Nicaragua 744 129 | India 48.8
95 | Togo 74.0 130 | Sudan 470
96 | Peru 734 131 | Russia 439
97 | El Salvador 733 132 | Angola 434
98 | Cuba 728 133 | Congo, Dem 428
99 | Guinea 723 134 | Indonesia 424
100 | Venezuela 7.8 135 | SriLanka 409
101 | Croatia 70.6 136 | Colombia 37.3
102 | SierraLeone 70.5 137 | Pakistan 35.0
103 | Gambia 69.5 138 | Philippines 34.7
104 | Lebanon 68.9 139 | Algeria 32.8
105 | Ethiopia 68.4 140 | Nepal 30.5

America.

As for the Korean Peninsula, Republic of Korea (South Korea)
is ranked 51° out of 140 countries. Among Asian countries, only
Taiwan (21%), Japan (32"%) and Singapore (46™) are higher than
South Korea. South Korea is relatively well positioned in domestic
political peace. And the rank of Democratic People's Republic
Korea (North Korea) is 86". Despite prolonged extreme econom-
ic difficulty, North Korea appears to maintain a degree of political
stability.

<Figure 5> Relationship of Political Peace Index and WPI 2001
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Political peace index has a close relationship with WPI (Fig-
ure 5). This means that the state of domestic politics is critical for
the peace of the country.

The political peace index differs by regions and levels of
income (Table 9). The world average political peace index is 77.6.
Europe (88.7) turns out to be the most peaceful region in politi-
cal dimension. The political peace becomes lowered in the order
of America and the Caribbean (78.0), Arab and North Africa
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(75.5), Sub-Saharan Africa (72.6), and Asia, the pacific and Ocea-
nia (69.2). The spread and consolidation of western democracy
closely related to the level of political peace. Economic develop-
ment also related to the level of political peace. The average score
of political peace in High GDP countries is 94.2. This high score
contrasts sharply with Middle GDP countries (77.4) and Low
GDP countries (68.7).

<Table 9> Political Peace Index 2001 for 140 Nations:
Average by Regions and Income Groups

Classification Number of Nations  Political Peace Index

World Average 140 77.6
America and the Caribbean 24 78.0
Europe 38 88.7
Region | Sub-Saharan Africa 30 72.6
Arab and North Africa 20 755
Asia, the Pacific and Oceania 28 69.2
High (Over $16,000) 27 94.2
Income | Middle ($3,000-15,999) 64 774
Low (Under $2,999) 49 68.7

Looking at the relationship between income level and score of
political peace index more carefully, we find that the difference of
High - Middle (94.2-77.4=16.8) is greater than Middle - Low
(77.4-68.7=8.7). This suggests that the relationship between eco-
nomic development and peace in political dimension is not linear.
In fact, relationship of GDP and Political Peace Index is curvilinear
(Figure 6). During the initial stage of economic development,
some countries may accept authoritarian regimes. But the level of
economic development reaches to certain point, the authoritarian
regime cannot help changing to democratic regime. Taiwan, Portu-
gal, Spain and South Korea may be the some examples.

<Figure 6> Relationship of GDP and Political Peace Index
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If we go into the details of each country, the level of political
peace is influenced by not only democratic system and economic
development but also socio-cultural factor such as ethnic compo-
sition, regional difference, and religion. Compared their econom-
ic development levels, the political peace ranks of Italy (37),
Great Britain (44™), and the United States (87™) are relatively
lower. These countries are suffering prolonged indigenous conflict
(regional conflict: Italy; conflict in religion: Great Britain; and eth-
nic conflict: the United States) and these conflicts hinder to pro-
mote the level of political peace.

In general, political peace index shows big differentials
among countries and regions. If we agree to the characteristics of
political peace index 2001 as analyzed here, the comprehensive
approach is necessary to enhance the level of political peace. And
the key polices might be the spread of democratic political sys-
tem, the regionally balanced sustainable economic development,
and the respect of each sub-culture.
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(2) Analysis of Military-Diplomatic Peace Index

The level of peace in military-diplomatic dimension was
measured by three indicators. First, historical experience of
international conflict consists of interstate wars, colonial rules,
and geopolitical conditions. Second, the degree of militarization
reflects the size of armed forces, military expenditures, and the
number of international conventions a country acceded in rela-
tion with the weapons of mass destruction. Third and finally, out-
standing international conflicts include recent peace-affecting
events such as interstate wars, use of force short of war, non-mili-
tary interstate conflicts, and other political or diplomatic mea-
sures to end ongoing conflict.

