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Foreword

1 — In order to reaGLOBECO, it is necessary to understand a certain number
of terms andfigures, which can be consulted on my websie/w.globeco.fr
under the heading “Reading Globeco”.




2 — Here is the 201ledition of “world happiness.” This edition refets
statistics published essentially @009 or 2010, the last known year of
statistics mainly being 2008, and more rarely, 2009 recapitulative chart in
each chapter of this edition compares the last ge&nown statistics, in other
words 2009’s, to the year of reference, 2000. V8e abmpare 2005 to 2000 in
order to review the situation every 5 years. Thar @906 does not figure in any
chart quite simply because the second to last UNfpBrt missed this year out,
the UNDP being our principle source of informatignuntil now.

3 —However, we do point out which tee relevant yearfor each indicatorthis
figures in parenthesis after each of the titleatmaf to each index. For example,
as far as nuclear potential is concerned, the éidfi08 in parenthesis means
that the relevant year for this statistic is 2008.

4 — Certain statistics are subject each yearetdifications, and the figure
sometimes only becomes definitive two or three yesdter it first appeared,
which is quite understandable. This is one of #asons why we prefer making
5 yearly comparisons, instead of from one yeahéonext.

5 — Each year we encounter some difficulties rdlabethe fact that the statistic
sources can vary one year to the next; that wam$ance the case concerning
radio and television sets. The World Bank no longablishes the figures
relating to radio sets, now concentrating on thelmer of television sets per
household, previously per 100 people. We have oveecthis inconvenience by
henceforth referring to the figures of tihaternational Telecommunication
Union, which concentrates on Internet Another example is the number of
copies ofnewspapers here again, the World Bank defaults and we tloeeef
henceforth give precedence to the data providethé&yWorld Association of
Newspapers”!

Another difficulty has arisen these last few yeaat only did the 2009 edition
of the UNDP’s world report on human developmentvmte much less dense
statistic data than usual, but also the usual ptasen of the 2010 edition was
considerably altered, including the three elemeatsnprising the HDI.
Moreover, certain indexes only published by the UNDke the GDI (Gender-
related Development Index) and the HPI have betlltcabandoned. Whence
the need to look for certain data from other sasiroetably in the World Bank’s
“World Development Indexes$, which gives rise to some problems with the
linking of one source to another. It would theref@eem useful to review the
statistic sources employed, in particularly wheaytlare abnormally old. The
following paragraphs synthesise remarks of thisdkito be made later,
concerning each subject:



As concerns world population, we have adopted diatan the UN'’s
“Population” department and for the GDP per capita have taken
statistics from the World Bank’s “World developmamdicators”.

As for violent deaths and suicides, the latestlalbe data calculated and
published by the WHO dates from 2004. It is aston that such
important elements are not taken into greater denation.

It is very difficult to make sense of the UNHCR iser of statistics
concerning refugee numbers. | have done my besbt& out the reality
and compare comparable data from year to yeairt mutery difficult. It
IS true that this is no simple matter!

The Chinese authorities’ refusal to give figuresdapital punishment in
their country makes the global perception of theobjgm more
complicated. One must hope that this problem rssitary!

The fact that the UNDP no longer publishes the ®@enelated
Development Index (GDI) has obliged me to find &eot solution
explained later. This decision taken by the UNDRs®nNishing given that
its last report strongly requested that male-fermagualities were given
greater consideration. The same remark was madadddiuman Poverty
Index, (HPI), henceforth unpublished, while the UN® last report
advocated that the HDI give different forms of paye greater
consideration.

In 2010, the UNDP altered the indexes relating lwbal and national
levels of education. This is a pity, since theynseeé to me both
interesting and important. | have overcome thiomvwenience by going
directly to the source, that is to say by using &IE’s very complete
statistics.

The GINI coefficient, published by the World Bank, a mystery: the
statistics are old, particularly for France, (19983t everyone assures me,
including the INSEE, (French national institutestdtistics and economic
studies) that this index is calculated every y@aour country. If this is
true, how is it that the World Bank does not kndweuat it?



* The World Bank’s “Little Green Data Book” is vemteresting but, once
again, the statistics concerning access to watérsanitary systems are
very old: 2006...

» The same applies to forested land area: | was diveimderstand that the
FAO, (Food and Agriculture Organisation), would |isib its figures in a
report entitled, “The World Forest Situation”. Thigsport is published
each year but its latest edition omits up-to-dajerés.

Perhaps these modest remarks will contribute torompg things! In the
meantime, for the present edition, the last knowary for statistics are the
following:

» 2 statistics, (violent deaths and suicides) con264, (Source: WHO).

» 1 statistic, (world forested land surface), cons&tfi05, (Source: FAO)

e 2 statistics, (access to water and proper samtagistems) concern 2006
(Source: Little green data book) ;

» 1 statistic with a coefficient of 2, (Research &welelopment), concerns
2007

* The GINI coefficient concerns the years 1995 to&00
o 22 statistics concern 2008
e 10 statistics concern 20009.

THE NEW HDI, MAKING WAY TOWARDS GLOBECO'’s
WHI?

As those familiar with GLOBECO know already, | haween a “fan” of the HDI
since 1990 and read with great interest the wabrt on human development
published each year since 1990 by the UNDP. Ivé&dhanks to and based on
these reports that | myself, in 2001, establishesl World Happiness Index,
(WHI) which | calculate and regularly publish ortamet, (vww.globeco.f},
my last publication, (World Happiness, 2009-201@ied) being the ninthThis

Is the tenth publication.

To mark the occasion of its ®Gdition, the last UNDP report proposed new
orientations, which all have something in commanceothese new orientations



are put into practice, the HDI will look like thedbther of...GLOBECO’s WHI!
Indeed, | have noticed that these new orientatiaks the same direction as the
GLOBECO studies:

On page 3, the UNDP’s report statdsday we live in a better world
than in 1990 and 1970”.1 am interested in this notion of a “better
world”, since this is exactly the same objectivatthascribe to my world
happiness indexto discover, from objective data not prejudices, if
year in year out the world is globally getting beteér or worse. That is
why my index is evolutionary and not static.

This year the UNDP report proposes as an experjnmew notions
aiming to improve the HDI and in particularly timequalities in general,
inequalities between men and women and multidimensinal poverty.
As it happens, these three types of data have inekmed from the start
in the world happiness index. Moreover, when orlegainto account
these new data and corrects the basic classificgger country of the
HDI, paying attention to the classifications undken for the three new
fields, we reach more or less exactly my own cfecsdion.

| understand, and moreover support, the UNDP’s wishcontinue

improving the HDI by progressively incorporating talarelating to

sustainable development and freedom: the WHI hizgiated all of this

as well as another element whose importance istadsen page 20 of the
last report. It is the issue of security, which stttntes in its different
forms, (war, peace, violent deaths, security ofitftividual and society,
financial security...) quarter of my index, (10 icators out of 40). |

notice, as | did above, that some indicators mdato security are very
old, as for example the rate of violent deaths:l&sé figures in this field

from the WHO concern 2004. It is the same for sl@ciates. Is it not
possible, once more, to make an improvement infigsli$?

| do take note that Amartya Sen quite rightly iradéxl that the HDI must
not become altimber room”, which may be how he views my own
index. He is right, but how can we take into coasadion the new fields
that the UNDP proposes to include in the HDI withbomadening the
field of data? Moreover, contrary to Amartya Seindications, one way



or another | think that it is advisable for the aarhe to result in global
measurement,even if it were only “to act as a simple measuremiéee
the GDP”, as Amartya Sen himself proposed on payef2the last
UNDP'’s report.

- On the other hand, | do not really understand viylast report included
the development ofthe subjective measuring of happinesslit is
certainly very in vogue, but | consider that itddvisable to clearly
separate the objective measuring of developmernitbeweg and what |
call collective happiness on the one hand, (the statistic aggegatthod
used both by the HDI and the WHI), and on the qthiee subjective
measuring of individual happiness To my mind, what | call collective
happiness, measured by the WHI, constitutes negebsi insufficient
conditions for each individual to be happy or asleperceive himself as
such. However, it is not because Sweden is abghef my classification
that all the Swedish are happy, not necessarilyn hagopier than the
French... These elements are explained in thdaitigublished in April
2010 in theFuturibles review.

- All of this has strengthened me in my idea that GLBECQO’s WHI is
highly significant and has encouraged me to keep omoing even if |
cannot rival an institution like the UNDP for whom about ten people
work on the subject throughout the year, whereas Ivork alone for
three or four months a year... In any case, here ithe tenth edition,
the one for 2011, in the hope that despite my advaed years, ten
more years will follow!

INTRODUCTION :

MEASURING HAPPINESS, WHAT IS THEPOINT?




(The elements in this introduction have been deedoin an article, which |
published for the 2010 April edition of theuturibles review. This article is
available in English on this same website).

Happiness is no longer a new idea in either Europer the world.
International organisations and the media are tberencreasingly interested in
measuring happiness, which has given rise to nwmsesgmposiums: the latest
of these, organised particularly the OECD and the European Union first in
Rome, then Istanbul and Brussels, have clearlydtse following questions:
Can happiness be measured? Is it profitable? Whatsi the point? The
Franco-British Committee attempted to provide amswe® these questions
during a symposium, which took place in London @breary 2° last, and to
which | had the honour of being invited in an aticcapacity as an expert on
these questions.

Indeed, there amsvo different ways of broaching this problem:

* The first consists in trying to measuraividual happiness
this is a difficult path to tread, indeed absurdaading to Luc
Ferry, as an individual's conception is so difféarétom one
country to another and one civilisation or religittnanother.
This is why the OECD experts and the European Uhave
prudently made do with recommending research ia field
through surveys and microeconomic analyses. Thealied
“subjectivé’ method is to be used here.

 The second seems to us more likeeal request it concerns
going further than the GDP, (Beyond the GDP!) teess the
ways in which different countries, and the world asvhole,
procurea “happy” life for their inhabitants. This leaves us with
finding a definition for a happy country and a hamyorld! We
are concerned here witlcollective happiness and not
individual happiness as we said before, and thesureanent is
taken usinggtatistic aggregatesn the continuation of what the
UNDP has been doing for the last twenty years.

This is also what GLOBECO has been doing for neaflyyears by firstly
defining what constitutes a happy world and a hagmyntry, which is not very
difficult:

- Who can deny that peace is preferable to war?
- Who can deny that freedom is preferable to dictairship?



- Who can deny that a decent standard of living ipreferable to poverty?
- Who can deny, in the words of Danton that, “Afterbread, education is the
people’s first necessity?”

Using these four themes as a basis, for each of theve can look for a
significant “inventory of fixtures” and evolutionar y indicators for what we
have called world happiness and happiness per godittis is in fact what the
UNDP started doing in 1990 by defining 3 elements, (BBP, life
expectancy and level of education) as the bastheiHuman Development
Index, (HDI). Our World Happiness Index is complenentary to and an
extension of this,in so far as it does not only take 3 elements actmount, but
40 for world happiness and 20 for a country’s hapgs. In this way, the
elements not taken into consideration by eitherGBé> or the HDI, that is to
say everything to do witpeace, security, human rights, environment and
culture, are taken into account, which gives rise to Ibetteswers to the
guestions everyone is askifgw is the world doing? Is it better or worse?
How is my country doing? Is it better or worse? Weare therefore
concerned with an evolutionary index, not an indexoncerning a given
point in time.

The “2011 World Happiness edition” takes up therseuof the preceding
editions with the following plan:

* We first calculate the evolution of world happinessn relation to
the year 2000 while bearing in mind the evolution étween 2000
and 2005.

 We establish the classification per country for the60 countries
retained.

THE WORLD HAPPINESS INDEX




The World Happiness Index is established using téflsic data, which are
grouped around four headings:

Peace and security

Freedom, democracy, human rights
Standard of living

Intelligence, communication, culture

Results that are higher than 100 mean an increasa world happiness and
results lower than 100 mean a decrease in world hpmess.

In the recapitulative charts, we will hencefortincentrate on comparisons with
the founding year 2000 as well as the years betvi2@@® and 2005 for one
straightforward reason: evolution is generally["iffom one year to the next, it
Is therefore preferable to make comparisons whilchwaus to see middle term
evolution.

A — Peace and Security

1 — Nuclear potential (2008, SIPRI

* We have retained as a first significant elementpkgce and security the
number of attack and defenneclear weapon heads in working order
available to individual countries, which are oféity, or unofficially
members of the nuclear powers’ “club”. North Koreareviously
mentioned in one of the editions of the SIPRI Yeal) does not appear
this year.

* The 2008 figures, published with many uncertaimmelets in the2009
SIPRI Yearbook are the following:

Number of nuclear weapon heads

United States 2702
Russia 4834
Great Britain 160
France 300
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China 186
India 70
Pakistan 60
Israel 80
Total 8392

» The figures concerning the previous years aredheving :

Previous years’ figures

2000 (founding year) 15195
2005 12 100
2006 11 530
2007 10183
2008 8392

» The comparison between 2005 and 2000 (12100 / }5#&84&ilts in
the figure79,63 which is considered “positive” since it indicates
that the situation has improved. We therefore metae figure,
120,37 (100 + the difference between 100 et 79,63) for the
comparison with the founding year.

» As for the comparison between 2008 and 2000, (8898195), it
results in the figure 57,20 which is also posiiivéhe same way, as
it indicates an improvement in the situation. Weréfore retain the
figure 142,80(100 + the difference between 100 et 57,20).

