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This Human Development Report is first and

foremost about the idea that politics is as im-

portant to successful development as econom-

ics. Sustained poverty reduction requires

equitable growth—but it also requires that poor

people have political power. And the best way

to achieve that in a manner consistent with

human development objectives is by building

strong and deep forms of democratic gover-

nance at all levels of society. 

That assertion remains controversial. Many

detractors suggest that, particularly in devel-

oping countries, democracy tends to be too

messy, uncontrolled and prone to manipula-

tion and abuse to provide the stability and con-

tinuity needed for sustained social and economic

reform. But as the Report makes clear, such ar-

guments are wrong on two grounds. 

First, while there is clearly scope for legiti-

mate and lively debate on what policies and

practices are best for securing economic growth,

democracies are on balance no worse than other

forms of government in boosting economic per-

formance. And democracies are notably better

in meeting the most pressing social needs of

citizens, particularly at moments of crisis or dis-

placement that most affect poor people. Sec-

ond—and just as important—democratic

participation is a critical end of human devel-

opment, not just a means of achieving it.

Nevertheless, whether we are talking about

global governance systems confronting the

myriad challenges of an increasingly intercon-

nected world, national governments struggling

to meet the needs of their citizens or the cor-

porate and private forces in national and global

life thrown up by the economic, social and

technological changes of recent decades, it is

clear that effective democratic governance is not

yet a reality.

As the Report also shows, at current trends

a significant portion of the world’s states are un-

likely to achieve the Millennium Development

Goals, including the overarching target of halv-

ing extreme poverty by 2015. Many countries are

poorer than 10, 20 and in some cases 30 years ago.

Just as troubling, the flush of euphoria that saw

the number of countries embracing many of the

hallmarks of democracy—particularly multiparty

elections—soar to 140 over the past 15 years is

starting to turn into frustration and despair. 

While there are some welcome and notable

exceptions, in many of these countries govern-

ments have failed to provide the jobs, services

and personal security their citizens so badly

need and want. A growing number of this new

wave of democratic governments—and even

some longer-established ones—have slipped

back into increasingly undemocratic practices,

with leaders altering constitutions, bullying

weak legislatures and judiciaries, and openly

manipulating elections, often with a devastating

effect on human development.

Further, in countries where majority rule

through the ballot-box is established, it is often

at the expense of minority rights: too often the

absence of a democratic culture means that

those who lose elections are either persecuted

by the winners or refuse to accept legitimate elec-

toral outcomes. Democracies require not just le-

gitimate governments but legitimate oppositions

too.

In some of these countries—and in many

others that have yet to take even timid steps to-

wards democracy—the result is an increasingly

alienated and angry population, especially young

people. That hostility is triggering a backlash

against both existing regimes and the impersonal

forces of globalization. In the most extreme cases

radical or fundamentalist groups are embracing
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violent solutions to their grievances, as tragically

illustrated by the terrorist attacks of September

11, 2001, and their global repercussions. 

When combined with growing transnational

threats, from HIV/AIDS to climate change,

and exacerbated by a global economic system

that on most measures remains firmly tilted in

favour of industrial countries, the result is a

growing crisis in governance in many parts of

the world. From the streets of Seattle, Wash-

ington, and Genoa, Italy, to the factories and

fields of large parts of Asia, Africa and Latin

America, citizens everywhere have been losing

faith in the ability and commitment of their po-

litical leaders to tackle these pressing challenges. 

How should we respond?

It has become common in recent years to

hear policy-makers and development experts de-

scribe good governance as the “missing link” to

successful growth and economic reform in de-

veloping countries. But attention has focused al-

most exclusively on economic processes and

administrative efficiency. 

The central message of this Report is that

effective governance is central to human de-

velopment, and lasting solutions need to go

beyond such narrow issues and be firmly

grounded in democratic politics in the broad-

est sense. In other words, not democracy as

practiced by any particular country or group of

countries—but rather a set of principles and

core values that allow poor people to gain

power through participation while protecting

them from arbitrary, unaccountable actions in

their lives by governments, multinational cor-

porations and other forces.

That means ensuring that institutions and

power are structured and distributed in a way

that gives real voice and space to poor people

and creates mechanisms through which the

powerful—whether political leaders, corpora-

tions or other influential actors—can be held ac-

countable for their actions. 

At the national level such a deepening of

democracy requires a focus on strengthening the

democratic state institutions that form the nec-

essary foundation for achieving any broader

objectives. And at the global level it highlights

the urgency of forging a much more democra-

tic space in which international institutions and

transnational coalitions operate with the high-

est degree of transparency and give developing

countries both a seat at the table and a mean-

ingful say in decisions that affect them. 

More practically, for the work of agencies

like UNDP, it also highlights the importance of

devoting resources and expertise to the difficult

question of how to give these ideas practical form

by identifying and helping countries implement

policies and practices—in areas ranging from

strengthening parliaments to building ac-

countable police forces to decentralizing power

to the local level—that will best achieve these

overarching objectives.

Like all Human Development Reports,

this is an unapologetically independent analy-

sis aimed at advancing the debate on human de-

velopment. As such it is not a formal statement

of UNDP or UN policy. Nevertheless, I believe

that its central message is very relevant for the

broader work of UNDP and its partners. The

Millennium Development Goals are still achiev-

able. But we will only succeed in meeting them

if national and global leaders have the vision and

courage to first confront these critical issues of

democratic governance.

The analysis and policy recommendations of this Report do not necessarily reflect the views of the United Nations Development Pro-

gramme, its Executive Board or its Member States. The Report is an independent publication commissioned by UNDP. It is the fruit of

a collaborative effort by a team of eminent consultants and advisers and the Human Development Report team. Sakiko Fukuda-Parr,

Director of the Human Development Report Office, led the effort, with extensive advice and collaboration from Nancy Birdsall, Spe-

cial Adviser to the Administrator.

Mark Malloch Brown

Administrator, UNDP
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This Report is about politics and human de-

velopment. It is about how political power and

institutions—formal and informal, national and

international—shape human progress. And it is

about what it will take for countries to establish

democratic governance systems that advance

the human development of all people—in a

world where so many are left behind. 

Politics matter for human development be-

cause people everywhere want to be free to de-

termine their destinies, express their views and

participate in the decisions that shape their

lives. These capabilities are just as important for

human development—for expanding people’s

choices—as being able to read or enjoy good

health. 

In the 1980s and 1990s the world made

dramatic progress in opening up political sys-

tems and expanding political freedoms. Some

81 countries took significant steps towards

democracy, and today 140 of the world’s nearly

200 countries hold multiparty elections—more

than ever before. But the euphoria of the cold

war’s end has given way to the sombre realities

of 21st century politics. 

Developing countries pursued democrati-

zation in the face of massive poverty and per-

vasive social and economic tensions. Several

that took steps towards democracy after 1980

have since returned to more authoritarian rule:

either military, as in Pakistan since 1999, or

pseudo-democratic, as in Zimbabwe in recent

years. Many others have stalled between democ-

racy and authoritarianism, with limited politi-

cal freedoms and closed or dysfunctional politics.

Others, including such failed states as

Afghanistan and Somalia, have become breed-

ing grounds for extremism and violent conflict. 

Even where democratic institutions are firmly

established, citizens often feel powerless to in-

fluence national policies. They and their gov-

ernments also feel more subject to international

forces that they have little capacity to control. In

1999 Gallup International’s Millennium Survey

asked more than 50,000 people in 60 countries

if their country was governed by the will of the

people. Less than a third of the respondents said

yes. And only 1 in 10 said that their government

responded to the people’s will. 

Globalization is forging greater interde-

pendence, yet the world seems more frag-

mented—between rich and poor, between the

powerful and the powerless, and between those

who welcome the new global economy and

those who demand a different course. The Sep-

tember 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the United

States cast new light on these divisions, return-

ing strategic military alliances to the centre of

national policy-making and inspiring heated

debates on the danger of compromising human

rights for national security.

For politics and political institutions to pro-

mote human development and safeguard the

freedom and dignity of all people, democracy

must widen and deepen. That is the subject of

this Report.

Economically, politically and technologically,
the world has never seemed more free—or
more unjust

At the March 2002 UN Conference on Fi-

nancing for Development in Monterrey, Mex-

ico, world leaders and policy-makers assessed

progress towards the development and poverty

eradication goals set at the UN Millennium

Summit in 2000. They also pledged an un-

precedented global effort to achieve those goals

by 2015. 

Deepening democracy in a fragmented world
OVERVIEW
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Many developing countries are making

progress on several fronts, particularly in achiev-

ing universal primary education and gender

equality in access to education. But for much of

the world the prospects are bleak. At current

trends, 33 countries with more than a quarter

of the world’s people will achieve fewer than half

the goals by 2015. If global progress continues

at such a snail’s pace, it will take more than 130

years to rid the world of hunger.

Two problems seem intractable. The first is

income poverty. To halve the share of people

living on $1 a day, optimistic estimates suggest that

3.7% annual growth in per capita incomes is

needed in developing countries. But over the

past 10 years only 24 countries have grown this

fast. Among them are China and India, the most

populous developing countries. But 127 countries,

with 34% of the world’s people, have not grown

at this rate. Indeed, many have suffered negative

growth in recent years, and the share of their

people in poverty has almost certainly increased. 

The second major problem is child mortal-

ity. Although 85 countries are on track to reduce

under-five mortality rates by two-thirds from

1990 levels or have already done so, they con-

tain less than a quarter of the world’s people.

Meanwhile, 81 countries with more than 60%

of the world’s people are not on track to achieve

this goal by 2015. 

Most troubling, many of the countries least

likely to achieve the goals are the world’s poorest:

the least developed countries. And most are in Sub-

Saharan Africa: 23 of the region’s 44 countries are

failing in most areas, and another 11, such as An-

gola and Rwanda, have too little data to make a

judgement. South Africa is the only country in the

region where less than 10% of children are mal-

nourished. In six countries—including Eritrea,

Ethiopia and Niger—the share is more than 40%.

Without a dramatic turnaround there is a real

possibility that a generation from now, world

leaders will be setting the same targets again. 

These mixed prospects highlight a trou-

bling paradox. The spread of democracy, the in-

tegration of national economies, revolutions in

technology—all point to greater human freedom

and greater potential for improving people’s

lives. But in too many countries, freedom seems

to be under ever-greater threat. 

Democracy. The world is more democratic

than ever before. But of the 140 countries that

hold multiparty elections, only 80—with 55% of

the world’s people—are fully democratic by

one measure. And 106 countries still limit im-

portant civil and political freedoms.

Peace. The number of wars between coun-

tries has dropped considerably. In the 1990s con-

flicts between countries killed about 220,000

people, a drop of nearly two-thirds from the

1980s. But civil conflicts are more damaging than

ever. In the 1990s about 3.6 million people died

in wars within states, and the number of refugees

and internally displaced persons increased 50%. 

Opportunity: New technology and increas-

ing economic integration are paving the way

for truly global markets. But amid the wealth of

new economic opportunities, 2.8 billion people

still live on less than $2 a day. The richest 1%

of the world’s people receive as much income

each year as the poorest 57%. And in many

parts of Sub-Saharan Africa the lives of the

poorest people are getting worse. 

Some argue that bridging the gulf between

potential and reality is a matter of time and po-

litical will. For others the slow pace of change

is not the problem—it is the basic direction. But

on one point there is broad agreement: in a

more interdependent world, politics and polit-

ical institutions are even more central to human

development. Around the world, discussions

on development are placing more emphasis on

institutions and governance. These debates have

focused on the effectiveness of public institutions

and the rules for making markets work and

promoting economic growth—from the pro-

fessionalism and transparency of tax systems

to the capacity of judicial systems to enforce

commercial contracts. 

Such issues are important for human de-

velopment. When institutions function badly,

poor and vulnerable people tend to suffer most.

But just as human development requires much

more than raising incomes, governance for

human development requires much more than

having effective public institutions. Good gov-

ernance also requires fostering fair, account-

able institutions that protect human rights and

basic freedoms. It is not only about whether

judges are trained, but whether they observe due

Just as human

development requires

much more than raising
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human development

requires much more than

having effective public

institutions
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process and are blind to differences of race and

class. It is not only about whether schools are

built, but whether students in poor districts are

as well-equipped as students in affluent areas. 

This remains relatively new territory for seri-

ous research, and the links between political in-

stitutions and economic and social outcomes are

not fully understood. This Report explores those

links from the standpoint of advancing human de-

velopment. It argues that countries can promote

human development for all only when they have

governance systems that are fully accountable to

all people—and when all people can participate

in the debates and decisions that shape their lives. 

Advancing human development requires gov-
ernance that is democratic in both form and
substance—for the people and by the people

Democratic governance is valuable in its own

right. But it can also advance human development,

for three reasons. First, enjoying political freedom

and participating in the decisions that shape one’s

life are fundamental human rights: they are part

of human development in their own right. In

Brunei Darussalam, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi

Arabia and the United Arab Emirates women’s

right to vote has never been recognized. Re-

gardless of their income, this significantly re-

stricts their choices in life. Democracy is the only

political regime that guarantees political and civil

freedoms and the right to participate—making de-

mocratic rule a good in itself. 

Second, democracy helps protect people

from economic and political catastrophes such

as famines and descents into chaos. This is no

small achievement. Indeed, it can mean the dif-

ference between life and death. Nobel

Prize–winner Amartya Sen has shown how elec-

tions and a free press give politicians in democ-

racies much stronger incentives to avert famines. 

Since 1995 an estimated 2 million people—

a staggering 10% of the population—have died

of famine in the Democratic People’s Republic

of Korea. In 1958–61 nearly 30 million people

died of famine in China. But since achieving in-

dependence in 1947, India has not had a single

famine, even in the face of severe crop failures.

Food production was hit hard during the 1973

drought in Maharashtra. But elected politicians

responded with public works programmes for

5 million people and averted a famine.

Democracies also contribute to political sta-

bility, providing open space for political oppo-

sition and handovers of power. Between 1950

and 1990 riots and demonstrations were more

common in democracies but were much more

destabilizing in dictatorships. Moreover, wars

were more frequent in non-democratic regimes

and had much higher economic costs.

Third, democratic governance can trigger a

virtuous cycle of development—as political free-

dom empowers people to press for policies that

expand social and economic opportunities, and

as open debates help communities shape their

priorities. From Indonesia to Mexico to Poland,

moves towards democratization and political

opening have helped produce this kind of vir-

tuous cycle, with a free press and civil society

activism giving people new ways to participate

in policy decisions and debates.

Two prominent examples are participatory

budgeting and gender-responsive budgeting. In

Porto Alegre, Brazil, citizen participation in

preparing municipal budgets has helped

reallocate spending to critical human develop-

ment priorities. During the first seven years of this

experiment the share of households with access

to water services increased (from 80% to 98%),

and the percentage of the population with access

to sanitation almost doubled (from 46% to 85%). 

Gender-responsive budgeting, which ex-

amines the implications for gender equity of

national and local budgets, has been pursued in

at least 40 countries. In South Africa such efforts

have trained parliamentarians in scrutinizing

budget proposals and led to the inclusion of gen-

der-sensitive analysis in policy papers and to

more effective targeting of public spending. 

The links between democracy and human
development are not automatic: when a small
elite dominates economic and political deci-
sions, the link between democracy and equity
can be broken

In recent years people around the world have

fought for and won democracy in hopes of gain-
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ing political freedom—and social and economic

opportunities. But many now feel that democracy

has not delivered. During the 1990s income in-

equality and poverty rose sharply in Central and

Eastern Europe and the Commonwealth of In-

dependent States (CIS), sometimes at unprece-

dented rates. And despite more widespread

democracy, the number of poor people in Sub-

Saharan Africa continued to increase.

When democratic governments do not re-

spond to the needs of poor people, the public

becomes more inclined to support authoritar-

ian or populist leaders who claim that limiting

civil liberties and political freedoms will accel-

erate economic growth and promote social

progress and stability. In Latin America high in-

come inequality and poverty go hand in hand

with low public trust in political institutions

and greater willingness to accept authoritarian

rule and violations of human rights. 

Authoritarian leaders promise better out-

comes and argue that democracy must be sac-

rificed for economic growth and social progress.

But there is no evidence of such a trade-off.

Statistical studies find that neither authoritari-

anism nor democracy is a factor in determining

either the rate of economic growth or how it is

distributed. Experiences around the world sup-

port these findings. Costa Rica, Latin Amer-

ica’s most stable democracy, achieved 1.1%

annual growth in per capita income between

1975 and 2000, faster than the regional average

of 0.7%, and boasts the region’s most equitable

distribution of income, education and health.

But in Brazil democracy coexists with economic

and social inequalities that are among the world’s

largest. More authoritarian Paraguay achieved

the region’s average per capita income growth

rate but has also failed to expand social and eco-

nomic opportunities. 

Democracy that empowers people must be
built—it cannot be imported

In many countries a central challenge for deep-

ening democracy is building the key institu-

tions of democratic governance:

• A system of representation, with well-func-

tioning political parties and interest associations.

• An electoral system that guarantees free and

fair elections as well as universal suffrage.

• A system of checks and balances based on

the separation of powers, with independent ju-

dicial and legislative branches.

• A vibrant civil society, able to monitor gov-

ernment and private business—and provide al-

ternative forms of political participation.

• A free, independent media.

• Effective civilian control over the military

and other security forces.

These institutions come in many shapes and

forms. Because the democracy a nation chooses

to develop depends on its history and circum-

stances, countries will necessarily be “differently

democratic”. But in all countries democracy is

about much more than a single decision or hastily

organized election. It requires a deeper process

of political development to embed democratic

values and culture in all parts of society—a

process never formally completed. 

Building democratic institutions while

achieving equitable social and economic devel-

opment poses tensions. Granting all people for-

mal political equality does not create an equal

desire or capacity to participate in political

processes—or an equal capacity to influence

outcomes. Imbalances in resources and politi-

cal power often subvert the principle of one

person, one voice, and the purpose of democ-

ratic institutions. And judicial proceedings and

regulatory institutions are undermined if elites

dominate them at the expense of women, mi-

norities and the powerless.

One critical problem is money in politics,

which subverts democratic institutions when it

exerts undue influence on who gets elected and

what legislators vote for. Recent U.S. debates on

campaign finance reform and the financial links

between Enron and leading politicians from

the country’s two major parties show that this

is a serious concern in long-standing democra-

cies as well as new ones. 

Presidential candidates in the 2000 U.S.

election spent $343 million on their campaigns,

up from $92 million in 1980. Including spend-

ing by political parties, more than $1 billion

was probably spent on the 2000 campaigns. In

2001 Michael Bloomberg spent a record $74 mil-

lion to become New York City’s mayor, the

The democracy a nation

chooses to develop

depends on its history and

circumstances—countries

will necessarily be

“differently democratic”
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equivalent of $99 a vote. His main opponent

spent $17 million. 

As campaign costs rise, so does the risk that

politicians will be disproportionately influenced

by business interests. In the 2000 U.S. election

cycle, corporations gave $1.2 billion in political

contributions—about 14 times the already con-

siderable amount contributed by labour unions

and 16 times the contributions of other inter-

est groups. Although many European countries

have more stringent limits on corporate fund-

ing, similar patterns emerge in many other coun-

tries. In India large corporations provided 80%

of the funding for the major parties in 1996. 

At the same time, political parties are in de-

cline in many parts of the world. In France,

Italy, Norway and the United States the mem-

bership of established political parties is half

what it was 20 years ago, sometimes less. And

recent surveys in Latin America and Central

and Eastern Europe found that people have

more confidence in television than they do in po-

litical parties. 

Triggering a virtuous cycle for human
development requires promoting democratic
politics

Promoting democratic politics means expanding

capabilities such as education, to enable people

to play a more effective role in such politics, and

fostering the development of civil society groups

and other informal institutions to help democ-

ratic institutions better represent the people. 

Over the past two decades there have been

many new ways for people to participate in

public debates and activities. Though mem-

bership has fallen in political parties, trade

unions and other traditional vehicles for col-

lective action, there has been an explosion in

support for non-governmental organizations

(NGOs) and other new civil society groups. In

1914 there were 1,083 international NGOs. By

2000 there were more than 37,000—nearly one-

fifth of them formed in the 1990s. Most devel-

oping countries have seen an even sharper

increase in the number of domestic NGOs and

non-profits: in 1996 India had more than 1 mil-

lion non-profits, and Brazil had 210,000. 

More than $7 billion in aid to developing

countries now flows through international

NGOs, reflecting and supporting a dramatic ex-

pansion in the scope and nature of NGO ac-

tivities. In addition to advocating for and

engaging in development projects, NGOs are

taking more direct roles in local decision-mak-

ing and monitoring and are developing new, col-

laborative forms of governance. The Forest

Stewardship Council brings together environ-

mental groups, the timber industry, forest work-

ers, indigenous people and community groups

in certifying sustainably harvested timber for ex-

port. In Porto Alegre, Brazil, and elsewhere,

budgeting processes now involve consultations

with civil society groups. In the United Kingdom

the Women’s Budget Group has been invited

to review government budget proposals. 

Volunteerism is also flourishing. In the

Netherlands work by volunteers is estimated

to equal 445,000 full-time jobs, equivalent to

$13.6 billion. In the Republic of Korea nearly

3.9 million people volunteer more than 451 mil-

lion hours, with a value exceeding $2 billion. In

Brazil at least 16% of adults volunteer their

time. Consumer action is another way for ordi-

nary people to engage in public debates about

policy issues—say, by boycotting rugs made by

child labour or purchasing products that help

small coffee growers. The threat of such action

can hold corporations accountable to public

expectations of corporate social responsibility.

These and other examples hold enormous

scope for broadening participation in gover-

nance and promoting more equitable outcomes

for people. By and large, civil society works to

strengthen democratic institutions, not under-

mine them. 

Civil society groups do not fit easily into tra-

ditional models of governance and ac-

countability—which is part of their value 

to democracies. But when such groups spring

from agendas or use tactics that are contrary 

to democratic values, they can be both civil

and “uncivil”. The rise of such groups poses

challenges for truly democratic political 

engagement.

There are no simple solutions to this prob-

lem. But many civil society groups recognize that

they must be publicly accountable for their ac-
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tions. In Ethiopia domestic NGOs have adopted

codes of conduct to promote effective self-reg-

ulation. The codes emphasize the importance of

transparency and accountability—and the need

for the NGOs to ensure that they truly repre-

sent the people whose lives they affect. 

A free, independent media is another cru-

cial pillar of democracy. Around the world, re-

strictions remain on basic civil liberties—such

as the rights to free speech, assembly and in-

formation. Few countries have freedom of in-

formation laws, for example. But in many

countries new press freedoms and technologies

are enabling the media to contribute more to de-

mocratic politics by opening public debates

and exposing corruption and abuse. The trans-

parency of Ghana’s 2000 election results was

helped by the efforts of the country’s many pri-

vate radio stations. The stations made it difficult

to rig voting, bringing credibility to the an-

nounced results. 

Especially in developing countries, most or-

dinary citizens have many more sources of in-

formation to turn to than they did 10 years ago.

And less of that information is subject to rigid

state control. But to be plural and indepen-

dent, the media must be free not only from

state control but also from corporate and po-

litical pressures. Although market reforms and

economic integration have reduced state own-

ership of the media, it has increased concen-

tration in private ownership. Four private media

groups own 85% of U.K. daily newspapers, ac-

counting for two-thirds of circulation. And in

the United States, six companies control most

of the media. 

Commercial and political pressures will al-

ways skew the playing field in the marketplace

for ideas. But the answer to excessive corporate

or political influence is not a return to strict

regulation by the state. The media need to be

free as well as accountable—which is why greater

emphasis is being placed on high standards of

professionalism and ethics. Journalists and the

media are free only when they serve the public

first, and the government or private sharehold-

ers second. A range of mechanisms can promote

these goals without resorting to government

controls, including self-regulation through in-

dependent bodies, professional codes of ethics

and the use of official ombudspersons, as well

as training and raising awareness of journalists. 

Establishing democratic control over security
forces is another priority—otherwise, far
from ensuring personal security and peace, se-
curity forces can actively undermine them

Popular disillusionment is not the only problem

facing the world’s democracies. In many an

even greater obstacle is the extensive power of

the military, police and intelligence services—

not to mention warlords, paramilitary groups

and private security companies. 

In the second half of the 20th century 46

elected governments were forcibly overturned by

authoritarian rule. And since 1989 national armies

have directly intervened in the political affairs of

13 Sub-Saharan countries, or about one in four

of the region’s countries. In some countries—

Nigeria in 1993, Myanmar in 1990—military

leaders have wrested control from (or failed to

cede power to) elected governments under the

guise of maintaining civil peace. In others, like

Zimbabwe in 2000–02, elected governments

have undermined democracy and personal se-

curity by using parts of the security sector for their

own ends. In still other countries the risk of a

failed state—where the security sector is frag-

mented or even privatized—is as great as the

risk of returning to brutal authoritarian rule. 

When order breaks down in a country, poor

people usually suffer first and most. All too often,

violence against civilians emanates from forces

under government control. During the 20th cen-

tury governments killed about 170 million peo-

ple, far more than died in wars between countries.

Undemocratic governance of security forces

can also distort security priorities. Many gov-

ernments continue to militarize their police

forces, blurring their distinction with the military,

or seriously underfund them. Without democ-

ratic civil control over security forces—including

an effective, even-handed national police force—

governments cannot guarantee people’s safety

and security, and human development is severely

held back. 

Relations between civilians and security

forces rarely measure up to the ideal even in

To be plural and
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long-standing democracies. But encouraging

examples in some new democracies, including

South Africa, several Eastern European coun-

tries and previously coup-prone Latin American

countries, show that progress is possible. Suc-

cess in this area can contribute to the broader

process of strengthening democratic institu-

tions and politics. It can also promote external

peace and stability, because wars between de-

mocratic countries are quite rare. 

In wartorn societies, regaining control over

the armed forces is a basic condition for

progress. Otherwise, peacemaking efforts face

the constant risk of reversal, especially moves to

share power and expand political representation.

Lack of control can also generate rampant law-

lessness and provide the conditions in which vi-

olent extremists can flourish—as in Afghanistan

and Somalia in the 1990s.

Even in these circumstances solutions are

possible. But they require political leaders com-

mitted to inclusive, fair processes—especially in

demobilizing and reintegrating former combat-

ants and building ethnically balanced, profes-

sional security forces—and to investments in a just

and enduring peace, including recent innova-

tions such as truth commissions. Creating polit-

ical space for broadly based reconciliation and

promoting dynamic local leaders, including

women and young people, are critical to national

recovery. In some cases, as in Afghanistan and East

Timor, countries also need large-scale interna-

tional help to maintain peace and order, bring

human rights violators to account and build de-

mocratic institutions that can resolve deep-seated

disputes without resorting to violence. 

Global interdependence also calls for more
participation and accountability in global de-
cision-making

Empowering people to influence decisions that

affect their lives and hold their rulers accountable

is no longer just a national issue. In an integrated

world these democratic principles have a global

dimension because global rules and actors often

affect people’s lives as much as national ones. 

This new reality has been reflected in recent

antiglobalization protests in both industrial and

developing countries. Though these protests

take different forms and are driven by diverse

agendas, they are often united by the demand

that global actors and institutions be more in-

clusive and responsive to the problems of the

world’s poorest people. The protestors are not

alone in considering this an urgent problem. 

In 2001 a global health fund was launched

to address an imbalance in health research.

Malaria, for example, kills at least 1 million

people a year, nearly all of them in the poorest

countries. In the 1950s the World Health Or-

ganization aimed to eradicate the disease. But

over the decades it has attracted little public

funding for research or treatment. In 1992 less

than 10% of global spending on health research

addressed 90% of the global disease burden.

International trade rules have also worked

against the economic interests of developing

countries and failed to restrain protectionism in

industrial countries, especially through an-

tidumping rules and other nontariff barriers. On

average, industrial country tariffs on imports

from developing countries are four times those

on imports from other industrial countries. In

addition, countries that belong to the Organi-

sation for Economic Co-operation and Devel-

opment (OECD) provide about $1 billion a

day in domestic agricultural subsidies—more

than six times what they spend on official de-

velopment assistance for developing countries. 

Efforts to build more inclusive, account-

able global governance face two main chal-

lenges. The first is increasing pluralism:

expanding the space for groups outside formal

state institutions to participate in global decision-

making, particularly in developing mechanisms

to change the behaviour of private corpora-

tions. The second is increasing participation

and accountability in multilateral institutions to

give developing countries a larger role.

Increasing pluralism in global decision-

making. Through a series of high-profile cam-

paigns, civil society movements have been

promoting pluralism at the global level. Some

tactics have been dramatic and effective, such

as the human chain that the Jubilee 2000 debt

relief campaign formed around the leaders of

G-8 countries in Birmingham, the United

Kingdom, in 1998. Similar activism has put the

In an integrated world

democratic principles

have a global dimension

because global rules and

actors often affect

people’s lives as much as

national ones
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spotlight on other issues—from the role of

“blood diamonds” in financing guerrilla war-

fare in Africa to the way that the World Trade

Organization (WTO) agreement on Trade-

Related Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS)

risked depriving poor people of access to es-

sential medicines.

Increased pluralism in global politics has also

been aided by new forms of collaboration be-

tween governments and global civil society

groups. Perhaps the most successful example is

the 1998 treaty seeking to establish the Inter-

national Criminal Court. Despite the opposition

of several major countries, the treaty was recently

ratified—reflecting the support mobilized by

hundreds of human rights organizations around

the world.

Greater pluralism is also being built into in-

ternational mechanisms and systems, as with

the World Commission on Dams, the Interna-

tional Monetary Fund (IMF) and World Bank’s

new consultative approach to national poverty

reduction strategies and the recently launched

UN Global Compact on corporate social re-

sponsibility.

Increasing participation and accountabil-

ity in multilateral institutions. Though the emer-

gence of a global civil society has created

opportunities to deepen democracy at the in-

ternational level, existing international institu-

tions need reform. Developing countries should

be given a stronger voice in their operations.

Given their enormous—and growing—influ-

ence, these institutions should also be held more

accountable for their policies and actions. 

Consider the World Trade Organization.

Every member country has a seat and a vote,

which is very democratic. But actual decision-

making occurs by consensus, heavily influ-

enced by the largest and richest countries. The

imbalance in developing country participation

is also evident in global civil society move-

ments. Of the 738 NGOs accredited to the

WTO’s 1999 ministerial conference in Seattle,

Washington, 87% were from industrial

countries. 

The democratic deficit in international or-

ganizations is unavoidable because people do not

directly elect their representatives to the WTO,

IMF, World Bank or UN Security Council.

Many argue that the imbalances of global po-

litical and economic power also make unrepre-

sentative decision-making inevitable at the

intergovernmental level. This argument has con-

siderable force. Notably, the influence of the

United States over institutions such as the IMF

and WTO has little to do with formal voting

power—and much to do with the global stand-

ing of the United States. 

It is perhaps no coincidence that the more

representative international institutions, such

as the UN Economic and Social Council and the

UN General Assembly, are also considered the

least powerful. The reality is that powerful coun-

tries—crucial to the success of any international

institution—tend to gravitate towards institu-

tions that give them the most influence. And they

take their power with them: whether it is to the

WTO’s “green room” meetings or the meetings

of the IMF executive board. Efforts to enhance

the representation of developing countries must

take into account these basic realities.

Still, there is considerable room for making

global institutions more democratic. Many pro-

posals have been made to remove such patently

undemocratic practices as the veto on the UN

Security Council and the way the leaders of the

IMF and World Bank are selected. Various

commissions, think tanks and civil society or-

ganizations have also recommended increasing

transparency by, for example, publishing deci-

sions made by the executive boards of the major

international financial institutions and making

WTO decision-making more inclusive and trans-

parent. 

In recent years the IMF, World Bank and

United Nations have made important efforts

to become more open and transparent. Progress

on many of the more ambitious proposals for de-

mocratic reform—such as at the UN Security

Council—has stalled. But there continues to

be strong pressure to extend democratic prin-

ciples to such organizations, particularly since

many have recently become so much more

deeply involved in national economic, political

and social policies. The deeper is their inter-

vention in sensitive governance reforms in de-

veloping countries, the greater is the need for

international organizations to be open and ac-

countable.

Increased pluralism in

global politics has been

aided by new forms of

collaboration between

governments and global

civil society groups
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The traditional argument against such re-

forms is that they would make decision-making

clumsy and unworkable. But against this must

be set the realities of a more integrated world.

Whether the goal is peace, economic growth or

environmental sustainability, international efforts

to promote change do not work if national ac-

tors feel excluded. Around the world, the United

Nations, IMF, World Bank and WTO are com-

ing up against the fact that ownership matters.

Increasingly, the leading global powers may

recognize that a widespread sense of exclusion

and powerlessness in developing countries can

threaten economic growth and security in in-

dustrial countries as well as developing. 

*        *        *

An abiding lesson of the past decade is that na-

tional political institutions are not keeping pace

with the governance challenges of a more in-

terdependent world. As new democracies strug-

gle to lay the foundations of democratic gover-

nance, new forces and institutions are exerting

powerful influences on people’s lives. And new

types of conflicts are proliferating within and be-

tween countries. 

Many hoped that the September 11 terror-

ist attacks would inspire global unity in con-

fronting the challenges of national and

international governance. And there have been

encouraging signs in that direction, such as the

increased aid committed at the March 2002 Con-

ference on Financing for Development. But there

is an equally strong possibility that the attacks and

their aftermath will further weaken global insti-

tutions, undermine human rights and exacer-

bate social and economic fragmentation. 

The need to act is clear. Still needed is the

will to act in ways that cultivate democracy, ad-

vance development and expand human free-

doms around the world. 

International efforts to

promote change do not

work if national actors

feel excluded



• Since 1980, 81 countries have taken significant steps towards democ-
racy,1 with 33 military regimes replaced by civilian governments2

• 140 of the world’s nearly 200 countries now hold multiparty elections,
more than at any time in history3

• In 2000 there were 37,000 registered international NGOs, one-fifth more
than in 1990. More than 2,150 NGOs have consultative status with the
UN Economic and Social Council, and 1,550 are associated with the UN
Department of Public Information6

• 125 countries, with 62% of the world population, have a free or partly
free press9

• Between 1970 and 1996 the number of daily newspapers in developing
countries more than doubled, from 29 to 60 copies per 1,000 people,
and the number of televisions increased 16-fold10

• The number of countries ratifying the six main human rights conventions
and covenants has increased dramatically since 1990. Ratifications of
the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights 
(ICESCR) and the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights
(ICCPR) grew from around 90 to nearly 15013

• In 10 countries more than 30% of parliamentarians are women16

• Only 6 vetoes were cast in the UN Security Council between 1996 and
2001—compared with 243 between 1946 and 1995, an average of 50
a decade18

• The proportion of the world’s people living in extreme poverty fell from
29% in 1990 to 23% in 199920

• During the 1990s extreme poverty was halved in East Asia and the Pa-
cific and fell by 7 percentage points in South Asia21

• East Asia and the Pacific achieved 5.7% annual growth in per capita in-
come in the 1990s; South Asia, 3.3%24

• The more than 500 million Internet users today are expected to grow to
nearly 1 billion by 200527

• Of the 81 new democracies, only 47 are fully democratic. Many others
do not seem to be in transition to democracy or have lapsed back into
authoritarianism or conflict4

• Only 82 countries, with 57% of the world’s people, are fully democratic5

• 51 countries have not ratified the International Labour Organization’s
Convention on Freedom of Association, and 39 have not ratified its Con-
vention on Collective Bargaining7

• NGOs still do not have consultative status with the UN Security Council
or General Assembly. Only 251 of the 1,550 NGOs associated with the
UN Department of Public Information are based in developing countries8

• 61 countries, with 38% of the world’s population, still do not have a
free press11

• In 2001, 37 journalists died in the line of duty, 118 were imprisoned and
more than 600 journalists or news organization were physically attacked
or intimidated12

• 106 countries still restrict important civil and political freedoms14

• 38 countries have not ratified or signed the ICCPR, and 41 have not rati-
fied or signed the ICESCR15

• Worldwide, only 14% of parliamentarians are women—and in 10 coun-
tries none are women17

• The World Trade Organization operates on a one-country, one-vote basis,
but most key decisions are made by the leading economic powers in
“green room” meetings 

• The executive directors representing France, Germany, Japan, the Russ-
ian Federation, Saudi Arabia, the United Kingdom and the United States
account for 46% of the voting rights in the World Bank and 48% in the
International Monetary Fund19

• The richest 5% of the world’s people have incomes 114 times those of
the poorest 5%22

• During the 1990s the number of people in extreme poverty in Sub-Saha-
ran Africa rose from 242 million to 300 million23

• In Central and Eastern Europe and the CIS per capita income shrank
2.4% a year in the 1990s; in Sub-Saharan Africa, 0.3%25

• 20 countries in Sub-Saharan Africa, with more than half of the region’s
people, are poorer now than in 1990—and 23 are poorer than in
197526

• 72% of Internet users live in high-income OECD countries, with 14% of
the world’s population. 164 million reside in the United States28

10 HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2002

DEMOCRACY AND PARTICIPATION

ECONOMIC JUSTICE

GLOBAL PROGRESS GLOBAL FRAGMENTATION

Human development balance sheet



HUMAN DEVELOPMENT BALANCE SHEET 11

• Since 1990, 800 million people have gained access to improved water
supplies, and 750 million to improved sanitation29

• 57 countries, with half of the world’s people, have halved hunger or are
on track to do so by 201530

• Some developing countries have made progress in tackling HIV/AIDS.
Uganda reduced HIV prevalence from 14% in the early 1990s to around
8% by the end of the 1990s33

• Between 1970 and 2000 the under-five mortality rate worldwide fell
from 96 to 56 per 1,000 live births35

• Worldwide, primary school enrolments rose from 80% in 1990 to 84%
in 199839

• 51 countries, with 41% of the world’s people, have achieved or are on
track to achieve universal primary enrolment40

• 90 countries, with more than 60% of the world’s people, have achieved
or are on track to achieve gender equality in primary education by
2015—and more than 80 in secondary education43

• 38 peacekeeping operations have been set up since 1990—compared
with just 16 between 1946 and 198946

• The International Criminal Court’s 60th country ratification, in April
2002, established a permanent structure for adjudicating crimes against
humanity

• The 1990s saw a large decline in deaths from interstate conflicts, to
220,000 people over the decade—down from nearly three times that in
the 1980s49

• Reflecting pressure from some 1,400 civil society groups in 90 countries,
the 1997 Mine Ban Treaty has been ratified by 123 states54

• Child immunization rates in Sub-Saharan Africa have fallen below 50%31

• At the current rate it would take more than 130 years to rid the world of
hunger32

• By the end of 2000 almost 22 million people had died from AIDS, 13
million children had lost their mother or both parents to the disease and
more than 40 million people were living with HIV. Of those, 90% were
in developing countries and 75% were in Sub-Saharan Africa34

• Every day more than 30,000 children around the world die of preventable
diseases36

• Around the world there are 100 million “missing” women who would be
alive but for infanticide, neglect and sex-selective abortion37

• Every year more than 500,000 women die as a result of pregnancy and
childbirth38

• 113 million school-age children are not in school—97% of them in de-
veloping countries41

• 93 countries, with 39% of the world’s people, do not have data on
trends in primary enrolment42

• 60% of children not in primary school worldwide are girls44

• Of the world’s estimated 854 million illiterate adults, 544 million are
women45

• Genocide occurred in Europe and Africa, with 200,000 people killed in
Bosnia in 1992–95 and 500,000 killed in Rwanda in 199447

• New forms of international terrorism have emerged, with 3,000 people
from more than 80 countries killed in the September 2001 attacks on
the World Trade Center in New York City48

• Nearly 3.6 million people were killed in wars within states in the 1990s50

• During the 1990s the number of refugees and internally displaced per-
sons grew by 50%51

• Half of all civilian war casualties are children,52 and there are an esti-
mated 300,000 child soldiers worldwide53

• Major countries such as China, the Russian Federation and the United
States have not signed the Mine Ban Treaty

• 90 countries are still heavily affected by landmines and unexploded ordi-
nance, with 15,000–20,000 mine victims a year55

PEACE AND PERSONAL SECURITY

HEALTH AND EDUCATION

GLOBAL PROGRESS GLOBAL FRAGMENTATION

Note: The notes to this balance sheet appear in the Notes section of the Report.

Human development balance sheet
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Human development is about people, about ex-

panding their choices to lead lives they value. Eco-

nomic growth, increased international trade and

investment, technological advance—all are very

important. But they are means, not ends. Whether

they contribute to human development in the 21st

century will depend on whether they expand

people’s choices, whether they help create an en-

vironment for people to develop their full po-

tential and lead productive, creative lives. 

Fundamental to enlarging human choices is

building human capabilities: the range of things

that people can do or be. The most basic capa-

bilities for human development are leading a long

and healthy life, being educated, having access to

the resources needed for a decent standard of liv-

ing and being able to participate in the life of

one’s community. As this Report emphasizes, as-

suring people’s dignity also requires that they be

free—and able—to participate in the formation

and stewardship of the rules and institutions that

govern them. A poor man who cannot afford to

send his children to school, but must send them

to work in the fields, is lacking in human devel-

opment. So is a wealthy educated woman whose

gender excludes her from voting in elections.

In today’s new era of global integration, is

human development moving forward? There has

been clear progress in some areas. The share of

the world’s people living in extreme poverty is

slowly but steadily declining, from 29% in 1990

to 23% in 1999.1 Primary school enrolments have

risen worldwide, from 80% in 1990 to 84% in

1998.2 Since 1990, 800 million people have gained

access to improved water supplies, and 750 mil-

lion to improved sanitation.3 There have also

been great improvements in political and civil

rights: since 1980, 81 countries have taken sig-

nificant steps in democratization,4 with 33 mili-

tary regimes replaced by civilian governments.5

But in a globalizing world the increasing

interconnectedness of nations and peoples has

made the differences between them more glar-

ing. A girl born in Japan today may have a 50%

chance of seeing the 22nd century6—while a

newborn in Afghanistan has a 1 in 4 chance of

dying before age 5. And the richest 5% of the

world’s people have incomes 114 times those of

the poorest 5%.7 Every day more than 30,000

children around the world die of preventable dis-

eases,8 and nearly 14,000 people are infected

with HIV/AIDS.9 In Botswana more than a

third of adults have the disease; in Swaziland and

Zimbabwe more than a quarter. If tuberculosis

control does not improve, 1 billion people will

contract it by 2020—and 35 million will die

from it.10

In Sub-Saharan Africa human development

has actually regressed in recent years, and the

lives of its very poor people are getting worse.

The share of people living on $1 a day was

about the same at the end of the 1990s—47%—

as at the start.11 Thus, because of population

growth, the number of poor people in the re-

gion has increased. And while most of the world

has increased the share of children who are im-

munized against the leading diseases, since 1990

immunization rates in Sub-Saharan Africa have

fallen below 50%.12

Global progress on political freedoms has

also been uneven. The spread of democratiza-

tion appears to have stalled, with many coun-

tries failing to consolidate and deepen the first

steps towards democracy and several slipping

back into authoritarianism. Some 73 countries—

with 42% of the world’s people—still do not

hold free and fair elections,13 and 106 govern-

ments still restrict many civil and political free-

doms.14 In addition, conflict continues to blight

the lives of millions: since 1990, 3.6 million peo-

The state and progress of human development
CHAPTER 1

The spread of

democratization appears

to have stalled, with

many countries failing to

consolidate and deepen

the first steps towards

democracy
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ple have died in civil wars and ethnic violence,

more than 16 times the number killed in wars

between states.15

There is growing recognition that all coun-

tries pay a price for these global injustices. And

there is greater acceptance of the need for ac-

tion to narrow the gap between global potential

and reality—and to advance global human de-

velopment in its deepest sense (see the special

contribution by UN Secretary-General Kofi

Annan).

In surveying the progress of countries to-

wards human development in its many dimen-

sions, this chapter highlights the directions for

change in the years ahead—and how far it will

need to go. The chapter begins by looking at

global trends in political participation and

democracy, the subjects of this Report. It then

considers the Millennium Development Goals,

set by the global community to monitor devel-

opment along a number of dimensions. It as-

sesses progress towards the goals, showing that

many countries are on track but that many oth-

ers are lagging and unlikely to achieve the goals.

TRENDS IN POLITICAL PARTICIPATION AND

DEMOCRACY AROUND THE WORLD

“We will spare no effort to promote democ-
racy and strengthen the rule of law, as well
as respect for all internationally recognized
human rights and fundamental freedoms.”

—Millennium Declaration

Political participation and freedom are funda-

mental parts of human development. The world

has more democratic countries and more polit-

ical participation than ever, with 140 countries

holding multiparty elections (table 1.1). Of 147

countries with data, 121—with 68% of the

world’s people—had some or all of the elements

of formal democracy in 2000 (figure 1.1).16 This

compares with only 54 countries, with 46% of the

world’s people, in 1980. Since then 81 countries

have taken significant steps in democratization,

while 6 have regressed.17 Scores of authoritarian

regimes have been replaced by governments

more accountable to the people—a real achieve-

ment for human development. But true democ-

ratization means more than elections. It requires

the consolidation of democratic institutions and

the strengthening of democratic practices, with

democratic values and norms embedded in all

parts of society (see chapters 2 and 3).

The last two decades of the 20th century

have been dubbed the “third wave” of democ-

ratization, as dictatorial regimes fell in scores of

countries.18 Like history’s other movements for

liberation, these democratic revolutions were

propelled by people. In the 1980s growing pres-

sures against the excesses of military dictator-

ships in Latin America caused them to topple

one after another, starting with Ecuador and

Peru. In Central and Eastern Europe and what

is now the Commonwealth of Independent

States (CIS), the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989

was the turning point. In Africa rising opposi-

tion through the 1980s and 1990s tossed out

many long-standing dictators, including Mali’s

Moussa Traoré in 1991 and Malawi’s Kamuzu

Banda in 1994. People’s power in the Philippines

removed Ferdinand Marcos in 1986. 

For some countries the transition has been

less dramatic, as with the move to civilian rule

in the Republic of Korea and Thailand and the

In the 21st century I believe that the mission

of the United Nations will be defined by a

new, more profound awareness of the sanc-

tity and dignity of every human life, re-

gardless of race or religion. This will require

us to look beyond the framework of states

and beneath the surface of nations and com-

munities. We must focus, as never before,

on improving the conditions of the indi-

vidual men and women who give the state

or nation its richness and character.

A genocide begins with the killing of

one man—not for what he has done, but be-

cause of who he is. A campaign of “ethnic

cleansing” begins with one neighbour turn-

ing on another. Poverty begins when even

one child is denied his or her fundamental

right to education. What begins as a failure

to uphold the dignity of one life, all too

often ends as a calamity for entire nations.

In this new century we must start from

the understanding that peace belongs not

just to states and peoples, but to every mem-

ber of those communities. The sovereignty

of states can no longer be used as a shield

for gross violations of human rights. Peace

must be made real and tangible in the daily

existence of every person in need. Peace

must be sought, above all, because it is re-

quired so that every human being can live

a life of dignity and security.

Indeed, one lesson of the 20th century

is that where the dignity of the individual is

trampled or threatened—where citizens do

not enjoy the basic right to choose their

government, or the right to change it regu-

larly—conflict too often follows, with in-

nocent civilians paying the price in lives cut

short and communities destroyed.

Obstacles to democracy have little to do

with culture or religion, and much more to

do with the desire of those in power to main-

tain their position at any cost. This is neither

a new phenomenon nor one confined to

any particular part of the world. People of

all cultures value their freedom of choice,

and feel the need to have a say in decisions

affecting their lives. 

Kofi Annan
United Nations Secretary-General 

SPECIAL CONTRIBUTION
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introduction of elections in Nepal. Perhaps

most striking was the advent of full democracy

in South Africa in 1994—the result of long ne-

gotiations. Democratic reforms have been rel-

atively modest in the Arab States, with a few

cases of democratic ferment. But monarchies

such as Jordan and Morocco have increased

space for people’s participation in the political

life of the community, and Tunisia has taken

steps to expand political participation. Still, the

region has been slower to democratize than

other parts of the world, and only 4 of 7 coun-

tries have multiparty electoral systems.19

The global shift from authoritarian to democra-

tic regimes shows up in various indicators of gov-

ernance (appendix 1.1). According to Polity IV’s

democracy indicator, the number of authoritar-

ian countries fell from almost 70 in 1980 to fewer

than 30 in 2000.20 Over the same period the num-

ber of democratic regimes doubled, from 41 to 82.

The breakup of the Soviet Union contributed to

the jump in country coverage. Overall, the former

Soviet Union and the rest of Eastern Europe have

become more democratic.

General indicators do not capture the com-

plexity of political transitions. Most attempts at

democratization are fragmented, involving small

steps and large, forward and back. Take Peru.

In 1980, after 12 years of military rule, it shifted

to a democratic regime. But the situation slowly

deteriorated, with President Alberto Fujimori’s

regime becoming increasingly authoritarian.

Despite irregularities that led international ob-

servers to withdraw, Fujimori was proclaimed

the winner of the 2000 elections. But public

outrage over political scandals ultimately forced

him to flee the country. Alejandro Toledo was

elected president after elections in 2001. 

While the long-term and recent trends have

been impressive, the slight drop in measured

democracy in Sub-Saharan Africa and South

Asia in the second half of the 1990s reflects

the fact that the “third wave” of democratiza-

tion seems to have stalled. Of the 81 countries

that have taken steps in democratization, only

47 are considered full democracies.21 Many

others do not seem to be in transition to any-

thing or have lapsed back into authoritarian-

ism—or conflict, as in the Democratic Republic

of Congo, Sierra Leone and others. This has

been especially common in Sub-Saharan Africa

and Central Asia. In Belarus, Cameroon, Togo,

Uzbekistan and elsewhere, one-party states have

allowed elections but ended up permitting only

limited opening for political competition. Most

of these “limited” democracies suffer from shal-

low political participation, where citizens have

little trust in their governments and are disaf-

fected from politics, or the countries are dom-

inated by a single powerful party or group

despite formal elections.22

TABLE 1.1

Most people can now vote in multiparty elections, 1999

Share of
regional

Number of population
countries Population living

with of countries in countries
multiparty with with
electoral  multiparty multiparty 
systems electoral electoral

(countries systems systems
Region or country group with data) (millions) (percent)

Sub-Saharan Africa 29 (42) 464 77.2
Arab States 4 (7) 115 48.5
East Asia and the Pacific 9 (16) 401 22.0
South Asia 4 (8) 1,170 85.5
Latin America and 

the Caribbean 25 (26) 468 94.9
Central and Eastern 

Europe and CIS 21 (25) 350 88.0
OECD 30 (30) 1,120 100.0
Low human 

development 23 (36) 527 64.4
World 140 (189) 3,923 65.8

Note: Low human development countries are also included in their respective regional groups. Regional data do not sum to
the world total because some countries included in the world total are not included in a regional group.
Source: Human Development Report Office calculations based on Alvarez and others 2002.
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FIGURE 1.1

The world is becoming more democratic
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BROADER MEASURES OF PARTICIPATION AND

POLITICAL FREEDOM

Democratic political participation requires

more than elections for governments—truly

democratic politics requires civil and political

rights to provide the space for effective par-

ticipation. Illustrating the greater importance

attached to human rights worldwide, the num-

ber of countries ratifying the six main human

rights conventions and covenants has increased

dramatically since 1990 (figure 1.2). Uphold-

ing human rights is crucial for guaranteeing

people’s well-being and securing a humane

and non-discriminatory society—and for en-

abling an active and engaged citizenry. Free-

doms of association and assembly, of expression

and conscience, as laid out in the International

Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, are

fundamental to political participation.

A free and active press is particularly im-

portant for the creation and consolidation of

democracy. Freedom House’s Freedom of the

Press Index indicates levels and trends world-

wide, showing that press freedom has also been

increasing (figure 1.3). 

In addition to civil and political rights, equi-

table opportunities for participation are crucial to

democratic politics. But around the world, women

are seriously underrepresented in domestic poli-

tics, accounting for only 14% of national parlia-

mentarians. There is little difference between

industrial and developing countries. In most in-

dustrial countries—including France, Japan and

the United States—women account for 10–20%

of parliamentarians.23 Positive exceptions world-

wide include both developing and industrial coun-

tries (figure 1.4). Nordic countries do particularly

well, but in Argentina, Mozambique and South

Africa about 30% of parliamentarians are women.

Meanwhile, a number of Arab states have no fe-

male representation.

THE PROLIFERATION OF CIVIL CONFLICT

The stalling of democratic transitions highlights

the fragility of democracies. The proliferation

of conflicts, particularly internal conflicts, high-

lights the fragility of states (figure 1.5). Internal

conflicts today vastly outnumber wars between

states. Since 1990 an estimated 220,000 people

have died in wars between states—compared

with nearly 3.6 million in wars within states.24

Particularly tragic is the fact that civilians, not

soldiers, are increasingly the victims of conflicts.

Civilians have accounted for more than 90% of the

casualties—either injured or killed—in post–cold

war conflicts.25 Moreover, internal conflicts are

usually fought with small weapons, and combat-

ants use strategies that have the strongest impact

on the vulnerable. Children account for half of all

civilian casualties in wars,26 and worldwide there

are an estimated 300,000 child soldiers—in Sierra

Leone, Sudan and elsewhere.27

Civil wars also have grave effects on eco-

nomic growth and food production, as revealed

by such human development indicators as infant

mortality rates and school enrolments.28 Seven

of the ten countries with the lowest human de-

velopment indices have recently suffered major

civil wars. During Mozambique’s 16-year civil

war more than 40% of schools were destroyed

or forced to close, and more than 40% of health

centres were destroyed. Industries were so dam-

aged that postwar production was only 20–40%

of prewar capacity, with economic losses esti-

mated at $15 billion—several times Mozam-

bique’s prewar GDP.29

Fighting between and within states also

causes massive refugee flows and displaced pop-

ulations. At the end of 2000 more than 12 mil-

lion people were refugees, 6 million were

internally displaced and nearly 4 million were

returning refugees, asylum-seekers or people

otherwise of concern to the UN High Com-

missioner for Refugees30—in all, 50% more than

in 1990.31 The increase in refugees and dis-

placed populations indicates that today’s armed

conflicts are more intense. 

THE MILLENNIUM DEVELOPMENT GOALS:
COMMITMENTS AND PROSPECTS

At the UN General Assembly in 2000, heads of

state and government took stock of the gross in-

equalities in human development worldwide

and recognized “their collective responsibility

to uphold the principles of human dignity,

equality and equity at the global level.”32 In ad-

dition to declaring their support for freedom,
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democracy and human rights, they set eight

goals for development and poverty eradication,

to be achieved by 2015:

• Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger.

• Achieve universal primary education.

• Achieve gender equality and empower

women.

• Reduce child mortality.

• Improve maternal health.

• Combat HIV/AIDS, malaria and other

diseases.

• Ensure environmental sustainability.

• Develop a global partnership for

development.33

Most of the Millennium Development Goals

have quantifiable, monitorable targets to measure

progress against standards set by the interna-

tional community. This Report assesses how

likely countries are to achieve the goals by 2015

if recent trends continue, classifying them as

achieved, on track, lagging, far behind or slipping

back (appendix table A1.1 and technical note).

The analysis assumes that trends over the next

decade will be the same as over the past decade.

Whether countries fall behind or surpass this ex-

pectation will depend on their actions and those

of the global community between now and 2015.

Many countries have made progress (feature

1.1). But much of the world, generally the poor-

est countries, seems unlikely to achieve the

goals. Although 55 countries, with 23% of the

world’s people, are on track to achieve at least

three-quarters of the goals, 33 countries with

26% of the world’s people are failing on more

than half (figure 1.6). Especially extraordinary

efforts will be needed in Sub-Saharan Africa,

where 23 countries are failing and 11 others do

not have enough data to be assessed—a possi-

ble indication that they are even further be-

hind. That leaves just 10 Sub-Saharan countries

on track to meet at least half of the goals. 

Lack of data makes it difficult to assess

progress on the goal of halving income poverty.

But slow growth in average incomes indicates

that many countries will have to struggle to

achieve the goal. Optimistic estimates suggest

that 3.7% annual growth in per capita GDP

will be needed, yet in the 1990s only 24 coun-

tries achieved such growth (figure 1.7).34 China

and India, the most populous countries, are in

this group. But incomes in nearly 130 coun-

tries, with 40% of the world’s people, are not

growing fast enough—including 52 countries

that actually had negative growth in the 1990s.

Again, progress is most elusive in the poorest

countries: 40 of 44 Sub-Saharan countries, with

93% of the region’s people, grew too slowly. Half

of those 40 countries, with more than half of the

region’s people, are poorer now than in 1990.

These include 11 of the world’s 20 poorest

countries.

Countries have come closer to some goals

than others. Many developing countries have al-

ready achieved or are on track to achieve universal

primary education and gender equity in educa-

tion. Given the importance of education to so

many other areas of development, this bodes

well for accelerating progress towards the other

goals. Most developing countries have also

achieved or are on track to achieve the targets for

eradicating hunger and improving water sup-

plies (part of the environmental goal). But more

than 40 countries, with 28% of the world’s peo-

ple, are not on track to halve hunger by 2015. And

25 countries, with 32% of the world’s people, may

not halve the share of people lacking access to

an improved water source. Most pressing, how-

ever, is child mortality: 85 countries with more

than 60% of the world’s people are not on track

to achieve the goal (see feature 1.1).

A goal that cannot be monitored cannot be

met or missed—and one of the most startling con-

clusions is the lack of data. The targets for

poverty, HIV/AIDS and maternal mortality can-

not be monitored directly with current interna-

tional data. Even targets that can be monitored

have many gaps in the data. Complicating mat-

ters, countries lacking data may have the worst

performance, giving an inflated impression of the

proportion of countries that are progressing.

GOAL 1—ERADICATING EXTREME POVERTY

AND HUNGER

Target 1a: Halve the proportion of people
living on less than $1 a day

In 1999, 2.8 billion people lived on less than $2

a day, with 1.2 billion of them barely surviving

at the margins of subsistence on less than $1 a
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day (table 1.2). During the 1990s the number of

extremely poor people dropped only slightly.

But because of population growth, the share of

the world’s people living in extreme poverty

fell from 29% in 1990 to 23% in 1999.

The declining share of people in extreme

poverty is hopeful, but the level remains dis-

turbingly high. And the failure to reduce poverty

in Sub-Saharan Africa, the world’s poorest re-

gion, is a grave concern.

Per capita income. A country’s income

poverty rate is determined by its per capita in-

come and by the distribution of that income.

Though there is no guarantee that poor people

will benefit from an increase in their country’s

average per capita income, aggregate growth

typically does increase their incomes.35

Since the mid-1970s growth in per capita in-

come has varied dramatically across regions

(box 1.1). East Asia and the Pacific’s impressive

poverty reduction is primarily due to a qua-

drupling in its per capita GDP between 1975

and 2000. But Sub-Saharan Africa ended the

millennium 5% poorer than in 1990.

Central and Eastern Europe and the CIS was

the only other region to suffer a decline in per

capita income during the 1990s. Growth in the

region is picking up, and a few countries have
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Failing to grow out of poverty
TABLE 1.2

Worldwide, the number of people living on less than $1 a day barely changed in the 1990s

Share (percent) Number (millions)

Region 1990 1999 1990 1999

Sub-Saharan Africa 47.7 46.7 242 300
East Asia and the Pacific 27.6 14.2 452 260

Excluding China 18.5 7.9 92 46
South Asia 44.0 36.9 495 490
Latin America and the Caribbean 16.8 15.1 74 77
Eastern Europe and Central Asia 1.6 3.6 7 17
Middle East and North Africa 2.4 2.3 6 7
Total 29.0 22.7 1,276 1,151

Excluding China 28.1 24.5 916 936

Note: $1 a day is $1.08 in 1993 purchasing power parity (PPP) prices.
Source: World Bank 2002c. 
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The level of inequality worldwide is grotesque.

But trends over recent decades are ambigu-

ous. The range of economic performance across

countries and regions means that inequality

has increased between some regions and de-

creased between others. Between 1975 and

2000 impressive growth in East Asia and the Pa-

cific increased its per capita income—in pur-

chasing power parity (PPP) terms—from about

1/14thth of the average per capita income in

OECD countries to better than 1/6th. Over

the same period Sub-Saharan Africa suffered the

reverse, with its per capita income dropping

from 1/6th of that in OECD countries to only

1/14th, owing both to its own drop in income

and to consistent growth in OECD countries.

The worst-off Sub-Saharan countries now have

incomes 1/40th or less of those in OECD coun-

tries. Latin America and the Caribbean suf-

fered a slight deterioration relative to OECD

countries, with its average per capita income

dropping from a bit less than half to a bit less

than a third, while Arab States dropped from

a quarter to a fifth.

Rapid growth in the two largest countries—

China since the 1970s and India since the late

1980s—has enabled them to catch up to some ex-

tent with rich countries. Since 1975 China has im-

proved its per capita income relative to OECD

countries from 1/21st to 1/6th, while India has im-

proved from 1/14th in 1980 to 1/10th.

These aggregate comparisons give an in-

complete picture. When considering human

development, within-country inequality must be

taken into account because simple compar-

isons of per capita GDP assume that everyone

in a country has the same income. Data on

within-country inequality, based on household

surveys, are often not comparable across coun-

tries or over time, so conclusions must be ten-

tative. Still, reasonable estimates can be made,

and studies have found interesting results.

Long-term trends in interpersonal in-

equality, using PPP exchange rates, show that

the world has become much more unequal.

Between 1970 and the 1990s the world was

more unequal than at any time before 1950 (ac-

cording to any inequality measure in Bour-

guignon and Morrison 2001)—the legacy of the

industrial revolutions that occurred in a few

parts of the world. But the trend in inequality

since 1970 is ambiguous, depending on the

data and the inequality measure. The trend in

the well-known Gini measure of inequality

varies between studies, with one showing it

increasing to the 1980s and then leveling off

and another showing it peaking around 1970.

In the first the Theil inequality index increases

steadily to the 1990s; in both the variance of

the logarithm of incomes peaks around 1980.

Other studies find slightly different trends.

But in all studies and all measures, changes

since 1970 are relatively small and not statis-

tically significant. For instance, all estimates of

the Gini coefficient from 1970 to the most re-

cent lie within the range of 0.63 to 0.66, which

are not statistically distinguishable. (Bour-

guignon and Morrison 2001 estimate the 90%

confidence interval to be about 0.04.)

The most important factors increasing global

inequality in the second half of the 20th century

were: 

• Rapid economic growth in already rich coun-

tries in Western Europe, North America and

Oceania relative to most of the rest of the world.

• Slow growth on the Indian subcontinent

until the late 20th century, and consistently slow

growth in Africa.

Factors decreasing inequality were:

• Rapid growth in China since the 1970s and

India since the late 1980s.

• Catching-up between European countries

and the United States until the 1990s.

Rapid growth in South-East Asia, while

impressive, had little effect on global inequal-

ity owing to the relatively small populations

involved.

Although it may be difficult to distinguish

clear trends in global inequality in recent decades,

its level is extremely high—a cause for consider-

able concern. Milanovic (2001) finds some startling

statistics, taking into account inequality within

countries and using PPP exchange rates. The

most recent available estimates are for 1993, but

stagnation in the poorest countries and robust

growth in many of the

richest imply that these are

unlikely to have improved.  

• The world’s richest

1% of people receive as

much income as the

poorest 57%.

• The richest 10% of

the U.S. population has

an income equal to that of

the poorest 43% of the

world. Put differently, the

income of the richest 25

million Americans is

equal to that of almost 2

billion people.

• The income of the

world’s richest 5% is 114

times that of the poorest

5%.

BOX 1.1 

Global inequality—grotesque levels, ambiguous trends

Source: Bourguignon and Morrisson 2001; Schultz 1998; Milanovic 2001.
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done quite well. But in many countries incomes

remain far lower than in the past (figure 1.8).

Income inequality within countries. The

amount of growth required to reduce poverty

depends on a country’s level of inequality—the

more unequal is the distribution of income, the

fewer are the benefits of growth to poor people.

Studies of inequality trends within countries

suffer from a lack of reliable, comparable data

(see box 1.1). The limited available evidence in-

dicates that worldwide, within-country income

inequality has been increasing for the past 30

years.36 Among the 73 countries with data (and

80% of the world’s people), 48 have seen in-

equality increase since the 1950s, 16 have ex-

perienced no change and only 9—with just 4%

of the world’s people—have seen inequality

fall.37 The increase in inequality has impeded

poverty reduction. Given current inequality lev-

els, most countries are not growing fast enough

to meet the poverty target. Thus efforts must

focus on making growth more pro-poor.38

Inequalities beyond income. This Report’s

human development index (HDI), when calcu-

lated for regions and for groups within countries,

can provide summary information on inequali-

ties in several aspects of human development

within countries (feature 1.2). This information

can spotlight stark contrasts that in many coun-

tries have fuelled national debates and helped pol-

icy-makers assess differences in human devel-

opment between regions, between rural and

urban areas and between ethnic and income

groups. In South Africa in 1996 the HDI for the

Northern Province was just 0.531, compared

with 0.712 for Gauteng.39 In Guatemala in 1998

the rural HDI, at 0.536, was well below the

urban HDI, at 0.672.40 In 1996 the HDI for

“untouchables” in Nepal, at 0.239, was almost

half that for Brahmins, at 0.439.41

Another way to look at the distribution of

human development achievements within coun-

tries is to estimate the human poverty index

(HPI), a measure introduced in Human De-
velopment Report 1997 to go beyond income

and consider poverty in the same multiple di-

mensions as the HDI: health, education and a

decent standard of living. The United Repub-

lic of Tanzania and Uganda, for example, have

similar HDI rankings (151 and 150), but Uganda

has higher human poverty (figure 1.9; indicator

table 3). 

Poverty is not just an issue for developing

countries (box 1.2). The HPI-2, calculated for

certain countries that belong to the Organisa-

tion for Economic Co-operation and Develop-

ment (OECD), can be particularly revealing

(see feature 1.2). Its focus on deprivations dif-
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Varying performance within
regions

Even the poorest people in rich countries generally have

much higher incomes than poor people in developing

countries—but they still suffer severe deprivation.

The reason? As a country gets richer, its inhabitants

require more expensive goods and services to take

part in normal life. Children may be unable to join in

classroom conversations if their parents do not own a

television; a construction worker may be unable to get

work without a car. Such goods, once luxuries, become

necessities as they proliferate throughout society. So,

even in a rich country with no absolute income poverty,

relative income poverty may lead to absolute poverty

in important dimensions of human development—

such as education, self-respect or the ability to get de-

cent work.

OECD countries have increased their incomes

over the past two decades, but most have seen ris-

ing income inequality—most consistently and dra-

matically in the United Kingdom and the United

States. Between 1979 and 1997 U.S. real GDP per

capita grew 38%, but the income of a family with me-

dian earnings grew only 9%. So most of the gain was

captured by the very richest people, with the incomes

of the richest 1% of families growing 140%, three

times the average. The income of the top 1% of

families was 10 times that of the median family in

1979—and 23 times in 1997.  

Canada and Denmark have bucked the OECD

trend, registering stable or slightly reduced inequal-

ity. This was achieved primarily through fiscal policy

and social transfers—indicating that with political

will, nothing is inevitable about inequality increasing

with rising incomes.

BOX 1.2

Poverty’s relative

Source: Smeeding and Grodner 2000; Atkinson 1999; Human Development Report Office calculations based on World Bank 2001e; Krugman 2002.
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ferentiates industrial countries more clearly,

using such indicators as poverty rates, func-

tional literacy and long-term unemployment

(see technical note). Estimated for 17 OECD

countries—with nearly identical HDIs—the

HPI-2s range from 6.8% in Sweden to 15.8% in

the United States (figure 1.10; indicator table 4).

Target 1b: Halve the proportion of people
suffering from hunger

Children suffer doubly from hunger: it affects

their daily lives and has devastating conse-

quences for their future mental and physical

health. In 50 countries with almost 40% of the

world’s people, more than one-fifth of chil-

dren under the age of five are underweight.42

That 17 of those countries are in the medium

human development category underscores

hunger’s pervasiveness. Still, the problem is

worst among the world’s poorest countries. In

Sub-Saharan Africa only South Africa has less

than a 10% incidence of child malnourishment.

In six Sub-Saharan countries that figure is

more than 40%. 

A rough indication of how countries are

moving towards halving hunger by 2015 comes

from changes in the number of malnourished

people—a less precise indicator of hunger than

child malnutrition rates, based on national food

availability and estimated distribution. In

1997–99 an estimated 815 million people were

undernourished: 777 million in developing

countries, 27 million in transition economies

and 11 million in industrial countries.43

There are some reasons for optimism. Fifty-

seven countries, with half of the world’s people,

have halved hunger or are on track to do so by

2015 (see feature 1.1). But progress is far from

universal. Twenty-four countries are far behind

in achieving the target. And in 15 more—6

from Sub-Saharan Africa—the situation wors-

ened in the 1990s. 

While the proportion of hungry people has

been declining, the world’s booming population

means that the number of malnourished people

has not been falling fast enough. During the

1990s it declined by just 6 million people a

year.44 At this rate it would take more than 130

years to rid the world of hunger.

GOAL 2—ACHIEVING UNIVERSAL PRIMARY

EDUCATION

Target 2a: Ensure that children
everywhere—boys and girls alike—
complete a full course of primary education 

Education is important in its own right and has

strong spillover benefits to mortality rates, in-

come and even social cohesion. Worldwide,

primary enrollments have been improving, ris-

ing from 80% in 1990 to 84% in 1998. But that

still means that of the 680 million children of

primary school age, 113 million are not in

school—97% of them in developing countries.45
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Many countries have good prospects for

achieving universal primary education. But there

is little middle ground: most of those not on track

to achieve the goal are far behind or have wors-

ening primary enrollments (see feature 1.1).

Sub-Saharan Africa fares worst—of the 21 coun-

tries with data, 14 are far behind the target or

have deteriorating enrollments. Furthermore, 93

countries with 39% of the world’s people do not

have sufficient data to make a judgement.

Enrolling children in primary school is only

half the battle, because it is meaningful only if

they complete it—which requires that they and

their families be able to resist the pressures of

forgone income and work in the home. Of the

few countries with data on primary school com-

pletion, most seem to be on track (appendix

table A1.1). But again the news is worse for

Sub-Saharan Africa, where 6 countries are on

track and 5 are far behind or slipping back—

and the 33 countries without data are likely to

be among the poor performers.

Literacy. One of the most important out-

comes of primary education is literacy. And lit-

eracy rates are slow to change, reflecting the

education of previous generations of children

and the history of school enrolment. Since 1975

literacy rates have increased substantially in all

developing regions (figure 1.11). East Asia and

the Pacific and Latin America and the Caribbean

seem to be converging, with close to 90% adult

literacy. But Sub-Saharan Africa, South Asia

and Arab States, despite significant progress, are

much further behind, with adult literacy rates

of about 60%. In the past 25 years literacy rates

in low human development countries have dou-

bled—though only to 50%. 

Functional literacy. Among OECD coun-

tries, literacy rates are often assumed to be close

to 100%. But the truth is very different. The con-

cept of functional illiteracy describes the in-

ability to understand and use common channels

of communication and information in an every-

day context, from newspapers and books to

pamphlets and instructions on medicine bottles.

Based on this measure, in most OECD countries

an incredible 10–20% of people are functionally

illiterate, with Sweden and Norway doing rel-

atively well at 8% and 9% while Ireland, the

United Kingdom and the United States have lev-

els over 20% (indicator table 4).

GOAL 3—ACHIEVING GENDER EQUALITY

AND EMPOWERING WOMEN

Target 3a: Eliminate gender disparities in
primary and secondary education,
preferably by 2005, and in all levels of
education by 2015

The Millennium Development Goal for gen-

der equality in education responds to dramatic

gender disparities in many parts of the world,

particularly South Asia and West, Central and

North Africa. In India the enrolment ratio of

boys aged 6–14 is 17 percentage points higher

than that of girls the same age, in Benin 21 per-

centage points. Yet in many developing coun-

tries, mostly in Latin America, girls have no

disadvantage or even a small advantage.46 Still,

of the world’s estimated 854 million illiterate

adults, 544 million are women—and of the 113

million children not in primary school, 60% are

girls.46 The world is still a long way from achiev-

ing equal rights and opportunities between fe-

males and males.

The gaps are closing in primary and, to a

lesser extent, secondary enrollments: 90 coun-

tries, with more than 60% of the world’s peo-
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ple, have achieved or are on track to achieving

gender equality in primary education by 2015—

and more than 80 in secondary education (see

feature 1.1; appendix table A1.1). 

Perhaps most surprising is the performance

of Arab States—countries generally associated

with high gender inequality. All but one of those

with data are on track to meet the target for pri-

mary enrollments. Again, Sub-Saharan Africa is

making the least progress, but even there most

countries have achieved or are on track to

achieve gender equality in primary enrolment.

Education is just one aspect of human de-

velopment in which there is discrimination be-

tween the sexes. Around the world, women still

earn only around 75% as much as men. Do-

mestic violence against women is common in

many societies. And around the world there

are an estimated 100 million “missing” women—

50 million in India alone—who would be alive

but for infanticide, neglect or sex-selective abor-

tions. A recent survey in India found 10,000

cases of female infanticide a year, and a study

of a clinic in Bombay found that 7,999 of 8,000

aborted foetuses were female.48

The gender-related development index

(GDI) adjusts the HDI for inequalities in the

achievements of men and women (see feature

1.2 and indicator table 21). With gender equal-

ity in human development, the GDI and the

HDI would be the same. But for all countries

the GDI is lower than the HDI, indicating

gender inequality everywhere. The extent of the

inequality varies significantly. Although many

countries have similar male and female liter-

acy rates, 43 countries—including India,

Mozambique and Yemen—have male rates at

least 15 percentage points higher than female

rates. 

Worse outcomes for women in many as-

pects of human development result from the fact

that their voices have less impact than men’s in

the decisions that shape their lives. This in-

equality in empowerment is partly captured by

the gender empowerment measure (GEM), in-

troduced in Human Development Report
1995 to help assess gender inequality in eco-

nomic and political opportunities. This year

the GEM has been estimated for 66 countries

(indicator table 23). Some observations:

• GEM values range from less than 0.300 to

more than 0.800—indicating enormous variation

around the world in empowering women.

• Only 5 of the 66 countries—Denmark, Fin-

land, Iceland, Norway and Sweden—have a GEM

above 0.800, while 22 have a GEM below 0.500. 

• Some developing countries outperform

much richer industrial countries. The Bahamas

and Trinidad and Tobago are ahead of Italy

and Japan. Barbados’s GEM is 25% higher than

Greece’s. The message: high income is not a pre-

requisite to creating opportunities for women.

Inequalities beyond gender. The Millen-

nium Development Goals consider gender in-

equality in education—but this is only one

aspect of unfair access to schooling. While

gender gaps in education are large in some

countries and nonexistent in others, wealth

gaps exist the world over. Extreme examples

include Senegal, where the enrolment ratio for

6–14-year-olds from the poorest households

is 52 percentage points lower than for those

from the richest households, and Zambia, with

a 36 point difference. Such wealth gaps per-

petuate the cycle of poverty: those born poor

are likely to die poor. Furthermore, in some

countries (Egypt, India, Morocco, Niger, Pak-

istan) the gender gap in education is much

larger for poor households. In India the gen-

der gap in enrolment is only 3 percentage points

in the richest households, but 34 points in the

poorest.49

One cause of such gaps is that in many

countries, public spending on education is

skewed towards the rich. In Ecuador the poor-

est 20% of households receive only 11% of pub-

lic education spending, while the richest 20%

receive 26%—more than twice as much.50 Even

when public spending is distributed more eq-

uitably, rich parents can buy a far better edu-

cation for their children at private schools. In

Chile, Peru, the Philippines and Thailand pri-

vate spending accounts for more than 40% of

education spending.51

Education inequality is also a serious prob-

lem in some industrial countries. In the United

States race is a significant factor: minorities

have lower schooling levels and less access to

high-quality schooling. Controlling for parental

education and immigrant status, young African
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PROGRESS TOWARDS THE MILLENNIUM DEVELOPMENT GOALS—HOW MANY COUNTRIES ARE ON TRACK?

Millennium Development Goal 1—halving hunger

Millennium Development Goal 2—achieving universal primary education

 FEATURE 1.1 

Far Slipping 
Achieved On track Lagging behind back No data

Sub-Saharan Africa 2 14 2 11 6 9
Arab States 1 5 0 1 0 10
East Asia and the Pacific 0 6 0 3 1 9
South Asia 0 3 0 3 0 2
Latin America and the Caribbean 3 10 2 5 3 10
Central and E. Europe and the CIS 0 11 0 0 1 13
Total 6 51 4 24 15 68
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Far Slipping 
Achieved On track Lagging behind back No data

Sub-Saharan Africa 0 7 0 9 5 23
Arab States 1 6 0 4 0 6
East Asia and the Pacific 3 7 0 0 0 9
South Asia    0 0 0 0 1 7
Latin America and the Caribbean 2 11 0 2 1 17
Central and E. Europe and the CIS 1 11 0 0 1 12
Total 8 43 0 15 9 93
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Millennium Development Goal 4—reducing under-five mortality by two-thirds

Millennium Development Goal 3—achieving gender equality in primary education

Millennium Development Goal 7—halving the proportion of people without sustainable, safe drinking water

Far Slipping 
Achieved On track Lagging behind back No data

Sub-Saharan Africa 0 7 3 24 10 0
Arab States 0 11 1 4 1 0
East Asia and the Pacific 0 13 1 3 1 1
South Asia 0 6 1 1 0 0
Latin America and the Caribbean 0 25 0 8 0 0
Central and E. Europe and the CIS 0 10 0 13 2 0
Total 0 85 7 59 15 2
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Far Slipping 
Achieved On track Lagging behind back No data

Sub-Saharan Africa 5 15 0 8 1 15
Arab States 1 12 0 1 0 3
East Asia and the Pacific 5 7 0 1 0 6
South Asia 0 5 0 0 0 3
Latin America and the Caribbean 3 13 0 1 0 16
Central and E. Europe and the CIS 4 16 0 0 0 5
Total 20 70 0 13 1 64 Achieved Slipping

back
On track Lagging
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data
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Far Slipping 
Achieved On track Lagging behind back No data

Sub-Saharan Africa 1 9 4 9 0 21
Arab States 0 8 0 3 0 6
East Asia and the Pacific 0 6 1 4 0 8
South Asia 3 4 0 0 0 1
Latin America and the Caribbean 1 21 1 2 0 8
Central and E. Europe and the CIS 0 8 0 0 0 17
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data
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Note: Regions include only HDI countries while the total includes all UN member countries excluding high-income OECD members.
Source: Human Development Report Office calculations based on appendix table A1.3.
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Americans perform worse in functional literacy

tests than do young white Americans—on av-

erage, by the equivalent of four to five years of

schooling. The gap for Hispanic Americans is

one and a half to two years.52

GOAL 4—REDUCING CHILD MORTALITY

Target 4a: Reduce infant and under-five
mortality rates by two-thirds

Every year about 11 million children die of pre-

ventable causes,52 often for want of simple and

easily provided improvements in nutrition, san-

itation and maternal health and education. Some

developing regions have made rapid improve-

ments in this area—especially Arab States, where

6% of children die before age five, down from

20% in 1970 (figure 1.12). 

Although Latin America and the Caribbean

is doing well as a whole, eight countries are far from

achieving the infant mortality target. In East Asia

and the Pacific 13 countries are on track but 3, in-

cluding China, are far behind—and in Cambodia

under-five mortality rates are increasing (see fea-

ture 1.1). Central and Eastern Europe and the CIS,

doing badly as a whole, combines good perfor-

mance from the European countries and worse

performance from the more populous CIS coun-

tries. In Sub-Saharan Africa 34 of 44 countries are

far behind or slipping back.

Immunizations against leading diseases are

a vital element in improving child survival. After

soaring in the 1980s, immunizations in devel-

oping countries levelled off at about 75% in

the 1990s. And in recent years the proportion

of children immunized in Sub-Saharan Africa

has fallen below 50%.54

Child mortality has a dramatic effect on a

country’s life expectancy, which is part of the

HDI and is an excellent indicator of a country’s

overall health. Between 1975 and 2000 East

Asia and the Pacific increased life expectancy

by about 8 years, to almost 70 (figure 1.13).

South Asia, Latin America and the Caribbean

and Arab States also achieved consistent in-

creases. But high-income OECD countries are

still head and shoulders above the rest, with a

life expectancy of 77 years—7 years more than

the next-highest region.

Sub-Saharan Africa, ravaged by HIV/AIDS

and conflict, saw life expectancy reverse in the

1990s from already tragically low levels. East-

ern Europe and the CIS also suffered a decline,

and is the only other region where life ex-

pectancy is lower now than in 1990.

GOAL 5—IMPROVING MATERNAL HEALTH

Target 5a: Reduce maternal mortality
ratios by three-quarters

Every year more than 500,000 women die as a re-

sult of pregnancy and childbirth,54 with huge re-

gional disparities (table 1.3). The situation is worst

in Sub-Saharan Africa, where a woman has a 1 in

13 chance of dying in pregnancy or childbirth. 

Increasing the number of births attended by

skilled health personnel is key to reducing ma-

ternal mortality ratios, and again there is wide

variation—with as few as 29% of births attended

by skilled personnel in South Asia and 37% in

Sub-Saharan Africa.55

There are not enough data on maternal

mortality or births attended by skilled health per-

sonnel to assess how countries are progressing

towards this important goal, indicating an ur-

gent need for more complete, comparable data

on this vital issue.
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GOAL 6—COMBATING HIV/AIDS,
MALARIA AND OTHER DISEASES

Target 6a: Halt and begin to reverse the
spread of HIV/AIDS

By the end of 2000 almost 22 million people had

died from AIDS, 13 million children had lost

their mother or both parents to the disease and

more than 40 million people were living with the

HIV virus—90% of them in developing coun-

tries, 75% in Sub-Saharan Africa.56

In Botswana, the most affected country,

more than a third of adults have HIV/AIDS and

a child born today can expect to live only 36

years—about half as long as if the disease did

not exist (figure 1.14). In Burkina Faso, the

20th most affected country, 330,000 adults are

living with HIV/AIDS, and life expectancy has

fallen by 8 years.57

The toll on life expectancy is only the be-

ginning. In Thailand one-third of AIDS-affected

rural families saw their incomes fall by half be-

cause the time of farmers, and those caring for

them, was taken from the fields.58 At the same

time, medical expenses shoot up. In Côte

d’Ivoire caring for a male AIDS patient costs an

average of $300 a year, a quarter to half of the

net annual income of most small farms.59 The

effect on poor households, with little or no sav-

ings to cope with such shocks, is devastating. In

urban Côte d’Ivoire food consumption dropped

41% per capita, and school outlays halved.60

HIV/AIDS is also a concern in the

Caribbean, the region with the second highest

infection rate. In Latin America 1.3 million peo-

ple have HIV/AIDS. Central and Eastern Eu-

rope and the CIS has fast-rising infection

rates—240,000 people are now infected in

Ukraine.61 And there are warnings that Asia is

on the verge of an epidemic. In Ho Chi Minh

City, Vietnam, one sex worker in five is HIV pos-

itive, up from almost none in the mid-1990s. And

nearly 4 million people are now infected in

India, second only to South Africa.62 Without

strong preventative measures, as in Thailand, the

epidemic could rage out of control.

There are no comparable trend data for as-

sessing how well countries are fighting the dis-

ease. But it is clear that policies can make a

difference and that contraceptive prevalence

and reproductive rights for women are vital.

Through preventive measures, Uganda reduced

HIV rates from 14% in the early 1990s to around

8% by the end of the 1990s.63

Also vital is providing treatment and care to

those already affected. But at a cost of $300 per

year per patient—well over half the GDP per

capita of Sub-Saharan Africa—antiretroviral

drugs that can prolong life expectancy are out of

reach for the average African HIV patient. As

homes to the leading pharmaceutical compa-

nies, some industrial countries have pressured de-

veloping countries not to manufacture generic

alternatives of these patented drugs. But in No-
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Global disparities in life expectancy
TABLE 1.3

Maternal mortality is much higher in
some regions

Lifetime
chance of dying

in pregnancy
Region or childbirth

Sub-Saharan Africa 1 in 13
South Asia 1 in 54
Middle East and North Africa 1 in 55
Latin America and the Caribbean 1 in 157
East Asia and the Pacific 1 in 283
Central and Eastern Europe 

and CIS 1 in 797
OECD 1 in 4,085

Note: Data refer to most recent year available.
Source: UNICEF 2002.
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vember 2001 the World Trade Organization

ministerial conference in Doha, Qatar, adopted

the Declaration on Trade-Related Intellectual

Property Rights and Public Health, affirming

the sovereign right of governments to protect

public health. The legal status of this declaration

is not yet clear, but it indicates that rulings on dis-

putes may now favour public health. One issue

that remains uncertain is whether countries can

override patents and produce generic drugs for

export to other developing countries—a crucial

question for all developing countries with no

pharmaceutical industry of their own. Goal 8, de-

veloping a global partnership for development,

includes the aspiration of resolving this problem

with the help of pharmaceutical companies.

Whether this proves to be possible, in the wake

of the Doha declaration it is clear that interna-

tional law must put global public health first.

Target 6b: Halt and begin to reverse the
incidence of malaria and other major
diseases

Every year there are more than 300 million cases

of malaria, 90% of them in Sub-Saharan Africa.64

And every year 60 million people are infected

with tuberculosis.65 Current medical technolo-

gies can prevent these diseases from being fatal,

but lack of access means that tuberculosis kills

2 million people a year66 and malaria 1 mil-

lion.67 The poorest people typically suffer most.

Without much more effective control, by

2020 nearly 1 billion people will be infected

and 35 million will die from tuberculosis.68 In

addition to its human costs, disease takes a

heavy economic toll: for instance, high malaria

prevalence can lower economic growth by 1%

or more a year.69 Work is under way to

strengthen national health systems and increase

international support, and there are some en-

couraging signs: the World Health Organization,

for example, has struck a deal with the Swiss firm

Novartis on the drug Coartem, an extremely ef-

fective malaria treatment. The price of this drug,

which can reduce infection and fatality rates

by 75%, has fallen to less than $2.50 a treat-

ment.70 But this is still far more than many peo-

ple can afford—and only the beginning of efforts

to overcome these diseases.

GOAL 7—ENSURING ENVIRONMENTAL

SUSTAINABILITY

The diversity of environmental issues across

countries and regions makes it extremely diffi-

cult to set global targets, so this goal sets out gen-

eral principles for achieving sustainability and

reducing the human costs of environmental

degradation.

Target 7a: Integrate the principles of
sustainable development into country
policies and programmes and reverse the
loss of environmental resources

Global warming is a universal concern—and car-

bon dioxide emissions are one of its main causes.

Such emissions have increased dramatically, to

more than 6.6 billion tons in 1998, up from 5.3

billion in 1980.71 High-income countries gen-

erate a far higher proportion than their share of

the world’s population (figure 1.15).

Around the world, goods production has

generally become more energy-efficient in the past

few decades. But the increased volume of global

production means that such improvements are

far from sufficient to reduce world carbon diox-

ide emissions. So the Kyoto Protocol to the

Framework Convention on Climate Change aims

to reduce emissions, mainly through controls on

industrial pollution. The protocol could be a

big step towards controlling emissions. But 165

countries, responsible for 89% of global carbon

dioxide emissions, have yet to ratify it (indicator

table 19). The key missing player is the United

States, responsible for almost one-quarter of the

world’s carbon dioxide emissions.

The ratification of international treaties can

be a useful means of measuring a country’s for-

mal commitment to key environmental issues

that are not globally monitorable. Deforestation,

risks to endangered species and the state of the

world’s fisheries are broadly covered by the

1992 Convention on Biological Diversity, rati-

fied by 168 countries (indicator table 19). But

such treaties are no guarantee of action. What

is needed is detailed understanding of the situ-

ation in each country, with plans to ensure that

people’s enjoyment of the Earth is not at the ex-

pense of others—today or in the future. 
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To that end Agenda 21, adopted in 1992 by

governments at the United Nations Conference

on Environment and Development (UNCED)

in Rio de Janeiro, establishes principles for

achieving sustainable development based on

the need to manage the economy, the environ-

ment and social issues in a coherent, coordinated

fashion. By March 2002, 73 countries had signed

Agenda 21 and 33 countries had ratified it.72

One major topic addressed by Agenda 21

is desertification. Dryland ecosystems—cover-

ing more than a third of the world’s land area—

are extremely vulnerable to overexploitation

and inappropriate land use. Poverty, political in-

stability, deforestation, overgrazing and bad ir-

rigation practices can all undermine the land’s

productivity.

The human cost is enormous. More than 250

million people living off the land are directly af-

fected by desertification. In addition, the liveli-

hoods of 1 billion people in more than a hundred

countries are at risk. These include many of the

world’s poorest, most marginalized and politi-

cally powerless people.

The United Nations Convention to Combat

Desertification—ratified by 115 countries—

aims to combat desertification and mitigate the

effects of drought, particularly in Africa. This

requires long-term integrated strategies that

focus on increasing the productivity of land

and on rehabilitating, conserving and sustain-

ably managing land and water resources.73

Target 7b: Halve the proportion of people
without sustainable safe drinking water

Target 7c: Achieve, by 2020, a significant
improvement in the lives of at least 100
million slum dwellers

Environmental conditions particularly affect the

health of poor people. Traditional hazards such

as lack of safe drinking water, sanitation and

waste disposal lead to major outbreaks of diar-

rhoea, malaria and cholera. Modern hazards such

as urban and indoor air pollution can lead to

respiratory infections, while exposure to agroin-

dustrial chemicals and waste also causes harm.

The Millennium Declaration separates the

goals for safe water and sanitation, using sani-

tation as an indicator of improving the lives of

slum dwellers. In 2000, 1.1 billion people lacked

access to safe water, and 2.4 billion did not

have access to any form of improved sanitation

services.74

The health consequences are significant.

About 4 billion cases of diarrhoea occur each

year, leading to 2.2 million deaths, predomi-

nantly among children—representing 15% of

child deaths in developing countries. Other

concerns include intestinal worms, which infect

about 10% of people in the developing world,

and trachoma, which has left 6 million people

blind and another 500 million at risk.75

Human dignity is also at stake. A survey in

the Philippines found that among the reasons

given for wanting latrines, rural households

cited the desire for privacy, cleaner surround-

ings, lack of flies and lack of embarrassment

ahead of health benefits.76

There was progress in the 1990s: 800 mil-

lion more people now have access to improved

water than in 1990, and 750 million more to im-

proved sanitation.77 Most countries with data are

on track to halving the proportion of people

without access to improved water sources (see

feature 1.1). But the challenge remains enor-

mous, with 27% of the world’s people living in

countries that are far behind the target.

GOAL 8—DEVELOPING A GLOBAL

PARTNERSHIP FOR DEVELOPMENT

The implications of goal 8 are clear: global ac-

tion must create an environment in which all

people and countries have the chance to real-

ize their potential. 

International aid for the Millennium
Development Goals

A key responsibility is finance. Aid from official

and new sources is essential to kickstart the

performance of countries failing to achieve the

goals—as well as to keep on track those doing

well. But how much aid is needed? Accurately

estimating the costs of achieving the millen-

nium goals is almost impossible—but it is im-

portant for understanding the size of the

responsibility of richer nations. Detailed coun-

More than 250 million

people living off the land

are directly affected by

desertification
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try assessments should be the basis of global es-

timates. These would allow thorough investi-

gations of how countries are progressing towards

the goals, better understanding of the areas for

policies to focus on and a much more accurate

estimate of the costs of these policies and pos-

sible sources of finance. Currently, there are

too few country studies of this type to paint a

global picture (boxes 1.3 and 1.4). 

Calculating an overall estimate of the cost of

achieving all the goals using less direct means is

tricky because it must take into account the pos-

itive side effects of achieving success in different

areas. Some consensus is being reached on a fig-

ure that takes these synergies into account—giv-

ing a rough total of $40–60 billion a year in

addition to the current $56 billion (figure 1.16). 

While approximate, these numbers give an

idea of what is required. When compared with

current official development assistance from

industrial countries, around $56 billion a year,

it is clear that aid needs to double. That would

amount to about 0.5% of GNP of the countries

on the Development Assistance Committee

(DAC) of the Organisation for Economic Co-

operation and Development—substantially less

than the 0.7% agreed at the UN General As-

sembly in 1970.

The Millennium Declaration set no specific

targets for aid, but if it had most OECD coun-

tries would be performing badly. Of the 22

countries on the DAC, 17 give less than 0.5%

of their GNP in foreign aid, and 11 give less than

0.3%—and most gave less in 2000 than in 1990

(figure 1.17).78 Countries with big economies

give the most in absolute terms but not as a

percentage of GNP. At $13.5 billion, Japan

gives the most aid of all countries, though as a

share of its GNP it is in the middle of the range.

The United States gives the second highest

amount but the lowest proportion (indicator

table 15).

Aid has fallen substantially in recent years,

but announcements in March 2002—at the

UN’s International Conference on Financing for

Development—suggest that this trend may be

reversing. The Bush administration proposed in-

creasing aid over the next three fiscal years so

that from the third year onwards the United

States would give an additional $5 billion a year

over the current level—representing a 50% in-

crease, to about 0.15% of GNP.79 EU heads of

state and government announced a new target

of 0.39% of GNP, to be achieved by 2006, rep-

resenting an additional $7 billion a year.80

Though short of doubling aid, and the 0.5% of

GNP needed, the proposed increases are a step

in the right direction.

Some countries, generally smaller, have

bucked the recent trend of diminishing aid.

During the 1990s Ireland doubled its aid from

0.16% of GNP to 0.30%, and Luxembourg

tripled its from 0.21% to 0.71%. 

Alternative forms of financing have become

more important but fall far short of substitut-

ing for increased official aid. Though small rel-

ative to official development assistance, resources

generated by non-governmental organizations

(NGOs) are substantial (table 1.4). The same is

true of contributions by philanthropists. The

George Soros Foundation Network gives about

$500 million a year, most of it in developing and

transition countries, with a focus on human

rights, culture and economic and social devel-

opment.81 And the Bill and Melinda Gates

Foundation has given more than $4 billion since

the beginning of 2000, with half of it spent on

global health initiatives.82

Many developing countries still pay enor-

mous sums in debt. Not all debt is bad: borrowing

today to provide returns tomorrow is often pru-

dent. But in many countries debt strangles the

public purse—and is often for money spent un-

productively long ago, by authoritarian regimes.

The most recent move to reduce debt is the

Heavily Indebted Poor Countries (HIPC) ini-

tiative, launched by the World Bank and the In-

ternational Monetary Fund (IMF) in 1996 to

provide comprehensive debt relief to the

world’s poorest, most heavily indebted coun-

tries.83 For low human development countries,

28 of them part of the initiative, debt service

fell from 5.1% of GDP in 1990 to 3.6% in 2000

(indicator table 16). But there have been calls,

led by Jubilee 2000, that the relief is not

enough—and that too many countries desper-

ately in need are not included. Recent new

commitments by the World Bank and the IMF

to deepen and broaden debt relief are positive

developments.84

ODA

Source: World Bank and IMF 2001.

Current ODA
$56 billion

Total ODA required
to meet all goals
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Better aid

More aid may be needed to achieve the goals,

but there is no guarantee it will have the right

impact in the right places. For transfers to hit

the targets laid out in the Millennium Declara-

tion, there needs to be not only more aid, but

better aid. 

Who should receive it? Donors are con-

centrating aid in countries with a demonstrated

ability to monitor and use it effectively.85 While

understandable, this approach also bears great

risks. It means that the countries falling behind

in achieving the goals, and in greatest need of

resources, are least likely to receive aid. 

Not only does aid need to be directed to the

countries that need it most, it must also go to

the right sectors. Only $2 billion of the annual

aid from DAC countries is directed towards

education.86 To achieve the goals for educa-

tion, this will have to increase by $9–12 billion,

from about 3.5% of aid to well over 10%. Sim-

ilarly, a larger proportion of aid will need to go

to other basic social services to achieve the

goals. But that raises tough issues of setting pri-

orities and reaching an understanding of how

best to distribute aid among competing areas. 

Trade and foreign direct investment

One-way financial transfers will not be enough

to build a global partnership, nor should they

be. Developing countries need to compete and

prosper in the world economy to drive their

own development. The financial flows that de-

veloping countries receive from exports dwarf

those from other sources, indicating how inte-

grated many of these countries already are (see

table 1.4). And during the 1990s foreign direct

investment grew faster than other financial flows

to developing countries, from 0.9% of their

GDP to 2.5% (indicator table 16). Developing

countries—especially the poorest countries—still

receive only a tiny fraction of total foreign di-

rect investment, but that inflow is now greater

than official development assistance.

