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Abstract
The Global Justice Index is a multiyear research project based at Fudan Institute for 
Advanced Study in Social Sciences that assesses the contributions made by each 
country to achieving greater global justice. We have published results for yeas from 
2010 to 2020 in Global Justice Index Report from 2019 to 2022, and are now pre-
senting our fifth year of results, covering data from 2021 in Global Justice Index 
Report 2023, which is an updated version of previous years’ reports. But, we have 
been improving our index year by year to with changes that have taken place glob-
ally. We have also refined our imputation methodology to better address the chal-
lenge of missing data. The report consists of four sections: introduction, findings, 
main results, and conclusion. In the introduction, we discuss the development of 
the conceptual framework and evaluative principles to justify our selection of the 
dimensions and indicators for measurement. Next, in the findings section, we report 
the data, indicators, and our results for each country for each of the 10 issues we 
identify, and provide regional comparisons for Asia, Europe, North America, Latin 
America, Africa, and Oceania. In the following section, we present the main results 
for the global justice indices, and report the ranking of each country’s contribution 
to achieving greater global justice. In the final section, we discuss the applications 
and limitations of the index and potential further research trajectories.
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1 Introduction

The Global Justice Index is an ongoing research project conducted by Fudan-IAS 
to measure the level of global justice achieved by nation-states. From the data col-
lected in this project, we provide a framework for understanding the contribution 
each country made to greater global justice and show the all-county rankings for 
each topic. We have published results for yeas from 2010 to 20201 and are now pre-
senting our fifth year of results, covering data from 2021. Our report consists of four 
sections: an introduction, findings, main results, and a conclusion.

Our introduction discusses the conceptual framework for selecting issues, dimen-
sions, and measures. It is important to repeat this information to maintain the integ-
rity of this year’s Global Justice Index research, although it has not changed from 
previous reports. The concept of global justice is widely recognized as a complex 
one, involving multiple components falling under both normative and empirical 
realities, requiring an integrated theoretical framework that covers both of these 
aspects. We clarified our conceptualization of global justice in a theoretical paper 
and discussed our issue area system on this basis.2

Our understanding of global justice draws on diverse theories and intellectual 
traditions ranging across social, cultural, and political contexts. We recognize three 
main approaches—rights-based, goods-based, and virtue-based—as the founda-
tions for a coherent theoretical framework that would have a normative basis for 
measurement. A rights-based approach centers on principles, rules, and the legiti-
macy of sources. It emphasizes fundamental entitlements and legal protections. 
A goods-based approach shifts the focus to material and institutional support pro-
vided by governments or institutions. It considers the tangible resources necessary 
for well-being. A virtue-based approach forms a personal pursuit, rather than mere 
compliance. Motivation and internal willingness drive ethical behavior. These three 
facets intertwine to form a holistic whole. The rights-based structure provides the 
foundation (the bones of the body of this report), the goods-based aspect supplies 
substance (forming the muscle and flesh), and the virtue-focused dimension brings 
purpose (as the heart).

In our theoretical framework, we propose two evaluative principles to guide the 
selection of issue areas for assessment. The first principle is the Common but Dif-
ferentiated and Respective Capabilities (CBDR-RC), which addresses issues “for 
which no single nation-state can be held directly accountable or responsible, matters 
that can only be tackled through the globally concerted efforts of all stakeholders”.3 
For instance, addressing climate change requires collaboration across countries, as 
no single nation can address it alone. The second principle is that of Cosmopoli-
tan but Due-diligent Responsibilities (CDDR). This principle holds that “all-nation-
states are morally obligated to provide cosmopolitan aid, in which context the least 

1 Gu et al. (2020, 2021, 2022, 2023).
2 Guo et al. (2019).
3 Ibid.
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advantaged will have a due-diligent responsibility”.4 This concept aligns with the 
idea of mutual accountability, as outlined in the Paris Declaration on Aid Effective-
ness, which was adopted in 2005 at the Second High Level Forum on Aid Effec-
tiveness to promote improved cooperation among actors in aid and development. 
According to this principle, all nation-states have a moral obligation to provide 
cosmopolitan aid, and even the least advantaged have a due-diligent responsibility. 
Nation-states are expected to offer material and institutional assistance within their 
territories, including antipoverty measures and education policies.

Following out the principles of CBDR-RC and CDDR, we have selected two clus-
ters of issue areas for global justice in our measurement. The issue areas relating to 
CBDR-RC are (1) climate change (global warming), (2) peacekeeping, (3) humani-
tarian aid, (4) terrorism and armed conflicts, (5) cross-national criminal police coop-
eration, and (6) refugee concerns. The issue areas relating to CDDR are (7) antipov-
erty, (8) education, (9) public health, and (10) the protection of women and children. 
In the following sections, we provide rankings for nations’ contribution to global 
justice across these 10 issue areas for 2021. We also incorporate regional compari-
sons, in depth policy analyses, and visualization tools to enhance our understanding 
of the role that each country has played in advancing global justice.

This Global Justice Index report 2023 forms an updated version of previous 
years’ reports, but it is not simply a continuation of them. We have been improving 
our index year by year to with changes that have taken place globally. For example, 
to better account for the COVID-19 pandemic in 2019 and related aspects of jus-
tice, we incorporated new indicators in certain issue areas (health and humanitar-
ian aid) to measure nations’ contributions to promoting global justice in response to 
COVID-19. In addition, we have bolstered our analysis section by including addi-
tional literature and policy implications while delving further into the data from the 
key countries. We also refined our imputation methodology to better address the 
challenge of missing data, which has been a persistent issue in compiling our report. 
Through adopting a more integrated approach utilizing data across issues, we have 
significantly enhanced the efficacy of our imputation process. These methodologi-
cal advancements have produced to a more reliable index, with increased imputa-
tion rates and reduced errors, allowing for a broader comparison of countries. To 
maintain comparability and continuity, our methodology, main indicator system, and 
sources of data remain consistent with last year’s report.

1.1  Issue 1: Climate Change

1.1.1  Introduction

In recent years, climate change has rapidly intensified, producing unprecedented 
effects across centuries that have not been seen across the scale of thousands of 
years. In 2021, extreme weather increased around the world, including disastrous 

4 Ibid.
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rainstorms in China, mudslides in Japan, and record-breaking heat waves and wild-
fires in North America.

According to the report “Climate Change 2021: The Physical Science Basis” 
by Working Group 1 of the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC), heavy rainfalls are likely to become more intense and frequent in 
most regions.5 There is also evidence that sea levels will continue to rise, and ice 
will continue to melt, as global warming progresses. In the next 20 or 30 years, the 
occurrence of extreme weather events will increase significantly, such as hurricanes, 
flooding, and tornados. With each additional increment of warming, these environ-
mental changes will grow, leading to long-lasting, irreversible implications, in par-
ticular with respect to rising sea levels.

The United Nations Secretary-General António Guterres has stated that “the evi-
dence is irrefutable” and “we see the warning signs in every continent and region.” 
Climate change is a global emergency that ignores national borders. It requires inter-
national cooperation and coordinated solutions at all levels. The operational details 
for the practical implementation of the Paris Agreement were agreed upon at the UN 
Climate Change Conference (COP24) in Katowice, Poland, in December 2018, in 
what is colloquially called the Paris Rulebook, and were finalized at COP26 in Glas-
gow, Scotland, in November 2021.

1.1.2  Dimensions and Indicators

Previous reports, assessed the performance of each country’s climate change mitiga-
tion based on 17 distinct indicators in four dimensions, including energy consump-
tion, electricity production,  CO2 emissions, and forest cover. Due to the data limita-
tions for primary energy consumption, results were obtained for only 75 countries, 
resulting in the insufficient coverage of this issue.  CO2 emissions are produced in 
the manufacture of cement and the combustion of fossil fuels, including solid, liq-
uid, and gas fuels, as well as in gas flaring and other primary energy sources. There 
is a high coupling relationship between  CO2 emission data and primary energy con-
sumption, and the aggregated value of  CO2 emissions are calculated with reference 
to different fossil fuel consumption by Global Carbon Project. For this reason, we 
altered our evaluation system for this year’s data, removing the indicator of energy 
consumption and related indicators, and retaining the remaining 14 indicators to 
maintain consistency. With these adjustments, this covers 186 countries to measure 
the performance of each country in addressing climate change in relation to global 
justice. The dimensions and indicators are displayed in Table 1.

Climate change is caused by increasing concentrations of greenhouse gases 
(GHGs) in the atmosphere. These increases are largely due to  CO2 emissions that 
result from human activities, such as the use of fossil fuels or agriculture. The 
changing climate is impacting the environment, human health, and the economy. 
The annual total emissions of  CO2 into the atmosphere is largely influenced by pop-
ulation size, so consequently we analyzed each country’s  CO2 emissions per capita. 
Furthermore, when examining the carbon intensity, which measures  CO2 emissions 

5 IPCC (2021).
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per $1000 US of economic output, we also measured the environmental efficiency 
of the country. To maintain data consistency, we draw on  CO2 data from the Global 
Carbon Project.

To incorporate a wide range of countries’ data of electricity generation, we col-
lected data from International Renewable Energy Agency (IRENA). Each country’s 
own overall electricity production, electricity production from nuclear sources, elec-
tricity production from hydroelectric sources, and electricity production from non-
hydroelectric renewable sources were calculated using the energy balance tables on 
the IRENA website.

Forests are emphasized because they are major reservoirs for terrestrial biodiver-
sity and contain about 50% of the global terrestrial biomass carbon stocks (IPCC 
2007).6 Emissions from deforestation and degradation remain a significant source 
of annual GHG emissions into the atmosphere (IPCC 2007), and therefore the con-
servation, appropriate management, and restoration of forests will produce a signifi-
cant contribution to climate change mitigation. Further, forests have a certain natural 
capacity to adapt to climate change due to their biodiversity. Using data collected 
from the open-source UN Environment Program (UNEP), we select five indicators 
for the forest dimension: forested area in total, rate of change of forested area change 
rate, forested area per capita, forest coverage, and planted forest area. Because 
updated data for forest area change rate and planted forest area are only available 
through 2020 and 2018 respectively, we developed estimated values for 2021 to sup-
plement and impute the missing data.

1.1.3  Results

Adopting the method of index construction developed for this project, this section 
reports the ranking results for 186 countries’ performance in terms of global justice 
from a climate change perspective in 2021. Table 2 presents the detailed rankings.

Our calculations indicate that China, the United States, Guyana, Brazil, the Rus-
sian Federation, Suriname, Canada, Gabon, Solomon Islands, and France contrib-
uted to mitigating climate change and global warming to a greater degree in 2021 
than their competitor countries. Of the top 10, 3 were located in Latin America 
(Mexico and countries southward), and 2 each were in North America and Europe. 
Of these, only the United States, Canada, and France are developed countries, sug-
gesting that developing countries continue to take the lead in tackling with climate 
change.

The bottom-ranked countries were Bahrain, the United Arab Emirates, Saudi 
Arabia, Oman, Libya, Turkmenistan, Kuwait, Trinidad and Tobago, Mongolia, and 
Qatar, most of which feature state owned petroleum and national gas companies and 
are large exporters of fossil fuels. The very limited forest area in these countries and 
their deep reliance on fossil fuels for energy generation are the major contributors to 
their unsatisfying performance in this inherently global issue.

6 IPCC (2007).
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1.1.4  Regional Analysis

As was done in previous reports, this section offers a regional analysis of the rank-
ings in this issue, obtained by calculating average scores for countries by continent. 
The geographic breakdown of regions according to their ranking of mitigating cli-
mate change and promoting global justice from best to worst is as follows: North 
America, Oceania, Latin America, Europe, Africa, and Asia (see Fig. 1).

Asia The top three Asian countries by performance on climate were China, Bhu-
tan, and Japan. China played a leading role in tackling climate change, ranking first 
among all countries in 2021. With the goal of achieving carbon neutrality by 2060, 
China has increased its capacity and hence the generation volume of electricity from 
renewable sources and become one of the leading nations in the area of renewa-
ble energy, scoring highest in the world in the dimension of electricity generation. 
China has actively carried out South–South cooperation to address climate change. 
Since 2016, it has launched 10 low-carbon demonstration zones, 100 climate change 
mitigation and adaptation projects, and 1000 climate change training sites in devel-
oping countries, and it has implemented more than 200 international cooperation 
and foreign aid projects to address climate change.7

As the world’s first carbon-negative country, Bhutan ranked fourteenth among 
186 countries in 2021, with its vast forests (covering 71.5% out of the total geo-
graphical area of the country) absorbing more  CO2 than the country emits from all 
of its activities.

In the same year, Japan generated among the most  CO2 in the world, with its 
energy conversion sector being responsible for most of the  CO2 emissions. After 
the nuclear disaster in Fukushima in 2011, nuclear energy has tended to be replaced 
by fossil fuels, resulting in increased emissions, beginning shortly after the disaster. 
Coal and natural gas constituted 70% of electricity production and accounted for the 
largest share of energy generation. Nevertheless, Japan’s forest coverage was 68.4%, 
scoring very high in the forestry dimension.

The lowest ranking Asian countries were Oman, Turkmenistan, Kuwait, Mon-
golia, and Qatar. Oman, Kuwait, and Qatar, as oil exporters, had lower scores due 
to their poor performance in  CO2 emissions per inhabitant, carbon intensity, and 
forest coverage. Qatar ranked the 186th in this year, making it the lowest ranking 
worldwide. In pursuit of a greener and more sustainable future, Qatar pledged to 
reduce its GHG emissions in 2030 by 25% relative to a business as usual scenario, 
and it has set a new objective to capture over 11 Mt  CO2/year by 2035 using fur-
ther deployment of carbon capture and storage technology to reduce its carbon 
intensity. Kuwait, Turkmenistan, and Mongolia are wholly reliant on fossil fuels 
for their energy generation, putting them in the group of countries that emit the 
most  CO2 per capita. The forest coverage in Mongolia was 9.1% of the land area 
in 2021. More than 140,000 hectares of Mongolia’s forests are lost every year due 
to fires and illegal logging, among other causes, presenting a serious challenge to 
this country’s achievement of a climate-resilient, sustainable forestry sector that 
benefits local livelihoods. Coal is the largest share of electricity generation source 

7 Wang et al. (2023a, 2023b), Chen et al. (2023), Zhaoet al. (2023), Chen (2023).
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Table 2  Country rankings in the climate change aspect of promoting global justice in 2021

Country Ranking Country Ranking

China 1 Guatemala 94
United States of America 2 Cabo Verde 95
Guyana 3 Lithuania 96
Brazil 4 Croatia 97
Russian Federation 5 United Kingdom of Great Brit-

ain and Northern Ireland
98

Suriname 6 Guinea 99
Canada 7 Romania 100
Gabon 8 Bosnia and Herzegovina 101
Solomon Islands 9 Slovakia 102
France 10 Rwanda 103
Papua New Guinea 11 Mali 104
Sweden 12 Belarus 105
Micronesia (Federated States of) 13 Bulgaria 106
Bhutan 14 Burkina Faso 107
Equatorial Guinea 15 Burundi 108
Liberia 16 Lebanon 109
Japan 17 Greece 110
Finland 18 Tonga 111
Fiji 19 Togo 112
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 20 Ethiopia 113
Guinea-Bissau 21 Serbia 114
Palau 22 Nigeria 115
Democratic Republic of the Congo 23 El Salvador 116
Zambia 24 Bangladesh 117
Seychelles 25 Azerbaijan 118
Timor-Leste 26 Barbados 119
Costa Rica 27 Australia 120
Dominica 28 Czechia 121
Peru 29 Hungary 122
Colombia 30 Denmark 123
Central African Republic 31 Belgium 124
Samoa 32 Eritrea 125
India 33 Mauritius 126
Belize 34 Cambodia 127
Montenegro 35 Afghanistan 128
Angola 36 Poland 129
Grenada 37 Syrian Arab Republic 130
Latvia 38 Kenya 131
Republic of Korea 39 Kiribati 132
Marshall Islands 40 Ireland 133
Spain 41 Lesotho 134
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 42 Kyrgyzstan 135
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Table 2  (continued)

Country Ranking Country Ranking

Bahamas 43 Morocco 136
Norway 44 Luxembourg 137
Panama 45 Malawi 138
United Republic of Tanzania 46 Antigua and Barbuda 139
Vanuatu 47 Brunei Darussalam 140
Germany 48 Maldives 141
Indonesia 49 Argentina 142
Bolivia (Plurinational State of) 50 Somalia 143
Honduras 51 Sudan 144
Cameroon 52 Netherlands 145
Slovenia 53 Republic of Moldova 146
Sao Tome and Principe 54 Armenia 147
Jamaica 55 Cyprus 148
Mozambique 56 Singapore 149
Dominican Republic 57 Gambia 150
Mexico 58 Namibia 151
Italy 59 Nauru 152
Eswatini 60 Iceland 153
Tuvalu 61 Haiti 154
Nepal 62 Benin 155
Saint Kitts and Nevis 63 Malta 156
Turkey 64 Yemen 157
Switzerland 65 Tajikistan 158
Viet Nam 66 Uganda 159
Estonia 67 Tunisia 160
Austria 68 Ukraine 161
Ecuador 69 Egypt 162
Cuba 70 Israel 163
Saint Lucia 71 Pakistan 164
Ghana 72 Algeria 165
New Zealand 73 Uzbekistan 166
Zimbabwe 74 Nicaragua 167
Myanmar 75 Jordan 168
Sri Lanka 76 Niger 169
Malaysia 77 Iraq 170
Sierra Leone 78 Mauritania 171
Djibouti 79 Chad 172
Botswana 80 Iran (Islamic Republic of) 173
Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of) 81 South Africa 174
Portugal 82 Kazakhstan 175
Madagascar 83 Côte d’Ivoire 176
Paraguay 84 Bahrain 177
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in Mongolia, but the use of hydro, solar, and wind power is growing, and Mon-
golia has adopted a law aiming to increase and regulate the use of renewables. 
Finally, Oman aims to reach 30% of renewables in power generation by 2030.

Europe Europe performed only slightly better than Asia and Africa and sig-
nificantly worse than the rest of the world on the climate issue. The top ranking 
European countries were Russia, France, and Sweden, while the lowest ranking 
countries were Iceland, Malta, and Ukraine. Russia owns more than one-fifth of 
the world’s forests, putting it at the forefront in the forest dimension, with an 
upward trend in forest coverage (49.8%). As among the top five countries in the 
world for total nuclear power generation, Russia ranked the fourth in terms of 
electricity generation. Russia aspires to lead the transition toward low-carbon 

Table 2  (continued)

Country Ranking Country Ranking

Chile 85 United Arab Emirates 178
Andorra 86 Saudi Arabia 179
Philippines 87 Oman 180
Senegal 88 Libya 181
Georgia 89 Turkmenistan 182
Uruguay 90 Kuwait 183
Albania 91 Trinidad and Tobago 184
Thailand 92 Mongolia 185
Republic of North Macedonia 93 Qatar 186

Fig. 1  2021 index ranking for climate change on a world map (When measuring China’s index results, 
we only used the data of China’s mainland areas in our calculation. Therefore, the province of Taiwan 
was plotted as missing value on the map. This situation applies to all other visualization maps in this 
report.)
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energy mix, taking part in the construction of new nuclear power plants in China, 
India, and the Islamic Republic of Iran, and others.

France has the largest share of nuclear generated electricity in the world at 68% 
and the largest absolute amount of nuclear energy generation in Europe. France 
has a very low-carbon electricity mix owing to its large nuclear power produc-
tion fleet, second-largest in the world after the United States. An early leader in 
the energy transition, setting out ambitious goals, France legislated a net zero 
emissions target for 2050 in its 2019 Energy and Climate Act. A national low-
carbon strategy with a 5-year carbon budget and a multiannual plan for energy 
investments complement this long-term target. In addition, per capita emissions 
in France fell by more than 30% between 1990 and 2021.

Iceland ranked 153rd among the 186 countries, scoring poorly in the dimen-
sions of forest and  CO2. The total GHG emissions index in Iceland increased by 
6.12% in 2021 over the previous year. Notably, hydropower is the main source 
of electricity generation in Iceland, and 100% of electricity generated is from 
renewables.

Though it scored higher than Iceland in the aspects of forest and  CO2, Malta’s 
electricity mix dragged down the country’s performance overall. Oil and petroleum 
products make up 86% of its electricity generation, so it should concentrate on the 
reduction of its overall reliance on fossil fuels in the future.

North America North America has consistently performed the best in the climate 
rankings. The ranking of the United States lags only China, and Canada ranks sev-
enth worldwide. Both of these two countries perform excellently in electricity gen-
eration, lower scores were observed for  CO2 emissions. In 2021, the GHG emissions 
in the United States totaled 6340 million metric tons of  CO2 equivalents, rank-
ing second worldwide, driven largely by increased  CO2 emissions from fossil fuel 
combustion. Canada’s total GHG emissions in 2021 saw a 1.8% increase relative 
to 2020. Canada ranked sixth in the forest dimension, with 39.5% territory cover-
ing with forests and planted forest. It is worth noting that Canada’s forested area 
increased by almost four million hectares from 14.4 million hectares in 2011 to 18.6 
million in 2021.

Canada is a resource-abundant country, enjoying a unique mix of energy sources, 
generated from hydroelectricity, coal, nuclear power, and renewable resource instal-
lations to capture wind, solar, and geothermal energy. Hydro power is the largest 
source of electricity generation in Canada, providing more than 60% of its total elec-
tricity, making Canada the second-largest generator of hydroelectricity in the world, 
following China. Renewable energy has also notably increased as a share of US 
electricity generation in recent years.

Latin America Latin America ranked third among all continents. The top three 
countries here were Guyana, Brazil, and Suriname, while the bottom countries were 
Haiti, Nicaragua and Trinidad and Tobago.

Guyana, one of the poorest countries in South America, has a high score for this 
issue. Its 93.5% rate of afforested land makes the largest contribution to its good 
performance, ranking second in this dimension among all countries. Through the 
practice of sustainable management, Guyana has had relatively low historical rates 
of deforestation.
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Although it is the seventh-largest energy consumer in the world and the largest in 
South America, Brazil has the cleanest energy mix in Latin America. Hydro power 
is by far the main source for electricity generation in Brazil, accounting for around 
63% of the country’s output. Unfortunately, deforestation in Brazil increased in 
2021, largely due to illegal mining and cattle ranching. Without changes to current 
policies and law enforcement, emissions are expected to continue to increase, leav-
ing Brazil far from able to achieve its climate targets.

Suriname might be the smallest country in South America, both geographically 
and by population, but it is also among the greenest and most forested, and it is a 
global leader in biodiversity conservation, with 93% of its land surface covered by 
native forests. Suriname’s electricity generation for the year 2021 represents a bal-
anced mix between low-carbon and fossil energy, accounting for 54% and nearly 
40% of the total, respectively. Hydro power forms a significant contribution to the 
low-carbon energy group, making up 53% of overall electricity generation.

The largest electricity-generating technology in Haiti in 2021 was oil and diesel, 
generating 78.77% of total electricity. A predominant reliance on fossil fuels was 
also seen in Nicaragua, where the share of oil and biofuels in electricity production 
reached 52.1%. Trinidad and Tobago emitted almost 29 megatons of  CO2, making it 
the 111th country for  CO2 emissions of 184 countries ranked worldwide, where the 
ranking was from least to most polluting. Trinidad and Tobago emitted among the 
most  CO2 per capita, and it is one of the least efficient countries in environmental 
terms, measured in terms of most  CO2 into the atmosphere per unit GDP.

Africa As a whole, Africa ranked poorly on climate change in 2021, just above 
Asia. In this year, Gabon, Equatorial Guinea, and Liberia had the highest rank-
ings on this continent. Gabon is one of the most forested countries in the world, 
with over 88% of its total surface area covered by rainforests, praised as the world’s 
second-largest set of lungs, after the Amazon. Cognizant of the critical role that 
forests play in addressing climate change and achieving sustainable development, 
Gabon’s government has actively participated in proposing measures to reduce  CO2 
emissions. Similarly, Equatorial Guinea is one of the few countries worldwide that 
nearly completely covered by forest, enhancing the country’s overall performance 
(ranked fifteenth worldwide). However, it is the 135th-largest emitter of  CO2, with 
0.014% of global  CO2 emissions, presenting a heavy reliance on carbon-intensive 
economic activities. To pave a way toward a cleaner and lower-carbon future, Equa-
torial Guinea needs to increase its share of low-carbon sources of energy, such as 
nuclear, wind, and solar power, in its electricity generation. Liberia ranked 16th due 
to its praiseworthy forestation (78.8% of land coverage) and green energy approach. 
The largest share of electricity generation in Liberia in 2021 was hydro, producing 
63.29% of electricity.

South Africa, Côte d’Ivoire, and Libya were the lowest ranking African coun-
tries. The main disadvantages of all three were poor forestation, heavy dependency 
on fossil fuels, and significant carbon footprint for each individual.

Oceania Oceania had the second-highest ranking among all regions in the 2021 cli-
mate index, just after North America. The best-performing country in Oceania was the 
Solomon Islands, a growing small island developing state, featuring particular needs 
and priorities for sustainable development. In spite of its status as a low-emitting 
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least-developed country, Solomon Islands has increased its emission ambitions by tar-
geting net zero emissions by 2050 in its Nationally Determined Contribution, embark-
ing on a number of actions that resulted in increased use of renewable energy technolo-
gies, improved energy security, and reductions in  CO2 emissions. The vast coastal and 
tropical characteristics of the Solomon Islands can be potentially harnessed for wind 
and solar energy. In addition, the forested area as a share of land area for Solomon 
Islands was 90.1%, ranking seventh among 186 countries.

The poorest-performing Oceanian countries were Australia, Kiribati, and Naoru. 
Their scores in the dimensions of  CO2 emissions and electricity generation ranked at 
the bottom of the list, due to the domination of fossil fuels for use in electricity genera-
tion, contributing to both air pollution and climate change. Then, the forested area rates 
of Kiribati and Naoru were 1.5% and 0%, respectively, in 2021. It can be observed that 
the better-performing countries had at least one strength across all dimensions, while 
the countries with lower rankings scored lower in all dimensions.

1.1.5  Conclusion

This report offers a critical review of the driving factors in the climate domain, find-
ing that the urgency with which a country tackles global warming does not depend on 
its wealth. The increasing economic development in most low-income countries and 
middle-income countries may lead to higher energy consumption, which may increase 
the level of carbon emissions. Furthermore, no common pattern was observed in geo-
graphically proximate areas. The overall results indicate a nexus among climate change 
policies, the use of renewable energy in electricity generation, and the contribution to 
mitigating climate change.