2 — Military expenditure (2008, SIPRI)

 The SIPRI YEARBOOK describes military expenditure each year in the
world. We have chosen to retain the figurescinrent dollars and to
compare them, as the SIPRI does each year, to drkl BDP also
calculated in current dollars, to obtain the petaga of military
expenditure compared with the GDP. The figures tiverprevious years,
iIssued from successive SIPRI reports, are theviotig:
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Military expenditure in current dollars correspondi ng to the GDP

Military expenditure

according to the SIPRI

In % of world GDP

2000 (founding year) 798 2,60
2005 1118 2,50
2008 1464 2,40

» The vast progress in military expenditure is mwedslfast that the GDP’s:
the correlation between 2005 and 2000, (2,50 /)2&€ults in the figure
96,15, a “positive” figure since it concerns a favouralelolution; we
have therefore retained the figut83,85(100 + the difference between

100 et 96,15).

» The comparison between 2008 et 2000 (2,40 / 2&8)lts in the figure
92,30 also a “positive” figure. That give us the figur@7,70(100 + the
difference entre 100 et 92,30.

3 — Victims of major armed conflict (2008, SIPRI)

The SIPRI calculates each year the numberiaiims of major armed
conflicts; the figures of the last few years, (SIf@arbook 2009) are the

following:

Number of victims of major armed conflicts

1999 69 300
2000 29 850
2001 17 700
2004 18300
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2005 13530
2006 14200
2007 17700
2008 24500

* The 15 countries concerned with major armed conflicts in 2008,
(compared with 22 in 2000), are Burundi, Somaladah, Columbia,
Peru, the United States, Afghanistan, India, MyanrRakistan, the
Philippines, Sri Lanka, Iraq, Israel and Turkey.

* We have chosen the triennial method, (3M) as tligeees may vary

considerably from one year to the next in the calkeiolent and
deadly conflict; this results in the following ficps:

Number of victims with the 3M

200C (average 1999, 2000, 2001) base 38 333
2005 (average 2004, 2005, 2006) 15 343
2007 (average 2006, 2007, 2008) 18800

* The correlation between 2005 et 2000 (15343 / 388a&3ults in the
figure de 40,03 which is “positive” since it conegran improvement
in the situation. This results in the figut9,97(100 + the difference
between 100 et 40,03), a figure which we have methi The
comparison between 2007 et 2000 (18800 / 38338)tsds the figure
49,04, also a “positive” figure, to finish with thigure 150,96(100 +
the difference between 100 et 49,04).

4 — Corruption (2009, Transparency International)
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Transparency International publishes each yeafiqlres relating to
corruption; let us bear in mind that these figuaied classifications in
fact convey thg@erception of corruption of people in business who are
in contact with different countries’ administrat®nlIt must be
understood that the average we publish engagedy sole own
responsibility.

We first calculated the average of the countrieassified by
Transparency International; the problem is thaetch year, the
countries classified differ. In 2000, there were 99n 2002, 102 and
there are now about 180..Making a comparison is therefore difficult
and in order to remain rigorous, we prefer to take consideration
only the 60 countries included in our own classificn per country.
Let us remind ourselves that these 60 countrie® umore that 90% of
the world’s population and global GDP.

The average of the 60 countriesver the last years is the following,
given that the countries are classified from 1@ taccording to their
level of corruption. The least corrupt country amgstthe 60 countries
Is Denmark with 9,3 points and the most corruptntou is the
Republic of Myanmar, (Burma) with 1,4 points. Foetmost recent
year concerned, 2009, we have used the last eddfothe CPI
(consumer price index 2010).

Coption
2000 (founding year) 5,01
2005 4,90
2007 4,89
2008 4,82
2009 4,80

* The evolution conveys the situation’s deterioratgamce the year
2000: the correlation between 2005 and 2000 (430Y) results in
the figure97,8Q a figure which we have retained to compare with
the founding year.

* The comparison between 2009 et 2000 (4,80 / 5@4)lts in the
figure 95,81which we have retained.

14



5 — Violent deaths (2004, WHO)

 The WHO periodically publishes this data, which reviewsthi
causes of violent death, meaning non-natural deathdting from
some sort of traumatism, from poisonings to sugidehile
including road accidents, victims of natural anahtelogical
catastrophes, homicides and fir@is is an interesting element
as it gives us insight into the way each form of @lence evolves
In our society.

» Unfortunately, the last figures, forgotten by theH®, concern
2004 and we are therefore regretfully obliged, etkendo with this
data.

* The figures evolve as follows:

Violent deaths

Absolute value Per million
2000 (founding year) 5101 000 834
2001 5103 000 824
2002 5188 000 827
2004 5 784 000 900

» The situation is deteriorating particularly becaos¢he great increase in
the number of vehicles on the road in countriesrevmead accidents are
very frequent. The evolution in 2004 compared vid@o0, (900 / 834)
results in the figure, 107,91, a “negative” figugiace it shows that the
situation has deteriorated. We have therefore nethithe figure92,09
(100 minus the difference between 100 et 107,9Dth bfor the
comparison between 2004 and 2000 but also for dhgarison between
2008 and 2000 until we receive the new statistmsfthe WHO.

6 — Refugees (2009, HCR)
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The HCR publishes each year a report on the nuwmibesfugees in the
world. This report includes not only the refugessach, but also asylum
seekers and other people of whom the HCR is ingehdihe precise
statistic category we have retained is “the total umber of people
concerned by the HCR’s scope of activities”In its second to last
publication, the HCR explained that the increaseeahan the number of
refugees is the result of a finer perception of tealities and of
adjustments in the statistics. In order to conster evolution, we have
retained the statistic modifications part, (+8 il people in the 2006
figures compared with 2005 according to the HCRsdta report), which
led us to raise the 2000 and 2005 figures by 8anill

The first countries most concerned are, in deangagider, Afghanistan,
Iraq, Somalia, the Democratic Republic of Congo &tganmar. The
HCR’s up-to-date evolution in figures is the folliony:

Refugees per 1000 inhabitants

Millions (1) | World Population Per 1000
according to the UN (2)
2000 22+8=30 | 6115 million 4,91
2005 21+8=29 | 6512 million 4,45
2008 34,5 6750 million 511
2009 36,5 6830 million 5,34

» The situation had improved in 2005 compared to 2000the
comparison between 4,45 and 4,91 results in thedi§0,63 which
IS “positive” since it concerns an improvementhe situation. We
have therefore retained the figud®9,37 for the comparison
between 2005 and the founding year.

* On the other hand, we have witnessedsiheation’s deterioration
in 2009 as in 2008: the correlation between the92806d 2000
figures (5,34 / 4,91) results in the figure 108, a6negative” figure
since it concerns a deterioration in the situatide. have therefore
retained the figure 91,24 (100 minus the differebnetveen 108,76
and 100), for the comparison with the founding year
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7 — Victims of natural and technological catastropbs, (2009, Swiss Re): the
financial crisis is not the whole story!

» The reinsurer compangwiss Rein its review entitled “Sigma”
publishes each year the number of victims of natuad
technological catastrophes. We notice that 200Be 12004,
(tsunami) was a very bad year marked with the Sinhearthquake
and Nargis cyclone which particularly hit Burmage#énly 100 000
victims in both cases). We note also the prepomdgrart natural
catastrophes play, (more than 95%) in the totaiaims.

* The figures are the following :

Number of victims

1999 63 806
2000 14 941
2001 36 035
2002 22 433
2003 43 043
2004 242 446
2005 97 018
2006 30 500
2007 21 500
2008 240 500
2009 15 000

* In order to overcome the random nature of thesardigy we continue to
use the triennial method, (3M) which results in fiblowing:

Number of victims with the 3M

| 2000 (1999 -20C0 - 2001) | 38260
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2005 (2004 200t - 2006) 123 321
2007 (2006 -20C7 — 2008 97 500
2008 (2007 -200¢ - 2009) 92333

* We have related these results to the world pomulatihich has given us
the following number of victims per million inhahitts: (the year 2000
represents the triennial average 1999, 2000, 2001)

Number of victims with the 3M / world population in millions

Victims (1) Population  (2)( (1) / (2)
according to the
UN
2000 (base) 38260 6115 6,26
2005 123321 6512 18,94
2007 97500 6670 14,62
2008 92333 6750 13,68

 The situation has deteriorated appallingly becaoséoth the 2004
tsunami and 2008 being a very bad year: the coiwaeladetween 2005 and
2000, (18,94 / 6,26) results in the figure 302&®6negative” figure since
it concerns the situation’s deterioration. We hé#verefore retained the
figure of “minus 102,56, (100 minus the difference between 302,56 and

100).

* The correlation between 2008 and 2000, (13,68 6)6r2sults in the
figure 218,53, also a “negative” figure which gives the figure “minus

18,53".

* Next year we will have to integrate the consequenseof the
earthquake in Haiti, then the Japanese catastropheYes, indeed,
amongst the world’s misfortunes, the financial cris is not the whole

story!

8 — Economic and financial security: the risk county (2009, COFACE)
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 This element is published each year ®QFACE under the heading
“Risk Country”.

» This criteria considers the difficulties related toa country’s economic
and financial problems, the Argentineans and the Greeks for example
have a very good idea of what that means. In fént, risk country
assesses the following elements per country:

Political and institutional weaknesses;

The vulnerability of the present situation;

The risk of a liquidity crisis in currency;,
Excessive exterior debt;

The state’s financial vulnerability;

Weakness in the banking sector;

The way in which companies’ deliver payment

* As in the past,in order to ensure the comparison of comparable, azt
will only consider the 60 countries, which we fallonvhile bearing in
mind that together these countries represent 90%thef world’'s
population and nearly 95% of global GDP. Obvioushe calculations
were made again to include the alteration in teedf 60 countries. The
average figures are the following, it being undmdt that the best risk
countries have 7 points and the worst 1 pointpfaihg the COFACE’s
own nomenclature in this area: (we take entire awesility for the
publishing of these averages)

ISR countries

2000 (founding year) 4,53
2005 4,57
2007 4,55
2008 4,10
2009 4,18

* The comparison between 4,57 et 4,53 results irfigjuee 100,88which
we have retained for comparing 2005 to 2000.
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* On the other hand, because of the crash, the isitubis dramatically
deteriorated since 2007: the comparison betweed &,14,53 results in
the figure92,27which we have retained for comparing 2009 to 2000.

9 and 10 — Living until the age of 65 (2008, Worl8ank)

 The WHO does not regularly calculate life expecyainom birth and we
are therefore obliged to choose another indicatst @as significant; we
have chosen the probability at birth of reaching #dge of 65.This
indicator in fact reflects the effects of all the hzards, which can
shatter women and men'’s lives in their youth or pnne of life.

» According to the World Bank, the following figure®ncerning 2000,
2005, 2007 and 2008 appear as a percentage af paypllation:

Probability at birth of raching the age of 65

2000 (founding year) 73,5 %
2005 71,0 %
2007 72,0 %
2008 72,5 %

 There is a significant deterioration between 208% 2000. The
correlation between 71 and 73,5 results in ther&idd6,6Q which we
have retained. There is a slight recovery betwd¥b Aand 2008, but the
situation remains worse in 2008 than in 2000. Toeetation between
72,5 et 73,5 results in the figue&,64,which we have retained.

» Considering the importance of this factor, we hgwen it a coefficient
of 2; 96,60 has therefore becomE93,20 and 98,64 has becom87,28.

Summary: peace and security
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The second column of the following chart conce®8% which is to this day
the last year of known statistics. However, thargg quoted can concern years
preceding 2009, indicated in parenthesis followmgtitle of each heading.

2005 / 2000 2009 / 2000
(2000 =100) (2000 = 100)

1 — Nuclear potential 120,37 142,80

2 — Military expenditure 103,85 107,70

3 — Victims of conflicts 159,97 150,96

4 — Corruption 97,80 95,81

5 — Violent deaths 92,09 92,09

6 — Refugees 109,37 91,24

7 — Victims of catastrophes Minus 102,56 Minus18,53

8 — Risk countries 100,88 92,27

9 et 10 — Living until the age of 193,20 197,28

65 (coef 2)

Average 87,50 95,16

This result must be emphasised: despite the improw@ent in the
figures concerning nuclear warheads and the numbeof victims of
major armed conflicts, the situation has dramaticaly

deteriorated, essentially because of the great nurabof victims of
natural catastrophes in 2004 and 2008. This situatn, alas, is

likely to continue next year since the catastrophiconsequences of
the Haiti earthquake will have to be incorporated.

B — Freedom, democracy and human rights

Regretfully, we have been obliged to abandon thediicator relating to child
labour, which is impossible to follow from one yeato the next given the
absence of reliable statistics in this field. We Wiovercome this absence by
doubling the coefficient for the level of educatiorfor the young, which ties
in with this factor’s fundamental importance. Similarly, we deplore that the
UNDP no longer publishes the Gender-related Human &elopment Index
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which was a good indicator of a woman'’s place in thworld compared to a
man’s. We will overcome this difficulty by doublingthe coefficient of the
percentage of women in parliament.

1 - The percentage of countries where the inhabitas live in “freedom”.
(2009, Freedom House)

« Freedom House an American “think tank” separates the world’s
countries into three categories: those who livéfieedom”, “part
freedom” or “without freedom”. The following figuse which
concern 194 countries have been taken from the 2@ii{bn of
Freedom House published on the web.

» The evolution is the following as far as the petage of
inhabitants of living in “free” countries is conoed.

Percentage of countries whose inhabitants live imdedom

2000 (founding year) 44 %
2005 46 %
2007 47 %
2008 46 %
2009 46 %

* The situation improved between 2000 and 2005. Tneelation between
46 and 44 results in the figuit®4,55which we have retained to compare
2005 to 2000. The situation has remained stableesamd we will
therefore adopt the same figud€)4,55for the evolution between 2009
and 2000..