In principle, participating in the global mar-

ket offers the same benefits as a flourishing

market economy within a country. But global

trade is highly regulated, with the powerful

holding sway and the playing field far from

level. The average poor person in a developing

Examining the Millennium Development

Goals at the global level provides only so

much understanding of how much progress

is being made, how far there is to go and

what needs to be done—to achieve the goals

or to move on to further challenges. These

questions need to be investigated at the

country level, and national Millennium De-

velopment Goal reports are being produced

to fill this gap. Reports have been published

for Bolivia, Cambodia, Cameroon, Chad,

Madagascar, Nepal, the United Republic

of Tanzania and Viet Nam, and more are on

the way. The reports provide a deeper, more

detailed story than the global analysis—and

sometimes contradict it.

Providing access to safe water in
Uganda
Over the past decade Uganda’s water ser-

vices have expanded considerably, with na-

tional data showing the proportion of people

without access to safe water falling from

82% in 1991 to 46% in 2001—placing the

country well within reach of the Millen-

nium Development Goal target. Yet inter-

national data indicate that Uganda is far

behind achieving the target (appendix table

A1.3). To truly understand a country’s

progress, it is important to reach consensus

on definitions, sources and standardization

procedures. Uganda has also gone a step fur-

ther and set a national target of universal ac-

cess to safe water. This will require further

protecting water sources to counter the re-

ceding water table—which will require com-

munity participation and ownership. 

Combating HIV/AIDS in Malawi
Malawi’s government recognizes that its

HIV/AIDS problem has grown well be-

yond the realm of the traditional public

health sector and that, if not contained, the

pandemic will become the greatest danger

to national development. Policy is now fo-

cused on raising awareness and improving

information, aggressively promoting be-

haviour change and increasing condom

use—particularly among high-risk groups.

The government has established a network

of decentralized public-private partnerships

charged with implementing a multisectoral

campaign against HIV/AIDS. 

Primary education in the Philippines
For better-off countries, achieving the goals

is not a sufficient target for development—

further challenges remain, specific to each

country, and should not be overlooked. The

Philippines has already achieved the goal of

universal primary enrolment. But to further

improve education levels, policy is now fo-

cused on raising completion rates and

schooling quality. National targets have

been set to increase the number of teachers

by 70% between now and 2015, the num-

ber of classrooms by 60% and the stock of

textbooks by 130%.

Source: UNDP 2002e.

BOX 1.3

Achieving the Millenium Development Goals—country by country
TABLE 1.4

Exports and debt service dominate
resource flows to and from developing
countries

Percentage
of developing

countries’
Type of flows GDP, 2000

Exports 26.0
Debt service 6.3
Net foreign direct investment 2.5
Aid 0.5
Net grants from NGOs 0.1

Source: Human Development Report Office calculations based on indi-
cator tables 14, 15 and 16. 
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Published every year or two, national human

development reports build on the analytical

framework of the global Human Development
Report by examining countries’ most pressing

development issues and exploring ways to place

human development at the forefront of the na-

tional political agenda. 

National human development reports are

unique country-owned products, written by

leading national experts and intellectuals and

often containing data not published elsewhere.

Through a country-led process of consultation,

research and report writing, they bring together

diverse voices, put difficult issues on the table

and help mobilize action for human development

policy-making. The reports are also a tool for pol-

icy analysis and planning that contribute to

progress towards the Millennium Development

Goals and provide a unique, valuable resource

in analysing global issues.

Six fundamental principles underpin the

creation of successful national human develop-

ment reports and form the UNDP’s corporate

policy on them: 

• National ownership.

• Independent analysis.

• High-quality analysis.

• Participatory, inclusive preparation.

• Flexible, creative presentation.

• Sustained follow-up.

Since 1992 more than 400 regional and na-

tional human development reports have been

produced in more than 135 countries. 

All national human development reports

emphasize key human development concepts.

In addition, each national team addresses specific

themes tied to the country’s most urgent devel-

opment issues. Reports have addressed human de-

velopment approaches to governance, poverty,

economic growth, gender, peace and security, sur-

vival and health, the environment, education and

information and communications technology.

Although 299 national reports have been on gen-

eral human development, most have addressed

other pressing issues facing the nation at the

time of publication—including 263 that have

analysed governance-related topics such as civil

society, youth, human rights, the role of the state,

decentralization, social cohesion and exclusion,

participation, inequity and democracy (see tables).

The reports offer concrete policy recommenda-

tions on how to tackle these thematic areas

through the human development prism. 

BOX 1.4

National human development reports—innovations in national policy

National human development reports by theme

Asia and Eastern Europe Latin America
Theme Africa Arab States the Pacific and the CIS and the Caribbean Total

General human development 86 18 32 100 63 299
Governance 41 14 20 145 43 263
Poverty, incomes and economic growth 54 15 35 123 39 266
Gender 12 8 11 27 5 63
Peace and security 7 1 3 28 9 48
Survival and health 11 5 13 34 6 69
Environment 18 4 12 39 8 81
Knowledge 11 10 11 45 8 85

National human development reports with analysis of governance related topics

Asia and Eastern Europe Latin America
Africa Arab States the Pacific and the CIS and the Caribbean Total

Governance 19 1 4 30 11 65
Civil society 8 0 1 12 0 21
Youth 0 3 4 7 2 16
Human rights 3 0 1 11 2 17
Role of the state 3 2 3 21 15 44
Decentralization 2 1 2 11 5 21
Social cohesion and exclusion 0 0 3 25 2 30
Participation 4 5 1 18 1 29
Inequity 0 0 0 2 1 3
Democracy 2 2 1 8 4 17

Note: Reports can cover more than one theme.

Source: National Human Development Report Unit calculations based on UNDP 2002d.

Latin America
and the Caribbean
63

Arab States  26

Asia and the Pacific  50

Africa  106

Eastern Europe & CIS
157

National human development reports 
published since 1992



THE STATE AND PROGRESS OF HUMAN DEVELOPMENT 33

country selling into global markets confronts

barriers twice as high as the typical worker in

industrial countries,87 where agricultural sub-

sidies alone are about $1 billion a day—more

than six times total aid. These barriers and sub-

sidies cost developing countries more in lost

export opportunities than the $56 billion in aid

they receive each year.88

If there were a levelling of the global play-

ing field, many of the gains would come in low-

income, low-skill areas such as agriculture,

textiles and clothing. So in many cases both the

poorest countries and the poorest people would

benefit.89 Eliminating trade barriers and subsi-

dies in industrial countries that inhibit imports

from developing countries is therefore an urgent

priority, and potentially a route to greatly ac-

celerated development.

The Millennium Declaration’s call for a

non-discriminatory trading system places a

clear responsibility on the world’s richer coun-

tries, but it is a small step towards changing the

system. And while liberalizing trade will bring

substantial gains overall, it is not universally a

win-win situation—some sectors in some coun-

tries will lose out, and they are likely to voice

opposition.

But the losers must be seen as more than lob-

bying groups to overcome. They are individu-

als, families and communities whose lives change

immediately and for the worse because of glob-

alization and foreign competition. People across

the globe share this despair, and as trade con-

tinues to liberalize, their numbers will grow.

Although the question remains a subject of

vigorous debate, a number of recent studies

have suggested that increased international

trade was a factor in the sharp increase in in-

equality in industrial countries in the 1980s

and 1990s.91 But holding trade back is most

likely to hurt those who are even poorer in de-

veloping countries.

Since trade increases overall income, the

answer to this moral dilemma—which appears

to pit poor workers in industrial countries

against even poorer workers in developing

countries—is to redistribute some of the over-

all gain to those who directly lose out. That

means providing greater social security and

more help in finding alternative employment

for people who lose their jobs. Canada and

Denmark have successfully used fiscal trans-

fers and social security to counter rising in-

equality in before-tax market wages (see box

1.2), showing that the inevitable sectoral losses

from increased trade can be distributed fairly

within each economy.

To ensure that the gains from globalization

are more widely distributed, industrial countries

need to eliminate trade barriers against devel-

oping countries. The 2001 World Trade Orga-

nization meeting in Doha produced a framework

for lowering trade barriers worldwide, but there

is concern that reductions in the most important

areas—barriers against textiles and subsidies

for agriculture—may stall when the formal rules

are developed. Industrial countries must also en-

sure that domestic workers in sectors hit by

global competition do not shoulder the full bur-

den of the adjustments that global innovation

and integration can bring. 

The new era of global integration offers

enormous potential benefits. But they will not

be realized unless more of the world’s people are

included. This has important implications for na-

tional and international policies in industrial as

well as developing countries. Perhaps the most

important is the need to include more people in

the decisions that shape their lives in the mod-

ern world—and to include more people in the

economic and social gains. The challenge of

achieving these goals and finally making demo-

cratic governance work for human development

in its fullest sense is the focus of this Report.

The average poor person

in a developing country

selling into global

markets confronts barriers

twice as high as the

typical worker in

industrial countries
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HDI, HPI-1, HPI-2, GDI—same components, different measurements

Index Longevity Knowledge Decent standard of living Participation or exclusion

HDI Life expectancy at birth 1. Adult literacy rate GDP per capita (PPP US$) —
2. Combined enrolment ratio

HPI-1 Probability at birth of Adult illiteracy rate Deprivation in economic provisioning, measured by: —
not surviving to age 40 1. Percentage of people not using improved water sources

2. Percentage of children under five who are underweight

HPI-2 Probability at birth of Percentage of adults lacking functional Percentage of people living below the income poverty line Long-term 
not surviving to age 60 literacy skills (50% of median disposable household income) unemployment rate 

(12 months or more)

GDI Female and male 1. Female and male adult literacy rates Estimated female and male earned —
life expectancy at birth 2. Female and male combined primary, income, reflecting women’s and men’s 

secondary and tertiary enrolment ratios command over resources
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Human development index
The human development index (HDI) is a simple

summary measure of three dimensions of the human

development concept: living a long and healthy life,

being educated and having a decent standard of liv-

ing (see technical note). Thus it combines measures of

life expectancy, school enrolment, literacy and income

to allow a broader view of a country’s development than

using income alone—which is too often equated with

well-being. Since the creation of the HDI in 1990

three supplementary indices have been developed to

highlight particular aspects of human development: the

human poverty index (HPI), gender-related develop-

ment index (GDI) and gender empowerment mea-

sure (GEM).

The HDI can highlight the successes of some coun-

tries and the slower progress of others. Venezuela started

with a higher HDI than Brazil in 1975, but Brazil has made

much faster progress. Finland had a lower HDI than

Switzerland in 1975 but today is slightly ahead. Rankings

by HDI and by GDP per capita can also differ, showing

that high levels of human development can be achieved

without high incomes—and that high incomes do not

guarantee high levels of human development (see indi-

cator table 1). Pakistan and Viet Nam have similar in-

comes, but Viet Nam has done much more to translate

that income into human development. Similarly, Jamaica

has achieved a much better HDI than Morocco with

about the same income.

Swaziland achieves the same HDI as Botswana

with less than two-thirds of the income, and the same

is true of the Philippines and Thailand. So with the

right policies, countries can advance human develop-

ment even with low incomes. 

Most regions have seen steady progress in HDI

over the past 20 years, with East Asia and the Pacific per-

forming particularly well in the 1990s. Arab States have

also seen substantial growth, exceeding the average in-

crease for developing countries. Sub-Saharan Africa, by

contrast, has been almost stagnant—on par with South

Asia in 1985, it has fallen far behind. Two groups of

countries have suffered such setbacks: CIS countries

going through what has become for many a long, painful

transition to market economies, and poor African coun-

tries whose development has been hindered or reversed

for a variety of reasons—including HIV/AIDS and in-

ternal and external conflicts. 

Although the HDI is a useful starting point, it

omits vital aspects of human development, notably the

ability to participate in the decisions that affect one’s life.

A person can be rich, healthy and well-educated, but

without this ability human development is held back. 

The omission of dimensions of freedoms from the

HDI has been highlighted since the first Human De-
velopment Reports—and drove the creation of a

human freedom index (HFI) in 1991 and a political free-

dom index (PFI) in 1992. Neither measure survived past

its first year, testament to the difficulty of adequately

capturing in a single index such complex aspects of

human development. But that does not mean that in-

dicators of political and civil freedoms can be ignored

entirely in considering the state of a country’s human

development.

When indicators of democracy and participation are

considered alongside the HDI, some different stories

emerge. Greece and Singapore rank closely on the HDI,

but when democratic participation is also considered

Greece does considerably better. The same applies to

Belarus and the Russian Federation, with the Russian

Federation receiving better democracy scores—

measuring its democratic achievements (see indicator

table 1 and appendix table A1.1). 

There is no simple relationship between the HDI

and democracy, although the countries with the high-

est levels of democracy also have relatively high HDIs.

Chapter 2 examines the relationship in detail and finds

MEASURING HUMAN DEVELOPMENT: THE HUMAN DEVELOPMENT INDICES

Different paths in HDI

FEATURE 1.2
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that there is no automatic link between democracy and

development.

Human poverty index
While the HDI measures overall progress in a country

in achieving human development, the human poverty

index (HPI) reflects the distribution of progress and

measures the backlog of deprivations that still exists. The

HPI measures deprivation in the same dimensions of

basic human development as the HDI.

HPI-1
The HPI-1 measures poverty in developing countries.

It focuses on deprivations in three dimensions: longevity,

as measured by the probability at birth of not surviving

to age 40; knowledge, as measured by the adult illiter-

acy rate; and overall economic provisioning, public and

private, as measured by the percentage of people not

using improved water sources and the percentage of chil-

dren under five who are underweight.

HPI-2
Because human deprivation varies with the social and

economic conditions of a community, a separate index,

the HPI-2, has been devised to measure human poverty

in selected OECD countries, drawing on the greater

availability of data. The HPI-2 focuses on deprivation

in the same three dimensions as the HPI-1 and one ad-

ditional one, social exclusion. The indicators are the

probability at birth of not surviving to age 60, the adult

functional illiteracy rate, the percentage of people

living below the income poverty line (with dispos-

able household income less than 50% of the median)

and the long-term unemployment rate (12 months or

more).

Gender-related development index
The gender-related development index (GDI) mea-

sures achievements in the same dimensions and using

the same indicators as the HDI, but captures inequal-

ities in achievement between women and men. It is

simply the HDI adjusted downward for gender in-

equality. The greater is the gender disparity in basic

human development, the lower is a country’s GDI com-

pared with its HDI.

Gender empowerment measure
The gender empowerment measure (GEM) reveals

whether women can take active part in economic and

political life. It focuses on participation, measuring gen-

der inequality in key areas of economic and political par-

ticipation and decision-making. It tracks the percentages

of women in parliament, among legislators, senior of-

ficials and managers and among professional and tech-

nical workers—and the gender disparity in earned

income, reflecting economic independence. Differing

from the GDI, it exposes inequality in opportunities in

selected areas.
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Objective indicators of governance

Indicator Source

Date of most recent election Inter-Parliamentary Union

Voter turnout Inter-Parliamentary Union

Year women received right to vote Inter-Parliamentary Union

Seats in parliament held by women Inter-Parliamentary Union

Trade union membership Inter-Parliamentary Union

Non-governmental organizations Yearbook of International Organizations 

Ratification of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights UN Treaty Section
• Recognizing that, in accordance with the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the ideal of free human beings 

enjoying civil and political freedom and freedom from fear and want can be achieved only if conditions allow all 
people to enjoy their civil, political, economic, social and cultural rights 

Ratification of Freedom of Association and Collective Bargaining Convention 87 UN Treaty Section
• The International Labour Organization declares “recognition of the principle of freedom of association” to be a 

means of improving conditions for workers and establishing peace

Many indicators aim to show the extent of democ-

racy or political and civil rights in countries.

But—unlike for income, health and education—

there is no unambiguous, uncontroversial measure.

Researchers have two options, both with draw-

backs. They can use objective measures, such as

voter turnout or the existence of competitive elec-

tions, or subjective measures based on expert

opinions about a country’s degree of democracy

(see tables below for summaries of some objec-

tive and subjective governance indicators, and

appendix tables A1.1 and A1.2 for comprehen-

sive country data).

Objective measures may not reflect all aspects

of democracy. In some cases a country may hold

elections without their ever resulting in a change

in power. In others there are changes in power,

but civil liberties such as press freedoms may be

curtailed. Truly democratic governance requires

widespread, substantive participation—and ac-

countability of people holding power. Objective

measures fail to capture such concepts. Subjec-

tive measures should, in principle, capture more

of what is meant by the concept of democracy.

But being subjective, they are open to disagree-

ment and perception biases.

Several subjective indices cover a large portion

of the world’s countries; this Report mainly relies

on three. Though useful for summarizing general

trends, they are subjective and open to dispute.

They therefore should not be taken as authorita-

tive but as giving a general indication of progress.

The Polity IV dataset, developed at the Uni-

versity of Maryland’s Center for International

Development and Conflict Management, compiles

annual information on regime and authority char-

acteristics for most of the world’s independent

states. Autocracy is defined as a political system

where citizens’ participation is sharply restricted,

chief executives are selected from the political elite

and there are few institutional constraints on the

exercise of power. Democracy is defined as a sys-

tem with institutionalized procedures for open and

competitive political participation, competitively

elected chief executives and substantial limits on

the powers of the chief executive. Each coun-

try’s polity score is based on a linear scale from

autocracy to democracy. This indicator measures

the institutional factors necessary for democ-

racy—whether laws and institutions allow de-

mocratic participation—but not the actual extent

of political participation. The database includes

scores going back to 1975 and is therefore useful

for mapping trends over time.

Freedom House surveys political rights and

civil liberties around the world. It defines political

rights as the freedoms that enable people to par-

ticipate freely in the political process, and civil

liberties as the freedom to develop views, insti-

tutions and personal autonomy apart from the

state. In 1997 Freedom House published an as-

sessment of freedom of the press, taking into ac-

count freedoms in law and in practice, freedom

from political and economic influences on media

content and violations of freedoms such as ar-

rests or murders of journalists. Its surveys rely

on a wide range of sources—including foreign

and domestic news reports, publications by non-

governmental organizations, think tank and aca-

demic analyses and professional contacts. Wide

country coverage and data for many countries

going back to 1980 and earlier makes this the only

database able to provide global trends on press

freedom.

A World Bank team has constructed six ag-

gregate indices based on numerous indicators

from more than a dozen sources. The indicators

are combined in different groupings to create ag-

gregate indices for democracy (titled “voice and

accountability”), political instability and violence,

rule of law, graft (corruption), government ef-

fectiveness and regulatory burden. The voice and

accountability index, used in chapter 2, com-

bines several indicators of the political process, in-

cluding the selection of governments, with

indicators of civil liberties and political rights,

and press freedom and independence. This index

does not include long time trends but it is better

at distinguishing between developing countries

than are other measures.

APPENDIX 1.1

GAUGING GOVERNANCE: MEASURES OF DEMOCRACY AND POLITICAL AND CIVIL RIGHTS
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Subjective indicators of governance

Indicator Source Concept measured Methodology Range

Polity score Polity IV dataset • Competitiveness of chief executive recruitment In-house expert opinion –10 (less democratic) 
University Of • Openness of chief executive recruitment to 10 (most democratic)
Maryland • Constraints on chief executive

• Regulation of participation
• Regulation of executive recruitment
• Competitiveness of participation

Civil liberties Freedom House • Freedom of expression and belief In-house expert opinion 1.0–2.5 free 
• Freedom of association and organizational rights 3.0–5.0 partly free
• Rule of law and human rights 6.0–7.0 not free 
• Personal autonomy and economic rights

Political rights Freedom House • Free and fair elections for offices with real power In-house expert opinion 1.0–2.5 free 
• Freedom of political organization 3.0–5.0 partly free
• Significant opposition 6.0–7.0 not free 
• Freedom from domination by powerful groups
• Autonomy or political inclusion of minority groups

Press freedom Freedom House • Media objectivity In-house expert opinion 0–30 free 
• Freedom of expression 31–60 partly free

61–100 not free

Voice and World Bank • Free and fair elections Aggregate of a variety of sources –2.5 to 2.5; higher is better
accountability Governance • Freedom of the press including Freedom House and 

Indicators Dataset • Civil liberties International Country Risk Guide
• Political rights
• Military in politics
• Change in government
• Transparency
• Business is kept informed of developments 
in laws and policies
• Business can express its concerns over changes 
in laws and policies 

Political stability World Bank • Perceptions of the likelihood of destabilization Aggregate of a variety of sources –2.5 to 2.5; higher is better
and lack of Governance (ethnic tensions, armed conflict, social unrest, including the Economist Intelligence 
violence Indicators Dataset terrorist threat, internal conflict, fractionalization Unit, PRS Group and 

of the political spectrum, constitutional changes, Business Environment Risk 
military coups) Intelligence 

Law and order International  • Legal impartiality In-house expert opinion 0–6; higher is better
Country Risk Guide • Popular observance of the law

Rule of law World Bank • Black markets Aggregate of a variety of sources –2.5 to 2.5; higher is better
Governance • Enforceability of private and government contracts including PRS Group and 
Indicators Dataset • Corruption in banking Economist Intelligence Unit

• Crime and theft as obstacles to businesses
• Losses from and costs of crime
• Unpredictability of the judiciary

Government World Bank • Bureaucratic quality Aggregate of a variety of sources –2.5 to 2.5; higher is better
effectiveness Governance • Transactions costs including PRS Group, Freedom House,  

Indicators Dataset • Quality of public health care and Business Environment Risk 
• Government stability Intelligence 

Corruption Transparency • Official corruption as perceived by businesspeople, In-country surveys of experts 0–10; higher is better
Perceptions International academics and risk analysts
Index

Graft World Bank • Corruption among public officials Aggregate of a variety of sources –2.5 to 2.5; higher is better
(corruption) Governance • Corruption as an obstacle to business including Freedom House, Economist 

Indicators Dataset • Frequency of “irregular payments” to officials Intelligence Unit and Business  
and judiciary Environment Risk Intelligence 
• Perceptions of corruption in civil service. Business 
interest payment

Source: Marshall and Jaggers 2000; Freedom House 2000, 2002; Kaufmann, Kraay and Zoido-Lobatón 2002; PRS Group 2001; Transparency International 2001; IPU 1995, 2002; ILO 1997; UIA 2000; UN 2002a.
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High human development

1 Norway 10 1 1 5 1.58 1.32 6.0 1.70 1.35 8.6 1.76
2 Sweden 10 1 1 10 1.65 1.38 6.0 1.70 1.51 9.0 2.21
3 Canada 10 1 1 15 1.33 1.24 6.0 1.70 1.71 8.9 2.05
4 Belgium 10 2 1 9 1.24 0.87 5.0 1.34 1.29 6.6 1.05
5 Australia 10 1 1 10 1.70 1.26 6.0 1.69 1.58 8.5 1.75

6 United States 10 1 1 15 1.24 1.18 6.0 1.58 1.58 7.6 1.45
7 Iceland 10 1 1 12 1.53 1.57 6.0 1.77 1.93 9.2 2.16
8 Netherlands 10 1 1 15 1.61 1.48 6.0 1.67 1.84 8.8 2.09
9 Japan 10 2 1 23 1.03 1.20 5.0 1.59 0.93 7.1 1.20

10 Finland 10 1 1 14 1.69 1.61 6.0 1.83 1.67 9.9 2.25

11 Switzerland 10 1 1 8 1.73 1.61 5.0 1.91 1.93 8.4 1.91
12 France 9 2 1 21 1.11 1.04 5.0 1.22 1.24 6.7 1.15
13 United Kingdom 10 2 1 17 1.46 1.10 6.0 1.61 1.77 8.3 1.86
14 Denmark 10 1 1 9 1.60 1.34 6.0 1.71 1.62 9.5 2.09
15 Austria 10 1 1 14 1.34 1.27 6.0 1.86 1.51 7.8 1.56

16 Luxembourg 10 1 1 10 1.41 1.48 6.0 1.86 1.86 8.7 1.78
17 Germany 10 2 1 13 1.42 1.21 5.0 1.57 1.67 7.4 1.38
18 Ireland 10 1 1 18 1.57 1.24 6.0 1.54 1.79 7.5 1.16
19 New Zealand 10 1 1 8 1.59 1.21 6.0 1.71 1.27 9.4 2.09
20 Italy 10 2 1 27 1.10 0.82 6.0 0.72 0.68 5.5 0.63

21 Spain 10 2 1 20 1.15 1.01 4.0 1.12 1.57 7.0 1.45
22 Israel 10 3 1 30 0.98 –0.54 5.0 0.94 0.87 7.6 1.12
23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) .. 3 5 .. –0.33 1.13 4.0 1.37 1.10 7.9 1.16
24 Greece 10 3 1 30 1.12 0.79 3.0 0.62 0.65 4.2 0.73
25 Singapore –2 5 5 68 0.11 1.44 6.0 1.85 2.16 9.2 2.13

26 Cyprus 10 1 1 18 1.28 0.48 5.0 0.96 0.91 .. 1.24
27 Korea, Rep. of 8 2 2 27 0.98 0.50 4.0 0.55 0.44 4.2 0.37
28 Portugal 10 1 1 17 1.42 1.41 5.0 0.94 0.91 6.3 1.21
29 Slovenia 10 2 1 21 1.07 0.87 5.0 0.89 0.70 5.2 1.09
30 Malta .. 1 1 14 1.43 1.05 5.0 0.68 0.73 .. 0.13

31 Barbados .. 1 1 16 1.27 .. .. 1.16 .. .. ..
32 Brunei Darussalam .. 5 7 74 –0.93 0.86 6.0 1.29 0.88 .. –0.17
33 Czech Republic 10 2 1 24 1.04 0.74 5.0 0.64 0.58 3.9 0.31
34 Argentina 8 2 1 33 0.57 0.55 4.0 0.22 0.18 3.5 –0.36
35 Hungary 10 2 1 28 1.19 0.75 4.0 0.76 0.60 5.3 0.65

36 Slovakia 9 2 1 26 0.99 0.62 4.0 0.36 0.23 3.7 0.23
37 Poland 9 2 1 19 1.21 0.69 4.0 0.55 0.27 4.1 0.43
38 Chile 9 2 2 27 0.63 0.87 5.0 1.19 1.13 7.5 1.40
39 Bahrain –9 6 7 75 –0.96 –0.04 5.0 0.42 0.62 .. 0.04
40 Uruguay 10 1 1 30 1.08 1.05 2.5 0.63 0.61 5.1 0.71

41 Bahamas .. 1 1 7 1.15 0.68 4.0 0.85 1.04 .. 0.74
42 Estonia 6 2 1 20 0.94 0.73 4.0 0.78 0.86 5.6 0.73
43 Costa Rica 10 2 1 16 1.37 1.08 4.0 0.61 0.74 4.5 0.87
44 Saint Kitts and Nevis .. 2 1 18 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
45 Kuwait –7 5 4 48 0.08 0.64 5.0 1.10 0.13 .. 0.59

46 United Arab Emirates –8 5 6 76 –0.51 1.09 4.0 1.12 0.60 .. 0.13
47 Seychelles .. 3 3 51 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
48 Croatia 7 3 2 50 0.48 0.18 5.0 0.29 0.10 3.9 0.02
49 Lithuania 10 2 1 20 1.00 0.29 4.0 0.29 0.26 4.8 0.20
50 Trinidad and Tobago 10 2 2 28 0.61 0.27 4.0 0.41 0.62 5.3 0.49

Rule of law
and government effectiveness

Democracy Political
Voice and stability Government Corruption

account- and lack of Rule effec- Corruption Graft
Polity Civil Political Press ability d, e violence d Law and of law d tiveness d Perceptions (corruption) d

score a liberties b rights b freedom c 2000–01 2000–01 order f 2000–01 2000–01 Index g 2000–01
2000 2000 2000 2000 (–2.50 (–2.50 2001 (–2.50 (–2.50 2001 (–2.50 

HDI rank (–10 to 10) (7 to 1) (7 to 1) (100 to 0) to 2.50) to 2.50) (0 to 6) to 2.50) to 2.50) (0 to 10) to 2.50)

A1.1 Subjective
indicators of
governance



THE STATE AND PROGRESS OF HUMAN DEVELOPMENT 39

Rule of law
and government effectiveness

Democracy Political
Voice and stability Government Corruption

account- and lack of Rule effec- Corruption Graft
Polity Civil Political Press ability d, e violence d Law and of law d tiveness d Perceptions (corruption) d

score a liberties b rights b freedom c 2000–01 2000–01 order f 2000–01 2000–01 Index g 2000–01
2000 2000 2000 2000 (–2.50 (–2.50 2001 (–2.50 (–2.50 2001 (–2.50 

HDI rank (–10 to 10) (7 to 1) (7 to 1) (100 to 0) to 2.50) to 2.50) (0 to 6) to 2.50) to 2.50) (0 to 10) to 2.50)

51 Qatar –10 6 6 62 –0.54 1.40 6.0 1.00 0.82 .. 0.57
52 Antigua and Barbuda .. 2 4 46 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
53 Latvia 8 2 1 24 0.81 0.50 5.0 0.36 0.22 3.4 –0.03

Medium human development

54 Mexico 8 3 2 46 0.12 0.06 2.0 –0.41 0.28 3.7 –0.28
55 Cuba –7 7 7 94 –1.49 0.07 4.0 –0.32 –0.22 .. –0.12

56 Belarus –7 6 6 80 –1.04 0.04 4.0 –0.81 –0.99 .. –0.06
57 Panama 9 2 1 30 0.77 0.57 3.0 –0.12 –0.14 3.7 –0.45
58 Belize .. 1 1 25 1.01 0.32 .. 0.74 0.55 .. 0.48
59 Malaysia 3 5 5 70 –0.13 0.31 3.0 0.34 0.53 5.0 0.13
60 Russian Federation 7 5 5 60 –0.35 –0.41 3.0 –0.87 –0.57 2.3 –1.01

61 Dominica .. 1 1 16 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
62 Bulgaria 8 3 2 26 0.59 0.37 4.0 0.02 –0.26 3.9 –0.16
63 Romania 8 2 2 44 0.50 –0.08 4.0 –0.02 –0.54 2.8 –0.51
64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya –7 7 7 90 –1.35 –0.38 4.0 –0.89 –1.12 .. –0.90
65 Macedonia, TFYR 6 3 4 44 0.03 –1.45 .. –0.33 –0.63 .. –0.51

66 Saint Lucia .. 2 1 13 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
67 Mauritius 10 2 1 17 1.27 1.12 .. 1.00 0.76 4.5 0.49
68 Colombia 7 4 4 60 –0.41 –1.36 1.0 –0.77 –0.38 3.8 –0.39
69 Venezuela 7 5 3 34 –0.34 –0.33 2.0 –0.81 –0.81 2.8 –0.59
70 Thailand 9 3 2 29 0.37 0.21 5.0 0.44 0.10 3.2 –0.46

71 Saudi Arabia –10 7 7 92 –1.07 0.51 5.0 0.19 0.00 .. –0.35
72 Fiji .. h 3 6 44 0.05 0.39 .. –0.52 0.38 .. 1.01
73 Brazil 8 3 3 31 0.53 0.47 2.0 –0.26 –0.27 4.0 –0.02
74 Suriname .. 2 1 28 0.63 0.12 3.0 –0.59 0.10 .. 0.13
75 Lebanon .. i 5 6 61 –0.32 –0.55 4.0 –0.05 –0.02 .. –0.63

76 Armenia 5 4 4 59 –0.22 –0.84 3.0 –0.35 –1.03 .. –0.80
77 Philippines 8 3 2 30 0.53 –0.21 2.0 –0.49 0.03 2.9 –0.49
78 Oman –9 5 6 71 –0.50 1.00 5.0 1.06 0.85 .. 0.44
79 Kazakhstan –4 5 6 70 –0.80 0.29 4.0 –0.60 –0.61 2.7 –0.83
80 Ukraine 7 4 4 60 –0.31 –0.59 4.0 –0.63 –0.75 2.1 –0.90

81 Georgia 5 4 4 53 –0.07 –1.00 .. –0.43 –0.72 .. –0.69
82 Peru .. h 3 3 54 0.15 –0.23 3.0 –0.53 –0.35 4.1 –0.04
83 Grenada .. 2 1 20 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
84 Maldives .. 5 6 65 –0.81 .. .. .. .. .. ..
85 Turkey 7 5 4 58 –0.55 –0.75 4.0 –0.16 –0.15 3.6 –0.48

86 Jamaica 9 2 2 11 0.78 0.35 2.0 –0.38 –0.30 .. –0.06
87 Turkmenistan –9 7 7 89 –1.42 0.11 .. –1.02 –1.23 .. –1.12
88 Azerbaijan –7 5 6 76 –0.70 –0.70 4.0 –0.78 –0.95 2.0 –1.05
89 Sri Lanka 5 4 3 74 –0.23 –1.63 3.0 –0.31 –0.44 .. 0.00
90 Paraguay 7 3 4 51 –0.70 –0.87 3.0 –0.83 –1.20 .. –0.97

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines .. 1 2 16 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
92 Albania 5 5 4 56 0.01 –0.60 2.0 –0.71 –0.89 .. –0.60
93 Ecuador 6 3 3 40 –0.14 –0.80 3.0 –0.76 –0.94 2.3 –0.98
94 Dominican Republic 8 2 2 30 0.42 0.46 2.0 0.01 –0.24 3.1 –0.20
95 Uzbekistan –9 6 7 84 –1.18 –1.17 .. –0.71 –0.86 2.7 –0.66

96 China –7 6 7 80 –1.11 0.39 4.0 –0.19 0.14 3.5 –0.30
97 Tunisia –3 5 6 74 –0.61 0.82 5.0 0.81 1.30 5.3 0.86
98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 3 6 6 72 –0.36 0.02 4.0 –0.39 –0.21 .. –0.64
99 Jordan –2 4 4 60 0.10 0.13 4.0 0.66 0.42 4.9 0.09

100 Cape Verde .. 2 1 32 0.92 .. .. 0.15 .. .. ..

A1.1 Subjective
indicators of
governance
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101 Samoa (Western) .. 2 2 21 .. .. .. 0.49 .. .. ..
102 Kyrgyzstan –3 5 6 61 –0.57 –0.32 .. –0.72 –0.61 .. –0.85
103 Guyana 6 2 2 22 0.94 –0.70 4.0 0.13 0.02 .. –0.45
104 El Salvador 7 3 2 37 0.21 0.62 3.0 –0.65 –0.25 3.6 –0.33
105 Moldova, Rep. of 7 4 2 59 0.12 –0.29 5.0 –0.42 –1.10 3.1 –0.83

106 Algeria –3 5 6 74 –1.19 –1.27 2.0 –0.97 –0.81 .. –0.62
107 South Africa 9 2 1 23 1.17 0.07 2.0 –0.05 0.25 4.8 0.35
108 Syrian Arab Republic –7 7 7 71 –1.40 –0.28 5.0 –0.52 –0.81 .. –0.83
109 Viet Nam –7 6 7 80 –1.29 0.44 4.0 –0.57 –0.30 2.6 –0.76
110 Indonesia 7 4 3 47 –0.40 –1.56 2.0 –0.87 –0.50 1.9 –1.01

111 Equatorial Guinea –5 7 7 79 –1.30 .. .. –1.20 .. .. ..
112 Tajikistan –1 6 6 79 –0.69 –1.77 .. –1.25 –1.31 .. –1.08
113 Mongolia 10 3 2 28 0.73 0.72 4.0 0.42 0.39 .. –0.19
114 Bolivia 9 3 1 22 0.27 –0.61 3.0 –0.41 –0.47 2.0 –0.72
115 Egypt –6 5 6 69 –0.65 0.21 4.0 0.21 0.27 3.6 –0.16

116 Honduras 7 3 3 45 –0.04 0.25 1.0 –1.06 –0.58 2.7 –0.63
117 Gabon –4 4 5 55 –0.40 –0.44 3.0 –0.44 –0.45 .. –0.58
118 Nicaragua 8 3 3 40 –0.06 0.31 4.0 –0.79 –0.73 2.4 –0.80
119 São Tomé and Principe .. 2 1 25 1.00 .. .. .. .. .. ..
120 Guatemala 8 4 3 49 –0.33 –0.77 2.0 –1.00 –0.63 2.9 –0.69

121 Solomon Islands .. 4 4 22 0.16 .. .. .. .. .. ..
122 Namibia 6 3 2 34 0.32 –0.52 6.0 1.24 0.60 5.4 1.25
123 Morocco –6 4 5 53 –0.23 0.16 6.0 0.46 0.10 .. 0.44
124 India 9 3 2 42 0.66 –0.05 4.0 0.23 –0.17 2.7 –0.39
125 Swaziland –9 5 6 77 –0.93 .. .. 0.15 .. .. ..

126 Botswana 9 2 2 27 0.80 0.71 3.5 0.68 0.83 6.0 0.89
127 Myanmar –7 7 7 100 –1.93 –1.20 3.0 –1.02 –1.25 .. –1.18
128 Zimbabwe –5 5 6 69 –0.90 –1.25 0.5 –0.94 –1.03 2.9 –1.08
129 Ghana 2 3 2 55 0.02 –0.11 2.0 –0.08 –0.06 3.4 –0.28
130 Cambodia 2 6 6 61 –0.77 –0.13 .. –0.38 0.34 .. 0.34

131 Vanuatu .. 3 1 37 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
132 Lesotho .. h 4 4 52 –0.15 .. .. –0.19 .. .. ..
133 Papua New Guinea 10 3 2 29 –0.03 –0.48 2.0 –0.28 –0.67 .. –1.21
134 Kenya –2 5 6 70 –0.68 –0.83 2.0 –1.21 –0.76 2.0 –1.11
135 Cameroon –4 6 7 71 –0.82 –0.13 2.0 –1.02 –0.40 2.0 –1.11

136 Congo –6 4 6 71 –1.38 –1.36 2.0 –1.11 –1.58 .. –0.49
137 Comoros –1 4 6 38 –0.35 .. .. .. .. .. ..

Low human development

138 Pakistan –6 5 6 57 –1.43 –0.39 3.0 –0.74 –0.48 2.3 –0.79
139 Sudan –7 7 7 85 –1.53 –2.01 2.0 –1.04 –1.34 .. –1.24
140 Bhutan –8 6 7 76 –1.27 .. .. .. .. .. ..

141 Togo –2 5 5 72 –1.06 –0.62 3.0 –0.82 –1.32 .. –0.48
142 Nepal 6 4 3 57 –0.06 –0.26 .. –0.65 –1.04 .. –0.31
143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. –7 6 7 69 –1.05 0.00 .. –0.72 –0.39 .. –0.31
144 Yemen –2 6 5 69 –0.63 –1.07 2.0 –1.12 –0.77 .. –0.70
145 Bangladesh 6 4 3 60 –0.20 –0.57 2.0 –0.76 –0.54 0.4 –0.64

146 Haiti –2 5 6 59 –0.80 –0.38 2.0 –1.45 –1.32 .. –0.84
147 Madagascar 7 4 2 32 0.28 –0.34 3.0 –0.68 –0.35 .. –0.93
148 Nigeria 4 4 4 55 –0.44 –1.36 2.0 –1.13 –1.00 1.0 –1.05
149 Djibouti 2 5 4 63 –0.44 .. .. –0.19 .. .. ..
150 Uganda –4 5 6 40 –0.79 –1.31 4.0 –0.65 –0.32 1.9 –0.92

A1.1 Subjective
indicators of
governance

Rule of law
and government effectiveness

Democracy Political
Voice and stability Government Corruption

account- and lack of Rule effec- Corruption Graft
Polity Civil Political Press ability d, e violence d Law and of law d tiveness d Perceptions (corruption) d

score a liberties b rights b freedom c 2000–01 2000–01 order f 2000–01 2000–01 Index g 2000–01
2000 2000 2000 2000 (–2.50 (–2.50 2001 (–2.50 (–2.50 2001 (–2.50 

HDI rank (–10 to 10) (7 to 1) (7 to 1) (100 to 0) to 2.50) to 2.50) (0 to 6) to 2.50) to 2.50) (0 to 10) to 2.50)
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151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of 2 4 4 49 –0.07 –0.34 5.0 0.16 –0.43 2.2 –0.92
152 Mauritania –6 5 6 67 –0.59 –0.87 .. –0.57 –0.66 .. –0.97
153 Zambia 1 4 5 62 –0.17 –0.42 4.0 –0.39 –0.75 2.6 –0.87
154 Senegal 8 4 3 34 0.12 –0.68 3.0 –0.13 0.16 2.9 –0.39
155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the .. j 6 7 83 –1.70 –2.59 k 1.0 –2.09 –1.38 .. –1.24

156 Côte d’Ivoire 4 5 6 77 –1.19 –0.95 2.5 –0.54 –0.81 2.4 –0.71
157 Eritrea –6 5 7 68 –1.04 –0.38 .. –0.43 .. .. –0.97
158 Benin 6 2 2 30 0.47 –0.72 .. –0.57 0.12 .. ..
159 Guinea –1 5 6 71 –0.98 –0.99 3.0 –0.59 0.41 .. 0.13
160 Gambia –5 5 7 70 –0.73 0.49 5.0 0.00 0.41 .. 0.13

161 Angola –3 6 6 80 –1.26 –1.98 3.0 –1.49 –1.31 .. –1.14
162 Rwanda –4 6 7 72 –1.42 –1.16 .. –1.17 .. .. 0.35
163 Malawi 7 3 3 52 –0.14 0.03 3.5 –0.36 –0.77 3.2 0.10
164 Mali 6 3 2 22 0.32 –0.13 3.0 –0.66 –1.44 .. –0.41
165 Central African Republic 6 4 3 61 –0.59 .. .. .. .. .. ..

166 Chad –2 5 6 72 –0.88 .. .. –0.86 .. .. ..
167 Guinea-Bissau 6 5 4 56 –0.87 –1.21 1.0 –1.50 –1.48 .. 0.10
168 Ethiopia 1 5 5 64 –0.85 –0.55 5.0 –0.24 –1.01 .. –0.40
169 Burkina Faso –3 4 4 39 –0.26 –0.54 4.0 –0.79 –0.02 .. –0.93
170 Mozambique 6 4 3 48 –0.22 0.20 3.0 –0.32 –0.49 .. 0.10

171 Burundi –1 6 6 80 –1.35 –1.54 .. –1.07 –1.14 .. –1.40
172 Niger 4 4 4 62 0.11 –0.61 2.0 –1.17 –1.16 .. –1.09
173 Sierra Leone .. j 5 4 75 –1.35 –1.26 3.0 –0.38 –1.60 .. –0.45

Note: The data in this table are subjective measures of governance and thus are open to dispute and should not be taken as authoritative. The measures are from a variety of institutions and are based on
different methodologies and scoring systems. Thus higher numbers may reflect better or worse scores, depending on the measure. The range of scores for each measure is shown in the column heading,
with the first number representing the worst score. The indicators in no way reflect the official position of UNDP. For more details on definitions and methodologies see appendix A1.1. Data for a range of
years were collected in both years shown.
a. Developed by the University of Maryland’s Polity IV project, this measure reflects the presence of institutional factors necessary for democracy—whether laws and institutions allow democratic participation—
but not the extent of political participation. Scores range from –10 (authoritarian) to 10 (democratic).
b. Freedom House designates countries with an average score for civil liberties and political rights between 1 and 2.5 as free, those with a score between 3 and 5 as partly free and those with a score be-
tween 6 and 7 as not free. Countries with an average score of 5.5 could be classified as either partly free or not free, depending on the underlying data used to determine their civil liberties and political
rights scores. 
c. Freedom House designates countries with a score between 0 and 30 as having a free press, those with a score between 31 and 60 as having a press that is partly free and and those with a score between
61 and 100 as having a press that is not free. 
d. This indicator, developed in World Bank research, is based on a statistical compilation of perceptions of the quality of governance. The data are from a survey covering a large number of respondents in
industrial and developing countries as well as non-governmental organizations, commercial risk rating agencies and think tanks. The measures in no way reflect the official position of the World Bank, the
supplier of these data. Estimates are subject to a large margin of error. For further details on methodology see appendix A1.1 and Kaufmann, Kraay and Zoido-Lobatón (2002). The index ranges from around
–2.50 to around 2.50 (higher is better).
e. The voice and accountability index combines several indicators of the political process (including the selection of governments) with indicators of civil liberties, political rights and press freedom and independence.
f. The law and order measure, from the International Country Risk Guide, ranges from 0 to 6 (higher is better).
g. Transparency International’s Corruption Perceptions Index ranges from 0 to 10 (higher is better).
h. Country is in a transitional period in which new institutions are being planned, legally constituted and put into effect. 
i. Country is occupied by a foreign power. 
j. Country has had a complete collapse of its central political authority. 
k. Score falls outside the approximate range specified in the column heading.
Source: Column 1: Polity IV 2002; columns 2 and 3: Freedom House 2001; column 4: Freedom House 2000; columns 5, 6, 8, 9 and 11: World Bank 2001c; column 7: PRS Group 2001; column 10: Trans-
parency International 2001.
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High human development

1 Norway 2001 74 1907, 1913 36.4 52 2,571 ● ●

2 Sweden 1998 81 1861, 1921 42.7 77 f 2,975 ● ●

3 Canada 2000 61 1917, 1950 23.6 31 f 2,329 ● ●

4 Belgium 1999 91 1919, 1948 24.9 38 3,162 ● ●

5 Australia 2001 95 1902, 1962 26.5 29 2,171 ● ●

6 United States 2000 51 1920, 1960 13.8 13 2,685 ●

7 Iceland 1999 84 1915 34.9 71 f 1,072 ● ●

8 Netherlands 1998 73 1919 32.9 22 3,203 ● ●

9 Japan 2000 62 1945, 1947 10.0 19 2,122 ● ●

10 Finland 1999 65 1906 36.5 60 2,647 ● ●

11 Switzerland 1999 43 1971 22.4 20 f 2,966 ● ●

12 France 1997 71 1944 10.9 6 3,551 ● ●

13 United Kingdom 2001 59 1918, 1928 17.1 26 3,388 ● ●

14 Denmark 2001 87 1915 38.0 68 f 2,806 ● ●

15 Austria 1999 80 1918 25.1 37 2,684 ● ●

16 Luxembourg 1999 86 1919 16.7 40 1,175 ● ●

17 Germany 1998 82 1918 31.0 30 3,505 ● ●

18 Ireland 1997 66 1918, 1928 13.7 36 f 1,996 ● ●

19 New Zealand 1999 90 1893 30.8 23 1,478 ●

20 Italy 2001 81 1945 9.1 31 f 3,257 ● ●

21 Spain 2000 71 1931 26.6 11 f 3,116 ● ●

22 Israel 1999 79 1948 13.3 23 1,800 ● ●

23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) .. .. .. .. 18 f 1,130 – –
24 Greece 2000 76 1927, 1952 8.7 15 2,137 ● ●

25 Singapore 2001 95 1947 11.8 14 1,039 

26 Cyprus 2001 91 1960 10.7 54 783 ● ●

27 Korea, Rep. of 2000 57 1948 5.9 9 1,315 ●

28 Portugal 1999 62 1931, 1976 18.7 19 2,289 ● ●

29 Slovenia 2000 70 1945 12.2 .. 1,197 ● ●

30 Malta 1998 95 1947 9.2 58 f 636 ● ●

31 Barbados 1999 63 1950 20.4 .. 346 ● ●

32 Brunei Darussalam – g – g – g, h – g .. 184 
33 Czech Republic 1998 74 1920 14.2 36 1,891 ● ●

34 Argentina 2001 75 1947 31.3 25 1,666 ● ●

35 Hungary 1998 56 1918 8.3 52 2,050 ● ●

36 Slovakia 1998 84 1920 14.0 52 1,259 ● ●

37 Poland 2001 46 1918 20.7 27 2,084 ● ●

38 Chile 2001 87 1931, 1949 10.1 16 f 1,262 ● ●

39 Bahrain 1973 i .. 1973 i, j – i .. 288 
40 Uruguay 1999 92 1932 11.5 12 f 923 ● ●

41 Bahamas 1997 68 k 1961, 1964 19.6 .. 269 ●

42 Estonia 1999 57 1918 17.8 26 897 ● ●

43 Costa Rica 2002 70 1949 19.3 l 13 772 ● ●

44 Saint Kitts and Nevis 2000 64 1951 13.3 .. 130 ●

45 Kuwait 1999 80 – h 0.0 .. 499 ● ●

46 United Arab Emirates 1997 .. – h 0.0 .. 452 
47 Seychelles 1998 87 1948 23.5 .. 195 ● ●

48 Croatia 2000 69 1945 16.2 .. 1,148 ● ●

49 Lithuania 2000 59 1921 10.6 .. 848 ● ●

50 Trinidad and Tobago 2001 62 1946 20.9 l .. 468 ● ●

Civil society
Participation

Trade union Ratification of rights instruments e

Latest election for lower Seats in membership Freedom of
or single house a

parliament held (as % of Non- International association and
Voter Year women by women non-agricultural governmental Convention on collective

turnout received (as % of labour force) d organizations Civil and bargaining
HDI rank Year (%) right to vote b total) c 1995 2000 Political Rights convention 87

A1.2 Objective
indicators of
governance
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51 Qatar – g – g – g, h – g .. 220 
52 Antigua and Barbuda 1999 64 1951 8.3 .. 171 ●

53 Latvia 1998 72 1918 17.0 .. 774 ● ●

Medium human development

54 Mexico 2000 64 1947 15.9 31 f 1,566 ● ●

55 Cuba 1998 98 1934 27.6 .. 647 ●

56 Belarus 2000 61 1919 18.4 96 474 ● ●

57 Panama 1999 76 1941, 1946 9.9 14 f 591 ● ●

58 Belize 1998 90 1954 13.5 .. 212 ● ●

59 Malaysia 1999 .. 1957 14.5 12 1,065 
60 Russian Federation 1999 62 1918 6.4 75 f 1,752 ● ●

61 Dominica 2000 60 1951 18.8 .. 167 ● ●

62 Bulgaria 2001 67 1944 26.2 51 f 1,277 ● ●

63 Romania 2000 65 1929, 1946 9.3 41 f 1,390 ● ●

64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 1997 .. 1964 .. .. 306 ● ●

65 Macedonia, TFYR 1998 73 1946 6.7 .. 383 ● ●

66 Saint Lucia 2001 53 1924 13.8 .. 186 ●

67 Mauritius 2000 81 1956 5.7 26 444 ●

68 Colombia 1998 45 1954 12.2 7 1,122 ● ●

69 Venezuela 2000 56 1946 9.7 15 1,115 ● ●

70 Thailand 2001 70 1932 9.6 3 1,028 ●

71 Saudi Arabia – g – g – g, h – g .. 688 
72 Fiji 2001 78 1963 .. .. 343 
73 Brazil .. .. 1934 6.7 32 f 1,830 ●

74 Suriname 2000 70 1948 17.6 .. 203 ● ●

75 Lebanon 2000 51 1952 2.3 .. 577 ●

76 Armenia 1999 52 1921 3.1 .. 287 ●

77 Philippines 2001 79 1937 17.2 23 1,071 ● ●

78 Oman – g – g – g, h – g .. 232 
79 Kazakhstan 1999 63 1924, 1993 11.2 .. 274 ●

80 Ukraine 1998 70 1919 7.8 .. 890 ● ●

81 Georgia 1999 68 1918, 1921 7.2 .. 397 ● ●

82 Peru 2001 63 1955 18.3 8 f 996 ● ●

83 Grenada 1999 57 1951 17.9 .. 150 ● ●

84 Maldives 1999 74 1932 6.0 .. 82 
85 Turkey 1999 87 1930 4.2 22 1,420 ●● ●

86 Jamaica 1997 65 1944 16.0 .. 499 ● ●

87 Turkmenistan 1999 99 1927 26.0 .. 101 ● ●

88 Azerbaijan 2000 68 1921 10.5 75 223 ● ●

89 Sri Lanka 2001 80 1931 4.4 .. 707 ● ●

90 Paraguay 1998 80 1961 8.0 9 563 ● ●

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines 2001 69 1951 22.7 .. 153 ● ●

92 Albania 2001 60 1920 5.7 .. 389 ● ●

93 Ecuador 1998 .. 1929, 1967 14.6 10 728 ● ●

94 Dominican Republic 1998 66 1942 14.5 17 519 ● ●

95 Uzbekistan 1999 93 1938 7.2 .. 216 ●

96 China 1998 .. 1949 21.8 55 1,275 ●●

97 Tunisia 1999 92 1957, 1959 11.5 10 f 748 ● ●

98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 2000 83 1963 3.4 .. 1 ●

99 Jordan 1997 47 1974 3.3 .. 537 ●

100 Cape Verde 2001 54 1975 11.1 17 120 ● ●

A1.2 Objective
indicators of
governance

Civil society
Participation

Trade union Ratification of rights instruments e

Latest election for lower Seats in membership Freedom of
or single house a

parliament held (as % of Non- International association and
Voter Year women by women non-agricultural governmental Convention on collective

turnout received (as % of labour force) d organizations Civil and bargaining
HDI rank Year (%) right to vote b total) c 1995 2000 Political Rights convention 87
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101 Samoa (Western) 2001 86 1990 6.1 .. 165 
102 Kyrgyzstan 2000 64 1918 6.7 .. 130 ● ●

103 Guyana 2001 89 1953 20.0 25 m 284 ● ●

104 El Salvador 2000 38 1939 9.5 7 460 ●

105 Moldova, Rep. of 2001 70 1978, 1993 12.9 .. 276 ● ●

106 Algeria 1997 66 1962 4.0 .. 663 ● ●

107 South Africa 1999 89 1930, 1994 29.8 n 22 1,590 ● ●

108 Syrian Arab Republic 1998 82 1949, 1953 10.4 .. 361 ● ●

109 Viet Nam 1997 100 1946 26.0 .. 437 ●

110 Indonesia 1999 93 1945 8.0 3 1,033 ●

111 Equatorial Guinea 1999 95 1963 5.0 .. 80 ● ●

112 Tajikistan 2000 94 1924 12.4 .. 90 ● ●

113 Mongolia 2000 82 1924 10.5 .. 232 ● ●

114 Bolivia 1997 70 1938, 1952 10.2 16 f 658 ● ●

115 Egypt 2000 48 l 1956 2.4 30 1,148 ● ●

116 Honduras 2001 73 k 1955 5.5 4 f 438 ● ●

117 Gabon 2001 44 1956 11.0 2 287 ● ●

118 Nicaragua 2001 75 1955 20.7 23 408 ● ●

119 São Tomé and Principe 1998 65 1975 9.1 .. 64 ●● ●

120 Guatemala 1999 54 1946 8.8 4 f 587 ● ●

121 Solomon Islands 2001 62 1974 0.0 .. .. 
122 Namibia 1999 63 1989 20.4 22 356 ● ●

123 Morocco 1997 58 1963 0.5 5 f 817 ●

124 India 1999 60 1950 8.9 5 f 1,718 ●

125 Swaziland 1998 .. 1968 6.3 19 264 ●

126 Botswana 1999 77 1965 17.0 12 356 ● ●

127 Myanmar 1990 o .. 1935 – o .. 207 ●

128 Zimbabwe 2000 49 1957 10.0 14 714 ●

129 Ghana 2000 62 1954 9.0 26 f 625 ● ●

130 Cambodia 1998 .. 1955 9.3 .. 136 ● ●

131 Vanuatu 1998 75 1975, 1980 0.0 .. .. 
132 Lesotho 1998 74 1965 10.7 .. 268 ● ●

133 Papua New Guinea 1997 81 k 1964 1.8 .. 397 ●

134 Kenya 1997 65 1919, 1963 3.6 17 822 ●

135 Cameroon 1997 76 1946 5.6 15 567 ● ●

136 Congo 1998 p – 1963 12.0 .. 303 ● ●

137 Comoros 1996 q 20 q 1956 – q .. 84 ●

Low human development

138 Pakistan 1997 q 35 q 1947 – q 6 f 873 ●

139 Sudan 2000 55 l 1964 9.7 .. 414 ●

140 Bhutan – r .. 1953 9.3 .. 64 

141 Togo 1999 .. 1945 4.9 .. 364 ● ●

142 Nepal 1999 66 1951 7.9 l .. 398 ●

143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 2002 99 l 1958 21.2 l .. 107 ●●

144 Yemen 1997 61 1967 s 0.7 .. 205 ● ●

145 Bangladesh 2001 75 1972 2.0 4 593 ● ●

146 Haiti 2000 60 1950 9.1 .. 308 ● ●

147 Madagascar 1998 .. 1959 8.0 l .. 369 ● ●

148 Nigeria 1999 41 1958 3.3 17 f 894 ● ●

149 Djibouti 1997 57 1946 0.0 .. 130 ●

150 Uganda 2001 70 1962 24.7 4 487 ●

A1.2 Objective
indicators of
governance

Civil society
Participation

Trade union Ratification of rights instruments e

Latest election for lower Seats in membership Freedom of
or single house a

parliament held (as % of Non- International association and
Voter Year women by women non-agricultural governmental Convention on collective

turnout received (as % of labour force) d organizations Civil and bargaining
HDI rank Year (%) right to vote b total) c 1995 2000 Political Rights convention 87
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151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of 2000 84 1959 22.3 17 554 ● ●

152 Mauritania 2001 54 1961 3.0 l 3 225 ●

153 Zambia 2001 68 1962 12.0 12 489 ● ●

154 Senegal 2001 67 1945 19.2 22 565 ● ●

155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the 1993 q .. 1967 – q .. 480 ● ●

156 Côte d’Ivoire 2000 32 1952 8.5 13 556 ● ●

157 Eritrea 1994 .. 1955 14.7 7 78 ● ●

158 Benin 1999 70 1956 6.0 .. 371 ● ●

159 Guinea 1995 62 1958 8.8 2 249 ● ●

160 Gambia 2002 69 l 1960 2.0 l .. 237 ● ●

161 Angola 1992 91 1975 15.5 .. 235 ● ●

162 Rwanda 1994 p – 1961 25.7 .. 241 ● ●

163 Malawi 1999 92 1961 9.3 .. 318 ● ●

164 Mali 1997 22 1956 12.2 14 298 ● ●

165 Central African Republic 1998 .. 1986 7.3 .. 207 ● ●

166 Chad 1997 49 1958 2.4 .. 190 ● ●

167 Guinea-Bissau 1999 80 1977 7.8 .. 118 ●●

168 Ethiopia 2000 90 1955 7.8 4 380 ● ●

169 Burkina Faso 1997 45 1958 11.0 .. 340 ● ●

170 Mozambique 1999 80 1975 30.0 .. 311 ● ●

171 Burundi 1993 91 1961 14.4 l .. 226 ● ●

172 Niger 1999 .. 1948 1.2 .. 253 ● ●

173 Sierra Leone 1996 50 1961 8.8 .. 328 ● ●

● Ratification, accession or succession.
●● Signature not yet followed by ratification.
a. Data are as of 8 March 2002.
b. Data refer to the year in which the right to vote on a universal and equal basis was recognized. Where two years are shown, the first refers to the first partial recognition of the right to vote.
c. Data are as of 18 March 2002. Where there are lower and upper houses, data refer to the weighted average of women’s shares of seats in both houses.
d. Data are derived from various national sources using different methodologies for data collection. For further information see ILO (1997). 
e. The International Convention on Civil and Political Rights was adopted in 1966, and the Freedom of Association and Protection of the Right to Organize Convention in 1948.
f. Data refer to a year other than that specified.
g. The country has never had a parliament.
h. Women’s right to vote has not been recognized.
i. The first legislature of Bahrain was dissolved by decree of the emir on 26 August 1975.
j. According to the constitution in force (1973), all citizens are equal before the law; however, women were not able to exercise electoral rights in the only legislative elections held in Bahrain, in 1973.
Women were allowed to vote in the referendum of 14–15 February 2001, however, which approved the National Action Charter.
k. Data refer to average turnout in the 1990s. No official data are available. The figures are from International IDEA (1997). 
l. Information for the most recent elections was not available in time for publication; data refer to previous elections.
m. Data refer to union membership as a percentage of the economically active population.
n. Calculated on the basis of the 54 permanent seats (that is, excluding the 36 special rotating delegates appointed on an ad hoc basis).
o. The parliament elected in 1990 has never been convened nor authorized to sit, and many of its members were detained or forced into exile.
p. Transitional appointed unicameral parliament created by decree.
q. Parliament has been dissolved or suspended for an indefinite period.
r. The elected members of the Tshogdu (chamber of parliament) come from single-member constituencies. The timing of their election varies depending on the expiration of members’ terms.
s. Refers to the former People’s Democratic Republic of Yemen.
Source: Columns 1 and 2: IPU 2002a; column 3: IPU 1995; column 4: Human Development Report Office calculations based on data on parliamentary seats from IPU 2002b; column 5: ILO 1997; 
column 6: UIA 2000; columns 7 and 8: UN 2002a.
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High human development

22 Israel .. .. .. .. On track On track ..
23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) .. .. .. Achieved Achieved .. ..
25 Singapore .. On track .. On track .. On track On track
26 Cyprus .. Slipping back Achieved Achieved Achieved On track On track
27 Korea, Rep. of .. On track On track Achieved Achieved On track On track

29 Slovenia .. On track Achieved Achieved Achieved On track On track
30 Malta .. Achieved Achieved On track On track On track On track
31 Barbados .. .. .. .. .. On track On track
32 Brunei Darussalam .. On track .. On track Achieved On track ..
33 Czech Republic .. .. .. On track Achieved On track ..

34 Argentina .. Achieved .. On track Achieved On track ..
35 Hungary .. Slipping back .. On track Achieved On track On track
36 Slovakia .. .. Achieved Achieved Achieved On track On track
37 Poland .. On track .. On track On track On track ..
38 Chile Achieved On track Achieved On track Achieved On track On track

39 Bahrain .. On track On track Achieved Achieved On track ..
40 Uruguay Achieved On track On track On track Achieved On track On track
41 Bahamas .. .. .. .. .. On track On track
42 Estonia On track On track .. On track Achieved Far behind ..
43 Costa Rica On track On track On track On track Achieved On track On track

44 Saint Kitts and Nevis .. .. On track .. .. On track ..
45 Kuwait .. .. .. .. .. On track On track
46 United Arab Emirates Achieved On track Achieved On track Achieved On track ..
47 Seychelles .. .. .. On track Achieved On track ..
48 Croatia .. On track Achieved On track Achieved On track ..

49 Lithuania On track On track Achieved On track Achieved Far behind ..
50 Trinidad and Tobago Far behind Far behind On track On track Achieved On track ..
51 Qatar .. Far behind .. On track On track On track ..
52 Antigua and Barbuda .. .. .. .. .. On track On track
53 Latvia On track On track Achieved On track Achieved Far behind ..

Medium human development

54 Mexico On track Achieved On track On track Achieved On track On track
55 Cuba Slipping back On track .. On track Achieved On track On track
56 Belarus .. .. Achieved On track Achieved Far behind On track
57 Panama On track .. .. .. .. On track ..
58 Belize .. .. .. .. .. Far behind ..

59 Malaysia .. Achieved .. Achieved Achieved On track ..
60 Russian Federation On track On track .. .. .. Far behind On track
61 Dominica .. .. .. .. .. On track On track
62 Bulgaria Slipping back On track .. On track On track Far behind On track
63 Romania .. On track Achieved On track On track On track ..

64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya .. .. .. .. .. On track Far behind
65 Macedonia, TFYR On track On track On track On track On track On track ..
66 Saint Lucia .. .. .. .. .. On track On track
67 Mauritius On track On track On track Achieved Achieved On track On track
68 Colombia On track On track On track On track Achieved Far behind On track

Goal 1 Goal 2 Goal 3 Goal 4 Goal 7
Eradicate extreme Achieve universal Promote gender equality Reduce child Ensure environmental

poverty and hunger primary education and empower women mortality sustainability

Target
Halve the

Target Target proportion
Halve the Target Reduce under- of people

proportion of Eliminate gender disparity five and infant without access
people suffering Target in all levels of education a mortality rates to improved

from hunger Ensure that all children can Female gross Female gross by two-thirds water sources

Undernourished complete primary education primary secondary Under-five Population using
people Net primary Children enrolment enrolment mortality rate improved water

(as % of total enrolment ratio reaching grade 5 ratio as % of ratio as % of (per 1,000 live sources
HDI rank population) b (%) (%) male ratio male ratio births) (%)

A1.3 Progress
towards
Millennium
Development
Goals 
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69 Venezuela Slipping back Far behind On track Achieved Achieved Far behind ..
70 Thailand On track .. .. .. .. On track On track
71 Saudi Arabia .. Far behind On track On track On track On track On track
72 Fiji .. .. .. .. .. On track ..
73 Brazil On track .. .. .. .. On track On track

74 Suriname On track .. .. .. .. On track On track
75 Lebanon .. .. .. On track Achieved Far behind On track
76 Armenia .. .. Achieved .. .. Far behind ..
77 Philippines Far behind Achieved .. On track Achieved On track Far behind
78 Oman .. Far behind On track On track On track On track Far behind

79 Kazakhstan .. .. Achieved Achieved Achieved Slipping back On track
80 Ukraine On track .. .. .. .. Far behind ..
81 Georgia .. .. Achieved On track On track Far behind ..
82 Peru Achieved On track .. On track On track On track Lagging
83 Grenada .. .. .. .. .. On track On track

84 Maldives .. .. .. On track Achieved On track On track
85 Turkey .. On track .. On track Far behind On track Lagging
86 Jamaica On track .. .. On track .. Far behind ..
87 Turkmenistan On track .. .. .. .. Far behind ..
88 Azerbaijan .. .. Achieved On track On track Far behind ..

89 Sri Lanka On track .. .. On track Achieved On track Achieved
90 Paraguay On track On track On track On track Achieved Far behind On track
91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines .. .. .. .. .. Far behind On track
92 Albania On track Achieved .. Achieved Achieved On track ..
93 Ecuador On track On track .. .. .. On track ..

94 Dominican Republic Far behind .. .. Achieved Achieved On track Far behind
95 Uzbekistan On track .. .. .. .. Slipping back ..
96 China On track Achieved On track Achieved On track Far behind Far behind
97 Tunisia .. Achieved On track On track On track On track ..
98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of On track Slipping back .. On track On track On track Achieved

99 Jordan On track .. .. .. .. Lagging On track
100 Cape Verde .. .. .. On track Achieved On track ..
101 Samoa (Western) .. On track .. On track Achieved On track On track
102 Kyrgyzstan On track On track .. On track Achieved On track ..
103 Guyana On track Slipping back On track On track Achieved Far behind On track

104 El Salvador Far behind On track .. On track Achieved On track ..
105 Moldova, Rep. of On track .. Achieved On track Achieved Far behind On track
106 Algeria On track On track On track On track On track Slipping back On track
107 South Africa .. On track .. On track Achieved Slipping back ..
108 Syrian Arab Republic .. On track On track On track On track On track ..

109 Viet Nam On track .. .. On track On track Lagging Lagging
110 Indonesia On track On track On track On track On track On track On track
111 Equatorial Guinea .. .. .. .. .. On track ..
112 Tajikistan .. .. .. On track .. Far behind ..
113 Mongolia Slipping back .. Achieved Achieved Achieved On track ..

A1.3 Progress
towards
Millennium
Development
Goals 

Goal 1 Goal 2 Goal 3 Goal 4 Goal 7
Eradicate extreme Achieve universal Promote gender equality Reduce child Ensure environmental

poverty and hunger primary education and empower women mortality sustainability

Target
Halve the

Target Target proportion
Halve the Target Reduce under- of people

proportion of Eliminate gender disparity five and infant without access
people suffering Target in all levels of education a mortality rates to improved

from hunger Ensure that all children can Female gross Female gross by two-thirds water sources

Undernourished complete primary education primary secondary Under-five Population using
people Net primary Children enrolment enrolment mortality rate improved water

(as % of total enrolment ratio reaching grade 5 ratio as % of ratio as % of (per 1,000 live sources
HDI rank population) b (%) (%) male ratio male ratio births) (%)
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114 Bolivia Lagging .. .. .. .. On track On track
115 Egypt On track On track .. On track On track On track On track
116 Honduras Far behind .. .. .. .. On track On track
117 Gabon On track .. .. .. .. Far behind ..
118 Nicaragua Far behind On track Far behind Achieved Achieved On track On track

119 São Tomé and Principe .. .. .. .. .. Far behind ..
120 Guatemala Slipping back .. .. Far behind On track On track Achieved
121 Solomon Islands .. .. .. .. .. On track ..
122 Namibia Far behind On track .. Achieved Achieved Far behind Lagging
123 Morocco On track On track Far behind On track On track On track On track

124 India Far behind .. .. On track Far behind Lagging On track
125 Swaziland Far behind On track Far behind On track On track Slipping back ..
126 Botswana Slipping back Slipping back On track Achieved Achieved Slipping back ..
127 Myanmar On track .. .. .. .. Far behind Far behind
128 Zimbabwe Far behind .. .. On track Far behind Slipping back On track

129 Ghana Achieved .. .. .. .. Lagging On track
130 Cambodia On track On track .. .. Lagging Slipping back ..
131 Vanuatu .. .. .. .. .. On track ..
132 Lesotho Lagging Slipping back .. Achieved Achieved Far behind On track
133 Papua New Guinea Far behind .. .. Far behind Far behind Far behind Far behind

134 Kenya Far behind .. .. Achieved On track Slipping back Lagging
135 Cameroon On track .. .. .. .. Slipping back On track
136 Congo Far behind .. .. On track Far behind Far behind ..
137 Comoros .. .. .. .. On track On track Achieved

Low human development

138 Pakistan On track .. .. .. .. Far behind On track
139 Sudan On track .. .. On track On track Far behind On track
140 Bhutan .. .. .. .. .. On track ..
141 Togo On track On track .. Far behind Far behind Far behind Far behind
142 Nepal Far behind .. .. On track On track On track On track

143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. Far behind On track .. On track Far behind On track On track
144 Yemen Far behind .. .. .. .. Far behind Far behind
145 Bangladesh Far behind .. .. .. .. On track Achieved
146 Haiti Lagging On track .. .. .. Far behind Far behind
147 Madagascar Slipping back Slipping back .. On track Achieved Far behind Far behind

148 Nigeria Achieved .. .. .. .. Far behind Lagging
149 Djibouti .. Far behind Slipping back Far behind On track Far behind On track
150 Uganda Far behind .. .. On track Far behind Lagging Far behind
151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of Slipping back Far behind Far behind On track On track Far behind Far behind
152 Mauritania On track .. Slipping back On track Far behind Far behind Far behind

153 Zambia Far behind Slipping back .. On track .. Slipping back On track
154 Senegal Far behind On track On track On track Far behind Far behind On track
155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the Slipping back .. .. .. .. Far behind ..
156 Côte d’Ivoire On track Far behind Far behind Far behind Far behind Slipping back On track
157 Eritrea .. Far behind .. .. .. On track ..

A1.3 Progress
towards
Millennium
Development
Goals 

Goal 1 Goal 2 Goal 3 Goal 4 Goal 7
Eradicate extreme Achieve universal Promote gender equality Reduce child Ensure environmental

poverty and hunger primary education and empower women mortality sustainability

Target
Halve the

Target Target proportion
Halve the Target Reduce under- of people

proportion of Eliminate gender disparity five and infant without access
people suffering Target in all levels of education a mortality rates to improved

from hunger Ensure that all children can Female gross Female gross by two-thirds water sources

Undernourished complete primary education primary secondary Under-five Population using
people Net primary Children enrolment enrolment mortality rate improved water

(as % of total enrolment ratio reaching grade 5 ratio as % of ratio as % of (per 1,000 live sources
HDI rank population) b (%) (%) male ratio male ratio births) (%)
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158 Benin On track On track .. Far behind Far behind Far behind ..
159 Guinea On track Far behind .. On track Far behind On track Far behind
160 Gambia On track .. .. On track On track Far behind ..
161 Angola On track .. .. .. .. Slipping back ..
162 Rwanda Slipping back .. .. .. .. Slipping back ..

163 Malawi On track .. .. On track On track Lagging Lagging
164 Mali Far behind Far behind On track On track Slipping back Far behind On track
165 Central African Republic Far behind .. .. .. .. Far behind Far behind
166 Chad On track Far behind Far behind Far behind Far behind Far behind ..
167 Guinea-Bissau .. .. .. .. .. Far behind ..

168 Ethiopia .. Far behind .. Slipping back Slipping back Far behind Far behind
169 Burkina Faso On track Far behind .. Far behind .. Far behind ..
170 Mozambique On track Slipping back .. Far behind Far behind Far behind ..
171 Burundi Slipping back .. .. Far behind .. Far behind ..
172 Niger Far behind Far behind On track Far behind On track Far behind Far behind
173 Sierra Leone Lagging .. .. .. .. Far behind ..

Others

Afghanistan Far behind .. .. Far behind Slipping back Far behind ..
Andorra .. .. .. .. .. On track On track
Bosnia and Herzegovina On track .. .. .. .. On track ..
Iraq Slipping back .. .. Far behind Far behind Slipping back ..
Kiribati .. .. On track .. .. Lagging ..
Korea, Dem. Rep. of Slipping back .. .. .. .. Far behind On track
Liberia Slipping back .. .. .. .. Far behind ..
Liechtenstein .. .. .. .. .. On track ..
Marshall Islands .. .. .. .. .. On track ..
Micronesia, Fed. Sts. .. .. .. .. .. On track ..
Monaco .. .. .. .. .. On track On track
Nauru .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Palau .. .. .. .. .. Far behind ..
San Marino .. .. Achieved .. .. On track ..
Somalia Slipping back .. .. .. .. Far behind ..
Tonga .. .. .. .. .. On track On track
Tuvalu .. .. .. .. .. Far behind On track
Yugoslavia On track .. Achieved Achieved Achieved On track ..

Number of countries in category (% of world population) c

Achieved or on track 57 (49.2) 51 (40.6) 44 (32.2) 90 (63.3) 81 (44.4) 85 (24.4) 68 (43.4)
Lagging, far behind 

or slipping back 43 (28.0) 24 (5.7) 8 (1.6) 14 (3.4) 20 (22.0) 81 (61.2) 25 (32.1)
No data 68 (8.5) 93 (39.4) 116 (51.9) 64 (19.0) 67 (19.4) 2 (0.1) 75 (10.3)

Note: The table shows the results of analysis assessing progress towards goals for 2015 based on linear interpolation of trends in the 1990s. Each of the Millennium Development Goals is accompanied by
multiple targets. The selection of goals and targets in the table is based principally on data availability. The trend assessment uses two data points at least five years apart. For further details see technical
note 2. The table includes all UN member countries except high-income OECD countries; it also includes Hong Kong, China (SAR).
a. The goals for gender equality in primary and secondary education are preferably to be achieved by 2005, and by the latest by 2015. Progress towards the goals is assessed here based on a 2015 target. 
b. A complementary indicator for monitoring hunger is the prevalence of underweight children, but very limited trend data are available for that indicator. 
c. Population shares do not sum to 100% because the analysis excludes high-income OECD countries.
Source: Column 1: FAO 2001; column 2: UNESCO 2001; column 3: UNESCO 1999b; columns 4 and 5: UNESCO 1999a; column 6: UNICEF 2002; column 7: WHO, UNICEF and WSSCC 2000.
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Good governance is perhaps the single most
important factor in eradicating poverty and
promoting development.

—UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan1

Around the world, more people are recogniz-

ing that governance matters for development—

that institutions, rules and political processes

play a big role in whether economies grow,

whether children go to school, whether human

development moves forward or back. So, pro-

moting human development is not just a social,

economic and technological challenge: it is also

an institutional and political challenge. 

Accompanying this new consensus is a grow-

ing conviction that many persistent develop-

ment problems reflect failures of governance.

Studies in a range of countries and regions hold

weak governance responsible for persistent

poverty and lagging development. The gover-

nance crisis is evident in widespread corruption,

inefficient public services and a host of other fail-

ures. These studies have also shown what poor

governance means for ordinary citizens—schools

without teachers, courts without justice, local bu-

reaucrats demanding bribes at every turn.2

What does it mean to promote good gov-

ernance? There is no single answer. But much

of the recent debate has focused on what makes

institutions and rules more effective, including

transparency, participation, responsiveness, ac-

countability and the rule of law. All are impor-

tant for human development—especially since

ineffective institutions usually cause the most

harm to poor and vulnerable people. 

But just as human development is about

much more than growth in national incomes,

governance for human development is about

much more than effective institutions and rules

(box 2.1). For three reasons, it must also be

concerned with whether institutions and rules

are fair—and whether all people have a say in

how they operate:

• Participating in the rules and institutions that

shape one’s community is a basic human right

and part of human development.

• More inclusive governance can be more ef-

fective. When local people are consulted about

the location of a new health clinic, for example,

there is a better chance it will be built in the right

place. 

• More participatory governance also can be

more equitable. Much is known about the eco-

nomic and social policies that help eradicate

poverty and promote more inclusive growth. But

few countries pursue such policies vigorously,

often because the potential beneficiaries lack po-

litical power and their interests are not fully

represented in policy decisions.

Governance for human development is

partly about having efficient institutions and

rules that promote development by making

markets work and ensuring that public services

Democratic governance for human development
CHAPTER 2

From the human development perspective,

good governance is democratic governance.

Democratic governance means that:

• People’s human rights and fundamental

freedoms are respected, allowing them to live

with dignity.

• People have a say in decisions that affect

their lives.

• People can hold decision-makers ac-

countable.

• Inclusive and fair rules, institutions and

practices govern social interactions.

• Women are equal partners with men in

private and public spheres of life and deci-

sion-making.

• People are free from discrimination

based on race, ethnicity, class, gender or

any other attribute.

• The needs of future generations are re-

flected in current policies.

• Economic and social policies are re-

sponsive to people’s needs and aspirations.

• Economic and social policies aim at erad-

icating poverty and expanding the choices

that all people have in their lives.

BOX 2.1

Good governance—for what?

Source: Human Development Report Office.



52 HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2002

live up to their name. But it is also about pro-

tecting human rights, promoting wider partic-

ipation in the institutions and rules that affect

people’s lives and achieving more equitable eco-

nomic and social outcomes. Thus governance for

human development is concerned not just with

efficient, equitable outcomes but also with fair

processes. Governance for human development

must be democratic in substance and in form—

by the people and for the people (see the spe-

cial contribution by Nobel Prize–winner Aung

San Suu Kyi).

THE ROLE OF POLITICAL FREEDOM AND

PARTICIPATION IN HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

Political freedom and participation are part of

human development, both as development goals

in their own right and as means for advancing

human development. 

POLITICAL FREEDOM AND PARTICIPATION

ARE ESSENTIAL GOALS OF HUMAN

DEVELOPMENT

Political freedom and the ability to participate

in the life of one’s community are capabilities

that are as important for human development

as being able to read and write and being in good

health. People without political freedom—such

as being able to join associations and to form and

express opinions—have far fewer choices in

life. And being able to participate in the life of

one’s community—commanding the respect of

others and having a say in communal deci-

sions—is fundamental to human existence.

That political freedom and participation are

crucial to human development is not always well

understood. Indeed, there is a widespread mis-

perception that human development is only about

economic and social outcomes such as reducing

Respect for human dignity implies commitment to cre-

ating conditions under which individuals can develop

a sense of self-worth and security. True dignity comes

with an assurance of one’s ability to rise to the chal-

lenges of the human situation. Such assurance is un-

likely to be fostered in people who have to live with

the threat of violence and injustice, with bad gover-

nance and instability or with poverty and disease.

Eradicating these threats must be the aim of those who

recognize the sanctity of human dignity and of those

who strive to promote human development. Devel-

opment as growth, advancement and the realization

of potential depends on available resources—and no

resource is more potent than people empowered by

confidence in their value as human beings.

The concept of human development is no longer

new. But some analysts still consider its aspirations

bold and daring—some might say overwhelming and

foolhardy. The problems are innumerable, forever

changing and forever the same—a complex, fluid

spectrum of social, economic and political issues that

is impossible to grasp entirely. That it defies delimi-

tation is the core of the challenge posed by the task

of human development. It demands constant effort and

capacity for rethinking, flexibility and fast reactions.

The process of human development calls for human

resolve and ingenuity. Hopeless, helpless people

stripped of their dignity are hardly capable of such ac-

tivities. And so we return to the link between human

development and human dignity.

Human development encompasses all aspects of

human existence. It is generally accepted that its

scope includes political and social rights as well as eco-

nomic ones—but the different rights are not always

given the same weight. For example, some people

still claim that humanitarian aid and economic assis-

tance cannot wait for political and social progress. This

insidious idea creates dissonance between comple-

mentary requirements. If the people that aid targets

are not empowered, it cannot achieve more than a very

limited, very short-term alleviation of problems rooted

in long-standing social and political ills. After all,

human development is not intended to produce im-

potent objects of charity.

At this time when the world is preoccupied with

the menace of terrorism, it is worth considering that

people who feel deprived of control over their lives—

necessary for a dignified life—are liable to search for

fulfilment along the path of violence. Merely provid-

ing them with a certain material sufficiency is not

enough to win them over to peace and unity. Their

potential for human development has to be realized

and their human dignity respected so that they can gain

the skills and confidence to build a world strong and

prosperous in harmonious diversity.

Aung San Suu Kyi 
Winner of the Nobel Peace Prize, 1991

Human development and human dignity

SPECIAL CONTRIBUTION

Political freedom and

participation are part of

human development,

both as development

goals in their own right

and as means for

advancing human

development
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income poverty and improving health and edu-

cation. Though these are important for human de-

velopment, its aim is much broader—to promote

the freedom, well-being and dignity of people

everywhere. Economic growth is a means to these

broader ends. The success of the human devel-

opment index (HDI)—itself only a partial mea-

sure of the economic and social dimensions of

human development—has contributed to this

misperception because it leaves out so many as-

pects of human development (box 2.2). 

THEY ARE ALSO IMPORTANT FOR MAKING

HUMAN DEVELOPMENT HAPPEN

As the first Human Development Report said

in 1990, “People are the real wealth of a nation.”3

People are not only the beneficiaries of eco-

nomic and social progress, they are also its

agents, both as individuals and by making com-

mon causes with others. That is one reason

strategies for promoting human development

have traditionally emphasized investing in ed-

ucation and health and promoting equitable

economic growth. These are two pillars of de-

velopment because they mobilize individual

agency by strengthening productive capacities. 

But this Report highlights a third pillar of a

21st century human development strategy: pro-

moting participation through democratic gov-

ernance. Participation promotes collective agency

as well as individual agency—important because

collective action through social and political

movements has often been a motor of progress

for issues central to human development: pro-

tecting the environment, promoting gender equal-

ity, fostering human rights. In addition,

participation and other human development

gains can be mutually reinforcing. Political free-

dom empowers people to claim their economic

and social rights, while education increases their

ability to demand economic and social policies

that respond to their priorities (figure 2.1).4

BROADENING THE SCOPE OF HUMAN

DEVELOPMENT: WHY PARTICIPATION, AND

WHY NOW?

Putting participation at the heart of human de-

velopment strategies raises a question about

the scope of human development: which capa-

bilities are part of human development? Human

development is certainly broader than education

and health. Many other capabilities are also im-

portant in expanding human choices. But pub-

lic policy is about setting priorities. And the

human development approach requires decid-

ing which capabilities are most important for

public policy.5

There can be no single answer: societies

and people value capabilities differently de-

pending on their situation. Human Develop-
ment Reports have applied two criteria in

identifying an important capability. First, it

Ironically, the human development ap-

proach to development has fallen victim to

the success of its human development index

(HDI). The HDI has reinforced the nar-

row, oversimplified interpretation of the

human development concept as being only

about expanding education, health and de-

cent living standards. This has obscured the

broader, more complex concept of human

development as the expansion of capabili-

ties that widen people’s choices to lead lives

that they value. 

Despite careful efforts to explain that

the concept is broader than the measure,

human development continues to be iden-

tified with the HDI—while political free-

doms, participating in the life of one’s

community and physical security are often

overlooked. But such capabilities are as

universal and fundamental as being able to

read or to enjoy good health. They are val-

ued by all people—and without them, other

choices are foreclosed. They are not in-

cluded in the HDI because they are diffi-

cult to measure appropriately, not because

they are any less important to human

development. 

BOX 2.2

Human development—the concept is larger than the index

Source: Fukuda-Parr 2002.
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must be universally valued by people the world

over. Second, it must be fundamental in the

sense that the lack of it would close off many

options in life. Other than that, the basic con-

cept of human development has remained

open-ended. Different capabilities may be con-

sidered important over time and in different

parts of the world.

In the decade since the first Human De-
velopment Report, political freedom and par-

ticipation have become much more prominent

in public policy debates. The political shifts of

the 1990s built greater consensus on the value

of political freedom and human rights—con-

sensus reflected in recent intergovernmental

declarations such as the Millennium Declaration

of the UN General Assembly and the consen-

sus document of the March 2002 UN Confer-

ence on Financing for Development. 

In an era of rapid globalization, markets

and political liberalization—not government

planning—are often the main drivers of eco-

nomic and social change. But a decade ago,

with the legacy of the cold war still alive, the

world was divided on the importance of polit-

ical freedom and participation. And 1990 was

the tail end of the planning era of develop-

ment, with the state as the primary actor. As a

result human development strategies empha-

sized the need to reallocate public investments

in favour of human development priorities, es-

pecially the two pillars of expanding primary

health care and education and promoting pro-

poor growth.

Changes in the world have shifted human

development priorities and made political free-

dom, participation and collective action much

more important as public policy issues. Along-

side the economic entrepreneurship that drives

markets, social entrepreneurship now drives

policy debates on issues that matter for people.

In addition, consensus is emerging on the im-

portance of collective action by people and civil

society groups in shaping the course of human

development. 

Other capabilities might be considered im-

portant today—such as personal security or the

capability to be free from physical danger or vi-

olence. Chapter 4 highlights the importance of

democratic governance of security forces. 

DEMOCRACY AND HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

Democratic principles follow naturally and in-

escapably from this vision of human develop-

ment. The word democracy, from the Greek,

means “rule by the people”. It sums up well the

human development approach to governance

because it expresses the idea that people come

first: governance must conform to the needs of

people, not vice versa. Whether there can be

such a thing as “will of the people” in a world

with disparate and competing interests, the

basic democratic principle—of the equal con-

cern for all people in the formation of gover-

nance structures—captures a key part of what

human development should be about. 

The democratic system of voting in elec-

tions adds another crucial element of gover-

nance from a human development standpoint,

because elections are the paradigm of enforce-

able accountability. When a government fails to

live up to the needs and desires of the people,

the people can throw it out of office. No form

of accountability is more direct. There is also no

more egalitarian form of participation. The prin-

ciple of “one person, one vote” gives every in-

dividual an equal say in the choice of

government—in theory if not in practice. Other

forms of participation can also be important

for ensuring the accountability of state and non-

state actors when, for one reason or another, the

ballot box fails to do the job. But there is always

the risk that particular groups and interests will

wield undue influence, as those with more re-

sources, or simply more determination, impose

their views. 

It would be a mistake to equate democracy

with regular elections and to fall into the fallacy

of “electoralism”.6 Some analysts consider the

mere fact of elections a sufficient condition for

the existence of democracy, assuming that once

fair and free elections are regularly held, all

other democratic institutions and practice will

naturally follow. 

But democracy also requires functioning in-

stitutions. It requires a legislature that represents

the people, not one controlled by the president,

prime minister, bureaucrats or the military. It re-

quires an independent judiciary that enforces the

rule of law with equal concern for all people. It

Alongside the economic

entrepreneurship that

drives markets, social

entrepreneurship now

drives policy debates 

on issues that matter 

for people
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requires well-functioning political parties and

electoral systems. It requires security forces that

are professional, politically neutral and serve the

needs of people. It requires an accessible media

that is free, independent and unbiased, not one

controlled by the state or by corporate interests.

And it requires a vibrant civil society, one that can

play a watchdog role on government and interest

groups—and provide alternative forms of politi-

cal participation. These institutions, underpinned

by democratic values and respect for human rights,

provide checks and balances against the risks of

tyranny—and of populism, because in democra-

cies populist politicians can mobilize support by

using propaganda and appeals to racism and other

forms of intolerance. 

In democratic societies people participate in

the public sphere in many ways—debating is-

sues with friends and neighbours, writing to

newspapers on the rights and wrongs of gov-

ernment policies, marching in protests, be-

coming members of political parties or trade

unions—giving them a say in the decisions that

affect their lives. Participation involves engag-

ing in deliberative processes that can bring peo-

ple’s concerns to the fore. Open space for free

political debate and the diverse ways in which

people can express their views are the essence

of democratic life and are what make decision-

making work in democracies. In representative

systems of government, decision-making is del-

egated to officials. But informed decisions re-

quire input from the people affected by them

and cannot rely solely on “expert knowledge”. 

Democracies take different shapes and

forms—because political systems vary, they may

be “differently democratic” on many fronts.7 For

the world’s parliamentarians the essence of

democracy lies in its basic principles (box 2.3).

It is the only political regime compatible with

human development in its deepest sense, be-

cause in democracy political power is authorized

and controlled by the people over whom it is ex-

ercised. The most benign dictatorship imagin-

able would not be compatible with human

development because human development has

to be fully owned. It cannot be granted from

above. As Human Development Report 2000
explained, democracy is also the only political

regime that respects open contests for power and

is consistent with the respect and promotion of

all human rights—civil, cultural, economic, po-

litical and social. 

IS THERE A TRADE-OFF BETWEEN

DEMOCRACY AND DEVELOPMENT? 

In many countries questions linger about com-

patibilities and trade-offs between democracy

and development. Military takeovers are most

often justified on the grounds that democratically

elected governments are incompetent in man-

In 1995 the Inter-Parliamentary Union as-

sembled experts from various regions and

disciplines to develop an international stan-

dard on democracy. Building on this work,

the Universal Declaration on Democracy

was adopted in 1997.

The declaration starts with basic prin-

ciples. Democracy is a universally recog-

nized ideal, based on values common to

people everywhere regardless of cultural,

political, social or economic differences. As

an ideal, democracy aims to protect and

promote the dignity and fundamental

rights of the individual, instil social justice

and foster economic and social develop-

ment. Democracy is a political system that

enables people to freely choose an effec-

tive, honest, transparent and accountable

government.

Democracy is based on two core prin-

ciples: participation and accountability.

Everyone has the right to participate in

the management of public affairs. Like-

wise, everyone has the right to access in-

formation on government activities, to

petition government and to seek redress

through impartial administrative and ju-

dicial mechanisms.

Genuine democracy presupposes a gen-

uine partnership between men and women

in conducting the affairs of society. Democ-

racy is also inseparable from human rights

and founded on the primacy of the law, for

which judicial institutions and independent,

impartial, effective oversight mechanisms

are the guarantors.

The declaration sets out the prerequi-

sites for democratic government, empha-

sizing the need for properly structured, well-

functioning institutions. These institutions

must mediate tensions and preserve the

equilibrium between society’s competing

claims.

A parliament representing all parts of

society is essential. It must be endowed with

institutional powers and practical means to

express the will of the people by legislating

and overseeing government action. A key

feature of the exercise of democracy is hold-

ing free, fair, regular elections based on uni-

versal, equal, secret suffrage.

An active civil society is also essential.

The capacity and willingness of citizens to

influence the governance of their societies

should not be taken for granted, and is nec-

essary to develop conditions conducive to

the genuine exercise of participatory rights.

Society must be committed to meeting

the basic needs of the most disadvantaged

groups to ensure their participation in the

workings of the democracy. Indeed, the in-

stitutions and processes essential to any

democracy must include the participation of

all members of society. They must defend di-

versity, pluralism and the right to be different

within a tolerant society.

Democracy must also be recognized as

an international principle, applicable to in-

ternational organizations and to states in

their international relations.

Democracy is always a work in progress,

a state or condition constantly perfectible.

Sustaining democracy means nurturing and

reinforcing a democratic culture through

all the means that education has at its

disposal.

BOX 2.3

Key principles of democracy—the Inter-Parliamentary 
Union’s Universal Declaration on Democracy

Source: Johnsson, IPU 2002.
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aging economic and social life. Authoritarian

regimes often argue that they have an advan-

tage in building strong states that can make

tough decisions in the interests of the people.

They also argue that democratic processes cre-

ate disorder and impede efficient management—

that countries must choose between democracy

and development, between extending political

freedom and expanding incomes. 

These arguments are not supported by

empirical evidence. Rather, there are good

reasons to believe that democracy and growth

are compatible. With just two exceptions, all

of the world’s richest countries—those with per

capita incomes above $20,000 (in 2000 pur-

chasing power parity)—have the world’s most

democratic regimes (figure 2.2). In addition,

42 of the 48 high human development coun-

tries are democracies.8 These outcomes do not

mean that there is a causal relationship—that

democracy leads to economic growth or higher

income. Indeed, the correlation between

democracy and income weakens or disappears

when only low-income countries are consid-

ered (figure 2.3). In fact, the literature finds no

causal relationship between democracy and

economic performance, in either direction. A

systematic study by Adam Przeworski and

others of 135 countries from 1950–90 dis-

credits the notion of a trade-off between

democracy and development.9 Similarly, stud-

ies of sources of economic growth find no

strong evidence that democracy is an ex-

planatory factor (box 2.4).10

DEMOCRACY CONTRIBUTES TO STABILITY

AND EQUITABLE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL

DEVELOPMENT

Democracy expands political freedom, a desir-

able outcome in itself. But democratic institu-

tions and processes can also contribute to

development, especially human development.

Competition for political power—through elec-

tions and other features of democracy—makes

politicians more likely to respond to people’s

needs and aspirations. It can also help manage

conflict and promote stability. 

In democracies people have a voice—un-

derpinned by freedom of speech and thought,

freedom of information, free and independent

media and open political debate—that allows

Why should a positive relationship be ex-

pected between democracy and economic

growth, and why might richer countries be

more likely to be democratic? Some re-

searchers argue that democracies are better

guarantors of property rights than non-

democracies (see, for example, Clague and

others 1996) and that enforcing property

rights and contracts is essential for invest-

ment and growth. Democracies also appear

to be better at managing and consolidating

economic reforms, because democracies are

better at winning the support of groups that

lose out from reforms (Haggard 1997).

But there is little consensus on these

points—because there are also arguments

that democracy is bad for growth. Take the

claim that dictators are less open to pressure

from self-interested pressure groups and so

are better able, should they so choose, to

focus on the nation’s well-being.

Empirical studies of democracy and

growth are equally inconclusive. Borner,

Brunetti and Weder (1995) found that 3

empirical studies identified a positive asso-

ciation between democracy and growth, 3

a negative association and 10 no conclusive

relationship. In another influential study

Barro (1996) tested a non-linear relationship

and found that at low levels of democracy,

more democracy is better for growth—but

at high levels, more democracy is harmful to

growth. 

Other research also finds conflicting ef-

fects. According to Tavares and Waczairg

(2001), democracy increases human capital

accumulation and lowers income inequality,

increasing growth—but it also lowers phys-

ical capital accumulation and raises govern-

ment consumption, lowering growth. One

striking finding: fertility rates are significantly

lower in democracies at all income levels,

and they go up and down as countries tran-

sition between dictatorships and democracies.

This has strong implications for women’s

well-being. And as Przeworski and others

(2000) find, it also means that even if democ-

racy has no effect on aggregate GDP growth,

it may affect per capita GDP growth.

Another robust finding is that while the

economic performance of dictatorships varies

from terrible to excellent, democracies tend

to cluster in the middle. The fastest-growing

countries have typically been dictatorships,

but no democracy has ever performed as

badly as the worst dictatorships (Przeworski

and others 2000). The same is true for poverty

reduction (Varshney 2002). Thus democracy

appears to prevent the worst outcomes, even

if it does not guarantee the best ones.

Does economic development increase

the likelihood of a country being democra-

tic? Modernization theory holds that the

conversion to democracy is an inevitable

result of economic development, making

richer countries more likely to transition to

democracy. But the evidence does not sup-

port this: middle-income countries have

been more likely than poor or rich countries

to move from dictatorships to democracies,

according to Przeworski and others (2000).

In Latin America, Landman (1999) finds

that the level of economic development has

no significant effect on the rate of change to

democracy for any of seven measures of

democracy. The rate of economic growth

also has little impact: dictatorships can fall

during periods of expansion or contraction.

Even so, high-income countries are more

likely to be democratic once other factors

are taken into account (Londregran and

Poole 1996; Barro 1997). The explanation is

that democratic regimes are much more likely

to survive in high-income countries, though

they are not more likely to emerge. Between

1951 and 1990 none of the 31 democratic

regimes with per capita incomes above $6,055

(1985 purchasing power parity dollars) fell,

while 38 poor democracies collapsed (Prze-

worski and others 2000). There is also evi-

dence that reversions to authoritarianism are

likely in economic downturns, but it is not

clear, argue Londregan and Poole (1996),

whether bad economic performance causes

democracies to fall or whether democracies

about to fall exhibit bad performance.

Several studies have considered the re-

lationship between democracy and income

inequality, but poor data make findings ten-

uous. Data incomparability between coun-

tries and within countries over time

precludes clear conclusions.

BOX 2.4

Democracy and economic growth—a review of the literature

Source: Clague and others 1996; Haggard 1997; Borner, Brunetti and Weder 1995; Barro 1996, 1997; Tavares and Waczairg
2001; Przeworski and others 2000; Varshney 2002; Landman 1999; Londregan and Poole 1996.



