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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

2017 SOCIAL PROGRESS INDEX
Social progress has become an increasingly critical 
agenda for leaders in government, business, and 
civil society. Citizens’ demands for better lives are 
evident in uprisings such as the Arab Spring and the 
emergence of new political movements in even the 
most prosperous countries, such as the United States 
and France. Since the financial crisis of 2008, citizens 
are increasingly expecting that business play its role 
in delivering improvements in the lives of customers 
and employees, and protecting the environment for 
us all. This is the social progress imperative. 

Progress on social issues does not automatically 
accompany economic development. Rising income 
usually brings major improvements in access to clean 
water, sanitation, literacy, and basic education. But 

on average, personal security is no better in middle-
income countries than low-income ones, and is often 
worse. Too many people — regardless of income — 
live without full rights and experience discrimination 
or even violence based on gender, religion, ethnicity, 
or sexual orientation. 

Traditional measures of national income, such as 
GDP per capita, fail to capture the overall progress of 
societies. 

The Social Progress Index rigorously measures country 
performance on a wide range of aspects of social and 
environmental performance, which are relevant for 
countries at all levels of economic development. It 
enables an assessment of not just absolute country 
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performance but relative performance compared 
to a country’s economic peers. Governments and 
businesses have the tools to track social and 
environmental performance rigorously, and make 
better public policy and investment choices. The 
Social Progress Index also assesses a country’s 
success in turning economic progress into improved 
social outcomes; it helps translate economic gains into 
better social and environmental performance in ways 
that are critical to enabling even greater economic 
success. The Social Progress Index provides a 
concrete framework for understanding and then 
prioritizing an action agenda, advancing both social 
and economic performance.

THE SOCIAL PROGRESS INDEX 
METHODOLOGY

The Social Progress Index follows four key design 
principles: 

1. 	Exclusively social and environmental indicators: 
Our aim is to measure social progress directly, 
rather than utilize economic proxies or outcomes. 
By excluding economic indicators, we can, for the 
first time, rigorously and systematically analyze 
the relationship between economic development 
(measured for example by GDP per capita) and 
social development. Prior efforts to move “beyond 
GDP” have comingled social and economic 
indicators, making it difficult to disentangle cause 
and effect. 

2. 	Outcomes not inputs: Our purpose is to measure 
the outcomes that matter to the lives of real people, 
not the inputs. For example, we want to measure a 
country’s health and wellness achieved, not how 
much effort is expended nor how much the country 
spends on healthcare. 

3. 	Holistic and relevant to all countries: We strive to 
create a holistic measure of social progress that 
encompasses the many aspects of the health of 
societies. Most previous efforts have focused on the 
poorest countries, for understandable reasons. But 
even prosperous countries face social challenges, 
and knowing what constitutes a successful society, 
including at higher income levels, is indispensable 
for charting a course for every country. 

4. 	Actionable: The Social Progress Index aims to be a 
practical tool that will help leaders and practitioners 
in government, business, and civil society to 
implement policies and programs that will drive 
faster social progress. To achieve that goal, we 
measure outcomes in a granular way that focuses 
on specific areas that can be implemented directly. 
The 2017 Social Progress Index is structured 
around 12 components and 50 distinct indicators. 
The framework not only provides an aggregate 
country score and ranking, but also allows 
benchmarking on specific areas of strength and 
weakness. Transparency of measurement based 
on a comprehensive framework allows change-
makers to set strategic priorities, acting upon the 
most pressing issues in their societies. 

The design principles are the foundation for Social 
Progress Imperative’s conceptual framework and 
formulate our definition of social progress. The Social 
Progress Index uses the following working definition:

Social progress is the capacity of a society to meet 
the basic human needs of its citizens, establish the 
building blocks that allow citizens and communities 
to enhance and sustain the quality of their lives, 
and create the conditions for all individuals to reach 
their full potential.
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Each of the 12 components of the framework comprises 
between three and five specific outcome indicators. 
Indicators are selected because they are measured 
appropriately with a consistent methodology by the 
same organization across all (or essentially all) of the 
countries in our sample. Taken together, this framework 
aims to capture a broad range of interrelated factors 
revealed by the scholarly literature and practitioner 
experience as underpinning social progress. The 
high-level structure of the 2017 Social Progress 
Index remains unchanged from 2016. To improve 
the measurement of component-level concepts and 
accommodate changes in data availability, we made 
some modifications to individual indicators and to the 
composition of several components.

A key advantage of the Social Progress Index’s 
exclusion of economic variables is that results can be 
evaluated relative to a country’s level of economic 
development. In many cases, it is more useful and 
interesting to compare a country’s performance to 
countries at a similar level of GDP per capita than to all 
countries in the world. For example, a lower-income 
country may have a low score on a certain component, 
but may greatly exceed typical scores for countries 
with similar per capita incomes. Conversely, a high-
income country may have a high absolute score on 

a component, but still fall short of what is typical for 
comparably wealthy countries. For this reason, we 
present a country’s strengths and weaknesses on 
a relative rather than absolute basis, comparing a 
country’s performance to that of its economic peers. 

For a full explanation of how the Social Progress 
Index and country scorecards are calculated, see our 
separate 2017 Methodology Report. All the underlying 
data is downloadable from our website at www.
socialprogressimperative.org. The methodology has 
been refined and improved through the generous 
feedback of many individuals and organizations 
around the world. We will continue to refine and 
improve the methodology and welcome feedback at 
feedback@social-progress.org.

2017 SOCIAL PROGRESS INDEX RESULTS

The 2017 Social Progress Index (see Figure 0.2  
ranks 128 countries that have sufficient data for all 
12 components. We group countries from highest to 
lowest social progress into six tiers from ‘Very High 
Social Progress’ to ‘Very Low Social Progress.’ 

Figure 0.1 /  Social Progress Index component-level framework
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   Very High Social Progress
Rank Country Score

1 Denmark 90.57

2 Finland 90.53

3 Iceland 90.27

3 Norway 90.27

5 Switzerland 90.10

6 Canada 89.84

7 Netherlands 89.82

8 Sweden 89.66

9 Australia 89.30

9 New Zealand 89.30

11 Ireland 88.91

12 United Kingdom 88.73

13 Germany 88.50

14 Austria 87.98

   High Social Progress
Rank Country Score

15 Belgium 87.15

16 Spain 86.96

17 Japan 86.44

18 United States 86.43

19 France 85.92

20 Portugal 85.44

21 Slovenia 84.32

22 Czech Republic 84.22

23 Estonia 82.96

24 Italy 82.62

25 Chile 82.54

26 Korea, Republic of 82.08

27 Cyprus 81.15

28 Costa Rica 81.03

29 Israel 80.61

30 Slovakia 80.22

31 Uruguay 80.09

32 Poland 79.65

33 Greece 78.92

Rank Country Score

34 Latvia 78.61

35 Lithuania 78.09

36 Croatia 78.04

37 Hungary 77.32

38 Argentina 75.90

   Upper Middle Social Progress
Rank Country Score

39 Mauritius 75.18

40 Panama 74.61

41 Bulgaria 74.42

42 Kuwait 74.12

43 Brazil 73.97

44 Romania 73.53

45 Serbia 73.41

46 Jamaica 72.42

47 Peru 72.15

48 Mexico 71.93

49 Colombia 71.72

50 Malaysia 71.14

51 Tunisia 71.09

52 Albania 70.97

53 Georgia 70.80

54 Montenegro 70.01

55 Ecuador 69.97

56 Jordan 69.85

57 Saudi Arabia 69.45

58 Macedonia 69.35

59 Armenia 69.01

60 Paraguay 68.73

61 Turkey 68.68

62 Thailand 68.51

63 Dominican Republic 68.42

64 Ukraine 68.35

65 Belarus 67.80

66 South Africa 67.25

67 Russia 67.1720
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Figure 0.2 /  Full 2017 Social Progress Index Rankings

continued on page 5
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Rank Country Score

68 Philippines 67.10

69 Bolivia 66.93

  Lower Middle  Social Progress
Rank Country Score

70 El Salvador 66.43

71 Lebanon 66.31

71 Moldova 66.31

73 Sri Lanka 66.16

74 Kazakhstan 66.01

75 Algeria 65.41

76 Azerbaijan 65.33

76 Kyrgyzstan 65.33

78 Morocco 65.25

79 Indonesia 65.10

80 Botswana 64.44

81 Nicaragua 64.17

82 Egypt 63.76

83 China 63.72

84 Guatemala 62.62

85 Uzbekistan 62.02

86 Mongolia 62.00

87 Namibia 61.98

88 Iran 61.93

89 Honduras 61.76

90 Ghana 61.44

91 Nepal 60.08

92 Tajikistan 58.87

93 India 58.39

94 Senegal 58.31

  Low Social Progress
Rank Country Score

95 Kenya 56.17

96 Myanmar 55.69

97 Bangladesh 54.84

98 Cambodia 54.54

Rank Country Score

99 Laos 54.17

100 Malawi 53.09

101 Rwanda 52.78

102 Swaziland 52.64

103 Lesotho 51.74

104 Benin 51.69

105 Pakistan 51.54

106 Côte d’Ivoire 50.65

107 Tanzania 50.21

108 Zimbabwe 50.10

109 Nigeria 50.01

110 Burkina Faso 49.75

111 Uganda 49.59

112 Liberia 49.34

113 Mauritania 48.44

114 Congo, Republic of 48.24

115 Togo 48.21

116 Mozambique 47.90

117 Cameroon 47.83

118 Mali 47.75

119 Madagascar 47.40

120 Sierra Leone 47.10

121 Ethiopia 45.29

  Very Low Social Progress
Rank Country Score

122 Yemen 43.46

123 Guinea 43.40

124 Niger 42.97

125 Angola 40.73

126 Chad 35.69

127 Afghanistan 35.66

128 Central African Repubic 28.38
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Figure 0.2 /  Full 2017 Social Progress Index Rankings (continued)
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SOCIAL PROGRESS INDEX VS. GDP PER CAPITA

The 2017 Social Progress Index findings reveal that 
countries achieve widely divergent levels of social 
progress, even at similar levels of GDP per capita. 
For example, a country with high GDP per capita may 
do well on absolute social progress, reflecting high 
income, yet under-perform relative to countries of 
similar income. Conversely, a country with low GDP 
per capita may achieve only modest levels of social 
progress, yet substantially outperform countries at 
similar economic levels. 

Figure 0.3 shows the relationship between GDP per 
capita and overall social progress. The data reveal 
several key findings:

l	First, there is a positive and strong relationship between 
the 2017 Social Progress Index and GDP per capita. 

l	Second, the relationship between economic 
development and social progress is not linear. At 
lower income levels, small differences in GDP per 
capita are associated with large improvements in 
social progress. As countries reach high levels of 
income, however, the rate of change slows. 

Figure 0.3 /  Social Progress Index vs. GDP per capita
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SOCIAL PROGRESS OVER TIME

As we enter a fourth year of the Social Progress In-
dex, we are able to introduce a new dimension to our 
analysis, the evaluation of social progress over time. 
We are therefore able to evaluate both the evolution 
of social progress, and also identify the relative move-
ment of each component and dimension of the Social 
Progress Index. 

To summarize our findings, we find that overall social 
progress is improving but that there are components 
of social progress that have experienced deeply 

worrying erosion. Disaggregated by component, we 
find that Access to Information and Communications 
and Access to Advanced Education improve markedly 
in a short period of time. This improvement is in sharp 
contrast to declines or stagnation in Personal Rights, 
Personal Safety, and Tolerance and Inclusion. In other 
components, progress is slow and/or uneven. The 
findings suggest that improved social progress in the 
aggregate should not mask the erosion in personal 
rights and challenges to tolerance and safety that 
threaten to undermine hard-earned social progress 
achievements.

Figure 0.4 /  Population-weighted world scores in 2014 and 2017World component scores over time
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Relative to 2014, 113 out of 128 countries have improved 
their Social Progress Index score. The improvement of 
social progress is largely concentrated in South Asian 
and Western African nations, whose original scores 
were in the Lower Middle or Low Social Progress 
Tiers of the Index. This improvement suggests that 
countries at a relatively low level of social progress 
may be able to improve more rapidly since they both 
have more opportunities for improvement and can 
draw on lessons and approaches that have been 
implemented elsewhere.

While global social progress is improving, a small 
group of 15 countries register a marked decline in 
their overall score, with an average decline in this 
group of 0.64 points. The biggest decliners are 
mainly in Central America or Sub-Saharan Africa, but 
Hungary stands out with the largest decline by far 
among European countries, driven largely by change 
in Tolerance and Inclusion.

PUTTING SOCIAL PROGRESS INTO ACTION

The Social Progress Imperative publishes the 
annual Social Progress Index in order to build 
a common language and data platform that 
supports benchmarking, collaboration, and change. 
Throughout the world, the Social Progress Imperative 
has catalyzed the formation of local action networks 
that bring together government, businesses, and civil 
society organizations committed to using the Social 
Progress Index as a tool to assess strengths and 
weaknesses, spur constructive dialogue, catalyze 
change, and improve people’s lives. 

The Social Progress Index Amazonia, led by regional 
partner Fundación Avina and local nonprofit Imazon, 
represents the most detailed social and environmental 
diagnosis of the Amazon’s 772 municipalities across 
nine states.1 Alarmed by the low levels of social progress 
in the municipality of Carauari, an important region for 
their supply chain, Coca-Cola and Natura partnered with 
Ipsos to create a community needs survey based on the 
Index framework. This community-level Social Progress 
Index has been the foundation for a new development 
program developed in collaboration between citizens, 
government, business and civil society. 

1.. www.ipsamazonia.org.br

Figure 0.5 /  Top Improvers and Decliners on Social Progress Index 2014 to 2017
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Guided by the social progress data, this program has 
improved water and sanitation infrastructure, providing 
500 households with consistent sources of clean 
water for the first time. They also constructed new 
river piers to improve transportation during seasonal 
flooding and increase connectivity with neighboring 
communities. These improvements have already 
changed lives in Carauari, where business has taken 
responsibility for acting on the insights of the Index 
and taking the necessary actions to mobilize partners 
to generate impact. 

In Europe, the Social Progress Imperative has sup-
ported the European Commission, in a partnership 
including the Orkestra Basque Institute for Competi-
tiveness, for the creation of a Social Progress Index 
for 272 regions of the European Union. This index is 
being used to monitor the Commission’s 2014–2020 
action program and identify best practices within re-
gions that can be scaled and applied elsewhere. We 
are also working with countries and regions of the EU 
— including some of the highest performing regions 
in Scandinavia, as well as in lower performing regions 
in Southern and Eastern Europe — to use the Index to 
help tackle challenges such as environmental quality, 
social inclusion, disaffected youth, and other needs. 

In India, policymakers will be able to act on new 
insights about priority areas for investment and 
development thanks to a multi-year endeavor to 
assess progress in 28 states and one territory, 50 
cities, and 562 districts, launched in 2016 by the 
Institute for Competitiveness India in association with 
government think tank NITI Aayog. Beyond its utility 
for India’s state governments and national leaders, 
the India Social Progress Index will also equip the 
corporate sector with a comprehensive outline of the 
thematic areas where their legally-mandated CSR 
funds can be directed. By sparking cross-learning and 
competitive opportunities across the states, the India 
Index has the potential to improve quality of life for 
more than 1.3 billion people. 

These are just a few examples of how the social 
progress partner network is making social progress 
a central component of policy planning and a leading 
concern for businesses (see the Supplemental Section 
for a full discussion of social progress measurement 
efforts at the regional and country level). As the Social 
Progress Network continues to grow, new agents of 
change will use our existing indexes and create new 
ones to target their actions and generate impact. It 
has never been enough simply to measure progress 
– together with our partners, we are driving it.
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CHAPTER 1

WHY WE MEASURE SOCIAL PROGRESS

THE CASE FOR SOCIAL PROGRESS

We created the Social Progress Index to broaden 
how country success is measured, beyond economic 
indicators like GDP per capita. Social progress is 
about meeting everyone’s basic needs for food, clean 
water, shelter, and security. It is about living healthy, 
long lives, and protecting the environment. It is about 
education, freedom, and opportunity. 

Social progress has become an increasingly critical 
agenda for leaders in government, business, and 
civil society. Citizens’ demands for better lives are 
evident in uprisings such as the Arab Spring and the 

emergence of new political movements in even the 
most prosperous countries, such as the United States 
and France. Since the financial crisis of 2008, citizens 
are increasingly expecting business to play its role in 
delivering improvements in the lives of customers and 
employees, and protecting the environment for us all. 
This is the social progress imperative. 

Advancing social progress requires a new model of 
development, because economic development alone 
has been found wanting.
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ECONOMIC GROWTH IS NOT ENOUGH

Economic growth has had an extraordinary impact on 
our world. Not only has global Gross Domestic Product 
(GDP) per capita more than doubled since 1970 but, 
according to World Bank estimates, the percentage of 
the world’s population now living in extreme poverty 
has fallen from nearly 40% to less than 10%. However, 
the gains from this growth have been uneven. Most 
of the world’s extremely poor now live in countries 
considered “middle income.” 

Progress on social issues does not automatically 
accompany economic development. Rising income 
usually brings major improvements in access to clean 
water, sanitation, literacy, and basic education. But 
on average, personal security is no better in middle-
income countries than low-income ones, and is often 
worse. Too many people – regardless of income – 
live without full rights and experience discrimination 
or even violence based on gender, religion, ethnicity, 
or sexual orientation. 

Traditional measures of national income, such as 
GDP per capita, fail to capture the overall progress of 
societies. This limitation has been well documented in 
reports such as Mismeasuring Our Lives,1 but solutions 
have been slow to emerge. The question of when 
and how economic development advances social 
progress (and when it does not) has become central 
due to concerns about inequality and environmental 
limits to growth, but the answers have been absent. 

The Social Progress Index is the first comprehensive 
framework for measuring social progress 
independently of GDP, and gives us the ability to 
undertand the relationship between economic and 
social progress. Our vision is a world in which social 
progress sits alongside GDP as a core benchmark 
for national performance. The Social Progress Index 
provides a systematic, empirical foundation for this 
benchmark and a guide for inclusive growth strategies.

1. Stiglitz, Joseph E, Amartya Sen, and Jean-Paul Fitoussi. Mismeasuring Our Lives: Why GDP Doesn’t Add Up. New York: New Press, 2010.

THE IMPERATIVE OF MEASUREMENT

The Social Progress Index rigorously measures 
country performance on a wide range of aspects 
of social and environmental performance, which 
are relevant for countries at all levels of economic 
development. It enables an assessment of not just 
absolute country performance, but also relative 
performance compared to a country’s economic 
peers. Government and businesses now have the 
tools to track social and environmental performance 
rigorously, and make better public policy and 
investment choices. The Social Progress Index also 
allows us to assess a country’s success in turning 
economic progress into improved social outcomes; it 
helps translate economic gains into better social and 
environmental performance in ways that are critical to 
enabling even greater economic success. The Social 
Progress Index provides a concrete framework for 
understanding and then prioritizing an action agenda, 
improving both social and economic performance.

Our data suggest that countries may face important 
development strategy choices. For example, a 
development path that may temper economic growth 
in the short term may be preferable if it accelerates 
social progress that supports greater economic 
growth in the longer term. The Index allows a deeper 
analysis of how individual aspects of social progress 
relate to particular aspects of economic development 
such as income inequality. Understanding these 
relationships, and the strategic choices that will most 
rapidly advance societies, is a major priority for Social 
Progress Imperative’s ongoing research.
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PUTTING SOCIAL PROGRESS INTO ACTION

The Social Progress Imperative publishes the 
annual Social Progress Index in order to build 
a common language and data platform that 
supports benchmarking, collaboration, and change. 
Throughout the world, the Social Progress Imperative 
has catalyzed the formation of local action networks 
that bring together government, businesses, and civil 
society organizations committed to using the Social 
Progress Index as a tool to assess strengths and 
weaknesses, spur constructive dialogue, catalyze 
change, and improve people’s lives. 