The key finding of this report is not only to be found in the driving factors for coun-
tries’ performance in the climate issue but also its advocacy of plausible ways to decar-
bonize the energy mix and tread a sustainable path. Our regional analysis paints a pic-
ture of how the predominant reliance on fossil energy and carbon-intensive economic 
activities limit access to the green energy mix. Incorporating such sources as nuclear, 
wind, and solar and so on. Afforestation, however, plays a vital role in the improvement 
of environmental quality, as forest conservation is a major contributor to reducing net 
carbon emissions. To envisage in the goals of carbon neutrality, reinforcing the share of 
low-carbon electricity generation, improving the efficiency of the existing facilities, and 
increasing the planted forest area will be imperative and practical economic approaches 
to a greener future.

Addressing climate change, as a global task, brings together a coherent effort from 
all countries. Investing in clean and sustainable energy sources should remain a top pri-
ority, as it will not only mitigate environmental degradation but also pave the way for 
economic development to enhance quality of life.
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1.2  Issue 2: Peacekeeping

1.2.1  Introduction

In 2021, the United Nations sustained its commitment to performing peacekeeping 
missions, playing a pivotal role in stabilizing regions, safeguarding civilians, and 
fostering enduring peace. The success of these missions hinges on the vital contri-
butions of funding and personnel provided by participating nations. The combined 
economic and personnel contribution of a nation serves as a crucial indicator in 
assessing its contribution to global peace, regional development, and the well-being 
of citizens affected by regional unrest.

The landscape of United Nations peacekeeping operations in 2021 was mainly 
influenced by two dynamics. First, the global pandemic led to the unanimous adop-
tion of Resolution 2518 (2020) proposed by the Security Council on March 30, 
2020. This resolution introduced two pivotal changes: an emphasis on ensuring the 
safety of peacekeeping personnel, enabling the United Nations to sustain its peace-
keeping activities amid the risks posed by the pandemic, and these measures to 
safeguard peacekeeping personnel were extended to contribute to supporting local 
community efforts in epidemic prevention. Second, operational adjustments were 
observed, most notably the closure of the African Union Hybrid Operation in Darfur 
(UNAMID) on December 31, 2020, which reduced the number of ongoing missions 
from 12 to 11.

In the following sections, we explore the ranking of nations based on their con-
tributions to UN peacekeeping operations in 2021. In addition, we compare these 
rankings with those from the previous year and highlight changes between them.

1.2.2  Dimensions and Indicators

We formulated a comprehensive contribution index for 193 nations participating in 
peacekeeping missions in 2021 by amalgamating two crucial indicators: personnel 
contributions and financial contributions. The methodology employed for index gen-
eration remained consistent with the approach utilized for 2020.

For the extraction of raw data pertaining to financial contribution, we referred to 
the document A/73/350/ADD.1, released by the United Nations General Assembly 
on December 24, 2018. This document delineates the effective rates of assessment 
for peacekeeping operations in 2021. In terms of personnel contribution, data were 
meticulously gleaned from the monthly reports available on the official website of 
United Nations peacekeeping; specific access links are provided in Table 3.

Two notable additions to the clarification pertain to the measurement of person-
nel contributions. First, nations contribute human resources across four distinct cat-
egories: police, UN Military Experts on Mission, troops, and staff officers. The term 
“troops and police” used in our previous reports was biased, as it actually refers to 
all four categories of personnel rather than just two. Second, recognizing the fact of 
fluctuations in the total number of persons deployed on a monthly basis, we aggre-
gated the number of individuals sent by each nation each month, considering this 
sum to indicate the personnel contribution. While this approach deviates from the 
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actual count of deployed individuals, it effectively encapsulates the workload that a 
nation shoulders in its peacekeeping operations. This detail was not disclosed in our 
previous reports and is explicitly clarified here. Importantly, the measurement con-
tinues to align with the practices of previous years, enabling a feasible comparison 
across different periods.

1.2.3  Results

First, we provide an overview of the global dynamics in the personnel and financial 
contributions of 193 countries to UN peacekeeping missions in 2021.

Our analysis found a 6% decline in the aggregate deployment of individuals by 
the 193 countries over the course of 2021. This downturn represents a continua-
tion of the reduction that was begun at the beginning of 2020 due to the onset of 
the COVID-19 pandemic. Nonetheless, the figure for 2021 marginally exceeds that 
observed for 2018. Relative to the 2020 rankings in 2020, 15% of countries retained 
their positions, 56% decreased their rankings (indicating reduced contributions), and 
29% increased their rankings (indicating augmented contributions).

It is evident that a great number of nations retrenched their commitment to United 
Nations peacekeeping operations. This contraction is closely linked to the profound 
disruptions caused by the COVID-19 pandemic to personal daily life, national pro-
duction, and international or interregional connections. Countries channeled their 
resources toward managing domestic pandemic-related risks. The unavoidable 
risks associated with the international movement of peacekeeping personnel, such 
as infection and transmission, underscored the necessity for judicious planning. In 
addition, the reduction in contributions is further influenced by the closure of the 
mission of the African Union Hybrid Operation in Darfur (UNAMID).

1.2.4  Regional Analysis

In this section, we delineate the outcomes categorized by continent. Our dataset 
encompasses 193 countries across six continents, namely North America, Latin 
America, Asia, Africa, Europe, and Oceania. Figure 2 below intuitively illustrates 
the variations across countries and continents, with lighter shades of red indicating 
lower rankings in peacekeeping contribution.

North America North America, made up solely of two developed countries, the 
United States and Canada, exhibited the highest mean contribution index among the 
six continents. The US secured a noteworthy second position, while the latter had a 
commendable thirty-ninth ranking. The cumulative number of individuals deployed 
by these two nations accounted for less than 0.1% of the total. Their elevated rank-
ings are predominantly a result of their substantial financial contributions, with the 
United States contributing 27.9% and Canada contributing 2.7% to the effective 
rates of assessment for peacekeeping operations. This observation sheds light on the 
distinctive approach taken by developed nations in contributing to the UN peace-
keeping missions—prioritizing financial commitments over personnel deployment. 
This strategic emphasis serves to mitigate imperialistic implications when interven-
ing in regional affairs and conflicts.
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Asia We have 47 Asian countries in our sample, and the mean contribution index 
ranks second-highest among the six continents, albeit considerably lower only than 
that of North America. China holds the top position in Asia and ranks first among 
the 193 countries, consistent with the 2020 ranking. Diverging from the contribution 
strategy employed by developed countries as exemplified by the US and Canada, 
China has adopted a unique approach, emphasizing a balance between personnel and 
financial contributions. China contributes a noteworthy 15.2% to the effective rate of 
the assessment for peacekeeping operations, while also deploying 3% of individuals 
for these missions.

The nations within the Indian subcontinent deserve our attention. Bangladesh 
secures the second position in Asia, followed by India at third, Nepal at fourth, and 
Pakistan at fifth. On a global scale, they maintain noteworthy standings of third, 
fourth, fifth, and eighth, respectively. Despite their commendable rankings, the pro-
portion of peacekeeping funding allocated by these nations is relatively low. India, 
for instance, registers a ratio around 0.17%, with the remaining three nations falling 
considerably below 0.1%. Their elevated standings are underpinned instead by their 
substantive contribution of manpower. India exhibited a commendable increase in 
personnel contribution, showing a counterintuitive increase of 1.5% amid an overall 
6% decrease since 2010. Consequently, India ascended three positions in the global 
rankings, signifying a substantial advancement. Diverging from the aforementioned 
dual contribution strategies, countries in the Indian subcontinent predominantly 
adhered to a personnel-centric approach. The peacekeeping personnel that were con-
tributed by these nations have primarily been assigned to five ongoing peacekeeping 
missions in Africa and two missions in West Asia.

The Indian subcontinent was not only a crucial contributor but also as a sub-
stantial beneficiary of UN peacekeeping personnel. One ongoing UN peacekeep-
ing mission that exemplified this dynamic is the Indo-Pak Military Observer Group 
(UNMOGIP), which has operated along the India-Pakistan border since 1949. 
Adhering to the principle of interest neutrality, this mission involves contributors 
who are primarily from Croatia, the Republic of Korea, and the Philippines. It can 
be noted here that India contends that UNMOGIP has outlived its purpose and is 
no longer necessary, while Pakistan advocates for its continuation. This divergence 
highlights the inherent challenges faced by UN peacekeeping missions, including 
the difficulty in obtaining agreement from stakeholders on mission entry, ensuring 
operational neutrality, fostering fairness in mediation, and preventing the introduc-
tion of external forces into regional affairs. It is imperative to resolve these complex 
issues to ensure the progress of peacekeeping initiatives.

Another noteworthy recipient region of peacekeeping personnel in Asia is 
West Asia. The ongoing UN peacekeeping missions in this region are the United 
Nations Truce Supervision Organization, since 1948; the United Nations Disengage-
ment Observer Force (UNDOF), since 1974; and the United Nations Interim Force 
in Lebanon, since 1978. These missions operate in of Israel, Syria, and Lebanon. 
The current rankings for these three countries are 76, 148, and 138, respectively, 
only showing marginal changes compared to 2020. Due to regional tensions, these 
nations seldom deploy personnel to UN peacekeeping missions but do contribute 
economically, offering another distinct form of participation.
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Africa In our sample, 54 African countries exhibited an average contribution 
index slightly below that of Asia, securing the third position among the six con-
tinents. Among the 54 nations, the top three contributors were Rwanda, Ethiopia, 
and Egypt, with global rankings of sixth, seventh, and ninth, respectively. Ethio-
pia’s ranking decreased by three from 2020, potentially influenced by the pandemic 
and domestic turmoil. As with countries in the Indian subcontinent, the contribution 
approach of these African nations involves the deployment of a substantial number 
of troops and police while contributing less in terms of finance, due to their under-
developed economic situations. A notable aspect of the personnel contributions 
by African countries was their predominant inclination to participate in operations 
within their own continent, such as the United Nations Mission for the Referendum 
in Western Sahara, the United Nations Mission in South Sudan, and the United 
Nations Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission in the Central African 
Republic, while rarely joining missions operating in other continents.

Europe The average contribution index in Europe was lower than that of Africa, 
which is primarily attributable to the comparatively scanter contributions from south-
eastern European countries. Another significant determinant is the prevalence of small 
nations in Europe, which lack adequate human and financial resources. Specifically, 
the three countries at the bottom of the European rankings—Liechtenstein, Andorra, 
and San Marino—are characterized by their extremely small size. The foremost con-
tributors to peacekeeping endeavors were France, Germany, and the United Kingdom, 
securing the first, second, and third positions in Europe, and twelfth, thirteenth, and 
sixteenth globally. Their rankings exhibited only marginal changes relative to 2020, 
with the exception of the United Kingdom, which advanced by three positions, from 
nineteenth to sixteenth. These countries adopted a balanced approach, contributing a 
moderate amount of funds and providing a substantial level of human resources. This 
equilibrium, which is reminiscent of China’s strategy, underscores their commitment to 
peacekeeping efforts. Nevertheless, it is noteworthy that both the funds and manpower 
that they contributed fell short of those provided by China. France, Germany, and the 

Fig. 2  2021 index ranking for peacekeeping on a world map
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United Kingdom actively engaged in peacekeeping operations in Europe, exempli-
fied by their involvement in the United Nations Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus and the 
United Nations Interim Administration Mission in Kosovo. They also played pivotal 
roles in peacekeeping missions in Africa, which demonstrates their dedication to global 
peacekeeping endeavors.

Oceania and Latin America Oceania and Latin America had the lowest rankings 
among the six continents in peacekeeping contributions, with their average contribu-
tion indices displaying minimal disparity. Australia was the top contributor in Oce-
ania, while Uruguay held the leading position in Latin America. Internationally, these 
nations were ranked forty-fourth and twenty-sixth, respectively, a trend in alignment 
with the circumstances observed in 2020. Diverging in their contribution approaches, 
Australia primarily emphasized economic support, whereas Uruguay placed a greater 
emphasis on manpower contribution. Notably, Uruguay actively engages in peacekeep-
ing operations in Central Africa (United Nations Organization Stabilization Mission in 
the Democratic Republic of the Congo, MONUSCO) and West Asia (United Nations 
Disengagement Observer Force, UNDOF) (see Table 4).

1.2.5  Conclusion

In summary, a discernible decrease in the overall contributions of nations to UN peace-
keeping operations in 2021, by contrast to the preceding year, 2020. This decline pre-
dominantly stems from a reduction in personnel commitments, influenced by the rami-
fications of the pandemic and the closure of the UNAMID mission, rather than by any 
notable changes in financial commitments. As the effective rate of assessment for each 
country remained consistent between 2020 and 2021. The implementation of Reso-
lution 2518 (2020) and nations’ unwavering commitment to preserving global peace 
helped alleviate the impact, resulting in a relatively moderate reduction. A comparative 
analysis of rankings between the two years indicates that the major contributors have 
remained consistent, suggesting minimal shifts in the global geopolitical landscape in 
this category.

In addition to this conclusion, it is crucial to highlight the presence of several dis-
tinct pathways of contribution, as noted in Sect. 2.2.4. These pathways may result in 
similar or identical contribution indices, implying an equal measure of contribution. 
The diverse ways in which nations contribute offer intriguing insights into their unique 
approaches to supporting global justice. This observation may prompt the reader to 
explore the nature of national contributions beyond mere numerical indices and encour-
ages a deeper understanding of the varied strategies and methods that are employed by 
nations in their commitment to peacekeeping initiatives. Paying attention to this aspect, 
readers can consider the nuanced and individualized nature of different nations’ contri-
butions to global justice.
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Table 4  Country rankings in the peacekeeping aspect for promoting global justice in 2021

Country Ranking Country Ranking

China 1 Bhutan 98
United States of America 2 Bolivia (Plurinational State of) 99
Bangladesh 3 Slovenia 100
India 4 Bosnia and Herzegovina 101
Nepal 5 Iran (Islamic Republic of) 102
Rwanda 6 Croatia 103
Ethiopia 7 Philippines 104
Pakistan 8 Colombia 105
Egypt 9 Luxembourg 106
Indonesia 10 Honduras 107
Ghana 11 Oman 108
France 12 Malta 109
Germany 13 Estonia 110
Senegal 14 Namibia 111
Japan 15 Ecuador 112
United Kingdom of Great Britain 

and Northern Ireland
16 Bahrain 113

Italy 17 Cyprus 114
Morocco 18 Belarus 115
United Republic of Tanzania 19 Republic of Moldova 116
Chad 20 Kyrgyzstan 117
Togo 21 Dominican Republic 118
Burkina Faso 22 Algeria 119
Spain 23 Iceland 120
Republic of Korea 24 Iraq 121
Cameroon 25 Bulgaria 122
Uruguay 26 Trinidad and Tobago 123
South Africa 27 Madagascar 124
Zambia 28 Latvia 125
Niger 29 Samoa 126
Côte d’Ivoire 30 Bahamas 127
Mongolia 31 The Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 128
Malaysia 32 Cuba 129
Cambodia 33 Azerbaijan 130
Russian Federation 34 Botswana 131
Mauritania 35 Costa Rica 132
Burundi 36 Tajikistan 133
Malawi 37 Monaco 134
Guinea 38 Papua New Guinea 135
Canada 39 Albania 136
Uganda 40 Montenegro 137
Sri Lanka 41 Lebanon 138
Ireland 42 Liechtenstein 139
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Table 4  (continued)

Country Ranking Country Ranking

Jordan 43 Panama 139
Australia 44 Timor-Leste 141
Benin 45 Turkmenistan 142
Sweden 46 Uzbekistan 143
Austria 47 Libya 144
Argentina 48 Andorra 145
Netherlands 49 Equatorial Guinea 146
Fiji 50 Barbados 147
Portugal 51 Mauritius 148
Gabon 52 Syrian Arab Republic 148
Thailand 53 San Marino 150
Switzerland 54 Georgia 151
Ukraine 55 Jamaica 151
Finland 56 Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 153
Nigeria 57 Democratic Republic of the Congo 154
Serbia 58 Angola 154
Slovakia 59 Myanmar 154
Norway 60 Nicaragua 154
Poland 61 Sudan 154
El Salvador 62 Suriname 154
Saudi Arabia 63 Yemen 154
Belgium 64 Maldives 161
Peru 65 Afghanistan 162
Tunisia 66 Seychelles 163
Kenya 67 South Sudan 163
Brazil 68 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 165
Turkey 69 Antigua and Barbuda 166
Greece 70 Eswatini 166
Guatemala 71 Guyana 166
Congo 72 Mozambique 166
Liberia 73 Saint Kitts and Nevis 166
Denmark 74 Haiti 171
United Arab Emirates 75 Belize 172
Israel 76 Cabo Verde 172
Singapore 77 Dominica 172
Gambia 78 Grenada 172
New Zealand 79 Marshall Islands 172
Mexico 80 Micronesia (Federated States of) 172
Viet Nam 81 Nauru 172
Djibouti 82 Palau 172
Kazakhstan 83 Saint Lucia 172
Sierra Leone 84 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 172
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1.3  Issue 3: Humanitarian Aid

1.3.1  Introduction

Humanitarian aid refers to the material and logistical assistance that is provided 
to people in need, such as food, water, shelter, and medical care to those affected 
by disasters or other extreme circumstances. Humanitarian aid is provided to save 
lives, reduce suffering and improve conditions for those in crisis situations. It typi-
cally takes the form of short term support provided by nongovernmental organiza-
tions, governments, humanitarian organizations, and other specialized disaster relief 
entities, which bridging the gap until long-term assistance takes over. In this sense, 
humanitarian aid is crucial during emergencies, and global cooperation is needed.

It is vital to have humanitarian aid provided in need for the promotion of global 
justice. By assisting those who are affected by natural disasters and emergencies, 
regardless of race, nationality or religion, it helps ensure that their rights and dignity 
are not harmed. Furthermore, the provision of humanitarian assistance has an impor-
tant role to play in the fostering of connections among communities and groups. 
This, in turn, promotes a deeper understanding between them across groupings and 
enhances international relationships in terms of well-informed perspectives. Thus, 
we have incorporated this aspect into our Global Justice Index, where each nation’s 
financial commitment to global humanitarian affairs is assessed as a means of gaug-
ing their efforts in this realm.

1.3.2  Dimensions and Indicators

To ensure our method’s comparability and the robustness, we use the same 12 
indicators this year to measure the humanitarian provided by each country: food, 

Table 4  (continued)

Country Ranking Country Ranking

Qatar 85 Tonga 172
Romania 86 Guinea-Bissau 183
Czechia 87 Central African Republic 183
Zimbabwe 88 Comoros 183
Kuwait 89 Eritrea 183
Armenia 90 Kiribati 183
Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of) 91 Lesotho 183
Lithuania 92 Sao Tome and Principe 183
Hungary 93 Solomon Islands 183
Chile 94 Somalia 183
Brunei Darussalam 95 Tuvalu 183
Mali 96 Vanuatu 183
Paraguay 97
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health, housing, water, emergency response, early recovery, coordination, education, 
protection, agriculture, COVID-19 assistance, and others (portion given without 
an assigned uses). Our data for this analysis were sourced from the UN’s Finan-
cial Tracking Service database which records donations made by countries to other 
nations, as well as to organizations such as UN departments and NGOs, such as 
the World Food Program and WHO. We ensured that all types of donations were 
accounted for, including those that were specifically designated for particular use 
cases and the more general other contributions that did not have a prespecified aim.

Thus, we measured each country’s humanitarian aid efforts in 2021, based on 12 
indicators. Below are presented detailed information on all of the metrics used to 
measure humanitarian aid (see Table 5).

We aggregated data relevant to all 12 indicators and factored in each country’s 
GDP per capita to precisely measure the extent of humanitarian contributions, nor-
malized by country. This method was adopted to prevent favoring wealthier nations 
in our analysis, maintaining impartiality in our evaluation. Here, we intended to 
reflect the fact that wealthier countries would be better able to afford humanitarian 
aid than those that had more limited resources; thus, it would be unfair to make a 
direct comparison between them.

1.3.3  Results

This section reports the ranking of countries’ contributions to global justice from the 
perspective of humanitarian aid. Please see the detailed rankings in Table 6.

Here, United States retains its ranking as first on the issue of humanitarian aid. 
The top 10 countries on this issue, in order, are the United States, Pakistan, Ger-
many, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Burundi, the United Kingdom, Japan, Sweden, and 
Central African Republic.

1.3.4  Regional Analysis

This section reports the regional analysis of the ranking on humanitarian aid. Fig-
ure 3 shows the ranking on a world map.

Asia Pakistan performed well on this issue in 2021, ranking the first in Asia, in 
spite of its relatively poor GDP. Saudi Arabia, Japan, and United Arab Emirates 
remained high on the list, ranking the fourth, eighth, and sixteenth in the world. 
Pakistan donated more than $205 million in 2021, a large increase relative to its 
2020 contribution (which was about $1 million). Most of the funding went to the 
UN World Food Program to provide food security, livelihood, and agricultural sup-
port to communities that were affected by multiple shocks and lifesaving nutrition 
services for moderately acute malnourished children aged 6–59 months and preg-
nant and lactating mothers in vulnerable populations. Taking into account the eco-
nomic volume of Pakistan, this forms a large contribution. Saudi Arabia is often 
ranked first in Asian countries with reference to humanitarian aid. It contributed 
over $1.4 billion in 2021 for those affected by war, conflict, and disaster. Yemen 
is Saudi Arabia’s largest aid recipient country, receiving more than 70% of its total 
aid money from Saudi Arabia through the Saudi Development and Reconstruction 
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Program for Yemen. This assistance was multifaceted and showed a commitment 
to aid on multiple levels, including the provision of materials such as goods, shel-
ter, and medical care. It also provided educational services, training, and assistance 
to improve human rights conditions in Yemen. In particular, they initiated various 
projects to empower individuals, including those living in poverty, by giving them 
access to skills training and job opportunities. Japan was also among the top donors 
for humanitarian aid in 2021, contributing over $1 billion of humanitarian assis-
tance. This assistance encompassed provisions for food, shelter, and medical care. 
Moreover, it allocated funds for initiatives aimed at safeguarding various communi-
ties and groups in need, such as refugees, victims of human trafficking, and children 
and the elderly. These efforts showed their dedication to the development of global 
justice, while simultaneously making a positive difference worldwide through their 
donations directed at aiding those in distress.

Europe In 2021, Europe kept up its good performance in humanitarian aid. 
Germany continued as the top European country on this issue in 2021, followed 
by the UK and Sweden. These three countries were also the top three European 
countries in the ranking of 2020. Germany contributed over $4 billion for human-
itarian aid to those affected by wars and disasters. Of this, 33% went to the UN 
World Food Program, and about 10% went to the UN High Commissioner for 
Refugees. Afghanistan was the biggest recipient country, followed by Syrian Arab 
Republic. A large amount of funding was donated to Afghanistan through the 
Afghanistan Humanitarian Response Plan 2021, providing health services, food 
assistance, and protection, with a focus on children and pregnant and lactating 
women, enhancing social protection among internally displaced persons, return-
ees, and extremely vulnerable host community members, and so on. The United 
Kingdom contributed over $1 billion as humanitarian aid. Most of this funding 
was donated for food security through the UN World Food Program. Afghanistan 
and Yemen were the two largest recipient countries. Sweden also contributed over 

Table 5  Data on humanitarian aid

Category Dimension Indicator Source Coverage

Contribution Humanitarian Dona-
tion

Food Financial Tracking 
Service

185 countries (2021)
housing
Health
Water
Emergency 

Response
Early Recovery
Coordination
Education
Protection
Agriculture
COVID-19
Other
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Table 6  Country ranking in humanitarian aid in 2021

Country Ranking Country Ranking

United States of America 1 Bahrain 86
Pakistan 2 Barbados 86
Germany 3 Belize 86
Saudi Arabia 4 Benin 86
Somalia 5 Bolivia (Plurinational State of) 86
Burundi 6 Bosnia and Herzegovina 86
United Kingdom of Great Britain and 

Northern Ireland
7 Botswana 86

Japan 8 Cabo Verde 86
Sweden 9 Cambodia 86
Central African Republic 10 Chile 86
Canada 11 Comoros 86
Mozambique 12 Congo 86
Haiti 13 Côte d’Ivoire 86
Norway 14 Democratic Republic of the Congo 86
Italy 15 Djibouti 86
United Arab Emirates 16 Dominica 86
France 17 Dominican Republic 86
Colombia 18 Ecuador 86
Netherlands 19 Egypt 86
Denmark 20 Equatorial Guinea 86
Burkina Faso 21 Eswatini 86
Switzerland 22 Ethiopia 86
Bangladesh 23 Fiji 86
Australia 24 Gabon 86
Niger 25 Gambia 86
Belgium 26 Georgia 86
Spain 27 Ghana 86
Chad 28 Grenada 86
Republic of Korea 29 Guatemala 86
Finland 30 Guinea 86
Ireland 31 Guinea-Bissau 86
Nigeria 32 Guyana 86
Austria 33 Hungary 86
Russian Federation 34 India 86
Turkey 35 Indonesia 86
New Zealand 36 Iran (Islamic Republic of) 86
Sudan 37 Iraq 86
China 38 Jamaica 86
Qatar 39 Jordan 86
Yemen 40 Kenya 86
Lebanon 41 Kiribati 86
Cameroon 42 Kyrgyzstan 86
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Table 6  (continued)

Country Ranking Country Ranking

Luxembourg 43 Lesotho 86
Estonia 44 Liberia 86
El Salvador 45 Libya 86
Czechia 46 Madagascar 86
Poland 47 Malawi 86
Portugal 48 Mali 86
Malta 49 Marshall Islands 86
Iceland 50 Mauritania 86
Belarus 51 Mauritius 86
Kuwait 52 Micronesia (Federated States of) 86
Uzbekistan 53 Mongolia 86
Romania 54 Myanmar 86
Thailand 55 Namibia 86
South Africa 56 Nauru 86
Azerbaijan 57 Nepal 86
Greece 58 Nicaragua 86
Philippines 59 Oman 86
Croatia 60 Palau 86
Brazil 61 Panama 86
Bulgaria 62 Papua New Guinea 86
Malaysia 63 Paraguay 86
Montenegro 64 Republic of Moldova 86
Lithuania 65 Rwanda 86
Mexico 66 Saint Kitts and Nevis 86
Slovenia 67 Saint Lucia 86
Slovakia 68 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 86
Algeria 69 Samoa 86
Monaco 70 San Marino 86
Morocco 70 Sao Tome and Principe 86
Kazakhstan 71 Senegal 86
Cyprus 72 Serbia 86
Brunei Darussalam 73 Seychelles 86
Viet Nam 74 Sierra Leone 86
Honduras 75 Solomon Islands 86
Costa Rica 76 Sri Lanka 86
Tunisia 77 Suriname 86
Lao People’s Democratic Republic 78 Tajikistan 86
Singapore 79 Republic of North Macedonia 86
Andorra 80 Timor-Leste 86
Latvia 81 Togo 86
Maldives 82 Tonga 86
Bhutan 83 Trinidad and Tobago 86
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$1 billion for humanitarian assistance. Unlike the Germany and the UK, most 
Sweden’s funds were not allocated to a specific country or specific organizations 
but were earmarked for flexible usage.

