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Abstract 

In this deductive study, Paul Collier’s claims regarding poverty are tested. Collier claims in 

The Bottom Billion – Why the Poorest Countries Are Failing and What Can Be Done About it 

(2008) that the poorest 58 countries today are poor because they are stuck in one or several 

traps. The traps being: “The Conflict Trap”, “The Natural Resource Trap”, “Landlocked with 

Bad Neighbors” and “Bad Governance in a Small Country”. In this paper, Collier’s study is 

being redone. A quantitative approach is used in which statistical data are collected and 

analyzed. The study indicates that although these four traps are common in poor countries, 

they are not as common as Collier claims them to be. His claims can hence not be completely 

confirmed by this study. Caution is therefore necessary if his policy advices are used as 

inspiration when constructing development policies. Moreover, this study demonstrates the 

importance of using well-defined proxies and definitions, as well as informing the reader 

about which definitions that are used in the study.   

 

Keywords: Poverty, Development, the Bottom Billion, Collier, “The Conflict Trap”, “The 

Natural Resource Trap”, “Landlocked with Bad Neighbors”, “Bad Governance in a Small 

Country”   
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1. Introduction 
Millions of people suffer from poverty today. Researchers and policymakers still struggle to 

understand why people live in poverty. Over the years, numerous of theories and ideas to 

explain poverty and suggestions on how to solve it have been put forward. There are, for 

instance, those claiming that poverty is caused by endogenous factors i.e. that the solutions 

exist within the poor countries themselves (Greig et al. 2007, p. 64 ff). Neo-liberals, for 

instance, claim that for development to take place and thus for poverty to decrease countries 

need to privatize, deregulate, reduce taxes and create a minimalistic state that does not 

interfere with the market (Greig et al. 2007, p. 104 ff).  

   On the opposite side, there are those claiming that poverty is caused by exogenous factors 

(Greig et al. 2007. 64). The causes behind poverty and thus the remedies are found outside the 

poor country in question (ibid).  Structuralists, for instance, claim that poverty is created by 

the international system. A country’s place within the international system determine if it is 

poor or not and the only way to truly tackle poverty is to change the entire system (Greig et 

al. 2007 p. 88 ff). 

    One researcher that recently claims to have found an explanation to the existence of 

poverty is the liberal Paul Collier
1
 who believes poverty to be caused by endogenous factors. 

In his recently published book, The Bottom Billion – Why the Poorest Countries Are Failing 

and What Can Be Done About it (2008), he gives his view on why the poorest countries today 

are stuck in poverty. The study presented in this thesis will take a point of departure in 

Collier’s claims and test the validity of them.  

   In essence, Collier suggests that there are currently around one billion people, or 58 

countries, that are stuck in poverty. However, he does not identify the countries when 

presenting his reasoning (Collier 2008, p. 6 ff). Instead, he lumps them together and labels 

them “the Bottom Billion”. He claims that these 58 countries are poor because they are stuck 

in one or several traps (Collier 2008, p. 79). The traps, being four to the number, are “The 

Conflict Trap”, “The Natural Resource Trap”, “Landlocked with Bad Neighbors” and “Bad 

Governance in a Small Country”. The traps will be presented in more detail in Chapter 2. 

These are the traps that constitute the basis of Collier’s claims. According to him, the 

implications of these traps are that development work and policy formation should be 

organized in ways to help countries escape these traps, and by doing so escape poverty 

(Collier, 2008).  

                                                           
1
 Paul Collier is a professor in Economics at Oxford University and a former director of Development Research 

at the World Bank. 
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1.2 Research Problem and Significance  

The traps and the mechanisms involved in them, as well as the conclusions drawn from them 

appear reasonable when presented by Collier. However, there is one major problem. Collier 

does not present any hard data supporting his claims. He states in his book that the claims are 

supported by earlier research that he has conducted (Collier 2008, p. xii). However, he gives 

no detailed information about them. The reason for omitting reference information is, 

according to Collier, to make the book more enjoyable for the reader (ibid). Although this 

may have its advantages for the general public, it is problematic from a scientific point of 

view since this weakens the claims as it becomes hard to critically examine them and assess 

their validity. Another problem is that these claims are based on relationship between 

different variables (such as “bad neighbor”) that are not defined.  

   These shortcomings are problematic as the book has received attention and been influential 

(Arnot, 2009). As of 2009, over 100 000 copies of Collier’s book had been sold in English, 

and it had been translated into 14 other languages (ibid). The book has also won several 

literature awards (ibid). Additionally, the claims advanced by Collier have affected the work 

of international organizations such as the World Bank and the UN (The Globe and Mail, 

2008; Suhrke et al. 2005, p.1; The World Bank, 2010). One example of this is the General 

Secretary of the UN, Ban-Ki Moon’s wish to make 2008 the “Year of The Bottom Billion” 

(Collier 2008, p. 193; The UN News Center, 2008). In other words, the work of Collier has 

clearly received attention and made an impact. It is therefore important to assess these claims 

before they become conventional wisdom and used as “true” facts when constructing e.g. 

development policies.  

   Collier has been criticized before, mainly for using questionable data and for drawing too 

definitive conclusions from his findings (see e.g. Bensted 2011; Korf, 2006; Suhrke et al., 

2005). In relation to this book, Collier has foremost been criticized for the way he collects 

data and for drawing too definitive conclusions (see e.g. Easterly, 2007; Watts, 2007; Lipton, 

2008; Lawrence, 2007). However, no one has attempted to test the actual validity of the 

claims made by Collier by redoing his study.  

   Finally, this study is significant as the questions discussed by Collier are important within 

the Peace and Development field. By conducting the study, the hope is to contribute to the 

debate regarding the understanding of the relationships been different factors (such as civil 

wars, natural resources, lack of coast) and poverty. The results of this study can be considered 

a contribution to the debate on what causes poverty and what does not and be useful for future 

research, regardless of if this study finds Collier’s claims valid or not.    
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1.3 The Purpose of the Study  

The claims presented by Collier are, as mentioned above, a part of the ongoing attempt to gain 

a deeper understanding of poverty. These claims seem reasonable as such. However, they are 

weakened by the lack of data supporting them. The purpose of this study is therefore to test 

the validity of the claims made by Collier to assess his contribution to the debate on poverty.  

   Therefore, the intent is to test the claims stating that these traps are the explanation to why 

these countries are poor, as well as the validity of some of the main mechanisms said to be 

involved in the traps. The purpose of this study is also to investigate if Collier’s choice of 

countries was the only possible choice or if other countries could just as well have been 

chosen.   

 

1.4 Research Questions 

The purpose of this study is to test the validity of the claims made by Collier. Three research 

questions have been formulated to reach the purpose of the study.  

 

1. Is Collier right when claiming that these four traps are the reason why poor 

countries are poor? 

In order to answer the first question, four hypotheses have been formulated. Each hypothesis 

deals with one of the traps. The percentage numbers included in the hypotheses are derived 

from Collier’s claims in relation to each trap.  

 

Hypothesis 1: 73 % of the Bottom Billion countries have recently been in, or are still in, a 

civil war.
2
 

 

Hypothesis 2: 29 % of the Bottom Billion countries have economies dominated by 

resource wealth.
3
 

 

Hypothesis 3: 30 % of the Bottom Billion countries are landlocked countries with bad 

neighbors.
4
 

 
                                                           
2
 The first hypothesis sets out to test the validity of “The Conflict Trap” by testing if there is in fact a relationship 

between civil wars and poverty. 
3
 The second hypothesis sets out to test the validity of the “The Natural Resource Trap” by testing if there is a 

relationship between economies dominated by resource wealth and poverty. 
4
 The third hypothesis sets out to test the validity of the trap named “Landlocked with Bad Neighbors” by testing 

if there is indeed a relationship between being landlocked with bad neighbors and poverty. 
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Hypothesis 4: 76 % of the Bottom Billion countries have bad governance and are small.
5
 

 

2. Are there any other countries that are more qualified to be included in the 

Bottom Billion than, or just as qualified as, those chosen by Collier? 

 

3. Is Collier right regarding the mechanisms that he claims to be involved in the 

traps?  

The main mechanisms connected to the traps were deducted and the following questions 

were formulated to test their accuracy.
6
 

 

3a. Are civil wars triggered by low income, slow economic growth and 

dependency upon primary commodity exports? 

 

3b. Do the indicators; slow economic growth, bad governance, lack of a good 

market, lack of transport infrastructure, lack of sea access, and conflicts make a 

country a “bad neighbor”?  

 

3c. Can a country suffering from bad governance turn the situation around if it 

possesses a big and well-educated population, and if it has recently been in a 

civil war?  

 

1.5 Method 

To answer these questions and conduct this study, a quantitative approach will be used. The 

method that is going to be used is the Structured, focused comparison method. The study will 

take a point of departure in Collier’s claims regarding poverty and collect statistical data to 

test them. A number of proxies will be used in this study. The most appropriate proxy for each 

indicator will be decided upon before the data collection.  

   To answer the first research question, an investigation into the frequency of the traps in the 

Bottom Billion countries will be done. The amount of traps that each country is trapped in 

will also be compared to the country’s HDI and its GNI per capita-ranking, which are two 

different ways to measure poverty. This will be done to determine if there is any connection 

between the amounts of traps a country is trapped in and its HDI and/or GNI per capita-

                                                           
5
 The fourth hypothesis sets out to test the validity of the trap labeled “Bad Governance in a Small Country” and 

thus the relationship between being a small country with bad governance and poverty. 
6
 The mechanisms included in “The Natural Resource Trap” were not included due to their complexity. 
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ranking. If these traps actually cause poverty there should presumably be a strong connection 

between the amount of traps that a country is trapped in and its level of poverty.  

   To answer the second research question a control group consisting of 44 countries will be 

included in the study. This will be done to determine if other countries besides those chosen 

by Collier could have been included in the Bottom Billion. The control group will consist of 

all countries within the same Human Development Index-ranking span as the Bottom Billion 

countries in 2004. 

   To answer the third research question the frequency of the different mechanisms in the 

countries included in this study will be investigated.  

 

1.6 Delimitations  

This study will be a quantitative one investigating the situation in a great number of poor 

countries. The intention is not to make a qualitative study over only one or a few cases 

(countries). It would be beneficial and interesting to look into the different situations and local 

circumstances in the different countries included in this study. However, this will not be done. 

The time factor does not permit this, and the purpose of this study is to examine the overall 

validity of Collier’s claims and not to look deeper into some specific cases.  

   The study will also be delimited by the definitions that will be chosen for the different 

indicators. A conflict, for instance, can be defined in numerous ways and this study does not 

intend to test the claims on them all.  

    Moreover, the study will be delimited to only poor countries. The reason is that the purpose 

of this study is to test the validity of Collier’s claims. They are especially designed for poor 

countries and therefore it does not seem appropriate to include other (“non-poor”) cases.  

    Finally, the study will not look at the relationship between the different factors (such as 

civil war and poverty) in earlier historical periods. The focus will be on the contemporary 

situation in these countries (see Chapter 5 for the exact time perspective). The main reason for 

this delimitation is the time factor and that Collier does not explicitly claim that these traps 

are applicable on other countries during other time periods.  

 

1.7 Limitations 

There are limitations that might limit the study. For instance, it will not be possible to collect 

new statistics for this study and therefore statistics collected earlier, by others, will be used.  

Therefore, one problem may be the difficulty to find good (and unbiased) statistics for all 
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variables. Another problem is a possible lack of data over specific countries in relation to one 

or several of the variables. This may lead to what Creswell (2009, p. 151) calls “bias 

response”, i.e. the result could have been considerably different if these cases had been 

included.  

   The time factor and the complexity at play in some of the mechanisms will also limit the 

study. The study will, for instance, not be able to test the mechanisms claimed to be involved 

in “The Natural Resource Trap” for these reasons. 

 

1.8 Disposition 

In Chapter 2, the claims made by Collier in The Bottom Billion – Why the Poorest Countries 

Are Failing and What Can Be Done About it will be presented more in detail. In Chapter 3, 

earlier critique directed towards Collier will be presented. Thereafter, in Chapter 4, the 

methodology and the sources used will be presented. In Chapter 5, the indicators and 

mechanisms included in the study will be presented as well as the choice of proxy for each 

indicator. Thereafter, in Chapter 6, the findings will be presented. In Chapter 7, these findings 

will be analyzed. Finally, in Chapter 8, the conclusion will be presented. 
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2. Background 

In this chapter, the claims made by Collier in his book will be presented. These are the claims 

which this study sets out to test.  

 

2.1 The Bottom Billion – And Why They Are Failing  

In his book, Collier claims that while most middle-income countries today are making 

considerable progress, the poorest countries are still stuck in poverty (Collier 2008, p. 3). 

Collier implicitly equates poverty with lack of economic growth (Collier 2008, p. 11). These 

poor (i.e. non-growing) countries are, according to him, 58 to the number and together they 

contain about one billion people, hence the label “the Bottom Billion” (Collier 2008, p. 6 ff). 

Collier suggests that these countries are poor because they are trapped in one or several 

vicious circles or “traps” preventing them from escaping poverty (Collier 2008, p. 5). He 

shortly points out that there are many different traps but that he is focusing on four traps to 

explain why these 58 countries are poor (ibid). These four traps are; “The Conflict Trap”, 

“The Natural Resource Trap”, “Landlocked with Bad Neighbors” and “Bad Governance in a 

Small Country”. 

   We will now look at each trap and the mechanisms involved in them separately. We will 

start with “The Conflict Trap”.   

 

2.1.1 “The Conflict Trap” 

“The Conflict Trap” is the term used for the strong relationship between conflicts and poverty 

that Collier claims exist (Collier 2008, p. 17). The trap is called “The Conflict Trap”, but is in 

fact only dealing with civil wars (ibid). A civil war is damaging for a country’s economy and 

will undo any economic progress achieved during peacetime (Collier 2008, p. 33). Therefore, 

after leaving a civil war, a country will be in an unfavorable economic situation. It is likely to 

experience slow economic growth and be a low income country, i.e. it and its population will 

suffer from poverty (Collier 2008, p. 20). Slow economic growth and low income are two of 

the three main factors that Collier argues trigger civil wars (Collier 2008, p. 32). These two 

factors means poverty and poverty means a situation of hopelessness and frustration among 

the population (Collier 2008, p. 20). These feelings will, according to Collier, make the 

population eager to join rebel movements as they represent perhaps their only possibility to 

improve their lives (ibid). If many people are willing to join rebel movements the risk of a 
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new civil war will increase considerably. Collier means that it is like a vicious circle; poverty 

leads to conflicts and conflicts lead to poverty.  

   The third factor that Collier believes trigger civil wars is dependency upon primary 

commodity exports (Collier 2008, p. 21). Rebels are likely to choose to go to war to gain 

control over valuable natural resources (ibid).  

   Collier suggests that 73 % of the Bottom Billion countries have recently been in, or are still 

in, a civil war which he sees as evidence of the existence of a “Conflict Trap” (Collier 2008, 

p. 17).   

   We will now turn to the second trap that Collier believes helps explain why these poor 

countries are poor; “The Natural Resource Trap”.  

 

2.1.2 “The Natural Resource Trap” 

In “The Natural Resource Trap”, Collier claims that there is a relationship between what he 

calls “an economy dominated by resource wealth” and poverty (Collier 2008, p. 38). He 

believes that this connection is due to several factors. First, natural resources can motivate 

conflicts and therefore increase the risk of civil wars (Collier 2008, p. 21). Entering into a 

conflict will risk trapping the country in “The Conflict Trap” and thus in poverty (ibid).  

   According to Collier, another risk factor is the so called “Dutch disease”; i.e. when a 

country exports natural resources the value of the country in question’s currency increases 

compared to other currencies (Collier 2008, p. 39). This makes it harder for the country to 

export other goods as they become more expensive (ibid). This in turn will make it almost 

impossible for other sectors to help contribute to the economic growth of the country (ibid).  

   Additionally, an economy dominated by the export of one natural resource will become 

vulnerable to changes in the world market price on that commodity (Collier 2008, p. 40). The 

country therefore risks economic crises which make economic planning difficult (Collier 

2008, p. 40 ff).  

   Finally, Collier argues that if a government receives high incomes from natural resource 

exports it does not need to rely on taxes from its citizens (Collier 2008, p. 44). This makes it 

harder for the citizens to demand a sound fiscal policy (ibid).  

   All this, however, is not a problem for countries with very large deposits of natural 

resources as they alone are enough to maintain a high economic growth (Collier 2008, p. 38).  

   For all other countries the problem is this; as long as the country possesses natural resources 

it will find it difficult to experience economic growth and will therefore be trapped in “The 

Natural Resource Trap”. Collier claims that 29 % of the countries belonging to the Bottom 
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Billion have such economies and this prevents them from escaping poverty (Collier 2008, p. 

39).   

   Now we will turn to the “Landlocked with Bad Neighbors” trap, a trap that Collier believes 

that many of the countries that escaped the trap described here are stuck in.  

 

2.1.3 “Landlocked with Bad Neighbors” 

“Landlocked with Bad Neighbors” is the term used for the relationship claimed to exist 

between being landlocked with bad neighbors and poverty (Collier 2008, p. 54).  

   This trap is, according to Collier, not applicable to resource rich, landlocked countries 

(Collier 2008, p. 56). This because if a country possesses natural resources of a high value, it 

can sell them and make a profit even if the country is landlocked and therefore has higher 

transport costs (ibid).  