Increasingly, the overall Social Progress Index is being 
used as a starting point for more in-depth country 
analysis. Subnational indexes are increasingly being 
created in a wide range of contexts from the regions 
of the European Union to the neighborhoods of Rio 
de Janeiro. (See the Supplemental Section for the 
growth of social progress measurement efforts at the 
regional and country level).

SUPPORTING IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 
SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT GOALS

The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) are an 
ambitious global commitment to improve the wellbeing 
of the world’s citizens and ensure environmental 
sustainability by 2030. The SDGs are a commitment 
to the social progress agenda.

We are actively supporting efforts to deliver on the 
promise of the SDGs. The Social Progress Index is a 
proven tool to measure social progress performance, 
and drive action. It can enable a rapid assessment to 
measure many of the SDGs, playing a complementary 
role to the United Nations (UN) monitoring systems 
that are being put in place.

The Social Progress Index addresses three critical 
challenges facing SDG implementation:

1. 	The Measurement Challenge: According to the 
latest communication by the Expert Group on SDG 
Indicators, barely a third of the 200+ indicators can 
currently be measured in a rigorous manner for 
a majority of countries. The 2017 Social Progress 
Index, using 50 indicators drawn from official UN 
data as well as from globally respected research 
institutions and polling organizations, takes 
measurement further. Its flexibility on data sources 
allows the Social Progress Index to provide a 
comprehensive estimate of SDG performance 
even where the formal indicators do not yet exist.

2. 	The Aggregation Challenge: Unlike the SDGs, 
which are by definition a list of goals rather than 
an overarching model, the Social Progress Index 
has been designed and tested over time to 
provide a rigorous overall framework for broad 
assessment of country performance. The Social 
Progress Index conceptual model has been 
designed to allow aggregation, using econometric 
techniques to select and weight indicators. Since 
the Social Progress Index is strongly aligned with 
the concepts underlying the SDGs, it can serve as 
a powerful tool for carrying the measurement effort 
forward.

3. 	The Localization Challenge: Much of the effort 
on SDG implementation will take place at the 
sub-national level, and will require local data to 
track performance. The Social Progress Index is 
already being deployed extensively by state, city, 
and district governments in Latin America, Europe, 
Asia and soon the United States. The Social 
Progress Index will provide a practical tool for SDG 
localization.
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FIGURE 1.1  /  Social Progress Index Complements the Sustainable Development Goals
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OUTLINE OF THIS REPORT

l	 Chapter 2 provides details on how the Social Progress Index and country scorecards are calculated. 

l	 Chapter 3 presents the 2017 Social Progress Index results. 

l	 Chapter 4 examines the global trends in social progress over the first four years of results since 2014.

l	 The Supplemental Section describes the work of the Imperative’s Partner Network in driving implementation 
globally. 

l	 Appendixes and Acknowledgements.
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CHAPTER 2

HOW WE MEASURE SOCIAL PROGRESS

1. The Commission on the Measurement of Economic Performance and Social Progress was created in 2008 to identify the limits of GDP, consider 
additional information relevant to indicators of social progress, and assess alternative measurement tools. The Commission was chaired by Pro-
fessor Joseph E. Stiglitz, Columbia University. Professor Amartya Sen, Harvard University, was Chair Adviser. Professor Jean-Paul Fitoussi, Institut 
d’Etudes Politiques de Paris, President of the Observatoire Français des Conjonctures Economiques (OFCE), was Coordinator of the Commission.

The Social Progress Index is a robust and 
holistic measurement framework for social 
and environmental performance that can be 
used by leaders in government, business, 

and civil society to benchmark success and accelerate 
progress. In this chapter, we discuss the principles 
underlying our measurement approach, and how 
we define social progress as well as operationalize 
it through a rigorous, multi-layered framework. 
We conclude with a summary of our calculation 
methodology and discussion of interpreting results 
on an absolute and relative basis. 

PRINCIPLES OF THE SOCIAL PROGRESS 
INDEX

The Social Progress Index, first released in beta form in 
2013 and officially in 2014, measures a comprehensive 
set of components of social and environmental 
performance and aggregates them into an overall 
framework. The Index was developed based on 
extensive discussions with experts and stakeholders 
around the world including policymakers, social 
advocates, and scholars. Our work was also influenced 
by prior contributions to the field by Amartya Sen and 
members of the Commission on the Measurement of 
Economic Performance and Social Progress.1
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The Social Progress Index follows four key design 
principles: 

1. 	Exclusively social and environmental indicators: 
Our aim is to measure social progress directly, 
rather than utilize economic proxies or outcomes. 
By excluding economic indicators, we can, for the 
first time, rigorously and systematically analyze 
the relationship between economic development 
(measured for example by GDP per capita) and social 
development. Prior efforts to move “beyond GDP” 
have comingled social and economic indicators, 
making it difficult to disentangle cause and effect. 

2. 	Outcomes not inputs: Our purpose is to measure 
the outcomes that matter to the lives of real 
people, not the inputs. For example, we want to 
measure the health and wellness achieved by a 
country’s people, not how much a country spends 
on healthcare or the effort expended.

3. 	Holistic and relevant to all countries: We strive 
to create a holistic measure of social progress that 
encompasses a comprehensive view of the health of 
societies. Most previous efforts have focused on the 
poorest countries, for understandable reasons. But 
even prosperous countries face social challenges, 
and knowing what constitutes a successful society, 
including at higher income levels, is indispensable 
for charting a course for every country. 

4.	 Actionable: The Social Progress Index aims to be a 
practical tool that will help leaders and practitioners in 
government, business, and civil society to implement 
policies and programs that will drive faster social 
progress. To do so, we measure outcomes in a 
granular way that focuses on specific areas that can 
be acted on directly. The 2017 Social Progress Index 
is structured around 12 components and 50 distinct 
indicators of social progress. The framework not only 
provides an aggregate country score and ranking, but 
also allows benchmarking on specific areas of strength 
and weakness. Transparency of measurement, based 
on a comprehensive framework, allows change-
makers to set strategic priorities, acting upon the most 
pressing issues in their societies. 

THE SOCIAL PROGRESS FRAMEWORK

The design principles are the foundation for our 
conceptual framework and formulate our definition of 
social progress. The Social Progress Index uses the 
following working definition:

Social progress is the capacity of a society to meet 
the basic human needs of its citizens, establish the 
building blocks that allow citizens and communities 
to enhance and sustain the quality of their lives, 
and create the conditions for all individuals to reach 
their full potential.

This definition reflects an extensive and critical review 
and synthesis of both the academic literature and 
practitioner experience across a wide range of devel-
opment topics. The Social Progress Index framework 
focuses on three distinct (though related) questions:

Does a country provide for its 
people’s most essential needs? 

Are the building blocks in place 
for individuals and communities to 
enhance and sustain wellbeing? 

Is there opportunity for all 
individuals to reach their full 
potential? 

These three questions reflect the three broad 
dimensions of the Social Progress Index framework. 
Each dimension is broken down further to elucidate 
the key elements that make up social progress in 
that area, forming the 12 components of the model. 
The concepts underlying these components have 
remained unchanged since the first publication of the 
Social Progress Index in 2013.

BASIC  
HUMAN NEEDS

OPPORTUNITY

FOUNDATIONS 
OF WELLBEING
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Nutrition and 
Basic Medical 
Care

Social progress begins early in life, with access to reliable medical care, as well as adequate nutrition. 
The two factors are not only prerequisites for survival, but prevent early-life damage that may lead to 
permanent impairment. The result of not having access to care or not having enough to eat range from 
suffering from undernourishment to dying as a child, in childbirth, or as an adult with a preventable or 
treatable infectious disease.  

Water and 
Sanitation

Recognized as basic human rights by the United Nations, clean water and sanitation are essential to 
survival and can drastically improve life expectancy. Essential for drinking, cooking, and keeping one-
self clean, water must be free of pathogens to prevent the spread of disease. Likewise, sanitation not 
only prevents the spread of disease, it is an aspect of human dignity that can affect multiple facets of a 
person’s life.

Shelter Adequate living conditions are essential to safety, health and human dignity. To be considered ade-
quate, housing goes beyond merely four walls and a roof.  It must be safe, provide protection from the 
elements, include basic facilities, and be accessible and affordable. 

Personal 
Safety

Safety is essential for the attainment of health, peace, justice, and well-being. It affects people’s free-
dom to leave their homes, walk alone, and provide for themselves and their families without fear.

F
O

U
N
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Access 
to Basic 
Knowledge

Education is fundamental to individual freedom and empowerment. With basic knowledge in reading, 
writing, and math, an individual can improve his or her social and economic circumstances, as well as 
more fully participate in society. Education is essential to creating a society that is more equitable.

Access to 
Information and 
Communication

Freedom to access and exchange information is essential for an efficient, open, and accountable society. 
The ability of one individual to connect with others via phone or internet facilitates learning, an exchange 
of ideas, social fabric, and exposure to different views and cultures. Freedom of the press ensures that 
access to information is not suppressed by the government, and citizens can educate themselves about 
their community, their country and the world, promoting broader cooperation and understanding.

Health and 
Wellness

The Health and Wellness component measures the extent to which a country’s population achieves 
healthy, long lives. In contrast with Nutrition and Basic Medical Care, this component includes the 
capacity to minimize deaths from non-communicable diseases that typically affect individuals later in 
life and can be prevented or managed for many decades. Mental health, an aspect measured in the 
Social Progress Index using suicide rate as a proxy, is integral to the ability of people to live happy and 
fulfilled lives.

Environmental 
Quality

A safe and protected natural environment is a precondition for living a healthy and satisfying life and 
an enabler for longer-term community resilience. It is tied to both health and survival: outdoor pollution 
can affect a person’s capacity to breathe freely and function, while greenhouse gas emissions and 
loss of biodiversity and habitat threaten the world’s collective climate, food chain, and containment of 
disease.  Likewise, toxic waste in water and elsewhere impedes the realization of other human needs 
such as clean water, sanitation, and adequate shelter.

Figure 2.1 /  Social Progress Index Component Descriptions

continued on page 4
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FROM FRAMEWORK TO MEASUREMENT

Each component of the Social Progress Index 
comprises of a set of outcome indicators that 
are measured appropriately with a consistent 
methodology by the same organization across all (or 
essentially all) of the countries in our sample. These 
indicators are reevaluated annually in order to improve 
to quality of the scores calculated, and we seek to 
actively improve the quality of the data available.

2. We discuss the reasons to weight each component equally, and the alternatives considered, in the 2017 Methodology Report.

The Social Progress Index score and its corresponding 
rank define a country’s overall level of social progress 
and how it compares to all countries in the world. 
The overall Social Progress Index score is a simple 
average of the three dimensions: Basic Human 
Needs, Foundations of Wellbeing, and Opportunity. 
Each dimension, in turn, is the simple average 
of its four components.2 Each component of the 
framework comprises between three and five specific 
outcome indicators. Figure 2.2 lists each indicator, by 
component. Definitions and sources for all indicators 
are presented in Appendix A.

O
P

P
O

R
T

U
N

IT
Y

Personal 
Rights

Personal rights enable an individual to participate freely in society without the intrusion of government, 
social organizations, or private power over personal freedom. These rights include political rights, 
rights of association and expression, as well as the right to own property. All contribute to dignity and 
worth and facilitate the participation of individuals in building a free and democratic society where the 
people’s voices are valued in determining state and community affairs.

Personal 
Freedom and 
Choice

Personal Freedom and Choice focuses on individual freedom over life decisions, rather than the rights 
of society at large. An individual should be able to choose what religion to follow, when and whom to 
marry, and when to start a family. This component also includes corruption, which restricts individual 
freedoms and distorts individuals’ choices.

Tolerance and 
Inclusion

A tolerant society is an inclusive society, where every individual can pursue his or her human right to a 
life of dignity and worth. Discrimination based on ethnicity, gender, country of birth, religion or sexual 
orientation prevents individuals from fully participating in society, creating a pretext for violence and 
conflict. In contrast, a supportive community can work together for the advancement of all individuals 
and a better society.

Access to 
Advanced 
Education

Though not every individual will choose to pursue advanced education, the choice in itself is fundamen-
tal to advancing society and individual opportunity. World-class educational and research institutions 
provide benefits beyond simply educating individuals. They are conveners and contribute to solving 
global and local problems through innovation and by acting as a conduit for cutting edge knowledge. 
It is also important to measure equity within higher education – ensuring that access is available to 
women and people of all socioeconomic levels.

Figure 2.1 /  Social Progress Index Component Descriptions (continued)
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Figure 2.2 /  Social Progress Index indicator-level framework
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CHANGES FROM 2016

The overall structure of the 2017 Social Progress 
Index remains unchanged from 2016. To improve the 
measurement of some component-level concepts, 
and accommodate changes in data availability, 
we modified some individual indicators as well as 
the overall composition of the Nutrition and Basic 
Medical Care, Access to Basic Knowledge, Health 
and Wellness, and Personal Rights components. For 
comparison purposes, restated 2014-2016 Social 
Progress Indexes incorporating these methodological 
enhancements and retroactive data changes are 
available at www.socialprogressimperative.org. 

Changes to indicators and components

1.	 Nutrition and Basic Medical Care: Deaths from 
infectious diseases now uses data from the Institute 
for Health Metrics and Evaluation rather than the 
World Health Organization because data are more 
recent and updated more frequently. 

2. 	Access to Basic Knowledge: Primary school 
enrollment now uses total net enrollment rather 
than net enrollment. The new measure captures 
enrollment of all primary school-aged children 
regardless of the level of school in which they 
are enrolled (such as pre-primary). One measure 
of overall secondary school enrollment replaces 
the two previous measures, lower secondary 
school enrollment and upper secondary school 
enrollment. The new indicator provides a better 
comparison of enrollment at the secondary level 
across different educational systems. 

3.	 Health and Wellness: Premature deaths from non-
communicable diseases now uses data from the 
Institute for Health Metrics and Evaluation rather 
than the World Health Organization, because the 
new source is more recent and updated more 
frequently. The outcome measure is deaths per 

3. These 15 indicators are: household air pollution attributable deaths, homicide rate, level of violent crime, perceived criminality, political terror, 
adult literacy rate, gender parity in secondary enrollment, mobile telephone subscriptions, internet users, life expectancy at 60, suicide rate, 
outdoor air pollution attributable deaths, political rights, satisfied demand for contraception, and the percentage of tertiary students enrolled in 
globally ranked universities.

100,000 population, rather than probability of dying. 
We removed the obesity rate indicator because it 
has conceptual problems and does not correlate 
with the other measures in the component.

4.	 Personal Rights: Previous data provided by the 
Cingranelli-Richards Human Rights Data Project 
were discontinued, so that the indicators using this 
source (freedom of speech, freedom of assembly/
association, and freedom of movement) were 
removed from the component. In their place, we 
added freedom of expression drawing on data 
from Freedom House, and freedom of assembly 
from the World Justice Project’s Rule of Law Index.

Changes to the country sample

Due to data gaps, we removed three countries from 
the overall 2017 Social Progress Index ranking: Bosnia 
and Herzegovina (Access to Basic Knowledge gaps), 
Djibouti (Shelter gaps), and Iraq (Personal Rights 
gaps). We also removed Syria and Venezuela due to 
rapidly deteriorating conditions that are not reflected 
in less recent data. In 2017, then, 128 countries are 
ranked with full Social Progress Index data. In addition 
to these countries, we provide at least nine out of 
12 component scores for an additional 33 countries. 
In addition, for the first time in 2017 we also provide 
component scores for an additional 49 countries and 
territories that have sufficient data for at least one 
component, bringing total country coverage to 210 
countries and territories. With the expanded data 
points, the 2017 Social Progress Index represents 
98% of the world’s population.

Retroactive data changes

Fifteen of the 50 indicators included in the Index have 
been retroactively revised by the source institution 
since publication of the 2016 Social Progress Index.3 
While these revised changes are typically minor, 
they can affect countries’ relative performance at 
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the indicator, component, and dimension levels. This 
means that we cannot compare one Index year to 
the year prior without recalculation. Retroactive data 
changes are common and pose a challenge to any 
index that wishes to measure change over time. 

Each year, in addition to presenting the most up-to-
date results, we recalculate the prior year’s Social 
Progress Index to reflect any changes in country 
performance due solely to retroactive changes in 
data by source organizations. This year, we have 
retroactively revised Social Progress Index scores 
going back to 2014. Such an approach assures that 
comparing one year’s Index to the next reflects actual 
changes to social progress, versus source data 
methodology.

CALCULATING SOCIAL PROGRESS INDEX 
SCORES

To build up the Social Progress Index, we use 
principal component analysis to help select the most 
relevant indicators and to determine the weights of 
the indicators making up each component. Principal 
component analysis corrects for overlapping 
measurement between two or more indicators. It 
also highlights indicators that may not fit well with 
others within a component. We have found that 
principal component analysis weights for many 
indicators within components are very near to equal, 
which signals a successful selection of indicators to 
measure the concept of the component. Appendix 
D of the 2017 Methodology Report shows the 2017 
weights within each component. 
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The actual Social Progress Index scores at the overall, 
dimension, and component levels are all based 
on a 0–100 scale. For most indicators, this scale is 
determined by identifying the best and worst absolute 
global performance on each indicator recorded 
by any country since 2004, and using these actual 
performance levels to set the maximum (100) and 
minimum (0) bounds. For a few indicators, we use 
theoretical boundaries (e.g., zero maternal mortality 
deaths would be the equivalent of a score of 100 on the 
indicator). Thus, Social Progress Index scores reflect 
absolute performance from good to bad. It allows us 
to track absolute, not just relative, performance of 
countries over time on each component of the model. 

ASSESSING RELATIVE SOCIAL PROGRESS 
INDEX PERFORMANCE

Social Progress Index results, because we exclude 
economic components, allow us to compare them 
relative to a country’s level of economic development 
for the first time. In many cases, it is more illuminating 
and relevant to compare a country’s performance 
to countries at a similar level of GDP per capita than 
to all countries in the world. For example, a lower-
income country may have a low score on a certain 
component, but may greatly exceed typical scores for 
countries with similar per capita incomes. Conversely, 
a high-income country may have a high absolute 
score on a component, but still fall short of what is 
typical for comparably wealthy countries. For this 
reason, we compare a country’s performance to 
that of its economic peers and present a country’s 
strengths and weaknesses on a relative rather than 
absolute basis. This information is presented in the 
country scorecards.

4. To reduce the effects of yearly GDP fluctuations and maintain stability in country groupings, we use average GDP PPP per capita between 
2013 and 2016 to determine country peer groups. After significant testing, we found that groupings larger than 15 resulted in a wider range of 
typical scores and therefore too few relative strengths and weaknesses. Smaller groupings become too sensitive to outliers. A full description 
of how strengths and weaknesses relative to GDP per capita are calculated is in the Methodology Report.

5. See the 2017 Methodology Report for a more detailed description of the calculations.

To determine a country’s relative social progress 
performance and identify its strengths and 
weaknesses, the first step is to identify a relevant 
peer group. Standard groupings of countries, such as 
the income classifications done by the World Bank, 
are not appropriate for such relative comparison of 
countries for two reasons. First, the groupings are 
too large, encompassing excessively wide ranges 
of social performance and therefore few relative 
strengths and weaknesses. Second, using standard 
groups leads to a situation where countries at the 
top or bottom of a group may appear to have a 
large number of strengths or weaknesses, but this is 
misleading because the country is being compared to 
a group including countries at a much lower or higher 
level of economic development. 