European countries have worked together to promote humanitarian aid in 2021 
through a range of projects and initiatives. Through its Global Humanitarian 
Overview 2021, the UN and its partner organizations have embarked on a mission 
of providing humanitarian assistance to a staggering 160 million people across 56 
countries. This assistance included both financial and material support for those 
with the urgent need to address hunger, conflict, displacement, the impacts of cli-
mate change, and the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic. In addition, long-term pro-
jects and strategies to improve education and human rights were also put forward. 
UNICEF’s collaborative action achieved considerable results in 2021: 41.7 mil-
lion people gained access to safe water, 5 million children were treated for severe 
acute malnutrition, 12 million children and caregivers accessed mental health and 
psychosocial support, 32.6 million children accessed some form of education, and 

Table 6  (continued)

Country Ranking Country Ranking

Peru 84 Tuvalu 86
Israel 85 Uganda 86
Afghanistan 86 Ukraine 86
Albania 86 United Republic of Tanzania 86
Angola 86 Uruguay 86
Antigua and Barbuda 86 Vanuatu 86
Argentina 86 Zambia 86
Armenia 86 Zimbabwe 86
Bahamas 86

Fig. 3  2021 index ranking of humanitarian aid on a world map
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13.9 million women, girls, and boys accessed gender-based violence risk mitiga-
tion, prevention, or response interventions.8

North America The United States and Canada both performed well on this issue 
in 2021. The United States contributed over $10 billion for humanitarian assistance, 
the most of any country. More than half of this funding was used to ensure food 
security through the UN World Food Program. The largest recipient country was 
South Sudan. Following its independence, South Sudan faced the highest level of 
goods insecurity and malnutrition in the world, and flooding, political instability, 
and COVID-19 continued this aggravated situation in 2021. The US participated 
in a series of projects to reduce morbidity and mortality in South Sudan, to ensure 
safe access to basic services, and to facilitate recovery and resilience to shocks and 
stresses. In particular, the US provided over $482 million in humanitarian aid to 
South Sudan, including the provision of emergency food and nutrition, essential 
healthcare, shelter and safe drinking water, procurement from local farmers, and 
support for the internally displaced and refugees. Canada provided over $900 mil-
lion in humanitarian aid in 2021, including funding provided to the UN World Food 
Program, the International Committee of the Red Cross, the UN Children’s Fund, 
the UN High Commissioner for Refugees, the Central Emergency Response Fund, 
and others. More than 34% of this funding was used to ensure food security, and the 
largest recipient country was Afghanistan. The collective efforts of North America 
also played a crucial role in providing humanitarian assistance to those in need. In 
February 2021, US President Joe Biden and Canadian Prime Minister Justin Trudeau 
established a blueprint for a renewed US–Canada partnership in joint efforts toward 
humanitarian assistance. The key areas of this project related to combating COVID-
19, addressing climate challenges, and improving global health security.

Latin America Haiti was ranked the first in all the Latin American countries and 
thirteenth in the world on humanitarian assistance in 2021. It was also the top Latin 
American country on this issue in 2020. Haiti faces various challenges, including 
poverty, climate change, and natural disasters such as hurricanes and floods. In 2021, 
Haiti’s GDP per capita stood at $1824. Although this marked a 42.13% increase 
from the previous year, it was still counted among the most vulnerable countries in 
the world. Nevertheless, Haiti contributed more than $23 million in humanitarian 
aid in 2021, most of which went to the UN World Food Program. As noted earlier, 
we factor in the economic volume of each country in measuring its contribution to 
global justice in humanitarian aids. Relative to the small size of its economy, its 
contribution makes it one of the top 10 countries in humanitarian assistance.

Latin America faced a multitude of challenges, including extreme violence, 
chronic food insecurity, and natural disasters, which caused countries in this area 
to be major recipients of global assistance. UNICEF estimated that over 57 million 
people, including 20.8 million children, are in need of humanitarian aid in Latin 
America. The world provided $35 billion to help 160 million of the most vulner-
able people worldwide with lifesaving support. Latin America and the Caribbean 
received a significant share of this funding to address the urgent challenges arising 
from crises in the area.

8 https:// www. unicef. org/ repor ts/ global- annual- resul ts- 2021- human itari an- action.

https://www.unicef.org/reports/global-annual-results-2021-humanitarian-action
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Africa There were several African countries with small economic volume that 
performed very well in 2021, producing a high ranking high. Of the top 10 coun-
tries, 3, Somalia, Burundi, and Central African Republic, are in Africa. All are 
heavily dependent on agriculture, face resource challenges, and have limited indus-
trialization. The GDP per capita values of Somalia, Burundi, and Central African 
Republic were $447, $221, and $461. Regardless of their poor economic situation, 
Somalia, Burundi, and Central African Republic contributed over $21 million, $5 
million, and $8 million in 2021, respectively, granting them their high ranking.

As with Latin America, Africa suffers from political instability, conflict, natural 
disasters, malnutrition, and a lack of access to basic services, including healthcare 
and education. The United Nations reported that African countries were among the 
largest recipients of humanitarian aid in 2021. The Regional Humanitarian Fund for 
West and Central Africa (), as a funding mechanism, was launched in June 2021, 
with the first country envelope established in Niger (September 2021). The primary 
focus of the RHFWCA is to prioritize assistance for the most vulnerable, ensuring 
that aid is accessible to those in desperate need in remote and hard-to-reach regions.

Oceania In 2021, Australia ranked the twenty-fourth among all of the countries 
on this issue, and New Zealand ranked thirty-sixth. Australia provided over $301 
million in 2021. More than 20% of the funding was used for food provision through 
the UN World Food Program. Other targets were the UN Children’s Fund, Interna-
tional Committee of the Red Cross, the UN Population Fund, the UN High Commis-
sioner for Refugees, and so on. Bangladesh was the largest recipient of Australian 
assistance in 2021, followed by Afghanistan, Myanmar, occupied Palestinian terri-
tory, Jordan, and Iraq. This support includes financial assistance, as well as other 
resources. For example, Australia committed $140 million to respond to the Afghan-
istan crisis from 2021 to 2024. It focused on support to vulnerable populations and 
women and girls in particular. New Zealand contributed over $57 million in 2021. 
About 20% of the funding was used to support food security through the UN World 
Food Program. Afghanistan was the largest recipient country in Oceania, followed 
by South Sudan, Papua New Guinea, Bangladesh, Fiji, and Yemen.

1.3.5  Conclusion

Humanitarian aid has always played a crucial role in the promotion of global jus-
tice through alleviating the suffering of vulnerable populations, addressing dispari-
ties and inequalities, and advocating for the human rights of individuals and com-
munities. It is a lifeline during crises, preventing further erosion of human rights 
including access to healthcare, food, water, education, and a dignified standard of 
living. We measured the contributions of each country using 12 indicators: food, 
health, housing, water, emergency response, early recovery, coordination, education, 
COVID-19, protection, agriculture, and others. From this, we found that the United 
States maintained its position as the top-ranked country in terms of humanitarian 
aid. The top 10 countries in this regard were the United States, Pakistan, Germany, 
Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Burundi, the United Kingdom of Great Britain, Japan, Swe-
den, and the Central African Republic.
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1.4  Issue 4: Antiterrorism and Conflict

1.4.1  Introduction

In 2021, the global security landscape faced significant challenges, as persistent ter-
rorism and ongoing conflict undermined international stability and human safety. 
In spite of the progress seen in some regions, the year was characterized by a com-
plex mix of geopolitical tension, violent extremism, and the lingering impact of the 
COVID-19 pandemic. These factors both aggravated existing conflict and facilitated 
the spread of terrorist activities, resulting in a 46% surge in organized violence—the 
highest value since 2015.9 This year further highlighted the intricate links between 
health crises, economic instability, and security threats, demonstrating how vulner-
abilities in one area could exacerbate challenges in another, thereby impeding pro-
gress toward lasting peace and security.

This study assessed and contrasted the contributions of various countries to anti-
terrorism and conflict resolution. Through detailed analysis of each country’s data, 
we gained insights into the current global state of conflict and terrorism, as well as 
the collective efforts underway to address these issues. Ultimately, this study offers 
a useful perspective on global justice, informed by the efforts in anticonflict and 
antiterrorism.

1.4.2  Dimensions and Indicators

In 2021, the study encompassed 192 countries, consistent with the reports of pre-
vious years. It evaluated global justice through two dimensions of performance 
and one of contribution, each underpinned by two to three indicators, as shown in 
Table 7 which outlines the data framework and sources.

The performance dimensions assessed each country’s conflict and terrorism situ-
ation in 2021, focusing on the incidence of conflict, war, terrorism, and related fatal-
ities. Conflict data were sourced from the Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP) 
Armed Conflict Dataset, while terrorism information was obtained from the Global 
Terrorism Dataset (GTD). Notably, for 2021 terrorism data, GTD was only updated 
through June 2021, limiting our analysis to 6 months of data for that dimension.

To produce a balanced evaluation, all indicators were weighted by population 
size, allowing for a proportional representation for each country. In calculating 
the final issue score, it is crucial to note that higher performance scores negatively 
impact overall scores, such that that increased incidents of conflict or terrorism det-
rimentally affect a country’s standing in terms of addressing global justice issues. 
In 2021, an analysis of the collected data showed a distressing escalation in global 
violence, with conflicts leading to approximately 572,00010 deaths. This figure was 
not only double that of 2020 but also represented the highest death toll since 2017. 
Additionally, the first 6 months of the same year witnessed nearly 11,50011 deaths 

9 Institute for Economics & Peace. (2022).
10 Data Source: https:// ucdp. uu. se.
11 Data Source: https:// www. start. umd. edu/ gtd/.

https://ucdp.uu.se
https://www.start.umd.edu/gtd/
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Table 8  Country rankings in the antiterrorism and conflict aspects of promoting global justice in 2021

Country Ranking Country Ranking

Tajikistan 1 Cameroon 97
Kyrgyzstan 2 Panama 98
Sudan 3 Kuwait 99
India 4 Guinea 100
China 5 Austria 101
Japan 6 Benin 102
Philippines 7 Switzerland 103
Brazil 8 Croatia 104
Viet Nam 9 Tunisia 105
Indonesia 10 Georgia 106
Germany 11 Jordan 107
Pakistan 12 Uruguay 108
Thailand 13 Mongolia 109
Mexico 14 Sweden 110
Myanmar 15 Portugal 111
Bangladesh 16 Niger 112
Republic of Korea 17 Congo 113
Colombia 18 El Salvador 114
Argentina 19 Jamaica 115
Russian Federation 20 Albania 116
Algeria 21 Zambia 117
Poland 22 Central African Republic 118
Uzbekistan 23 Qatar 119
Egypt 24 Denmark 120
Malaysia 25 Republic of Moldova 121
Democratic Republic of the Congo 26 Namibia 122
Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of) 27 Finland 123
Turkey 28 Norway 124
Italy 29 Liberia 125
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 30 Chad 126
Nigeria 31 Ireland 127
Iraq 32 Slovenia 128
United Kingdom of Great Britain and 

Northern Ireland
33 Republic of North Macedonia 129

Iran (Islamic Republic of) 34 Guinea-Bissau 130
Chile 35 Burundi 131
Kazakhstan 36 Togo 132
South Africa 37 Sierra Leone 133
Morocco 38 Equatorial Guinea 134
Ukraine 39 Trinidad and Tobago 135
Ecuador 40 Bosnia and Herzegovina 136
Canada 41 Mauritania 137
Angola 42 Timor-Leste 138
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Table 8  (continued)

Country Ranking Country Ranking

Peru 43 Saudi Arabia 139
Mozambique 44 Botswana 140
Zimbabwe 45 Lithuania 141
United Republic of Tanzania 46 Mauritius 142
Spain 47 Cyprus 143
Madagascar 48 Yemen 144
Bolivia (Plurinational State of) 49 Eswatini 145
Australia 50 Gabon 146
Haiti 51 Lesotho 147
Cuba 52 Armenia 148
Dominican Republic 53 Afghanistan 149
South Sudan 54 Fiji 150
Honduras 55 Latvia 151
France 56 Comoros 152
Malawi 57 Gambia 153
Papua New Guinea 58 Guyana 154
Uganda 59 Solomon Islands 155
Hungary 60 Montenegro 156
Belarus 61 Suriname 157
Kenya 62 Estonia 158
Azerbaijan 63 Cabo Verde 159
Ethiopia 64 Maldives 160
Guatemala 65 Malta 161
Lao People’s Democratic Republic 66 Brunei Darussalam 162
Syrian Arab Republic 67 Bahamas 163
United States of America 68 Belize 164
Nepal 69 Iceland 165
Bulgaria 70 Bhutan 166
Sri Lanka 71 United Arab Emirates 167
Nicaragua 72 Eritrea 168
Serbia 73 Vanuatu 169
Israel 74 Luxembourg 170
Libya 75 Barbados 171
Paraguay 76 Djibouti 172
Turkmenistan 77 Sao Tome and Principe 173
Côte d’Ivoire 78 Samoa 174
Mali 79 Saint Lucia 175
Romania 80 Kiribati 176
Greece 81 Grenada 177
Lebanon 82 Micronesia (Federated States of) 178
Netherlands 83 Tonga 179
Singapore 84 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 180
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due to terrorism, amounting to almost half of the annual totals recorded in each of 
the preceding 3 years.

The contribution dimension assesses countries’ efforts toward peace agreements, 
evaluating both the number of agreements and the extent of their achievement. 
Achievement is quantified using a model incorporating eight related indicators, 
acknowledging that peace agreements are the result of years of negotiations, often 
involving multiple parties. Our data model captures this complexity by calculating 
an achievement score for each agreement. A unique integral retrospective method is 
then applied to distribute this score over the preceding 4 years, reflecting the dura-
tion of efforts leading to each agreement.12 In 2021, two significant peace agree-
ments were signed.

1.4.3  Results

This section presents this study’s comprehensive ranking of 192 countries regarding 
their efforts in antiterrorism and conflict resolution. It integrates two performance 
dimensions: effectiveness in combating terrorism and conflict and the contribution 
toward peace agreements. The results reflect each country’s efforts to counter these 
challenges and their commitment to fostering peace through agreement negotiations. 
Table 8 summarizes the result.

The 2021 rankings expose significant shifts, with the changes primarily attrib-
uted to countries’ performance in terms of conflict and terrorism, by contrast with 
the previous year’s report, in which peace agreements significantly influenced rank-
ings. Notably, Azerbaijan made a remarkable ascent from the 164th rank in 2020 to 
the 43rd in 2021. This improvement was largely due to its 2020 engagement in the 
Second Nagorno-Karabakh War,13 which resulted in over 7000 deaths. By 2021, the 

Table 8  (continued)

Country Ranking Country Ranking

Slovakia 85 Seychelles 181
Belgium 86 Antigua and Barbuda 182
Senegal 87 Andorra 183
Costa Rica 88 Dominica 184
Cambodia 89 Bahrain 185
New Zealand 90 Saint Kitts and Nevis 186
Czechia 91 Marshall Islands 187
Ghana 92 Monaco 188
Somalia 93 San Marino 189
Oman 94 Palau 190
Rwanda 95 Nauru 191
Burkina Faso 96 Tuvalu 192

12 Gu et al. (2021).
13 See https:// www. cfr. org/ global- confl ict- track er/ confl ict/ nagor no- karab akh- confl ict.

https://www.cfr.org/global-conflict-tracker/conflict/nagorno-karabakh-conflict
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death toll from the conflict decreased dramatically, to 40,14 propelling Azerbaijan up 
121 places in the rankings. Conversely, Myanmar showed a significant drop, mov-
ing from 3rd in 2020 to 150th in 2021. Two main factors led to this decline. First, 
an increase in terrorism was seen, with 216 incidents leading to 236 deaths during 
the first half of 2021.15 This exceeded the totals of the previous 3 years. Second, 
the absence of new peace agreements negatively affected Myanmar’s score. The 
signing of the Union Accord Part III16 in 2020 enhanced Myanmar’s contribution 
dimension.

Tajikistan achieved the top ranking of 2021 through resolving conflicts and 
reducing terrorism. It was positioned sixty-fourth for anticonflict performance and 
forty-eighth for antiterrorism efforts. Its premier position is largely attributable to 
its contributions to peace, where it ranked first. A significant factor in this achieve-
ment was the partial peace agreement that was signed on May 2, 2021, between the 
governments of Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan.17 This agreement, which focused on the 
delimitation and demarcation of the border of the two countries, was remarkable 
for its rapid conclusion following the initial hostilities, which had begun along the 
Kyrgyzstan–Tajikistan border on April 28.18 This conflict lasted three days, produc-
ing the signing of the peace agreement, a process that was notably quicker than the 
extended negotiations that are typical of many peace agreements.

Kyrgyzstan reached the second rank, primarily due to its involvement in the 
peace agreement with Tajikistan. As with Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan reported no ter-
rorism. The only conflict noted was with Tajikistan, and both nations reported the 
same number of conflict-related deaths. The difference in rankings between the two 
countries was a result of the population-weighted model used in our analysis. As 
noted in the previous section, the evaluation of the two performance dimensions is 
adjusted according to size of the population. Tajikistan’s larger population explained 
the discrepancy in rankings.

Sudan was ranked third in 2021, a fall of two positions from 2020. As with the 
previous year, Sudan continued to face widespread conflict, as evidenced by its 
rankings of 147th and 126th in the performance dimensions. However, its significant 
contribution, marked by the signing of a peace agreement, propelled it into a top 
position. On March 28, 2021, the Transitional Government of Sudan and the Sudan 
People’s Liberation Movement-North (SPLM-N) signed a Declaration of Principles. 
This agreement, while it is not final, represents a crucial step in the peace process 
and may contribute to a comprehensive resolution.

The Russian Federation showed a remarkable improvement in the 2021 rankings, 
ascending 50 places from its position in 2020 to ninth. This significant rise can be 
attributed to enhanced performance in antiterrorism and conflict management. In 

14 Data Source: https:// ucdp. uu. se.
15 Data Source: https:// www. start. umd. edu/ gtd/.
16 See https:// www. mdn. gov. mm/ en/ myanm ar- signs- union- accord- part- iii- estab lishi ng- democ ratic- feder 
al- union.
17 http:// ucdpg ed. uu. se/ peace agree ments/ fullt ext/ Kyr- Taj% 202021- 05- 02_ Ru. pdf.
18 See https:// www. thegu ardian. com/ world/ 2021/ apr/ 29/ tajik istan- and- kyrgy zstan- armies- clash- on- dispu 
ted- border.

https://ucdp.uu.se
https://www.start.umd.edu/gtd/
https://www.mdn.gov.mm/en/myanmar-signs-union-accord-part-iii-establishing-democratic-federal-union
https://www.mdn.gov.mm/en/myanmar-signs-union-accord-part-iii-establishing-democratic-federal-union
http://ucdpged.uu.se/peaceagreements/fulltext/Kyr-Taj%202021-05-02_Ru.pdf
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2021/apr/29/tajikistan-and-kyrgyzstan-armies-clash-on-disputed-border
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2021/apr/29/tajikistan-and-kyrgyzstan-armies-clash-on-disputed-border
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particular, it reported no terrorism-related fatalities during the first half of the year 
and no war-related deaths over the entire year. Its conflict fatalities showed a sub-
stantial reduction of 70% from 2020, with a fall to approximately 1,400.19 These 
improvements positioned the Russian Federation as second in the antiterrorism per-
formance dimension and twenty-third in the anticonflict dimension, the latter influ-
enced by its relatively large population.

The top-10 rankings for 2021 also featured China (fourth), Japan (fifth), Viet-
nam (sixth), Brazil (eighth), the Republic of Korea (ninth), and Poland (tenth), all of 
which consistently made significant contributions to combating terrorism and reduc-
ing conflict. At the other end of the spectrum, the countries at the bottom of the 
rankings included Tuvalu, Nauru, Palau, Afghanistan, and San Marino, which all 
had minimal change over an extended period. The lower rankings of these countries 
are not necessarily indicative of poor performance in with respect to antiterrorism 
and anticonflict efforts; rather, they are often a consequence of their small popula-
tions. Afghanistan, however, is an exception to this pattern, recording the highest 
number of fatalities due to terrorism in the world—accounting for more than one-
third of global victims.20 In addition, it experienced a number of deaths from war 
and conflict that was only surpassed by the United States.21

1.4.4  Regional Analysis

We here offer a regional overview of the distinct attributes of regions or subregions 
for addressing conflict and terrorism, as these challenges feature unique geographi-
cal characteristics. Figure 4 presents the global rankings related to efforts in anti-
conflict and terrorism. Taking a continental lens to analyze this, we observe vary-
ing efficacy in these endeavors. The sequence of regions, ordered from the most to 
the least effective in combating terrorism and resolving conflicts were Asia, North 
America, Africa, Europe, Latin America, and Oceania.

Asia In 2021, Asia reached the top position in this category, climbing four places 
up from 2020, and dominating the top-10 list, with 6 Asian countries. Sudan was 
an exception from Africa, with a rank in the top five. This year’s rankings showed 
that most Asian subregions were placed in the upper half, continuing the established 
trend, whereby the majority of conflicts and terrorist activities were concentrated 
in West Asia (including Iraq, Yemen, Israel, the Syrian Arab Republic, etc.) and 
South-Central Asia (including Afghanistan).

At the country level, Azerbaijan, Turkey, Iran, and Armenia significantly 
improved their rankings, each by more than 50 places, attributable to a reduction 
in conflict and/or terrorism activity in 2021. The number of wars in the region 
decreased to 5 from 12 in the previous report. However, the average fatalities per 
war escalated dramatically from 6700 to 33,000, indicating more intense war or 
conflict. Half of all Asian countries experienced at least one conflict in 2021, while 

19 Data Source: https:// ucdp. uu. se.
20 Data Source: https:// www. start. umd. edu/ gtd/.
21 Data Source: https:// ucdp. uu. se.

https://ucdp.uu.se
https://www.start.umd.edu/gtd/
https://ucdp.uu.se
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India, for the first time in 5 years, reported no conflicts, marking a notable deviation 
from its recent historical pattern.

North America Maintaining its position from the previous year, North America 
ranked second overall, leading in both the anticonflict and antiterrorism dimensions. 
Within this region, Canada retained its fifty-eighth position, and the United States 
rose from ninety-seventh to sixty-second. Despite this improvement, the underlying 
data for both conflict and terrorism in the US deteriorated relative to the previous 
year. In the first half of the year alone, it recorded 26 terrorism-related fatalities,22 
more than double the figure from the previous year, and reported the highest number 
of conflict/war fatalities globally.

Africa Africa fell from its top position in 2020 to third place in 2021. It ranked 
second across three dimensions among all continents, with all 54 of its countries 
included in this year’s ranking. African countries were evenly split, with half rank-
ing in the top half globally and the other half in the bottom half. Notably, Northern 
African countries, such as Sudan, Morocco, and Algeria, were featured within the 
top 20 of the global ranking. Conversely, Sub-Saharan Africa experienced the most 
severe conflict and terrorism, accounting for 48% of global terrorism fatalities. In 
2021, the Islamic State surpassed the Taliban as the deadliest terrorist group glob-
ally. Moreover, the Sahel region became recognized as hosting the world’s fastest-
growing and deadliest terrorist groups.23 The nexus between terrorism and conflict 
distinctly pronounced, both temporally and geographically. Furthermore, of the 24 
wars recorded globally in 2021, 17 occurred in Africa, highlighting the continent’s 
critical role in the landscape of global conflict and terrorism.

Europe In 2021, Europe maintained a mid-tier ranking among continents in terms 
of anticonflict and antiterrorism efforts, with Eastern and Northern Europe outper-
forming their Southern and Western counterparts. Of the 42 European countries, 

Fig. 4  2021 index ranking for antiterrorism and conflict on a world map

22 Data Source: https:// www. start. umd. edu/ gtd/.
23 Institute for Economics & Peace (2022).

https://www.start.umd.edu/gtd/
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63% saw an improvement in their issue rankings. Luxembourg experienced the most 
significant fall, falling 35 places from 126th in 2020 to 161st in 2021, marking its 
first nonzero record in both conflict and terrorism fatalities since 2015, with two 
conflicts and 726 deaths reported.24

No wars were reported in Europe in 2021. Additionally, most European countries 
did not witness any terrorist attacks. However, during the first half of the year, the 
United Kingdom, France, Germany, Greece, and Ukraine each experienced 10 or 
more terrorism incidents. Conversely, Europe saw an increase in the number and 
severity of conflict relative to 2020, with France recording the highest number of 
conflicts (eight) and over 3600 deaths.25

Latin America In 2021, Latin America experienced a slight decline in its over-
all ranking. Within the region, Brazil (seventh), Argentina (thirteenth), and Ecuador 
(nineteenth) emerged as top performers. The lower-ranked countries, primarily from 
the Caribbean, were affected largely by their small population sizes.

Peru witnessed the most significant drop, falling from seventeenth in 2020 to 
seventy-seventh in 2021. It faced five terrorist attacks in the first half of 2021 alone, 
resulting in 20 deaths, and over 700 fatalities attributed to conflict throughout the 
year. Colombia encountered the most severe terrorism in Latin America, with 76 
attacks leading to 71 fatalities, highlighting the region’s ongoing struggles with vio-
lence and terrorism.26 Colombia demonstrated continuing progress toward achieving 
lasting peace. In 2021, the country enhanced its reintegration initiatives, which ben-
efited approximately 13,000 former FARC combatants. It also adopted a comprehen-
sive multi-agency strategy to counteract violent extremism, demobilizing 278 mem-
bers of armed groups, including 160 minors.27 This effort underscores Colombia’s 
commitment to peace and the effective reintegration of ex-combatants into society.

Oceania In this year’s assessment, the leading countries within Oceania in terms 
of performance were Papua New Guinea (thirty-seventh), Australia (thirty-eighth), 
and New Zealand (sixty-third). Both Australia and New Zealand improved signifi-
cantly from their positions in the previous year’s rankings. Notably, New Zealand 
climbed 48 places, which can be attributed to reporting no incidents of conflict or 
terrorism, an improvement over the prior year, which recorded 12 terrorism events 
(albeit without fatalities). The remaining countries in Oceania all ranked below 
130th, a positioning largely attributed to their small population sizes. Because popu-
lations of all other 11 countries was less than 1 million all together, a noticeable 
negative correlation was seen between a country’s population size and its ranking.

