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Background 

The Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS) is an intergovernmental coalition that represents the shared 

interests of Small Island Developing States (SIDS) within the United Nations system and other international 

forums.1 Formed in 1990, AOSIS brings together island and low-lying coastal states from the Caribbean, 

Pacific, Atlantic, Indian Ocean, and South China Sea to coordinate diplomatic positions and amplify their 

collective voice. Its core mission is to advocate on issues where SIDS face disproportionate risks, especially 

regarding climate change, sustainable development, ocean governance, and access to development finance. 

SIDS have been central to the creation of the Multidimensional Vulnerability Index (MVI), and they illustrate 

why such a measure is necessary.2 Although many SIDS in the Caribbean, Indian Ocean, and Pacific are 

classified as middle-income countries, they face acute structural vulnerabilities that traditional metrics fail to 

capture. The weak association between MVI and Log of GNI per capita, as demonstrated in Figure 1 below, 

illustrates this perfectly. Narrow economic bases, geographic isolation, small domestic markets, and limited 

institutional capacity make them highly exposed to external shocks.3 At the same time, SIDS are on the 

frontlines of climate change, confronting sea-level rise, increasingly severe storms, and frequent natural 

disasters that can instantly erase years of development progress. These vulnerabilities are rooted in geography 

and scale, not policy failure, underscoring the need for the MVI to better reflect their development realities. 

 

Figure 1. UN President of the General Assembly’s High Level Panel on the Development of a Multidimensional Vulnerability Index 

3 Ibid. 

2 United Nations President of the General Assembly’s High Level Panel on the Development of a Multidimensional 
Vulnerability Index. High-Level Panel on the Development of a Multidimensional Vulnerability Index. February 2024.  

1 Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS), “About Us.”  

 



 
2 

The MVI’s primary purpose is to inform international development policies by providing a clearer picture of 

countries’ underlying vulnerabilities.4 It serves as a critical complement to GNI per capita, addressing the 

widely recognized gap that income alone fails to capture many threats to sustainable development. By 

quantifying vulnerabilities, the MVI aims for a more just and effective allocation of resources. 

The MVI is organized into two major pillars: (1) Structural Vulnerability and (2) Lack of Structural 

Resilience.5 Each pillar represents a broad category of factors contributing to a country’s overall vulnerability. 

Crucially, both pillars are defined in terms of inherent conditions to ensure the index reflects exogenous risks 

rather than the quality of present policies. Under each pillar, the MVI encompasses three dimensions aligned 

with the pillars of sustainable development: economic (trade shocks, dependence on few industries), 

environmental (e.g. climate change impacts, disaster exposure), and social dimensions (e.g. population 

vulnerabilities or human capital constraints).6 

●​ Structural Vulnerability Pillar: It reflects inherent risks such as frequency of natural hazards, external 

economic volatility, or other external shocks and stressors that can negatively affect development. A 

higher score here denotes greater exposure and susceptibility to harm from shocks. 

●​ Lack of Structural Resilience Pillar: This pillar represents the structural factors that limit a country’s 

ability to withstand and bounce back from shocks. It is associated with enduring weaknesses like 

inadequate infrastructure or limited human capital that make recovery from shocks more difficult. 

In total, the MVI uses 26 indicators (13 under each pillar), ensuring that all three dimensions of vulnerability 

are measured in both the exposure and resilience contexts.7 By structuring the index in this two-pillar, 

three-dimension matrix, the MVI holistically reflects a country’s inherent risk profile, distinguishing between 

the shocks it faces and its built-in capacity to handle those shocks. A lower overall MVI score means a 

country is relatively less vulnerable in structural terms, though not necessarily immune to shocks. Importantly, 

the MVI treats vulnerability as a single composite measure to be used alongside income levels rather than a 

direct verdict on a country’s policies or immediate crisis situation. 