We define a country’s economic peers as the 15 
countries closest in GDP per capita, above or below.4 
Benchmarking is country-specific, so each country is 
compared to a unique set of peers. We then calculate 
median social progress scores for the peer group 
(overall, and by dimension, component, and indicator). 
A country’s performance is then compared to its peer 
group’s median social progress scores to identify 
its relative strengths and weaknesses. A strength is 
performance significantly greater than the median 
score, while a weakness is performance significantly 
lower than the median score.5 Neutral performance 
is neither strong nor weak, but within the same range 
as economic peers. Significance is determined by a 
score that is greater than or less than the average 
absolute deviation from the median of the comparator 
group.
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CHAPTER 3

2017 SOCIAL PROGRESS INDEX RESULTS

HIGHLIGHTS

l	 The world’s top performer on the Social Progress 
Index is Denmark. All five Nordic countries are in 
the Very High Social Progress Tier, but the top 
performers on social progress also include non-
Nordic countries that have much larger and more 
diverse populations such as Canada, Netherlands, 
Australia, the United Kingdom, and Germany. 
Canada is the best performing G7 country.

l	 Four G7 countries with significant wealth (the 
United States, Japan, France, Italy) achieve only the 
second tier of High Social Progress; two middle-
income countries achieve the same level of social 
progress (Argentina and Costa Rica).

l	 Among the five BRICS countries with emerging 
economies, Brazil performs the best, but India is 
showing marked improvement. India has moved 
into the Lower Middle Social Progress tier, ahead 
of Bangladesh and Pakistan, and nearing China.

l	 Many Lower Middle Social Progress Tier countries 
are performing strongly compared to countries with 
similar income, including Nepal and Senegal, which 
have made great strides in governance and health.

l	 All countries show areas in need of improvement. 
Some countries may perform well on an absolute 
basis, but show relative weaknesses when 
compared to countries at a similar level of GDP per 
capita.
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The 2017 Social Progress Index (see Figure 2.2) 
ranks 128 countries that have sufficient data for all 
12 components. We group countries from highest to 
lowest social progress into six tiers from ‘Very High 
Social Progress,’ to ‘Very Low Social Progress.’ Tiers 
are based on k-means cluster analysis to determine 
break points across groups of countries based on 

1. To determine tiers, we ran a number of iterations of clusters and decided upon the common breaks, with six different tiers being the best 
fit for the Index. We note that although these tiers show similarities among countries in terms of aggregate performance, there is significant 
variation in each country’s performance across components.

their Social Progress Index scores.1 In this chapter, we 
first present results across all countries and discuss 
the relationship of the Social Progress Index with GDP 
per capita. We then present more detailed results for 
each tier of Social Progress Index performance, and 
conclude with reflections on unranked countries.

Map of 2017 Results

Social Progress Tier

  Very High
  High
  Upper Middle
  Lower Middle
  Low
  Very Low
  Incomplete Data

Figure 3.1  /  Map of 2017 Social Progress Index results
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SOCIAL PROGRESS INDEX VS. GDP PER 
CAPITA

The Social Progress Index findings reveal that countries 
achieve widely divergent levels of social progress, 
even at similar levels of GDP per capita. For example, 
a country with high GDP per capita may do well on 
absolute social progress, reflecting the resources that 
come with high income, yet underperform relative 
to countries of similar income. Conversely, a country 
with low GDP per capita may achieve only modest 
levels of social progress, yet substantially outperform 
countries at similar economic levels. For example:

l	 The Netherlands achieves a significantly higher 
level of social progress (89.82) than Saudi Arabia 
(69.45) with a GDP per capita ($46,354 vs. $50,284).

l	 Chile achieves a much higher level of social 
progress (82.54) than Kazakhstan (66.01) with a 
slightly lower GDP per capita ($22,197 vs. $23,522).

l	 The Philippines achieves a far higher level of social 
progress (67.10) than Angola (40.73) with the same 
GDP per capita ($6,938).

There are good reasons to expect the correlation 
between economic development and social progress 
is partly or heavily due to the fact that economic growth 
provides more resources to invest in social issues, 
through private consumption, private investment, and 
public spending and investment. However, we noted 
a clear causal relationship in the other direction: 
better social outcomes in terms of health, education, 
personal safety, opportunity, and others are essential 
to productivity and better economic performance. The 
relationship between economic development and 
social progress is therefore complex, and causation 
may go in both directions. 

Figure 3.2 shows the overall relationship between 
GDP per capita and composite social progress. The 
data reveal several key findings:

l	 First, there is a positive and strong relationship 
between the 2017 Social Progress Index and GDP 
per capita. On average, countries with higher 
income tend to have higher social progress: for 
example, Denmark ($44,042 GDP per capita) ranks 
highest on social progress while the Central African 
Republic ($581 GDP per capita) ranks lowest. At 
the aggregate level of the Social Progress Index 
and without controlling for additional factors, a 1% 
increase in GDP per capita is associated with a 
0.11-point increase in Social Progress Index score. 
However, there are countries such as Kuwait and 
Saudi Arabia that have high GDP per capita, but 
relatively low social progress, and vice versa.

l	 Second, the relationship between economic 
development and social progress is not linear. At 
lower income levels, small differences in GDP per 
capita are associated with large improvements in 
social progress. As countries reach high levels 
of income, however, the rate of change slows. 
Our findings suggest that the easy gains in social 
progress arising from economic development 
become exhausted as countries approach 
lower middle income, and economic growth 
brings on new headwinds in terms of social and 
environmental challenges.
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Figure 3.2  /  Social Progress Index vs. GDP per capita
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SOCIAL PROGRESS INDEX TIERS

Very  High Social Progress

The top performers on social progress reveal multiple 
paths to world-class social progress. The Very High 
Social Progress Tier comprises 14 countries that 
register generally strong performance across all 12 
components, with tightly clustered overall Social 
Progress Index scores between 87.98 and 90.57. 
The Nordics frequently top the list on most indices 
that measure wellbeing, confirming that their model 
of development delivers social progress. Not 
surprisingly, all five Nordic countries are in the Very 
High Social Progress Tier, but the top performers on 
social progress also include non-Nordic countries 
that have much larger and more diverse populations, 
such as Canada, Netherlands, Australia, the United 
Kingdom, and Germany. Their success highlights the 
different ways countries can achieve higher social 
progress. 

Figure 3.3  /  Very High Social Progress

   Very High Social Progress
Rank Country Score

1 Denmark 90.57

2 Finland 90.53

3 Iceland 90.27

3 Norway 90.27

5 Switzerland 90.10

6 Canada 89.84

7 Netherlands 89.82

8 Sweden 89.66

9 Australia 89.30

9 New Zealand 89.30

11 Ireland 88.91

12 United Kingdom 88.73

13 Germany 88.50

14 Austria 87.98

Denmark takes the top spot on the 2017 global 
ranking with strong performance across all the 
components of the Index. It leads the world in Shelter 
(94.27) and Personal Rights (97.89). It ranks second 
on Access to Information and Communications 
(98.49) and Personal Rights (97.89), and ranks third 
on Personal Safety (93.75). These results are not 
surprising: Denmark has long been admired for its 
successful social welfare policies and quality of 
life. It is known for its celebration of hygge or the 
“quality of coziness and comfortable conviviality that 
engenders a feeling of contentment or well-being.” 

Denmark was also named world’s happiest country 
in 2016.

Finland ranks second overall (90.53). Like Denmark, 
Finland is known for its social welfare policies. Finland 
has strong performance generally, ranking in the top 
five countries in six out of the Index’s 12 components. It 
is first in Nutrition and Basic Medical Care and Personal 
Freedom and Choice; third in Shelter, Personal Rights, 
and Tolerance and Inclusion; and fourth in Access to 
Information and Communications. Iceland and Norway 
tie for third (90.27). Both countries rank in the top 10 
on half the components in the Index. Iceland ranks first 
on Tolerance and Inclusion and Norway takes the top 
spot on Access to Information and Communications. 

Canada (score of 89.84, ranked 6th in the world), 
Australia and New Zealand (tied for 9th with a score 
of 89.30), Ireland (88.91, 11th), and the United Kingdom  
(UK) (88.73, 12th) achieve the top tier largely due to 
very strong performance in components of the 
challenging Opportunity dimension on the Index. 
Canada is the top-performing G7 country. Canada, 
Australia, Ireland, and the UK outperform countries 
at a similar level of GDP per capita on Access to 
Advanced Education. These countries provide 
relatively high access to world-class universities. 
Compared to its income peers, New Zealand 
outperforms on the overall Social Progress Index, 
led by its strong performance on Personal Rights, 
Personal Freedom and Choice, and Tolerance and 
Inclusion. This is a significant achievement given that 
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it is harder for countries with higher GDP per capita 
to over-perform (See Box 3.1, Overperforming on the 
Social Progress Index: A High Bar). 

Switzerland (90.10, 5th) and the Netherlands (89.82, 
7th) have strong performance across all components 
of the 2017 Social Progress Index. Notably, they are 
the only countries in the Very High Social Progress 
tier to have no component-level weaknesses relative 
to countries at the same level of GDP per capita. 
Sweden (89.66, 8th) ranks first in Personal Safety and 
second in Environmental Quality.

Germany and Austria round out the top tier, with 
generally very high levels of social progress that are 
on par with other countries of similar GDP per capita. 
Germany performs especially well on Environmental 
Quality; Austria shows strong performance on 
Personal Safety and Personal Rights. Both exhibit few 
strengths or weaknesses relative to their economic 
peers. Germany performs within expected range on 
all components except Health and Wellness, where it 

slightly underperforms because of relatively lower life 
expectancy (at 60). Similarly, Austria underperforms on 
only one component, Access to Advanced Education, 
because of fewer average years of tertiary schooling 
and lower women’s mean years in school. Austria is 
also not home to as many globally ranked universities 
as its economic peers.

Overall, the findings from the Very High Social Progress 
Tier countries reveal that there are strong examples in 
the world of advanced social progress that represent 
more than one model of development from which we 
can draw best practices. However, even the strongest 
countries have unfinished agendas and areas for 
improvement. For example, on Health and Wellness 
top-ranked Denmark and Finland perform below 
the level that is typical for countries at their level of 
income. Throughout the world, countries struggle 
with Tolerance and Inclusion and the most socially 
progressive countries are no exception. Scores range 
from 69.49 for the UK to 93.04 for Iceland with an 
average for the group of only 79.63. 
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BOX 3.1  /  OVERPERFORMING ON THE SOCIAL PROGRESS INDEX: A HIGH BAR

Overperformance on the Social Progress Index (or any of 
its components relative to income) is remarkable for any 
country, but is particularly so for higher-income countries, 
such as New Zealand. Underperformance, on the other 
hand, is mathematically possible at all income levels. 
In fact, it is sometimes rather dramatic for high-income 
countries with high-performing peers. There are many 
more under-performing countries than over-performing 
ones. Only 17 countries overperform on relative social 
progress relative to peers, whereas 29 underperform. 

This reflects two factors that make it harder for higher-
income countries to show relative strength. First, some 
aspects of social progress — such as basic medical 
care and education — show major improvements at 
relatively low levels of income but reach near maximum 
100 scores for many high-income countries. At that 
point, a strong relative performance becomes nearly 
impossible because even a score of 100 lies within the 
“expected” or neutral performance band.† The ceiling 
of 100 means that it is mathematically impossible for 
some countries to overperform on such components 
of the model, making it more difficult to overperform on 
the overall Social Progress Index.

Second, some high-income countries score worse 
than middle-income countries (e.g. Kuwait, the country 
on the 2017 Social Progress Index with the highest 
GDP per capita, scores lower than Costa Rica, the 55th 
richest). This leads us to apply a rule that a country of 
higher income cannot be held to a lower standard of 
performance than a country of lower income. This rule 
is applied to eliminate any anomalies that occur when 
poor performing high-income countries pull down the 
median score for their peer groups. For example, Kuwait 
scores only 40.33 on Personal Rights, far below the level 
that is typical for countries at a similar level of income. 
When a country with a similar GDP per capita, such as 
Norway, is evaluated based on the median of its income 
peer group and that peer group includes Kuwait, the 
median score for the peer group may be below that of 
peer groups comprising lower-income countries without 
poor-performing outliers such as Kuwait. Without setting 
a floor, high-income Norway might appear to over-
perform even though a lower-income country with the 
same score is not considered an overperformer. 

†Calculated as + 1 average absolute deviation from the median of 
the scores for the 15 countries closest in GDP per capita.

Figure 3.4 / Over- and underperformers by income groupOver-performers and under-performers on Social Progress Index by income

High income Upper middle income

Ch
ile

Ne
w

 Z
ea

la
nd

Po
rtu

ga
l

Ur
ug

ua
y

Fr
an

ce

Un
ite

d 
St

at
es

Ku
w

ai
t

Sa
ud

i A
ra

bi
a

Co
st

a 
Ri

ca

Bu
lg

ar
ia

Br
az

il

Se
rb

ia

Le
ba

no
n

Be
la

ru
s

Al
ge

ria

Az
er

ba
ija

n

Tu
rk

ey

Bo
ts

w
an

a

Ch
in

a

Na
m

ib
ia

M
al

ay
sia Ira

n

Ru
ss

ia

Ka
za

kh
st

an

An
go

la

-20

-10

0

10

O
ve

r-P
er

fo
rm

er
s

Un
de

r-P
er

fo
rm

er
s

An
go

la

Ka
za

kh
st

an

Ru
ss

ia

Ira
n

M
al

ay
sia

Na
m

ib
ia

 Ch
in

a

Bo
ts

w
an

a

Tu
rk

ey

Az
er

ba
ija

n

Al
ge

ria

Be
la

ru
s

Sa
ud

i 
Ar

ab
ia

Ku
w

ai
t

Un
ite

d 
St

at
es

Fr
an

ce

Le
ba

no
n

Ur
ug

ua
y

Po
rtu

ga
l

Ne
w

 Z
ea

la
nd

Se
rb

ia

Br
az

il

Bu
lg

ar
ia

Co
st

a 
Ri

ca

Ch
ile



Chapter 3 / SOCIAL PROGRESS INDEX RESULTS

2017 Social Progress Index  |  © Social Progress Imperative 2017  29

High Social Progress

A group of 24 countries, ranging from Belgium (score of 
87.15) to Argentina (score of 75.90), represents the next 
tier of social progress. This tier comprises four members 
of the G7 (Japan, the United States, France, and Italy), 
four Latin American countries (Chile, Costa Rica, 
Uruguay, and Argentina), Israel, South Korea, and 14 
other countries across Europe. This tier of countries on 
average performs as well as the top tier of countries on 
Nutrition and Basic Medical Care, Water and Sanitation, 
and Access to Basic Knowledge, but lags significantly 

behind Very High Social Progress Tier countries on 
Personal Freedom and Choice and Tolerance and 
Inclusion. As would be expected, this tier of countries 
includes mainly high-income countries with Costa Rica 
(81.03) and Argentina (75.90) as the only upper middle-
income countries in the group.

The four G7 countries perform well on Shelter and 
Access to Advanced Education. They uniformly 
perform worse on Tolerance and Inclusion than other 
components, with all but Italy achieving scores well 
below their economic peers. On some components, 
though, they greatly diverge on performance.

1.	 Personal Safety: Japan is a leading performer on 
Personal Safety, ranked 11th with a score of 91.66 
However, Italy ranks only 56th (72.10) because 
of high perceived criminality and level of violent 
crime, while the United States (US) (86.76, ranked 
21st) and France (82.74, 30th) fall in between. In the 
US, there are more homicides and traffic deaths, 
while in France, a higher level of violent crime 
and perceived criminality contribute to lower 
performance.

2.	 Health and Wellness: Italy (84.81) ranks second 
in the world on Health and Wellness with long life 
expectancy and a low level of premature deaths 
from non-communicable diseases and suicides. 
Japan (79.89, 20th) and France (79.06, 22nd) have 
the highest and second highest life expectancy 
(at 60), but Japan ranks 114th on suicide rate and 
France ranks 106th. The US performs far below 
countries at the same level of GDP per capita, 
registering relative weaknesses on all indicators in 
the component.

3.	 Personal Freedom and Choice: France (81.50, 16th), 
the United States (79.88, 19th), and Japan (78.60, 21st) 
perform similarly on this component, with relatively 
high performance overall. Italy, however, ranks 
only 48th (66.14) because of low freedom over life 
choices, lower satisfied demand for contraception, 
and higher corruption.

   High Social Progress
Rank Country Score

15 Belgium 87.15

16 Spain 86.96

17 Japan 86.44

18 United States 86.43

19 France 85.92

20 Portugal 85.44

21 Slovenia 84.32

22 Czech Republic 84.22

23 Estonia 82.96

24 Italy 82.62

25 Chile 82.54

26 Korea, Republic of 82.08

27 Cyprus 81.15

28 Costa Rica 81.03

29 Israel 80.61

30 Slovakia 80.22

31 Uruguay 80.09

32 Poland 79.65

33 Greece 78.92

34 Latvia 78.61

35 Lithuania 78.09

36 Croatia 78.04

37 Hungary 77.32

38 Argentina 75.90

Figure 3.5  /   High Social Progress
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Sixteen of the EU28 have achieved high social 
progress, the most within any tier (eight achieve Very 
High Social Progress, and two achieve Upper Middle 
Social Progress Tier; Malta and Luxembourg do not 
have a Social Progress Index score because their data 
are incomplete). Average performance among the 26 
EU countries for which data are available is 83.62, and 
among the 16 EU countries in this tier it is 81.97. While 
performance among the 16 EU28 countries in the 
Very High Social Progress tier is fairly uniform, there is 
a regional divide in performance among them. 

The Eastern and Central European countries that 
have achieved this tier (Slovenia, Czech Republic, 
Estonia, Slovakia, Poland, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Croatia, and Hungary) on average perform lower 
on Opportunity than Western and South Europe, 
especially in Tolerance and Inclusion. They perform 
well on Nutrition and Basic Medical Care, all scoring 
above 98.00, but are not yet able to meet the level of 
Health and Wellness achieved by the other countries 
in this tier, based on a high number of deaths from 
non-communicable diseases and suicides. Slovenia is 
the best performing among the group, especially on 
Opportunity where other countries in this region lag. 
Slovenians report higher freedom over life choices 
and a stronger community safety net than their 
neighboring countries. 

Among the three southern European countries in 
this tier, Spain (86.96, 16th) and Portugal (85.44, 20th) 
perform better than Greece (78.92, 33rd), mainly due 
to Greece’s shortfalls in Opportunity. Greece lags 
behind most countries in the High Social Progress 
Tier on both Personal Freedom and Choice, and 
Tolerance and Inclusion. Its score on freedom over 
life choices is one of the lowest across countries, 
ranking between Ukraine and Yemen, and it has low 
satisfied demand for contraception, low tolerance for 
immigrants, and low religious tolerance. Conversely, 
both Spain and Portugal are strong performers on 

Tolerance and Inclusion, both overperforming on the 
component in relation to countries of similar GDP per 
capita. Portugal also registers a relative strength in 
Personal Freedom and Choice compared to its peers.