DEMOCRATIC GOVERNANCE FOR HUMAN DEVELOPMENT 57

them to be heard in public policy-making. Pub-

lic pressure can influence the decisions and ac-

tions of public officials as well as private agents,

as with environmental pollution or abusive

labour practices. These democratic processes are

clearly related to three aspects of development. 

First, democracies are better than authori-

tarian regimes at managing conflicts, because

the political space and the institutions that pro-

vide for open contests give opponents hope that

change is possible without destroying the system.

Some politicians argue that democracy leads to

political instability, undermining development.

But empirical studies show that the reverse is true.

Socio-political unrest and handovers of power

occur more often in democracies than in dicta-

torships, but they do not disrupt development.

Between 1950 and 1990 democracies experi-

enced twice as many riots and demonstrations

and three times as many labour strikes. But such

events—as well as changes in government—did

not slow economic growth in democracies. Under

dictatorships they did. Dictatorships were also

more prone to violent political upheavals, ex-

periencing a war, on average, every 12 years,

compared with every 21 years in democracies.

And wars caused greater economic hardship in

dictatorships than in democracies.11 Democra-

cies can mitigate internal conflicts so that they do

not develop into political crises and economic

turmoil.

The same relationship holds in the opposite

direction—that is, higher incomes help democ-

racies survive once they emerge, and the likeli-

hood of reverting to authoritarianism declines

as incomes increase (figure 2.4).12 Higher in-

comes also contribute to political stability.13

Second, democracies are better at avoiding

catastrophes and at managing sudden downturns

that threaten human survival. As Amartya Sen

has argued, democratic institutions and

processes provide strong incentives for gov-

ernments to prevent famines. Without opposi-

tion parties, uncensored public criticism and the

threat of being thrown out of office, rulers can

act with impunity. Without a free press, the

suffering from famine in isolated rural areas

can be invisible to rulers and to the public.

“Famines kill millions of people in different

countries of the world, but they don’t kill the
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rulers. The kings and the presidents, the bu-

reaucrats and the bosses, the military leaders and

the commanders never are famine victims.”14

Consider China, India and the Democratic

People’s Republic of Korea. In India famines

were common under colonial rule—for exam-

ple, 2–3 million people died in the 1943 Ben-

gal famine. But since independence and the

establishment of democratic rule, there has been

no recurrence of famine—despite severe crop

failures and massive losses of purchasing power

for large segments of the population, as in 1968,

1973, 1979 and 1987. Each time the government

acted to avoid famine. For example, food pro-

duction fell sharply during the 1973 drought in

Maharashtra, but famine was averted, partly

because 5 million people were quickly put to

work in public works projects. In contrast, dur-

ing 1958–61, famines in China killed nearly 30

million people. And one of the worst famines in

history continues in the Democratic People’s Re-

public of Korea, having already killed an esti-

mated 1 in 10 citizens. 

Political incentives in democracies also seem

to help societies avoid other disasters, espe-

cially economic ruin and the collapse of devel-

opment. The worst economic crises in

democracies have been much less severe than the

worst under dictatorships. True, some of the

highest economic growth has been achieved

under non-democratic rule, notably in the East

Asian tigers between the 1960s and 1990s. But

authoritarian regimes have also taken countries

to economic ruin—as in Mobutu Sese Seko’s

Congo, Papa and Bebe Doc’s Haiti and Idi

Amin’s Uganda. Only 1 of the 10 countries with

less than 1% annual growth for at least 10 years

between 1950 and 1990 was a democracy. 

Third, democracies help spread the word

about critical health issues, such as the negative

implications for women of a large number of

births, the benefits of breast feeding and the

dangers of unprotected sex in the context of

HIV/AIDS. In these areas open dialogue and

public debate can disseminate information and

influence behaviour. Sharp declines in fertility

in highly literate Indian states such as Kerala

were due not only to high literacy but also to

its interaction with public debates on the ben-

efits of small families.15 Free, open public de-
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bates are the cornerstone of what Amartya Sen

calls the “constructive role” that democracies

can play in promoting development. And among

countries with similar incomes, people live

longer, fewer children die and women have

fewer children in democratic regimes.16 This

hugely important result has strong implications

for human development given the importance

of lower fertility for women’s lives and choices

and for the health of future generations. Un-

derstanding what lies behind this result and

identifying the policies that made a difference

are research priorities. 

STILL, THE LINKS BETWEEN DEMOCRACY

AND EQUITABLE DEVELOPMENT NEED TO BE

STRENGTHENED

When more than growth is considered, demo-

cratic institutions and processes contribute to

development (figure 2.5). But the links are by

no means automatic. Social injustices are wide-

spread in democratic and authoritarian regimes

alike, whether deliberate or otherwise in the al-

location of public services or in discrimination

against squatters, street children, migrants and

other socially marginal groups. Discrimination

against ethnic minorities, women, the elderly and

others continues even in long-established democ-

racies, as the Commission for Racial Equality re-

cently reported in the United Kingdom.17

Political incentives to respond to the needs of

ordinary people may be offset by incentives to

respond to the demands of the powerful or the

wealthy.

Much is known about how to promote eq-

uitable development that benefits poor people:

widening access to credit, reforming land own-

ership, investing in basic social services for all,

promoting the informal sector, following sound

macroeconomic policies. But too often such poli-

cies are not adopted because of systematic biases

that protect the interests of elites. Around the

world, public spending is often skewed in favour

of rich people in such critical areas as basic

health and education (figures 2.6 and 2.7).18

Moreover, taxation and spending policies are

not more progressive in the countries with the

highest income inequalities. According to one

study covering more than 50 countries, countries
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with higher income disparities have lower tax rev-

enues and government spending than countries

with more evenly distributed incomes.19

Such biases occur in both authoritarian

and democratic regimes. Democracies range

from those with highly uneven income distri-

butions to those that are more egalitarian. The

same is true for less democratic regimes (figure

2.8). Similarly, there is a wide range of achieve-

ments in key human development indicators

such as the under-five mortality rate or the net

primary enrolment ratio. Mali has progressed

further than Togo in stabilizing its democratic

structures but has done no better in spreading

primary schooling, raising literacy or reduc-

ing infant mortality. Bahrain and Syria have

done as much to spread primary education as

more democratic Jordan—and more than Mo-

rocco (figure 2.9).

Some democracies have huge, often grow-

ing inequalities in income, wealth, social ad-

vantage and power. Consider Brazil and the

Russian Federation, with some of the world’s

widest income disparities. In many Latin Amer-

ican countries disparities in income and edu-

cation rose in the 1990s after democratic rule

was restored in the 1980s.20 Income inequali-

ties also jumped in the former Soviet Union,

Central and Eastern Europe and the Baltics. By

contrast, Indonesia, the Republic of Korea and

Malaysia achieved solid economic growth and

reduced income inequalities under non-de-

mocratic rule in the 1970s.21

So, while democracy can promote equi-

table development, the goals of democracy and

equity should be considered largely indepen-

dent—with both requiring dedicated effort

and political will. Democracy may not auto-

matically secure equitable social and economic

development, but poverty does not prevent

democracy from taking root: Costa Rica, Jor-

dan, Mozambique and Senegal have expanded

people’s freedoms and participation much

more than their less democratic neighbours

with similar incomes. The lesson is that democ-

racy is not a luxury for developing countries.

On the contrary, democracy has intrinsic value

for human development because it has strong

links to political and civil freedoms and can con-

tribute to social and economic development.
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But these links are not automatic, and strength-

ening them is the challenge of democratic gov-

ernance—making democratic institutions serve

human development. 

TODAY’S GOVERNANCE CHALLENGE

Democracy and human development have some-

thing else in common. They are both more a

journey than a destination—a promise rather

than a list. Societies can be more or less democ-

ratic, just as people can have broader or more con-

strained choices to lead lives they value. But there

is no defined end point. No society is ever com-

pletely democratic or fully developed. What mat-

ters is moving forward, and not slipping back.

People everywhere want to determine their

destiny. The kind of democracy they choose need

not follow a particular model—the North Amer-

ican or the Western European, for example. The

model must be adapted to local circumstances and

history. But everywhere, democracy requires a

long process of political development. It needs

basic institutions, formal and informal, of the

state and outside it. It will not thrive without the

spread of democratic culture—of values and

principles that guide the behaviour of individu-

als and groups. Threats to democracy come not

only from political parties that are personalized

and unable to represent people, but also from in-

tolerance, extremism and a lack of respect for

human rights and human dignity. 

The implication is that priorities for ad-

vancing democratic principles vary according to

the social context, just as priorities for human

development vary over time and across com-

munities. Promoting the equal concern for all

people in the formation of governance structures

meant something different in an era of state-

owned industry and the transistor radio than it

does in an era of transnational corporations

and the Internet.

It follows that fulfilling the promise of de-

mocratic governance in a 21st century world can-

not depend simply on making state institutions

function better. It must also take into account

the fact that global economic integration and po-

litical liberalization are reshaping the environ-

ment in which state institutions operate—often

fundamentally changing what it means for peo-

ple to have a say in how they are governed. 

To be sure, the nation-state is still a power-

ful force shaping individual lives, and in most cases

it is the most important one. But new actors are

also becoming important, from the World Trade

Organization to national and international cor-

porations, to new groups in civil society and the

media, both local and international. As the actors

change, so do the rules: from participatory local

budgeting to regional trade rules to international

protection of human rights. And as people’s lives

become more interdependent, democratic prin-

ciples of participation and equal concern for all

must be reflected in the way that these new ac-

tors structure their institutions and in the way that

rules are formulated and implemented. 

Democratic governance in this fast-changing

environment is about more than people having

the right to vote. It must be about strengthening

democratic institutions so that they keep pace

with the changing distribution of economic and

political power. And it must be about promot-

ing democratic politics that make participation

and public accountability possible even when the

relevant power and processes lie outside the for-

mal institutions of the state. What this two-part

strategy implies for governance is the subject of

the rest of this Report.

People everywhere want

to determine their

destiny. The kind of

democracy they choose

need not follow a

particular model
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In earlier times there were lengthy discussions
on whether one country or another was yet
“fit for democracy”. That changed only re-
cently, with the recognition that the question
was itself wrong-headed: a country does not
have to be judged fit for democracy, rather it
has to become fit through democracy. This is
a truly momentous change.

—Amartya Sen1

The last two decades of the 20th century saw a

historic shift in the global spread of democ-

racy. Some 81 countries—29 in Sub-Saharan

Africa, 23 in Europe, 14 in Latin America, 10

in Asia and 5 in the Arab states—took steps to-

wards democratization.2 Often this meant the

overthrow of an authoritarian one-party regime,

the introduction of multiparty elections or

both—a major advance. But the recent mixed

experience with democracy in these countries—

and around the world—shows that the process

of deepening democracy and making it work for

people has barely begun.

Why is there less optimism about democracy

today than in the euphoric period just after the

cold war? One reason is that many countries that

embraced democracy have suffered reversals,

while many others have limited political com-

petition and continuing abuse of political and

civil rights. Today 47 of the 81 countries are con-

sidered functioning democracies.3 Then there’s

the disturbing spread of “illiberal” democra-

cies, as in Kyrgyzstan and Zimbabwe, where

elected governments act the same as their au-

thoritarian predecessors, depriving citizens of

human rights and ignoring constitutional limits

on power.4 So, why call them “transitional”?

They do not seem to be transitioning anywhere.5

Even where democracy is more firmly es-

tablished, people are disappointed by the eco-

nomic and social results. Many fought for—

and won—democracy in the hope of greater

social justice, broader political participation

and peaceful resolution of violent conflicts.

Rightly or wrongly, they expected democracy to

bring more effective development. Just since

2000 in Latin America alone, presidents have

been pressured to resign in Argentina (twice),

Ecuador, Peru and Venezuela. 

Now, 10 to 20 years later, democracy has not

produced dividends in the lives of ordinary

people in too many countries. Income inequality

and poverty have risen sharply in Eastern Eu-

rope and the former Soviet Union, sometimes

at unprecedented rates (figure 3.1). Poverty

has continued to increase in a more democra-

tic Sub-Saharan Africa. And many newly de-

mocratic regimes in Latin America seem no

better equipped to tackle the region’s high

poverty and inequality than their authoritarian

predecessors. Political instability and violence

have also marred democratic transitions in In-

donesia, Nigeria, the former Yugoslavia and

elsewhere. 

Perhaps most serious, people around the

world seem to have lost confidence in the ef-

fectiveness of their governments—and often

seem to be losing faith in democracy. More

than 70% of survey respondents in Latin

America complain of increasing poverty,

crime, corruption and drug trafficking and

addiction.6 Nor is reduced faith in govern-

ments and politics limited to new democracies.

Gallup International’s Millennium Survey

asked more than 50,000 people in 60 countries,

“Would you say that your country is governed

by the will of the people?” Fewer than a third

said yes. The survey also asked, “Does gov-

ernment respond to the will of the people?”

Only 10% said that it did.7

Deepening democracy by tackling
democratic deficits 
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For some people these disappointments

mean that democracy is incompatible with eco-

nomic and social development. History and

evidence, as outlined in chapter 2, argue that

this is not the case. But history also teaches that

democracy, in itself, does not guarantee greater

social justice, faster economic growth or in-

creased social and political stability. The links

between democracy and human development

can be strong—but they are not automatic.

And in almost every country those links need

to be strengthened. The best way to achieve this

is by strengthening democratic institutions and

promoting democratic politics, the focus of

this chapter (see the special contribution by

President of Iran Seyyed Mohammad Khatami). 

Humanity, anguished by its journey through the

20th century, marred by bloodshed, calamities and

discriminations, is eager for a better future in the new

century—a future guided by justice illuminating

the gloomy skies of the past and present and based

on the dignity and rights of all human beings. 

Much has been said about the pains and suf-

ferings of humankind. Too often have victims of all

ages paid the price for the power, wealth and de-

ceptions of a privileged few. In one corner of the

world people may have attained acceptable living

conditions. Yet the rupture between form and con-

tent and the ensuing spiritual anguish have tor-

mented their lives. In other, far more populous

parts of the world people struggle with a multitude

of afflictions—ranging from poverty, ignorance and

exclusion to undemocratic rulers who are often

subservient to the world’s major powers. 

Over the past century democracy evolved as a

value, inspiring new models of governance. In an age

of awakening for people and nations, rulers must

come to terms with this value—and allow human be-

ings to realize liberty, spirituality and dignity. 

The main features of democracy—which should

be clearly distinguished from its various manifesta-

tions—include people’s right to determine their

destinies; the emanation of authority, particularly po-

litical authority, from the free will and choice of the

people and its submission to their continued

scrutiny; and the institutionalization of such ac-

countability. No single form of democracy can be

prescribed as the one and final version. Hence un-

folding efforts to formulate democracy in the con-

text of spirituality and morality may usher in yet

another model of democratic life.

Democratic principles have become the crite-

ria for good governance domestically. They deserve

to become the new norm governing global interac-

tions. Thus the exigencies of a few power holders

should not supersede the interests of humanity

through now-familiar practices of endorsing unde-

mocratic governments, unresponsive to the will and

needs of their people, and applying double and

multiple standards in response to incidents around

the globe. 

The structure of power in our contemporary

world must be reformed. In a global society whose

constituents are nations with equal rights and dig-

nity—much like equal individuals within nations—

diverse cultures and civilizations should work to-

gether to build a moral, humane world with liberty

and progress for all. 

The global community ultimately requires the

emergence of a responsive moral society, avoiding the

use of force and coercion in national and international

disputes. Values and norms that are not codified

into laws, and laws that lack enforcement mecha-

nisms, will have no tangible effect. Thus globalization

is intertwined with the articulation of new collective

rights and ethics, and the ensuing impact on national

and international norms and institutions.

The world’s future belongs to democracy at all

levels of governance, advancing ethical, legal and po-

litical values based on dialogue and the free ex-

change of ideas and cultures. Let us advance the

United Nations to promote the equitable partici-

pation of all nations and civilizations in tomorrow’s

global governance.

Seyyed Mohammad Khatami

President of the 
Islamic Republic of Iran

SPECIAL CONTRIBUTION

The world’s future belongs to democracy

In the name of God

The links between

democracy and human

development can be

strong—but they are 

not automatic
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PUBLIC ACCOUNTABILITY OF DEMOCRATIC

INSTITUTIONS

If democracies are not always responsive to the

needs and concerns of ordinary people, how can

they be made to work better? The answer turns

on whether people can go beyond simply ex-

pressing their views and preferences to check the

power of rulers and influence decisions. 

Accountability is about power—about peo-

ple having not just a say in official decisions

but also the right to hold their rulers to ac-

count. They can demand answers to questions

about decisions and actions. And they can sanc-

tion public officials or bodies that do not live up

to their responsibilities. Today the insistence that

public officials be held accountable is extend-

ing to corporations, multinational organizations

and others who have more power in public de-

cision-making. Because of their influence over

the lives of people and communities, they are

holders of the public trust—and so answerable

for their actions to national legislatures and to

the public. 

Accountability means different things in

different contexts. To whom, for what and by

which standards is accountability judged? Often

the concern is with sanctions against legal wrong-

doing: when a corporation violates environ-

mental pollution standards, for example. If a

company can pollute its environment with im-

punity, there is no accountability because na-

tional laws and regulations are weak or poorly

enforced. In other cases the concern may be to

sanction teachers, doctors and others who are

not meeting minimum professional standards.

All these kinds of accountability are central to

democratic governance—to ensuring that the

holders of the public trust are acting effectively

and fairly. 

In democracies, people can demand ac-

countability in two ways: through action by civil

society and through structures of representation

and delegation. But apart from elections, most

formal mechanisms of accountability are dele-

gated. The most important are the checks and

balances between the judiciary, legislature and

executive—and specialized and independent

oversight entities such as human rights com-

missions, electoral commissions, public service

commissions, ombudspersons, auditors general

and anticorruption bodies. 

The problem is, democratic institutions in

many countries—especially newer democra-

cies—are overburdened and lack the means to

do their jobs. Political parties are disorganized.

Representatives cannot keep in close contact

with their constituents. Oversight and regulatory

agencies lack well-trained staff. And bureau-

crats are underpaid, overworked or both. Many

countries that held multiparty presidential elec-

tions for the first time in the 1980s and 1990s

did so with political parties created just months

before. 

Resource constraints are not the only insti-

tutional weakness. Sometimes national institu-

tions are ineffective because real power lies

elsewhere. In a more integrated world, weak and

indebted states face vast areas of policy-making

over which they share control with international

actors—if they share it at all. Decisions at the

global level can bind states, and national elec-

tions and checks and balances lack the reach to

hold powerful global actors to account. Or

states may have little real authority because sub-

versive groups have taken over: guerrilla move-

ments, international drug traffickers and crime

syndicates, powerful rural landowners, slum-

land gangs.8

Even where arrangements for accountabil-

ity exist, they do not function well in many

democracies. They do not promote the interests

of most people. And they do an even poorer job

of protecting the interests of minorities, women

and poor people. There are two main reasons: 

• Democratic institutions are subverted by

corruption and elite capture.

• Democratic institutions have inadequate

reach, and there are gaps in democratic practice. 

SUBVERSION OF INSTITUTIONS BY

CORRUPTION OR MONEYED INTERESTS

Corruption, abuses of power, intimidations by

criminal elements—all weaken democratic ac-

countability. Oversight and regulatory agen-

cies may also fail to act when they have been

captured by political or special interests. For ex-

ample, in the late 1990s South-East Asia suffered

from a persistent atmospheric haze—creating

Accountability is about

power—about people

having not just a say in

official decisions but also

the right to hold their

rulers to account
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serious health hazards—because plantation

owners bribed Indonesian officials to turn a

blind eye to illegal forest fires. Burning land was

much cheaper than clearing it manually. Payoffs

flowed into all levels of the administrative hi-

erarchy, almost guaranteeing that supervisors

would not penalize junior officers for failing to

enforce regulations. Subordinates returned the

favour by not blowing the whistle on those

higher up. Only when the haze from the fires

began spreading over Malaysia and Singapore

in 1997 did international embarrassment catal-

yse a crackdown.9

Transparency International Bangladesh, in

a 2000 study of the nation’s banking industry,

found that people getting credit from the for-

mal banking sector had to pay a direct bribe

equal to 2–20% of the loan value. The higher

percentages were extorted from uneducated

rural applicants, partly because the bribes were

being shared with government officials review-

ing the loans.10 Worse, borrowers often paid up

to half of a loan’s value to secure a promise

from branch managers that the loan would not

have to be repaid, a promise often breached.

When the supposed beneficiaries are left with

little choice but to collude in bribery, it under-

mines their willingness to protest—and cor-

ruption becomes harder to expose.

Judicial proceedings can also be under-

mined, providing little protection to ordinary

people, especially poor people. Judicial systems

are often inaccessible. They use official lan-

guage that many people cannot speak or write.

And too often they are open to bribes. Where

victims have no judicial recourse, their abusers

often go unpunished—especially when they are

members of the police. Studies in Latin Amer-

ica have shown that minorities, poor people

and other marginalized groups (such as homo-

sexuals and street children) are disproportion-

ately the victims of physical abuse and other

mistreatment by the police (box 3.1). Gender

bias in judicial proceedings is another prob-

lem. Male-dominated village councils system-

atically fail to uphold the rights of women, as in

land disputes in Uganda (box 3.2).

Electoral processes can be subverted by

fraud. Numerous elections have been contested

by opposition candidates charging fraud and ir-

regularities. In 1997 Cameroonian President

Paul Biya was re-elected with 93% of the vote—

but the three main opposition parties had boy-

cotted the election, and the government had

dismissed demands for an independent elec-

toral commission.11 Too many other recent elec-

A study of land disputes in Uganda’s Ka-

bale District found that gender bias and

corruption routinely lead local tribunals to

fail to uphold women’s land rights in dis-

putes with male relatives over the sale of

family and homestead land. These disputes

often involve adult sons or male relatives ha-

rassing elderly widows to relinquish the

land they have inherited from their hus-

bands, or husbands selling family land with-

out consulting their wives. Routinely faced

with officials’ demands for “informal” pay-

ments, women who tried to pursue their

cases were generally unable to outbribe

their male relatives. In some cases land sell-

ers colluded with members of the village

councils. 

The gender bias and corruption are not

checked by any type of accountability. The

electoral system is particularly inadequate

because women face many obstacles to win-

ning seats on local village councils. 

BOX 3.2

Gender bias subverts legal process

Source: Goetz and Jenkins 2002.

Judicial systems often seem more diligent in

prosecuting crimes committed by poor peo-

ple than crimes against them. According to

its Pastoral Land Commission, between

1964 and 1992 Brazil experienced 1,730

politically motivated killings of peasants,

rural workers, trade union leaders, religious

workers and human rights lawyers. By 1992

only 30 of these cases had been brought to

trial, and just 18 resulted in convictions. 

Surveys of poor people find that at best,

the police and judiciary are considered un-

responsive—at worst, as aggressive abusers

of judicial rights. A recent World Bank sur-

vey found that around the world, poor peo-

ple often view police as: 

• Unresponsive—absent when needed,

coming only when someone has been killed.

• Corrupt—making false arrests, accusa-

tions and imprisonments, with release con-

ditioned on large bribes; stealing money

from children; threatening, blackmailing

and extorting citizens; using illegal drugs;

conniving with criminals.

• Brutal—harassing street vendors; con-

fiscating identification documents; raping

women who register complaints; beating

up innocent people; torturing and killing

homeless boys.

Judicial systems reinforce these biases

by failing to punish police abuses. Corrup-

tion can also subvert oversight—by police

complaint authorities, ombudspersons, in-

dependent judicial commissions and na-

tional human rights commissions. When

the president of Mexico’s Human Rights

Commission was murdered in 1990, a po-

lice commander was accused of the killing.

In the course of his trial, six prosecution wit-

nesses were murdered. In 1992 El Salvador

established a human rights ombudsperson.

But in 1998 the national assembly replaced

the activist who had held the position with

a man who had nine outstanding complaints

filed against him by the same human rights

office—including charges of corruption,

obstructing justice and violating legal prin-

ciples. The office was later discredited fur-

ther by high staff turnover, apparent

mismanagement of funds and a reduced

emphasis on investigating human rights

complaints. 

BOX 3.1

Poor people, poor justice

Source: Narayan, Chambers, Shaha and Petesh 2000, pp. 163–64; Goetz and Jenkins 2002; Pinheiro 1999, p. 55.
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tions have been similarly marred: among others,

Haiti in 2000,12 Chad in 2001, Zimbabwe in

2002, Madagascar in 2002. 

Money in politics is especially serious be-

cause it can distort democratic institutions at

every level. It can distort the election process

and the extent to which elected leaders repre-

sent their constituents. And it can distort par-

liamentary politics and the functioning of the

judiciary and the executive. This problem has

recently reached the top of the political agenda

in many countries, often as a result of scandals

at the highest levels of government. In several

countries politicians have been charged with ac-

cepting money from criminals, for their private

benefit or for campaign purposes. The down-

fall of the Christian Democrats in Italy in the

1990s owed much to accusations that the party

was “financially connected to the mafia”.13

And in Germany in the early 1980s the “Flick

Affair” severely shook the nation as it uncov-

ered illegal contributions from the Flick Com-

pany.14 Senior politicians from all the main

political parties allegedly disregarded cam-

paign financing laws.15 The scandal prompted

the passage of campaign contribution laws

meant to prevent political financing abuse. Yet

in 1999 Helmut Kohl, the former chancellor,

resigned as honorary chairman of his party

after acknowledging having run a network of

secret accounts and receiving clandestine do-

nations equal to $6.5 million.16 This scandal

later ensnared other members of the Christian

Democratic Union.

Electoral processes cannot operate with-

out financing. But where money plays a deci-

sive role in politics, it turns unequal economic

power into unequal political advantage and un-

dermines the principle of “one person, one

vote”. The problem is not new. But the soaring

cost of elections has almost certainly made the

situation worse. In 1980 U.S. presidential can-

didates spent $92 million—but that rose to

$211 million in 1988 and $343 million in 2000.17

Including spending by political parties, the total

cost in 2000 was more than $1 billion.18 Though

a large campaign budget does not guarantee suc-

cess, it is important in many contests: one study

of U.S. campaigns in the 1970s showed that

candidates challenging incumbent members of

Congress won an extra 1 percentage point of

votes for every $10,000 spent.19

Such costs make for an uneven playing field

in political contests because they make it almost

impossible for an underfunded candidate to enter

a race. These costs also increases politicians’ de-

pendence on certain sources of financing, leav-

ing the democratic system vulnerable to the undue

influence of special interest groups—particularly

corporate interests (box 3.3)

INADEQUATE REACH AND GAPS IN

DEMOCRATIC PRACTICE

Even well-functioning formal structures of par-

ticipation and accountability are at best only

blunt instruments. Elections and other formal

checks enable citizens only to end the tenure of

politicians who abuse their mandates. And join-

ing political parties, seeking to influence their

agendas and voting in elections have rarely been

enough to safeguard the rights of women, mi-

norities and poor people.

Nor do these mechanisms have the reach to

tackle injustices that affect people’s daily lives.

For example, a recent World Bank review of the

weak impact of Colombia’s land reforms con-

cluded that even repeated parliamentary ques-

tioning had not gone to the heart of the problem,

which was that elites had captured the pro-

gram and distorted it to their own ends. There

was collusion between sellers and buyers to

overstate land prices, divide the surplus and let

the government foot the bill.20

One solution to such problems is to decen-

tralize power to lower levels of government—

bringing it closer to the people. But local officials

are no more immune to elite capture than offi-

cials in central government. Indeed, far from

strengthening local democracy, decentralization

can actually reinforce the power and influence

of local elites.21 In these circumstances citizens

may have more luck with officials who are far-

ther away. A recent survey of 12 countries found

that in only half was there any evidence—some

quite limited—that decentralization empowers

more people, reduces poverty, enhances social

progress or mitigates spatial inequality.22 De-

centralization helps poor people most when local

politics are democratic, with strong structures and

Where money plays a

decisive role in politics, it

turns unequal economic

power into unequal

political advantage and

undermines the principle

of “one person, one vote”
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Why do business interests influence public pol-

icy in democracies? Sometimes it is a matter of

corrupt public officials seeking personal gain. But

two other factors are also at work. First, gov-

ernments serve the public interest by promoting

businesses, which create jobs and generate eco-

nomic growth. Policies that discouraged the

success of businesses could not only undermine

national economies but could also drive busi-

nesses overseas. Second, businesses tend to com-

mand resources and access unmatched by other

groups—whether representing workers, con-

sumers or environmental causes.

Corporate cash and political patronage
In many countries corporate contributions and

lobbying are prominent features of the political

landscape. The passage of historic campaign fi-

nance reform legislation in the United States in

early 2002 owed much to public outrage at the

dramatic expansion of corporate campaign con-

tributions, much of it “soft money”. Corporations

gave $1.2 billion in political contributions dur-

ing the 2000 elections—about 14 times the al-

ready enormous amount contributed by labour

unions and 16 times the contributions of other

interest groups. Although many European coun-

tries have tighter limits on corporate funding,

similar patterns emerge elsewhere. And in India

big businesses provided an estimated 80% of

the financing for major parties in 1996. 

Corporate donations and lobbies often

drown out the voices of workers, consumers,

women, environmentalists and other interest

and citizen groups. For example, agroindus-

tries have exerted considerable influence on

national positions in international trade nego-

tiations. And highly publicized cases—such as

Enron’s $3 billion Dabhol power project in

India and the Aguas del Tunari water corpora-

tion project in Bolivia—show how the concerns

of local people, intellectuals, environmentalists

and other groups are often ignored until they de-

velop into protests and major confrontations. In

Bolivia hundreds of workers went on a general

strike, bringing transportation to a standstill

and evoking a violent police response in which

a demonstrator was shot. Martial law was de-

clared shortly thereafter.

Cases like these feed public scepticism about

corporate accountability, and not just within

the antiglobalization movement. Concerns about

corporate influence resonate with broader in-

ternational public opinion. In its 1999 Millen-

nium Survey, Gallup International interviewed

57,000 people in 60 countries—and found wide-

spread suspicion and scorn of corporate conduct

and higher expectations of corporations’ social

responsibility. Almost four out of five respon-

dents held companies responsible for public

health and safety. Two-thirds said that compa-

nies are responsible for bribery and corruption.

In 12 European countries more than half the peo-

ple surveyed said that business did not pay

enough attention to its social responsibilities. 

People are increasingly concerned that cor-

porations are not held accountable for their

actions, either because laws are weak or are

weakly enforced. Indeed, even when domestic

legislation is adequate, it is often not imple-

mented. In the United States white-collar crime

receives much less attention from law enforce-

ment than other types of crime. Between 1992

and 2001 the Securities and Exchange Com-

mission referred 609 white-collar cases to U.S.

attorneys for criminal charges. But only 187

were prosecuted, with 142 defendants found

guilty and 87 going to jail.

Multiple approaches to influencing policy
processes
Donations to politicians and political parties are

only one way for businesses to influence poli-

cies. Corporations engage in a broad range of

activities to ensure that their views get a hear-

ing and influence policy. Corporations draft

and submit legislation, offer testimony and par-

ticipate in consultations. They also influence

how policies are applied—by negotiating im-

plementation schedules, supporting certain

nominees for official appointments and influ-

encing the judiciary through briefing seminars.

A recent study of three U.S. trade advisory

committees found that of 111 members, only 2

represented labour unions—and none repre-

sented consumers (the seat reserved for an en-

vironmental advocacy organization had not

been filled). But corporations were well repre-

sented, with 92 members from individual com-

panies and 16 from trade associations.

U.S. policy debates on climate change illus-

trate these trends. The U.S. Global Climate Coali-

tion, an industry group that coordinates business

participation in international policy debates, has

lobbied aggressively to this end, vigorously chal-

lenging scientific arguments on climate change.

And while most top scientists agree that green-

house gas emissions have to be reduced, the coali-

tion has argued forcefully that the targets set by

the Kyoto Protocol are “unrealistic”.

What can be done? 
Asymmetries in resources and access cannot

be wished away. So how can undue corporate

influence be tackled? Reforming political fi-

nancing is crucial, and should include: 

• Increasing transparency and disclosure of

the sources of all election, party and candidate

financing. 

• Setting clear limits on spending as well as

on contributions—by level and by source. 

• Providing public funding for candidates

and parties. 

Many countries are pursuing such mea-

sures. Indonesia, the Republic of Korea and

Thailand have introduced comprehensive legis-

lation requiring transparency and setting limits

on spending and contributions. In 2000 the

United Kingdom began requiring all parties to

disclose the sources of donations above 5,000

pounds at the national level and 1,000 pounds

at the local level. Public funding can take dif-

ferent forms—from a “maximalist” approach,

where public funding is the main source of party

and election finance (as in Germany, Korea and

Sweden), to a “minimalist” approach, where

only elections are partly subsidized (as in Aus-

tralia, Canada and Ireland). The United King-

dom does not provide direct state funding, but

candidates receive free broadcasting opportu-

nities and free postal service. 

Initiatives can also address the flip side of

the coin, by introducing norms for socially re-

sponsible corporate behaviour in political ac-

tivity. More responsible political activity

includes:

• Transparency, with corporations making

clear their political activities. Novartis pub-

lishes position papers on biosafety protocols,

and Astra Zeneca discloses its funding of lob-

byist groups.

• Accountability, with corporations making

an effort to respond to public concerns. Scottish

Power invites external comments on its policies.

• Consistency, with corporations making

their positions consistent with those of groups

that advocate on their behalf, such as industry

associations or “front groups”.

The most effective—and ambitious—

approach would be for corporations to get

out of politics altogether. In all likelihood this

would require legislation because all busi-

nesses would need to act simultaneously. But

some businesses are taking steps in this di-

rection. Shell, for example, has stopped mak-

ing political contributions. 

BOX 3.3

Corporate influence on politics 

Source: Center for Responsive Politics 2001; Mahbub ul Haq Human Development Centre 1999; Madeley 1999; Human Rights Watch 2002; Parry 2001; Grunwald 2002; Zadek 2001; Leaf 2002.; Korten 1995;
SustainAbility 2001, p.14; Global Climate Coalition 2002; Sridharan 2001.
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open participatory practices. Only if accompa-

nied by strong support to community groups

can decentralization empower ordinary people.23

Thus formal structures of accountability in

democracy are strong in theory but are often un-

dermined by self-perpetuating concentrations of

power and influence. In some countries the

same prime ministers have alternated at the

helm for decades, and dynastic politics contin-

ues. In Mexico the same party was in power for

more than 70 years until the 2000 elections

ended its rule. Despite democratic upheavals and

some inroads into politics by underrepresented

groups, elites hold on to state power, and un-

equal power structures prevail.24

Breaking such vicious circles will require

strengthening democratic institutions and state

capacities. But that is only part of the solution.

Political pressure also has to come from outside

formal structures, through the emergence of a

more vibrant democratic politics. 

STRENGTHENING FORMAL DEMOCRATIC

INSTITUTIONS

Most of the 81 countries that recently took steps

towards democratization have yet to shake off the

legacies of authoritarian pasts, and democratic

institutions and practices have yet to take root.

Representative processes appear to be in crisis

even in well-established democracies. In the

United States the turnout of registered voters in

presidential elections fell from 96% in 1960 to

51% in 2000, and in the United Kingdom from

78% in 1992 to 59% in 2001. Though these

trends are not universal—voter turnout has been

rising in some countries, especially in Latin Amer-

ica—large drops have been seen in eight other

OECD countries.25 In France, Italy, Norway

and the United States party membership is half

(or less) of what it was 20 years ago (table 3.1).

According to recent surveys in Latin America and

Central and Eastern Europe, far fewer people

have confidence in political parties than in the

church, the armed forces or television (figure

3.2).26

Countries can start to restore public trust in

representative structures and reduce the con-

centration of political power by:

• Developing stronger vehicles for formal po-

litical participation and representation through

political parties and electoral systems. 

• Strengthening checks on arbitrary power

by separating powers among the executive, ju-

diciary and legislature, and by creating effective

independent entities.

• Decentralizing democratically: devolving

power from the central government to provinces

and villages, underpinned by stronger local de-

mocratic institutions and practices. 

• Developing free and independent media.

DEVELOPING STRONGER VEHICLES FOR

FORMAL POLITICAL PARTICIPATION AND

REPRESENTATION

A well-functioning democracy depends on

well-functioning political parties responsive

to people, but new democracies mean new

parties. These parties are not yet able to fulfil

their traditional functions of political educa-

tion, mobilization and representation of di-

verse interests. In many African countries

opposition parties disappear between elec-

tions, while ruling parties behave like they

used to under single-party systems. A dearth

of public funding and limits on fundraising

leave parties dependent on a few wealthy in-

dividuals to finance their activities and cam-

paigns. And with perks and patronage flowing

from ruling parties, politicians are increas-

TABLE 3.1 

Falling membership in political parties 

Change in members

Country Period Number Percentage

France 1978–99 –1,122,000 –64.6
Italy  1980–98 –2,092,000 –51.5
United States 1980–98 –853,000 –50.4
Norway 1980–97 –219,000 –47.5
Czech Republic 1993–99 –225,000 –41.3
Finland 1980–98 –207,000 –34.0
Netherlands 1980–2000 –136,000 –31.7
Austria 1980–99 –446,000 –30.2
Switzerland 1977–97 –119,000 –28.9
Sweden 1980–98 –143,000 –28.0
Denmark 1980–98 –70,000 –25.5
Ireland 1980–98 –28,000 –24.5
Belgium 1980–99 –136,000 –22.1
Germany 1980–99 –175,000 –9.0
Hungary 1990–99 8,000 5.0
Portugal 1980–2000 50,000 17.0
Slovakia 1994–2000 38,000 29.6
Greece 1980–98 375,000 166.7
Spain 1980–2000 809,000 250.7

Source: Mair and van Biezen 2001, p. 12.
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ingly switching party affiliation—“crossing

the carpet”—to join the winning party. This

practice has become so common in West Africa

that some governments, as in Benin and Niger,

have made it illegal.27

Too often the organizational structure of

parties is anything but participatory. Parties

that are not open and transparent are unlikely

to be democratic in their policy commitments.

Without internal democracy, parties become

individual fiefdoms. Charismatic leadership,

more than party platform, often drives party

loyalty. Creating a culture of democracy in po-

litical parties is thus vital. At the very least this

should involve open, competitive elections for

party leadership. Such a requirement would be

useful to include in any agenda for political re-

form—as in Panama’s new electoral code, es-

tablished in 1995.

Elections are complex processes requiring

systematic organization. Improving voter regis-

tration and rolls and setting up independent

electoral commissions are cornerstones of a free

and fair system. The inclusion of parties and can-

Worldwide, women account for less than 14%

of the lower houses of parliaments, a share that

is growing at a snail’s pace. To accelerate this

trend, many countries have introduced quotas.

They are in use in all 11 countries that have

achieved more than 30% representation by

women, from Sweden and other Nordic coun-

tries to Argentina—the first Latin American

country to introduce a quota, in 1991—to

Mozambique. Quotas can be legislated per-

centages in parliaments or voluntary targets

adopted by political parties.

Legislated quotas in legislatures 
In India one-third of the seats in local governments

(panchayats ) have been reserved for women

since 1993. Local parties and interest groups have

had to seek out female candidates to represent

them and win their support. In 1998 women won

as many as 40% of seats in panchayat elections. 

In France a 1999 constitutional amend-

ment required that at least half the candidates

for municipal elections be women. As a result

women won 48% of elections in 2001, up from

22% in 1995. In national elections, where there

is no such requirement, the share of women

elected increased from 7% in 1998 to just 9%

in 2001.

Voluntary quotas in political parties
In 1994 South Africa’s African National Congress

introduced a one-third quota for women, trig-

gering impressive gains. With 120 women in the

400-member National Assembly, the country

now ranks 8th in the number of women in na-

tional parliaments, up from 141st in 1994. 

In the United Kingdom the Labour Party

introduced all-women shortlists for open seats

from 1993 until the 1997 general election. In

2000 the British House of Commons had 121

female members, nearly twice as many as in

1995. 

But quotas are not a silver bullet
Quotas are designed to facilitate women’s ac-

cess to elected office. But increasing women’s po-

litical participation requires a long-term strategy

for changing long-standing practices that keep

women out of politics. Such change cannot be leg-

islated overnight. Not everyone—including some

women’s rights activists—considers quotas a sus-

tainable strategy. But without such radical mea-

sures it would be difficult to achieve the critical

mass of women’s representation needed to fos-

ter a new culture—one that should culminate in

the balanced presence of women both in parlia-

ments and in the governing bodies of political par-

ties. Quotas are primarily a temporary remedial

measure, and are no substitute for raising aware-

ness, increasing political education, mobilizing cit-

izens and removing procedural obstacles to

women getting nominated and elected. And

being voted into office is merely the beginning

of women’s struggles for full participation—it

does not mean that they acquire a real political

base, and inexperience is a handicap for new

legislators. 

So, improving the quality of women’s par-

ticipation in policy-making is as important as in-

creasing the number of women elected, and

many initiatives are under way to support women

once elected. In the Philippines the Center for

Legislative Development, a non-governmental or-

ganization (NGO), provides training in such

areas as legislative agenda setting, proposal de-

velopment, advocacy and participation in com-

mittee and floor deliberations. This training has

helped female legislators in three provinces pass

gender-related ordinances, such as the creation

of crisis centres for women, and promoted gen-

der-responsive policy decisions on issues such as

violence against women. Forging links between

female politicians and women’s groups sustains

advocacy initiatives to pass laws that promote

women’s rights. 

In Trinidad and Tobago a network of

NGOs called Working to Get the Balance

Right trained 300 women to run in local gov-

ernment elections in 1999. The goal was to

sensitize the women to gender-specific con-

cerns and to how these concerns can be ad-

dressed through their participation as advocates

or public officials. The number of female can-

didates nominated to run was 91—an almost

100% increase over 1996. And 28 won seats—

a 50% increase.

BOX 3.4

Quotas make a difference in women’s political participation

Source: International IDEA 2002b; IPU 2000a, 2001, 2002b; Reyes 2000.

103 countries where women’s 
representation grew

17 countries where women’s 
representation did not change

40 countries where women’s
representation declined

Progress and setbacks of women 
in national parliaments, 1995–2000
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didates as stakeholders, monitors and defend-

ers of elections, and not just as contenders, can

help ensure stability—as in Mozambique in

1994, where party representatives were included

in every aspect in the run-up to the elections.28

The media can also contribute to this effort—

diffusing information, focusing public debate

and increasing civic and voter education (see

below). So can civil society. In Indonesia non-

governmental organizations (NGOs) played a

central role in voter education, explaining to

citizens their rights and duties to vote accord-

ing to their free will and conscience, the value

of voting in a democracy and the nature of new

election laws. These campaigns also helped con-

vince citizens of the fairness of the system, its new

transparency and the new parties and person-

alities entering into the political life of the

country.

Many countries are trying to strengthen sys-

tems of representation. Whether in established

or new democracies, these efforts tend to have

common elements:

• Improving governance in political par-
ties, with ethical standards, training, discipline

and better financial management. The Demo-

crat Party of Thailand, for example, has em-

barked on a process to professionalize party

management. The Labang Demokratikong

Pilipino Party of the Philippines is working on

the problem of patronage, establishing a re-

search institute and conducting seminars and

policy discussions.29

• Promoting the participation of minori-
ties and women. Political parties have been a

major institutional factor behind the chronic

underrepresentation of minorities and women.

The situation is improving, but at a snail’s pace.

In 103 countries the proportion of women in

parliament increased between 1995 and 2000,

but around the world it still averages just 14%.

Affirmative action is often needed to overcome

entrenched obstacles. Quotas, either in legisla-

tures or in parties, have been instrumental in rais-

ing representation. They have been used in the

countries with the highest representation of

women in parliament and are making changes

in countries where female participation in pol-

itics has historically been lower, such as France

and South Africa (box 3.4).

• Building electoral systems. Many countries,

both long-established and new democracies, are

reforming their electoral systems. The success of

the 2000 Mexican elections largely rested on the

1996 reform of electoral and political frame-

works, as well as the complete reform of the elec-

toral commission, the Instituto Federal Electoral. 

• Limiting the distorting influence of money
in politics. Reform of political finance is under

active debate in many countries, aiming to im-

prove transparency, level the playing field (by

setting limits on spending and contributions),

encourage public subsidies and grass-roots con-

tributions and manage undue corporate and

business influences on public policy. In the

wake of allegations of political corruption a

common response has been new laws—already

introduced in some countries such as France and

the United States and hotly debated in others

such as India. Elements of these initiatives in-

clude disclosure laws, spending limits, contri-

bution limits, bans on certain types of donations,

direct and indirect public subsidies for parties

and candidates and subsidies for political broad-

casting (see box 3.3). But a study of 60 countries

by the International Institute for Democracy

and Electoral Assistance shows that stricter laws

are only a first step—and that when political fi-

nancing laws are accompanied by silence, in-

difference and lack of technical training, abuses

are best able to flourish.30

STRENGTHENING CHECKS ON ARBITRARY

POWER BY SEPARATING POWERS

Democracies suffer reversals when elected gov-

ernments are overturned. But many elected

governments have turned authoritarian, in-

creasingly behaving like their autocratic pre-

decessors. The keys to preventing such abuses

of power are strengthening the separation of

powers and the independence of the legisla-

ture and judiciary—and professionalizing the

bureaucracy and the military. 

Whether the judiciary can maintain its in-

dependence is often the litmus test for whether

democratically elected rule can avoid turning au-

tocratic. The fierce independence of India’s ju-

diciary is a cornerstone of the country’s

democracy. Indeed, the tug of war between a ju-

Whether the judiciary can

maintain its independence

is often the litmus test for

whether democratically

elected rule can avoid

turning autocratic
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diciary fighting to stay autonomous and politi-

cal parties and the executive is a continuing

feature of Indian political life. From the efforts

to eliminate judicial review of legislation in the

1970s to the judicial activism of the 1990s in tak-

ing up cases of political corruption, the judiciary

has vigorously defended the separation of pow-

ers and ensured that checks and balances are a

reality (box 3.5).31 In Egypt the Constitutional

Court played a key role in imposing judicial su-

pervision of polling stations in the 1987 and

2001 elections.32 In 1997 Mali’s Constitutional

Court annulled the first round of legislative

elections and ordered new balloting in response

to a petition from opposition parties. And in

2001 Gabon’s Constitutional Court quashed a

presidential decree appointing all the members

of the country’s Economic and Social Council,

saying that the decree violated a constitutional

requirement that 85% of the council’s mem-

bers be elected by their peers from throughout

the country.33

During apartheid South Africa’s govern-

ment used the law and the courts to imple-

ment—and defend—its policies, causing the

oppressed majority to view the judicial system

as a tool of white oppression. But human rights

lawyers and a few sympathetic judges kept the

judicial process from losing all credibility, which

proved crucial to the establishment of a demo-

cratic constitution. Today strong measures guar-

antee an independent judiciary, and the

Constitutional Court ensures an appropriate

separation of powers between the three branches

of government. In addition, the Constitutional

Court and the independent Judicial Services

Commission have made courts more represen-

tative—of 199 superior court judges, 45 are

black and 26 are women. In 1994, when

apartheid ended, there were no more than one

or two of either (box 3.6).34

In many new democracies, however, dom-

ination by the executive branch—and excessive

influence of security forces, especially the mil-

itary—remain stubborn legacies. Shifting to a

more balanced system, with an independent ju-

diciary and legislature, does not happen

overnight. The legislature often plays a lim-

ited role in policy-making—for example, with

budgets discussed only at their final stage in

many parliaments. In South Africa parliamen-

tarians have no power to amend budgets, only

to approve what is presented or reject it out-

right. But rejection is not a realistic option,

because it would immobilize the business of

government.35 In other countries the control-

ling majority often amends constitutions with-

out broad debate. As political pressure mounts

to challenge their power, rulers may try to

maintain their hold on it through, for example,

constitutional amendments that reinforce the

power of the executive. In Cameroon military

tribunals can exercise jurisdiction over civilians

in cases involving civil unrest. Establishing

civilian control of the military and the police

is an enormous challenge in many new democ-

racies (see chapter 4). 

In many countries bureaucratic rule con-

tinues as well, often conflicting with democra-

India’s judiciary—its Supreme Court and

state high courts—has been a cornerstone

of the country’s democracy since indepen-

dence. Over the decades the judiciary has re-

buffed continued encroachments on its

independence. In recent years renewed ju-

dicial activism has vigorously defended cit-

izens’ fundamental rights. It has also

safeguarded environmental and other pub-

lic goods. And it has tackled issues of de-

mocratic accountability and charges of

corruption in the executive. 

In the 1970s the courts encountered

several challenges to their independence.

In a celebrated case in 1976, the prime min-

ister at the time tried to eliminate the use of

judicial review to limit parliament’s powers.

The attempt was defeated and the courts

ruled that the basic framework of the con-

stitution could not be altered. 

In the 1980s the courts started to hear

public interest litigation involving the human

rights of poor and powerless people, espe-

cially in cases of police brutality and torture,

custodial rape and inhumane treatment in

jails. These cases also protected such pub-

lic goods as clean air and water and uncon-

taminated blood supplies. This judicial

activism coincided with the rise of civil so-

ciety organizations and social movements

dedicated to social justice and human rights

goals. The synergy built among civil society,

reform-minded members of the middle

classes and several supreme and high court

justices like Justices P. N. Bhagwati and Kr-

ishna Iyer helped advance these causes.

Legal reforms provided for class action suits

on behalf of poor, oppressed and victimized

citizens.

In the 1990s the courts sought to up-

hold the principle of separation of powers

and delink the intelligence services from

the control of the political executive. They

did so to restore the accountability of the

Central Bureau of Investigations, the gov-

ernment’s main investigative agency. A se-

ries of scandals had revealed an unhealthy

relationship between the bureau, the prime

minister’s office and other political elites.

The courts restructured authority over the

bureau and set its director’s tenure to a

minimum of two years. There were coun-

termoves in parliament, which alleged that

the judiciary was encroaching on legislative

and administrative functions beyond its au-

thority, and that judges were exploiting re-

cent corruption trials. A lively debate

continues about these institutions, their de-

velopment and their contribution to the vi-

tality of democratic politics in India.

BOX 3.5

India’s judiciary—independence and activism
defending democratic institutions and practices

Source: Kohli 2001; Rudolph and Rudolph 2001.
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tic reforms even in long-established democracies

such as Japan. Civil servants may not readily

adjust to the role of holder of public trust. Ju-

risdictional conflicts between electoral com-

missions and ministries of the interior highlight

the difficulties of overcoming bureaucratic rule.

So does the reluctance of presidential appointees

and auxiliaries to tolerate the emergence of po-

litical parties and civil society organizations. 

Often the legislature and the judiciary sim-

ply lack technical capacity, office space and ac-

cess to information. A 1993 study of Argentina,

Bolivia, Brazil, Chile and Honduras found that

parliamentary committees lacked skilled staff.

Parliamentarians in El Salvador and Mexico

are also bereft of professional assistance, staffed

only by secretaries. Fewer than a dozen of

Nepal’s 205 members of parliament have any

training in economics.36

Many countries are trying to confront these

problems, with mixed success. In addition to

providing parliaments and judiciaries with equip-

ment, procedures and adequately trained pro-

fessional staff, they are introducing innovations

and structural reforms to reinforce checks on

abuses of power. And they are strengthening par-

liamentary committees to foster more effective

decision-making and to monitor the executive.

In 1983 Ireland established a committee system

that conducts research for members of parlia-

ment.37 In Portugal, Romania and elsewhere, op-

position leaders are appointed to lead powerful

legislative committees, including the finance

committee.38 And in Morocco the 1996 consti-

tution introduced a bicameral legislature to pro-

mote more pluralistic representation.39

Another approach is to strengthen inde-

pendent entities—especially ombudspersons,

electoral commissions and human rights com-

missions. All can promote and defend critical

reforms and democratic practices in countries

with imbalances of power between the execu-

tive and the other branches. Independent elec-

toral commissions play a critical role in ensuring

free and fair elections (box 3.7). An important

condition for their independence is budgetary

independence, best secured by legal arrange-

ments—and with budgets not only for elec-

tions but also for preparatory processes, then

audited.

Mexico’s 2000 presidential elections marked

a major step forward for the country’s

democracy. This positive outcome has been

widely attributed to 1996 constitutional re-

forms of electoral and political systems—and

to the efforts and growing credibility of the

Federal Election Commission (Instituto

Federal Electoral). These changes were dri-

ven by pressure from civil society, the op-

position and the international community

resulting from the controversial presidential

election of 1988 and lingering questions

about process in the 1994 election.

In 1990 constitutional reforms estab-

lished the Federal Election Commission as

an independent entity fully responsible for

federal elections and an Electoral Court

that handles appeals of election-related dis-

putes. Reforms in the early and mid-1990s

strengthened the commission’s indepen-

dence and authority. The 1996 constitu-

tional reforms, in particular, eliminated

executive oversight by the Ministry of In-

ternal Affairs and created a non-partisan

General Council of nine independent “elec-

toral counsellors”. 

Mexico’s other electoral innovations

include creating observer committees, in-

cluding judges as members of the election

commission and establishing a professional

service for supervising elections that is re-

sponsible for updating voter lists every year.

The election commission has also instituted

campaign finance reforms, though critics

argue that Congress approved a much higher

ceiling than was initially proposed to ben-

efit the wealthy PRI—the party that had

been in power for more than 70 years. 

These improvements contributed to the

opposition winning a majority in the Cham-

ber of Deputies in the watershed 1997 leg-

islative elections—for the first time in Mexico’s

modern history—and to the 2000 presiden-

tial elections bringing an opposition candidate,

Vicente Fox, to power. Electoral reforms

have considerably strengthened direct de-

mocratic participation by all Mexican citi-

zens in government institutions and processes.

BOX 3.7

The role of independent oversight bodies: 
Mexico’s Federal Election Commission 

Source: Lopez-Pintor 2000; Instituto Federal Electoral 2002; Grayson 2000; Washington Office on Latin America 2000;
Maguire 2002; Di Rosa 2002. 

Until 1994 South Africa essentially had no

written constitution and certainly no bill of

rights. Parliament was supreme, and no

court had the power to strike down its

laws—no matter how unjust or unfair. But

courts did have the power to interpret leg-

islation, which they used to blunt some of

the more notorious apartheid laws. 

The Legal Resources Centre, a public

interest law firm, was active in using the

courts to fight apartheid laws. The centre

won rulings from the country’s highest

courts, bringing relief to hundreds of thou-

sands of black South Africans—such as the

court reversal of policies that had prevented

the wives and children of urban workers

from joining their husbands and fathers in

“white” cities. In another case the centre pre-

vented the eviction of black South Africans

from areas legally reserved for white South

Africans. Another human rights organiza-

tion, Lawyers for Human Rights, provided

free defence counsel for hundreds of cases

prosecuting illiterate victims of the apartheid

system for transgressing oppressive laws. 

Without the efforts of these organiza-

tions, the lawyers who worked for them and

their supporters in other countries, South

Africa’s courts would have lost all legiti-

macy in the eyes of black South Africans.

That the black majority retained some trust

was crucial to the establishment of a de-

mocratic constitution. Otherwise the judi-

cial system’s credibility in safeguarding the

constitutional values of equality and pro-

tection of all people’s dignity would have

been fatally undermined. 

In hindsight such efforts might appear

to have been obvious. But at the time there

was little if any light at the end of the tunnel.

The justice and fairness achieved are a credit

to the many activists who fought for them. 

BOX 3.6

Judicial activism kept the flag of democracy flying—limply—
in apartheid South Africa

Source: Goldstone 2002.
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Independent commissions have been criti-

cal to protecting and promoting human rights.

By 1998, 40% of the world’s parliaments had for-

mal human rights bodies.40 South Africa’s com-

mission actively monitors the application of

constitutionally guaranteed rights. It has tack-

led a wide range of issues, including the provi-

sion of social services, human rights in farming

communities and racism in the media. The com-

mission is making the vision of a nation founded

on human rights a reality (box 3.8). 

DECENTRALIZING DEMOCRATICALLY

In principle, decentralizing power from the cen-

tre to provinces, districts or villages enables

people to participate in decision-making more

directly. But in reality it can simply transfer

power from one set of elites to another. De-

mocratic decentralization—truly giving voice

to the people—requires more than just decen-

tralizing and devolving power. It also requires

widening participation—especially by people

who are often marginalized, such as women,

minorities and the poor—and increasing the

accountability of public officials at local levels. 

India’s panchayati raj illustrate this process.

Despite democracy’s success at the national

and state levels, India’s constitutionally man-

dated local governments—the panchayati raj—

used to be prone to capture by elites and to

subversion by central political authority. The

1992 and 1993 constitutional amendments re-

vitalized the panchayats by giving them consti-

tutional status, providing for regular elections

and reserving one-third of seats for women and

proportional representation for marginalized

social groups. 

In many parts of India this change dra-

matically increased the visibility and extent of

popular participation. It also enabled margin-

alized groups to enter political debates—in-

fusing new political resources into the system,

enhancing the legitimacy of state institutions

and bringing a measure of uniformity to the in-

stitutional structure of local governments all

over the country. In Madhya Pradesh and Ra-

jasthan, two states with low incomes and some

of the country’s worst schooling and literacy

rates, literacy jumped 20 percentage points be-

South Africa’s Human Rights Commission—

an independent institution created by the

country’s 1994 constitution—has turned its

attention to racism in the media. Its investi-

gations began with a 1998 complaint from

the Black Lawyers Association and the As-

sociation of Black Accountants of South

Africa, accusing two newspapers of racism

in reports involving black people. 

The commission later decided to

broaden its inquiry to racism in the media

generally. Racial discrimination at every

level of society had featured heavily in com-

plaints brought to the commission since its

creation, posing risks to a peaceful and in-

tegrated South Africa. In broadening its

investigation, the commission was not seek-

ing to make a scapegoat of the media.

Rather, it was recognizing the media’s im-

mense power to shape public opinions and

perceptions.

The outcry accompanying the an-

nouncement of the inquiry was significant

in itself. Critics argued that the inquiry vi-

olated the media’s right to freedom of ex-

pression, undermining the commission’s

role as protector of all the rights granted in

South Africa’s constitution and bill of rights.

In its report the commission shared its

understanding and interpretation of racism,

particularly “subliminal racism”. But the

commission had already achieved an im-

portant objective: it generated a broad pub-

lic discussion on an issue that threatened to

be a major obstacle to building democracy

and respect for human rights across South

Africa. In doing so, it enhanced the prospect

of a popular consensus. 

BOX 3.8

South Africa’s Human Rights Commission—promoting democratic values
and practices by investigating racism in the media 

Source: Pityana 2000. 

As reform unfolds in China, and the gov-

ernment and the Communist Party retreat

from governing all aspects of society and the

economy, the country’s leaders have taken

steps to increase participation and ac-

countability in local government. The first

efforts came in the 1980s, with elections for

village committees under the 1987 Organic

Law of Village Committees, following a se-

ries of grass-roots initiatives by villagers. 

The law has had mixed results, leading

to lively debate among scholars about

whether village elections can serve as the

basis for more fundamental political reform.

According to unofficial central government

sources, only 60% of elections meet all the

relevant legal requirements. Once elected,

village leaders’ activities can be constrained

by preexisting power structures. Still, most

analysts agree that the elections are in-

creasing the accountability, legitimacy and

efficiency of grass-roots administration. 

The elections are giving greater voice

to the people in formulating national re-

form policies and programmes. This new

form of political interaction will be tested

in the coming years by fundamental agri-

cultural reforms. Will the reforms help

avoid major hardships for rural popula-

tions? And will they enable people to stay

in rural areas rather than migrate to cities

and towns? 

There have also been important changes

at the national level, with the party and the

government becoming less closely inter-

twined. Several high-ranking government

officials are not party members. In addi-

tion, much of the public service system is

being professionalized. And there have been

ambitious efforts to combat corruption. At

all levels of government—central, provincial

and below—the state is being downsized

and rationalized. The government has also

voiced its commitment to strengthening the

rule of law and to throwing off the rem-

nants of the old-style “rule by man”. In all,

major reform of all aspects of Chinese gov-

ernance has been set in motion, at least with

the potential to alter the relationship be-

tween the state and its citizens. 

BOX 3.9

China’s reform process—expanding participation and accountability

Source: UNDP China Country Office 2002; UNDP 1999a.
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tween 1991 and 2001. Community involve-

ment in mapping households and identifying

children out of school was a major factor in

voicing need. Although 80,000 schools had

opened in the 50 years since independence,

30,000 more were created within three years of

the scheme’s announcement in 1997.41 In ad-

dition, enrolments of girls and tribal children

increased enormously. 

Not all panchayati raj institutions have been

affected the same way. Political authorities in sev-

eral states—Kerala, Madhya Pradesh, Maha-

rashtra, Rajasthan, West Bengal—have

supported decentralization through the pan-

chayats and effectively decentralized decision-

making to local levels. In some states progress

has been slower in the absence of resource trans-

fers. And in others, such as Bihar, the reform has

exacerbated social divisions and violence, fur-

ther weakening these institutions.42 The suc-

cesses have been most pronounced in states

where democratic principles permeate local po-

litical parties and other institutions and processes

and are reflected in the strong trust people have

in them.43 Where local hierarchies are more

deeply entrenched, the reform has made less

headway. 

Bolivia provides another interesting exam-

ple of democratic decentralization. Its 1994

Popular Participation Law broadened political

participation and decentralized fiscal decision-

making. The law created municipalities in rural

areas with no previous state presence. It officially

recognized local grass-roots organizations. It

reduced inequality by redistributing fiscal re-

sources based on population density. And it

gave more power to local governments by de-

centralizing physical infrastructure for health

care, education, local roads, irrigation systems

and cultural activities. The grass-roots organi-

zations play a key role: the law establishes pro-

cedures for them to make proposals to satisfy

municipal needs and to oversee municipal gov-

ernment services and projects. 

Bolivia’s law led to very positive empower-

ment in some communities but not others. Some

critics say that the local organizations are too

heterogeneous and disorganized—and that they

undermine other civil society organizations, such

as labour unions, that represent people’s interests.

Others say that elites can still hijack the process.

They say that the impact of the law would have

been greater had it been accompanied by mea-

sures to restructure local party politics and crack

down on local corruption. They attribute the

law’s limited results to the continuing hold of

patronage-based political systems and processes

in which decisions are made without systematic

consultation. Still, this innovative initiative brings

civil society groups more clearly into local gov-

ernance and deepens democratic practice.44

Democratic decentralization is also spread-

ing in industrial countries, with moves to devolve

power to Scotland and Wales in the United

Kingdom and to the regions in Italy and Spain.

But perhaps one of the most interesting devel-

opments in decentralization over the past decade

has been the expansion of people’s participation

and public officials’ accountability at the local

level in China and Viet Nam. 

In 1998 Viet Nam issued the Grass-roots

Democracy Decree, partly in response to some

farmers’ dissatisfaction with the lack of trans-

parency in local budget allocations. The decree

defines areas of policy where local people need

to be kept informed, including administrative

procedures and budget planning and spend-

ing. It also outlines areas where local people

should discuss and comment on government de-

cisions before they are made. Meanwhile, China

has introduced elections in villages and in some

townships (box 3.9).

DEVELOPING FREE AND INDEPENDENT MEDIA

Perhaps no reform can be as significant for

making democratic institutions work as reform

of the media: building diverse and pluralistic

media that are free and independent, that

achieve mass access and diffusion, that present

accurate and unbiased information. Informed

debate is the lifeblood of democracies. Without

it, citizens and decision-makers are disempow-

ered, lacking the basic tools for informed par-

ticipation and representation. 

Free media play three crucial roles in pro-

moting democratic governance:

• As a civic forum, giving voice to different

parts of society and enabling debate from all

viewpoints. 

Informed debate is the

lifeblood of democracies
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• As a mobilizing agent, facilitating civic en-

gagement among all sectors of society and

strengthening channels of public participation.

• As a watchdog, checking abuses of power,

increasing government transparency and hold-

ing public officials accountable for their actions

in the court of public opinion (box 3.10). 

The past two decades have seen major ad-

vances in the spread of independent media.

Economic and political reforms have loosened

restrictions on the media—including censor-

ship and ownership controls—and strength-

ened constitutional and legal guarantees of

freedom of speech and information. 

Many countries, from Indonesia to Qatar,

have abolished restrictive press laws.45 And

deregulation and privatization of media markets

have made them more competitive and often

more diverse and pluralistic—notably through

the increased penetration of global and regional

multimedia companies, such as CNN and Al-

Jazeira, into national markets. Information tech-

nology and the Internet have also greatly

broadened the scope for mass communications,

making it possible for even small media orga-

nizations to reach large audiences. The Inter-

net can also break the barriers of state control

(box 3.11).

These changes have dramatically expanded

the media’s nature and scale. Between 1970

and 1996 the number of daily newspapers in de-

veloping countries more than doubled, from

29 to 60 copies per 1,000 people (figure 3.3).

In many countries political, economic and

technological forces are levelling the playing

field in the market for ideas, enabling new voices

and viewpoints to be heard. Most people have

many more sources of information—both in

quantity and diversity—than they did just 10

years ago. Widely available information is cru-

cial to democratic governance because it helps

challenge government authorities and provokes

more balanced debate on problems and poli-

cies. Freedom and diversity are reinforcing the

media’s roles as mobilizing agents and watchdogs. 

Still, many countries are a long way from

having a genuinely free and independent media

that can serve democratic purposes. State-owned

media monopolies persist: for example, Lebanon

is the only Arab state that allows private broad-

casting. Few countries have freedom of infor-

mation laws, and journalists often work under

strict constraints. According to Freedom House,

in only a handful of new democracies is press

freedom comparable to that in most established

democracies. Making the list are most coun-

tries in Central and Eastern Europe and the

Baltics, several in Latin America and the

Caribbean (such as Costa Rica, Jamaica and

Trinidad and Tobago) and a few in Africa (Mau-

ritius, Senegal, South Africa) and Asia (Mon-

golia, the Philippines, Thailand).46

Even where press freedoms are constitu-

tionally guaranteed, governments have invented

A free press is probably never more impor-

tant to democratic governance than when

acting as a public watchdog. Watchdog and

investigative journalism, no longer the pre-

serve of alternative publications, are mov-

ing into the mainstream in all corners of

the world. 

• Stimulating debates on economic pol-
icy. In Mozambique Carlos Cardoso used his

daily fax news sheet, Metical, to offer an op-

posing view of the policy prescriptions con-

tained in the government’s agreements with

the World Bank and International Monetary

Fund (IMF). His efforts helped spark na-

tional and international debates on World

Bank and IMF programmes and on the

Mozambican government’s accountability to

its people. 

• Monitoring elections. In Ghana the

transparency of the 2000 election results

was partly due to the large number of pri-

vate radio stations around the country. The

stations made it difficult to rig voting and

brought credibility to the declared results.

Radio personnel monitored the polls and re-

ported irregularities, and ordinary citizens

used the stations to report suspicious ac-

tivities. In the past, citizens could learn

about poll results only through official chan-

nels, and suspicion was rife that the official

results did not always reflect votes cast.

• Exposing human rights abuses. A

dogged investigation by Daniel Bekoutou, a

Chad-born reporter collaborating with

human rights groups, led to the arrest and

indictment of Chad’s former dictator Hissène

Habré by Senegalese authorities in February

2000. Bekoutou’s investigations revealed ev-

idence of political killings, torture and “dis-

appearances” in Chad when Habre was

president. This indictment, unprecedented

in Africa, shows how the media can help

hold even heads of state accountable for

their crimes.

• Exposing political corruption. In Peru

newsweeklies such as Caretas, Oiga and

Si and newspapers such as La Republica
and El Comercio published investigations

critical of then-President Alberto Fuji-

mori. The investigations revealed death

squads, military involvement in corrup-

tion and links between drug lords and the

political establishment. Most spectacu-

larly, in 2000 Peru cable television broad-

cast videos of bribes made in exchange

for votes, secretly taped by Peru’s head of

security. Fujimori resigned immediately

after the broadcast.

• Empowering women. The Palestinian

coalition for women, the Women’s Affairs

Technical Committee, has raised awareness

of women’s rights through an active part-

nership with the media. In the runup to the

1996 elections for the Legislative Council,

a biweekly newsletter, Women and Elec-
tions, advocated for a 30% quota for women.

Though the quota did not emerge, the effort

raised awareness and helped establish the

committee’s legitimacy. It has kept women’s

issues  at the fore of national debate by pro-

viding speakers for radio, briefing local and

foreign journalists and introducing news-

paper supplements and radio and televi-

sion programmes.

BOX 3.10

Watchdog media make democratic institutions work

Source: Tettey 2002; Smulovitz and Peruzzotti 2002b; Sakr 2002.
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new ways to rein in the press. In many countries

in Central and Eastern Europe and elsewhere,

libel laws are used to silence critics.47 In Chile

“contempt of authority” is a crime against state

security, and despite the 2001 Press Law, re-

strictions on freedom of expression still per-

vade Chilean legislation—where the defamation

laws that Augusto Pinochet’s regime used to

great effect are still in force.48 In several coun-

tries the vague crime of “dangerousness” has

been used to curtail independent journalism.

The Democratic Republic of Congo outlaws

reporting that might “demoralize” the public.

In Zimbabwe, with a history of a vigorous and

independent media, the president has forced

through legislation that severely constrains press

freedoms. 

Journalism also remains a hazardous occu-

pation. In 2001, 37 journalists died in the line

of duty. Another 118 were imprisoned.49 World-

wide, more than 600 journalists or their news or-

ganizations were intimidated or physically

attacked—mostly because some people did not

agree with what they reported.50

In 1944 writer Albert Camus said, “The

press is free when it does not depend on either

the power of government or the power of

money.”51 To be free and independent and to

produce factual, unbiased information, the

media must be free not just from state con-

trol—but also from corporate and political pres-

The Internet, with its low entry barriers, pro-

vides alternative sources of information, often

overcoming restrictions placed on the insti-

tutionalized press, radio and television. For

thousands of Yugoslavs, in the months lead-

ing to the September 2000 elections, the In-

ternet became the only way for opposition

parties, independent media and Slobodan

Milosevic’s rivals to communicate with the

public. The independent radio station, B92,

having been seized by the government, broad-

cast its programme on the Internet—pro-

viding daily news bulletins in Serbian and

English as well as interviews, video footage

and reports from the country and abroad.

The Bosnian Serb Weekly Reporter, banned

by the Serbian Information Ministry, reap-

peared in the mailboxes of its electronic read-

ers. Non-governmental organizations

campaigning for democratic and fair elec-

tions offered analysis and pre-election prog-

noses, and defined the rights and duties of a

“real” voter. And the student-led opposition

movement Otpor (Resistance) reported on

the frequent raids of its premises and the de-

tention of its members by the ruling regime.

BOX 3.11

Internet media—overcoming restrictions

Source: Subasic 2002.
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Developing countries’ spectacular media growth
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sures. With greater media pluralism comes an

expectation of greater political pluralism in the

media and greater potential for broader, better-

informed debate. But commercial and political

pressures still skew the market for ideas. 

Liberalization, privatization and new tech-

nology have taken the media out of govern-

ment hands and into private hands. Most of

the world’s publishing media are privately

owned, although the public sector still accounts

for 60% of television station ownership world-

wide (figure 3.4).52 However, private owner-

ship of the media is highly concentrated, often

by families. In the United Kingdom four groups

own 85% of the daily press (accounting for two-

thirds of total circulation). In the United States

six companies control most of the media: AOL

Time Warner, General Electric, Viacom, Dis-

ney, Bertelsmann, News Corporation. In Aus-

tralia Rupert Murdoch’s media empire controls

60% of the circulation of daily newspapers.53 In

a few countries families of influential politi-

cians are major owners of the media; the most

well-known case is Silvio Berlusconi and his

family in Italy. Mexico’s Televisa and Brazil’s

Globo are two of the world’s greatest media mo-

nopolies controlled by individuals and their

families, encompassing all aspects of production

and distribution of television, radio, film, video

and much of the advertising industries in their

countries. In Venezuela two large family-owned

companies dominate the market: Grupo Phelps

and Grupo Cisneros.54

From Bolivia to France to the United States,

citizens, politicians and journalists are engaging

in lively debates about how the media’s politi-

cization and poor professional standards con-

tribute to the deterioration of democratic life.55

The media can be subjected to overtly political

aims, compromising basic professional ethics of

providing unbiased, accurate information. Truth

is the first casualty of war, but the media are usu-

ally the victims, not the aggressors. But not in

Rwanda in 1994, when radio—the country’s

most common media—was used to incite geno-

cide. The journalists involved now face charges

of crimes against humanity before the Interna-

tional Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda. 

Media companies are businesses and can be

expected to behave as such. Hence the increas-

ing trend towards “infotainment”—the merging

of information and entertainment—also viewed

as a threat by many (figure 3.5). Media compa-

nies also have a civic role as providers of news

and information. The tensions between these

two roles will never be eliminated—and the an-

swer to excessive corporate influence over the

news cannot be a return to excessive control by

the state. Solutions must combine the need to

hold the media accountable and responsible

with the need to keep it free. The media can be

free of both corporate and state control if it

serves the public first and foremost and follows

higher standards of professionalism and ethics. 

A range of mechanisms for promoting higher

standards of professionalism and responsibility

do not depend on restrictive state controls:

• Independent media commissions. Among

the handful of independent media commissions

is the Ghana Media Commission, which is au-

thorized “to take all appropriate measures to en-

sure the establishment and maintenance of the

highest journalistic standards in the mass

media”.56 Using a combination of moral suasion

and professional goodwill, the commission has

often ruled against the abuse of power by news-

papers and directed them to issue apologies

and retractions. So far it has taken on more

than 50 cases, and has resolved 28 amicably.

• Market sanctions—voting with the pock-
etbook. The public can always withdraw its

support for an offending newspaper or medium

by refusing to buy or view it. Zimbabwe’s state-

owned newspaper The Herald lost more than

40% of its readers, from 744,000 in 2000 to

430,000 in 2001, partly because people lost faith

in its credibility. By contrast, the private Daily
News saw its readership grow from 512,000 in

2000 to 582,000 in 2001.57

• Self-regulation. Self-regulation includes

professional standards and internal guidelines by

newspapers and news agencies. Press councils

that examine complaints about media perfor-

mance are another key element. Ombudsper-

sons, maintained by newspapers in Brazil,

Canada, Japan, Spain and the United States,

also belong to this category.58 There is greater

attention to the need to raise professional stan-

dards through codes of ethics, training, educa-

tion and a broader emphasis on quality. 
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Many of the above elements come together

in Claude Jean Bertrand’s Media Accountabil-

ity System (also known as M*A*S), which em-

phasizes greater efforts by the media to develop

ethical standards, especially through open de-

bates with the public. The system also makes

clear that media responsibility does not derive

solely from institutional efforts. It starts with the

consciences of individual journalists and must

be based on socially accepted norms and stan-

dards of fair conduct. In recent years there have

been positive developments in this regard: the

news media are more willing to publicly exam-

ine press ethics and performance, and journal-

ism courses are addressing ethics more often. 

PROMOTING DEMOCRATIC POLITICS TO

DEEPEN DEMOCRATIC PRACTICE

Though strengthening democratic institutions is

essential, it is not enough to promote more effective

participation by people and more responsive de-

cision-making by those in power. An alert citizenry

is what makes democratic institutions and

processes work. Political pressure from below is

usually the most effective trigger of change. Major

advances in human development over the past two

centuries—the abolition of slavery, the recognition

of equal rights of women, the advance of democ-

racy itself—would not have been granted from

above. They had to be fought for. 

While much has been written about the

challenges of creating democratic institutions,

there has been much less analysis of democra-

tic politics: the struggles of poor and marginal-

ized people to claim their rights and to overcome

institutionalized obstacles. These struggles de-

pend as much on strengthening civil liberties,

civil society institutions and a free media as on

strengthening political liberties and political in-

stitutions. “It is quite possible to have ac-

countability in…the high politics of the state,

honest rulers and free elections, and yet pro-

found injustice or irresponsibility in the deep

politics of society, that is, the relations between

rich and poor, powerful and weak.”59

A trend of the past decade is the expansion

of democratic politics, with a groundswell of

civic activism around the world demanding

greater accountability of government authorities

and of private business and multilateral orga-

nizations. These civil society actors are using new

and innovative approaches to get their mes-

sages heard, and expanding their role from

watchdogs that monitor to active participants in

setting agendas. 

One of the more significant examples is the

rise of participatory and accountable budgeting:

civil society initiatives to scrutinize public spend-

ing and in some cases participate in the devel-

opment of official budgets. Few government

decisions mean as much for ordinary people as

those made during the writing of public bud-

gets—especially for poor people who rely on

“public incomes” such as schooling, health care,

roads, water supply and electricity. Yet ordinary

people typically have little say in budget for-

mulation. In most countries the budget process

is almost exclusively the prerogative of bu-

reaucrats and the executive branch. Parliaments

also participate, but often only at the end. And

much of the process is usually shrouded in se-

crecy unmatched by any other part of govern-

ment decision-making aside from national

security. 

But recent initiatives by citizen groups to ex-

amine local and central budgets are helping to

open this process to the voices of ordinary peo-

ple. Many of these initiatives start with social au-

dits or impact evaluations—analyses that elicit

concerns about spending priorities and the mis-
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Gender-responsive budgets are an innovative

new tool that empower women’s organizations

and civil society to hold public spending ac-

countable to international and national com-

mitments for promoting gender equality. In

recent years such initiatives have spread to more

than 40 countries. They are globally networked

with the support of agencies such as the Com-

monwealth Secretariat, United Nations Devel-

opment Fund for Women and Organisation for

Economic Co-operation and Development. Still

experimental, the initiatives will take time to

develop and bear fruit. 

What are gender-responsive budgets?
Gender-responsive budgets are not separate

budgets for women and girls. Rather, they are

analyses of public spending through the lens

of gender. They are a way of ensuring consis-

tency between social commitments to achieve

gender equality goals—such as in education or

work—and the resources being allocated. The

key question is, what impact does fiscal policy

have on gender equality? Does it reduce gen-

der inequality, increase it or leave it un-

changed? 

Gender-responsive budgets were started

by Australian activists who pushed the govern-

ment to assess the impact on gender equity of all

elements of the national budget between the

mid-1980s and mid-1990s. Many other countries

later adopted the concept to expand participa-

tion and accountability in budgeting, especially

in light of international commitments to promote

gender equality. 

Diverse country initiatives 
Over the past decade advocates for gender

equality began using gender-responsive bud-

gets in a multitude of ways. Some were initi-

ated by government, as in Australia. Others

were initiated by civil society groups, as in the

Philippines and South Africa. And yet others

were initiated by parliamentarians, as in

Uganda. Most focus on monitoring, while some

engage in preparatory phases, as in Brazil and

the United Kingdom. Most work at the na-

tional level, but some—as in Uganda—focus

on local levels, where traditional and oppres-

sive gender relations are stronger. All point to

the effect of this new tool in stimulating a new

participatory politics challenging the “power

of the purse”. 

In South Africa the Women’s Budget Ini-

tiative empowers parliamentarians and others

with analysis and information to oversee and cri-

tique government budgets. It has been a collab-

orative venture of the Gender and Economic

Policy Group (part of the parliamentary Com-

mittee on Finance) and two non-governmental

organizations (NGOs) focused on policy re-

search. By linking researchers and members of

parliament, the researchers could be assured that

their work would be taken forward into advocacy,

while the parliamentarians would have a solid

basis for their advocacy. From the start the core

members of the initiative were also expected to

draw in others as researchers and reference peo-

ple. The initiative published a series of books and,

more recently, a series of papers called Money
Matters, written to be accessible to a broad range

of readers. South Africa’s government has also in-

troduced gender budget analysis within the gov-

ernment, led by the Ministry of Finance. This and

the above initiative have had some positive effects.

For example, all sectoral budget reviews now

include gender-sensitive analysis.

In Tanzania gender budgeting drew inspi-

ration from Australia and South Africa. Initiated

by the Tanzanian Gender Networking Pro-

gramme, an NGO, the programme’s main

strengths are the alliances created with govern-

ment, especially its gender equality activists.

Teaming up an NGO researcher with a gov-

ernment officer, the initiative has commissioned

research on four sectoral ministries (education,

health, agriculture, industry and commerce), on

the Ministry of Finance and Planning Commis-

sion and on the budget process. It has also done

research in selected districts. 

In Mexico the NGO Equidad de Genero

(Gender Equality) and the Fundar Center for

Analysis and Research, a policy research NGO,

have undertaken gender budgeting projects

within their states and municipalities, evaluating

them in light of decentralization experiences

and the transfer of resources for local budgets.

They have tried to do so by involving civil soci-

ety organizations, public servants and statistical

institutions, and have encouraged public debate

on local budget decisions.

In the Philippines the gender machinery—

in the form of the National Commission on the

Role of Filipino Women—provides technical as-

sistance to government agencies in devising gen-

der and development plans and budgets, and

monitors the stipulated 5% budget allocations of

government agencies for such activities.

Uganda’s initiative has been spearheaded by

the Forum for Women in Democracy, an NGO

that was established by female parliamentari-

ans and has strong links with the special inter-

est groups caucus in parliament. It brings

together women occupying seats reserved for

them, people with disabilities, youth and work-

ers as well as women who have won “open”

seats, to go beyond the monitoring of budget al-

locations and processes to examine the impact

of all spending and revenue, and increase in-

clusiveness and transparency in official processes.

In the United Kingdom the Women’s Bud-

get Group, an extragovernmental group of ac-

tivists, has since 1990 formally submitted a

prebudget consultation paper in November of

each year, outlining the main policies and pro-

posed changes to the treasury. The group focuses

on taxes and benefits rather than on spending

because these affect a far larger portion of the

population than they do in developing countries.

In Porto Alegre, Brazil, the gender bud-

get initiative is part of the broader process of

participatory budgeting. NGOs such as Centro

de Assessoria e Estudos Urbanos (CIDADE)

backstop this process, with CIDADE moni-

toring and analysing council meetings, holding

workshops and training courses for delegates,

council members and community leaders, re-

searching participants’ perception of these

processes and disseminating information

through papers, the monthly journal De Olho
No Orçamento and its Website. Citizens par-

ticipate in two annual meetings organized by the

local government where they rank 5 priority sec-

tors from a list of 14 (sewerage, housing, pave-

ment, education, social assistance, health,

transportation, city organization, sports, leisure,

economic development, culture, environmen-

tal sanitation, street lighting), revising regional

or thematic demands and budget allocations.

Environmental sanitation and street lighting

were added to the list in 2000–01 through this

participatory process. Between 1991 and 2001

the number of citizens participating in the bud-

get process quintupled. Although this initiative

is not specifically targeting gender issues, the

participatory process and the research and ad-

vocacy work accompanying it have highlighted

several gender-related concerns and provide

insights for other gender budget initiatives.

BOX 3.12

Gender-responsive budget initiatives—an increasingly popular tool 

Source: Budlender, Sharp and Allen 1999; Byanyima 2000; Cagatay and others 2000; Esim 2000; Himmelweit 2000; Budlender and others 2002; Sharp 2000; Bakker 2002; Osmani 2002a; Caruso 2002; Hewitt
and Mukhopadhyay 2001.
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use of funds. These efforts sometimes help re-

verse official decisions. In Israel the govern-

ment proposed deep cuts in social spending in

1998. The Adva Centre, a non-partisan, action-

oriented policy analysis organization, assessed

the potential impact of these cuts. As a result a

wide coalition lobbied the government—and

cuts in child care and pensions were withdrawn,

universal health care was preserved and cut-

backs in teaching hours and housing assistance

were reduced.

In Rajasthan, India, a grass-roots organiza-

tion called Mazdoor Kisan Shakti Sangathan

(MKSS, or Workers and Farmers Power Asso-

ciation) launched a campaign in 1988 to secure

minimum wages for government drought-re-

lief workers. It soon became clear that corrup-

tion was at the root of low wages. The MKSS

analysed government accounts and discovered

that local authorities were billing the central

and state governments for wage costs far above

what workers were being paid. To combat this

and other fraud—including inflated estimates

for public works projects and the use of shoddy

materials—the MKSS investigations catalysed

state agencies to monitor spending and require

all village accounts to be scrutinized at village

meetings open to all. 

These new types of popular participation are

spreading across the globe as civil society groups

go beyond whistle-blowing and protests to take

on oversight functions that are normally the

responsibility of state institutions. Argentina’s

Poder Cuidadano movement monitors the in-

ternal workings of political parties—a function

previously performed solely by state agencies.

Moreover, the movement is forcing change

through better enforcement of existing rules

and regulations, institutional reform and en-

hanced transparency and monitoring. 

Such initiatives have led to participatory

budgeting—more systematic, institutionalized

public participation in the preparation of bud-

gets. In 1989 Porto Alegre, Brazil, introduced

a process that enables citizens to participate in

preparing municipal budgets. In its first seven

years the process resulted in remarkable gains

in human development spending for poor peo-

ple: the share of households with access to water

services rose from 80% to 98%, the portion of

people with access to sewage facilities jumped

from 46% to 85% and the number of children

enrolled in public school doubled.60 This ap-

proach has been replicated in about 100 other

municipalities in Brazil. In addition, more than

40 countries have used participatory budgeting

to promote gender-responsive public spending

(box 3.12). 

Participatory budgeting shows that even

the veil of technical complexity that has pro-

tected budgets from open questioning can be

lifted once citizen groups have time, skills and

access to information. These new forms of

people’s participation—from influencing agen-

das through protests to increasing collabora-

tion in decision-making—are reinforcing

democratic institutions. E-governance is an-

other emerging avenue for people’s partici-

pation in politics, encouraging more direct

citizen engagement with elected representatives

(box 3.13).

From Asia to Europe to Latin America to

Africa, governments are adopting more in-

novative ways of interacting with citizens by

adapting many practices of electronic com-

merce. Whether it’s the 2 million sub-

scribers to the Japanese prime minister’s

email list or government-sponsored online

consultations throughout Europe and Aus-

tralia, the Internet is encouraging more di-

rect citizen engagement with elected

representatives. 

The benefits of e-governance for pub-

lic service delivery have also begun to ex-

tend to developing countries. In the Indian

state of Karnataka, farmers can download

land records and related information from

nearby RTC (Record of Right, Tenancy and

Cultivation) information kiosks. In the

United Arab Emirates the Dubai Courts

Project has established a complete online

system for tracking and monitoring court

cases, from the first filing to the final deci-

sion. In Chile an e-government project en-

ables poor people to apply online for

housing vouchers and subsidies—avoiding

the time, cost and red tape of applying in

person at Ministry of Housing offices lo-

cated only in major cities.

The Internet has also improved trans-

parency and exposed corruption in govern-

ment departments. Anticorruption Websites

are proliferating in and out of government,

inspired by efforts such as Latin America’s Re-

spondanet (www.respondanet.com), which

links professionals, government officials and

citizens concerned about the proper use of

public funds. 

With today’s 0.5 billion Internet users

expected to grow to nearly 1.0 billion by

2005, governments should expand e-gov-

ernance for the benefit of all citizens—at

least where the required time and financing

are not prohibitive: 

• Announce all public meetings online in

a systematic, reliable way. 

• Use comment forms, online surveys and

focus groups to obtain the input required for

genuine e-government. In South Africa cit-

izens can review policy proposals online

and submit comments even before a policy

issue reaches the Green Paper and draft

law stage.

• Hold government-citizen online con-

sultations. To have a real impact on policy-

making, such consultations should be highly

structured. 

BOX 3.13

Technology and the power of e-governance

Source: UNPAN 2002; Nua Publish 2002; Clift 2002; Working Group on E-Government in the Developing World 2002.
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Popular demands for greater accountabil-

ity no longer stop at the state or at national

boundaries. As discussed in chapter 5, global

economic integration has reinforced the power

and influence of global actors—intergovern-

mental organizations such as the World Bank,

International Monetary Fund, World Trade

Organization and global corporations. These

global institutions and their rules govern im-

portant aspects of national economic policies and

have enormous impacts on people’s lives—cre-

ating a global-national gap in democratic par-

ticipation and accountability. 

Global civil society networks are working to

redress such gaps, with varying success. They are

being aided in their efforts by the Internet,

which makes it possible to create formal net-

works of non-governmental organizations

(NGOs) as well as much looser networks of in-

dividuals and organizations that can quickly

mobilize collective action. For example, a cam-

paign by Rain Forest Action Network and

Greenpeace led Home Depot, the world’s largest

lumber retailer, to stop buying timber from en-

dangered forests and from suppliers that en-

gaged in unsustainable harvesting. The key

feature of this initiative was that it mobilized

hundreds of environmental organizations and

grass-roots groups.61

Many such actions abound. If not for the In-

ternet, these organizations and grass-roots

groups would have remained isolated, engaged

in dispersed efforts. Chapter 5 discusses in

greater detail how such global public action

has become a real force in global governance,

providing checks and balances on corporations,

governments and intergovernmental organiza-

tions—and achieving important breakthroughs

for human development. 

These autonomous efforts offer enormous

promise because they offer a more direct chan-

nel of accountability—defying conventional

constraints on social action, which typically re-

quire going through established institutions of

accountability. But that disregard for conven-

tion also raises difficult questions for account-

ability and democratic governance. In particular,

the ability of these global networks to inflict large

and immediate costs on the reputations of pub-

lic and private actors tends to work against the

notion of due process. Criteria for weighing in-

formation are usually vague and subject to

change without notice, and the scope for mali-

cious misinformation is enormous. 

These and other concerns about the proper

roles and responsibilities of civil society actors

have created demand for these groups to be

more publicly accountable for their activities: a

demand that many are working to meet.

Ethiopian NGOs have adopted codes of con-

duct for effective self-regulation. The codes em-

phasize the importance of transparency and

accountability and the need to ensure that the

NGOs are truly representative of the people

whose lives they affect. 

Expanding political and civic space for pop-

ular social engagement is critical for deepening

democracy and building democratic governance.

Responsibilities for expanding this space lie

both with the state, which must protect civil and

political freedoms, and with the members of

society who engage in and invigorate this exer-

cise. Over the past decade 68 countries signed

the International Covenant on Civil and Polit-

ical rights, nearly twice the number that signed

in the preceding 25 years. But as of February

2002, 39 countries still had not.62 And while

guaranteeing basic political and civil freedoms

is a crucial first step, many countries restrict the

activities of trade unions, professional organi-

zations and NGOs. In some countries NGOs

can be banned for having political aims. And as

In drafting Thailand’s new constitution,

civil society organizations insisted on and

were given the opportunity to make sub-

stantive inputs. The Constitutional Draft-

ing Assembly was itself a participatory body,

with 99 members—76 representing the

country’s different provinces.

Civil society organizations offered sug-

gestions to the assembly on two occasions.

In addition, 28 organizations active in

democracy met regularly in early 1997 to for-

mulate draft resolutions on the new consti-

tution. Another set of recommendations

was published jointly by the main networks

of non-governmental organizations (NGOs),

private organizations, the Coordinating

Committee on Rural Development (with

300 members), the 28 democratic organi-

zations, the Political Reform and Civil So-

ciety Group, the Women and Constitution

Network, the Labour Organization of Thai-

land and the Regional People’s Forum for

the Constitution. 

These initiatives were complemented by

others that broadened the debate on the

new constitution through mass media cam-

paigns, and by public hearings organized in

Bangkok and all the provinces.

BOX 3.14

Participatory democracy at work—drafting Thailand’s new constitution 

Source: UNDP 1999d.
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noted, in many countries the media are re-

stricted from voicing dissent or have inadequate

dissemination. 

Civic activism cannot be said to have failed

just because some actions do not lead to change.

Some initiatives are bound to fail, just as all but

one candidate will necessarily lose an election.

What is important in democracies is the spread

of democratic practice, where people can voice

their views, influence decisions and monitor per-

formance against commitments—both national

and international. Thailand’s unique approach

to drafting its constitution is an example of this

kind of participatory democracy (box 3.14).

DEEPENING DEMOCRACY FOR HUMAN

DEVELOPMENT

Strengthening accountability is central to a

larger process of embedding democratic val-

ues, practices and principles in every aspect of

society—to build strong, durable and inclusive

democracies more responsive and account-

able to ordinary people. But the gap between

democratic aspiration and practice is wide in

long-standing democracies as well as new ones.

The chronic underrepresentation of women,

the neglect of minority interests and the un-

accountable and untransparent military and

civil service are common issues. Costa Rica’s

remarkable experiment in public consulta-

tions on the state of democracy illustrates this

well (box 3.15).

Democratic deficits can mean hollow citi-

zenship. People do not have fully equal rights

and entitlements because constitutions fail to

guarantee them or because administrative in-

stitutions fail to enforce them. And when there

is a lag between norms and entitlements, rights

are not respected—as is often the case with dis-

crimination against women.

Democratic realists say that this is to be ex-

pected of representative democracy, which

above all is a system of political competition, not

one intended exclusively to empower citizens,

generate high or direct participation in gov-

ernment affairs or produce economic and social

justice. And certainly, democratization does not

guarantee social justice any more than it guar-

antees economic growth, social peace, admin-

istrative efficiency, political harmony, free

markets or the end of ideology. But the insti-

tutions, practices and ideals of democracy have

the capacity to challenge the concentration of

political power and prevent the emergence of

tyranny. Thus they play a crucial role in build-

ing governance that is by the people as well as

for the people.

The Citizens Audit on the Quality of

Democracy was a systematic process of pub-

lic deliberation and analysis conducted in

Costa Rica in 1998–2001. It mapped out

how democracy works in everyday life for

average citizens, identifying where life comes

close to their democratic aspirations—and

where there are shortfalls. 

The process first defined standards for

assessing the quality of democracy—a set of

shared democratic aspirations. A panel of

prominent Costa Ricans—politicians, aca-

demics, business leaders and others—was es-

tablished for this purpose, augmented by

surveys and focus group consultations. This

was followed by field research involving

more than 50 researchers collecting empir-

ical evidence, which panels of citizens then

assessed against the standards using an ob-

jective methodology.

The audit found that people do not

evaluate the quality of democracy as a whole.

Instead, using the metaphor of Costa Rica’s

rugged territory, they emphasized glaring

contrasts between different parts of demo-

cratic life. Among the peaks are the quality

of the electoral system and the constitu-

tional review of public policies. Among the

valleys are local governments. The hot spots

are the lack of citizen participation in social

and political organizations and in public

policies, extensive clientelistic practices in

social policy programmes and poor treat-

ment of citizens by bureaucrats. 

By investigating democratic aspirations,

the audit brought home an important in-

sight. For Costa Ricans, democracy is more

than a democratic regime. Although elec-

tions and freedom lie at the democratic

core, most people also believe that democ-

racy is a way of exercising political power in

daily life. In other words, democracy is a po-

litical regime requiring a particular kind of

state—one that protects human rights, en-

sures accountability and the rule of law and

treats people with fairness and respect. Cit-

izens view democracy as a way of organiz-

ing society so that people do not suffer

extreme inequalities that impede the exer-

cise of their citizenship. 

The audit also found stark subnational

differences in the quality of democratic life,

underscoring the importance of going be-

yond conventional nation-state approaches

to democracy. These insights call new at-

tention to the importance of social and eco-

nomic inequalities and political participation. 

The audit has already left its mark. The

government’s proposal for administrative

reform includes a chapter on the rights of

citizens, based largely on the audit’s findings

on widespread poor treatment by public

officials. The audit has also helped entre-

preneurial chambers and trade unions

launch fresh exchanges on the divisive issue

of freedom of organization in private firms.

Moreover, the audit is inspiring other coun-

tries to perform similar exercises. 

BOX 3.15

Costa Rica—citizens audit the quality of democracy 

Source: Vargas Cullell 2002; O´Donnell 1999; 2001; Proyecto Estado de la Nación 2001.
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When we were in the military regime, we
didn’t get anything from the government,
but we had peace. Now we are in a democ-
racy, we don’t get anything from the gov-
ernment, and we don’t have peace.

—Muhammad Umaru, a tailor in Nigeria1

Human development in its fullest sense requires

democratic governance—with all people able to

participate in the institutions and decisions that

shape their lives and all those who hold power

held accountable for their actions. Achieving

human development also depends on peace

and personal security.

In places where governments have not de-

livered civic peace—including, in recent years,

Afghanistan, Liberia, Sierra Leone and Soma-

lia—people begin to question whether there is

a trade-off between securing peace and estab-

lishing democratic governance. With 53 major

armed internal conflicts in the 1990s resulting

in an estimated 3.6 million deaths (mostly civil-

ians), it is easy to understand why some peo-

ple may favour a despotic peace over no peace

at all.2

The challenge of sustaining peace looms

large in many other countries, including many

that triumphantly embraced democracy in the

1980s and 1990s. Since 1989 national armies

have intervened in the political affairs of 13

Sub-Saharan states: about one in four countries

in the region.3 In Pakistan in 1999, military

leaders resumed control of democratic insti-

tutions under the banner of maintaining civil

peace. In Zimbabwe in 2000–02, the elected

government has undermined democracy and

personal security by using the country’s secu-

rity forces to pursue its ends. In other coun-

tries the risk of a “failed state”—where security

is fragmented, even privatized—is at least as

great as the risk of returning to brutal au-

thoritarian rule.