1.4.5  Conclusion

The global landscape continues to be fraught with safety concerns. In this year’s 
report, we analyzed the performance and contributions of 192 countries in com-
bating conflict and terrorism. Utilizing population-weighted models across three 

24 Data Source: https:// ucdp. uu. se.
25 Data Source: https:// ucdp. uu. se.
26 Data Source: https:// ucdp. uu. se.
27 See https:// crsre ports. congr ess. gov/ produ ct/ pdf/R/ R43813.

https://ucdp.uu.se
https://ucdp.uu.se
https://ucdp.uu.se
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R43813
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dimensions, we determined a global ranking, identifying Asia and North America as 
leading in antiterrorism and conflict resolution.

The nature of conflict has evolved, being characterized by fewer incidents but 
greater fatalities. In 2021, the number of wars declined to 24, the lowest number 
since 2015, although these conflicts produced over 2 million fatalities, the highest 
count in the previous 5 years. Conflict-related deaths increased to 1.7 times those 
seen in 2020, reversing the previous downward trend in fatalities from organized 
violence that had been seen for the previous 5 years.28 This surge in fatalities was 
mainly due to the escalation of conflicts in Afghanistan, Ethiopia, and Yemen. 
Although a decrease was seen in the number of active state-based conflicts and enti-
ties that committed unilateral violence against civilians, the conflicts that did occur 
were deadlier.29 Africa continued to host the most state-based conflicts, with areas 
of high conflict experiencing severe terrorism activities. The Sahel region continued 
to be a particularly severe hotspot for terrorism.

As the world continues to grapple with COVID-19, its impact on global dynamics 
and on conflict and terrorism, remains uncertain and requires further observation.

1.5  Issue 2.5: Cross‑national Criminal Police Cooperation

1.5.1  Introduction

Transnational crime is here defined as any crime that occurs across more than one 
country in its planning, execution, or impact. There are three main categories of 
transnational crime: provision of illicit goods (drug trafficking, trafficking in stolen 
property, weapons trafficking, and counterfeiting), illicit services (commercial sex 
and human trafficking), and infiltration of business and government (fraud, racket-
eering, money laundering, and corruption). Such crime generally entails intricate 
networks of individuals and organizations who must cooperate globally to facilitate 
the illegal activities. Due to the international scope, complexity, profitability, scala-
bility, and anonymity of these crimes, unique problems associated with transnational 
crime require international collaboration to understand the causes, develop preven-
tion strategies, and implement effective adjudication procedures.

International criminal police cooperation has long been an important part of 
global justice. Participation in international police cooperation makes it possible 
for law enforcement of different countries to work together to identify, prevent, 
and respond to transnational crime more effectively. With cross-national criminal 
police cooperation, law enforcement agencies can enhance their ability to identify 
and apprehend suspects, mitigating the risk of international crime, and ultimately 
safeguarding citizens. Online platforms for data collection and sharing have been 
established to effectively tackle transnational crime. We incorporated this issue into 
our Global Justice Index and evaluated each country’s contributions to combating 
transnational crime.

28 Data Source: https:// ucdp. uu. se.
29 Davies et al. (2022).

https://ucdp.uu.se
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1.5.2  Dimensions and Indicators

To ensure the comparability and the robustness of our method, we used the same 14 
indicators as in previous years to measure each country’s contribution to global jus-
tice on this issue. First, we measured the ratification status for each country and its 
performance with respect to transnational crime in accordance with a set of UN trea-
ties seeking to reduce and combat Transnational Organized Crime. These treaties 
included general treaties against Transnational Organized Crime (United Nations 
Convention against Transnational Organized Crime, Protocol to Prevent, Suppress 
and Punish Trafficking in Persons, Especially Women and Children, supplementing 
the United Nations Convention against Transnational Organized Crime, Protocol 
against the Smuggling of Migrants by Land, Sea and Air, supplementing the United 
Nations Convention against Transnational Organized Crime, Protocol against the 
Illicit Manufacturing of and Trafficking in Firearms, Their Parts and Components 
and Ammunition, supplementing the United Nations Convention against Transna-
tional Organized Crime), treaties against drugs and psychotropic substances (Single 
Convention on Narcotic Drugs of 1961 as amended by the 1972 Protocol, Conven-
tion on Psychotropic Substances of 1971, United Nations Convention against Illicit 
Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances of 1988), a treaty against 
corruption (United Nations Convention against Corruption), and a treaty against tak-
ing of hostages (International Convention Against the Taking of Hostages). Addi-
tionally, we measure countries’ donation to Interpol, their donation to UNODC and 
their FATF membership for assessing their contribution on this issue.

Please see the details of all the indicators in the measurement of global coopera-
tion against transnational crime below (see Table 9).

As the data for donation to UNODC and FATF membership are only accessible 
from 2018, while other indicators’ data are available since 2010, there is an incon-
sistency between the ranking results before and after 2018. When we generated time 
series rankings from 2018 to 2020 in our previous reports, we provided two ver-
sions: one with all 14 indicators which provided an exact analysis of each country’s 
performance over that period but had a gap before and after 2018 and another ver-
sion excluding the donation to UNODC and FATF membership to show a consist-
ent tendency of countries’ ranking across this time period. Since we have already 
provided two versions of the ranking for several years, the first version with full 
indicators can now exhibit this tendency as well. Beginning with 2021, we no longer 
provide a second version, and we focus on the first version, with 14 indicators, to 
exhibit a more comprehensive calculation for each country’s contribution on this 
issue.

1.5.3  Results

This section reports the ranking results of the countries’ contribution to global jus-
tice in terms of cross-national police cooperation. Please see the table below for 
detailed rankings (see Table 10).

The top-10 countries in 2021 were Brazil, the United States, India, Japan, China, 
Mexico, Russian Federation, France, Italy, and Spain. Showing a strong contrast 
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with the results for the last several years, Brazil replaced the US as top country in 
2021. Asian countries, including India, Japan, and China performed very well. Latin 
American countries, such as Mexico, maintained exceptional performance. Tradi-
tional European countries contributed greatly on this issue as well.

1.5.4  Regional Analysis

This section provides a regional analysis of the ranking of cross-national criminal 
police cooperation (see Fig. 5).

Asia In general, Asian countries performed well on this issue in 2021: India, 
Japan, and China ranked third, fourth, and fifth, respectively, of the countries. All 
three are signatories to international conventions and treaties to address transna-
tional crime. In addition, India is an active member in the South Asian Associa-
tion for Regional Cooperation (SAARC), a body that aims to enhance the welfare 
and quality of life of the people of South Asia. SAARC features institutions and 
bodies created to facilitate cooperation among its member countries, providing a 
platform for intelligence sharing, information exchange, and coordinated action. 
While this group focuses more on economic development and social progress, 
it also facilitates regional efforts to combat transnational crime. Japan has been 
actively engaged in cross-national police cooperation to combat transnational 
crime, ranking first among all Asian countries in 2021 on this topic. In 2021, 
Japan implemented various projects and countermeasures to combat drug traffick-
ing, trafficking in persons, and money laundering. For example, in 2021, Japan 
provided support to victims of trafficking in persons identified in Japan through 
contributions to International Organization for Migration (IOM). To ensure 
the safe return of trafficked persons to their home countries, efforts have been 
made to offer education and vocational training, fostering their independence 
and facilitating social reintegration.30 Asia has cooperated in combating transna-
tional crime though various projects, initiatives, and partnerships. For example, 
the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) promotes collaborations 
among its member states to address issues such as drug trafficking, human traf-
ficking, terrorism, and cybercrime through initiatives like the ASEAN Ministe-
rial Meeting on Transnational Crime and the ASEAN Senior Officials Meeting on 
Transnational Crime. Southeast Asia Regional Centre for Counter-Terrorism, and 
the South Asian Regional Intelligence and Coordination Centre for Combating 
Transnational Crime make a considerable contribution to data sharing and joint 
operations among law enforcement agencies.

Europe Russian Federation, France, Italy, and Spain ranked seventh, eighth, 
ninth, and tenth worldwide on this issue in 2021. In 2021, European countries 
continued to collaborate on combating transnational crime through cooperative 
projects and mechanisms. Europol, the European Union Agency for Law Enforce-
ment Cooperation, played a crucial role in facilitating cooperation among Euro-
pean countries to combat transnational crime. It organized and initiated a large 
number of operational projects that targeted different forms of transnational 

30 https:// www. mofa. go. jp/ policy/ oda/ white/ 2021/ html/ honbun/ b2/ s2_2_ 3. html.

https://www.mofa.go.jp/policy/oda/white/2021/html/honbun/b2/s2_2_3.html
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Table 10  Country ranking in cross-national criminal police cooperation in 2021

Country Ranking Country Ranking

Brazil 1 Republic of Moldova 92
United States of America 2 Oman 93
India 3 Albania 94
Japan 4 Bulgaria 95
China 5 Costa Rica 96
Mexico 6 Gabon 97
Russian Federation 7 Uruguay 98
France 8 Mauritius 99
Italy 9 Dominica 100
Spain 10 Grenada 101
Germany 11 Lithuania 102
Argentina 12 Trinidad and Tobago 103
Republic of Korea 13 Guyana 104
South Africa 14 Niger 105
Saudi Arabia 15 Latvia 106
Sweden 16 Estonia 107
Greece 17 Cyprus 108
Turkey 18 Antigua and Barbuda 109
Norway 19 Bahamas 110
Belgium 20 Philippines 111
Canada 21 Guinea-Bissau 112
Austria 22 Egypt 113
Denmark 23 Israel 114
Switzerland 24 Tajikistan 115
Finland 25 Myanmar 116
United Kingdom of Great Britain and 

Northern Ireland
26 Liberia 117

Australia 27 Guinea 118
Netherlands 28 Kyrgyzstan 119
Luxembourg 29 Cameroon 120
Portugal 30 Morocco 121
Colombia 31 Djibouti 122
Malaysia 32 Namibia 123
Singapore 33 Georgia 124
Ireland 34 Suriname 125
Iceland 35 Botswana 126
New Zealand 36 Belize 127
Afghanistan 37 Haiti 128
Indonesia 38 Seychelles 129
Nigeria 39 Bahrain 130
Central African Republic 40 Malta 131
Mozambique 41 Côte d’Ivoire 132
Madagascar 42 Slovakia 133
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Table 10  (continued)

Country Ranking Country Ranking

Sierra Leone 43 Croatia 134
Malawi 44 Serbia 135
Panama 45 Bosnia and Herzegovina 136
Sudan 46 Republic of North Macedonia 137
Poland 47 Montenegro 138
Algeria 48 Slovenia 139
Rwanda 49 Uganda 140
Ethiopia 50 Thailand 141
Burkina Faso 51 Nepal 142
Mali 52 Uzbekistan 143
Togo 53 Viet Nam 144
United Republic of Tanzania 54 Bangladesh 145
Zambia 55 United Arab Emirates 146
Lesotho 56 Sri Lanka 147
Peru 57 Jordan 148
Iraq 58 Qatar 149
Benin 59 Bolivia (Plurinational State of) 150
Libya 60 Brunei Darussalam 151
Ukraine 61 Pakistan 152
Chile 62 Yemen 153
Senegal 63 Chad 154
Cambodia 64 Burundi 155
Kenya 65 Czechia 156
Comoros 66 Nauru 157
Ghana 67 Iran (Islamic Republic of) 158
Nicaragua 68 Tonga 159
Kazakhstan 69 Marshall Islands 160
Mauritania 70 Saint Lucia 161
Lebanon 71 Democratic Republic of the Congo 162
Ecuador 72 Angola 163
Sao Tome and Principe 73 Equatorial Guinea 164
Honduras 74 Barbados 165
Tunisia 75 Gambia 166
Azerbaijan 76 Kiribati 167
Lao People’s Democratic Republic 77 San Marino 168
Romania 78 Monaco 169
Hungary 79 Papua New Guinea 170
Guatemala 80 Saint Kitts and Nevis 171
Belarus 81 Zimbabwe 172
Cabo Verde 82 Somalia 173
El Salvador 83 Maldives 174
Kuwait 84 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 175



319

1 3

Chinese Political Science Review (2024) 9:275–380 

crime. For example, Operation Archimedes focused on combating human traffick-
ing and migrant smuggling, while Operation HYGIEA targeted pharmaceutical 
crime and counterfeit medicines. In addition, each member country has a Europol 
National Unit (ENU) responsible for improving the cooperation between national 
law enforcement agencies and Europol. The ENU facilitates the liaison with 
Europol and enhance cooperation at the national level. Through the provision of 
operational supports, platform for information sharing, and coordination of joint 
operations targeting transnational crimes, human trafficking networks, drug traf-
ficking, cybercrime, and terrorism, Europol encourages member states to combat 
cross-national crime together.

North America The US ranked second among all of the countries in 2021 on this 
issue, while Canada ranked twenty-first. The US has long had an important role 
in combating transnational crime and facilitating reginal cooperation. In 2021, its 
law enforcement agencies, including the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Drug 
Enforcement Administration, the Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE), 
and the Department of Homeland Security, collaborated in numerous ways to tar-
get transnational criminal organizations. The US Treasury Department’s Office of 

Table 10  (continued)

Country Ranking Country Ranking

Eswatini 85 Andorra 176
Mongolia 86 Timor-Leste 177
Dominican Republic 87 Congo 178
Jamaica 88 Bhutan 179
Fiji 89 Vanuatu 180
Armenia 90 Samoa 181
Paraguay 91 Solomon Islands 182

Fig. 5  2021 index ranking of cross-national criminal police cooperation on a world map
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Foreign Assets Control and other agencies performed financial investigations and 
imposed sanctions on individuals involved in transnational criminal activities. These 
actions were focused on disrupting the financial networks of criminal organizations, 
impeding their operations and preventing their access to illegal profits. Addition-
ally, there have been various collaborative initiatives and projects between the US 
and Canada to combat transnational crime. For example, the Cross-Border Crime 
Forum, a collaborative platform that brings together law enforcement agencies, 
prosecutors, and other stakeholders from the United States and Canada, allows com-
mon challenges related to transnational crime to be addressed. In addition, joint task 
forces such as the Integrated Border Enforcement Teams join law enforcement agen-
cies from both the United States and Canada to enhance border security and com-
bat cross-border crime. These law enforcement agencies include the Royal Canadian 
Mounted Police, Canada Border Services Agency, US Customs and Border Protec-
tion, and US ICE.

Latin America Transnational crime is a significant challenge in Latin America, 
which can be attributed to the economic inequality, corruption, and weak rule of 
law present in many Latin American countries. Latin America’s geographic loca-
tion, situated between the major drug-producing regions of South America and 
the major consumer markets of the United States and Europe, makes it a strategic 
transit point for drug trafficking. The vast terrain of the continent and the difficulty 
of accessing remote areas also increase the difficulties in controlling illicit activi-
ties. Political instability and conflict exacerbate the situation. In this context, Brazil 
employed various strategies to combat transnational crime, maintain stability, and 
address illicit activities in the region. In 2021, the Brazilian Ministry of Justice and 
Public Security, in partnership with the UNODC, launched a pilot project to estab-
lish a Center of Excellence for Illicit Drug Supply Reduction. This center acts as a 
focal point for the facilitating of practices, promoting the exchange of knowledge, 
and offering technical assistance to member states as they work to combat the avail-
ability of illicit drugs.

Africa Due to the weak economic infrastructure and lack of rule of law in many 
African countries, transnational crime has also been a major problem for Africa. 
In 2021, African countries collaborated on several fronts to combat transnational 
crime. Numerous organizations and platforms within Africa enable cooperation and 
coordination among member states to combat cross-national crime, such as the Afri-
can Union (AU), the Economic Community of West African States, and the South-
ern African Development Community. Following AU’s launch of the Africa-Wide 
Antiterrorism Campaign in 2020, its impact continued in 2021 to retain the threat of 
terrorism and cross-national organized crime in the region.

Oceania In 2021, Australia ranked twenty-seventh among all countries on this 
issue and first among the countries in Oceania. About 70% of Australia’s serious 
criminal threats have an international dimension. Australia has implemented vari-
ous strategies and initiatives to combat transnational crime. Law enforcement agen-
cies including the Australian Federal Police, the Australian Border Force, and the 
Australian Criminal Intelligence Commission have conducted collaborative efforts 
to prevent illicit activities and organized crime.
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1.5.5  Conclusion

In this section, we have determined the performance and contribution of each coun-
try regarding transnational crime, using 14 indicators. These include the ratification 
of laws, donations to Interpol and UNODC, and FATF memberships. In our results, 
European and North American countries had the highest scores, followed by Asia, 
Latin America, Africa, and Oceania. Brazil replaced the United States as the top 
contributor for the metrics on this issue in 2021, followed by the United States of 
America, India, Japan, China, Mexico, Russian Federation, France, Italy and Spain. 
Overall, countries in Asia, Europe, and Latin America showed better performance, 
actively participating in global efforts to prevent organized crimes.

1.6  Issue 6: Refugees

1.6.1  Introduction

The global refugee crisis deepened as an unfortunate reality in 2021. In spite of a 
decline in overall global mobility due to stricter travel rules imposed during the pan-
demic, the number of refugees, as reported by the United Nations, rose from 20.7 
million in 2020 to 21.3 million at the end of 2021, doubling the rate of a decade pre-
viously.31 This striking disparity has been described as “a paradox not seen before 
in human history”32 by the Director-General of the UN migration agency, António 
Vitorino. However, owing to the limitations of the data collection, this figure may 
even underestimate the actual number of refugees, who have been forcibly displaced 
from their homes due to a myriad of factors, including climate change, natural dis-
asters, health crises, war, violence, persecution, and human rights violations, cross-
ing borders in search of safety. Moreover, the continuing COVID-19 pandemic and 
the tightening of border control and asylum policies in various countries have exac-
erbated refugees’ living conditions,33 particularly for the most vulnerable, namely, 
women and children.

The persistent, deepening refugee crisis poses a significant challenge to global 
justice. In our theoretical framework, refugee governance, seen as a truly whole-
of-international community affair, is guided by the principle of CBDR-RC.34 When 
nation-states do not govern effectively, producing a large outflow of refugees, this 
inevitably undermines global justice. However, when nation-states responsibly 
accept and resettle displaced populations, they make active contributions to global 
justice. The COVID-19 pandemic and the economic and social consequences it 
induced have, on the one hand, accelerated the displacement of refugees and their 
movements across borders, prompting some to resort to desperate measures.35 Many 

31 Data source: https:// www. unhcr. org/ media/ global- trends- report- 2021 (Accessed February 18, 2024).
32 See “Global displacement rising despite lockdowns that kept billions grounded”, https:// news. un. org/ 
en/ story/ 2021/ 12/ 11069 02 (Accessed February 20, 2024).
33 Mengesha et al. (2022).
34  Guo et al. (2019).
35 See https:// www. amnes tyusa. org/ issues/ refug ee- migra nt- rights/ (Accessed February 20, 2024).

https://www.unhcr.org/media/global-trends-report-2021
https://news.un.org/en/story/2021/12/1106902
https://news.un.org/en/story/2021/12/1106902
https://www.amnestyusa.org/issues/refugee-migrant-rights/
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countries found themselves overwhelmed during the pandemic, either forced to 
tighten their refugee admissions policies or seizing the opportunity to do so, exclud-
ing a large number of refugees. These circumstances have led to significant varia-
tion in the impact of different nation-states on global justice for the field of refugee 
governance.

As of the end of 2021, the five countries with the highest cumulative refugee out-
flows were Syria with 6.8 million, Venezuela with 4.6 million, Afghanistan with 
2.7 million, South Sudan with 2.4 million, and Myanmar with 1.2 million. These 
five countries alone accounted for approximately two-thirds of the global refugee 
population, and the numbers of their refugees increased for each relative to the pre-
vious year. On the receiving end, as of 2021, Turkey is hosting the highest number 
of refugees, reaching 3.8 million (an increase of 100,000 from the previous year, 
or 15% of the global refugee population). In addition, Colombia hosts 1.8 million 
refugees (including many from neighboring Venezuela), while Uganda and Pakistan 
have each accommodated 1.5 million refugees. According to the statistics of the UN 
Refugee Agency, these middle- and low-income countries together host approxi-
mately 83% of the world’s refugees; most of them are from neighboring countries. 
By contrast, most developed countries in Europe and North America have fallen 
short in their acceptance of refugees and provision of asylum (except for Germany, 
which has accepted 1.3 million refugees), despite the extreme rhetoric on the refu-
gee crisis often heard from the politicians and citizens of these countries. Due to this 
inequality, international organizations such as the United Nations have conducted a 
series of assistance operations in Afghanistan, Colombia, the Democratic Republic 
of the Congo, Pakistan, Jordan, Lebanon, Turkey, and Iraq, providing refugees with 
basic necessities such as food, water, sanitation, and health care, as well as helping 
them rebuild their homes and promoting voluntary return to their home countries. 
However, a significant gap remains in these efforts.

In a world that has so many refugees, justice remains elusive. In this year’s Global 
Justice Report, we continue to investigate this issue area, both to monitor the evolv-
ing landscape of this field during and after the pandemic and to unveil the varied 
performance of various regions and countries. We also encourage and urge nation-
states to pay closer attention to this escalating global crisis, urging them to muster 
greater political will and allocate more resources to address the deteriorating situa-
tion, domestically, regionally, and globally.

1.6.2  Dimensions and Indicators

To assess the influence of nation-states’ refugee governance on global justice is a 
challenging task, and our report provides an initial step in this direction. Adhering 
to the research framework of our project, we approach this issue area through two 
key categories of contribution and performance, seeking to deliver a comprehen-
sive assessment. In particular, for contribution, we continue to use the indicator sys-
tem and measurement methods that were adopted in previous years, synthesizing 
the efforts made to enhance refugee governance, along with nations’ commitments 
to refugee acceptance and protection, across five subdimensions. They include: (1) 
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Table 12  Country ranking for refugee aspect of promoting global justice in 2021

Country Ranking Country Ranking

Germany 1 Burkina Faso 97
Sweden 2 Chad 98
Switzerland 3 Eswatini 99
Finland 4 Zimbabwe 100
Austria 5 Ukraine 101
Spain 6 Papua New Guinea 102
Belgium 7 Bangladesh 103
Canada 8 Sierra Leone 104
Italy 9 Fiji 105
Norway 10 Republic of North Macedonia 106
France 11 Bahrain 107
Australia 12 Nepal 108
Argentina 13 Nigeria 109
Zambia 14 Uzbekistan 110
Portugal 15 Republic of Moldova 111
Japan 16 Solomon Islands 112
Greece 17 Micronesia (Federated States of) 113
Denmark 18 Andorra 114
Paraguay 19 Kiribati 115
United Kingdom of Great Britain 

and Northern Ireland
20 San Marino 116

Uruguay 21 Lebanon 117
Iceland 22 Ghana 118
Ireland 23 Togo 119
Mexico 24 Colombia 120
Poland 25 Azerbaijan 121
United States of America 26 Rwanda 122
Lesotho 27 Pakistan 123
Peru 28 Georgia 124
Lithuania 29 Sao Tome and Principe 125
Brazil 30 Cabo Verde 126
Netherlands 31 Guinea 127
Republic of Korea 32 Gabon 128
Panama 33 Dominican Republic 129
Luxembourg 34 Guyana 130
Czechia 35 Yemen 131
Romania 36 Kuwait 132
Slovenia 37 Mauritius 133
Monaco 38 Guinea-Bissau 134
New Zealand 39 Kyrgyzstan 135
Philippines 40 Albania 136
Latvia 41 Niger 137
Mozambique 42 Iran (Islamic Republic of) 138
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Table 12  (continued)

Country Ranking Country Ranking

South Africa 43 Serbia 139
China 44 Grenada 140
Samoa 45 Croatia 141
Thailand 46 Nauru 142
Madagascar 47 Montenegro 143
Botswana 48 Equatorial Guinea 144
Benin 49 Tonga 145
Egypt 50 Honduras 146
Palau 51 Mauritania 147
Turkmenistan 52 Antigua and Barbuda 148
Ecuador 53 Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 149
India 54 Dominica 150
Qatar 55 Congo 151
Malawi 56 Armenia 152
Oman 57 Seychelles 153
Costa Rica 58 Saint Kitts and Nevis 154
Indonesia 59 Liberia 155
Jordan 60 Cambodia 156
Saudi Arabia 61 Afghanistan 157
Israel 62 Nicaragua 158
United Republic of Tanzania 63 Djibouti 159
Malaysia 64 Mongolia 160
Estonia 65 El Salvador 161
Chile 66 Jamaica 162
Malta 67 Guatemala 163
Namibia 68 Democratic Republic of the Congo 164
Russian Federation 69 Cameroon 165
Slovakia 70 Mali 166
Cyprus 71 Bahamas 167
Vanuatu 72 Bosnia and Herzegovina 168
Singapore 73 Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of) 169
Senegal 74 Gambia 170
Bolivia (Plurinational State of) 75 Somalia 171
United Arab Emirates 76 Maldives 172
Belize 77 Sudan 173
Turkey 78 Marshall Islands 174
Hungary 79 Cuba 175
Belarus 80 Iraq 176
Algeria 81 Barbados 177
Bulgaria 82 Haiti 178
Trinidad and Tobago 83 Saint Lucia 179
Angola 84 Libya 180
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the number of refugees a country is hosting and has resettled, weighted by per log 
GDP (assuming that a country’s capacity to accept refugees is largely determined 
by its economic strength); (2) the implementation of refugee status determination 
(RSD), measured by the number of decisions that were made and the proportion of 
positive decisions regarding refugee status; (3) involvement in global refugee gov-
ernance regime, assessed by membership in UNHCR and adherence to international 
agreements, such as the 1951 Convention relating to the Status of Refugees and its 
1967 Protocol; (4) the refugee governance system present, evaluated by indictors 
such as institutions for receiving, processing, and identifying refugees, planning for 
displaced populations, assistance measures, risk reduction strategies, and permission 
for temporary stay or temporary protection (for countries where no data are avail-
able for these indicators, we code them as zero); (5) refugees’ living conditions of 
refugees, measured by the quality of accommodation provided to refugees by the 
country. In the performance category, we consider that a country’s performance in 
refugee governance is directly evident in its generation of cross-border displaced 
persons, quantified by the number of refugees per 1000 nationals.

The methodology and procedures used to construct the subindex of refugee gov-
ernance are consistent with those of previous years. The data utilized for the compu-
tation of the index are sourced from reputable international organizations and their 
publications, primarily, World Bank, UNHCR Statistical Yearbook, UNHCR-Annex 
of Global Appeal, and UN Report of World Population Policies (see Table 11). One 
significant challenge we encountered this year was missing and delayed data. In this 
regard, we have refined our data imputation methods (please refer to the introduction 
section for details on the relevant methods).