<Table 10> Military-Diplomatic Peace Index 2001 for 140 Nations:
Sorted by Rankings

d O Diploma 5 d O Dibloma 5
World Average 71.4
1 | Switzerland 87.8 16 | Brazil 82.8
2 | Luxemburg 87.7 17 | Denmark 82.7
3 | Dominican Rep 86.6 18 | Austria 82.6
4 | Nepal 85.7 19 | Bolivia 825
5 | Mexico 85.6 20 | Nicaragua 824
6 | Sweden 854 21 | Peru 82.0
7 Germany 85.1 22 | Hungary 82.0
8 | CostaRica 84.8 23 | France 82.0
9 | Bahamas 84.7 24 | Belgium 818
10 | Panama 84.3 25 | Mauritius 81.6
1 | Czech 84.1 26 | Portugal 8L5
12 | Paraguay 84.0 27 | ltaly 815
13 | Guatemala 839 28 | Spain 814
14 | Norway 839 29 | New Zealand 81.2
15 | Jamaica 83.3 30 | Colombia 81.2

Coviiy Dip'\ljglriaa?C ] Coviiy Dip'\l/clllriaa?C PI
3l | Canada 81.0 66 | Slovenia 748
32 | Netherlands 80.6 67 | Yemen 74.8
33 | Ecuador 80.4 68 | Guinea 747
34 | Indonesia 80.1 69 | Slovakia 745
35 | El Salvador 80.0 70 | Senegal 744
36 | Uruguay 80.0 71 | Kazakhstan 744
37 | Malta 79.5 72 | Iceland 74.4
38 | Ghana 79.5 73 | Srilanka 743
39 | Argentina 79.2 74 | Trinidad and Tobago| 74.3
40 | United Kingdom 79.1 75 | Tunisia 743
41 | Ireland 78.8 76 | Kenya 73.9
42 | Mali 78.8 77 | Zambia 73.6
43 | Australia 785 78 | Nigeria 734
44 | Fiji 78.0 79 | Niger 72.8
45 | Honduras 777 80 | Mozambique 72.7
46 | Gambia 71.7 8L | Turkey 724
47 | South Africa 77.6 82 | Laos 724
48 | PapuaNew Guinea| 77.6 83 | Mauritania 722
49 | SierralLeone 774 84 | Cameroon n7
50 | Mongolia 77.3 85 | Ukraine 7.4
51 | Japan 77.2 86 | Namibia 7.3
52 | Bulgaria 77.2 87 | Belarus 710
53 | Togo 77.0 88 | Botswana 70.6
54 | Latvia 76.8 89 | Gabon 70.5
55 | Malawi 76.5 90 | Rwanda 70.3
56 | Romania 76.2 91 | Tanzania 69.8
57 | Finland 76.0 92 | Chad 69.8
58 | Poland 75.7 93 | Albania 69.6
59 | Estonia 75.7 94 | Zimbabwe 69.5
60 | Central AfricanRep| 75.7 95 | Ethiopia 69.0
61 | Chile 755 96 | Malaysia 68.4
62 | Philippines 754 97 | Taiwan 68.3
63 | Venezuela 75.3 98 | Korea, Rep. of 68.2
64 | Lithuania 75.1 99 | Moldova 67.9
65 | China 74.9 100 | Algeria 67.5
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Cauiilyy Diml:gtiyc g R Cauiilyy Diml:gtiyc PI
101 | Congo, Dem 67.5 121 | Saudi Arabia 60.9
102 | Croatia 67.4 122 | Armenia 59.9
103 | Greece 66.9 123 | Kuwait 58.8
104 | Burundi 66.8 124 | Uzbekistan 57.6
105 | Singapore 66.6 125 | Morocco 57.6
106 | Thailand 66.4 126 | Russia 56.0
107 | Vietnam 65.6 127 | Sudan 55.3
108 | Bahrain 65.6 128 | Angola 55.1
109 | Kyrgyzstan 65.2 129 | United Arab Emirates | 54.9
110 | India 64.4 130 | Korea, Dem. Rep. 549
m | Iran 64.2 131 | Libya 53.0
12 | Uganda 63.5 132 | Georgia 51.5
13 | Cambodia 63.4 133 | Egypt 50.3
114 | Myanmar 62.9 134 | Qatar 48.2
15 | Azerbaijan 62.4 135 | Lebanon 437
116 | Bangladesh 62.2 136 | Jordan 37.9
17 | United States 61.5 137 | Pakistan 35.8
18 | Tajikistan 61.2 138 | Syria 304
19 | Cuba 61.0 139 | lsrael 29.1
120 | Oman 60.9 140 | Iraq 20.2