2 — The average level of freedom in the world (2008reedom House)

* Freedom Househas allocated marks to each country for their ayer
level of freedom concerning political rights andikliberties with marks
going from 1, (the worst) to 7, (the best).
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* These marks for a world average have evolved &sifsi

Average level of freedom in the world

2000 founding year 3,47
2005 3,34
2007 3,23
2008 3,30
2009 3,32

 The situation deteriorated quite dramatically @02 compared with
2000; the correlation between 3,34 and 3,47 resulthe figure96,25
which we have retained to compare 2005 with thading year.

 As for the comparison between 2009 and the foundpear, the

correlation between 3,32 and 3,47 results in itheré 95,68 which we
have retained.

3 — Freedom of the press (2009, Freedom House)

 Freedom House each year publishes the statistics relating to the
percentage of countries in the world with free pratstheir disposal.

* The worst examples are North Korea, Tunisia, |Belprussia, Equatorial
Guinea, Uzbekistan, Cuba and in last positionyéait

* The evolution has been as follows since the foumglear 2000:

Percentage of countries with free press at their dposal

2000 (founding year) 37 %
2005 39 %
2007 38 %
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2008

37 %

2009

35 %

 The comparison between 2005 and 2000 (39 / 37)tsesuthe
figure 105,40which we have retained.

» As for the relationship between 2009 with the fding year, the
correlation between 35 and 37 results in the fi@4&9 which we
have retained.

4 — The Death Penalty (2009, Amnesty International)

Each yearAmnesty International publishes on the web very interesting
and accessible documents concerning the deathtpendhe world; the
figures can double from one year to the next, winah lead us, as with
the natural and technological catastrophes, to tadop method of
triennial averages.

The number of executions is henceforth a “stateresean China.
Amnesty International therefore no longer includ&sna in its annual
assessment of capital executions. We have add#dwetdmnesty figure
for 2009, the 1700 capital executions which, adicqy to Amnesty
International, at the very minimum to have takeacplin China ir200877?
According to these data, tmeinimum number of capital executions has
evolved over the last years as follows:

Minimum number of capital executions

1999 1831
2000 1457
2001 3048
2002 1526
2003 1146
2004 3797
2005 2148
2006 1591
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2007 1252
2008 2390
2009 2414

*  With the triennial average (3M), the figures are the following:

Minimum number of capital executions with the M3

200 (1999-2000-2001) (base) 2112
2005 (2004 — 2005 — 2006) 2512
2007 (2006 — 2007 — 2008) 1744
2008 (2007 — 2008 — 2009) 2019

» The correlation between 2512 and 2112 results enfidure 118,94, a
“negative” figure since it conveys a deterioratiorihe situation. We have
retained the figur&1,06 (100 minus the difference between 118,94 and
100) for the comparison of 2005 to the year 2000.

 To compare 2008 with the founding year, the coti@mtabetween 2019
and 2112 results in the figure 95,60, a “positifigure since it conveys
an improvement in the situation. We have therefetained the figure
104,40(100 + the differencbetween 100 and 95,60).

5 — 6 -Women’s rights: the percentage of parliamentary womn (2008,
UNDP) coefficient 2

 As we said earlier, the UNDP no longer publishes @HDI, which
served as a “score-keeper” for women’s position gam@d to men’s in
society. The UNDP’s new index is no doubt interegtin this field but
data relating to the preceding years no longerteXi®&e have therefore
been obliged to find another solution. The UNDPhegear publishes the
percentage of women in parliament in more than ddfntries. We have
retained this very significant element for wometnige rights in the world.
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The evolution of the percentage of women in paiathcompared to the
total number of parliamentarians is the following:

Percentage of women in parliament

2000 (founding year) 14 %
2005 15 %
2006 16 %
2007 17 %
2008 16 %

The situation is slowly improving despite a reg@ssn 2008 compared
with 2007.

The correlation between 2005 and 2000 (15 / 14yésdted in the figure
107,14 which we have retained.

As for the comparison between 2008 and 2000 (14),/ifiresults in the
figure 114,29which we have retained to compare 2008 with thmdmng
year.

With the coefficient of 2, these figures becomepessively 214,28 et
228,58.

7 — Women’'s rights: the levels of girls in educatio, both primary and

secondary (2008, UNESCD

No one would deny the importance of schooling famen which has
always been and still is everywhere one of the tmms$ to economic,
social and human development. Moreover, in moshic@s, this primary
and secondary schooling isright, which should be respected, for girls
included.

The UNDP had published each year since 1990, statistiesimglto this

field under the heading: “Gross levels of womenthaling from
primary to higherducation as a percentage”. Such is not the casein
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last edition of the world report on human developm&/e will therefore
use statistics from UNESO and, more precisely, ‘“tliess levels of
schooling in primary and secondary education”,dols. The figures of
recent years are the following:

Levels of schooling for girls in primary and secondry education.

2000 (founding year) 75 %
2005 81 %
2007 83 %
2008 83 %

8

There is a constant improvement. Between 2000 af@5,2 the
improvement (81 / 75) is 8 % and we have therefetained the figure
108,00to compare 2005 to 2000.

As concerns the comparison between 2008 and 230 {8B), the figure
to retain is110,67.

— Children’s rights: the Child Mortality Under 5 — CMU5 (2008,
UNICEF)

Each yeatUNICEF publishes the rate of child mortality under 5 (CH)U
in the world.

This rate’s evolution per 1000 births is the follog/:

CMU 5
2000 D (founding year) 81
2005 76
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2007

68

2008

65

The situation regularly improves: the correlatiagiviieen 2005 and 2000
(76 / 81) results in 93,83, a “positive” figure & it conveys

improvement in the situation. We have thereforainetd the figure

106,17(100 + the difference between 100 et 93,83).

As for the correlation between 2008 and 2000 (8%)/ it results in the
figure 80,25 which, once made “positive” gives 169,75 (100 + the
difference between 100 et 80,25), the figure that lvave retained to
compare with our founding year.

9 - 10 —Youth rights : primary and secondary schooling forboth girls and

boys (2008, UNESCQO

Each yealtUNESCO publishes the gross rate of primary and secondary
schooling for the young in the world, (both boyd agirls). We have
granted this factor eoefficient of 2 its significance is acknowledged by
everyone. In most countries, schooling is obligatdor primary
education and increasingly so for the first yedrsecondary education.

This rate has evolved as follows over the lastgear

Rate of schooling for the young

2000 (founding year) 78 %
2005 83 %
2007 84 %
2008 85 %

The evolution is noticeably favourable. The corielta of the average
between 2005 and 2000, (83 / 78) results in theréd06,41which we
have retained for primary and secondary education.
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* As for the comparison between 2008 et 2000 (85)/ it8esults in the
figure 108,97which we have retained to compare the founding gedar
as primary and secondary education are concerned.

 Taking the coefficient 2 into consideration, thefigures become
respectivel\212,82 et 217,94.

Summary: freedom, democracy, human rights

2005 / 2000 2009 / 2000
(2000 =100) (2000 =100)
1 — Free countries 104,55 104,55
2 — Degree of freedom 96,25 95,68
3 — Freedom of press 105,40 94,59
4 — Death penalty 81,06 104,40
5 - 6 — Women in parliament (coef.2) | 214,28 228,58
7 — Girls schooling 108,00 110,67
8 — CMU5 106,17 119,75
9 -10 — Youth schooling (coef.2) 212,82 217,94
Average 102,85 107,62

It is worth noting the contrast with the preceding chapter: the

situation is improving here, slowly but surely, wih the exception
of the degree of freedom and, since 2005, for theeedom of the
press and probably the death penalty given the Chase’ decision
to hide these figures. The positive notes are thendrease in
parliamentarian women, schooling the young in genai and girls

in particular along with the decrease in child morality in under

fives.

C — Standard of living
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1 — Gross Global Income per capita (2008, Banque Mdiale)

* As concerns the evolution of the gross global ineqar capita, the
figures of the last years are the following:

Gross Global Income per capita

2000 (founding year) 7410 dollars PPP (purchasing power
parity)

2005 9424 /l

2007 9947 Il

2008 10415 //

» The correlation between 2005 and 2000 (9424 / 7485d)lts in the figure
127,18which we have retained to compare 2005 with 2000.

» As for the correlation between 2008 and 2000 (1042410), it results in
the figurel40,55which we have retained.

2 — World income per capita: the disparities (2008\Vorld Bank)

* The introduction of this element deserves an extian: we cannot just
make do with averagethe too wide gap between the rich and the poor is
a factor, which does not tie in with world happines!

 To calculate the disparities between the rich andrpwe compare the
income per capita of sub-Saharan Africa with theldvaverage.

* The evolution over the last few years has beemall@ving:

Average income per capita: the world gape (figures dollars PPP)
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Sub-Saharan Africa (1) World (2) (1R = 100)
2000 (base)| 1600 7410 21,59 %
2005 2004 9424 21,26 %
2007 1869 9947 18,79 %
2008 1949 10415 18,71 %

» Alas, the evolution is unfavourable, especially}cei2005. The correlation
between 21,26 et 21,59 results in the figeBe47which we have retained
to compare 2005 with the founding year.

» As for the comparison between 2008 and the foungwar, (18,71 /
21,59), it gives us the figu&b,66which we have retained.

3 — Life expectancy from birth (2008, World Bank)

» The world figures for life expectancy from birthete last years are the
following according to the World Bank:

Life expectancy from birth

2000 (founding year) 66 years old
2005 68 //
2007 69 //
2008 69 //

* The evolution from 2005 compared with 2000 (68 ) 6&sults in the
figure 103,03 which we have retained

» As for the correlation between 2008 and 2000 (68)/ it results in the
figure 104,55,which we have retained.
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4 — Life expectancy: the world gap (2008, World Bk

The UNDP has stopped publishing its human poverdycator. We have
replaced it with a comparison between life expegtaim sub-Saharan
Africa and the world average:

Life expectancy: the world gap

Sub-Saharan Africa (1) World (2) (1)/ (2 = 100)
2000 47 66 71,21 %
(founding)
2005 47 68 69,12 /I
2007 51 69 73,91 /I
2008 52 69 75,36 /I

5

Curiously, the evolution is the exact oppositeted GDP per capita: the
situation deteriorates between 2000 and 2005 aptbwes afterwards.

The comparison between 69,12 and 71,21 resulthenfigure 97,07
which we have retained to compare 2005 with 2000.

As for the comparison between 2008 and 2000, thesletion between
75,36 et 71,21 results in the figur85,83which we have retained.

— The GINI coefficient (2008, UNDP)

The GINI coefficient measures the inequalities mberior revenue for
each country. This coefficient is published eacéry® the UNDP and by
the World Bank. We have chosen to consider only6theountriesin our

classification per country. Indeed, the number otirtries classified
varies from one year to the next and we therefare the risk of
comparing the incomparable. Choosing to considely dhese 60
countries overcomes this inconvenience.
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The average evolution of the GINI coefficient iresle 60 countries has
been the following over the last years accordintheoUNDP, given that
the years in question can vary from one countrgrtother and that they
are often quite old:

GINI Coefficient

2000 (founding year) 35,79
2005 37,01
2007 37,15
2008 37,17

The tendency is towards an increase in internadjuakties, but it is
slight. The correlation between 2005 and 2000 @7,85,79) results in
the figure 103,41, a “negative” figure since it cems a deterioration in
the situation. That gives us the figu®é,59 (100 minus the difference
between 103,41 et 100) which we have retained.

As for the correlation between 2008 and 2000 (37 35,79), it results in
the figure 103,86 which we also reverse. We hatamed therefore the
figure 96,14to compare 2008 with the founding year.

6 — Suicides (2004, WHO)

The WHO periodically publishes, but very late, the numbikesuicides in
the world. The last available figures concern 202k evolution over the
last years is the following for the number of sdés in relation to the
world’s population:

Number of suicides / worlgopulation

Suicides (1) World population (2) (1)/(2)
Source : World Bank
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2000 (founding| 815 000 6057 million 134,56
year)

2001 849 000 6148 [/ 138,09
2002 877 000 6225 [/ 140,88
2004 844 000 6389 /I 132,10

The evolution is irregular: the correlation betwdlea 2004 figure and the
one for the year 2000 (132,10 / 134,56) resultshan figure 98,17, a
“positive” figure since it conveys an improvementthe situation. That
gives us the figur@é01,83.In the absence of more recent figures, we have
retained this figure for the comparisons of botl®2@&nd 2007 with the
founding year.

7 — The amount of CO2 in the atmosphere (2008, CD{Adata)

The amount of CO2 in the atmospherds avery important element
since it is most likely to be an explanation fomajor part of climate
change.

The CDIAC (Carbone dioxide information analysis centre dptdjlishes

this element each year using daily observationsrntdkom different sites
on the planet. We have chosen the figures fronStagon Jubay on the
Antarctic South Pole whose average levels each ipeBPM, (parts per
million) are the following:

Amount of CO2 in the atmosphere

2000 (founding year) 367 PPM
2005 377 I
2007 381 /I
2008 383

The tendency is towards a slow but regular detatimm of the situation.
The correlation between 2005 and 2000 (377 / 3é3ylts in the figure
102,72 which is “negative” since it conveys a detation in the
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situation. We have therefore retained the figRire28for the comparison
between 2005 et 2000.