1.6.3  Results

Drawing on accessible data and data imputation and following the standardized 
index construction methods and procedures of this project, our report presents the 

Table 12  (continued)

Country Ranking Country Ranking

Timor-Leste 85 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 181
Tuvalu 86 Central African Republic 182
Tunisia 87 Burundi 183
Kenya 88 Syrian Arab Republic 184
Kazakhstan 89 South Sudan 185
Uganda 90 Sri Lanka 186
Morocco 91 Comoros 187
Côte d’Ivoire 92 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 188
Tajikistan 93 Viet Nam 189
Brunei Darussalam 94 Eritrea 190
Suriname 95 Bhutan 191
Ethiopia 96 Myanmar 192
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following ranking results of 192 countries in 2021 in terms of their influence on 
global justice in the issue area of refugee governance (see Table 12).

The overall ranking of nation-states in promoting global justice in refugee govern-
ance has remained relatively stable compared to that of the previous year (Table 12). 
While certain countries maintained or improved their performance, others have 
received fewer points than last year due to tightening RSDs and associated reset-
tlement policies during the pandemic. The top 10 countries in the global rankings 
were, in order, Germany, Sweden, Switzerland, Finland, Austria, Spain, Belgium, 
Canada, Italy, and Norway—9 European countries (including four Nordic countries) 
and 1 North American country. Some changes have been seen in this list relative to 
the 2020 outcomes.

In spite of its outstanding performance across various dimensions of refugee 
policy and action, Germany has the top ranking globally. Additionally, Switzer-
land, Austria, Belgium, and Italy all showed modest improvements to their rankings, 
although the previously high ranking countries of France, Spain, the United King-
dom, and Brazil performed less well compared to the previous year, with some even 
dropping out of the top 10. In 2021, the bottom 10 countries in the rankings were 
Burundi, Syria, South Sudan, Sri Lanka, Comoros, St. Vincent and the Grenadines, 
Vietnam, Eritrea, Bhutan, and Myanmar. By region, these account for one country 
in Latin America and the Caribbean, four in Africa, and five in Asia. While there 
have been minor changes in rankings for these countries compared to 2020, most 
continue to grapple with refugee governance challenges. These low-ranking coun-
tries are either caught in prolonged wars or violent conflicts, experiencing severe 
human rights violations (such as Myanmar), or hindered by limited state capacity 
to contribute meaningfully in this field. Other poorly performing countries included 
Venezuela, Somalia, Sudan, Iraq, Haiti, Libya, the Central African Republic, among 
others.

In 2021, the global refugee crisis continued to persist, maintaining its decade-
long upward trajectory. Ongoing armed conflicts (such as those in Central Africa) 
and new political crises (such as that in Afghanistan), compounded by the survival 
crises brought about by the pandemic (such as food insecurity), have rendered many 
refugees unable to obtain legitimate asylum abroad or return to their homelands. 
Simultaneously, large numbers of new refugees continue to arrive, exacerbating the 
precarious living and housing conditions for the already present refugees, subject-
ing them to even greater pressures. By the end of 2021, while some countries had 
relaxed certain border control policies in response to the improvements to the pan-
demic situation, the living conditions of refugees continued to deteriorate across 
most regions. According to United Nations estimates, as of 2021, approximately 
15.9 million refugees had been living in a state of displacement for at least five 
years, and it seemed that these individuals would remain in protracted refugee situa-
tions with probabilities ranging from 63 to 99%.36 This underscores the challenge of 
achieving substantial improvement in global justice in the sphere of refugee govern-
ance in the near term (see Fig. 6).

36 The UN Refugee Agency, 2021. Global Trends Report 2021, available at https:// www. unhcr. org/ 
media/ global- trends- report- 2021 (Accessed February 15, 2024).

https://www.unhcr.org/media/global-trends-report-2021
https://www.unhcr.org/media/global-trends-report-2021
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1.6.4  Regional Analysis

The refugee crisis and its governance are significantly influenced by a range of 
regional factors, including natural disasters, fragile ecosystems, regional conflicts, 
and poverty. Moreover, refugees often flow within certain regions or between neigh-
boring areas. Hence, beyond the question of the global surveillance of refugee gov-
ernance, it is increasingly pertinent to scrutinize divergent performances across 
regions and among countries within the same geographical area. On one hand, this 
allows for deeper examination of regional nuances that contribute to the refugee cri-
sis, urging more cooperation among countries and within the regions, while it also 
enables a comparison of performance across neighboring countries and an account-
ing for regional factors, thereby encouraging nation-states to take more substantive 
actions. This section, thus, will delve into a regional analysis of the relevant findings 
of the index.

Asia as a vast region and ranks low in its contribution to global justice with 
respect to refugee governance. Within Asia, particularly in West Asia, Southeast 
Asia, and South Asia, refugee issues are prominent, with countries like Syria and 
Myanmar being major origins for global refugees. In August 2021, political unrest 
in Afghanistan forced many to flee, although a significant number returned later that 
year. Asia also hosts the largest number of refugees, with most seeking shelter in 
neighboring countries. However, these hosting countries are typically developing 
nations and often struggle to provide adequate protection and care for the refugees 
that they host.

In 2021, among the top 50 countries globally for refugee score, only five were 
from Asia. These countries were Japan (ranked sixteenth), South Korea (ranked 
thirty-second), the Philippines (ranked fortieth), China (ranked forty-fourth), and 
Thailand (ranked forty-sixth). Japan, South Korea, and China saw slight improve-
ments to their rankings. Unlike the case of other continents, many Asian countries 
have not joined the global refugee governance regime (by not being signatories to 
the 1951 Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees and its 1967 Protocol). In 
addition, Asian countries scored lower in terms of refugee governance policies, 
quantity of refugee status decisions, and proportion of positive decisions. Enthusi-
asm and capacity for providing protection and support to refugees were also lacking.

Europe ranks highest in terms of refugee governance. This can be attributed to 
its effective management of outgoing refugee flows. Second, European countries 
actively engage in the international refugee governance regime, with most being sig-
natories to the 1951 Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees and its 1967 
Protocol. Third, Europe, as one of the foremost regions affected by refugee crises 
from West Asia and Africa, has admitted many refugees from these regions, either 
proactively or reactively. In refugee status determination (RSD) decisions, Europe 
significantly outperforms that of other regions.

Within Europe, Germany, Sweden, Switzerland, Finland, and Belgium are par-
ticularly noteworthy. Among them, Germany’s support for refugees has notably 
expanded, making it currently the fifth-largest host country for refugees worldwide. 
In 2021, approximately 190,816 individuals filed asylum claims in Germany, an 
increase of nearly 70,000 relative to 2020. The overall protection rate (refugee status 
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and subsidiary protection) stood at 63%. Germany’s refugee support policy is mul-
tifaceted, and involves incorporating asylum seekers and refugees in its COVID-19 
response. Austria, Hungary, Spain, and Italy, Central and Southern European coun-
tries, have also made significant progress in their rankings. Turkey remains the larg-
est refugee-hosting country in the world, but the living conditions for refugees in the 
country are poor. The COVID-19 pandemic, steady inflation, reduced job opportuni-
ties, and tensions between refugees and local populations have further exacerbated 
refugees’ vulnerability.

North America, here encompassing only the United States and Canada, continues 
to rank high in advancing global justice in the refugee domain. Specifically, Canada 
remains firmly within the global top 10, ranking eighth globally, while the United 
States holds the twenty-sixth position, showing no significant change relative to 
2020, in spite of a change in administration. Canada’s consistently higher ranking 
than the United States can be attributed to its active participation in the interna-
tional refugee governance regime, being a signatory to the relevant refugee agree-
ments (whereas the United States has not been as active in this regard). In addition, 
Canada’s dedication to and investment in metrics such as refugee intake numbers, 
refugee status decisions, proportion of positive decisions, refugee policies, and refu-
gees’ living conditions surpass those of the United States. Recently, the advancing 
political polarization seen in the United States and increased antiimmigrant senti-
ment have further entrenched conservative policies in refugee-related domains, 
including imposing heightened border control measures along the southern border 
and increased deportations of undocumented immigrants.

Latin America, which in this report, includes South America, Central America, 
and the Caribbean, performed moderately well in refugee governance in 2021. 
While most countries in the region have actively participated in the international 
refugee governance regime, some are plagued by long-standing issues such as politi-
cal and economic crises, deep poverty, organized crime, and natural disasters. The 
pandemic exacerbated the hardships faced by vulnerable populations, forcing many 

Fig. 6  2021 index ranking of refugee governance on a world map
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to flee to neighboring countries and North America in search of protection. For 
instance, as pandemic restrictions eased, more than half a million Venezuelans fled 
abroad. In addition, the number of Nicaraguan refugees and asylum seekers heading 
to Costa Rica showed a significant surge in 2021. The pandemic also led to higher 
unemployment and increased fiscal pressures on public resources in many Latin 
American countries that are hosting refugees, reducing refugees’ living conditions 
and producing declining in scores and rankings for some countries, such as Brazil.

Africa remained at the bottom of the 2021 rankings. Violence continued to 
escalate in countries such as the Central African Republic, Nigeria, and Somalia, 
resulting in significant cross-border flows of new forcibly displaced individuals. For 
instance, the general election of the Central African Republic at the end of 2020 
triggered violence and insecurity, leading to the flight of many refugees to the Dem-
ocratic Republic of the Congo. Africa also hosts a significant number of refugees, 
one-fifth of all refugees worldwide, primarily concentrated in a few countries like 
Uganda, Sudan, Ethiopia, and Chad.

African countries often score poorly on indicators such as refugee policy, liv-
ing conditions for refugees, and quantity of refugee status decisions. This is largely 
because countries receiving refugees are mostly economically disadvantaged devel-
oping nations that have long been plagued by poverty and violence. Inflows of refu-
gees have worsened the humanitarian crises in these countries. Given this, the inter-
national community and regional organizations should provide these countries with 
more substantive and timely assistance.

Oceania falls in the middle in global refugee governance, with an overall score 
for 2021 that is slightly higher than those for Latin America, Asia, and Africa, 
showing a modest improvement over 2020. This progress can largely be attributed 
to the enhanced global standing of Australia and New Zealand, which rising from 
forty-fourth to twelfth and from forty-ninth to thirty-ninth, respectively. These two 
nations have implemented enhanced refugee policies and support systems. Remark-
ably, in 2021, Australia stood among a mere 23 countries worldwide that accepted 
refugees for resettlement through the UNHCR resettlement process. However, other 
Oceania countries, mainly due to their remoteness and small size, scored poorly in 
indicators such as refugee intake numbers, refugee policies, volume of refugee sta-
tus decisions, and proportion of positive decisions. Moreover, most island countries 
refrained from joining international refugee agreements, leading to an overall lower 
ranking in this domain for the region.

1.6.5  Conclusion

The deteriorating global refugee crisis is casting a shadow over the achievement of 
global justice, burdening not only neighboring developing countries and the regions 
to which refugees flee but also fueling the ascendancy of extreme antiimmigrant 
and xenophobic tendencies in many developed countries. In 2021, economic cri-
ses, armed conflict, and climate disasters escalated in certain regions, leading to a 
continuous increase in the number of cross-border refugees. Moreover, successive 
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waves of the COVID-19 pandemic, as an “amplifier of existing inequalities,”37 
further shook the political willingness and financial capacity of many countries to 
accept, resettle, and provide welfare support for refugees. Therefore, according to 
various indictors and our index results, the state of global justice in refugee govern-
ance in 2021 is deeply concerning, and it remains uncertain whether this trend can 
be reversed in the post pandemic era.

Ultimately, while this report assigns the primary responsibility to nation-states, a 
multifaceted approach involving collaboration between governments, international 
organizations, civil society, and local communities is required to address the global 
refugee crisis.38 It is only through collective action and a shared commitment to 
upholding the rights and dignity of all human beings that we can hope to address 
this pressing humanitarian challenge. Furthermore, this report also shows that the 
refugee crisis is not an isolated issue but is closely linked to global issues, such as 
poverty, crime, conflict, and climate change. The refugee crisis, therefore, highlights 
the need for coordination among nations to address the root causes of forced dis-
placement. In addition, given the scarcity of resources and attention, we should pri-
oritize recognizing and addressing the unique vulnerabilities of refugee women and 
children, who are in urgent need of special protection.

1.7  Issue 7: Anti‑poverty

1.7.1  Introduction

Global poverty, as a leading challenge worldwide, poses a significant barrier to 
achieving global justice, and this is particularly exacerbated by the successive waves 
of the COVID-19 pandemic that swept through various countries throughout 2021.39 
Following the turning-point year of 2020,40 global poverty and inequality further 
deepened. The adverse ramifications of the pandemic have affected nearly every 
country, leading to increased unemployment, rising prices, reduced working hours, 
and deteriorating public health, plunging millions of vulnerable individuals in devel-
oped nations into poverty. In developing countries, the situation is even more dire, 
as the pandemic and the accompanying economic and health shocks, coupled with 
declining welfare provisions and prolonged instability, disproportionately impact the 
poorest, exacerbating their already severe poverty. Moreover, the pandemic further 
deepened disparities along the lines of ethnicity, gender, and class across multidi-
mensionally poor people globally,41 rendering the achievement of the poverty reduc-
tion targets set forth in the United Nations’ 2030 Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGs) increasingly elusive.

37 Crawley (2021).
38 Schomaker and Bauer (2020).
39 Mohamed et al. (2020), Gnangnon (2024).
40 In 2020, global poor surged for the first time in decades, with the most economically disadvantaged 
individuals disproportionally bearing the brunt of the pandemic’s impact. See https:// www. world bank. 
org/ en/ topic/ pover ty/ overv iew (accessed February 6, 2024).
41 Alkire et al. (2021).

https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/poverty/overview
https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/poverty/overview
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Nation-states have a primary obligation to perform due-diligence in poverty 
alleviation. To assess their contributions to global justice, it is necessary to scru-
tinize how each nation engages in poverty governance within its own sovereign 
jurisdiction. Varying strategies, policies, and investments in poverty governance 
and pandemic response among nation-states produce distinct living conditions and 
development opportunities for their populations, which in turn produces signifi-
cant disparities in antipoverty effectiveness among countries and thereby different 
influences on global justice. The COVID-19 pandemic disrupted the path of global 
poverty reduction efforts, forcing nation-states to exert greater and more proactive 
efforts, as well as allocating greater resources to supporting the poor. Against this 
backdrop, our annual report on global justice continues to monitor and evaluate the 
achievements and contributions of countries worldwide for addressing poverty in 
2021. Doing this may not only to track the latest global developments in poverty 
governance but may also urge nation-states to actively respond to the current global 
crisis in poverty.

1.7.2  Dimensions and Indicators

Poverty is a complex and multidimensional concept, which has been the subject of 
considerable debate, both in academic circles and in terms of practical policy, with 
respect to how it should be understood, measured, and assessed.42 Building upon the 
literature, we contend that a singular monetary metric may fail to adequately grasp 
and evaluate poverty, and an overly complex set of overlapping measurement indi-
cators (taking into account that this report already covers many other measurement 
dimensions) should not be used to understand and measure poverty either. Instead, 
a middle-ground approach should be taken between a thin and thick perspective on 
poverty concepts,43 to reflect the overall situation while also facilitating the interpre-
tation of results and the adoption of appropriate governance measures by different 
countries. Therefore, in line with the conceptual definition and theoretical frame-
work of poverty set out in our previous work, this year’s report assesses and com-
pares the poverty status of different nation-states in relation to the core categories of 
contribution and performance. This approach sheds light on each country’s contri-
butions to global justice in the field of poverty governance.

We have largely maintained the index construction methods from previous years, 
but we have optimized our data imputation techniques. In particular, the measure-
ment methods for these two key categories are given as follows: (1) Contribution, 
measured by the rate of reduction in the poverty headcount ratio. This category 
evaluates countries’ poverty reduction efforts in a specific year compared to the 
previous year,44 with the benchmark being the average level across all countries 
worldwide for that year. This signifies the extent to which a country’s reduction in 

42 Martin (2020).
43 Ferreira and Lugo (2013).
44 What needs to be clarified is that due to the lagged effect of poverty alleviation and the discontinuity 
in data statistics, the data values of some countries fluctuate greatly over years. To overcome these issues, 
we have used the three-year average to measure the efforts.
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poverty headcount ratio exceeds the global average reduction, with the excess rep-
resenting the country’s contribution to global justice. The difference between the 
two, weighted by population, is calculated to measure the excess.45 (2) Performance, 
which continues to utilize poverty gap data to measure a country’s performance in 
controlling the depth of poverty in a specific year.

Four points in particular must be emphasized. First, in September 2022, the 
World Bank revised global poverty data using new 2017 purchasing power par-
ity figures. The new global poverty lines were adjusted to $2.15 (for low-income 
countries), $3.65 (for lower-middle-income countries), and $6.85 (for upper-middle-
income countries) per day, up from $1.90, $3.20, and $5.50, respectively.46 We have 
also updated relevant raw data this year, and in calculating the index, we simulta-
neously consider data based on these three poverty lines to enhance comparability 
among different countries at varying levels of development.

Second, our data sources, index construction procedures, and ranking rules 
remain consistent with those of previous years (for specific information, see 
Table  13). However, in terms of data imputation methods, we have ultimately 
adopted a novel random forest imputation approach to enhance the integrity and 
reliability of the data after testing different techniques and comparing them. For 
detailed methodological explanations, please refer to the introduction of this report.

Third, this year’s antipoverty index continues to focus on absolute poverty. While 
the issues of relative poverty and vulnerability are equally crucial, especially in the 
face of the COVID-19 pandemic, they differ significantly in terms of concepts, oper-
ationalization, measurement methods, and their solutions.47 According to the con-
cept of global justice proposed in the project’s theoretical report and the principle 
of CDDR, we continue our past practices this year by concentrating on the mini-
mum cost of consuming goods and services necessary to maintain basic survival 
and socially recognized standards. This will highlight the efforts and performance of 
nation-states in addressing absolute poverty within their jurisdictions and contribut-
ing to the achievement of global justice.

Fourth, with updated UN data, poverty-related data for countries like Argentina 
have become available. Thus, our report this year incorporates seven new countries, 
bringing the total number of ranked countries to 159. It is important to acknowledge 
that part of the changes in global rankings in 2021 is due to the increased number of 
countries included.

45 Like public health and some other issues, we presuppose that countries with larger populations usu-
ally need to exert more effort to achieve the same poverty reduction rate. Conversely, countries with 
larger populations also are at higher risk of falling far behind due to insufficient efforts. Therefore, we 
use total population as a reward or penalty criterion.
46 However, this adjustment primarily reflects changes in statistical standards, as “the real value of the 
international poverty line remains virtually unchanged.” See Jolliffe et al. (2022).
47 Gallardo (2018), Liu (2022), Wang and Guo (2022), Li et al. (2022).
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1.7.3  Results

Drawing on accessible data and employing the standardized index construction 
method and procedures that are established by this research project, we have com-
piled global justice rankings in poverty governance for 159 countries in the year 
2021 (see Table  14). This assessment provides insight into each nation’s efforts 
and performance in addressing poverty within their jurisdictions, contributing 
to a deeper understanding of global justice dynamics in the context of poverty 
alleviation.

This table presents the rankings of countries in their influence on global justice in 
the field of poverty alleviation in 2021. While some countries exhibited some fluctu-
ation in their rankings compared to 2020 (which is partly due to changes in the total 
number of countries included), the overall global pattern remained stable. Among 
the 159 countries with available data, the countries at the top of the index are in the 
following order: China, the United States, Indonesia, Russian Federation, Vietnam, 
Japan, Thailand, Germany, Italy, and Egypt. These countries have made substantial 
efforts to reduce the poverty rate and performed remarkably well in narrowing the 
poverty gap, contributing to global justice. Among them, developed countries such 
as the United States, Japan, Germany, and Italy showed greater resilience in combat-
ing the pandemic and contributing to economic recovery, producing an outstanding 
outcome for both poverty rate and degree of poverty.

China has maintained its top ranking by implementing a national campaign 
targeting poverty alleviation, dedicating substantial human, material, and finan-
cial resources to assisting impoverished populations. In spite of the impact of the 
COVID-19 pandemic, governments at all levels in China remain committed to com-
pleting their antipoverty task. On February 25, 2021, Chinese President Xi Jinping 
announced that “China has secured a victory in its battle against poverty. Under the 
current criteria, all 98.99 million rural impoverished population have been lifted out 
of poverty, 832 poverty-stricken counties have all been removed from the poverty 
list, 128,000 poverty-stricken villages have all been delisted, and regional poverty 
has been eradicated, fulfilling the daunting task of addressing absolute poverty.”48 
After decades of unwavering effort, China achieved the United Nations 2030 Sus-
tainable Development Agenda poverty reduction goals 10 years ahead of sched-
ule. The Chinese government still recognizes that many impoverished individuals 
exhibit limited capability for self-development and may fall back into poverty due 
to disaster, illness, or market fluctuations. Therefore, the CCP Central Committee’s 

Table 13  Data on Anti-poverty Category Indicator Data Source Coverage

Contribution Poverty rate reduction
(population-weighted)

World Bank 159 countries

Performance Poverty gap World Bank 159 countries

48 See: https:// www. gov. cn/ xinwen/ 2021- 02/ 25/ conte nt_ 55888 69. htm, accessed January 28, 2024.

https://www.gov.cn/xinwen/2021-02/25/content_5588869.htm
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Table 14  Country rankings in antipoverty aspect of promoting global justice in 2021

Country Ranking Country Ranking

China 1 Gabon 81
United States of America 2 Samoa 82
Indonesia 3 Syrian Arab Republic 83
Russian Federation 4 Mexico 84
Viet Nam 5 Fiji 85
Japan 6 Tonga 86
Thailand 7 El Salvador 87
Germany 8 Ecuador 88
Italy 9 Nicaragua 89
Egypt 10 Brazil 90
France 11 Myanmar 91
Ukraine 12 Kiribati 92
Republic of Korea 13 Kyrgyzstan 93
Poland 14 Tuvalu 94
Slovakia 15 Nauru 95
Canada 16 Saint Lucia 96
Malaysia 17 Cabo Verde 97
Netherlands 18 Georgia 98
Czechia 19 Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of) 99
Belarus 20 Tajikistan 100
Belgium 21 Mauritania 101
Switzerland 22 Guatemala 102
Kazakhstan 23 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 103
Lebanon 24 Colombia 104
Finland 25 Honduras 105
Slovenia 26 Vanuatu 106
Jordan 27 Senegal 107
Luxembourg 28 Nepal 108
Cyprus 29 Pakistan 109
Iceland 30 Côte d’Ivoire 110
Maldives 31 Botswana 111
Australia 32 Namibia 112
Spain 33 Sao Tome and Principe 113
Denmark 34 Guinea 114
Ireland 35 Philippines 115
Norway 36 Mali 116
Sweden 37 Bangladesh 117
Iraq 38 Micronesia (Federated States of) 118
Bulgaria 39 Gambia 119
Lithuania 40 Comoros 120
Bosnia and Herzegovina 41 South Africa 121
Republic of Moldova 42 Djibouti 122
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No. 1 Document for 2021 prioritizes agricultural and rural development, advocat-
ing comprehensive rural revitalization and placing great emphasis on effectively 

Table 14  (continued)

Country Ranking Country Ranking

Israel 43 Sudan 123
Uruguay 44 Benin 124
Azerbaijan 45 Guinea-Bissau 125
Malta 46 Yemen 126
Portugal 47 Cameroon 127
Hungary 48 Timor-Leste 128
Croatia 49 Solomon Islands 129
Turkey 50 Sierra Leone 130
Estonia 51 Ghana 131
Argentina 52 Liberia 132
Albania 53 Togo 133
Latvia 54 Haiti 134
Tunisia 55 Lesotho 135
United Kingdom of Great Britain 

and Northern Ireland
56 Burkina Faso 136

Mauritius 57 Chad 137
Seychelles 58 India 138
Austria 59 Eswatini 139
Chile 60 Angola 140
Algeria 61 Congo 141
Greece 62 Ethiopia 142
Bolivia (Plurinational State of) 63 Zimbabwe 143
Paraguay 64 Papua New Guinea 144
Costa Rica 65 Uganda 145
Dominican Republic 66 Nigeria 146
Panama 67 United Republic of Tanzania 147
Iran (Islamic Republic of) 68 Kenya 148
Serbia 69 Rwanda 149
Marshall Islands 70 Niger 150
Mongolia 71 Burundi 151
Jamaica 72 Central African Republic 152
Romania 73 Zambia 153
Sri Lanka 74 South Sudan 154
Morocco 75 Malawi 155
Armenia 76 Uzbekistan 156
Peru 77 Democratic Republic of the Congo 157
Montenegro 78 Mozambique 158
Bhutan 79 Madagascar 159
Republic of North Macedonia 80



337

1 3

Chinese Political Science Review (2024) 9:275–380 

connecting the consolidation of poverty alleviation achievements with rural revitali-
zation. It stresses the importance of maintaining policies and assistance after pov-
erty alleviation and in April 2021, the committee formulated the Law on Promot-
ing Rural Revitalization to ensure sustainable development for rural development 
and poverty alleviation. In October 2021, UN Secretary-General António Guterres 
remarked that “China’s achievements provide valuable lessons for poverty allevia-
tion that are being shared with other countries through South–South Cooperation.”49

In 2021, the bottom 10 countries were as follows: Niger, Burundi, Central African 
Republic, Zambia, South Sudan, Malawi, Uzbekistan, Democratic Republic of the 
Congo, Mozambique, and Madagascar. These nations featured significantly reduced 
achievement in reducing the poverty rate compared to the global average, and their 
performance in narrowing poverty in depth was notably poor. Consequently, across 
both contribution and performance metrics, these countries impeded the advance-
ment of global justice for poverty alleviation. It is evident that the majority of these 
countries are in Africa, where prolonged military conflict, political instability, eco-
nomic stagnation, and limited governmental capacity have hindered the prioritiza-
tion of policies of poverty alleviation. During the COVID-19 pandemic in particular, 
the food crisis and rising prices exacerbated the poor living conditions of the impov-
erished populations (see Fig. 7).

1.7.4  Regional Analysis

Poverty often exhibits geographical clustering due to regional factors, such as the 
natural environment, geographic location, regional conflicts, and economic net-
works. Using regional analysis, we compare the contributions of different conti-
nents to global justice in terms of poverty reduction. Furthermore, we compare the 
efforts by nation-states in poverty alleviation within continents, after controlling for 

Fig. 7  2021 index ranking of poverty governance on a world map

49 See: https:// press. un. org/ en/ 2021/ sgsm2 0988. doc. htm, accessed January 28, 2024.

https://press.un.org/en/2021/sgsm20988.doc.htm
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regional factors. This approach enhances the comparability of rates between coun-
tries and facilitates mutual learning among neighboring countries for their poverty 
alleviation efforts.