Three of the four Latin American countries in this tier 
are among the top performing countries in the world 
relative to their income. Chile (82.54, 25th), Costa 
Rica (81.03, 28th), and Uruguay (80.09, 31st) strongly 
outperform their peer countries in Personal Rights, 
Personal Freedom and Choice, and Tolerance and 
Inclusion. The region’s consistent efforts to build 
democratic institutions over the last three decades, 
as well as strong civic movements championing 
social and environmental causes, has enabled these 
Latin American countries to perform particularly well 
relative to their global economic peers. The fourth 
Latin American country, Argentina, outperforms its 
peer countries in the areas of Tolerance and Inclusion 
and Access to Information and Communications. It 
underperforms in Shelter and Personal Safety. 

The differences in performance within the High 
Social Progress Tier illustrate a key overall finding 
of the 2017 Social Progress Index: every country has 
strengths, but also areas for improvement. Contrasts 
in strengths and weaknesses reflect both cultural 
differences and policy and investment choices. 
European countries, Japan, and the high-performing 
Latin American countries in this tier tend to have 
broad social safety nets that help explain success 
on some social progress outcomes. However, such 
countries register lower absolute scores outside of 
Basic Human Needs and Foundations of Wellbeing in 
the areas of Opportunity. In contrast, the US tends to 
make policy choices and social commitments with a 
philosophy of greater individualism, performing better 
on the Opportunity dimension than on Foundations of 
Wellbeing. Even at relatively high levels of economic 
development, there is considerable variation among 
countries across components of social progress.
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Upper Middle Social Progress Countries

A third tier of 31 upper middle social progress countries 
is composed of mostly Balkan, former Soviet Union, 

and Latin American countries, but also includes three 
Middle Eastern countries (Kuwait, Jordan, and Saudi 
Arabia); two upper middle-income sub-Saharan African 
countries (Mauritius and South Africa); three middle-
income countries in Asia (Malaysia, Thailand, and the 
Philippines); along with Tunisia and Turkey, whose high 
performance is unique among their conflict-ridden 
neighbors. The group includes countries at sharply 
different levels of economic development, ranging 
from Bolivia (GDP per capita of $6,531) to Kuwait (GDP 
per capita of $70,107). Scores range from Mauritius 
(75.18) to Bolivia (66.93), reflecting a broader finding 
that economic development alone is far from the only 
driver (or enabler) of social progress. Three of the 
countries in this tier (Brazil, Russia, and South Africa) 
are part of the BRICS group of emerging economies.

This diverse group of countries achieves good 
performance overall, ranking in the top half of countries 
globally but with more areas for improvement. Whereas 
higher tier countries have generally eliminated 
extreme hunger and have near universal access to 
water and basic education, many upper middle social 
progress countries still face challenges in these 
areas. In Thailand, for example, only slightly more 
than half the population has piped water. In Bolivia, 
the Philippines, and the Dominican Republic, more 
than 10% of the population is undernourished. For 
South Africa, Brazil, Jamaica, Mexico, and Colombia, 
Personal Safety is problematic. 

Several countries in this tier are tightly clustered in 
performance, with scores close to 70.00 (starting 
with Jordan) and up to 72.15 (Peru). Despite uniform 
performance on overall social progress, each 
presents its own success and challenges among 
the components. Among them are Mexico (71.93, 
48th), which despite high performance in Nutrition 
and Basic Medical Care, Water and Sanitation, and 
Shelter, still has much to improve in Personal Safety 
due to a relatively high homicide rate and very high 
level of violent crime. Malaysia (71.14, 50th), in addition 
to performing relatively well on Basic Human Needs, 
has developed a high level of Access to Basic 

   Upper Middle Social Progress
Rank Country Score

39 Mauritius 75.18

40 Panama 74.61

41 Bulgaria 74.42

42 Kuwait 74.12

43 Brazil 73.97

44 Romania 73.53

45 Serbia 73.41

46 Jamaica 72.42

47 Peru 72.15

48 Mexico 71.93

49 Colombia 71.72

50 Malaysia 71.14

51 Tunisia 71.09

52 Albania 70.97

53 Georgia 70.80

54 Montenegro 70.01

55 Ecuador 69.97

56 Jordan 69.85

57 Saudi Arabia 69.45

58 Macedonia 69.35

59 Armenia 69.01

60 Paraguay 68.73

61 Turkey 68.68

62 Thailand 68.51

63 Dominican Republic 68.42

64 Ukraine 68.35

65 Belarus 67.80

66 South Africa 67.25

67 Russia 67.17

68 Philippines 67.10

69 Bolivia 66.93

Figure 3.6  /   Upper Middle Social Progress
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Knowledge, and registers fairly strong performance 
on other components in the Foundations of Wellbeing 
dimension, but in Opportunity struggles with Personal 
Rights, and Tolerance and Inclusion. There, freedom 
of religion is strongly restricted, and tolerance for 
immigrants and tolerance for homosexuals are very 
low.

Compared to higher tiers of social progress, a main 
finding in this group of countries is sharply lower scores 
on the components of the Opportunity dimension 
— especially Personal Rights — versus other areas. 
Every country in the upper middle social progress 
group, regardless of region, scores significantly lower 
on the Opportunity dimension than Basic Human 
Needs and Foundations of Wellbeing. Compared to 
countries of similar income, Saudi Arabia and Russia 
are among the most underperforming countries in 
the world on Personal Rights, Personal Freedom and 
Choice, and Tolerance and Inclusion. Turkey also 
drastically underperforms on Personal Rights, while 
registering smaller weaknesses in Personal Freedom 
and Choice and Tolerance and Inclusion. More than a 
quarter of the countries in this tier score below 40.00 
on Access to Advanced Education, and ten countries 
in this group have no globally ranked universities. 
This indicates that in order to advance to high social 
progress status and potentially to higher income, 
countries need to promote and invest in the policies 
and institutions that strengthen Opportunity. 

Lower Middle Social Progress Countries

The fourth tier, Lower Middle Social Progress,  
comprising 25 countries, ranges from El Salvador at 
70th (with a score of 66.43) to Senegal at 94th (with a 
score of 58.31). This group also includes China and 
India. A meaningful level of social progress is realized, 
particularly compared to the Low and Very Low Social 
Progress Tiers. No country in this group scores below 

  Lower Middle Social Progress
Rank Country Score

70 El Salvador 66.43

71 Lebanon 66.31

71 Moldova 66.31

73 Sri Lanka 66.16

74 Kazakhstan 66.01

75 Algeria 65.41

76 Azerbaijan 65.33

76 Kyrgyzstan 65.33

78 Morocco 65.25

79 Indonesia 65.10

80 Botswana 64.44

81 Nicaragua 64.17

82 Egypt 63.76

83 China 63.72

84 Guatemala 62.62

85 Uzbekistan 62.02

86 Mongolia 62.00

87 Namibia 61.98

88 Iran 61.93

89 Honduras 61.76

90 Ghana 61.44

91 Nepal 60.08

92 Tajikistan 58.87

93 India 58.39

94 Senegal 58.31

Figure 3.7   /  Lower Middle Social Progress
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60.46 in Basic Human Needs or 61.15 in Foundations 
of Wellbeing. The average score on areas such as 
Nutrition and Basic Medical Care is 89.95 and on 
Access to Basic Knowledge is 89.33. However, no 
country within this tier scores above 57.65 on the 
Opportunity dimension on the Index. 

The countries in this tier are closely bunched in terms 
of their overall Social Progress Index scores, but they 
have widely differing strengths and weaknesses 
that lead to diverse social progress agendas. Latin 
American countries stand out for very low scores on 
Personal Safety, due to high homicide rates, perceived 
criminality, and violent crimes, but comparatively strong 
performance on Health and Wellness, Environmental 
Quality, and Tolerance and Inclusion. Eastern 
European countries, on the other hand, score poorly 
on Environmental Quality, Personal Freedom and 
Choice, and Tolerance and Inclusion but have high 
scores on Access to Information and Communications, 
and Access to Advanced Education. Their strong 
performance on Access to Advanced Education may 
stem from residual effects of the universal education 
system and tertiary specialization under the former 
Soviet system, while higher Access to Information and 
Communications may signify these countries’ transition 
into more open participation in the global economy. 

The largest divergence in scores in this tier is in the 
area of Personal Rights. Two Sub-Saharan African 
countries in this group, Ghana and Senegal, score 
fairly well with scores of 80.10 and 74.75 respectively. 
Five countries in this tier register the lowest five scores 
of all countries on Personal Rights (Uzbekistan, China, 
Tajikistan, Azerbaijan, and Iran). These countries 
have restrictive political systems or remnants of prior 
systems that deviated from the democratic systems 
found in leading European nations and the Americas. 
In Egypt, where democratic systems have remained 
unstable, country performance on Personal Rights is 
extremely low as well, achieving a score of only 28.14.

2. Based on back-calculations of the Social Progress Index for 2014, 2015, and 2016 using the 2017 Social Progress Index framework.

China (63.72, 83rd), in addition to its low performance 
on Personal Rights, struggles to maintain consistent 
performance across components of social progress. It 
performs highest on Nutrition and Basic Medical Care 
and Access to Basic Knowledge, achieving scores of 
over 90.00 on each. However, Personal Safety is low due 
to high levels of political terror and perceived criminality, 
and Access to Information and Communications is 
impeded by a relatively low percentage of internet 
users. Its performance on Tolerance and Inclusion is 
not only low on an absolute basis (due to low tolerance 
for immigrants, high discrimination against minorities, 
and low community safety net), but is also lower than 
its expected performance based on countries of similar 
GDP per capita. 

Conversely, India, though still facing many challenges, 
is nearing China on social progress, and has surpassed 
Bangladesh and Pakistan. It has only recently entered 
this tier of social progress,2 with strong performance 
on Personal Rights relative to countries of similar 
GDP per capita. However, there is still much room 
for improvement: within Personal Rights, freedom of 
assembly is restricted, and India’s performance on 
Tolerance and Inclusion is among the lowest in the 
world. To achieve the level of performance of its 
economic peers, India must improve Tolerance and 
Inclusion as well as focus on improving Access to 
Information and Communications, and Environmental 
Quality.

Seven out of the 25 countries in the Lower Middle 
Social Progress Tier perform best relative to others. 
Nepal in South Asia and Senegal in West Africa have 
low absolute performance (91st and 94th respectively) 
but perform strongly versus similar low-income peers. 
Since the establishment of a multiparty democracy in 
the 1990s, Nepal has made great strides in health and 
education. Investments, especially in the health sector, 
accompanied by holistic reforms and decentralization 
that helped mobilize community health volunteers 
to remote areas, significantly improved health 
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infrastructure. For example, it facilitated improvements 
in antenatal care with incentives for pregnant mothers 
and institutional delivery.3 Access to piped water 
and sanitation also increased. Life expectancy has 
risen 12.1 years since 1990, one of the largest gains 
worldwide. Senegal stands out among its income 
peers for its stability and good governance. Relative 
to similar countries, political rights and freedom of 
expression are high. Stability has facilitated investment 
in the agriculture sector and food security programs 
so that undernourishment, while still high at 10%, is 
significantly below the average of 22% for its income 
peers. Through the use of public-private partnerships, 
over half the population of Senegal has access to 
piped water compared to only 17% on average for 
countries at a similar level of income. 

Three of the overperformers in this tier (Kyrgyzstan, 
Moldova, and Tajikistan) are former republics of the 
Soviet Union. Their strong relative social progress 
performance results from two factors. The first is legacy 
strengths on some key aspects of social progress 
that remain and offer promise for the future. Former 
Soviet Republics also benefit from a legacy of prior 
investments in basic and advanced education and 
basic health services. The second is weak economic 
performance resulting from economic challenges. 
These former Soviet Republics are all countries that 
have struggled economically since the break-up of 
the Soviet Union, due to the challenges of radically 
transforming their economic systems. For example, 
Moldova is the poorest country in Europe ($4,742 GDP 
per capita). But compared to economic peers such as 
Yemen, Mauritania, and Nigeria, Moldova registers a 
favorable social progress score. While it is achieving 
on social progress, Moldova is under-performing on 
GDP per capita.

3. Ministry of Health and Population Nepal, Partnership for Maternal, Newborn & Child Health, WHO, World Bank and Alliance for Health Policy 
and Systems Research. Success factors for women’s and children’s health: Nepal. Geneva: World Health Organization; 2014. http://www.who.
int/pmnch/knowledge/publications/nepal_country_report.pdf

Low Social Progress 

The fifth tier of 27 countries, Low Social Progress, 
ranges from Kenya (56.17, 95th) to Ethiopia (45.29, 121st). 
It includes 22 Sub-Saharan African countries and five 

  Low Social Progress
Rank Country Score

95 Kenya 56.17

96 Myanmar 55.69

97 Bangladesh 54.84

98 Cambodia 54.54

99 Laos 54.17

100 Malawi 53.09

101 Rwanda 52.78

102 Swaziland 52.64

103 Lesotho 51.74

104 Benin 51.69

105 Pakistan 51.54

106 Côte d’Ivoire 50.65

107 Tanzania 50.21

108 Zimbabwe 50.10

109 Nigeria 50.01

110 Burkina Faso 49.75

111 Uganda 49.59

112 Liberia 49.34

113 Mauritania 48.44

114 Congo, Republic of 48.24

115 Togo 48.21

116 Mozambique 47.90

117 Cameroon 47.83

118 Mali 47.75

119 Madagascar 47.40

120 Sierra Leone 47.10

121 Ethiopia 45.29

Figure 3.8  /   Low Social Progress
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countries in South and Southeast Asia — Myanmar, 
Bangladesh, Cambodia, Laos, and Pakistan. GDP per 
capita in this group is quite low, all below $6,000, with 
the exception of Swaziland ($8,122). 

Countries in this tier have, on average, not yet achieved 
the level of economic development to make significant 
advances in Basic Human Needs. For example, less 
than a fifth of the population in this tier’s countries has 
access to piped water and half the population lacks 
basic electricity. In nearly half of this tier’s countries, 
more than 20% of the population is undernourished.

A group of South and Southeast Asian countries 
leads the tier on Basic Human Needs. The strong 
performance of Myanmar, Bangladesh, Cambodia, 
Laos and Pakistan in the dimension is largely driven by 
relatively high scores on Nutrition and Basic Medical 
Care. Basic health in these countries is far from 
admirable — most achieve average performance on 
Undernourishment, Maternal Mortality Rate, and other 
indicators within the component — but compared to 
other countries in their tier, they perform well. 

Among the low social progress countries, there are 
unusually large deviations in scores across the three 
dimensions, especially among the Sub-Saharan 
African countries. Kenya, for example, scores relatively 
strongly in aggregate but has a mixed picture at the 
component levels. Kenya performs better than most 
countries in the tier on Access to Basic Knowledge 
(79.49) and Health and Wellness (62.67), but scores 
low on Personal Safety (51.43), Personal Rights 
(52.59), and Tolerance and Inclusion (37.20), likely due 
to increasing security concerns and conflict. Ethiopia, 
the lowest scoring country in this group, reveals 
similarly large contrasts between components. 
Despite its low overall Index score, compared to the 
other countries in this group, it does relatively well 
on Personal Safety (66.38) because of its low rates of 
violent crime. Ethiopia also performs relatively well on 
Health and Wellness (60.04) because life expectancy 
(at 60), while low, is better than most countries at a 
similar level of GDP per capita.

While the countries in this group face serious 
development challenges in multiple areas, the Social 
Progress Index also points to some countries in the 
group that are models for success. For example, 
despite its challenges noted above, Kenya scores 
highly on Access to Basic Knowledge (79.49). The 
country introduced free primary education in 2003, 
significantly increasing enrollment rates. Many of the 
countries in this tier score at levels similar to higher 
tiers in Tolerance and Inclusion, Personal Rights, 
and Personal Safety. While these components of 
social progress are nevertheless important, in order 
to advance social progress to the lower middle tier, 
countries in this group need to focus their efforts on 
meeting their people’s most basic needs of food, 
water, electricity, and literacy.

Very Low Social Progress 

A final group of seven countries registers the 
world’s lowest levels of social progress, ranging 
from Yemen (43.46) to the Central African Republic 
(28.38), a material step-down from the previous tier. 
All countries in this tier underperform on the Social 
Progress Index compared to countries at a similar 
level of GDP per capita.

   Very Low Social Progress
Rank Country Score

122 Yemen 43.46

123 Guinea 43.40

124 Niger 42.97

125 Angola 40.73

126 Chad 35.69

127 Afghanistan 35.66

128 Central African Repubic 28.38

Figure 3.9  /  Very Low Social Progress
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Of the final tier, the top four countries cluster together. 
Yemen, Guinea, Niger, and Angola have scores 
ranging from 43.46 to 40.73. Among these countries, 
though performance on all aspects of social progress 
is quite low, we see potential for improvement. For 
example, Yemen’s government prioritizes education, 
but its score of 64.66 on Access to Basic Knowledge  
— though highest within the tier — reflects low levels 
of access to schools, particularly for girls. Likewise, 
Niger scores relatively high among countries in the 
tier on Health and Wellness (61.29) because of lower 
rates of premature deaths from non-communicable 
diseases and suicide, yet its life expectancy (at 60) is 
significantly below more progressed countries. 

The lowest ranked country, the Central African 
Republic, is the world’s weakest performing country 
on all three dimensions of the Social Progress Index. 
Its results show no strengths in any aspects of social 
progress. In order to improve its performance, the 
country requires holistic reforms that could improve 
health, education, environment, political opportunity, 
and inclusion. Its very low social progress cannot be 
attributed to extreme poverty alone, though the two 
variables are highly correlated. In this tier, only Central 
African Republic, Guinea, and Niger are also among the 
world’s poorest seven countries. Other poor countries, 
such as Malawi and Rwanda, are able to achieve 
significantly higher levels of social progress with more 
aggressive policies toward meeting the Basic Human 
Needs and Foundations of Wellbeing of their citizens.

Among these very low performing countries, we also 
find countries like Angola and Yemen, which are 
both classified by the World Bank as middle-income 
countries but face challenges in social progress due 
to conflict. Angola is struggling to overcome the 
effects of its 27-year civil war, while Yemen’s current 
conflict continues to cause a humanitarian crisis. 
Conflict can be both a cause and a symptom of low 
social progress. 

Despite the very low performance on social progress 
among countries in this tier, there are pathways for them 

to improve. Afghanistan is the second lowest-placed 
country (ranked 127th), and on some components is 
achieving relatively high performance given its low 
income and state of war since 2001. On Nutrition 
and Basic Medical Care, it scores 72.74, compared 
to Central African Republic’s achievement of 41.62. 
Similarly on Access to Basic Knowledge it scores 
53.37, while Central African Republic (ranked last at 
128th) scores only 37.03. As such, two countries with 
very similar low overall social progress can diverge 
widely on achieving aspects of social progress. The 
lessons taken from one could very well help the other 
to achieve higher social progress across this lowest 
tier.

Unranked Countries

Based on available data, the 2017 Social Progress 
Index ranks 128 countries grouped into the six tiers 
described above. Given the time lag between data 
collection and publication, the data available for 
Syria and Venezuela do not accurately represent the 
rapidly deteriorating situation in these countries. For 
this reason, Syria and Venezuela are excluded from 
the 2017 Social Progress Index.

An additional 33 countries have sufficient data to 
measure only 9 to 11 of the 12 components. For these 
countries, we cannot calculate an overall Social 
Progress Index score, but we can estimate their likely 
social progress tier based on the data that is available 
(see Figure 3.10). 