Does that mean that civil order is incom-

patible with genuine democracy in these coun-

tries? Many would say yes, arguing that people

need governments to focus on peace and state

building first, and democracy building after.

Others would draw the opposite conclusion:

that people in these countries will never see en-

during public peace and personal security until

the police, military and other security forces

are under firm democratic control. 

Recent evidence supports the second argu-

ment, showing that established democracies are

unlikely to experience civil war4 —and that less

rooted democracies are still better able than

authoritarian regimes to cope with political un-

rest. Why? Probably because democracies, un-

like dictatorships, offer non-violent ways of

resolving political conflicts, and opposition

groups have reason to hope that their turn will

come. In the international realm research has

also shown the near absence of war between

democracies that supports the notion of de-
mocratic peace.5 That democratic countries

seem to enjoy a permanent peace among them-

selves challenges the widely held view that na-

tion-states are doomed to exist in a state of war. 

Yet history also shows that the early years

of building a democratic state tend to be the

most perilous: both for democracy and for civil

peace. Between 1951 and 1999, 46 elected gov-

ernments were forcibly overturned by author-

itarian rule.6 And nearly all of today’s most

stable democracies—including the United

States—suffered a civil war early in their history.

Most took several generations to develop a pro-

fessional army under democratic civil control.

This should give pause to any who would argue

that the goals of building democracy and se-

Democratizing security to prevent conflict 
and build peace

CHAPTER 4
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curing public order are perfectly aligned. De-

mocratic governance is easier to start than to

institutionalize (see the special contribution by

President of Senegal Abdoulaye Wade).

This chapter considers the importance for

human development of personal security and

public order, underpinned by state security

forces under firm democratic control. It asks why

these things are so hard to achieve, even in well-

established democracies. It then briefly assesses

the implications for advancing the kind of de-

mocratic governance outlined in this Report—

in all the world’s democracies, but especially its

newest ones, and in post-conflict situations such

as Afghanistan, where the foundations of gov-

ernment and public order have to be rebuilt. 

SECURING PEACE AND PUBLIC

ACCOUNTABILITY

Building a functioning state requires a basic

level of security. And by being responsive to the

need for security, democratic governance can

help lay the foundations for maintaining order

and managing development. It follows that

human development will be held back in any

country where the military, police and other

security-related institutions hold sway over de-

mocratic institutions or are not democratically

accountable for much of their power or are

fragmented and anarchic (box 4.1). Yet that is

the situation in most developing countries today. 

In the second half of the 20th century 50

countries moved from authoritarian military

rule to democratically elected governments.7

But armed interventions in the political affairs

of the state remain too common (table 4.1). In

many other developing democracies the military

continues to exert profound political and eco-

nomic influence (box 4.2). Moreover, security

forces are often largely responsible for formu-

lating security policy in new and old democra-

cies alike. 

In both democratic and non-democratic

countries, parts of the security sector can become

the tools of extremist politicians or parties. Or

they may actually rest in private hands—with

warlords, paramilitary groups or private secu-

rity companies. Moreover, legitimate security ser-

vices are often unable to deal with rising crime,

In the long, sombre history of Africa—including re-

curring periods of autocratic and military rule—it is

no exaggeration to proclaim that at the beginning of

the third millennium, many signs affirm that our con-

tinent is finally on the right path.

Stepping beyond the many plans forged since in-

dependence 40 years ago, African heads of state have

for the first time conceived a long-term vision that out-

lines Africa’s main priorities and the means to imple-

ment them in partnership with rich countries. The

New Partnership for Africa’s Development, adopted

at the Lusaka Summit of July 2001, emphasizes three

main principles as parameters for transforming Africa—

enabling the continent to make up for lost time rela-

tive to developed countries:

• First, recognizing that good governance is indis-

pensable for Africa’s development.

• Second, accepting regional development as the ap-

proach chosen by African states.

• Finally, for the first time, opening Africa to pri-

vate capital.

Within this framework the New Partnership for

Africa’s Development focuses on eight priority areas:

infrastructure development in a broad sense, education,

health, agriculture, the environment, new information

and communications technology, energy and access

to the markets of developed countries. Building national

capacity to meet these commitments will require ad-

ministrative and civil service reforms, strong parlia-

mentary oversight, more participatory decision-making

at all levels, effective measures to combat corruption

and comprehensive judicial reform.

New and courageous forms of democratic gover-

nance are sweeping across Africa. By encouraging po-

litical pluralism, free and open elections, civilian control

of the military, a thriving private sector and the pro-

tection of labour unions and other civil society groups,

Africa’s leaders are bringing new hope and opportu-

nities to their people.

Abdoulaye Wade
President of Senegal

Democratic governance in Africa

SPECIAL CONTRIBUTION

In the second half of the

20th century 50 countries

moved from authoritarian

military rule to

democratically elected

governments
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human rights violations or ethnic violence. In all

these cases personal security and democratic

governance are at risk, because the means for the

legitimate use of force are not subject to de-

mocratic control.

THE HUMAN DEVELOPMENT CASE FOR

DEMOCRATIC CIVIL CONTROL OF THE

SECURITY SECTOR

Throughout history and in many developing

countries today, authoritarian governments have

resisted or overturned moves towards democ-

racy—arguing that democracy is incompatible

with public order and personal security. But

the record suggests that the opposite is true: de-

mocratic civil control over state security forces,

far from opposing personal security, is essential

to it. Without that control the supposed guar-

antors of personal security can be its greatest

threat. 

During the 20th century “deaths by gov-

ernment” or “democides”—through direct vio-

lence or gross negligence in major disasters—were

estimated at 170 million people, far higher than

the number of deaths in wars (table 4.2).8 The

democides include millions of deaths in China,

Germany and the Soviet Union, and many more

on a smaller scale. None of this would have been

possible without the support and efforts of po-

lice, intelligence services, the military and official

and unofficial paramilitary forces. Where gov-

ernments rely on security for their power base,

security forces are often the main cause of inse-

curity for their citizens and neighbouring states.

Unchecked and unaccountable, security in-

stitutions often prey on the most vulnerable

members of society, hampering daily struggles

for survival and other basic freedoms. Through-

out much of Africa there is widespread torture,

intimidation and harassment of civilians by po-

lice on behalf of ruling regimes.9 And worldwide,

too many police forces are absent where needed,

fail to respond to calls for help or arrive on the

scene only when someone has been killed. 

Despite all this, people desperately need the

police to provide basic physical security in

A country’s security community can include

a range of actors:

• Organizations authorized to use force:
armed forces, police, paramilitary forces,

gendarmeries, intelligence services (mili-

tary and civilian), secret services, coast

guards, border guards, customs authori-

ties, reserve and local security units (civil de-

fence forces, national guards, presidential

guards, militias).

• Civil management and oversight bod-
ies: president and prime minister, national

security advisory bodies, legislature and leg-

islative select committees, ministries of de-

fence, internal affairs and foreign affairs,

customary and traditional authorities, fi-

nancial management bodies (finance min-

istries, budget offices, financial audit and

planning units), civil society organizations

(civilian review boards, public complaints

commissions).

• Justice and law enforcement institu-
tions: judiciary, justice ministries, prisons,

criminal investigation and prosecution ser-

vices, human rights commissions and om-

budspersons, correctional services,

customary and traditional justice systems.

• Non-statutory security forces: liberation

armies, guerrilla armies, private bodyguard

units, private security companies, political

party militias.

• Non-statutory civil society groups: pro-

fessional groups, the media, research orga-

nizations, advocacy organizations, religious

organizations, non-governmental organiza-

tions, community groups.

BOX 4.1

Who’s who in the security sector

Source: Ball and others forthcoming.

TABLE 4.1

Who’s guarding the guards? Countries
experiencing armed interventions in
the 1990s 

Algeria, 1992
Burundi, 1993 
Central African Republic, 1996 
Comoros, 1998 
Congo, 1993 and 1997 
Congo, Dem. Rep., 1997
Côte d’Ivoire, 1999 
Ethiopia, 1991
The Gambia, 1994 
Guinea-Bissau, 1999 
Haiti, 1991 
Lesotho, 1994 and 1998 
Myanmar, 1990 
Niger, 1995 
Nigeria, 1993
Pakistan, 1999
Rwanda, 1993
Sierra Leone, 1997
Somalia, 1991

Source: Chege 2001; Economist Intelligence Unit 2002; Eldis 2002;
World Bank 2002a. 

TABLE 4.2

During the 20th century democides
were far more common under
totalitarian and authoritarian rule

Number
of unarmed

people Number
intentionally of people

killed by killed
Type of government in wars
government (millions) (millions)

Democratic 2 4
Authoritarian 29 15
Totalitarian 138 14

Source: Rummel 1997, table 4.
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their neighbourhoods. Participatory poverty

assessments often find that lack of physical se-

curity is one of poor people’s main concerns.10

The irony is that those most in need of pro-

fessional, well-functioning security forces—

poor and socially excluded people—are

generally the most suspicious of the services

these public institutions provide, and not with-

out reason. They recognize that, all too often,

security forces are behind the proliferation of

civil conflict.

Undemocratic governance of security forces

can also distort security priorities. In many

countries a bias towards military security has led

governments to militarize police forces (further

blurring their distinction with the military) or

to seriously underfund them, undermining their

capacity to guarantee people’s safety and secu-

rity. Especially in low-income countries, the

police and other security forces have barely

subsistence wages, limited or no training, cor-

rupt management and high illiteracy levels. So,

economic and social inequalities translate into

large inequalities in personal security. In re-

sponse, poor communities feel that they must

create local militias or even resort to less orga-

nized forms of delivering “justice”. Even in the

United States poor people are much more likely

than rich people to fall victim to violent crime

(table 4.3). Moreover, in industrial countries

businesses and individuals increasingly con-

tribute to the $100 billion a year private global

security industry—a direct consequence of weak

public security.11

A POWER UNTO ITSELF: THE DIFFICULTY OF

HOLDING SECURITY FORCES ACCOUNTABLE

Why has it been so difficult for democratic

regimes—especially new ones—to rein in se-

curity forces and make them more responsive

to people’s security needs? Because history casts

a long shadow. Elected leaders in fledgling

democracies often depend on security forces, in-

cluding military units, to stay in office because

those forces are the most powerful in society. For

the same reason, leaders may actively resist

greater accountability and openness for the mil-

itary, because they depend on its power for

their own ends. 

Normally hidden after the handover of power

to elected governments, the military’s polit-

ical and economic influence remains strong

and unaccountable in most young democra-

cies—and in many older ones as well. From

significant formal and informal business deal-

ings to constitutional powers to dissolve

elected governments to veiled threats to

elected leaders who challenge military inter-

ests, the military remains an immensely pow-

erful public institution. Its vast political and

economic interests in many countries require

democratic leaders to proceed cautiously,

sometimes acceding to military demands to

protect democratic imperatives. Well-known

examples of strong military influence after di-

rect rule by the armed forces include:

Nigeria. The role of Nigeria’s armed

forces in first overturning (1993) then restor-

ing democratically elected leaders (1999)

shows its position at the heart of govern-

ment. The winner of the 1999 elections,

President Olusegun Obasanjo, is a former

military leader. And individuals in the mil-

itary—especially retired officers—continue

to exert political influence, providing sub-

stantial funds to political parties. Many for-

mer soldiers are now members of the

National Assembly. Retired military offi-

cers also maintain pervasive influence in

major sectors of the economy, including

farming, banking, oil and air transport.

Chile. In 1989 constitutional reform

brought parity between civilian and military

representatives in government. But the rul-

ing coalition, Concertacion, has struggled to

eliminate seats for “designated” senators

(eight are appointed, and two former pres-

idents serve for life), redefine the role of

the National Security Council and review

military funding. For instance, the armed

forces receive 10% of the export earnings of

Codelco, the state-owned copper company.

Indonesia. More than three years after

the restoration of democratic rule, the mil-

itary and police still maintain effective con-

trol over security policies and practices.

They also continue to hold 38 appointed

seats in the national legislature, though this

is much lower than a few years ago, and

several retired generals serve in the presi-

dent’s cabinet. About two-thirds of mili-

tary spending is funded by military business

interests outside the central government’s

control. 

Turkey. Democratic rule in Turkey

was interrupted by the armed forces in

1960–61, 1971–73 and 1980–83. The mili-

tary has a constitutional and traditional role

as the ultimate guardian of the constitution,

and especially of the state’s secular charac-

ter. The 1982 constitution created a high-

level National Security Council, with half its

members drawn from the armed forces. The

council’s influence on national policy has

grown in response to regional security con-

cerns.

Argentina. Argentina’s National Com-

mission of the Disappeared scrutinized three

military juntas that governed the country

between 1976 and 1982, and sentenced sev-

eral powerful figures. But pressure from the

armed forces later led to presidential par-

dons for the convicted officers.

BOX 4.2

Old habits die hard—the long legacy of military rule

Source: Human Development Report Office; Ball and others 2002 ; Chege 2001; Omitoogun 2002; The Economist 2002.

TABLE 4.3

In the United State poor people are
more likely to be victims of violent
crime, 1999

Victimization
rate (crimes

Family income per 1,000 people
of victims aged 12 and older)

Less than $7,500 59.5
$7,500–$14,999 45.6
$15,000–$24,999 36.1
$25,000–$34,999 39.1
$35,000–$49,999 30.8
$50,000–$74,999 33.7
$75,000 and above 24.1

Source: U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics 1999, table 14.
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Another reason is the natural tendency to-

wards secrecy and lack of transparency in se-

curity affairs. Security policies—both internal

and external—are at the centre of power rela-

tions within and among societies. Yet they are

also usually the area where civil society, the

government and its oversight institutions have

the least say. The lack of transparency and ac-

countability is particularly problematic in bud-

geting, where a select few individuals in the

executive branch make decisions on security

policies and resources. Key officials in the min-

istry of finance and other parts of the executive

are often excluded from decision-making—or

find their decisions circumvented. Parliamentary

bodies—which may even have oversight au-

thority in the national constitution—and the

media and civil society are routinely kept in the

dark.

Making matters worse in many countries is

that the military has income sources outside

the formal budget. In Nigeria under General

Sani Abacha, a large part of the Petroleum Fund

went to the armed forces. Or the military has siz-

able business activities. The Chinese People’s

Liberation Army had an extensive business em-

pire. This began to be dismantled by the cen-

tral government in 1998, causing the official

defence budget to increase.12 Such extra-

budgetary activities tend to be almost impossi-

ble to oversee and control, giving armed forces

considerable leeway to run their affairs inde-

pendently of any democratic control. 

And given the secrecy that often shrouds

arms purchases, the procurement of expensive

weapons by unaccountable military leaders is

prone to corruption even when direct military

rule has ended. Procurement decisions are often

based on foreign policy, not just technical cri-

teria. That allows military decision-makers, and

their civilian counterparts in the executive

branch, to hide personal financial interests be-

hind poorly defined claims of “national security”. 

Strict military hierarchies and a lack of par-

liamentary and auditing control in security mat-

ters further limit careful scrutiny of arms

contracts. According to one U.S. government

study, about half the known bribes since the

mid-1990s were for defence contracts—and

those are just the known bribes.13 Arms dealers

from both industrial and developing countries

conduct their dealings in private and often route

arms and payments through intermediate coun-

tries that do not cooperate in corruption cases

(table 4.4). The global arms bazaar, under-

pinned by powerful economic interests, rein-

forces excessive secrecy and corruption in many

countries’ security sectors.

Governments and their security forces have

an obligation to protect the security of their

borders and their people. This perhaps justifies

more confidentiality than applies to other parts

of government. But in democratic systems there

should also be an obligation for policy-makers

and security forces to be accountable to the

public for their decisions and for their use of

public resources. Minor adjustments can ac-

commodate legitimate needs for confidentiality

without violating the principles of sound pub-

lic management. 

Effective accountability in security matters

will never materialize if oversight institutions lack

the capacity to assess security activities. With-

out that capacity, a cycle of ignorance will per-

sist. When legitimate civilian actors are denied

participation or a monitoring role over security

policy-making, they lack detailed knowledge of

security issues. This limited knowledge then

enables security forces to argue that decision-

making should rest with those with relevant

knowledge—with the security forces. 

Core principles for democratic governance

of the security sector can help governments bal-

TABLE 4.4

During 1996–2001 a few countries
dominated global exports of
conventional weapons 

Exports Share of
(billions of world total

Exporter U.S. dollars) (percent)

United States 54 45
Russian Federation 21 17
France 11 9
United Kingdom 8 7
Germany 6 5
Other 20 17
Total 121 100

Note: Data are trend indicator values, which indicate only the volume
of international arms transfers, not their actual financial value. Pub-
lished reports of arms transfers provide only partial information be-
cause not all transfers are fully reported. These estimates are
conservative and may understate actual transfers of conventional
weapons.

Source: SIPRI 2002. 
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ance the need for secrecy with the need for

greater democratic control (box 4.3). But few

countries approach this ideal, and democratic

governance is being held back by a systematic

failure to transform the role of the military and

the police. 

CORE PRIORITIES FOR MORE DEMOCRATIC

GOVERNANCE OF THE SECURITY SECTOR

Countries attempting to achieve democratic

governance of security forces face three chal-

lenges. The first is establishing direct leadership

of security forces by executive departments, fis-

cal oversight by parliament and specialized au-

diting bodies and monitoring by the media and

civil society. The second challenge is develop-

ing a culture of professionalism and political neu-

trality within security forces. The third is clearly

separating an effective police force from the

military and encouraging community policing. 

Even in long-standing democracies the re-

lationships between civilians and their security

forces rarely measure up to the ideal. But en-

couraging examples in several new democra-

cies—in South Africa, Eastern Europe and

previously coup-prone nations in Latin Amer-

ica—show that progress is possible. They also

show that success can give added momentum to

the broader challenge of strengthening demo-

cratic institutions and promoting democratic

politics.

STRENGTHENING DEMOCRATIC CONTROL

OVER SECURITY INSTITUTIONS BY THE STATE

AND CIVIL SOCIETY

With the move to democracy, formal control of

security forces is supposed to be transferred to

civil authorities. But real control and public ac-

countability often lag far behind. In many coun-

tries the military has a highly privileged position

in the allocation of national resources. Simi-

larly, spending on security forces does not com-

pete on an equal footing with spending to meet

the basic needs of all people, particularly the vul-

nerable. Democratic governance requires that

decisions about the size, structure and operations

of security forces rest on solid legal founda-

tions, exercised with political responsibility.

Civil authorities need to be in control, but they

also need to give clear guidance to security

forces, working with them and respecting their

expertise.

The budget process is the main instrument

for transparency and accountability. Budgets

provide a detailed statement of plans to which

people can hold parliament accountable, and to

whose proper execution parliament can hold se-

curity forces accountable. Managing security

spending has four related elements:

• Identifying the needs and key objectives of

the security sector as a whole and the specific

• Ultimate authority on key security mat-

ters must rest with elected representatives.

• Security organizations should operate in

accord with international and constitutional

law and respect human rights.

• Information about security planning and

resources must be widely available, both

within government and to the public. Secu-

rity must be managed using a comprehensive,

disciplined approach. This means that se-

curity forces should be subject to the same

principles of public sector management as

other parts of government, with small ad-

justments for confidentiality appropriate to

national security.

• Civil-military relations must be based on

a well-articulated hierarchy of authority

between civil authorities and defence

forces, on the mutual rights and obliga-

tions of civil authorities and defence forces,

and on a relationship with civil society

based on transparency and respect for

human rights.

• Civil authorities need to have the ca-

pacity to exercise political control over the

operations and financing of security forces. 

• Civil society must have the means and ca-

pacity to monitor security forces and provide

constructive input into the political debate

on security policy.

• Security personnel must be trained to

discharge their duties professionally and

should reflect the diversity of their societies—

including women and minorities.

• Policy-makers must place a high prior-

ity on fostering regional and local peace.

BOX 4.3

Principles of democratic governance in the security sector

Source: Based on U.K. Department for International Development 2000; see also Nathan 1994; Bland 1999; and Legault 2001.
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missions that different security forces will be

asked to undertake.

• Determining what is affordable.

• Allocating resources based on priorities

within and between different security agencies.

• Ensuring the efficient, effective use of re-

sources.

Executive departments—including the chief

executive and ministries of defence, finance

and interior—must play the central role in gov-

erning and regulating the fiscal accountability

of security institutions. Strengthening the ca-

pacity of civilians to manage and monitor the

budgets of security forces is therefore a high pri-

ority, especially where military elites dominate

decision-making because of unequal power and

knowledge. 

All spending on different security forces—

their personnel, operations and equipment—

should be included in their budgets. Those

budgets should also indicate how this spending

is financed. Yet most security budgets meet

neither condition. Intrabudgetary allocations

are opaque, and total spending—which may

include funds from a number of departments—

remains unclear. In countries with extensive

off-budget activities, governments themselves

often lack accurate information. That is why a

primary yardstick for accountability—compar-

ing plans and execution—cannot be used. Of-

ficials in the ministry of defence and other parts

of the executive branch need defence-specific

technical knowledge to make appropriate de-

cisions on defence policy, budgeting and

procurement. 

Addressing the off-budget problem is often

highly political, requiring fundamental long-

term changes in civil-military relations.14 The

quality of leadership in the executive branch is

critical in determining the extent to which legal

and cultural norms for democratic governance

find acceptance. Efforts to create a security

force that follows democratic principles and

sound public spending will succeed only if a

country’s political and administrative leader-

ship is committed to creating effective, ac-

countable institutions and ensuring that they

function well (box 4.4).

Mature democracies suggest that a wide

range of formal oversight bodies can strengthen

and enforce democratic civil control of the se-

curity sector, particularly by providing fiscal

transparency. These include specialized par-

liamentary oversight committees and indepen-

dent audit boards. But such bodies are effective

only to the extent that they have the informa-

tion and expertise needed to do their jobs.

Many legislatures are not equipped to play even

a limited role in oversight, partly because of

decades—and sometimes centuries—of exec-

utive supremacy and partly because of the cul-

ture of secrecy. Confidentiality should not be

the rule—it should be the well-justified excep-

tion. A culture of secrecy and unaccountable au-

thority can undermine civil oversight from day

one. 

The lesson for governance reform is that

even modest injections of transparency can yield

benefits. When security budgeting and other as-

Under apartheid South Africa was a highly

militarized society, with defence spending ac-

counting for 19% of government spending

in fiscal 1978. In the late 1980s military

spending accounted for 4% of GDP, mak-

ing South Africa the continent’s largest mil-

itary spender. The power of the

apartheid-era military—the South African

Defence Force—penetrated deeply into the

lives of South Africans and directly influ-

enced political decision-making.

The dismantling of apartheid and the

transition to democracy between 1990 and

1994 coincided with efforts to restructure

the armed forces. Between 1989 and 1998 the

military budget fell by more than half (in real

terms), and the Department of Defence re-

tired or transferred thousands of military

personnel as part of demobilization and ra-

tionalization programmes. In addition, de-

fence policy now emphasizes regional

cooperation rather than destabilization. Other

changes have included dismantling the nu-

clear weapons industry, closing military bases

around the country, destroying vast quanti-

ties of surplus weapons, abolishing con-

scription for white males and overall

downsizing to develop an affordable and

professional “core force”. The defence de-

partment’s current programme aims to reduce

force levels from 86,000 to 65,000 personnel.

The progress in reforming South

Africa’s security sector is largely due to high-

level political engagement and efforts to put

the military firmly under civilian control. A

1996 review process involving government

representatives, civilian specialists and non-

governmental organizations reoriented the

mission, roles and tasks of the post-apartheid

armed forces—the South African National

Defence Force (SANDF)—making them

defensive rather than offensive. The armed

forces are now subordinate and fully ac-

countable to parliament and the executive,

and are to respect human rights and the de-

mocratic political process.

Still, the legacy of 30 years of milita-

rization has been difficult to eradicate, and

the armed forces still wield considerable

political, economic and ideological power.

Sometimes deployed to contain violent

crime, the National Defence Force has also

started to re-emerge as an instrument of

foreign policy. These expanded roles may

jeopardize the military’s political neutrality

and professionalism, impeding its ability to

perform its primary role of safeguarding

citizens against external threats.

BOX 4.4

Democracy and security sector reform: 
South Africa’s experience in the 1990s

Source: Batchelor, Cock and McKenzie 2000; Nathan 2000.
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pects of security policy move closer to the ideals

of transparency (see box 4.3), chances are they

will also move closer to true democratic civil con-

trol. Increased transparency strengthens the

hand of formal democratic institutions such as

parliament and the judiciary. It also unleashes

the potential for civil society and the media to

strengthen civil accountability and control by

scrutinizing security budgets, providing technical

input and opening security policies to public

debate. 

Citizens can help shape security policy even

in the poorest countries. In Sierra Leone in

1998, shortly after the restoration of the elected

government that had been overthrown by the

army and Revolutionary United Front rebels, the

executive branch began developing plans for re-

constituting the armed forces. In response, civil

society organizations held multistakeholder con-

sultations and offered the government a range

of reform proposals—including widely circu-

lating photographs of all recruits so that civil-

ians could vet them for human rights abuses. The

government responded favourably to many of

these suggestions.

Central and Eastern Europe also show that

win-win solutions are possible when democratic

institutions are combined with new forms of

participatory democracy. Popular participa-

tion promotes public trust and boosts the

morale of security forces even as it helps hold

security actors accountable. These efforts are

leading to new thinking about democracy and

security. 

Since the early 1990s many Central and

Eastern European countries—the Czech Re-

public, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania,

Poland, Slovenia and to a lesser extent Bulgaria

and Romania—have been democratizing civil-

military relations.15 With few exceptions, there

is little threat of direct military intervention in

domestic politics. New legal and institutional

mechanisms for civilian oversight of military

affairs have created opportunities for greater

transparency and for participation in security

policy by parliaments, media, academics and

civil society organizations. In forging a more

holistic approach to civil-military relations, these

democratic reforms have buttressed steps in

many countries to establish civilian mechanisms

for making defence policy and managing the se-

curity sector.

But when interior ministry troops, para-

military police and intelligence services are

drawn into domestic political struggles, efforts

to improve democratic civil control are often

jeopardized. In the Russian Federation and

Ukraine interior ministries have 100,000 troops

and heavy equipment to manage internal polit-

ical dissent.16 So it is tempting for elected offi-

cials (especially extremist politicians) to

manipulate security forces for party purposes—

or worse, to create non-statutory armed groups

such as the Ogoni militia in Nigeria. Dealing with

these and other issues of building state capac-

ity is essential for consolidating effective de-

mocratic control. 

BUILDING PROFESSIONALISM AND POLITICAL

NEUTRALITY

Efforts to transform security institutions must

also force change from within. This requires a

shift in internal culture and new incentives for

members to respect democratic civil authority

and promote the public interest. Senior offi-

cers need to take a firm stand against corrup-

tion. They also need to make clear that they do

not tolerate the diversion of state resources in

other ways—such as using military and police

vehicles for private purposes.

Achieving these goals can be a matter of

professional training. Indeed, in the long run

there is probably no substitute for military train-

ing and broadly based education that teaches sol-

diers to respect human rights and abide by

principles of democratic governance. National

military academies do this, but they need to be

tied to high professional standards for recruit-

ment, instruction and promotion that are less

prone to political interference and corruption.

Perhaps even more urgent is professional train-

ing of police officers, which can do much for ac-

countability and public trust. Induction

programmes for police officers should focus on

what it means to be a police officer in a demo-

cratic society, with special emphasis on policing

by consent.17

Achieving these goals also requires suffi-

cient public revenue. Without appropriate

Citizens can help shape

security policy even in the

poorest countries
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equipment and decent wages, security forces will

suffer from poor discipline and corruption. For

police, public resources can sometimes be sup-

plemented by innovative public-private part-

nerships. Since 1990 the Citizen’s Police Liaison

Committee of Karachi, Pakistan, has provided

free health care to police officers injured in the

line of duty. Financed by businesses, the com-

mittee also recently provided gas connections to

flats occupied by police officers and their fam-

ilies, as well as water lines, furniture, lighting and

a children’s park. Such public-private initia-

tives raise the morale of police officers—an-

other element in building a more effective,

corruption-free police force.

In addition to pursuing these crucial long-

term goals, democratic leaders must work to

change the behaviour of security forces today—

especially by punishing human rights violations

and unprofessional conduct. Professional codes

of police, military and intelligence conduct and

review tribunals within security services can

help in this regard. So can civilian commissions

that investigate possible excesses. Postwar in-

vestigations of human rights violations during

civil wars in El Salvador, Guatemala and Sierra

Leone, often launched by governments and civil

society organizations, have been important steps

towards greater accountability in the security sec-

tor. They helped expose human rights viola-

tions committed covertly—or even openly—by

security forces. 

Over the medium and long term, judicial

reform is also critical in enforcing account-

ability in security forces. Police action against

crime cannot promote personal security if

judges can be bribed easily or if there are no

prisons for convicted criminals. When judicial

systems are controlled by privileged individu-

als whose appointments are merely political

rewards, law enforcement is likely to be par-

tial—and rule is more likely to be by law (which

may permit manipulation of the courts) than of
law.18 When judicial systems fail to perform

basic tasks, including issuing warrants and

other legal orders, police officers often must re-

sort to illegal actions to perform regular func-

tions.19 Corrupt judicial and penitentiary

systems also undermine the professionalism

and credibility of the security sector if they

allow crimes by soldiers or police officers to go

unpunished. 

SEPARATING THE POLICE FROM THE

MILITARY AND PROMOTING COMMUNITY

OUTREACH

In many countries the accountability and be-

haviour of security forces also suffer from a fail-

ure to clearly demarcate between the military (as

the guardian of external security) and the po-

lice (as the guardian of domestic law and order).

Mixing the functions and firepower of the po-

lice with those of the military risks “overkill” and

unnecessary violence, as in Haiti and parts of

Central America. It also raises the prospect of

politicians turning the police into an instru-

ment of arbitrary power—as in Zimbabwe in

2000–02. 

In Botswana, Ghana, Mauritius, Senegal

and South Africa a clear division of labour be-

tween the military and the police has encouraged

professionalism in both.20 Other Latin Ameri-

can governments with long histories of military

control, including El Salvador and Guatemala,

have also been separating the military from the

police.21

Such reforms need to be combined with ef-

forts to enhance the standing and capacity of the

police. Even in communities where physical

abuse and corruption by the police have been the

norm, efforts to build trust and confidence can

foster a new relationship between the police and

the people. One way is for the police to get in-

volved in the lives of young people, ethnic mi-

norities and low-income groups. Another is to

support community policing (box 4.5). 

Police forces with officers from diverse back-

grounds tend to respond better to the challenges

of diverse communities. Appointing and train-

ing female police officers in the state of Para,

Brazil, increased reports of violence against

women and girls to police and hospitals. In

Bosnia and Herzegovina and the Former Yu-

goslav Republic of Macedonia more ethnically

balanced police forces are fostering trust and

respect for the police. In addition, police forces

should not give special treatment to certain units,

such as criminal investigation and narcotics.

Doing so can create serious internal tensions.

In many countries the

accountability and

behaviour of security

forces suffer from a

failure to clearly

demarcate between the

military and the police
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Such reforms take time and deep political

commitment. For change to be sustained, de-

mocratic leaders must ensure that security in-

stitutions feel ownership in the process. Such

reforms pose unique challenges but also yield

unique benefits—for the security of citizens

and the credibility of democratization. South

Africa’s police reforms are a notable example.

After the 1994 elections, members of govern-

ment and parliament acquired expertise in over-

sight and leadership through self-education and

collaboration with unions, churches and re-

search institutions. Despite many challenges,

strong political leadership and partnerships

with civil society are leading to a less milita-

rized, more professional police force.

CONDITIONS FOR CHANGE IN THE SECURITY

SECTOR

Substantive security sector reform involves so

many deep-rooted aspects of local and national

governance that it can seem like a hopeless task.

It has a political dimension (civil control of se-

curity forces), an economic dimension (con-

sumption of resources by security forces), a

social dimension (guaranteeing citizens’ security)

and a strong institutional dimension (profes-

sionalizaton of the security sector and institu-

tional separation of the various actors).22 But a

number of developments can help trigger major

security sector reforms:

• Economic constraints: reforms result from

financial pressures to downsize the military—

as in Uganda and other African countries. 

• Civilian control: a power shift occurs and

the military steps down by choice or by force—

as in Indonesia and many Latin American coun-

tries. 

• Western mainstreaming: the armed forces

are modernized as part of efforts to join the

European Union or North Atlantic Treaty Or-

ganization (NATO)—as in many Central and

Eastern European countries. 

• New armies: often funded and initially

trained by foreign donors and influenced by

civil society to respect human rights—as in

Bosnia and Herzegovina, East Timor, El Sal-

vador, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. 

• Scandals: often media-driven and influen-

tial in reforming the police, intelligence agencies

and civil-military relations—as in many indus-

trial countries. 

When such developments are combined

with committed leadership and an engaged civil

society, conditions are ripe for significant de-

mocratic reforms of security forces that can re-

inforce broader political change—especially in

countries recovering from violent armed conflict.

DEMOCRATIC PEACEBUILDING IN WARTORN

SOCIETIES

In wartorn societies, establishing effective con-

trol over the use of armed force is the founda-

tion for all other progress. Without it,

peacebuilders face the constant risk of reversal

in building a functioning state. At the extreme,

as in Afghanistan and Somalia, the result will be

rampant lawlessness and a fertile environment

for violent extremism. 

Timely international intervention can miti-

gate the tension between building civil peace and

establishing democratic control. How? By es-

tablishing an environment of civic peace for

national democratic institutions to develop. In

the early 1990s alone, more peacekeeping mis-

sions were undertaken than during the UN’s first

four and one-half decades. But while this new

generation of peace operations may help end vi-

olence, they alone cannot promote durable, de-

mocratic peace. Internal tensions will never be

Police reforms, especially those creating new

forces, must foster new relationships with

local communities. Community policing can

overcome mistrust and advance collaboration

between communities and police by giving

people a substantial role in defining and

guiding the performance of policing.

In 1997 a community policing pilot in

Hatillo, Costa Rica, a neighbourhood in the

capital, engaged the community in the fight

against crime through four local police stations

and a citizens advisory committee to the

precinct commander. The police stations pro-

vided regular patrol services, while the com-

mittee identified security problems and pos-

sible solutions. A year after the project began,

crime in the area had fallen by 10%, percep-

tions of insecurity by 17% and fear of being

robbed at home by 32%. Although 71% of the

people surveyed in Hatillo believed that crime

had increased in the country, only 38%

thought that was true for Hatillo. Moreover,

only 8% of those polled claimed never to

have seen police in the neighbourhood, down

from 35% before the project. The project

helped improve the image of the police force

in Hatillo, and its success led to its expansion

in other communities.

BOX 4.5

Higher regard for police through community policing

Source: Neild 1998.
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easily eliminated when conflict and poor gov-

ernance have fractured the foundations of the

state. This strengthens the case for pre-emptive

democratic peacebuilding, to promote peaceful

resolution of simmering conflicts before they

turn into wars.

Where basic order has broken down, the

pressures of limited time and resources pro-

duce tension between restoring civil peace and

establishing democratic control. Cambodia in

the early 1990s suggests that holding national

and local elections in an atmosphere of wide-

spread violence and mistrust can unravel the

peace process or legitimize the warring parties,

as they did in Bosnia and Herzegovina after the

Dayton Peace Accords. But experiences in East

Timor, El Salvador, Mozambique and other

post-conflict settings suggest that marked

progress is possible in three key areas: 

• Reforming or creating a professional military

and police. 

• Managing the demobilization and reinte-

gration of combatants. 

• Creating political space for broadly based

reconciliation. 

REFORMING OR CREATING A PROFESSIONAL

MILITARY AND POLICE

As noted, the military and the police have

blurred roles in many developing countries.

During wars the distinction breaks down alto-

gether, with the armed forces taking responsi-

bility for both the external and internal security

of the state. This suggests a need to identify the

main security threats in wartorn societies and to

devise appropriate policies for the armed forces,

the police, intelligence services and other secu-

rity forces. Among the main tasks include mak-

ing the armed forces more manageable,

affordable and professional, and clearly sepa-

rated from the police. 

After armed conflicts, many countries in

West and Southern Africa and Central Amer-

ica have overhauled the composition and role

of their militaries. Sierra Leone and South Africa

absorbed former combatants into their armed

forces while reforming their militaries’ missions

and orientations. In Afghanistan it is hoped

that a multiethnic army will resolve factional

fighting among ethnic Tajiks, Pashtuns, Hazaras

and others. A similar experiment in Bosnia and

Herzegovina offers lessons for other wartorn

countries (box 4.6).

Developing a civil (apolitical) police force—

in some cases from scratch—is generally a priority

in peace agreements. It is especially important for

promoting civil peace after war, when organized

crime, weapon smuggling and violence are ram-

pant—and likely to surge as communities are

flooded with unemployed combatants. From El

Salvador and Gaza to Bosnia and Herzegovina,

Mozambique and Rwanda, the transition from

civil war to civil society has been linked to broadly

based police forces that are democratically ac-

countable, impartial, depoliticized and composed

of different political contingents and ethnic

groups.23 Such forces can emerge only through

effective training—particularly in the skills of

community policing and other specialized train-

ing—and through better ethnic and gender bal-

ance. It may be tempting to convert soldiers to

police officers, but this should be handled with

care. Soldiers, especially those with human rights

With the signing of the Dayton Peace Ac-

cords in 1995, the international community

sought to deal with the three belligerent

wartime armies that had caused so much

damage in Bosnia and Herzegovina—the

Bosnian-Muslim forces, the Bosnian-Croat

Croatian Defense Council and the Bosnian-

Serb Army. But assistance soon broadened

to establish standards for democratic gov-

ernance across the country’s spectrum of

security and non-security agencies (military,

police, customs and border service, judi-

cial, corrections, intelligence). Not since the

end of World War II has the international

community committed such resources to

reform a country’s security sector.

Various initiatives have sought to build

confidence between the former armies and

create conditions for appropriate, common,

cost-effective, durable security. High mili-

tary spending, consuming as much as 40%

of the public budget, remains a major con-

cern. But with the slow demobilization of

370,000 soldiers, out of an estimated 400,000

in 1995, the military budget has become

more manageable. Even so, substantial re-

sources are needed to create jobs for, edu-

cate and counsel former soldiers. 

More challenging than creating af-

fordable security forces has been reducing

mistrust among former combatants. And

until the problem of three armies in one

state is resolved, everything achieved in im-

plementing democratic civil control and

professionalizing the armed forces will re-

main fragile and uncertain. International

planners hope that defence policies will

converge by 2005, allowing a common state-

level approach. There has been consensus-

building among the Bosnian armies, with

joint training exercises, stringent selection

criteria for new police officers and the Jan-

uary 2001 inauguration of the first multi-

ethnic Bosnian contingent to serve as UN

military observers abroad—a good example

of peacebuilding in action.

BOX 4.6

Building affordable, ethnically balanced security forces 
in Bosnia and Herzegovina

Source: King, Dorn and Hodes forthcoming.
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violations, may have methods and experience

poorly suited to the police. 

The international community can help build

accountable, effective police forces in post-con-

flict environments. Until 1989 only three peace-

keeping operations included UN Civilian Police

units. With the end of the cold war, space

opened for international assistance to provide

more police aid. Besides regional and bilateral

assistance, the UN Civilian Police is now a com-

mon presence in a new generation of peace-

keeping, although many argue that its role

requires further development. 

In Cambodia the UN Civilian Police pro-

vided public security and arrested suspects. In

El Salvador and Haiti it helped design and train

a new civilian police force—experiences re-

cently replicated in East Timor and Kosovo.

As the United Nations assumes more compli-

cated peacebuilding tasks involving public se-

curity, its Civilian Police and the broader

development community require well-funded in-

ternational police officers who are not only

good cops, but experts in building institutions—

police with experience setting up police acad-

emies, organizing and restructuring police

organizations and fostering community policing

that serves citizens rather than entrenching the

power of ruling regimes (see box 4.5).24 To suc-

ceed, such interventions require support for

domestic constituencies for police reform. They

also require collecting accurate, credible data on

domestic crime—and convincing leaders of

wartorn countries that repressive policing is

part of the problem, not part of the solution.

MANAGING THE DEMOBILIZATION AND

REINTEGRATION OF COMBATANTS

Demobilizing combatants and reintegrating

them into normal life is one of the most chal-

lenging priorities in post-conflict situations.

Since 1990 major post-war demobilizations have

occurred in a wide range of countries: Bosnia

and Herzegovina, El Salvador, Eritrea, Ethiopia,

Guatemala, Haiti, Mozambique, Nicaragua,

Sierra Leone and Uganda. In addition, smaller-

scale demobilizations have taken place in Chad,

Lebanon, Mali, Panama, Rwanda and South

Africa. Such efforts require as much participa-

tion as possible so that affected groups will take

ownership of reform. 

Many actors have a stake in the outcomes.

They include demobilized combatants—male

and female former child soldiers, government

soldiers and guerrillas. They also include fam-

ilies of former combatants, communities where

former combatants resettle and other groups try-

ing to reintegrate—such as returned refugees

and internally displaced people. And they in-

clude local security forces, government agencies,

local and international non-governmental or-

ganizations, the United Nations and its agencies

and other official donors. But because of time

pressures and the vast number of people and

groups involved, many of these actors have had

little voice in the design of demobilization and

reintegration programmes. Indeed, the process

has often been led by outside agencies, muting

the voices of local people. 

Limited participation may be inevitable in

the immediate aftermath of conflict. But de-

mobilization and reintegration programmes

should be structured so that they can be adjusted

over time, through inclusive dialogue with for-

mer combatants, their families, affected com-

munities and others. In Uganda, to test the

feasibility of their reintegration, some soldiers

were allowed to visit their home areas before de-

mobilization. And interactions between former

soldiers and veteran field officers helped the de-

mobilization in Rwanda in the late 1990s. 

Unsurprisingly, targeted assistance to former

combatants has generated heated debate, rais-

ing issues of fairness and accountability. There

are humanitarian arguments for giving former

combatants special support: after demobiliza-

tion, they are unemployed and far from home.

In some cases they have given years of their

lives to fight for what they considered the good

of their country. But they may also have been

forcibly recruited into the armed forces (as with

the Derg army in Ethiopia and Renamo, the

Mozambican National Resistance). And they

may have great difficulty re-establishing them-

selves in civilian life, perhaps threatening the

peace process by getting involved in criminal ac-

tivity or violent political opposition. 

Support for former combatants can also re-

duce illicit trade in small arms and light weapons.

Demobilizing combatants

and reintegrating them

into normal life is one of

the most challenging

priorities in post-conflict

situations
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Such trade—valued at $4–6 billion a year—is an

attractive source of revenue for former com-

batants in poor, conflict-ridden societies (box

4.7). In Sierra Leone these issues were taken into

account when disarming and demobilizing more

than 75,000 combatants since 1998, including

roughly 7,000 child combatants.25

In most cases former combatants are far

outnumbered by returning refugees and other

people displaced by war who need to be read-

ily equipped for myriad post-conflict challenges,

such as landmines (box 4.8). Given scarce re-

sources, demobilization support programmes

will thus have to balance helping former com-

batants too much and too little. Consensus

seems to have developed that special efforts for

former combatants are generally necessary and

justified during demobilization and resettle-

ment—but that support in the reintegration

phase should, as much as possible, be commu-

nity- and area-based and part of broader de-

velopment programmes. Indeed, support from

communities is often crucial for the reintegra-

tion of former combatants. These findings un-

derscore the need for inclusive processes that

promote reconciliation and peacebuilding by

promoting day-to-day cooperation on the

ground. 

CREATING POLITICAL SPACE FOR BROADLY

BASED RECONCILIATION

Armed conflict is not conducive to political

openness and participation. In fact, it often

shuts them down. Armed conflict is also the

worst enemy of human rights, poor people, mi-

nority rights and freedom of information. The

period before a cease-fire (or sometimes military

victory) and immediately after a war are thus crit-

ical to establishing more open, inclusive politics.

Ending a war can be as destabilizing as war it-

self, and it is impossible to democratize politi-

cal decision-making immediately. But there

needs to be as much openness and participation

as possible for peace and true reconciliation to

take root—and for strengthening civil society

and democratically minded parts of the

population.

To be specific, if the termination of a war

is based on a peace agreement, the leading

Worldwide, the uncontrolled proliferation

of an estimated 550 million small arms—in-

cluding 100 million assault rifles—con-

tributes to some 500,000 firearm-related

deaths each year. Their availability and use

are not confined to conflicts alone, but also

fuel violent crime, economic exploitation

and illicit trafficking in goods and people.

One remarkable effort to collect and curb

the flow of small arms is in Albania, where

hundreds of thousands of military weapons

and explosives are still circulating. Nearly a

third of the weapons looted from govern-

ment arsenals in 1997 have been retrieved,

and more than 100,000 weapons have been

destroyed. 

The programme’s success can largely be

attributed to extensive public awareness

and advocacy highlighting the socio-eco-

nomic impact of small arms, and to com-

prehensive data on small arms for a regional

early warning system. Besides increasing

transparency, direct community participa-

tion has been invaluable in the exchange of

looted weapons for public works support

such as road construction, school rehabili-

tation and installation of street lights and

public telephones.

Building government capacity—within

a broader security reform effort—is critical

to implementing a comprehensive small arms

reduction strategy, including legislative and

regulatory development, law enforcement,

tracing and marking, stockpile management

and security, and destroying small arms and

light weapons retrieved. Cooperation among

customs, police, intelligence and arms con-

trol officials at the national and international

levels is another important aspect of the UN

action programme to combat the spread of

small arms and light weapons. An Interna-

tional Code of Conduct on Arms Transfers,

recently proposed by Nobel Peace Prize

Laureate and former President of Costa Rica

Dr. Oscar Arias, would further restrict the

flow of deadly weapons—both small and

large are used to kill or injure thousands of

civilians every year.

BOX 4.7

Reducing small arms through democratic peacebuilding

Source: Arias Foundation, BASIC and Saferworld 1997; Muggah and Berman 2001; UN 2001b; UNDP 2001a, 2002a.

Ninety countries are affected by landmines

and unexploded ordinance, with rough es-

timates of 15,000–20,000 mine victims each

year. To destroy landmines, humanitarian

mine action programmes empower civilian

authorities, not just the military, to set pri-

orities and assume leadership of long-term

demining programmes. If left to the military

alone, demining activities might serve only

narrow strategic interests, ignoring areas

where mine clearance could benefit civilians.

In Thailand the military has cooperated

with civil society groups in clearance based

on results of the Landmines Impact Sur-

vey. In Afghanistan, through a range of part-

nerships, 24 million square metres of mined

and suspected land were cleared in 2000.

Other recent success stories come from

Azerbaijan, Mozambique and Tajikistan. 

During 2000 and early 2001 mine clear-

ance operations were carried out in 76 coun-

tries and regions. Successful mine action

programmes—which include mine aware-

ness, capacity building, victim assistance,

socio-economic assistance and advocacy in

addition to mine removal and destruction—

encourage the return of refugees and inter-

nally displaced persons. They also help in the

economic and social rehabilitation of com-

munities, particularly in food security. 

Broad, high-level political commitment

sustains these multifaceted programmes,

which cost an estimated $200 million a year.

Clearing a small field that might contain

only one mine can cost thousands of dollars,

and undoing global landmine contamination

will cost billions. In heavily mined coun-

tries, mine action programmes are a peace-

building priority, essential for helping

humanitarian and development organiza-

tions operate effectively and reducing the

threat of renewed violent conflict.

BOX 4.8

Clearing landmines requires civilian and community empowerment

Source: ICBL 2001; Canada, Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade 2001, United Nations 2001a.
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voices in shaping the country’s future will be

the negotiating parties and their teams. Civil-

ians, particularly women, are usually heavily un-

derrepresented in peace talks (box 4.9). The

overwhelming predominance of combatants

in negotiations can seriously constrain the de-

mocratic development of these societies and re-

duce the long-term stability of peace. But the

inter-Congolese dialogue and the greater in-

volvement of women in peacemaking elsewhere

suggest that this problem is slowly gaining

wider recognition. 

Peacemakers must also recognize that long,

deadly civil conflicts completely transform so-

cieties—whether through the displacement of

local populations, destruction of infrastructure

or upheaval of traditional family and social net-

works. In wartorn societies such as Sri Lanka,

male combatants are recruited from poor com-

munities. For their survival, women in these

communities have often transcended their tra-

ditional gender roles in terms of family, work and

community. Peace negotiations and local lead-

ers must take these radically changed realities

into account when designing programmes for re-

covery and reconciliation. Giving a greater voice

to previously marginalized groups is not only

morally right, it is also practical.

A growing number of peace processes ad-

dress the need for strengthening democratic in-

stitutions and protecting human rights, including

provisions for creating or fortifying national

human rights institutions. In 1992 a UN-spon-

sored peace agreement in El Salvador created

the Procurador para la Defensa de los Derechos

Humanos to prevent human rights violations in

areas such as police conduct, prison conditions,

children’s rights and violence against women.26

Bosnia and Herzegovina`s Human Rights Om-

budsman, established by the 1995 Dayton Peace

Accords, has extensive powers to investigate, re-

port, initiate and intervene in court proceed-

ings.27 Given the severe human rights problems

and pressures facing the judicial branch in most

wartorn societies, human rights institutions are

often essential in the transition to democracy by

promoting international human rights com-

mitments and providing key administrative over-

sight—especially in the security sector. Other

recent examples in East Timor, Guatemala and

Kosovo underscore their importance to demo-

cratic peacebuilding in states emerging from

civil and other complex conflicts.

To build a more stable and inclusive fu-

ture, states in post-conflict situations need to deal

with the past. Many countries recovering from

wars are exploring avenues for justice, such as

community trials in East Timor and the gacaca
process in Rwanda, that may help build public

support.28 In addition, war crimes tribunals—

and in the future, a permanent International

Criminal Court—are redressing past injustices

(see chapter 5). Truth commissions have also

provided a way for people to voice grievances

about past atrocities—and give them a feeling

that justice has been done (box 4.10). Since

1974 more than 20 such commissions have

sought to set straight countries’ historical

records, with varying objectives, structures and

results. Such processes face the challenge of

managing the tension between justice (retribu-

tion) and reconciliation (forgiveness). They do

not always strike the best balance. But in many

societies emerging from brutal conflict, such

In most post-war circumstances it is not

easy to broaden participation in the formal

peace process. Peace negotiations and the

design and implementation of peacebuild-

ing and reconstruction efforts—including se-

curity sector reform—usually involve only

a small group of people. In many cases they

are men, especially those who had taken up

weapons. Rewarded with a place at the ne-

gotiation table, they obtain a strong say in

post-war policies and institutions, including

the military and police. 

In most cases women are almost com-

pletely excluded from post-war decision-

making. Only recently has their role in

the various aspects and phases of peace-

making and peacebuilding been recog-

nized internationally. Women bring to

peace talks a practical understanding of

real life security concerns. And their com-

mitment to peace is often critical to ensure

the sustainability of peace agreements.

From Burundi to Guatemala to North-

ern Ireland, their involvement in peace

processes has shown real benefits for vul-

nerable groups. In Somalia 100 women,

representing six clans, participated in the

Somali National Peace Conference in May

2000. As a result 25 seats were allocated

to women in the 245-member Transitional

National Assembly.

Among initiatives to correct ongoing

biases, the UN Security Council adopted a

resolution in October 2000 to urge UN

member states to increase representation

of women at all decision-making levels in in-

stitutions and mechanisms for preventing,

managing and resolving conflict. It calls on

all actors negotiating and implementing

peace agreements to adopt a gender per-

spective and include women in implement-

ing mechanisms of the peace agreement.

The decision to include four women in the

Bonn, Germany, talks on the future of

Afghanistan in December 2001 and two

women to serve at senior levels in the interim

government of Afghanistan show that

progress in this area is possible.

BOX 4.9

Bringing women to the negotiating table

Source: UN Information Centre Bonn 2001; Human Development Report Office; Anderlini 2000; Ball and others 2002.



DEMOCRATIZING SECURITY TO PREVENT CONFLICT AND BUILD PEACE 99

mechanisms may be the best—and only—option

available.

DEMOCRATIZING SECURITY IN A

FRAGMENTED WORLD

Conflict is part of every society. The question

is, how can societies give expression to conflict

and provide open political space for all groups

without generating violence and war? Democ-

racies are supposed to provide the answer, with

open political debate and open competition for

power. But many well-established democracies

have not eliminated violent conflicts—as illus-

trated by recent violence in Gujarat, India, and

by long-standing conflicts in Northern Ireland

and Sri Lanka. Elsewhere, democratic processes

have been ruthlessly undermined by authori-

tarian, often military, rule that squeezes the

space for civil society and democratic politics.

Peace and personal security are the losers, es-

pecially when the accountability and effective-

ness of security forces are eroded. 

The alarming number of conflict-prone

countries underscores the need for a broader

approach to conflict prevention—one that

avoids artificial segmentation between pre-

conflict, crisis and post-conflict. It also indicates

the need for an appropriate mix of political, se-

curity, humanitarian and developmental re-

sponses. Securing a just, sustainable peace in

conflict-prone situations means building strong,

transparent states with professional, civilian-led

military and police. It means developing a de-

mocratic framework that tolerates diversity. It

means building an open civil society that pro-

motes democratic governance and personal se-

curity. And it means instilling in all state

institutions—but especially the security

forces—a culture of democracy rooted in re-

spect for the rule of law and individual rights

and dignity. This is the essence of democratic

peacebuilding.

In countries recovering from violent armed

conflict—such as Afghanistan (box 4.11) and

Sierra Leone—the human costs of failing to

achieve democratic governance of the security

forces are clear. But these are just extreme ex-

amples of the security dilemmas that all coun-

tries face in deciding how to confront internal

and external security threats such as widespread

violent crime or domestic and international

terrorism. 

In the United States and elsewhere, height-

ened concerns about terrorism have triggered

debates on the dangers of compromising human

rights for national security reasons. Antiterror-

ist measures taken in response to these and

other new security threats often risk violating

human rights or at least make it easier for them

to be violated—including the prohibition of

torture and other inhumane treatment, free-

dom from arbitrary arrest, the presumption of

innocence, the right to a fair trial and rights to

freedom of opinion, expression and assembly.29

On Human Rights Day 2001, 17 independent

experts from the UN Commission on Human

Rights issued a statement denouncing human

rights violations and measures that have tar-

geted groups such as migrants, the media, po-

litical activists, human rights defenders,

asylum-seekers and refugees, and religious and

ethnic minorities.30

Democracies face difficult challenges in de-

vising legitimate ways to prevent terrorist attacks

and bring the perpetrators to justice. There are few

Severe human rights violations by security

forces were widespread under military rule

in several Latin American countries in the

1980s and 1990s. When civil rule was re-

established, prosecuting the perpetrators

was often difficult. Security forces had left

power only on the condition of legal amnesty

in Argentina in 1982 and Chile in 1991. A

peace treaty precluded prosecution in El

Salvador in 1992 and Guatemala in 1994.

Prosecution was also difficult because of the

sheer number of violations and the problems

of establishing evidence. 

Commissions to record accusations,

establish evidence and publish facts sprang

up throughout Latin America, such as the

National Commission of the Disappeared

established in Argentina in 1983. The com-

mission, created by then-President Raul

Alfonsín and chaired by writer Ernesto

Sabato, reported on 9,000 disappearances

in its final report Nunca Más. Other com-

missions were later created in Chad (1992),

Haiti (1994) and East Timor (1999), giving

victims a voice for their grief and allowing

newly democratic regimes to overturn lies

told by previous regimes to cover up

abuses.

Perhaps the best-known truth and rec-

onciliation commission ran in South Africa

from 1996 to 1998. Chaired by Archbishop

Desmond Tutu, it had an annual budget of

about $18 million, with 300 employees in

four national offices. Most important, it had

the power to grant amnesty—the main tool

to encourage perpetrators to confess. In the

end 21,297 victims or their family members

gave statements, and more than 8,000 indi-

viduals applied for amnesty, although few

were high-ranking officials. The commis-

sion has been hailed as central in the heal-

ing of post-apartheid South Africa.

BOX 4.10

Building peace through truth commissions

Source: Hayner 2001; Ball and others 2002; U.S. Institute of Peace 2002; Tepperman 2002.
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simple solutions. But respect for human rights

lies at the heart of what it is to be a democracy and

at the heart of democratic civil control of the se-

curity sector. In addressing legitimate concerns

about public safety, free societies cannot afford to

lose sight of protecting core human freedoms. 

Devastated by two decades of civil war, compounded

by a three-year drought and omnipresent landmines and

kalashnikovs (assault rifles), Afghanistan faces un-

precedented challenges in providing peace and hope to

its 23 million people. In addressing potential “conflict

triggers” in the current phase of recovery, UN organi-

zations recognize the need to connect short-term hu-

manitarian responses to long-term recovery. They also

recognize that the key to securing a just and lasting peace

in Afghanistan will depend on the leadership and com-

mitment of the Afghans.

The successes and failures of multibillion-dollar UN

peace operations in the 1990s offer the following lessons

for a long-term peacebuilding strategy in Afghanistan:

• Sequence reconstruction phases skilfully so that se-

curity imperatives are balanced with the need to slowly

open governance processes and aid the most vulnera-

ble. 

• Fund and staff reintegration programmes for

Afghanistan’s 4.8 million refugees and internally dis-

placed (80% of them women and children), as well as

former combatants.

• Build strong local governance to address intereth-

nic and intertribal conflict, discrimination against mi-

norities and weaknesses of the central government.

• Design ethnically balanced and professional secu-

rity institutions, under clear civilian control and guided

by democratic principles, to protect the physical secu-

rity of all citizens (as in Bosnia and Herzegovina and

South Africa in the 1990s).

• Strengthen grass-roots institutions for conflict res-

olution and management: the police, the judiciary and

alternative dispute settlement mechanisms such as

shuras.

• Empower civilian leaders to oversee comprehensive

landmine action programmes, and strengthen capacity

in communities to provide incentives for having weapons

destroyed.

• Build respect for the rule of law and a commitment

to national reconciliation.

• Promote dynamic local leaders, including women

and youth.

• Ensure a sustained political and financial commit-

ment by the international community—always a prob-

lem in the second and third years of the programme,

when the global spotlight has turned elsewhere.

BOX 4.11

Lessons for long-term peacebuilding in Afghanistan

Source: Ottaway and Lieven 2002; UNDP 2001d, 2002b.
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One illusion has been shattered on Septem-
ber 11: that we can have the good life of the
West irrespective of the state of the rest of the
world…The dragon’s teeth are planted in
the fertile soil of wrongs unrighted, of disputes
left to fester for years, of failed states, of
poverty and deprivation.

—U.K. Prime Minister Tony Blair1

It has been said that the terrorist attacks of Sep-

tember 11 marked the end of the post–cold

war era. Overnight, a broad range of simmer-

ing global challenges came to the surface, and

the international community found itself in new

and unfamiliar territory.

In the first few months after the attacks the

hope was that the shared tragedy would bring the

world together. And in several ways it has. The

March 2002 UN Conference on Financing for

Development, in Monterrey, Mexico, reversed

the post–cold war decline in aid to developing

countries. An agreement at the World Trade

Organization (WTO) ministerial conference in

Doha, Qatar, a few months earlier gave mutlilat-

eral trade negotiations a new lease on life, avoid-

ing the impasse that closed the previous

ministerial meeting in Seattle, Washington. 

These developments offer hope that the

coming years will mark a new era for global de-

cision-making. But there are also reasons to

fear even greater global fragmentation and even

greater weakening of international institutions.

The war against terrorism and escalating vio-

lence in the Middle East risk creating new global

fault lines. The most powerful states in the in-

ternational system are not consistently seeking

multilateral approaches to international security

issues. And unrelated events—the collapse of

Enron in the United States, the instability in Ar-

gentina—add to global unease about the rules

and institutions underlying global commerce.

Economically and politically, frustration in de-

veloping countries about the skewed distribu-

tion of global power has seldom been greater. 

This challenging global environment comes

after a remarkable period of change and con-

trasting fortune. The 1990s began with great

promise, with the end of the cold war herald-

ing a new era. A world riven by the divisions of

ideology was to be integrated by markets and

technology. There was a wave of new democ-

racies, unprecedented prosperity in North

America and Western Europe and exceptional

technological dynamism—most evident in the

information and communications technology

and human genome revolutions. Development

also progressed notably in the world’s two

largest developing countries, China and India. 

But while some developing countries did

fairly well—both economically and in expand-

ing political freedoms—the past decade has

also seen severe reversals: The worst plague in

human history as the death toll from AIDS sur-

passed that from the bubonic plague in Eu-

rope during the Middle Ages.2 One of the worst

famines ever, in the Democratic People’s Re-

public of Korea. Serious conflicts in more than

50 countries.3 Bouts of severe instability in the

financial systems of emerging markets. And

sharp increases in social and economic in-

equalities, including rapid surges in poverty in

countries such as Afghanistan and Pakistan.

Trade rules consistently work against prod-

ucts from developing countries, such as agri-

culture and textiles, and fail to restrain

protectionist abuses in industrial countries. On

average, industrial country tariffs on imports

from developing countries are four times those

on imports from other industrial countries. And

industrial countries provide about $1 billion a

Deepening democracy at the global level
CHAPTER 5

Economically and

politically, frustration in

developing countries

about the skewed

distribution of global

power has seldom 

been greater



102 HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2002

day in domestic agricultural subsidies—more

than six times what they spend on official de-

velopment assistance for developing countries.4

In the face of these challenges, protests and

cries of frustration have hit the streets in both in-

dustrial and developing countries, reflecting con-

cerns that marginalized and less powerful people

and states are losing out because of how global

security and economic affairs are managed. These

protests spring from different interests and have

diverse agendas. But they are symptomatic of an

almost universal belief that global cooperation

must do a better job of preventing and manag-

ing a host of issues—especially those affecting

people in developing countries. Such criticism

spotlights global institutions and decision-mak-

ing—and the need to make them more inclusive,

democratic and effective. 

There is no world government that can be

made more democratic. But two elements could

make global arrangements more effective and

more reflective of democratic ideals: 

• First, greater pluralism—expanding the

space for non-state actors to influence policies

and hold powerful actors accountable. 

• Second, more democratic international or-

ganizations—increasing representation, trans-

parency and accountability in decision-making.

PLURALISM AND GLOBAL DEMOCRACY: THE

ROLE OF CIVIL SOCIETY CAMPAIGNS AND

MULTISTAKEHOLDER PROCESSES

Over the past 20 years there has been an ex-

plosion in transnational civil society networks.

The first registered international non-govern-

mental organization (NGO), the Anti-Slavery

Society, was formed in 1839, and by 1874 there

were 32. But there was an astonishing increase

in the 20th century, with the number of inter-

national NGOs growing from 1,083 in 1914 to

more than 37,000 in 2000. Nearly a fifth of

today’s international NGOs were formed after

1990 (table 5.1).5 And around the world, there

are more than 20,000 transnational NGO net-

works. In many ways this revolution parallels the

rapid growth of global business over the same

period.

According to the Union of International

Associations, membership in international

NGOs in low- and middle-income regions has

increased faster than in high-income regions,

with the biggest increases in Asia and Eastern

Europe.6 In Nepal the number of registered

NGOs grew from 220 in 1990 to 1,210 in 1993,

in Tunisia from 1,886 in 1988 to 5,186 in 1991.

In 1996 the largest-ever survey of non-profits

found more than 1 million such groups in India

and 210,000 in Brazil.7 The flow of resources

through international NGOs has also risen sub-

stantially, increasing more than sevenfold in the

past three decades (figure 5.1).

As a result a new global politics is emerging

with the potential to catalyse change and inno-

vation. A significant feature of these new move-

ments is the pressure they exert on politicians

and corporations in industrial countries to re-

spond to the needs of developing countries. In

1992 an international campaign was launched

to ban landmines. Few people predicted its suc-

cess. Yet by 1997 some 1,400 NGOs in about

90 countries had succeeded in getting a Mine

Ban Treaty signed prohibiting the use, pro-

duction, trade and stockpiling of antipersonnel

landmines.8 The landmine campaign has raised

consciousness and helped monitor compliance,

and was awarded a Nobel Prize (see the special

contribution by Campaign Ambassador Jody

Williams).

JUBILEE 2000

The growing debt of very poor countries has pro-

voked moral outrage around the world—outrage

channelled into an effective movement for debt

relief by the Jubilee 2000 campaign. The cam-

paign put pressure on politicians in industrial

countries through civic activism and protests in

African, Asian and Latin American countries on

the devastating effects of mounting debt on

their development prospects. The global cam-

paign thus magnified the voices of diverse groups

across the world—and coordinated them in a

global movement.

Jubilee 2000 had its beginnings at Keele

University (in Staffordshire, United Kingdom)

in 1990, when a campaign on the growing prob-

lem of developing country debt was proposed.

Jubilee 2000 was launched in 1996.

In 1997 the International Confederation of

1970
U.S. share a

of total  50%

1997
U.S. share a 

of total  38%

$1.0 billion

$7.2 billion

Public

Private

20%

Public

Private

36%

NGO funding 
to developing countries

Note: Includes official development assistance
contributions to NGOs and official development 
assistance grants through NGOs.
a. Average of public and private contributions.
Source: Lindenberg and Bryant 2001

FIGURE 5.1

Development funds
increasingly flow through non-
governmental organizations
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Free Trade Unions—representing 137 coun-

tries and 124 million workers—endorsed the Ju-

bilee 2000 charter after the World Bank

announced that in just one year the debt of de-

veloping countries had increased by more than

7%.9 The International Union of Physicians—

a powerful international organization formed by

eminent professors of medicine—joined the

confederation in its support of the Jubilee cam-

paign. The two organizations eventually worked

for the launch of Jubilee 2000 in Spain, coor-

dinating Spanish NGO efforts.

National campaigns started to flourish

worldwide. During the same year organizations

TABLE 5.1

International NGOs grew quickly in the 1990s

Purpose 1990 2000 Growth (percent)

Culture and recreation 2,169 2,733 26.0
Education 1,485 1,839 23.8
Research 7,675 8,467 10.3
Health 1,357 2,036 50.0
Social services 2,361 4,215 78.5
Environment 979 1,170 19.5
Economic development, infrastructure 9,582 9,614 0.3
Law, policy and advocacy 2,712 3,864 42.5
Religion 1,407 1,869 32.8
Defence 244 234 –4.1
Politics 1,275 1,240 –2.7
Total 31,246 37,281 19.3

Source: Anheier, Glasius and Kaldor 2001.

International social movements have grown tremen-

dously in recent years and are increasingly influenc-

ing global policies. This trend is evident in the

dramatic, largely unexpected success of the Interna-

tional Campaign to Ban Landmines between its 1992

creation and the 1997 signing of the Mine Ban Treaty

prohibiting the use, production, trade and stockpil-

ing of antipersonnel landmines.

In its short life the treaty—signed by 143 nations

and ratified by 123—has had significant impact all

over the world. More than 25 million stockpiled mines

have been destroyed. Landmine production has fallen

dramatically, and trade in the weapon has all but dis-

appeared. Resources for mine clearance and victim as-

sistance have increased. Most important, the number

of new mine victims is falling in many countries. More-

over, the ban movement continues to gain momentum.

Global civil society—some 1,400 non-govern-

mental organizations from about 90 countries that

form the International Campaign to Ban Landmines—

was responsible for raising public consciousness and

drove the movement that resulted in the Mine Ban

Treaty. Working with governments, the campaign

stepped outside the normal diplomatic framework, for-

mulating the treaty in just one year.

The campaign recognized the signing of the 1997

treaty as the beginning of the real work to eliminate

landmines. It knew that for the treaty to be fully im-

plemented and complied with, innovative strategies

would continue to be needed to sustain its partner-

ships and maintain the momentum. In addition to con-

tinuing its global advocacy on banning landmines, the

campaign created another powerful tool to advance

its efforts—the Landmine Monitor, which uses 120

researchers around the world to monitor the treaty and

other aspects of the landmine problem. The annual

Landmine Monitor Report provides the baseline

against which progress towards eliminating landmines

is measured.

The International Campaign to Ban Landmines

and its Landmine Monitor have shown the critical role

that civil society can play in changing global policies

and monitoring compliance with agreed policies. The

campaign recognizes that civil society does not replace

government. But true democratic governance must

provide a place for civil society to advocate change and

ensure accountability in achieving that change.

Jody Williams, 
Campaign Ambassador, 

International Campaign to Ban Landmines 

Eliminating landmines in wartorn societies

SPECIAL CONTRIBUTION
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such as Friends of the Earth, Witness for Peace,

Bread for the World, the Catholic Bishops Con-

ference, the Methodist, Mennonite and Pres-

byterian churches, the Fifty Years Is Enough

campaign and the Sojourners launched Jubilee

2000 in the United States and strongly pushed

the U.S. Congress to back debt relief. By 1999

there were 31 national campaigns.10

In lobbying influential decision-makers, in-

ternational financial institutions and others, Ju-

bilee 2000 found allies such as the rock star

Bono (see the special contribution by the lead

singer of U2). These efforts played a big role in

winning debt relief concessions from G-7 coun-

tries, including an expanded heavily indebted

poor countries (HIPC) initiative and bilateral

commitments to write off debt from countries

such as the United States. The NGO campaign

was facilitated by growing recognition at the In-

ternational Monetary Fund (IMF) and World

Bank that debt relief was critical to reviving de-

velopment in many countries. 

THE ESSENTIAL DRUGS CAMPAIGN

By 1996 protease inhibitors and triple therapy

for AIDS patients were sharply reducing deaths

in countries where patients could afford the

$10,000–$15,000 a year needed for treatment.11

At the same time, a number of international

NGOs became concerned about the impact

that the WTO’s accord on Trade-Related In-

tellectual Property Rights (TRIPS) would have

on prices and access to vital medicines. In Oc-

tober 1996 Health Action International, a net-

work of public health workers with members in

more than 70 countries, led the first major NGO

meeting on the issue. Soon Health Action In-

Many things about the 21st century are bizarre. That

people listen to rock stars talking about politics.

That if your daughter is born in Malawi, chances are

she may not reach her 5th birthday—but if she is born

in the United States, she’ll probably still be around

at 80.

The facts that shock us must also anger us and

inspire us to be bold. If everybody, whether born in

Accra or Albuquerque, is to be able to achieve their

full potential, the immense structural inequalities that

define our world need to be broken down.

The Jubilee 2000 movement showed what can

happen when forces join together. Millions blazed a

path that we all must follow. Ordinary people from

around the world articulated their concerns about a

global economic injustice—unpayable, unjust debts—

thereby altering rich country policy towards poor

countries.

People in rich countries said that they didn’t

want the money back; people in poor countries said

that the benefits must be used to reduce poverty.

Student unions and mothers unions teamed up with

nuns in Zambia and priests in Peru. Twenty-four mil-

lion people from more than 60 countries signed the

world’s largest petition using pens, pencils, thumbs

and computers. Where these people led, politicians

began to follow.

The movement made history—though not actu-

ally in terms of getting enough debt cancelled. This

we are still working on. But in terms of the sheer

force of people coming together to put pressure on

governments—rich and poor—to be more responsive

and more responsible.

We need to empower with information and lis-

ten to those who are most in need about how they can

be supported. In Uganda schools using money freed

by debt relief have blackboards on their walls detail-

ing how the cash is being spent—for pupils and par-

ents to monitor. The Uganda Debt Network in turn

receives official funding to ensure that debt relief

money is well spent on a national scale. This best

practice needs to be copied much more widely, and

shows how accountability and transparency can

strengthen democracy. 

People’s movements in rich countries need to

help give voice to the democratically elected leaders

of poor countries and to civil society groups. Rich

countries cannot be allowed to dictate just because they

have the power. Some of us are well placed to develop

and amplify the melody line—for greater democracy,

accountability and transparency—but the chorus

needs to be stronger. Individuals, communities and

corporations need to step up. Too much is at stake for

silence to be anybody’s option.

Bono
U2

The role of Jubilee 2000 in debt relief

SPECIAL CONTRIBUTION

In lobbying influential

decision-makers,

international financial

institutions and others,

Jubilee 2000 found allies

such as the rock star Bono
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ternational and the U.S.-based lobbying group

CPTech formed a coalition and began cam-

paigning for early access to medicines, with a

core goal being to recast trade agreements to

support public health goals. Médecins Sans

Frontières joined the coalition shortly there-

after.

South Africa became a focus of the campaign

when in July 1997 its new Medicines Act was

challenged by U.S. pharmaceutical companies.

South Africa wanted to proceed with a bill de-

signed to accomplish rather modest goals: au-

thorizing parallel imports of medicines and

generic drug substitution. But large U.S. drug

companies bitterly opposed the parallel trade

provisions and claimed that the generic drug

substitution provisions violated provisions of the

TRIPS agreement. Adding weight to the threats

of the drug companies, the U.S. government

began putting considerable pressure on South

Africa’s government to repeal or modify the

bill. 

In 1998 the World Health Organization

(WHO) also became a focus, when Zimbabwe’s

minister of health took a resolution to its exec-

utive board asking members to pass a revised

drug strategy. The intent was to ensure that

public health rather than commercial interests

would have primacy in pharmaceutical and

health policies and to review options under the

TRIPS agreement to safeguard access to essen-

tial drugs. The resolution had been drafted with

significant input from the NGO campaign

group. 

The WHO resolution created a furore in the

pharmaceutical industry. Within a few weeks 37

pharmaceutical companies sued the South

African government over its new Medicines

Act, and at the same time pressed their gov-

ernments (the United States and EU countries)

to oppose the new WHO resolution. Though the

WHO eventually adopted a revised drug strat-

egy, in January 2001 the pharmaceutical com-

panies reactivated their lawsuit against the South

African government—invigorating a wider cam-

paign by NGOs to preserve access to essential

drugs. For example, Oxfam announced a cam-

paign calling for Glaxo to withdraw from the

South Africa case and lower its prices. Adverse

publicity and government pressure eventually

forced the drug companies to withdraw their

case and compensate the South African gov-

ernment for its legal bills (box 5.1).

In the meantime the campaign began seek-

ing generic suppliers of crucial HIV/AIDS drugs.

A pharmaceutical company in India, CIPLA,

agreed with Médecins Sans Frontières to provide

African countries with the medicines for $350 a

year per patient. This move transformed the im-

morality of withholding life-saving medicines

into a real choice—putting enormous pressure

on politicians in Europe and North America as

well as on the major pharmaceutical companies

and the TRIPS regime.

In November 2001 the WTO ministerial

conference in Doha adopted a declaration on the

TRIPS agreement asking member countries to

implement it in a way that protects public health

and promotes access to medicines for all peo-

ple. The declaration gives countries the freedom

to choose the grounds for granting compulsory

licenses and the right to determine what con-

stitutes a national emergency or urgent cir-

cumstances. The declaration also gives least

developed country members until 2016 to im-

plement the TRIPS agreement for pharmaceu-

ticals, and allows for the possibility of further

extensions. Though this was an important step

in facilitating access to essential medicines, the

campaign continues in full swing. The declara-

tion did not resolve many issues, notably mea-

sures to help countries with no manufacturing

capacity achieve access to medicines produced

as generics in other countries. 

THE CAMPAIGN FOR INTERNATIONAL

HUMAN RIGHTS AND AN INTERNATIONAL

CRIMINAL COURT

International relations have long been based

on state sovereignty and sovereign immunity—

protecting states and state leaders from outside

interference. Yet crimes against humanity in

the 20th century led to a powerful and univer-

sal belief that there are certain acts for which in-

dividuals have to be held accountable by the

international community. Tragically, the last

decade of the 20th century provided several

cases where the consensus against war criminals

was put to the test in countries such as Bosnia

Crimes against humanity

in the 20th century led to

a powerful and universal

belief that there are

certain acts for which

individuals have to be

held accountable by the

international community
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and Herzegovina and Rwanda. Global judicial

mechanisms faced an unprecedented challenge

because the overwhelming majority of conflicts

occurred within states. 

As international intervention in these con-

flicts increased, there was an inevitable demand

for judicial mechanisms to hold accountable

the perpetrators of injustices. Several ad hoc tri-

bunals had a major impact on international law,

including the recognition of rape as an act of

genocide and a prosecutable crime against hu-

manity (box 5.2). 

Campaigns for international human rights

have owed their unexpected success to volun-

tary associations of citizens acting on the basis

of transnational values and goals. Amnesty In-

ternational and Human Rights Watch, partic-

ularly for civil and political rights, have devel-

oped extremely effective ways of influencing

governments. Links have been established

among transnational NGOs, local activists and

individuals and groups that were targets of gov-

ernment abuse. Information became an instru-

ment of “soft power” because most governments

were reluctant to have their images tarnished by

objective reports that could not be dismissed as

hostile propaganda. 

The emergence of such networks has

evolved to the point where it is plausible to

posit the emergence of “global civil society” as

a constituency of networks committed to at-

taining global justice on a range of issues. The

The campaign worked closely with govern-
ments. Non-governmental organizations

(NGOs) helped developing country govern-

ments frame policies and initiatives while also

lobbying policy-makers in the European Union

and the United States, where major pharma-

ceutical companies are based. For example,

activists advised South Africa’s government

on its Medicines Act and helped Zimbabwe

draft the resolution asking the World Health

Organization (WHO) to pass a revised drug

strategy. In February 1999 U.S. campaign mem-

bers proposed adding a provision to African

trade legislation to cut off funding to agen-

cies that pressed African countries to adopt in-

tellectual property laws exceeding the

requirements of the World Trade Organization

agreement on Trade-Related Intellectual Prop-

erty Rights (TRIPS). In March 1999 CPTech,

Health Action International and Médecins

Sans Frontières organized a workshop on com-

pulsory licensing in Geneva. The information

presented at the workshop shocked develop-

ing country delegations, inspiring an increas-

ingly well-informed, determined coalition of

NGOs and developing country delegates to

challenge U.S. and EU trade policies on

medicines. 

Developing country negotiators were ex-
pert and well-briefed. NGOs worked closely

with Southern African countries, which con-

sidered a new essential medicines strategy es-

sential to counter U.S. and EU trade pressures

on patent issues. Dr. Olive Shisana, the key ne-

gotiator for African countries, was tough and well

informed—often reading sections of the TRIPS

agreement and U.S. compulsory licensing deci-

sions to poorly briefed U.S. and EU negotia-

tors. The final strategy was an almost complete

victory for developing countries and NGOs. 

Local NGOs played an important role. In

September 1998 NGOs from Thailand orga-

nized the first demonstration demanding com-

pulsory licenses for HIV drugs. The Thai efforts

were partly successful: Thai regulators permit-

ted competition for fluconazole, and in nine

months its price fell from 200 baht to 6.5 baht.

Similarly, in late 1998 the Treatment Access

Campaign was formed in South Africa. 

Industrial country activists were mobi-
lized. In 1999 CPTech began meeting with AIDS

activists to discuss patent and trade issues—fo-

cusing on the growing disparities between in-

dustrial and developing countries in access to

medicines. Few of the activists were aware of

compulsory licensing or U.S. trade pressures on

South Africa, Thailand and other countries.

Generics manufacturers made the differ-
ence. Pharmaceutical companies in developing

countries played a critical role in the process.

India’s CIPLA offered generic substitutes of

HIV drugs for $350 a year per treatment—a

small fraction of the price charged by the West-

ern firms that held the patents on the drugs.

The pressure exerted by generic substitutes from

developing countries transformed the debate.

The U.S. government changed its posi-
tion. At the chaotic 1999 WTO ministerial con-

ference in Seattle, Washington, U.S. President Bill

Clinton announced a shift in policy, stating that

U.S. health care and trade policies would en-

sure access to needed medicines for people in de-

veloping countries. And after President George

W. Bush took office in January 2001, the new U.S.

trade negotiator shocked the country’s pharma-

ceutical industry by declaring that the government

would not overturn Clinton’s executive order

and would continue to consider public health in

matters concerning trade and intellectual prop-

erty rights. Increasing media coverage focused on

the moral imperative of protecting public health

in developing countries. 

The European Commission played a con-
structive role. In 2000 the European Commis-

sion launched an extensive review of its trade

policy on access to medicines. A series of con-

sultations with NGOs and drug companies ad-

dressed both general and technical issues,

allowing EC trade officials to clarify issues and

evaluate different arguments. These discussions

fostered the environment that in 2001 led to the

WTO’s supportive declaration on public health,

essential drugs and the TRIPS agreement.

Adverse publicity forced drug companies
to withdraw their case. In March 2001 the

court case pitting U.S. and EU drug companies

against the South African government began

with massive global publicity. Médecins Sans

Frontières’ Internet petition asking the compa-

nies to drop the suit received about 250,000 sig-

natures—about the same number of South

Africans who died of AIDS the previous year. 

BOX 5.1 

Access to essential HIV/AIDS medicines—what made the campaign successful?
From the campaign diary of CPTech

Source: Love 2002.
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strength of this new dimension of world politics

has been augmented by a flexible capacity to

enter collaborative relationships with govern-

ments in the pursuit of shared goals. The most

successful expression of this collaborative

process led to the establishment of an Interna-

tional Criminal Court. 

As early as 1948 the UN General Assembly

instructed the International Law Commission to

study the issue of an international criminal court.

But the initiative went nowhere for several

decades as a result of the cold war. Then in the

aftermath of the establishment of ad hoc tri-

bunals for Rwanda and the former Yugoslavia,

the General Assembly asked the commission to

submit a draft statute for an International Crim-

inal Court. In 1996 the General Assembly car-

ried the process a step further, mandating a

diplomatic conference that would seek inter-

governmental agreement on the establishment

of such a tribunal. 

This conference, held in Rome in 1998, led

to the adoption in treaty form of the Rome

Statute of the International Criminal Court.

Civil society human rights organizations across

the world mobilized support for the court, cam-

paigning nationally and internationally for rat-

ification. The court passed a key milestone in

April 2002 when the 60th ratification was re-

ceived by the United Nations—the critical mass

needed to establish the court.

The International Criminal Court has the au-

thority to prosecute genocide, crimes against hu-

manity, war crimes and the crime of aggression

(if an agreed definition of this crime can be

reached along with conditions for its applica-

tion). The exercise of criminal jurisdiction is

limited by acceptance of the complementarity

principle: the court can act only if systems of na-

tional justice fail to indict and prosecute those

alleged to be guilty of such criminality. In this

sense the international court is a second line of

protection, with primary reliance being placed

on national judicial systems. 

Formidable obstacles remain for the Inter-

national Criminal Court, including opposition

from powerful countries such as the United

States and several countries in Asia. The United

States, which “un-signed” the treaty and with-

drew in May 2002, objects to the court because

of fears that U.S. nationals will be brought to trial

through a process that it finds questionable.

These controversies affect issues such as fund-

ing and judicial independence. There are also

practical difficulties of determining whether

justice has been rendered at the national level.

Further, as litigation over former Chilean dic-

tator Augusto Pinochet highlighted, there is

evolving support for the exercise of universal ju-

risdiction by national courts: for holding an in-

dividual subject to indictment and prosecution

for crimes of state wherever and whenever they

took place. In theory, this could downplay the

role of the International Criminal Court.

Even so, the establishment of a widely rat-

ified international court is a promising innova-

tion. The court provides a measure of legal

protection against the worst abuses of state

power directed at people. It limits territorial

sovereignty by making leaders accountable to ex-

ternal standards. Such accountability may have

a deterrent effect, as well as provide those vic-

timized by the crimes with vindication and puni-

tive relief. And it extends the rule of law to the

behaviour of the highest officials—and to those

In 1998 the testimony of a Rwandan woman,

identified simply as JJ, made legal history—

leading to the first case of a court holding

rape to be an act of genocide and a crime

against humanity. Jean-Paul Akayesu, mayor

of Taba, Rwanda, was found guilty of or-

dering, instigating, aiding and abetting acts

of sexual violence in a case brought before

the International Criminal Tribunal for

Rwanda.

The first person ever prosecuted for war

crimes by an international military tribunal

was Sir Peter von Hagenbach, in 1474. Rape

was included among the charges only be-

cause von Hagenbach had failed to inform the

city in which he and his men committed the

rapes that it was officially occupied. It took

a long time for rape to become a central

charge in international trials against war crim-

inals. The Geneva Conventions dedicate only

two articles specifically to rape and only im-

plicitly condemn it in others as “outrages

upon personal dignity” or “inhuman treat-

ment”. The conventions do not make rape a

war crime, but a “grave breach”.

Rape was first defined as a crime against

humanity in 1996, in the statutes of the Yu-

goslav war crimes tribunal. This definition

made it a prosecutable offence, considered

quite revolutionary. But human rights ac-

tivists and women’s groups complained that

the category of “crime against humanity”

involved difficult questions of proof. So,

after months of debate, rape was also listed

in the category of “genocide”—a less limit-

ing concept. In that sense the Yugoslav tri-

bunal paved the way for the Rwandan trial

against Akayesu, who was first arrested in

1995 on charges that did not include sex

crimes. Akayesu’s conviction represents a

fundamental step in the evolution of inter-

national law and sent an important message

not only to the international community but

also to a country where, as the UN Special

Rapporteur on Rwanda put it, “rape was

the rule and its absence the exception”. 

BOX 5.2

Making rape an act of genocide and a crime against humanity—
the Rwanda tribunal

Source: Neuffer 2001.
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who act under the cloak of their authority. For

all these reasons the international court is an im-

portant achievement for a campaign in which

NGOs provided vociferous support to the

United Nations. 

A rise in transnational civil society cam-

paigns has come alongside the emergence of

new multistakeholder processes as an important

new feature of global power and decision-mak-

ing. In part this is due to the recognition that par-

ticipation, public support and ownership by

local actors and governments is vital for inter-

national cooperation to work. But it also re-

flects a rise in the aspirations of civil society,

academics and business groups to become in-

volved in policy at the global level. 

These new processes challenge the tradi-

tional intergovernmental model of international

relations. They reach inside states to involve

local communities and affected people. They also

reach beyond governments to transnational

groups, alliances and experts. Equally important,

the new multistakeholder processes stretch be-

yond mere consultations to a more active role

for non-state actors in setting agendas and for-

mulating and monitoring policy. 

THE WORLD COMMISSION ON DAMS

The World Commission on Dams, which began

its work in 1998, has been described as a wa-

tershed in new global processes. The commis-

sion is an experiment in multistakeholder

negotiations, with four commissioners from

governments, four from private industry and

four from NGOs. It reviewed the development

effectiveness of large dams and developed in-

ternationally acceptable criteria, guidelines and

standards for the planning, design, appraisal,

construction, operation, monitoring and de-

commissioning of dams. Its findings have been

published as a major report. 

The commission’s process represents a com-

plex, innovative new approach to an important

global problem (box 5.3). The commission has

established significant benchmarks and norms

for incorporating environmental considerations.

China, India and other large countries have

criticized some results out of fear that opposi-

tion to dam construction will handicap their

efforts to meet national energy needs. But the

commission has promoted a rich, nuanced de-

bate on environmental considerations.

This underscores the lesson of the cam-

paign for the International Criminal Court: that

new process does not always create new con-

sensus. As with the court, a key challenge for

supporters of the commission is to find ways to

engage in constructive dialogue with their op-

ponents. 

POVERTY REDUCTION STRATEGIES

The IMF and World Bank have adopted a new

multistakeholder process for forging poverty

reduction strategies in the context of debt re-

lief programmes. All countries requesting debt

relief under the latest phase of the heavily in-

debted poor countries (HIPC) initiative must

adopt a Poverty Reduction Strategy or an interim

strategy developed through a broad participa-

tory process. The IMF and World Bank de-

scribe the process as one in which the borrowing

country and its people take the lead, with

Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers being pre-

pared by the government with the active par-

ticipation of civil society, donors and

international institutions. The international in-

stitutions hope the process will generate fresh

ideas about strategies to achieve shared growth

and poverty reduction goals—and to help de-

velop a sense of ownership and national com-

mitment to reaching those objectives.

The new process attempts to ensure that a

wider range of stakeholders get influence and

share control over priority setting, policy-mak-

ing, resource allocations and access to public

goods and services. But the kind of participa-

tion envisaged by the process holds mixed im-

plications for democratic governance. Most

notably, the term participation tends to refer to

a wide range of interactions with stakeholders

at the governmental, national and local levels.

An intragovernmental meeting in a ministry of

finance counts as participation, as does a village-

level participatory poverty assessment. Some

interactions involve disseminating information.

Others involve consultation. In rare cases does

interaction involve the kind of collaborative

planning and decision-making envisaged in the

A rise in transnational

civil society campaigns

has come alongside 

the emergence of new

multistakeholder

processes as an 

important new feature 

of global power and

decision-making
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description of shared control over decisions

and resources. 

The problems are perhaps not accidental,

because the desire of international institutions

to build a participatory capacity-building and

policy-making process has clashed with the

need to disburse debt relief as rapidly as pos-

sible. Indeed, these institutions have often been

under intense pressure to disburse debt relief

from the same civil society groups that are

pressing for deeper popular participation. 

Take Burkina Faso, where participation in the

HIPC/Poverty Reduction Strategy process took

the form of a one and a half hour meeting of

donors and civil society.12 Where participation has

been limited to ad hoc consultations, workshops

and meetings, there is little evidence that it has

affected decision-making or accountability. 

These and other experiences with the Poverty

Reduction Strategy process have underscored

that more genuinely inclusive decision-making re-

quires the full sharing of information and tasks,

multistakeholder involvement in assessing and

monitoring progress and institutional reforms

that embed new participants in processes of pri-

ority setting, policy-making, implementation and

monitoring in an ongoing and continuous way.

These are the common elements in two suc-

cessful Poverty Reduction Strategy experiences

in Uganda and Viet Nam,13 though in develop-

ing their strategies both countries were also able

to draw on existing policies and institutions. In

their poverty reduction activities both govern-

ments have been held accountable by institu-

tionalized transparency, consultation and

participation in planning and monitoring.

In 2000 the World Commission on Dams re-

leased its comprehensive report, Dams and De-
velopment, to address the acrimonious debate

over building large dams. Supporters of large

dams believe that they are an efficient, effective

way of meeting a society’s water and energy

needs, arguing that opponents overestimate the

capacity of alternatives to meet growing needs.

Supporters also contend that more transparent,

participatory and publicly accountable decision-

making on dams could be prohibitively expen-

sive. And they believe that decisions about dams’

broader social and environmental effects are

political—and should be resolved through the

political process, not through a specific pro-

ject’s decision-making process. 

Opponents of large dams argue that gov-

ernments build them without full recognizing

their social and environmental costs. They also

contend that pro-dam groups undervalue alter-

natives means of meeting a society’s water and

energy needs. And they believe that the decision-

making and operations of proposed dams are

non-transparent and offer no opportunities for

participation to people affected by the projects.

The report by the World Commission on

Dams addresses these and other issues and of-

fers a framework for decision-making based on

seven strategic priorities: gaining public accep-

tance, assessing all available options, addressing

existing dams, sustaining rivers and livelihoods,

recognizing entitlements and sharing benefits, en-

suring compliance and sharing rivers for peace,

development and security. The report proposes

the adoption of a rights-based approach, in con-

sonance with the UN Charter, Universal Decla-

ration of Human Rights, UN Declaration on

the Right to Development and Rio Declaration

on Environment and Development. 

The debate on dams reflect deeper divi-

sions in the development community on the na-

ture of legitimate, viable decision-making—

divisions illustrated by recent conflicts on cor-

porate relocation decisions and by protests

against the World Trade Organization in Seat-

tle, Washington, in 1999 and against the World

Bank and International Monetary Fund in

Prague, Czech Republic, in 2000. On one side

is a technocratic view of executing economic

policies and projects that have already been

sanctioned by the mandated authorities. On

the other are increasingly loud calls for these

policies to take better account of the broader

human and environmental costs for people and

communities. 

In the past there was fairly broad consen-

sus that social and political issues could be sep-

arated from economic and technocratic issues.

This tidy demarcation made conventional deci-

sion-making easier, with environmental and so-

cial issues resolved through political processes

and economic and technical issues resolved

through program-specific decision-making. But

as the debate on dams has highlighted, this sep-

aration is now much more hotly contested. 

The World Commission on Dams report

shows that the conventional model of develop-

ment decision-making—isolated from social,

environmental, cultural and political implica-

tions—is no longer feasible. But it recognizes that

there are still considerable arguments over what

constitutes an alternative. Although the report

has received much acclaim, it has also been sub-

ject to serious criticisms and reservations—par-

ticularly from the dam-building lobby, which

finds itself split between those willing to accept

the report’s recommendations and other major

players who remain implacably opposed. In ad-

dition, some large developing countries have

complained that the report’s recommended ap-

proach threatens their sovereignty. 

That said, the contents of the report and

the way it was produced set a useful precedent

for the international community. By bringing

accountability and participation to an issue

previously considered technocratic and be-

yond public scrutiny, the World Commission

on Dams extended the debate and broadened

the scope for similar innovations in other con-

tested areas.

BOX 5.3

Should large dams be built?

Source: American University International Law Review 2001.
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THE UN GLOBAL COMPACT AND OTHER

INITIATIVES FOR CORPORATE SOCIAL

RESPONSIBILITY

The UN Global Compact, since its formal

launch in July 2000, has grown to encompass sev-

eral hundred participating companies as well as

international labour groups and more than a

dozen international civil society organizations.

Its aim is to bring such players together to ad-

vocate and promulgate nine core principles

drawn from the Universal Declaration of Human

Rights, the International Labour Organization’s

Fundamental Principles on Rights at Work and

the Rio Declaration on Environment and De-

velopment. In signing the compact, companies

are asked to commit to these principles in their

corporate domains. The compact has been taken

up in more than 30 countries, including Brazil

and India.14

Of the 400 companies that have expressed

interest in supporting the compact’s core prin-

ciples, only 70 have provided examples of how

they have put these principles into effect.15 Such

practical examples are necessary for inclusion

on the compact’s Website, after which a com-

pany is more open to public scrutiny on its

commitment to social responsibility. 

Clearly, the compact is not a regulatory

regime—or even a code of conduct. The United

Nations describes it as “a value-based platform

designed to promote institutional learning. It uti-

lizes the power of transparency and dialogue to

identify and disseminate good practices based

on universal principles.”16 That said, the com-

pact reflects how international organizations

and large multinational private actors perceive

a need to respond not just to global markets but

also to global social and political pressures. As

markets have gone global, so too must the idea

of corporate citizenship and the practice of cor-

porate social responsibility. 

Several NGOs support the Global Com-

pact but would like it to have more regulatory

teeth—something for which it has neither the

capacity nor the mandate. In New York the

compact’s secretariat employs just four profes-

sionals. And no member country has given the

compact the mandate to “name and shame” or

to take legal action.

While recognizing that the Global Com-

pact is an important innovation, many civil so-

ciety organizations are wary that it could be

used in public relations. Accordingly, several of

them—including Corpwatch—have started

scrutinizing the activities of firms that sign the

compact. Such pressure helps corporations be

more conscious of the public spotlight on their

environmental and labour records. Indeed,

much of the current movement towards cor-

porate social responsibility has been due to the

pressure exerted by NGOs, consumers and the

media (box 5.4).

NEXT STEPS IN DEEPENING THE ROLE OF

CIVIL SOCIETY

NGOs are helping reshape global politics by

playing two distinct roles. One is to put pres-

sure on decision-makers through campaigns.

This role provides voice to different groups but

does not place any responsibility on these or-

ganizations to engage with formal processes of

change. Any group or individual is entitled to

a voice. This is a legitimate part of democratic

pluralism. As long as this voice does not in-

fringe on the rights and liberties of others, it does

not require channelling or control.

But the second role of NGOs is distinctly

different—involving them directly in global ne-

gotiations. Furthering this role requires formal

arrangements that involve responsibilities for

both international NGOs and intergovernmental

agencies. This suggests a need to give some for-

mal structure to their role in decision-making.

NGOs participating in global forums are try-

ing to address this issue in three ways. The first

has been to aggregate the views and demands

of various NGOs and present a coherent case

for negotiations. For example, umbrella groups

such as the Women’s Environment and Devel-

opment Organization have often tried to play a

constructive role in aggregating demands and ne-

gotiating proposals. Similarly, the Conference

of Nongovernmental Organizations is trying to

provide a platform for joint discussion of is-

sues and procedures, such as accreditation to in-

tergovernmental organizations. 

A second form of structured dialogue in-

volves formulating common codes of conduct

As markets have gone

global, so too must the

idea of corporate

citizenship and the

practice of corporate

social responsibility
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for members. This derives from the need for

many NGOs to distance themselves from vio-

lent, nihilistic groups, evident in many protests

against globalization. Accordingly, groups such

as Friends of the Earth Europe have launched

codes emphasizing peaceful protest and pro-

posals advocating positions, rather than simply

reacting negatively. Similar codes on advocacy,

non-violence and tolerance have been adopted

by the U.K. New Economics Foundation. 

The third set of measures relates to the in-

creased involvement of NGOs from developing

countries, to increase the representativeness of

groups based in industrial countries. Only 251

of the 1,550 NGOs associated with the UN De-

partment of Public Information come from de-

veloping countries, and developing country

NGOs account for an even smaller share of

those in consultative status with the UN Eco-

nomic and Social Council.17 But coalitions are

being built, and national NGOs are participat-

ing in global networks on issues of relevance to

them. In the Jubilee 2000 campaign a frequently

cited example comes from Uganda, where in-

dustrial country NGOs such as Oxfam pro-

vided technical assistance to local organizations

so that they could develop proposals for their

dialogue on debt relief with their government.