In terms of military-diplomatic peace index, Switzerland
turned out to be the most peaceful whereas Iraq the least peace-
ful. South Korea and North Korea took 98" and 130™ rank
respectively. Compared to South and North Korea's overall ranks
in world peace index—69™ and 112™ respectively—military-
diplomatic ranks are far below what was expected. This fact indi-
cates the peace on the Korean Peninsula is largely undermined by
external military-security factors.

The relationship between the overall world peace index and
military-diplomatic peace index shows a relatively positive associ-
ation as the next figure illustrates.

One of the most outstanding features of military-diplomatic

<Figure 7> Relationship Between World Peace Index and
Military-Diplomatic Peace Index

90 o
1 b0
5 “" o 3
- B
C)\(I 80 # ey
n
g ) L%, e ndd
é 70 [] n- ,u" "a n‘_‘r'-?_l uf?
S o Wy, amal
& 60 A Wi " om o sl 8 - Y
g a ;‘ o n a
§ n . & "
50 1 - u "
40 1
30 t t t t t t t

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

Military-Diplomatic Peace Index 2001

peace index is that two groups of countries appear relatively
peaceful. One group is those countries that do not have active
international roles due to their small size and geopolitical isola-
tion. And the other group includes most of the typical European
welfare states. By contrast, traditional major powers —Russia
(126™), Israel (139™), the United States (117™"), and China
(65" —and countries in protracted conflict areas or that experi-
enced recent violent uprisings, appeared relatively not peaceful.
This characteristic may adds a further evidence to the claim of
political realism that major powers in international relations tend
to resort to military force more often than minor powers. Mili-
tary-diplomatic peace index takes such characteristics into
account.

One interesting finding in 2001 WPI is that the rank of the
United States turned out to be considerably lower than the previ-
ous year. This might reflect political, economic, and diplomatic
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<Table 11> Comparison of Top and Bottom 30 Countries in

Military-Diplomatic Peace Index

Top 30 Countries in

Military-Diplomatic Peace Index

Switzerland, Luxemburg, Dominican
Republic, Nepal, Mexico, Sweden, Ger-
many, Costa Rica, Bahamas, Panama,
Czech, Paraguay, Guatemala, Norway,
Jamaica, Brazil, Denmark, Austria,
Bolivia, Nicaragua, Peru, Hungary,
France, Belgium, Mauritius, Portugal,
Italy, Spain, New Zealand, Colombia

Bottom 30 Countries in
Military-Diplomatic Peace Index

Iraq, Israel, Syria, Pakistan, Jordan,
Lebanon, Qatar, Egypt, Georgia, Libya,
Korea, Dem. Rep., United Arab Emi-
rates, Angola, Sudan, Russia, Morocco,
Uzbekistan, Kuwait, Armenia, Saudi
Arabia, Oman, Cuba, Tajikistan, United
States, Bangladesh, Azerbaijan, Myan-
mar, Cambodia, Uganda, Iran

difficulties that the United States had to face in the process of wag-
ing massive anti-terror campaign and forging global anti-terror
coalition. In addition, most of the bottom 30 countries in mili-
tary-diplomatic peace index are located in the Middle East, South
Asia and Africa, where protracted conflict is a persistent concern.

When we compare the average military-diplomatic peace
indices of countries in 5 different geographical regions —Americas
(80), Europe (76), Africa (73), the Middle East (54), Asia-Pacific
(69)—Americas, Europe, and Africa appear relatively more peace-
ful, whereas Asia and the Middle East, where most of the armed
conflicts are going on, appear relatively less peaceful.