Research Focus 

AOSIS comprises three regions: the Caribbean; the Pacific; and African, Indian Ocean, and South China Sea 

(AIS). Our report focuses specifically on the Caribbean. The region includes the most states of the three, 

providing for the greatest breadth of data, and the states in the region are the most tightly concentrated 

compared to the other regions, providing a greater level of consistency among the states with respect to the 

7 Ibid. 
6 Ibid. 
5 Ibid. 
4 Ibid. 
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specific risks that they face (e.g., hurricanes, earthquakes). Our aim is to assess the effectiveness of our 

proposed reforms in this region then consider replicating the methodology in other regions. Through this 

exploratory working paper, we analyze different avenues for the MVI adoption into multilateral concessional 

financing considerations, including the viability of integrating public health metrics into MVI and the political 

economy of bringing MVI as a factor for obtaining lending. 

Public Health Considerations 

It is worth noting that the MVI does not explicitly incorporate metrics in health infrastructure or include 

metrics for public health in any depth. The only apparent reference to public health incorporates exposure to 

global health shocks and regional violence within social vulnerability. This is measured through a simplified 

indicator considering victims of epidemics and homicide/conflict-related death.  It is relatively obvious that 

this does not ground the MVI in traditional public health metrics. However, the argument can also be made 

that the economic, environmental, social, and resilience metrics capture key determinants of public health, 

and therefore no further explicit work must be done to reflect health vulnerabilities in the MVI. 

This would be ideal, but is not guaranteed. We therefore seek to do an empirical analysis of key factors in 

public health to (1) establish whether or not the MVI captures key public health metrics appropriately and (2) 

establish divergence in health infrastructure spending practices correlating with debt burden. 

Data & Methodology 

To study (1) whether or not the MVI captures key public health metrics appropriately, we sought to compare 

an aggregate of traditional public health metrics to the valuation from the MVI. If these move similarly across  

SIDS, then it can be understood that MVI captures the public health metrics to a reasonable extent. 

We have utilized the Global Health Security (GHS) index, which is independently assembled by an 

international panel of experts, as the metric we use to capture public health. The GHS index by country is 

calculated by a weighted aggregate of indicators across six categories of prevention, detection, response, 

health, norms, and risk.8 These indicators include traditional public health metrics (i.e. zoonotic disease, 

immunisation, surveillance data transparency, etc.).9 

Figures 2 and 3 reflect the GHS index and MVI plotted against Caribbean AOSIS states. The objective of 

these plots is to reflect the variation in each index across each state. The graphs are modified to reflect this 

goal. It is important to note when justifying these modifications that the y-axis on each graph is not 

comparable. Rather, we are hoping to notice similarities in MVI and GHS when comparing the Caribbean 

9 GHS Index, Antigua and Barbuda, last modified December 3, 2021. 
8 GHS Index, About the GHS Index, last modified December 1, 2023. 
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AOSIS states to each other. Notably, Cuba was left off of this analysis as the International Monetary Fund 

(IMF) provides no data on their debt/GDP ratio. 

Figure 2. Data from GHS.10 GHS Index was plotted against SIDS in the Caribbean region. Note the y-axis is modified to start at 24 
rather than 0. 

 

10 GHS Index, Global Health Security Index. 
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Figure 3. Data from the United Nations.11 MVI was plotted against SIDS in the Caribbean region. Note the y-axis is modified to start 
at 35 rather than 0. 

Non-statistical Comparative Analysis 

In analysing Figures 2 and 3 to establish whether the MVI captures key public health metrics appropriately, 

we observe that there is no consistent alignment between the MVI and the GHS index across Caribbean 

AOSIS states. Although there are occasional instances of alignment between the two indices, their rankings 

are by and large inconsistent. While some states with higher MVI scores also demonstrate comparatively 

weaker GHS performance, this relationship is not uniform. The visual slope and inflection points of the two 

indices diverge across multiple states, suggesting that structural vulnerability as measured by the MVI does 

not consistently map onto institutional public health preparedness as measured by the GHS index. 