   The problem for the other countries is, according to Collier, that they are landlocked, lack 

large deposits of natural resources, and are surrounded by bad neighbors. Collier indicates 

several factors that make a country a bad neighbor; lack of a good market, slow economic 

growth, bad governance, conflicts, lack of transport infrastructure, and lack of sea access 

(Collier 2008, p. 54 ff).  

   Landlocked countries trade more with their neighbors than other countries and the lack of 

good markets in bad neighboring countries are thus a problem for their economic growth 

(Collier 2008, p. 57). If their neighbors do not want to, or cannot, buy their products this will 

hamper their possibilities to grow.   

   There is also a higher spillover rate from economic growth in neighboring countries to 

landlocked countries than to other countries (Collier 2008, p. 56). It is therefore, according to 

Collier, financially harmful for landlocked countries if their neighbors have a slow economic 

growth (ibid). The growth rate is, according to Collier’s reasoning, in turn affected by the 

quality of the governance in the country in question (Collier 2008, p. 59).  Collier means that 

if a country has bad governance and policies this has a negative impact on the country in 

question’s economic growth rates, which consequently has a negative impact on the growth 

rate in its landlocked neighbor. 

   As explained above, in relation to “The Conflict Trap”, conflicts have a negative impact on 

a country’s economic performances. A country therefore, according to Collier, becomes a bad 

neighbor if it is, or has recently been, in a civil war (Collier 2008, p. 57). Its economic growth 

will then be declining, or at the very best grow very slowly, and the spillover rate into its 

neighbors’ economies will therefore be very limited (Collier 2008, p. 55).  
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A conflict does not only have a negative impact on the growth rates, it also leads to the 

destruction of the transport infrastructure and creates an unsafe transport climate in the 

country. This makes it more difficult and dangerous for the country’s landlocked neighbor to 

transport its goods through the country in question to the coast (Collier 2008, p. 55 ff). If the 

landlocked country cannot easily export its products this will be harmful for its possibilities to 

trade and thus for its economy.  

   A country can obviously lack good transport infrastructure even if it is not, nor has recently 

been, in a war. Consequently, lack of good transport infrastructure is in itself a problem (ibid). 

   Finally, a country is, according to Collier, considered a bad neighbor if it is landlocked since 

it therefore cannot provide its landlocked neighbor with its much needed sea access (Collier 

2008, p. 57).  

   Consequently, there are several factors that make a country a bad neighbor. The landlocked 

countries having bad neighbors are trapped in a vicious circle as they cannot change the fact 

that they are landlocked and have small possibilities to affect the situation in their neighboring 

countries. Collier claims that 30 % of the Bottom Billion countries are landlocked (and non-

resource rich) with bad neighbors and thus stuck in poverty (Collier 2008, p. 56).    

   We will now leave the focus on the landlocked countries and turn to the countries suffering 

from bad governance.  

 

2.1.4 “Bad Governance in a Small Country” 

Collier also advances that bad governance in a small country leads to poverty (Collier 2008, p. 

64 ff). This is what he means by the “Bad Governance in a Small Country” trap. Collier 

claims that good governance and good economic policies can help economic growth 

extensively (Collier 2008, p. 64). However, bad governance and bad economic policies can 

harm economic growth even more (ibid).  

   Collier claims that a large and well-educated population is necessary to improve the quality 

of governance (Collier 2008, p. 70). It is also preferable if the country has just left a civil war 

as it is then more open to changes (Collier 2008, p. 71). The two first factors; a big population 

and a well-educated population are beneficial for a country, both to get the turnaround to 

better governance started and to sustain it (Collier 2008, p. 72). Civil wars have only a 

positive effect on the actual turnaround and no effect on the chances to sustain it (ibid). 

   Consequently, countries with bad governance and with a small and poorly educated 

population are stuck in a vicious circle keeping them in poverty. According to Collier, 76 % 
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of the Bottom Billion countries are experiencing, or have, at some point, experienced, bad 

governance and are thus trapped in this trap (Collier 2008, p. 79).  

   To sum up, the existence of these four traps is thus what Collier claims keep the 58 Bottom 

Billion countries in poverty and what constitutes the basis of the claims made regarding 

poverty in his book. These, and the mechanisms that they are claimed to be built on, are also 

the claims that this study sets out to test. However, before we get to that point we will look at 

earlier critique directed at Collier.   
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3. Literature Review - Critique against Collier 

In this chapter earlier critique against Collier will be presented. This critique has been directed 

both towards the work presented in The Bottom Billion – Why the Poorest Countries Are 

Failing and What Can Be Done About it and towards other studies that Collier has conducted.  

   As explained in Chapter 1, there are different views on the causes of poverty. The different 

authors that are criticizing Collier also have different opinions on how the problem of poverty 

should be addressed. Both right-wing liberals (as for instance Easterly, 2007) and left-wing 

structurlists (as for instance Cramer, 2002 and Suhrke et al., 2005) have criticized Collier. 

Although they often raise similar critical points, they obviously, due to their different 

theoretical views, have very different opinions on the implications of them as well as different 

suggestions on how Collier should have proceeded instead.  Consequently, it should be noted 

that the authors presented below differ in various ways. However, the purpose of this chapter 

is to given an overview of the critique that has been raised towards Collier. The focus will 

therefore not be on the authors’ different theoretical backgrounds, but on said critique 

  

3.1 Critique against The Bottom Billion – Why the Poorest Countries Are Failing 

and What Can Be Done About it 

As Collier published The Bottom Billion – Why the Poorest Countries Are Failing and What 

Can Be Done About it rather recently, few other scholars have respond to this publication so 

far. However, despite this, Collier has received some criticism for this study. Collier’s 

reasoning around the Bottom Billion has mainly been criticized on methodological grounds 

and for the omission of reference information. The overall recurring critique is that his data 

and the way he has collected them is questionable. The very definitive conclusions that 

Collier has drawn from these data are, according to the criticism, also questionable. We will 

now look closer at some of the critical questions raised by different scholars.   

   One of those criticizing Collier is Easterly who, in his critique against The Bottom Billion – 

Why the Poorest Countries Are Failing and What Can Be Done About it, is mainly focusing 

on foreign aid and military actions (Easterly 2007, p. 1475). Easterly’s main critique against 

Collier is that his arguments are based on inadequate hard data (ibid). His statistical data do 

not hold up if scrutinized (ibid). He also claims that Collier does not explain how he reaches 

his conclusions on which he bases his policy advices (ibid). For these two reasons; inadequate 

hard data and lack of explanation of how he reaches his conclusions, Easterly claims that his 

policy advices are not reliable (ibid). Easterly also asserts that Collier has been criticized on 



18 
 

the same grounds earlier, for instance, by a panel of economists at the World Bank (ibid). 

Easterly is, in addition, criticizing Collier for his choice of cases (ibid). He claims it 

uninteresting to look at the poorest countries today (Easterly 2007, p. 1476).  Instead, Collier 

ought to have examined the differences between countries that had, respectively had not, 

escaped poverty (ibid). 

   Easterly is not alone to question Collier, Watts is also raising some issues. In his critique 

towards Collier, Watts is mainly focusing on issues related to “The Natural Resource Trap” 

(Watts 2007, p. 637 ff). He is critical towards the work of Collier since he believes it to have a 

cynical point of departure in that Collier sees rebellions as organized crimes (Watts 2007, p. 

649). He is also critical towards that Collier has a too narrow historical focus in that he only 

looks at changes in the growth rate over time and nothing else (ibid). Just like Easterly, he is 

criticizing Collier for his approach to data and especially for the way he collects data (ibid). 

   Lipton is, to a large extent, agreeing with the assessment of Collier’s work made by Watts 

and Easterly. Lipton is, however, also claiming that Collier’s book is a brilliant work. He is, 

despite this, critical towards its structure, its focus and its methodology (Lipton 2008, p. 750 

ff). Lipton questions the lack of references in the book as well as the fact that Collier does not 

list the Bottom Billion countries (Lipton 2008, p. 750). These two omissions make it 

impossible to asses Collier’s claims (ibid). Like Easterly, Lipton is also critical towards 

Collier’s choice of focus in his study. Lipton, however, mainly points at the fact that Collier’s 

focus on countries instead of people can be problematic (ibid). Many people living in Bottom 

Billion countries are not poor, whereas many people living in others countries are in fact 

suffering from poverty (ibid). Moreover, even if his choice to focus on countries instead of 

people is accepted, Lipton finds his criterion for choosing the Bottom Billion countries 

questionable (Lipton 2008, p. 751). This as Collier claims to focus on economic growth but 

still includes Equatorial Guinea that had a high growth rate of above 10 % from 1975 – 2005 

(ibid). Another point of critique advanced by Lipton is Collier’s narrow focus on only 

economic performances (ibid). Lipton is also critical towards Collier’s presentation of his 

findings. This as Collier gives the exact percentage of countries being trapped in each trap 

without defining the variables used to construct the trap (ibid). Lipton also advances critique 

regarding Collier’s methodology. In line with Easterly’s critique, Lipton claims that neither 

the data in the book, nor the data used in other studies which are used in the book, are robust 

enough (Lipton 2008, p. 753).      

   Lawrence, another author, is also criticizing Collier for his reasoning and methodology. He, 

for instance, claims that Collier did not use an economic model for behavior during his data 
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collecting, which is the way economists generally proceed (Lawrence 2007, p. 175). This 

omission leads to that the results from the investigation are being explained by an “ex-post” 

explanation which might generate incorrect results (ibid).  Lawrence also opposes the data 

used by Collier on the account that they completely ignores, as he sees it, existing studies on 

the subject and since the data from especially Africa are likely to be very unreliable due to 

e.g. corruption (Lawrence 2007, p. 173). Although Lawrence believes that questionable data 

can be used, he is, exactly like Easterly and Lipton, firmly opposing the fact that Collier 

draws definitive conclusions from these data without noting their weaknesses (ibid).  

   Collier has not only been criticized for the methods used in connection to this publication, 

he has also received similar critique earlier. We will now turn to this critique.   

 

3.2 Critique against Collier earlier Studies by Collier 

Collier has also been criticized for earlier works that he has published, either alone or together 

with other researchers. One person that has voiced criticism against Collier is Bensted who is 

criticizing Collier and the work he has published in connection to the so called “Greed and 

Grievance” debate
7
. He believes that Collier excludes too many variables in his study and that 

he, despite this, describes his conclusions in very definitive terms (Bensted 2011, p. 86). 

Bensted considers this misleading (ibid). He also questions that Collier, almost exclusively, 

refers to earlier studies and publications made by Collier himself (Bensted 2011, p. 88).   

   Korf is also criticizing Collier’s work within the “Greed and Grievances” debate. He is, like 

many of the abovementioned authors, critical towards the base on which Collier builds his 

studies. He believes Collier’s data to mainly consist of anecdotes and questionable statistics 

which might lead to incorrect results (Korf 2006, p. 459). Another aspect of Collier’s 

approach that Korf questions is his attempts to create general correlations without taking into 

account the local, historical and contemporary, differences between different countries (Korf 

2006, p. 465 ff). Finally, Korf claims that Collier’s research approach leads to that the model 

he is using is creating the data it is supposed to explain (Korf 2006, p. 466).   

   Cramer is also questioning the way that Collier is conducting research and especially the 

way he chooses his proxies, which he calls a “patch work” (Cramer 2002, p. 1851). Cramer is 

not alone to raise questions regarding Collier’s choice of proxies. Also Suhrke et al. raise 

similar concerns.  

                                                           
7
 Briefly, this refers to the debate between those who claim that (civil) wars are caused by people’s wish to 

improve their economic situations (i.e. they go to war because they are greedy) and those who claim that civil 

wars are not caused by economic factors, but by issues of religion, ethnicity, social class and so on (i.e. the wars 

are caused by grievances). Collier is one of those in the debate who claims conflicts to be motivated by greed.     
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Suhrke et al. are criticizing a study made by Collier and Hoeffler on civil wars. They are 

mainly raising questions regarding their methodology. They point at methodological 

weaknesses such as lack of tests to determine which variables are the most suitable (Suhrke et 

al. 2005, p. 6). Suhrke et al. also contest the fact that Collier and Hoeffler are drawing 

conclusions claimed universal from a very small sample (Suhrke et al 2005, p. 4). They find it 

problematic that the authors lack consistency throughout their reasoning in their study 

(Suhrke et al. 2005, p. 6). They also criticize Collier and Hoeffler for using confidential data 

that are not available to anyone else, making it impossible to closely examine their study and 

results (Suhrke et al. 2005, p. 2).    

   Suhrke et al. are, in the paper in which they are advancing their critique, redoing Collier and 

Hoeffler’s research. From their result, which is noticeably different from Collier and 

Hoeffler’s result, they conclude that the claims and suggestions made in the original study 

cannot be entirely supported by their findings, which they further see as pointing at the 

shortcomings in Collier and Hoeffler’s study (Suhrke et al. 2005, p. 15).  

   Some of the abovementioned scholars raise the same critical issues as those included in the 

introduction chapter; namely that Collier does not included any reference information, that he 

(in his initial book) does not list the Bottom Billion countries, and that he is not defining his 

variables. Many of them also question the statistical data that Collier used. In this study, the 

intention is to make an attempt to deal with some of the shortcomings by redoing the study 

and when doing so focusing on the choice of variables and critically examining the sources.   

   In the next chapter, we will look at the methods and sources used in the study.  
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4. Methodology 

In this chapter, the approach, method and reasoning used to reach the purpose of this study 

will be described. The main sources will also be presented and the consequences of using 

statistical data as a base for the study will be discussed.  

 

4.1 A Quantitative Approach  

This study took a point of departure in Collier’s claims explained in Chapter 2. It set out to 

test the validity of said claims.  A quantitative research approach was chosen.  This approach 

appeared appropriate as the purpose of this study was not to test the validity of these claims 

on one or several cases in which case a qualitative research approach would have been more 

suitable. This could obviously have been a possible approach. However, a quantitative 

approach was chosen since the overall validity of the four traps and the mechanisms 

connected to them cannot be confirmed through Collier’s presentation in his book.  

 

4.2 The Structured, Focused Comparison Method 

The Structured, focused comparison method was used as a tool in this study since the method 

appeared suitable to use to reach the purpose of the study.  A very structured and systematic 

procedure was necessary to conduct this study in a satisfactory way. In a Structured, focused 

comparison study such a structure is required. General questions connected to the purpose of 

the study should be formulated and then applied on every single case (George and Bennett 

2005, p. 67). A certain focus is also necessary; the study should only focus on a specific 

aspect of an event (ibid). In this study, said structure was accomplished by investigating the 

existence of the different indicators and mechanisms in the same way for all countries (both as 

individual countries and as a part of the Bottom Billion and the control group respectively). 

This study is focused in that it only deals with a very specific part on the scientific debate on 

poverty, namely the four traps advanced by Collier. This method was thus used when 

collecting and compiling the data.  

 

4.2.1 Formulation of Research Questions and Choice of Cases 

Consequently, research questions were formulated to enable approaching all cases included in 

the study in the same way and assess the validity of Collier’s claims. Four hypotheses were 

formulated to test the existence of the four traps, one for each trap. Hypotheses were 

formulated to test if there was a relationship between; a) civil wars and poverty, b) economies 
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dominated by resource wealth and poverty, c) landlocked countries with bad neighbors and 

poverty, and d) bad governance in a small country and poverty. Research questions were also 

formulated to test Collier’s choice of cases and the mechanisms that he claimed involved in 

some of the traps.  

   The focus in the study was on the 58 countries listed as the Bottom Billion in a recently 

published book by Collier called Wars, Guns and Votes – Democracy in Dangerous Places
8
.  

A control group containing 44 other countries was also included in the study. They were 

included to control if some of these countries could also have been included in the Bottom 

Billion.  

   The next step, after having formulated the research question, was the operationalization and 

the data collection. 

 

4.2.2 Operationalization and Data Collection 

The main technique used in the study was compilation of statistics. First appropriate 

definitions for describing the variables were decided upon. Collier’s reasoning was used when 

deciding upon appropriate proxies. The main reason was the wish to try to redo his study by, 

as far as possible, using the same proxies as Collier did to be able to determine the validity of 

his claims. Therefore, with the help of Collier’s vague and sometimes non-existing 

definitions, an attempt was made to find the most appropriate proxies. Data availability was 

also taken into consideration when choosing proxies. Appropriate time perspectives were also 

necessary to decide upon. Again, the study took its point of departure in Collier’s statements. 

A more detail overview of each proxy will follow in the next chapter.  

   Thereafter, statistical information for the proxies was collected. Data were systematically 

collected for all the concerned years for all the countries in the study. Additional statistical 

data over the indicators connected to being a bad neighbor were also collected for all 

countries bordering to the landlocked countries included in the study
9
. Almost all statistical 

data in this study were collected from the World Bank’s database
10

. Data over the countries 

HDI and GNI per capita-ranking in 2004 were also collected.  

 

                                                           
8
 Collier decided not to list the 58 Bottom Billion countries in The Bottom Billion – Why the Poorest Countries 

Are Failing and What Can Be Done About it. However, in a recently published book by the same author (Wars, 

Guns and Votes – Democracy in Dangerous Places (2010)) a list over these 58 countries were included in the 

appendix.  
9
 The countries are listed in the end of the paper. See Appendix I. 

10
 The World Bank’s database consists of several databases. The one used in this study is World Development 

Indicators & Global Development Finance. See list of sources in the end of the paper. 
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4.2.3 Statistical Compilation 

The next step, after having collected all the data, was to compile the data. First an appropriate 

cutoff for each proxy was decided upon. This was done by trying to interpret which cutoffs 

Collier used. Although Collier does not explicitly state which cut-off he uses, he, at times, 

makes comments in the book from which it is possible to deduct which cut-offs he used.  