The reason for significantly lower peace index score for the
Arab region and the North of Sahara can be found in the Middle
East region's multiple, complex conflicts. Arab-Israeli conflicts are
still going on, and the prospect for the war between the United
States and Iraq also increase the tension of the region. All these
factors are reflected in the region's relatively low military-diplo-
matic peace index.

When we further divide the world's countries into three

<Figire 8> Geographical Pattern of Military-Diplomatic Peace Index
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groups depending upon their economic status —wealthy (over
$16,000 GDP per capita), middle ($3,000-$15,999), poor (below
$2,999)—we can see the relationship between economic develop-
ment and peace. Their average military—diplomatic peace indices
appear 75, 71, and 70 respectively. The table indicates that a cer-
tain level of economic development is essential for peace, and
that development theory's main claim—economic development
facilitates political and social progress—has a bit of truth.

The WPI 2001 cannot be compared to WPCI 2000 directly
because there have been many changes in index composition,
coding scheme, and data sources. However, rough comparison is
not completely impossible. In WPCI 2000, the content of peace
was categorized into Political-military dimension and Socio-eco-
nomic dimension, and Political-military dimension was further
divided into domestic and international dimensions. Most of the
indicators in international dimension in WPCI 2000 were again
used to calculate Military-Diplomatic peace index in WPl 200L.
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<Table 12> Military-Diplomatic Peace Index 2001 for 140 Nations:
Average by Regions and Income Groups

Military-Diplomatic

Classification Number of Nations
Peace Index
World Average 140 71.4
America and the Caribbean 24 79.8
Europe 38 76.0
Region | Sub-Saharan Africa 30 725
Arab and North Africa 20 54.0
Asia, the Pacific and Oceania 28 69.2
High (Over $16,000) 27 75.2
Income | Middle ($3,000-5,999) 64 70.9
Low (Under $2,999) 49 70.0

Hence, if we compare international part of the WCPI 2000 with
Military-Diplomatic part of the WPI 2001, we can conjecture a
rough direction of change in the world peace level accountable
for international political factors.

Following such method, an outstanding trend is that Kaza-
khstan, Uzbekistan, Belarus, Ukraine, Kyrgyzstan, and the rest of
South West Asia, all stepped down in their ranks in Military-
Diplomatic peace index considerably compared to the ranks in
the international part of the WCPI1 2000. Although data is lacking,
we can infer Afghanistan's rank has plummeted because of the
U.S.-led anti-terror campaign. Pakistan also took the lowest posi-
tion despite the massive U.S. economic aid in return for joining
the anti-terror coalition. Such trends apparently reflect the com-
plicated security environments in the vicinity of Afghanistan since
the September 11 terrorist attacks. September 11 was a painful
event not only for the United States but also for the terror-spon-
soring states and their neighbors.

(3) Analysis of Socio-Economic Peace Index

While political or military peace is defined to be a state of
peace of the negative sense contrasted to the state of non-peace,
socio-economic peace implies positive sense of peace in that a
decent and equal level of standard of living should be guaranteed
for all the citizens of a nation. Since there do not exist data for a
large number of individual indicators composing of socio-eco-
nomic index for most of the third world countries and post-com-
munist countries, a reliable composite index of socio-economic
domain could be calculated only for the 74 countries as in the
previous year.

Among those 74 countries whose socio-economic index were

<Table 13> Socio-Economic Peace Index 2001 for 74 Nations:

Sorted by Rankings
Rank in . . .
Socio-Economic P! Socio-Economic PI Rank in CPI 2001
World Average 64.8
1 Norway 86.5 2
2 Sweden 83.6 1
3 Denmark 814 3
4 Finland 80.6 10
5 New Zealand 79.3 5
6 Austria 78.9 8
7 Canada 785 9
8 Germany 78.1 7
9 Netherlands 77.3 n
10 Italy 77 15
n France 76.5 12
12 Belgium 76.2 13
13 Australia 75.7 14
14 Slovenia 75.1 20
15 United Kingdom 74.3 21
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.Rank in , Socio-Economic Pl Rank in CPI 2001
Socio-Economic Pl
16 Costa Rica 74.2 18
17 Luxemburg 74.1 4
18 Switzerland 739 6
19 Jordan 729 64
20 Ireland 725 16
2 Portugal 724 17
22 Czech 7.3 19
23 Panama 70.4 28
24 Chile 69.6 26
25 Trinidad and Tobago 69.5 29
26 Japan 68.8 25
27 Poland 68.4 30
28 Israel 67.9 60
29 Uruguay 67.6 24
30 Spain 67 22
3 Venezuela 66.9 47
32 Greece 66.8 42
33 United States 66 54
34 Mauritius 65.2 23
35 Belarus 65.2 36
36 Argentina 65.1 53
37 Mexico 64.9 3
38 Singapore 64.5 40
39 Thailand 64.3 50
40 Croatia 64 55
41 Malaysia 63.5 52
42 Tunisia 63.3 39
43 Jamaica 62.7 27
44 Lithuania 62.7 33
45 South Africa 62.2 38
46 Brazil 61.3 37
47 Peru 61.2 44
48 Albania 61.2 46
49 Columbia 61.2 63
50 Bolivia 60.6 35