This divergence is analytically significant. While the MVI incorporates broad social and economic 

determinants indirectly tied to health outcomes, it does not meaningfully measure public health system 

capacity, health surveillance infrastructure, immunization rates, or the ability to coordinate an emergency 

response. In stark contrast, the GHS index does aggregate these operational preparedness indicators. Our 

comparative shape analysis therefore suggests that the MVI can capture underlying structural determinants of 

a state’s vulnerability but does not fully integrate said state’s health system resilience or preparedness capacity. 

This nuance is significant for SIDS. These states are facing compounding climate-based public health risks. If 

concessional financing eligibility relies on the MVI as a proxy for structural vulnerability, a SID with 

significant health system fragility is not being adequately judged by financing criteria.  

Figures 4 and 5 further illuminate the fiscal dimension of this challenge. When comparing health expenditure 

as a share of GDP with debt-to-GDP ratios, we generally observe a positive visual correspondence: states 

with higher debt burdens also tend to allocate a greater share of GDP toward health expenditures. Although 

this analysis is descriptive, the trend suggests that elevated health spending may be structurally linked to 

vulnerability exposure. Highly-indebted SIDS are not necessarily allocating disproportionate health spending 

due to fiscal mismanagement. Rather, recurring climate shocks, disaster recovery costs, a global pandemic, and 

structural exposure may compel sustained health expenditures. Therefore, higher debt burdens may partially 

reflect accumulated resilience costs rather than discretionary spending patterns. There exists a paradox in 

concessional financing frameworks: the expenditures required to mitigate structural vulnerability may 

contribute to the debt profiles that constrain fiscal space, while eligibility mechanisms insufficiently weight 

public health risk within vulnerability assessments. 

11 United Nations Office of the High Representative for the Least Developed Countries, Landlocked Developing 
Countries and Small Island Developing States, Multidimensional Vulnerability Index (MVI): Preliminary Country Scores. 

 



 
6 

Our findings indicate that the MVI may partially reflect health-related vulnerabilities but does not consistently 

capture institutional public health capacity. Concurrently, fiscal strain has relation to health infrastructure 

commitments. These phenomena reinforce the case for integrating clear public health indicators into 

vulnerability-based concessional financing standards, as initially apparent for Caribbean SIDS facing both 

climate and public health risks. 

 
Figure 4. Data from the World Health Organization.12 Health Expenditures/GDP was plotted against SIDS in the Caribbean region. 
Note* the y-axis is modified to start at 0.02 rather than 0. 

 
Figure 5. Data from the IMF.13 Debt/GDP was plotted against SIDS in the Caribbean region. 

13 International Monetary Fund. General Government Gross Debt. 
12 World Health Organization, Data. 
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Limitations on Empirical Analysis 

This empirical analysis is descriptive and comparative rather than econometric. No formal regression analysis, 

correlation coefficient, or test of statistical significance were conducted. As such, observed visual 

correspondences cannot be interpreted as evidence of fully casual relationships. The modified y-axes may 

visually exaggerate divergence or alignment. In addition, the sample size of Caribbean AOSIS states is limited 

and therefore constrains generalizability to all SIDS. It is important to acknowledge that health expenditure as 

a percentage of GDP does not capture the efficiency, distributional equity, or health outcomes of a state’s 

healthcare system. These limitations reflect our intention for these findings to be exploratory and to motivate 

deeper statistical investigation. 

Climate Risks Considerations 

A recent survey by the MSCI Institute found that over 93% of investors believe that climate change will 

become material for most investments in the next two to five years. This shared belief can be observed as 

more than three quarters of institutional investors in North America & Europe consider sustainability metrics 

to hedge volatility and risk.14 We are observing in real time how climate change becomes internalized in 

decision-making, moving away from a theoretical environmental externality. Climate risk is increasingly being 

treated as a macro-financial risk that can move asset prices, credit risk, and sovereign financing conditions. 