Asia In 2021, some Asian countries, including China, Vietnam, Indonesia, and 
Thailand, actively engaged in poverty alleviation and produced improvements in 
both poverty rates and poverty gaps compared to 2020. However, the poverty chal-
lenge in Asia remains stark, with over 300 million Asian population continuing to 
live below the global extreme poverty line of less than $2.15 per day, according to 
World Bank statistics. As a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, many Asian coun-
tries faced economic downturns and critical increases in cost of living, preventing 
their poverty governance from getting back on track. In Asia, East Asian countries 
outperformed all other regions. The impoverished populations of South Asia, South-
east Asia, and Central Asia, particularly those living in rural areas (such as in Bang-
ladesh, Myanmar, and the Philippines), face the long-standing challenges of natural 
disasters, diseases, and hunger. They also struggle with poor access to healthcare, 
sanitation, proper nutrition, and education, limiting their resilience to risks and abil-
ity to seek opportunities. For instance, India saw a notable decline in its ranking, as 
its poverty-stricken population has increased over the past three years. The propor-
tion of those living below the poverty lines of $2.15, $3.60, and $6.85 a day remain 
alarmingly high at 12.98%, 45.47%, and 83.23% of the population, respectively. Our 
index indicates that India’s efforts to reduce the poverty rate fall below the global 
average, and its poverty gap is also deepening. Due to its massive population, India’s 
struggles with poverty reduction carry significant implications for advancing global 
justice in the fight against poverty.

Europe has earned widespread recognition for its achievements in combating 
poverty, maintaining consistently low poverty rates and appreciable poverty gaps. In 
spite of the pandemic and declining unemployment, the region’s economic strength 
and robust welfare systems have shielded many from falling into poverty. Within 
Europe, Western European countries such as Germany, France, Italy, and the Neth-
erlands have shown relatively strong performance in 2021, outperforming the world 
average and the continental average in controlling both poverty rates and poverty 
gaps. The devastating impacts of COVID-19, economic downturns, and rising infla-
tion posed challenges to some Eastern European nations in sustaining and expanding 
support for enhancing social protection systems. This has produced less favorable 
outcomes than those of the previous year in Hungary, Croatia, Slovenia, and Serbia. 
It is worth noting that nearly one-quarter of children in Europe are at risk of poverty 
or social exclusion, particularly in Eastern European countries.50 In 2021, the Euro-
pean Commission and UNICEF began to implement their the “Child Guarantee” 
pilot program in seven member states to address child poverty.

North America, made up of the United States and Canada, demonstrated signifi-
cant progress in poverty reduction in 2021, primarily due to their economic recovery 
and the relatively robust social safety nets in both countries. In the United States, 
official antipoverty initiatives include social insurance programs such as Social 

50 See https:// ec. europa. eu/ euros tat/ web/ produ cts- euros tat- news/-/ DDN- 20200 305-1, accessed on Febru-
ary 23, 2024.

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/DDN-20200305-1
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Security, Supplemental Security Income, housing subsidies, unemployment bene-
fits, Supplemental Nutritional Assistance Program, and stimulus payments. In 2021, 
the United States poverty rates at the $2.15, $3.65, and $6.85 a day levels witnessed 
percentage-wise declines, reaching 0.25%, 0.5%, and 1%, respectively. Similarly, 
Canada implemented its Poverty Reduction Strategy to improve social and eco-
nomic well-being of its poor population. By 2021, its poverty rates for $2.15, $3.65, 
and $6.85 a day stood at 0.25%, 0.5%, and 0.72%, respectively, although it trailed 
the United States in terms of achievements in poverty alleviation. Nevertheless, it 
is crucial to acknowledge that in both the United States and Canada, the distribu-
tion of poverty across ethnicities, genders, and urban versus rural remains markedly 
unequal.

Latin America The Latin America and the Caribbean region made significant 
strides in combating poverty in the past, the pandemic has exposed people’s vulner-
ability and pushed millions below the poverty line, threatening the achievement of 
global justice in the region. The poverty rate in the region grew from 28.9% in 2020 
to 30.3% in 2021, with the number of the poor growing by 14 million between 2019 
and 2021. This indicates that the region is moving further away from the goal of 
ending extreme poverty by 2030. Countries like Peru, Colombia, and Brazil, which 
once were considered success stories, have recently experienced increases in both 
their poverty rates and in their poverty gaps. In spite of a degree of economic recov-
ery in major economies, such as Mexico, the pandemic-induced increase in cost of 
living, unemployment, and inflation, coupled with the weakness of social protection 
systems, deficiencies in basic services such as health and education, and frequent 
natural disasters, have made it difficult for most of the region’s poor population to 
see prospects of escaping poverty in the short term.

Africa appears stuck in a poverty trap, and its poverty rate and poverty gap remain 
unacceptably high. In 2021, 9 of the 10 countries ranking lowest in the antipov-
erty index were in Africa. More than half of the world’s extremely poor reside on 
the continent, primarily in Central and West Africa, in countries such as the Demo-
cratic Republic of the Congo, Nigeria, Mozambique, and Central African Republic. 
Nations’ fragility, escalating conflicts, and ongoing violence, which are key barriers 
to poverty reduction in Africa, have trapped many countries in a vicious cycle of 
poverty. Further, Africa’s population continues to grow, and the economic impacts 
of COVID-19 have exacerbated the inability of the impoverished population to man-
age risk, further increasing their vulnerability and leading to the emergence of tens 
of millions of new poor.51 This has reversed two decades of hard-earned progress 
in poverty reduction on the continent, signaling that Africa is now losing ground in 
the battle against extreme poverty, jeopardizing the United Nations SDG of ending 
extreme poverty by 2030.

Oceania Oceania’s contribution to global justice in poverty governance surpasses 
that of Africa and Latin America but slightly lags that of Asia. This is primarily 
due to the relative underperformance of the South Pacific island countries in reduc-
ing poverty rates and narrowing poverty gaps, although Australia’s improvements 

51 UN Economic Commission for Africa, 2022, “Addressing poverty and vulnerability in Africa during 
the COVID-19 pandemic”, available at https:// www. uneca. org/ era20 21, accessed February 25, 2024.

https://www.uneca.org/era2021
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have bolstered the region’s overall performance. These island nations experience 
slow economic growth and are adversely affected by factors such as limited natu-
ral resources, geographical isolation, climate change, and natural disasters, making 
it hard for them to make strides in poverty alleviation. While the Australian gov-
ernment has made considerable investments in poverty alleviation, rising housing 
costs and food insecurity have plagued the impoverished population in the country 
in recent years, particularly affecting the elderly and children living in poverty.

1.7.5  Conclusion

While global poverty has exhibited a significant and encouraging reduction over 
the past few decades, we cannot take this for granted or maintain overall optimism, 
as this trend has seen a reversal since 2020 with the onset of the pandemic, in the 
form of a new poverty crisis that is already evident in the data for 2021. It is even 
more alarming that the pandemic and its severe socioeconomic and livelihood con-
sequences disproportionately affect certain countries. Many regions and their popu-
lations, already impoverished or deeply entrenched in conflicts or wars, are facing an 
even graver poverty crisis. As a result, the contributions of these countries to global 
justice in the realm of poverty are significantly compromised. If certain nation-states 
continue to become increasingly dysfunctional in the face of a global health crisis, 
global antipoverty efforts will face sustained setbacks, making it challenging for 
them to recover to precrisis levels over the short term.

The 2021 index rankings on the promotion of global justice through poverty 
governance indicate that countries that have performed well in poverty alleviation 
typically demonstrate stronger resilience for addressing poverty, even in the face of 
pandemic shocks, a feature that is particularly evident in countries like China and 
most developed countries. However, countries that have historically struggled with 
poverty reduction, due to climate change, prolonged conflict, weak economies, and 
fragile state capacity, often continue to face challenges in making progress, as in 
many African nations. The pandemic has exacerbated these challenges, further hin-
dering their recovery. Addressing this wide disparity requires both increased invest-
ment and capacity building by nation-states but also concerted global and regional 
efforts to tackle the present poverty crisis. This necessitates the creation of shared 
opportunities for recovery, survival, and prosperity on a global scale.

1.8  Issue 8: Education

1.8.1  Introduction

Education is recognized as both a fundamental right of human development and a 
key component of global justice. Education’s intrinsic value of education, which 
nurtures critical thinking, enhances social mobility, and supports comprehensive 
human development, underscores this principle. Together with the goals of SDG 
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4,52 this concept emphasizes the need for inclusive and equitable quality educa-
tion, together with lifelong learning opportunities for everyone. SDG 4’s commits to 
eliminating educational disparities worldwide, reinforcing the importance of educa-
tion for achieving global justice. This framework goes beyond advocating for the 
removal of educational barriers but also highlights education’s role in fostering a 
just and equitable society.

During the second year of the COVID-19 pandemic, its global impact contin-
ued to persist, placing considerable pressure on educational systems worldwide. The 
pandemic resulted in a notable decrease in educational spending across low- and 
lower-middle-income countries, with a 4% reduction in the latter for 2020. This is 
a significant concern, as over 75% of the world’s school age population resides in 
middle-income areas, underlining the profound effect of the pandemic on educa-
tional funding.53 School closures extended from 2020 into the first quarter of 2021, 
although this began to improve in most countries by the second quarter.54 However, 
higher educational institutions experienced longer closures, indicating a varied 
impact across educational levels.

The importance of literacy and numeracy was even more evident during the pan-
demic, as these were crucial tools for understanding health information and com-
bating misinformation. The ability to read and perform basic math is essential for 
ensuring personnel safety and identifying false health information.55 A study in India 
highlighted the significant role that education plays in enhancing awareness; women 
who had participated in literacy programs displayed a markedly better understand-
ing of COVID-19 than their illiterate counterparts.56 This underscores the critical 
importance of educational access and quality in addressing global health crises.

In this section, we assess and compare different countries’ efforts in the education 
sector. This involves a thorough analysis of data from different countries to illustrate 
the current state of educational achievement and government investment in educa-
tion. This section thus provides a unique perspective on defining and viewing global 
justice in education.

1.8.2  Dimensions and Indicators

As with previous reports, our analysis of education evaluates global justice through 
two dimensions: performance and contribution. In the performance dimension, we 
concentrate on basic education, encompassing both the primary and the secondary 
levels. This focus is essential, as it captures a foundational aspect of a country’s edu-
cational system, reflecting its ability to provide universal access to education and 
to lay the groundwork for lifelong learning and development. To accurately gauge 
performance at this basic level, we selected four key indicators: enrollment rate, 
completion rate, dropout rate, and pupil–teacher ratio. These indicators collectively 

53 Tanaka et al. (2023).
54 OECD. (2021). The state of global education: 18 months into the pandemic.
55 Lopes and McKay (2020), Ancker (2020).
56 Das et al. (2021).

52 See https:// sdgs. un. org/ goals/ goal4.

https://sdgs.un.org/goals/goal4
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offer a comprehensive view of the quality and accessibility of basic education in a 
country.

The contribution dimension; however, measures government expenditures on 
education, indicating the level of prioritization and support for education. This 
dimension reflects governments’ commitment to invest in the educational future of 
their population, showing that adequate funding is crucial for the maintenance and 
enhancement of educational quality and equity. The methodology used to assess per-
formance and contribution and the data sources used are detailed in Table 15. The 
dual-dimensional approach taken for global justice in education, allows for a more 
nuanced understanding of it, taking into account both the outcomes achieved and the 
resources allocated.

The education data for our analysis predominantly originated from reputable 
sources, such as the Word Bank,57 UNESCO,58 and OCED.59 However, the raw 
data exhibit a notably high rate of missing data for certain indicators. To miti-
gate the impact of these missing data and expand the coverage of our rankings to 
include more countries, we leveraged relevant data. For instance, in calculating the 
pupil–teacher ratio, we utilized available data on pupil and teacher headcounts and 
other pertinent indicators not directly related to the issue but beneficial as supple-
mentary information when primary data are absent. This year, we enhanced our 
imputation methodology by incorporating a data-specific and random forest-based 
approach, moving away from a previously utilized autoregression model. This 
updated method allows for the inclusion of a broader range of countries in the final 
rankings for education rankings.

Furthermore, by employing these imputed data, we could adjust for population 
influences using a population-weighted model for calculating the education sub-
index scores and rankings, ensuring a more accurate reflection for each country’s 
contribution and performance on an individual level in terms of global justice. This 
adjustment facilitates a more equitable comparison across countries, enhancing the 
validity of our educational rankings.

1.8.3  Results

This section presents the 2021 rankings for countries’ contributions to global educa-
tional justice, as shown in Table 16. These rankings indicate a consistent year-over-
year stability. Due to improvements made in our data imputation methodology, this 
year’s report included 29 additional countries, producing slight shifts in the rankings 
relative to previous years. In spite of certain changes in the absolute rankings for 
several nations, the score disparities among the top countries remained marginal.

In the global educational justice rankings for 2021, the leading countries were 
Luxembourg, the United States, Iceland, Norway, Switzerland, Sweden, Denmark, 
Liechtenstein, Australia, and Israel. Notably, Liechtenstein entered the upper ranks 
this year, marking a significant shift among the elite countries. Renowned for its 

57 See https:// datab ank. world bank. org/.
58 See http:// uis. unesco. org/.
59 See https:// www. oecd. org/.

https://databank.worldbank.org/
http://uis.unesco.org/
https://www.oecd.org/
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Table 16  Country rankings in the education aspect of promoting global justice in 2020

Country Ranking Country Ranking

Luxembourg 1 Saint Lucia 98
United States of America 2 Ukraine 99
Iceland 3 Colombia 100
Norway 4 Morocco 101
Switzerland 5 Grenada 102
Sweden 6 Iran (Islamic Republic of) 103
Denmark 7 Jamaica 104
Liechtenstein 8 Algeria 105
Australia 9 Tonga 106
Israel 10 Solomon Islands 107
Belgium 11 Egypt 108
China 12 Gabon 109
Ireland 13 Fiji 110
Finland 14 Azerbaijan 111
Netherlands 15 Ecuador 112
Canada 16 Cabo Verde 113
New Zealand 17 Suriname 114
United Kingdom of Great Britain and 

Northern Ireland
18 Bhutan 115

Austria 19 North Macedonia 116
Germany 20 Mongolia 117
France 21 Albania 118
Qatar 22 Turkmenistan 119
Bermuda 23 West Bank and Gaza 120
Singapore 24 Tunisia 121
Malta 25 Uzbekistan 122
Saudi Arabia 26 Eswatini 123
Cyprus 27 Georgia 124
Estonia 28 Paraguay 125
Monaco 29 Samoa 126
Republic of Korea 30 El Salvador 127
Cayman Islands 31 Nepal 128
United Arab Emirates 32 Armenia 129
Japan 33 Honduras 130
Italy 34 Iraq 131
Slovenia 35 Sri Lanka 132
Curacao 36 Sao Tome and Principe 133
Aruba 37 Bangladesh 134
Kuwait 38 Guatemala 135
San Marino 39 Timor-Leste 136
Spain 40 Djibouti 137
Czechia 41 India 138
Brunei Darussalam 42 Kyrgyzstan 139
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Table 16  (continued)

Country Ranking Country Ranking

Portugal 43 Jordan 140
Latvia 44 Lesotho 141
Puerto Rico 45 Nicaragua 142
Andorra 46 Kiribati 143
Barbados 47 Tajikistan 144
Oman 48 Congo 145
Poland 49 Philippines 146
Slovak Republic 50 Vanuatu 147
Croatia 51 Zimbabwe 148
Chile 52 Ghana 149
Lithuania 53 Sierra Leone 150
Turks and Caicos Islands 54 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 151
Greece 55 Comoros 152
Russian Federation 56 Togo 153
Hungary 57 Kenya 154
Costa Rica 58 Cuba 155
Marshall Islands 59 Rwanda 156
Palau 60 Cambodia 157
Uruguay 61 Mauritania 158
Bahamas 62 Gambia 159
Seychelles 63 Guinea 160
Nauru 64 Haiti 161
Brazil 65 Benin 162
Trinidad and Tobago 66 Eritrea 163
Argentina 67 Papua New Guinea 164
Indonesia 68 Liberia 165
Antigua and Barbuda 69 Côte d’Ivoire 166
Maldives 70 Central African Republic 167
Botswana 71 Senegal 168
Turkey 72 Myanmar 169
Bahrain 73 Burundi 170
Panama 74 Madagascar 171
Romania 75 Guinea 172
Guyana 76 Yemen 173
Belize 77 Malawi 174
Vietnam 78 Cameroon 175
Kazakhstan 79 Burkina Faso 176
Mexico 80 Angola 177
Bulgaria 81 South Sudan 178
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 82 Syrian Arab Republic 179
Malaysia 83 Zambia 180
Namibia 84 Mozambique 181
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exemplary education system and literacy rate of 100%,60 Liechtenstein’s absence 
from previous reports was due to insufficient data. This shift, alongside minor 
adjustments in rankings, underscored the country’s sustained dedication to educa-
tion and the changing landscape of global educational justice among these nations.

The analysis shows a consistent but dynamic trend in global investment and per-
formance in education. It highlights a clear link between educational advancement, 
investment, and economic status, with educational rankings showing a strong cor-
relation with economic prosperity. The dominance of developed nations at the top of 
the rankings was notable, with China and Saudi Arabia emerging as the exceptions 

Table 16  (continued)

Country Ranking Country Ranking

Thailand 85 Chad 182
Mauritius 86 Sudan 183
Saint Kitts and Nevis 87 Mali 184
South Africa 88 Somalia 185
Dominica 89 Niger 186
Venezuela, RB 90 Uganda 187
Dominican Republic 91 Afghanistan 188
Peru 92 Democratic Republic of the Congo 189
Belarus 93 Tanzania 190
Serbia 94 Lebanon 191
Micronesia (Federated States of) 95 Nigeria 192
Moldova 96 Ethiopia 193
Bolivia (Plurinational State of) 97 Pakistan 194

Fig. 8  2021 index ranking for education on a world map

60 See https:// www. cia. gov/ the- world- factb ook/ count ries/ liech tenst ein/.

https://www.cia.gov/the-world-factbook/countries/liechtenstein/
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among the predominantly developed countries within the top 30. This underscores 
the significance of economic conditions on educational standings. Conversely, the 
rankings’ lower spectrum was predominantly occupied by low-income countries. 
In particular, among the bottom 10, 6 were classified as low-income, including 
Afghanistan, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Ethiopia, Niger, and Somalia, 
while three were categorized as lower-middle-income countries: Nigeria, Tanzania, 
and Uganda. This distribution confirms the impact of economic status on educa-
tional achievement and opportunity.

Furthermore, the indicators consistently revealed superior performance by high-
income countries across nearly all metrics, exemplified by the adolescent out of 
school rate. The average for this factor in high-income countries was 1.83%, in stark 
contrast to the 33.84% average observed in low-income countries. This disparity 
underlines the significant role that economic stratification plays in global educa-
tional outcomes.

Since 2000, global government expenditure on education as a percentage of 
total government expenditure has fluctuated between 13.5 and 14.6%. However, the 
COVID-19 pandemic prompted governments to reduce the amount of education 
expenditure to 12.8% in 2020 and then to 12.7% in 2021. Despite this reduction, 
the pandemic did not halt positive trends in the global completion rates for basic 
education. For instance, worldwide completion rates for both primary and lower-
secondary education saw an increase since 2020. Notably, the primary education 
completion rate surpassed 90% for the first time, reaching 91% in 2021, while the 
completion rate for lower-secondary education rose to 76.8%.

1.8.4  Regional Analysis

Education reflects cultural differences, and countries that have cultural similari-
ties and share geographical locations often have comparable educational perspec-
tives. In addition, nations near to each other tend to have greater interstate mobil-
ity, which facilitates the exchange of educational resources and ideas. Therefore, it 
is crucial to conduct a regional analysis of educational outcomes to understand the 
broader perspective on educational justice across continents and subcontinents. The 
average continental rankings, from highest to lowest, were North America, Europe, 
Oceania, Latin America, Asia, and Africa. Notably, this year’s report observed a 
switch between Latin America and Asia, albeit the difference in scores between the 
two regions was the smallest of any region. This shift underscores the importance 
of examining regional dynamics in education to capture a comprehensive view for 
global educational justice. Figure 8 visualized the regional results.

North America Home to only two countries, the United States and Canada, both 
of which are developed countries, North America maintained its leading position in 
educational justice in 2021. The United States had the second spot globally, while 
Canada was ranked sixteenth. The United States had second place in both primary 
and secondary education performance and seventh in government expenditures on 
education as a percentage of GDP. Conversely, Canada was ranked thirty-third in 
primary education and ninth in secondary education, culminating in a twelfth-place 
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ranking for overall performance. Additionally, Canada’s governmental economy 
contribution to education was ranked eighteenth.

Even in high-performing countries, concerns persisted regarding completion rates 
and the rate of children out of school. For instance, in 2021, the percentage of chil-
dren in the United States out of primary school climbed to 4.10%, double the rate of 
2020 (2.04%) and almost five times that of 2019 (0.85%).61 Likewise, when com-
pared to the fall of 2019, before the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, public school 
enrollment in 2021 for kindergarten to grade 8 dropped by 4%.62 These figures indi-
cate significant challenges in maintaining educational participation, even in coun-
tries that otherwise have strong educational systems.

Europe The 42 European countries tracked here are predominantly categorized as 
high-income. Its performance in educational justice surpasses that of other regions, 
with 7 European countries—Luxembourg, Iceland, Norway, Switzerland, Sweden, 
Denmark, and Liechtenstein—ranking in the top 10 globally.

From a subregional perspective, all 5 European subregions rank within the top 
10 among 29 subregions globally,63 with Western and Northern Europe leading 
and Southern and Eastern Europe at the lower end within the continent. Notably, 
81% of European countries ranked above 60th globally. Republic of North Mac-
edonia (116th) and Albania (118th), both in Southern Europe, were the lowest-
ranked in terms of educational justice.

The rankings of European countries showed a strong positive correlation with 
the contribution dimension, indicating that government investment in education 
significantly influences higher rankings. The majority of European countries were 
high-income nations, and the continent overall saw an increase in government 
expenditures on education as a percentage of GDP during the pandemic, reaching 
5% in 2021, relative to a global average of 4.2%. However, in the dimension of 
performance, the relatively small populations of these countries did not confer an 
advantage in terms of the population-weighted model. Russian Federation stood 
out, ranking fourth in the overall performance category. In spite of the generally 
low out of school rates for basic education in Europe—most countries reported 
less than 2% for both primary and lower-secondary school—Ukraine exhib-
ited the highest rates, with 15.8% for primary and 11.34% for lower-secondary 
education.

Oceania Oceania includes numerous islands spread throughout the Pacific, 
including the continent of Australia and the island subregions of Melanesia, Micro-
nesia, and Polynesia. Looking at subregions, Australia and New Zealand were 
among those at the forefront globally, with Micronesia, Polynesia, and Melanesia 
following them at a distance. The countries within these subregions exhibited simi-
lar rankings in both performance and contribution categories, reflecting shared cul-
tural heritage, similar size, and geographic characteristics in common, which in turn 
influence educational justice.

61 See https:// datab ank. world bank. org/.
62 See https:// nces. ed. gov/ progr ams/ digest/ d22/ tables/ dt22_ 203. 10. asp.
63 The 29 subregions include all the 194 countries of this issue and they are defined in Word Bank data-
base.

https://databank.worldbank.org/
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d22/tables/dt22_203.10.asp
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Australia stood out in Oceania, leading both in overall ranking and in individual 
categories. New Zealand, was seventeenth globally. However, it showed a disparity 
with its educational performance, ranking at 142nd. Papua New Guinea ranked as 
the lowest in the continent, positioned at 164th globally.

The population-weighted model, which assigns more significance to population 
size, assumes that larger countries invest more in educational performance com-
pared to countries with smaller populations. This assumption partly explains why 
Oceania’s performance rankings fell below their corresponding overall rankings.

Latin America In 2021, Latin America improved its position by one rung relative 
to the 2020 report, with most of its countries situated in the middle of the global 
rankings.

In terms of performance, Latin America ranked fourth overall, and for the contri-
bution category, it secured the third spot. The alignment of the contribution ranking 
with the overall ranking was more consistent, and the performance rankings exhib-
ited fluctuations. The leading countries in terms of performance were Curacao, Bra-
zil, Venezuela, Peru, Argentina, Mexico, and Chile, with most located in the South 
American subregion. Conversely, the countries with the poorest performance were 
mainly found in Central America and the Caribbean.

A different pattern emerged with respect to contributions, with the Caribbean 
showing a varied distribution. By contrast, South American and Central American 
countries were positioned in the middle to lower segments of the ranking.

Asia In the previous report, Asia was ranked fifth in overall educational justice. 
This ranking was influenced by a cultural emphasis on education in East Asia, which 
led the continent to a global leadership position among subregions. Conversely, 
South Central Asia found itself at the bottom of the rankings, underscoring the var-
ied educational outcomes across the continent. The Middle East area exhibited the 
most diverse rankings, with some countries achieving very high positions and oth-
ers ranking significantly lower, a reflection of the complexity of the region and the 
adverse impact of conflicts and wars on education.

At the country level, Israel (10th), China (12th), Qatar (22nd), Singapore (24th), 
Saudi Arabia (26th), and the Republic of Korea (30th) emerged as top performers. 
In stark contrast, Pakistan (194th), Lebanon (191st), and Afghanistan (188th) were 
the lowest-ranked countries in terms of educational issues, highlighting the chal-
lenges faced by certain nations within Asia.

Moreover, Asia’s commendable third place ranking in the performance category 
and fifth in contribution underscore its achievements and the challenges it faces 
in education. In particular, the continent excelled in primary school performance, 
securing the second position. This success can partly be attributed to a population-
weighted model, which benefits countries that have large populations that perform 
well. A prime example of this is China, which, despite having the world’s largest 
population, leads in the performance category. This underscores China’s substantial 
advancements in education and in basic education in particular, and illustrates the 
significant impact of population dynamics on educational rankings.

Africa In 2021, Africa had the lowest ranking in terms of overall educational jus-
tice, producing the poorest average rankings across both performance and contribu-
tion categories, as well as in all three dimensions analyzed. The report ranked 52 
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African countries, with Seychelles achieving the highest rank at sixty-third. Notably, 
only five African countries ranked in the upper half of the list. Within the continent, 
Southern Africa emerged as the top-performing subregion, while Western Africa 
found itself at the bottom.

In the performance category, Egypt (sixteenth), Morocco (thirty-fourth), and 
Algeria (forty-fifth) secured positions within the top 50, which can be attributed 
to either lower dropout rates or higher completion rates in basic education. For 
instance, Egypt’s student out of primary school rate stood at 0.32%, significantly 
below both the African and global averages. This highlights the varying levels chal-
lenges facing the continent, underscoring the critical need for targeted intervention 
to improve educational outcomes across Africa.64

1.8.5  Conclusion

Education, a fundamental human right, plays a pivotal role in empowering individ-
uals and enabling societal progress. It is essential for personal growth, economic 
development, and social equality. To address educational justice, it is imperative to 
guarantee equitable access and opportunities across all sectors of society to promote 
inclusivity and reduce disparities.