More information about how this was done for each proxy will follow in the next chapter.   

   Thereafter, the statistics were analyzed in the same way for each country. An analyzed over 

which of the countries were below, respectively above, the cutoff for that particular proxy was 

conducted. In connection with some proxies, e.g. civil wars and landlocked countries, no 

numeric cutoff was needed.  

   For the trap “Landlocked with Bad Neighbors” the procedure was slightly different. First, it 

was concluded which countries were landlocked and which countries were bordering to these 

countries. Thereafter, the data needed for the countries bordering to a landlocked country 

included in this study were collected. An analysis was made to determine which countries 

were bad neighbors in at least one of the aspects. The study then looked at which of the 

landlocked countries they were neighboring. By doing so, it could be determined how many 

of the landlocked countries that had only bad neighbors. In the same way, this study looked at 

the amount of the original landlocked countries that had neighbors possessing each of the 

different conditions making them a bad neighbor.  

   Only one proxy was used for most indicators making it rather easy to determine if each of 

the countries was effected by that proxy or not, e.g. if the country had been in a civil war or 

not. Each country received a 1 or a 0. 1 indicated that it possessed the indicator in question, 

e.g. that it had been in a civil war. 0 indicated that it did not possess it. NDA was used as a 

denomination when no data were available. For the indicators “education” and “lack of good 

transport infrastructure” more than one proxy was used. Therefore, they were combined to 

indicate how the countries stood in relation to these variables. The result for each country and 

each proxy was transferred into the same document to give an overview over the situation in 

each country as well as the frequency of each trap.  

 

4.3 A Deductive Reasoning  

In a deductive method a theory or general claims are tested against empirical data to be able to 

assess the correctness of the theory / the claims. Consequently, a deductive reasoning was 

used in this study to test Collier’s claims against the empirical data that had been collected by 

using the Structured, focused comparison method. 
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From the collected and compiled data, the study analyzed if the 58 countries that Collier 

deems poor also suffered from civil wars, natural resource dependency, lack of sea access and 

bad neighbors and/or bad governance and a small population. From the results conclusions 

concerning the overall validity of the claims regarding the traps could be drawn. 

   The validity of the claims was also tested by comparing the collected material over the 

countries HDI- ranking and GNI per capita-ranking with the amount of traps that the different 

countries were trapped in. This was done to assess if the traps could be claimed the 

explanation behind why these countries are poor.  

   The study also look at the countries included in the control group to determine if any of 

them were more qualified for the Bottom Billion than, or just as qualified as, the countries 

chosen by Collier. 

   From the material collected the mechanisms claimed involved in the traps could also be 

tested. The mechanisms tested were those that were deducted as the main mechanisms 

claimed to be involved in the different traps. In relation to “The Conflict Trap”, the claim that 

low income, slow economic growth and dependency upon primary commodity exports are 

three main factors triggering a conflict was tested. In connection to the “Landlocked with Bad 

Neighbors” trap, the study tested how frequent the six factors were that supposedly make a 

country a bad neighbor. Finally, in relation to the “Bad Governance in a Small Country” trap, 

the study investigated if a large, well-educated population in a country that has recently left a 

civil war enabled the country to turn the bad governmental situation around.  

   The mechanisms claimed to be involved in “The Natural Resource Trap” were not included 

in the study. This was due to the limited amount of time available for the study as well as the 

complexity of these mechanisms. One example of a complicated mechanism is economic 

planning, i.e. that an economy dominated by the export of one natural resource becomes 

extremely vulnerable to changes in the world market price on that commodity. The country 

therefore runs the risk of economic crises which make economic planning very difficult.  

Their complexity is, as is clear from the example above, largely caused by the numerous of 

different steps included in the mechanisms. Additionally, these mechanisms include indicators 

for which it would have been problematic to find good data.  

 

4.4 Consequences of Methodological Choices 

One of the consequences of using the approach and method chosen is that the result in this 

study only indicates the relationships between the variables on a general level. It says nothing 

about the situation in different parts of the countries.  
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Another factor that can be seen as a limitation originating from the methodological choices is 

that the study cannot prove causality. For instance, the fact that a specific country is poor and 

has been in a civil war does not prove that said country is poor because of the conflict. The 

findings in this study can only demonstrate that both factors exist in the given country. The 

results give no information about the local circumstances in the specific countries that could 

help clarify if causality between the factors exists. However, as the purpose of this study only 

was to assess if Collier is correct regarding the extension to which these factors exist in the 

Bottom Billion countries and not to investigate if these factors actually cause poverty, this 

shortcoming will in fact not have an impact on the result of this study.  

   Additionally, no other variables besides those chosen by Collier were included in the study. 

Therefore, it is impossible to determine, from the result of this study, if other factors are 

important.   

 

4.5 Consequences of Delimitations and Limitations 

The limitations and delimitations mentioned in Chapter 1 have some impact on the result of 

this study. One such delimitation was the choice to only test the validity of the claims on one 

definition for each indicator. The result of this study is therefore directly connected to these 

definitions and cannot be claimed valid for other definitions. 

   Additionally, one of the limitations of this study was the risk that it had to be based on 

inadequate data. There were in fact some shortcomings with the data used in the study. For 

instance, the data used for the “lack of good transport infrastructure” proxy had shortcomings 

orientating from the fact that it is unknown in which part of the countries the infrastructure 

exist and since the population density of the countries are not taken into account. To minimize 

the impact of these shortcomings, the limitations with the different proxies will be described 

in Chapter 5. Although this will not make this limitation irrelevant, the hope is that this will 

make the readers aware of these shortcomings when considering the results of this study.   

   Said result has also been impacted by the lack of data. There was especially a lack of data 

for the proxies “slow economic growth”, “lack of good transport infrastructure”, and “bad 

governance”. This is important to notice as the result is less reliable when there is a lack of 

data for many of the cases. However, it does not appear likely that the result in relation to 

these proxies would have been significantly different had there not been a lack of data.  

   We will now move on to the evaluation of the main sources used in this study.  
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4.6 Sources and Evaluation of Sources  

Most of the data used in this study are available through the World Bank’s database. This 

database was mainly used due to the great availability of data and because the World Bank is 

a well-known international organization. However, it is important to note that the World Bank 

is a liberal organization. This has especially impacted the formation of the measurement used 

to measure the quality of governance, the CPIA- (Country Policy and Institutional 

Assessment) ranking. The data regarding conflicts were collected from the Correlate of War 

project. The data over the HDI-ranking were collected from the UNDP. Like all statistical 

data there are some reliability problems with the data used in this study. 

    Most of the data available through the World Bank’s database originate from statistical 

systems in the different countries (The World Bank, 2011b). As is pointed out at the World 

Bank’s homepage, the quality of the statistical data, therefore, depends on the quality of the 

data collection systems in the different countries (ibid). The lack of high quality data is 

especially a problem for many developing countries as they often have inadequate statistical 

systems (The World Bank, 2011d). This can be considered problematic in relation to this 

study as almost all countries included are developing countries. The fact that most of the data 

are collected from different national statistical systems may also lead to inconsistency within 

the data.  Thus, there is a risk that some of the variables used in the study are not internally 

consistent.  

  The fact that most of the data available at the World Bank’s database have been collected by 

the different states themselves can, besides leading to reliability issues, also lead to issues of 

objectivity. Countries may have an interest in presenting statistical data indicating that they 

are e.g.  “better” or “worse” of than they really are.  

   There are thus overall weaknesses with the statistical data. The consequences of them are 

obviously that the result reached in this study cannot be considered as completely “true”. 

However, the fact that most data are collected by the states themselves can also be considered 

an advantage. Each country probably has the best knowledge of the conditions in its country 

which presumably is beneficial when collecting data. Moreover, the fact that the countries 

themselves collect their data can also be an advantage as possible special interests within the 

World Bank as an organization will not affect the statistics.  

   The second statistical source used for data collection was the Correlates of War database. 

This is a well-known project in which conflict situations around the world are examined and 

classified according to pre-set definitions. As in the case of the data available through the 
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World Bank’s database, there is the risk of erroneous reports leading to incorrect 

classifications of violent situations.  

   The HDI-ranking was collected from the UNDP’s International Human Development 

Indicators. The data available at this database originate from statistical agencies. As such the 

WHO, the World Bank and the UNECSO are examples (The UNDP, 2011). As in the case of 

the data available through the World Bank’s database, quality deficiencies may exist. There 

can, for instance, be lack of consistency between the data from the different agencies (ibid). 

Moreover, the data collected at these different statistical agencies can also suffer from the 

weaknesses explained above.   

   As the approach in this study was to collect statistical data to test the validity of Collier’s 

claims, statistics had to be used. However, provided that their weaknesses are known they can 

be a very valuable tool.   

   Before we turn to the results of this study, the proxies chosen for the different indicators and 

will be presented. 
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5. Operationalization  

In this chapter, the proxies and definitions used in the study will be presented. The reasons for 

choosing these specific proxies will also be present. Although the purpose of this study was to 

test many of the claims made by Collier, this study still accepted his line of thinking in some 

aspects. Collier’s line of thinking was used when choosing the different proxies in order to try 

to use the same proxies as he did. Therefore, the proxies believed to be the ones used by 

Collier were also the ones used in this study, despite the possible weaknesses that they could 

be claimed to possess. In relation to some indicators, Collier gives very limited information 

about the proxies that he used and in those cases an attempt was made to find the most 

appropriate one for the indicator in question.  

   Each definition will now be presented in turn, starting with the choice of cases and year and 

then proceed with each of the four traps.  

 

5.1 Cases 

This study has been conducted on 102 cases (countries). These include the 58 countries that 

Collier labels the Bottom Billion. These countries were not listed in the book in which the 

Bottom Billion concept was presented. This, since identifying them, according to Collier, 

would lead to a stigmatization of the countries (Collier 2008, p. 7). However, Collier decided 

to include a list of these 58 countries in an appendix in a later book that he published in 2010 

called Wars, Guns and Votes – Democracy in Dangerous Places (Collier, 2010).  

   Besides the 58 Bottom Billion countries, another 44 countries were included as a control 

group. They were included partly because Collier has, as mentioned in Chapter 3, been 

criticized for his choice of cases. The control group was, therefore, included to enable 

controlling for other countries that were just as qualified to be labeled the Bottom Billion, or 

perhaps even more qualified, than the 58 countries that Collier chose.  

   The countries chosen for this control group were those in the same HDI (Human 

Development Index) -ranking span as the Bottom Billion countries in 2004. This span ranged 

from Kazakhstan that was ranked number 79 to Niger that was ranked number 177 (The 

UNDP 2006, p. 283 ff). Thus, all countries that had a HDI-ranking between 79 and 177 in 

2004 and which were not among Collier’s Bottom Billion countries were included in the 

control group. The countries not included in the HDI-ranking for that particular year were not 

included in the control group because it is not certain that they would have been ranked below 

79. The HDI-ranking was chosen as it is a well-known measurement of poverty, as well as a 
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measurement that takes more into account than the economic performance of a country. The 

HDI measurement incorporates one-third health, one-third knowledge and one-third living 

standard (Todaro and Smith 2009, p. 824 ff).  

   It would have been possible to instead use only GDP per capita to create a control group. 

However, this study wished to use a wider scope than Collier, who is focusing on economic 

performances when measuring poverty (Collier 2008, p. 99). Collier’s narrow economic focus 

is, as mentioned in Chapter 3, something that he has been criticized for (see e.g. Lipton, 

2008).   

   Additionally, using all countries within the same GDP per capita range as the Bottom 

Billion countries would have made the control group too extensive since Equatorial Guinea (a 

Bottom Billion country) had a GDP per capita of 8885 US$ and 140 countries had a lower 

GDP per capita than that in 2004 (World Development Indicators & Global Development 

Finance, 2011). 

 

5.2 Year 

This study has mainly been conducted on data from the year 2004. Collier first published his 

book in 2007 and therefore he probably wrote the main part of it during 2006 and then 

presumably only had access to data for 2004 and perhaps from 2005. This study wishes to test 

the validity of the claims made by Collier in this book and therefore it is necessary to use data 

that Collier had access to when writing the book.  

   However, in some cases data from different years have been used. One such example is 

when controlling for triggering factors behind civil wars. In those cases, data were collected 

for the year that each civil war broke out. 

   We will now look at the different indicators included in each of the four different traps and 

the proxies chosen for them. We will start with those included in “The Conflict Trap”. 

 

5.3 “The Conflict Trap” 

Collier claims that there is a strong connection between conflicts and poverty (Collier 2008, p. 

32). He further suggests that there are three main factors increasing the risk that a country will 

end up in a civil war; low income, slow economic growth and dependency upon primary 

commodity exports (Collier 2008, p. 33).  
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5.3.1 Conflict  

In relation to “The Conflict Trap”, Collier is delimiting his focus to civil wars (Collier 2008, 

p. 17). The proxy used in this study to define a civil war was the Correlates of War (COW) 

definition. It was chosen as it appears as Collier used this definition when constructing this 

trap. He refers to the “Michigan definition” and the list of civil wars produced by the 

University of Michigan when presenting how he conducted research on the causes of conflicts 

(see Collier 2008, p. 18). The Correlates of War is a project at the University of Michigan and 

thus what Collier refers to when talking about the “Michigan definition” (Suzuki et. al. 2002, 

p. 1 ff). Moreover, the COW definition of civil wars has been widely used by researchers 

conducting quantitative studies throughout the years (ibid). Therefore this proxy was deemed 

the most optimal choice as the proxy for civil wars.  

   According to this definition a civil war is a conflict with at least 1000 battle-related deaths 

within a twelve month period (Reid Sarkees [b]). The conflict must also involve both 

“organized armed forces” and “sustained combat” (ibid).  Additionally, both parties must be 

able to conduct so called “effective resistance” to distinguish civil wars from e.g. massacres 

or other one-sided killings (ibid). There are two possible criteria for this: 1) both parties must, 

from the beginning, be organized for a violent conflict and ready to defend themselves against 

attacks from the other party, or 2) at least 5 % of the battled-related deaths must occur on each 

side (ibid).  

   Collier is claiming that a majority of the Bottom Billion countries are, or have recently 

been, in a civil war (Collier 2008, p. 17). However, he gives no indication of what he believes 

to be “recently”. Therefore, this study was forced to define what “recently” should mean and 

thus from which starting year civil wars should be included in the study. The choice was made 

to include all civil wars that, according to the COW definition, were fought between 1990 and 

2004. Consequently, conflicts that started before 1990 but were still active in 1990 were 

included. The year 1990 was chosen, primarily, for the reason of data availability. Several of 

the Bottom Billion countries, as well as those in the control group, became independent 

around 1990 (such as Armenia, Azerbaijan and Tajikistan) and there are therefore no data for 

these countries further back in time.  

   We will now look at the three mechanisms that Collier claims triggers civil wars; low 

income, slow economic growth and dependency upon primary commodity exports.  
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5.3.2 Low Income 

One of the three underlying causes behind civil wars, according to Collier, is low income 

(Collier 2008, p. 19). Collier uses the term “low income” at several places throughout the 

book. However, he never defines what he means by the term. In this study, low income 

countries were defined according to the World Bank’s classification. Every year the World 

Bank classifies countries into low income, lower middle income, upper middle income and 

high income countries according to their GNI per capita (The World Bank, 2011a). The GNI 

per capita threshold for low income differs from year to year. This proxy was chosen for its 

high degree of data availability. It also seemed appropriate as most of the data in this study 

have been collected from the World Bank’s database and therefore this proxy is consistent 

with the rest of the data. Finally, Collier worked for the World Bank and refers considerably 

to the organization in the book. It is therefore likely that also Collier could have used this 

definition.  

   

5.3.3 Slow Economic Growth 

Slow economic growth is another of the components that Collier claims increases the risk of a 

civil war breaking out in a country (Collier 2008, p. 20). Collier does not define what he 

means by “slow economic growth”.  He does, nonetheless, state that a growth rate of 2, 5 % is 

“hopeful”, so the cutoff should be less than 2, 5 % (Collier 2008, p. 8). He also claims that a 

growth rate of 0, 5 % makes the countries “slightly better” and therefore the cutoff should be 

above 0, 5 % (Collier 2008, p. 9).  Finally, Collier states that the growth rate for the Bottom 

Billion countries have been around 1, 7 % at the beginning of the century (ibid). Therefore, 

this study chose to define slow economic growth as an annual GNI per capita (current US$) 

growth rate of 2 %, or less than 2 %. 

   Economic growth was measured by growth rate per capita and not by overall growth rate. 

Only measuring the overall growth rate would not take into account that a faster growing 

population in many of the concerned countries would offset such a growth. The growth rate 

was defined as the GNI, and not the GDP, per capita growth rate. This is due to several 

factors. GNI was used as the proxy when defining low income and it therefore seems 

reasonable to use GNI also in connection to economic growth. Moreover, GNI gives a more 

accurate picture than GDP. GDP includes only goods and services produced on the territory of 

the country in question, whereas GNI includes all goods and services produced by the 

residents of the country in question (Todaro and Smith 2009, p. 824 ff).  
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5.3.4 Dependency upon Primary Commodity Exports  

The third main component that Collier claims trigger civil wars is dependency upon primary 

commodity exports (Collier 2008, p. 21).  Collier does not explain exactly which primary 

goods he means could trigger a conflict. He does, however, give oil and diamonds as 

examples (ibid). In this study minerals, oil, and forests have been used as a proxy for primary 

goods. They were chosen due to data availability and for their relevance. This choice 

obviously excludes many other primary goods. However, many primary commodities are not 

of such a value, or production form, that they would function as a motivating factor behind 

conflicts. A country with a high degree of, for instance, agricultural raw material will 

probably not run the same risk of experience a civil war for this reason as a country with 

considerable oil wealth.  