Physical risks, such as storms, droughts, sea-level rise, and heat stress affect economic growth directly, as they 

can wipe out infrastructure and capital and can shock supply chains, ultimately affecting the ability of a state 

to pay or secure finance. The Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve have recognized climate risk as 

material to their finances and long-term stability.15 As a response, the Federal Reserve piloted a Climate 

Scenario Risk Analysis project to assess how climate drivers affect the soundness of the financial 

infrastructure in the United States with the goal of building literature on how to treat these systemic risks.16  

Multilateral institutions have also pushed for new methodologies that consider climate risk in their debt 

sustainability frameworks. In recent Article IV consultations of several Caribbean countries, the International 

Monetary Fund considers climate risk as a Long-Term Risk Module as these events cumulatively burden climate 

change-exposed countries. For example, the Article IV Consultation of Antigua and Barbuda mentions how 

climate affects the tourism industry, which is significant to their GDP.17 This framing is essential for 

remediating access to finance and the multidimensional vulnerability AOSIS states face. If climate risk shapes 

how investors and creditors behave, risk assessments such as vulnerability metrics are needed to allocate 

concessional resources, so they should reflect climate risk in a way that is both structural and forward-looking. 

17 International Monetary Fund. Western Hemisphere Dept. 2025 
16 “Climate Scenario Analysis Exercise Results” 2024 
15 Brunetti et al. 2021 
14 Brian Browdie 2024 

 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?pmLbWj
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?yKQg9n
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?TGcNUz
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?8jgz3g
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To this end, the MVI already incorporates some environmental indicators to signal how resilient a country is 

to said stressors. In the vulnerability pillar, it showcases how exposed a country is to natural hazards mostly 

through past extreme weather events, whereas in the environmental resilience pillar the focus is instead on 

infrastructure such as water supply, area of cropland, and tree cover, with the rationale that it could be a proxy 

for how prepared a country is to these risks. The specific indicators are on Appendix 1. 

As the MVI tries not to focus on policy but rather on more systemic components, it creates a rigidity trap that 

does not fully demonstrate the reality facing SIDS. The MVI is structured to be backward-looking, becoming 

path-dependent and underestimating the actual climate risks. Instead, we propose the use of forward-looking 

tools such as climate models to contextualize the future risks. 

A further concern on the delay on the implementation of the MVI is institutional divergence. Multilateral 

development banks and the broader array of international financial institutions are increasingly becoming 

aware of the climate risk. Nonetheless, each of these institutions has different methodologies on how to 

implement this long-term risk into their debt sustainability calculation. Without a standardized index, the 

variety of assessments, each with different assumptions, create a black box on the lending industry, decreasing 

transparency and comparability. Incorporating forward-looking indicators related to climate change and 

adaptation into the MVI then becomes central to the legitimacy of the index, boosting fairness by creating a 

shared standard. This would increase predictability for borrowing countries and enhance coherence across the 

international financial architecture.  

Limitations on Climate Methodology 
The proposed methodology would still face some constraints. The IPCC Six Assessment Report recognizes 

three research gaps that would address uncertainty for the SIDs: island-scale data availability; vulnerability and 

resilience; and adaptation.18 These gaps have also been voiced by AOSIS during the consultations of the MVI, 

where they stated that the lack of high-resolution data fragments and obscures the results of the index, as they 

are calculated with only partial data.19 This causes further accessibility issues, as countries may question 

comparability or fear that structural vulnerabilities are underestimated due to measurement limitations. 

In future iterations of this work, we plan on analyzing which forward-looking indicators are more relevant and 

better predictors of debt sustainability. To do so, we would take inspiration from what the private sector 

already considers as material, given their expertise and risk-averse behavior. 

Recent Development in MVI Implementation 

19 “AOSIS Statement at Consultations on MVI on 28 April 2023 | Department of Economic and Social Affairs,” 2023 
18 Intergovernmental Panel On Climate Change (Ipcc) 2023. 

 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?LicvzW
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Despite the continued limited integration of MVI within concessional financing frameworks, political 

momentum around vulnerability-sensitive reform has grown. At the 4th International Conference on 

Financing for Development in 2025, the Sevilla Platform for Action Initiatives (SPA) was launched, 

encompassing over 130 initiatives aiming to address key development financing challenges. Such challenges 

include closing the SDG financing gap, addressing debt challenges, and, crucially, including a more 

encompassing definition of vulnerability to obtain financing.20 One initiative explicitly states its support for 

the “implementation and operationalisation of the Multidimensional Vulnerability Index,”21 calling for its use 

to better reflect structural vulnerability in the context of concessional financing and debt-related support 

mechanisms. 