This study focuses on the role of education as a crucial element in global jus-
tice. We analyzed education with respect to two angles: performance, reflecting the 
impact of basic education, and contributions, indicating government investment in 
education. The raw data for 2021 were sourced from the World Bank, UNESCO, 
and OECD. In response to the significant rate of missing data for this year, we 
enhanced our imputation methods. After additional relevant indicators are integrated 
and related issues are addressed to enlarge the dataset, we applied various imputa-
tion algorithms. This methodological refinement enabled us to significantly increase 
the accuracy and effectiveness of our imputations, expanding our analysis to include 
194 countries, up from 165 the previous year. This expansion enriches the Global 
jJstice iIdex by broadening the educational perspective to reach more countries.

The COVID-19 pandemic has significantly impacted educational systems world-
wide, leading to decreased government expenditures on education since 2020. In 
spite of these financial constraints and performance challenges, the comparative 
rankings of countries, in terms of both educational performance and governmental 
contribution, remain relatively stable from the previous year. North America main-
tains its leadership in this area, whereas Africa, positioned at the lower end of the 
spectrum, continues to face challenges.

64 See https:// datab ank. world bank. org/.

https://databank.worldbank.org/
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1.9  Issue 9. Public health

1.9.1  Introduction

Public health is a crucial issue in the realm of global justice.65 First, the public 
health issues involve the question of how to achieve the equitable realization of the 
right to health, which is recognized as a fundamental human right. This entails that 
every individual is entitled to equitable access to basic healthcare services, regard-
less of their race, gender, religion, nationality, or socioeconomic status. However, 
in reality, health inequalities do not exist only between states but also extensively 
within them.66 Therefore, in relation to global justice, the discourse on public health 
must include the issue of global health inequalities, which pertains to the principles 
of equality and fairness.

Second, the achievement of equity in public health necessitates global collabora-
tion. The COVID-19 pandemic demonstrated that public health issues are not con-
fined to domestic concerns but present a shared challenge for all of humanity.67 For 
global justice, addressing global pandemic outbreaks requires global cooperation. 
Isolationist approaches hinder global solidarity in matters of public health, human 
rights, and pandemic response.68 Consequently, public health is a global issue. This 
study examines the performance of countries in public health issues in a global jus-
tice perspective, adopting the state as the unit of analysis.

While international organizations, nongovernmental organizations, and other 
entities are essential providers of public health goods, states (including least-devel-
oped countries) still have the responsibility and obligation to ensure that their citi-
zens can access to necessary healthcare services.69 In many studies, states continue 
to be regarded as the fundamental unit of analysis for public health.70

This report measures countries’ performance in terms of public health across two 
dimensions: performance and contribution. The performance dimension measures 
a country’s performance on public health issues in terms of an outcome-oriented 
perspective, while the contribution dimension assesses a country’s efforts to pro-
vide basic public health goods to its population with respect to its financial expen-
ditures in the field of public health. In terms of global justice, when countries have 
equivalent performance, the one that provides public services to a larger propor-
tion of the global population is considered to make a greater overall contribution 
to global justice. Therefore, this report employs a population-weighted model for 
the performance dimension. It is worth noting that a population-weighted model 
inherently means that countries with large population sizes that deliver good public 
services with regard to health will receive rewards when their scores in this dimen-
sion are calculated. In fact, whether population size is a penalty or a reward in this 

65 Guo et al. (2019), Josefsson and Wall (2020).
66 JenRuger (2009), Beckfield et al. (2013), Barreto (2017).
67 Pradhan et al. (2022).
68 Meier et al. (2022).
69 Ngosso (2023).
70 Backman et al.   (2008), You et al. (2024), Asogwa et al. (2023).
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Table 18  Country rankings in the public health aspect of promoting global justice in 2021

Country Ranking Country Ranking

United States of America 1 Tunisia 81
Norway 2 Namibia 82
Germany 3 Trinidad and Tobago 83
Japan 4 Mauritius 84
Ireland 5 Lesotho 85
Sweden 6 Uzbekistan 86
United Kingdom of Great Britain 

and Northern Ireland
7 Kazakhstan 87

Denmark 8 Sao Tome and Principe 88
Canada 9 Bahrain 89
Australia 10 Bhutan 90
Iceland 11 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 91
Netherlands 12 Burkina Faso 92
Austria 13 Solomon Islands 93
New Zealand 14 Gabon 94
France 15 Saint Lucia 95
China 16 Albania 96
Belgium 17 Malaysia 97
Costa Rica 18 Indonesia 98
Finland 19 Grenada 99
Switzerland 20 Niger 100
Uruguay 21 Sri Lanka 101
Spain 22 Mongolia 102
Panama 23 Kiribati 103
Italy 24 Ukraine 104
Malta 25 Rwanda 105
Israel 26 Sudan 106
Chile 27 Georgia 107
Colombia 28 Tonga 108
Maldives 29 Malawi 109
Cuba 30 Philippines 110
Cyprus 31 Fiji 111
Singapore 32 Armenia 112
Bahamas 33 Burundi 113
Slovenia 34 Madagascar 114
Portugal 35 Cambodia 115
Nicaragua 36 Tajikistan 116
El Salvador 37 Morocco 117
Argentina 38 Papua New Guinea 118
Estonia 39 Libya 119
Peru 40 Kyrgyzstan 120
Paraguay 41 Mauritania 121
Slovakia 42 Kenya 122
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model depends on whether a country can provide public goods to its population 
above the global average in the performance dimension. Thus, population is a mul-
tiplier. Countries with large populations that provide public health goods to their 

Table 18  (continued)

Country Ranking Country Ranking

Bosnia and Herzegovina 43 Timor-Leste 123
Guatemala 44 Zambia 124
Russian Federation 45 Iraq 125
Lithuania 46 Senegal 126
Qatar 47 Ghana 127
Dominican Republic 48 Vanuatu 128
South Africa 49 Mozambique 129
Thailand 50 Guinea 130
United Arab Emirates 51 Nepal 131
Ecuador 52 Gambia 132
Montenegro 53 Equatorial Guinea 133
Croatia 54 Togo 134
Suriname 55 Mali 135
Jamaica 56 Sierra Leone 136
Lebanon 57 Egypt 137
Romania 58 Zimbabwe 138
Antigua and Barbuda 59 Central African Republic 139
Saudi Arabia 60 Liberia 140
Guyana 61 Djibouti 141
Bulgaria 62 Benin 142
Latvia 63 Angola 143
Brazil 64 Azerbaijan 144
Kuwait 65 Comoros 145
Mexico 66 Chad 146
Barbados 67 Haiti 147
Belize 68 Afghanistan 148
Belarus 69 Bangladesh 149
Hungary 70 Cameroon 150
Botswana 71 Guinea-Bissau 151
Oman 72 Ethiopia 152
Poland 73 Eritrea 153
Honduras 74 Uganda 154
Serbia 75 South Sudan 155
Turkey 76 Yemen 156
Jordan 77 Pakistan 157
Seychelles 78 Nigeria 158
Samoa 79 India 159
Algeria 80
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population that go above the global average offer them to a significant proportion of 
the global population, making the population factor a reward. However, if a country 
provides public health goods below the global average to a significant proportion of 
the global population, the population factor becomes a penalty. In the contribution 
dimension, we use the indicators “Domestic general government health expenditure 
as a percentage of general government expenditure” and “Domestic general govern-
ment health expenditure per capita in US dollars” as substitutes for the population-
weighted model. These indicators can measure a country’s willingness and efforts in 
providing public health goods to its population.

1.9.2  Dimensions and Indicators

To comprehensively evaluate countries’ performance in addressing public health 
issues, our assessment will encompass two primary categories: performance and 
contribution. The performance category encompasses four key dimensions through 
which a country’s effectiveness will be measured: life expectancy, mortality rates, 
public health infrastructure, and the prevalence of key diseases. This approach is 
centered on assessing tangible outcomes that result from a country’s endeavors in 
the field of public health.

To assess a country’s performance across various dimensions of public health, 
we employ specific indicators. For life expectancy, we utilize the indicators “Life 
expectancy at age 60” and “Life expectancy at birth.” To evaluate mortality, we will 
consider indicators such as “Adult mortality rate,” “Infant mortality rate,” “Neona-
tal mortality rate,” and “Under-five mortality rate.” In assessing public health infra-
structure, indicators such as the proportion of the population utilizing at least basic 
sanitation services and having at least basic drinking water are examined. For the 
analysis of key diseases, indicators including “Raised fasting blood glucose,” “Treat-
ment success rate for new tuberculosis cases,” “Effective tuberculosis treatment cov-
erage,” “Incidence of tuberculosis per 100,000 population per year,” “COVID-19 
infection rate,” and “COVID-19 death rate” are utilized. These indicators can enable 
us to effectively measure and evaluate a country’s performance across the respective 
dimensions.

Within the contribution category, we will evaluate a country’s performance by 
focusing on expenditure. Expenditures indicate the degree of effort or willingness 
of a country to provide public health goods to its population. High scores in this 
dimension indicate that a country has allocated more resources or demonstrated 
stronger commitment to delivering public health goods. To measure this dimension, 
we utilize two indicators: “Domestic general government health expenditure as a 
percentage of general government expenditure” and “Domestic general government 
health expenditure per capita in US dollars.” These indicators facilitate the evalua-
tion of a country’s financial investment in public health initiatives.

In addition to COVID-19-related indicators sourced from the Johns Hopkins Uni-
versity (JHU), the remaining data are obtained from the World Health Organization 
(WHO). The details can be found in Table 17.
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1.9.3  Results

This section reports the rankings for public health from the perspective of global 
justice in 2021. Table 18 presents the 2021 rankings of 159 countries’ performance 
on public health issues from the perspective of global justice. The top 10 countries 
in the 2021 rankings were, in order: the United States, Norway, Germany, Japan, 
Ireland, Sweden, the United Kingdom, Denmark, Canada, and Australia. Overall, 
the 2021 list is highly consistent with the 2020 list of public health rankings, with 9 
of the top 10 countries remaining the same as last year. The one change in the top 10 
rankings involved Iceland dropping down to eleventh from ninth place and Australia 
entering the list, moving up from eleventh to tenth. Europe continues to dominate 
the top 10, claiming 6 of the slots. The remaining spots were the two North Ameri-
can countries (Canada and the US) as well as one each for Asia (Japan) and Oceania 
(Australia). This regional consistency suggests Europe’s and North America’s tra-
ditional strength in public health and illuminates the room for improvement across 
other parts of the world.

The bottom 10 countries for the 2021 rankings from 159 to 150th were India, 
Nigeria, Pakistan, Yemen, South Sudan, Uganda, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Guinea-Bissau, 
and Cameroon. This sequence aligns closely with the rankings developed for 2020. 
Notably, a country that occupied one of the lowest positions in the 2020 list, the 
Democratic Republic of the Congo (eighth from last in 2020), was excluded from 
the 2021 rankings due to incomplete data. Taking its place in the bottom 10 is Cam-
eroon, which held the thirteenth from last position in 2020 and is now ranked tenth 
from last in the 2021 rankings. Among the bottom 10 ranked countries, 7 are from 
Africa, while the remaining 3 are from South Asia. It is noteworthy that Pakistan, 
Nigeria, and India, all populous developing nations, appear in this portion of the 
list. Their presence in the bottom tier of rankings does not imply they have the worst 
performance. Rather, this positioning underscores the influence of their large popu-
lations in the computation of these rankings. This suggests that these countries have 
yet to achieve public health standards that surpass the global average for a signifi-
cant portion of the world’s population. However, it is crucial to avoid interpreting 
the lower rankings as indicative of having the worst performance globally. It should 
be noted that our ranking considers each country’s contribution to global public 
health from the perspective of global justice. Therefore, when a country with a large 
population fails to provide public health to a standard for its citizens that is above 
the global average, the population factor acts as a penalty, lowering the country’s 
ranking.

1.9.4  Regional Analysis

This section provides an overview of the performance of different continents regard-
ing public health. Figure 9 gives the ranking of countries in public health. The fig-
ure clearly indicates that North America (made up of the developed countries of 
the United States and Canada) is the best-performing continent globally, followed 
by Europe, with Latin America and Oceania close behind, while Asia and Africa 
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exhibited the poorest performance. Furthermore, within each continent, there were 
significant variations among countries in Oceania, Europe, and Asia, whereas coun-
tries in Africa and Latin America showed relatively minor differences in their rank-
ings. Next, we describe the individual performance of each continent on public 
health issues.

Asia Among Asian regions, East Asia stood out as the most exemplary. Japan 
maintained its position from the previous year, ranking fourth globally, while Chi-
na’s ranking has improved from eighteenth to sixteenth place. West Asia, overall, 
trailed behind East Asia, but it exhibited significant variation in rankings among its 
countries. Israel, Cyprus, and Qatar ranked twenty-sixth, thirty-first, forty-seventh, 
respectively. Georgia, Armenia, Iraq, Azerbaijan, and Yemen ranked 107th, 112th, 
125th, 114th, and 156th, respectively. Southeast Asia followed West Asia in per-
formance, with Singapore, at thirty-second, and Thailand, at forty-seventh, leading 
the region. Cambodia (115th) and the Philippines (110th) had the poorest perfor-
mance, positioning them lower in the global rankings. It is worth emphasizing once 
more that Singapore’s ranking differs significantly from its absolute rating for per-
formance in the field of public health, reflecting the constraints imposed by its small 
population with regard to its contribution to global justice. Central Asia’s perfor-
mance trails behind Southeast Asia, with Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, and 
Kyrgyzstan ranking 86th, 87th, 116th and 120th, respectively. South Asia had the 
lowest performance within Asia, with Nepal, Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Pakistan, 
and India ranking 131st, 148th, 149th, 157th, and 159th globally, respectively. This 
discrepancy was clearly linked to the lower economic development levels and sub-
stantial population sizes of these countries.

Europe In Europe, Western European countries exhibited the highest rankings. 
Among the countries listed in Table 18, all 6 of these nations are placed within the 
top 20 globally. This region emerged as one of the best-performing areas world-
wide for addressing public health issues. Although it is not as prominent as West-
ern Europe, Northern Europe’s performance was noteworthy. Of the 10 Northern 

Fig. 9  2021 index ranking of public health issue on a world map
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European countries secure positions within the global top 10, including Norway, 
Ireland, Sweden, the United Kingdom, and Denmark. Moreover, both Iceland (elev-
enth) and Finland (nineteenth) also ranked within the top 20. In addition, Esto-
nia, Lithuania, and Latvia had the thirty-ninth, forty-sixth, and sixty-third places, 
respectively. Although it did not reach the remarkable performance of Western or 
Northern Europe, Southern Europe still exhibits commendable global performance 
in the realm of public health. Except for Albania, which ranks ninety-sixth, all other 
countries in this region fell within the top 50% globally. Particularly noteworthy are 
Spain, Italy, and Malta, which ranked within the top 20% globally. For its part, East-
ern Europe had the poorest performance in Europe. Seven out of the eight countries 
in this region were ranked within the top 50% globally, with Slovakia (42nd) achiev-
ing the highest position and Ukraine (104th) the lowest.

North America The two developed countries of North America, the United States 
and Canada, make it a region that stands out globally in public health matters. The 
United States ranked first globally, while Canada ranked ninth both overall and in 
terms of contribution in overall contribution, while in terms of performance, they 
ranked second and eleventh, respectively. This remarkable performance in terms of 
performance is attributed to substantial government spending in the public health 
sector.

However, as noted, the ranking in the performance dimension is highly corre-
lated with population factors. Worldwide, China ranked highest in this dimension, 
immediately followed by the United States. This correlation was evidently linked 
to the large population bases of these two countries. A country’s ranking in the 
performance dimension should not be interpreted to imply an absolute measure 
of its public health performance. Nevertheless, the scores of both countries in the 
performance dimension reflect their unique contributions to global public health.

Latin America Latin America includes three regions: the Caribbean, Central 
America, and South America. In this issue, Central and South America exhibited 
comparable performance, with the Caribbean lagging slightly behind. As seen 
in Table  18, all countries in Central and South America ranked among the top 
50% globally. Specifically, Costa Rica (eighteenth) and Panama (twenty-third) in 
Central America, as well as Uruguay (twenty-first), Chile (twenty-seventh), and 
Colombia (twenty-eighth) in South America, all ranked within the top 20% glob-
ally. Among these, Costa Rica has the highest rank in Latin America. Cuba (thir-
tieth) is the sole Caribbean country to rank within the top 20% globally. However, 
it is important to note that among the 11 countries in this region, 5 rank among 
the bottom 50% globally. Notably, Haiti ranks 147th globally, making it among 
the lowest-ranked countries worldwide. This underscores the ongoing challenges 
that are faced by the Latin American region in the field of public health, neces-
sitating increased attention and support.

Africa Africa had the poorest public health performance globally. Out of a 
total of 47 African nations, only two African countries, South Africa (forty-ninth) 
and Botswana (seventy-first), ranked within the top 50% globally. Conversely, 
nearly half, or 23, of the African countries ranked among the bottom 20% glob-
ally. Notably, 7 of the 10 lowest-ranked countries worldwide were African.



359

1 3

Chinese Political Science Review (2024) 9:275–380 

Africa features five subregions: Eastern Africa, Central Africa, Northern 
Africa, Southern Africa, and Western Africa. Southern Africa emerged as the 
best-performing African subregion. Both South Africa and Botswana, the top 
ranking African nations, are in Southern Africa. Additionally, Namibia and Leso-
tho, also Southern African countries, ranked eighty-second and eighty-fifth glob-
ally, respectively, which positioned them in the bottom 50% worldwide, although 
they still performed comparatively well regionally within Africa. Northern Africa 
closely follows Southern Africa’s lead, with Algeria and Tunisia ranking eighti-
eth and eighty-first, globally as the subregion’s top performers. Variability was 
lower among Africa’s remaining subregions. Specifically, of the 23 African coun-
tries ranking in the bottom 20% globally, 5 were from Central Africa (out of a 
total of 7), 8 were from East Africa (out of a total of 16), and 9 were from West 
Africa (out of a total of 14).

Oceania Public health rankings were given for 10 countries from Oceania in this 
report. Oceania displayed significant regional disparities in its rankings on public 
health issue. Notably, the Australia and New Zealand region not only secured the 
highest ranking in Oceania but also stood out as one of the best-performing regions 
globally. The two countries in this region, Australia and New Zealand, ranked tenth 
and fourteenth globally. Samoa, in Polynesia, ranked third in Oceania but only sev-
enty-ninth globally. Similarly, Togo, also from Polynesia, held the lowest ranking 
in Oceania, placing 134th globally. Together with Vanuatu from Melanesia, they 
ranked within the bottom 20% globally.

In summary, while Australia and New Zealand led Oceania in public health sys-
tems and outcomes, performance lagged across other Pacific subregions. Intraconti-
nental rankings exhibited notable polarization between the top- and bottom tier Oce-
anic countries in public health issue as seen with global justice.

1.9.5  Conclusion

We measured countries’ performance on public health across two dimensions—per-
formance and contribution—from the perspective of global justice. Composite rank-
ings integrated both dimensions to assess overall public health. The results showed 
significant regional inequality, with more developed regions outperforming less 
developed ones. These rankings closely correlated with the economic development 
levels of many countries.

Further analysis of the scores on the performance and contribution dimensions 
in relation to the final score on this issue indicated a closer relationship between the 
score on the contribution dimension and the issue score. Two factors likely drove 
this relationship. (1) Extreme intercountry differences in public health expendi-
tures by governments widen score variance on this dimension. We used the ratio 
of standard deviation to the mean to assess cross-national score variance on both 
dimensions. Higher ratios signaled greater between-country variance and vice versa. 
We found a steep 0.19 ratio for the contribution dimension, which far exceeded the 
0.05 ratio for effectiveness outcomes. This denoted much wider differences in score 
between countries on the contributions dimension. (2) Our use of a population-
weighted model for the effectiveness dimension emphasized population size in line 
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with global justice but unavoidably downplayed countries’ absolute outcomes. How-
ever, due to close correlations between government health expenditures and specific 
public health indicators, effectiveness inherently reflected countries’ absolute per-
formance levels. Consequently, while indirectly incorporating population factors 
that were relevant to global justice, the final rankings primarily reflected countries’ 
achievements in effective public health.

1.10  Issue 10: Protection of Women and Children

1.11  Introduction

Protecting women and children is 1 of the 10 most crucial issues of global justice.71 
Women and children are among the most vulnerable to exploitation, discrimination, 
and violence worldwide. They face gender inequality, domestic violence, malnutri-
tion, sexual assault, human trafficking, child labor, and even recruitment as child 
soldiers.72 In 2018, an estimated nearly 200 million children under the age of five 
suffered from stunting or wasting, and at least 340 million children under the age of 
five experienced hidden hunger.73 If present trends continue, it by 2030, over 340 
million women and girls will be living in extreme poverty worldwide.74 Given this, 
the protection of women and children is an even more pressing issue, requiring the 
attention of all nations. It is a moral obligation for all countries, regardless of their 
domestic circumstances, to take action through legislation, policies, and effective 
enforcement to safeguard the rights of women and children and provide them with 
the support and resources that they need.

The protection of women and children is closely linked to the United SDGs. SDG 
5 aims to achieve gender equality and empower all women and girls. However, as 
of 2023, only 15.4% of the supported indicators for this goal had shown significant 
progress. This indicates the urgent need for increased efforts and global cooperation 
to address the barriers that continue to hinder women’s full economic participation, 
as 178 countries still have legal obstacles in this regard. It is crucial to recognize that 
nearly 2.4 billion women globally lack the economic rights accorded to men.75

Through prioritizing the protection of the rights of women and children, societies 
can work toward promoting equality and stability on a global scale. Actions that are 

71 Guo et al. (2019). Josefsson and  Wall (2020).
72 Drerup and Schweiger (2019).
73 Unicef. The state of the world’s children 2019. https:// www. unicef. org/ repor ts/ state- worlds- child ren- 
2021(2019).
74 United Nations Entity for Gender Equality and the Empowerment of Women (UN Women) Depart-
ment of Economic and Social Affairs (DESA), 2023, Progress on the Sustainable Development Goals: 
The gender snapshot 2023, https:// www. unwom en. org/ en/ digit al- libra ry/ publi catio ns/ 2023/ 09/ progr ess- 
on- the- susta inable- devel opment- goals- the- gender- snaps hot- 2023.
75 United Nations. Department of Economic and Social Affairs.  The Sustainable Development Goals: 
Report 2023. UN. https:// unsta ts. un. org/ sdgs/. (2023).

https://www.unicef.org/reports/state-worlds-children-2021(2019
https://www.unicef.org/reports/state-worlds-children-2021(2019
https://www.unwomen.org/en/digital-library/publications/2023/09/progress-on-the-sustainable-development-goals-the-gender-snapshot-2023
https://www.unwomen.org/en/digital-library/publications/2023/09/progress-on-the-sustainable-development-goals-the-gender-snapshot-2023
https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/.(2023
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Table 20  Country rankings in protection of women and children in 2021

Country Ranking Country Ranking

China 1 Iceland 78
United States 2 Suriname 79
Russian Federation 3 Barbados 80
Brazil 4 Guyana 81
Mexico 5 St. Lucia 82
Japan 6 St. Vincent and the Grenadines 83
Germany 7 Belize 84
France 8 Fiji 85
United Kingdom 9 Tonga 86
Italy 10 Samoa 87
Spain 11 Brunei Darussalam 88
Thailand 12 Vanuatu 89
Argentina 13 Morocco 90
Poland 14 Sao Tome and Principe 91
Ukraine 15 Maldives 92
Canada 16 Solomon Islands 93
Uzbekistan 17 Honduras 94
Colombia 18 Bhutan 95
Australia 19 Botswana 96
Türkiye 20 Namibia 97
Syrian Arab Republic 21 Qatar 98
Netherlands 22 Comoros 99
Romania 23 Bahrain 100
Kazakhstan 24 Turkmenistan 101
Belgium 25 Tajikistan 102
Chile 26 Djibouti 103
Malaysia 27 Azerbaijan 104
Belarus 28 Timor-Leste 105
Sweden 29 Gabon 106
Cuba 30 Gambia, The 107
Portugal 31 Equatorial Guinea 108
Tunisia 32 Lesotho 109
Israel 33 Cambodia 110
Austria 34 Iraq 111
Hungary 35 Oman 112
Sri Lanka 36 Guatemala 113
Jordan 37 Guinea-Bissau 114
Greece 38 Eritrea 115
Finland 39 Philippines 116
Peru 40 Senegal 117
Switzerland 41 Rwanda 118
Serbia 42 Mauritania 119
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taken today to address these issues will help build a more just and sustainable future 
for all.

Operationally, it is challenging to assess government financial expenditures on 
this issue. This report, therefore, adopts a target-oriented approach, directly measur-
ing the implementation outcomes for each country in the protection of women and 

Table 20  (continued)

Country Ranking Country Ranking

Bulgaria 43 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 120
Denmark 44 Democratic Republic of the Congo 121
Slovak Republic 45 Papua New Guinea 122
Norway 46 Zimbabwe 123
Singapore 47 Burundi 124
New Zealand 48 Liberia 125
Ireland 49 Togo 126
Ecuador 50 Madagascar 127
Kyrgyz Republic 51 Malawi 128
Costa Rica 52 Nepal 129
Libya 53 Central African Republic 130
Dominican Republic 54 Egypt, Arab Rep 131
Croatia 55 Sierra Leone 132
Georgia 56 Myanmar 133
Nicaragua 57 Ghana 134
Lithuania 58 Benin 135
Uruguay 59 Guinea 136
Panama 60 Burkina Faso 137
Mongolia 61 Uganda 138
Albania 62 Yemen 139
Jamaica 63 Indonesia 140
Latvia 64 Mozambique 141
Slovenia 65 Chad 142
Armenia 66 Niger 143
Estonia 67 Mali 144
Mauritius 68 Cameroon 145
El Salvador 69 Kenya 146
Cyprus 70 Bangladesh 147
Trinidad and Tobago 71 Angola 148
Paraguay 72 Somalia 149
Montenegro 73 Afghanistan 150
Kuwait 74 Ethiopia 151
Luxembourg 75 Pakistan 152
Bahamas 76 India 153
Malta 77 Nigeria 154
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children based on performance dimensions. As with public health, a population-
weighted model is used to evaluate different countries’ scores and rankings on this 
issue. The population-weighted model takes into account both a country’s popula-
tion and its performance in protecting women and children domestically. On this 
assumption, given equal performance, countries with larger populations make a 
greater contribution to improving the well-being of women and children globally. In 
practice, population can be either a rewarding factor or a punitive one. For instance, 
when a country with a large population has a lower-than-average score on the per-
formance dimension for protecting women and children, this country, representing a 
significant proportion of the world’s population, will have a significantly lower score 
and ranking on this issue.