Rank in

Socio-Economic Pl

Socio-Economic PI

Rank in CP1 2001

51 Ecuador 60.5 43
52 Nicaragua 60.4 41
53 Kazakhstan 59.5 45
54 Hungary 59.1 32
55 Egypt 58.8 61
56 Bulgaria 58.4 34
57 Syria 58.4 68
58 Turkey 58.3 62
59 Ukraine 57.8 58
60 El Salvador 57.7 51
61 China 57.2 57
62 Romania 56.9 48
63 Korea, Rep. Of 56.9 49
64 Russia 54.9 72
65 Sri Lanka 54.8 66
66 Algeria 52 73
67 Philippines 50.8 70
68 Morocco 50.7 59
69 Kenya 48.3 56
70 Indonesia 471 67
71 Zimbabwe 46.1 65
72 India 43 7
73 Pakistan 39.2 74
74 Bangladesh 385 69

calculated, the most peaceful countries in the sense of socio-eco-
nomic peace turned out to be the Scandinavian countries such as
Norway, Sweden, Denmark, and Finland. The least peaceful coun-
tries were Bangladesh, Pakistan, India and Indonesia. Korea
ranked 63" out of the total 74 countries, which is lower than her
ranking of 49™ in the overall Peace Index.

Since the state of peace in socio-economic aspects cannot
change drastically within a few years, a comparison of this year's
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result with the previous one does not show much difference. The
Scandinavian countries held the highest rankings in the 2000's
report too, and those having occupied the lowest status display a
great similarity between both reports of the two different years.
There were a few cases to show a considerable gap between the
rankings in the overall Peace Index and those in the socio-eco-
nomic peace index, which is partly due to the problems of relia-
bility and validity of data in the previous report. This problem
seems to be solved partially in this year's report. In the cases of
Ireland, Chile, and Portugal, the gaps in the rankings between
overall Peace Index and socio-economic Peace Index were
squeezed due to this improvement of composing indicators.
Compared to last year, Russia and a few Eastern European
countries show some improvement in their relative rankings. Rus-
sia, having held the lowest ranking, displays a few steps up in the
ranking this year, which reflects her improvement of socio-eco-
nomic situations compared to last year.
Republic of Korea fell 10 positions in socio-economic peace

<Table 14> Socio-Economic Peace Index 2001 for 74 Nations:
Average by Regions and Income Groups

Classification Numper of Socio-Economic
Nations Peace Index

World Average 74 64.8

America and the Caribbean 18 65.5

Europe 29 70.8

Region | Sub-Saharan Africa 4 555
Arab and North Africa 8 60.3

Asia, the Pacificand Oceania 15 575

High (Over $6,000) 23 75.3

Income | Middle ($3,000-5,999) 42 62.4
Low (Under $2,999) 9 49.3

index compared to the previous year. Her state of quality of life
and social security looks similar between the two years, while she
slipped back a little bit in her state of social safety and stability.
Particularly, she recorded much lower ranking in the aspect of
inequality and exclusion compared to the last year, which is prin-
cipally attributable to little substantial improvement in gender
discrimination and inequality prevalent around the nation.