With data for at least one dimension missing for each 
of these countries, we have a limited snapshot of their 
performance on overall social progress. For example, 
among the estimated high social progress performers, 
Singapore performs well on Foundations of Wellbeing 
and Opportunity, its scores ranking 33rd and 26th, 
respectively, among countries with complete data. 
Though it is missing data on Nutrition and Basic Medical 
Care, Singapore scores high on Water and Sanitation, 
Shelter, and Personal Safety, and within Nutrition and 
Basic Medical Care, its maternal mortality and child 
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Figure 3.10  /  Estimated Social Progress tiers for countries with insufficient data
Estimated Social Progress tiers for countries with insufficient data

   Very High Social Progress
Luxembourg

   High Social Progress
Malta
Singapore

   High/Upper Middle  
 Social Progress
Barbados
Qatar
United Arab Emirates

  Upper Middle Social Progress
Bahrain
Belize
Bhutan
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Oman
Suriname
Trinidad and Tobago

  Upper Middle/Lower Middle  
 Social Progress 
Cabo Verde

  Lower Middle Social Progress 
Cuba
Gabon
Guyana
Vietnam
West Bank and Gaza

  Lower Middle/Low Social  
 Progress
Comoros
Iraq
Libya
Timor-Leste
Turkmenistan

  Low Social Progress

Djibouti

Gambia
Zambia

  Low/Very Low Social Progress
Burundi
Guinea-Bissau
Haiti
Papua New Guinea

  Very Low Social Progress
Democratic Republic of Congo
Sudan

mortality rates are very low. Therefore, its performance on 
overall social progress is estimated to be quite high. We 
estimate Social Progress Index tiers for these countries 
by regressing components within a dimension for those 
missing data for one component per dimension, or by 
regressing dimensions for those missing more than one 
component per dimension. Based on the regression 
results, we can calculate estimated values.

Those countries that we estimate would perform 
in the middle tiers of social progress follow similar 
trends to those countries that have complete data, 
presenting varying results across components, even 
within dimensions. Cuba, for example, achieves high 
performance in Access to Basic Knowledge and 
average performance on Health and Wellness and 
Environmental Quality, but is significantly behind other 
countries on Access to Information and Communications 
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(ranking second lowest, above Djibouti). Iraq performs 
relatively well on Nutrition and Basic Medical Care, 
Water and Sanitation, and Shelter, but faces challenges 
in Personal Safety due to high levels of violent crime, 
perceived criminality, political terror.

Among the estimated low performers, Opportunity is 
quite low, with countries such as Sudan scoring second-
lowest in the world on Personal Freedom and Choice, 
and most of the countries recording the extremely low 
scores on Access to Advanced Education.

Four additional countries, North Korea, South Sudan, 
Somalia, and Eritrea, are large but lack sufficient data 
to calculate even nine of the 12 components, usually 
for political or conflict reasons. These countries would 
most likely be classified as very low social progress 
countries.

Forty-nine additional countries and territories have 
such limited data that only one to six components 
can be calculated. Many are small countries where 
data collection is prohibitively expensive for many 
of the data sources or organizations. Results, to the 
extent that they can be calculated, are available at 
www.socialprogressimperative.org website. Twenty-
six countries and territories do not have sufficient data 
to calculate any components, but indicator-level data 
are reported. 

CONCLUSION

The Social Progress Index, based exclusively on 
indicators of social and environmental outcomes, offers 
a revealing picture of countries’ levels of development 
that is independent of traditional economic measures. 
Countries achieve very different overall levels of 
social progress and widely differing patterns of social 
progress by dimensions and components. A country’s 
level of social progress is the result of cumulative 
incremental choices its governments, communities, 
citizens, and businesses make about how to invest 
limited resources and how to integrate and work 
with each other. In general terms, the Index reveals 
that high-income countries tend to achieve higher 
social progress than low-income countries. Yet this 
relationship is neither simple nor linear. 

Countries at all levels of development can use this 
data to assess their performance and set priorities 
for improvement. Most countries will be able to 
identify areas of relative strength, which represent 
social progress foundations upon which they can 
build. However, every country exhibits areas for 
improvement and the Social Progress Index allows 
a strategic approach to social development that 
identifies areas for prioritization and investment. 
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CHAPTER 4

GLOBAL TRENDS IN SOCIAL PROGRESS 
2014–2017

HIGHLIGHTS

l	 Global social progress is improving. The world 
score on the Social Progress Index has increased 
from 63.19 in 2014 to 64.85 in 2017, and 113 out 
of the 128 ranked countries registered a positive 
change over that same period.

l	 Access to Information and Communications and 
Access to Advanced Education are driving this 
positive change. More and more lower-income 
countries are gaining widespread access to 
mobile phone coverage, increasing the number 
of subscriptions and converging with high-income 
countries where subscriptions are already high. 
Many countries are also improving in terms of the 
ability of their universities to join global rankings. 

l	 However, global performance on Personal Rights 
has declined over time. On this Personal Rights, 
Personal Safety and Tolerance and Inclusion, there 
are especially wide disparities in performance 
between countries, with many countries both 
improving and declining.

l	 Components closely related to the Millennium 
Development Goals – Nutrition and Basic Medical 
Care, Water and Sanitation, and Access to Basic 
Knowledge – saw accelerated improvement in 
the past two decades. Since 2014, when data are 
widely available, that improvement has stagnated. 
Over the past four years, there has been slow 
change to these components.
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SOCIAL PROGRESS OVER TIME

The annual Social Progress Index benchmarks social 
progress across countries, and helps identify the 
specific strengths and weaknesses of individual 
countries in terms of their social progress performance. 
As we enter the fourth year of the Social Progress Index, 
we can for the first time introduce a new element to our 
analysis, the evaluation of social progress over time. 

To do so, we utilize the improved 2017 Index framework, 
then apply that methodology across countries and 
years back to 2014.1 We can measure, for the first time, 
the overall evolution of social progress over time, and 
also identify the relative movement of each component 
and dimension of the Social Progress Index. 

While data allow evaluation of the full index only 
since 2014, we have constructed longer time-series 
for some components. We highlight those instances 
here and provide deeper analysis. This dynamic 
analysis is a first and critical step towards not simply 
measuring the social progress agenda for a country 
but also examining social progress improvement over 
time and in particular locations, and what works in 
achieving it.

We find that social progress overall is improving, 
but some components of social progress that have 
experienced deeply worrying erosion. Access to 
Information and Communications and Access to 
Advanced Education, for example, improved markedly 
in a relatively short period. Across other components, 
progress is slow and/or uneven. But this is in sharp 
contrast to the declines or stagnation in Personal 
Rights, Personal Safety, and Tolerance and Inclusion. 
Improved social progress in the aggregate must not 
mask the erosion in personal rights and challenges to 
tolerance and safety. These threaten to undermine or 
offset hard-earned gains in other areas.

1. As such, our analysis accounts for retroactive data revisions from sources as well as minor changes in the Social Progress Index method-
ology. Accordingly, the figures cited here may differ from the Social Progress Index scores and rankings that were reported in the context of 
earlier annual reports. Full datasets from 2014–2017 are available at www.socialprogressimperative.org. 

SOCIAL PROGRESS OVERALL IS IMPROVING

To understand how the world is performing on 
social progress, we weight each country’s score by 
population and sum across all countries. In 2017, the 
world score on the Social Progress Index was 64.85, 
which corresponds to a ranking between Indonesia 
and Botswana. Average global performance is 
generally better on the components of the Basic 
Human Needs dimension and worst on average on 
the components of the Opportunity dimension (see 
Figure 4.1). Overall, global performance on the Social 
Progress Index has increased by 1.66 points since 
2014, which is heartening. While the world average 
has improved across most components of the Social 
Progress Index, creating a society with opportunity for 
all citizens remains an elusive goal for many countries.

Of 128 countries, 113 have improved their Social 
Progress Index score since 2014. By country, the 
average change in the Social Progress Index since 
2014 has been 1.14 points. Improving countries have 
improved by 1.37 points on average. The population-
weighted global average improvement (1.66 points) 
registers a sharper improvement relative to the 
performance on a country-by-country basis. The 
population-weighted world score is greater because 
it accounts for the fact that a disproportionate number 
of improving countries have larger populations. 
Improvement of social progress is largely 
concentrated in South Asian and Western African 
nations, whose 2014 scores were in the lower middle 
or low tier of the Index. This improvement suggests 
that countries at a relatively low level of social 
progress may be able to improve more rapidly since 
they both have more opportunities for improvement 
and can also draw on lessons and approaches that 
have been implemented elsewhere.

Among advanced economies, the overall pattern is 
one of positive but modest improvement in social 
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progress since 2014. All of the G7 countries show an 
increase, but the average level of that increase is just 
0.51 points. As we highlight further below, the most 
notable divergence among advanced economies 
is in Tolerance and Inclusion. In particular a handful 
of countries experienced significant (greater than 
five points) declines in this component, including 
Central European countries such as Hungary, 
Poland, Slovakia, and Slovenia, as well as Latvia and, 
surprisingly, the United States. Advanced economies 
improving markedly in Tolerance and Inclusion 
included Norway, Cyprus, Germany, and Spain.

While global social progress is improving, a small 
group of 15 countries registers a marked decline in 
their overall score, with an average decline of 0.64 
points. The biggest decliners are mainly in Central 
America or Sub-Saharan Africa, but Hungary stands 
out with the largest decline by far among European 
countries, driven largely by change in Tolerance and 
Inclusion.

Figure 4.1 /  Population-weighted world Social Progress Index scores in 2014 and 2017
World component scores over time
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VARYING TRENDS IN SOCIAL PROGRESS BY 
COMPONENT

On a component-by-component basis, we are limited 
to a four-year analysis that dates back to the launch 
of the Social Progress Index, in 2014. For some 
components, we are able to extend our measurement 
back further, and get a longer-term perspective.

Figure 4.3 reports the avreage evolution of social 
progress by component by a country. Figure 4.4 
highlights the number of countries who experience a 
significant positive or negative shift in each component 
between 2014 and 2017. 

Three important patterns stand out. First, two compo-
nents — Access to Information and Communication 
and Access to Advanced Education — experience 
significant improvement across a wide range of coun-
tries. As shown in figure 4.3, countries improved from 
an average 66.15 to 69.30. Indeed, more countries 
improved on these two components than on any oth-
ers (See Figure 4.4). This highlights the impact of mo-
bile devices and information technology as tools for 
advancing social progress. Second, Personal Rights, 
Personal Safety, and Tolerance and Inclusion all show 
absolute stagnation or decline on average. Person-

al Rights declined from an average score of 59.38 
to 58.26, and Personal Safety declined from 69.71 to 
69.34. Tolerance and Inclusion saw little change, with 
an average score of 51.74 in 2014 and 52.22 in 2017. 
These three components saw marked declines for a 
meaningful number of countries. More than 10 coun-
tries experienced a decline of more than five points 
on each of these components; among other compo-
nents few or no countries saw such drastic declines. 
This variation highlights an important area for concern 
even as we acknowledge the global improvement in 
social progress overall. 

Third, the remaining seven components, concentrated 
primarily in the Basic Human Needs and Foundations 
of Wellbeing dimensions, register more stability 
over time, with a lower rate of overall improvement 
and less variability in performance across countries. 
The accompanying figures show that on these 
components of social progress, change has stagnated 
and few countries have shown major improvements 
or decline. For many of these components, changes 
in social progress are likely to be slow and require 
investments and shifts in policy so that social progress 
improvements are realized over a longer period of 
time.
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Figure 4.3 /  Change in average scores for components of the Social Progress IndexAverage country change by component 2014 to 2017
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1.	Access to Information and Communications 
and Access to Advanced Education show 
the fastest improvement. 

Relative to the modest improvement in the overall 
Social Progress Index, Access to Information and 
Communications and Access to Advanced Education 
experienced a more rapid upward trajectory over the 
past four years, despite erosion in many countries in 
the area of press freedom. 

The single largest component-level improvement 
was in Access to Information and Communications, 
which increased 3.17 points. In many ways, this is 
not surprising. Mobile technology and the Internet 
have rapidly diffused around the globe over the last 
half-decade. According to the World Bank, “more 
households in developing countries own a mobile 
phone than have access to electricity or clean water, 
and nearly 70% of the bottom fifth of the population in 
developing countries own a mobile phone.”2 While this 
diffusion has largely been discussed in the context of 
potential economic gains (i.e., the ability of technology 

2. World Development Report 2016. World Bank. 

to raise traditional measures of productivity), an 
equally important consequence of this diffusion is the 
advancement of social progress. Mobile networks 
allow individuals to communicate with loved ones at 
a distance (which both directly affects well-being and 
also enables a higher level of mobility and choice), 
allow individuals to gather knowledge to make more 
informed and considered life choices (e.g., by giving 
them access to information about relevant options 
and alternatives), and also allow individuals to access 
dispersed resources (e.g., health care providers) that 
might otherwise be unavailable. 

The global improvement in mobile telephone access 
can be seen even more clearly by considering a 
longer time frame. As highlighted in Figure 4.6, over 
the past 15 years, mobile telephony has not only 
diffused to essentially 100% in high-income countries, 
but middle and lower-income nations also have 
experienced significant adoption, resulting in a global 
convergence in mobile telephony adoption rates. 
For example, by 2016, mobile diffusion is more than 
50% in low-income countries. The global diffusion of 

Figure 4.4 /  Distribution of countries across categories of change from 2014 to 2017, by component
Distribution of countries across categories of change from 2014 to 2017,  
by component
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Figure 4.6 /  Change in indicators of Access to Information and Communications Over TimeChange in indicators of Access to Information and Communications over time
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mobile telephony is a key driver of improved global 
social progress. Among these improvers is Myanmar, 
whose liberalization has been accompanied by a 
remarkable increase in Access to Information and 
Communiications. Myanmar’s score on Access to 
Information and Communications increased from 
23.92 to 54.55 due to large increases in mobile phone 
subscriptions from just 7 per 100 people in 2014 to 76 
per 100 people in 2017 and Internet users from 1% of 
the population in 2014 to nearly 22% in 2017.

At the same time as mobile telephony has improved, 
access to the internet has been improving but more 
unevenly. Whereas mobile telephony has been 
associated with substantial convergence among 
countries across income groups, a significant 
digital divide has also emerged. There is a very 
large gap in access to the Internet depending on 
the level of economic development, with a less 
than 10% penetration rate in low-income countries. 
As opportunity is increasingly linked to Internet 
connectivity, this is a concern for efforts to reduce 
global social progress inequality. 

Of further concern is access to free, impartial, and 
trustworthy news. In the last four years, press freedom 
has declined in nearly three-quarters of the countries 
in the Social Progress Index. There are many causes 
for this disturbing trend, including increasingly 
authoritarian tendencies of governments and tighter 
government controls in countries that were previously 
regarded as progressive. Private consolidation of 
media into large companies has led to increasing 
editorial influence by owners and on-going security 
concerns for journalists. This further adds to pressures 
on media freedom.3 The countries with the largest 
declines since 2014 are Libya, Burundi, Tajikistan, 
Poland, and Azerbaijan.4

3. Reporters without Borders. https://rsf.org/en/deep-and-disturbing-decline-media-freedom
4. We reference the most significant changes among countries that have full or partial Social Progress Index scores. Brunei Darussalam, Andor-
ra, Liechtenstein, and Venezuela registered equally large declines, but are lacking enough data to calculate nine or more Social Progress Index 
components. 
5. The three main university ranking organizations include: Times Higher Education World University Rankings, QS World University Rankings, 
and Academic Ranking of World Universities.

A second component of improvement has been 
in the area of Access to Advanced Education. On 
average, country performance improved by 2.62 
points from 2014 to 2017. The change is largely due 
to changes in globally ranked universities. Though 
most world-class universities are in Europe, North 
America, and Australia, this is slowly changing. The 
number of universities selected for global ranking by 
the three main ranking organizations has expanded, 
reflecting the greater number of universities able 
to meet their standards.5 As a result, the number of 
countries with at least one globally ranked university 
increased from 75 in 2014 to 89 in 2017, with the most 
gains in East Asia, the Middle East, and North Africa. 
While Access to Advanced Education in Sub-Saharan 
Africa is low on an absolute level, there are positive 
developments. In 2014, only South Africa had globally 
ranked universities, but by 2017, this list expanded 
to include Ghana, Kenya, Nigeria, and Uganda. 
Locally-based, globally well-regarded universities 
undoubtedly provide greater opportunity to students, 
but also provide benefit to countries by keeping 
talented potential future leaders in the country, as 
well as being a conduit and amplifier of cutting-edge 
knowledge.

2.	Personal Rights, Safety and Tolerance are 
eroding or at risk. 

In contrast to the areas of improvement just described, 
trends for Personal Rights, Personal Safety, and 
Tolerance and Inclusion are troubling. On Personal 
Rights, since 2014, more countries declined than 
improved. The average score across countries has 
decreased on Personal Safety, and on Tolerance 
and Inclusion, nearly as many countries declined as 
improved. 
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Personal Rights are eroding across the world

Personal Rights is the only component in the Social 
Progress Index that registered an average decrease 
in performance (-1.00 point) and on which more 
countries declined than improved. The indicators 
on which countries declined the most are political 
rights and freedom of expression. A disturbing trend 
is the emergence of authoritarian regimes that are 
more aggressive in their restrictions of liberties, and 
the growing populist and nationalist factions gaining 
strength and threatening basic freedoms and rights in 
democratic countries. 

Six countries, representing a range of income groups, 
geographies, and political systems, have shown the 
most rapid deterioration in Personal Rights, especially 
in the reduction of free political participation and 
freedoms of expression and assembly. These are 
Burundi, Hungary, Lesotho, Tajikistan, Thailand, and 
Turkey, that have declined more than nine points on 
Personal Rights since 2014. Angola, Azerbaijan, El 
Salvador, Nicaragua, Russia, and Yemen declined more 

than five points. An additional 33 countries declined 
more than 2 points, including Brazil, which saw the 
messy impeachment of President Dilma Rousseff, 
China, which has continued limits on free expression 
and political participation, and Poland, which has 
increasingly restricted free speech and dissent.

However, we also see some positive developments in 
Personal Rights since 2014. Madagascar and Sri Lan-
ka are improving freedom of expression and freedom 
of assembly, and allowing greater political participa-
tion. Despite economic and security challenges, Tuni-
sia is maintaining the freedoms and liberties gained in 
its democratic transition. Guinea-Bissau also improved 
from 2014 to 2015 due to the first open elections since 
its 2012 coup and has maintained this level through 2017. 

Personal Safety just stable

Global performance on Personal Safety has remained 
stable, and not improving. . From 2014 to 2017, nearly 
the same number of countries declined in performance 
as improved (see Figure 4.9). A reduction in average 
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Figure 4.7 /  Eroding Components
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rate of homicides globally was off-set by an increase 
in other violent crimes, a trend that dates back farther 
based on the historical data we observed. This 
divergence is widespread globally. Most countries 
either reduced both homicides and violent crime, 
such as Thailand, or experienced increased levels of 
both homicides and crime, such as Mexico. The close 
correlation between these two indicators suggests 
that improvement in one may lead to improvement in 
the other, greatly improving a country’s performance 
on Personal Safety.

Most of the largest declines and improvements in 
Personal Safety are among countries in Latin America 
and the Caribbean, where homicide rates far exceed 
any other part of the world. Examining longer-term 
data over the past decade, we have found that 
Honduras has seen the most dramatic increase in 
homicides since 2009 – from 44.5 in 2006 to most 
recently 74.6 deaths per 100,000 people, far higher 
than the next largest increases. In Panama, Mexico, 
and Bolivia, the homicide rate has increased by more 
than 6 people per 100,000 to rates between 12.4 and 

17.4 per 100,000 overall. Some of largest declines 
in Latin America occurred in countries that still have 
homicides rates far exceeding these levels. Colombia, 
Guatemala, and Jamaica reduced their homicide 
rates by 8.9 to 13.7 people per 100,000, but still have 
high rates from 27.9 to 36.1 per 100,000 overall. Other 
countries showing large declines in the homicide rate 
include Iraq, Sri Lanka, and Mongolia.