The results were then incorporated in the global

campaign. A similar process was evident in the

essential drugs campaign.

Official intergovernmental bodies are also

responding to the need to structure NGO par-

ticipation in global governance. In some cases,

particularly involving human rights, UN treaty

bodies allow “alternative” reports, prepared by

NGOs, to accompany official reports. In other

cases, such as the committee process for the

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and

Development (OECD), discussions are orga-

nized between official delegations and NGOs

prior to formal deliberations. International or-

The 1990s saw a considerable increase in non-

governmental organization (NGO) activism on

corporate responsibility. This was partly a re-

sponse to the perception that governments were

not effective at controlling large corporations fol-

lowing the extensive deregulation of the 1980s.

NGO activists also became more aware of the

power and influence of transnational corpora-

tions, and became concerned that unregulated

globalization would have negative social and

environmental consequences in developing

countries.

NGO campaigns have focused on three

major areas involving the impact of transna-

tional corporations. The first, labour rights, has

been taken up by international development

NGOs such as Oxfam, Christian Aid and the

Catholic Institute for International Relations.

Some have focused on specific issues within

their area of expertise—for example, Save the

Children Fund has focused on child labour. In

addition, new NGOs and coalitions of NGOs

have emerged, such as the Clean Clothes Cam-

paign in Europe and the Coalition for Justice in

the Maquiladoras in the Americas.

A second prominent area involves human

rights, particularly relative to the actions of se-

curity forces and the rights of indigenous pop-

ulations. Mining and oil companies, develop-

ing new sources of natural resources in devel-

oping countries, have often found themselves in

conflict with indigenous groups in the areas

where they operate. Yet many governments, in-

terested in increasing exports, tax revenues and

extractive royalties, have repressed local oppo-

sition. As a result some transnational corpora-

tions have found themselves conniving, at least

tacitly, in the suppression of indigenous popu-

lations. The most prominent example was Shell’s

involvement in Nigeria’s repression of the Ogoni

people. Organizations such as Human Rights

Watch and Amnesty International have raised

questions about the impact of transnational cor-

porations on human rights. 

NGOs have also been active in highlighting

the effects of corporate actions on the environ-

ment. Shell was also the target of a Greenpeace

campaign against the dumping of the Brent Spar

oil platform in the North Sea. Other examples

include campaigns against the environmental

impacts of transnational corporations engaged

in mining—as with BHP in Papua New Guinea.

In 1997 Friends of the Earth drafted a model

code of conduct for mining projects.

Without an intergovernmental system for

regulating global business, many NGOs see

comprehensive codes of conduct for transna-

tional corporations—if effectively monitored

and independently verified—as a means of con-

straining corporate power. But there is broad

agreement that such codes should complement

government regulation, not substitute for it.

The variety of organizations makes gener-

alizations difficult. For example, environmental

NGOs focus on environmental codes, while de-

velopment NGOs tend to emphasize labour

rights. Whatever the cause, targeted campaigns

by NGOs can threaten the reputations of cor-

porations—forcing them to respond. In min-

ing, companies long attacked for corruption and

lack of concern for the environment and in-

digenous communities have responded by form-

ing the Global Mining Initiative. Other NGO

campaigns include those that led to the (U.S.)

White House Apparel Code condemning sweat-

shops in developing countries and the Agreement

to Outlaw Foreign Commercial Bribery. 

Many corporations have responded to such

activism by establishing codes of conduct and

changing business practices. Some have also set

standards for domestic firms on labour, envi-

ronmental and human rights issues. Little of

this activity would have occurred without the

high-profile efforts of NGOs.

BOX 5.4

Pressure from non-governmental organizations for corporate social responsibility

Source: Jenkins 2001.
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ganizations have also formulated policies for

NGOs, outlining criteria for their accredita-

tion and mechanisms for engagement.

Moves by NGOs and intergovernmental

bodies to structure the role of NGOs are part

of a natural evolution that has the potential to

add a fresh voice to global decision-making.

But these new multistakeholder processes are

only a partial step towards more inclusive global

governance—since they address only a few dis-

tinct issues. 

Civil society groups have also brought their

energies to bear on international institutions

more broadly, lobbying for greater voice and

deeper participation. These efforts can often

bring new insight, expertise and energy to pol-

icy-making. But easier access to international in-

stitutions and businesses—through revolutions

in communications technology and global coali-

tions—can also magnify the voice of obscure, un-

representative or antidemocratic organizations.

And it can undermine formal accountability. 

These concerns have come to the fore at the

global level in recent debates about NGO access

to international institutions such as the WTO. In-

ternational NGOs have fought a long campaign

for greater access to such institutions, but progress

has been limited. The UN General Assembly, for

example, still does not allow NGOs to partici-

pate in formal decision-making. On one side, de-

veloping country officials complain that their

sovereign rights are being undermined by NGOs

that lack the legitimacy of elected governments.

On the other, NGOs counter that they are in-

terested only in having a voice, not a vote, and

that national institutions often offer little scope

for citizens’ voices to be heard. 

There are no simple solutions to these dilem-

mas, especially in countries where all the ele-

ments of governance crucial to human

development—economic, social and political—

are undergoing dramatic change. But there is

growing awareness that accountability, where

NGOs are concerned, must be a two-way street.

To genuinely contribute to stronger democra-

tic institutions and more democratic politics, civil

society groups are recognizing that they too

must be accountable for their actions. Otherwise,

they risk losing public confidence and the le-

gitimacy that enables them to engage in civic life.  

BUILDING MORE DEMOCRATIC

INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTIONS

Multilateral organizations face two distinct prob-

lems in the contemporary world: the inade-

quate commitment of powerful member

governments and the disillusionment of weaker

states. In the face of these challenges, policy-

makers are all too aware that international in-

stitutions have to be made more effective and

more accountable. 

This concern has been expressed in pro-

posals for new institutions to deal with the prob-

lems of globalization. In a series of high-level

commissions appointed by politicians, interna-

tional organizations and private foundations,

proposals have been made for a new global en-

vironment organization, a global bankruptcy

mechanism, a global financial regulator and an

international tax organization. 

Creating such new institutions would re-

quire tremendous political will from powerful

states: political will that so far is not very ap-

parent. More profoundly, however, the structure

and workings of any such new institutions would

need to take into account some of the emerg-

ing lessons about how and why international or-

ganizations need to be made more representative

and more accountable.

Although globalization has vastly expanded

the demands on global institutions, it has also

heightened a crisis of legitimacy and effective-

ness. Large parts of the public no longer believe

that their interests are represented in institutions

such as the IMF, World Bank, UN Security

Council and WTO—or that the institutions are

adequately accountable for what they do. Rep-

resentation and accountability have always been

weak in these multilateral institutions. But today

the weaknesses are glaring because the institu-

tions are being called on by their powerful mem-

bers to intrude much more deeply into areas

previously the preserve of national govern-

ments—especially in developing countries. Over

the past two decades these institutions have in-

creasingly prescribed and required structural and

institutional reforms. For example, in the 1980s

countries that borrowed from the IMF and

World Bank were required to meet 6–10 per-

formance criteria—and in the 1990s, some 26.18

There is growing

awareness that

accountability, where

NGOs are concerned,

must be a two-way street
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Efforts to deepen democracy in interna-

tional institutions must confront the realities

of global power. Powerful countries will in-

evitably invest more energy and political capi-

tal in institutions that enable their power to be

exercised. Once they are members of an elite

club, countries are reluctant to lose that power

or see it diluted by opening to new members.

This explains why proposals for reform always

encounter stiff resistance. And that is why broad

acceptance of the principle of democratization

has translated into so little progress at the level

of specific proposals. 

PROMOTING DEMOCRATIC PRINCIPLES IN

INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

Although developing countries are deeply af-

fected by the decisions of institutions such as the

IMF, World Bank and WTO, they have little

power in their decision-making. There is an un-

avoidable democratic deficit in international or-

ganizations because people do not get to directly

elect (or throw out) their representatives. This

would be true even if all member countries of in-

ternational organizations were flourishing democ-

racies. Under present arrangements, even if they

so wished, citizens could not use their votes to in-

fluence, restrain or hold accountable their gov-

ernment in its actions in an international

organization. Nor can citizens rely on their par-

liaments and politicians to hold international or-

ganizations accountable. That said, however, the

democratic deficit does not rule out improving the

representativeness of international organizations.

The role of developing country govern-

ments in global governance needs to be bolstered

through changes in formal representation. This

is a necessary (albeit insufficient) condition to

redress the existing bias in international orga-

nizations. Although many organizations work by

“consensus” and say that this diminishes the im-

portance of formal voting power and seats, con-

sensus decisions are always underpinned by the

realities of power and a knowledge of which ac-

tors can veto or push final decisions. In reality,

consensus decision-making seldom gives voice

to marginalized actors.

What is needed is to rewrite the way seats

and votes are allocated within international or-

ganizations, to better recognize the increased

stake of developing countries. Their cooperation

and commitment to international agreements is

vital if any international organization is to suc-

ceed in managing globalization. 

For this reason the old rules about repre-

sentation are no longer viable or desirable. Put

bluntly, the IMF and World Bank will not be

able to do their jobs effectively if they remain

tied to structures that reflect the balance of

power at the end of the Second World War. In

the past 55 years their roles and duties have

changed beyond recognition, as have the ex-

pectations of their vastly increased member-

ship. 

Nearly half of the voting power in the World

Bank and IMF rests in the hands of seven coun-

tries (figure 5.2). This voting power is exercised

in the formal decision-making bodies—the ex-

ecutive boards—of each institution.

Equally important are the informal influ-

ences and traditions that shape the work of

these organizations. These informal processes

further weight the scales in favour of industrial

countries. For example, the heads of the World

Bank and IMF are chosen according to a polit-

ical convention whereby the United States and

Europe nominate their candidate for each, re-

spectively. Other countries and critics rightly

brand the process as undemocratic and insuf-

ficiently accountable. 

Yet more profoundly, the institutions are

often criticized by academics, industrial coun-

try NGOs and developing country analysts for

basing their economic advice and policy con-

ditionality on a narrow world view that reflects

the interests of their most powerful members.

In particular, they are widely perceived as being

overly accountable to their largest shareholder,

largely through informal influences such as the

location and staffing of the organizations and

their susceptibility to pressure on select issues.19

These concerns about who the IMF and

World Bank represent have been heightened as

the institutions have begun to prescribe policies

over an ever broader range of issues. Concerns

about corruption and other aspects of politics

affecting macroeconomic imbalances in IMF

member states have led that organization to

join the World Bank in paying more attention

Voting power at the IMF

Voting power at the World Bank

U.S., Japan, 
France, U.K., 
Saudi Arabia,
Germany, 
Russian
Federation

U.S., Japan, 
France, U.K., 
Saudi Arabia,
Germany,
Russian
Federation

Rest of the world

48%52%

Rest of the world

46%54%

Source: IMF 2002a; World Bank 2001b.

FIGURE 5.2

Whose voice counts at the IMF
and World Bank?
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to governance issues in its policy prescriptions

and programmes. These shifts have increased

scrutiny of the institution’s internal gover-

nance—specifically the representation of coun-

tries, the way policy advice is formulated and the

uneven risks associated with policy advice. The

new role of the IMF and World Bank high-

lights the need for deeper participation by their

borrowers: developing countries. 

A primary source of contention relates to the

shares of developing and industrial countries in

decision-making. Members of the IMF do not

have equal voting power. Voting weights are

based on two components. Each member has

a set of 250 basic votes that come with mem-

bership.20 The second component is determined

by economic power. Votes accompany country

quotas that reflect the economic strength of

countries. Since the formation of the IMF there

has been a major imbalance in the evolution of

the two sources of voting power. Basic votes

have declined dramatically as quotas have in-

creased. The share of basic votes in voting

power has declined from 12.4 % to 2.1%.21 At

the same time, an additional 135 countries have

become members, including many transition

economies.22

During this period the basic nature of the

IMF and World Bank has changed. They were

created at the end of the Second World War as

institutions of mutual assistance. The IMF would

provide resources to any country facing tem-

porary balance of payments difficulties. The

World Bank would help channel investment to

countries for postwar reconstruction and de-

velopment. This sense of mutual assistance has

changed in the intervening years. 

Today the IMF and World Bank lend ex-

clusively to developing and emerging economies.

Furthermore, their loans are linked to conditions

that increasingly impinge on the domestic poli-

cies of the state. The result is a new kind of di-

vision between creditor countries on one hand,

who enjoy increased decision-making power

and have used it to expand conditionality, and

borrowing countries on the other, who view

conditionality as externally imposed. This can

be particularly worrisome when there is con-

siderable division of opinion on that policy ad-

vice, and when the risks associated with the

policy advice are borne almost exclusively by the

people of the borrowing country. 

Consider full capital account convertibil-

ity, suggested by the IMF in recent years. Many

analysts claim that this advice contributed to

greater instability in East Asia, the Russian Fed-

eration and elsewhere. The IMF came under

sharp criticism for such advice, as well as for the

way it handled various crises. This debate is

complex, and the IMF has vigorously defended

its role. The point here is not to debate the

technical merits of the policy advice. It is to see

what can be done to make decision-making

more transparent and accountable—and to in-

crease the voice of developing countries in shap-

ing those decisions.

There is now greater recognition of the need

for the World Bank and the IMF to increase the

representation of developing countries. They

could do so in a number of ways. 

First, by increasing the proportion of basic
votes allocated to each member. When the

IMF was created, each member was given an

equal number of basic votes as well as a per-

centage of votes that reflected its economic size.

As noted, basic votes have been neglected and

now account for less than 3% of total votes.23

Restoring a degree of parity in voting strength

for developing countries requires increasing

basic votes to an agreed proportion of voting

rights. 

Second, by enhancing the voice of devel-
oping countries within the institutions. For-

mally, all members of the IMF and World Bank

executive boards are supposed to appoint the

institutions’ presidents. But by convention, Eu-

ropeans select a candidate for director of IMF

and the U.S. government selects the head of

the World Bank. The adverse symbolism of a

closed, secretive selection process based on

privilege in institutions committed to greater ac-

countability and transparency is obvious. The

selection process needs to be opened and per-

haps made somewhat more substantive re-

garding the candidates’ views on the vision for

the organizations. A selection committee for

such a post would enable broader participa-

tion and transparency.

Another step would be increasing the num-

ber of seats for developing countries on the ex-

The new role of the IMF

and World Bank

highlights the need for

deeper participation by

their borrowers:

developing countries
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ecutive boards. At present executive directors

from developing countries represent large con-

stituencies and have minimal input on policy for-

mation. The number of developing country

executive directors could easily be increased,

along with more input from technical staff that

could better help them prepare for serious pol-

icy discussions. Moreover, as in many other in-

stitutions, female representation at the highest

levels remains low (figure 5.3).

The democratic character of these institu-

tions could be enhanced by revising the role of

quotas, improving the gender balance in high-

level decision-making and strengthening the

executive directors of developing countries and

involving them in the selection of the institutions’

presidents. These reforms would also change

perceptions of international financial institu-

tions—away from a continuing suspicion of ex-

ternal domination to one where developing

countries feel greater ownership and responsi-

bility for decision-making.

Third, by making the institutions more ac-
countable for their actions, not just to their

board members but also to the people affected

by their decisions. Governments are held ac-

countable through a variety of social, political

and legal institutions. These institutions must

also be used to make global financial institutions

more accountable. Specifically, this means en-

suring transparency and monitoring and eval-

uating their rules, decisions, policies and actions.

Transparency. Although it is a cornerstone

of accountability, international financial insti-

tutions long argued that they had to limit trans-

parency to protect proprietary or confidential

information and to not adversely affect full and

frank discussion in their decision-making

processes. But this revolution has occurred in

many international organizations, such as the

IMF and World Bank. 

The World Bank adopted an information

disclosure policy in 1993, leading the way for

other institutions. By 2001 the Bank had ex-

panded the policy’s scope to include the re-

lease of documents on the Heavily Indebted

Poor Countries initiative and Poverty Reduction

Strategy Papers, including summaries of board

discussions of these documents, and papers by

International Development Association deputies

on replenishment negotiations. A revision of

this diclosure policy in September 2001 further

extended the information available to the pub-

lic to include a greater number of project-related

documents and the chairman’s summaries of

board discussions of Country Assistance Strate-

gies and Sector Strategy Papers. A more sys-

tematic approach to accessing Bank archives

was also developed.

At the IMF, where most information was

previously inaccessible to anyone outside the

walls of the institution, research is now published

on the organization’s Website along with con-

siderable documentation on work with indi-

vidual countries. The IMF is also pressing

governments to permit greater disclosure and

publication of policies and agreements with the

IMF (these must be kept confidential if a gov-

ernment so wishes). 

But serious gaps in transparency remain.

For democratic accountability the most no-

ticeable are decisions by the Bank and IMF ex-

ecutive boards. The minutes of board meetings

are not published. Votes are not taken and so

cannot be recorded or publicized. This means

that citizens of member countries (or interested

outsiders) cannot hold executive directors or

their governments accountable for their policies

in the IMF or World Bank. 

The secrecy of board deliberations and

members’ positions is often defended on the

grounds that it reinforces the collegiality of the

executive board, the frankness of discussion

and its capacity to make decisions by consensus.

Interestingly, the Monetary Policy Committee

of the Bank of England once made a similar ar-

gument—debunked by the subsequent experi-

ence of that agency, whose minutes and votes

have been recorded and published shortly after

meetings since 1998.

Monitoring and evaluation. Like most in-

stitutions, global organizations are under con-

stant pressure from shareholders, members,

NGOs and critics to evaluate their operations

and effectiveness in a more thorough, effective

and public way. This includes subjecting them-

selves to outside, independent scrutiny and to

constant internal monitoring. The new expec-

tation that institutions conduct and publish

critical independent evaluations of themselves

Female  8%

IMF

World 
Bank

100%
Male

92%
Male

Source: Women’s Environment and Development 
Organization 2002.

FIGURE 5.3
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was highlighted by the UN’s publication of a crit-

ical independent examination of its policy in

Rwanda, commissioned by the Secretary Gen-

eral in May 1999.24

Similarly, the IMF’s executive board has

published independent evaluations of the Fund’s

Enhanced Structural Adjustment Facility, its

surveillance and its research. More recently, the

IMF created a semi-independent Office of In-

dependent Evaluation. More extensive evalua-

tions are undertaken in the World Bank

Operations Evaluation Department. This de-

partment is part of the Bank and reports directly

to the executive board, rating the development

impact and performance of the Bank’s policies,

processes and lending operations. 

To be effective, the results of all of these eval-

uations must be published, followed up and

investigated, and necessary changes undertaken.

This is particularly important for large organi-

zations suffering from considerable inertia. 

Without publication of independent as-

sessments of what organizations are doing, it is

not only difficult for the public to judge how

well or poorly an organization is undertaking

its responsibilities, it is also impossible for out-

siders to offer support to insiders who recog-

nize the need for change. By publishing critical

reports, institutions can catalyse public atten-

tion and external pressure for change, helping

to overcome inertia or vested interests within

the organization. For these reasons the IMF

may want to re-evaluate its policy of not pub-

lishing the work of the Office of Internal Audit

and Inspection or of internal evaluations by op-

erational staff. Similarly, the World Bank may

want to consider publishing all the work of

the Operations Evaluation Department (since

1993 its Annual Review of Development Ef-
fectiveness has been published along with

summaries of evaluation reports for selected

projects). 

Judicial-style accountability. The newest

form of accountability in international organi-

zations goes beyond transparency and evalua-

tions and offers a more active, participatory

form—best described as judicial-style account-

ability. Just as tribunals, ombudspersons and

other processes of redress permit citizens to

hold governments accountable in national set-

tings, international counterparts are emerging

to hold international organizations account-

able. This form of accountability is intended to

ensure that organizations act within their pow-

ers—and in keeping with their operational rules.

Specific actions or decisions are examined, and

attention is drawn to any breach of rules. Judi-

cial-style accountability does not correct bad de-

cisions. But it can publicize wrong-doing and

encourage organizations to reconsider deci-

sions.

The most notable recent steps in this di-

rection are the World Bank’s Inspection Panel,

created in 1993 to deal with loans, and the

Compliance Adviser/Ombudsman’s Office, cre-

ated in 1999 to deal with the work of the In-

ternational Finance Corporation and Multilateral

Investment Guarantee Agency. The Inspection

Panel investigates complaints from any group of

people able to show that: 

• They live in a project area (or represent

people who do) and are likely to be adversely

affected by project activities. 

• They believe that the actual or likely harm

they have suffered results from failure by the

Bank to follow its policies and procedures. 

• Their concerns have been discussed with

Bank management and they are not satisfied

with the outcome. 

The Inspection Panel makes preliminary

assessments of the complaints, taking into ac-

count Bank management’s responses to the al-

legations. The panel can then recommend to the

Bank’s executive board that the panel proceed

with a full investigation. The board retains the

power to launch full investigations and to make

final decisions based on the findings of the

panel and the recommendations of Bank man-

agement. 

The Compliance Adviser/Ombudsman’s

Office—set up after consultations with share-

holders, NGOs and members of the business

community—aims to find workable, construc-

tive approaches to dealing with environmental

and social concerns and complaints of people

directly affected by projects financed by the In-

ternational Finance Corporation and Multilat-

eral Investment Guarantee Agency. The office’s

work focuses on dialogue, mediation and con-

ciliation. The office has the power to make rec-
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ommendations but not to act as judge, court or

police officer. 

Both these experiments have resulted in the

development and publication of detailed oper-

ating principles and procedures—standards to

which the institutions can be held accountable.

In this respect they have increased transparency

and opportunities for monitoring and evaluation. 

That said, there are several limits to judicial-

style accountability, particularly for develop-

ing countries. First, not everyone is in an equal

position to use the procedures—not just in

lodging formal complaints but also in ensuring

that the threat of such actions makes officials

mindful of their powers and their organiza-

tions’ rules. In many cases people in develop-

ing countries have relied on industrial country

NGOs to help fund and present their cases.

Critics allege that the role of NGOs risks skew-

ing the work of accountability tribunals towards

issues and areas of most concern to people in in-

dustrial countries, as expressed through their

NGOs. That would leave unserviced people in

the developing world who have not attracted the

attention of such NGOs. A further risk is that

the outcomes of a formal process, such as that

of the Bank’s Inspection Panel, may end up

being shaped more by the desire of industrial

country NGOs to garner publicity through con-

frontations and showdowns, not by quiet mea-

sures that more modestly improve the lives of

people directly affected by projects. 

Second, judicial-style accountability can be

used to attack good decisions that suffer only a

minor technical flaw relative to the rules. It can

also be long, costly and time-consuming—di-

verting resources from the institution’s central

purposes. For this reason the threshold for a

complaint to spark a full inspection is crucial. 

Third, judicial-style accountability exam-

ines whether an institution has adhered to its

policies and operational rules. It does not ex-

amine or adjudicate the quality or purposes of

those policies and rules. Nor does it substitute

for or offer recourse against the responsibility

of decision-makers to make good policies and

rules. It cannot prevent or call to account bad

decisions made within the rules—which means

that accountability for the quality of the rules has

to be achieved through other means. 

Fourth, judicial-style accountability does

not resolve problems of unrepresentative or

poor decision-making. But new institutions of

scrutiny and monitoring can promulgate greater

transparency and monitoring of global institu-

tions. They also offer people within states some

measure of redress in the institutions that affect

their lives—yet in which they have little or no

voice. 

PROMOTING DEMOCRATIC PRINCIPLES IN

THE UNITED NATIONS

The call for greater inclusion and democracy at

the United Nations has led to calls for widen-

ing the organization’s representative base. Re-

form proposals focus on three areas. The first

involves expanding representation in the UN sys-

tem—increasing the plurality of voices so that

the institution is not seen as being solely for

governments and bureaucrats. There have been

proposals for a People’s Assembly—something

similar to an elected European parliament, with

citizens around the world electing representa-

tives. In addition, proposals have been made to

allow civil society organizations to participate in

the discussions of the General Assembly, Eco-

nomic and Social Council and Security Council.

A second set of reform proposals focus on

shifting power in international organizations

towards those with more democratic decision-

making procedures. Such reforms would re-

dress the imbalance in power weighted towards

organizations in which a few countries dominate

decision-making. Ironically, the more repre-

sentative parts of the United Nations—the Gen-

eral Assembly and the Economic and Social

Council—are usually considered the least ef-

fective. Especially for economic and social issues,

much of the power and influence has shifted to

the better-funded World Bank and IMF. 

In part this is because the powerful indus-

trial countries that are the main contributors to

the United Nations are loath to endow the Gen-

eral Assembly or Economic and Social Council

with real powers because these bodies are dom-

inated by developing countries. Global gover-

nance ultimately has to balance power and

principles, effectiveness and legitimacy. Rec-

ognizing this, proposals have been made to bol-

Critics allege that the role

of NGOs risks skewing

the work of accountability

tribunals towards issues

and areas of most

concern to people in

industrial countries, 

as expressed through

their NGOs
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ster the UN role in the economic and social

arena. The proposal for an Economic Security

Council tries to strengthen the role of the United

Nations while recognizing that any such proposal

will require the support of the world’s major

powers (box 5.5).

The third set of reform proposals seek to re-

move or reduce UN procedures seen as funda-

mentally undemocratic. Among these the use of

the veto at the Security Council has attracted

much attention—on the grounds that giving

this power to the council’s five permanent mem-

bers divides countries into first- and second-class

citizens. In recent years the rapid growth of

peacekeeping operations has focused more at-

tention on the Security Council (see chapter 4).

Vetoes have not impeded its recent activism

because there have been few disputes among the

five permanent members (table 5.2). And on the

rare occasions when the veto is used, it applies

to a limited number of issues (table 5.3). 

Nonetheless, the Security Council’s secre-

tive processes and the veto power of its five

permanent members have come under repeated

criticism. Though progress has been made on

making some processes more transparent, pro-

posals for wider reform remain unaddressed

(box 5.6). Pressure for reform will likely

increase.

PROMOTING DEMOCRATIC PRINCIPLES IN

THE WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION

Few people deny the enormous advantages of

increased global trade. Over the past year the

WTO’s conference in Doha and its extension

of membership to China have highlighted the

organization’s vast potential for improving

the lives of the world’s poorest people. Most

developing countries support the principle

of multilateral negotiations to open global

markets for the benefit of all. But many coun-

tries have widespread concerns about WTO

agreements—particularly the way they are

negotiated.

Although all countries have a seat and a

vote in the WTO, actual decision-making occurs

in the “green room”—the small group meetings

convened by the director-general and heavily in-

fluenced by Canada, the European Union, Japan

and the United States. Most developing coun-

tries are usually excluded. 

Until a few years ago the general public was

also in the dark. Most people knew little about

the negotiations under way at the WTO and

even less about their implications. Even today

many parliamentarians and politicians seem ig-

norant of important WTO negotiations, even

though as WTO members their countries are

compelled to change their policies—sometimes

substantially—based on the agreements that

result. 

Recently, however, civil society groups from

both developing and industrial countries have

become heavily involved in WTO issues. Labour

Human Development Report 1994 pro-

posed creating a UN Economic Security

Council. Several others have also put for-

ward the idea, including the Commission on

Global Governance in 1995, Stewart and

Daws in 2000 and, more recently, the United

Nations University in 2001. Human De-
velopment Report 1994 proposed that:

A further step in strengthening the

UN role in sustainable human devel-

opment would be the creation of an

Economic Security Council (ESC)—a

decision-making forum at the highest

level to review the threats to global

human security and agree on required

actions. The council must be kept small

and manageable. Its membership could

consist of 11 permanent members from

the main industrial and more populous

developing countries. Another 11 mem-

bers could be added on a rotating basis

from geographical and political con-

stituencies. 

The voting system in an Economic

Security Council should not include a

veto. But to reassure all constituencies

that their legitimate interests would be

protected, the voting system should be

to have all decisions ratified not just by

a majority of all members but also by

majorities of the industrial and devel-

oping countries.

As well as coordinating the activi-

ties of the UN agencies, the Economic

Security Council would act as a watch-

dog over the policy direction of all in-

ternational and regional financial

institutions. To implement its decisions

effectively, the council should have ac-

cess to a global human security fund.

The council would need to be backed

by a professional secretariat to prepare

policy options for its consideration.

An intermediate alternative to the

Economic Security Council would be

to extend the mandate of the present

Security Council so that it could con-

sider not just military threats but also

threats to peace from economic and

social crises.

Since then there has been some progress

in this regard, as the UN Security Council

met for a session on HIV/AIDS in 2000, a

recognition of wider threats to human se-

curity. But like other proposals seeking to

re-energize the original intent of making

the United Nations a major influence on

socio-economic development, progress on

the Economic Security Council has been

painfully slow. These and other proposals

aim to reverse the shift in power on eco-

nomic and social policy to the World Bank

and International Monetary Fund, with UN

agencies relegated to a fairly minor role. A

body such as the Economic Security Coun-

cil is also intended to improve coordina-

tion among diverse UN agencies that, over

the years, have often been in conflict.

BOX 5.5

Revisiting the question of an Economic Security Council

Source: Commission on Global Governance 1995; Nayyar 2001; Stewart and Daws 2000; UNDP 1994, p.84.
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TABLE 5.2 

Use of the veto has become rare on the UN Security Council

Soviet Union/ United United
Period Chinaa France Russian Federation Kingdom States Total

Total 5 18 120 32 74 249

2001 – – – – 2 2
2000 – – – – – 0
1999 1 – – – – 1
1998 – – – – – 0
1997 1 – – – 2 3
1996 – – – – – 0

1986–95 – 3 2 8 24 37
1976–85 – 9 6 11 34 60
1966–75 2 2 7 10 12 33
1956–65 – 2 26 3 – 31
1946–55 1 2 79 – – 82

a. Between 1946 and 1971 the Chinese seat on the Security Council was occupied by the Republic of China (Taiwan).

Source: Global Policy Forum 2002a.

TABLE 5.3

Vetoes on the UN Security Council apply to a small range of subjects, 1990–2001

Vote (yes–veto
Date of vote Vetoing member –no or abstain) Subject

14 December 2001 United States 12-1-2 On the withdrawal of Israeli forces from
Palestinian-controlled territory and con-
demning acts of terror against civilians

27 March 2001 United States 9-1-5 On establishing a UN observer force to 
protect Palestinian civilians

25 February 1999 China 13-1-1 On the extension of UN peacekeeping in 
the former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia

21 March 1997 United States 13-1-1 Demanding Israel’s immediate cessation of
construction at Jabal Abu Ghneim in East 
Jerusalem 

7 March 1997 United States 14-1-0 Calling on Israel to refrain from East 
Jerusalem settlement activities

10 January 1997 China 14-1-0 Authorization of 155 observers to verify 
the agreement on the ceasefire in 
Guatemala

17 May 1995 United States 14-1-0 On the Occupied Arab Territories (East 
Jerusalem)

2 December 1994 Russian Federation 13-1-1 On transport of goods between Bosnia 
and Herzegovina and the former 
Yugoslavia

11 May 1993 Russian Federation 14-1-0 On Cyprus (finances) 

31 May 1990 United States Not available On the Occupied Arab Territories

17 January 1990 United States Not available On the violation of diplomatic immunities 
in Panama

Source: Global Policy Forum 2002d.
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unions and groups focused on development,

poverty and the environment have sought to use

the WTO to further their causes. And the WTO

is feeling their influence, not so much as a re-

sult of NGO activity within the WTO but be-

cause of the highly public criticism they have

levelled against it. 

In 1993 in Bangalore, India, a rally of

500,000 farmers pledged to defy the WTO’s

Uruguay Round agreements.25 Farmers groups

in France have also held large protests against

the WTO’s agriculture agreement. And envi-

ronmental and consumer groups have high-

lighted threats to environmental and food safety

standards from WTO agreements. As a result

of these and other efforts, the WTO secretariat

and many WTO members have begun to work

with civil society organizations more directly,

contributing to the policy dialogue and negoti-

ating process within the WTO.

In principle, the WTO’s consensus proce-

dure gives every member country the power of

veto. The decision-making process and the

power it confers on developing countries en-

abled many to resist the inclusion of labour

standards on the agenda of the 1999 minister-

ial summit in Seattle, Washington (United

States). But the backroom deals among power-

ful states that underpin “consensus” decision-

making have led to frequent complaints.

The WTO is accused of being one of the

least transparent international organizations,

Reform of the UN Security Council has been on

the agenda of the General Assembly since 1979.

But it has gained much greater salience in the

post–cold war period as the council has become

better able to act. In 1988 the council passed only

13 resolutions—in 1992 it passed 93. This re-

newed activism, particularly in peacemaking

and peacekeeping, have strengthened calls from

both industrial and developing countries for a

more representative, accountable and open Se-

curity Council. 

When the UN Secretary-General invited

member states to submit comments on council

reform in 1992, 80 states responded. The Gen-

eral Assembly has since established an open-

ended working group to consider all aspects of

the question of increasing Security Council mem-

bership and other proposals. Reform proposals

have come from state entities and civil society:

for example, from the NGO Working Group on

the Security Council and from independent

think-tanks such as the Commission on Global

Governance. All the proposals focus on two is-

sues: expanding the council and taming its veto. 

Lack of consensus, with the council’s five

permanent members supporting the status quo,

thwarts progress on either issue. Several pro-

posals have suggested enlarging the council by in-

creasing both permanent and non-permanent

seats. In addition, Germany, India and Japan

have joined forces to win permanent membership. 

But several countries have opposed in-

creasing the number of permanent seats. Many

others support increasing council membership,

but on a rotating basis through periodic elec-

tions and with a quota of seats assigned to every

region. But though it is broadly agreed that

African, Asian, Eastern European and Latin

American states should be guaranteed repre-

sentation, the question of which countries

should represent each region raises thorny ques-

tions: how to choose between Argentina and

Brazil, for example, or between India and

Pakistan. 

Steps to reform the power of veto are also

controversial. Among others, the Commission on

Global Governance and the Canadian Com-

mittee for the 50th Anniversary of the United Na-

tions have strongly argued that new permanent

members should be denied the veto. But many

see this as a new form of discrimination between

first- and second-class members within the coun-

cil. The Canadian committee also raised the pos-

sibility of requiring a double or triple veto to halt

a resolution, and suggested limiting the issues that

can be vetoed to charter amendments and the

appointment of the Secretary-General. 

As an alternative, the Ford Foundation has

suggested that peacekeeping and enforcement

measures be the only measures susceptible to veto

power. The Commission on Global Governance

envisaged a two-phase reform process. Initially,

the five permanent members would agree to

forgo the use of the veto while new, non-veto-

holding members were added. In the second

phase the five permanent members would have

grown accustomed to not having veto power

and be willing to let it die. This suggestion is

based on the fact that in recent years countries

have been making much greater efforts to avoid

a veto.

Debate over the veto is symbolic of much

wider concern about the UN role in the world.

In a more unipolar world, many critics allege

that the institution has become an instrument

of foreign policy for a few major powers. There

is related concern that the will of the interna-

tional community should be based on proce-

dures that make the United Nations more

democratic. Given global power imbalances,

such efforts can only go so far. But in a world

where international agencies are actively pro-

moting democracy for the first time, there is

much greater scrutiny of decision-making in

international organizations. In response to

strong pressure from Australia, Canada and

Sweden the Security Council has become more

open and transparent. Information is less re-

stricted—for example, an agenda is now pub-

lished in advance of council meetings to allow

non-members to lobby on specific issues. The

flow of information to the General Assembly has

also improved. But the Security Council is still

widely perceived as an outdated legacy of the

Second World War, functioning primarily as an

instrument of a few major powers. With little

or no progress on the broader reform agenda,

such as elimination of the veto, this perception

will persist.

BOX 5.6

United Nations or United Five? Reforming the UN Security Council

Source: Paul 1995, 2001; UNAC 1995; Global Policy Forum 2002c; Commission on Global Governance 1995; Thakur and Newman 2000.
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largely because few developing country mem-

bers are able to participate effectively in nego-

tiations and decision-making. Decisions are

based on “one country, one vote” and made by

consensus, giving the WTO the appearance of

democratic decision-making. Decisions are made

by the General Council or by representatives in

subsidiary bodies (such as the TRIPS Council

or Agriculture Committee). Major decisions are

also made or endorsed by WTO ministers at

ministerial conferences, usually held every two

years. 

But in practice, the WTO is dominated by

a few major industrial countries—while the

poorest developing countries have little or no

representation or negotiation capacity. In 2000

as many as 15 African countries did not have a

representative at WTO headquarters in Geneva

(table 5.4)—while Mauritius, a very small coun-

try, had five. The WTO has responded to these

disparities by seeking to establish a technical as-

sistance unit to help developing countries with

negotiations. 

Demands for greater voice in the WTO

echo a recent history of underrepresentation in

international negotiations. Relative to their share

of the world’s population, low and medium

human development countries have poor rep-

resentation in negotiations on international con-

ventions, such as the one on plant genetic

resources (figure 5.4). Deeper reform of WTO

decision-making will require consideration of

proposals for improving transparency and par-

ticipation in the WTO system. 

First, WTO consultations, discussions,
negotiations and decision-making have to be
made truly transparent, participatory and de-
mocratic. Discussions and negotiations being

planned and taking place at the WTO must be

made known, and all members must be allowed

to participate. To facilitate fair representation

of members’ various positions, consideration

should be given to a negotiation system that

combines full participation by all members with

the efficiency of a representational mechanism.

The Cartegena Protocol on Biosafety offers an

interesting model for such a system (box 5.7).

Second, the WTO should be impartial
and be seen as impartial. In particular, it should

not be seen as taking sides with more powerful

countries at the expense of developing countries.

The system should reflect the fact that most

WTO members are developing and transition

economies, which have at least as great a stake

as industrial countries in a fair and balanced mul-

tilateral system. Procedures should enable de-

veloping countries to voice their interests and

exercise their rights. In addition, developing

countries should be better represented in the

WTO secretariat, especially in senior positions.

Third, there should be much greater trans-
parency in the WTO—and other interna-
tional organizations—in relation to national
democratic processes. Parliamentarians should

be kept constantly informed of developments at

the WTO and other international organizations.

And given the potential effects of these devel-

opments on national policies and practices, they

should be debated. Open debate may be op-

posed by adversely affected groups, but the

process can create political legitimacy for trade

liberalization. Such is the case in India, where

some groups remain opposed to trade liberal-

ization but open debate has created a substan-

tial constituency of support across the main

political parties.

DEEPENING DEMOCRACY—GLOBAL AND

NATIONAL IMPERATIVES

Many reforms have been proposed in this chap-

ter, covering a variety of ways that democratic

processes could be advanced globally. These

include ways of increasing representation, trans-

parency and accountability to promote specific

reforms in international institutions. 

The traditional argument against greater

participation and representation is that they

render decision-making clumsy and unworkable.

TABLE 5.4

Africa lacks representatives at World
Trade Organization headquarters

Number of  Number of
countries representatives

15 0
16 1 to 3
6 4 to 6

Note: As of August 2001. 
Source: CUTS-ARC 2001. 

Countries in the world

Representation in negotiations on the
International Undertaking

on Plant Genetic Resources, 1998

Source: UNDP 2000a.

High
HDI

Medium
HDI

Low 
HDI

FIGURE 5.4

Whose voices are heard in
international negotiations?
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But this view must be set against a new reality.

The United Nations, IMF, World Bank and

WTO have all found that without greater par-

ticipation and representation, progress is often

not possible. 

International organizations are expected to

provide a wide range of global public goods

that demand deep compliance the world over.

These organizations require people in both in-

dustrial and developing countries to commit to

global goals—and to act accordingly. Such com-

mitment and action can be achieved only if in-

ternational organizations are considered

legitimate. This does not mean that interna-

tional institutions must—or could—reflect the

interests of every group in the world. But it

does mean that these institutions must take into

account a diversity of interests and adjudicate

among them in a fair, just way.

Achieving deeper democracy globally will re-

quire expanding political space for a range of

civil society actors and including developing

countries more deeply in the decision-making

of international institutions. Efforts to achieve

these goals must confront the realities of global

power. But they hold out the possibility that both

industrial and developing countries will be bet-

ter served by more inclusive global coopera-

tion that gives excluded and marginalized people

a stronger voice.

Whether this can be realized will largely de-

pend on citizens and governments in more pow-

erful countries recognizing that reform is in their

interest. But in a more interdependent world, that

interest is becoming more apparent. Interna-

tional institutions are promoting democracy and

democratic principles in developing and transi-

tion economies—a very positive development.

But they will not succeed without the natural

corollary: greater democracy, transparency and

accountability in the institutions themselves.

This dual process—deepening democracy at the

national and global levels—has the potential to

transform the lives of the world’s people. 

Global negotiations have proliferated in re-

cent years—and taken on much greater sig-

nificance. This has led people to compare the

many kinds of negotiations under way and

to search for more transparent, democratic

models. In particular, many forums have

been looking for ways to give all partici-

pating countries a fairer say. The Cartagena

Biosafety Protocol, established under the

Convention on Biological Diversity, is a case

in point. 

Negotiations for the protocol started in

1996 and concluded in 2000. At one stage,

as the target date for concluding the nego-

tiations neared and the differences among

the contending parties still looked wide,

there were fears that the talks would break

down. But a combination of transparent,

innovative methods and an active, impartial

chairperson allowed the successful conclu-

sion of one of the most contentious negoti-

ations in international law.

Juan Mayr Maldonado, Colombia’s

minister of environment, introduced the

new methods when he became chair of the

Extraordinary Meeting of the Conference of

Parties to the Convention on Biological Di-

versity, held in Cartagena in February 1999.

He continued to use these methods at an in-

formal consultation of the members in Vi-

enna in September 1999, until the conclusion

of the negotiations at a resumed Extraordi-

nary Meeting of the Conference of Parties

in Montreal in January 2000.

The main features of the methods in-

volved:

• Grouping country participants by their

interests and positions, rather than by ge-

ography or income. A significant innovation

was the formation of the like-minded group,

which enabled most of the developing coun-

tries to caucus while the few that held a dif-

ferent position could join another group.

This was a departure from the norm, in

which developing countries come under the

single umbrella of “the Group of 77 and

China”.

• Selecting representatives from each

group to act as spokespersons, with the

number of spokespersons depending on the

number of members in the group. This ap-

proach allowed for a more equitable repre-

sentation of views.

• Allowing all member countries to be

present during negotiations, even though

the negotiations were carried out among

the group spokespersons. Thus the meetings

were transparent and open to the partici-

pation of all members. 

• Encouraging the participation of non-

governmental organizations (NGOs). In

Vienna the chairperson met separately with

NGOs and industry. In response to NGO

requests for access to the negotiations, in-

stantaneous audio reception was provided

in a “spillover” room next to the govern-

ment consultation room. Thus NGOs and

representatives of international organiza-

tions were able to follow the discussions.

And in Montreal all observers, including

the media, were able to sit in on the plenary

sessions.

These new arrangements brought the

complicated, often contentious negotiations

over the protocol to a successful conclu-

sion. They helped strike an effective bal-

ance between three sometimes competing

priorities: allowing all members to partici-

pate, enabling negotiations among so many

countries to flow within time constraints

and ensuring transparency and openness so

that members could have the information

needed to follow the discussions. The new

approach also improved the flow of infor-

mation to NGOs and increased NGO in-

volvement.

BOX 5.7

The Biosafety Protocol—a model for inclusive global governance?

Source: Ling 2000; Khor 2002.
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Note on statistics in the 
Human Development Report

This Report’s primary purpose is to assess the

state of human development across the globe and

provide a critical analysis of a specific theme

each year. It combines thematic policy analysis

with detailed country data that focus on human

well-being, not just economic trends. 

The indicators in the Report reflect the rich

body of information available internationally.

As a user of data, the Report presents statisti-

cal information that has been built up through

the collective effort of many people and orga-

nizations. The Human Development Report

Office gratefully acknowledges the collabora-

tion of the many agencies that made publication

of the latest data on human development pos-

sible (box 1).

To allow comparisons across countries and

over time, where possible the indicator tables in

the Report are based on internationally stan-

dardized data, collected and processed by sister

agencies in the international system or, in a few

cases, by other bodies. These organizations,

whether collecting data from national sources or

through their own surveys, harmonize definitions

and collection methods to make their data as

internationally comparable as possible. The data

produced by these agencies may sometimes dif-

fer from data produced by national sources,

often because of adjustments to harmonize data.

In a few cases where data are not available from

international organizations—particularly for the

human development indices—other sources

have been used. These sources are clearly ref-

erenced in the tables.

The text of the Report draws on a much

wider variety of sources—commissioned

papers, government documents, national

human development reports, reports of inter-

national organizations, reports of non-

governmental organizations and journal articles

and other scholarly publications. Where infor-

mation from such sources is used in boxes or

tables in the text, the source is shown and the

full citation is given in the references. In addi-

tion, for each chapter a bibliographic note out-

lines the major sources for the chapter, and

endnotes specify the sources of statistical infor-

mation not drawn from the Report’s indicator

tables. 

THE INDICATOR TABLES

The indicator tables in this year’s Report reflect

the continual efforts over the years to publish the

best available data and to improve their pre-

sentation and transparency. As part of this effort

the indicator tables have been streamlined in

recent years to focus on indicators that are most

reliable, meaningful and comparable across

countries. 

While many of the indicator tables present

conventional indicators, where possible recent

innovations in measuring human development

are reflected. One example is in the measure-

ment of crime. In previous years the Report

relied on data based on crimes reported to

the police, information that depended heavily

on a country’s law enforcement and reporting

system. Increasingly, however, data based

directly on individuals’ experience with crime

are available. The Report also recognizes recent

efforts in time use and functional literacy sta-

tistics. While the Report has featured time

use surveys in previous years, recent improve-

ments in survey methods and country cover-

age have provided a wealth of new information,

stepping beyond traditional economic mea-

surement and into the lives and livelihoods

of the world’s people. This year’s Report pre-

sents the initial round of results from these new

time use surveys. It also presents results from

surveys of functional literacy, which allow a
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By generously sharing data, the following organizations made it possible

for the Human Development Report to publish the important human

development statistics appearing in the indicator tables.

Carbon Dioxide Information Analysis Center (CDIAC) The CDIAC,

a data and analysis centre of the US Department of Energy, focuses on

the greenhouse effect and global climate change. It is the source of data

on carbon dioxide emissions. 

Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) The FAO collects, analy-

ses and disseminates information and data on food and agriculture. It is

the source of data on food insecurity indicators. 

International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS) An independent cen-

tre for research, information and debate on the problems of conflict, the

IISS maintains an extensive military database. The data on armed forces

are from its publication The Military Balance.

International Labour Organization (ILO) The ILO maintains an exten-

sive statistical publication programme, with the Yearbook of Labour Sta-
tistics its most comprehensive collection of labour force data. The ILO

is the source of data on wages, employment and occupations and infor-

mation on the ratification status of labour rights conventions. 

International Monetary Fund (IMF) The IMF has an extensive pro-

gramme for developing and compiling statistics on international financial

transactions and balance of payments. Much of the financial data provided

to the Human Development Report Office through other agencies orig-

inates from the IMF. 

International Telecommunication Union (ITU) This specialized UN

agency maintains an extensive collection of statistics on information and

communications. The data on trends in telecommunications come from

its database World Telecommunication Indicators.

Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU) This organization provides data on

trends in political participation and structures of democracy. The Human

Development Report Office relies on the IPU for election-related data and

information on women’s political representation. 

Joint United Nations Programme on HIV/AIDS (UNAIDS) This

joint UN programme monitors the spread of HIV/AIDS and provides reg-

ular updates. Its Report on the Global HIV/AIDS Epidemic is the pri-

mary source of data on HIV/AIDS. 

Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) A cooperative research project with

25 member countries, the LIS focuses on poverty and policy issues. It is

the source of income poverty estimates for many OECD countries. 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)
The OECD publishes data on a variety of social and economic trends in

its member countries as well as on flows of aid. This year’s Report pre-

sents data from the OECD on aid, employment and education. 

Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) SIPRI

conducts research on international peace and security. The SIPRI Year-

book: Armaments, Disarmament and International Security is the

source of data on military expenditure and arms transfers. 

United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) UNICEF monitors the well-

being of children and provides a wide array of data. Its State of the
World’s Children is an important source of data for the Report. 

United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD)
UNCTAD provides trade and economic statistics through a number of

publications, including the World Investment Report. It is the original

source of data on investment flows that the Human Development Report

Office receives from other agencies. 

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO) This specialized UN agency is the source of data on education-

related matters. The Human Development Report Office relies on data

published in UNESCO’s Statistical Yearbook as well as data received

directly from its Institute for Statistics. 

United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) This UN

organization provides data on refugees through its publication Refugees
and Others of Concern to UNHCR: Statistical Overview. 

United Nations Interregional Crime and Justice Research Institute
(UNICRI) This UN institute carries out international comparative

research in support of the United Nations Crime Prevention and Crimi-

nal Justice Programme. It is the source of data on crime victims. 

United Nations Multilateral Treaties Deposited with the Secretary Gen-
eral (UN Treaty Section) The Human Development Report Office com-

piles information on the status of major international human rights instruments

and environmental treaties based on the database maintained by this UN office. 

United Nations Population Division (UNPOP) This specialized UN

office produces international data on population trends. The Human

Development Report Office relies on World Population Prospects and

World Urbanization Prospects, two of the main data products of UNPOP,

for demographic estimates and projections. 

United Nations Statistics Division (UNSD) The UNSD provides a

wide range of statistical outputs and services. Much of the national

accounts data provided to the Human Development Report Office by other

agencies originates from the UNSD. 

World Bank The World Bank produces and compiles data on economic

trends as well as a broad array of other indicators. Its World Development
Indicators is the primary source for a number of indicators in the Report. 

World Health Organization (WHO) This specialized agency main-

tains a large array of data series on health issues, the source for the health-

related indicators in the Report. 

World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO) As a specialized UN

agency, WIPO promotes the protection of intellectual property rights

throughout the world through different kinds of cooperative efforts. The

Human Development Report Office relies on WIPO for patent-related data. 

BOX 1 
Major sources of data used in the Human Development Report
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more in-depth look at a vital area of human

development than conventional literacy surveys

have offered (box 2). 

While the Report incorporates innovations

in many vital areas of human development, in

many other areas the challenges of measurement

are just beginning to be tackled. In employment,

for example, only limited information is pro-

vided for developing countries because of the dif-

ficulties of measuring the true employment

situation (box 3). The environment also poses

measurement difficulties, though much new

work is being done in this area. One important

initiative is the System of Integrated Environ-

mental and Economic Accounting, designed to

aid the design and implementation of strategies

for sustainable development (box 4).

GAPS IN THE DATA

Despite these strides in measuring human devel-

opment, many gaps and problems remain. Suf-

ficient and reliable data are still lacking in many

areas of human development. Gaps through-

out the tables demonstrate the pressing need for

improvements in both the quantity and the qual-

ity of human development statistics.

Perhaps the starkest demonstration of these

data problems is the large number of countries

excluded from the human development index

(HDI). The intent is to include all UN member

countries, along with Hong Kong, China (SAR)

and Switzerland, in the HDI exercise. But

because of a lack of reliable data, this year 18

countries are excluded from the HDI and

The traditional definition of literacy has long been

used to classify people into two categories—the liter-

ate and the illiterate—based on a simple question asked

during a census or survey or on the percentage of

adults with a minimum of four years of schooling. By

contrast, the International Adult Literacy Survey (IALS)

defines literacy on a continuum, according to the abil-

ity to understand and use printed information in daily

activities at home, at work and in the community. 

In the first international comparative assessment

of adult literacy skills, the IALS study has combined

household survey methods and educational assessment

to provide comparable estimates of literacy skills for

24 countries. The survey tests representative samples

of adults (aged 16–65) in their homes, asking them to

undertake a range of common tasks using authentic

materials from a wide range of social and cultural

contexts. The cross-country data are compiled so as

to ensure that the results are comparable across coun-

tries with different languages and cultures and that any

known sources of bias are corrected. The IALS study

is jointly sponsored by Statistics Canada, the US Cen-

ter for Education Statistics and the Organisation for

Economic Co-operation and Development.

The IALS reports on three areas of literacy:

• Prose literacy—the knowledge and skills needed

to understand and use information from texts, includ-

ing editorials, news stories, poems and fiction.

• Document literacy—the knowledge and skills

required to locate and use information in different for-

mats, including maps, graphs, tables, payroll forms,

job applications and transportation schedules. 

• Quantitative literacy—the knowledge and skills

required to apply arithmetic operations to numbers

in printed materials, such as balancing a cheque book,

figuring out a tip, completing an order form or deter-

mining the amount of interest on a loan from an

advertisement.

Analysis of IALS data reveals several important

facts. First, countries differ greatly in the level and

social distribution of literacy skills. Second, these dif-

ferences can be attributed to a handful of underlying

factors, including differences among countries in the

quantity and quality of initial education. The evi-

dence also suggests, however, that several aspects of

adult life, including the use of literacy skills at home

and at work, transform skills after formal education.

Finally, in many countries literacy skills play an impor-

tant part in allocating economic opportunity, reward-

ing the skilled and penalizing the relatively unskilled.

A full analysis of the currently available data can be

found in OECD and Statistics Canada (2000). 

The IALS has begun a new cycle of data collec-

tion in 2002 to better understand the role of literacy

skills in determining economic outcomes for indi-

viduals. Participating countries are Argentina, Belgium

(French and Flemish communities), Bermuda, Bolivia,

Canada, Costa Rica, Italy, the Republic of Korea,

Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Switzerland

and the United States (for more detailed information

see http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/all/index.asp).

This Report uses the percentage of adults lack-

ing prose literacy skills in the human poverty index

for selected OECD countries, presented in table 4.

BOX 2 

Assessing adult literacy on a continuum 

Source: Based on Murray 2001.  
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therefore from the main indicator tables. What

key indicators are available for these countries

are presented in table 30. 

There are many links in the chain from mea-

suring a concept to verifying statistics at the

international level—and no easy ways to reinforce

those links where they are weak. But improving

the statistical capacity of countries is widely rec-

ognized as vital, and so is the need for both

financial and political commitment at the national

and international levels. Also vital is a stronger

relationship between national and international

statistics—often data are available nationally

but not internationally. Steps are being taken to

strengthen this link. In education, for example,

the United Nations Educational, Scientific and

Cultural Organization (UNESCO) is conduct-

ing workshops to help train national statisti-

cians from around the world in the rigours of

international data collection. Clearly, however,

further efforts are needed at both the national

and the international level.

DATA USED IN THE HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

INDEX

The human development index is calculated

using international data available at the time the

Report is prepared. For a country to be included

in the index, data ideally should be available

from the relevant international statistical agency

for all four components of the index. However,

a country will still be included if reasonable esti-

mates can be found from another source. 

As a result of revisions in data and in the

methodology of the HDI over time, HDI values

and ranks are not comparable across editions of

the Report. Table 2, however, presents compara-

ble HDI trends based on a consistent methodol-

ogy and consistent data.

LIFE EXPECTANCY AT BIRTH

The life expectancy estimates used in the Report

are from the 2000 revision of the United Nations

The performance of labour markets has conven-

tionally been assessed on the basis of the unem-

ployment rate. But the relevance and usefulness of

the unemployment rate for this purpose differ across

countries and over time. As currently defined and

measured, the unemployment rate in many devel-

oping countries is lower than rates in OECD coun-

tries. That does not mean that labour markets are

more effective in those developing countries. Unem-

ployment, defined as a complete lack of work, is

only one manifestation of the employment prob-

lems these countries face. 

The concept of unemployment is not always

meaningful in developing countries, for several rea-

sons. First, most developing countries lack unem-

ployment relief programmes, leaving those who find

themselves without formal employment to engage in

informal sector activities to survive. Often this work

will not employ them full time or generate suffi-

cient income for a decent living. Second, a large

share of people are self-employed. When these work-

ers face periods of no work, they tend not to seek for-

mal employment but to engage in alternative

self-employment activities instead, even though these

may generate a lower income than their usual activ-

ities. Third, work in rural communities is often

organized according to traditional arrangements,

with the available labour distributed among all work-

ers at the cost of lowering their average hours. Thus

the problem in developing countries is often sum-

marized as underemployment—a partial lack of

work, low employment income and underutiliza-

tion of skills or low productivity—rather than unem-

ployment as normally measured. 

Underemployment has recently come to be rec-

ognized as an important phenomenon in OECD coun-

tries and Central and Eastern Europe and the CIS as

well, as workers experience downsizings and reorga-

nizations. Many workers in these economies lack

opportunities to perform the type of work that they

could and would like to do. As a result, they may work

less productively or fewer hours than they could and

would like to work, experience unemployment or

drop out of the labour force permanently. 

Although measuring these aspects of employ-

ment is difficult, statistics on underemployment are

being gathered in more than 50 countries around the

world. The next step is to compile these data and

work towards an international database of under-

employment statistics. 

BOX 3 

Measuring unemployment in developing countries—
the limitations of labour statistics

Source: ILO 2002a.  



Population Division’s database World Popu-
lation Prospects (UN 2001). The United Nations

Population Division derives global demographic

estimates and projections biannually. In the

2000 revision it made significant adjustments to

further incorporate the demographic impact of

HIV/AIDS, which has led to substantial changes

in life expectancy estimates and projections for

a number of countries, particularly in Sub-

Saharan Africa. 
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Strategies for sustainable development rely on infor-

mation about the interaction between the economy and

the environment. This information is needed to moni-

tor progress towards meeting environmental goals, to

assess alternative development strategies and to design

environmental policy instruments. 

In response to these needs, the System of Inte-

grated Environmental and Economic Accounting

(commonly referred to as the SEEA) was developed.

Based on the revised UN System of National Accounts

(UN 1993), the SEEA brings together economic and

environmental information in a common framework

to measure the contribution of the environment to the

economy and the impact of the economy on the envi-

ronment. In the early 1990s several developing and

developed countries began experimenting with the

compilation of the SEEA, and in 1994 the London

Group on Environmental Accounting was created to

provide practitioners a forum for sharing their expe-

rience in developing and implementing environmen-

tal accounts. 

The SEEA provides policy-makers with indica-

tors and descriptive statistics to monitor the inter-

actions between the environment and the economy

as well as a database for strategic planning and pol-

icy analysis to identify more sustainable paths of

development. The SEEA thus enables governments

to formulate and monitor economic policies more

effectively, enact more effective environmental reg-

ulations and resource management strategies and

use taxes and subsidies more efficiently. It also offers

a way to improve policy dialogue among different

stakeholders by providing a transparent system of

information about the relationship between human

activities and the environment.

The SEEA, which aims to systematically measure

the interaction between the economy and the environ-

ment, represents a major step towards standardizing

and harmonizing concepts, definitions and methods.

The system has four components:

• Natural resource asset accounts. These accounts

record stocks and changes in stocks of natural

resources such as land, fish, forest, water and miner-

als, allowing more effective monitoring of a nation’s

wealth. They also allow the calculation of such indi-

cators as the total value of natural capital and the

economic costs of natural resource depletion.

• Flow accounts for pollution, energy and mate-
rials. These accounts provide information at the

industry level about the use of energy and materials

as inputs to production and the generation of pol-

lutants and solid waste. They produce eco-efficiency

and pollution and material intensity indicators that

can be used to assess the pressure on the environ-

ment and to evaluate alternative options for reduc-

ing this pressure. 

• Environmental protection and resource man-
agement expenditure accounts. These accounts iden-

tify expenditures incurred by industry, government

and households to protect the environment or to

manage natural resources. They can be used to assess

the economic impact of environmental regulation

and taxes and their effect in reducing pollution.

• Valuation of non-market flow and environ-
mentally adjusted aggregates. This component pre-

sents non-market valuation techniques and their

applicability in answering specific policy questions. It

discusses the calculation of several macroeconomic

aggregates adjusted for depletion and degradation

costs and their advantages and disadvantages. 

An increasing number of OECD and developing

countries have introduced environmental accounts, com-

piling different components according to their envi-

ronmental concerns and priorities. Resource-rich

countries have usually developed asset accounts in order

to design policies for better natural resource management.

Countries in which pollution is a main concern have

implemented physical flow accounts, often linked to

environmental protection accounts so as to analyse the

impact of consumption and production patterns on the

environment and the impact of environmental expen-

diture in reducing emissions.

Pilot projects have shown that some of the com-

ponents of the SEEA can be compiled using existing

information from various data sources. These exercises

have identified data gaps and inconsistencies, helping to

improve both environmental and economic data. The

results have already been used by government planning

agencies in designing policies and by non-governmental

organizations and academia in advocacy efforts.

BOX 4 

Accounting for the environment

Source: Prepared by the United Nations Statistics Division based on London Group on Environmental Accounting (2002) and UNSD and UNEP (2000).
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The life expectancy estimates published by

the United Nations Population Division are five-

year averages. The life expectancy estimates for

2000 shown in table 1 (on the HDI) were

obtained through linear interpolation based on

these five-year averages. While the human devel-

opment index requires yearly estimates, other

tables showing data of this type, such as table 8

(on survival), present the unaltered five-year

averages. Estimates for years after 2000 refer to

medium-variant projections. 

ADULT LITERACY

The adult literacy rates presented in the Report

are estimates and projections from UNESCO’s

January 2002 literacy assessment. These esti-

mates and projections are based on population

data from the 1998 revision of the World Pop-
ulation Prospects database (UN 1998) and lit-

eracy statistics collected through national

population censuses, as well as refined estima-

tion procedures. 

COMBINED PRIMARY, SECONDARY AND

TERTIARY GROSS ENROLMENT

The 1999 gross enrolment ratios presented in the

Report are preliminary estimates from UNESCO

based on the 1998 revision of population esti-

mates and projections. Gross enrolment ratios

are calculated by dividing the number of chil-

dren enrolled in each level of schooling by the

number of children in the age group corre-

sponding to that level. Thus the ratios are

affected by the age- and sex-specific popula-

tion estimates published by the United Nations

Population Division and by the timing and meth-

ods of surveys by administrative registries, of

population censuses and of national education

surveys. Moreover, UNESCO periodically revises

its methodology for estimating and projecting

enrolment. 

Gross enrolment ratios can hide important

differences among countries because of differ-

ences in the age range corresponding to a level

of education and in the duration of education

programmes. Such factors as grade repetition can

also lead to distortions in the data. For the HDI

a preferred indicator of access to education as

a proxy of knowledge would be net enrolment,

for which data are collected for single years of

age. Because this indicator measures enrolments

only of a particular age group, the data could be

more easily and reliably aggregated and used for

international comparisons. But net enrolment

data are available for too few countries to be used

in the HDI. 

GDP PER CAPITA (PPP US$) 

The GDP per capita (PPP US$) data used in cal-

culating the HDI are based on purchasing power

parity (PPP) rates of exchange. The data are

provided by the World Bank based on the lat-

est International Comparison Programme (ICP)

surveys. This most recent round of ICP surveys

covers 118 countries, the largest number ever.

The World Bank has also provided estimates

based on these surveys for another 44 countries

and areas.

The surveys were carried out separately in dif-

ferent world regions. Because regional data are

expressed in different currencies and may be

based on different classification schemes or

aggregation formulas, the data are not strictly

comparable across regions. Price and expendi-

ture data from the regional surveys were linked

using a standard classification scheme to com-

pile internationally comparable PPP data (box 5).

The base year for the PPP data is 1996; data for

the reference year, 2000, were extrapolated using

relative price movements over time between

each country and the United States, the base

country. For countries not covered by the World

Bank, PPP estimates are from the Penn World

Tables 6.0 (Aten, Heston and Summers 2001).

DATA, METHODOLOGY AND PRESENTATION

OF THE HUMAN DEVELOPMENT INDICATORS

This year’s Report presents data for most key

indicators with only a two-year lag between the

reference date for the indicators and the date of

the Report’s release. All sources of data used in

the indicator tables have been clearly refer-

enced. When an agency provides data it has

collected from another source, both sources are

credited in the table notes. But when an inter-

national statistical organization has built on the

work of many other contributors, only the ulti-

mate source is given. The source notes also
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show the original data components used in any

calculations by the Human Development Report

Office to ensure that all calculations can be eas-

ily replicated. Indicators for which short, mean-

ingful definitions can be given are included in

the definitions of statistical terms.

COUNTRY CLASSIFICATIONS

The indicator tables cover UN member coun-

tries, along with Hong Kong, China (SAR) and

Switzerland. Countries are classified in four

ways: in major world aggregates, by region, by

human development level and by income (see

the classification of countries). These desig-

nations do not necessarily express a judgement

about the development stage of a particular

country or area. Instead, they are classifica-

tions used by different organizations for oper-

ational purposes. The term country as used in

the text and tables refers, as appropriate, to ter-

ritories or areas. 

Major world classifications. The three

global groups are developing countries, Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe and the CIS and

OECD. These groups are not mutually exclu-

sive. (Replacing the OECD group with the high-

income OECD group would produce mutually

exclusive groups; see country classifications.)

Unless otherwise specified, the classification

world represents the universe of 173 countries

covered in the main indicator tables. 

Regional classifications. Developing coun-

tries are further classified into the following

regions: Arab States, East Asia and the Pacific,

Latin America and the Caribbean (including

Mexico), South Asia, Southern Europe and Sub-

Saharan Africa. These regional classifications

are consistent with the Regional Bureaux of

UNDP. An additional classification is least
developed countries, as defined by the United

Nations (UNCTAD 2001). 

Human development classifications. All

countries are classified into three clusters by

achievement in human development: high human

development (with an HDI of 0.800 or above),

medium human development (0.500–0.799) and

low human development (less than 0.500). 

Income classifications. All countries are

grouped by income using World Bank classifi-

cations: high income (GNP per capita of $9,266

or more in 2000), middle income ($756–9,265)

and low income ($755 or less).

AGGREGATES AND GROWTH RATES

Aggregates. Aggregates for the classifications

described above are presented at the end of most

tables. Aggregates that are the total for the clas-

sification (such as for population) are indicated

To compare economic statistics across countries, the

data must first be converted into a common currency.

Unlike conventional exchange rates, purchasing power

parity (PPP) rates of exchange allow this conversion

to take account of price differences between countries.

By eliminating differences in national price levels,

the method aids comparisons of real values for income,

poverty, inequality and expenditure patterns. 

While the conceptual case for using PPP rates of

exchange is clear, practical issues remain. The World Bank

has compiled PPPs directly for 118 of the world’s approx-

imately 220 distinct national political entities. For coun-

tries for which it does not directly compile PPPs, it

produces estimates using econometric regression. This

approach assumes that the economic characteristics and

relationships commonly observed in surveyed countries

also apply to the non-surveyed countries. While this

assumption may not necessarily hold, fundamental eco-

nomic relationships are thought to have general rele-

vance and can be associated with independently observed

variables in the non-surveyed countries. 

The intricacies of the survey procedure and the

need to link countries globally and regionally have raised

a number of issues relating to data reporting. In the past

they have also led to significant delays in generating PPP

results. As a result of these concerns, some governments

and international institutions still refrain from using

PPPs in regular operational policy decisions, but use

the method extensively in analyses.

The importance of PPPs in economic analysis under-

lines the need to improve PPP data. That effort requires

both institutional and financial support. In collaboration

with Eurostat and the Organisation for Economic Co-

operation and Development, the World Bank has set up

an initiative to further improve the quality and avail-

ability of PPPs.

BOX 5 

The why’s and wherefore’s of purchasing power parities 

Source: Ward 2001. 
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by a T. As a result of rounding, world totals may

not always equal the sum of the totals for sub-

groups. All other aggregates are weighted averages. 

In general, an aggregate is shown for a clas-

sification only when data are available for half

the countries and represent two-thirds of the

available weight in that classification. The

Human Development Report Office does not fill

in missing data for the purpose of aggregation.

Therefore, unless otherwise specified, aggre-

gates for each classification represent only the

countries for which data are shown in the tables,

refer to the year or period specified and refer only

to data from the primary sources listed. Aggre-

gates are not shown where appropriate weight-

ing procedures were unavailable.

Aggregates for indices, for growth rates

and for indicators covering more than one

point in time are based only on countries for

which data exist for all necessary points in

time. For the world classification, which refers

only to the universe of 173 countries (unless

otherwise specified), aggregates are not always

shown where no aggregate is shown for one or

more regions. 

Aggregates in the Human Development
Report will not always conform to those in

other publications because of differences in

country classifications and methodology.

Where indicated, aggregates are calculated by

the statistical agency that provides the indica-

tor itself.

Growth rates. Multiyear growth rates are

expressed as average annual rates of change. In

calculations of rates by the Human Development

Report Office, only the beginning and end points

are used. Year-to-year growth rates are expressed

as annual percentage changes. 

PRESENTATION

In the indicator tables countries and areas are

ranked in descending order by their HDI value.

To locate a country in the tables, refer to the key

to countries on the back cover flap, which lists

countries alphabetically with their HDI rank. 

Short citations of sources are given at the end

of each table. These correspond to full references

in the statistical references, which follow the

indicator tables and technical notes. Where

appropriate, definitions of indicators appear in

the definitions of statistical terms. All other rel-

evant information appears in the notes at the end

of each table. 

Owing to a lack of comparable data, not all

countries have been included in the indicator

tables. For UN member countries not included

in the main indicator tables, basic human devel-

opment indicators are presented in a separate

table (table 30). 

In the absence of the words annual, annual
rate or growth rate, a hyphen between two

years indicates that the data were collected dur-

ing one of the years shown, such as 1995-2000.

A slash between two years indicates an average

for the years shown, such as 1997/99. The fol-

lowing signs have been used: 

.. Data not available.

(.) Less than half the unit shown.

< Less than.

– Not applicable.

T Total.
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1 Human
development
index Combined

primary, GDP
Adult secondary and Human per capita

Life literacy tertiary gross development (PPP US$)
expectancy rate enrolment GDP index rank

at birth (% age 15  ratio per capita Life (HDI) minus
(years) and above) (%) b (PPP US$) expectancy Education GDP value HDI

HDI rank a 2000 2000 1999 2000 index index index 2000 rankc

High human development

1 Norway 78.5 .. d 97 29,918 0.89 0.98 0.95 0.942 2
2 Sweden 79.7 .. d 101 e 24,277 0.91 0.99 0.92 0.941 15
3 Canada 78.8 .. d 97 27,840 0.90 0.98 0.94 0.940 4
4 Belgium 78.4 .. d 109 e 27,178 0.89 0.99 0.94 0.939 5
5 Australia 78.9 .. d 116 e 25,693 0.90 0.99 0.93 0.939 7

6 United States 77.0 .. d 95 34,142 0.87 0.98 0.97 0.939 -4
7 Iceland 79.2 .. d 89 29,581 0.90 0.96 0.95 0.936 -2
8 Netherlands 78.1 .. d 102 e 25,657 0.89 0.99 0.93 0.935 5
9 Japan 81.0 .. d 82 26,755 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.933 2

10 Finland 77.6 .. d 103 e 24,996 0.88 0.99 0.92 0.930 6

11 Switzerland 78.9 .. d 84 28,769 0.90 0.94 0.94 0.928 -5
12 France 78.6 .. d 94 24,223 0.89 0.97 0.92 0.928 6
13 United Kingdom 77.7 .. d 106 e 23,509 0.88 0.99 0.91 0.928 7
14 Denmark 76.2 .. d 97 27,627 0.85 0.98 0.94 0.926 -6
15 Austria 78.1 .. d 90 26,765 0.89 0.96 0.93 0.926 -5

16 Luxembourg 77.4 .. d 72 f 50,061 g 0.87 0.90 1.00 0.925 -15
17 Germany 77.7 .. d 94 25,103 0.88 0.97 0.92 0.925 -2
18 Ireland 76.6 .. d 91 29,866 0.86 0.96 0.95 0.925 -14
19 New Zealand 77.6 .. d 99 20,070 0.88 0.99 0.88 0.917 5
20 Italy 78.5 98.4 84 23,626 0.89 0.94 0.91 0.913 -1

21 Spain 78.5 97.6 95 19,472 0.89 0.97 0.88 0.913 4
22 Israel 78.7 94.6 83 20,131 0.90 0.91 0.89 0.896 1
23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 79.5 93.5 63 25,153 0.91 0.83 0.92 0.888 -9
24 Greece 78.2 97.2 81 16,501 0.89 0.92 0.85 0.885 10
25 Singapore 77.6 92.3 75 23,356 0.88 0.87 0.91 0.885 -4

26 Cyprus 78.0 97.1 68 h 20,824 0.88 0.88 0.89 0.883 -4
27 Korea, Rep. of 74.9 97.8 90 17,380 0.83 0.95 0.86 0.882 1
28 Portugal 75.7 92.2 96 17,290 0.84 0.94 0.86 0.880 2
29 Slovenia 75.5 99.6 d 83 17,367 0.84 0.94 0.86 0.879 0
30 Malta 78.0 92.0 80 17,273 0.88 0.88 0.86 0.875 1

31 Barbados 76.8 98.0 i, j 77 15,494 0.86 0.91 0.84 0.871 5
32 Brunei Darussalam 75.9 91.5 76 16,779 k 0.85 0.86 0.86 0.856 1
33 Czech Republic 74.9 .. d 70 13,991 0.83 0.89 0.82 0.849 6
34 Argentina 73.4 96.8 83 12,377 0.81 0.92 0.80 0.844 10
35 Hungary 71.3 99.3 d 81 12,416 0.77 0.93 0.80 0.835 8

36 Slovakia 73.3 100.0 d, i, j 76 11,243 0.80 0.91 0.79 0.835 10
37 Poland 73.3 99.7 d 84 9,051 0.81 0.94 0.75 0.833 16
38 Chile 75.3 95.8 78 9,417 0.84 0.90 0.76 0.831 12
39 Bahrain 73.3 87.6 80 15,084 l 0.81 0.85 0.84 0.831 -2
40 Uruguay 74.4 97.7 79 9,035 0.82 0.92 0.75 0.831 14

41 Bahamas 69.2 95.4 74 17,012 0.74 0.88 0.86 0.826 -9
42 Estonia 70.6 99.8 d, m 86 10,066 0.76 0.95 0.77 0.826 6
43 Costa Rica 76.4 95.6 67 8,650 0.86 0.86 0.74 0.820 14
44 Saint Kitts and Nevis 70.0 n 97.8 n 70 n 12,510 0.75 0.89 0.81 0.814 -3
45 Kuwait 76.2 82.0 59 15,799 0.85 0.74 0.84 0.813 -10

46 United Arab Emirates 75.0 76.3 68 17,935 k 0.83 0.74 0.87 0.812 -19
47 Seychelles 72.7 o 88.0 i, j .. p 12,508 k, q 0.80 0.83 0.81 0.811 -5
48 Croatia 73.8 98.3 68 8,091 0.81 0.88 0.73 0.809 11
49 Lithuania 72.1 99.6 d 80 7,106 0.78 0.93 0.71 0.808 16
50 Trinidad and Tobago 74.3 93.8 65 8,964 0.82 0.84 0.75 0.805 6

MONITORING HUMAN DEVELOPMENT: ENLARGING PEOPLE’S CHOICES . . .
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1 Human
development
index

51 Qatar 69.6 81.2 75 18,789 q, r 0.74 0.79 0.87 0.803 -25
52 Antigua and Barbuda 73.9 n 86.6 n 69 n 10,541 0.82 0.81 0.78 0.800 -5
53 Latvia 70.4 99.8 d 82 7,045 0.76 0.93 0.71 0.800 13

Medium human development

54 Mexico 72.6 91.4 71 9,023 0.79 0.84 0.75 0.796 1
55 Cuba 76.0 96.7 76 .. s 0.85 0.90 0.64 0.795 35

56 Belarus 68.5 99.6 d 77 7,544 0.73 0.92 0.72 0.788 7
57 Panama 74.0 91.9 74 6,000 0.82 0.86 0.68 0.787 18
58 Belize 74.0 93.2 73 5,606 0.82 0.86 0.67 0.784 24
59 Malaysia 72.5 87.5 66 9,068 0.79 0.80 0.75 0.782 -7
60 Russian Federation 66.1 99.6 d 78 8,377 0.68 0.92 0.74 0.781 -2

61 Dominica 72.9 n 96.4 n 65 n 5,880 0.80 0.86 0.68 0.779 16
62 Bulgaria 70.8 98.4 72 5,710 0.76 0.90 0.68 0.779 18
63 Romania 69.8 98.1 69 6,423 0.75 0.88 0.69 0.775 6
64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 70.5 80.0 92 7,570 q, r 0.76 0.84 0.72 0.773 -2
65 Macedonia, TFYR 73.1 94.0 j, t 70 5,086 0.80 0.86 0.66 0.772 20

66 Saint Lucia 73.4 90.2 n 70 n 5,703 0.81 0.83 0.67 0.772 15
67 Mauritius 71.3 84.5 63 10,017 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.772 -18
68 Colombia 71.2 91.7 73 6,248 0.77 0.85 0.69 0.772 4
69 Venezuela 72.9 92.6 65 5,794 0.80 0.83 0.68 0.770 10
70 Thailand 70.2 95.5 60 6,402 0.75 0.84 0.69 0.762 0

71 Saudi Arabia 71.6 76.3 61 11,367 0.78 0.71 0.79 0.759 -26
72 Fiji 69.1 92.9 83 4,668 0.73 0.90 0.64 0.758 17
73 Brazil 67.7 85.2 80 7,625 0.71 0.83 0.72 0.757 -13
74 Suriname 70.6 94.0 i, j 82 3,799 0.76 0.90 0.61 0.756 29
75 Lebanon 73.1 86.0 78 4,308 0.80 0.83 0.63 0.755 20

76 Armenia 72.9 98.4 80 2,559 0.80 0.92 0.54 0.754 41
77 Philippines 69.3 95.3 82 3,971 0.74 0.91 0.61 0.754 20
78 Oman 71.0 71.7 58 13,356 q, r 0.77 0.67 0.82 0.751 -38
79 Kazakhstan 64.6 98.0 i, j 77 5,871 0.66 0.91 0.68 0.750 -1
80 Ukraine 68.1 99.6 d 77 3,816 0.72 0.92 0.61 0.748 22

81 Georgia 73.2 100.0 d, i, j 70 2,664 0.80 0.89 0.55 0.748 34
82 Peru 68.8 89.9 80 4,799 0.73 0.87 0.65 0.747 6
83 Grenada 65.3 n 94.4 n 65 n 7,580 0.67 0.85 0.72 0.747 -22
84 Maldives 66.5 96.7 77 4,485 0.69 0.90 0.63 0.743 9
85 Turkey 69.8 85.1 62 6,974 0.75 0.77 0.71 0.742 -18

86 Jamaica 75.3 86.9 62 3,639 0.84 0.79 0.60 0.742 18
87 Turkmenistan 66.2 98.0 j, t 81 3,956 0.69 0.92 0.61 0.741 13
88 Azerbaijan 71.6 97.0 i, j 71 2,936 0.78 0.88 0.56 0.741 24
89 Sri Lanka 72.1 91.6 70 3,530 0.79 0.84 0.59 0.741 19
90 Paraguay 70.1 93.3 64 4,426 0.75 0.83 0.63 0.740 4

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines 69.6 n 88.9 n 58 n 5,555 0.74 0.79 0.67 0.733 -8
92 Albania 73.2 84.7 71 3,506 0.80 0.80 0.59 0.733 17
93 Ecuador 70.0 91.6 77 3,203 0.75 0.87 0.58 0.732 17
94 Dominican Republic 67.1 83.6 72 6,033 0.70 0.80 0.68 0.727 -20
95 Uzbekistan 69.0 99.2 d 76 2,441 0.73 0.91 0.53 0.727 24

96 China 70.5 84.1 73 3,976 0.76 0.80 0.61 0.726 0
97 Tunisia 70.2 71.0 74 6,363 0.75 0.72 0.69 0.722 -26
98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 68.9 76.3 73 5,884 0.73 0.75 0.68 0.721 -22
99 Jordan 70.3 89.7 55 3,966 0.76 0.78 0.61 0.717 -1

100 Cape Verde 69.7 73.8 77 4,863 0.75 0.75 0.65 0.715 -13

Combined
primary, GDP

Adult secondary and Human per capita
Life literacy tertiary gross development (PPP US$)

expectancy rate enrolment GDP index rank
at birth (% age 15  ratio per capita Life (HDI) minus
(years) and above) (%) b (PPP US$) expectancy Education GDP value HDI

HDI rank a 2000 2000 1999 2000 index index index 2000 rankc
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1 Human
development
index

101 Samoa (Western) 69.2 80.2 65 5,041 0.74 0.75 0.65 0.715 -15
102 Kyrgyzstan 67.8 97.0 i, j 68 2,711 0.71 0.87 0.55 0.712 12
103 Guyana 63.0 98.5 66 3,963 0.63 0.88 0.61 0.708 -4
104 El Salvador 69.7 78.7 63 4,497 0.75 0.74 0.64 0.706 -13
105 Moldova, Rep. of 66.6 98.9 72 2,109 0.69 0.90 0.51 0.701 21

106 Algeria 69.6 66.7 72 5,308 0.74 0.69 0.66 0.697 -22
107 South Africa 52.1 85.3 93 9,401 0.45 0.88 0.76 0.695 -56
108 Syrian Arab Republic 71.2 74.4 63 3,556 0.77 0.71 0.60 0.691 -2
109 Viet Nam 68.2 93.4 67 1,996 0.72 0.84 0.50 0.688 19
110 Indonesia 66.2 86.9 65 3,043 0.69 0.79 0.57 0.684 1

111 Equatorial Guinea 51.0 83.2 64 15,073 0.43 0.77 0.84 0.679 -73
112 Tajikistan 67.6 99.2 d 67 1,152 0.71 0.88 0.41 0.667 39
113 Mongolia 62.9 98.9 58 1,783 0.63 0.85 0.48 0.655 21
114 Bolivia 62.4 85.5 70 2,424 0.62 0.80 0.53 0.653 6
115 Egypt 67.3 55.3 76 3,635 0.70 0.62 0.60 0.642 -10

116 Honduras 65.7 74.6 61 2,453 0.68 0.70 0.53 0.638 2
117 Gabon 52.7 71.0 i, j 86 6,237 0.46 0.76 0.69 0.637 -44
118 Nicaragua 68.4 66.5 63 2,366 0.72 0.65 0.53 0.635 4
119 São Tomé and Principe 65.1 u 83.1 o 58 o 1,792 q, v 0.67 0.75 0.48 0.632 14
120 Guatemala 64.8 68.6 49 3,821 0.66 0.62 0.61 0.631 -19

121 Solomon Islands 68.3 76.6 o 50 o 1,648 0.72 0.68 0.47 0.622 17
122 Namibia 44.7 82.0 78 6,431 0.33 0.81 0.69 0.610 -54
123 Morocco 67.6 48.9 52 3,546 0.71 0.50 0.60 0.602 -16
124 India 63.3 57.2 55 2,358 0.64 0.57 0.53 0.577 -1
125 Swaziland 44.4 79.6 72 4,492 0.32 0.77 0.64 0.577 -33

126 Botswana 40.3 77.2 70 7,184 0.25 0.75 0.71 0.572 -62
127 Myanmar 56.0 84.7 55 1,027 q, r 0.52 0.75 0.39 0.552 25
128 Zimbabwe 42.9 88.7 65 2,635 0.30 0.81 0.55 0.551 -12
129 Ghana 56.8 71.5 42 1,964 0.53 0.62 0.50 0.548 1
130 Cambodia 56.4 67.8 62 1,446 0.52 0.66 0.45 0.543 15

131 Vanuatu 68.0 34.0 o .. p 2,802 0.72 0.35 0.56 0.542 -18
132 Lesotho 45.7 83.4 61 2,031 0.34 0.76 0.50 0.535 -5
133 Papua New Guinea 56.7 63.9 38 2,280 0.53 0.55 0.52 0.535 -9
134 Kenya 50.8 82.4 51 1,022 0.43 0.72 0.39 0.513 19
135 Cameroon 50.0 75.8 43 1,703 0.42 0.65 0.47 0.512 0

136 Congo 51.3 80.7 63 825 0.44 0.75 0.35 0.512 27
137 Comoros 59.8 55.9 35 1,588 0.58 0.49 0.46 0.511 4

Low human development

138 Pakistan 60.0 43.2 40 1,928 0.58 0.42 0.49 0.499 -7
139 Sudan 56.0 57.8 34 1,797 0.52 0.50 0.48 0.499 -7
140 Bhutan 62.0 47.0 i, j 33 w 1,412 0.62 0.42 0.44 0.494 7

141 Togo 51.8 57.1 62 1,442 0.45 0.59 0.45 0.493 5
142 Nepal 58.6 41.8 60 1,327 0.56 0.48 0.43 0.490 6
143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 53.5 48.7 58 1,575 0.47 0.52 0.46 0.485 -1
144 Yemen 60.6 46.3 51 893 0.59 0.48 0.37 0.479 14
145 Bangladesh 59.4 41.3 37 1,602 0.57 0.40 0.46 0.478 -5

146 Haiti 52.6 49.8 52 1,467 0.46 0.50 0.45 0.471 -2
147 Madagascar 52.6 66.5 44 840 0.46 0.59 0.36 0.469 14
148 Nigeria 51.7 63.9 45 896 0.44 0.58 0.37 0.462 9
149 Djibouti 43.1 64.6 22 2,377 q, r 0.30 0.50 0.53 0.445 -28
150 Uganda 44.0 67.1 45 1,208 0.32 0.60 0.42 0.444 -1

Combined
primary, GDP

Adult secondary and Human per capita
Life literacy tertiary gross development (PPP US$)

expectancy rate enrolment GDP index rank
at birth (% age 15  ratio per capita Life (HDI) minus
(years) and above) (%) b (PPP US$) expectancy Education GDP value HDI

HDI rank a 2000 2000 1999 2000 index index index 2000 rankc
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1 Human
development
index

151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of 51.1 75.1 32 523 0.43 0.61 0.28 0.440 21
152 Mauritania 51.5 40.2 40 1,677 0.44 0.40 0.47 0.438 -16
153 Zambia 41.4 78.1 49 780 0.27 0.68 0.34 0.433 12
154 Senegal 53.3 37.3 36 1,510 0.47 0.37 0.45 0.431 -11
155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the 51.3 61.4 31 765 k 0.44 0.51 0.34 0.431 11

156 Côte d’Ivoire 47.8 46.8 38 1,630 0.38 0.44 0.47 0.428 -17
157 Eritrea 52.0 55.7 26 837 0.45 0.46 0.35 0.421 5
158 Benin 53.8 37.4 45 990 0.48 0.40 0.38 0.420 -4
159 Guinea 47.5 41.0 i, j 28 1,982 0.38 0.37 0.50 0.414 -30
160 Gambia 46.2 36.6 45 1,649 0.35 0.39 0.47 0.405 -23

161 Angola 45.2 42.0 j, t 23 2,187 0.34 0.36 0.51 0.403 -36
162 Rwanda 40.2 66.8 40 943 0.25 0.58 0.37 0.403 -6
163 Malawi 40.0 60.1 73 615 0.25 0.65 0.30 0.400 7
164 Mali 51.5 41.5 28 797 0.44 0.37 0.35 0.386 0
165 Central African Republic 44.3 46.7 24 1,172 0.32 0.39 0.41 0.375 -15

166 Chad 45.7 42.6 31 871 0.35 0.39 0.36 0.365 -7
167 Guinea-Bissau 44.8 38.5 37 755 0.33 0.38 0.34 0.349 0
168 Ethiopia 43.9 39.1 27 668 0.31 0.35 0.32 0.327 1
169 Burkina Faso 46.7 23.9 23 976 0.36 0.23 0.38 0.325 -14
170 Mozambique 39.3 44.0 23 854 0.24 0.37 0.36 0.322 -10

171 Burundi 40.6 48.0 18 591 0.26 0.38 0.30 0.313 0
172 Niger 45.2 15.9 16 746 0.34 0.16 0.34 0.277 -4
173 Sierra Leone 38.9 36.0 i, j 27 490 0.23 0.33 0.27 0.275 0

Developing countries 64.7 73.7 61 3,783 0.66 0.69 0.61 0.654 –
Least developed countries 51.9 52.8 38 1,216 0.45 0.48 0.41 0.445 –
Arab States 66.8 62.0 62 4,793 0.70 0.62 0.64 0.653 –
East Asia and the Pacific 69.5 85.9 71 4,290 0.74 0.81 0.63 0.726 –
Latin America and the Caribbean 70.0 88.3 74 7,234 0.75 0.84 0.72 0.767 –
South Asia 62.9 55.6 53 2,404 0.63 0.55 0.53 0.570 –
Sub-Saharan Africa 48.7 61.5 42 1,690 0.40 0.55 0.47 0.471 –

Central and Eastern Europe and the CIS 68.6 99.3 77 6,930 0.73 0.91 0.71 0.783 –
OECD 76.8 .. 87 23,569 0.86 0.94 0.91 0.905 –
High-income OECD 78.2 .. 94 27,848 0.89 0.97 0.94 0.932 –

High human development 77.4 .. 91 24,973 0.87 0.96 0.92 0.918 –
Medium human development 67.1 78.9 67 4,141 0.70 0.75 0.62 0.691 –
Low human development 52.9 49.7 38 1,251 0.46 0.46 0.42 0.448 –

High income 78.2 .. 93 27,639 0.89 0.97 0.94 0.930 –
Middle income 69.7 86.0 73 5,734 0.75 0.82 0.68 0.747 –
Low income 59.7 62.4 51 2,002 0.58 0.59 0.50 0.554 –

World 66.9 .. 65 7,446 0.70 0.75 0.72 0.722 –

Note: As a result of revisions to data and methodology, human development index values are not strictly comparable with those in earlier Human Development Reports. The index has been calculated for UN member
countries with reliable data in each of its components as well as for Hong Kong, China (SAR) and Switzerland. For data on the remaining 18 UN member countries see table 30. Aggregates for columns 5-8 are based on
all data in the table. 
a. The HDI rank is determined using HDI values to the sixth decimal point. b. Preliminary UNESCO estimates subject to further revision. c. A positive figure indicates that the HDI rank is higher than the GDP per capita (PPP
US$) rank, a negative the opposite. d. For purposes of calculating the HDI a value of 99.0% was applied. e. For purposes of calculating the HDI a value of 100% was applied. f. The ratio is an underestimate, as many sec-
ondary and tertiary students pursue their studies in nearby countries. g. For purposes of calculating the HDI a value of $40,000 (PPP US$) was applied. h. Excludes Turkish students and population. i. UNICEF 2002b. 
j. Data refer to a year or period other than that specified, differ from the standard definition or refer to only part of a country. k. Data refer to 1998. l. Data refer to 1999. m. UNESCO 1997b. Data refer to 1995. n. Data
are from the Secretariat of the Organization of Eastern Caribbean States, based on national sources. o. Data are from national sources. p. Because the combined gross enrolment ratio was unavailable, Human Develop-
ment Report Office estimates were used for Seychelles (73%) and Vanuatu (38%). q. Aten, Heston and Summers 2001. Data differ from the standard definition. r. Data refer to 1996. s. Pending the outcome of ongoing
efforts to calculate GDP per capita (PPP US$) for Cuba, the Human Development Report Office estimate of the subregional weighted average for the Caribbean of $4,519 (PPP US$) was used. t. UNICEF 2000. u. World
Bank 2002b. v. Data refer to 1997. w. Human Development Report Office estimate based on national sources.
Source: Column 1: calculated on the basis of data on life expectancy from UN (2001); column 2: unless otherwise noted, UNESCO (2002a); column 3: unless otherwise noted, UNESCO (2001a); column 4: unless
otherwise noted, World Bank (2002b); aggregates calculated for the Human Development Report Office by the World Bank; column 5: calculated on the basis of data in column 1; column 6: calculated on the basis
of data in columns 2 and 3; column 7: calculated on the basis of data in column 4; column 8: calculated on the basis of data in columns 5-7; see technical note 1 for details; column 9: calculated on the basis of data
in columns 4 and 8.