As for the comparison between 2008 and 2000 (3&F), it results in the
figure 104,36, a “negative” figure in the same w#ye have therefore
retained the figured5,64 for the comparison between 2008 and the
founding year.

8 — Access to water and proper sanitation facilite (2006, World Bank —

Little green data book)

The World Bank publishes each year a very intergswork entitled,
“The little green data book”, where a wealth of information relative to
the world’s environment is given. We have useditii@ermation relative
to the percentage of the world’s population, whels “access to a source
of improved water” and “sanitation facilities”. Tligures available in the
successive editions concern 2000, 2002, 2004 ad@. Ze latest edition
of the work is dated 2010.

The figures are the following:

Access to water and proper sanitation facilities

Water Sanitation Average
2000 (founding| 81 % 56 % 68,5 %
year)
2002 82 // 54 /] 68,0 //
2004 83 // 57 11 70,0 //
2006 86 // 60 // 73,0/

The correlation between 2004 et 2000 (70 / 68,8¢gius the figure

102,19which we have retained.

As for the comparison between 2006 and 2000 (B39)6it gives us the

figure 106,57which we have retained.




9

— Forests (2005, FAO)

The last report made by the FAO on forests in tleldy (The World
Forest Situation 2009), a report made every twasyedoes not bear any
new statistic elements compared with the preceddigjon. We have
therefore used the last figures available, whidérr® the year 2005.

The areas of forest per inhabitant have evolvedhe following way
between 2000 and 2005:

Forest area in thousands World population in | (1) / (2)
of hectars (1) millions (2)
2000 3988 610 6057 658,51
(founding
year)
2004 3959138 6389 619,68
2005 3952 025 6515 606,60

The correlation between 2005 and 2000 (606,60 /5358gives the figure
92,12which we have retained to compare 2005 with thumdiing year, a
figure which we have also retained to compare 2@ 2000, since
more recent figures do not exist.

10 — Air pollution (2006, The little green data bok)

In its “Little Green Data Book”, the World Bank pidines each year the
rate of damaging particulate matter, which is suspended in the air in
cities throughout the world of more than 100 OOBaimtants. The last
figures published are the following for the worlckeage:

Air pollution in parts per calculated unit

| 2000

D (founding year) | 50
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2004 54

2006 50

* The situation deteriorated in 2004 compared withfthunding year. The
correlation between 54 and 50 gives us the fig@& hich we inverse
since it concerns a deterioration in the situatigve have therefore
retained the figur@2.

* As for 2006 compared with 2000, the situation tearned to its original

state and we have therefore retained the fidid@ for the comparison
with the founding year.

Summary: Standard of living

2005 / 2000 2009 / 2000
(2000 =100) (2000 =100)
1 — World income per capita 127,18 140,55
2 — Disparities in income per cap.| 98,47 86,66
3 — Life expectancy from birth 103,03 104,55
4 — Dispatrities in exp. from birth | 97,07 105,83
5 - GINI coefficient 96,59 96,14
6 — Suicides 101,83 101,83
7 —CO2 levels 97,28 95,64
8- Water and sanitary facilities | 102,19 106,57
9 — Forests 92,12 92,12
10 — Pollution in the air 92,00 100,00
Average 100,78 102,99

The tendency here isstagnation until 2005 and a slight
improvement between 2000 and 2009. We should notéet
Important increase in the world gap in terms of GDPper capita
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since 2005 and its decrease in terms of life expanty from birth
also since 2005.

D — Research, training, information, communication culture

We have stopped taking into consideration the nurob¢elevision
sets in the world for two reasons: firstly, thelzgdbfigures are really too hard to
believe, whatever the source may be; secondlyyvisé®m is increasingly
watched on internet and mobile phones, which letalesision sets with limited
relevance. To overcome this “failure”, we have gigedouble coefficient to the
chapter “research-development”, whose significaneeds no explanation, as
we have been doing from the start for the critefid_evel of education”.

1 and 2 - Research — development (2007, French @bgatory of Science
and Technoloqgy)

» We have used the works of tliench Observatory of Science and
Technology, which publishes every two years an interesting mepo
entitled “Sciences and technologies — indicators”.

» The latest edition of this report dates from 20a4@ gives the 2007 figure
for world expenditure on research and developnvelnich is 1113 billion
Euros. Given the importance of this factor, we haranted it a
coefficient of 2.

* The following chart lets us know the expenditureEuros per inhabitant
in the world.

World expenditure on research and development

(Coefficient 2)

| Expenditure (1) | Population 2) | (1)/(2)
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2000 (founding| 708 billion 6115 billion 116
year)

2005 852 /I 6512 // 131
2007 1113 /] 6670 // 167

* The progression between 2005 and 2000 (131 / 1i/6F qis the
figure 112,93 infact 225,86 with a coefficient of 2, a figure that
we have withheld to compare 2005 with the foundiear.

» As concerns the comparison between 2007 and 2000, t
correlation between 167 and 116 results in therdéidi43,97, in fact
287,94with the coefficient 2.

3 and 4 — The levels of schooling in the world, pmnary, secondary and

higher combined, boys and girls (2006, UNESCO).

(Coef. 2)

The UNDP no longer calculates the world’s leveédtication in the same
way as it did in previous years. We have therefgreen greater
Importance to the levels of education publishedWESCO. We have
reproduced here the “gross levels of schoolingofonary and secondary
teaching combined”, (first figures in the chart)datine gross levels of
schooling for higher education, (the second figureshe chart). These
elements have evolved as follows over the lastsyear

Gross levels of world schooling in %

2000 (founding year) 78 — 19; average: 48,5
2005 83 — 24; average: 53,5
2007 84 — 26 ; average: 55,0
2008 85 — 26 ; average : 55,5

The evolution in 2005 compared to 2000 (53,5 / #&:S8ults in the figure
110,31which we have adopted.
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* The comparison between 55,5 and 48,5 results ifighee 114,43which
we have adopted to compare 2008 with 2000.

* In order to take the fundamental importance of tlestor into
consideration, (After bread, education is the people’s first necegg”
said Danton), we have granted it aoefficient 2 which gives us the
figure 220,62 to compare 2005 with 2000 ai2@8,86to compare 2008
with 2000.

5 - Levels of schooling in poor countries for gid and boys primary,
secondary and higher combined: the evolution in suaharan Africa (2008,

UNESCO)

 We refer to the same gross levels of schooling,fiusub-Saharan
Africa, a symbol of poverty in every domain. Itnst enough simply
to emphasise the world averages: it is also negessasee how the
educational situation evolves in the poorest coesitiThe first figures
in the chart concern the gross levels of schooimdprimary and
secondary education together”; the second figuoexearn the gross
levels of schooling in higher education.

Gross levels of schooling: sub-Saharan Africa

2000 (base) |56 —4 ;average: 30,0
2005 66 — 6 ;average: 36,0
2007 68 — 6 ;average: 37,0
2008 /1 — 6 ;average: 38,5

» The situation is improving: the correlation between 2005 and 2000
(36 / 30) results in the figurE20, 00which we have retained.

» As for the comparison between 2008 and 2000, thedimg year, the
correlation between 38,5 and 30, results in theréd28,33which we
have withheld.
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6 — The disparities in the levels of schoolin@ll levels combined, qirls and
boys (2008 — UNESCO)

» The improvement in the poor countries’ situatie@presented by sub-
Saharan Africa, must be judged in relation to tie¥ing question:
have they caught up compared to the world average®der to find
out, we have compared the respective evolution haf world’s
situation and sub-Saharan Africa’s for the year@Q@ferring once
more to UNESCQO's figures above.

* The figures are the following:

The dispatrities in levels of schooling

Sub-Saharan _Africa| World (2) (1)/ (2 =100)
(1)

2000 _ (founding| 30,0 % 48,5 % 61,86

year)

2005 36,0 % 53,5 % 67,29

2007 36,5 % 55,0 % 66,36

2008 37,0 % 55,5 % 66,67

» Poor countries are catching up:the correlation between 2005 and
2000 (67,29 / 61,86) results in the figud®H8,78 which we have
retained to compare 2005 with 2000.

» As for the comparison between 2008 and 2000 (666;86), it

results in the figur&07,78which we have retained.

7 — The number of copies of daily nhewspapers (2008/olrd Association
of Newspapers)

 The World Association of Newspaperspublishes annually the
number of daily newspapers for sale or free of ghgrer thousand
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inhabitants in the world and per country each y&@forld Press
Trends”. The figures have evolved as follows over the {esars:

Number of copies for sale orde of charge daily

Number (1) World Q) / (2) per
Population (2) | 1000 people
2000 (founding| 440 million 6115 million 71,95
year)
2005 514 |/ 6512 /I 78,93
2007 560 // 6670 // 85,74
2008 562 /I 6750 // 82,96

* There is a regular improvement until at least 2008¢ refer to the
figures and not the myths as the World AssociatibNewspapers
constantly insists; in 2005, compared to 2000, tlerelation
between 78,93 and 71,95 results in the figlG8,70which we

have retained.

* The same method of calculation (82,96 / 71,95)ltesu the figure
115,30which we have adopted to compare 2008 with the dom

year.

8 — Internet (2009, ITU)

The ITU (International Telecommunication Union) publishes each
year very interesting elements in this field onvtsbsite. This year we
have solely withheld the data concerning the pdaggn of internauts,
since the use of internet presupposes a telepttmgever, in order to
take account of the beginnings of internet in 20@@, are using the
average between the years 2000 and 2005 as ourfigase.

Since the year 2000, the world percentages ariolibgving:
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Percentage of internag in the world

2000 6,50 %
2005 15,90 %
Average 2000 — 2005 (base) 11,20 %
2007 20,80 %
2008 23,80 %
2009 27,10 %

» There has been strong development: the correlagbmeen 2005 and the
founding year (15,90 / 11,20) results in the figidd,96which we have
retained.

» As for the correlation between 2009 and 2000 (27 1D0,20), it results in
the figure241,96which we have retained.

9 — The number of films (2009, Screen Digest)

» Screen Digesta British review, periodically publishes the numibé
films produced in the world; the up-to-date figurasthe last few
years are the following:

Number of films

2000 (founding year) 3782
2005 4886
2006 5272
2007 5580
2008 5459
2009 5360

9 The evolution between 2005 and 2000 (4886 / 378&)lts in the figure
129,19which we have retained to compare with the fouggear.

43



10 As for the comparison between 2009 with 2000 (538082), it results in
the figure 141,72 which we have retained to compare 2009 with the
founding year.

10 — International tourist travel (2008, WTO)

11 The World Tourism Organisation (WTO) publishes and keeps up to
date each year the number of international toyrikes gross figures over
the last years are the following as a percentaggpaced to the world’s

population:
International Tourism
Figures (1) Population (2) 1) /(2

2000 (founding| 687 million 6115 million 11,23 %
year)

2005 808 // 6512 // 12,41 %
2007 898 // 6670 // 13,46 %
2008 913 // 6750 /I 13,53 %

* The correlation between 2005 and 2000 (12,41 /3)Ir&sults in the
figure 110,51 which we have adopted to compare 2005 with the
founding year.

* As for the comparison between 2008 and 2000, thedmg year
(13,53 / 11,23), it results in the figut20,48which we have adopted.

Summary :
Research, training, information, communication, culure

| 2005 / 2000 | 2008 /2000 |
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(2000 = 100)

(2000 = 100)

1 and 2 - Research — development

225,86 (coef.2)

287,94 (coef.2)

3 and 4 — Level of education

220,62 (coef.2)

228,86 (coef.2)

5 — Education in subs-Saharan120,00 128,33
Africa

6 — Disparities in education 108,78 107,78
7 — Newspapers 109,70 115,30
8 — Internet 141,96 241,96
9 — Films 123,19 141,72
10 — International Tourism 110,51 120,48

Average 116,06 137,24

The evolution is definitely positive here: all thestatistics convey an
Improvement in the situation, in particularly concening internet.

Here is the global evolution for théour headings of the
World Happiness Index compared to both last year ath the

founding year.

2005 / 2000 2008 / 2000

(2000 = 100) (2000 =100)
Peace and secuirty 87,50 95,16
Freedom, democracy, human rights 102,85 107,62
Standard of living 100,78 102,99
Research, training, information, 116,06 137,24
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communication, culture

World Happiness 101,80 110,75

CONCLUSION: LET US NOT DISPAIR ABOUT OUR

PLANET!

Obviously, bad news should not systematically bevaside, but equally, sole
emphasis should not be given to bad news alones Fdlows, for the years
2000 to 2009, what we should retain amongst thel goal bad news.

1 — The 2 pieces of very bad of news: the crash istrthe whole story!

Firstly, the number of victims of natural catastrophes has been
particularly high since the year 2000 and alas, this will persist with
the Haiti earthquake. A tsunami in 2004 in SoutlstEssia, Katrina in
2005, an earthquake in China and cyclones in BumaO008: the
consequences are heavy; the financial crisis isetbiee not our sole
concern!

Secondly, inequality in the GDP per capita betweench and poor
countries has soared, particularly since 2005we measure these
inequalities by comparing the average GDP per aadpitsub-Saharan
Africa with the global GDP per capita. In 2000, #nerage GDP per
capita in sub-Saharan Africa represented 21,59 %hefglobal GDP
per capita. In 2005, this figure was 21,26 %, andd09, 18,71%. It is
extremely bad news, which has provoked far tole [dommentary.

2 —The five pieces of bad news

» Firstly, violent deaths have greatly increased between 2000 and
2004. This is particularly due to the increaseraffic in several
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countries. Even though we do not dispose of marentefigures, we
can presume that the evolution will continue intisatarly because
of the increased number of vehicles on the roadenmerging
countries.