However, the language adopted in the final Sevilla outcome document, as noted by recent policy analysis,22 

suggests that more ambitious calls for implementing MVI may have fallen short. MVI is encouraged as a 

“complement to [lenders’] existing practices and policies” rather than strictly mandated.23 This ultimately 

leaves the utilization of MVI to the discretion of individual institutions, which may leave the timeline for 

expanding concessional financing eligibility uncertain.  

Conclusion & Next Steps 

This exploratory analysis assessed whether the Multidimensional Vulnerability Index (MVI) adequately 

captures key public health vulnerabilities across Caribbean SIDS. Our findings suggest two important 

patterns. First, while the MVI reflects broad structural determinants of vulnerability, it does not consistently 

capture institutional public health capacity or preparedness. Second, highly indebted Caribbean SIDS often 

exhibit sustained health expenditures that may reflect accumulated resilience and recovery costs rather than 

fiscal mismanagement. Together, these observations reinforce the structural paradox facing SIDS: the very 

investments required to mitigate vulnerability may contribute to the debt profiles that constrain fiscal space, 

while concessional eligibility frameworks remain anchored primarily in income-based metrics.  

Recent developments from the Sevilla Platform for Action signals growing recognition of multidimensional 

vulnerability at the global stage, albeit the final outcome document frames MVI as a complementary and 

voluntary consideration rather than a binding eligibility criterion. This development suggests that the principal 

barrier to MVI-forward concessional financing may not lie in the technical adequacy of the index itself, but in 

overcoming the potential barriers to integration due to the institutional governance structures that actively 

shape allocation decisions. 

23 Hurley et. al, “Leveraging the Sevilla Commitment in favour of Small Island Developing States,” 2025, p. 8.  

22 Hurley et. al, “Leveraging the Sevilla Commitment in favour of Small Island Developing States,” 2025.  

21 “Sevila Platform for Action - Digital Registry” 2025.  

20 “Sevilla Platform for Action” 2025.  
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In future paper iterations, we seek to shift from measurement refinement toward political economy analysis. 

Further inquiry would investigate how shareholder governance arrangements, due diligence processes, and 

risk management frameworks within multilateral development banks influence the conditions by which MVI 

can be fully integrated as part of lending eligibility. By examining the distributional and institutional incentives 

embedded within these frameworks, such research can better identify the structural constraints limiting 

reform and clarify the strategic pathways available for SIDS to advance MVI on the global financing stage.
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Appendix 
 

 Table 1. Environmental Considerations of the MVI24 
1a. Environmental Vulnerability 

Concept Indicator Measured by 

Exposure to Natural Victims of natural hazards, 
 
Damages related to nh 

Share of population killed or affected by nh (% of tot pop) 
Share of damages over gdp (% of gdp) 

Exposure to extreme 
weather events  

Rainfall shocks 
 
Temperature shocks 

sqrt(stdev(rainfall series long-term) 
 
square root of the square deviation of temperature series from 
their long-term trend. 

Exposure to 
Ecosystem pressure 

Low elevated coastal zones 
 
 
Drylands 

Share of areas contiguous to the coast below five meters to 
total land areas of countries (in % of territory) 
 
Share of drylands over the country’s area (excluding deserts) (in 
% of territory) 

 
1b. Lack of Environmental Resilience 

Concept Indicator Measured by 

Adequacy of water 
supply 

Renewable internal freshwater 
resources 

Ratio of renewable internal freshwater 
resources over total population 
(cubic meters per capita) 

Resilience of 
agricultural systems 

Crop land Ratio of cropland over total population 
(in 1,000 hectares per capita)  

Resilience to heat 
shocks 

Tree cover Ratio of tree cover over country size 
(in 1,000 hectares per capita)  

 
 

24 United Nations 2023 

 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?PKkqik
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