The three additional indicators that compose Personal 
Safety have remained relatively stable across the 
world, with few countries showing major change on 
any of the three. Progress in Personal Safety requires 
a holistic approach to improving all aspects of the 
component. Given the uneven progress in addressing 
Personal Safety challenges mentioned above, global 
improvement on Personal Safety is not yet in place.  

Volatility in Tolerance and Inclusion

Though the average is relatively stable, country-level 
scores on Tolerance and Inclusion are the most volatile 
in the Index. Performance on most components of the 

Figure 4.8 /  Number of countries improving and 
declining on Personal Rights 2014 to 2017
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2017 Social Progress Index reflects decades of policies 
and investment and generally shows relatively steady 
change over time. Since Tolerance and Inclusion is 
largely based on public opinion surveys, it tends to 
fluctuate more year-to-year. As a result, short-term 
changes should be interpreted with care. 

The lowest performing regions on Tolerance and 
Inclusion, South Asia and Eastern Africa, reveal 
contradictory trends. On average, South Asia has the 
lowest score of any sub-region, 36.67, yet Bangladesh 
and Nepal are among the most improved countries. 
Both showed strong improvements on tolerance for 
homosexuality. Bangladesh improved from less than 
1% of the population stating that the country is a good 
place for gay and lesbian people to 36% between 
2010 and 2017. Nepal improved from 56% of the 
population stating the country is a good place for gay 
and lesbian people to 83%. 

Eastern Africa has the second-lowest average 
Tolerance and Inclusion score, after South Asia. Apart 
from Burundi, Ethiopia and Tanzania, it is becoming 
even less tolerant and inclusive. It is one of the least 
tolerant regions of the world for homosexuals. In this 
region there has also been a large decline in the 
percentage of people who indicate that they have 
relatives or friends they can count on if they need help.

In Europe, tolerance for immigrants is declining in 
countries like Czech Republic and Estonia. Over the past 
two years, Denmark, Spain, France, Croatia, Greece, 
Lithuania, Macedonia, and Russia have also started 
showing signs of deteriorating tolerance of immigrants 
after showing improvement in the years prior. The 
refugee crisis and subsequent pressure on resources 
have likely had a negative effect on this.

Overall, Tolerance and Inclusion scores in Europe 
show considerable regional variation. Northern 
European countries are among the most tolerant in 
the world, while many Central and Eastern European 
countries rank in the bottom half of all countries. 
Most countries in Europe now show consistent or 

gradually improving scores, but there have been 
substantial declines in the Czech Republic, France, 
Hungary, Latvia, Poland, Russia, and Slovakia due to 
decreasing tolerance for immigrants and increasing 
discrimination against minorities. The United States 
has also declined for the same reasons.

The United States and Canada have both experienced 
declines in Tolerance and Inclusion due to decreasing 
religious tolerance and increasing discrimination 
against minorities. But whereas tolerance for 
immigrants has also declined in the United States, it 
has slightly improved in Canada. In the US, Tolerance 
and Inclusion scores declined significantly due to an 
increase in anti-Semitic activities and an increase in 
discrimination against minorities. The US ranks just 23 
in the world across this component, placing it behind 
less prosperous countries including Argentina, Chile, 
Uruguay, and Costa Rica.

Figure 4.10 /  Number of countries improving 
and declining on Tolerance and Inclusion 
2014 to 2017
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3.	Progress is slow and/or uneven on other 
components. 

For seven of the other 12 components of the Social 
Progress Index, we see stability between 2014 and 
2017. Social progress change in these components is 
slow, likely because it involves significant investment 
and societal prioritization over a longer period of time. 

Nutrition and Basic Medical Care, Water and 
Sanitation, and Access to Basic Knowledge

On an absolute level, average global performance in 
2017 is best on the components that have the most 
overlap with the Millennium Development Goals, 
the global development priorities set by the UN for 
the period 2000–2015: Nutrition and Basic Medical 
Care (89.62), Access to Basic Knowledge (87.63), 
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Figure 4.11 /  Slow and uneven components by indicator
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and Water and Sanitation (71.26). Across the three 
components, most countries showed little to no 
change in performance from 2014 to 2017, with few 
registering a modest decline. This is not to understate 
the improvement in these components over the past 
two and a half decades, which saw child mortality rate 
fall by 53% and access to piped water increase from 
76% to 91%. Global net primary school enrollment has 
increased by 8 percent since 1999. 

Longer historical trends show that convergence 
among countries is closest in Nutrition and Basic 
Medical Care relative to Water and Sanitation and 
Access to Basic Knowledge (Figure 4.12).6 If the 
current rate of progress continues, most countries 
could achieve the updated global targets, the UN 

6. Historical trends are based on computations of the Social Progress Index dating back to 1993 for Nutrition and Basic Medical Care, 2002 for 
Access to Basic Knowledge, and 1992 for Water and Sanitation.

Sustainable Development Goals, by 2030. But 
progress will need to accelerate dramatically for the 
bottom decile of countries, which have not seen the 
gains achieved elsewhere. 

Considerable progress has been made in Access to 
Basic Knowledge as well. Most countries will likely 
achieve high levels of basic education in the next 
fifteen years if current rates of progress continue. 
Countries in the bottom two income deciles, including 
Angola, Chad, Niger, and Sudan have noticeably 
improved literacy rates among their populations, but 
have room to improve school enrollment for girls, 
which remains low.

Figure 4.12 /  Convergence in Nutrition and Basic Medical Care, Access to Basic Knowledge, 
and Water and Sanitation
Nutrition and Basic Medical Care, Access to Basic Knowledge, and Water and Sanita-
tion average scores by decile
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Figure 4.13 /  Number of countries improving and declining on Health and Wellness, and 
Environmental Quality 2014 to 2017 Number of countries improving and declining 2014 to 2017
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Global progress in Water and Sanitation, though 
positive, has not seen the same acceleration as 
Nutrition and Basic Medical Care and Access to Basic 
Education. Overall, average performance across all 
countries improved since the early 1990. But at the 
current rate of progress, by 2030 more than one-
quarter of countries will still not have reached today’s 
global average. 

The achievements of the last 15 years deserve to be 
celebrated, but we must recognize the unfinished 
work of the Millennium Development Goals that relate 
to these three components: 

l	 More than 790 million people lack regular access 
to sufficient food.7 

l	 Globally, 216 women die from childbirth per 100,000 
live births, nearly all of which are preventable.8 

7. https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/sdg2 
8. https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/sdg3
9. ibid
10. https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/sdg4
11. https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/sdg6

l	 Despite great progress in reducing child mortality, 
an estimated 5.9 million children under the age of 
five died in 2015.9 

l	 According to the latest data, 59 million children 
of primary school age were not in school and it is 
estimated that 2 in 5 of these children will never 
set foot in a classroom.10 

l	 An estimated 663 million people rely on water that 
is not safe from contamination and nearly a billion 
people lack sanitation facilities of any kind.11 

Slow progress in Health and Wellness, and 
Environmental Quality

Regardless of how many resources are devoted to 
Health and Wellness and Environmental Quality, or 
how many new policies are proposed and adopted 
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to benefit these aspects of social progress, long-term 
health and environmental outcomes are changing 
slowly. On both components, most countries show 
little to no change in performance (see Figure 4.13). 
Measurable differences in life expectancy require 
many years of social change, and the outcomes of 
conservation efforts may not be known for decades 
after they are enacted. Though there has been a 
notable positive shift in Health and Wellness, and 
Environmental Quality, global performance on these 
components has remained relatively stable over time 
or shown only slight improvement.

Uneven progress in Personal Freedom and Choice, 
and Shelter

The world on average improved on Personal 
Freedom and Choice and Shelter by 1.80 and 1.26 
points, respectively. However, on both components, 

12. Measured by comparing the number of respondents answering “satisfied” to the Gallup World Poll question, “Are you satisfied or dissatis-
fied with your freedom to choose what you do with your life?” in 2017 and 2014.

a considerable number of countries either improved 
very little or declined (See Figure 4.14).

In Tanzania and the West Bank and Gaza Strip, the 
number of girls married between the ages of 15 and 19 
has decreased, although the rate is still high by global 
standards. Other improvers on the component include 
Senegal, which saw increased satisfied demand 
for contraception. Nigeria and Romania lessened 
restrictions on religion and corruption decreased in 
Albania and Myanmar. Though Iraq, Morocco, and 
Pakistan register poor performance on freedom over 
life choices and rank in the bottom 10% of all countries, 
all three have improved considerably since 2014.

The countries showing the greatest declines are 
generally those countries where people express 
less freedom to choose what they do over their lives 
compared to four years earlier.12 Most are also rated 
as more corrupt by Transparency International. Many 

Figure 4.14 /  Number of countries improving and declining on Personal Freedom and Choice 
and Shelter 2014 to 2017Number of countries improving and declining 2014 to 2017
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of the countries showing large declines are countries 
that were already performing poorly in 2014, such as 
the Central African Republic, Mauritania, Niger, Burundi, 
and Haiti. Hungary declined more than 6 points 
since 2014 – the second largest decline after Haiti. 
Corruption in the country has worsened substantially 
and government restrictions on minority religions have 
increased. 

Much of the improvement on Shelter was driven by 
reductions in the number of deaths attributable to 
household air pollution, but progress remains slow 
and such deaths globally remain very high. Most of 
the countries with the largest declines in Shelter saw 
a large reduction in the availability of good, affordable 
housing.13 Some of the largest declines were in Sub-
Saharan African countries, including Benin, Burkina 
Faso, and Mauritania, that already had among the 
lowest rates in the world.14 A number of high-income 
countries, such as Canada, France, and Ireland, also 
saw declines in the availability of good, affordable 
housing, primarily driven by the housing markets in 
urban centers. 

13. Measured by comparing the number of respondents answering “satisfied” to the Gallup World Poll question, “In your city or area where you 
live, are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the availability of good, affordable housing?” in 2017 and 2014.
14. http://www.stabilityjournal.org/articles/10.5334/sta.ap/

CONCLUSION

Overall, the world is improving, with most countries 
increasing their score on the Social Progress Index 
from 2014 to 2017. The countries with the most room for 
improvement, which are mostly low-income countries, 
are also those that are progressing most rapidly. And 
although these countries have the most volatile Social 
Progress Index scores, even the biggest declines in 
performance are not of the same magnitude as the 
biggest increases. There is particularly significant 
improvement in key areas, including greater global 
access to technology (particularly mobile) and higher 
education, along with steady and improved outcomes 
in nutrition, water and sanitation, basic knowledge, 
and environmental quality.

Despite these positives, there is still a lot of work to 
be done. The greatest improvements have been in 
areas where social progress most often accompanies 
economic prosperity, whereas the areas where world 
performance has declined or stagnated are those 
where this correlation is weakest. Even among high-
income countries, Personal Rights are declining, 
and Personal Safety and Tolerance and Inclusion 
are under threat. The data show that all countries 
have areas for prioritization and improvement, but 
by tracking social progress over time, countries and 
stakeholders can hold themselves accountable to 
achieve meaningful goals and improve quality of life 
for the widest possible set of individuals.
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The Social Progress Imperative is about more than numbers and measurement; it is about what those data tell 
us and how we use that knowledge to make real improvements in people’s lives. 

National and local governments are defining new agendas in Latin America, Europe and Asia using the Social 
Progress Index. Industries such as extractives, tourism, and consumer products are using the Index to evaluate 
their impact on the countries and communities in which they operate. Capital investments and bond ratings 
are factoring in social progress indicators. These are ways in which bold leaders are using the Social Progress 
Index to change the way they make decisions about priorities and investments. 

Conventional wisdom has been that as economies and businesses thrive, so do societies. Not always. At a time 
when economic prosperity has been growing, societies find themselves challenged. From 2012 to 2017, global 
GDP rose 3%, yet while economies are growing and businesses are meeting earnings targets, many citizens 
are experiencing a different reality. Educational opportunities for women and girls are improving, yet equity 
with men and boys still lags. Access to water and sanitation may be improving in many parts of the develop-
ing world and emerging economies, but too many people still lack these most basic services. Gender, racial, 
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ethnic, religious, sexual orientation and age discrimination protections 
have advanced in many countries, yet real inclusion is a long way off.

To understand why economies are improving but society is not, we 
need a different lens, a measure of social and environmental progress, 
to grasp how citizens are faring and understand their real lived experi-
ence. The Social Progress Index provides this, not as a replacement for 
traditional economic indicators but as a complement to them.

Our network of partners now extends to 44 countries worldwide. In 
these countries, the Social Progress Index is galvanizing government 
and business leaders, academics and researchers, civil society orga-
nizations and citizens to take action. They are coming together to ask 
and answer, “What does the community we want to live in look like, and 
what do we need to do to create that community?” By taking ownership 
of and creating localized social progress indices, leaders and citizens 
are being empowered to define for themselves what Basic Human 
Needs, the Foundations of Wellbeing, and Opportunity mean in their 
nations and communities. 

ACTIONINDEX IMPACT

 WHO IS USING THE INDEX?

National leaders are crafting long-term planning strategies. Mayors and 
city planners are devising and monitoring urban development plans. 
Businesses are evaluating market entry, risk mitigation, and corpo-
rate social responsibility action plans for where to allocate resources 
to improve communities and build supply chain pipelines. Investors 
are evaluating municipal bond opportunities. Governments and busi-
nesses are tracking the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Oth-
ers are using the framework as an ecosystem mapping tool. 

From Amazonia to India, Iceland to Thailand, presidents to mayors, 
business leaders to business schools are organizing across sectors 
to form networks of partners at regional, state, and community levels. 
Using the Social Progress Index framework, Social Progress Imperative 
is helping them create their own localized indices measuring issues 
relevant to the society in which they want to live. 

The outcomes are used as benchmarks and decision drivers to make 
or adapt policies, create community services, invest in enterprises, and 
improve living conditions.

“There are ‘do no harm’ 
investments and ‘do some 
good’ investments.  
We need more ‘do some good’ 
investments.” 

— Julie Katzman
Executive Vice President and COO
Inter-American Development Bank
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ACTIONINDEX IMPACT

	

LATIN AMERICA

PARAGUAY

In Paraguay, the national government has incorporated the Social 
Progress Index into the National Development Plan to 2030 as a tool 
to guide public and private investments and to track progress. The 
insights revealed by the Social Progress Index are already leading to 
concrete actions: the government doubled budget allocation for nutri-
tion programs and has set a target to reduce child malnutrition to 2% 
or less by 2018. 

The Index also revealed that a globally ranked university would be crit-
ical for Paraguay’s transition towards a knowledge-based economy. 
Realizing the difficulty of any one university achieving this alone, the 
government brought together the country’s leading research institu-
tions to collaborate in the creation of a second, higher tier of advanced 
education that will give Paraguayan students access to the world’s 
most advanced knowledge. This is just one example of how combining 
insights from the Social Progress Index with local knowledge and initia-
tive can result in creative, locally-tailored solutions that drive progress 
forward. 

BRAZIL

In the Brazilian Amazon, the Social Progress Index helped make visible 
the social needs of the often forgotten populations living in remote 
areas. 

The Social Progress Index Amazonia, led by regional partner Fun-
dación Avina and local nonprofit Imazon, represents the most detailed 
social and environmental diagnosis of the Amazon’s 772 municipali-

“The (Social Progress Index) 
allows us to have a more 
meaningful national budget, 
that traces taxpayers’ money 
to the outputs that government 
institutions will deliver to 
citizens.” 

— José R. Molinas Vega
Executive Secretary of the Secretariat  

for Technical Planning of Economic  
and Social Development 
Government of Paraguay

CATALYZING ACTION AROUND THE WORLD
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ties across nine states.1 This index revealed that just one of the 141 
municipalities in the state of Pará achieves a level of social progress 
above the national average, prompting the state government to create 
a Special State Secretariat for Social Policy Integration. In addition to 
being the catalyst for the creation of a new office specifically tasked 
with addressing citizens’ needs, the Index is also playing an ongoing 
role in Pará by informing the Secretariat’s policy formulation and allow-
ing the government to monitor the effectiveness of its social sector 
investments. 

The Amazonia Index also spurred businesses to take action to improve 
their communities in the municipality of Carauari. Alarmed by the low 
levels of social progress in an important region for their supply chain, 
Coca-Cola and Natura partnered with Ipsos to create a community 
needs survey based on the Index framework. This community-level 
Social Progress Index has been the foundation for a new develop-
ment program – a collaboration between citizens, government, busi-
ness, and civil society. Guided by the social progress data, this pro-
gram has improved water and sanitation infrastructure, providing 500 
households with consistent sources of clean water for the first time. 
They also constructed new river piers to improve transportation during 
seasonal flooding and increase connectivity with neighboring commu-
nities. These improvements have already changed lives in Carauari, 
where business has taken responsibility for acting on the insights of 
the index and taking the necessary actions to mobilize partners to gen-
erate impact. 

In 2016, in response to clear evidence that the massive investments 
spurred by preparations for the 2014 World Cup and 2016 Olympics did 
not adequately benefit society as a whole, Rio de Janeiro launched its 
own Social Progress Index. The first Index for a city of its size, it has laid 
the foundation for the development of indices for all 5,570 municipali-
ties of Brazil in 2017. In addition to serving as a powerful decision-mak-
ing tool for the local government, this index is enabling citizens to see 
for themselves the challenges facing different parts of their city and 
verify that public resources are being allocated in an equitable way. 

1.  www.ipsamazonia.org.br

“Thanks to the Social Progress 
Index for the city of Rio 
we now have a clearer 
diagnosis of what is needed 
in Rio de Janeiro. Now we 
want to deepen that work 
at the community level by 
empowering citizens and 
multiplying partnerships for 
change with all sectors of 
society.”  

— Pedro Massa
Shared Value Director, Coca-Cola Brazil

http://www.ipsamazonia.org.br/
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COSTA RICA

In Costa Rica, the groundbreaking Social Progress Index in Tourism 
Destinations has given the government new insights about the rela-
tionship between tourism and social progress that it is using to reshape 
its tourism strategy. Created in partnership with Vice President Ana 
Helena Chacón and the cross-sector coalition Costa Rica Propone, 
it is the first comprehensive measure of the social effects of tourism. 
The Index revealed that tourism microenterprises like small boutique 
hotels, independent tour operators, and informal restaurants actually 
lead to higher levels of social progress than major international resort 
chains. In addition to showing the Costa Rican government what forms 
of tourism are most beneficial for society, the Index pinpoints the spe-
cific ways in which larger tourism enterprises can tweak their model to 
have a more positive social impact. 

For this innovative approach to understanding the interplay between 
social and economic progress in the tourism sector, the government of 
Costa Rica received an Award for Innovation in Public Policy & Gover-
nance at the 13th annual UN World Tourism Organization Awards. Efforts 
to replicate this Index are already under way in Iceland, another coun-
try where tourism is having a transformative but insufficiently under-
stood social impact. 

Also in Costa Rica, the Social Progress Index for the Cantons of Costa 
Rica was developed by one of our key regional partners in Latin Amer-
ica, the Latin American Center for Competitiveness and Sustainable 
Development (CLACDS) at INCAE Business School. This Index was also 
supported by other members of the platform Costa Rica Propone, and 
provides local leaders and private investors alike with the data they 
need to improve quality of life in their canton.

More broadly in Central America, food and agricultural company Car-
gill is developing a Social Progress index to better understand how 
their local supply chain’s relationships with co-ops – small and large 
businesses with local workforces – is affecting social progress in their 
communities.