Then, the number aefugees which had decreased between 2000
and 2005, began to increase once more in 2005.rtungdely, this
tendency is likely to continue for some time giviie turmoil in
countries in North Africa and the Middle East.

Moreover, the average for tmesk country which represents greater
or lesseeconomic and financial security in the worlddeteriorated
by 10% between 2005 and 2008. These are the fiestte of the
crash, but it seems it reached its lowest poin2®8 since the
situation has slightly recovered since 2009.

Furthermore, twoenvironmental indicators are in the red: they
concern the accumulation of CO2 in the atmosphecethe forest
surface area per inhabitant.

Lastly, theGINI coefficient which measures the different countries
inequalities in interior revenue has slowly butedyrdeteriorated
since the year 2000.

— The three subjects for concern

Firstly, the index of the perception abrruption has slowly but
surely increased. That carries heavy threats ®future.

Then, the average level of freedom in the world angdarticularly
freedom of the mediashow worrying signs of stagnating, or even
worsening. This is in some respects due to the ezprences of
measures taken in the fight against terrorism.

The Chinese government has ceased to publish the mber of
death penalties taking place in its country.This is a subject of
great concern, which reveals how much the Chinesergment
must progress!
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4 — The six pieces of good news, despite the crash!

» Firstly, the world happiness index has progressedybmore than
10% between 2000 and 2009 and the global GDP perpita has
increased by 40% during the same periodlt is true that the
figures for 2009 are not all known yet, so we sbaoid rejoicing.
Next year we shall see what impact the crash hdsohathe WHI
and the global GDP per capita.

* Moreover,research and developmenper inhabitant has increased
by more than 40% since 2000.

» Furthermore, thecommunication sector has greatly progressed
since the year 2000: this is evident in the nundfexopies of daily
newspapers despite a recent less favourable evolution, and |
particularly the number ohternautes.

* The same favourable evolution applies to the nurobéims: 3782
in 2000, 5360 in 2009 according to Screen DigestvéVer, there is
a downwards tendency since 2007: to be followed!

» Similarly, international tourist travel per million inhabitants has
greatly increased: + 20 % since the year 2000, iegpopolitical
turmoil.

» Lastly, supplies irdrinking water and access tproper sanitarian

facilities has progressed by 6,5% since the year 2000. Thst la
figures date from 2006 so we must survey what toe!

5 —The five pieces of good news despite the crash!

* The potential of operationaluclear arms has decreased from around
15 000 weapon heads in the year 2000, to arourid 8Furthermore,
it seems that the Americans and the Russians iritetiter reductions
of this potential for mass destruction.
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* The number omajor armed conflicts has gone down from 22 to 15
since the year 2000, and the number of victimde$e¢ conflicts has
been halved during the same period: let us hopt ttlea decline
continues!

* The situation of women has improved as far as political life is
concerned: the proportion of parliamentary womes peogressed,
(15% better since 2000); the same applies to tbgress in girls’
primary and secondary schooling: 14% better sineg/ear 2000.

 The mortality rate of children under 5, (MRU5) has notably
decreased. 81 deaths in under 5s per 1000 bighs, Z008. It is still
significant, particularly for developing countrie$ere the rate is still
often higher than 200.This improvement must expand!

» Last but not least, tHevels of educationmeasured by UNESCO, are
improving: the brut rate of primary, secondary dmgher education
has risen from 48,5 % to 55, 5 % since the yeal02@3 for the
disparities between rich and poor countries, measiny the mark
sub-Saharan Africa scored in this field, they hialen substantially,
which is very good news: long may it last!

The readers of GLOBECO know that we
refuse to adopt the role of the prophet of doom. M@ than
ever, we must assert that there is no point in degping
about the planet, unless we demonstrate that the wid is
deteriorating in every field, which is not, or at kast not yet,
the case: even if the world happiness index’s progss is
slight, (around 1% per year since the year 2000)he good
news outweighs the bad. When we have all the figusdor
2009, we will see what consequences the world’s romic,
social and financial crisis has had on the evolutio of
world’s happiness.
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WORLD HAPPINESS : CLASSEFIED PER COUNTRY

EDIDN 2011

GERMANY REACHES THE PODIUM!

For the last 7 years, GLOBECO has published thssdication of 60
countries according to criteria used to define doHappiness and
happiness per country. Compared to the previousyednose results can
be consulted omwww.globeco.fr under the heading: “World Happiness”,
we have affirmed or introduced some alterationsgaisly with an aim to
improve the first versions of this considerable kvotet us state
immediately that the global framework remains thms:

* We have kept the four main headingswhich constitute the
composing factors of the world happiness index:cpeand
security; freedom, democracy and human rightsstaedard of
living; intelligence, information, communicationcoulture.

* Within these 4 main headings, we have generally epsame
columns as in the past, with the two major alteretiintroduced
in the preceding versionthe inclusion of violent deaths, that
Is to say, unnatural deaths and suicides. We can lgnhope
that the WHO will reqularly provide these elements This has
brought further credibility to our classification.

* We have also kept, probably definitively, the It countries
concerned so that it remains representative ofiitrersity of the
present-day worldthe 60 countries classified incorporate
around 90% of the world’s population and provide alput
95% of global GDP.

* | must reply to three criticisms which have ofteseb made by readers or
journalists:
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o | have often been criticised farot including any criteria for
employment in either the world happiness index or the
classification per country. Alas, the reason fois tdeplorable
absence is straightforward: reliable sources dfssitzs only exist
for countries in the OECD. What's more, it is vaagmplicated
counting unemployment in many developing countriekere
underground economy plays a fundamental and ofsefulirole.
Furthermore, in OECD countries, showing levels ofpbyment
largely depends on the amount and duration of uf@mEent
benefit; in the past in the United States and GRBr#tin, these
sometimes-flattering figures have largely reflectb@ fact that
these countries’ unemployment benefits do not fastlong...
Lastly, in some countries like Holland, those peopb longer
capable of working are classified as “handicapp&diich makes
the unemployment figures fall.

0 Another request for the classification of countries: we should
introduce aclassification in order of the attractiveness of ezh
country which would, for example, privilege France, (a ghkea
country by mutual agreement) over a country likee@an, (a
country where winter is very long and the daysroftery short)...
The argument is understandable but once more vffigudt to put
Into practice: France is certainly a pleasant agrdat least for
those who have the means to make the most oftithdou can one
guantify the variety of our landscapes or the dqualdf our rural
products? Furthermore, our classification has ngtto do with the
Club Méditerranée (luxury French holiday comparay)d | do not
see how we could decide that France was more sré¢gactive”
than Sweden or Canada. It would of course alsodmegsary to
take the “economic” attractiveness of our countrptoi
consideration. Should different criteria be foumddombine the
number of foreign tourists in each country witheign investment?
Tricky, since it would be necessary to take accafrthe number
of “interior” tourists, (attractiveness is also ragmable by the
number of people who prefer to spend their holidaytheir own
country) as well as the geographical size and thernumber of
inhabitants in each country. It is natural thatrés given its size
and 65 million inhabitants, attracts more tourisisn Switzerland,
not to mention our numerous tourists who are simphssing
through on their way to Spain or Italy... As fordmn investment,
it is influenced by economic and financial critemehich have little
bearing on our criteria for world happiness!
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o Lastly, | am often blamed for “measuring” world Ipapess and
happiness per country according tevesStern’ criteria. This
criticism is at first glance quite accurate sincerh indeed a
westerner, but can one really consider that invthst alone peace
is preferred to war, freedom to dictatorship, aeté¢cstandard of
living to poverty and education to illiteracy? Moxer, my criteria
draw their inspiration largely from the universadctaration of
human rights and | do not see why, in the namehaf tnow what
diversity of civilisations, we should renounce thdeclaration,
which still holds great significance. What's mattee events taking
place in certain Arab countries today seem to destnate its
universality and permanence.

Having said that, | repeat what | have asserted frm the start: my

classification reflects the situation of each coung according to chosen
criteria. In no way does it claim that the Swedishare all happy or more

or less happy than the French just because Swedes classified in a
better position than France is. Individual happines is too personal to be
measured other than through opinion polls. On the ther hand, this

classification means that the countries in the begiositions benefit from

a good coefficient of “collective happiness”, thais to say favourable
conditions for individual happiness to blossom.

* However, if | must argue my point, | have notedttklOBECO’s
classification is very close to other establishéassifications, either
through its use of the statistic aggregate’s metbodhrough the method
of opinion polls: we will look at this later!

* Therefore, let us move on, to our 4 headings!

PEACE AND SECURITY
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We have maintained the COFACE’s “risk doyihin our classification,

which constitutes a criterion of economic and fitiahsecurity. As indicated
above, we have maintained the criteria of “violdetiths” and of “Living up
until the age of 65" which has replaced ‘“life exaacy in good health”, an
element that the WHO only provides on an irregbksis.

Theb5 criteria retained under this hearing are the following:

Major armed conflits

Violent deaths

Corruption

Economic and financial security
Living until the age of 65

1 — Major armed conflicts (2008, SIPRI)

As with last year, we have retained the data pexvidnnually by the

SIPRI, which the GLOBECO readers know well: thisnoerns an

organisation whose expertise is internationallyn@aekledged as the best
in the world as far as peace and conflicts are eomed.

Our classification, which concerns 2008, is foundadiata relative to the
number of victims of major armed conflicts, datattive have already
used abovelO countrieshave been affected, according to the SIPRI, by
this type of conflict and we classified them acaogdto the number of
victims compared with the number of inhabitants tbe country
concerned. It is worth noting that Russia is haymin this category and
that Pakistan figures there, as with last year.

The classification of the 60 countries for 200gufie in the chart’s first
column, “peace and security”.

2 — Violent deaths (2004, WHO)
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* Violent deaths, according to th&HO, are unnatural deaths caused by
traumatisms: for example death in early childhoodad accidents,
suicides, victims of natural catastrophes and hioi@sc..It is therefore a
very important criterion for judging how secure a ountry is for its
inhabitants.

* Unfortunately, the WHO only publishes these dataaonrregular basis,
the last known year dating back to 2004; howevarerg their
significance, we have incorporated them!

* We should note that the countries where violentigekeast occur are in
Western Europe (Holland, Great Britain, Germany...).

 The classification per country figures in the cisagecond column,
“peace and security”.

3 — Corruption (2009, Transparency International)

* We should explainvhy we classify corruption under this heading relating
to peace and security: firstly, corruption introdsiaaily insecurity into
everyone’s lives and in particularly is often acptioce of all the cheats
who transgress laws and rules: where corruptigridscriminals and the
mafia are never far!

* Transparency International each year publishes very interesting data
concerning the way in which businessmen assesd eetvants’
corruption in different countriesit is the perception of corruption
which we are concerned with here and we take entireesponsibility
for the publication of the classification in queston.

» The countries considered most corrupt are oftenceably the poorest
countries, but not alwaysfRussia, Ukraine, Iran and Venezuelaalso
figure highly!

» The classification of the 60 countries figure i tlpeace and security”
chart’s third column.
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4 — Economic and financial security (2009, COFACE)

This element, called theriSk country” by the COFACE, measures
different countries’ economic and financial seqgurit
The 60 countries’ classification, which haftered considerably this

year because of the crashfigures in the “peace and security” chart’s
fourth column.

5 — Social and human security (2008, Banque Mondiale)

We are keeping the element: “percentage of likelihmd in reaching the
age of 65”instead of “life expectancy in good health”, whadatistics
the WHO very rarely publishes. The aim remainsséme: to understand
how a country’s inhabitants “resist” life’'s diffitties, be they disease,
road accidents, homicides, even armed conflict, tanidclude all forms
of “stress” which have an impact on our life exp@acy.In a sense, this
iIs a matter of social and human security:we can consider that a
country’s human and social situation is more faabie for its inhabitants
when there is a greater likelihood of them reachimegage of 65.

Henceforth, the World Bank publishes this type of data; the 60
countries’ classification for the last known yemufes in the “peace and
security” chart’s last column.