The regional distribution of socio-economic peace shows that
the European region enjoys a much higher state of peace than
other places. The socio-economic peace becomes lowered in the
order of America, Middle East, and North Africa, Asia and Pacific
Irelands, and finally Sub-Saharan region. This distribution of
socioeconomic peace across regions dovetails with the distribu-
tion of income. There shows little differential between the Euro-
pean and the American regions with respect to the absolute mag-
nitude of socioeconomic peace index. However, the gaps between
these regions and others such as Asia and Africa are enormous.
This is not because the socioeconomic peace of Asian countries
stays at the similar level to that of African countries, but because

< Figure 9> Relationship of Overall Peace and Socio-Economic Peace
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the lack of reliable data prevent most African countries from
being included in this analysis.

The overall peace has a strong positive correlation with socio-
economic peace as shown in the figure. However, some excep-
tional cases out of this positive correlation are observed, which
are mostly due to apparent political or military turmoils in those
countries. Many of Arab countries such as Jordan, Israel, etc.
belong to such boundary.

It is observed in the Peace Index 2001 that political and mili-
tary peace goes hand in hand with socio-economic peace. Socially
and economically peaceful countries are the nations of stable pol-
itics and not expanding military capability. In contrast, socially
conflict-ridden, extremely unequal and poor countries are not
peaceful in their politics and military situations as well. However,
we find that in a few cases, a high level of socio-economic peace is
matched with a substantial extent of political and military insta-
bility. Israel and Jordan are examples of such cases. In contrast
there are another few exceptions that hold higher rankings in
politico-military peace than in socioeconomic peace. Small coun-
tries such as Luxemburg, Switzerland, Jamaica, and Hungry
belong to this boundary. In the cases of politico-military super-
powers such as the USA or UK, it is commonly observed that their
rankings in political and military peace are much lower than
those in socioeconomic peace.

To go into the details of each subcategory of socio-economic
peace, it is certain that the USA experienced an extraordinary un-
peaceful state in socioeconomic stability and safety in the last
year. The terrorist attacks at September 11 are the major contribut-
ing factor, and the surging rate of crime also deteriorates her state
of peace. Socioeconomic instability also leads into unpeaceful
state in Russia and Israel. These countries show much lower state
of socioeconomic peace than the countries of much lower

income in the third world.

These exceptional cases tell eloquently that even though a
part of the members in a society enjoy a high level of quality of
life, a high level of societal peace cannot be obtained with societal
instability intact. The Scandinavian countries boast particularly
good results in their attempts to minimalize inequality and exclu-
sion. We can ascertain that from their experiences a high level of
peace should accompany a high level of equity and social inclu-
sion, not to mention a high level of national income on average.
On the other hand, we can find drastically opposite cases such as
Russia, Eastern European and South American countries, where a
high level of inequality and social exclusion worsens their peace
status on top of worsened material base of peace.

<Figure 10 > Relationship of Socio-Economic Peace and Income
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Socioeconomic peace index has a close relationship with
level of income. Higher income accompanies higher socioeco-
nomic peace. However, there are cases aberrant from this general
pattern. This is because the composing subcategory of socioeco-
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nomic peace includes factors independent from or moving in
opposite direction to level of income. A society of high income
tends to be very complicated, dominated by individualism, and
suffering from the negative externality of economic development.
Environmental contamination, over-crowdedness, increasing rate
of divorce, suicide and crime are those negative side effects of
development. The USA are paying a heavy price for social integra-
tion, and Japan also suffering considerably from the problems
related to over-crowdedness.

Socially and economically peaceful countries display distinct
contrasts to unpeaceful ones in each sub-categories of socio-eco-
nomic peace. The contrasts are outstanding with respect to socio-
economic stability, level of welfare, inequality and depravity. On
the other hand, big differentials between the higher and the lower
ranked countries concerning the subcategory of individual peace
measured by indicators such as extent of stress, leisure, and sui-
cide rate were found.

We can decern a pattern in the relationship of size of econo-
my and population on the one hand and socioeconomic peace
on the other. In general, countries of large populations tend to
display not higher level of peace. China, India, Russia, and
Indonesia are the representative examples. It is because large pop-
ulation pulls down income per capita and other indicators of
socioeconomic well-being as well. The magnitude of economy
does not have any significant relation to socioeconomic peace.