   The proxy used to measure “dependence upon primary commodity exports” was the 

combined total rent from exports of minerals, (crude) oil, and forests as a percentage of the 

total GDP. GDP was used instead of GNI as the only statistics available used GDP. Minerals 

included; tin, gold, lead, zinc, iron, copper, nickel, silver, bauxite, and phosphate. Thus, 

diamonds were not included as a primary commodity in this study. This can be considered 

problematic as diamonds are a valuable natural resource that could reasonably be believed to 

trigger conflicts. However, there were no good and reliable statistics over diamond exports.   

   The advantage with using data over rents instead of data over exports is, as Collier also 

points out, that the cost of production varies a lot between different natural resources (see 

Collier 2008, p. 43). A country makes a higher profit by exporting the same amount of e.g. oil 

as coffee. A cutoff of 20% was chosen to ensure that the export of these goods is at such a 

high level that it could motivate conflicts. Thus, a country dependent upon primary 

commodity exports is defined as a country having a total rent of 20 %, or more, of the GDP.   

   We have now looked at the indicators involved in “The Conflict Trap” and will therefore 

move on to the next trap; “The Natural Resource Trap”. 

 

5.4 “The Natural Resource Trap” 

In connection to the so called “Natural Resource Trap”, Collier claims that there is a 

connection between what he calls “an economy dominated by resource wealth” and poverty 

(Collier 2008, p. 38). Thus, according to this reasoning many of the Bottom Billion countries’ 

poor economic situations are, to some extent, caused by their resource wealth. Collier also 

suggests that countries with considerable natural resource wealth are excluded from this trap 

(ibid).  
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The proxy connected to this trap will now be presented.  

5.4.1 An Economy Dominated by Resource Wealth  

As in the cases of the indicators above, Collier gives no clear definition of what he means by 

“an economy dominated by resource wealth”. However, when he discusses how he 

investigated a connection between political institutions and resource wealth he explains that 

he used the rents each country received from their natural resources (see Collier 2008, p. 42 

ff). It therefore seems likely that Collier also used natural resource rents in connection to this 

trap. Moreover, rent has, as mentioned above, the advantage of giving a more accurate picture 

of the incomes obtained from the natural recourses than export data. Therefore, the total 

natural resource rents as a percentage of the country’s GDP was used to measure if an 

economy was “dominated” by resource wealth or not in this study.  

   As in case of “dependency upon primary commodity exports”, GDP was used instead of 

GNI as the statistics available were constructed with GDP. The natural resources included 

were: (crude) oil, natural gas, (hard and soft) coal, minerals (including: tin, gold, lead, zinc, 

iron, copper, nickel, silver, bauxite, and phosphate) and forests. Just like in connection to the 

proxy “dependency upon primary commodity exports”, diamonds were not included due to 

lack of available data. 

   A cutoff for the amount of natural resource rents required to be classified as an economy 

“dominated” by resource wealth was also needed. Collier does not present which cutoff he 

used. However, in the book, he refers to an 8 % limit in relation to democracy (see Collier 

2008, p. 43). As this number seemed rather reasonable, “an economy dominated by resource 

wealth” was defined as an economy with a total natural resource rent of 8 %, or more, of the 

GDP.  

   Collier claims that this relationship does not apply to countries that have very large deposits 

of natural resources (Collier 2008, p. 38). Thus, also an upper cutoff was required. Collier 

names two countries that he believes have enough natural resources to escape the trap; Saudi 

Arabia and Kuwait (ibid). In 2004, Saudi Arabia had a total natural resource rent of 48, 7 % of 

its GDP and Kuwait had a total natural resource rent of 51, 5 % of its GDP (World 

Development Indicators & Global Development Finance, 2011).  Therefore 50 % was chosen 

as the upper cutoff. Thus, an “economy dominated by resource wealth” was defined as an 

economy in which the total natural resource rent is between 8 % and 50 % of the GDP. 
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The proxies chosen for the indicators involved in “The Natural Resource Trap” have now 

been presented. Therefore, we will continue with those involved in the “Landlocked with Bad 

Neighbors” trap.   

 

5.5 “Landlocked with Bad Neighbors”  

In connection to the “Landlocked with Bad Neighbors” trap, Collier suggests that there is a 

connection between being landlocked with bad neighbors and poverty (Collier 2008, p. 54). 

Landlocked countries have an economic disadvantage and their situation is further 

deteriorated if they are situated near countries that for different reasons are not good 

neighbors (Collier 2008, p. 54 ff.)  

   The proxies chosen for the different indicators involved in this trap will now be presented. 

 

5.5.1 Landlocked  

This trap is thus only applicable to landlocked countries. A landlocked country is in this study 

defined in accordance with the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea as a country 

that has no seacoast (The UN, 2011). For a list over the countries see Appendix I.  

 

5.5.2 Resource Rich 

Collier is claiming that landlocked countries which are natural resource rich are not caught in 

this trap (Collier 2008, p. 59). Collier does not define “resource rich”. The same definition for 

describing a resource rich country was used here as in “The Natural Resource Trap”. 

Consequently, a resource rich country is a country with a total rent (of oil, natural gas, coal, 

minerals and forests) of 8 %, or more, of the total GDP.  

 

5.5.3 Bad Neighbor 

Collier does not explicitly define what he considers to constitute a bad neighbor. However, he 

gives some indications when describing Uganda’s situation as he points out in which ways its 

neighbors are bad. Kenya has a stagnating economy, bad governance, and poor transport 

infrastructure (Collier 2008, p. 55 ff). Sudan has been in a civil war (Collier 2008, p. 57).  

Rwanda has experienced genocide and is a landlocked country (Collier 2008, p. 55 ff).  The 

Democratic Republic of Congo has experienced civil wars and lacks good transport 

infrastructure (ibid). Somalia is conflict-ridden (Collier 2003, p. 57). From these statements, 

the following indicators were deducted as describing a bad neighbor; slow economic growth, 

bad governance, lack of good transport infrastructure, conflict-ridden, landlocked.  
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Additionally, Collier claims that whereas non-landlocked countries sell products to the entire 

world, landlocked countries have to trade more with their neighboring countries (ibid). 

Therefore, these countries need to import a lot of products from their landlocked neighbors to 

become good neighbors (ibid). Thus, another indicator is lack of a good market. Each country 

that possessed one or several of these indicators was defined as a bad neighbor.  

   The proxies chosen for each of these factors making a country a bad neighbor will now be 

presented.  

 

5.5.4 Slow Economic Growth 

Slow economic growth is an indicator for a bad neighbor. The same proxy for slow economic 

growth was used here as in connection to “The Conflict Trap”, i.e. an annual GNI per capita 

growth rate of 2 % or less than 2 %. This was done in an attempt to be consistent throughout 

the study.  

 

5.5.5 Lack of Good Transport Infrastructure 

Lack of good transport infrastructure is something else that, according to Collier, makes a 

country a bad neighbor (Collier 2008, p. 55).  Collier does not define what he means by this 

term. However, he does explain that a country is a bad neighbor if its quality of infrastructure 

makes it very expensive, or even impossible, for the landlocked country to transport goods 

through the country in question to the coast (ibid). He is also referring to destroyed roads as 

something that makes a country a bad neighbor in this aspect (Collier 2008, p. 55 ff). 

Therefore, the proxy for transport infrastructure should be one that indicates how difficult and 

expensive it is for the neighbor to transport goods through the country in question to the coast. 

   It was problematic to find a good proxy for this indicator. Those that exist generally lack 

data for all, or a great proportion of, the countries included in this study. The proxies used 

were; road density, paved roads, rail line density. There was a lack of data for some of the 

countries. Therefore, these three different proxies were combined to get a view of the 

situation in most of the countries included in this study. There was, however, still a lack of 

data for many of the countries for the year 2004. Therefore, data were collected from different 

years to obtain enough data to judge the quality of the infrastructure. Data were collected 

from the latest available year, but not going back further than 2000. The quality of transport 

infrastructure overall has probably not changed considerably over these five years and that 

data from e.g. 2001 are thus fairly good indicators of the situation in 2004.  
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The proxies chosen have some shortcomings. For instance, they do not take into consideration 

the local circumstances in the different countries. A country that has very large non-populated 

areas does not need the same amount of road and rail ways per km of land as other countries. 

Moreover, the proxies give no information regarding in which part of the country / between 

which locations there are (paved) roads and railways and where there are not. Consequently, 

the collected data do not indicate if these roads and railways run from the landlocked country 

through the neighbor to the coast or not.  

   Additionally, the data do not include all possible aspects of transport infrastructure. The 

data, for instance, give no clear information about the current standard and availability of the 

roads. Collier, for instance, refers to poorly maintained roads as an example of inadequate 

infrastructure (Collier 2008, p. 56). The chosen proxies do not give any information in 

relation to this aspect of transport infrastructure quality. However, it is reasonable to presume 

that a country with well extended road and railway networks and a high percentage of paved 

roads puts overall more resources on transport infrastructure, including more resources on 

maintenance of existing roads, than other countries.     

 

5.5.5.1 Road Density 

One of the three proxies chosen for the “lack of good transport infrastructure” indicator was 

road density, which was defined as km of roads per 100 km² of land. The cutoff line was put 

at 20 km of roads per 100 km² of land. Thus, countries with 20 km of roads per 100 km², or 

less, were considered as lacking good transport infrastructure. The cutoff was put at 20 km as 

the road density for the world, in 2004, was just above 31 km of roads per 100 km² and to 

indicate low transport infrastructure quality the cutoff should be below this number (World 

Development Indicators & Global Development Finance, 2011).  

 

5.5.5.2 Paved Roads 

Paved roads as a percentage of the total amount of roads is another of the proxies used for 

measuring the quality of the transport infrastructure. Paved roads were defined as those roads 

made by crushed stone, hydrocarbon binder, bituminized agents, with concrete or 

cobblestones. The cutoff was set at 30 % or less. In other words, a country in which 30 %, or 

less, of the roads are paved were defined as lacking good infrastructure. 

   This proxy has some other limitations, besides those mentioned above. A country that has 

very few roads receives a very high number if all, or most of these few roads, are paved. At 
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the same time, a country with a much greater amount of roads receives a considerable lower 

number if it has the same amount of non-paved roads as the country with few roads.  

 

5.5.5.3 Rail Line Density 

The third proxy used for this indicator was rail line density measured as km of rail lines per 

100 km² of land. The cutoff was set at 1 km of rail lines per 100 km² of land, which signifies 

that a country is considered as lacking good transport infrastructure if it has 1 km, or less than 

1 km, of rail lines per 100 km² of land. This cutoff was chosen as the Euro area has an average 

number of 4,8 km and the cutoff should be considerably below this number (World 

Development Indicators & Global Development Finance, 2011).  

 

5.5.6 Conflict-Ridden 

One of the other factors indicating that a country is a bad neighbor is, according to Collier, 

that the country is, or has been, conflict-ridden (Collier 2008, p. 55). In an attempt to be 

consistent throughout the study, the same proxy was used to define a conflict-ridden country 

in connection to this trap as the one used in “The Conflict Trap”, i.e. the COW definition.    

   However, also interstate wars were included here and not only civil wars as in “The Conflict 

Trap”. Landlocked countries are affected by the destruction caused by conflicts in their 

neighboring countries regardless of if a conflict takes place only within the neighboring 

country or between that country and one / several other countries.  

   Civil wars were defined as explained above (see “The Conflict Trap”). Interstate conflicts 

were defined, in accordance with the COW definition, as a conflict taking place between two 

or more countries (Reid Sarkees [a]). The conflict must also have “sustained combat” between 

“organized armed forces” resulting in at least 1000 battle-related deaths during a year (ibid). 

Moreover, for a state to be considered a participant in the war it must either have at least 100 

battle-related deaths, or have 1000 troops fighting in the conflict (ibid). All countries that 

were involved in a civil war, or an interstate conflict, at any time between 1990 and 2004 

were defined as a bad neighbor. 

 

5.5.7 Landlocked 

Lack of an own seacoast is another factor making a country a bad neighbor according to 

Collier (Collier 2008, p. 57). A landlocked country was defined in the same way as described 

above, i.e. as a country that has no seacoast.  
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5.5.8 Bad Governance 

Another factor that Collier claims make a country a bad neighbor is bad governance and 

policies (Collier 2008, p. 59). Although this indicator is largely included in the slow economic 

growth proxy, (as the problem with bad governance is that it creates slow economic growth) 

data have also been collected to measure the countries’ overall governmental performances.    

   Bad governance can obviously be defined in different ways and the view on what constitute 

bad, respectively good governance can vary significantly. A liberalist would, for instance, 

consider deregulation and privatization as good governance, whereas a structuralist would not. 

As this study attempts to, as far as possible, use the same proxies as Collier did, bad 

governance will be measured by the CPIA- (Country Policy and Institutional Assessment) 

ranking since Collier states that he used this measurement when assessing the quality of 

countries’ governance (Collier 2008, p. 68). However, it is important to note that this index is 

created by the liberal organization the World Bank which obviously has influenced how bad 

governance is defined. The same proxy, the CPIA was used here to measure bad governance 

as in the “Bad Governance in a Small Country” trap. 

  The CPIA is thus a World Bank measurement which is used to yearly assess the quality of 

countries’ policies and institutions. The measurement includes four parts; Economic 

Management, Structural Policies, Policies for Social Inclusion/Equity, and Public Sector 

Management and Institutions. Together, they contain 16 criteria
11

 in which each country is 

rated on a scale. 

   In the beginning of the 21th century, the World Bank only disclosed part of the CPIA rating. 

For these years, the actual number that each country received in the scoring was not revealed. 

Instead, the rated countries were divided into quintiles, where the fifth quintile contained the 

countries with the lowest ratings (The World Bank, 2011).  These are the only data available 

for 2004, therefore a country placed in the fifth and final quintile was considered as having 

bad governance. In his book, Collier states that he uses a very low cutoff (Collier 2008, p. 69).  

Therefore, only the countries included in the fifth quintile were in this study defined as having 

bad governance. Collier also names several countries that are below his cutoff and they were 

all in the fifth quintile, or not at all included, in 2004 (ibid).   

                                                           
11

 Economic Management: Macroeconomic Management, Fiscal Policy, Debt Policy.  Structural Policies: 

Trade, Financial Sector and Business Regulatory Environment. Policies for Social Inclusion/Equity: Gender 

Equality, Equity of Public Resource Use, Building Human Resources, Social Protection and Labor and Policies 

and Institutions for Environmental Sustainability. Public Sector Management and Institutions: Property 

Rights and Rule-based Governance, Quality of Budgetary and Financial Management, Efficiency of Revenue 

Mobilization, Quality of Public Administration, Transparency, Accountability, and Corruption in the Public 

Sector. 
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5.5.9 Lack of a Good Market 

Lack of a good market to which the landlocked neighbor can sell its products is another factor 

that, according to Collier, turns a country into a bad neighbor (Collier 2008, p. 57). The proxy 

used for this indicator is “the merchandise imports from developing economies”, from the 

region in which the neighbor of the country is situated, as a percentage of the total 

merchandise imports. This proxy was chosen due to data availability and lack of a more 

suitable proxy.  

   The proxy obviously does not indicate the amount of merchandises that the country imports 

from its landlocked neighbor in relation to its imports from other developing countries in the 

region. However, the hope is that the information about its general trade patterns in the region 

will be a fairly good indication of its trade relationship with its landlocked neighbor.  

   A cutoff of 30 % was chosen. Thus, a country is considered a bad neighbor if it imports 30 

%, or less, of its merchandises from developing countries in the region. See Appendix II for 

the list of the developing countries in each region.  

   We will now leave this trap and turn to the fourth and final trap and the proxies chosen for 

its indicators. 

 

5.6 “Bad Governance in a Small Country” 

In the fourth trap advanced by Collier, “Bad governance in a Small Country”, he claims there 

to be a relationship between bad governance in a small country and poverty (Collier 2008, p. 

64). Thus, some of the small Bottom Billion countries are claimed to be poor because they 

are, or have at some point been, suffering from bad governance.  

   Population size, educational level and conflicts are the three factors claimed decisive for a 

possible turnaround (Collier 2008, p. 70).  

   The indicators involved in this trap will now be presented, starting with the proxy chosen 

for “Bad governance”.  

 

5.6.1 Bad Governance 

Bad governance is, according to Collier, damaging for a country because it can be very 

harmful for economic growth (Collier 2008, p. 64). The proxy used to measure the quality of 

countries’ governance was the CPIA. This choice was made because Collier explicitly states 

that he used the CPIA for assessing the quality of the Bottom Billion countries’ governance 

(Collier 2008, p. 68). The countries included in the fifth quintile presented by the World Bank 

were defined as having bad governance. The World Bank is only disclosing the CPIA-ranking 
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for the countries that are eligible to receive funding from the IBRD or the IDA (The World 

Bank, 2011c). Therefore, all countries in this study were not included in the ranking.  

   Collier claims that more than three-quarters of the Bottom Billion countries have been stuck 

in this trap (Collier 2008, p. 69). He also states that this number includes all countries that at 

any point have been a failing state according to his definition (ibid). However, due to lack of 

access to the CPIA-ranking further back in time this study was unable to proceed in this way. 

Collier also indicates that he looked at the countries’ performances over several years to 

determine if bad governance was a consistent problem for the country (Collier 2008, p. 68). 