“We are the first nation in the 
world to use the Social Progress 
Index to measure social 
progress in every canton.”  

— Ana Helena Chacón
Vice President of Costa Rica

Figure 5.1 /  Social Progress Index 
for the Cantons of Costa Rica
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PERU

In Peru, a Social Progress Index for all 26 regions is being used to 
create a more cohesive regional development plan for the country. 
The Index highlights the significant gap that exists between how the 
country’s urban and rural citizens live, in particular the need for better 
access to water and sanitation in the Amazonian and Andean regions. 
Already, public-private partnerships are forming to design new policies 
and identify the investment opportunities that will improve water and 
sanitation in rural areas.

Additionally, in the valley of the Apurímac, Ene, and Mantaro (VRAEM) 
rivers – the main center of coca production in Peru, and notorious for 
the presence of drug-trafficking and the last remnants of the Shining 
Path guerrillas – the Index is being used to monitor implementation of 
Peru’s Social Action Strategy with Sustainability (EASS).

CHILE

The Social Progress Index for the community of Cabrero, the first in 
Chile, is giving business and governmental leaders the information 
they need to address their community’s challenges with solutions spe-
cific to their local context. 

Although Cabrero as a whole scores relatively well on the access to 
piped water indicator, the Index revealed that rural portions of the com-
munity score far lower, with some 25% of households without regular 
access to clean water. The Social Progress Committee, a multisector 
alliance of stakeholders, carefully considered the local circumstances 
to develop a Cabrero-specific solution to this problem. They installed 
small, decentralized water purification systems throughout the geo-
graphically scattered rural parts of the commune, addressing one of 
the major challenges highlighted by their Index in the way that makes 
most sense in their local context.

“At the local level, you don’t 
care about ideology, you don’t 
care about political parties. 
You care about the problems 
of your community. And this 
is where I think SPI is very 
powerful.”   

— Victor Umaña
Director, CLACDS

INCAE Business School 
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Similarly, in southern Chile, forestry company Masisa is going beyond 
job creation to determine how people are faring from the investments 
and engagement of their workforce in the communities where they 
operate. Working with municipal leaders, they are creating recreation 
programs and nutrition education to address health disparities. They 
are also creating technology labs with computers and Internet access 
in order to bridge the digital divide that is limiting access to higher edu-
cation opportunities.

ARGENTINA

The province of Salta is leading the way in Argentina by creating a pro-
vincial Social Progress Index composed of 52 indicators, 16 of which 
are closely aligned with the SDGs. The provincial government relied 
on this Index as they designed Plan Salta 2030, their newly-adopted 
sustainable development strategy, and will continue to use it as they 
track the results of their development initiatives. 

On the national level, a Social Progress Network led by the Secretary 
of Planning (Government Ministry), and comprising approximately 60 
organizations, is mapping social and environmental metrics to effec-
tively monitor the country’s efforts to meet the SDGs. 
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EUROPE

EUROPEAN UNION

The Social Progress Imperative has supported the European Commis-
sion, in a partnership including the Orkestra Basque Institute for Com-
petitiveness and DG Regio, in the creation of a Social Progress Index for 
272 regions of the European Union. This Index is being used to monitor 
the Commission’s 2014–2020 action program and identify best prac-
tices within regions that can be scaled and applied elsewhere. We are 
also working with countries and regions of the EU — including some of 
the highest performing regions in Scandinavia, as well as in lower per-
forming regions in Southern and Eastern Europe — to use the Index to 
help tackle challenges such as environmental quality, social inclusion, 
disaffected youth, and other needs. 

“The Social Progress Index 
provides a concrete framework 
for understanding and then 
translating policies into an 
action-oriented agenda which 
advances both social and 
economic competitiveness 
in Europe’s regions. This 
is essential for us as 
policymakers.”

   
— Nicola Caputo

Member of the European Parliament

>=80
75-80
70-75
65-70
60-65
55-60
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45-50
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Figure 5.2 /  EU Regional Social Progress Index
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ASIA

INDIA

In India, policymakers will be able to act on new insights about priority 
areas for investment and development thanks to a multi-year endeavor 
to assess progress in 28 states and one territory, 50 cities, and 562 
districts, launched in 2016 by the Institute for Competitiveness India in 
association with government think tank NITI Aayog. Beyond its utility 
for India’s state governments and national leaders, the Social Progress 
Index India will also equip the corporate sector with a comprehensive 
outline of the thematic areas where their legally-mandated corporate 
social responsibility funds can be directed. By sparking cross-learning 
and competitive opportunities across the states, the India Index has the 
potential to improve quality of life for more than 1.3 billion people. 

In Southeast Asia, a number of exciting initiatives are under way that will 
give stakeholders the tools to ensure the economic growth is accom-
panied by social progress. 

“The only way India can 
improve is when we measure 
states against states and make 
them compete.”

— Amitabh Kant
CEO, NITI Aayog

“(The Social Progress Index) 
will help define the agenda, 
policies, and corporate 
strategies to move India into 
caring about quality of life 
for our citizens — education, 
access to health services.”

— Amit Kapoor
CEO, India Council on Competitiveness

Institute for Competitiveness India

Social Progress Imperative CEO Michael Green attends Professor Michael E. Porter’s NITI lecture delivered to Prime Minister 
Narendra Modi, his cabinet, and the Indian civil service, 25 May 2017. 
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In Malaysia, key partners are aligning around a recently established 
social progress network, and plans are in development regarding 
which tools and actions will best address the country’s challenges. 

The Social Progress Imperative is also engaging with leading academ-
ics in Thailand to kickstart a network of social innovators and define a 
roadmap for the development of a country-level Social Progress Index. 

A tool with cross-sector applications

Healthy societies are often characterized by thriving businesses and 
thriving economies. Now, companies are using the Social Progress 
Index to identify the needs of the communities they operate in and 
translate their organizational values into investment and impact. And 
as institutional and individual investors are becoming more sophisti-
cated, so too are their expectations that strategies account for social 
and environmental benefit in addition to financial returns.

Financial institutions, fund managers, and impact investment groups 
have already begun applying the Social Progress Index to evaluate 
social and environmental risk for credit worthiness, as well as to drive 
capital towards social investments. 

One example is Breckinridge Capital Advisors, which is using the Index 
and its framework to support analysis of the US municipal bond mar-
ket. Breckinridge is using the Index alongside measures of economic 
prosperity to identify cities and counties that are achieving sustainable, 
inclusive growth so investors can maximize opportunity and minimize 
risk. 

Similarly, UK-based Big Issue Invest is using the Social Progress Index 
to inform a fund being created to invest in infrastructure projects with 
positive social outcomes, starting in London. 

“Business cannot succeed if 
society fails – and vice versa.”

— Rik Vanpeteghem
CEO, Deloitte Belgium

“SPI is a way to democratize the 
way finance works.”

— Nigel Kershaw
CEO, Big Issue Invest

“We feel in using the Social 
Progress Index, we can better 
understand which communities 
are poised to be successful.”

— Peter Coffin
CEO, Breckinridge Capital Advisors
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Box.5.1  / THE WHAT WORKS SUMMIT

Real progress comes about when the best models and 
solutions can be replicated and scaled. In partnership with 
Cognitio, the Social Progress Imperative collaborator in 
Iceland, social innovators from around the world gathered 
in April 2017 in Reykjavik to share success stories and 
spark collaborations to advance social progress.

Through case studies, debates, and interactive work-
shops, the second What Works international summit  to 
advance social progress showcased how governments 
and businesses are using the Social Progress Index to 
identify what is working and to pinpoint areas of weak-
ness in their programs; how areas of weak social perfor-
mance but also opportunity in cities have been identified 
and targeted for improvement; how we can heal troubling 
divides and use social indicators to create more inclusive 
policies; and how promising social progress solutions are 
being scale around the world.

Agents of Social Progress that Shared at the Summit

l	Mayors from the around the world are embracing the 
Social Progress Index to drive solutions in their cities. 
In Somerville, Massachusetts, in the United States and 
in Kópavogur, Iceland,  the cities are pioneering the 
index’s application in their respective countries and 
using it to complement their policy agendas. Housing, 
mobility, education, and inclusive growth are key issues 
faced by these cities. 

l	To supplement a national plan to address education 
success in Ecuador, technology company HP launched 
the National Education Assessment, a tool which 
assesses whether schools have the readiness to accept 
technology. The tool can pinpoint knowledge and skill 
gaps in using computers, the Internet and other tools, 
and teach those skills to teachers and students before 
deploying computers in schools.

l	Access to Information and Communications is 
essential to advancing social progress. Facebook is 
supporting this with a goal to bring Internet access to 
the remaining 60% of the world that is not connected. 
Working with telecommunications companies, they are 
bringing infrastructure and free basic services such as 
access to government services, basic learning tools, 
health information, and Facebook Messenger to reach 
friends and family. 

l	Statistics show that personal rights in Bangladesh are 
improving, particularly for women – but violence against 
women, the burden of family care, and equity with men 
remain problematic. By changing language use in the 
media, monitoring women’s health care providers to 
hold them accountable, using the court systems to 
challenge laws and policies, and building a grassroots 
network of women’s organizations, organizations like 
Naripokkho are making real progress in advancing 
women’s rights.

“We have to continue fighting on many fronts. 
If we are to succeed, it’s not enough to 
protest on the streets or argue at the policy 
table.”     — Dr. Shireen Huq, Co-founder, Naripokkho 

What Works has been a successful forum for bring-
ing together ministers, mayors, business and com-
munity leaders, activists, and social entrepreneurs to 
build bonds, share, and take away actionable exam-
ples. Successes will be replicated to create or mod-
ify policies, build collaborative partnerships between 
business and government and civil society, formulate 
business strategies to address national and local 
needs, and gauge progress against the Sustainable 
Development Goals.

SOCIAL 
PROGRESS 

IMPERATIVE

Note: To learn more about What Works and view videos from the 2017 Summit, visit www.whatworksinspi.com

http://www.whatworksinspi.com
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ACTIONINDEX IMPACT

	

Around the world, the Social Progress Imperative is encouraging cou-
rageous and skillful leaders – in business, universities, nonprofits, and 
government – to be agents of progress. We have catalyzed a network 
of partners and users to drive innovation and investment, share experi-
ences, and replicate what works. These agents of progress are bring-
ing together other community leaders to articulate what the positive 
lived experience should be in nations and communities they call home.

Throughout the Americas, across Europe, and now launching in Asia, 
progress is in motion. Big change and genuine understanding of impact 
come with time. Over the coming years, we will report and share the 
stories of what the data are telling us about the social benefit of capital 
investments in cities; air quality improvements and better inclusion of 
minorities in Europe; improvements in economic opportunities for local 
farmers in Latin America; and priorities to be defined in regions of Asia.

In our nonprofit’s first five years, we have seeded a global movement 
that is redefining how we measure the success of a society. Thanks 
to our partnerships with dedicated change-makers around the globe, 
social progress is becoming a central component of policy planning 
and a leading concern for businesses. As the social progress network 
continues to grow, new agents of change will use our existing indexes 
and create new ones to target their actions and generate impact. It has 
never been enough simply to measure progress – together with our 
partners, we are driving it. 

“The Social Progress Index is 
a tool, it’s not an end in itself. 
It’s a tool that’s designed to 
help business and government 
and civil society to collaborate 
better, achieve better outcomes 
and build better lives.”

— Michael Green
CEO, Social Progress Imperative

Measuring progress to make progress
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Appendix A / DEFINITIONS AND DATA SOURCES

Indicator name Definition Source Link

BASIC HUMAN NEEDS:  Nutrition and Basic Medical Care

Undernourishment  
(% of pop.)

The percentage of the population whose food intake is 
insufficient to meet dietary energy requirements continuously. 
Data showing as 5% signifies a prevalence of undernourish-
ment at or below 5%.

Food and 
Agriculture 
Organization of the 
United Nations

http://www.fao.org/economic/
ess/ess-fs/ess-fadata/en/

Depth of food 
deficit (calories/
undernourished 
person)

The number of calories needed to lift the undernourished 
from their status, everything else being constant. The average 
intensity of food deprivation of the undernourished, estimat-
ed as the difference between the average dietary energy 
requirement and the average dietary energy consumption of 
the undernourished population (food-deprived), is multiplied 
by the number of undernourished to provide an estimate of 
the total food deficit in the country, which is then normalized 
by the total population.

Food and 
Agriculture 
Organization of the 
United Nations

http://www.fao.org/economic/
ess/ess-fs/ess-fadata/en/

Maternal 
mortality rate 
(deaths/100,000 
live births)

The annual number of female deaths from any cause related 
to or aggravated by pregnancy or its management (excluding 
accidental or incidental causes) during pregnancy and child-
birth or within 42 days of termination of pregnancy, irrespec-
tive of the duration and site of the pregnancy, per 100,000 
live births.

World Health 
Organization

http://www.who.int/
reproductivehealth/
publications/monitoring/
maternal-mortality-2015/en/

Child mortality rate 
(deaths/1,000 live 
births)

The probability of a child born in a specific year dying before 
reaching the age of five per 1,000 live births.  

UN Inter-agency 
Group for Child 
Mortality Estimation

http://data.worldbank.org/
indicator/SH.DYN.MORT

Deaths from  
infectious 
diseases 
(deaths/100,000)

Age-standardized mortality rate from deaths caused by HIV/
AIDS, tuberculosis, diarrhea, intetinal infections, respitory 
infections, otitis media, meningitis, encephalitis, diptheria, 
whooping cough, tetnus, measles, varicella, herpes zoster, 
malaria, Chagas disease, leishmaniasis, typanosomiasis, 
schistosomiasis, cysticercosis, cycstic echinococcosis, 
lymphatic filariasis, onchocerciasis, trachoma, dengue, yellow 
feber, rabies, intestinal nematode infections, food-borne 
trematodiases, leprosy, ebola, and other and other infectious 
diseases per 100,000 people.

Institute for Health 
Metrics and 
Evaluation

http://vizhub.healthdata.org/
gbd-compare/

BASIC HUMAN NEEDS:  Water and Sanitation

Access to piped 
water (% of pop.)

The percentage of the population with a water service pipe 
connected with in-house plumbing to one or more taps or 
a piped water connection to a tap placed in the yard or plot 
outside the house. 

WHO/UNICEF 
Joint Monitoring 
Programme for 
Water Supply and 
Sanitation 

http://www.wssinfo.org/
data-estimates/tables/

Rural access to 
improved water 
source (% of 
pop.)

The percentage of the rural population with piped water into 
dwelling, piped water to yard/plot, public tap or standpipe, 
tubewell or borehole, protected dug well, protected spring, 
or rainwater.

WHO/UNICEF 
Joint Monitoring 
Programme for 
Water Supply and 
Sanitation

http://www.wssinfo.org/
data-estimates/tables/

Access to im-
proved sanitation 
facilities  
(% of pop.)

The percentage of the population with improved sanitation, 
including flush toilets, piped sewer systems, septic tanks, 
flush/pour flush to pit latrine, ventilated improved pit latrines 
(VIP), pit latrine with slab, and composting toilets.

WHO/UNICEF 
Joint Monitoring 
Programme for 
Water Supply and 
Sanitation 

http://www.wssinfo.org/
data-estimates/tables/

All data in the 2017 Social Progress Index is the most recent available as of February 1, 2017

Appendix A /  Definitions and Data Sources



2017 Social Progress Index  |  © Social Progress Imperative 2017  69

Appendix A / DEFINITIONS AND DATA SOURCES

Indicator name Definition Source Link

BASIC HUMAN NEEDS:  Shelter

Availability  
of affordable  
housing  
(% satisfied)

The percentage of respondents answering satisfied to the 
question, “In your city or area where you live, are you satis-
fied or dissatisfied with the availability of good, affordable 
housing?”

Gallup World Poll

Access to elec-
tricity (% of pop.)

The percentage of the population with access to electricity. Sustainable Energy 
for All

http://data.worldbank.org/
indicator/EG.ELC.ACCS.ZS

Quality of 
electricity supply 
(1=low; 7=high)

Average response to the question: “In your country, how 
would you assess the reliability of the electricity supply (lack 
of interruptions and lack of voltage fluctuations)? “[1 = not 
reliable at all; 7 = extremely reliable]

World Economic 
Forum Global 
Competitiveness 
Report

http://reports.weforum.org/
global-competitiveness-index/
downloads/

Household air 
pollution attrib-
utable deaths 
(deaths/100,000)

Age standardized deaths caused from indoor air pollution, 
including indoor air pollution-derived cases of influenza, 
pneumococcal pneumonia, H influenzae type B pneumonia, 
respiratory syncytial virus pneumonia, other lower respiratory 
infections, trachea, bronchus, and lung cancers, ischemic 
heart disease, ischemic stroke, hemorrhagic and other non-is-
chemic stroke, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, and 
cataracts per 100,000 people. 

Institute for Health 
Metrics and 
Evaluation

http://vizhub.healthdata.org/
gbd-compare/

BASIC HUMAN NEEDS:  Personal Safety

Homicide rate 
(deaths/100,000)

Number of homicides, defined as unlawful death inflicted 
upon a person with the intent to cause death or serious injury, 
per 100,000 people.

UN Office on Drugs 
and Crime

https://data.unodc.org/

Level of violent 
crime  
(1=low; 5=high)

Evaluation based on the question: “Is violent crime likely to 
pose a significant problem for government and/or business 
over the next two years?” Measured on a scale of 1 (strongly 
no) to 5 (strongly yes).

Institute for 
Economics and 
Peace Global Peace 
Index

http://static.visionofhumanity.
org/#/page/indexes/
global-peace-index

Perceived crim-
inality  
(1=low; 5=high)

An assessment of the level of domestic security and the 
degree to which other citizens can be trusted. Measured on 
a scale of 1 (majority of other citizens can be trusted; very low 
levels of domestic security) to 5 (very high level of distrust; 
people are extremely cautious in their dealings withothers; 
large number of gated communities, high prevalence of 
security guards).

Institute for 
Economics and 
Peace Global Peace 
Index

http://static.visionofhumanity.
org/#/page/indexes/
global-peace-index

Political terror 
(1=low; 5=high)

The level of political violence and terror that a country experi-
ences based on a 5-level “terror scale”: 
 
1 = Countries under a secure rule of law, people are not 
imprisoned for their views, and torture is rare or exceptional. 
Political murders are extremely rare. 
2 = There is a limited amount of imprisonment for nonviolent 
political activity. However, few persons are affected; torture 
and beatings are exceptional. Political murder is rare. 
3 = There is extensive political imprisonment or a recent 
history of such imprisonment. Execution or other political 
murders and brutality may be common. Unlimited detention, 
with or without a trial, for political views is accepted. 
4 = Civil and political rights violations have expanded to large 
numbers of the population. Murders, disappearances, and 
torture are a common part of life. In spite of its generality, 
on this level terror affects those who interest themselves in 
politics or ideas. 
5 = Terror has expanded to the whole population. The leaders 
of these societies place no limits on the means or thorough-
ness with which they pursue personal or ideological goals. 

Institute for 
Economics and 
Peace Global Peace 
Index

http://static.visionofhumanity.
org/#/page/indexes/
global-peace-index

Traffic deaths 
(deaths/100,000)

Estimated road traffic fatal injury deaths per 100,000 popula-
tion.