Combined
primary, GDP

Adult secondary and Human per capita
Life literacy tertiary gross development (PPP US$)

expectancy rate enrolment GDP index rank
at birth (% age 15  ratio per capita Life (HDI) minus
(years) and above) (%) b (PPP US$) expectancy Education GDP value HDI

HDI rank a 2000 2000 1999 2000 index index index 2000 rankc
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2 Human
development
index trends

HDI rank 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000

High human development

1 Norway 0.859 0.877 0.888 0.901 0.925 0.942
2 Sweden 0.863 0.872 0.883 0.894 0.925 0.941
3 Canada 0.868 0.883 0.906 0.926 0.932 0.940
4 Belgium 0.844 0.861 0.875 0.896 0.927 0.939
5 Australia 0.844 0.861 0.873 0.888 0.927 0.939

6 United States 0.863 0.884 0.898 0.914 0.925 0.939
7 Iceland 0.863 0.885 0.894 0.913 0.918 0.936
8 Netherlands 0.861 0.873 0.888 0.902 0.922 0.935
9 Japan 0.854 0.878 0.893 0.909 0.923 0.933

10 Finland 0.836 0.856 0.873 0.896 0.908 0.930

11 Switzerland 0.874 0.886 0.892 0.905 0.914 0.928
12 France 0.848 0.863 0.875 0.897 0.914 0.928
13 United Kingdom 0.841 0.848 0.858 0.878 0.916 0.928
14 Denmark 0.868 0.876 0.883 0.891 0.907 0.926
15 Austria 0.840 0.854 0.867 0.890 0.909 0.926

16 Luxembourg 0.831 0.846 0.860 0.884 0.912 0.925
17 Germany .. 0.859 0.868 0.885 0.907 0.925
18 Ireland 0.818 0.831 0.846 0.870 0.894 0.925
19 New Zealand 0.849 0.855 0.866 0.875 0.902 0.917
20 Italy 0.828 0.846 0.856 0.879 0.897 0.913

21 Spain 0.819 0.838 0.855 0.876 0.895 0.913
22 Israel 0.790 0.814 0.836 0.855 0.877 0.896
23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 0.756 0.795 0.823 0.859 0.877 0.888
24 Greece 0.808 0.829 0.845 0.859 0.868 0.885
25 Singapore 0.722 0.755 0.782 0.818 0.857 0.885

26 Cyprus .. 0.801 0.821 0.845 0.866 0.883
27 Korea, Rep. of 0.691 0.732 0.774 0.815 0.852 0.882
28 Portugal 0.737 0.760 0.787 0.819 0.855 0.880
29 Slovenia .. .. .. 0.845 0.852 0.879
30 Malta 0.731 0.766 0.793 0.826 0.850 0.875

31 Barbados .. .. .. .. .. 0.871
32 Brunei Darussalam .. .. .. .. .. 0.856
33 Czech Republic .. .. .. 0.835 0.843 0.849
34 Argentina 0.785 0.799 0.805 0.808 0.830 0.844
35 Hungary 0.777 0.793 0.805 0.804 0.809 0.835

36 Slovakia .. .. 0.813 0.820 0.817 0.835
37 Poland .. .. .. 0.792 0.808 0.833
38 Chile 0.702 0.737 0.754 0.782 0.811 0.831
39 Bahrain .. .. .. .. .. 0.831
40 Uruguay 0.757 0.777 0.781 0.801 0.815 0.831

41 Bahamas .. 0.805 0.817 0.822 0.816 0.826
42 Estonia .. .. .. .. .. 0.826
43 Costa Rica 0.745 0.769 0.770 0.787 0.805 0.820
44 Saint Kitts and Nevis .. .. .. .. .. 0.814
45 Kuwait 0.753 0.773 0.777 .. 0.812 0.813

46 United Arab Emirates .. .. .. .. .. 0.812
47 Seychelles .. .. .. .. .. 0.811
48 Croatia .. .. .. 0.797 0.789 0.809
49 Lithuania .. .. .. 0.816 0.781 0.808
50 Trinidad and Tobago 0.722 0.755 0.774 0.781 0.787 0.805

MONITORING HUMAN DEVELOPMENT: ENLARGING PEOPLE’S CHOICES . . .
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2 Human
development
index trends

HDI rank 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000

51 Qatar .. .. .. .. .. 0.803
52 Antigua and Barbuda .. .. .. .. .. 0.800
53 Latvia .. 0.790 0.802 0.804 0.763 0.800

Medium human development

54 Mexico 0.689 0.734 0.752 0.761 0.774 0.796
55 Cuba .. .. .. .. .. 0.795

56 Belarus .. .. .. 0.809 0.776 0.788
57 Panama 0.712 0.731 0.745 0.747 0.770 0.787
58 Belize .. 0.710 0.718 0.750 0.772 0.784
59 Malaysia 0.616 0.659 0.693 0.722 0.760 0.782
60 Russian Federation .. 0.809 0.827 0.824 0.779 0.781

61 Dominica .. .. .. .. .. 0.779
62 Bulgaria .. 0.763 0.784 0.786 0.778 0.779
63 Romania 0.755 0.788 0.794 0.777 0.772 0.775
64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya .. .. .. .. .. 0.773
65 Macedonia, TFYR .. .. .. .. .. 0.772

66 Saint Lucia .. .. .. .. .. 0.772
67 Mauritius 0.630 0.656 0.686 0.723 0.746 0.772
68 Colombia 0.660 0.690 0.704 0.724 0.750 0.772
69 Venezuela 0.716 0.731 0.738 0.757 0.766 0.770
70 Thailand 0.604 0.645 0.676 0.713 0.749 0.762

71 Saudi Arabia 0.587 0.646 0.670 0.706 0.737 0.759
72 Fiji 0.660 0.683 0.697 0.723 0.743 0.758
73 Brazil 0.644 0.679 0.692 0.713 0.737 0.757
74 Suriname .. .. .. .. .. 0.756
75 Lebanon .. .. .. 0.680 0.730 0.755

76 Armenia .. .. .. 0.759 0.715 0.754
77 Philippines 0.652 0.684 0.688 0.716 0.733 0.754
78 Oman .. .. .. .. .. 0.751
79 Kazakhstan .. .. .. .. .. 0.750
80 Ukraine .. .. .. 0.795 0.745 0.748

81 Georgia .. .. .. .. .. 0.748
82 Peru 0.641 0.669 0.692 0.704 0.730 0.747
83 Grenada .. .. .. .. .. 0.747
84 Maldives .. .. 0.629 0.676 0.707 0.743
85 Turkey 0.593 0.617 0.654 0.686 0.717 0.742

86 Jamaica 0.687 0.690 0.692 0.720 0.736 0.742
87 Turkmenistan .. .. .. .. .. 0.741
88 Azerbaijan .. .. .. .. .. 0.741
89 Sri Lanka 0.616 0.650 0.676 0.697 0.719 0.741
90 Paraguay 0.665 0.699 0.705 0.717 0.735 0.740

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines .. .. .. .. .. 0.733
92 Albania .. 0.673 0.691 0.702 0.702 0.733
93 Ecuador 0.627 0.673 0.694 0.705 0.719 0.732
94 Dominican Republic 0.617 0.646 0.667 0.677 0.698 0.727
95 Uzbekistan .. .. .. 0.731 0.714 0.727

96 China 0.523 0.554 0.591 0.625 0.681 0.726
97 Tunisia 0.514 0.566 0.613 0.646 0.682 0.722
98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 0.556 0.563 0.607 0.645 0.688 0.721
99 Jordan .. 0.636 0.658 0.677 0.703 0.717

100 Cape Verde .. .. 0.587 0.626 0.678 0.715
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HDI rank 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000

101 Samoa (Western) .. .. 0.650 0.666 0.689 0.715
102 Kyrgyzstan .. .. .. .. .. 0.712
103 Guyana 0.676 0.679 0.671 0.680 0.703 0.708
104 El Salvador 0.586 0.586 0.606 0.644 0.682 0.706
105 Moldova, Rep. of .. 0.720 0.741 0.759 0.704 0.701

106 Algeria 0.501 0.550 0.600 0.639 0.663 0.697
107 South Africa 0.649 0.663 0.683 0.714 0.724 0.695
108 Syrian Arab Republic 0.538 0.580 0.614 0.634 0.665 0.691
109 Viet Nam .. .. 0.583 0.605 0.649 0.688
110 Indonesia 0.469 0.530 0.582 0.623 0.664 0.684

111 Equatorial Guinea .. .. 0.533 0.553 0.582 0.679
112 Tajikistan .. .. 0.740 0.740 0.669 0.667
113 Mongolia .. .. 0.650 0.657 0.636 0.655
114 Bolivia 0.514 0.548 0.573 0.597 0.630 0.653
115 Egypt 0.435 0.482 0.532 0.574 0.605 0.642

116 Honduras 0.518 0.566 0.597 0.615 0.628 0.638
117 Gabon .. .. .. .. .. 0.637
118 Nicaragua 0.565 0.576 0.584 0.592 0.615 0.635
119 São Tomé and Principe .. .. .. .. .. 0.632
120 Guatemala 0.506 0.543 0.555 0.579 0.609 0.631

121 Solomon Islands .. .. .. .. .. 0.622
122 Namibia .. .. .. .. 0.629 0.610
123 Morocco 0.429 0.474 0.508 0.540 0.569 0.602
124 India 0.407 0.434 0.473 0.511 0.545 0.577
125 Swaziland 0.512 0.543 0.569 0.615 0.620 0.577

126 Botswana 0.494 0.556 0.613 0.653 0.620 0.572
127 Myanmar .. .. .. .. .. 0.552
128 Zimbabwe 0.547 0.572 0.621 0.597 0.563 0.551
129 Ghana 0.438 0.468 0.481 0.506 0.525 0.548
130 Cambodia .. .. .. 0.501 0.531 0.543

131 Vanuatu .. .. .. .. .. 0.542
132 Lesotho 0.478 0.518 0.547 0.574 0.572 0.535
133 Papua New Guinea 0.420 0.441 0.462 0.479 0.519 0.535
134 Kenya 0.443 0.489 0.512 0.533 0.523 0.513
135 Cameroon 0.410 0.455 0.505 0.513 0.499 0.512

136 Congo 0.417 0.467 0.517 0.510 0.511 0.512
137 Comoros .. 0.480 0.498 0.502 0.506 0.511

Low human development

138 Pakistan 0.345 0.372 0.404 0.442 0.473 0.499
139 Sudan 0.346 0.374 0.395 0.419 0.462 0.499
140 Bhutan .. .. .. .. .. 0.494

141 Togo 0.394 0.443 0.440 0.465 0.476 0.493
142 Nepal 0.289 0.328 0.370 0.416 0.453 0.490
143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. .. .. 0.374 0.404 0.445 0.485
144 Yemen .. .. .. 0.399 0.439 0.479
145 Bangladesh 0.335 0.353 0.386 0.416 0.445 0.478

146 Haiti .. 0.430 0.445 0.447 0.457 0.471
147 Madagascar 0.399 0.433 0.427 0.434 0.441 0.469
148 Nigeria 0.328 0.388 0.403 0.425 0.448 0.462
149 Djibouti .. .. .. .. .. 0.445
150 Uganda .. .. 0.386 0.388 0.404 0.444
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151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of .. .. .. 0.422 0.427 0.440
152 Mauritania 0.337 0.360 0.379 0.390 0.418 0.438
153 Zambia 0.449 0.463 0.480 0.468 0.432 0.433
154 Senegal 0.313 0.330 0.356 0.380 0.400 0.431
155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the .. .. .. .. .. 0.431

156 Côte d’Ivoire 0.369 0.403 0.412 0.415 0.416 0.428
157 Eritrea .. .. .. .. 0.408 0.421
158 Benin 0.288 0.324 0.350 0.358 0.388 0.420
159 Guinea .. .. .. .. .. 0.414
160 Gambia 0.272 .. .. .. 0.375 0.405

161 Angola .. .. .. .. .. 0.403
162 Rwanda 0.336 0.380 0.396 0.346 0.335 0.403
163 Malawi 0.316 0.341 0.354 0.362 0.403 0.400
164 Mali 0.252 0.279 0.292 0.312 0.346 0.386
165 Central African Republic 0.333 0.351 0.371 0.372 0.369 0.375

166 Chad 0.256 0.257 0.298 0.322 0.335 0.365
167 Guinea-Bissau 0.248 0.253 0.283 0.304 0.331 0.349
168 Ethiopia .. .. 0.275 0.297 0.308 0.327
169 Burkina Faso 0.232 0.259 0.282 0.290 0.300 0.325
170 Mozambique .. 0.302 0.290 0.310 0.313 0.322

171 Burundi 0.280 0.307 0.338 0.344 0.316 0.313
172 Niger 0.234 0.254 0.246 0.256 0.262 0.277
173 Sierra Leone .. .. .. .. .. 0.275

Note: The human development index values in this table were calculated using a consistent methodology and consistent data series. They are not strictly comparable with those in earlier Human Development Reports.
Source: Columns 1-5: calculated on the basis of data on life expectancy from UN (2001), data on adult literacy rates from UNESCO (2002a), data on combined primary, secondary and tertiary gross enrolment ratios
from UNESCO (2001a) and data on GDP at market prices (constant 1995 US$), population and GDP per capita (PPP US$) from World Bank (2002b); column 6: column 8 of table 1.
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3 Human and
income poverty
Developing countries

High human development

23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) .. .. 2.0 6.5 .. .. .. .. .. ..
25 Singapore 5 6.5 2.3 7.7 0 14 d .. .. .. ..
26 Cyprus .. .. 3.1 2.9 0 .. .. .. .. ..
27 Korea, Rep. of .. .. 4.0 2.2 8 .. <2 <2 .. ..
31 Barbados .. .. 3.0 .. 0 5 d .. .. .. ..

32 Brunei Darussalam .. .. 3.2 8.5 .. .. .. .. .. ..
34 Argentina .. .. 5.6 3.2 21 .. .. .. 17.6 ..
38 Chile 3 4.1 4.5 4.2 6 1 <2 8.7 21.2 2
39 Bahrain .. .. 4.7 12.4 .. 9 .. .. .. ..
40 Uruguay 1 3.9 5.1 2.3 2 5 <2 6.6 .. 0

41 Bahamas .. .. 11.8 4.6 4 .. .. .. .. ..
43 Costa Rica 2 4.0 4.0 4.4 2 5 12.6 26.0 22.0 -15
44 Saint Kitts and Nevis .. .. .. .. 2 .. .. .. .. ..
45 Kuwait .. .. 3.0 18.0 .. 10 .. .. .. ..
46 United Arab Emirates .. .. 5.4 23.7 .. 14 .. .. .. ..

47 Seychelles .. .. .. .. .. 6 d .. .. .. ..
50 Trinidad and Tobago 6 7.9 4.1 6.2 14 7 d 12.4 39.0 21.0 -12
51 Qatar .. .. 4.8 18.8 .. 6 .. .. .. ..
52 Antigua and Barbuda .. .. .. .. 9 10 d .. .. .. ..

Medium human development

54 Mexico 11 9.4 8.3 8.6 14 8 15.9 37.7 10.1 -14
55 Cuba 4 4.1 4.4 3.3 5 4 .. .. .. ..
57 Panama 8 8.4 6.4 8.1 13 7 14.0 29.0 37.3 -13
58 Belize 14 11.0 6.8 6.8 24 6 d .. .. .. ..
59 Malaysia .. .. 5.0 12.5 .. 18 .. .. 15.5 ..

61 Dominica .. .. .. .. 3 5 d .. .. .. ..
64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 27 16.2 6.4 20.0 28 5 .. .. .. ..
66 Saint Lucia .. .. 5.3 .. 2 14 d .. .. .. ..
67 Mauritius 15 11.3 5.4 15.5 0 16 .. .. 10.6 ..
68 Colombia 10 8.9 10.1 8.3 9 7 19.7 36.0 17.7 -18

69 Venezuela 9 8.5 6.5 7.4 16 5 23.0 47.0 31.3 -23
70 Thailand 21 14.0 9.0 4.5 20 19 d <2 28.2 13.1 14
71 Saudi Arabia 29 16.9 6.4 23.7 5 14 .. .. .. ..
72 Fiji 38 21.3 6.3 7.1 53 8 d .. .. .. ..
73 Brazil 17 12.2 11.3 14.8 13 6 11.6 26.5 17.4 -3

74 Suriname .. .. 7.4 .. 5 .. .. .. .. ..
75 Lebanon 12 9.9 5.0 14.0 0 3 .. .. .. ..
77 Philippines 23 14.6 8.9 4.7 13 28 .. .. 36.8 ..
78 Oman 52 32.1 6.8 28.3 61 24 .. .. .. ..
82 Peru 19 12.8 11.6 10.1 23 8 15.5 41.4 49.0 -8

83 Grenada .. .. .. .. 6 .. .. .. .. ..
84 Maldives 25 15.8 12.5 3.3 0 43 .. .. .. ..
85 Turkey 18 12.7 9.6 14.9 17 8 2.4 18.0 .. 5
86 Jamaica 20 13.2 5.4 13.1 29 4 3.2 25.2 18.7 5
89 Sri Lanka 31 17.6 5.8 8.4 17 33 6.6 45.4 25.0 9

90 Paraguay 13 10.2 8.7 6.7 21 5 19.5 49.3 21.8 -15
91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines .. .. .. .. 7 .. .. .. .. ..
93 Ecuador 26 16.1 11.1 8.4 29 15 20.2 52.3 35.0 -10
94 Dominican Republic 22 14.0 11.9 16.4 21 5 3.2 16.0 20.6 6
96 China 24 14.9 7.9 15.9 25 10 18.8 52.6 4.6 -7

Population Population below

Probability not using Underweight income poverty line HPI-1
at birth of Adult improved children (%) rank

Human poverty index not surviving illiteracy rate † water under $1 a day $2 a day minus
(HPI-1) to age 40 † (% age 15 sources † age five † (1993 PPP (1993 PPP National income

Value (% of cohort) and above) (%) (%) US$) US$) poverty line poverty
HDI rank Rank (%) 1995-2000 a 2000 2000 1995-2000 b 1983-2000 b 1983-2000 b 1987-2000 b rank c
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3 Human and
income poverty
Developing countries

97 Tunisia .. .. 7.8 29.0 .. 4 <2 10.0 14.1 ..
98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 30 17.0 9.3 23.7 5 11 .. .. .. ..
99 Jordan 7 8.2 7.9 10.3 4 5 <2 7.4 11.7 4

100 Cape Verde 37 20.8 10.4 26.2 26 14 d .. .. .. ..
101 Samoa (Western) .. .. 7.8 19.8 1 .. .. .. .. ..

103 Guyana 16 11.4 15.4 1.5 6 12 .. .. 43.2 ..
104 El Salvador 32 18.1 10.9 21.3 26 12 21.0 44.5 48.3 -8
106 Algeria 39 23.4 10.5 33.3 6 6 <2 15.1 22.6 24
107 South Africa .. .. 24.4 14.7 14 .. 11.5 35.8 .. ..
108 Syrian Arab Republic 34 19.3 6.9 25.6 20 13 .. .. .. ..

109 Viet Nam 43 27.1 12.8 6.6 44 33 .. .. 50.9 ..
110 Indonesia 33 18.8 12.8 13.1 24 26 7.7 55.3 27.1 10
111 Equatorial Guinea .. .. 33.7 16.8 57 .. .. .. .. ..
113 Mongolia 35 19.4 15.0 1.1 40 13 13.9 50.0 36.3 5
114 Bolivia 28 16.3 18.4 14.5 21 10 14.4 34.3 .. -1

115 Egypt 48 31.2 10.3 44.7 5 12 3.1 52.7 22.9 22
116 Honduras 36 20.5 16.0 25.4 10 25 24.3 45.1 53.0 -7
117 Gabon .. .. 32.0 .. 30 .. .. .. .. ..
118 Nicaragua 41 24.4 11.5 33.5 21 12 .. .. 50.3 ..
119 São Tomé and Principe .. .. .. .. .. 16 .. .. .. ..

120 Guatemala 40 23.5 15.6 31.4 8 24 10.0 33.8 57.9 13
121 Solomon Islands .. .. 8.2 .. 29 21 d .. .. .. ..
122 Namibia 57 34.5 46.7 18.0 23 26 d 34.9 55.8 .. -6
123 Morocco 59 35.8 11.8 51.1 18 9 d <2 7.5 19.0 35
124 India 55 33.1 16.7 42.8 12 47 44.2 86.2 35.0 -13

125 Swaziland .. .. 36.3 20.4 .. 10 d .. .. 40.0 ..
126 Botswana .. .. 49.5 22.8 .. 13 33.3 61.4 .. ..
127 Myanmar 44 27.2 26.0 15.3 32 36 .. .. .. ..
128 Zimbabwe 60 36.1 51.6 11.3 15 13 36.0 64.2 25.5 -5
129 Ghana 45 28.7 27.0 28.5 36 25 44.8 78.5 31.4 -19

130 Cambodia 75 43.3 24.4 32.2 70 46 .. .. 36.1 ..
131 Vanuatu .. .. 8.6 .. 12 20 d .. .. .. ..
132 Lesotho 42 25.7 35.4 16.6 9 16 43.1 65.7 49.2 -18
133 Papua New Guinea 62 37.5 21.6 36.1 58 35 d .. .. .. ..
134 Kenya 49 31.9 34.6 17.6 51 23 26.5 62.3 42.0 -3

135 Cameroon 47 30.7 36.2 24.2 38 21 33.4 64.4 40.0 -10
136 Congo 46 30.0 34.8 19.3 49 14 .. .. .. ..
137 Comoros 51 31.9 20.6 44.1 4 25 .. .. .. ..

Low human development

138 Pakistan 68 41.0 20.1 56.8 12 38 31.0 84.6 34.0 4
139 Sudan 53 32.7 27.3 42.2 25 17 .. .. .. ..
140 Bhutan .. .. 20.2 .. 38 19 .. .. .. ..
141 Togo 63 37.9 34.1 42.9 46 25 .. .. 32.3 ..
142 Nepal 76 43.4 22.5 58.2 19 47 37.7 82.5 42.0 2

143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 64 39.1 30.5 51.3 10 40 26.3 73.2 46.1 6
144 Yemen 69 41.8 20.0 53.7 31 46 15.7 45.2 19.1 20
145 Bangladesh 72 42.4 21.4 58.7 3 48 29.1 77.8 35.6 8
146 Haiti 71 42.3 31.6 50.2 54 28 .. .. 65.0 ..
147 Madagascar 61 36.7 31.6 33.5 53 33 49.1 83.3 70.0 -10

Population Population below

Probability not using Underweight income poverty line HPI-1
at birth of Adult improved children (%) rank

Human poverty index not surviving illiteracy rate † water under $1 a day $2 a day minus
(HPI-1) to age 40 † (% age 15 sources † age five † (1993 PPP (1993 PPP National income

Value (% of cohort) and above) (%) (%) US$) US$) poverty line poverty
HDI rank Rank (%) 1995-2000 a 2000 2000 1995-2000 b 1983-2000 b 1983-2000 b 1987-2000 b rank c
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3 Human and
income poverty
Developing countries

148 Nigeria 58 34.9 33.7 36.1 43 27 70.2 90.8 34.1 -18
149 Djibouti 56 34.3 42.3 35.4 0 18 .. .. 45.1 ..
150 Uganda 67 40.8 48.4 32.9 50 26 .. .. 55.0 ..
151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of 54 32.7 33.3 24.9 46 29 19.9 59.6 41.6 5
152 Mauritania 82 47.9 33.1 59.8 63 23 28.6 68.7 57.0 15

153 Zambia 66 40.0 53.6 21.9 36 25 63.6 87.4 86.0 -11
154 Senegal 79 45.2 28.5 62.7 22 18 26.3 67.8 33.4 16
155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the 65 39.7 34.7 38.6 55 34 .. .. .. ..
156 Côte d’Ivoire 70 42.3 40.2 53.2 23 21 12.3 49.4 36.8 28
157 Eritrea 74 42.9 31.7 44.3 54 44 .. .. 53.0 ..

158 Benin 80 46.8 29.7 62.6 37 29 .. .. 33.0 ..
159 Guinea .. .. 38.3 .. 52 23 .. .. 40.0 ..
160 Gambia 84 48.5 40.5 63.4 38 17 59.3 82.9 64.0 3
161 Angola .. .. 41.6 .. 62 .. .. .. .. ..
162 Rwanda 77 44.3 51.9 33.2 59 29 35.7 84.6 51.2 5

163 Malawi 73 42.5 50.4 39.9 43 25 .. .. 54.0 ..
164 Mali 81 47.3 38.5 58.5 35 43 72.8 90.6 .. -5
165 Central African Republic 78 45.2 45.3 53.3 40 24 66.6 84.0 .. -5
166 Chad 86 50.5 41.0 57.4 73 28 .. .. 64.0 ..
167 Guinea-Bissau 85 49.3 42.2 61.5 51 23 .. .. 48.7 ..

168 Ethiopia 87 56.5 43.6 60.9 76 47 31.2 76.4 .. 15
169 Burkina Faso .. .. 43.0 76.1 .. 34 61.2 85.8 .. ..
170 Mozambique 83 47.9 49.2 56.0 40 26 37.8 78.4 .. 7
171 Burundi .. .. 50.1 52.0 .. 45 .. .. 36.2 ..
172 Niger 88 62.5 41.4 84.1 41 40 61.4 85.3 63.0 4
173 Sierra Leone .. .. 51.6 .. 72 27 57.0 74.5 68.0 ..

† Denotes indicators used to calculate the human poverty index (HPI-1). For further details see technical note 1.
a. Data refer to the probability at birth of not surviving to age 40, times 100. They are estimates for the period specified. b. Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified. 
c. Income poverty refers to the percentage of the population living on less than $1 (PPP US$) a day. The rankings are based on countries with data available for both indicators. A positive figure indicates that the coun-
try performs better in income poverty than in human poverty, a negative the opposite. d. Data refer to a year or period other than that specified, differ from the standard definition or refer to only part of a country.
Source: Column 1: determined on the basis of the HPI-1 values in column 2; column 2: calculated on the basis of data in columns 3-6; see technical note 1 for details; column 3: UN 2001; column 4: UNESCO 2002a;
column 5: calculated on the basis of data on population using improved water sources from WHO, UNICEF and WSSCC (2000); column 6: UNICEF 2002b; columns 7-9: World Bank 2002b; column 10: calculated on
the basis of data in columns 1 and 7.

HPI-1 ranks for 
88 developing countries

1 Uruguay
2 Costa Rica
3 Chile
4 Cuba
5 Singapore
6 Trinidad and Tobago
7 Jordan
8 Panama
9 Venezuela

10 Colombia
11 Mexico
12 Lebanon
13 Paraguay
14 Belize
15 Mauritius
16 Guyana

17 Brazil
18 Turkey
19 Peru
20 Jamaica
21 Thailand
22 Dominican Republic
23 Philippines
24 China
25 Maldives
26 Ecuador
27 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya
28 Bolivia
29 Saudi Arabia
30 Iran, Islamic Rep. of
31 Sri Lanka
32 El Salvador
33 Indonesia
34 Syrian Arab Republic
35 Mongolia

36 Honduras
37 Cape Verde
38 Fiji
39 Algeria
40 Guatemala
41 Nicaragua
42 Lesotho
43 Viet Nam
44 Myanmar
45 Ghana
46 Congo
47 Cameroon
48 Egypt
49 Kenya
50 Iraq
51 Comoros
52 Oman
53 Sudan
54 Tanzania, U. Rep. of

55 India
56 Djibouti
57 Namibia
58 Nigeria
59 Morocco
60 Zimbabwe
61 Madagascar
62 Papua New Guinea
63 Togo
64 Lao People’s Dem. Rep.
65 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the
66 Zambia
67 Uganda
68 Pakistan
69 Yemen
70 Côte d’Ivoire
71 Haiti
72 Bangladesh
73 Malawi

74 Eritrea
75 Cambodia
76 Nepal
77 Rwanda
78 Central African Republic
79 Senegal
80 Benin
81 Mali
82 Mauritania
83 Mozambique
84 Gambia
85 Guinea-Bissau
86 Chad
87 Ethiopia
88 Niger

Population Population below

Probability not using Underweight income poverty line HPI-1
at birth of Adult improved children (%) rank

Human poverty index not surviving illiteracy rate † water under $1 a day $2 a day minus
(HPI-1) to age 40 † (% age 15 sources † age five † (1993 PPP (1993 PPP National income

Value (% of cohort) and above) (%) (%) US$) US$) poverty line poverty
HDI rank Rank (%) 1995-2000 a 2000 2000 1995-2000 b 1983-2000 b 1983-2000 b 1987-2000 b rank c
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4 Human and
income poverty
OECD, Central & 
Eastern Europe & CIS

High human development

1 Norway 2 7.5 9.1 8.5 0.2 6.9 4.3 .. -2
2 Sweden 1 6.7 8.0 7.5 1.4 6.6 6.3 .. -2
3 Canada 12 12.3 9.5 16.6 0.8 12.8 7.4 .. 0
4 Belgium 13 12.6 10.5 18.4 h 4.0 8.2 .. .. 5
5 Australia 14 12.9 9.1 17.0 1.8 14.3 17.6 .. -1

6 United States 17 15.8 12.8 20.7 0.2 16.9 13.6 .. 1
7 Iceland .. .. 8.7 .. 0.2 .. .. .. ..
8 Netherlands 3 8.5 9.2 10.5 0.9 8.1 7.1 .. -4
9 Japan 9 11.2 8.2 .. i 1.2 11.8 j .. .. -8

10 Finland 4 8.8 11.3 10.4 2.4 5.1 4.8 .. 2

11 Switzerland .. .. 9.6 .. 0.6 9.3 .. .. ..
12 France 8 11.1 11.4 .. i 3.8 8.0 9.9 .. 2
13 United Kingdom 15 15.1 9.9 21.8 1.5 13.4 15.7 .. 2
14 Denmark 5 9.5 12.0 9.6 0.9 9.2 .. .. -4
15 Austria .. .. 10.6 .. 1.3 10.6 .. .. ..

16 Luxembourg 7 10.8 11.4 .. i 0.6 3.9 0.3 .. 6
17 Germany 6 10.5 10.6 14.4 3.9 7.5 7.3 .. 1
18 Ireland 16 15.3 10.4 22.6 5.6 k 11.1 .. .. 5
19 New Zealand .. .. 10.7 18.4 1.2 .. .. .. ..
20 Italy 11 12.2 9.1 .. i 6.5 14.2 .. .. -3

21 Spain 10 11.3 10.3 .. i 6.0 10.1 .. .. 0
22 Israel .. .. 8.0 .. .. 13.5 .. .. ..
24 Greece .. .. 9.4 .. 6.4 .. .. .. ..
28 Portugal .. .. 13.1 48.0 1.7 .. .. .. ..
29 Slovenia .. .. 13.8 42.2 .. .. .. <1 ..

30 Malta .. .. 8.4 .. .. .. .. .. ..
33 Czech Republic .. .. 13.7 15.7 4.4 4.9 .. <1 ..
35 Hungary .. .. 21.9 33.8 3.1 10.1 .. <1 ..
36 Slovakia .. .. 16.6 .. 10.2 2.1 .. 8 ..
37 Poland .. .. 17.5 42.6 6.1 11.6 .. 10 ..

42 Estonia .. .. 23.8 .. .. .. .. 18 ..
48 Croatia .. .. 15.8 .. .. .. .. .. ..
49 Lithuania .. .. 21.6 .. .. .. .. 17 ..
53 Latvia .. .. 23.7 .. .. .. .. 28 ..

Medium human development

56 Belarus .. .. 26.0 .. .. .. .. .. ..
60 Russian Federation .. .. 30.1 .. .. 20.1 .. 53 ..
62 Bulgaria .. .. 18.8 .. .. .. .. 22 ..
63 Romania .. .. 21.6 .. .. .. .. 23 ..
65 Macedonia, TFYR .. .. 14.5 .. .. .. .. .. ..

76 Armenia .. .. 14.7 .. .. .. .. .. ..
79 Kazakhstan .. .. 31.6 .. .. .. .. 62 ..
80 Ukraine .. .. 26.3 .. .. .. .. 25 ..
81 Georgia .. .. 17.5 .. .. .. .. .. ..
87 Turkmenistan .. .. 27.6 .. .. .. .. .. ..

People
Probability lacking Population below

at birth of functional income poverty line HPI-2
Human poverty not surviving literacy Long-term (%) rank

index to age 60 † skills † unemployment † 50% of $11 a day $4 a day minus
(HPI-2) (% of (% age (as % of median (1994 PPP (1990 PPP income

Value cohort) 16-65) labour force) c income d, † US$) f US$) poverty
HDI rank Rank (%) 1995-2000 a 1994-98 b 2000 1987-98 e 1994-95 e 1996-99 e rank g
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4 Human and
income poverty
OECD, Central & 
Eastern Europe & CIS

88 Azerbaijan .. .. 20.4 .. .. .. .. .. ..
92 Albania .. .. 12.4 .. .. .. .. .. ..
95 Uzbekistan .. .. 23.9 .. .. .. .. .. ..

102 Kyrgyzstan .. .. 26.4 .. .. .. .. 88 ..
105 Moldova, Rep. of .. .. 27.4 .. .. .. .. 82 ..
112 Tajikistan .. .. 25.3 .. .. .. .. .. ..

† Denotes indicators used to calculate the human poverty index (HPI-2). For further details see technical note 1.
Note: This table includes Israel and Malta, which are not OECD member countries, but excludes the Republic of Korea, Mexico and Turkey, which are. For the human poverty index and related indicators for these
countries see table 3.
a. Data refer to the probability at birth of not surviving to age 60, times 100. They are estimates for the period specified. b. Based on scoring at level 1 on the prose literacy scale of the International Adult Literacy
Survey. Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified. c. Data refer to unemployment lasting 12 months or longer. d. Poverty line is measured at 50% of equivalent median disposable house-
hold income. e. Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified. f. Based on the US poverty line, $11 (1994 PPP US$) a day per person for a family of three. 
g. Income poverty refers to the percentage of the population living on less than 50% of the median disposable household income. A positive figure indicates that the country performs better in income poverty than
in human poverty, a negative the opposite. h. Data refer to Flanders. i. For purposes of calculating the HPI-2 an estimate of 15.1%, the unweighted average for countries with available data, was applied. j. Data
refer to an estimate for 2001 (LIS 2001). k. Data refer to 1999.
Source: Column 1: determined on the basis of the HPI-2 values in column 2; column 2: calculated on the basis of data in columns 3-6; see technical note 1 for details; column 3: calculated on the basis of survival
data from UN (2001); column 4: unless otherwise noted, OECD and Statistics Canada (2000); column 5: OECD 2001b; column 6: LIS 2002; column 7: Smeeding, Rainwater and Burtless 2000; column 8: Milanovic
2002; column 9: calculated on the basis of data in columns 1 and 6. 

People
Probability lacking Population below

at birth of functional income poverty line HPI-2
Human poverty not surviving literacy Long-term (%) rank

index to age 60 † skills † unemployment † 50% of $11 a day $4 a day minus
(HPI-2) (% of (% age (as % of median (1994 PPP (1990 PPP income

Value cohort) 16-65) labour force) c income d, † US$) f US$) poverty
HDI rank Rank (%) 1995-2000 a 1994-98 b 2000 1987-98 e 1994-95 e 1996-99 e rank g

HPI-2 ranks for 17 selected OECD countries

1 Sweden
2 Norway
3 Netherlands
4 Finland
5 Denmark

6 Germany
7 Luxembourg
8 France
9 Japan

10 Spain
11 Italy
12 Canada

13 Belgium
14 Australia
15 United Kingdom
16 Ireland
17 United States
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5 Demographic
trends

High human development

1 Norway 4.0 4.5 4.7 0.4 0.3 68.2 74.7 78.9 19.8 15.8 15.4 18.2 2.2 1.8
2 Sweden 8.2 8.8 8.6 0.3 -0.2 82.7 83.3 84.2 18.2 12.4 17.4 22.3 1.9 1.5
3 Canada 23.1 30.8 34.4 1.1 0.8 75.6 78.7 81.9 19.1 15.9 12.6 16.1 2.0 1.6
4 Belgium 9.8 10.2 10.3 0.2 (.) 94.9 97.3 98.0 17.3 13.9 17.0 19.9 1.9 1.5
5 Australia 13.9 19.1 21.9 1.3 0.9 85.9 90.7 94.8 20.5 18.0 12.3 15.2 2.5 1.8

6 United States 220.2 283.2 321.2 1.0 0.8 73.7 77.2 81.0 21.7 18.7 12.3 14.4 2.0 2.0
7 Iceland 0.2 0.3 0.3 1.0 0.6 86.6 92.5 94.3 23.3 18.7 11.7 14.0 2.8 2.0
8 Netherlands 13.7 15.9 16.4 0.6 0.2 88.4 89.5 91.0 18.3 14.7 13.6 17.8 2.1 1.5
9 Japan 111.5 127.1 127.5 0.5 (.) 75.7 78.8 81.5 14.7 13.3 17.2 25.8 2.1 1.4

10 Finland 4.7 5.2 5.2 0.4 (.) 58.3 59.0 59.0 18.0 14.2 14.9 20.7 1.6 1.7

11 Switzerland 6.3 7.2 7.0 0.5 -0.2 55.7 67.4 69.5 16.7 12.1 16.0 22.1 1.8 1.5
12 France 52.7 59.2 61.9 0.5 0.3 73.0 75.4 78.4 18.7 17.4 16.0 18.6 2.3 1.7
13 United Kingdom 56.2 59.4 60.6 0.2 0.1 88.7 89.5 90.8 19.0 15.1 15.8 18.9 2.0 1.7
14 Denmark 5.1 5.3 5.4 0.2 0.1 81.8 85.1 85.7 18.3 15.1 15.0 19.5 2.0 1.7
15 Austria 7.6 8.1 7.8 0.3 -0.2 67.4 67.3 71.0 16.6 11.8 15.6 20.0 2.0 1.4

16 Luxembourg 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.8 1.1 73.7 91.5 95.0 18.7 17.3 14.4 16.0 2.0 1.7
17 Germany 78.7 82.0 80.7 0.2 -0.1 81.2 87.5 89.9 15.5 12.1 16.4 21.0 1.6 1.3
18 Ireland 3.2 3.8 4.4 0.7 1.0 53.6 59.0 64.0 21.6 21.8 11.3 13.1 3.8 1.9
19 New Zealand 3.1 3.8 4.1 0.8 0.6 82.8 85.8 87.5 23.0 18.8 11.7 14.5 2.8 2.0
20 Italy 55.4 57.5 55.2 0.1 -0.3 65.6 66.9 70.6 14.3 12.0 18.1 22.4 2.3 1.2

21 Spain 35.6 39.9 39.0 0.5 -0.2 69.6 77.6 81.1 14.7 12.5 17.0 19.8 2.9 1.2
22 Israel 3.4 6.0 7.7 2.3 1.6 86.6 91.6 93.5 28.3 24.3 9.9 11.5 3.8 2.9
23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 4.4 6.9 8.0 1.8 1.0 89.7 100.0 100.0 16.3 13.9 10.6 13.4 2.9 1.2
24 Greece 9.0 10.6 10.5 0.6 -0.1 55.3 60.1 65.1 15.1 12.7 17.6 21.2 2.3 1.3
25 Singapore 2.3 4.0 4.8 2.3 1.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 21.9 14.0 7.2 12.9 2.6 1.6

26 Cyprus 0.6 0.8 0.9 1.0 0.7 45.2 69.9 74.6 23.1 19.2 11.5 14.8 2.5 2.0
27 Korea, Rep. of 35.3 46.7 50.6 1.1 0.5 48.0 81.9 88.2 20.8 17.2 7.1 11.6 4.3 1.5
28 Portugal 9.1 10.0 10.0 0.4 (.) 27.7 64.4 77.5 16.7 15.3 15.6 18.0 2.7 1.5
29 Slovenia 1.7 2.0 1.9 0.5 -0.2 42.4 49.2 51.6 15.9 12.0 13.9 18.5 2.2 1.2
30 Malta 0.3 0.4 0.4 1.0 0.4 80.4 90.9 93.7 20.2 16.9 12.4 18.1 2.1 1.9

31 Barbados 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 38.6 50.0 58.4 20.7 16.7 10.4 11.4 2.7 1.5
32 Brunei Darussalam 0.2 0.3 0.4 2.9 1.6 62.0 72.2 78.7 31.9 23.0 3.2 6.4 5.4 2.8
33 Czech Republic 10.0 10.3 10.0 0.1 -0.2 63.7 74.5 76.4 16.4 12.8 13.8 18.7 2.2 1.2
34 Argentina 26.0 37.0 43.5 1.4 1.1 80.7 88.2 90.2 27.7 24.5 9.7 10.7 3.1 2.6
35 Hungary 10.5 10.0 9.3 -0.2 -0.5 52.8 64.5 69.4 16.9 13.3 14.6 17.4 2.1 1.4

36 Slovakia 4.7 5.4 5.4 0.5 (.) 46.3 57.4 62.0 19.5 14.9 11.4 13.7 2.5 1.4
37 Poland 34.0 38.6 38.0 0.5 -0.1 55.4 62.3 66.5 19.2 14.6 12.1 14.8 2.2 1.5
38 Chile 10.3 15.2 17.9 1.5 1.1 78.4 85.8 89.1 28.5 23.7 7.2 9.7 3.6 2.4
39 Bahrain 0.3 0.6 0.8 3.4 1.4 79.2 92.2 95.0 28.2 20.2 2.9 6.1 5.9 2.6
40 Uruguay 2.8 3.3 3.7 0.7 0.6 83.1 91.9 94.4 24.8 22.6 12.9 13.4 3.0 2.4

41 Bahamas 0.2 0.3 0.4 1.9 1.1 73.4 88.5 91.5 29.6 24.5 5.4 7.7 3.4 2.4
42 Estonia 1.4 1.4 1.2 -0.1 -1.1 67.6 69.4 71.3 17.7 13.7 14.4 16.9 2.1 1.2
43 Costa Rica 2.0 4.0 5.2 2.9 1.8 42.5 59.0 66.5 32.4 27.1 5.1 7.1 4.3 2.8
44 Saint Kitts and Nevis (.) (.) (.) -0.7 -0.6 35.0 34.1 39.3 .. .. .. .. .. ..
45 Kuwait 1.0 1.9 2.8 2.6 2.5 83.8 96.0 96.9 31.3 25.9 2.2 6.6 6.9 2.9

46 United Arab Emirates 0.5 2.6 3.2 6.6 1.4 65.4 86.7 91.6 26.0 21.1 2.7 9.2 6.4 3.2
47 Seychelles 0.1 0.1 0.1 1.2 1.3 33.3 63.8 72.3 .. .. .. .. .. ..
48 Croatia 4.3 4.7 4.6 0.4 (.) 45.1 57.7 64.4 18.0 16.8 14.1 16.9 2.0 1.7
49 Lithuania 3.3 3.7 3.5 0.5 -0.3 55.7 68.5 71.6 19.5 13.0 13.4 16.6 2.3 1.4
50 Trinidad and Tobago 1.0 1.3 1.4 1.0 0.5 63.0 74.1 79.3 25.0 19.4 6.7 9.6 3.4 1.6

Annual Population Total
Total population Urban Population aged 65 fertility

population growth rate population under age 15 and above rate
(millions) (%) (as % of total) a (as % of total) (as % of total) (per woman)

HDI rank 1975 2000 2015 b 1975-2000 2000-15 1975 2000 2015 b 2000 2015 b 2000 2015 b 1970-75 c 1995-2000 c
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51 Qatar 0.2 0.6 0.7 4.8 1.4 82.9 92.7 95.0 26.7 22.7 1.5 5.7 6.8 3.7
52 Antigua and Barbuda 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.3 34.2 36.8 43.3 .. .. .. .. .. ..
53 Latvia 2.5 2.4 2.2 -0.1 -0.6 65.4 60.4 60.4 17.4 12.6 14.8 17.8 2.0 1.1

Medium human development

54 Mexico 59.1 98.9 119.2 2.1 1.2 62.8 74.4 77.9 33.1 26.3 4.7 6.8 6.5 2.8
55 Cuba 9.3 11.2 11.6 0.7 0.3 64.2 75.3 78.5 21.2 16.4 9.6 14.1 3.6 1.6

56 Belarus 9.4 10.2 9.7 0.3 -0.4 50.3 69.4 72.6 18.7 14.3 13.3 14.0 2.2 1.3
57 Panama 1.7 2.9 3.5 2.0 1.3 49.0 56.3 61.7 31.3 24.9 5.5 7.8 4.9 2.6
58 Belize 0.1 0.2 0.3 2.1 1.6 50.2 48.0 51.7 38.4 27.9 4.2 4.9 6.2 3.4
59 Malaysia 12.3 22.2 27.9 2.4 1.5 37.7 57.4 66.4 34.1 26.7 4.1 6.2 5.2 3.3
60 Russian Federation 134.2 145.5 133.3 0.3 -0.6 66.4 72.9 74.0 18.0 13.6 12.5 13.8 2.0 1.2

61 Dominica 0.1 0.1 0.1 -0.1 (.) 55.3 71.0 76.0 .. .. .. .. .. ..
62 Bulgaria 8.7 7.9 6.8 -0.4 -1.0 57.5 67.5 69.3 15.7 12.2 16.1 17.9 2.2 1.1
63 Romania 21.2 22.4 21.4 0.2 -0.3 46.2 55.1 59.3 18.3 15.2 13.3 14.6 2.6 1.3
64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 2.4 5.3 7.1 3.1 1.9 60.9 87.6 90.3 33.9 30.4 3.4 5.1 7.6 3.8
65 Macedonia, TFYR 1.7 2.0 2.1 0.8 0.1 50.6 59.4 62.0 22.6 15.1 10.0 13.0 3.0 1.9

66 Saint Lucia 0.1 0.1 0.2 1.4 0.9 38.6 37.8 43.6 32.1 27.2 5.7 6.0 5.7 2.7
67 Mauritius 0.9 1.2 1.3 1.1 0.8 43.4 41.3 48.6 25.6 21.1 6.2 8.3 3.2 2.0
68 Colombia 25.4 42.1 52.6 2.0 1.5 60.0 75.0 81.3 32.8 27.0 4.7 6.4 5.0 2.8
69 Venezuela 12.7 24.2 30.9 2.6 1.6 75.8 86.9 90.0 34.0 27.6 4.4 6.5 4.9 3.0
70 Thailand 41.1 62.8 72.5 1.7 1.0 15.1 19.8 24.2 26.7 22.0 5.2 7.8 5.0 2.1

71 Saudi Arabia 7.3 20.3 31.7 4.1 3.0 58.4 86.2 91.0 42.9 38.6 3.0 4.4 7.3 6.2
72 Fiji 0.6 0.8 0.9 1.4 0.9 36.7 49.4 59.9 33.3 28.2 3.4 5.7 4.2 3.2
73 Brazil 108.1 170.4 201.4 1.8 1.1 61.8 81.2 87.7 28.8 24.3 5.1 7.3 4.7 2.3
74 Suriname 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.3 49.5 74.1 81.3 30.5 23.1 5.6 6.3 5.3 2.2
75 Lebanon 2.8 3.5 4.2 0.9 1.3 67.0 89.7 92.6 31.1 23.8 6.1 6.5 4.9 2.3

76 Armenia 2.8 3.8 3.8 1.2 (.) 63.0 67.2 69.8 23.7 14.0 8.6 10.3 3.0 1.4
77 Philippines 42.0 75.7 95.9 2.4 1.6 35.6 58.6 69.0 37.5 29.6 3.5 4.9 6.0 3.6
78 Oman 0.9 2.5 4.1 4.2 3.2 19.6 76.0 82.6 44.1 41.5 2.5 3.7 7.2 5.8
79 Kazakhstan 14.1 16.2 16.0 0.5 -0.1 52.2 55.8 58.2 27.0 22.2 6.9 8.1 3.5 2.1
80 Ukraine 49.0 49.6 43.3 (.) -0.9 58.3 67.9 70.4 17.8 12.8 13.8 15.7 2.2 1.3

81 Georgia 4.9 5.3 4.8 0.3 -0.6 49.5 56.3 61.4 20.5 14.8 12.9 15.0 2.6 1.6
82 Peru 15.2 25.7 31.9 2.1 1.4 61.5 72.8 77.9 33.4 26.7 4.8 6.5 6.0 3.0
83 Grenada 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 32.6 37.9 47.2 .. .. .. .. .. ..
84 Maldives 0.1 0.3 0.5 3.0 2.9 18.1 27.6 35.2 43.7 40.5 3.5 3.2 7.0 5.8
85 Turkey 40.0 66.7 79.0 2.0 1.1 41.6 65.8 71.8 30.0 24.1 5.8 7.2 5.2 2.7

86 Jamaica 2.0 2.6 3.0 1.0 0.9 44.1 56.1 63.5 31.5 25.4 7.2 7.8 5.0 2.5
87 Turkmenistan 2.5 4.7 6.1 2.5 1.6 47.6 44.8 49.9 37.6 28.4 4.3 4.5 6.2 3.6
88 Azerbaijan 5.7 8.0 8.7 1.4 0.5 51.5 51.9 53.9 29.0 17.5 6.8 8.1 4.3 1.9
89 Sri Lanka 13.5 18.9 21.5 1.3 0.8 22.0 22.8 29.9 26.3 22.5 6.3 8.8 4.1 2.1
90 Paraguay 2.7 5.5 7.8 2.9 2.3 39.0 56.0 65.0 39.5 34.1 3.5 4.3 5.7 4.2

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.8 0.6 27.0 54.8 68.0 .. .. .. .. .. ..
92 Albania 2.4 3.1 3.4 1.1 0.6 32.7 42.3 51.9 30.0 22.7 5.9 8.0 4.7 2.6
93 Ecuador 6.9 12.6 15.9 2.4 1.5 42.4 63.0 69.4 33.8 27.1 4.7 6.2 6.0 3.1
94 Dominican Republic 5.0 8.4 10.1 2.0 1.3 45.3 65.4 73.0 33.5 28.4 4.3 6.2 5.6 2.9
95 Uzbekistan 14.0 24.9 30.6 2.3 1.4 39.1 36.7 38.4 36.3 25.9 4.7 5.0 6.3 2.8

96 China 927.8 d 1,275.1 d 1,410.2 d 1.3 d 0.7 d 17.4 35.8 49.5 24.8 19.4 6.9 9.3 4.9 1.8
97 Tunisia 5.7 9.5 11.3 2.0 1.2 49.8 65.5 73.5 29.7 24.8 5.9 6.2 6.2 2.3
98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 33.5 70.3 87.1 3.0 1.4 45.8 64.0 73.2 37.4 27.2 3.4 5.0 6.4 3.2
99 Jordan 1.9 4.9 7.2 3.7 2.5 57.8 78.7 81.1 40.0 36.4 2.8 3.7 7.8 4.7

100 Cape Verde 0.3 0.4 0.6 1.7 1.9 21.4 62.2 73.5 39.3 31.9 4.6 3.3 7.0 3.6
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101 Samoa (Western) 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.8 21.1 22.1 27.6 41.2 36.6 4.6 4.7 5.7 4.5
102 Kyrgyzstan 3.3 4.9 5.8 1.6 1.1 37.9 34.4 36.0 33.9 25.0 6.0 6.0 4.7 2.9
103 Guyana 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.1 -0.1 30.0 36.3 44.0 30.6 25.7 5.0 6.5 4.9 2.4
104 El Salvador 4.1 6.3 8.0 1.7 1.6 41.5 60.3 73.2 35.6 29.5 5.0 6.1 6.1 3.2
105 Moldova, Rep. of 3.8 4.3 4.2 0.4 -0.2 35.8 41.6 45.2 23.1 16.7 9.3 10.2 2.6 1.6

106 Algeria 16.0 30.3 38.0 2.5 1.5 40.3 57.1 65.2 34.8 26.8 4.1 4.9 7.4 3.2
107 South Africa 25.8 43.3 44.6 2.1 0.2 48.0 56.9 67.2 34.0 30.5 3.6 5.4 5.4 3.1
108 Syrian Arab Republic 7.4 16.2 23.2 3.1 2.4 45.1 51.4 57.9 40.8 34.3 3.1 3.4 7.7 4.0
109 Viet Nam 48.0 78.1 94.4 2.0 1.3 18.8 24.1 31.6 33.4 25.1 5.3 5.5 6.7 2.5
110 Indonesia 134.6 212.1 250.1 1.8 1.1 19.4 41.0 55.0 30.8 24.7 4.8 6.4 5.2 2.6

111 Equatorial Guinea 0.2 0.5 0.7 2.8 2.8 27.1 48.2 61.4 43.7 43.4 3.9 3.5 5.7 5.9
112 Tajikistan 3.4 6.1 7.1 2.3 1.0 35.5 27.6 29.6 39.4 27.1 4.6 4.6 6.8 3.7
113 Mongolia 1.4 2.5 3.1 2.2 1.3 48.7 56.6 59.5 35.2 25.9 3.8 4.2 7.3 2.7
114 Bolivia 4.8 8.3 11.2 2.2 2.0 41.3 62.4 69.9 39.6 33.7 4.0 4.9 6.5 4.4
115 Egypt 38.8 67.9 84.4 2.2 1.5 43.5 42.7 45.8 35.4 26.9 4.1 5.2 5.5 3.4

116 Honduras 3.0 6.4 8.7 3.0 2.0 32.1 52.7 64.3 41.8 33.7 3.4 4.1 7.0 4.3
117 Gabon 0.6 1.2 1.8 2.9 2.4 40.0 81.4 88.9 40.2 40.8 5.8 5.5 4.3 5.4
118 Nicaragua 2.5 5.1 7.2 2.8 2.4 48.9 56.1 62.6 42.6 35.2 3.0 3.7 6.8 4.3
119 São Tomé and Principe 0.1 0.1 0.2 2.1 1.7 27.0 47.0 56.4 .. .. .. .. .. ..
120 Guatemala 6.0 11.4 16.3 2.6 2.4 36.7 39.7 46.2 43.6 37.3 3.5 3.8 6.4 4.9

121 Solomon Islands 0.2 0.4 0.7 3.4 3.2 9.1 19.7 28.6 44.8 41.6 2.6 2.9 7.2 5.6
122 Namibia 0.9 1.8 2.3 2.7 1.8 20.6 30.9 39.4 43.7 39.0 3.8 3.9 6.5 5.3
123 Morocco 17.3 29.9 37.7 2.2 1.5 37.8 55.5 64.4 34.7 28.1 4.1 4.9 6.9 3.4
124 India 620.7 1,008.9 1,230.5 1.9 1.3 21.3 27.7 32.2 33.5 26.9 5.0 6.4 5.4 3.3
125 Swaziland 0.5 0.9 1.0 2.6 0.7 14.0 26.4 32.7 41.6 38.7 3.5 4.3 6.5 4.8

126 Botswana 0.8 1.5 1.7 2.8 0.6 12.8 49.0 56.0 42.1 36.8 2.8 3.9 6.6 4.4
127 Myanmar 30.2 47.7 55.3 1.8 1.0 23.9 27.7 36.7 33.1 25.3 4.6 6.0 5.8 3.3
128 Zimbabwe 6.1 12.6 16.4 2.9 1.7 19.6 35.3 45.9 45.2 39.9 3.2 3.1 7.4 5.0
129 Ghana 9.9 19.3 26.4 2.7 2.1 30.1 36.1 42.4 40.9 36.0 3.2 4.0 6.9 4.6
130 Cambodia 7.1 13.1 18.6 2.5 2.3 10.3 16.9 26.1 43.9 38.6 2.8 3.4 5.5 5.2

131 Vanuatu 0.1 0.2 0.3 2.7 2.4 15.7 21.7 28.6 42.0 36.2 3.2 3.7 6.1 4.6
132 Lesotho 1.2 2.0 2.1 2.0 0.3 10.8 28.0 38.9 39.3 36.6 4.2 5.6 5.7 4.8
133 Papua New Guinea 2.6 4.8 6.6 2.5 2.2 11.9 17.4 22.3 40.1 36.0 2.4 2.9 6.1 4.6
134 Kenya 13.6 30.7 40.0 3.3 1.8 12.9 33.4 47.2 43.5 38.3 2.8 3.0 8.1 4.6
135 Cameroon 7.5 14.9 20.2 2.7 2.0 26.9 48.9 58.9 43.1 39.5 3.7 3.8 6.3 5.1

136 Congo 1.4 3.0 4.7 2.9 3.0 35.0 65.4 72.6 46.3 46.0 3.3 3.1 6.3 6.3
137 Comoros 0.3 0.7 1.1 3.2 2.8 21.2 33.2 42.6 43.0 39.8 2.6 3.0 7.0 5.4

Low human development

138 Pakistan 70.3 141.3 204.3 2.8 2.5 26.4 33.1 39.5 41.8 38.4 3.7 4.0 6.3 5.5
139 Sudan 16.7 31.1 42.4 2.5 2.1 18.9 36.1 48.7 40.1 35.4 3.4 4.3 6.7 4.9
140 Bhutan 1.2 2.1 3.1 2.3 2.6 3.4 7.1 11.6 42.7 38.8 4.2 4.5 5.9 5.5

141 Togo 2.3 4.5 6.6 2.8 2.5 16.3 33.4 42.7 44.3 41.2 3.1 3.3 7.1 5.8
142 Nepal 13.1 23.0 32.1 2.2 2.2 5.0 11.8 17.9 41.0 37.2 3.7 4.2 5.8 4.8
143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 3.0 5.3 7.3 2.2 2.2 11.1 19.3 27.1 42.7 37.3 3.5 3.7 6.2 5.3
144 Yemen 7.0 18.3 33.1 3.9 3.9 16.6 24.7 31.2 50.1 48.9 2.3 2.0 7.6 7.6
145 Bangladesh 75.6 137.4 183.2 2.4 1.9 9.9 25.0 34.4 38.7 32.9 3.1 3.7 6.4 3.8

146 Haiti 4.9 8.1 10.2 2.0 1.5 21.7 35.7 45.6 40.6 35.1 3.7 4.1 5.8 4.4
147 Madagascar 7.9 16.0 24.1 2.8 2.7 16.3 29.5 39.4 44.7 41.9 3.0 3.1 6.6 6.1
148 Nigeria 54.9 113.9 165.3 2.9 2.5 23.4 44.1 55.5 45.1 41.4 3.0 3.3 6.9 5.9
149 Djibouti 0.2 0.6 0.7 4.4 0.7 68.9 84.0 86.9 43.2 41.5 3.2 5.2 6.7 6.1
150 Uganda 10.8 23.3 38.7 3.1 3.4 8.3 14.2 20.7 49.2 49.3 2.5 2.2 7.1 7.1
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151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of 16.2 35.1 49.3 3.1 2.3 10.1 32.3 46.2 45.0 40.4 2.4 3.0 6.8 5.5
152 Mauritania 1.4 2.7 4.1 2.7 2.9 20.3 57.7 73.8 44.1 43.5 3.2 3.0 6.5 6.0
153 Zambia 5.0 10.4 14.8 2.9 2.3 34.8 39.6 45.2 46.5 44.2 2.9 2.9 7.8 6.0
154 Senegal 4.8 9.4 13.5 2.7 2.4 34.2 47.4 57.4 44.3 40.1 2.5 2.7 7.0 5.6
155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the 23.1 50.9 84.0 3.2 3.3 29.5 30.3 39.3 48.8 48.0 2.9 2.8 6.3 6.7

156 Côte d’Ivoire 6.8 16.0 21.5 3.5 2.0 32.1 43.6 50.9 42.1 38.4 3.1 3.8 7.4 5.1
157 Eritrea 2.1 3.7 5.7 2.2 3.0 12.7 18.7 26.2 43.9 40.4 2.9 3.5 6.5 5.7
158 Benin 3.0 6.3 9.4 2.9 2.7 21.9 42.3 53.0 46.4 42.8 2.7 2.8 7.1 6.1
159 Guinea 4.1 8.2 11.3 2.8 2.2 16.3 27.5 35.5 44.1 41.6 2.8 3.0 7.0 6.3
160 Gambia 0.5 1.3 1.8 3.5 2.1 17.0 30.7 40.5 40.3 36.7 3.1 4.0 6.5 5.2

161 Angola 6.2 13.1 20.8 3.0 3.1 17.8 34.2 44.1 48.2 48.5 2.8 2.6 6.6 7.2
162 Rwanda 4.4 7.6 10.5 2.2 2.1 4.0 6.2 8.9 44.3 42.8 2.6 2.8 8.3 6.2
163 Malawi 5.2 11.3 15.7 3.1 2.2 7.7 14.7 21.3 46.3 44.2 2.9 3.2 7.4 6.8
164 Mali 6.2 11.4 17.7 2.4 2.9 16.2 30.2 40.7 46.1 46.3 4.0 3.8 7.1 7.0
165 Central African Republic 2.1 3.7 4.9 2.4 1.8 33.7 41.2 49.7 43.0 40.5 4.0 4.0 5.7 5.3

166 Chad 4.1 7.9 12.4 2.6 3.0 15.6 23.8 30.9 46.5 46.4 3.1 2.8 6.7 6.6
167 Guinea-Bissau 0.6 1.2 1.7 2.5 2.4 16.0 31.5 43.0 43.5 43.6 3.6 3.3 6.0 6.0
168 Ethiopia 32.8 62.9 89.8 2.6 2.4 9.5 15.5 22.0 45.2 44.4 3.0 3.2 6.8 6.8
169 Burkina Faso 6.2 11.5 18.5 2.5 3.2 6.3 16.5 23.1 48.7 47.7 3.2 2.6 7.8 6.9
170 Mozambique 10.3 18.3 23.5 2.3 1.7 8.7 32.1 48.2 43.9 41.8 3.2 3.4 6.6 6.3

171 Burundi 3.7 6.4 9.8 2.2 2.9 3.2 9.0 14.5 47.6 45.0 2.9 2.4 6.8 6.8
172 Niger 4.8 10.8 18.5 3.2 3.6 10.6 20.6 29.1 49.9 49.7 2.0 1.9 8.1 8.0
173 Sierra Leone 2.9 4.4 7.1 1.6 3.2 21.4 36.6 46.7 44.2 45.0 2.9 2.9 6.5 6.5

Developing countries 2,908 T 4,695 T 5,773 T 1.9 1.4 26.1 40.0 48.5 32.7 28.1 5.1 6.4 5.4 3.1
Least developed countries 332 T 634 T 907 T 2.6 2.4 14.6 25.7 34.5 43.1 40.4 3.1 3.4 6.6 5.4
Arab States 126 T 246 T 333 T 2.7 2.0 40.3 52.8 59.0 37.6 32.2 3.7 4.6 6.5 4.1
East Asia and the Pacific 1,293 T 1,859 T 2,108 T 1.5 0.8 19.7 37.7 50.1 26.9 21.3 6.2 8.4 5.0 2.1
Latin America and the Caribbean 318 T 513 T 624 T 1.9 1.3 61.4 75.4 80.5 31.6 26.3 5.4 7.2 5.1 2.7
South Asia 828 T 1,402 T 1,762 T 2.1 1.5 21.4 29.4 35.0 35.1 29.0 4.6 5.7 5.6 3.6
Sub-Saharan Africa 303 T 606 T 866 T 2.8 2.4 20.9 33.9 42.7 44.6 42.4 3.0 3.2 6.8 5.8

Central and Eastern Europe and the CIS 354 T 397 T 383 T 0.5 -0.2 57.7 63.4 64.8 20.8 15.9 11.6 12.9 2.5 1.5
OECD 925 T 1,129 T 1,209 T 0.8 0.5 70.4 76.9 80.4 20.4 17.3 13.0 16.2 2.5 1.8
High-income OECD 732 T 852 T 898 T 0.6 0.3 74.9 78.7 81.9 18.3 15.7 14.9 18.5 2.1 1.7

High human development 895 T 1,063 T 1,127 T 0.7 0.4 72.6 78.5 82.0 19.1 16.3 13.9 17.3 2.3 1.7
Medium human development 2,678 T 4,048 T 4,717 T 1.7 1.0 29.5 42.6 50.9 29.8 24.2 5.9 7.5 4.9 2.6
Low human development 424 T 839 T 1,218 T 2.7 2.5 17.4 29.7 38.5 43.7 40.9 3.1 3.4 6.7 5.6

High income 747 T 878 T 929 T 0.7 0.4 75.0 79.1 82.3 18.4 15.8 14.7 18.3 2.1 1.7
Middle income 1,855 T 2,675 T 3,037 T 1.5 0.8 35.0 51.2 60.9 27.4 22.2 6.6 8.5 4.6 2.2
Low income 1,396 T 2,397 T 3,096 T 2.2 1.7 21.8 31.0 38.0 36.9 32.4 4.5 5.2 5.7 4.0

World 4,066 T e 6,057 T e 7,207 T e 1.6 1.2 37.9 47.2 53.7 29.9 25.8 6.9 8.3 4.5 2.8

a. Because data are based on national definitions of what constitutes a city or metropolitan area, cross-country comparisons should be made with caution. b. Data refer to medium-variant projections. 
c. Data refer to estimates for the period specified. d. Population estimates include Taiwan, province of China. e. Data refer to the total world population according to UN (2001). The total population of the 173 coun-
tries included in the main indicator tables was estimated to be 3,998 million in 1975 and 5,951 million in 2000 and is projected to be 7,061 million in 2015.
Source: Columns 1-3, 13 and 14: UN 2001; column 4: calculated on the basis of data in columns 1 and 2; column 5: calculated on the basis of data in columns 2 and 3; columns 6-8: UN 2002d; columns 9 and 10:
calculated on the basis of data on population under age 15 and total population from UN (2001); columns 11 and 12: calculated on the basis of data on population aged 65 and above and total population from UN
(2001).
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Pop-
ulation Population Population Births
using using with One-year-olds Oral attended

adequate improved access to fully immunized rehydration by skilled Health expenditure

sanitation water essential Against Against therapy Contraceptive health Physicians Public Private Per capita
facilities sources drugs tuberculosis measles use rate prevalence staff (per 100,000 (as % of (as % of (PPP

(%) (%) (%) a (%) (%) (%) (%) c (%) people) GDP) GDP) US$)
HDI rank 2000 2000 1999 1999 1999 1994-2000 b 1995-2000 b 1995-2000 d 1990-99 b 1998 1998 1998

High human development

1 Norway .. 100 95-100 98 93 .. .. .. 413 7.0 e 2.2 e 3,182 e

2 Sweden 100 100 95-100 13 96 .. .. .. 311 6.6 1.3 2,145
3 Canada 100 100 95-100 .. 96 .. 75 98 229 6.6 e 2.7 e 1,939 e

4 Belgium .. .. 95-100 .. 83 .. .. .. 395 6.3 e 2.5 e 2,137 e

5 Australia 100 100 95-100 .. 89 .. .. 100 240 6.0 2.6 1,714

6 United States 100 100 95-100 .. 92 .. 76 99 279 5.7 e 7.1 e 4,271 e

7 Iceland .. .. 95-100 .. 99 .. .. .. 326 7.4 e 1.3 e 2,701 e

8 Netherlands 100 100 95-100 .. 96 .. .. 100 251 6.0 e 2.8 e 2,173 e

9 Japan .. .. 95-100 .. 94 .. .. 100 193 5.7 1.6 2,243
10 Finland 100 100 95-100 99 96 .. .. .. 299 5.2 e 1.7 e 1,704 e

11 Switzerland 100 100 95-100 .. 81 .. 82 f .. 323 7.6 2.8 3,857
12 France .. .. 95-100 84 84 .. .. .. 303 7.3 e 2.0 e 2,288 e

13 United Kingdom 100 100 95-100 .. 91 .. .. 99 164 5.8 e 1.2 e 1,675 e

14 Denmark .. 100 95-100 .. 92 .. .. .. 290 6.9 e 1.5 e 2,785 e

15 Austria 100 100 95-100 .. 90 .. 51 .. 302 5.9 e 2.3 e 2,121 e

16 Luxembourg .. .. 95-100 59 91 .. .. .. 272 5.7 e 0.4 e 2,731 e

17 Germany .. .. 95-100 .. 75 .. .. .. 350 7.9 e 2.6 e 2,697 e

18 Ireland .. .. 95-100 90 77 .. .. .. 219 5.2 1.6 e 1,569
19 New Zealand .. .. 95-100 .. 83 .. 75 100 g 218 6.3 e 1.8 e 1,163 e

20 Italy .. .. 95-100 81 70 .. 60 .. 554 5.6 e 2.6 e 1,676 e

21 Spain .. .. 95-100 .. 93 .. 81 .. 424 5.4 1.6 1,043
22 Israel .. .. 95-100 .. 94 .. .. .. 385 6.0 3.6 1,607
23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 100 .. .. .. ..
24 Greece .. .. 95-100 88 88 .. .. .. 392 4.7 3.6 965
25 Singapore 100 100 95-100 98 93 .. .. 100 g 163 1.1 2.1 678

26 Cyprus 100 100 95-100 .. .. .. .. .. 255 .. .. ..
27 Korea, Rep. of 63 92 95-100 75 85 .. 80 100 g 136 2.4 e 3.0 e 470 e

28 Portugal .. .. 95-100 88 96 .. .. 100 312 5.1 2.5 859
29 Slovenia .. 100 95-100 96 98 .. .. .. 228 6.7 0.9 746
30 Malta 100 100 95-100 91 60 .. .. .. 261 .. .. ..

31 Barbados 100 100 95-100 .. 86 .. .. 91 125 4.5 2.2 601
32 Brunei Darussalam .. .. 95-100 98 94 .. .. 99 g 85 .. .. ..
33 Czech Republic .. .. 80-94 98 95 .. .. .. 303 6.6 e 0.6 e 380 e

34 Argentina 85 79 50-79 99 99 .. .. 98 268 2.4 e 6.1 e 654 e

35 Hungary 99 99 95-100 99 99 .. .. .. 357 5.2 1.6 318

36 Slovakia 100 100 95-100 96 99 .. .. .. 353 5.7 1.5 285
37 Poland .. .. 80-94 96 97 .. .. .. 236 4.7 e 1.5 e 248 e

38 Chile 97 94 80-94 94 96 .. .. 100 110 2.7 3.1 289
39 Bahrain .. .. 95-100 .. 94 .. 62 98 100 2.6 1.6 358
40 Uruguay 95 98 50-79 99 93 .. .. 99 370 1.9 7.3 621

41 Bahamas 93 96 80-94 .. 86 .. .. .. 152 2.5 1.8 612
42 Estonia .. .. 95-100 99 92 .. .. .. 297 5.1 e 1.3 e 243 e

43 Costa Rica 96 98 95-100 89 88 .. .. 98 141 5.2 1.5 257
44 Saint Kitts and Nevis 96 98 50-79 99 99 .. .. 100 117 3.1 2.7 408
45 Kuwait .. .. 95-100 .. 96 .. 50 98 189 .. .. ..

46 United Arab Emirates .. .. 95-100 98 95 .. 28 99 181 0.8 7.6 1,428
47 Seychelles .. .. 80-94 99 99 .. .. .. 132 4.8 .. ..
48 Croatia .. .. 95-100 96 92 .. .. .. 229 9.5 e 2.0 e ..
49 Lithuania .. .. 80-94 99 97 .. 58 f .. 395 4.7 e 1.5 183
50 Trinidad and Tobago 88 86 50-79 .. 91 .. .. 99 79 2.5 1.8 204

6 Commitment to
health: access,
services and
resources 
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6 Commitment to
health: access,
services and
resources

51 Qatar .. .. 95-100 99 87 .. 43 .. 126 .. .. ..
52 Antigua and Barbuda 96 91 50-79 .. 99 .. .. .. 114 0.4 1.6 179
53 Latvia .. .. 80-94 99 97 .. 48 100 282 4.0 e 2.6 166

Medium human development

54 Mexico 73 86 80-94 99 95 .. 66 86 186 2.6 2.8 236
55 Cuba 95 95 95-100 99 96 .. .. 100 530 .. .. ..

56 Belarus .. 100 50-79 99 98 .. 50 .. 443 4.6 1.0 85
57 Panama 94 87 80-94 99 90 7 .. 90 167 4.9 2.3 246
58 Belize 42 76 80-94 96 82 .. .. .. 55 2.3 0.5 82
59 Malaysia .. .. 50-79 99 88 .. .. 96 66 1.4 1.0 81
60 Russian Federation .. 99 50-79 96 97 .. .. .. 421 .. 1.2 ..

61 Dominica .. 97 80-94 99 99 .. .. 100 49 3.8 2.2 208
62 Bulgaria 100 100 80-94 98 96 .. 86 .. 345 3.9 e 0.2 e 62 e

63 Romania 53 58 80-94 99 98 .. 64 98 184 3.8 e 1.5 86
64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 97 72 95-100 97 92 .. 40 94 128 .. .. ..
65 Macedonia, TFYR .. .. 50-79 97 98 .. .. .. 204 5.3 1.0 90 e

66 Saint Lucia .. 98 50-79 99 95 .. .. 100 47 2.4 1.2 151
67 Mauritius 99 100 95-100 86 79 .. .. .. 85 1.8 1.6 120
68 Colombia 85 91 80-94 93 75 .. 77 86 116 5.2 4.2 227
69 Venezuela 74 84 80-94 97 82 .. .. 95 236 2.6 1.6 171
70 Thailand 96 80 95-100 98 96 .. 72 85 24 1.9 4.1 112

71 Saudi Arabia 100 95 95-100 99 94 .. 32 91 166 .. .. ..
72 Fiji 43 47 95-100 95 75 .. .. 100 g 48 2.9 1.4 86
73 Brazil 77 87 0-49 93 99 18 77 88 127 2.9 e 3.6 308
74 Suriname 83 95 95-100 .. 85 24 .. 84 25 .. .. ..
75 Lebanon 99 100 80-94 .. 88 30 61 88 210 2.2 9.7 469

76 Armenia .. .. 0-49 93 91 30 60 97 316 4.0 e 4.2 ..
77 Philippines 83 87 50-79 87 79 28 46 56 123 1.6 e 2.1 e 37 e

78 Oman 92 39 80-94 98 99 88 24 91 133 2.9 0.6 ..
79 Kazakhstan 99 91 50-79 99 99 20 66 99 353 2.7 e 2.9 e 62 e

80 Ukraine .. .. 50-79 99 99 .. 68 99 299 2.9 e 1.5 e 28 e

81 Georgia .. .. 0-49 94 80 33 40 96 436 0.8 e 2.0 e 16 e

82 Peru 76 77 50-79 97 93 29 64 56 93 2.4 3.8 141
83 Grenada 97 94 95-100 .. 94 .. .. .. 50 2.9 2.5 193
84 Maldives 56 100 50-79 98 86 .. .. .. 40 3.7 4.0 150
85 Turkey 91 83 95-100 89 80 15 64 81 121 3.3 e 1.4 153

86 Jamaica 84 71 95-100 88 96 .. 66 95 140 3.0 2.5 157
87 Turkmenistan .. .. 50-79 99 97 31 62 97 300 4.1 1.1 30
88 Azerbaijan .. .. 50-79 99 99 27 .. 88 360 1.0 e 0.6 ..
89 Sri Lanka 83 83 95-100 97 95 .. .. .. 36 1.7 e 1.8 e 29 e

90 Paraguay 95 79 0-49 72 92 .. 57 58 110 1.7 3.6 86

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines 96 93 80-94 99 87 .. .. .. 88 4.2 2.1 175
92 Albania .. .. 50-79 93 85 48 .. 99 129 2.0 e 0.9 e 36 e

93 Ecuador 59 71 0-49 99 99 .. 66 69 170 1.7 2.0 59
94 Dominican Republic 71 79 50-79 90 96 22 64 96 216 1.9 3.0 95
95 Uzbekistan 100 85 50-79 98 96 19 56 96 309 3.4 0.6 25

96 China 38 75 80-94 92 90 29 84 89 g 162 2.1 e 3.0 e 40 e

97 Tunisia .. .. 50-79 97 84 .. .. 90 70 2.2 2.9 108
98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 81 95 80-94 99 99 .. 73 .. 85 1.7 2.5 128
99 Jordan 99 96 95-100 .. 94 .. 53 97 166 3.6 3.8 139

100 Cape Verde 71 74 80-94 .. .. .. 53 53 17 1.8 1.0 37

Pop-
ulation Population Population Births
using using with One-year-olds Oral attended

adequate improved access to fully immunized rehydration by skilled Health expenditure

sanitation water essential Against Against therapy Contraceptive health Physicians Public Private Per capita
facilities sources drugs tuberculosis measles use rate prevalence staff (per 100,000 (as % of (as % of (PPP

(%) (%) (%) a (%) (%) (%) (%) c (%) people) GDP) GDP) US$)
HDI rank 2000 2000 1999 1999 1999 1994-2000 b 1995-2000 b 1995-2000 d 1990-99 b 1998 1998 1998
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6 Commitment to
health: access,
services and
resources

101 Samoa (Western) 99 99 95-100 .. .. .. .. 100 g 34 4.8 e 1.3 e 85 e

102 Kyrgyzstan 100 77 50-79 98 97 13 60 98 301 2.2 e 2.2 e 11 e

103 Guyana 87 94 0-49 91 87 .. .. 95 18 4.5 0.8 51
104 El Salvador 83 74 80-94 99 99 .. 60 51 107 2.6 4.6 143
105 Moldova, Rep. of .. 100 50-79 99 99 19 74 99 350 2.9 e 2.1 25

106 Algeria 73 94 95-100 97 83 24 57 92 85 2.6 1.0 ..
107 South Africa 86 86 80-94 97 82 .. 56 84 56 3.3 3.8 230
108 Syrian Arab Republic 90 80 80-94 95 97 .. .. .. 144 0.9 1.6 116
109 Viet Nam 73 56 80-94 95 93 20 75 70 48 0.8 4.0 17
110 Indonesia 66 76 80-94 85 71 28 57 56 16 0.8 e 0.9 8

111 Equatorial Guinea 53 43 0-49 48 24 .. .. .. 25 .. .. ..
112 Tajikistan .. .. 0-49 98 79 20 .. 77 201 5.2 0.9 13
113 Mongolia 30 60 50-79 97 93 32 60 97 243 .. .. ..
114 Bolivia 66 79 50-79 96 79 40 48 59 130 4.1 2.4 69
115 Egypt 94 95 80-94 99 95 .. 56 61 202 .. .. ..

116 Honduras 77 90 0-49 93 98 .. 50 54 83 3.9 4.7 74
117 Gabon 21 70 0-49 89 55 .. 33 86 … 2.1 1.0 122
118 Nicaragua 84 79 0-49 99 99 18 60 65 86 8.5 4.0 54
119 São Tomé and Principe .. .. 0-49 .. .. 25 .. .. 47 .. .. ..
120 Guatemala 85 92 50-79 91 83 15 38 41 93 2.1 2.3 78

121 Solomon Islands 34 71 80-94 .. .. .. .. 85 g 14 .. .. ..
122 Namibia 41 77 80-94 80 66 .. .. 76 30 3.3 e 3.3 142
123 Morocco 75 82 50-79 93 90 .. 50 40 46 1.2 3.2 ..
124 India 31 88 0-49 68 50 .. 48 42 48 .. 4.2 ..
125 Swaziland .. .. 95-100 97 82 7 .. .. 15 2.5 1.0 46

126 Botswana .. .. 80-94 97 86 .. .. 98 24 2.5 1.5 127
127 Myanmar 46 68 50-79 88 85 24 33 .. 30 0.2 1.6 97
128 Zimbabwe 68 85 50-79 88 79 50 54 72 14 3.0 e 4.0 e 36 e

129 Ghana 63 64 0-49 88 73 22 22 44 6 1.7 e 2.9 19
130 Cambodia 18 30 0-49 71 55 .. 24 34 30 0.6 6.3 17

131 Vanuatu 100 88 .. .. .. .. .. 89 g 12 .. .. ..
132 Lesotho 92 91 80-94 95 77 .. .. 60 5 .. .. ..
133 Papua New Guinea 82 42 80-94 70 58 .. 26 53 7 2.5 0.7 25
134 Kenya 86 49 0-49 96 79 30 39 44 13 2.4 5.5 31
135 Cameroon 92 62 50-79 77 62 23 19 56 7 1.0 .. ..

136 Congo .. 51 50-79 39 23 13 .. .. 25 2.0 3.8 40
137 Comoros 98 96 80-94 .. .. 22 21 62 7 .. .. ..

Low human development

138 Pakistan 61 88 50-79 78 54 19 24 20 57 0.7 e 3.1 18
139 Sudan 62 75 0-49 65 53 .. .. .. 9 .. .. ..
140 Bhutan 69 62 80-94 90 76 .. .. .. 16 3.2 3.6 36

141 Togo 34 54 50-79 76 43 23 24 50 8 1.3 1.3 9
142 Nepal 27 81 0-49 86 73 11 28 12 4 1.3 4.2 11
143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 46 90 50-79 63 71 20 .. 21 24 1.2 1.3 6
144 Yemen 45 69 50-79 78 74 .. 21 22 23 .. .. ..
145 Bangladesh 53 97 50-79 91 71 .. 54 12 20 1.7 1.9 12

146 Haiti 28 46 0-49 71 54 .. 28 24 8 1.4 2.8 21
147 Madagascar 42 47 50-79 72 55 16 19 47 11 1.1 1.0 5
148 Nigeria 63 57 0-49 54 41 24 15 42 18 0.8 2.0 30
149 Djibouti 91 100 80-94 26 21 .. .. .. 14 5.4 1.6 ..
150 Uganda 75 50 50-79 83 53 .. 15 38 .. 1.9 4.1 18
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6 Commitment to
health: access,
services and
resources

151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of 90 54 50-79 87 72 21 24 36 4 1.3 1.8 8
152 Mauritania 33 37 50-79 75 62 .. .. .. 14 1.4 3.4 19
153 Zambia 78 64 50-79 94 90 36 25 46 7 3.6 3.4 23
154 Senegal 70 78 50-79 90 60 .. 13 50 8 2.6 1.9 23
155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the 20 45 .. 30 15 .. .. 70 7 .. .. ..

156 Côte d’Ivoire .. 77 80-94 84 62 25 15 47 9 1.2 2.5 28
157 Eritrea 13 46 50-79 98 88 .. 5 21 3 .. .. ..
158 Benin 23 63 50-79 90 79 18 16 60 6 1.6 1.6 12
159 Guinea 58 48 80-94 72 52 21 6 35 13 2.3 1.5 19
160 Gambia 37 62 80-94 96 88 26 .. 51 4 2.3 e 1.9 13

161 Angola 44 38 0-49 52 46 .. .. 22 8 .. .. ..
162 Rwanda 8 41 0-49 94 87 .. 13 31 .. 2.0 2.1 10
163 Malawi 77 57 0-49 84 83 .. 31 56 .. 2.8 3.5 11
164 Mali 69 65 50-79 84 57 22 7 24 5 2.1 2.2 11
165 Central African Republic 31 60 50-79 62 39 39 15 f 44 4 2.0 1.0 9

166 Chad 29 27 0-49 45 30 36 4 16 3 2.3 0.6 7
167 Guinea-Bissau 47 49 0-49 74 70 13 .. 35 17 .. .. ..
168 Ethiopia 15 24 50-79 46 27 .. 8 10 .. 1.2 e 2.4 4
169 Burkina Faso 29 .. 50-79 76 53 37 12 31 3 1.5 e 2.8 9
170 Mozambique 43 60 50-79 84 57 27 6 44 .. 2.8 0.7 8

171 Burundi .. .. 0-49 84 75 .. .. 25 .. 0.6 3.0 5
172 Niger 20 59 50-79 47 36 38 8 16 4 1.2 1.4 5
173 Sierra Leone 28 28 0-49 73 62 28 .. 42 7 0.9 4.4 8

Developing countries 52 78 .. 80 69 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Least developed countries 45 63 .. 72 56 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Arab States 81 86 .. 89 84 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
East Asia and the Pacific 48 75 .. 90 86 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Latin America and the Caribbean 78 85 .. 95 92 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
South Asia 39 89 .. 74 56 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Sub-Saharan Africa 55 54 .. 67 51 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Central and Eastern Europe and the CIS .. .. .. 97 96 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
OECD .. .. .. .. 89 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
High-income OECD .. .. .. .. 89 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

High human development .. .. .. .. 90 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Medium human development 52 81 .. 85 76 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Low human development 50 67 .. 70 52 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

High income .. .. .. .. 89 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Middle income 59 81 .. 93 91 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Low income 46 77 .. 72 56 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

World 56 81 .. 81 72 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

a. The data on access to essential drugs are based on statistical estimates received from World Health Organization (WHO) country and regional offices and regional advisers and through the World Drug Situation Sur-
vey carried out in 1998-99. These estimates represent the best information available to the WHO Department of Essential Drugs and Medicines Policy to date and are currently being validated by WHO member states.
The department assigns the estimates to four groupings: very low access (0-49%), low access (50-79%), medium access (80-94%) and good access (95-100%). These groupings, used here in presenting the data, are
often employed by the WHO in interpreting the data, as the actual estimates may suggest a higher level of accuracy than the data afford. b. Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified. 
c. Data refer to married women aged 15-49, but the actual age range covered may vary across countries. d. Definitions of skilled health staff may vary across countries. Data refer to the most recent year available dur-
ing the period specified or to a running average for a series of years surrounding that period. e. Data refer to 1999. f. Data refer to the survey period 1994-95. g. Preliminary estimate subject to further revision.
Source: Columns 1 and 2: WHO, UNICEF and WSSCC 2000; column 3: WHO 2001a; columns 4-6: UNICEF 2002b; column 7: UN 2002c; column 8: WHO 2002a; column 9: WHO 2002d; columns 10-12: World Bank
2002b.
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High human development

1 Norway .. .. .. 5 0.08 400 <100 .. 5 763
2 Sweden .. .. .. 4 0.08 880 <100 .. 5 1,060
3 Canada .. .. .. 6 0.31 14,000 <500 .. 7 f 1,980
4 Belgium .. .. .. 8 0.16 2,900 330 .. 11 1,910 g

5 Australia .. .. .. 7 0.07 800 140 .. 6 1,906

6 United States .. 1 h 2 h 8 0.61 180,000 10,000 .. 6 2,193
7 Iceland .. .. .. 4 0.15 <100 <100 .. 4 2,035
8 Netherlands .. .. .. .. 0.21 3,300 160 .. 9 2,377
9 Japan .. .. .. 7 h <0.10 6,600 110 .. 32 3,076

10 Finland .. .. .. 6 <0.10 330 <100 .. 11 1,222

11 Switzerland .. .. .. 6 0.50 6,000 300 .. 10 2,871
12 France .. .. .. 6 0.33 27,000 1,000 .. 10 1,772
13 United Kingdom .. .. .. 8 0.10 7,400 550 .. 11 1,790
14 Denmark .. .. .. 6 0.15 770 <100 .. 11 1,963
15 Austria .. .. .. 7 0.24 2,200 <100 .. 13 1,709

16 Luxembourg .. .. .. 4 0.16 .. .. .. 9 ..
17 Germany .. .. .. 7 0.10 8,100 550 .. 12 1,803
18 Ireland .. .. .. 4 h 0.11 660 190 .. 12 2,246
19 New Zealand .. .. .. 6 0.06 180 <100 .. 12 1,235
20 Italy .. .. .. 6 0.37 33,000 770 .. 8 1,960

21 Spain .. .. .. 6 0.50 26,000 1,300 .. 21 2,572
22 Israel .. .. .. 8 0.10 .. .. .. 8 2,223
23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) .. .. .. .. 0.08 660 <100 .. 113 952
24 Greece .. .. .. 7 0.17 1,800 <100 .. 9 3,571
25 Singapore .. 14 h 11 h 8 0.20 860 <100 .. 47 1,156

26 Cyprus .. .. .. .. 0.25 150 .. .. 5 ..
27 Korea, Rep. of .. .. .. .. <0.10 960 <100 9 52 2,778
28 Portugal .. .. .. 7 0.52 5,100 350 .. 47 2,071
29 Slovenia .. .. .. 6 <0.10 <100 <100 .. 21 2,944
30 Malta .. .. .. 7 0.13 .. .. .. 6 ..

31 Barbados .. 5 h 7 h 10 1.20 i .. .. .. 1 512
32 Brunei Darussalam .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 52 f ..
33 Czech Republic .. 1 h 2 h 6 <0.10 <100 <10 .. 16 2,498
34 Argentina .. .. .. 7 0.69 30,000 3,000 1 31 1,524
35 Hungary .. 2 h 3 h 9 0.06 300 <100 .. 35 2,742

36 Slovakia .. .. .. 7 <0.10 <100 .. .. 20 2,166
37 Poland .. .. .. 6 0.10 i .. .. .. 31 2,631
38 Chile 4 1 2 5 0.30 4,300 <500 .. 23 1,185
39 Bahrain .. 9 10 10 0.26 150 .. .. 33 1,785
40 Uruguay 3 5 8 .. 0.30 1,400 100 .. 19 1,562

41 Bahamas .. .. .. .. 3.50 2,700 <100 .. 25 370
42 Estonia 4 .. .. 5 1.00 1,500 .. .. 52 2,009
43 Costa Rica 5 5 6 6 0.55 2,800 320 38 22 ..
44 Saint Kitts and Nevis .. .. .. 13 h .. .. .. .. 8 ..
45 Kuwait 4 10 24 7 .. .. .. .. 31 j 3,080

46 United Arab Emirates .. 14 17 .. .. .. .. .. 33 j ..
47 Seychelles .. 6 h 5 h 10 h .. .. .. .. 14 j ..
48 Croatia 15 1 1 6 <0.10 <100 <10 .. 39 2,303
49 Lithuania 3 .. .. 4 0.07 260 <100 .. 76 ..
50 Trinidad and Tobago 13 7 h 4 h .. 2.50 5,600 300 .. 12 2,015

7 Leading global
health crises
and challenges

Children Children
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7 Leading global
health crises
and challenges

51 Qatar .. 6 8 10 .. .. .. .. 44 ..
52 Antigua and Barbuda .. 10 h 7 h 8 .. .. .. .. 4 ..
53 Latvia 4 .. .. 5 0.40 1,000 <100 .. 79 ..

Medium human development

54 Mexico 5 8 18 9 0.28 32,000 3,600 6 h 16 794
55 Cuba 17 4 5 6 <0.10 830 <100 .. 10 ..

56 Belarus .. .. .. 5 0.27 3,700 .. .. 71 2,043
57 Panama 16 7 14 10 1.50 8,700 800 36 51 271
58 Belize .. 6 h .. 4 2.00 1,000 180 856 h 40 f 582
59 Malaysia .. 18 .. 9 0.35 11,000 770 57 68 844
60 Russian Federation 6 3 13 7 0.90 180,000 .. 1 91 2,081

61 Dominica .. 5 h 6 h 8 h .. .. .. .. 7 j ..
62 Bulgaria 11 .. .. 9 <0.10 i .. .. .. 43 3,458
63 Romania .. 6 h 8 h 9 <0.10 .. 4,000 .. 117 1,726
64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya .. 5 15 7 h 0.24 1,100 .. 2 30 ..
65 Macedonia, TFYR 5 6 7 6 <0.10 <100 <100 .. 28 ..

66 Saint Lucia .. 14 h 11 h 8 h .. .. .. .. 10 ..
67 Mauritius 6 16 10 13 0.10 350 <100 1 h 15 1,401
68 Colombia 13 7 14 7 0.40 20,000 4,000 250 26 517
69 Venezuela 21 5 14 6 0.50 i .. .. 94 28 1,185
70 Thailand 21 19 h 16 h 7 1.79 220,000 21,000 130 48 1,014

71 Saudi Arabia .. 14 20 3 .. .. .. 33 17 ..
72 Fiji .. 8 h 3 h 12 h 0.07 <100 .. .. 24 1,107
73 Brazil 10 6 11 9 0.65 220,000 13,000 344 47 813
74 Suriname 11 .. .. 11 1.20 1,800 190 3,485 h 22 2,081
75 Lebanon .. 3 12 6 .. .. .. 1 21 ..

76 Armenia 35 3 14 9 0.15 480 <100 4 42 925
77 Philippines 24 28 30 18 <0.10 2,500 <10 15 196 1,587
78 Oman .. 24 23 8 0.11 200 .. 28 10 ..
79 Kazakhstan 11 4 10 6 0.07 1,200 <100 <1 154 1,880
80 Ukraine 5 3 15 6 0.99 76,000 .. .. 65 1,405

81 Georgia 18 3 12 6 <0.10 180 .. 5 96 ..
82 Peru 13 8 26 10 0.35 13,000 1,500 257 160 189
83 Grenada .. .. .. 11 h .. .. .. .. 2 j ..
84 Maldives .. 43 27 12 0.06 .. .. .. 55 ..
85 Turkey .. 8 16 15 <0.10 i .. .. 17 34 2,068

86 Jamaica 8 4 3 11 1.22 7,200 800 .. 4 766
87 Turkmenistan 9 .. .. 5 <0.10 <100 .. 1 93 ..
88 Azerbaijan 37 17 20 10 <0.10 280 .. 19 60 600
89 Sri Lanka 23 33 17 17 <0.10 1,400 <100 1,111 38 392
90 Paraguay 13 5 11 9 .. .. .. 124 40 ..

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines .. .. .. 10 .. .. .. .. 4 j ..
92 Albania 10 14 32 5 .. .. .. .. 24 ..
93 Ecuador 5 15 27 16 0.30 5,100 660 686 50 272
94 Dominican Republic 25 5 6 13 2.50 61,000 4,700 6 72 800
95 Uzbekistan 4 19 31 6 <0.10 150 <100 1 63 1,234

96 China 9 10 17 6 0.11 220,000 2,000 1 36 1,790
97 Tunisia .. 4 12 5 .. .. .. .. 23 1,436
98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 5 11 15 7 <0.10 5,000 <200 27 18 789
99 Jordan 5 5 8 10 <0.10 150 .. .. 6 1,725

100 Cape Verde .. 14 h 16 h 13 .. .. .. .. 50 j ..
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7 Leading global
health crises
and challenges

101 Samoa (Western) .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 18 ..
102 Kyrgyzstan 10 11 25 6 <0.10 <100 .. <1 137 ..
103 Guyana 14 12 10 14 2.70 8,500 800 3,340 37 j 1,565
104 El Salvador 12 12 23 13 0.60 6,300 830 .. 26 524
105 Moldova, Rep. of 10 3 10 7 0.24 1,200 .. .. 62 ..

106 Algeria 6 6 18 7 0.10 i .. .. .. 48 930
107 South Africa .. .. 25 h .. 20.10 2,700,000 250,000 143 323 1,088
108 Syrian Arab Republic .. 13 21 6 .. .. .. <1 35 1,255
109 Viet Nam 19 33 36 9 0.30 35,000 2,500 95 113 1,085
110 Indonesia 6 26 .. 9 0.10 27,000 1,300 48 33 1,504

111 Equatorial Guinea .. .. .. .. 3.38 3,000 420 2,506 h 97 j ..
112 Tajikistan 47 .. .. 13 <0.10 <100 .. 302 42 ..
113 Mongolia 42 13 25 6 <0.10 .. .. .. 128 ..
114 Bolivia 22 10 26 8 0.10 1,200 160 379 121 279
115 Egypt 4 12 25 10 <0.10 780 .. .. 18 1,221

116 Honduras 21 25 39 6 1.60 27,000 3,000 543 72 912
117 Gabon 9 .. .. .. .. .. .. 2,202 h 134 532
118 Nicaragua 29 12 25 13 0.20 1,500 210 400 52 ..
119 São Tomé and Principe .. 16 26 7 h .. .. .. 31,614 h 67 ..
120 Guatemala 22 24 46 12 1.00 27,000 4,800 350 28 442

121 Solomon Islands .. 21 h 27 h .. .. .. .. 16,971 67 638
122 Namibia 33 26 h 28 h 15 h 22.50 110,000 30,000 1,466 469 ..
123 Morocco 6 9 h 23 h 9 h 0.08 2,000 .. <1 107 817
124 India 23 47 46 26 0.79 1,500,000 170,000 193 123 119
125 Swaziland 12 10 h 30 h .. 33.44 89,000 14,000 2,913 .. ..

126 Botswana 23 13 23 11 38.80 170,000 28,000 4,760 513 ..
127 Myanmar 7 36 37 16 .. .. .. 225 44 ..
128 Zimbabwe 39 13 27 10 33.73 1,200,000 240,000 5,422 435 309
129 Ghana 15 25 26 9 3.00 170,000 34,000 15,348 53 174
130 Cambodia 37 46 46 9 2.70 74,000 12,000 477 176 ..

131 Vanuatu .. 20 h 19 h 7 h .. .. .. 3,208 63 ..
132 Lesotho 25 16 44 .. 31.00 180,000 27,000 .. 291 j ..
133 Papua New Guinea 26 35 h .. .. 0.65 4,100 500 1,692 278 ..
134 Kenya 46 23 37 9 15.01 1,400,000 220,000 545 194 329
135 Cameroon 25 21 35 10 11.83 500,000 69,000 3,423 h 52 ..

136 Congo 32 14 19 .. 7.15 59,000 15,000 5,916 175 422
137 Comoros .. 25 42 18 .. .. .. 1,946 20 j ..

Low human development

138 Pakistan 18 38 .. 21 h 0.11 16,000 2,200 58 14 620
139 Sudan 21 17 .. .. 2.60 230,000 30,000 13,932 80 ..
140 Bhutan .. 19 40 15 <0.10 .. .. 283 57 ..

141 Togo 17 25 22 13 6.00 76,000 15,000 8,939 h 28 j 390
142 Nepal 23 47 54 21 0.49 14,000 1,500 33 117 604
143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 28 40 41 .. <0.10 350 <100 755 42 j ..
144 Yemen 34 46 52 26 0.12 1,500 .. 15,200 h 73 j 797
145 Bangladesh 33 48 45 30 <0.10 3,100 310 40 62 232

146 Haiti 56 28 32 28 h 6.10 120,000 12,000 15 h 113 231
147 Madagascar 40 33 49 15 0.29 12,000 1,000 2,363 h 97 j 308
148 Nigeria 7 27 46 9 5.80 1,700,000 270,000 30 22 188
149 Djibouti .. 18 26 .. .. .. .. 753 h 694 ..
150 Uganda 28 26 38 13 5.00 280,000 110,000 46 166 155
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7 Leading global
health crises
and challenges

151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of 46 29 44 11 7.83 750,000 170,000 1,208 h 160 188
152 Mauritania 11 23 44 .. .. .. .. .. 140 ..
153 Zambia 47 25 59 11 21.52 590,000 150,000 34,274 .. ..
154 Senegal 24 18 19 12 0.50 14,000 2,900 553 79 374
155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the 64 34 45 15 4.90 670,000 170,000 2,963 h 118 139

156 Côte d’Ivoire 16 21 22 17 9.65 400,000 84,000 12,162 104 313
157 Eritrea 57 44 38 14 2.80 30,000 4,000 3,440 162 ..
158 Benin 15 29 25 15 3.61 67,000 12,000 11,915 46 ..
159 Guinea 34 23 26 10 .. .. .. 11,161 69 ..
160 Gambia 15 17 19 14 1.60 4,400 460 17,376 h 127 j ..

161 Angola 51 .. .. .. 5.50 190,000 37,000 8,796 129 ..
162 Rwanda 40 29 43 12 h 8.88 250,000 65,000 6,518 90 ..
163 Malawi 35 25 49 13 h 15.00 440,000 65,000 27,682 229 194
164 Mali 28 43 .. 16 1.65 54,000 13,000 4,505 h 41 ..
165 Central African Republic 43 24 39 13 h 12.90 130,000 25,000 2,487 h 141 ..

166 Chad 34 28 28 24 3.61 76,000 18,000 196 h 63 157
167 Guinea-Bissau .. 23 28 20 2.81 9,300 1,500 16,454 h .. 107
168 Ethiopia 49 47 51 12 6.41 1,100,000 230,000 635 h 118 62
169 Burkina Faso 24 34 37 18 6.50 220,000 61,000 6,061 h 18 194
170 Mozambique 54 26 36 13 13.00 630,000 80,000 18,108 104 j ..

171 Burundi 66 45 57 16 h 8.30 190,000 55,000 48,528 97 113
172 Niger 41 40 40 12 .. .. .. 2,132 h 34 j ..
173 Sierra Leone 41 27 34 22 7.00 90,000 16,000 9,311 h 72 j ..

Developing countries 17 .. .. .. 1.32 18,000,000 T 2,900,000 T .. 72 ..
Least developed countries 36 .. .. .. 3.55 6,500,000 T 1,400,000 T .. 95 ..
Arab States .. .. .. .. 0.35 250,000 T 35,000 T .. 48 ..
East Asia and the Pacific 10 .. .. .. 0.20 600,000 T 40,000 T .. 49 ..
Latin America and the Caribbean 12 .. .. .. 0.61 640,000 T 60,000 T .. 43 ..
South Asia 23 .. .. .. 0.55 1,500,000 T 170,000 T .. 99 ..
Sub-Saharan Africa 34 .. .. .. 9.00 15,000,000 T 2,600,000 T .. 121 ..

Central and Eastern Europe and the CIS 9 .. .. .. 0.48 270,000 T 15,000 T .. 75 ..
OECD .. .. .. .. 0.28 360,000 T 19,000 T .. 17 ..
High-income OECD .. .. .. .. 0.36 330,000 T 16,000 T .. 13 ..

High human development .. .. .. .. 0.31 380,000 T 19,000 T .. 18 ..
Medium human development 14 .. .. .. 0.86 9,400,000 T 1,200,000 T .. 74 ..
Low human development 31 .. .. .. 3.75 8,400,000 T 1,700,000 T .. 73 ..

High income .. .. .. .. 0.34 330,000 T 16,000 T .. 14 ..
Middle income 10 .. .. .. 0.61 4,200,000 T 390,000 T .. 53 ..
Low income 24 .. .. .. 2.08 14,000,000 T 2,500,000 T .. 95 ..