1.11.1  Dimensions and Indicators

This report adopts a systematic approach to assess countries’ efficacy in safeguard-
ing the welfare of women and children through conducting a comprehensive analy-
sis of two pivotal domains: women’s protection and children’s protection.

With respect to women’s protection, the report examines three fundamental 
dimensions: health and demography, women’s economic status, and women’s politi-
cal status. These dimensions shed light on distinct facets of women’s well-being and 
rights. The dimension of health and demography encompasses three critical indi-
cators: male-to-female ratio in average life expectancy, the male-to-female ratio 
in under-five mortality rate, and the maternal mortality rate. These indicators pro-
vide valuable insights for the overall health and welfare of women and children in 
a country, facilitating the development of a comprehensive understanding of their 
well-being.

The dimension of women’s economic status encompasses indicators such as 
the female-to-male ratio in unemployment, the female-to-male ratio in vulnerable 
employment ratio, and the female-to-male ratio in wage and salaried workers. These 
indicators form measures of gender disparities in opportunities for employment and 
economic empowerment, enabling a more comprehensive assessment for women’s 
economic standing.

Moreover, women’s political status is evaluated through the proportion of seats 
held by women in the national parliament. This indicator reflects the representation 
and influence that women have in the political decision-making processes of a coun-
try and thereby the level of gender equality achieved in political leadership.

Scrutinizing these dimensions, this report provides a comprehensive evaluation 
of countries’ endeavors in protecting women. This comprehensive approach facili-
tates a nuanced understanding of the diverse factors contributing to the overall well-
being and rights of women across different countries, thus facilitating informed pol-
icy decisions and targeted interventions.

Through the assessment of the protection of children, this report gauges coun-
tries’ performance through the dimensions’children’s health and demography and 
educational disparities between males and females. In the former dimension, the 
report considers indicators such as the number of deaths per 1,000 under 5 years 
old (including 13 subindicators) and the prevalence of thinness among children and 
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adolescents. The latter dimension employs the gender parity index for gross enroll-
ment in primary and secondary education as a proxy indicator for the measure-
ment of educational inequality. It is worth noting that additional indicators are not 
included in this report due to the substantial overlap between indicators that measure 
child health and education with those that address public health and education as 
separate issues. Consequently, this report focuses on the assessment of gender dis-
parities in terms of health and education for children.

By incorporating these measurements, our assessment provides a comprehensive 
understanding of countries’ efforts to protect women and children. The examination 
of both produces a more holistic evaluation, taking into account the interconnected-
ness of health, demography, and education in relation to gender disparities. More 
details on the approach taken here can be found in Table 19.

1.11.2  Results

This section presents the rankings of countries in 2021 data with reference to the 
protection of women and children from the perspective of global justice. Table 20 
presents the specific rankings of 154 countries; the top 10 countries globally in this 
issue were China, the United States, Russian Federation, Brazil, Mexico, Japan, 
Germany, France, the United Kingdom, and Italy. Four of these countries were from 
Europe, two from Asia, and three each from North America and Latin America. It is 
noteworthy that the top 10 list for this category was highly consistent with the rank-
ings for 2020 rankings, with the only change being Japan’s inclusion this year at the 
global sixth position, after having been excluded in 2020 due to missing data. Mean-
while, Spain shifted from the tenth position in 2020 to eleventh in 2021.

The countries ranking in the bottom 10 were Nigeria, India, Pakistan, Ethiopia, 
Afghanistan, Somalia, Angola, Bangladesh, Kenya, and Cameroon. Among these 
nations, six were from Africa and four from Asia. Notably, 5 of the 10 lowest-ranked 
countries were also among the bottom ten in the 2020 rankings. Additionally, Soma-
lia was absent from the rankings in 2020 due to missing data but is placed sixth from 
the bottom in 2021. Cameroon, Kenya, Bangladesh, and Angola held the eleventh, 
twelfth, thirteenth, and eighteenth positions from the bottom, respectively, in the 
2020 rankings. Overall, the country rankings on the protection of women and chil-
dren in 2021 demonstrated a high level of consistency with those of 2020.

1.11.3  Regional Analysis

This section reports on the performance for each continent in terms of protecting 
women and children with respect to global justice. The geographical distribution of 
country rankings on this issue in 2021 can be clearly seen in Fig. 10. North America 
exhibited the best performance, followed by Europe, with Latin America, Oceania, 
and Asia following closely, while Africa showed the poorest performance. Regard-
ing the distribution of country rankings within each continent, performance differ-
ences were the most significant among Asian countries, followed by Africa; Europe 
and Latin America showed relatively small differences in performance among their 
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countries, while Oceania exhibited the smallest differences in performance among 
its countries.

Asia Overall, Asia had average performance in protecting women and children is 
average, but there were significant differences in performance among Asian coun-
tries. China and Japan ranked first and sixth globally, respectively, while Thailand, 
Uzbekistan, and Turkey also rank within the top 20 globally, at twelfth, seventeenth, 
and twentieth, respectively. Additionally, the rankings for Syrian Arab Republic 
(twenty-first), Kazakhstan (twenty-fourth), and Malaysia (twenty-seventh) were 
also within the top 20% globally. However, Asia had eight countries whose rankings 
are in the bottom 20% globally: Nepal (129th), Myanmar (133rd), Yemen (139th), 
Indonesia (140th), Bangladesh (147th), Afghanistan (150th), Pakistan (152nd), and 
India (153rd). Of these, India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, and Bangladesh were among 
the lowest 10 countries globally. East Asia was the best-performing region in Asia, 
with China and Japan ranking highest globally from this region. South Asia was 
the worst-performing region in Asia, with 4 countries ranking among the bottom 10 
globally. In addition, 5 of the 8 countries in this region ranked within the bottom 20 
globally. There were significant differences in rankings within the West Asia region, 
with Turkey ranking highest (20th) and Yemen ranking lowest (139th). Southeast 
Asia was similar to West Asia, with Thailand ranking highest (12th) and Indonesia 
ranking lowest (140th).

Europe As a whole, Europe demonstrated remarkable performance in protecting 
women and children. First, among the top 10 countries globally, 5 were from Europe: 
Russian Federation (second), Germany (seventh), France (eighth), United Kingdom 
(ninth), and Italy (tenth). Second, among the 35 European countries included in this 
ranking, 8 had spots in the top 20 worldwide. In addition to the aforementioned five 
countries, this list includes Spain (eleventh), Poland (fourteenth), and Ukraine (fif-
teenth), while the rankings of the remaining 34 countries all fall within the top 50% 
globally.

Fig. 10  2021 index ranking of protection of women and children on a world map
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Europe stood out as having a relatively balanced performance on this issue. For 
instance, among the 8 European countries who ranking in the top 20 worldwide, 3 
were from Eastern Europe, 2 from Western Europe, 2 from Southern Europe, and 
1 from Northern Europe. Conversely, among countries with the lowest rankings in 
Europe, five were from Southern Europe, four from Northern Europe, and one from 
Western Europe. These countries generally had smaller populations. for evaluating 
each country’s contribution to the protection of women and children from the per-
spective of global justice, we employed a population-weighted model. This approach 
acknowledges that, while these countries excelled in various indicators for protect-
ing women and children, their contribution to global justice was limited by the size 
of their national populations, resulting in lower scores in this model.

North America North America undoubtedly demonstrated the best performance 
globally on this issue. The rankings of the two countries in this continent, the United 
States and Canada, remained consistent with those of 2020, ranking second and six-
teenth globally, respectively. Given that these countries are among the most devel-
oped countries globally, their high performance on the issue of protecting women 
and children was not surprising. Among the continents, North America ranked 
highest globally in both dimensions. In particular, in terms of protecting women, 
the United States ranked first globally, while Canada ranked eighteenth; concern-
ing child protection, the United States ranks second globally, while Canada ranked 
fourteenth.

Latin America Latin American countries performed well in protecting women 
and children. First, two of its countries ranked in the top 10 globally: Brazil (fourth) 
and Mexico (fifth). Additionally, Argentina (thirteenth) and Colombia (eighteenth) 
were among the top 20 globally. Furthermore, Chile (twenty-sixth) and Cuba (thir-
tieth) also ranked in the top 20%. Among the 26 Latin American countries, 18 
(approximately 70% of the total) ranked in the top 50%. Guatemala ranked lowest in 
Latin America at 113th, but globally, this ranking is considered average.

South American countries show better performance than countries in other Latin 
American regions. Among the top 10 countries in Latin America, 6 were from South 
America, with the remaining four were from Central America and the Caribbean. By 
contrast, among the bottom 10 countries in Latin America, only 3 were from South 
America, while 3 were from Central America and four are from the Caribbean.

Africa Africa performed the worst on this issue. This year, 43 African countries 
participated in the rankings, but none of them made it into the top 20% globally. 
Only three countries ranked in the top 50% globally, namely, Tunisia (thirty-sec-
ond), Libya (fifty-third), and Mauritius (sixty-eighth), The rankings of 21 countries 
were in the bottom 20% globally. Additionally, among the 10 countries with the low-
est global rankings, 6 were from Africa, namely, Cameroon (145th), Kenya (146th), 
Angola (148th), Somalia (149th), Ethiopia (151st), and Nigeria (154th).

North Africa stands out as the best-performing region in Africa, although it is 
one of the worst-performing regions globally. The two highest ranking African 
countries, Tunisia and Libya, were both from this region. Countries in the South-
ern African region demonstrated relatively balanced performance, with the rank-
ings of the three countries in this region ranging between 96 and 109th. However, 
the performance of East, Central, and West Africa is relatively poor. Among the 10 
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worst-performing countries in Africa, 4 were from East Africa, while Central and 
West Africa each contributed 3 countries.

Oceania Oceania’s performance in protecting women and children falls behind 
those of Europe, North America, and Latin America, but it surpasses those of Africa 
and Asia. Oceania comprises three main parts: Australia and New Zealand, Melane-
sia, and Polynesia. Australia and New Zealand were the two most developed coun-
tries in Oceania and ranked nineteenth and forty-eighth, respectively. This makes 
the region one of the better-performing areas globally. Melanesia and Polynesia 
exhibited very similar performance on this issue, with countries from both regions 
ranking within the bottom 50% globally. For example, four countries in Melanesia—
Fiji, Vanuatu, Solomon Islands, and Papua New Guinea—ranked 85th, 89th, 93rd, 
and 122nd, respectively, while the three countries in Polynesia—Tonga, Samoa, and 
Togo—ranked 86th, 87th, and 126th, respectively. Clearly, both regions performed 
at a middling level globally with respect to the protection of women and children.

1.11.4  Conclusion

In this study, we assessed the performance of countries in protecting women from 
two perspectives: health and demography and then economic and political status. 
Simultaneously, we evaluated their performance in protecting children, especially 
girls, from two angles: children’s health and demography and the educational dis-
parities between boys and girls. The results indicate that North America and Europe 
demonstrate the best performance globally and also exhibited the most balanced 
performance across regions. Following them were South America and Oceania, 
succeeded by Asia. However, within Asia, a significant disparity in performance 
existed. While countries like China and Japan in East Asia ranked at among the 
highest positions globally, those in South Asia, such as India, Pakistan, Afghani-
stan, and Bangladesh, performed the worst. Africa exhibited the poorest perfor-
mance in this issue, with the majority of African countries ranking in the bottom 
50% globally.

As reiterated in this report, we employed a population-weighted model for the 
evaluation of countries’ performance in protecting women and children. This model 
considers the importance of population size for global justice. In particular, when a 
populous country provides public services to its citizens that exceed the global aver-
age, we consider its contribution to global justice to be greater. Conversely, when 
smaller countries provide services at the same level, their contribution is considered 
to be less. This ranking reflects not only countries’ absolute performance in protect-
ing women and children but also the influence of their population size on global 
justice. Hence, it is not uncommon to find developed countries like Iceland ranking 
relatively low on this issue. Understanding this point enhances comprehension of 
the meanings of this ranking.
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Table 21  Global Justice Index in 2021 (excluding antipoverty)

Country Ranking Country Ranking

United States of America 1 Malawi 69
Germany 2 Morocco 70
China 3 Bulgaria 71
Japan 4 Philippines 72
Sweden 5 Guyana 73
United Kingdom of Great Britain 

and Northern Ireland
6 Ghana 74

Norway 7 Belarus 75
Canada 8 Jordan 76
France 9 Madagascar 77
Switzerland 10 Namibia 78
Italy 11 Fiji 79
Denmark 12 Tunisia 80
Australia 13 Benin 81
Finland 14 Gabon 82
Belgium 15 Ukraine 83
Austria 16 Kazakhstan 84
Spain 17 Dominican Republic 85
Ireland 18 Bahamas 86
Iceland 19 Trinidad and Tobago 87
Netherlands 20 Togo 88
Brazil 21 Croatia 89
New Zealand 22 Kuwait 90
Russian Federation 23 Kenya 91
Portugal 24 El Salvador 92
Argentina 25 Sierra Leone 93
Pakistan 26 Jamaica 94
Mexico 27 Uzbekistan 95
Uruguay 28 Guatemala 96
Israel 29 Honduras 97
Indonesia 30 Serbia 98
Singapore 31 Mauritius 99
India 32 Samoa 100
Costa Rica 33 Chad 101
Panama 34 Nicaragua 102
Slovenia 35 Burundi 103
Peru 36 Georgia 104
Poland 37 Albania 105
Paraguay 38 Niger 106
Turkey 39 Azerbaijan 107
Rwanda 40 Cambodia 108
Lithuania 41 Papua New Guinea 109
Estonia 42 Mauritania 110
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Table 21  (continued)

Country Ranking Country Ranking

Colombia 43 Bahrain 111
Malaysia 44 Uganda 112
Bangladesh 45 Central African Republic 113
Malta 46 Angola 114
Latvia 47 Timor-Leste 115
Nepal 48 Liberia 116
Chile 49 Armenia 117
Cyprus 50 Mongolia 118
Romania 51 Guinea-Bissau 119
Egypt 52 Cameroon 120
Tajikistan 53 Zimbabwe 121
Thailand 54 Barbados 122
Slovakia 55 Maldives 123
Mozambique 56 Djibouti 124
Ecuador 57 Tonga 125
Qatar 58 Sri Lanka 126
Lesotho 59 Mali 127
Senegal 60 Saint Lucia 128
Botswana 61 Iraq 129
Suriname 62 Yemen 130
Ethiopia 63 Gambia 131
Hungary 64 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 132
Oman 65 Afghanistan 133
Burkina Faso 66 Nigeria 134
Kyrgyzstan 67 Bhutan 135
Belize 68

Fig. 11  2021 Index Ranking of global justice (excluding antipoverty)
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Table 22  Global Justice Index in 2021 (including all 10 issues)

Country Ranking Country Ranking

United States of America 1 Kyrgyzstan 61
China 2 Rwanda 62
Germany 3 Tunisia 63
Japan 4 Lesotho 64
Sweden 5 Fiji 65
United Kingdom of Great Britain 

and Northern Ireland
6 Philippines 66

Norway 7 Ukraine 67
Canada 8 Gabon 68
France 9 Kazakhstan 69
Switzerland 10 Dominican Republic 70
Italy 11 Namibia 71
Denmark 12 Burkina Faso 72
Australia 13 Croatia 73
Finland 14 Ghana 74
Belgium 15 Ethiopia 75
Spain 16 El Salvador 76
Austria 17 Benin 77
Ireland 18 Jamaica 78
Iceland 19 Mauritius 79
Netherlands 20 Serbia 80
Brazil 21 Samoa 81
Russian Federation 22 Nicaragua 82
Portugal 23 Albania 83
Argentina 24 Guatemala 84
Mexico 25 Azerbaijan 85
Uruguay 26 Georgia 86
Indonesia 27 Honduras 87
Pakistan 28 Togo 88
Israel 29 Sierra Leone 89
Costa Rica 30 Mongolia 90
Slovenia 31 Mauritania 91
Panama 32 Armenia 92
Peru 33 Chad 93
Poland 34 Malawi 94
Turkey 35 Maldives 95
Paraguay 36 Kenya 96
Lithuania 37 Mozambique 97
Malaysia 38 Sri Lanka 98
Estonia 39 Tonga 99
Malta 40 Guinea-Bissau 100
Latvia 41 Timor-Leste 101
Cyprus 42 Liberia 102
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2  Global Justice Indices: Main Results

This section reports the country rankings for the 2021 Global Justice Index. Due 
to improvements in measurement indicators for the issue of climate change issue, 
the problem of missing data for this issue has been greatly alleviated for this year. 
As is clear from the rankings for the climate change issue, the rankings following 

Table 22  (continued)

Country Ranking Country Ranking

Chile 43 Cameroon 103
Colombia 44 Angola 104
Egypt 45 Iraq 105
India 46 Papua New Guinea 106
Romania 47 Saint Lucia 107
Thailand 48 Djibouti 108
Nepal 49 Niger 109
Bangladesh 50 Uganda 110
Slovakia 51 Mali 111
Tajikistan 52 Burundi 112
Ecuador 53 Madagascar 113
Hungary 54 Zimbabwe 114
Senegal 55 Yemen 115
Bulgaria 56 Central African Republic 116
Morocco 57 Gambia 117
Belarus 58 Uzbekistan 118
Botswana 59 Bhutan 119
Jordan 60 Nigeria 120

Fig. 12  2021 Index ranking of global justice (including all 10 issues)
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the indicator improvements remain consistent and robust relative to those for last 
year’s report. However, the case for the antipoverty issue is similar to last year, still 
plagued by missing values. In light of this, this section will adopt the following 
strategy for reporting 2021’s index rankings: First, it reports a ranking that excludes 
the antipoverty issue and includes only the remaining nine issues, and then it reports 
a ranking that includes all 10 issues. As described below, the former covers 135 
countries, while the latter covers only 120 countries.

Table  21 presents the country rankings for the Global Justice Index with the 
exclusion of the antipoverty issue. As shown in the table, the top 10 countries ranked 
were: the United States of America, Germany, China, Japan, Sweden, the United 
Kingdom, Norway, Canada, France, and Switzerland. While last year’s report did 
not provide a separate ranking excluding the antipoverty issue due to data limitations 
for climate change, it did calculate a ranking that excluded both climate change and 
antipoverty. The top 10 countries in that ranking were highly consistent with 2021’s 
ranking. The difference is that Japan was not included in last year’s ranking due 
to missing values, but ranks fourth this year; additionally, Italy and Finland, which 
ranked ninth and tenth last year, respectively, are now eleventh and fourteenth, with 
Japan and Switzerland taking their places at fourth and tenth, respectively.

Table 21 also shows that the lowest 10 countries in this ranking were: Sri Lanka, 
Mali, Saint Lucia, Iraq, Yemen, Gambia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Afghani-
stan, Nigeria, and Bhutan. These countries are from West Africa (four), the Caribbean 
region (two), South Asia (two), and West Asia (two). It is worth noting that, due to 
missing data, this ranking does not cover all countries in the world. Therefore, being 
ranked in the last 10 positions only refers to the list of countries covered by this rank-
ing, these countries have the lowest rankings. Figure 11 shows the index rankings of 
global justice that excludes antipoverty in 2021.

The Global Justice Index rankings for this year on all 10 issues, as presented in 
Table 22, encompassed 120 countries. The top 10 countries were identical to those in 
Table 21, which excluded the antipoverty issue. The only difference here was that, due 
to China’s outstanding performance on the antipoverty issue, its ranking rose from third 
to second, replacing Germany, after incorporating this issue into the index.

Although last year’s index including all 10 issues covered only 62 countries, the 
missing countries were primarily those with lower rankings. Therefore, we could 
still compare the changes in rankings between the top-performing countries this 
year and last year. The top three countries ranked this year were the United States, 
China, and Japan, which is consistent with last year’s rankings. Japan ranked fourth 
this year, replacing the United Kingdom’s position from last year, while the United 
Kingdom dropped slightly to sixth. Sweden’s ranking at fifth was unchanged from 
last year. France and Canada, which ranked sixth and seventh last year, respectively, 
have fallen to ninth and eighth this year, respectively. Norway and Switzerland, 
which ranked twelfth and thirteenth last year, respectively, have risen to seventh and 
tenth, entering the top 10. Italy; however, has dropped from eighth last year to elev-
enth this year, falling out of the top 10. Brazil and India, which ranked ninth and 
tenth last year, respectively, experienced significant declines, ranking twenty-first 
and forty-sixth this year. This is primarily due to the substantial drops in rankings 
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these two countries experienced on the antipoverty issue, as detailed in the results 
for that issue.

Table 22 showed that the last 10 countries ranked were Nigeria, Bhutan, Uzbeki-
stan, Gambia, Central African Republic, Yemen, Zimbabwe, Madagascar, Burundi, 
and Mali. Out of these 10 countries, 7 were from Africa (4 from East Africa, 2 from 
West Africa, and 1 from Central Africa), and 3 were from Asia (1 each from South 
Asia, West Asia, and Central Asia). Because last year’s index with all 10 issues 
covered only 62 countries, with the missing countries primarily being those ranked 
lower, comparing the bottom 10 rankings between this year and last year would not 
be particularly meaningful. Therefore, this report will not compare the rankings on 
this index between this year and last year. Figure  12 shows the index ranking of 
global justice that includes all 10 issues in 2021.

3  Conclusion

In 2021, the overall state of global justice had yet to fully recover to prepandemic 
levels, particularly in areas such as antipoverty, conflict resolution, refugee govern-
ance, and public health, which continued to raise serious concerns amid the ongo-
ing impact of the COVID-19 pandemic. The concept of global justice is inherently 
complex and contested, which makes its empirical evaluation particularly challeng-
ing. Our research made some attempts in this regard, providing results for scholarly 
discussion, critique, and further improvement. Building on the theoretical frame-
work, measurement methods, and index construction procedures of previous years, 
our 2021 report presents the development of global justice across 10 key issue areas 
and evaluates the performance of various nation-states in these domains. These 10 
selected issue areas were: (1) climate change, (2) peacekeeping, (3) humanitarian 
aid, (4) terrorism and armed conflicts, (5) cross-national criminal police coopera-
tion, (6) refugees, (7) antipoverty efforts, (8) education, (9) public health, and (10) 
the protection of women and children. The selection of these domains is informed 
by theoretical framing of global justice in the scholarship from rights-based, goods-
based, and virtue-based approaches, as well as the practical significance of these 
areas and associated actions in global governance. Finally, we computed the overall 
scores of countries for shaping global justice in 2021 in relation to the established 
formula for the index, which integrated the subindex scores of these 10 areas and 
used more than 50 carefully selected measurement indicators from highly respected 
sources. We then attempted to rank them according to these data.

The indicator system, data sources, and assessment techniques for the 10 issue 
areas in 2021 were largely consistent with previous years. Nonetheless, enhance-
ments were made in several respects. 1. We refined our data imputation method-
ology, introducing two key improvements. First, we allowed for a comprehensive 
approach, drawing on data for all different issues within each country to impute 
missing values, thereby bolstering the efficacy of the imputation process. Second, 
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we integrated a data-specific approach with a random forest-based method for impu-
tation, catering to the unique structures of certain raw indicators that required spe-
cialized treatment; 2. We updated data for each indicator in response to any revi-
sions or methodological changes made by international organizations such as the 
World Bank to historical data records (e.g., poverty issues). These updates expanded 
coverage to include more countries in some issue areas, thus significantly increasing 
the number of countries in the final rankings of global justice relative to previous 
years; 3. With respect to climate change, our analysis identified a strong correlation 
between  CO2 emissions and primary energy consumption data. Given this correla-
tion, we excluded the dimension of energy consumption and its associated indicators 
while retaining the remaining 14 indicators for consistency. Consequently, this issue 
area was assessed for 186 countries. 4. In public health, we incorporated indicators 
related to the pandemic, as this has been one of the most significant global public 
health challenges in recent years.

We presented two versions of the 2021 Global Justice Index: one including all 
10 issues mentioned above (covering 120 countries) and the other without the issue 
of antipoverty (covering 135 countries). Notably, the top 10 countries in the two 
index versions were quite similar and largely consistent with the previous year, with 
China surpassing Germany to rank second globally due to its outstanding perfor-
mance in poverty alleviation. The leading performers, which included the United 
States, China, Germany, Japan, Sweden, the United Kingdom, Norway, Canada, 
France, and Switzerland, showed remarkable resilience throughout the pandemic, 
reflecting commendable performance across most dimensions and indicators in the 
10 issue areas. Conversely, the bottom-ranked countries were predominantly devel-
oping countries grappling with economic hardships, political instability, or fragile 
state capacity. Simultaneously facing a multitude of governance challenges, these 
countries largely lost their ability to achieve immediate breakthroughs and thereby 
hindered their progress in global justice. This underscores a widening divergence 
among nations since the onset of the pandemic, as those that previously performed 
well and had high rankings have further solidified their positions, while those lag-
ging behind in previous years fell even further behind across many fronts.

The empirical assessment of global justice is not only intended to monitor pro-
gress on this issue and its related fields but more importantly, to urge nation-states 
to diligently shoulder their responsibilities, making greater efforts and contributions 
both domestically and internationally or regionally. First, this report illustrates the 
interconnected nature of various aspects of global justice. It is unrealistic to expect 
a single country to achieve breakthrough improvements in a specific aspect if it is 
entangled in regional conflicts or facing complex political and economic crises. The 
advancement of global justice demands a comprehensive and systematic approach. 
While nation-states are making relevant efforts, many of them are also requiring 
support from international community and civil society. Second, this report also pre-
sents regional clustering effects in many areas of global justice, such as conflict, 
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poverty, refugees, and public health. This indicates the presence of strong positive 
or negative externalities in these issue areas. The status of one country in a particu-
lar field impacts its performance in other areas and also yields spillover effects on 
neighboring countries, underscoring the need for regional governance and multilat-
eral cooperation.

Finally, it is essential to highlight several caveats for the interpretation, referenc-
ing, or utilization of the data on global justice: 1. Due to adjustments in imputation 
methods and variations in the number of countries covered, the index results were 
more reliable for comparing countries in the same year. Cross-year comparisons 
should be approached with caution. 2. In spite of ongoing enhancements to methods 
of data imputation, disparities between collected, imputed, and actual data persist. 
This is particularly notable in developing countries, where outcomes may not fully 
capture the true circumstances on the ground. 3. Our methods for measuring indica-
tors and constructing indices were not without limitations. For example, assigning 
equal weight to the 10 subdomains may be a debatable choice, and some theoreti-
cally important indicator dimensions may have failed to be included due to chal-
lenges in data availability and quality. We welcome feedback and suggestions from 
fellow scholars on these matters.
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