PEACE AND SECURITY

War and peace | Violent deaths | Corruption | Economic Social __and
and financial | human
security security

1 — Norway 1 — Holland 1 — Denmarkk — Sweden 1 — Japan

- Australia 2—-UK 2 — Finland Canada Sweden
- Ireland 3 —Germany 3 —Sweden Australia Australia
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- Sweden 4 — Sweden 4 — Canada Switzerland
Switzerland
- Canada 5 — Spain 5 - Holland Japan| - Issael
- Japan 6— Switzerland 6 — Austrgld— Norway Italy
-Switzerland | 7 — Irland 7— Denmark | 7 — Norway
Switzerland
- Holland 8 — Israel 8 — Norway Holland Spain
- Finland - Italy 9 — Ireland Finland Holland
- Belgium 10 — Canada 10 — Austria Germany Ireland
- Austria 11 - Japan 11-Germany France 11 — Canada
- Denmark 12 — Greece 12 —Japan Austrial  France
- France 13-Denmark 13- UK Belgium Stia
- Italy 14 — Australie | 14 — Chilli CzecleR Greece
- UK 15 — Portugal 15—Belgium South Kordd — Belgium
- Spain 16 — France 16—-United United Stateg Germany
States
- Germany 17 — Norway 17 — France Chilli 17 - UK
- Greece 18 — Belgium 18 — Israe Burma Finland
- South Korea| 19 — Turkey 19—Spain 19 — Ireland South Korea
- Portugal 20— Czech Re®20- Portuga UK 20 — Cuba
- Czech Rep.| 21 - Egypt 21-South Spain United States
Korea
- Hungary 22—-United 22—Poland Italy Denmark
States
-Argentina 23 — Chilli 23— Portugal Portugal
Hungary
- Poland 24 —Malaysia | 24-Saudi Israel 24 — Chilli
Arabia
- Chilly 25 — Hungary | 25-Czech Poland 25-Czech
Rep. Rep
-Baltic 26—South 26 — South  Brazil 26 — Tunisia
countries Korea Africa
- Mexico 27 — Cuba 27—-Burma Thailand  Mexico
- Bulgaria 28— Argentina| 28 — Turkey S.Africa 28 — Malaysia
- Romania 29 — Austria 29 — Tunisja China Argentina
- Malaysia 30 — Tunisia 30 — ltaly India Poland
- Brazil 31— Philippines 31 — Brazil | 31— Greece| 31— Vietham
- Venezuela 32— Uzbekistar32 — Cuba Hungary 32 —Saudi
Arabia
- Thailand 33 — Finland 33-Romanja Mexico Algeria
-Saudi Ar. 34 — Poland 34 — China Turkey| 4 —3China
- Ukraine 35 — Algeria 35— Tunisia 35-Vanela
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Colombia
- China 36 — Vietham | 36 — Greege Morocco Turkey
- Tunisia 37 — Mexico 37 — Peru Algeria | 37— SriLanka
- Iran 38— Romania | 38-Thailand  Saudi Aral88 — Peru
- Algeria 39 — Morocco | 39-Morocco Colombia Morocco
- Indonesia 40 — Peru 40 — India 40 — Peru Iran
- Vietham 41 — China 45fiLanka Romania | 41— Colombia
- Egypt 42 — Pakistan | 42— Egypt Plpilpes Philippines
- Uzbekistan 43 — Brazil 43—-Mexica Egypt Roumania
- South Africa | 44 —Thailand 44 — Algerja ietham | 44— Hungary
- Morocco 45 — Ar.s.dite | 45— Senegal 45 — Egypt
Argentina
- Russia 46 — Burma 46 — Senegal Indonesia Indonesia
- Bangladesh | 47-Bangladesh7— Russia 47 — Brazil
Indonesia
- Nigeria 48 — Ethiopia | 48— Ethiopjal8- Argentina| 48 -Thailand
- Congo DR 49 — Iran 49-Vietnam Venezuelg Pakistan
- Ethiopia 50 — Senegal 50— Banglaesh| 50—
Bangladesh Uzbekistan
51 — India 51 — India 51 — Nigeria Sri Lank&1-
Bangladesh
52-UnitedStates 52-Venezuela 52— Ethiopia | 52 — Ukraine
Philippines
53— Burma 53 — Nigeria 53 — Ukrain3 — Ukraine | 53 — India
54 — Peru 54 — Ukraine 54— Pakistan Pakistan |54 — Russia
55— Philippines| 55-South 55 —Iran Congo DR| 55— Burma
Africa
56— Colombia | 56 —Indonesia 56 — Russia Iran 56 — Ethiopia
57 - Turkey 57— Colombia| 57- Uzbekistan 57 — Senegal
CongoDR
58— Pakistan 58-Congo DR58- Burma 58-Congo DR
Venezuela
59 — Israel 59 — Russia 50- Nigeria 59 — Nigeria
Uzbekistan
60— Sri Lanka | 60— SriLanka 60-Burma Cuba | 60 —S.Africa
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LIBERTY, DEMOCRATY AND HUMAN RIGHTS

Theb criteria retained in this field are the following:

« Democracy

* Freedom of the press
 Women'’s rights

* Children’s rights

* The death penalty

1 — Democracy (2009, Freedom House)

* Freedom House’sstatistics mean we can classify different coustrie
according to their level of democracy; it is nosige to findUzbekistan,
Burma, Saudi Arabia andChina competing for the lowest positions.

« The 60 countries’ classification figures in thesfircolumn of the
“freedom, democracy and human rights” chart.

2 — Freedom of press (2009, Freedom House)

 Freedom Housealso classifies different countries according heirt
lesser or greater freedom of press; in this fidld worst positions are
filled by Burma, Cuba, Uzbekistan, Iran and Tunisia.

« The 60 countries’ classification figures in the @m®t column of the
“freedom, democracy and human rights” chart.

3 — Women'’s rights (2008, UNDP)

* Here, we once more classify the different countaesording to data
figuring in the UNDP’s new index relating to inedjtias between men
and women in the world.
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The 60 countries’ classification figures in therdhicolumn of the
“freedom, democracy and human rights” chart.

4 — Children’s rights (2008, UNICEF)

The right to live is a child’s first right. We havberefore retained the
MRUS5, (mortality rate for under 5s) as it is pubbsl each year by
UNICEF, to represent children.

The 60 countries’ classification figures in the fibu column of the
“freedom, democracy and human rights” chart.

5 — The death penalty (2009, Amnesty International)

Amnesty International publishes each year very interesting documents
about this problem’s evolution in the world; as hwikast year, our
classification once more considers the differetuagions:

The first 32 countries are those where capital punishment is
abolished by law for all crimes, whatever they nhey including
war crimes;

The 4 following countriesclassified in 3% place have abolished
capital punishment for common law crimes, but neséine right to
apply it for “particularly odious” crimes or warigres.

The 8 countriesholding the 3% position do not oppose the death
penalty by law, but no death sentence was eithengumced or
took place in 2005.

The countries to be found in 48 and therdd" position, are those

where death sentences were both pronounced andplack in
2006, their exact number being impossible to find o

Finally, sharing the last positions are the Unitedstates, Nigeria,
Saudi Arabia, Iran and China who must share the
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responsibility for the majority of capital punishments in the
world in 2008.

“freedom, democracy and human rights” chart.

FREEDOM, DEMOCRACY, HUMAN RIGHTS

The 60 countries’ classification figures in thetHifcolumn of the

Democracy Freedom of |Women's Children’s Death penalty
the press rights rights
1 — Norway 1 — Finland 1 — Holland 1 — Sweden 1 Af8ca

Australia Norway 2— Denmark Firdan - Germany
Ireland Sweden 3 — Sweden 3 — Norway - Australia
Sweden 4— Denmark 4— Switzerland Germany - Austria
Canada 5 — Belgium 5 — Norway Ireland| - Belgium
Chilli 6—Switzerland| 6 — Belgium France - Uzbekistan
United States | 7 —Holland 7 — Germany Spai - Canada
Switzerland 8 — Ireland 8 — Finland alap - Columbia
Holland 9 — Portugal 9 — Italy Italy - Denmark
Finland 10-Germany 10 — France Czech Rep- Spain
Belgium 11-Czech Repll — Japan Greece - Finland
Austria United States| 12 — Spain Patug| - France
Denmark 13 — Canada 13 — Canada madn - Greece
France UK 14— Australia Austria - Italy

UK 15 — Hungary | 15 - Austria 15 - - Hungary

Switzerland
Spain Japan 16 —Portugal SoutleKar - Ireland
Germany Austria South Korea Holland Mexico
Portugal 18 — France 18 — Greece Israel - Norway
Czech Rep Hungary 19 — Israel gieh - Holland
Hungary 20 —Spain 20 — Poland 20 — Canada- Poland
Poland Poland 21 —Czech Australia - Portugal
Rep.

22 —Japan 22 — Israel 22 — Ireland UK - Czech Rep.
Greece Greece 23 — UK Vsik - Romania
Israel 24 —S.Africa 24 — Hungary Cuba - UK
South Korea South Korea 25-USA 25 — Hupgar - Sweden

Italy Chilli 26 — China Rold - Suisse
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a

27 — Argentina | 27 — Italy 27 — Russia 27 United - Turkey
States
Sth.Africa India 28 — Ukraine 28 — Chilli - Uknai
Romania 29 — Brazil 29 — Cuba 29 — Russia - Venezuela
Brazil Romania 30 — Romania30 — Vietnam - Philippines
31 - India 31 - Peru 31 — Malaysja Romania - Senegal
Indonesia | 32—Philippines| 32 — Chilli Thailand -Argentina
Ukraine 33 —Argentina] 33 — Tunisia 33 — Smka| 33 — Brazil
Peru 34 — Turkey 34 —Vietnam 34 —Argentina - Chilli
Mexico 35-Indonesia 35-Argenting bike - Israel
36 — Turkey 36 — Ukraine| 36 —Venezuela 36 —blex - Peru
Senegal 37Nigeria | 37 — Mexico 37 —Venezuel|8B7 — Algeria
38 — Columbia 38-Bangladesi38 — Thailand | 38 — Columbija - Morocco
Philippines | 39 — Senegal 39 — Algeria  —3Bunisia -Burma
Bangladesh| 40 — Thailand | 40-Sri Lanka]  Saudi Arabja us$ta
41 — Sri Lanka 41 —Columbig 41 — Peru nahi - Sri Lanka
Malaysia Egypt 42 — Turkey 42 ra 8l - Tunisia
43 — Venezuela Mexico 43 — Turkey -South Kore
Philippines
Morocco 44 -Pakistan 44 — Brazil 44 — Egypt RD Congo
DC
Nigeria 45 — Algeria 45— S. Africa 45 — Peru 5 -4Cuba
Pakistan 4 6 —Malaysig 46 — Columbid6 — Iran India
Thailand 47 — Morocco | 47 — Iran Philippines Indonesia
48 — Ethiopia 48 —Sri Lanka] 48 — Ind.sie 48 +dbao Pakistan
49 — Egypt 49 — Venezuela9 — Morocco | 49— 49 — Egypt
Uzbekistan
Russia 50 — Ethiopia| 50 — Egypta 50 — Algeria Vietnam
Algeria 51-CongoDR | 51 — Pakistan imelsia Japan
52 — Tunisia 52 — Russia 52 — Senegal 52— Bangladesh
Bangladesh
Iran 53 — Vietnam | 53 - 53 —-S. Africa Ethiopia
Bangladesh
Vietnam 54 — Saudi 54 — India 54 — India Malaysia
Arabia
Congo DR | 55— China 55 — Saudi | 55— Pakistan Thailand
Arabia
56 — China 56 — Tunisia | 56- RDCongo | 56-Burma 56—United
States
Cuba 57- Iran Missing 57 — Senegal | 57 — Nigeria
Saudi 58-Uzbekistan| Uzbekistan 58 - Ethiopia| 58 — Saudi
Arabia Arabia
59 — Uzbekistan | 59 — Cuba Nigeria 59 — Nigeria 59 — Iran
Burma 60- Burma Ethiopia 60-CongoDR 60 — China
Burma

|
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STANDARD OF LIVING

We have kept the number of suicides peunty, despite the year
concerned (2004) being rather out of date; indsediide does not carry the
same meaning in every country, but it remains goomant criterion to convey
how much each of us appreciates his/her life.

Theb criteria retained in this field are the following:

* The GDP per capita

« The GINI coefficient
 Life expectancy from birth
« Suicides

« Pollution in the air

1 — Gross income per capita (2008, WDI, World Bank)

 The gross income per capita is obviously an immbreaspect of our
standard of living. We have chosen to classifydbentries according to
their gross revenue per capita in dollars and tated according to the
purchasing parity power, (PPP), the best-adaptetiadefor calculating
different countries’ standards of living. Our saarts henceforth the
annual World Bank document entitled, Wbrld Development
Indicators”, the exact Anglo-Saxon term being the §ross national
incomé’.

« The 60 countries’ classification figures in thesfircolumn of the
“Standard of Living” chart.

2 — The GINI coefficient (2008 and former years, als often out-of-date
UNDP)
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The GINI coefficient, published by the UNDP each year, lets us classify
countries according to the internal inequality lzéit incomes: the higher

a country’s “mark”, the higher the inequalitiesimeome in this country.
Thus South American countries, in particularazil, Chilli and
Columbia, like South Africa, world champions in this field, have a
GINI coefficient 60, whereas Denmark, the most étarean in the
world according to the coefficient, is “marked”abund25, France has

33, the United States has 41...

The 60 countries’ classification figures in the aet column of the
“Standard of Living” chart. It is worth noting th&gaudi Arabia, Burma
and Cuba do not figure in the UNDP’s 2007-2008 statistics tims
domain and the last known years are quite old, lvis@ shame although
quite understandable.

3 — Life expectancy (2008, UNDP)

Data relating to life expectancy from birth are lmhed each year by the
UNDP and they give us the chance to saliaggan who comes firstn this
field, but alsoSpain, Israel, France and Italy figure among the top
countries, all of which being developed countrigsiated around the
Mediterranean’s circumference.

The 60 countries’ classification figures in therdhicolumn of the
“Standard of Living” chart.

4 — Suicides (2004, WHO)

Thanks to the WHO, which published the 2004 figutes last known
year as we said above) in 2008, we can keep thig smgnificant
criterion in our index. The figures indicate thiaé tUkraine, Sri Lanka

and Russiaare the countries where suicide is most frequadt&ther
Arab or Muslim countries are where the suicide gadee lowestWe

should also note Finland’s very bad score coming 85Japan’s, (54"

as well as the mediocre ratings of Sweden (37 Norway, (38") and

France’s (29").
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Each country is classified per number of suicidasgared to its’ overall

population and they figure in the fourth column tbeé “Standard of
Living” chart.

5 — Air purity (2006, The little green data book)

We have kept this criterion, which measures theatgreor lesser

purity of the air in each of the classified countries’ big citieheT
most recent data concerns 2006.

“Standard of Living” chart.