In general, lower ranked countries in socio-economic peace
index stay at such lower state of peace mostly due to socio-struc-
tural fetters from their history. The representative structural factor,
inequality and poverty, are having a critical impact on the level of
peace among the developing countries such as Bangladesh, Pak-
istan, India and Zimbabwe. On the other hand, the events having
taken place in the past year could substantially affect on the state

of peace for some countries. Natural disasters, social incidents,
and economic fluctuations are those events often observed in
such countries. The USA is the most outstanding example belong-
ing to the category, and the Philippines were also worsened due
to the clashes between ethnic groups. It is a general pattern that
the highly peaceful countries have a peaceful social structure and
seldom experience natural or man-made disasters and accidents.

In short, we can confirm that there exists a consistent pattern
in the state of peace in the socio-economic peace index 2001.
That is, countries pursuing socio-economic balance and stability
tend to enjoy a high level of peace. In this sense, we again ascer-
tain that every member of a society to be equally included in
socioeconomic participation on the one hand, and social stability
and inclusion to be put priority on in a society on the other are
the key to bringing out peace.
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The 2001 World Peace Index is an output of an improvement
effort on the base of the previous year's work of the World Cul-
ture of Peace Index. When compared to the state of peace in the
previous year, the year 2001 seemed to start with better state of
peace around the world until the outbreak of the September 11
terrorist attack, which changed the prospect of world peace at a
blow.

The terror attack stunned the globe. The impact and after-
math were not confined to the Americans. While the anti-terror
effort was in place by the initiative of the United States, the
threats of regional conflict and war, which seemed to be resolved
to a great extent after the end of the cold war, started to haunt the
world again.

Now a global scale of agreement is being built against terror-
ism. However, it is still true that the global community has not
yet found an effective way to eradicate and prevent terrorism. The
only measure to be taken by a superpower is to initiate counterat-
tacks on the principle of “eye for an eye”. Peaceful measures to
deal with the chance of an attack are more urgently needed.

A number of implications can be derived from the work of

V. Concluson and Implications
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2001 World Peace Index:

First, peace in politico-military dimension and that in the
socio-economic dimension tend to move together implying a
close relationship between political stability and economic devel-
opment. This means that the conventional approach to the prob-
lem of peace exclusively from the politico-military perspective
(negative peace) is problematic not only from theoretical or nor-
mative perspectives, but also on empirical and analytic grounds.
The effort to increase peace should be approached from multi-
dimensional perspectives.

Second, low-income countries tend to be less peaceful. It
implies that a substantial economic growth should be achieved
for obtaining peace. As in the previous work, this year's analysis
could not but be confined to 77 countries out of the total 140
countries due to the problem of data availability. This problem
itself suggests that those nations omitted form the study are
severely poor, non-peaceful, and beyond the purview of interna-
tional monitoring efforts. We should not abandon the people in
those countries any more. The effort of collecting valid data to
measure their basic state of peace can be the first step for elevating
peace in those countries.

Third, it is notable that higher income cannot necessary guar-
antee a higher state of peace. It implies the fact that peace does
not accompany economic growth automatically. Given a certain
level of national income peace can be achieved and monitored
through purposive efforts in political, diplomatic and military
aspects. In this context the importance of peace education looms
large.

Forth, the level of peace tends to be disproportionate to the
size of population. That is to say, people in smaller countries tend
to enjoy a better level of peace than people in larger societies. A
large country has more chance of clash among multiple interest

groups internally and of being convoluted in international tug-of-
wars. The drive to become a bigger power is one of the symptoms
of the paradigm of "rich nation, strong army,” which we hope to
refute and replace with that of peace.

Fifth, many countries display a considerable extent of imbal-
ance across various dimensions of peace. The imbalance suggests
the chance of explosion from a combination of structural strains
and instigating incidences. Those countries should put more
resources on lessening structural imbalance between political,
military, and socio-economic dimensions.

A specific structural vulnerability of a certain country does
not tend to be resolved by the country's sole effort of taking poli-
cy measures since most problems are interconnected among
nations. The September 11 terror attacks tells that a nation's vul-
nerability is closely related to structural strains of other concerned
countries. We find that cooperative efforts to lessen the structural
strains in the global and regional scale are getting more to the
point with the progress of globalization.

As in the previous year's effort we again propose the peace
index project as a peace movement. It is a project purporting to
reflectively evaluate our past records of peace, and record the cur-
rent level of peace, with a hope to live in a better future. We
believe that such an endeavor will contribute to the causes of
peace, by helping people in the world reflect where they have
been, promoting people to improve their peace conditions, and
thereby motivate them to reconcile with other peoples.
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