World Health 
Organization

http://apps.who.int/gho/data/
node.main.A997

Appendix A /  Definitions and Data Sources (continued)
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Appendix A / DEFINITIONS AND DATA SOURCES

Indicator name Definition Source Link

FOUNDATIONS OF WELLBEING:  Access to Basic Knowledge

Adult literacy rate 
(% of pop.  
aged 15+)

The percentage of the population aged 15 and above who 
can, with understanding, read and write a short, simple 
statement on their everyday life. Literacy also encompasses 
numeracy, the ability to make simple arithmetic calculations. 

UN Educational, 
Scientific, 
and Cultural 
Organization 
Institute for Statistics

http://data.uis.unesco.org/Index.
aspx?DataSetCode=EDULIT_
DS&popupcustomise=true 
&lang=en

Primary school 
enrollment  
(% of children)

Total number of students of official primary school age who 
are enrolled in any level of education, expressed as a per-
centage of the total population of official primary school age. 
Statistic is termed ‘total net primary enrollment rate.’

UN Educational, 
Scientific, 
and Cultural 
Organization 
Institute for Statistics

http://data.uis.
unesco.org/Index.
aspx?DataSetCode=EDULIT_
DS&popupcustomise=true 
&lang=en

Secondary school 
enrollment 
(% of children)

Total enrollment in  secondary education, regardless of age, 
expressed as a percentage of the total population of official  
secondary education age. The gross enrollment ratio can ex-
ceed 100% due to the inclusion of over-aged and under-aged 
students because of early or late school entrance and grade 
repetition. In the SPI model, data are capped at 100.

UN Educational, 
Scientific, 
and Cultural 
Organization 
Institute for Statistics

http://data.uis.unesco.org/Index.
aspx?DataSetCode=EDULIT_
DS&popupcustomise=true 
&lang=en

Gender parity 
in secondary 
enrollment 
(girls/boys)

The ratio of girls to boys enrolled at the secondary level in 
public and private schools. In the SPI model, absolute dis-
tance from 1 is used.

UN Educational, 
Scientific, 
and Cultural 
Organization 
Institute for Statistics

http://data.uis.unesco.org/Index.
aspx?DataSetCode=EDULIT_
DS&popupcustomise=true 
&lang=en

FOUNDATIONS OF WELLBEING:  Access to Information and Communications

Mobile telephone 
subscriptions 
(subscriptions/ 
100 people)

Subscriptions to a public mobile telephone service using cel-
lular technology, including the number of pre-paid SIM cards 
active during the past three months, expressed as the num-
ber of mobile telephone subscriptions per 100 inhabitants. In 
the SPI model, scores are capped at 100 mobile telephones 
per 100 people.

International 
Telecommunications 
Union 

http://www.itu.int/en/ITU-D/
Statistics/Pages/stat/default.
aspx

Internet users  
(% of pop.)

The estimated number of Internet users out of the total pop-
ulation, using the Internet from any device (including mobile 
phones) in the last 12 months. 

International 
Telecommunications 
Union 

http://www.itu.int/en/ITU-D/
Statistics/Pages/stat/default.
aspx

Press Freedom 
Index  
(0=most free; 
100=least free)

The degree of freedom that journalists, news organizations, 
and netizens enjoy in each country, and the efforts made 
by the authorities to respect and ensure respect for this 
freedom.

Reporters Without 
Borders

https://rsf.org/en/
ranking_table

FOUNDATIONS OF WELLBEING:  Health and Wellness

Life expectancy 
at 60 (years)

The average number of years that a person of 60 years old  
could expect to live, if he or she were to pass through life ex-
posed to  the sex- and age-specific death rates prevailing at 
the time of his or her 60 years, for a specific year, in a given 
country, territory, or  geographic area.

World Health 
Organization

http://apps.who.int/gho/
athena/api/download/life_
expectancy.xls?target=GHO/ 
WHOSIS_000001,WHOSIS_ 
000015&format=xml 
&profile=excel

Premature 
deaths from 
non-communi-
cable diseases 
(deaths/100,000)

Mortality rate due to cardiovascular diseases, cancers, dia-
betes, and chronic respiratory diseases among populations 
aged 30–70 years.

Institute for Health 
Metrics and 
Evaluation

http://ghdx.healthdata.
org/record/global-burden-
disease-study-2015-gbd-2015-
health-related-sustainable-
development-goals-sdg

Obesity rate  
(% of pop.)

The percentage of the population aged 20 years or 
above with a body mass index (BMI) of 30 kg/m2 or higher 
(age-standardized estimate), both sexes.

Institute for Health 
Metrics and 
Evaluation

http://ghdx.healthdata.
org/record/global-burden-
disease-study-2013-gbd-2013-
obesity-prevalence-1990-2013

Suicide rate 
(deaths/100,000)

Mortality due to self-inflicted injury, per 100,000 people, age 
adjusted.

Institute for Health 
Metrics and 
Evaluation

http://vizhub.healthdata.org/
gbd-compare/

Appendix A /  Definitions and Data Sources (continued)
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Appendix A / DEFINITIONS AND DATA SOURCES

Indicator name Definition Source Link

FOUNDATIONS OF WELLBEING:  Environmental Quality

Outdoor air 
pollution attrib-
utable deaths 
(deaths/100,000)

The number of deaths resulting from emissions from industrial 
activity, households, cars and trucks, expressed as the rate 
per 100,000 people, age adjusted.

Institute for Health 
Metrics and 
Evaluation

http://vizhub.healthdata.org/
gbd-compare/

Wastewater 
treatment  
(% of wastewater)

The percentage of collected, generated, or produced waste-
water that is treated, normalized by the population connected 
to centralized wastewater treatment facilities. 

Yale Center for 
Environmental 
Law & Policy 
and Columbia 
University Center 
for International 
Earth Science 
Information Network 
Environmental 
Performance Index

http://epi.yale.edu/downloads

Biodiversity and 
habitat  
(0=no protection; 
100=high  
protection)

The protection of terrestrial and marine areas as well as 
threatened or endangered species, comprising Critical Hab-
itat Protection, Terrestrial Protected Areas (National Biome 
Weight), Terrestrial Protected Areas (Global Biome Weight), 
and Marine Protected Areas, scaled from 0 (no protection) to 
100 (high protection).

Yale Center for 
Environmental 
Law & Policy 
and Columbia 
University Center 
for International 
Earth Science 
Information Network 
Environmental 
Performance Index

http://epi.yale.edu/downloads

Greenhouse gas 
emissions  
(CO2 equivalents 
per GDP)

Emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous 
oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons 
(PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) expressed in CO2 
equivalents using 100 year global warming potentials found 
in the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Second 
Assessment Report per GDP-PPP. In the SPI model, data are 
capped at 1,500.

World Resources 
Institute

http://cait2.wri.org/wri/
Country%20GHG%20
Emissions? 
indicator[]=Total%20GHG%20
Emissions%20Excluding%20
Land-Use%20Change%20
and%20Forestry%20Per%20
GDP&indicator[]=Total%20
GHG%20Emissions%20
Including%20Land-Use%20
Change%20and%20
Forestry%20Per%20
GDP&year[]=201
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Appendix A / DEFINITIONS AND DATA SOURCES

Indicator name Definition Source Link

OPPORTUNITY:  Personal Rights

Political rights 
(0=no rights; 
40=full rights)

An evaluation of three subcategories of political rights: elec-
toral process, political pluralism and participation, and func-
tioning of government on a scale from 0 (no political rights) to 
40 (full political rights). Some countries and terrotories score 
below zero on the questions used to copose the indicator. In 
the SPI model, data below zero are treated as zero.

Freedom House https://www.freedomhouse.
org/report-types/
freedom-world

Freedom of 
expression  
(0=no freedom; 
16=full freedom)

An evaluation of multiple aspects of freedom of expression 
including private discussion, academic expression, and cultur-
al expression

Freedom House https://www.freedomhouse.
org/report-types/
freedom-world

Freedom of 
assembly  
(0=no freedom; 
1=full freedom)

An assessment of whether people can freely attend commu-
nity meetings, join political organizations, hold peaceful public 
demonstrations, sign petitions, and express opinions against 
government policies and actions without fear of retaliation.

World Justice 
Project Rule of Law 
Index

http://data.worldjusticeproject.
org/

Private property 
rights  
(0=none; 100=full)

The degree to which a country’s laws protect private property 
rights and the degree to which its government enforces those 
laws, measured on a scale of 0 (private property is outlawed, 
all property belongs to the state; people do not have the right 
to sue others and do not have access to the courts; corrup-
tion is endemic) to 100 (private property is guaranteed by the 
government; the court system enforces contracts efficiently 
and quickly; the justice system punishes those who unlaw-
fully confiscate private property; there is no corruption or 
expropriation).

Heritage 
Foundation

http://www.heritage.org/index/
download

OPPORTUNITY:  Personal Freedom and Choice

Freedom over 
life choices  
(% satisfied)

The percentage of respondents answering satisfied to the 
question, “Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with your freedom 
to choose what you do with your life?”

Gallup World Poll

Freedom of 
religion  
(1=low; 4=high)

A combined measure of 20 types of restrictions, including 
efforts by governments to ban particular faiths, prohibit con-
versions,  limit preaching or give preferential treatment to one 
or more religious groups. In the SPI model, scores range from 
1 (low freedom) to 4 (very high freedom).

Pew Research 
Center Government 
Restrictions Index

http://www.pewforum.
org/files/2015/02/
Restrictions2015_GRI.pdf

Early marriage  
(% of women 
aged 15-19)

The percentage of women married between 15-19 years of 
age.

OECD Gender, 
Institutions and 
Development 
Database

http://stats.oecd.org/Index.
aspx? 
datasetcode=GIDDB2014

Satisfied demand 
for contraception 
(% of women)

The percentage of total demand for family planning among 
married or in-union women aged 15 to 49 that is satisfied with 
modern methods.

United Nations 
Population Division

http://www.un.org/en/
development/desa/
population/theme/family-
planning/cp_model.shtml

Corruption 
(0=high; 100=low)

The perceived level of public sector corruption based on 
expert opinion, measured on a scale from 0 (highly corrupt) to 
100 (very clean).

Transparency 
International

www.transparency.org/cpi

OPPORTUNITY:  Tolerance and Inclusion

Tolerance for 
immigrants  
(0=low; 100=high)

The percentage of respondents answering yes to the ques-
tion, “Is the city or area where you live a good place or not a 
good place to live for immigrants from other countries?”

Gallup World Poll

Tolerance for 
homosexuals 
(0=low; 100=high)

The percentage of respondents answering yes to the ques-
tion, “Is the city or area where you live a good place or not a 
good place to live for gay or lesbian people?”

Gallup World Poll

Discrimination 
and violence 
against minorities 
(0=low; 10=high)

Group Grievance indicator. Discrimination, powerlessness, 
ethnic violence, communal violence, sectarian violence, and 
religious violence, measured on a scale on 0 (low pressures) 
to 10 (very high pressures).

Fund for Peace 
Fragile States Index

http://fsi.fundforpeace.org/

Appendix A /  Definitions and Data Sources (continued)
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Appendix A / DEFINITIONS AND DATA SOURCES

Indicator name Definition Source Link

Religious toler-
ance  
(1=low; 4=high)

A measure of 13 types of religious hostility by private 
individuals, organizations or groups in society, including 
religion-related armed conflict or terrorism, mob or sectarian 
violence, harassment over attire for religious reasons or other 
religion-related intimation or abuse. In the SPI model, scores 
range from 1 (low) to 4 (very high). 

Pew Research 
Center Social 
Hostilities Index

http://www.pewforum.
org/files/2016/06/
Restrictions2016appendixB.
pdf

Community 
safety net  
(0=low; 100=high)

The percentage of respondents answering yes to the ques-
tion, “If you were in trouble, do you have relatives or friends 
you can count on to help you whenever you need them, or 
not?”

Gallup World Poll

OPPORTUNITY:  Access to Advanced Education

Years of tertiary 
schooling

The average years of tertiary education completed among 
people over age 25.

Barro-Lee 
Educational 
Attainment Dataset

http://www.barrolee.com/

Women’s  
average years  
in school

The average number of years of school attended by women 
between 25 and 34 years old, including primary, secondary 
and tertiary education.

Institute for Health 
Metrics and 
Evaluation

http://ghdx.healthdata.org/
record/global-educational-
attainment-1970-2015

Inequality in the 
attainment of 
education  
(0=low; 1=high)

The loss in potential education due to inequality, calculated 
as the percentage difference between the Human Develop-
ment Index Education Index, which comprises mean years of 
schooling and expected years of schooling, and the Inequali-
ty-adjusted Education Index.

United Nations 
Development 
Programme

http://hdr.undp.org/en/data

Number of 
globally ranked 
universities 
(0=none; 10=most 
highly ranked)

The number of universities ranked on any of the three most 
widely used international university rankings, measured on 
a scale from 0 (no ranked universities) to 10 (most number of 
highly ranked universities). Universities in the top 400 on any 
list are given double weight. 

Times Higher 
Education 
World University 
Rankings, QS World 
University Rankings, 
and Academic 
Ranking of World 
Universities; SPI 
calculations

https://www.
timeshighereducation.
com/world-university-
rankings/2016/world-
ranking#!/page/0/length/25; 
http://www.topuniversities.
com/university-rankings/
world-university-rankings
/2015#sorting=rank+regi
on=+country=+faculty=+st
ars=false+search=; http://
www.shanghairanking.com/
ARWU2015.html 

Percent of 
tertiary students 
enrolled in 
globally ranked 
universities 
(0=none; 6=high-
est enrollment)

The enrollment at globally ranked universities as a percent-
age of the total number of tertiary students on a scale from 0 
(0%) to 6 (60+%).

UNESCO; Times 
Higher Education 
World University 
Rankings, QS World 
University Rankings, 
and Academic 
Ranking of World 
Universities; SPI 
calculations

Sources above and http://
data.uis.unesco.org/Index.
aspx?DataSetCode=EDULIT_
DS

OTHER

GDP per capita, 
PPP  
(constant 2011 
international $)

GDP per capita based on purchasing power parity (PPP). PPP 
GDP is gross domestic product converted to international 
dollars using purchasing power parity rates. An international 
dollar has the same purchasing power over GDP as the U.S. 
dollar has in the United States. GDP at purchaser’s prices is 
the sum of gross value added by all resident producers in the 
economy plus any product taxes and minus any subsidies not 
included in the value of the products. It is calculated without 
making deductions for depreciation of fabricated assets or for 
depletion and degradation of natural resources. Data are in 
constant 2011 international dollars.

World Bank http://data.worldbank.org/
indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.PP.KD
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Appendix B / 2017 SOCIAL PROGRESS INDEX FULL RESULTS

Social Progress Index 2017 full results
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Appendix B / 2017 SOCIAL PROGRESS INDEX FULL RESULTS

Social Progress Index 2017 full results
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Social Progress Index 2017 full results
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Social Progress Index 2017 full results
GD

P

So
cia

l P
ro

gr
es

s 
In

de
x

Ba
sic

 H
um

an
 N

ee
ds

Fo
un

da
tio

ns
 o

f 
W

el
lb

ei
ng

Op
po

rtu
ni

ty

Nu
tri

tio
n 

an
d 

Ba
sic

 
M

ed
ica

l C
ar

e

W
at

er
 a

nd
 S

an
ita

tio
n

Sh
el

te
r

Pe
rs

on
al

 S
af

et
y

Ac
ce

ss
 to

 B
as

ic 
Kn

ow
le

dg
e

Ac
ce

ss
 to

 In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

an
d 

Co
m

m
un

ica
tio

ns

He
al

th
 a

nd
 W

el
ln

es
s

En
vir

on
m

en
ta

l 
Qu

al
ity

Pe
rs

on
al

 R
ig

ht
s

Pe
rs

on
al

 F
re

ed
om

 
an

d 
Ch

oi
ce

To
le

ra
nc

e 
an

d 
In

clu
sio

n

Ac
ce

ss
 to

 A
dv

an
ce

d 
Ed

uc
at

io
n

GDP: $500

0SPI: 100

$150,000

Appendix B / 2017 SOCIAL PROGRESS INDEX FULL RESULTS

Appendix B /  2017 Social Progress Index Full Results (continued)



78  2017 Social Progress Index  |  © Social Progress Imperative 2017

Social Progress Index 2017 full results
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Appendix C / SOCIAL PROGRESS INDEX VS LOG OF GDP PER CAPITA

Social Progress Index vs log of GDP per capita 
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Appendix D / COUNTRY SCORECARD SUMMARY

GD
P

So
cia

l P
ro

gr
es

s 
In

de
x

Ba
sic

 H
um

an
 N

ee
ds

Fo
un

da
tio

ns
 o

f 
W

el
lb

ei
ng

Op
po

rtu
ni

ty

Nu
tri

tio
n 

an
d 

Ba
sic

 
M

ed
ica

l C
ar

e

W
at

er
 a

nd
 S

an
ita

tio
n

Sh
el

te
r

Pe
rs

on
al

 S
af

et
y

Ac
ce

ss
 to

 B
as

ic 
Kn

ow
le

dg
e

Ac
ce

ss
 to

 In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

an
d 

Co
m

m
un

ica
tio

ns

He
al

th
 a

nd
 W

el
ln

es
s

En
vir

on
m

en
ta

l 
Qu

al
ity

Pe
rs

on
al

 R
ig

ht
s

Pe
rs

on
al

 F
re

ed
om

 
an

d 
Ch

oi
ce

To
le

ra
nc

e 
an

d 
In

clu
sio

n

Ac
ce

ss
 to

 A
dv

an
ce

d 
Ed

uc
at

io
n

  Strength relative to the 15 countries with most similar GDP per capita
  Neither strength nor weakness relative to the 15 countries with most similar GDP per capita
  Weakness relative to the 15 countries with most similar GDP per capita

Scorecard summaryAppendix D /  Country Scorecard Summary



2017 Social Progress Index  |  © Social Progress Imperative 2017  81

Appendix D / COUNTRY SCORECARD SUMMARY

GD
P

So
cia

l P
ro

gr
es

s 
In

de
x

Ba
sic

 H
um

an
 N

ee
ds

Fo
un

da
tio

ns
 o

f 
W

el
lb

ei
ng

Op
po

rtu
ni

ty

Nu
tri

tio
n 

an
d 

Ba
sic

 
M

ed
ica

l C
ar

e

W
at

er
 a

nd
 S

an
ita

tio
n

Sh
el

te
r

Pe
rs

on
al

 S
af

et
y

Ac
ce

ss
 to

 B
as

ic 
Kn

ow
le

dg
e

Ac
ce

ss
 to

 In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

an
d 

Co
m

m
un

ica
tio

ns

He
al

th
 a

nd
 W

el
ln

es
s

En
vir

on
m

en
ta

l 
Qu

al
ity

Pe
rs

on
al

 R
ig

ht
s

Pe
rs

on
al

 F
re

ed
om

 
an

d 
Ch

oi
ce

To
le

ra
nc

e 
an

d 
In

clu
sio

n

Ac
ce

ss
 to

 A
dv

an
ce

d 
Ed

uc
at

io
n

  Strength relative to the 15 countries with most similar GDP per capita
  Neither strength nor weakness relative to the 15 countries with most similar GDP per capita
  Weakness relative to the 15 countries with most similar GDP per capita

Scorecard summaryAppendix D /  Country Scorecard Summary (continued)



82  2017 Social Progress Index  |  © Social Progress Imperative 2017

  Strength relative to the 15 countries with most similar GDP per capita
  Neither strength nor weakness relative to the 15 countries with most similar GDP per capita
  Weakness relative to the 15 countries with most similar GDP per capita
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  Strength relative to the 15 countries with most similar GDP per capita
  Neither strength nor weakness relative to the 15 countries with most similar GDP per capita
  Weakness relative to the 15 countries with most similar GDP per capita
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