World .. .. .. .. 1.20 18,500,000 T 3,000,000 T .. 64 ..

a. Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified. b. Data refer to the end of 2001. Aggregates are rounded estimates; regional totals may not sum to the world total. c. Data refer to malaria
cases reported to the World Health Organization and may represent only a fraction of the true number in a country because of incomplete reporting systems or incomplete coverage by health services, or both. Because
of the diversity of case detection and reporting systems, country comparisons should be made with caution. d. Data refer to tuberculosis cases reported to the World Health Organization and may represent only a
fraction of the true number in a country because of incomplete coverage by health services, inaccurate diagnosis or deficient recording and reporting. e. Data refer to estimates of apparent consumption based on
data on cigarette production, imports and exports. Such estimates may under- or overstate true consumption in countries where tobacco products are illegally imported or exported, where there is significant stock-
piling of cigarettes or where there are large transient populations. Estimates of apparent consumption cannot provide insights into smoking patterns in a population. Data refer to the most recent three-year moving
average available during the period specified. f. Data refer to 1997. g. Includes Luxembourg. h. Data refer to a year or period other than that specified, differ from the standard definition or refer to only part of a
country. i. Data refer to the end of 1999. j. Data refer to 1998.
Source: Column 1: FAO 2001; columns 2-4: UNICEF 2002b; columns 5-7: UNAIDS and WHO 2002; aggregates calculated for the Human Development Report Office by UNAIDS; column 8: WHO 2002c; 
column 9: WHO 2001b; column 10: WHO 2002b.

Children Children
Under- under under Infants Malaria Tuberculosis Cigarette

nourished weight height with low People living with HIV/AIDS cases cases consumption
people for age for age birth- Adults Women Children (per (per per adult

(as % of total (% under (% under weight (% age (age (age 100,000 100,000 (annual
population) age 5) age 5) (%) 15-49) 15-49) 0-14) people) c people) d average)

HDI rank 1997/99 1995-2000 a 1995-2000 a 1995-2000 a 2001 b 2001 b 2001 b 2000 1999 1992-2000 e
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High human development

1 Norway 74.4 78.1 13 4 15 4 90.0 82.2 6
2 Sweden 74.7 79.3 11 3 14 4 90.8 84.8 5
3 Canada 73.2 78.5 19 6 23 6 89.3 82.3 ..
4 Belgium 71.4 77.9 21 6 29 6 89.5 80.7 ..
5 Australia 71.7 78.7 17 6 20 6 90.2 83.1 ..

6 United States 71.5 76.5 20 7 26 8 85.7 77.4 8
7 Iceland 74.3 78.9 12 4 14 4 90.0 84.4 ..
8 Netherlands 74.0 77.9 13 5 15 5 89.1 82.7 7
9 Japan 73.3 80.5 14 4 21 4 92.1 84.0 8

10 Finland 70.7 77.2 13 4 16 4 90.3 77.9 6

11 Switzerland 73.8 78.6 15 3 18 4 90.5 82.2 5
12 France 72.4 78.1 18 4 24 5 90.1 78.0 10
13 United Kingdom 72.0 77.2 18 6 23 6 88.3 81.5 7
14 Denmark 73.6 75.9 14 4 19 4 85.5 78.3 10
15 Austria 70.6 77.7 26 5 33 5 89.9 79.7 ..

16 Luxembourg 70.7 77.0 19 5 26 5 88.4 80.1 (.)
17 Germany 71.0 77.3 22 4 26 5 89.3 79.2 8
18 Ireland 71.3 76.1 20 6 26 6 87.7 80.0 6
19 New Zealand 71.7 77.2 17 6 20 6 87.6 80.9 15
20 Italy 72.1 78.2 30 6 33 6 90.9 81.6 7

21 Spain 72.8 78.1 27 5 34 5 91.4 79.8 6
22 Israel 71.6 78.3 24 6 27 6 89.7 85.1 5
23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 72.0 79.1 .. .. .. .. 91.6 83.1 ..
24 Greece 72.3 78.0 38 5 54 6 91.4 81.6 1
25 Singapore 69.5 77.1 22 4 26 4 86.6 79.6 6

26 Cyprus 71.4 77.8 29 6 33 7 90.3 83.2 (.)
27 Korea, Rep. of 62.6 74.3 43 5 54 5 87.5 72.1 20
28 Portugal 68.0 75.2 53 6 62 6 88.4 75.3 8
29 Slovenia 69.8 75.0 25 4 29 5 87.3 72.8 11
30 Malta 70.6 77.6 25 5 32 6 89.7 84.2 ..

31 Barbados 69.4 76.4 40 12 54 14 88.1 80.6 (.)
32 Brunei Darussalam 68.3 75.5 58 6 78 6 87.8 79.4 (.)
33 Czech Republic 70.1 74.3 21 5 24 5 87.0 72.0 9
34 Argentina 67.1 72.9 59 18 71 21 84.1 70.6 41
35 Hungary 69.3 70.7 36 8 39 9 81.1 59.0 15

36 Slovakia 70.0 72.8 25 8 29 9 85.4 66.4 9
37 Poland 70.4 72.8 32 9 36 10 85.1 65.8 8
38 Chile 63.4 74.9 76 10 96 12 85.4 75.6 23
39 Bahrain 63.5 72.9 55 13 75 16 84.0 75.5 46
40 Uruguay 68.7 73.9 48 14 57 16 84.7 71.4 26

41 Bahamas 66.5 69.0 38 15 49 18 76.0 57.4 ..
42 Estonia 70.5 70.0 21 17 26 21 81.9 54.8 50
43 Costa Rica 67.9 76.0 58 10 76 12 87.2 80.1 29
44 Saint Kitts and Nevis .. .. .. 21 .. 25 .. .. 130
45 Kuwait 67.2 75.9 49 9 59 10 86.2 80.7 5

46 United Arab Emirates 62.5 74.6 61 8 83 9 83.6 75.8 3
47 Seychelles .. .. .. 13 .. 17 .. .. ..
48 Croatia 69.6 73.3 34 8 42 8 85.3 69.5 6
49 Lithuania 71.3 71.4 23 17 28 21 83.6 59.7 18
50 Trinidad and Tobago 65.9 73.8 48 17 57 20 82.4 73.9 70

Probability at birth Maternal
of surviving mortality
to age 65 a ratio

Life expectancy Infant Under-five Female Male reported
at birth mortality rate mortality rate (% of (% of (per 100,000
(years) (per 1,000 live births) (per 1,000 live births) cohort) cohort) live births)

HDI rank 1970-75 b 1995-2000 b 1970 2000 1970 2000 1995-2000 b 1995-2000 b 1985-99 c

. . . TO LEAD A LONG AND HEALTHY LIFE . . .



HUMAN DEVELOPMENT INDICATORS 175

8 Survival:
progress and
setbacks

51 Qatar 62.6 68.9 45 12 65 16 75.7 69.4 10
52 Antigua and Barbuda .. .. .. 13 .. 15 .. .. 150
53 Latvia 70.1 69.6 21 17 26 21 79.8 56.9 45

Medium human development

54 Mexico 62.4 72.2 79 25 110 30 80.8 69.9 55
55 Cuba 70.6 75.7 34 7 43 9 84.1 78.1 33

56 Belarus 71.5 68.5 22 17 27 20 80.0 51.3 20
57 Panama 66.2 73.6 46 20 68 26 83.5 76.0 70
58 Belize 67.6 73.6 56 34 77 41 82.1 77.4 140
59 Malaysia 63.0 71.9 46 8 63 9 82.0 70.8 41
60 Russian Federation 69.7 66.1 29 18 36 22 77.0 46.4 44

61 Dominica .. .. .. 14 .. 16 .. .. 65
62 Bulgaria 71.0 70.8 28 14 32 16 83.5 64.2 15
63 Romania 69.2 69.8 46 19 56 22 79.9 62.5 42
64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 52.9 70.0 105 17 160 20 76.0 68.3 75
65 Macedonia, TFYR 67.5 72.7 85 22 120 26 82.5 74.2 7

66 Saint Lucia 65.3 73.0 .. 17 .. 19 80.4 70.1 30
67 Mauritius 62.9 70.7 64 17 86 20 80.6 63.0 21
68 Colombia 61.6 70.4 70 25 113 30 79.1 67.6 80
69 Venezuela 65.7 72.4 47 20 61 23 82.3 71.6 60
70 Thailand 59.5 69.6 74 25 102 29 78.8 66.5 44

71 Saudi Arabia 53.9 70.9 118 24 185 29 78.4 73.4 ..
72 Fiji 60.6 68.4 50 18 61 22 72.8 63.7 38
73 Brazil 59.5 67.2 95 32 135 38 75.4 59.3 160
74 Suriname 64.0 70.1 51 27 68 33 77.7 66.4 110
75 Lebanon 65.0 72.6 45 28 54 32 81.8 75.7 100

76 Armenia 72.5 72.4 24 25 30 30 85.1 70.8 35
77 Philippines 58.1 68.6 60 30 90 40 75.7 67.2 170
78 Oman 49.0 70.5 126 12 200 14 78.1 72.1 14
79 Kazakhstan 64.4 64.1 .. 60 .. 75 72.7 47.6 65
80 Ukraine 70.1 68.1 22 17 27 21 79.0 51.8 25

81 Georgia 69.2 72.7 36 24 46 29 84.5 67.1 50
82 Peru 55.4 68.0 115 40 178 50 75.2 66.2 270
83 Grenada .. .. .. 21 .. 26 .. .. 1
84 Maldives 51.4 65.4 157 59 255 80 65.4 66.8 350
85 Turkey 57.9 69.0 150 38 201 45 78.6 68.7 130 d

86 Jamaica 69.0 74.8 49 17 64 20 84.1 77.5 95
87 Turkmenistan 60.6 65.4 82 52 120 70 71.7 56.9 65
88 Azerbaijan 69.0 71.0 .. 74 .. 105 79.8 65.0 80
89 Sri Lanka 65.1 71.6 65 17 100 19 82.8 71.8 60
90 Paraguay 65.9 69.6 56 26 76 31 78.2 69.4 190

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines .. .. .. 21 .. 24 .. .. 43
92 Albania 67.7 72.8 68 27 82 31 87.0 78.6 ..
93 Ecuador 58.8 69.5 87 25 140 32 77.3 69.0 160
94 Dominican Republic 59.7 67.3 91 42 128 48 74.5 64.9 230 d

95 Uzbekistan 64.2 68.3 .. 51 .. 67 75.0 62.9 21

96 China 63.2 69.8 85 32 120 40 79.4 70.9 55
97 Tunisia 55.6 69.5 135 22 201 28 75.8 70.6 70
98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 53.9 68.0 122 36 191 44 74.3 68.9 37
99 Jordan 56.6 69.7 77 28 107 34 74.4 68.9 41

100 Cape Verde 57.5 68.9 .. 30 .. 40 76.2 64.6 35

Probability at birth Maternal
of surviving mortality
to age 65 a ratio

Life expectancy Infant Under-five Female Male reported
at birth mortality rate mortality rate (% of (% of (per 100,000
(years) (per 1,000 live births) (per 1,000 live births) cohort) cohort) live births)

HDI rank 1970-75 b 1995-2000 b 1970 2000 1970 2000 1995-2000 b 1995-2000 b 1985-99 c



176 HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2002

8 Survival:
progress and
setbacks

101 Samoa (Western) 56.1 68.5 106 21 160 26 75.8 62.0 ..
102 Kyrgyzstan 63.1 66.9 111 53 146 63 75.3 57.8 65
103 Guyana 60.0 63.7 80 55 101 74 70.2 54.1 110
104 El Salvador 58.2 69.1 111 34 162 40 75.9 65.6 120
105 Moldova, Rep. of 64.8 66.6 46 27 61 33 72.5 53.6 28

106 Algeria 54.5 68.9 143 50 234 65 75.4 72.2 220 d

107 South Africa 53.7 56.7 80 55 115 70 53.7 40.2 ..
108 Syrian Arab Republic 57.0 70.5 90 24 128 29 77.4 72.5 110 d

109 Viet Nam 50.3 67.2 112 30 157 39 74.1 65.6 95
110 Indonesia 49.2 65.1 104 35 172 48 69.5 61.7 380

111 Equatorial Guinea 40.5 50.0 165 103 281 156 47.0 41.0 ..
112 Tajikistan 63.4 67.2 78 54 111 73 73.6 62.7 65
113 Mongolia 53.8 61.9 .. 62 .. 78 64.0 53.9 150
114 Bolivia 46.7 61.4 144 62 243 80 63.9 57.0 390
115 Egypt 52.1 66.3 157 37 235 43 72.8 63.9 170

116 Honduras 53.8 65.6 116 32 170 40 70.5 59.3 110
117 Gabon 45.0 52.4 .. 60 .. 90 48.7 43.5 520
118 Nicaragua 55.1 67.7 113 37 165 45 72.7 63.9 150
119 São Tomé and Principe .. .. .. 58 .. 75 .. .. ..
120 Guatemala 53.7 64.0 115 44 168 59 67.9 56.2 190

121 Solomon Islands 55.6 67.4 70 21 99 25 72.5 67.4 550 d

122 Namibia 49.4 45.1 104 56 155 69 31.3 28.0 230
123 Morocco 52.9 66.6 119 41 184 46 74.1 66.3 230
124 India 50.3 62.3 127 69 202 96 64.7 59.9 540
125 Swaziland 47.3 50.8 132 101 196 142 45.1 39.2 230

126 Botswana 53.2 44.4 99 74 142 101 29.6 24.5 330
127 Myanmar 49.3 55.8 122 78 179 110 55.9 46.6 230
128 Zimbabwe 56.0 42.9 86 73 138 117 23.7 22.1 700
129 Ghana 49.9 56.3 112 58 190 102 53.8 48.3 210 d

130 Cambodia 40.3 56.5 .. 95 .. 135 55.8 46.3 440

131 Vanuatu 54.0 67.2 107 35 160 44 70.4 63.1 ..
132 Lesotho 49.5 51.2 125 92 190 133 46.9 42.5 ..
133 Papua New Guinea 44.7 55.6 90 79 130 112 48.0 41.4 370
134 Kenya 51.0 52.2 96 77 156 120 43.6 38.5 590
135 Cameroon 45.7 50.0 127 95 215 154 42.6 38.4 430

136 Congo 46.7 50.9 100 81 160 108 45.4 37.9 ..
137 Comoros 48.9 58.8 159 61 215 82 58.6 52.1 ..

Low human development

138 Pakistan 49.0 59.0 117 85 181 110 58.8 56.9 ..
139 Sudan 43.7 55.0 104 66 172 108 53.9 48.3 550
140 Bhutan 43.2 60.7 156 77 267 100 62.3 57.2 380

141 Togo 45.5 51.3 128 80 216 142 45.3 40.1 480
142 Nepal 43.3 57.3 165 72 250 100 53.7 52.4 540
143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 40.4 52.5 145 90 218 105 50.0 44.9 650
144 Yemen 42.1 59.4 194 85 303 117 58.9 53.4 350
145 Bangladesh 44.9 58.1 145 54 239 82 55.4 53.2 350

146 Haiti 48.5 52.0 148 81 221 125 46.3 34.2 520
147 Madagascar 44.9 51.6 109 86 180 139 48.7 43.8 490
148 Nigeria 44.0 51.3 120 110 201 184 44.6 42.1 ..
149 Djibouti 41.0 45.5 160 102 241 146 39.1 32.9 ..
150 Uganda 46.4 41.9 110 81 185 127 28.1 24.9 510

Probability at birth Maternal
of surviving mortality
to age 65 a ratio

Life expectancy Infant Under-five Female Male reported
at birth mortality rate mortality rate (% of (% of (per 100,000
(years) (per 1,000 live births) (per 1,000 live births) cohort) cohort) live births)

HDI rank 1970-75 b 1995-2000 b 1970 2000 1970 2000 1995-2000 b 1995-2000 b 1985-99 c
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151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of 46.5 51.1 129 104 218 165 43.2 37.9 530
152 Mauritania 43.5 50.5 150 120 250 183 47.7 41.6 550 d

153 Zambia 47.2 40.5 109 112 181 202 22.8 21.7 650
154 Senegal 41.8 52.3 164 80 279 139 51.0 39.4 560
155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the 46.0 50.5 147 128 245 207 44.9 39.4 ..

156 Côte d’Ivoire 45.4 47.7 158 102 239 173 37.3 35.4 600
157 Eritrea 44.3 51.5 .. 73 .. 114 47.1 40.7 1,000
158 Benin 44.0 53.5 149 98 252 154 51.4 44.8 500
159 Guinea 37.3 46.5 197 112 345 175 40.6 37.7 530
160 Gambia 37.0 45.4 183 92 319 128 39.6 34.2 ..

161 Angola 38.0 44.6 180 172 300 295 38.1 32.9 ..
162 Rwanda 44.6 39.4 124 100 209 187 26.3 22.9 ..
163 Malawi 41.0 40.7 189 117 330 188 30.4 28.2 1,100
164 Mali 42.9 50.9 221 142 391 233 48.5 45.5 580
165 Central African Republic 43.0 44.3 149 115 248 180 34.4 28.5 1,100

166 Chad 39.0 45.2 149 118 252 198 38.6 33.6 830
167 Guinea-Bissau 36.5 44.1 .. 132 .. 215 37.8 32.5 910
168 Ethiopia 41.8 44.5 160 117 239 174 35.6 31.4 ..
169 Burkina Faso 41.5 45.3 163 105 290 198 34.8 29.7 480
170 Mozambique 42.5 40.6 163 126 278 200 31.0 26.3 1,100

171 Burundi 44.0 40.6 138 114 233 190 28.5 23.5 ..
172 Niger 38.2 44.2 197 159 330 270 37.1 34.9 590
173 Sierra Leone 35.0 37.3 206 180 363 316 28.2 23.4 ..

Developing countries 55.6 64.1 108 61 166 89 68.4 61.3 ..
Least developed countries 44.2 51.3 148 98 240 155 46.1 41.7 ..
Arab States 51.9 65.9 132 46 204 61 71.1 64.9 ..
East Asia and the Pacific 60.4 68.8 87 33 126 43 77.2 68.5 ..
Latin America and the Caribbean 61.1 69.4 86 30 123 37 77.6 65.2 ..
South Asia 49.9 61.9 128 68 203 94 63.8 59.4 ..
Sub-Saharan Africa 45.3 48.8 135 107 223 174 41.4 36.6 ..

Central and Eastern Europe and the CIS 69.2 68.4 34 20 42 25 79.0 55.3 ..
OECD 70.4 76.4 40 12 53 14 87.2 77.3 ..
High-income OECD 72.1 77.8 20 6 26 6 88.8 80.0 ..

High human development 71.3 77.0 25 7 32 7 88.2 78.1 ..
Medium human development 58.4 66.5 100 46 150 62 72.9 63.8 ..
Low human development 44.6 52.2 141 99 230 154 47.0 43.8 ..

High income 72.0 77.8 21 6 26 6 88.8 80.0 ..
Middle income 62.6 69.2 85 31 121 38 78.2 67.1 ..
Low income 49.5 59.0 126 80 202 120 59.0 53.6 ..

World 59.9 66.4 96 56 146 81 72.2 63.6 ..

a. Data refer to the probability at birth of surviving to age 65, times 100. b. Data refer to estimates for the period specified. c. The maternal mortality data are those reported by national authorities. UNICEF and the
World Health Organization periodically evaluate these data and make adjustments to account for the well-documented problems of underreporting and misclassification of maternal deaths and to develop estimates
for countries with no data (for details on the most recent estimates see Hill, AbouZahr and Wardlaw 2001). Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified. d. Data refer to a year or period
other than that specified, differ from the standard definition or refer to only part of a country.
Source: Columns 1, 2, 7 and 8: UN 2001; columns 3 and 5: UNICEF 2002a; columns 4, 6 and 9: UNICEF 2002b.

Probability at birth Maternal
of surviving mortality
to age 65 a ratio

Life expectancy Infant Under-five Female Male reported
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High human development

1 Norway 6.5 7.7 d 14.7 16.8 d 45.2 38.7 e 28.3 23.0 e 13.5 27.9 e

2 Sweden 7.3 8.3 d 12.8 12.2 d 48.0 34.1 e, f 20.1 38.7 e, f 13.1 27.2 e, f

3 Canada 6.7 6.9 d, g 14.1 12.9 d, g .. .. 63.6 h 64.7 e, f, g, h 28.7 35.3 e, f, g

4 Belgium 5.1 i 3.1 d, j 14.3 i 6.0 d, j 24.7 i 29.9 e, j 46.4 i 45.5 e, j 16.7 i 21.5 e, j

5 Australia 5.1 5.5 d 12.5 13.5 d .. 30.6 e 61.9 h 38.9 e 30.5 30.5 e

6 United States 5.0 5.4 d, g 11.9 14.4 d, g 44.7 38.7 e, f, g 30.3 36.1 e, f, g 25.1 25.2 e, f, g

7 Iceland 4.8 5.4 d 14.0 13.6 d .. 35.9 e .. 41.9 e .. 17.7 e

8 Netherlands 6.9 5.1 d .. 9.8 d 22.6 30.9 e 35.9 39.8 e 26.4 29.3 e

9 Japan g .. 3.6 .. 9.9 d .. 39.3 e, f .. 41.8 e, f .. 12.1 e, f

10 Finland 5.5 7.5 d 11.6 12.2 d 30.8 33.0 e 41.6 36.2 e 18.7 28.9 e

11 Switzerland 4.7 5.4 d 18.8 15.4 d .. 30.6 e 73.6 48.1 e 18.1 19.3 e

12 France 5.5 6.0 d 18.0 g 10.9 d 29.4 31.4 e 40.8 49.5 e 12.9 17.9 e

13 United Kingdom 4.8 5.3 d 11.3 g 11.6 d 26.7 32.3 e, f 45.9 44.0 e, f 19.8 23.7 e, f

14 Denmark 7.2 8.1 d 13.7 13.1 d .. 33.6 e .. 39.3 e .. 22.0 e

15 Austria 5.9 5.4 d 7.8 10.4 d 23.1 28.1 e 46.9 49.0 e 16.6 21.2 e

16 Luxembourg 4.1 4.0 d 9.5 i 11.5 g, i 43.5 51.9 e 42.7 43.4 e 3.3 4.7 e

17 Germany .. 4.8 d .. 9.6 d .. .. .. 72.2 e, h .. 22.5 e

18 Ireland 6.7 6.0 d 9.5 13.5 d 39.4 32.2 e 39.7 41.5 e 17.7 23.8 e

19 New Zealand 5.4 7.3 d 20.9 17.1 d, g 38.3 28.7 e 28.5 40.3 e 28.3 29.1 e

20 Italy 5.0 4.9 d 8.3 9.1 d 30.1 32.0 e 35.5 49.2 e 10.2 15.1 e

21 Spain 3.7 5.0 d 8.8 11.0 d .. 33.3 e .. 47.9 e .. 16.6 e

22 Israel 6.7 7.6 d, g 10.0 12.3 d, g 42.8 42.3 e, g 30.8 31.2 e, g 18.9 18.2 e, g

23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 2.5 2.9 19.8 17.0 g 31.5 g 21.9 37.9 g 35.0 25.1 g 37.1
24 Greece 2.2 3.1 d 6.1 8.2 d 37.6 35.3 e, f 41.3 38.0 e, f 20.1 25.0 e, f

25 Singapore 3.9 3.0 11.5 23.3 30.5 25.7 36.9 34.6 27.9 34.8

26 Cyprus k 3.6 4.5 11.9 13.2 37.6 36.7 50.7 50.8 4.2 6.5
27 Korea, Rep. of 3.8 3.7 d .. 17.5 d 47.0 45.3 e, f 36.7 36.6 e, f 10.9 8.0 e, f

28 Portugal 3.8 i 5.8 d .. 11.7 d 51.0 34.2 e 30.6 41.6 e 12.7 16.4 e

29 Slovenia .. 5.7 .. 12.6 .. 29.9 .. 48.4 .. 16.9
30 Malta 3.4 5.1 7.4 10.8 31.0 22.6 g 43.3 32.0 g 8.2 10.9 g

31 Barbados g 6.2 7.2 17.2 19.0 31.0 .. 32.5 .. 22.3 ..
32 Brunei Darussalam .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
33 Czech Republic .. 5.1 d .. 13.6 d .. 31.3 e .. 50.2 e .. 15.8 e

34 Argentina 1.4 i 3.5 8.9 i 12.6 37.7 g 45.7 27.4 g 34.8 19.2 g 19.5
35 Hungary 5.6 4.6 d 6.3 6.9 g 51.1 36.8 e 19.9 46.3 e 16.9 15.5 e

36 Slovakia .. 4.7 .. 14.6 .. 40.5 .. 28.0 .. 12.7
37 Poland 4.6 7.5 d 12.5 24.8 d 44.2 37.6 e, f 17.9 15.1 e, f 18.2 11.1 e, f

38 Chile 3.3 3.6 15.3 15.5 57.0 58.3 19.5 18.8 20.3 16.1
39 Bahrain 5.2 4.4 12.3 12.0 .. 30.1 f .. 34.5 f .. ..
40 Uruguay 3.2 3.3 15.0 15.5 37.7 32.6 28.4 29.0 22.4 19.6

41 Bahamas 4.0 .. 18.9 13.2 .. .. .. .. .. ..
42 Estonia .. 7.2 .. 25.5 .. 18.5 .. 50.7 .. 17.9
43 Costa Rica 4.5 5.4 21.6 22.8 35.1 40.2 22.3 24.3 41.4 28.3
44 Saint Kitts and Nevis 3.7 l 3.8 14.6 l 8.8 50.3 38.1 40.1 42.5 2.1 11.4
45 Kuwait 4.8 5.0 13.4 14.0 .. .. .. 69.8 f, h .. 30.2 f

46 United Arab Emirates 2.1 1.7 13.2 20.3 .. .. .. .. .. ..
47 Seychelles 10.2 7.9 16.0 16.3 29.5 27.0 54.3 38.7 .. 16.2
48 Croatia .. 5.3 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
49 Lithuania 5.3 g 5.9 12.9 22.8 .. 15.1 .. 50.9 .. 18.3
50 Trinidad and Tobago 6.3 4.4 g 14.0 .. 47.5 40.5 g 36.8 33.1 g 8.9 13.3 g

Public education expenditure a Public education expenditure by level
(as % of all levels) b

As % of total
government Pre-primary

As % of GNP expenditure and primary Secondary Tertiary

HDI rank 1985-87 c 1995-97 c 1985-87 c 1995-97 c 1985-86 c 1995-97 c 1985-86 c 1995-97 c 1985-86 c 1995-97 c

. . . TO ACQUIRE KNOWLEDGE . . .
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51 Qatar 4.7 3.4 g .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
52 Antigua and Barbuda g 2.7 .. 7.6 .. 36.6 .. 30.6 .. 12.7 ..
53 Latvia 3.4 6.5 12.4 16.5 15.8 12.1 56.2 58.9 10.3 12.2

Medium human development

54 Mexico 3.5 4.9 d .. 23.0 d 31.5 i 50.3 e 26.8 i 32.5 e 17.6 i 17.2 e

55 Cuba 6.8 6.7 18.4 12.6 26.3 31.9 42.0 33.0 12.9 14.9

56 Belarus 5.0 5.9 .. 17.8 .. .. 74.8 h 72.5 h 14.0 11.1
57 Panama 4.8 5.1 14.3 16.3 38.3 31.1 25.2 19.8 20.4 26.1
58 Belize 4.7 5.0 15.4 19.5 55.7 62.8 27.7 25.8 2.3 6.9
59 Malaysia 6.9 4.9 18.8 15.4 37.8 32.7 37.1 30.6 14.6 25.5
60 Russian Federation 3.4 3.5 d .. 9.6 g .. 23.2 e, f .. 57.4 e, f .. 19.3 e, f

61 Dominica 5.6 .. 14.1 .. 62.4 .. 26.2 .. 2.6 ..
62 Bulgaria 5.4 3.2 .. 7.0 .. .. 65.3 h 73.8 h 12.4 18.0
63 Romania 2.2 3.6 7.5 g 10.5 .. 42.7 f .. 23.8 f .. 16.0 f

64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 9.6 .. 20.8 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
65 Macedonia, TFYR .. 5.1 .. 20.0 .. 54.4 .. 23.6 .. 22.0

66 Saint Lucia 5.5 9.8 g .. 22.2 g .. .. .. .. .. ..
67 Mauritius 3.3 4.6 10.0 17.4 45.2 31.0 37.6 36.3 5.6 24.7
68 Colombia i 2.6 4.1 22.4 16.6 42.0 40.5 32.5 31.5 21.2 19.2
69 Venezuela 5.0 5.2 g 19.6 22.4 g .. .. .. 29.5 g, h .. 34.7 g

70 Thailand 3.4 4.8 17.9 20.1 58.4 50.4 21.1 20.0 13.2 16.4

71 Saudi Arabia 7.4 7.5 13.6 22.8 .. .. 72.9 h 84.4 h 27.1 15.6
72 Fiji 6.0 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
73 Brazil 4.7 5.1 17.7 .. 45.9 f 53.5 7.7 f 20.3 19.6 f 26.2
74 Suriname 10.2 3.5 g 22.8 .. 63.7 .. 13.5 .. 7.7 ..
75 Lebanon i .. 2.5 11.7 8.2 .. .. .. 68.9 f, h .. 16.2 f

76 Armenia .. 2.0 .. 10.3 .. 15.8 .. 63.0 .. 13.2
77 Philippines 2.1 3.4 11.2 15.7 63.9 56.1 10.1 23.3 22.5 18.0
78 Oman 4.1 4.5 15.0 16.4 .. 40.9 .. 51.3 .. 7.0
79 Kazakhstan 3.4 4.4 19.8 17.6 .. 7.2 f .. 63.0 f .. 13.9 f

80 Ukraine 5.3 5.6 21.2 14.8 .. .. 74.2 h 73.5 h 13.5 10.7

81 Georgia g .. 5.2 .. 6.9 .. 22.0 .. 45.1 .. 18.5
82 Peru 3.6 2.9 15.7 19.2 39.5 35.2 20.5 21.2 2.7 16.0
83 Grenada 4.5 4.7 8.6 10.6 .. .. .. .. .. ..
84 Maldives 5.2 6.4 8.5 10.5 .. .. .. .. .. ..
85 Turkey 1.2 l 2.2 d .. 14.7 d, g 45.9 43.3 e, f 22.4 22.0 e, f 23.9 34.7 e, f

86 Jamaica 4.9 7.5 11.0 12.9 31.9 31.3 34.0 37.4 19.4 22.4
87 Turkmenistan 4.1 .. 29.3 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
88 Azerbaijan 5.8 3.0 29.3 18.8 .. 14.6 .. 63.9 .. 7.5
89 Sri Lanka 2.7 3.4 7.8 8.9 .. .. 90.2 h 74.8 h 9.8 9.3
90 Paraguay 1.1 i 4.0 i 14.3 i 19.8 i 36.6 50.0 f, i 29.7 18.1 f, i 23.8 19.7 f, i

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines 6.0 6.3 g 11.6 13.8 g 73.3 .. 26.6 .. .. ..
92 Albania .. .. 11.2 .. .. 63.9 g .. 20.6 g .. 10.3 g

93 Ecuador 3.5 3.5 21.3 13.0 45.5 38.4 35.8 36.0 17.8 21.3
94 Dominican Republic 1.3 2.3 10.0 13.8 47.3 49.5 19.7 12.5 20.8 13.0
95 Uzbekistan 9.2 g 7.7 25.1 21.1 .. .. .. .. .. ..

96 China 2.3 2.3 11.1 12.2 g 29.5 m 37.4 33.2 m 32.2 21.8 m 15.6
97 Tunisia 6.2 7.7 14.8 19.9 44.0 i 42.5 37.0 i 37.2 18.2 i 18.5
98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 3.7 4.0 18.1 17.8 42.0 29.0 37.9 33.9 10.7 22.9
99 Jordan 6.8 7.9 15.8 19.8 .. .. 62.9 h 64.5 h 34.1 33.0

100 Cape Verde 2.9 .. 14.8 .. 61.5 .. 15.9 .. .. ..

Public education expenditure a Public education expenditure by level
(as % of all levels) b

As % of total
government Pre-primary

As % of GNP expenditure and primary Secondary Tertiary

HDI rank 1985-87 c 1995-97 c 1985-87 c 1995-97 c 1985-86 c 1995-97 c 1985-86 c 1995-97 c 1985-86 c 1995-97 c
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101 Samoa (Western) .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
102 Kyrgyzstan 9.7 5.3 22.4 23.5 10.9 6.6 60.4 68.0 8.8 14.1
103 Guyana 8.5 5.0 7.3 10.0 38.8 .. 23.8 71.3 h 17.8 7.7
104 El Salvador 3.1 g 2.5 12.5 g 16.0 .. 63.5 .. 6.5 .. 7.2
105 Moldova, Rep. of 3.6 10.6 .. 28.1 .. 24.5 .. 52.9 .. 13.3

106 Algeria 9.8 5.1 l 27.8 16.4 l .. .. .. 95.3 h, l .. ..
107 South Africa 6.1 7.6 .. 22.0 .. 43.5 73.1 h 29.5 24.8 14.3
108 Syrian Arab Republic 4.8 4.2 14.0 13.6 38.4 41.9 25.3 29.8 33.6 f 25.9 f

109 Viet Nam .. 3.0 .. 7.4 g .. 43.0 .. 26.0 .. 22.0
110 Indonesia 0.9 g, i 1.4 n 4.3 g, i 7.9 n .. .. .. 73.5 h, i .. 24.4 i

111 Equatorial Guinea g 1.7 1.7 3.9 5.6 .. .. .. .. .. ..
112 Tajikistan .. 2.2 29.5 11.5 9.2 14.9 55.7 71.2 7.7 7.1
113 Mongolia 11.7 5.7 17.1 15.1 10.7 f 19.9 f 51.2 f 56.0 f 17.3 f 14.3 f

114 Bolivia 2.1 4.9 20.1 g 11.1 .. 50.7 .. 9.8 .. 27.7
115 Egypt 4.5 4.8 .. 14.9 .. .. .. 66.7 h .. 33.3

116 Honduras 4.8 3.6 19.5 16.5 49.1 52.5 16.7 21.5 21.3 16.6
117 Gabon 5.8 2.9 l 9.4 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
118 Nicaragua 5.4 3.9 l 12.0 8.8 l 45.6 68.6 l 16.7 13.9 l 23.2 ..
119 São Tomé and Principe 3.8 .. 18.8 .. 55.7 .. 27.0 .. .. ..
120 Guatemala i 1.9 1.7 13.8 15.8 .. 63.0 .. 12.1 .. 15.2

121 Solomon Islands 4.7 g 3.8 g 12.4 g 7.9 g .. .. .. .. .. ..
122 Namibia .. 9.1 .. 25.6 .. 58.0 .. 28.9 .. 13.1
123 Morocco i 6.2 5.3 21.5 24.9 35.3 34.6 47.6 48.8 17.1 16.5
124 India 3.2 3.2 8.5 11.6 38.0 39.5 25.3 26.5 15.3 13.7
125 Swaziland 5.6 5.7 20.6 18.1 39.4 35.8 29.6 27.1 19.5 26.6

126 Botswana 7.3 8.6 15.9 20.6 36.3 .. 40.7 .. 17.2 ..
127 Myanmar i 1.9 1.2 g .. 14.4 g .. 47.7 g .. 40.3 g .. 11.7 g

128 Zimbabwe 7.7 7.1 g 15.0 .. .. 51.7 g .. 26.4 g .. 17.3 g

129 Ghana 3.4 4.2 24.3 19.9 24.5 g .. 29.5 g .. 12.5 g ..
130 Cambodia .. 2.9 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

131 Vanuatu 7.4 4.8 24.6 18.8 g .. .. .. .. .. ..
132 Lesotho 4.1 8.4 13.4 .. 39.1 g 41.2 32.7 g 29.2 22.3 g 28.7
133 Papua New Guinea .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
134 Kenya 7.1 6.5 14.8 g 16.7 59.9 .. 17.7 .. 12.4 ..
135 Cameroon 2.8 .. 16.4 16.9 g .. .. 72.6 h 86.8 h 27.4 13.2

136 Congo 4.9 g 6.1 9.8 g 14.7 30.0 g 50.4 35.6 g 11.6 34.4 g 28.0
137 Comoros .. .. .. .. .. 36.6 i .. 35.1 i .. 17.2 i

Low human development

138 Pakistan 3.1 2.7 8.8 7.1 36.0 51.8 33.3 27.9 18.2 13.0
139 Sudan .. 1.4 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
140 Bhutan 3.7 4.1 .. 7.0 .. 44.0 .. 35.6 .. 20.4

141 Togo 4.9 4.5 19.7 24.6 34.0 45.9 29.1 26.9 22.8 24.7
142 Nepal 2.2 3.2 10.4 13.5 35.7 45.1 19.9 19.0 33.4 19.0
143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 0.5 2.1 6.6 8.7 .. 48.3 .. 30.7 .. 7.4
144 Yemen .. 7.0 .. 21.6 g .. .. .. .. .. ..
145 Bangladesh i 1.4 2.2 9.9 13.8 46.1 44.8 34.7 43.8 10.4 7.9

146 Haiti 1.9 .. 20.6 .. 51.0 .. 18.1 .. 10.8 ..
147 Madagascar 1.9 l 1.9 .. 16.1 g 42.3 30.0 26.5 33.4 27.2 21.1
148 Nigeria n 1.7 0.7 12.0 11.5 .. .. .. .. .. ..
149 Djibouti .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
150 Uganda 3.5 g, i 2.6 .. .. 44.5 g, i .. 33.4 g, i .. 13.2 g, i ..

Public education expenditure a Public education expenditure by level
(as % of all levels) b
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151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of .. .. 9.9 .. 57.5 .. 20.5 .. 12.7 ..
152 Mauritania i .. 5.1 .. 16.2 32.6 39.4 36.2 35.3 27.4 21.2
153 Zambia 3.1 2.2 9.8 7.1 43.9 41.5 26.9 18.4 18.3 23.2
154 Senegal .. 3.7 .. 33.1 50.1 34.2 25.1 42.5 19.0 23.2
155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the 1.0 .. 8.2 .. .. .. 71.3 h .. 28.7 ..

156 Côte d’Ivoire .. 5.0 .. 24.9 40.2 45.2 42.7 36.2 17.1 18.6
157 Eritrea l .. 1.8 .. .. .. 44.5 .. 17.6 .. ..
158 Benin .. 3.2 .. 15.2 .. 59.1 .. 21.7 .. 18.8
159 Guinea 1.8 1.9 13.0 26.8 30.8 g 35.1 f 36.9 g 29.6 f 23.5 g 26.1 f

160 Gambia 3.7 4.9 8.8 g 21.2 49.0 48.9 21.3 31.6 13.8 12.9

161 Angola 6.2 .. 13.8 .. .. .. 86.8 h, i .. 5.0 i ..
162 Rwanda 3.5 .. 22.9 .. 67.6 .. 15.3 .. 11.5 ..
163 Malawi 3.5 5.4 9.0 18.3 g 41.3 58.8 15.2 8.9 23.3 20.5
164 Mali 3.2 2.2 17.3 .. 48.4 45.9 22.6 21.6 13.4 17.7
165 Central African Republic 2.6 .. 16.8 .. 55.2 i 53.2 i 17.6 i 16.5 i 18.8 i 24.0 i

166 Chad .. 2.2 .. .. .. 43.5 .. 24.2 .. 9.0
167 Guinea-Bissau 1.8 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
168 Ethiopia 3.1 4.0 9.3 13.7 51.5 46.2 f 28.3 23.7 f 14.4 15.9 f

169 Burkina Faso 2.3 3.6 g 14.9 11.1 g 38.1 56.6 20.3 25.1 30.7 18.3
170 Mozambique 2.1 .. 5.6 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

171 Burundi 3.1 4.0 18.1 18.3 45.0 42.7 32.2 36.7 19.8 17.1
172 Niger l .. 2.3 .. 12.8 .. 59.7 f .. 32.3 f .. ..
173 Sierra Leone 1.7 .. 12.4 .. 33.2 .. 29.3 .. 24.2 ..

Note: As a result of a number of limitations in the data, comparisons of education expenditure data over time and across countries should be made with caution. For detailed notes on the data see UNESCO (1999b).
a. Data refer to total public expenditure on education, including current and capital expenditure. See the definitions of statistical terms. b. Data refer to current public expenditure on education. Expenditures by level
may not sum to 100 as a result of rounding or the omission of the categories “other types” and “not distributed”. c. Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified. d. Data may not be strictly
comparable with those for earlier years as a result of methodological changes. e. Expenditures previously classified as “other types” have been distributed across the different education levels. f. Data include capi-
tal expenditure. g. Data refer to a year or period other than that specified. h. Data refer to combined expenditures for pre-primary, primary and secondary levels. i. Data refer to the ministry of education only. j. Data
refer to the Flemish community only. k. Data refer to the Office of Greek Education only. l. Data do not include expenditure on tertiary education. m. Data do not include expenditure on mid-level specialized colleges
and technical schools. n. Data refer to the central government only.
Source: Columns 1-4: UNESCO 2000; columns 5-10: UNESCO 1999b.

Public education expenditure a Public education expenditure by level
(as % of all levels) b
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High human development

1 Norway .. .. .. .. 97 100 85 96 .. 18
2 Sweden .. .. .. .. 98 100 .. 100 97 31
3 Canada .. .. .. .. 94 96 89 94 .. ..
4 Belgium .. .. .. .. 96 100 89 95 .. ..
5 Australia .. .. .. .. 97 .. 79 .. .. 32

6 United States .. .. .. .. 94 95 91 90 .. ..
7 Iceland .. .. .. .. .. 99 .. 85 .. 20
8 Netherlands .. .. .. .. 95 100 86 93 .. 20
9 Japan .. .. .. .. 99 100 97 .. .. 23

10 Finland .. .. .. .. .. 99 .. 95 100 37

11 Switzerland .. .. .. .. .. 94 .. 83 .. 31
12 France .. .. .. .. 100 100 82 94 .. 25
13 United Kingdom .. .. .. .. 98 100 79 94 .. 29
14 Denmark .. .. .. .. 99 100 85 89 .. 21
15 Austria .. .. .. .. .. 88 .. .. .. 28

16 Luxembourg .. .. .. .. 85 100 60 .. .. ..
17 Germany .. .. .. .. .. 87 .. 88 .. 31
18 Ireland .. .. .. .. 90 100 81 77 .. 30
19 New Zealand .. .. .. .. 100 100 84 .. .. 21
20 Italy 97.1 98.4 99.8 99.8 96 c 100 68 c 88 99 28

21 Spain 95.3 97.6 99.4 99.8 100 100 .. 92 .. 30
22 Israel 88.0 94.6 98.2 99.4 .. 95 .. 85 .. ..
23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 87.8 93.5 97.7 99.2 96 c .. 65 c .. .. ..
24 Greece 93.2 97.2 99.4 99.8 98 95 82 86 .. ..
25 Singapore 85.6 92.3 98.2 99.7 99 c .. .. .. .. ..

26 Cyprus 92.5 97.1 99.6 99.8 96 81 76 73 100 17
27 Korea, Rep. of 94.5 97.8 99.8 99.8 96 97 85 .. 98 34
28 Portugal 84.4 92.2 98.8 99.8 100 100 .. 88 .. 31
29 Slovenia 99.5 99.6 99.7 99.8 .. 94 .. 89 .. 29
30 Malta 86.1 92.0 96.7 98.6 95 100 74 81 100 13

31 Barbados .. .. .. .. .. .. 77 c 100 .. 21
32 Brunei Darussalam 80.9 91.5 96.4 99.4 80 .. 51 c .. .. 6
33 Czech Republic .. .. .. .. .. 90 .. 79 .. 34
34 Argentina 95.1 96.8 97.8 98.6 96 100 .. 74 .. 30
35 Hungary 98.8 99.3 99.7 99.8 97 82 66 85 .. 32

36 Slovakia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 43
37 Poland 99.4 99.7 99.8 99.8 99 96 75 57 .. ..
38 Chile 93.0 95.8 97.5 98.8 89 c 88 .. 70 100 43
39 Bahrain 76.8 87.6 93.2 98.4 97 97 82 80 95 ..
40 Uruguay 95.8 97.7 98.7 99.3 89 92 56 c 66 98 24

41 Bahamas 93.8 95.4 96.0 97.2 100 87 83 100 .. ..
42 Estonia .. .. .. .. .. 96 .. 77 .. 32
43 Costa Rica 92.9 95.6 97.1 98.3 86 .. 35 .. 90 18
44 Saint Kitts and Nevis .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
45 Kuwait 72.2 82.0 84.2 92.4 82 67 .. 57 .. 23

46 United Arab Emirates 69.0 76.3 79.7 90.7 89 83 .. 70 .. 27
47 Seychelles .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 99 ..
48 Croatia 95.8 98.3 99.5 99.8 .. 77 .. 81 .. 38
49 Lithuania 99.1 99.6 99.8 99.8 .. 94 .. 85 .. 38
50 Trinidad and Tobago 90.2 93.8 95.5 97.5 93 93 73 72 97 41

Tertiary
students 

in science,
Children math and 

Net primary Net secondary reaching engineering
Adult literacy rate Youth literacy rate enrolment ratio enrolment ratio grade 5 (as % of all
(% age 15 and above) (% age 15-24) (%) (%) (%) tertiary students)

HDI rank 1985 2000 1985 2000 1985-87 a 1998 b 1985-87 a 1998 b 1995-97 a 1994-97 a
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51 Qatar 74.4 81.2 86.8 94.8 92 86 66 67 .. ..
52 Antigua and Barbuda .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
53 Latvia 99.8 99.8 99.8 99.8 .. 94 .. 83 .. 29

Medium human development

54 Mexico 85.3 91.4 93.9 97.0 99 100 46 56 86 31
55 Cuba 94.0 96.7 98.8 99.8 88 97 69 75 .. 21

56 Belarus 99.0 99.6 99.8 99.8 .. .. .. .. .. 33
57 Panama 87.1 91.9 94.4 96.8 91 .. 49 .. .. 26
58 Belize 86.4 93.2 94.9 98.0 .. 99 .. 39 .. ..
59 Malaysia 76.4 87.5 92.7 97.6 .. 98 .. 93 .. ..
60 Russian Federation 99.0 99.6 99.8 99.8 .. 73 .. .. .. 48

61 Dominica .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
62 Bulgaria 96.3 98.4 99.4 99.7 97 c 93 79 c 81 .. 25
63 Romania 96.3 98.1 99.2 99.6 .. 94 .. 76 .. 32
64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 60.8 80.0 86.7 96.5 .. .. .. 71 .. ..
65 Macedonia, TFYR .. .. .. .. .. 96 .. 79 95 38

66 Saint Lucia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
67 Mauritius 77.2 84.5 89.3 93.9 100 93 .. 63 99 17
68 Colombia 86.6 91.7 94.0 96.9 65 87 32 .. 73 31
69 Venezuela 86.7 92.6 94.9 98.0 86 .. 18 .. 89 ..
70 Thailand 90.3 95.5 97.4 98.9 .. 77 .. 55 .. 21

71 Saudi Arabia 59.4 76.3 80.0 92.7 53 59 29 .. 89 18
72 Fiji 86.1 92.9 96.8 99.1 98 100 .. 76 .. ..
73 Brazil 78.4 85.2 88.8 92.5 82 98 15 .. .. 22
74 Suriname .. .. .. .. 84 .. 43 .. .. ..
75 Lebanon 76.3 86.0 90.0 95.2 .. 78 .. 76 .. 17

76 Armenia 96.8 98.4 99.4 99.7 .. .. .. .. .. 33
77 Philippines 90.9 95.3 96.4 98.7 98 .. 51 .. .. ..
78 Oman 45.5 71.7 74.0 97.9 69 66 .. 58 96 30
79 Kazakhstan .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 74 .. 42
80 Ukraine 99.3 99.6 99.8 99.9 .. .. .. .. .. ..

81 Georgia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 48
82 Peru 82.7 89.9 93.0 96.8 96 100 49 61 .. ..
83 Grenada .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
84 Maldives 93.2 96.7 97.3 99.1 .. .. .. .. .. ..
85 Turkey 73.9 85.1 90.7 96.5 95 100 38 .. .. 22

86 Jamaica 79.5 86.9 89.6 94.0 91 92 62 79 .. 20
87 Turkmenistan .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
88 Azerbaijan .. .. .. .. .. 96 .. 82 .. ..
89 Sri Lanka 87.1 91.6 93.9 96.8 .. 100 60 .. .. 28
90 Paraguay 88.4 93.3 94.7 97.1 89 92 25 42 78 22

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
92 Albania 71.7 84.7 93.1 97.8 .. .. .. .. .. 22
93 Ecuador 85.1 91.6 94.3 97.3 .. 97 .. 46 85 ..
94 Dominican Republic 76.9 83.6 85.2 91.1 .. 87 .. 53 .. 25
95 Uzbekistan 98.3 99.2 99.6 99.7 .. .. .. .. .. ..

96 China 71.9 84.1 93.1 97.8 94 91 .. 50 94 53
97 Tunisia 52.6 71.0 78.3 93.4 94 98 32 c 55 91 27
98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 56.2 76.3 80.7 94.0 85 .. .. .. .. 36
99 Jordan 74.8 89.7 94.6 99.3 .. 64 .. 60 .. 27

100 Cape Verde 57.3 73.8 77.0 88.1 100 99 12 .. .. ..

Tertiary
students 

in science,
Children math and 

Net primary Net secondary reaching engineering
Adult literacy rate Youth literacy rate enrolment ratio enrolment ratio grade 5 (as % of all

(% age 15 and above) (% age 15-24) (%) (%) (%) tertiary students)
HDI rank 1985 2000 1985 2000 1985-87 a 1998 b 1985-87 a 1998 b 1995-97 a 1994-97 a



184 HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2002

10 Literacy and
enrolment

101 Samoa (Western) 73.5 80.2 81.2 87.1 .. 96 .. 65 85 ..
102 Kyrgyzstan .. .. .. .. .. 85 .. .. .. ..
103 Guyana 96.1 98.5 99.7 99.8 .. 85 .. .. 91 25
104 El Salvador 69.1 78.7 81.4 88.2 74 81 15 c 37 77 20
105 Moldova, Rep. of 96.3 98.9 99.8 99.8 .. .. .. .. .. 44

106 Algeria 44.5 66.7 69.5 89.0 89 94 50 58 94 50
107 South Africa 78.9 85.3 86.8 91.3 .. 100 .. .. .. 18
108 Syrian Arab Republic 59.4 74.4 75.5 87.2 100 93 52 38 94 31
109 Viet Nam 88.9 93.4 94.5 97.0 .. 97 .. 49 .. ..
110 Indonesia 74.7 86.9 92.6 97.7 98 .. 42 .. 88 28

111 Equatorial Guinea 66.7 83.2 89.1 96.9 .. 83 .. 26 .. ..
112 Tajikistan 97.2 99.2 99.7 99.8 .. .. .. .. .. 23
113 Mongolia 97.8 98.9 99.1 99.6 94 85 .. 53 .. 25
114 Bolivia 73.6 85.5 89.9 95.9 92 97 28 .. .. ..
115 Egypt 43.2 55.3 57.0 69.8 .. 92 .. .. .. 15

116 Honduras 65.1 74.6 75.8 83.4 92 .. 23 .. .. 26
117 Gabon .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
118 Nicaragua 60.8 66.5 66.5 71.7 72 .. 22 .. 51 31
119 São Tomé and Principe .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
120 Guatemala 57.1 68.6 69.6 79.3 .. 83 .. .. 50 ..

121 Solomon Islands .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
122 Namibia 70.8 82.0 84.7 91.6 .. 86 .. 31 86 4
123 Morocco 33.5 48.9 48.3 67.4 58 79 .. .. 75 29
124 India 45.2 57.2 60.0 72.6 .. .. .. 39 .. 25
125 Swaziland 66.1 79.6 81.5 90.4 81 77 .. 35 76 22

126 Botswana 63.3 77.2 78.2 88.3 92 81 24 57 90 27
127 Myanmar 78.2 84.7 86.5 90.9 .. .. .. .. .. 37
128 Zimbabwe 75.8 88.7 90.2 97.2 .. .. .. .. 79 23
129 Ghana 51.1 71.5 74.8 91.0 .. .. .. .. .. ..
130 Cambodia 57.9 67.8 69.9 78.9 .. 100 .. 20 49 23

131 Vanuatu .. .. .. .. .. 100 .. .. .. ..
132 Lesotho 74.8 83.4 85.1 90.5 73 60 14 14 .. 13
133 Papua New Guinea 52.7 63.9 65.1 75.7 .. 85 .. 22 .. ..
134 Kenya 63.8 82.4 85.0 95.1 .. .. .. .. .. ..
135 Cameroon 54.8 75.8 81.7 93.7 76 .. .. .. .. ..

136 Congo 58.9 80.7 87.6 97.4 .. .. .. .. .. ..
137 Comoros 52.7 55.9 55.8 58.7 55 50 .. .. .. ..

Low human development

138 Pakistan 31.4 43.2 41.4 57.0 .. .. .. .. .. ..
139 Sudan 40.0 57.8 57.7 77.2 .. 46 .. .. .. ..
140 Bhutan .. .. .. .. .. 16 .. 5 .. ..

141 Togo 38.3 57.1 56.9 75.4 72 88 .. 23 .. 11
142 Nepal 26.5 41.8 39.5 60.5 58 c .. 19 c .. .. 14
143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 30.7 48.7 47.5 70.5 71 76 .. 27 55 ..
144 Yemen 25.9 46.3 40.7 64.9 .. 61 .. 35 .. 6
145 Bangladesh 32.0 41.3 40.2 50.7 54 100 19 c .. .. ..

146 Haiti 35.1 49.8 50.2 64.4 25 80 .. .. .. ..
147 Madagascar 52.8 66.5 67.7 80.1 .. 63 .. 13 .. 20
148 Nigeria 40.7 63.9 64.7 86.8 .. .. .. .. .. 41
149 Djibouti 46.7 64.6 66.6 84.0 32 32 11 .. 79 ..
150 Uganda 50.8 67.1 65.3 78.8 57 100 .. 9 .. 15

Tertiary
students 

in science,
Children math and 

Net primary Net secondary reaching engineering
Adult literacy rate Youth literacy rate enrolment ratio enrolment ratio grade 5 (as % of all

(% age 15 and above) (% age 15-24) (%) (%) (%) tertiary students)
HDI rank 1985 2000 1985 2000 1985-87 a 1998 b 1985-87 a 1998 b 1995-97 a 1994-97 a
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151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of 56.2 75.1 77.4 90.6 54 48 .. 4 81 39
152 Mauritania 31.9 40.2 37.9 48.9 33 c 60 .. .. 64 ..
153 Zambia 63.3 78.1 77.2 88.2 88 73 .. 22 .. ..
154 Senegal 24.5 37.3 34.9 50.7 49 59 12 .. 85 ..
155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the 40.6 61.4 61.4 81.7 58 32 17 12 .. ..

156 Côte d’Ivoire 27.7 46.8 42.9 65.0 .. 59 .. .. 75 ..
157 Eritrea 41.9 55.7 55.9 70.2 .. 34 .. 19 70 ..
158 Benin 22.0 37.4 33.9 53.1 51 .. 13 16 .. 18
159 Guinea .. .. .. .. 27 46 9 13 .. 42
160 Gambia 20.5 36.6 35.2 57.1 62 61 14 23 .. ..

161 Angola .. .. .. .. .. 57 .. .. .. ..
162 Rwanda 46.5 66.8 65.9 83.3 62 91 .. .. .. ..
163 Malawi 48.2 60.1 59.3 71.1 45 .. .. 7 .. ..
164 Mali 19.2 41.5 34.9 66.3 18 42 .. .. 84 ..
165 Central African Republic 27.8 46.7 45.1 67.2 48 53 .. .. .. ..

166 Chad 21.8 42.6 39.0 66.6 37 55 .. 7 59 14
167 Guinea-Bissau 22.7 38.5 38.0 58.2 45 .. .. .. .. ..
168 Ethiopia 24.2 39.1 37.5 54.8 31 35 .. 16 51 36
169 Burkina Faso 13.4 23.9 20.9 34.6 25 34 3 9 .. 18
170 Mozambique 28.9 44.0 43.2 60.6 48 41 .. 7 .. 46

171 Burundi 32.3 48.0 45.5 63.9 50 38 3 .. .. ..
172 Niger 9.6 15.9 14.2 23.0 25 26 .. 6 73 ..
173 Sierra Leone .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Developing countries 62.7 73.7 78.4 84.6 .. .. .. .. .. ..
Least developed countries 39.4 52.8 52.3 66.0 .. .. .. .. .. ..
Arab States 45.8 62.0 63.1 79.1 .. .. .. .. .. ..
East Asia and the Pacific 74.7 85.9 93.1 97.4 .. .. .. .. .. ..
Latin America and the Caribbean 82.4 88.3 90.8 94.0 .. .. .. .. .. ..
South Asia 43.7 55.6 57.4 69.8 .. .. .. .. .. ..
Sub-Saharan Africa 44.4 61.5 61.7 77.7 .. .. .. .. .. ..

Central and Eastern Europe and the CIS 98.5 99.3 99.6 99.8 .. .. .. .. .. ..
OECD .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

High-income OECD .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

High human development .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Medium human development 69.2 78.9 83.9 89.4 .. .. .. .. .. ..
Low human development 34.5 49.7 48.8 65.5 .. .. .. .. .. ..

High income .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Middle income 77.1 86.0 91.5 95.6 .. .. .. .. .. ..
Low income 50.8 62.4 64.0 75.4 .. .. .. .. .. ..

World .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

a. Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified. b. Enrolment ratios are based on the new International Standard Classification of Education, adopted in 1997 (UNESCO 1997a), and so
may not be strictly comparable with those for earlier years. c. Data refer to 1984.
Source: Columns 1-4: UNESCO 2002a; columns 5-8: UNESCO 2002c; column 9: UNESCO 1999b; column 10: calculated on the basis of data on tertiary students from UNESCO (1999b).

Tertiary
students 

in science,
Children math and 

Net primary Net secondary reaching engineering
Adult literacy rate Youth literacy rate enrolment ratio enrolment ratio grade 5 (as % of all

(% age 15 and above) (% age 15-24) (%) (%) (%) tertiary students)
HDI rank 1985 2000 1985 2000 1985-87 a 1998 b 1985-87 a 1998 b 1995-97 a 1994-97 a
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High human development

1 Norway 502 532 46 751 19.3 101.1 103 29.3 1.7 4,095
2 Sweden 681 682 54 717 16.4 67.3 271 144.2 3.8 4,507
3 Canada 565 677 22 285 12.7 77.4 31 44.7 1.7 3,009
4 Belgium 393 498 4 525 3.0 29.4 72 76.4 1.6 2,307
5 Australia 456 525 11 447 17.1 85.7 75 17.9 1.7 3,320

6 United States 545 700 21 398 23.0 295.2 289 134.3 2.5 4,103
7 Iceland 510 701 39 783 31.0 143.0 15 0.0 2.1 5,686
8 Netherlands 464 618 5 670 11.1 101.9 189 137.1 2.0 2,490
9 Japan 441 586 7 526 2.1 36.5 994 80.5 2.8 4,960

10 Finland 534 550 52 720 41.7 102.3 187 219.9 .. ..

11 Switzerland 574 727 18 644 11.3 36.7 183 .. 2.6 3,058
12 France 495 579 5 493 2.6 19.1 205 39.0 2.2 2,686
13 United Kingdom 441 589 19 727 7.5 28.2 82 123.9 1.8 2,678
14 Denmark 567 720 29 631 9.7 62.9 52 .. 1.9 3,240
15 Austria 418 467 10 762 6.6 59.0 165 20.0 1.6 1,605

16 Luxembourg 478 750 2 861 4.6 27.1 202 307.0 .. ..
17 Germany 441 611 4 586 5.8 24.8 235 34.4 2.3 2,873
18 Ireland 281 420 7 658 3.7 29.7 106 132.5 1.5 2,132
19 New Zealand 434 500 16 563 14.8 90.6 103 12.9 1.2 2,197
20 Italy 388 474 5 737 1.3 17.8 13 9.8 1.0 1,322

21 Spain 316 421 1 609 1.3 11.3 42 10.1 0.8 1,562
22 Israel 343 482 3 702 4.9 29.5 74 82.8 3.7 1,570
23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 450 583 24 809 2.9 34.3 6 .. .. 93
24 Greece 389 532 0 557 0.7 10.5 (.) 0.5 0.5 1,045
25 Singapore 349 484 17 684 6.6 45.2 8 .. 1.1 2,182

26 Cyprus 419 647 5 321 0.6 11.9 .. .. 0.2 369
27 Korea, Rep. of 310 464 2 567 0.6 8.5 779 14.7 2.7 2,139
28 Portugal 243 430 1 665 1.2 6.2 6 2.1 0.6 1,583
29 Slovenia 211 386 0 612 2.8 11.0 105 5.9 1.5 2,161
30 Malta 360 522 0 292 0.2 17.1 18 0.0 b (.) c 96 c

31 Barbados 281 437 0 111 b (.) 0.4 .. 0.9 .. ..
32 Brunei Darussalam 136 245 7 289 0.5 14.4 .. .. .. ..
33 Czech Republic 158 378 0 424 2.1 15.4 28 4.3 1.3 1,317
34 Argentina 93 213 (.) 163 0.2 7.4 8 0.4 0.5 711
35 Hungary 96 372 (.) 302 1.5 10.4 26 11.2 0.7 1,249

36 Slovakia 135 314 0 205 0.5 7.0 24 3.0 1.0 1,706
37 Poland 86 282 0 174 0.6 8.8 30 0.9 0.7 1,460
38 Chile 66 221 1 222 0.6 4.9 .. 6.7 0.6 370
39 Bahrain 192 250 10 300 0.2 1.7 .. .. .. ..
40 Uruguay 134 278 0 132 0.2 16.3 2 0.0 .. ..

41 Bahamas 274 376 8 104 1.0 0.1 .. .. .. ..
42 Estonia 204 363 0 387 2.4 28.4 1 1.1 0.8 2,164
43 Costa Rica 101 249 0 52 0.5 1.9 .. 0.3 b 0.1 533
44 Saint Kitts and Nevis 237 569 .. 31 0.0 0.1 .. 0.0 .. ..
45 Kuwait 247 244 15 249 0.7 1.8 .. 0.0 .. 214

46 United Arab Emirates 206 391 17 548 0.2 14.3 .. .. .. ..
47 Seychelles 124 235 0 320 0.0 0.1 .. .. .. ..
48 Croatia 172 365 b (.) 231 0.5 3.7 9 .. 1.2 1,494
49 Lithuania 212 321 0 142 0.1 4.8 27 (.) .. 2,031
50 Trinidad and Tobago 141 231 0 103 (.) 5.1 .. .. 0.1 145

Receipts of Research Scientists
Patents royalties and and

granted to and development engineers
Cellular mobile residents licence fees (R&D) in R&D

Telephone mainlines subscribers Internet hosts (per million (US$ per expenditures (per million
(per 1,000 people) (per 1,000 people) (per 1,000 people) people) person) (as % of GNP) people)

HDI rank 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1998 2000 1990-2000 a 1990-2000 a

. . . TO ACQUIRE KNOWLEDGE . . . 
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Receipts of Research Scientists
Patents royalties and and

granted to and development engineers
Cellular mobile residents licence fees (R&D) in R&D

Telephone mainlines subscribers Internet hosts (per million (US$ per expenditures (per million
(per 1,000 people) (per 1,000 people) (per 1,000 people) people) person) (as % of GNP) people)

HDI rank 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1998 2000 1990-2000 a 1990-2000 a

51 Qatar 190 268 8 202 0.0 0.1 .. .. .. ..
52 Antigua and Barbuda 253 499 .. 287 2.4 4.2 .. 0.0 .. ..
53 Latvia 234 303 0 166 0.5 10.7 71 1.0 0.4 1,090

Medium human development

54 Mexico 65 125 1 142 0.1 5.7 1 0.4 0.4 213
55 Cuba 31 44 0 0 (.) 0.1 .. .. .. 1,611

56 Belarus 153 269 0 5 (.) 0.2 50 0.1 0.6 2,296
57 Panama 93 151 0 145 0.1 5.4 .. 0.0 b .. ..
58 Belize 92 149 0 70 (.) 1.2 .. .. .. ..
59 Malaysia 89 199 5 213 0.2 3.1 .. 0.0 b 0.4 154
60 Russian Federation 140 218 0 22 0.1 2.2 131 0.6 1.1 3,397

61 Dominica 164 294 0 16 0.0 2.4 .. 0.4 .. ..
62 Bulgaria 242 350 0 90 0.1 2.2 23 0.4 (.) 1,289
63 Romania 102 175 0 112 0.1 1.9 71 0.1 0.8 1,393
64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 48 108 0 7 0.0 (.) .. .. .. 361
65 Macedonia, TFYR 148 255 0 57 (.) 0.8 19 1.4 0.3 387

66 Saint Lucia 127 313 .. 16 0.0 0.2 .. 0.0 .. ..
67 Mauritius 52 235 2 151 0.0 2.8 .. (.) 0.2 c 360
68 Colombia 69 169 0 53 0.1 1.1 1 0.1 .. ..
69 Venezuela 76 108 (.) 217 0.1 0.7 .. 0.0 0.3 194
70 Thailand 24 92 1 50 0.1 1.1 1 0.1 0.1 102

71 Saudi Arabia 77 137 1 64 (.) 0.2 (.) 0.0 .. ..
72 Fiji 57 106 0 68 0.1 0.7 .. .. .. ..
73 Brazil 65 182 (.) 136 0.1 5.2 2 0.7 0.8 168
74 Suriname 92 174 0 94 (.) (.) .. 0.0 b .. ..
75 Lebanon 118 195 0 212 (.) 1.7 .. .. .. ..

76 Armenia 157 152 0 5 (.) 0.8 8 .. 0.2 1,308
77 Philippines 10 40 0 84 (.) 0.3 (.) 0.1 0.2 156
78 Oman 60 89 2 65 0.0 0.3 .. .. .. ..
79 Kazakhstan 80 113 0 12 (.) 0.5 55 0.0 0.3 ..
80 Ukraine 136 206 0 16 (.) 0.7 84 (.) 1.0 2,121

81 Georgia 99 139 0 34 (.) 0.3 67 .. .. ..
82 Peru 26 67 (.) 50 (.) 0.4 .. 0.0 (.) c 229
83 Grenada 177 332 2 46 0.0 (.) .. 0.0 .. ..
84 Maldives 29 91 0 28 0.0 1.0 .. 12.7 .. ..
85 Turkey 121 280 0 246 0.1 1.1 (.) .. 0.5 303

86 Jamaica 45 199 0 142 0.1 0.6 .. 2.5 .. ..
87 Turkmenistan 60 82 0 2 0.0 0.3 10 .. .. ..
88 Azerbaijan 86 104 0 56 (.) 0.2 .. .. .. 2,735
89 Sri Lanka 7 40 (.) 23 (.) 0.1 .. .. .. 188
90 Paraguay 27 50 b 0 149 0.0 0.2 .. 36.9 .. ..

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines 124 220 0 21 0.0 (.) .. 0.0 .. ..
92 Albania 12 39 0 8 (.) 0.1 .. .. .. ..
93 Ecuador 48 100 0 38 (.) (.) .. .. .. 140
94 Dominican Republic 48 105 (.) 82 (.) 0.9 .. .. .. ..
95 Uzbekistan 69 67 0 2 (.) (.) 25 .. .. 1,754

96 China 6 112 (.) 66 (.) 0.1 1 0.1 0.1 459
97 Tunisia 38 90 b (.) 6 b (.) (.) .. 0.9 0.3 124
98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 40 149 0 15 (.) (.) 1 0.0 0.5 590
99 Jordan 58 92 (.) 58 (.) 0.1 .. .. .. ..

100 Cape Verde 24 126 0 45 0.0 0.1 .. .. .. ..

11 Technology:
diffusion and
creation
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101 Samoa (Western) 26 47 0 17 b 0.0 14.2 .. .. .. ..
102 Kyrgyzstan 72 77 0 2 0.0 0.4 14 0.1 0.2 574
103 Guyana 20 79 0 46 0.0 0.1 .. .. .. ..
104 El Salvador 24 100 0 118 (.) 0.1 .. 0.4 2.2 19
105 Moldova, Rep. of 106 133 0 32 (.) 0.4 42 0.2 0.8 334

106 Algeria 32 57 (.) 3 (.) (.) .. .. .. ..
107 South Africa 93 114 (.) 190 1.2 4.4 .. 1.4 0.6 992
108 Syrian Arab Republic 41 103 0 2 0.0 (.) .. .. .. 29
109 Viet Nam 1 32 0 10 0.0 (.) .. .. .. 274
110 Indonesia 6 31 (.) 17 (.) 0.1 .. .. 0.1 ..

111 Equatorial Guinea 4 13 0 .. 0.0 0.0 .. .. .. ..
112 Tajikistan 45 36 0 (.) 0.0 (.) 2 .. .. 660
113 Mongolia 32 56 0 45 0.0 0.1 56 0.4 b 0.1 468
114 Bolivia 28 60 0 70 (.) 0.2 .. 0.2 .. 171
115 Egypt 30 86 (.) 21 (.) (.) (.) 0.9 1.9 493

116 Honduras 17 46 0 24 0.0 (.) .. 0.0 .. ..
117 Gabon 22 32 0 98 0.0 (.) .. .. .. ..
118 Nicaragua 13 31 0 18 (.) 0.3 .. .. .. 203 c

119 São Tomé and Principe 19 31 0 0 0.0 5.4 .. .. .. ..
120 Guatemala 21 57 (.) 61 (.) 0.5 (.) .. 0.2 c 103 c

121 Solomon Islands 15 18 0 3 (.) 0.8 .. 0.1 b .. ..
122 Namibia 39 63 0 47 (.) 1.9 .. .. .. ..
123 Morocco 16 50 (.) 83 (.) 0.1 3 1.3 .. ..
124 India 6 32 0 4 (.) (.) 1 0.1 0.6 158
125 Swaziland 17 32 0 33 (.) 1.0 .. 0.2 .. ..

126 Botswana 21 93 0 123 (.) 1.5 1 (.) b .. ..
127 Myanmar 2 6 0 (.) 0.0 (.) .. (.) .. ..
128 Zimbabwe 12 18 0 23 (.) 0.3 (.) .. .. ..
129 Ghana 3 12 0 6 (.) (.) (.) .. .. ..
130 Cambodia (.) 2 0 10 0.0 (.) .. .. .. ..

131 Vanuatu 18 34 0 2 0.0 1.1 .. .. .. ..
132 Lesotho 7 10 0 10 0.0 (.) .. 5.7 .. ..
133 Papua New Guinea 8 13 0 2 b 0.0 0.1 .. .. .. ..
134 Kenya 8 10 0 4 (.) 0.1 (.) 0.2 .. ..
135 Cameroon 3 6 b 0 10 0.0 (.) .. .. .. ..

136 Congo 7 7 0 24 0.0 (.) .. .. .. 34
137 Comoros 8 10 0 0 0.0 0.1 .. .. .. ..

Low human development

138 Pakistan 8 22 (.) 2 (.) (.) .. (.) b .. 78
139 Sudan 2 12 0 1 0.0 0.0 .. 0.0 .. ..
140 Bhutan 4 20 0 0 0.0 1.2 .. .. .. ..

141 Togo 3 9 0 11 0.0 (.) .. 0.0 b 8.4 102
142 Nepal 3 12 0 (.) (.) (.) .. .. .. ..
143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 2 8 0 2 0.0 (.) .. .. .. ..
144 Yemen 11 19 0 2 0.0 (.) .. .. .. ..
145 Bangladesh 2 4 0 1 0.0 (.) (.) (.) .. 51

146 Haiti 7 9 0 3 b 0.0 (.) .. .. .. ..
147 Madagascar 2 3 0 4 0.0 (.) .. (.) 0.2 12
148 Nigeria 3 4 0 (.) 0.0 (.) .. .. 0.1 c 15 c

149 Djibouti 11 15 0 (.) 0.0 (.) .. .. .. ..
150 Uganda 2 3 0 8 (.) (.) .. .. 0.8 25
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151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of 3 5 0 5 0.0 (.) .. (.) .. ..
152 Mauritania 3 7 0 3 0.0 (.) .. .. .. ..
153 Zambia 9 8 0 9 (.) 0.1 (.) .. .. ..
154 Senegal 6 22 0 26 (.) 0.2 .. 0.2 b .. 2
155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the 1 (.) 0 (.) 0.0 (.) .. .. .. ..

156 Côte d’Ivoire 6 18 0 30 (.) (.) .. (.) .. ..
157 Eritrea .. 8 .. 0 0.0 (.) .. .. .. ..
158 Benin 3 8 0 9 0.0 0.0 .. .. .. 174 c

159 Guinea 2 8 0 5 (.) (.) .. .. .. ..
160 Gambia 7 26 0 4 0.0 (.) 1 .. .. ..

161 Angola 8 5 0 2 0.0 (.) .. 0.2 b .. ..
162 Rwanda 2 2 0 5 0.0 0.1 .. 0.0 .. ..
163 Malawi 3 4 0 5 0.0 (.) .. .. .. ..
164 Mali 1 3 0 1 0.0 (.) .. .. .. ..
165 Central African Republic 2 3 0 1 0.0 (.) .. .. (.) 47

166 Chad 1 1 b 0 1 0.0 (.) .. .. .. ..
167 Guinea-Bissau 6 9 0 0 0.0 (.) .. .. .. ..
168 Ethiopia 3 4 0 (.) (.) (.) .. .. .. ..
169 Burkina Faso 2 4 0 2 0.0 (.) .. .. .. 17
170 Mozambique 3 4 0 2 0.0 (.) .. .. .. ..

171 Burundi 2 3 0 2 0.0 0.0 .. 0.0 b 0.3 c 21 c

172 Niger 1 2 0 (.) 0.0 (.) .. .. .. ..
173 Sierra Leone 3 4 0 2 0.0 (.) .. .. .. ..

Developing countries 21 78 (.) 52 (.) 0.7 .. 1.0 .. ..
Least developed countries 3 6 0 3 (.) (.) .. 16.0 .. ..
Arab States 35 77 (.) 38 (.) 0.2 .. 106.0 .. ..
East Asia and the Pacific 17 104 (.) 74 (.) 0.6 .. 784.0 0.9 496
Latin America and the Caribbean 62 147 (.) 121 0.1 3.9 .. 501.0 0.6 287
South Asia 7 33 (.) 4 (.) (.) .. 86.0 .. 158
Sub-Saharan Africa 11 15 (.) 19 0.1 0.4 .. 81.0 .. ..

Central and Eastern Europe and the CIS 124 210 (.) 69 0.3 3.0 78 325.0 0.9 2,544
OECD 392 524 10 459 8.5 92.0 266 70.0 2.2 2,973
High-income OECD 473 609 13 524 11.1 120.0 306 69.0 2.3 3,369

High human development 416 556 11 487 9.1 98.1 290 71.0 2.3 2,989
Medium human development 28 92 (.) 50 (.) 0.6 .. 859.0 .. 584
Low human development 4 8 (.) 3 (.) (.) .. 1.0 .. ..

High income 470 605 13 527 10.9 117.2 300 70.0 2.3 3,344
Middle income 45 139 (.) 92 0.1 1.5 .. 1.0 .. 818
Low income 10 27 (.) 5 (.) 0.1 .. 105.0 .. ..

World 99 163 2 121 1.7 17.8 .. 72.0 .. ..

a. Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified. b. Data refer to 1999. c. Data refer to a year before 1990.
Source: Columns 1-6: ITU 2002; column 7: WIPO 2001; columns 8-10: World Bank 2002b; aggregates calculated for the Human Development Report Office by the World Bank.
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High human development

1 Norway 161.8 134.4 29,918 2.6 3.1 29,918 2000 2.2 3.1
2 Sweden 227.3 215.3 24,277 1.4 1.6 24,277 2000 1.9 1.0
3 Canada 687.9 856.1 27,840 1.5 1.9 27,840 2000 1.7 2.7
4 Belgium 226.6 278.6 27,178 1.9 1.8 27,178 2000 1.6 1.6
5 Australia 390.1 492.8 25,693 1.9 2.9 25,693 2000 2.1 4.5

6 United States 9,837.4 9,612.7 a 34,142 2.0 2.2 34,142 2000 2.7 3.4
7 Iceland 8.5 8.3 29,581 1.7 1.8 29,581 2000 2.7 5.2
8 Netherlands 364.8 408.4 25,657 1.8 2.2 25,657 2000 2.4 2.5
9 Japan 4,841.6 3,394.4 26,755 2.7 1.1 26,755 2000 0.7 -0.7

10 Finland 121.5 129.4 24,996 2.0 2.4 24,996 2000 1.5 3.4

11 Switzerland 239.8 206.6 28,769 1.0 0.2 28,769 2000 1.6 1.6
12 France 1,294.2 1,426.6 24,223 1.7 1.3 24,223 2000 1.6 1.7
13 United Kingdom 1,414.6 1,404.4 23,509 2.0 2.2 23,509 2000 2.9 2.9
14 Denmark 162.3 147.4 27,627 1.6 2.1 27,627 2000 2.1 2.9
15 Austria 189.0 217.1 26,765 2.0 1.7 26,765 2000 2.2 2.4

16 Luxembourg 18.9 21.9 50,061 3.9 4.1 50,061 2000 2.0 3.1
17 Germany 1,873.0 2,062.2 25,103 1.9 1.2 25,103 2000 2.2 1.9
18 Ireland 93.9 113.3 29,866 4.0 6.5 29,866 2000 2.3 5.6
19 New Zealand 49.9 76.9 20,070 0.8 1.8 20,070 2000 1.8 2.6
20 Italy 1,074.0 1,363.0 23,626 2.1 1.4 23,626 2000 3.7 2.5

21 Spain 558.6 768.5 19,472 2.2 2.3 19,472 2000 3.8 3.4
22 Israel 110.4 125.5 20,131 2.0 2.2 20,131 2000 9.7 1.1
23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 162.6 171.0 25,153 4.6 1.9 25,153 2000 5.8 -3.7
24 Greece 112.6 174.3 16,501 0.9 1.8 16,501 2000 9.0 3.2
25 Singapore 92.3 93.8 23,356 5.2 4.7 23,356 2000 1.7 1.4

26 Cyprus 8.7 15.8 20,824 4.8 3.1 20,824 2000 3.7 4.1
27 Korea, Rep. of 457.2 821.7 17,380 6.2 4.7 17,380 2000 5.1 2.3
28 Portugal 105.1 173.0 17,290 2.9 2.5 17,290 2000 4.5 2.9
29 Slovenia 18.1 34.5 17,367 .. 2.8 17,367 b 2000 24.6 b 10.8
30 Malta 3.6 6.7 17,273 4.6 4.0 17,273 2000 3.0 2.4

31 Barbados 2.6 4.1 15,494 1.3 1.7 15,494 2000 2.5 2.4
32 Brunei Darussalam 4.8 c 5.4 c 16,779 c -2.2 b -0.7 b .. .. .. ..
33 Czech Republic 50.8 143.7 13,991 .. 1.0 13,991 b 2000 7.8 b 3.9
34 Argentina 285.0 458.3 12,377 0.4 3.0 13,204 1998 8.9 -0.9
35 Hungary 45.6 124.4 12,416 0.9 1.9 12,416 2000 20.3 9.8

36 Slovakia 19.1 60.7 11,243 -0.1 b 1.9 11,243 b 2000 8.4 b 12.0
37 Poland 157.7 349.8 9,051 .. 4.5 9,051 b 2000 25.3 10.1
38 Chile 70.5 143.2 9,417 4.1 5.2 9,417 2000 8.9 3.8
39 Bahrain 8.0 10.1 d 15,084 d 0.9 b 1.7 b .. .. 1.2 b ..
40 Uruguay 19.7 30.1 9,035 1.4 2.6 9,557 1998 33.9 4.8

41 Bahamas 4.8 5.2 17,012 1.5 0.1 17,103 1989 2.1 1.6
42 Estonia 5.0 13.8 10,066 -0.9 b 1.0 10,982 b 1989 21.6 b 4.0
43 Costa Rica 15.9 33.0 8,650 1.1 3.0 8,691 1999 15.6 11.0
44 Saint Kitts and Nevis 0.3 0.5 12,510 5.7 b 4.7 12,510 b 2000 3.4 b ..
45 Kuwait 37.8 31.4 15,799 -0.9 b -1.4 b 25,382 b 1979 2.0 1.8

46 United Arab Emirates 46.5 c 48.9 c 17,935 c -3.7 b -1.6 b .. .. .. ..
47 Seychelles 0.6 .. .. 2.8 1.1 .. .. 1.7 6.3
48 Croatia 19.0 35.4 8,091 .. 1.8 8,551 b 1990 86.3 5.4
49 Lithuania 11.3 26.3 7,106 -3.1 b -2.9 10,320 b 1990 32.6 b 1.0
50 Trinidad and Tobago 7.3 11.7 8,964 0.5 2.3 9,005 1982 5.7 3.6

12 Economic
performance

GDP per capita

Highest
GDP GDP GDP per capita value Average annual change

US$ PPP US$ per capita annual growth rate during Year of in consumer price index

billions billions (PPP US$) (%) 1975-2000 highest (%)

HDI rank 2000 2000 2000 1975-2000 1990-2000 (PPP US$) value 1990-2000 1999-2000
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12 Economic
performance

51 Qatar 14.5 .. .. .. .. .. .. 2.7 -1.0
52 Antigua and Barbuda 0.7 0.7 10,541 4.6 b 2.8 10,541 b 2000 .. ..
53 Latvia 7.2 16.7 7,045 -0.9 -2.3 10,121 1989 29.2 b 2.7

Medium human development

54 Mexico 574.5 884.0 9,023 0.9 1.4 9,023 2000 19.4 9.5
55 Cuba .. .. .. .. 3.7 b .. .. .. ..

56 Belarus 29.9 75.5 7,544 -1.8 b -1.4 8,486 b 1989 336.7 b 168.6
57 Panama 9.9 17.1 6,000 0.8 2.3 6,000 2000 1.1 1.4
58 Belize 0.8 1.3 5,606 2.9 1.6 5,606 2000 2.0 0.6
59 Malaysia 89.7 211.0 9,068 4.1 4.4 9,151 1997 3.6 1.5
60 Russian Federation 251.1 1,219.4 8,377 -1.2 -4.6 12,947 1989 99.1 b 20.8

61 Dominica 0.3 0.4 5,880 .. .. .. .. 1.8 0.8
62 Bulgaria 12.0 46.6 5,710 -0.2 b -1.5 7,200 b 1988 117.5 10.3
63 Romania 36.7 144.1 6,423 -0.5 -0.4 9,073 1986 100.5 45.7
64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya .. .. .. -6.7 b .. .. .. .. ..
65 Macedonia, TFYR 3.6 10.3 5,086 .. -1.5 5,965 b 1990 13.0 b ..

66 Saint Lucia 0.7 0.9 5,703 4.4 b 0.9 5,703 b 2000 2.9 b ..
67 Mauritius 4.4 11.9 10,017 4.1 4.0 10,017 2000 6.9 4.2
68 Colombia 81.3 264.3 6,248 1.6 1.1 6,653 1997 20.6 9.5
69 Venezuela 120.5 140.0 5,794 -0.9 -0.6 7,845 1977 20.9 -98.8
70 Thailand 122.2 388.8 6,402 5.5 3.3 6,896 1996 4.9 1.5

71 Saudi Arabia 173.3 235.6 11,367 -2.2 -1.2 19,525 1980 1.0 -0.9
72 Fiji 1.5 3.8 4,668 0.7 0.7 5,143 1999 3.3 1.1
73 Brazil 595.5 1,299.4 7,625 0.8 1.5 7,625 2000 199.5 7.0
74 Suriname 0.8 1.6 3,799 -0.1 3.0 4,298 1998 88.0 b ..
75 Lebanon 16.5 18.6 4,308 .. 4.2 4,385 b 1998 .. ..

76 Armenia 1.9 9.7 2,559 .. -2.5 4,044 b 1990 72.0 b -0.8
77 Philippines 74.7 300.1 3,971 0.1 1.1 4,072 1982 8.2 4.4
78 Oman 15.0 c .. .. 2.8 b 0.3 b .. .. 0.1 -1.1
79 Kazakhstan 18.2 87.3 5,871 .. -3.1 8,127 b 1989 67.8 b 13.2
80 Ukraine 31.8 188.9 3,816 -8.4 b -8.8 8,977 b 1989 200.4 b ..

81 Georgia 3.0 13.4 2,664 -7.6 -12.4 14,328 1985 24.7 b 4.1
82 Peru 53.5 123.2 4,799 -0.7 2.9 5,442 1981 27.3 3.8
83 Grenada 0.4 0.7 7,580 3.9 b 2.9 7,580 b 2000 2.3 b ..
84 Maldives 0.6 1.2 4,485 5.8 b 5.4 4,485 b 2000 7.1 -1.1
85 Turkey 199.9 455.3 6,974 2.1 2.1 7,063 1998 79.9 54.9

86 Jamaica 7.4 9.6 3,639 0.5 -0.4 3,981 1975 23.5 8.2
87 Turkmenistan 4.4 20.6 3,956 -7.9 b -8.0 8,049 b 1988 .. ..
88 Azerbaijan 5.3 23.6 2,936 -9.6 b -7.3 8,435 b 1986 170.8 b 1.8
89 Sri Lanka 16.3 68.3 3,530 3.2 3.9 3,530 2000 9.9 6.2
90 Paraguay 7.5 24.3 4,426 0.7 -0.4 5,149 1981 13.1 9.0

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines 0.3 0.6 5,555 3.9 b 2.6 5,555 b 2000 2.3 0.2
92 Albania 3.8 12.0 3,506 -1.3 b 2.7 3,710 b 1982 27.8 b (.)
93 Ecuador 13.6 40.5 3,203 0.2 -0.3 3,561 1997 37.1 96.1
94 Dominican Republic 19.7 50.5 6,033 1.7 4.2 6,033 2000 8.7 7.7
95 Uzbekistan 7.7 60.4 2,441 -2.6 b -2.4 3,091 b 1989 .. ..

96 China 1,080.0 5,019.4 3,976 8.1 9.2 3,976 2000 8.6 0.3
97 Tunisia 19.5 60.8 6,363 2.0 3.0 6,363 2000 4.4 2.9
98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 104.9 374.6 5,884 -0.7 1.9 7,959 1976 26.0 14.5
99 Jordan 8.3 19.4 3,966 0.4 1.0 4,881 1986 3.5 0.7

100 Cape Verde 0.6 2.1 4,863 3.0 b 3.3 4,863 b 2000 6.0 b ..

GDP per capita

Highest
GDP GDP GDP per capita value Average annual change

US$ PPP US$ per capita annual growth rate during Year of in consumer price index

billions billions (PPP US$) (%) 1975-2000 highest (%)

HDI rank 2000 2000 2000 1975-2000 1990-2000 (PPP US$) value 1990-2000 1999-2000
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101 Samoa (Western) 0.2 0.9 5,041 0.4 b 1.9 5,041 b 2000 3.8 1.0
102 Kyrgyzstan 1.3 13.3 2,711 -4.7 b -5.1 4,570 b 1990 23.1 b 18.7
103 Guyana 0.7 3.0 3,963 0.3 5.0 4,016 1999 6.3 b 6.1
104 El Salvador 13.2 28.2 4,497 -0.1 2.6 5,018 1978 8.5 2.3
105 Moldova, Rep. of 1.3 9.0 2,109 -5.7 b -9.5 6,030 b 1989 18.9 b 31.3

106 Algeria 53.3 161.3 5,308 -0.3 -0.1 5,997 1985 19.5 b ..
107 South Africa 125.9 402.4 9,401 -0.7 (.) 11,484 1981 8.7 5.3
108 Syrian Arab Republic 17.0 57.6 3,556 1.0 2.8 3,714 1998 6.7 -0.5
109 Viet Nam 31.3 156.8 1,996 4.8 b 6.0 1,996 b 2000 4.1 b -1.7
110 Indonesia 153.3 640.3 3,043 4.4 2.5 3,481 1997 13.7 3.7

111 Equatorial Guinea 1.3 6.9 15,073 10.4 b 18.9 15,073 b 2000 .. ..
112 Tajikistan 1.0 7.1 1,152 -10.8 b -11.8 3,999 b 1988 .. ..
113 Mongolia 1.0 4.3 1,783 -0.4 b -0.3 2,127 b 1989 53.7 b ..
114 Bolivia 8.3 20.2 2,424 -0.5 1.6 2,721 1978 8.7 4.6
115 Egypt 98.7 232.5 3,635 2.9 2.5 3,635 2000 8.8 2.7

116 Honduras 5.9 15.7 2,453 0.1 0.4 2,601 1979 17.3 -15.1
117 Gabon 4.9 7.7 6,237 -1.5 0.1 12,112 1976 5.7 b ..
118 Nicaragua 2.4 12.0 2,366 -3.5 0.6 5,284 1977 35.1 b ..
119 São Tomé and Principe (.) .. .. -0.9 b -0.8 .. .. .. ..
120 Guatemala 19.0 43.5 3,821 (.) 1.4 3,917 1980 10.1 6.0

121 Solomon Islands 0.3 0.7 1,648 2.2 -1.0 2,226 1996 10.8 b ..
122 Namibia 3.5 11.3 6,431 -0.1 b 1.8 6,596 b 1980 9.9 b ..
123 Morocco 33.3 101.8 3,546 1.3 0.6 3,632 1998 3.8 1.9
124 India 457.0 2,395.4 2,358 3.2 4.1 2,358 2000 9.1 4.0
125 Swaziland 1.5 4.7 4,492 1.9 0.2 4,492 2000 9.4 12.2

126 Botswana 5.3 11.5 7,184 5.1 2.3 7,184 2000 10.4 8.6
127 Myanmar .. .. .. 1.3 b 4.8 b .. .. 25.9 -0.1
128 Zimbabwe 7.4 33.3 2,635 0.3 0.4 2,898 1998 27.0 b ..
129 Ghana 5.2 37.9 1,964 0.1 1.8 1,989 1978 28.4 25.2
130 Cambodia 3.2 17.4 1,446 1.9 b 2.0 1,446 b 2000 6.3 b -0.8

131 Vanuatu 0.2 0.6 2,802 0.1 b -0.9 3,189 b 1991 2.8 b ..
132 Lesotho 0.9 4.1 2,031 2.6 2.1 2,101 1997 9.8 b 6.1
133 Papua New Guinea 3.8 11.7 2,280 0.5 1.4 2,666 1994 9.3 15.6
134 Kenya 10.4 30.8 1,022 0.4 -0.5 1,115 1990 15.1 5.9
135 Cameroon 8.9 25.3 1,703 -0.6 -0.8 2,574 1986 6.5 1.2

136 Congo 3.2 2.5 825 (.) -3.4 1,326 1984 9.2 b -0.9
137 Comoros 0.2 0.9 1,588 -1.4 b -2.4 2,147 b 1984 .. ..

Low human development

138 Pakistan 61.6 266.2 1,928 2.8 1.2 1,928 2000 9.7 4.4
139 Sudan 11.5 55.9 1,797 0.6 5.6 1,797 2000 81.1 b ..
140 Bhutan 0.5 1.1 1,412 4.0 b 3.4 1,412 b 2000 9.6 b ..

141 Togo 1.2 6.5 1,442 -1.2 -0.4 2,059 1980 8.5 1.9
142 Nepal 5.5 30.6 1,327 2.1 2.4 1,327 2000 8.6 1.5
143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 1.7 8.3 1,575 3.2 b 3.9 1,575 b 2000 28.2 25.1
144 Yemen 8.5 15.6 893 .. 2.3 893 b 2000 32.6 b ..
145 Bangladesh 47.1 209.9 1,602 2.2 3.0 1,602 2000 5.5 2.4

146 Haiti 4.0 11.7 1,467 -2.0 -2.7 2,423 1980 21.9 13.7
147 Madagascar 3.9 13.0 840 -1.7 -0.9 1,246 1975 18.7 12.0
148 Nigeria 41.1 113.7 896 -0.7 -0.4 1,160 1977 32.5 6.9
149 Djibouti 0.6 .. .. -5.0 b -3.9 .. .. .. ..
150 Uganda 6.2 26.8 1,208 2.5 b 3.8 1,208 b 2000 10.5 2.8

GDP per capita

Highest
GDP GDP GDP per capita value Average annual change

US$ PPP US$ per capita annual growth rate during Year of in consumer price index

billions billions (PPP US$) (%) 1975-2000 highest (%)

HDI rank 2000 2000 2000 1975-2000 1990-2000 (PPP US$) value 1990-2000 1999-2000
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151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of 9.0 17.6 523 .. 0.1 523 b 2000 20.9 5.9
152 Mauritania 0.9 4.5 1,677 -0.1 1.2 1,715 1976 6.1 3.3
153 Zambia 2.9 7.9 780 -2.3 -2.1 1,389 1976 80.8 b ..
154 Senegal 4.4 14.4 1,510 -0.2 0.9 1,584 1976 5.4 0.7
155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the 5.6 c 36.9 c 765 c -4.7 b -8.2 b .. .. 2,089.0 b ..

156 Côte d’Ivoire 9.4 26.1 1,630 -2.1 0.4 2,717 1978 7.2 2.5
157 Eritrea 0.6 3.4 837 .. 1.1 b .. .. .. ..
158 Benin 2.2 6.2 990 0.5 1.8 990 2000 8.7 b 4.2
159 Guinea 3.0 14.7 1,982 1.4 b 1.7 1,987 b 1999 .. ..
160 Gambia 0.4 2.1 1,649 -0.3 -0.3 1,744 1984 4.0 0.8

161 Angola 8.8 28.7 2,187 -1.9 b -1.8 3,016 b 1980 708.7 325.0
162 Rwanda 1.8 8.0 943 -1.3 -2.1 1,298 1983 16.2 b 3.9
163 Malawi 1.7 6.3 615 0.2 1.8 618 1999 33.8 29.5
164 Mali 2.3 8.6 797 -0.5 1.3 904 1979 5.2 -0.7
165 Central African Republic 1.0 4.4 1,172 -1.6 -0.5 1,646 1977 5.9 b ..

166 Chad 1.4 6.7 871 (.) -0.8 1,025 1977 8.1 3.8
167 Guinea-Bissau 0.2 0.9 755 0.4 -1.1 965 1997 34.0 8.6
168 Ethiopia 6.4 43.0 668 -0.1 b 2.4 696 b 1983 5.3 (.)
169 Burkina Faso 2.2 11.0 976 1.4 2.4 980 1999 5.5 -0.3
170 Mozambique 3.8 15.1 854 1.5 b 3.9 860 b 1999 34.9 b ..

171 Burundi 0.7 4.0 591 -0.7 -4.7 886 1991 16.1 24.3
172 Niger 1.8 8.1 746 -2.1 -1.0 1,267 1979 6.1 2.9
173 Sierra Leone 0.6 2.5 490 -2.6 -6.5 1,002 1982 29.3 -0.8

Developing countries 6,059.4 T 17,438.0 T 3,783 2.3 3.1 .. .. .. ..
Least developed countries 178.5 T 669.4 T 1,216 0.3 1.3 .. .. .. ..
Arab States 603.5 T 1,049.5 T 4,793 0.3 0.7 .. .. .. ..
East Asia and the Pacific 2,296.3 T 7,855.9 T 4,290 5.9 5.7 .. .. .. ..
Latin America and the Caribbean 1,961.2 T 3,679.7 T 7,234 0.7 1.7 .. .. .. ..
South Asia 693.5 T 3,347.3 T 2,404 2.4 3.3 .. .. .. ..
Sub-Saharan Africa 307.6 T 1,034.4 T 1,690 -0.9 -0.3 .. .. .. ..

Central and Eastern Europe and the CIS 746.8 T 2,746.7 T 6,930 .. -2.4 .. .. .. ..
OECD 25,558.2 T 26,525.3 T 23,569 2.0 1.7 .. .. .. ..
High-income OECD 24,053.3 T 23,685.6 T 27,848 2.1 1.7 .. .. .. ..

High human development 25,744.2 T 26,508.0 T 24,973 2.1 1.8 .. .. .. ..
Medium human development 4,960.5 T 16,453.9 T 4,141 1.6 1.9 .. .. .. ..
Low human development 264.8 T 1,040.5 T 1,251 0.5 1.0 .. .. .. ..

High income 24,563.2 T 24,227.8 T 27,639 2.1 1.7 .. .. .. ..
Middle income 5,390.3 T 15,047.0 T 5,734 1.8 2.4 .. .. .. ..
Low income 1,017.2 T 4,727.7 T 2,002 1.5 1.2 .. .. .. ..

World 30,971.1 T 44,002.4 T 7,446 1.2 1.2 .. .. .. ..

a. In theory, for the United States the value of GDP in PPP US dollars should be the same as that in US dollars, but practical issues arising in the calculation of the PPP US dollar GDP prevent this. b. Data refer to a
period shorter than that specified. c. Data refer to 1998. d. Data refer to 1999.
Source: Columns 1-3: World Bank 2002b; aggregates calculated for the Human Development Report Office by the World Bank; columns 4 and 5: World Bank 2002a; aggregates calculated for the Human Develop-
ment Report Office by the World Bank; columns 6 and 7: calculated on the basis of data on GDP at market prices (constant 1995 US$), population and GDP per capita (PPP US$) from World Bank (2002b); column
8: calculated for the Human Development Report Office by the World Bank on the basis of data on the consumer price index from World Bank (2002b); column 9: calculated on the basis of data on the consumer
price index from World Bank (2002b).