However, for the same reason as stated above; lack of data access, it was impossible to do this 

in this study. Therefore, this study has only looked at the countries suffering from bad 

governance in 2004.  

   In the study, the CPIA-ranking for 2010 was also included to control if countries possessing 

the factors claimed necessary for a turnaround had succeeded to improve their situation.  

 

5.6.2 Small Country  

Bad governance is a problem for small countries (Collier 2008, p. 70). The proxy used for 

defining a small country was the total population in 2004, with a cutoff of 25 000 000 

inhabitants. This cutoff was chosen as Collier claims that Tanzania had a too small population 

in the 1980’s (Collier 2008, p. 71). During this time period, Tanzania had, at the most,          

24 680 404 inhabitants (World Development Indicators & Global Development Finance, 

2011). Therefore, a country with 25 000 000, or less, inhabitants in 2004 was defined as 

small.  

   In this study, a country’s size was thus measured based on its total population and not on its 

population density. Collier is namely referring to the total population (see e.g. Collier 2008, p. 

70). For instance, Collier is, when discussing the size of countries, referring to China and 

India as big countries (in terms of population) and bigger than any Bottom Billion country 

(Collier 2008, p. 7). China and India were the biggest countries if measuring their total 

population, but not if measuring their population density (World Development Indicators & 

Global Development Finance, 2011).  

 

5.6.3 Education 

A well-educated population is also claimed beneficial for a turnaround (Collier 2008, p. 70). 

Collier defines a “well-educated population” as a population in which a great proportion of 

the inhabitants have a secondary education. However, this study was unable to find any data 
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over the proportion of secondary degree educated inhabitants in the countries investigated in 

the study. Therefore, adult literacy rate and secondary school enrollment were used to 

measure the educational level.  

   Neither one of them is describing the amount of the country’s inhabitants that currently have 

a secondary education. A secondary education is not necessary for becoming literate. 

Additionally, the amount of the population that receives a secondary education today is not 

necessary the same as the amount that received it during earlier decades. It would have been 

more reasonable to investigate the amount of the population that took part in secondary 

education in earlier years as they constitute today’s labor force. However, there were no data 

available for that time period. The hope is, nonetheless, that that current literacy rate and 

secondary enrollment rate will give a fairly good indication of the overall educational level in 

the countries.  

 

5.6.3.1 Literacy Rate 

The portion of literate adults (people ages 15 and above) as a percentage of all people in the 

age group was the proxy used for literacy. As in the case of “lack of good transport 

infrastructure”, data were collected from different years due to a considerable lack of data 

over literacy rates in the concerned countries. Data were collected from the last available year 

for the years 2000-2004. The literacy rate has presumably not changed considerable over that 

five year period. Therefore, the numbers from e.g. 2002 are fairly representative for the 

situation in 2004. The cutoff was put at 75 % as this constitutes a clear majority. Thus, a well-

educated population was here considered as one where 75 %, or more, of the population was 

literate. 

 

5.6.3.2 Secondary Education 

The proxy used for secondary education was secondary school enrollment (gross) as the 

percentage of the population, i.e. the percentage of people (regardless of age) that was 

enrolled in secondary education in that year. The cutoff was put at 75 %. A country in which 

75 %, or more, of the population in the age group was enrolled in secondary education was 

considered as having a well-educated population. 
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5.6.4 Civil War 

Civil wars are the third factor claimed beneficial for a turnaround (Collier 2008, p. 71). Civil 

wars were defined in the same way as in “The Conflict Trap”, i.e. according to the COW 

definition of civil wars. 

    

5.7 Poverty 

A final aspect included in this study was the HDI- and the GNI per capita-ranking for all 

countries in 2004. They were included as indicators of poverty to enable measuring how poor 

the countries in the study were and compare this to the amount of traps they were stuck in. 

They were chosen as they are common and well-known measurements of poverty.  

 

5.7.1 HDI-Ranking 

The HDI measurement includes one-third health (life expectancy at birth), one-third 

knowledge (one-third gross enrollment ratio, and two-thirds adult literacy rate), and one-third 

living standard (GNI per capita) (Todaro and Smith 2009, p. ff).  All countries with available 

data for the concerned year are ranked according to their HDI performances. The country with 

the best performance is ranked as number one and vice versa. 

 

5.7.2 GNI per Capita-Ranking  

The GNI per capita is the total output of goods and products produced by all residents from 

the country in question divided by the amount of residents (Todaro and Smith 2009, p. 826). 

All countries in the world with available data for 2004 were ranked in accordance with their 

GNI per capita. The country with the highest GNI per capita was in this study ranked as 

number one and vice versa. The ranking was constructed in this way to be consistent with the 

HDI-ranking.   

   We have now looked at all proxies included in this study. It is now time to look at the result 

of the study.  
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6. Findings 

In this chapter the findings will be presented. We will look at how many countries that were 

stuck in each trap and at the mechanisms connected to the traps. In this chapter, the amount of 

traps that the countries were trapped in will also be presented. For detailed information for 

each country see Appendix III. 

 

6.1 The Traps 

In this section, the results regarding the amount of countries caught in each trap will be 

presented. A table summarizing these findings will be presented in the end of this section. The 

mechanisms connected to the traps will be dealt with in connection to each trap. The findings 

related to “The Conflict Trap” will be presented first.  

 

6.1.1 “The Conflict Trap” 

The first of the traps investigated in this study was “The Conflict Trap”. The countries stuck 

in this trap were those that had experienced a civil war during the time period between 1990 

and 2004. According to my findings, 43%
12

 of the Bottom Billon countries were trapped in 

the trap. In the control group, 32 % of the countries were stuck in the trap. Overall, 38 % of 

the countries included in this study were caught in “The Conflict Trap”.   

 

6.1.1.1 Mechanisms 

The three main factors that Collier claims trigger civil wars are low income, slow economic 

growth and dependency upon primary commodity exports. The result regarding the low 

income mechanism will be presented first. See also the table below. 

 

6.1.1.1.1 Low Income 

The investigation shows that almost all countries that entered a civil war had a low income the 

year that the civil war broke out. At 94 % of the occasions, when a war started in a Bottom 

Billion country, was that country classified as a low income country. The study also 

demonstrates that at 39 % of the occasions, when a war started in a country in the control 

group, was that same country classified as low income. For one country in the control group 

there was no ranking. If the results from the Bottom Billion and the control group are 

                                                           
12

 All percentage numbers in this study are based on the cases with available data.  
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combined the country was classified as having a low income in the year that the civil war 

started at 84 % of the occasions.  

 

6. 1.1.1.2 Slow Economic Growth 

Now to the next indicator; slow economic growth. In the Bottom Billion group, the country 

had slow economic growth at 58 % of the occasions when a civil war broke out in that 

country. For 26 cases there were no data available. In the control group, the country 

experienced slow economic growth at 65 % of the occasions when a civil started. There was a 

lack of data for two of the cases. For all countries in the study, the country had slow economic 

growth, when the civil war begun, at 61 % of the occasions. 

 

6. 1.1.1.3 Dependency upon Primary Commodity Exports 

In relation to dependency upon primary commodity exports, 35 % of the Bottom Billion 

countries were natural resource dependent the year the civil war broke out in their country. 

There were no data available for seven of the cases. Only at 5 % of the occasions did the 

countries in the control group experience this dependency when the civil war started. Finally, 

the country experienced a dependency upon primary commodity exports at 26 % of the 

occasions when a civil war broke out in one of the 102 countries in this study.  

    

Table 1 The Frequency of Mechanisms Triggering Civil Wars
13

 

Source: The numbers are calculated from data drawn from the World Bank (World Development Indicators & 

Global Development Finance 2011; The World Development Reports; The World Bank, 2004b), and the 

Correlates of War project (The Correlates of War Database, 2011). 

 

Before we move on to the next trap, we will look at the situation the other way around, i.e. 

how many countries that experienced these mechanisms that did end up in civil wars and how 

many did not. 

 

 

 

                                                           
13

 The table shows how frequent the different factors claimed to trigger civil wars were in percentage. The 

numbers are based on the investigation of the situation in all countries the year that the civil war broke out in the 

country. All civil wars taking place between 1990 and 2004 were included.  

Civil War Triggers The Bottom Billion The Control Group All Countries 

Low Income 94 % 39 % 84 % 

Slow Growth 58 % 65 % 61 % 

Dependency upon Primary Commodity Exports 35 % 5 % 26 % 



45 
 

6. 1.1.1.4 The Three Mechanisms in Peace Time 

The results of this study also demonstrate how many countries with low income, slow 

economic growth and dependency upon primary commodity exports that did not experience 

civil wars in a given year. In 2004, for instance, only two civil wars broke out (one in Pakistan 

and one in Yemen). However, in that year, 59 out of the 102 countries in this study were 

classified as low income countries. In the same year, 19 of them experienced slow economic 

growth. Pakistan was not one of them and for Yemen there was no data available. Regarding 

dependency upon primary commodity exports, 13 of the 102 countries experienced this 

dependency in 2004. Yemen was one of these countries, but not Pakistan. 

   We will now leave “The Conflict Trap” and instead turn to “The Natural Resource Trap”.  

 

6.1.2 “The Natural Resource Trap”  

The countries stuck in “The Natural Resource Trap” are those that have an economy 

dominated by resource wealth, but not enough resources to maintain a high economic growth 

anyway. More countries were trapped in “The Conflict Trap” than in this trap concerning 

natural resources.  

   The findings indicate that 33 % of the Bottom Billion countries possessed a significant 

amount of natural resources. However, 11 % of these countries had enough natural resources 

to exclude them from the trap. Therefore, only 24 % of the Bottom Billion countries were 

trapped in this trap. For three countries, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Somalia and 

Myanmar there were no data available. Thus, it is possible that also they should have been 

included in this trap.  

   In the control group, 23 % of the countries possessed a significant amount of natural 

resources. None of these countries had enough resources to be excluded from the trap. 

Consequently, 23 % of these countries were stuck in “The Natural Resource Trap”. The same 

number, i.e. 23 % was reached when the results from all countries with available data, having 

the amount of natural resources required to be trapped in this trap, were combined.   

   No mechanisms were investigated in connection to this trap. We will therefore move on to 

the next trap, i.e. “Landlocked with Bad Neighbors”. 

 

6.1.3 “Landlocked with Bad Neighbors” 

In the “Landlocked with Bad Neighbors” trap countries are stuck if they are non-resource 

rich, landlocked, and have neighbors that are not beneficial for their development. The study 

demonstrates that 45 % of the Bottom Billion countries were landlocked. However, ten of 



46 
 

these countries were resource rich and thus excluded from the trap. As a result, only 28 % of 

the Bottom Billion countries were both landlocked and non-natural resource rich. All but one 

of these countries had only bad neighbors. Consequently, 26 % of the Bottom Billion 

countries were trapped in the “Landlocked with Bad Neighbors” trap.  

   In the control group, 9 % of the countries were landlocked. None of these countries were 

natural resource rich and all of them had only bad neighbors. Therefore, 9 % of the countries 

in the control group were caught in this trap.  

    In relation to the entire study, 29 % of the countries had no own coast. If the resource rich 

countries are excluded, 20 % of the countries remain. One of these countries had one or 

several good neighbors. Consequently, 19 % of all countries included in this study were stuck 

in the trap labeled “Landlocked with Bad Neighbors”. These numbers are summarized in the 

table below.  

 

Table 2 Percentage of Landlocked Countries
14

 

 The Bottom Billion The Control Group All Countries 

Landlocked 45 % 9 % 29 % 

Landlocked (non-resource rich) 28 % 9 % 20 % 

Landlocked (non-resource rich) with Bad Neighbors 26 % 9 % 19 % 

Source: The numbers are calculated from data drawn from the World Bank (World Development Indicators & 

Global Development Finance, 2011).  

 

6.1.3.1 Mechanisms 

The mechanisms included in connection to this trap were the indicators claimed to make a 

country a bad neighbor, i.e. lack of sea access, slow economy growth, civil wars, lack of good 

transport infrastructure, bad governance, and lack of a good market. 

   Except Moldova, all of the 20 landlocked, non-resource rich countries had only bad 

neighbors. However, not all of the landlocked countries included in this part of the study had 

neighbors that were inadequate in all possible ways that a country could be a bad neighbor.  

   A majority of the countries, more precisely 75 % of them, had at least one neighbor that was 

also a landlocked country. The amount of countries with one or several neighbors with slow 

economic growth was much lower than the amount of landlocked neighbors. Around a third, 

or 35 % of them, had one or several neighbors with slow economic growth. Almost all of the 

landlocked countries had one or several conflict-ridden neighbors. Only 15 % of the countries 

were spared conflict-ridden neighbors. The transport infrastructure was divided into four 

                                                           
14

 This table shows the percentage of the countries included in the study that were landlocked. It also shows how 

many of the countries in the study that were both landlocked and non-resource rich in 2004. Finally, it 

demonstrates the amount of countries trapped in the trap.  
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different levels of infrastructure quality. Half of the countries had one or several neighbors 

with bad or very bad transport infrastructure. One country, Moldova, only had neighbors with 

good transport infrastructure. Regarding bad governance, 40 % of the countries included had 

one or several neighbors with bad governance. One country, Lesotho, had no ranked neighbor. 

Finally, all of the 20 countries had one or several neighbors that lacked a good market.  

    We will now move on to look closer at final trap, but first a table over these indicators. 

 

   Table 3 The Situation in their Neighboring Countries
15

 

Had Neighbors that were/had: The Bottom Billion 

(16 Countries) 

The Control Group 

(4 Countries) 

All Countries 

(20 Countries) 

Landlocked  86 % 25 % 75 % 

Slow Economic Growth 38 % 25 % 35 % 

Conflict-Ridden 86 % 75 % 85 % 

Bad Governance 47 % 25 % 40 % 

Lack a Good Market 100 % 100 % 100 % 

Source: The numbers are calculated from data drawn from the World Bank (World Development Indicators & 

Global Development Finance, 2011; The World Bank, 2004b) and the Correlates of War project (The Correlates 

of War Database, 2011). 

 

6.1.4 “Bad Governance in a Small Country” 

The fourth and final trap, “Bad Governance in a Small Country”, contains the countries that 

are both small and have a very low rating regarding their governance quality. The findings 

indicate that 20 % of the Bottom Billion countries were stuck in the “Bad Governance in a 

Small Country” trap.  In the control group, 2 % of the countries were stuck in the trap. In the 

entire study, 12 % of the countries included were caught in this trap. For three small countries 

in the study, Liberia, Somalia and Timor-Leste, there were no data available for their quality 

of governance.  Thus, it is possible that also these countries should have been included in the 

trap. 

   

6.1.4.1 Mechanisms needed for a Turnaround 

The mechanisms that Collier claimed necessary for a successful turnaround were also 

investigated. They were; a large population, a well-educated population and a recently 

occurring civil war.  

   Only 24 % of the Bottom Billion countries experience bad governance in 2004. There were 

no data available for four of the countries and four countries were not ranked. In the control 

                                                           
15

 The table shows the percentage of countries in each group that had one or more neighbors experiencing the 

different indicators in 2004. The percentage for Bad governance includes those countries that were not ranked. 
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group only 2 % of the countries, in other words one country, the Solomon Islands, suffered 

from bad governance. There was one country lacking data and 42 countries were not ranked. 

Consequently, 15 % of the countries included in this study, or 15 of them, had bad governance 

in 2004.  

   The first component necessary for a successful turnaround is a large population. In 2004, 12 

of the 15 countries experiencing bad governance were small. One of them, the Solomon 

Islands, belonged to the control group and the rest of the countries to the Bottom Billion.  

There were thus only three countries, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Nigeria and Sudan, 

which were big enough to enable a turnaround.  

   The second component required to improve the quality of governance is a well-educated 

population. The study shows that out of the 15 countries with bad governance, three of them, 

Angola, Sudan and Haiti (all Bottom Billion countries), had well-educated population, and 

eight of them had a population with inadequate education. For four of them there were no data 

available. 

   The third and final factor claimed beneficial for a turnaround is a recently terminated civil 

war. Out of the 15 countries with bad governance, seven of them had not recently been in a 

civil war. The Solomon Islands, the only country in the control group with bad governance, 

had not been in a civil war. In the Bottom Billion, eight of the countries, Angola, Burundi, 

Côte d’Ivoire, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Guinea-Bissau, Nigeria, Sudan and 

Zimbabwe, had recently been involved in a civil war. 

   Consequently, Sudan was the only country with bad governance in 2004 that possessed all 

three components needed to turn the situation around. The Democratic Republic of Congo and 

Nigeria possessed two components; enough inhabitants and a recently occurring civil war. 

Finally, Angola also possessed two components; a well-educated population and having 

recently been in a civil war. For the situation in the countries with bad governance in 2004 see 

the table below.  
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Table 4 Percentage of Countries Lacking the Three Components
16

 

 The Bottom Billion The Control Group All Countries 

Number of Countries with Bad Governance 14 1 15 

Small 79 % 100 % 80 % 

Lack Well-Educated Population 50 % 100 % 72 % 

Non-Conflict-Ridden 43 % 100 % 47 % 

Source: The numbers are calculated from data drawn from The World Bank (World Development Indicators & 

Global Development Finance, 2011; The World Bank, 2004b) and the Correlates of War project (The Correlates 

of War Database, 2011). 

 

6.1.4.2 The CPIA-Ranking in 2010 

In 2010, four of the 15 countries with bad governance in 2004, Burundi, Lao PDR, Nigeria 

and the Solomon Islands, had left the bottom quintile in the CPIA-ranking. For two countries, 

Sudan and Zimbabwe, there were no data available. The remaining countries were still in the 

fifth and final quintile in the CPIA-ranking. 