STANDARD OF LIVING

The 60 countries’ classification figures in thetla@slumn of the

GNP per | GINI Life Suicides Air Purity
capita in PPP expectancy

1 — Norway 1 - Denmark] 1 - Japan 1 — Egypt Verezuela
2—USA 2 — Japan 2—Switzerlapd — Peru 2 — Sweden
3 — Holland 3 — Sweden France 3— Phiipp| 3 — France
4-Switzerland| 4—Czech Rep. Italy 4 — Morocco | 4 — Romania
5 — Canada — Norway 5 — Sweden 5 — Greece — Alstralia

6 — Sweden 6 — Finland Norway| 6 — Algeria Norway
7 — Denmark |7 — Ukraine Canada - Tunisia UK

8 — Austria 8 —Germany Australia 8 — Turkey| 8 — Ireland

9 — Australia 9— Austria Spain 9 — Mexico| 9 — Canada
10 — UK 10 — Ethiopia Israel 10— Italy Cuba
11-Germany | 11 —-Hungary 11-Holland 11 — Senegal — Russia
12— Finland 12 — Holland Finland 12 — Brazi Finland
13 —Ireland 13Bangladesh Germany 13-Spain| 13 — Hungary
14— Belgium 14 — Pakistan Ireland 14—Veerbzl Denmark
15 — Japan 15-S. Kored Austria 15 — Israe] Germany
16 — France 16—Romania Belgium 16 — Nige| 16 —Czech Rej
17 —Spain Egypt Greece 17 — Byaity Morocco
18 — Italy 18 — Canada S.Korea 18 -—lran S. Africa
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19 — Greece 19 — France 19-Denmark  19Uzbekistan Ukraine
20- S. Korea 20 — Belgium Portugal 20— UK SAJ
21 — Israel 21Switzerland  Chilli 21-Malaisie 21 — Columbia
22SaudiArabial 22 — Ireland Cuba 22-S./Aab Belgium
23-Czech Rep Greece 23 — Czech 23— Ethigp23 — Malaysia
24— Portugal 24 — Spain 24 — UK 24 —Holland Philns
25— Hungary | 25— Poland Poland 25— Thdilan  Portugal
26— Poland 26 — Australig26-USA 26 — Cuba Brazil
27 — Russia 27 — Algeria Argentina- Argentina | 27-Switzerland
28—Argentina | 28 — Italy 28 — Malaysj28-Germany | 28 — Italy
29— Malaysia 29— UK Venezuel29- Romania | 29 — Japan
30— Romania | 30 Uzbekistan Vietnam | 30— Columbia Tunisia
31 -Mexico 31 — India Sri Lanké&81 — Denmark 31— Israel
32 — Turkey 32— Indonesia  Hungary | 32- USA 32 — Spain
33 — Chilli 33 —Vietham Tunisia 33 — \hatn | 33 — Austria
34— Venezuelg 34 — Malaysial 34- Romania | 34 — Chilli 34 —Holland
35— Iran 35 —Iran Peru Australia 35K8rea
36 — Brazil 36 — Portuga China 36 — Canad&6 — Mexico
37— S.Africa 37 — Israel Saudi Arabid7 — Sweden Greece
38— Columbia Senegal Columbia 38wy | 38 — Poland
39 — Peru 39 — Tunisia| 39 — Brazil 39— Indonesda — Turkey
40 — Algeria USA Turkey 40Switized | 40 — Nigeria
41- Thailand 41 — Morocco Philippine41- Burma 41- CongoDR
42 — Tunisia 42-Sri Lanka Algeria 4Zhina 42 — Chilli
43 — Ukraine 43 — Turkey | 43 —Mexica 43 - Austri| 43 — Iran
44 — China 44 — China Iran 44—-CzechRép — Peru
45 — Egypt 45 — Thailand Indonesia 45-@@IY | 45 —Vietnam
46-SriLanka | 46 — Nigeria| 46 — Egypt 46 - Ireland Uzbekista
n
47— Morocco | 4™Menezuelg 47 — Thailand| 47 — Pakistan| 47- Burma
48 Philippines | 48 — Russia 48 — Ukraine 48 -aRdl | 48 — India
49-Indonesia 49Philippines Russial 49anEe 49 — Ethiopia
50 — India 50—-Congo DR Uzbekistan| 50 — S. Africa] 50 — Algeria
51 — Vietham | 51— Argentingbl — Pakistan| 51 — Belgium Thailand
52-Uzbekistan| 52 — Peru 52Banglade8i2Bangladesh 52— China
53— Pakistan 53 — Mexico| 53— Moroccb3 — Hungary Argenting
54 — Nigeria 54 — Chilli India 54 — Japan | 54 — Sri Lanka
55 — Senegal 55 — Brazil 55 - Burma 55 — Fidlan 55 — Indonesia
56—Bangladesh56— S.Africa | 56 — Senegal 56-S. Korea 56 — Sdnega
57— Ethiopia 57- Columbia 57 — Ethiopia 57 —&di | 57 — S.Arabie
58- Congo DR| Missing : 58 —S. Africa | 58 — Ukraine| 58 — Egypt
Missing Saudi Arabia | 59 — Nigeria| 59— S. Lanka 59 — Rakis
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Cuba Burma Congo DR 60 — Russia 60 Bangladesh

Burma Cuba

RESEARCH, TRAINING, INFORMATION, COMMUNICATION,
CULTURE

We have kept the criteriorgsearch and development” whose
importance needs no developing. The World Bank twly classified 55
countries in this field but that seemed to us dicaht number for this indicator
to be considered. However, for the reasons alremdytioned, we have
dispensed with the indicator for television seihie elements taken into
account are therefore the following:

* Research and development
» Training (coefficient 2)

* Newspapers

* Internet users

1 — Research and development (2008, WDI, World Bahk

* Inits’ WDI, the World Bank each year gives theqatage of financing
for research and development compared to the GD&afth country.

» The classification of the countries accountedfigures in the first

column of the “Research, training, information, ecoomication, culture”
chart.

2 — 3 - Training (2008, UNESCO)

* No one will be surprised thataefficient of 2is accorded to education
which is no doubt the single most important facbdrevery form of
development. The UNDP no longer publishes the |e@feleaching per
country and in the world as it used to. DrawingnfrdJNESCO’s
statistics, we have therefore chosen to focudewrls of schooling in
higher education,an element that allows us to differentiate theslewf
education from one country to another.
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» The very high positions of Cuba and South Korea ar@oticeable as is
Germany’s absence from these statistics, which isifficult to
comprehend.

* The classification of the 60 countries in this donfayures in the second

column of the “Research, training, information, ecoomication, culture”
chart.

4 — Newpapers (2008, World Association of Newspamr

» The World Association of Newspapers, whose headersaare in Paris,
annually publishes very interesting information @bthe number of
copies of daily newspapers on sale and free of cluyg per inhabitant
both in the world and in each country.

* The classification of the 60 countries in this donfayures in the third
column of the “Research, training, information, coomication, culture”
chart.

5 — Internet users (2009, UIT)

* We have only retained the number of internet useesich country since
the use of internet presupposes the availability fiephone and
computer.

» Thelnternational Telecommunication Union publishes statistics in this
domain each year, the figures of which we have pteyed here.

* The classification of the 60 countries figuresha tast column of the
“Research, training, information, communicationfure” chart.

RESEARCH, TRAINING, INFORMATION,
COMMUNICATION, CULTURE
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R&D Training(coef 2) Newspapers Internet

1 — Israel 1 — South Korea 1 — Switzerland 1 —wWyr

2 — Sweden 2 — Cuba 2 — Norway 2 — Sweden

3 — Finland 3 — Finland 3 — Sweden 3 — Holland

South Korea4 — Greece 4 — Finland 4 — Denmark

5 — Japan 5 —USA 5 — Japan 5 — UK

6 — Switzerland| 6 — Denmark 6 — Austria 6 — Finland

7 — USA 7 — Australia 7 — South Korea 7 — Sd(bhea

8 — Denmark 8 — Ukraine 8 — Denmark 8 — Switzetla

9 — German 9 — Norway 9 — Holland 9 — Canada

10 — Austria 10 — Venezuela 10 - UK 10 — Gemman

11 — Australia | 11 — Sweden 11 — Germany 11 —nJapa

12 — France 12 — Spain 12 — Ireland USA

13 — Canada 13 — Argentina 13 — Israel Belgium

14 — Belgium 14 — Italy 14 — USA 14 — Australia

15 - UK Poland 15 — Canada 15 — Austria

16 — Holland 16 — Russia 16 — France 16 — France

17 — Norway 17 — Belgium 17 — Cuba 17 — Ireland

18 — Czech Rep. Hungary 18 — Czech Re 18 — Czech Rep.

19 — China 19 — Canada 19 — Belgium 19 — Israel

20 — Ireland 20 — Holland 20 — Italy 20 — Spain

21 — Spaine 21 — Portugal 21 — Spain 21 — Hungary

22 — Portugal Israel 22 — Malaysiad 2oland

23 — Italy Romania 23 — Australia 23 —1dsia

24 — Russia 24 — Ireland 24 — Hungary 24 — Colamb

25 — Brazil Japan 25 — Thailand 25 lylta
Tunisia 26 — UK 26 — India 26 — Portugal

27 — Hungary 27 — Czech Rep. 27 — Greece 2 feedsr

28—SouthAfrica| 28 — France 28 — Poland 28 —IChil

29 — Ukraine Austria 29—Saudi Arabia  Morocco

30 — India 30 — Chilli 30 — Venezuela30 — Brazil

31 — Turkey 31 — Switzerland 31 — Romania Flaudi Arabia

32 — Chilli 32 — Columbia 32 — Algeria 32 — Romani
Iran 33 — Brazil 33 — China 33 — Teyk
Pakistan Peru 34 — Portugal —34unisia

35 — Morocco 35 — Tunisia 35 — Turkey 35 — Antgea
Malaysia | 36 — Thailand 36 — Ukraine -3Beru

37 — Poland Saudi Arabia 37 — Egypt Jenezuela

38 — Romania | 38 — Turkey 38 — Mexico 38 — Russia

39 — Argentina Philippines 39 — Brazil 39 — China
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40 — Greece 40 — Mexico 40 — Phplipes | 40 — Nigeria
Mexico Algeria 41 — Vietnam 4Mexico
42 — Cuba 42 — Iran 42 — Chilli 42 — Vietnam
43 — Thailand 43 — Indonesia 43 — Pakistan — 4Bailand
44 — Egypt 44 — Malaysia 44 — S Africa 44 — Egypt
45 — Vietham 45 — Egypt 45 — Argentinga 45 —é&kibtan
46 — Columbia | 46 — China 46 — Tunisia 46 — Ukeal
47 — Ethiopia 47 — Uzbekistan 47 — Columbia  &enegal
Sri Lanka | 48 — India 48 — Sri Lanka -48uba
49 — Burma 49 — Burma 49 — Indonesia 49 — idge
50 — Peru Morocco 50 — Iran 50 — Pakist
51 — Philippines| 51 — Ethiopia 51 — Senegal 51 —Iran
52 — Senegal 52 — Nigeria 52 — Moroccg 52 Hpthnes
53 — Algeria 53 — Bangladesh 53 — BangladeSB — S. Africa
54 — Indonesia | 54 — Congo DR 54 — Burma 54 — Sri Lanka
Saudi Arabia 55 — Senegal 55 — Nigeria 55 — Indonesia

Missing 56 - Pakistan 56— Ethiopia 56 — India
Congo DR Missing 57 — Uzbekistan| 57 — Ethiopia
Uzbekistan, Germany 58 —-DR Congo 58 - DR Congo
Bangladesh, S.Africa, Vietham | Missing : 59 — Bangladesh
Nigeria
Venezuela Sri Lanka Russia, Peru 60 — Burma

SUMMARY CHAR

The chart entitled

“Classification per Country-

Summary’

classifies the 60 countries under each of the greaeadings according to the
“marks” each country achieved per criterion. For example, Sweden’s 10
points for “peace and security” result from the addtion of its 1 point for
“major armed conflicts”, 4 points for “violent deaths”, 3 points for
“corruption” and 1 points for both “economic and financial security” and
“human security”.