   We have now examined how frequent the four different traps were and looked at some 

mechanisms involved in them. The results of the frequency of the traps are demonstrated in 

the table and will be summarized below. 

 

Table 5 Number of Countries in each Trap
17

 

Source: The numbers are calculated from data drawn from the World Bank (World Development Indicators & 

Global Development Finance, 2011; The World Bank, 2004b) and the Correlates of War project (The Correlates 

of War Database, 2011).  

 

6.1.5 Summarize of the Results 

To sum up, the most frequently occurring trap for all three groups was “The Conflict Trap” 

and the less occurring trap the “Bad Governance in a Small Country” trap. Thus, more poor 

countries suffered from civil wars than from bad governance.  

                                                           
16

 This table shows the percentage of countries with bad governance that lacked each of the other three 

indicators. 
17

 This table indicates how many countries were trapped in each trap in 2004. The percentage of countries with 

Bad governance is calculated on all cases with available data and on the non-ranked cases.  

 The Bottom 

Billion 

 The Control 

Group 

 All Countries  

Number of Countries in the Group 58  44  102  

Number of Countries in “The Conflict 

Trap” 

25 43 % 14 32 % 39 38 % 

Number of Countries in “The Natural 

Resource Trap” 

13 24 % 10 23 % 23 23 % 

Number of Countries in the “Landlocked 

with Bad Neighbors” Trap 

15 26 % 4 9 % 19 19 % 

Number of Countries in the “Bad 

Governance in a Small Country” Trap 

11 20 % 1 2 % 12 12 % 
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In all of the traps, more countries from the Bottom Billion than from the control group were 

trapped in each trap. The clearest difference was found in relation to the “Landlocked with 

Bad Neighbors” trap and the “Bad Governance in a Small Country” trap.   

    Now, we will leave the amount of countries stuck in each trap for the moment and instead 

look at how frequent it is for a country to be trapped in zero, one, two, and three traps 

respectively at the same time.  

 

6.2 The Countries 

In this section, we will look at the number of traps that the countries were stuck in. None of 

the countries in the study was trapped in all four traps. This, however, has a very logical 

explanation. It is impossible for a country to be caught in more than three traps at once. The 

countries included in “The Natural Resource Trap” as having an “economy dominated by 

resource wealth” were excluded from the “Landlocked with Bad Neighbors” trap for being 

resource rich. A country was included in the former trap and excluded from the later if it had a 

total natural resource rent of 8 % or more. 

   Now when that has been clarified, we will move on to the purpose of this section, i.e. to 

look at the amount of countries trapped in zero, one, two, respectively three traps. We will 

begin by examining the situation in the Bottom Billion countries. A table summarizing the 

findings is included towards the end of this section. 

 

6.2.1 The Bottom Billion 

The Bottom Billion countries were overall stuck in more traps than the countries included in 

the control group.  Out of the 58 Bottom Billion countries 24 % were not trapped in any of the 

traps and 45 % were trapped in one of the traps. Less than a third, or 28 % of the countries, 

was trapped in two of the traps. Finally, 3 % of the countries, or two countries, Burundi and 

Zimbabwe, were trapped in three traps.  

    

6.2.2 The Control Group 

For the 44 countries in the control group the numbers look quite different. Almost half of the 

countries in this group were not trapped in any traps at all. However, a great proportion of the 

countries were trapped in one of the traps. In detail, 45 % of them were not trapped in any 

traps at all. Less than half, or 43 % of the countries, were trapped in one of the traps. Only   

11 % of them, Algeria, Armenia, Indonesia, Papua New Guinea and the Solomon Islands, 

were trapped in two of the traps in 2004. None of the countries in the control group were 
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trapped in three traps. Before we summarize the results in this section, we will look at the 

overall situation.  

 

6.2.3 All Countries 

Overall, 33 % of all the countries in this study were not at all affected by the traps. The 

highest percentage of countries, 44 %, was trapped in one of the traps. Out of the 102 

countries 21% were trapped in two of the traps. Only 2 %, or in other words 2 countries, both 

from the Bottom Billion, were trapped in three traps. 

   Below, the results of this part of the study will be summarized, but first a table 

demonstrating the numbers.  

 

 Table 6 Number of Traps Affecting each Country
18

 

 

 Source: The numbers are calculated from data drawn from the World Bank (World Development Indicators & 

Global Development Finance, 2011; The World Bank, 2004b) and the Correlates of War project (The Correlates 

of War Database, 2011).  

 

6.2.4 Summarize of the Results 

The results in this part of the study indicate that the most common situation for a country was 

being stuck in one trap. Moreover, very few countries were trapped in the maximal amount of 

traps, i.e. three traps. Furthermore, 44 of the Bottom Billion countries were trapped in one or 

several traps, whereas 14 countries were spared from the traps. In the control group, 24 

countries were trapped in one or several traps, whereas 20 countries were spared from the 

traps.  

   Below, the results of the comparison between the HDI-ranking and the amount of traps will 

be presented. 

 

6.3 HDI 

In the study the number of traps that a country was trapped in was also compared with its 

HDI-ranking in 2004. The study demonstrates no clear connection between the number of 

                                                           
18

 This table shows how frequent it is for countries to be trapped in zero, one, two, respectively three traps, both 

in number of cases and percentage.  

Number of Countries 

trapped in: 

The Bottom Billion  

(58 Countries) 

 The Control Group  

(44 Countries) 

 All Countries 

(102 Countries) 

 

0 traps 14 24 % 20 45 % 34 33 % 

1 Trap 26 45 % 19 43 % 45 44 % 

2 Traps 16 28 % 5 11 % 21 21 % 

3 Traps 2 3 % 0 0 % 2 2 % 
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traps and the HDI-ranking. However, if examining the ten countries with the highest (worse) 

respectively the lowest (best) HDI-ranking; those with the highest HDI-ranking were overall 

trapped in more traps than those with the lowest HDI- ranking.  

   It is also worth noticing the HDI-ranking for the two countries trapped in three traps, i.e. 

Burundi and Zimbabwe. Burundi was ranked number 169 and thus in the Bottom 10. 

Zimbabwe was ranked 151.  

   The amount of traps that each country was caught in was also compared with its GNI per 

capita. The result of this will follow below, but first the tables over the HDI-ranking.  

 

Table 7 HDI-Ranking Compared with the Number of Traps 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: The numbers are calculated from data drawn from the UNDP (International Human Development 

Indicators, 2011), the World Bank (World Development Indicators & Global Development Finance 2011; The 

World Bank, 2004b) and the Correlates of War project (The Correlates of War Database, 2011). 

 

6.4 GNI per Capita 

In this study, the number of traps was not only compared with the HDI-ranking. They were 

also compared with the countries’ GNI per capita ranking in 2004. All countries with data 

were ranked in the same way as in the case of the HDI- ranking, i.e. those countries with the 

lowest ranking are those that are the best (i.e. have the highest GNI per capita), and vice 

versa.  

   Just like in the case of the HDI, there was no clear connection between a country’s GNI per 

capita and the number of traps it was trapped in. However, the connection was slightly higher 

in this case compared to the HDI-ranking. This is especially evident when examining the ten 

countries with the lowest, respectively the highest, GNI per capita-ranking. More than half of 

the countries with the lowest GNI per capita-ranking (and thus the highest GNI per capita) 

Top 10 HDI- 

Ranking 

Number of  

Traps: 

Kazakhstan  79 1 

Armenia 80 2 

China 81 0 

Peru 82 1 

Ecuador 83 1 

Philippines 84 1 

Grenada 85 0 

Jordan 86 0 

Tunisia 87 0 

Saint Vincent and the 

Grenadines 

88 0 

Bottom 10 HDI-

Ranking 

Number of  

Traps: 

Niger 177 1 

Sierra Leone 176 1 

Mali 175 1 

Burkina Faso 174 1 

Guinea-Bissau 173 2 

The Central African 

Republic 

172 2 

Chad 171 1 

Ethiopia  170 2 

Burundi 169 3 

Mozambique 168 1 
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were not trapped in any traps at all and the rest of these countries were only stuck in one trap. 

For the Bottom 10, i.e. the countries with the highest ranking (and thus the lowest GNI per 

capita) half of them were trapped in two traps. None of these countries managed to escape the 

traps. See the tables below.  Burundi, one of the two countries that were trapped in three traps, 

had the lowest GNI per capita of all countries included in the study. Zimbabwe, the other 

country trapped in three traps, was ranked number 155.  

   

 Table 8 GNI per Capita-Ranking Compared with the Number of Traps 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: The numbers are calculated from data drawn from the World Bank (World Development Indicators & 

Global Development Finance 2011; The World Bank, 2004b) and from the Correlates of War project (The 

Correlates of War Database, 2011). 

 

The result of this study has now been presented. First the amount of countries trapped in each 

trap and the mechanisms connected to them were examined. Thereafter, the amount of traps 

that each country was stuck in was presented and this was compared to the country’s HDI- 

and GNI per capita-ranking respectively. See the table summarizing all the findings below.  

   In the next chapter, the results will be analysis and conclusion regarding the validity of 

Collier’s claims will be drawn.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

Bottom 10 

GNI per 

Capita- 

Ranking 

 

Number of  

Traps 

Burundi 184 3 

The Democratic 

Republic of Congo 

183 2 

Liberia 182 2 

Ethiopia 181 2 

Afghanistan 180 2 

Eritrea 179 1 

Sierra Leone 178 1 

Niger 177 1 

Rwanda 176 2 

Malawi 175 1 

 

Top 10 

GNI per 

Capita- 

Ranking 

 

Number of  

Traps 

Grenada 57 0 

Turkey 59 1 

Saint Vincent and the 

Grenadines 

63 0 

Botswana 67 1 

Gabon 71 1 

Jamaica 72 0 

South Africa 73 1 

Maldives 74 0 

Belize 76 0 

Equatorial Guinea 82 0 
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Table 9 All Findings
19

 

     The Bottom Billion The Control Group All Countries 

Number of Countries in 

the Group 

    58 44 102 

”The Conflict Trap”  

 

   43 % 32 % 38 % 

 In Civil Wars 

 

   43 % 32 % 38 % 

  Low Income20 

 

  94 % 39 % 84 % 

  Slow Economic  

Growth21 

  58 % 65 % 61 % 

  Dep. upon Primary 

Commodity Exports22 

  35 % 5 % 26 % 

        

”The Natural Resource 

Trap” 

  

 

  24 % 23 % 23 % 

 An Economy dominated by 

Resource Wealth  

   24 % 23 % 23 % 

 Enough Natural Resources to 

be Excluded from the Trap  

   11 % 0 % 6 % 

        

”Landlocked with Bad 

Neighbors” 

  

 

  26 % 9 % 19 % 

 Landlocked  

 

  45 % 9 % 29 % 

  Landlocked ( not 

resource rich)23 

  28 % 9 % 20 % 

   Bad 

Neighbors24 

 

 94 % 100 % 95 % 

    Landlocked Neighbors25 

 

86 % 25 % 75 % 

    Neighbors with Slow 

Economic Growth26 

38 % 25 % 35 % 

    Conflict-Ridden 

Neighbors27 

86 % 75 % 85 % 

    Neighbors with Bad 

Governance28 

47 % 25 % 40 % 

    Neighbors Lacking a 

Good Market29 

100 % 100 % 100 % 

        

“Bad Governance in a 

Small Country” 

    20 % 2 % 12 % 

 Bad Governance30    

 

26% 2 % 15 % 

  Small31   

 

79 % 100 % 80 % 

  Lack Well-Educated 

Population32 

  50 % 100 % 72 % 

  Non-Conflict-Ridden33   

 

43 % 100 % 47 % 

Source: The numbers are calculated from data drawn from The World Bank (World Development Indicators & 

Global Development Finance, 2011; World Bank Development Reports; The World Bank, 2004b) and the 

Correlates of War project (The Correlates of War Database, 2011). 

                                                           
19 The percentage numbers indicate the amount of countries in each trap/indicator. 
20 The numbers indicate the situation in the countries where a civil war broke out. 
21 See footnote 20.  
22 See footnote 20. 
23 The numbers represent the percentage of the countries that were landlocked and non-natural resource rich. 
24 The numbers represent the amount of landlocked, non-resource rich countries with bad neighbors.  
25 The numbers represent the percentage of the landlocked countries that had one or more neighbors experiencing the indicator in 2004.  
26 See footnote 25.  
27 See footnote 25. 
28 See footnote 25. 
29 See footnote 25. 
30 The numbers represent the amount of all countries suffering from bad governance. The countries lacking data are excluded. However, the 

countries that are not ranked are included. 
31 The number represents the percentage of countries with bad governance that lacked the component in 2004. 
32See footnote 31. 
33 See footnote 31. 



7. Analysis  

In this chapter, an attempt to analyze the results presented in the previous chapter will be 

made. The purpose of this study was to assess the validity of the claims made by Collier in his 

book.   

 

7.1 Traps  

In the study the frequency of the four traps was investigated to assess the accuracy of 

Collier’s claims regarding them. Four hypotheses were formulated to test if the traps are the 

reason behind why the 58 Bottom Billion countries are poor. Each of the hypotheses was 

formulated to test one of the four traps. We will start by looking at the first hypothesis.   

 

7.1.1 Hypothesis 1: “The Conflict Trap” 

Collier suggests there to be a strong relationship between civil wars and poverty. He claims 

that 73 % of the Bottom Billion countries have recently been in, or are still in, a civil war 

(Collier 2008, p. 17). This study indicates that a much smaller proportion of the Bottom 

Billion countries than 73 % were trapped in “The Conflict Trap”, more exactly 43 %.  This is 

still a high number, but not as high as the one that Collier presents in his book. Therefore, the 

first hypothesis “73 % of the Bottom Billion countries have recently been in, or are still in, a 

civil war” cannot be confirmed by this study. 

   One possible explanation, behind that the percentage of countries stuck in “The Conflict 

Trap” turned out to be much lower than Collier claimed, is that he might have used the word 

“recently” to include civil wars going much further back in time than 1990. A much wider 

interpretation of the word “recently” would lead to a higher number of countries being 

measured as having been in a civil war. However, as stated in Chapter 5, it becomes 

problematic to collect data from further back than 1990 as many countries (e.g. Azerbaijan, 

Eritrea, Kazakhstan and Moldova) became independent around that time. Moreover, it seems 

rather unreasonable to claim that the reason behind why a country suffered from poverty in 

2004 was a civil war taking place in that country more than 15 years earlier.  Nonetheless, it 

could obviously be possible to argue that a civil war that took place 50 or 100 years ago could 

still affect the country in question, for instance through structures created during said war. 

However, it seems highly unlikely that all, or even the majority, of these “old” wars created 

structures that today cause poverty in the country in question.  

   We will now move on to the next hypothesis to see if it can be confirmed by this study. 
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7.1.2 Hypothesis 2: “The Natural Resource Trap” 

Collier also affirms that there is a connection between natural resources and poverty. In his 

book, Collier claims that 29 % of the Bottom Billion countries have an economy dominated 

by recourse wealth (but not enough resources to ensure rapid economic growth only with the 

help of them) (Collier 2008, p.39 ff). In this study, the result shows that 24 % of the Bottom 

Billion countries were trapped in this trap. Although the difference between Collier’s claim 

and the findings in this study is not as significant as in the case of “The Conflict Trap”, there 

is still a difference. This study indicates that 13 countries were trapped in this trap, whereas 

Collier’s percentage number converted into number of cases equals 17 countries. Thus, the 

second hypothesis; “29 % of the Bottom Billion countries have economies dominated by 

resource wealth” cannot be confirmed by this study.  

   This trap contains several definition demands. A definition was needed to define an 

economy dominated by resource wealth. A lower as well as an upper cutoff was required. 

There was also a need to define which natural resources to include and how to measure them. 

Although an attempt was made to make definitions and choose proxies that were as close as 

possible to the very vague definitions made by Collier, there is obviously the possibility that 

Collier in fact made different definitions and used other proxies at one or several instants in 

his study. This could explain why his claims deviate from the findings in this study.    

   We will now move on to the next hypothesis to see if it is confirmed or disconfirmed by the 

findings in this study.  

 

7.1.3 Hypothesis 3: “Landlocked with Bad Neighbors” 

Collier also claims there to be a relationship between being landlocked with bad neighbors 

and poverty. He excludes natural resource rich countries from this trap. Collier suggests that 

30 % of the Bottom Billion countries are caught in this trap (Collier 2008, p. 56). This study, 

however, indicates a slightly different number, namely that 26 % of the Bottom Billion 

countries were trapped in this trap. In real numbers, only two or three more countries were 

included in Collier’s claim than the result of this study indicates. However, despite this, the 

third hypothesis; “30 % of the Bottom Billion countries are landlocked countries with bad 

neighbors” cannot be confirmed by this study.  

   As in the case of the two traps above, the different results can possibly be explained by that 

Collier might have used different definitions than those used in this study. If that is the case, it 

is probably the definition of natural resource rich countries that differs the most. It appears 

unlikely that Collier defined a landlocked country in another way than the one used in this 
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investigation. The only other definition that had to be made was regarding the indicators 

describing a bad neighbor. In this study, with the definitions used, all but one of the 

landlocked, non-resource rich countries was found to have bad neighbors. Thus, even if 

Collier defined bad neighbor in another way, he could only have included one more country 

than this study did. This would not have been enough to reach 30 % instead of 26 %. 

Therefore, the only plausible explanation is that Collier defined resource rich in another way.  

   Now we will leave this trap and move on to the fourth and final trap and the hypothesis 

formulated to test its accuracy.  

 

7.1.4 Hypothesis 4: “Bad Governance in a Small Country” 

Finally, Collier claims there to be a connection between bad governance and poverty. Collier 

suggests that 76 % of the Bottom Billion countries have at one point been trapped in this trap 

(Collier 2008, p. 79).  However, this study reached a completely different result, namely that 

only 20 % of the Bottom Billion countries were trapped in this trap. There is, however, one 

factor that can explain this considerable difference. Collier claims that three-quarters of the 

Bottom Billion countries have at one point been trapped in this trap. This study, however, 

have only looked at the countries that were stuck in the trap in 2004. The reason behind this is 

lack of data access. Collier has, as he has done before and been criticized for before (see 

Chapter 3), used data that are confidential. This study could not examine the situation in the 

countries throughout history to determine if they at some point suffered from bad governance. 

This was due to lack of access to the CPIA-ranking for further back in time than 2001 as the 

ranking before this year was not published by the World Bank. Additionally, it seems as a 

rather odd conclusion to make that all these Bottom Billion countries are poor today (or in 

reality in 2004) because they at some point in time suffered from bad governance. On the 

other hand, as in the case of civil wars, it could obviously be argued that bad governing taking 

place earlier on created structures that still existed in the country in question in 2004 and 

which obstruct a positive development.  

   Additionally, many of the countries included in this study were not ranked in the CPIA-

ranking in 2004 and for a few of them there were no data available. Consequently, it is 

possible that the result of this study in relation to this trap could have been somewhat different 

had these countries been included in the ranking. However, as this study used the same 

measurement as Collier did, there were presumably a similar lack of data also in his study. 

   As different time perspectives were used in this study compared to Collier’s study, it might 

appear unfair to judge the claim made by Collier with the help of the findings in this study. 
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However, if the fourth hypothesis; “76 % of the Bottom Billion countries have bad 

governance and are small” in fact was assessed it would obviously not be confirmed. 

   The findings in this study in relation to this trap can thus not be used to fairly asses Collier’s 

percentage claim. However, they can, and do, indicate the correlation between bad 

governance and poverty. The findings show that at least some of these poor countries also 

suffered from bad governance. The results regarding the mechanisms that Collier claims 

crucial to improve the governance will be discussed below. First, however, a table 

demonstrating the differences between the findings in this study and Collier’s finding. 

Thereafter, some words about the overall validity of Collier’s claims regarding the traps.  

 

Table 10 Comparison between Collier’s claims and the Result of this Study
34

 

 Collier’s claims This Study 

“The Conflict Trap” 73 % 43 % 

“The Natural Resource Trap” 29 % 24 % 

“Landlocked with Bad Neighbors” 30 % 26 % 

“Bad Governance in a Small Country” 76 % 20 % 
Source: The numbers are calculated from data drawn from the World Bank (World Development Indicators & 

Global Development Finance, 2011; The World Bank, 2004b) and the Correlates of War project (The Correlates 

of War Database, 2011).  

 

7.1.5 Overall Validity 

From the abovementioned, the following conclusion can be drawn; Collier’s claims regarding 

the existence of the traps are partly incorrect. None of the four hypotheses can be fully 

confirmed. However, the result of this study relating to the second and the third hypotheses do 

not divert considerably from Collier’s claims. Moreover, countries were stuck in all four 

traps. Thus, it is not possible to overall reject his claims as such. The claims can partly be the 

explanation behind why some of these poor countries are in fact poor.  

   Nonetheless, it is important to note that Collier, in connection to all four traps, presents 

higher or considerable higher numbers than those found in this study. This is especially true 

for the fourth trap. Collier includes all countries that at any point in time had suffered from 

bad governance, which obviously makes this number very high. These high percentage 

numbers on his behalf naturally makes his claim, that the existence of these four traps is the 

explanation to poverty, seem more creditable than it would otherwise have done.  

                                                           
34

 The table shows how many percentages of the Bottom Billion countries that were trapped in each trap 

according to Collier’s claims and according to this study.  
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To sum up, the results from the investigation of the four different traps can neither completely 

confirm nor disconfirm that these traps are part of the explanation behind why these countries 

are poor.  

   There is, however, another way to assess the validity of Collier’s claims; looking at the 

extent to which these 58 countries were in reality trapped in one or several of the traps. 

 

7.1.6 The Bottom Billion 

This study demonstrates that 14 of the Bottom Billion countries were not caught in any of the 

traps. They were: Benin, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
35

, Djibouti, Equatorial 

Guinea, Gambia, Ghana, Guyana, Kenya, Madagascar, Myanmar
36

, Senegal, Tanzania, 

Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan. Collier explicitly states, in his book, that all Bottom Billion 

countries are trapped in one or several traps (see Collier 2008, p. 5).  Thus, the fact that 14 of 

these countries were not, according to this study, trapped in any trap makes that claim rather 

questionable. These traps appear to be far from the whole answer to why these 58 countries 

are poor.  

   Another way to assess if these four traps can explain poverty is to look at the countries’ 

HDI-ranking and GNI per capita-ranking respectively. HDI and GNI per capita are two 

different and common ways to measure poverty. We will start with the HDI-ranking. 

 

7.2 HDI-Ranking 

The HDI-ranking from 2004 for each of the countries was also included in the study. 

Although the ten countries with the highest HDI-ranking were overall stuck in more traps than 

the ten countries with the lowest HDI-ranking, the overall comparison between the numbers 

of traps and the HDI-ranking showed no clear connection. The conclusion drawn from this is 

that the traps do far from explain why poor countries are poor if poverty is measured by using 

the HDI.   

  

7.3 GNI per Capita-Ranking 

The countries included in the study were also ranked according to their GNI per capita. 

Although the connection between the numbers of traps and the GNI per capita-ranking was 

not very clear, the connection was stronger than in the case of the HDI-ranking. This was 

                                                           
35

 There was a lack of data for one of the traps. It is therefore possible that the Democratic People’s Republic of 

Korea was in fact trapped in one trap.  
36

 There was a lack of data for one of the traps. It is therefore possible that Myanmar was trapped in one trap. 

http://tyda.se/search/comparison
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especially evident when examining the ten countries with the highest, respectively the lowest, 

GNI per capita for that year. Consequently, the findings indicate that although the traps 

cannot be considered as the whole answer regardless of if HDI or GNI per capita is used to 

measure poverty, the traps can be considered a more plausible explanation to poverty if it is 

solely measured as the GNI per capita in a country. However, this was not unexpected as 

Collier had a rather economic concentrated focus when choosing cases.  

   The implications of these findings are, nonetheless, that depending on how poverty is 

defined (i.e. by using HDI or by using GNI per capita) the traps can be more or less “correct” 

as the explanation behind said poverty. It is likely that another result regarding the level of 

connection between the traps and poverty would have been reached had yet another definition 

of poverty been used. Thus, it is very important to be clear on how poverty is defined before 

claiming that these traps cause it.   

   To sum up, Collier’s claims analyzed so far cannot be completely confirmed. On the other 

hand, they cannot be completely rejected either. Their validity largely depends on the various 

definitions made throughout the study. We will come back to the definitions and their 

importance. However, before that we will look at the control group. 

 

7.4 The Control Group 

A control group was also included in the study. The main reason for this was to investigate if 

there were other countries besides the 58 Bottom Billion countries that were also stuck in one 

or several traps and thus could have been included in the Bottom Billion.  

   The result of this study indicates that around half of the countries in the control group were 

trapped in one or several traps. For a complete list see Appendix I. Although almost all of 

them were caught in only one trap, it is still evident that the Bottom Billion countries were not 

the only countries affected by the four traps. Consequently, there are other countries than 

those that Collier chose that could have been included in the Bottom Billion. Armenia and the 

Solomon Islands, for instance, were stuck in two traps and were just as poor as some of the 

Bottom Billion countries (if poverty is measured by HDI).  

   Moreover, although the countries in the Bottom Billion overall were, by far, trapped in more 

traps than the counties in the control group, there were, as mentioned above, 14 Bottom 

Billion countries that were not trapped in any traps at all.  The conclusions drawn from this 

are that some of the countries that Collier included in the Bottom Billion do not belong there, 

if being trapped in one or several traps is a criteria for a Bottom Billion country, which Collier 

implicitly states that it is (Collier 2008, p. 5).  
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These traps are thus not something that is particular for the Bottom Billion countries. This 

makes these traps seem as a less reasonable explanation to why these 58 specific countries 

were stuck in poverty. It also makes the contribution to the debate on poverty less significant 

and the conclusions drawn in the book less useful for constructing development policies.  

   We will now leave the reasoning around the frequency of the traps and instead look at the 

mechanisms claimed to be involved in some of the traps.  

 

7.5 The Mechanisms 

The second part of this study consisted of an attempt to look into the different mechanisms 

claimed to be linked to some of the traps. We will start by looking at the mechanisms 

connected to the first trap, i.e. “The Conflict Trap”.  

 

7.5.1 “The Conflict Trap” - Mechanisms 

Low income, slow economic growth and dependency upon primary commodity exports are 

the three main factors claimed to trigger conflicts.  This study shows that the first factor, low 

income, was present in almost all countries when the civil war broke out. This would indicate 

that Collier is correct in claiming that low income is an important triggering factor. However, 

my study also shows that there were over 50 countries with low income in which civil wars 

did not break out
37

. It therefore appears as if conflict-ridden countries in general are low 

income countries (before the war breaks out) but not as if low income countries in general are 

conflict-ridden. Thus, low income cannot be seen as a factor that in itself triggers civil wars.     

   The same situation applies for the other two factors; slow economic growth and dependency 

upon primary commodity exports. In these two cases the connection is not that strong in those 

countries in which a civil war did break out. However, there was a considerable lack of data 

regarding the level of economic growth for the countries included in this study. It is therefore 

possible that the connection could have been stronger had these countries not been lacking 

data. Dependency upon primary commodity exports was the trigger with the lowest 

correlation. In the Bottom Billion, only around one-third of the countries experienced this 

dependency when the war broke out. However, if another variable containing other primary 

commodities had been used the result may have been different.  

   Thus, according to the result of this study, Collier was partly correct when claiming that 

these three factors were involved in civil wars. They were common, or in the case of low 

                                                           
37

 It is, however, important to note that the study only looked at the situation in 2004 when determining the 

amount of countries possessing these three factors that did not end up in civil wars.  
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income, very common, in countries in which a civil war broke out. However, they were also 

very common in many other countries that did not suffer from a civil war. Thus, it appears as 

if these factors alone are not enough to trigger civil wars.  

   We now leave the triggering factors behind civil wars and turn to the factors making a 

country a bad neighbor.  

 

7.5.2 “Landlocked with Bad Neighbors” – Mechanisms 

In his book, Collier does not explicitly indicate which factors that make a country a bad 

neighbor. Therefore, it is not possible to completely assess the correctness of Collier’s claims.  

Moreover, to determine if these factors (i.e. lack of seacoast, slow economic growth, 

conflicts, lack of good transport infrastructure, bad governance and lack of a good market) are 

in fact the reasons behind why these countries are poor it would have been necessary also to 

examine the situation in countries bordering to non-poor landlocked countries. This has not 

been done in this study as the time factor did not permit it. Thus, from the scope of this study 

it is hard to draw any conclusions regarding the actual effect of the factors that occurred in 

almost all the neighboring countries, i.e. lack of a good market and civil wars.  

   Nevertheless, the study spreads light on the indicators that were not very common. Almost 

all of the landlocked Bottom Billion countries, for instance, had one or several landlocked 

neighbors. However, much fewer of the landlocked countries in the control group had one or 

several neighbors lacking seacoast. This would suggest that having landlocked neighbors are 

perhaps not a very important factor explaining why landlocked countries are poor, at least not 

for all countries. It is, however, important to note that there were few landlocked countries in 

the control group and it can thus be the question of deviating cases.   

   The findings regarding slow economic growth and bad governance are rather illuminating. 

They are, as explained in Chapter 5, both used to describe the economic situation in the 

neighboring country. Only around one-third of the landlocked countries had one or several 

neighbors with slow economic growth, and about 40 % of them had neighbors with bad 

governance. Thus, it appears as if the lack of spillover from economic growth in neighboring 

countries is not a very important reason behind poverty in landlocked countries. 

   To sum up, it cannot be excluded that Collier is right in regards to the importance of some 

factors. As such the lack of a good market and civil wars are examples. However, the study 

indicates that economic spillover does not appear to be such an important factor as Collier 

suggests.     
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In the next sub-section the mechanisms in connection to the “Bad Governance in a Small 

Country” trap will be discussed.  

 

7.5.3 “Bad Governance in a Small Country” – Mechanisms 

Collier is claiming that for a poor country suffering from bad governance a big and a well-

educated population is necessary for the country to turn the situation around. Additionally, if 

the country has recently left a civil war this makes a turnaround more feasible.  

   The result of the study shows that out of the 15 countries with bad governance, Sudan was 

the only country that had both a big and a well-educated population and that recently had 

emerged from a civil war. Sudan should therefore, if Collier is right, have improved its 

governance. However, there were no data available for Sudan for the CPIA-ranking in 2010. 

It is therefore not possible to conclude if the country succeeded to improve its governmental 

situation.  

   There were also three countries with bad governance that, in 2004, had two of the 

preconditions necessary for a turnaround; the Democratic Republic of Congo, Nigeria, and 

Angola. One of these countries, Nigeria, had a significantly better CPIA-ranking in 2010. The 

other three countries remained in the fifth and final quintile.  

   Moreover, there were three other countries, Burundi, Lao PDR and the Solomon Islands, 

that had improved their CPIA rating during these years. In 2004, Lao PDR and the Solomon 

Islands possessed none of the three components that, according to Collier, make it more likely 

for a country to accomplish a successful turnaround. 

   Thus, it appears as if the three factors perhaps are not as important as Collier suggests them 

to be. There are probably other factors that are more crucial for a successful turnaround. 

However, there is obviously the possibility that there will be a more notable change in the 

governance quality over a longer period of time. Moreover, the result may have been different 

had other variables been used, e.g. if a large population had been defined in another way.   

   Now we will move on to some concluding remarks.  

 

7.6 Concluding Remarks  

Although Collier, in the beginning of his book, states that the problems facing the Bottom 

Billion are complicated, he proceeded in a way that makes the question of why these countries 

are poor into a rather simplistic one; they are poor because they are stuck in one or several 

traps (Collier 2008, p. 12 ff). This study clearly indicates that it is not that simple. Out of the 

58 Bottom Billion countries 14 were, for instance, not trapped in any trap. These four traps 
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can thus not be the reason behind why they are poor. Consequently, although the traps can be 

part of the explanation behind by some of the countries in the Bottom Billion are poor, they 

are far from the whole answer. These four traps are a too simplistic explanation for explaining 

poverty.  

   The same applies to the mechanisms claimed to be involved in the traps. This is especially 

true for the mechanisms connected to “The Conflict Trap” and “Bad Governance in a Small 

Country”. Low income and slow economic growth, for instance, cannot be claimed to alone 

be factors triggering civil wars as they exist in numerous of countries that did not end up in a 

civil war. Caution is therefore necessary if the policy advices given by Collier are used to 

inspire future development policies.  

   Poverty and what causes it is clearly a very complex issue and cannot easily be generalized. 

It appears necessary to look at the specific circumstances in different countries / part of 

countries when trying to understand poverty, its causes and possible remedies, and not try to 

find a “one fit all”-solution. 

   We will now move on to the final chapter in this study which is the conclusion. 
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8. Conclusion 

To conclude this study the findings will be briefly reviewed. The three main research 

questions will be dealt with in turn. Thereafter, a few comments of the lesson learnt from this 

study. 

 

8.1 The Traps 

According to Collier, the 58 countries that he labels the Bottom Billion are poor because they 

are trapped in one or several traps (i.e. “The Conflict Trap”, “The Natural Resource Trap”, 

“Landlocked with Bad Neighbors” and “Bad Governance in a Small Country”) making it hard 

for them to escape poverty. The study conducted here took its point of departure in this 

assumption. The first of the three main research questions was formulated to test this 

assumption and was as follows: “Is Collier right when claiming that these four traps are the 

reason why poor countries are poor?” 

   To be able to answer this question, these four traps and their frequency in poor countries 

were examined. The study found that none of the four traps exist in the Bottom Billion to the 

extent that Collier claims. His claims can therefore not be fully confirmed. Moreover, 14 

Bottom Billion countries were not stuck in any trap at all, which further indicates that the 

traps cannot function as the complete explanation behind why these countries are stuck in 

poverty. However, the traps were rather frequent (although not as frequent as Collier 

suggests) and a clear majority of the Bottom Billion countries were stuck in traps. On the 

other hand, the study indicated that there was no clear connection between the numbers of 

traps that a country was trapped in and its HDI-ranking or its GNI per capita-ranking. The 

lack of an overall clear connection demonstrates that the existence of the traps cannot fully 

explain way these countries are poor if poverty is measured either by using HDI or by using 

GNI per capita.   

   Consequently, it appears as Collier may be correct to a certain extent. However, the traps 

seem to be a smaller part of the explanation behind poverty than what Collier suggests, and 

for some Bottom Billion countries not at all the explanation. 

 

8.2 The Control Group 

This study also wished to look into the possibility that there may be other countries that could 

also have been included in the Bottom Billion. Therefore, a control group was incorporated in 

the study and a research question was formulated as follows: “Are there any other countries 



66 
 

that are more qualified to be included in the Bottom Billion than, or just as qualified as, those 

chosen by Collier?”  