CLASSIFICATION PER COUNTRY-SUMMARY CHART
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Peace and security| Freedom, Standard of living | RTICC (1)
democracy,
human rights

1-Sweden 101 —Sweden /1 -Sweden 53 1-akthl 19
2—Switzerland 16| 2 — Norway 10 Norway // Soutbrea |/
3 —Holland 20 Denmark // 3 — Gergnaidl | 3 — Sweden 20
4 —Australia 23| 4—Finland 14 Demkn // 4 — Denmark 32
5 — Japan 26 5—Germany 22 (Ganada 73 5 — Norway 38
6 — Canada 27 6 —Holland 25 6 — Austral 79 | 6 — USA 42
7—Germany 36| 7-Switzerland 27 7 —Hollan4 | 7 —Germany 50
8 —Norway 39 8—Belgium 28 8-—ltaly 86| 8 — Australia 62
9—Denmark 41| 9-—Portugal 30 9-UK37 9 — Holland 68
10 — Ireland 43 10 - France 3B0 — France 89 10 - Japan 69
11 — France 51 11— Austria 35 11 -5p®d1 11 — Canada 75

Spain /I Ireland 1Zdba 92 Israe /l
13- UK 52| 13-—Spain 37 13 — Greece 93| 13—Switzerland 77
14 — Belgium 55 14 —-Czech 38 14—-Switzerlagshd 14 — Belgium 80
15 — Austria 57 15— Canada 48 15— Fuohla9b 15 — UK 82
16 —Finland 59 | 16— Australia 51 16— Irdlan100 | 16 — Spain 86
17 — ltaly 63| 17-UK 58 17 —-dap 101 |17 — Austria 87
18 — Chilli 68 18 — Italy 62 18Awstria 104 | 18 — Italy 96
19-S. Korea 71 19 —Greece @6 —Israb 109 | 19 — Ireland 97
20— Portugal 75 20-Poland 6/ 20-c6zEL0 20 — France 100
21— Czech 77 21 —Hungary 681 — Romaniall2| 21 -Greece 102
22 — Malaysia 8622 — Japan 10®@2 - USA 115 | 22 —Hungary 106
23 —Greece 91 23 - lIsrael 128 — Belgium 117| 23 - Czech 108
24 —Poland 104| 24 -S.Koreall4d 24— Portddd@ | 24—Venezuela 109
25 — Israel 109 25 — Romania 116] 25-Venezuela 126 — Cuba 111
26 —USA 116 26 — Chilli 1126 — Hungary 13026 — Poland 115
27 —Tunisia 117 27-USA 120 27 —Malay<i85 | 27 — Russia 118
28 —Hungary 124 28 — Argentina 1228-S. Korea 137 | 28 — Portugal 124
29 — China 129 29 - Ukraine 140 29 —Tianisl44 | 29 — Ukraine 12y
30 — Cuba 133] 30— Mexico 146 30— Polatsil | 30 — Romania 143

Saudi Arabia3l — S. Africa 150 Turkey // 31 — Argentina 145
/l
32 - Mexico 138 | 32— Turkey 155 Momcc | 32 — Brazil 160

/l

33 — Braazil 141 33—Philippines 1683 — Algeria 162 | 33 — Chilli 162
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34 — Algeria 143 34 — Columbia 164 liBbines //| 34 — Malaysia 16§
35-Morocco 148 35-Venezuela 166 35— Brazil 165 35— Turkey75
36 — Egypt 149 36 —Brazil 175 36— S.bAaal66 Tunisia /l
37 — Thailand 150 37—Peru 181 Egyp// 37 — Colombia 181
Argentina // | 38 —Senegal 185 38— Perd70 | 38 — China 18
39 — Romania 153 | 39 — Malaysia 187 39 — Ukralhé? Thailand //
40 - Vietham 157 | 40— Russia 194 Mexi // 40 — S. Arabia 186
41 — S Africa 161 | 41— SrilLanka 199 41 —1lran 174 | 41— Peru 190

42 — Turkey 170

42 — Thailand 2(

)0 42 — Colunihi@

42 — Mexico 199

43 — Indonesia 189

) 43 — Vietnam?20¢

3 43— Chilli 182

43 — S. Africa 208

3

44 — Senegal 19444 — Indonesi209 | 44 — Argentina 183 India Il
Venezuela //| 45— Cuba 210 45 +4ném 190 | 45-Morocco 213
46 —Uzbekistan 19% Uzbekistan | 46 — Russia 194 Vietnam //
47 — Iran 196| 47 - India 211 Uzbekistan //47 — Algeria 214
48-Bangladesth97 | 48 — Tunisia 217 48 — Ethiopia 196 48 — EgypR15
49 — Ethiopia 201 | 49 — Algeria 220| 49 — Thailand 2089 — Iran 217
50 — Peru 209 50-Morocco 224 50 — Niger2d5 | 50—Philippines 219
51 — Russia 212 | 51-Bangladesh230 Senegal //| 51— Pakistan 237
52 — Ukraine 213| 52— Egypt 233 @hin // | 52 — Indonesia 244
53 — India 214 53— China 286 53 Affica 217 | 53-Uzbekistan 245
54 — Nigeria 217| 54 — Pakistan 238 54 —Ind@an2%8 | 54 — Sri Lanka 248

55—Philippines 219

55 — Nigeria 245

55 — Pakistan 27

4 55 — Nigeri249

56 — Columbia 22(

D56 — Ethiopia 256

56 —Sri Lanka 21

?9 56 — Senegab0

57 — DRCongo 227

DR Congo //

57-Bangladesh?2

33 57 —Burr6a 2

58 — Sri Lanka 246

58 — Iran 2

62 58- Baii2B8

59 — Pakistan 255

59-S.Arabia 264

; 59 — India 239

59—Bangladesh 27

60 — Burma 267

60 — Burma 265

60 —DR Congo

A83— DR Congo 280

(1) : Research, Training, Information, Communicationlt@e

It is worth noting that throughout the four differe nt sections of the chart
only Sweden, Norway, Denmark, Germany and Holland r@ systematically
amongst the top 10 classified whereas only Burmaheé DR Congo, Pakistan
and Nigeria always fill the bottom 10 positions.

GENERAL CLASSIFICATION — EDITION 2011

71

58 — Ethiopia 262
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The final classification is obviously calculated
in the same way as the summary. For example, Swedeffirst position with
99 points results from adding together its’ 4 “marks” in the summary: 10
points for “peace and security”, 7 points for “freedom, democracy, human
rights”, 53 points for “standard of living” and 29 points for “research,
training, information, communication, culture”.

GENERAL GASSIFICATION

1 - SWEDEN 99 31 — ARGENTINA 608

2 — NORWAY 141 32 — BRAZIL 641

3 — DENMARK 155 33 — UKRAINE 652

4 — GERMANY 179 34 — TUNISIA 653

5 — FINLAND 187 35 - MEXICO 655

6 — HOLLAND 197 36 — TURKEY 661

7/ — SWITZERLAND 214 37 — RUSSIA /16

8 — AUSTRALIA 215 38 — SOUTH AFRICA 736

9 — CANADA 223 39 — ALGERIA 739

10 — SPAIN 255 40 — THAILAND 741
41 — COLUMBIA 744

11 - FRANCE 273 42-MORCO 746

12 — IRELAND 275 |43 - SAUDI ARABIA 749

13-UNITED KINGDOM 279 |44 - PERU 750

14 — BELGIUM 280 45 — PHIIBINES 760

15 - AUSTRIA 283 46 — CHINA 763

16 — JAPAN 206  EGYPT I

17 - ITALY 307 A48A4ETNAM /68

18 — CZECH 333 49 — UZBEBKAN 844

19 — SOUTH KOREA 341 50 — IRAN 849

20 - PORTUGAL 348

21 — GREECE 3531 — SENEGAL 854

22 — UNITED STATES 39%2 — INDONESIA 860

23 — ISRAEL 40453 — INDIA 872

24 — HUNGARY 42%4 — ETHIOPIA 915

25— POLAND 447 55 — SRI LANKA 922

26 — ROMANIA 524 | 56 — NIGERIA 926

27 — CHILLI 53G7 — BANGLADESH 932
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28 — CUBA 546 58 — PAKISTAN 954

29 — MALAYSIA 576 59 — DR CONGO 1016

30 - VENEZUELA 593| 60 - BURMA 1031

abrrowNPE

The countries who have improved their “score” sincethe 2008
edition, that is to say since the list of countriebas become definitive
are the following, (bearing in mind that the Towr lerance’s “green shirt
method is the same one used here).

— Cuba : minus 102 points
— Germany : minus 59 points
— Venezuela: minus 55 points
— Peru > minus 52 points
— Ethiopia : minus 50 points

We should note Germany’s impressive jump to the padm

coming just behind the 3 Vikings and henceforth pagBoned above Finland

and Holland.

Conversely, the countries whose “scores” have modeteriorated are
the following:

1 — Sri Lanka . + 77 points
2 — United Kingdom : + 73 points
3 — Pakistan . + 60 points
4 — Columbia . + 55 points
5 — Ireland + 44 points

We should note the United Kingdom’s ahlreland’s impressive fall,

both unable to affirm their former good positions.

The comparison between this classification and yast’s is interesting,
as well as with the classification of the grossamatl income per capita
and the HDIfor the 60 countries classified for of world happimss

GNI per capita in PPP (2008), HDI (2008), WHI Editon 2011
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( Only the 60 countries classified for world happiess have been taken into
consideration).

GNI_per capita in PPP HDI (2008) WHI __per country
(2008) (edition 2011)

1 — Norway 1 — Norway 1 — Sweden

2 — United States 2 — Australia 2 — Norway

3 — Holland 3 — United States 3 — Denmark

4 — Switzerland 4 — Ireland 4 — Germany

5 — Canada 5 — Holland 5 — Finland

6 — Sweden 6 — Canada 6 — Holland

7 — Denmark 7 — Sweden 7 — Switzerland
8 — Austria 8 — Germany 8 — Australia

9 — Australia 9 — Japan 9 — Canada

10 — United Kingdom 10 — Switzerland 10 — Spain

These 3 charts demaradé quite a large convergence
between the three classifications: Norway, SwedeRolland, Canada and
Switzerland, these 5 countries are to be found inhe top 10 in all three
classifications. However, other countries that arelassified in the top 10 in
terms of GDP, are classified beyond the 10 position as far as world
happiness is concerned. This concerns the United &&s, the United
Kingdom and Austria. Conversely, Germany, Finland ad Spain are in the
top 10 in terms of world happiness without figuringin the top ten for their
GDP.

Let us now compare titye 10 from the 2011 edition with last
year’s classification:

World happiness per country: 2009-201€lassification and 2011

Edition 2009 - 2010 Edition 2011
1 — Sweden 1 — Sweden
2 — Norway 2 — Norway
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3 — Denmark 3 — Denmark

4 — Holland 4 — Germany

5 — Finland 5 — Finland

6 — Canada 6 — Holland

7 — Australia 7 — Switzerland
8 — Germany 8 — Australia

9 — Switzerland 9 — Canada

10 — Ireland 10 — Spain

The three first positions are still held by SwedenNorway and
Denmark but the great novelty is Germany’'s recent
improvement, which having entered the top 10 lastear, has
now settled in 4" place We should note that all the countries
classified in the top 10 are either Northern caesir (Norway,
Sweden, Denmark, Finland) to which we can add Hdllaor
Anglo-Saxon countries, (Canada, Australia) to wh&armany,

Switzerland and recently Spain have been added.

 This edition’s classification per country globally confirms the
former data:

The first positions are always taken by Northernrdpean
countriesthe victorious Vikings bag the first places

The CEEC affirm their favourable evolution: they all figune
the first half of the classification, including Rama.

The Latin American countries come between 37position,
(Chilli) and 44" position, (Peru).

Japanis only 18" and theUnited Statesonly 22'. The United
States’ position can be explained by it being antguat war
whose income rates are very unequal and where da¢hd
penalty is practiced. Moreover, life expectancynfrbirth and
the level of training is slight while the under Bild mortality
rate is high.

Brazil comes 3% Russia37", China 46" andindia 53°.
Amongst the North African and Middle Eastern coi@sty
Israel is 239, Tunisia 34", Turkey 36", Algeria 39", Morocco
42" SaudiArabia 43° Egypt 46" andiran 50".

The last five positions are filled biligeria, Bangladesh,
Pakistan, the Democratic Republic of Congo and Buma ...
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It is interesting to compare GLOBECO'’s classifioati with
classifications made by partisans of the opiniofi peethod. As
we said earlier and as explained in the April 2Gdbtion of
Futuribles already quoted, some researchers question thausénd
people throughout the world asking them to positlemselves on
a scale of 1 to 10 to determine their personal im@ss. The main
researchers in this field are MRuut Veenhovenfrom Rotterdam
University and MrAdrian White from Leicester University.

The results are edifyingtmongst the top 10 countries classified
by Mr. Veenhoven and Mr. White, we find almost theexact
same countries as in GLOBECO’s top 10 classificatis,
(Sweden, Switzerland, Denmark, Canada, Finland). Tib
therefore reveals how the two methods, GLOBECO'’s ahthe
opinion poll's, far from contradicting one another, complement
each other perfectly. It also reveals that the pedg (often, alas,
the French) who claim Northern European countries a
“impossible to live in” are simply demonstrating their
arrogance...The following chart takes up the 3 classificatioh@’
first positions:

WHI (2009) Adrian White (2006) Ruut Veenhoven (2007
1 — Sweden 1 — Denmark 1 — Costa Rica
2 — Norway 2 — Switzerland 2 — Denmark
3 — Denmark 3 — Austria 3— Iceland

3 — Germany 4 — Iceland 4 — Switzerland
5 — Finland 5 — Bahamas 5 - Canada

6 —Holland 6 — Finland 6 — Norway
7—Switzerland 7— Sweden 7 — Finland

8 — Australia 8 — Butan 8 — Mexico

9 —Canada 9 — Brunei 9 — Sweden

10 — Spain 10 €anade 10 — Panama

 France retains its 11" position. We are 18' for peace and
security, 6" for freedom, democracy and human rights, 10 for
our standard of living and 14" for research, training,
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information, communication and culture. When will we enter
the top ten? The seats are heavily priced!

Lastly, we should note that another organisatitwe, Ltegatum
Institute, also used the statistic aggregates method tblisstaa
world prosperity classification. The Legatum cléisation for its
last publication, (2011), is very close to GLOBEG®ince the
first ten countries are practically the same. Térmes applies to the
UNDP’s classification as far we understand it, taking iatcount
the new criteria emphasised in the last editiont®freport on
human developmentWWe can draw two conclusions from these
different works: firstly, the statistic aggregatemethod used by
the UNDP, GLOBECO and the Legatum Institute, resultin
similar classifications notably highlighting Northen European
countries and secondly, the subjective method usedn
particularly by Adrian White and Ruut Veenhoven confirm
the classifications obtained by the statistic agggates. It is
therefore clear that these different works are far from
contradictory but rather complement one another.
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