   The study indicated that there were in fact other countries that could just as well have been 

included in the Bottom Billion as those chosen by Collier. There were 24 countries in the 

control group that were stuck in one or several traps and that were just as poor as some of the 

Bottom Billion countries (if poverty is measured by HDI). There were also 14 Bottom Billion 

countries that were not trapped in any traps at all. Consequently, it appears that there are other 

countries that could have been included in, and perhaps also some countries that could have 

been excluded from, the Bottom Billion. 

 

8.3 The Mechanisms  

This study also wished to look into some of the main mechanisms that Collier claims exist 

within some of the traps and therefore the following question was formulated; “Is Collier 

right regarding the mechanisms that he claims to be involved in the traps?”   

   The three traps included in this part of the study were investigated separately. The 

mechanisms connected to “The Natural Resource Trap” were not investigated and the validity 

of Collier’s claims regarding them can therefore not be assessed.  

   In relation to the “The Conflict Trap”, Collier claims that low income, slow economic 

growth and dependency upon primary commodity exports are the three main factors 

triggering civil wars. The findings in this study, however, indicated that although these factors 

were indeed common, or even very common, in countries before a civil war broke out, they 

were also very common in many countries in which civil wars did not break out. Thus, these 

three factors alone do not appear to be very significant.  

   In relation to the “Landlocked with Bad Neighbors” trap, Collier implicitly claims that a 

country is a bad neighbor if it has slow economic growth, bad governance, lack of a good 

market, lack of good transport infrastructure, is landlocked and / or conflict-ridden. The result 

of this study demonstrated relevant findings for only a few of these indicators. The results 

indicated that the fact that a neighboring country is landlocked is not a very important factor 

explaining why landlocked countries are poor. The result demonstrated the same for the two 

other interconnected factors; slow economic growth and bad governance. They too do not 

appear to be important factors that render a country a bad neighbor. Thus, some of these 

indicators do not seem to make a country a bad neighbor and in relation to the other indicators 

the results were too limited to conclude anything. 
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Finally, in connection to the “Bad Governance in a Small Country” trap, Collier claims that a 

country suffering from bad governance needs a big and well-educated population to turn the 

situation around. If it has also recently been involved in a civil war this will increase its 

chances to make a successful turnaround. This study indicated that these indicators are not 

particular important. Of those countries that possessed two of these factors in 2004 only one 

had considerably improved its governance by 2010. Moreover, two other countries that 

improved their governance significantly did not experience any of the indicators in 2004. 

Thus, these factors do not appear to be of great importance.  

   However, as stated in the previous chapter all these findings are very closely connected to 

the definitions used for each of the indicators in the study. Consequently, if other definitions 

had been used in the study the result of the study may also have been different.   

 

8.4 The Importance of Definitions 

As outlined in the introduction chapter, the research problem that this study intended to focus 

on was that Collier’s claims had received intention and made an impact on development 

work, despite the fact that they had two major deficits; lack of data supporting them and lack 

of clear definitions. This study has addressed these problems by trying to redo Collier’s study, 

but with clear definitions and references supporting the findings.  

   Overall, this study demonstrates the importance of making clear definitions when 

conducting and presenting studies. The result may vary considerably depending on which 

time frames are applied and which variables are chosen. This per se is not a serious problem. 

However, as many of the authors (e.g. Lawrence 2007 and Suhrke et al, 2005) in Chapter 3 

pointed out, this becomes a serious problem when definitive conclusions are drawn from the 

findings and presented to the readers as “true”. If the readers are not presented with proper 

information about time frames and definitions they will not know under which circumstances 

(i.e. with the use of which variables and time frames) the result in the study exist. This in turn 

becomes very problematic if the conclusions in said study are used to inspire development 

policies at different levels.  

    

8.5 Final Remarks 

The issue of poverty; why some countries and people are still poor and what can be done 

about it is a very complicated one. Nothing is gained by trying to turn it into a simplistic one.  

It is from this study clear that it is not as easy as Collier portrays it to be, i.e. that the 58 
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Bottom Billion countries are poor because they are trapped in one or several traps. Thus, we 

really do not know why the poorest countries are failing. Therefore, there is a need to 

continue to investigate these questions in different manners and at different levels. However, 

for the findings of studies to be valuable the conditions under which the results are fund and 

thus under which they are valid must be included. Future research and policy efforts are 

crucial because millions of people still suffer from poverty every day.   
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Appendix I  
This appendix includes a list of all countries included in this study as well as the countries 

included in the Bottom Billion and the control group respectively. The appendix also includes 

a list of all landlocked countries, all countries bordering to landlocked countries, and a list of 

all countries trapped in one or several traps.  

 

All countries 

The following countries were included in the study: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Armenia, 

Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Burkina Faso, Burundi, 

Cambodia, Cameroon, Cape Verde, The Central African Republic,  Chad, China, Comoros, 

Côte d’Ivoire, The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, The Democratic Republic of 

Congo, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, 

Eritrea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, Georgia, Ghana, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea, 

Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Iran, Jamaica Jordon, Kazakhstan, 

Kenya, Kyrgyzstan, Lao PDR, Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Maldives, Mali, 

Mauritania, Moldova, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Myanmar, Namibia, Nepal, 

Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Pakistan,  Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, The 

Republic of Congo, Rwanda, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, São Tomé and Principe, 

Senegal, Sierra Leone, The Solomon Islands, South Africa, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, 

Swaziland, Syria, Tajikistan, Tanzania, Timor-Leste, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, Turkmenistan, 

Uganda, Uzbekistan, Vanuatu, Vietnam, Yemen, Zambia and Zimbabwe. 

 

The Bottom Billion  

The following countries were labeled the Bottom Billion by Collier: Afghanistan, Angola, 

Azerbaijan, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, Central 

African Republic, Chad, Comoros,  Côte d’Ivoire, The Democratic People’s Republic of 

Korea, The Democratic Republic of Congo, Djibouti, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Ethiopia, 

Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Kazakhstan, Kenya,  Kyrgyzstan, 

Lao PDR, Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Moldova, Mongolia, 

Mozambique, Myanmar, Nepal, Niger, Nigeria, The Republic of Congo, Rwanda, Senegal, 

Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sudan, Tajikistan, Tanzania, Togo, Turkmenistan, Uganda, 

Uzbekistan, Yemen, Zambia and Zimbabwe. 
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The Control Group  

The following countries were included in the control group: Algeria, Armenia, Bangladesh, 

Belize, Botswana, Cape Verde, China, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, 

Fiji, Gabon, Georgia, Grenada, Guatemala, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Iran, Jamaica, Jordan, 

Maldives, Morocco, Namibia, Nicaragua, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, 

Philippines, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, São Tomé and Principe, The Solomon Islands, 

South Africa, Sri Lanka, Swaziland, Suriname, Syria, Timor-Leste, Tunisia, Turkey, Vanuatu  

and Vietnam. 

 

Landlocked Countries 

The following countries are landlocked: Afghanistan, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bhutan, Bolivia, 

Botswana, Burkina Faso, Burundi, The Central African Republic, Chad, Ethiopia, 

Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Lao PDR, Lesotho, Malawi, Mali, Moldova, Mongolia, Nepal, 

Niger, Paraguay, Rwanda, Swaziland, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uganda, Uzbekistan, Zambia 

and Zimbabwe.  

Countries Bordering to Landlocked Countries  

The following countries boarder to one or several of the landlocked countries: Afghanistan, 

Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Benin, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burkina 

Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, The Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, 

Côte d’Ivoire, Djibouti, The Democratic Republic of Congo, Eritrea, Georgia, Ghana, Guinea, 

India, Iran, Kazakhstan, Kenya, Kyrgyzstan, Libya, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mozambique, 

Myanmar, Namibia, Niger, Nigeria, Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, The Republic of Congo, 

Romania, Russia, Rwanda,  Senegal, Somalia, South Africa, Sudan, Tajikistan, Thailand, 

Togo, Turkey, Turkmenistan, Uganda, Ukraine, Uzbekistan, Vietnam, Zambia and 

Zimbabwe.  

 

All Countries Trapped in Traps 

The following countries included in this study are trapped in one or several traps: 

Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Burkina 

Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, Central African Republic,  Chad, Comoros, Côte 

d’Ivoire, The Democratic Republic of Congo, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Eritrea, 
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Ethiopia, Georgia, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, India, Indonesia, Iran, Kazakhstan, 

Kyrgyzstan, Lao PDR, Lesotho, Liberia, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Moldova, Mongolia, 

Mozambique, , Namibia, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Pakistan,  Papua New Guinea, 

Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, The Republic of Congo, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, The Solomon 

Islands, South Africa, Sudan, Swaziland, Syria, Tajikistan, Togo, Turkey, Uganda, Yemen, 

Zambia and Zimbabwe. 
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Appendix II 
Here follow lists of all developing countries included in each region. The countries are 

divided into these regions by the World Bank. These were the regions used in connection to 

the indicator “lack of a good market”.   

 

Sub-Saharan Africa 

The Sub-Saharan Africa region contains the following countries: Angola, Benin, Botswana, 

Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, Cape Verde, The Central African Republic, Chad, 

Comoros, The Democratic Republic of Congo, Côte d’Ivoire, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, 

Ethiopia, Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia, 

Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mayotte, Mozambique, Namibia, Niger, 

Nigeria, The Republic of Congo, Rwanda, São Tomé and Principe, Senegal, Seychelles, 

Sierra Leone, Somalia, South Africa, Sudan, Swaziland, Tanzania, Togo, Uganda, Zambia, 

Zimbabwe (The World Bank 2006, p. 291). 

 

Europe and Central Asia 

The countries included as developing economies in Europe and Central Asia region are: 

Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bosnia Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, The Czech 

Republic, Estonia, Georgia, Hungary, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lithuania, Macedonia 

FYR, Moldova, Poland, Romania, Russian Federation, Serbia and Montenegro, The Slovak 

Republic, Tajikistan, Turkey, Turkmenistan, Ukraine and Uzbekistan (The World Bank 2006, 

p. 291). 

 

Latin America and the Caribbean  

The countries included as developing economies in Latin America and the Caribbean region 

are: Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Barbados, Belize, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, 

Costa Rica, Cuba, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Grenada, 

Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, 

St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia, St. Vincent & the Grenadines, Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago, 

Uruguay and Venezuela (The World Bank 2006, p. 291). 

 

 

 



80 
 

South Asia 

The countries included as developing economies in South Asia region are: Afghanistan, 

Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Maldives, Nepal, Pakistan and Sri Lanka (The World Bank 2006, 

p. 291). 

 

East Asia and Pacific  

The countries included as developing economies in East Asia and Pacific region are: 

American Samoa, Cambodia, China, Fiji, Indonesia, Kiribati, The Democratic People’s 

Republic of Korea, Lao PDR, Malaysia, The Marshall Islands, Micronesia Fed. Sts, 

Mongolia, Myanmar, Northern Mariana Islands, Palau, Papua New guinea, Philippines, 

Samoa, The Solomon Islands, Thailand, Timor-Leste, Tonga, Vanuatu and Vietnam (The 

World Bank 2006, p. 291). 
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Appendix III 
In this appendix the result of my study is presented. The tables show how many traps each 

country is trapped in as well as each country’s HDI- and GNI per capita- ranking. A “1” 

means that the country is trapped in the trap in question. A “O” means that the country is not 

trapped in the trap. NDA signifies that there were no data available. In the raw “Number of 

Traps” the amount of traps that the country is trapped in are shown. The “HDI” raw indicates 

the country’s HDI-ranking in year 2004 and “GNI per cap” the country’s GNI per capita-

ranking in 2004. The first table contains the Bottom Billion countries and the second table the 

countries included in the control group.  

Bottom Billion Countries “The 

Conflict 

Trap” 

“The 

Natural 

Resource 

Trap” 

“Landlocked 

with Bad 

Neighbors” 

“Bad 

Governance in 

a Small 

Country” 

 Number 

of Traps 

HDI GNI per 

cap 

Afghanistan 1 0 1 0  2 NDA 180 

Angola 1 0 0 1  2 161 130 

Azerbaijan 0 1 0 0  1 99 127 

Benin 0 0 0 0  0 163 148 

Bhutan 0 1 0 0  1 135 125 

Bolivia 0 1 0 0  1 115 126 

Burkina Faso 0 0 1 0  1 174 164 

Burundi 1 1 0 1  3 169 184 

Cambodia 1 0 0 0  1 129 157 

Cameroon 1 0 0 0  1 144 132 

The Central African Republic 0 0 1 1  2 172 167 

Chad 1 0 0 0  1 171 165 

Comoros 0 0 0 1  1 132 146 

Côte d’Ivoire 1 0 0 1  2 164 135 

The Democratic People’s Republic of 

Korea 

0 NDA 0 0  0 NDA NDA 

The Democratic Republic of Congo 1 1 0 0  2 167 183 

Djibouti 0 0 0 0  0 148 128 

Equatorial Guinea 0 0 0 0  0 120 82 

Eritrea 0 0 0 1  1 157 179 

Ethiopia 1 1 0 0  2 170 181 

Gambia 0 0 0 0  0 155 170 

Ghana 0 0 0 0  0 136 159 

Guinea 1 0 0 0  1 160 160 

Guinea-Bissau 1 0 0 1  2 173 171 

Guyana 0 0 0 0  0 103 129 

Haiti 0 0 0 1  1 154 161 

Kazakhstan 0 1 0 0  1 79 98 

Kenya 0 0 0 0  0 152 151 

Kyrgyzstan 0 0 1 0  1 110 158 

Lao PDR 0 0 1 1  2 133 156 

Lesotho 0 0 1 0  1 149  139 

Liberia 1 1 0 0  2 NDA 182 

Madagascar 0 0 0 0  0 143 168 

Malawi 0 0 1 0  1 166 175 

Mali 0 0 1 0  1 175 166 

Mauritania 0 1 0 0  1 153 147 

Moldova 1 0 0 0  1 114 137 

Mongolia 0 1 0 0  1 116 136 

Mozambique 1 0 0 0  1 168 174 

Myanmar 0 NDA 0 0  0 130 NDA 

Nepal 1 0 1 0  2 138 172 

Niger 0 0 1 0  1 177 177 

Nigeria 1 1 0 0  2 159 145 

The Republic of Congo 1 0 0 0  1 140 134 

Rwanda 1 0 1 0  2 159 176 

Senegal 0 0 0 0  0 156 138 

Sierra Leone 1 0 0 0  1 176 178 
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Somalia 1 NDA 0 0  1 NDA NDA 

Sudan 1 1 0 0  2 141 149 

Tajikistan 1 0 1 0  2 122 169 

Tanzania 0 0 0 0  0 162 162 

Togo 0 0 0 1  1 147 163 

Turkmenistan 0 0 0 0  0 105 114 

Uganda 1 0 1 0  2 145 173 

Uzbekistan 0 0 0 0  0 113 152 

Yemen 1 1 0 0  2 150 143 

Zambia 0 0 1 0  1 165 154 

Zimbabwe 1 0 1 1  3 151 155 

         

Number of Countries in each trap: 25 13 15 11     

 

Control Group Countries “The 

Conflict 

Trap” 

“The 

Natural 

Resource 

Trap” 

“Landlocked 

with Bad 

Neighbors” 

“Bad 

Governance in 

a Small 

Country” 

 Number 

of Traps 

HDI GNI per 

cap 

Algeria 1 1 0 0  2 102 100 

Armenia 1 0 1 0  2 80 119 

Bangladesh 0 0 0 0  0 137 153 

Belize 0 0 0 0  0 95 76 

Botswana 0 0 1 0  1 131 67 

Cape Verde 0 0 0 0  0 106 109 

China 0 0 0 0  0 81 113 

Dominican Republic 0 0 0 0  0 94 94 

Ecuador 0 1 0 0  1 83 99 

Egypt 0 1 0 0  1 111 118 

El Salvador 1 0 0 0  1 101 90 

Fiji 0 0 0 0  0 90 83 

Gabon 0 1 0 0  1 124 71 

Georgia 1 0 0 0  1 97 121 

Grenada 0 0 0 0  0 85 57 

Guatemala 0 0 0 0  0 118 106 

Honduras 0 0 0 0  0 117 116 

India 1 0 0 0  1 126 140 

Indonesia 1 1 0 0  2 108 123 

Iran 0 1 0 0  1 96 103 

Jamaica 0 0 0 0  0 104 72 

Jordan 0 0 0 0  0 86 101 

Maldives 0 0 0 0  0 98 74 

Morocco 0 0 0 0  0 123 108 

Namibia 1 0 0 0  1 125 NDA 

Nicaragua 1 0 0 0  1 112 133 

Pakistan 1 0 0 0  1 134 141 

Papua New Guinea 1 1 0 0  2 139 142 

Paraguay 0 0 1 0  1 91 122 

Peru 1 0 0 0  1 82 95 

Philippines 1 0 0 0  1 84 120 

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 0 0 0 0  0 88 63 

São Tomé and Principe 0 0 0 0  0 127 NDA 

The Solomon Islands 0 1 0 1  2 128 131 

South Africa 1 0 0 0  1 121 73 

Sri Lanka 0 0 0 0  0 93 124 

Swaziland 0 0 1 0  1 146 110 

Suriname 0 0 0 0  0 89 89 

Syria 0 1 0 0  1 107 115 

Timor-Leste 0 0 0 0  0 142 150 

Tunisia 0 0 0 0  0 87 87 

Turkey 1 0 0 0  1 92 59 

Vanuatu 0 0 0 0  0 119 112 

Vietnam 0 1 0 0  1 109 144 

         

Number of Countries in each trap: 14 10 4 1     