GDP per capita

Highest
GDP GDP GDP per capita value Average annual change

US$ PPP US$ per capita annual growth rate during Year of in consumer price index

billions billions (PPP US$) (%) 1975-2000 highest (%)
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Inequality measures
Share of income or consumption Richest Richest

(%) a
10% to 20% to

Survey Poorest Poorest Richest Richest poorest poorest Gini
HDI rank year 10% 20% 20% 10% 10% b 20% b index c

High human development

1 Norway 1995 d 4.1 9.7 35.8 21.8 5.3 3.7 25.8
2 Sweden 1992 d 3.7 9.6 34.5 20.1 5.4 3.6 25.0
3 Canada 1994 d 2.8 7.5 39.3 23.8 8.5 5.2 31.5
4 Belgium 1996 d 3.2 8.3 37.3 23.0 7.3 4.5 28.7
5 Australia 1994 d 2.0 5.9 41.3 25.4 12.5 7.0 35.2

6 United States 1997 d 1.8 5.2 46.4 30.5 16.6 9.0 40.8
7 Iceland .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
8 Netherlands 1994 d 2.8 7.2 40.1 25.1 9.0 5.5 32.6
9 Japan 1993 d 4.8 10.6 35.6 21.7 4.5 3.4 24.8

10 Finland 1991 d 4.2 10.0 35.8 21.6 5.1 3.6 25.6

11 Switzerland 1992 d 2.6 6.9 40.3 25.2 9.9 5.8 33.1
12 France 1995 d 2.8 7.2 40.2 25.1 9.1 5.6 32.7
13 United Kingdom 1995 d 2.2 6.1 43.2 27.7 12.3 7.1 36.8
14 Denmark 1992 d 3.6 9.6 34.5 20.5 5.7 3.6 24.7
15 Austria 1995 d 2.5 6.9 38.0 22.5 9.1 5.5 31.0

16 Luxembourg 1994 d 4.0 9.4 36.5 22.0 5.4 3.9 26.9
17 Germany 1994 d 3.3 8.2 38.5 23.7 7.1 4.7 30.0
18 Ireland 1987 d 2.5 6.7 42.9 27.4 11.0 6.4 35.9
19 New Zealand .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
20 Italy 1995 d 3.5 8.7 36.3 21.8 6.2 4.2 27.3

21 Spain 1990 d 2.8 7.5 40.3 25.2 9.0 5.4 32.5
22 Israel 1997 d 2.4 6.1 44.2 28.3 11.6 7.3 38.1
23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
24 Greece 1993 d 3.0 7.5 40.3 25.3 8.5 5.3 32.7
25 Singapore .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

26 Cyprus .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
27 Korea, Rep. of 1993 e 2.9 7.5 39.3 24.3 8.4 5.3 31.6
28 Portugal 1994-95 d 3.1 7.3 43.4 28.4 9.3 5.9 35.6
29 Slovenia 1998 d 3.9 9.1 37.7 23.0 5.8 4.1 28.4
30 Malta .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

31 Barbados .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
32 Brunei Darussalam .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
33 Czech Republic 1996 d 4.3 10.3 35.9 22.4 5.2 3.5 25.4
34 Argentina .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
35 Hungary 1998 e 4.1 10.0 34.4 20.5 5.0 3.5 24.4

36 Slovakia 1992 d 5.1 11.9 31.4 18.2 3.6 2.6 19.5
37 Poland 1998 e 3.2 7.8 39.7 24.7 7.8 5.1 31.6
38 Chile 1998 d 1.3 3.3 61.0 45.6 35.6 18.6 56.6
39 Bahrain .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
40 Uruguay 1989 d 2.1 5.4 48.3 32.7 15.4 8.9 42.3

41 Bahamas .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
42 Estonia 1998 d 3.0 7.0 45.1 29.8 10.0 6.5 37.6
43 Costa Rica 1997 d 1.7 4.4 51.0 34.6 20.7 11.5 45.9
44 Saint Kitts and Nevis .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
45 Kuwait .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

46 United Arab Emirates .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
47 Seychelles .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
48 Croatia 1998 d 3.7 8.8 38.0 23.3 6.3 4.3 29.0
49 Lithuania 1996 e 3.1 7.8 40.3 25.6 8.3 5.2 32.4
50 Trinidad and Tobago 1992 d 2.1 5.5 45.9 29.9 14.4 8.3 40.3

. . . TO HAVE ACCESS TO THE RESOURCES NEEDED FOR A DECENT STANDARD OF LIVING . . .
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51 Qatar .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
52 Antigua and Barbuda .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
53 Latvia 1998 d 2.9 7.6 40.3 25.9 8.9 5.3 32.4

Medium human development

54 Mexico 1998 d 1.3 3.5 57.4 41.7 32.6 16.5 53.1
55 Cuba .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

56 Belarus 1998 e 5.1 11.4 33.3 20.0 3.9 2.9 21.7
57 Panama 1997 e 1.2 3.6 52.8 35.6 29.0 14.8 48.5
58 Belize .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
59 Malaysia 1997 d 1.7 4.4 54.3 38.4 22.1 12.4 49.2
60 Russian Federation 1998 e 1.7 4.4 53.7 38.7 23.3 12.2 48.7

61 Dominica .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
62 Bulgaria 1997 d 4.5 10.1 36.8 22.8 5.0 3.6 26.4
63 Romania 1998 e 3.2 8.0 39.4 25.0 7.8 4.9 31.1
64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
65 Macedonia, TFYR .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

66 Saint Lucia 1995 d 2.0 5.2 48.3 32.5 16.2 9.2 42.6
67 Mauritius .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
68 Colombia 1996 d 1.1 3.0 60.9 46.1 42.7 20.3 57.1
69 Venezuela 1998 d 0.8 3.0 53.2 36.5 44.0 17.7 49.5
70 Thailand 1998 e 2.8 6.4 48.4 32.4 11.6 7.6 41.4

71 Saudi Arabia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
72 Fiji .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
73 Brazil 1998 d 0.7 2.2 64.1 48.0 65.8 29.7 60.7
74 Suriname .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
75 Lebanon .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

76 Armenia 1996 e 2.3 5.5 50.6 35.2 15.3 9.2 44.4
77 Philippines 1997 e 2.3 5.4 52.3 36.6 16.1 9.8 46.2
78 Oman .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
79 Kazakhstan 1996 e 2.7 6.7 42.3 26.3 9.8 6.3 35.4
80 Ukraine 1999 e 3.6 8.8 37.8 23.2 6.4 4.3 29.0

81 Georgia 1996 d 2.3 6.1 43.6 27.9 12.0 7.1 37.1
82 Peru 1996 d 1.6 4.4 51.2 35.4 22.3 11.7 46.2
83 Grenada .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
84 Maldives .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
85 Turkey 1994 e 2.3 5.8 47.7 32.3 14.2 8.2 41.5

86 Jamaica 2000 e 2.7 6.7 46.0 30.3 11.2 6.9 37.9
87 Turkmenistan 1998 e 2.6 6.1 47.5 31.7 12.3 7.7 40.8
88 Azerbaijan 1995 d 2.8 6.9 43.3 27.8 9.8 6.3 36.0
89 Sri Lanka 1995 e 3.5 8.0 42.8 28.0 7.9 5.3 34.4
90 Paraguay 1998 d 0.5 1.9 60.7 43.8 91.1 31.8 57.7

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
92 Albania .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
93 Ecuador 1995 e 2.2 5.4 49.7 33.8 15.4 9.2 43.7
94 Dominican Republic 1998 d 2.1 5.1 53.3 37.8 17.7 10.5 47.4
95 Uzbekistan 1998 e 1.2 4.0 49.1 32.8 26.9 12.4 44.6

96 China 1998 d 2.4 5.9 46.6 30.4 12.7 8.0 40.3
97 Tunisia 1995 e 2.3 5.7 47.9 31.8 13.8 8.5 41.7
98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
99 Jordan 1997 e 3.3 7.6 44.4 29.8 9.1 5.9 36.4

100 Cape Verde .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Inequality measures
Share of income or consumption Richest Richest

(%) a
10% to 20% to

Survey Poorest Poorest Richest Richest poorest poorest Gini
HDI rank year 10% 20% 20% 10% 10% b 20% b index c
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101 Samoa (Western) .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
102 Kyrgyzstan 1999 e 3.2 7.6 42.5 27.2 8.4 5.6 34.6
103 Guyana 1993 e 2.4 6.3 46.9 32.0 13.3 7.4 40.2
104 El Salvador 1998 d 1.2 3.3 56.4 39.5 33.5 17.2 52.2
105 Moldova, Rep. of 1997 d 2.2 5.6 46.8 30.7 13.7 8.3 40.6

106 Algeria 1995 e 2.8 7.0 42.6 26.8 9.6 6.1 35.3
107 South Africa 1993-94 e 1.1 2.9 64.8 45.9 42.5 22.6 59.3
108 Syrian Arab Republic .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
109 Viet Nam 1998 e 3.6 8.0 44.5 29.9 8.4 5.6 36.1
110 Indonesia 1999 e 4.0 9.0 41.1 26.7 6.6 4.6 31.7

111 Equatorial Guinea .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
112 Tajikistan 1998 e 3.2 8.0 40.0 25.2 7.9 5.0 34.7
113 Mongolia 1995 e 2.9 7.3 40.9 24.5 8.4 5.6 33.2
114 Bolivia 1999 e 1.3 4.0 49.1 32.0 24.2 12.4 44.7
115 Egypt 1995 e 4.4 9.8 39.0 25.0 5.7 4.0 28.9

116 Honduras 1998 d 0.6 2.2 59.4 42.7 72.3 27.4 56.3
117 Gabon .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
118 Nicaragua 1998 e 0.7 2.3 63.6 48.8 70.7 27.9 60.3
119 São Tomé and Principe .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
120 Guatemala 1998 d 1.6 3.8 60.6 46.0 29.1 15.8 55.8

121 Solomon Islands .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
122 Namibia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
123 Morocco 1998-99 e 2.6 6.5 46.6 30.9 11.7 7.2 39.5
124 India 1997 e 3.5 8.1 46.1 33.5 9.5 5.7 37.8
125 Swaziland 1994 d 1.0 2.7 64.4 50.2 49.7 23.8 60.9

126 Botswana .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
127 Myanmar .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
128 Zimbabwe 1995 e 2.0 4.7 55.7 40.4 20.5 11.9 50.1
129 Ghana 1999 e 2.2 5.6 46.7 30.1 13.4 8.4 40.7
130 Cambodia 1997 e 2.9 6.9 47.6 33.8 11.6 6.9 40.4

131 Vanuatu .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
132 Lesotho 1986-87 e 0.9 2.8 60.1 43.4 48.2 21.5 56.0
133 Papua New Guinea 1996 e 1.7 4.5 56.5 40.5 23.8 12.6 50.9
134 Kenya 1997 e 2.4 5.6 51.2 36.1 15.2 9.1 44.9
135 Cameroon 1996 e 1.9 4.6 53.1 36.6 19.5 11.6 47.7

136 Congo .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
137 Comoros .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Low human development

138 Pakistan 1996-97 e 4.1 9.4 41.1 27.6 6.7 4.3 31.2
139 Sudan .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
140 Bhutan .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

141 Togo .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
142 Nepal 1995-96 e 3.2 7.6 44.8 29.8 9.3 5.9 36.7
143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 1997 e 3.2 7.6 45.0 30.6 9.7 6.0 37.0
144 Yemen 1998 e 3.0 7.4 41.2 25.9 8.6 5.6 33.4
145 Bangladesh 1995-96 e 3.9 8.7 42.8 28.6 7.3 4.9 33.6

146 Haiti .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
147 Madagascar 1999 e 2.6 6.4 44.8 28.6 10.9 7.1 38.1
148 Nigeria 1996-97 e 1.6 4.4 55.7 40.8 24.9 12.8 50.6
149 Djibouti .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
150 Uganda 1996 e 3.0 7.1 44.9 29.8 9.9 6.4 37.4

Inequality measures
Share of income or consumption Richest Richest

(%) a
10% to 20% to

Survey Poorest Poorest Richest Richest poorest poorest Gini
HDI rank year 10% 20% 20% 10% 10% b 20% b index c
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151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of 1993 e 2.8 6.8 45.5 30.0 10.8 6.7 38.2
152 Mauritania 1995 e 2.5 6.4 44.1 28.4 11.2 6.9 37.3
153 Zambia 1998 e 1.1 3.3 56.6 41.0 36.6 17.3 52.6
154 Senegal 1995 e 2.6 6.4 48.2 33.5 12.8 7.5 41.3
155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

156 Côte d’Ivoire 1995 e 3.0 7.1 44.2 28.8 9.4 6.2 36.7
157 Eritrea .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
158 Benin .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
159 Guinea 1994 e 2.6 6.4 47.2 32.0 12.3 7.3 40.3
160 Gambia 1998 e 1.6 4.0 55.2 38.2 23.6 13.7 50.2

161 Angola .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
162 Rwanda 1983-85 e 4.2 9.7 39.1 24.2 5.8 4.0 28.9
163 Malawi .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
164 Mali 1994 e 1.8 4.6 56.2 40.4 23.1 12.2 50.5
165 Central African Republic 1993 e 0.7 2.0 65.0 47.7 69.2 32.7 61.3

166 Chad .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
167 Guinea-Bissau 1991 e 0.5 2.1 58.9 42.4 84.8 28.0 56.2
168 Ethiopia 1995 e 3.0 7.1 47.7 33.7 11.4 6.7 40.0
169 Burkina Faso 1998 e 2.0 4.6 60.4 46.8 23.5 13.2 55.1
170 Mozambique 1996-97 e 2.5 6.5 46.5 31.7 12.5 7.2 39.6

171 Burundi 1998 e 1.8 5.1 48.0 32.9 18.3 9.5 42.5
172 Niger 1995 e 0.8 2.6 53.3 35.4 46.0 20.7 50.5
173 Sierra Leone 1989 e 0.5 1.1 63.4 43.6 87.2 57.6 62.9

Note: Because data come from surveys covering different years and using different methodologies, comparisons between countries must be made with caution.
a. The distribution of income is typically more unequal than the distribution of consumption. b. Data show the ratio of the income or consumption share of the richest group to that of the poorest. Because of round-
ing, results may differ from ratios calculated using the income or consumption shares in columns 2-5. c. The Gini index measures inequality over the entire distribution of income or consumption. A value of 0 rep-
resents perfect equality, and a value of 100 perfect inequality. d. Survey based on income. e. Survey based on consumption.
Source: Columns 1-5 and 8: World Bank 2002b; columns 6 and 7: calculated on the basis of income or consumption data from World Bank (2002b).

Inequality measures
Share of income or consumption Richest Richest

(%) a
10% to 20% to

Survey Poorest Poorest Richest Richest poorest poorest Gini
HDI rank year 10% 20% 20% 10% 10% b 20% b index c
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14 The structure
of trade

High human development

1 Norway 34 30 41 47 67 77 33 18 12 17 86
2 Sweden 29 42 30 47 16 9 83 85 13 22 110
3 Canada 26 41 b 26 44 b 36 30 59 64 14 19 ..
4 Belgium 69 85 71 88 .. 18 .. 78 5 10 ..
5 Australia 17 22 b 17 20 b 64 65 16 29 12 15 79

6 United States 11 13 b 10 11 b 22 13 74 83 33 34 116
7 Iceland 33 39 b 34 34 b 91 86 8 13 10 12 ..
8 Netherlands 55 56 b 59 61 b 37 30 59 70 16 35 102
9 Japan 9 8 b 10 10 b 3 3 96 94 24 28 196

10 Finland 24 32 23 42 17 15 83 85 8 27 116

11 Switzerland 36 37 b 36 42 b 6 9 94 91 12 19 ..
12 France 22 27 21 29 23 17 77 81 16 24 116
13 United Kingdom 27 29 24 27 19 17 79 82 24 32 101
14 Denmark 31 37 36 42 35 30 60 64 15 21 ..
15 Austria 38 46 b 40 45 b 12 12 88 83 8 14 ..

16 Luxembourg 105 99 109 120 .. 13 .. 86 .. 17 ..
17 Germany 25 33 29 33 10 9 89 85 11 18 112
18 Ireland 52 74 b 57 88 b 26 9 70 86 41 48 96
19 New Zealand 27 33 b 28 32 b 75 67 23 28 4 10 109
20 Italy 20 27 20 28 11 10 88 88 8 9 132

21 Spain 20 32 16 30 24 21 75 78 6 8 126
22 Israel 45 47 35 40 13 6 87 94 10 25 129
23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 126 145 134 150 4 4 95 95 .. 23 101
24 Greece 28 29 b 18 20 b 46 49 b 54 50 b 2 9 b 72
25 Singapore 195 161 202 180 27 14 72 86 40 63 81

26 Cyprus 57 48 b 52 45 b 45 48 55 52 6 2 79
27 Korea, Rep. of 30 42 29 45 6 9 94 91 18 35 99
28 Portugal 40 43 33 31 19 14 80 85 4 5 b ..
29 Slovenia .. 63 .. 59 .. 10 .. 90 .. 5 ..
30 Malta 99 114 85 103 4 3 96 97 45 72 ..

31 Barbados 52 56 49 51 55 46 43 52 .. 23 80
32 Brunei Darussalam .. .. .. .. 100 89 c (.) 11 c .. 9 c 68
33 Czech Republic 43 75 45 71 .. 11 .. 88 .. 8 ..
34 Argentina 5 11 10 11 71 66 29 32 .. 9 74
35 Hungary 29 67 31 63 35 12 63 86 .. 26 102

36 Slovakia 36 76 27 74 .. 15 b .. 85 b .. 4 b ..
37 Poland 22 34 29 27 36 20 59 80 .. 3 285
38 Chile 31 31 35 32 87 81 11 16 5 3 41
39 Bahrain 95 63 116 82 91 89 9 11 .. (.) ..
40 Uruguay 18 21 24 19 61 58 39 42 0 2 112

41 Bahamas .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
42 Estonia .. 88 .. 84 .. 27 .. 73 .. 30 ..
43 Costa Rica 41 46 35 48 66 34 27 66 .. .. 131
44 Saint Kitts and Nevis 83 79 52 52 .. 27 .. 73 .. 1 ..
45 Kuwait 58 31 45 57 94 80 b 6 20 b 3 1 b 73

46 United Arab Emirates 40 .. 65 .. 54 .. 46 .. .. .. 40
47 Seychelles 67 86 62 78 .. .. (.) .. 0 .. ..
48 Croatia .. 51 .. 45 .. 27 .. 73 .. 8 ..
49 Lithuania 61 52 52 45 .. 40 .. 60 .. 4 ..
50 Trinidad and Tobago 29 52 45 65 73 71 27 29 0 1 60

High-technology
Imports of goods Exports of goods Primary exports Manufactured exports exports Terms of

and services and services (as % of merchandise (as % of merchandise (as % of manufactured trade
(as % of GDP) (as % of GDP) exports) exports) exports) (1980 = 100) a

HDI rank 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1999
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51 Qatar .. .. .. .. 84 90 b 16 10 b .. .. 53
52 Antigua and Barbuda 87 80 89 71 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
53 Latvia 49 54 48 46 .. 44 .. 56 .. 4 ..

Medium human development

54 Mexico 20 33 19 31 56 16 43 83 8 22 31
55 Cuba .. 18 .. 16 .. .. .. .. .. .. 74

56 Belarus 44 69 46 68 .. 31 .. 67 .. 4 ..
57 Panama 34 39 38 33 78 84 21 16 .. (.) b 91
58 Belize 62 64 64 47 .. .. 15 13 b .. (.) c ..
59 Malaysia 72 104 75 125 46 19 54 80 38 59 b 47
60 Russian Federation 18 25 18 46 .. 65 .. 22 .. 14 ..

61 Dominica 81 64 55 51 .. .. 32 56 .. 7 ..
62 Bulgaria 37 64 33 58 .. 37 .. 57 .. .. ..
63 Romania 26 40 17 34 26 22 73 77 2 6 ..
64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya .. .. .. .. 95 .. 5 .. .. .. 50
65 Macedonia, TFYR 36 62 26 45 .. 31 b .. 66 b .. 1 b ..

66 Saint Lucia 84 66 73 56 .. 81 28 19 .. 8 ..
67 Mauritius 72 67 65 64 34 19 66 81 1 1 97
68 Colombia 15 20 21 22 74 66 25 34 .. 7 78
69 Venezuela 20 17 39 29 90 91 10 9 4 3 45
70 Thailand 42 59 34 67 36 22 63 76 21 32 b 72

71 Saudi Arabia 36 26 46 50 93 93 7 7 .. (.) 45
72 Fiji 66 63 64 69 63 .. 36 52 12 .. 80
73 Brazil 7 12 8 11 47 40 52 59 7 19 142
74 Suriname 27 17 28 17 26 22 74 78 0 1 c 67
75 Lebanon 100 38 18 13 .. .. .. .. .. .. 82

76 Armenia 46 51 35 23 .. 52 .. 43 .. 5 ..
77 Philippines 33 50 28 56 31 8 38 92 .. 59 b 119
78 Oman 31 .. 53 .. 94 87 5 12 2 4 b 79
79 Kazakhstan .. 47 .. 59 .. 80 .. 20 .. 10 ..
80 Ukraine 29 57 28 61 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

81 Georgia 46 47 40 37 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
82 Peru 14 18 16 16 82 80 18 20 .. 3 b 42
83 Grenada 63 75 42 61 .. .. 20 13 b .. (.) b ..
84 Maldives 70 86 27 104 .. .. .. 46 .. .. ..
85 Turkey 18 31 13 24 32 18 68 81 1 5 ..

86 Jamaica 56 55 52 44 31 27 69 73 .. (.) 73
87 Turkmenistan .. 53 .. 63 .. 92 .. 7 .. 5 ..
88 Azerbaijan .. 38 .. 41 .. 92 .. 8 .. 4 ..
89 Sri Lanka 38 51 29 40 42 23 b 54 75 b 1 3 b 95
90 Paraguay 39 35 33 20 .. 81 10 19 (.) 3 154

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines 77 70 66 59 .. .. .. 13 .. 0 ..
92 Albania 23 40 15 19 .. 18 .. 82 .. 1 ..
93 Ecuador 27 31 33 42 98 90 2 10 (.) 6 40
94 Dominican Republic 44 39 34 30 .. .. .. .. .. .. 58
95 Uzbekistan 48 39 29 44 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

96 China 14 23 18 26 27 12 72 88 .. 19 105
97 Tunisia 51 48 44 44 31 23 69 77 2 3 b 84
98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 24 21 22 35 .. 93 .. 7 .. 2 35
99 Jordan 93 69 62 42 .. 31 51 69 1 8 120

100 Cape Verde 44 62 13 23 .. .. .. .. .. .. 100

14 The structure
of trade

High-technology
Imports of goods Exports of goods Primary exports Manufactured exports exports Terms of

and services and services (as % of merchandise (as % of merchandise (as % of manufactured trade
(as % of GDP) (as % of GDP) exports) exports) exports) (1980 = 100) a

HDI rank 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1999
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14 The structure
of trade

101 Samoa (Western) .. 82 .. 33 .. .. 4 .. 0 .. ..
102 Kyrgyzstan 50 55 29 43 .. 40 b .. 20 b .. 5 b ..
103 Guyana 80 111 63 97 .. .. .. .. .. .. 70
104 El Salvador 31 43 19 28 62 50 38 48 0 6 112
105 Moldova, Rep. of 51 77 49 50 .. 66 .. 33 .. 3 ..

106 Algeria 25 22 23 42 97 98 3 2 .. 4 b 36
107 South Africa 19 26 24 29 30 d 33 d 22 d 54 d 0 1 ..
108 Syrian Arab Republic 28 35 28 38 64 90 36 8 0 1 57
109 Viet Nam 33 .. 26 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
110 Indonesia 24 31 25 39 65 43 35 57 1 16 56

111 Equatorial Guinea 70 58 32 95 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
112 Tajikistan 35 85 28 81 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
113 Mongolia 53 82 24 65 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
114 Bolivia 24 25 23 18 95 71 5 29 .. .. 52
115 Egypt 33 23 20 16 57 58 b 42 37 b .. (.) b 49

116 Honduras 40 56 36 42 91 67 9 33 .. 2 b 95
117 Gabon 31 35 46 37 .. .. .. .. .. .. 49
118 Nicaragua 46 81 25 40 92 92 8 8 .. 5 64
119 São Tomé and Principe 72 82 14 33 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
120 Guatemala 25 28 21 20 76 68 24 32 .. 8 77

121 Solomon Islands 73 .. 47 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
122 Namibia 56 56 b 47 49 b .. e .. e .. e .. e .. .. ..
123 Morocco 32 37 26 31 48 36 52 64 .. 12 b 116
124 India 10 17 7 14 28 19 b 71 79 b 2 4 b 148
125 Swaziland 76 81 76 66 .. e .. e .. e .. e .. .. 70

126 Botswana 50 33 b 55 28 b .. e .. e .. e .. e .. .. ..
127 Myanmar 5 1 b 3 (.) b .. .. .. .. .. .. 26
128 Zimbabwe 23 31 23 30 68 72 31 28 2 2 115
129 Ghana 26 70 17 49 .. 85 .. 15 .. 14 b 47
130 Cambodia 13 47 6 40 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

131 Vanuatu 77 .. 46 .. .. .. 13 .. 20 .. ..
132 Lesotho 122 88 17 28 .. e .. e .. e .. e .. .. 73
133 Papua New Guinea 49 42 b 41 45 b 89 98 10 2 .. 42 c ..
134 Kenya 31 36 26 26 71 79 29 21 4 4 110
135 Cameroon 17 27 20 31 91 92 b 9 5 b 3 1 b 84

136 Congo 46 42 54 79 .. .. .. .. .. .. 71
137 Comoros 37 32 14 26 .. .. .. 8 .. 1 57

Low human development

138 Pakistan 23 19 16 16 21 15 79 85 (.) (.) 107
139 Sudan .. 16 .. 17 .. .. .. 3 c .. (.) c 61
140 Bhutan 32 60 28 30 .. 60 b .. 40 b .. .. ..

141 Togo 45 50 33 36 89 69 9 31 0 0 109
142 Nepal 21 32 11 24 .. 23 b 83 77 b .. (.) c ..
143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. .. 48 c .. 36 c .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
144 Yemen 20 41 14 50 .. 99 c .. 1 c .. 0 c ..
145 Bangladesh 14 19 6 14 .. 9 c 77 91 c (.) (.) c 97

146 Haiti 29 27 16 12 15 .. 85 .. 14 .. 48
147 Madagascar 27 35 17 25 85 48 b 14 50 b 8 3 b 101
148 Nigeria 29 41 43 52 .. 100 .. (.) .. 13 b 33
149 Djibouti .. 63 .. 45 44 .. 8 .. .. .. ..
150 Uganda 19 26 7 10 .. 94 .. 6 .. 10 b 20

High-technology
Imports of goods Exports of goods Primary exports Manufactured exports exports Terms of

and services and services (as % of merchandise (as % of merchandise (as % of manufactured trade
(as % of GDP) (as % of GDP) exports) exports) exports) (1980 = 100) a

HDI rank 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1999
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151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of 37 23 13 15 .. 84 b .. 15 b .. 6 b 41
152 Mauritania 61 57 46 41 .. .. .. .. .. .. 144
153 Zambia 37 46 36 31 .. .. .. .. .. .. 40
154 Senegal 30 40 25 31 77 69 23 30 .. 13 b 102
155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the 29 .. 30 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 74

156 Côte d’Ivoire 27 39 32 46 .. 85 .. 14 .. .. 82
157 Eritrea .. 86 .. 16 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
158 Benin 26 29 14 15 .. 97 c .. 3 c .. (.) c 101
159 Guinea 31 31 31 26 .. 70 .. 30 .. .. ..
160 Gambia 72 61 60 48 .. 94 c .. 5 c .. 17 c ..

161 Angola 21 74 39 90 100 .. (.) .. .. .. 71
162 Rwanda 14 24 6 8 .. .. .. .. .. .. 160
163 Malawi 33 38 24 26 95 .. 5 .. (.) .. 65
164 Mali 34 40 17 25 .. .. 2 .. .. .. 85
165 Central African Republic 28 16 15 13 .. .. .. .. .. .. 41

166 Chad 29 32 13 17 .. .. .. .. .. .. 85
167 Guinea-Bissau 37 58 10 32 .. .. .. .. .. .. 83
168 Ethiopia 12 31 8 15 .. .. .. 10 .. (.) ..
169 Burkina Faso 26 30 13 11 .. .. .. .. .. .. 170
170 Mozambique 36 39 8 15 .. 90 b .. 10 b .. 2 b 34

171 Burundi 28 24 8 9 .. .. .. (.) .. .. 51
172 Niger 22 23 15 15 .. 97 c .. 2 c .. 5 c 41
173 Sierra Leone 25 33 24 17 .. .. .. .. .. .. 105

Developing countries 26 32 26 34 38 28 60 71 .. 23 ..
Least developed countries 23 31 14 22 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Arab States 39 29 40 40 81 81 20 19 .. 2 ..
East Asia and the Pacific 40 51 41 56 24 13 75 86 .. 31 ..
Latin America and the Caribbean 12 18 14 17 66 51 34 48 6 16 ..
South Asia 15 19 11 18 .. 40 71 58 .. 3 ..
Sub-Saharan Africa 26 33 27 32 .. 57 .. 36 .. 8 ..

Central and Eastern Europe and the CIS 25 41 25 49 .. 42 .. 52 .. 11 ..
OECD 18 21 b 18 21 b 20 15 78 81 17 20 ..
High-income OECD 18 20 b 18 20 b 19 16 78 81 18 19 ..

High human development 20 22 b 20 22 b 20 16 78 82 18 22 ..
Medium human development 19 27 20 30 49 40 48 58 .. 13 ..
Low human development 24 28 20 24 .. 69 .. 32 .. 1 ..

High income 19 21 b 19 22 b 19 15 78 82 18 22 ..
Middle income 20 29 21 32 43 35 54 63 .. 16 ..
Low income 20 28 17 28 .. 45 .. 53 .. 7 ..

World 20 22 b 20 23 b 24 20 73 77 .. 20 ..

a. The ratio of the export price index to the import price index measured relative to the base year 1980. A value of more than 100 implies that the price of exports has risen relative to the price of imports. 
b. Data refer to 1999. c. Data refer to 1998. d. Data refer to the South African Customs Union, which comprises Botswana, Lesotho, Namibia, South Africa and Swaziland. e. Included in the data for South Africa.
Source: Columns 1-4 and 7-10: World Bank 2002b; aggregates calculated for the Human Development Report Office by the World Bank; columns 5 and 6: calculated on the basis of data on merchandise trade and
exports of food, agricultural raw materials, fuels, ores and metals from World Bank (2002b); column 11: calculated on the basis of data on terms of trade from World Bank (2002b).

High-technology
Imports of goods Exports of goods Primary exports Manufactured exports exports Terms of

and services and services (as % of merchandise (as % of merchandise (as % of manufactured trade
(as % of GDP) (as % of GDP) exports) exports) exports) (1980 = 100) a

HDI rank 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1999
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1 Norway 1,264 1.17 0.80 277 276 43 33 0.13 0.11
2 Sweden 1,799 0.91 0.80 207 223 38 29 0.06 0.01
3 Canada 1,744 0.44 0.25 79 55 28 17 0.05 0.02
4 Belgium 820 0.46 0.36 95 91 40 25 0.03 0.03
5 Australia 987 0.34 0.27 52 56 18 21 0.02 0.04

6 United States 9,955 0.21 0.10 55 35 18 20 0.05 0.04
8 Netherlands 3,135 0.92 0.84 178 221 32 25 0.09 0.08
9 Japan 13,508 0.31 0.28 96 102 18 15 (.) (.)

10 Finland 371 0.65 0.31 137 80 37 29 0.03 (.)
11 Switzerland 890 0.32 0.34 120 137 41 30 0.05 0.06

12 France 4,105 0.60 0.32 129 80 28 24 0.02 ..
13 United Kingdom 4,501 0.27 0.32 55 79 31 31 0.03 0.04
14 Denmark 1,664 0.94 1.06 246 348 39 32 0.02 0.02
15 Austria 423 0.25 0.23 55 60 26 23 0.02 0.03
16 Luxembourg 127 0.21 0.71 71 320 31 32 .. 0.04

17 Germany 5,030 0.42 0.27 108 71 26 23 0.05 0.05
18 Ireland 235 0.16 0.30 18 68 36 48 0.07 0.11
19 New Zealand 113 0.23 0.25 29 34 19 24 0.03 0.03
20 Italy 1,376 0.31 0.13 56 27 39 27 .. (.)
21 Spain 1,195 0.20 0.22 23 34 19 12 0.01 ..

24 Greece 226 .. 0.20 .. 25 .. 8 .. ..
28 Portugal 271 0.24 0.26 18 30 70 43 (.) ..

DAC 53,737 T 0.33 0.22 78 67 26 22 0.03 0.03

Note: DAC is the Development Assistance Committee of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). 
a. Some non-DAC countries and areas also provide ODA. According to OECD, Development Assistance Committee (2002c), net ODA disbursed in 2000 by the Czech Republic, Estonia, Israel, the Republic
of Korea, Kuwait, Poland, Saudi Arabia, Slovakia, Turkey and the United Arab Emirates totalled $1,120 million. China also provides aid but does not disclose the amount. b. Includes imputed multilateral
flows that make allowance for contributions through multilateral organizations. These are calculated using the geographic distribution of disbursements for the year of reference. c. Does not include dis-
bursements from non-governmental organizations (NGOs) that originate from official sources and are already included in ODA. d. Data for individual countries (but not the DAC average) include forgiveness
of non-ODA claims.
Source: Columns 1-7: OECD, Development Assistance Committee 2002b; aggregates calculated for the Human Development Report Office by the OECD; columns 8 and 9: OECD, Development Assistance Commit-
tee 2002a; aggregates calculated for the Human Development Report Office by the OECD.

15 Flows of 
aid from 
DAC member
countries

Net official development
assistance (ODA) disbursed ODA per capita ODA to least

Total of donor country developed countries Net grants by NGOs

(US$ millions) a As % of GNP (2000 US$) (as % of total) b (as % of GNP) c

HDI rank 2000 1990 d 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000
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16 Flows of aid,
private capital
and debt

High human development

22 Israel 800.0 d 132.4 d 2.6 0.7 d 0.3 4.0 .. .. .. .. .. ..
23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 4.3 d 0.6 d 0.1 (.) d .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
25 Singapore 1.1 d 0.3 d (.) (.) d 15.2 6.9 .. .. .. .. .. ..
26 Cyprus 54.5 d 69.5 d 0.7 0.6 d 2.3 1.8 .. .. .. .. .. ..
27 Korea, Rep. of -198.0 d -4.2 d (.) (.) d 0.3 2.0 0.1 0.9 3.3 5.1 10.8 10.9

29 Slovenia 60.9 30.6 .. 0.3 .. 1.0 .. .. .. .. .. ..
30 Malta 21.2 54.5 0.2 0.6 2.0 17.7 .. .. .. .. .. ..
31 Barbados 0.2 0.9 0.2 (.) 0.7 0.7 .. .. .. .. .. ..
32 Brunei Darussalam 0.6 d 1.9 d 0.1 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
33 Czech Republic 438.2 d 42.7 d (.) d 0.9 d 0.6 9.0 1.9 -2.5 3.0 9.4 .. 12.7

34 Argentina 76.3 2.1 0.1 (.) 1.3 4.1 -1.4 1.7 4.4 9.6 37.0 71.3
35 Hungary 252.2 d 25.3 d 0.2 d 0.6 d 0.0 3.7 -0.9 0.1 12.8 17.4 34.3 24.4
36 Slovakia 113.1 d 20.9 d (.) d 0.6 d 0.0 10.7 1.8 0.7 2.1 13.5 .. 18.0
37 Poland 1,396.2 d 36.2 d 2.2 d 0.9 d 0.2 5.9 (.) 2.4 1.6 6.5 4.9 20.9
38 Chile 49.3 3.2 0.3 0.1 1.9 5.2 5.0 1.6 9.1 8.7 25.9 26.0

39 Bahrain 49.1 76.7 3.2 0.6 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
40 Uruguay 17.4 5.2 0.6 0.1 0.0 1.5 -2.1 1.4 10.6 6.7 40.8 29.2
41 Bahamas 5.5 d 18.1 d 0.1 0.1 d -0.6 5.2 .. .. .. .. .. ..
42 Estonia 63.8 d 45.8 d .. 1.3 d .. 7.8 .. 2.0 .. 8.6 .. 8.7
43 Costa Rica 11.8 2.9 4.0 0.1 2.9 2.6 -2.5 1.3 8.8 4.1 23.9 8.2

44 Saint Kitts and Nevis 3.9 101.6 5.1 1.2 30.8 30.6 -0.3 -0.3 1.9 6.2 2.9 12.5
45 Kuwait 2.8 d 1.5 d (.) (.) d .. (.) .. .. .. .. .. ..
46 United Arab Emirates 4.0 d 1.5 d (.) .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
47 Seychelles 18.3 227.3 9.8 3.0 5.4 9.1 -1.7 -0.7 5.9 2.8 9.0 3.4
48 Croatia 65.5 14.1 .. 0.3 .. 4.9 .. 8.0 .. 12.8 .. 25.5

49 Lithuania 99.0 d 26.8 d .. 0.9 d .. 3.3 .. 3.7 .. 8.0 .. 17.1
50 Trinidad and Tobago -1.5 -1.2 0.4 (.) 2.2 8.9 -3.5 0.3 8.9 6.8 19.3 10.3
51 Qatar 0.5 d 0.9 d (.) (.) d .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
52 Antigua and Barbuda 9.8 151.0 1.2 1.4 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
53 Latvia 91.1 d 37.6 d .. 1.3 d .. 5.7 .. 2.5 .. 7.9 .. 15.8

Medium human development

54 Mexico -54.1 -0.5 0.1 (.) 1.0 2.3 2.1 -0.3 4.3 10.1 20.7 30.2
55 Cuba 44.0 3.9 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
56 Belarus 39.6 d 3.9 d .. 0.1 d .. 0.3 .. 0.1 .. 0.8 .. 2.9
57 Panama 16.5 5.8 1.9 0.2 2.5 6.1 -0.1 3.5 6.5 9.4 6.2 10.0
58 Belize 14.7 64.8 7.6 1.8 4.2 2.2 1.4 17.6 5.0 8.1 7.5 16.1

59 Malaysia 45.4 2.0 1.1 0.1 5.3 1.9 -3.6 1.7 9.8 6.7 12.6 5.3
60 Russian Federation 1,564.6 d 10.8 d (.) d 0.6 d 0.0 1.1 1.0 -0.2 2.0 4.6 .. 10.1
61 Dominica 15.5 219.4 11.9 5.7 7.8 3.9 -0.1 0.0 3.5 3.8 5.6 7.1
62 Bulgaria 311.1 d 39.1 d 0.1 d 2.6 d (.) 8.3 -0.2 0.9 6.6 9.9 19.4 16.2
63 Romania 432.0 d 19.3 d 0.6 d 1.2 d 0.0 2.8 (.) 2.4 (.) 6.4 0.3 18.8

64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 15.4 d 2.9 d .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
65 Macedonia, TFYR 251.9 123.8 .. 7.0 .. 4.9 .. 0.3 .. 4.5 .. 9.3
66 Saint Lucia 11.0 74.3 3.1 1.6 11.3 6.9 -0.2 3.5 1.6 5.7 2.1 11.0
67 Mauritius 20.4 17.6 3.4 0.5 1.6 6.1 1.7 -6.2 5.9 12.6 8.8 20.8
68 Colombia 186.9 4.4 0.2 0.2 1.2 2.9 -0.4 0.9 9.7 6.4 40.9 28.6

69 Venezuela 76.6 3.2 0.2 0.1 0.9 3.7 -1.2 0.8 10.3 4.9 23.2 15.7
70 Thailand 640.7 10.2 0.9 0.5 2.9 2.8 2.3 -3.9 6.2 11.5 16.9 16.3
71 Saudi Arabia 31.0 1.5 (.) (.) .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
72 Fiji 29.1 35.8 3.7 1.9 6.7 0.0 -1.1 -0.4 7.7 2.0 12.0 2.5
73 Brazil 322.4 1.9 (.) 0.1 0.2 5.5 -0.1 2.2 1.8 10.5 22.2 90.7

Official development
assistance (ODA)

received Total debt service
(net disbursements) a

Net foreign direct As % of

Total Per capita investment inflows Other private flows exports of goods

(US$ millions) (US$) As % of GDP (as % of GDP) b (as % of GDP) b, c As % of GDP and services

HDI rank 2000 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000
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74 Suriname 34.4 82.4 19.4 4.1 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
75 Lebanon 196.5 56.2 9.1 1.2 0.2 1.8 0.2 10.5 3.5 11.0 3.3 ..
76 Armenia 215.9 57.0 .. 11.3 .. 7.3 .. 1.0 .. 2.2 .. 7.6
77 Philippines 577.7 7.6 2.9 0.8 1.2 2.7 0.2 0.6 8.1 9.0 27.0 13.6
78 Oman 45.6 18.0 0.6 .. 1.3 0.7 e -3.8 -2.1 7.0 7.7 e 12.3 7.3 e

79 Kazakhstan 189.1 11.7 .. 1.0 .. 6.9 .. 3.6 .. 10.1 .. 16.8
80 Ukraine 541.0 d 10.9 d 0.3 d 1.7 d .. 1.9 .. 1.0 .. 11.5 .. 18.6
81 Georgia 169.5 32.2 .. 5.6 .. 4.3 .. 0.8 .. 3.9 .. 9.5
82 Peru 401.1 15.6 1.5 0.8 0.2 1.3 0.1 1.6 1.8 8.1 10.8 42.8
83 Grenada 16.5 176.6 6.3 4.0 5.9 9.0 0.1 7.3 1.9 2.9 4.0 5.0

84 Maldives 19.3 66.2 10.7 3.5 3.0 2.3 0.6 0.1 4.4 3.6 4.8 4.3
85 Turkey 324.9 4.9 0.8 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.7 5.2 4.9 10.6 29.4 36.1
86 Jamaica 10.0 3.9 6.4 0.1 3.3 6.2 -1.1 6.0 15.6 8.7 26.9 14.1
87 Turkmenistan 31.5 6.7 .. 0.7 .. 4.5 e .. 12.0 .. 10.9 e .. 31.8 e

88 Azerbaijan 139.4 17.3 .. 2.6 .. 2.5 .. 0.9 .. 3.4 .. 8.0

89 Sri Lanka 276.3 14.6 9.1 1.7 0.5 1.1 0.1 0.5 4.8 4.5 13.8 9.6
90 Paraguay 81.8 14.9 1.1 1.1 1.4 1.1 -0.2 -1.3 6.2 4.4 12.2 10.4
91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines 6.2 54.8 7.8 1.9 4.0 8.4 0.0 -0.1 2.2 4.6 2.9 8.5
92 Albania 318.5 101.6 0.5 8.5 0.0 3.8 1.5 (.) 0.1 0.7 0.9 2.0
93 Ecuador 146.8 11.6 1.5 1.1 1.2 5.2 0.5 1.4 10.1 9.4 32.5 17.3

94 Dominican Republic 62.4 7.5 1.4 0.3 1.9 4.8 (.) 1.0 3.3 2.6 10.4 4.8
95 Uzbekistan 185.9 7.5 .. 2.4 .. 1.3 .. -1.1 .. 11.7 .. 26.4
96 China 1,735.0 1.4 0.6 0.2 1.0 3.6 1.3 1.8 2.0 2.0 11.7 7.4
97 Tunisia 222.8 23.5 3.2 1.1 0.6 3.9 -1.6 1.1 11.6 9.8 24.5 20.2
98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 130.1 1.9 0.1 0.1 -0.3 (.) (.) -0.6 0.5 3.3 3.2 11.4

99 Jordan 552.4 112.4 22.1 6.6 0.9 6.7 5.4 -1.2 15.5 8.0 20.3 11.4
100 Cape Verde 94.1 220.3 31.8 16.9 0.0 1.8 (.) -0.3 1.7 2.9 4.8 7.5
101 Samoa (Western) 27.4 172.5 23.7 11.6 3.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.7 3.6 5.8 10.8
102 Kyrgyzstan 215.0 43.7 .. 16.5 .. -0.2 .. -4.8 .. 13.3 .. 29.3
103 Guyana 108.3 142.4 42.6 15.2 0.0 9.4 -4.1 -0.1 74.5 16.2 .. 19.5

104 El Salvador 180.0 28.7 7.2 1.4 (.) 1.4 0.1 1.2 4.3 2.8 15.3 6.7
105 Moldova, Rep. of 122.6 28.5 .. 9.5 .. 10.0 .. 6.3 .. 10.5 .. 16.7
106 Algeria 162.4 5.4 0.4 0.3 0.0 (.) -0.7 -2.3 14.2 8.4 63.4 19.6
107 South Africa 487.5 11.3 .. 0.4 .. 0.8 .. 1.4 .. 3.1 .. 10.0
108 Syrian Arab Republic 158.4 9.8 5.6 0.9 0.6 0.7 -0.1 (.) 9.7 2.0 21.8 4.8

109 Viet Nam 1,699.5 21.8 2.9 5.4 0.2 4.1 0.0 -2.3 2.7 4.2 8.9 7.5
110 Indonesia 1,731.0 8.2 1.5 1.1 1.0 -3.0 1.9 -4.3 8.7 12.2 33.3 25.3
111 Equatorial Guinea 21.3 46.6 46.0 1.6 8.3 8.9 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.4 12.1 0.2
112 Tajikistan 142.3 23.4 .. 14.4 .. 2.4 .. 4.0 .. 8.8 .. 10.9
113 Mongolia 217.5 85.8 .. 22.4 .. 3.1 .. -0.4 .. 3.0 .. 4.7

114 Bolivia 476.6 57.2 11.2 5.8 0.6 8.9 -0.5 2.3 7.9 8.0 38.6 39.1
115 Egypt 1,328.4 19.6 12.6 1.3 1.7 1.3 -0.2 0.7 7.1 1.8 22.5 8.4
116 Honduras 449.1 70.0 14.7 7.6 1.4 4.8 1.0 0.3 12.8 9.7 35.3 19.3
117 Gabon 11.8 9.6 2.2 0.2 1.2 3.0 0.5 -0.2 3.0 9.5 6.4 15.0
118 Nicaragua 561.7 110.8 32.9 23.4 0.0 10.6 2.0 5.9 1.6 12.5 3.9 23.0

119 São Tomé and Principe 35.0 253.9 95.0 75.2 0.0 21.5 -0.2 0.0 4.9 9.5 34.0 31.7
120 Guatemala 263.6 23.2 2.6 1.4 0.6 1.2 -0.1 -0.3 2.8 2.3 12.6 9.4
121 Solomon Islands 68.4 152.9 21.7 24.9 4.7 3.6 -1.5 -1.3 5.5 3.3 11.9 6.7
122 Namibia 151.7 86.3 4.8 4.4 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
123 Morocco 419.3 14.0 4.1 1.3 0.6 (.) 0.7 -0.9 6.9 10.0 21.5 25.9

Official development
assistance (ODA)

received Total debt service
(net disbursements) a

Net foreign direct As % of

Total Per capita investment inflows Other private flows exports of goods

(US$ millions) (US$) As % of GDP (as % of GDP) b (as % of GDP) b, c As % of GDP and services

HDI rank 2000 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000



HUMAN DEVELOPMENT INDICATORS 205

16 Flows of aid,
private capital
and debt

124 India 1,487.2 1.5 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.5 0.5 1.4 2.6 2.2 32.4 12.8
125 Swaziland 13.2 14.3 6.4 0.9 3.6 -3.0 -0.2 0.0 5.6 1.6 5.7 2.3
126 Botswana 30.7 19.9 3.9 0.6 2.5 0.6 -0.5 -0.1 2.8 1.3 4.4 1.8
127 Myanmar 106.8 2.2 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 9.0 4.7
128 Zimbabwe 178.1 14.1 3.9 2.4 -0.1 1.1 1.1 -0.7 5.4 6.4 23.1 22.1

129 Ghana 609.4 31.6 9.6 11.7 0.3 2.1 -0.3 -0.8 6.3 9.1 36.9 19.3
130 Cambodia 398.5 30.4 3.7 12.5 0.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 2.7 1.0 .. 2.0
131 Vanuatu 45.8 232.7 32.6 21.6 8.5 9.4 -0.1 0.0 1.6 1.0 2.1 1.4
132 Lesotho 41.5 20.4 23.0 4.6 2.8 13.1 (.) -0.7 3.8 7.3 4.2 12.1
133 Papua New Guinea 275.4 57.3 12.8 7.2 4.8 3.4 1.5 -0.1 17.2 8.0 37.2 13.5

134 Kenya 512.3 16.7 13.9 4.9 0.7 1.1 0.8 -0.6 9.3 4.6 35.4 17.3
135 Cameroon 379.9 25.5 4.0 4.3 -1.0 0.4 -0.1 -0.6 4.7 6.3 22.5 20.5
136 Congo 32.5 10.8 7.8 1.0 0.0 0.4 -3.6 0.0 19.0 1.3 35.3 1.6
137 Comoros 18.7 26.4 18.1 9.2 -0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 1.3 2.3 5.0

Low human development

138 Pakistan 702.8 5.0 2.8 1.1 0.6 0.5 -0.2 -0.6 4.8 4.6 23.0 26.8
139 Sudan 225.4 7.2 6.2 2.0 0.0 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.5 7.5 3.2
140 Bhutan 53.3 25.5 16.5 10.9 0.0 0.0 -0.9 0.0 1.8 1.4 5.5 4.2
141 Togo 69.8 15.4 16.0 5.7 0.0 2.5 (.) 0.0 5.3 2.4 11.9 6.1
142 Nepal 389.8 16.9 11.7 7.1 0.2 0.1 -0.4 -0.1 1.9 1.8 13.4 6.5

143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 281.2 53.3 17.3 16.4 0.7 4.2 0.0 0.0 1.1 2.5 8.7 8.1
144 Yemen 265.0 14.4 8.4 3.1 -2.7 -2.4 3.3 0.0 3.5 2.6 5.6 3.8
145 Bangladesh 1,171.5 8.5 7.0 2.5 (.) 0.6 0.2 (.) 2.5 1.7 27.4 9.1
146 Haiti 208.3 25.6 5.7 5.1 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.0 1.2 1.0 11.0 8.0
147 Madagascar 322.3 20.2 12.9 8.3 0.7 2.1 -0.5 (.) 7.2 2.4 45.5 7.7

148 Nigeria 184.8 1.6 0.9 0.4 2.1 2.6 -0.4 -0.4 11.7 2.5 22.6 4.3
149 Djibouti 71.4 112.9 46.4 12.9 0.0 0.0 -0.1 0.0 3.6 2.4 .. 5.5
150 Uganda 819.4 35.2 15.5 13.3 0.0 3.6 0.4 0.2 3.4 2.6 58.9 23.7
151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of 1,044.6 29.7 27.5 11.6 0.0 2.1 0.1 -0.1 4.2 2.4 32.9 16.2
152 Mauritania 211.9 79.5 23.3 22.7 0.7 0.5 -0.1 -0.3 14.3 10.7 29.9 25.9

153 Zambia 795.1 76.3 14.6 27.3 6.2 6.9 -0.3 -0.3 6.2 6.4 14.9 18.7
154 Senegal 423.5 45.0 14.4 9.7 1.0 2.4 -0.3 (.) 5.7 5.2 20.0 14.4
155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the 183.5 3.6 9.6 .. -0.1 (.) e -0.1 0.0 3.7 0.3 e 13.5 1.2 e

156 Côte d’Ivoire 351.8 22.0 6.4 3.8 0.4 1.1 0.1 -1.6 11.7 10.9 35.4 22.4
157 Eritrea 176.0 48.1 .. 29.0 .. 5.8 .. 0.0 .. 0.5 .. 1.1

158 Benin 238.6 38.0 14.5 11.0 0.1 1.4 (.) 0.0 2.1 3.5 8.2 12.6
159 Guinea 152.7 18.7 10.4 5.1 0.6 2.1 -0.7 (.) 6.0 4.4 20.0 15.3
160 Gambia 49.1 37.7 31.3 11.6 0.0 3.3 -2.4 (.) 11.9 4.4 22.2 7.0
161 Angola 306.7 23.3 2.6 3.5 -3.3 19.2 5.6 -5.6 3.2 13.6 8.1 15.1
162 Rwanda 322.0 42.3 11.3 17.9 0.3 0.8 -0.1 0.0 0.8 2.0 14.0 24.7

163 Malawi 445.3 39.4 26.8 26.2 0.0 2.7 0.1 0.0 7.1 3.5 29.3 11.7
164 Mali 359.7 31.7 19.9 15.7 -0.3 3.3 (.) 0.0 2.8 4.2 12.3 12.1
165 Central African Republic 75.9 20.4 16.8 7.9 0.1 0.5 (.) 0.0 2.0 1.5 13.2 12.9
166 Chad 131.1 16.6 18.0 9.3 0.0 1.1 (.) (.) 0.7 1.9 4.4 9.3
167 Guinea-Bissau 80.4 67.1 52.7 37.3 0.8 0.0 (.) 0.0 3.4 2.9 31.0 8.6

168 Ethiopia 693.0 11.0 14.8 10.8 0.2 0.8 -0.8 -0.1 3.4 2.2 34.9 13.9
169 Burkina Faso 336.0 29.1 12.0 15.3 0.0 0.5 (.) 0.0 1.2 2.5 6.8 17.3
170 Mozambique 876.2 47.9 40.7 23.3 0.4 3.7 1.0 (.) 3.2 2.3 26.2 11.4
171 Burundi 92.7 14.6 23.3 13.5 0.1 1.7 -0.5 0.0 3.7 3.1 43.4 37.2
172 Niger 211.0 19.5 16.0 11.6 (.) 0.8 0.4 -0.1 4.0 1.6 17.4 9.4
173 Sierra Leone 182.4 41.4 6.8 28.7 3.6 0.2 0.4 0.0 2.4 6.7 10.1 48.0
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Developing countries 31,652.5 T 6.7 1.4 0.5 0.9 2.5 0.5 1.0 4.3 6.3 18.6 18.6
Least developed countries 12,141.2 T 19.1 11.9 7.6 (.) 2.6 0.6 -0.4 3.1 2.9 15.6 9.6
Arab States 3,750.4 T 15.2 3.4 0.7 0.9 0.3 .. .. .. .. 14.7 8.7
East Asia and the Pacific 7,687.5 T 4.1 0.7 0.3 1.7 2.8 0.8 0.7 4.3 4.6 15.7 10.8
Latin America and the Caribbean 3,813.0 T 7.4 0.4 0.2 0.7 3.9 0.3 1.1 4.0 9.2 23.5 38.7
South Asia 4,230.3 T 3.0 1.1 0.6 (.) 0.5 0.3 0.8 2.3 2.6 19.9 13.0
Sub-Saharan Africa 11,791.8 T 19.4 .. 6.2 .. 2.1 .. .. .. .. 19.6 10.5

Central and Eastern Europe and the CIS 7,449.8 T 18.7 .. .. (.) 3.7 .. .. .. .. 14.3 15.3
OECD .. .. .. .. 1.0 f 4.0 f .. .. .. .. .. ..
High-income OECD .. .. .. .. 1.0 f 4.1 f .. .. .. .. .. ..

High human development .. .. .. .. 1.0 f 4.1 f .. .. .. .. .. ..
Medium human development 23,908.3 T 5.9 0.9 0.5 0.6 2.4 0.7 1.0 3.8 6.2 18.8 18.0
Low human development 12,504.2 T 14.9 8.2 4.7 0.4 2.0 0.3 -0.5 5.1 3.6 20.5 11.7

High income .. .. .. .. 1.0 f 4.1 f .. .. .. .. .. ..
Middle income 16,725.5 T 6.3 0.7 0.3 0.7 3.0 0.5 1.2 3.8 6.7 16.9 18.4
Low income 22,242.3 T 9.3 3.0 2.1 0.3 0.6 0.7 -0.2 4.6 4.4 26.5 15.9

World 39,923.5 T 7.8 .. .. 1.0 f 3.8 f .. .. .. .. .. ..

Note: This table presents data for countries included in Parts I and II of the Development Assistance Committee’s (DAC) list of aid recipients (OECD, Development Assistance Committee 2002c). The denominator
conventionally used when comparing official development assistance and total debt service to the size of the economy is GNP, not GDP (see the definitions of statistical terms). GDP is used here, however, to allow
comparability throughout the table. With few exceptions the denominators produce similar results.
a. ODA receipts are total net ODA flows from DAC countries, other OECD countries, multilateral organizations and Arab countries as well as Estonia and Israel. A negative value indicates that the repayment of ODA
loans exceeds the amount of ODA received. Aggregates include net official aid. See the definitions of statistical terms. b. A negative value indicates that the capital flowing out of the country exceeds that flowing
in. c. Other private flows combine non-debt-creating portfolio equity investment flows, portfolio debt flows and bank and trade-related lending. See the definitions of statistical terms. d. Data refer to net official aid.
See the definitions of statistical terms. e. Data refer to 1998. f. Data used to calculate the aggregate include countries not shown in the table.
Source: Column 1: OECD, Development Assistance Committee 2002d; column 2: calculated on the basis of data on ODA from OECD, Development Assistance Committee (2002d) and data on population from UN
(2001); columns 3 and 4: calculated on the basis of data on ODA from OECD, Development Assistance Committee (2002d) and data on GDP from World Bank (2002b); columns 5 and 6: calculated on the basis of
data on foreign direct investment and GDP from World Bank (2002b); aggregates calculated for the Human Development Report Office by the World Bank; columns 7 and 8: calculated on the basis of data on port-
folio investment (bonds and equity), bank and trade-related lending and GDP from World Bank (2002b); columns 9 and 10: calculated on the basis of data on total debt service and GDP from World Bank (2002b);
columns 11 and 12: World Bank 2002b; aggregates calculated for the Human Development Report Office by the World Bank.
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High human development

1 Norway 6.5 7.7 d 6.4 7.0 e 2.9 1.8 .. ..
2 Sweden 7.3 8.3 d 7.6 6.6 2.6 2.1 .. ..
3 Canada 6.7 6.9 d, f 6.8 6.6 e 2.0 1.2 .. ..
4 Belgium 5.1 g 3.1 d, h 6.6 6.3 e 2.4 1.4 .. ..
5 Australia 5.1 5.5 d 5.3 6.0 2.2 1.7 .. ..

6 United States 5.0 5.4 d, f 4.7 5.7 e 5.3 3.1 .. ..
7 Iceland 4.8 5.4 d 6.8 7.4 e 0.0 0.0 .. ..
8 Netherlands 6.9 5.1 d 5.7 6.0 e 2.5 1.6 .. ..
9 Japan .. 3.6 f 4.6 5.7 0.9 1.0 .. ..

10 Finland 5.5 7.5 d 6.4 5.2 e 1.6 1.3 .. ..

11 Switzerland 4.7 5.4 d 5.7 7.6 1.8 1.1 .. ..
12 France 5.5 6.0 d 6.7 7.3 e 3.5 2.6 .. ..
13 United Kingdom 4.8 5.3 d 5.1 5.8 e 3.9 2.5 .. ..
14 Denmark 7.2 8.1 d 7.0 6.9 e 2.0 1.5 .. ..
15 Austria 5.9 5.4 d 5.2 5.9 e 1.0 0.8 .. ..

16 Luxembourg 4.1 4.0 d 5.7 5.7 e 0.9 0.7 .. ..
17 Germany .. 4.8 d 5.9 7.9 e 2.8 i 1.5 .. ..
18 Ireland 6.7 6.0 d 4.8 5.2 1.2 0.7 .. ..
19 New Zealand 5.4 7.3 d 5.8 6.3 e 1.8 1.0 .. ..
20 Italy 5.0 4.9 d 6.3 5.6 e 2.1 2.1 .. ..

21 Spain 3.7 5.0 d 5.2 5.4 1.8 1.3 .. ..
22 Israel 6.7 7.6 d, f 3.8 6.0 12.2 8.0 .. ..
23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 2.5 2.9 1.6 .. .. .. .. ..
24 Greece 2.2 3.1 d 4.7 4.7 4.7 4.9 .. ..
25 Singapore 3.9 3.0 1.0 1.1 4.8 4.8 .. ..

26 Cyprus 3.6 j 4.5 j .. .. 5.0 3.2 .. ..
27 Korea, Rep. of 3.8 3.7 d 1.8 2.4 e 3.7 2.8 3.3 5.1
28 Portugal 3.8 g 5.8 d 4.1 5.1 2.7 2.1 .. ..
29 Slovenia .. 5.7 .. 6.7 .. 1.2 .. ..
30 Malta 3.4 5.1 .. .. 0.9 0.8 .. ..

31 Barbados 6.2 f 7.2 f 5.0 4.5 .. .. .. ..
32 Brunei Darussalam .. .. 1.6 .. 6.7 k 7.6 l .. ..
33 Czech Republic .. 5.1 d 4.8 6.6 e .. 2.0 3.0 9.4
34 Argentina 1.4 g 3.5 4.2 2.4 e 1.3 1.3 4.4 9.6
35 Hungary 5.6 4.6 d .. 5.2 2.5 1.5 12.8 17.4

36 Slovakia .. 4.7 5.0 5.7 .. 1.8 2.1 13.5
37 Poland 4.6 7.5 d 4.8 4.7 e 2.7 1.9 1.6 6.5
38 Chile 3.3 3.6 2.2 2.7 3.6 3.3 9.1 8.7
39 Bahrain 5.2 4.4 .. 2.6 5.1 4.0 .. ..
40 Uruguay 3.2 3.3 2.0 1.9 2.1 1.1 10.6 6.7

41 Bahamas 4.0 .. 2.8 2.5 .. .. .. ..
42 Estonia .. 7.2 1.9 5.1 e .. 1.6 .. 8.6
43 Costa Rica 4.5 5.4 6.7 5.2 0.0 0.0 8.8 4.1
44 Saint Kitts and Nevis 3.7 m 3.8 2.7 3.1 .. .. 1.9 6.2
45 Kuwait 4.8 5.0 4.0 .. 48.5 8.2 .. ..

46 United Arab Emirates 2.1 1.7 0.8 0.8 .. .. .. ..
47 Seychelles 10.2 7.9 3.6 4.8 4.0 1.8 5.9 2.8
48 Croatia .. 5.3 9.5 9.5 e .. 3.0 .. 12.8
49 Lithuania 5.3 f 5.9 3.0 4.7 e .. 1.8 .. 8.0
50 Trinidad and Tobago 6.3 4.4 f 2.5 2.5 .. .. 8.9 6.8

17 Priorities 
in public
spending

Public expenditure Public expenditure
on education on health Military expenditure Total debt service
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51 Qatar 4.7 3.4 f .. .. .. .. .. ..
52 Antigua and Barbuda 2.7 f .. 2.8 0.4 .. .. .. ..
53 Latvia 3.4 6.5 2.7 4.0 e .. 1.0 .. 7.9

Medium human development

54 Mexico 3.5 4.9 d 1.8 2.6 0.4 0.5 4.3 10.1
55 Cuba 6.8 6.7 4.9 .. .. .. .. ..

56 Belarus 5.0 5.9 2.5 4.6 .. 1.3 .. 0.8
57 Panama 4.8 5.1 4.6 4.9 1.4 1.2 e 6.5 9.4
58 Belize 4.7 5.0 2.2 2.3 1.2 .. 5.0 8.1
59 Malaysia 6.9 4.9 1.5 1.4 2.6 1.9 9.8 6.7
60 Russian Federation 3.4 3.5 d 2.5 .. 12.3 n 4.0 2.0 4.6

61 Dominica 5.6 .. 3.9 3.8 .. .. 3.5 3.8
62 Bulgaria 5.4 3.2 4.1 3.9 e 4.2 3.0 6.6 9.9
63 Romania 2.2 3.6 2.8 3.8 e 3.5 2.1 (.) 6.4
64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 9.6 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
65 Macedonia, TFYR .. 5.1 9.2 5.3 .. 2.1 .. 4.5

66 Saint Lucia 5.5 9.8 f 2.1 2.4 .. .. 1.6 5.7
67 Mauritius 3.3 4.6 .. 1.8 0.3 0.2 5.9 12.6
68 Colombia 2.6 g 4.1 g 1.2 5.2 2.6 2.3 9.7 6.4
69 Venezuela 5.0 5.2 f 2.5 2.6 2.0 1.2 10.3 4.9
70 Thailand 3.4 4.8 0.9 1.9 2.2 1.6 6.2 11.5

71 Saudi Arabia 7.4 7.5 .. .. 12.8 11.6 .. ..
72 Fiji 6.0 .. 2.0 2.9 2.3 1.5 e 7.7 2.0
73 Brazil 4.7 5.1 3.0 2.9 e 1.9 1.3 1.8 10.5
74 Suriname 10.2 3.5 f 3.5 .. .. .. .. ..
75 Lebanon .. 2.5 g .. 2.2 5.0 3.6 3.5 11.0

76 Armenia .. 2.0 .. 4.0 e .. 4.4 .. 2.2
77 Philippines 2.1 3.4 1.5 1.6 e 1.4 1.2 8.1 9.0
78 Oman 4.1 4.5 2.0 2.9 18.3 9.7 7.0 7.7 l

79 Kazakhstan 3.4 4.4 3.2 2.7 e .. 0.7 .. 10.1
80 Ukraine 5.3 5.6 3.0 2.9 e .. 3.6 .. 11.5

81 Georgia .. 5.2 f 3.0 0.8 e .. 0.9 .. 3.9
82 Peru 3.6 2.9 1.3 2.4 2.4 .. 1.8 8.1
83 Grenada 4.5 4.7 3.3 2.9 .. .. 1.9 2.9
84 Maldives 5.2 6.4 3.6 3.7 .. .. 4.4 3.6
85 Turkey 1.2 m 2.2 d 2.2 3.3 e 3.5 4.9 4.9 10.6

86 Jamaica 4.9 7.5 2.6 3.0 .. .. 15.6 8.7
87 Turkmenistan 4.1 .. 4.0 4.1 .. 3.8 .. 10.9 l

88 Azerbaijan 5.8 3.0 2.7 1.0 e .. 2.7 .. 3.4
89 Sri Lanka 2.7 3.4 1.5 1.7 e 2.1 4.5 4.8 4.5
90 Paraguay 1.1 g 4.0 g 0.7 1.7 1.2 1.0 6.2 4.4

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines 6.0 6.3 f 4.4 4.2 .. .. 2.2 4.6
92 Albania .. .. 3.3 2.0 e .. 1.2 0.1 0.7
93 Ecuador 3.5 3.5 1.5 1.7 1.9 .. 10.1 9.4
94 Dominican Republic 1.3 2.3 1.6 1.9 .. .. 3.3 2.6
95 Uzbekistan 9.2 f 7.7 4.6 3.4 .. 1.7 e .. 11.7

96 China 2.3 2.3 2.2 2.1 e 2.7 2.1 2.0 2.0
97 Tunisia 6.2 7.7 3.0 2.2 2.0 1.7 11.6 9.8
98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 3.7 4.0 1.5 1.7 2.7 3.8 0.5 3.3
99 Jordan 6.8 7.9 3.6 3.6 11.1 9.5 15.5 8.0

100 Cape Verde 2.9 .. .. 1.8 .. 1.3 1.7 2.9

Public expenditure Public expenditure
on education on health Military expenditure Total debt service
(as % of GNP) (as % of GDP) (as % of GDP) a (as % of GDP) b
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101 Samoa (Western) .. .. 2.8 4.8 e .. .. 2.7 3.6
102 Kyrgyzstan 9.7 5.3 4.7 2.2 e .. 1.9 .. 13.3
103 Guyana 8.5 5.0 2.9 4.5 0.9 .. 74.5 16.2
104 El Salvador 3.1 f 2.5 1.4 2.6 2.7 0.7 4.3 2.8
105 Moldova, Rep. of 3.6 10.6 4.4 2.9 e .. 0.4 .. 10.5

106 Algeria 9.8 5.1 m 3.0 2.6 1.5 3.5 14.2 8.4
107 South Africa 6.1 7.6 3.1 3.3 3.8 1.5 .. 3.1
108 Syrian Arab Republic 4.8 4.2 0.4 0.9 6.9 5.5 9.7 2.0
109 Viet Nam .. 3.0 0.9 0.8 7.9 .. 2.7 4.2
110 Indonesia 0.9 f, g 1.4 o 0.6 0.8 e 1.3 1.1 8.7 12.2

111 Equatorial Guinea 1.7 f 1.7 f 1.0 .. .. .. 3.9 0.4
112 Tajikistan .. 2.2 4.9 5.2 .. 1.2 .. 8.8
113 Mongolia 11.7 5.7 6.4 .. 5.7 2.5 .. 3.0
114 Bolivia 2.1 4.9 2.1 4.1 2.4 1.5 7.9 8.0
115 Egypt 4.5 4.8 1.8 .. 3.5 2.3 7.1 1.8

116 Honduras 4.8 3.6 3.2 3.9 .. 0.6 e 12.8 9.7
117 Gabon 5.8 2.9 m 2.0 2.1 .. 0.3 l 3.0 9.5
118 Nicaragua 5.4 3.9 m 7.0 8.5 2.1 1.1 1.6 12.5
119 São Tomé and Principe 3.8 .. .. .. .. .. 4.9 9.5
120 Guatemala 1.9 g 1.7 g 1.8 2.1 1.5 0.8 2.8 2.3

121 Solomon Islands 4.7 f 3.8 f 5.0 .. .. .. 5.5 3.3
122 Namibia .. 9.1 3.7 3.3 e 5.7 k 3.3 .. ..
123 Morocco 6.2 g 5.3 g 0.9 1.2 4.1 4.2 6.9 10.0
124 India 3.2 3.2 0.9 .. 2.7 2.4 2.6 2.2
125 Swaziland 5.6 5.7 1.9 2.5 1.5 1.6 5.6 1.6

126 Botswana 7.3 8.6 1.7 2.5 4.1 3.7 2.8 1.3
127 Myanmar 1.9 g 1.2 f, g 1.0 0.2 3.4 1.7 .. ..
128 Zimbabwe 7.7 7.1 f 3.2 3.0 e 4.5 4.8 5.4 6.4
129 Ghana 3.4 4.2 1.3 1.7 e 0.4 1.0 6.3 9.1
130 Cambodia .. 2.9 .. 0.6 2.4 2.4 2.7 1.0

131 Vanuatu 7.4 4.8 2.6 .. .. .. 1.6 1.0
132 Lesotho 4.1 8.4 2.6 .. 3.9 3.1 e 3.8 7.3
133 Papua New Guinea .. .. 3.1 2.5 2.1 0.8 17.2 8.0
134 Kenya 7.1 6.5 2.4 2.4 2.9 1.8 9.3 4.6
135 Cameroon 2.8 .. 0.9 1.0 1.5 1.3 4.7 6.3

136 Congo 4.9 f 6.1 1.5 2.0 .. .. 19.0 1.3
137 Comoros .. .. 2.9 .. .. .. 0.4 1.3

Low human development

138 Pakistan 3.1 2.7 1.1 0.7 e 5.8 4.5 4.8 4.6
139 Sudan .. 1.4 0.7 .. 3.6 3.0 0.4 0.5
140 Bhutan 3.7 4.1 1.7 3.2 .. .. 1.8 1.4

141 Togo 4.9 4.5 1.4 1.3 3.2 .. 5.3 2.4
142 Nepal 2.2 3.2 0.8 1.3 0.9 0.9 1.9 1.8
143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 0.5 2.1 0.0 1.2 .. .. 1.1 2.5
144 Yemen .. 7.0 1.1 .. 8.5 5.2 3.5 2.6
145 Bangladesh 1.4 g 2.2 g 0.7 1.7 1.0 1.3 2.5 1.7

146 Haiti 1.9 .. 1.2 1.4 .. .. 1.2 1.0
147 Madagascar 1.9 m 1.9 .. 1.1 1.2 1.2 7.2 2.4
148 Nigeria 1.7 o 0.7 o 1.0 0.8 0.7 0.9 11.7 2.5
149 Djibouti .. .. .. 5.4 6.3 4.4 l 3.6 2.4
150 Uganda 3.5 f, g 2.6 .. 1.9 2.5 1.8 3.4 2.6

Public expenditure Public expenditure
on education on health Military expenditure Total debt service
(as % of GNP) (as % of GDP) (as % of GDP) a (as % of GDP) b

HDI rank 1985-87 c 1995-97 c 1990 1998 1990 2000 1990 2000
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17 Priorities 
in public
spending

151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of .. .. 1.6 1.3 2.0 k 1.3 e 4.2 2.4
152 Mauritania .. 5.1 g .. 1.4 3.8 .. 14.3 10.7
153 Zambia 3.1 2.2 2.6 3.6 3.7 0.6 6.2 6.4
154 Senegal .. 3.7 0.7 2.6 2.0 1.4 5.7 5.2
155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the 1.0 .. .. .. .. .. 3.7 0.3 l

156 Côte d’Ivoire .. 5.0 1.5 1.2 1.5 .. 11.7 10.9
157 Eritrea .. 1.8 m .. .. .. 22.9 e .. 0.5
158 Benin .. 3.2 1.6 1.6 1.8 .. 2.1 3.5
159 Guinea 1.8 1.9 2.0 2.3 2.4 k 1.5 6.0 4.4
160 Gambia 3.7 4.9 2.2 2.3 e 1.1 1.1 11.9 4.4

161 Angola 6.2 .. 1.4 .. 5.8 21.2 e 3.2 13.6
162 Rwanda 3.5 .. 1.7 2.0 3.7 3.0 0.8 2.0
163 Malawi 3.5 5.4 .. 2.8 1.3 0.8 7.1 3.5
164 Mali 3.2 2.2 1.6 2.1 2.1 2.5 2.8 4.2
165 Central African Republic 2.6 .. .. 2.0 1.6 k .. 2.0 1.5

166 Chad .. 2.2 .. 2.3 .. 1.0 l 0.7 1.9
167 Guinea-Bissau 1.8 .. 1.1 .. .. 1.3 l 3.4 2.9
168 Ethiopia 3.1 4.0 0.9 1.2 e 8.5 9.4 e 3.4 2.2
169 Burkina Faso 2.3 3.6 f 1.0 1.5 e 3.0 1.6 1.2 2.5
170 Mozambique 2.1 .. 3.6 2.8 10.1 2.5 3.2 2.3

171 Burundi 3.1 4.0 1.1 0.6 3.4 5.4 3.7 3.1
172 Niger .. 2.3 m .. 1.2 .. 1.4 e 4.0 1.6
173 Sierra Leone 1.7 .. .. 0.9 0.9 1.4 2.4 6.7

Note: The denominator conventionally used when comparing expenditures and debt with the size of the economy is GNP, not GDP (see the definitions of statistical terms). GDP is used here whenever possible, how-
ever, to allow comparability throughout the table. With few exceptions the denominators produce similar results. 
a. As a result of a number of limitations in the data, comparisons of military expenditure data over time and across countries should be made with caution. For detailed notes on the data see SIPRI (2001). b. For
aggregates see table 16. c. Data refer to total public expenditure on education, including current and capital expenditures. See the definitions of statistical terms. Data refer to the most recent year available during
the period specified. d. Data may not be strictly comparable with those for earlier years as a result of methodological changes. e. Data refer to 1999. f. Data refer to a year or period other than that specified. g. Data
refer to the ministry of education only. h. Data refer to the Flemish community only. i. Data refer to the Federal Republic of Germany before reunification. j. Data refer to the Office of Greek Education only. k. Data
refer to 1991. l. Data refer to 1998. m. Data do not include expenditure on tertiary education. n. Data refer to the Soviet Union. o. Data refer to the central government only.
Source: Columns 1 and 2: UNESCO 2000; columns 3 and 4: World Bank 2002b; columns 5 and 6: SIPRI 2002a; columns 7 and 8: calculated on the basis of data on total debt service and GDP from World Bank
(2002b).

Public expenditure Public expenditure
on education on health Military expenditure Total debt service
(as % of GNP) (as % of GDP) (as % of GDP) a (as % of GDP) b

HDI rank 1985-87 c 1995-97 c 1990 1998 1990 2000 1990 2000
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High human development

1 Norway 80.8 3.4 4.7 88 10.2 114 2.9 6.7
2 Sweden 203.5 4.7 6.1 87 11.9 93 27.7 33.1
3 Canada 1,091.2 6.8 9.3 96 12.6 81 10.0 12.2
4 Belgium 300.7 7.0 8.5 156 15.2 141 56.7 55.9
5 Australia 610.8 6.3 8.4 89 12.3 87 24.0 30.6

6 United States 5,651.6 4.0 5.6 105 9.3 92 5.3 6.7
7 Iceland 2.0 1.4 3.2 158 4.7 63 14.1 8.7
8 Netherlands 187.1 2.6 5.5 161 6.6 137 33.4 31.7
9 Japan 3,200.4 4.7 3.2 91 9.2 76 17.1 30.7

10 Finland 253.0 9.8 11.7 116 21.6 104 22.4 26.9

11 Switzerland 72.0 2.0 3.3 136 4.8 70 30.2 28.0
12 France 2,503.7 9.5 10.9 140 20.7 129 40.8 38.3
13 United Kingdom 1,634.1 5.5 7.7 79 11.8 77 19.0 33.7
14 Denmark 133.3 4.7 7.1 123 6.7 107 20.0 20.1
15 Austria 198.7 4.7 5.1 97 6.3 81 27.2 29.3

16 Luxembourg 5.0 2.6 2.5 173 6.4 129 18.8 c 26.4 c

17 Germany 3,133.2 7.5 7.7 113 7.7 89 53.1 50.1
18 Ireland 76.4 4.3 11.3 97 6.4 113 47.5 d 59.5 d

19 New Zealand 113.2 6.0 7.8 95 13.2 85 14.3 23.1
20 Italy 2,494.9 10.7 10.7 180 29.7 139 60.9 60.7

21 Spain 2,370.6 14.1 19.1 212 25.5 170 46.6 36.6
24 Greece 500.8 11.4 9.7 228 29.5 170 61.0 49.4
27 Korea, Rep. of 889.4 4.1 3.3 71 10.2 66 0.7 3.1
28 Portugal 204.7 4.0 5.5 159 8.6 187 40.0 46.7
33 Czech Republic 454.5 8.9 5.7 e 144 17.0 104 50.7 49.2

35 Hungary 262.5 6.5 9.3 f 81 12.1 84 43.6 50.6
36 Slovakia 485.2 18.8 14.0 g 100 35.2 93 55.1 54.1
37 Poland 2,785.0 16.1 13.2 e 126 35.2 112 41.3 34.1

Medium human development

54 Mexico 440.5 2.2 3.6 117 4.4 111 2.0 0.5
85 Turkey 1,451.0 6.4 7.4 99 13.2 90 28.5 17.5

OECD h 31,789.9 T 6.2 6.7 i 119 11.8 103 33.0 30.1

a. Data refer to unemployment lasting 12 months or longer. b. The age range for the labour force may be 16-24 for some countries. c. Data are based on a small sample and must be treated with caution. d. Data
refer to 1999. e. Data refer to the average annual rate between 1993 and 2000. f. Data refer to the average annual rate between 1992 and 2000. g. Data refer to the average annual rate between 1994 and 2000.
h. Aggregates are from OECD (2001a and 2001b). i. OECD average does not include the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia.
Source: Columns 1 and 2: OECD 2001a; column 3: calculated on the basis of data on unemployment rates from OECD (2001a); columns 4 and 6: calculated on the basis of data on male and female unemployment
rates from OECD (2001b); columns 5, 7 and 8: OECD 2001b. 

18 Unemployment
in OECD
countries

Unemployment Youth unemployment Long-term

Average Female Rate Female unemployment 

Unemployed Rate annual rate rate as % (% of labour rate as % (as % of total

people (% of (% of of male force aged of male unemployment) a

(thousands) labour force) labour force) rate 15-24) b rate Female Male
HDI rank 2000 2000 1990-2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000

. . . TO HAVE ACCESS TO THE RESOURCES NEEDED FOR A DECENT STANDARD OF LIVING . . .
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19 Energy 
and the
environment 

High human development

1 Norway 1.1 18,289 24,248 2.4 4.8 9.5 7.6 0.1 ● ● ●● ●

2 Sweden 17.9 10,216 14,138 2.1 4.0 8.6 5.5 0.2 ●● ● ●● ●

3 Canada 4.7 12,329 15,260 1.5 3.3 17.1 15.3 1.9 ●● ● ●● ●

4 Belgium 1.6 4,402 7,286 2.4 4.5 13.4 10.0 0.4 ●● ● ●● ●

5 Australia 4.4 5,393 8,884 2.1 4.4 13.9 17.9 1.4 ● ●● ●

6 United States 3.8 8,914 11,994 1.6 3.9 20.1 19.9 22.5 ● ●● ●●

7 Iceland .. 12,553 23,110 1.9 2.4 8.2 7.6 (.) ●● ● ●

8 Netherlands 1.1 4,057 5,993 2.2 5.2 10.8 10.5 0.7 ● ● ●● ●

9 Japan 1.6 4,395 7,443 3.4 6.3 7.9 9.0 4.7 ● ●● ●

10 Finland 6.5 7,779 14,366 1.8 3.6 11.9 10.3 0.2 ●● ● ●● ●

11 Switzerland 6.0 5,579 7,291 4.4 7.3 6.5 5.7 0.2 ●● ● ●● ●

12 France 5.7 3,881 6,392 2.9 5.3 9.0 6.3 1.5 ●● ● ●● ●

13 United Kingdom 3.3 4,160 5,384 2.5 5.8 10.2 9.2 2.2 ●● ● ●● ●

14 Denmark 5.9 4,222 6,030 3.0 6.9 12.3 10.1 0.2 ●● ● ●● ●

15 Austria 4.7 4,371 6,176 3.5 7.2 6.9 7.9 0.3 ●● ● ●● ●

16 Luxembourg .. 9,803 12,755 1.1 5.7 29.1 18.2 (.) ●● ● ●● ●

17 Germany 1.3 5,005 5,690 2.3 5.8 12.4 10.1 3.4 ●● ● ●● ●

18 Ireland 0.2 2,528 5,011 2.3 7.0 7.4 10.4 0.2 ●● ● ●● ●

19 New Zealand 0.8 6,269 8,426 2.9 4.0 5.7 7.9 0.1 ●● ● ●● ●

20 Italy 1.0 2,831 4,535 3.9 7.7 6.6 7.2 1.7 ●● ● ●● ●

21 Spain 1.3 2,401 4,497 3.8 6.1 5.3 6.2 1.0 ●● ● ●● ●

22 Israel 0.0 2,826 5,689 3.6 6.1 5.5 10.1 0.2 ● ●● ●

23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 0.7 2,167 5,178 6.4 8.4 3.2 5.4 0.1 – – – –
24 Greece 4.5 2,064 3,854 4.8 6.0 5.4 8.0 0.4 ●● ● ●● ●

25 Singapore 0.0 2,280 6,641 2.4 3.6 12.5 23.7 0.3 ● ●

26 Cyprus .. 1,494 3,671 3.5 6.3 5.2 7.7 (.) ● ● ●

27 Korea, Rep. of 2.4 859 5,160 2.8 4.1 3.3 7.9 1.5 ●● ● ●● ●

28 Portugal 0.9 1,469 3,616 5.6 6.9 2.8 5.5 0.2 ●● ● ●● ●

29 Slovenia 1.5 .. 5,218 .. 4.9 .. 7.3 0.1 ●● ● ●● ●

30 Malta .. 1,363 3,763 3.7 6.0 3.0 4.7 (.) ● ● ●

31 Barbados .. .. .. .. .. 2.7 5.9 (.) ● ● ●

32 Brunei Darussalam .. 1,523 7,124 .. .. 35.6 17.5 (.)
33 Czech Republic 1.6 3,701 4,682 .. 3.5 .. 11.5 0.5 ● ● ● ●

34 Argentina 4.0 1,170 1,938 4.7 7.1 3.8 3.8 0.6 ●● ● ● ●

35 Hungary 1.6 2,389 2,874 2.0 4.6 7.7 5.8 0.2 ●● ● ●

36 Slovakia 0.5 3,817 4,216 .. 3.2 .. 7.1 0.2 ●● ● ●● ●

37 Poland 0.8 2,390 2,388 .. 3.5 12.8 8.3 1.3 ●● ● ●● ●

38 Chile 11.3 876 2,309 3.2 5.2 2.5 4.1 0.2 ●● ● ●● ●

39 Bahrain .. 4,970 8,205 0.9 1.7 22.6 31.5 0.1 ● ●

40 Uruguay 21.0 948 1,871 5.0 9.2 2.0 1.8 (.) ●● ● ● ●

41 Bahamas .. .. .. .. .. 38.1 6.1 (.) ●● ● ● ●

42 Estonia 13.8 .. 3,435 .. 2.6 .. 11.9 0.1 ●● ● ●● ●

43 Costa Rica 54.2 860 1,426 5.8 10.8 1.1 1.3 (.) ●● ● ●● ●

44 Saint Kitts and Nevis .. .. .. .. .. 1.0 2.6 (.) ● ●

45 Kuwait 0.0 5,793 14,011 1.3 1.8 18.0 27.2 0.2 ● ●●

46 United Arab Emirates .. 5,320 10,643 4.4 .. 35.8 37.5 0.4 ● ●

47 Seychelles .. .. .. .. .. 1.5 2.6 (.) ●● ● ●● ●

48 Croatia 3.2 .. 2,674 .. 4.1 .. 4.4 0.1 ●● ● ●● ●

49 Lithuania 6.3 .. 1,769 .. 3.1 .. 4.2 0.1 ●● ● ●● ●

50 Trinidad and Tobago 0.8 1,584 3,527 1.3 1.3 15.5 17.5 0.1 ● ● ●

. . . WHILE PRESERVING IT FOR FUTURE GENERATIONS . . .

Ratification of environmental treaties a

Tradi- Kyoto
tional Framework Protocol 
fuel Electricity GDP per unit Carbon dioxide emissions Con- to the Con-

consumption consumption of energy use Share of Cartagena vention Framework vention
(as % of total per capita (PPP US$ per kg of oil Per capita world total Protocol on Convention on
energy use) (kilowatt-hours) equivalent) (metric tons) (%) on Climate on Climate Biological

HDI rank 1997 1980 1999 1980 1999 1980 1998 1998 Biosafety Change Change b Diversity
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51 Qatar .. 9,489 14,871 .. .. 56.4 80.9 0.2 ● ●

52 Antigua and Barbuda .. .. .. .. .. 2.3 5.0 (.) ●● ● ● ●

53 Latvia 26.2 .. 1,851 .. 4.1 .. 3.2 (.) ● ●● ●

Medium human development

54 Mexico 4.5 846 1,570 3.1 5.4 3.7 3.9 1.5 ●● ● ● ●

55 Cuba 30.2 823 973 .. .. 3.2 2.3 0.1 ●● ● ●● ●

56 Belarus 0.8 .. 2,704 .. 2.9 .. 5.9 0.2 ● ●

57 Panama 14.4 820 1,310 3.3 7.1 1.8 2.1 (.) ●● ● ● ●

58 Belize .. .. .. .. .. 1.3 1.7 (.) ● ●

59 Malaysia 5.5 631 2,474 2.7 4.3 2.0 5.7 0.5 ●● ● ●● ●

60 Russian Federation 0.8 .. 4,050 .. 1.9 .. 9.8 5.9 ● ●● ●

61 Dominica .. .. .. .. .. 0.5 1.2 (.) ● ●

62 Bulgaria 1.3 3,349 2,899 0.9 2.3 8.5 5.7 0.2 ● ● ●● ●

63 Romania 5.7 2,434 1,511 1.6 3.8 8.7 4.1 0.4 ●● ● ● ●

64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 0.9 1,588 3,876 .. .. 8.8 6.8 0.2 ● ●

65 Macedonia, TFYR 6.1 .. .. .. .. .. 6.2 0.1 ●● ●● ●

66 Saint Lucia .. .. .. .. .. 1.0 1.3 (.) ● ●● ●

67 Mauritius 36.1 .. .. .. .. 0.6 1.5 (.) ● ● ●

68 Colombia 17.7 561 772 12.0 9.3 1.4 1.7 0.3 ●● ● ● ●

69 Venezuela 0.7 1,823 2,493 1.7 2.5 6.0 6.7 0.6 ●● ● ●

70 Thailand 24.6 279 1,352 3.0 5.2 0.8 3.2 0.8 ● ●● ●●

71 Saudi Arabia 0.0 1,356 4,710 3.0 2.5 13.7 14.1 1.2 ● ●

72 Fiji .. .. .. .. .. 1.2 0.9 (.) ● ● ● ●

73 Brazil 28.7 975 1,811 4.4 6.7 1.5 1.8 1.2 ● ●● ●

74 Suriname .. .. .. .. .. 6.7 5.2 (.) ● ●

75 Lebanon 2.5 789 1,778 .. 3.3 2.3 5.1 0.1 ● ●

76 Armenia 0.0 .. 957 .. 4.9 .. 1.0 (.) ● ●

77 Philippines 26.9 355 454 5.6 6.9 0.8 1.0 0.3 ●● ● ●● ●

78 Oman .. 614 2,880 .. .. 5.2 8.5 0.1 ● ●

79 Kazakhstan 0.2 .. 2,448 .. 2.1 .. 7.6 0.5 ● ●● ●

80 Ukraine 0.5 .. 2,306 .. 1.2 .. 7.0 1.5 ● ●● ●

81 Georgia 1.0 .. 1,312 .. 4.8 .. 1.0 (.) ● ● ●

82 Peru 24.6 502 654 4.6 8.9 1.4 1.1 0.1 ●● ● ●● ●

83 Grenada .. .. .. .. .. 0.6 2.0 (.) ●● ● ●

84 Maldives .. .. .. .. .. 0.3 1.2 (.) ● ● ●

85 Turkey 3.1 439 1,396 3.6 5.9 1.7 3.2 0.8 ●● ●

86 Jamaica 6.0 482 2,294 1.7 2.2 4.0 4.3 (.) ●● ● ● ●

87 Turkmenistan .. .. 944 .. 1.2 .. 6.5 0.1 ● ● ●

88 Azerbaijan 0.0 .. 1,750 .. 1.6 .. 5.1 0.2 ● ● ●

89 Sri Lanka 46.5 96 255 3.5 8.1 0.2 0.4 (.) ●● ● ●

90 Paraguay 49.6 245 789 4.2 5.8 0.5 0.9 (.) ●● ● ● ●

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines .. .. .. .. .. 0.4 1.5 (.) ● ●● ●

92 Albania 7.3 1,083 783 .. 10.4 1.8 0.5 (.) ● ●

93 Ecuador 17.5 361 620 3.0 4.5 1.7 2.2 0.1 ●● ● ● ●

94 Dominican Republic 14.3 433 646 3.6 6.2 1.1 2.5 0.1 ● ● ●

95 Uzbekistan 0.0 .. 1,650 .. 1.1 .. 4.6 0.5 ●● ● ●

96 China 5.7 253 758 0.8 4.2 1.5 2.5 12.8 ●● ● ●● ●

97 Tunisia 12.4 379 911 4.0 7.4 1.5 2.4 0.1 ●● ● ●

98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 0.7 495 1,407 2.9 3.4 3.0 4.4 1.2 ●● ● ●

99 Jordan 0.0 387 1,207 3.2 3.8 1.6 2.2 0.1 ●● ● ●

100 Cape Verde .. .. .. .. .. 0.4 0.3 (.) ● ●

19 Energy 
and the 
environment Ratification of environmental treaties a
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101 Samoa (Western) .. .. .. .. .. 0.6 0.8 (.) ●● ● ● ●

102 Kyrgyzstan 0.0 .. 1,512 .. 5.0 .. 1.4 (.) ● ●

103 Guyana .. .. .. .. .. 2.3 1.9 (.) ● ●

104 El Salvador 34.5 274 568 4.3 6.8 0.5 1.0 (.) ●● ● ● ●

105 Moldova, Rep. of 0.5 .. 620 .. 3.2 .. 2.2 (.) ●● ● ●

106 Algeria 1.5 265 581 4.9 5.4 3.5 3.6 0.4 ●● ● ●

107 South Africa 43.4 3,213 3,776 2.7 3.5 7.7 8.7 1.4 ● ●

108 Syrian Arab Republic 0.0 354 863 2.6 3.0 2.2 3.3 0.2 ● ●

109 Viet Nam 37.8 50 252 .. 4.1 0.3 0.6 0.2 ● ●● ●

110 Indonesia 29.3 44 345 2.2 4.4 0.6 1.1 1.0 ●● ● ●● ●

111 Equatorial Guinea .. .. .. .. .. 0.3 0.6 (.) ● ● ●

112 Tajikistan .. .. 2,163 .. 1.9 .. 0.8 (.) ● ●

113 Mongolia 4.3 .. .. .. .. 4.1 3.0 (.) ● ● ●

114 Bolivia 14.0 226 390 3.2 4.2 0.8 1.5 (.) ●● ● ● ●

115 Egypt 3.2 380 900 3.5 4.9 1.0 1.6 0.4 ●● ● ●● ●

116 Honduras 54.8 215 449 2.9 4.5 0.6 0.8 (.) ●● ● ● ●

117 Gabon 32.9 617 700 1.9 4.5 9.0 2.4 (.) ● ●

118 Nicaragua 42.2 303 268 3.5 4.2 0.7 0.7 (.) ●● ● ● ●

119 São Tomé and Principe .. .. .. .. .. 0.4 0.6 (.) ● ●

120 Guatemala 62.0 240 341 4.1 6.8 0.7 0.9 (.) ● ● ●

121 Solomon Islands .. .. .. .. .. 0.4 0.4 (.) ● ●● ●

122 Namibia .. .. .. .. 9.6 .. 0.0 (.) ●● ● ●

123 Morocco 4.0 223 430 6.8 10.0 0.8 1.2 0.1 ●● ● ● ●

124 India 20.7 130 379 1.9 4.7 0.5 1.1 4.4 ●● ● ●

125 Swaziland .. .. .. .. .. 0.8 0.4 (.) ● ●

126 Botswana .. .. .. .. .. 1.1 2.4 (.) ●● ● ●

127 Myanmar 60.5 31 71 .. .. 0.1 0.2 (.) ●● ● ●

128 Zimbabwe 25.2 973 894 1.6 3.5 1.4 1.2 0.1 ●● ● ●

129 Ghana 78.1 424 204 2.8 5.0 0.2 0.2 (.) ● ●

130 Cambodia 89.3 .. .. .. .. (.) 0.1 (.) ●● ●

131 Vanuatu .. .. .. .. .. 0.5 0.3 (.) ● ● ●

132 Lesotho .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ● ● ● ●

133 Papua New Guinea 62.5 .. .. .. .. 0.6 0.5 (.) ● ●● ●

134 Kenya 80.3 92 126 1.1 2.1 0.4 0.3 (.) ● ● ●

135 Cameroon 69.2 154 184 2.8 3.8 0.4 0.1 (.) ●● ● ●

136 Congo 53.0 83 48 0.8 2.8 0.2 0.7 (.) ●● ● ●

137 Comoros .. .. .. .. .. 0.1 0.1 (.) ● ●

Low human development

138 Pakistan 29.5 125 321 2.2 4.2 0.4 0.7 0.4 ●● ● ●

139 Sudan 75.1 34 46 1.4 3.2 0.2 0.1 (.) ● ●

140 Bhutan .. .. .. .. .. 0.0 0.2 (.) ● ●

141 Togo 71.9 .. .. 4.3 4.7 0.2 0.2 (.) ●● ● ●

142 Nepal 89.6 12 47 1.5 3.5 (.) 0.1 (.) ●● ● ●

143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 88.7 .. .. .. .. 0.1 0.1 (.) ● ●

144 Yemen 1.4 59 110 .. 4.4 0.2 0.8 0.1 ● ●

145 Bangladesh 46.0 16 89 5.7 10.8 0.1 0.2 0.1 ●● ● ● ●

146 Haiti 74.7 41 40 3.6 5.5 0.1 0.1 (.) ●● ● ●

147 Madagascar 84.3 .. .. .. .. 0.2 0.1 (.) ●● ● ●

148 Nigeria 67.8 68 85 0.8 1.2 1.0 0.7 0.3 ●● ● ●

149 Djibouti .. .. .. .. .. 1.1 0.6 (.) ● ●

150 Uganda 89.7 .. .. .. .. (.) 0.1 (.) ● ● ●

19 Energy 
and the 
environment Ratification of environmental treaties a

Tradi- Kyoto
tional Framework Protocol 
fuel Electricity GDP per unit Carbon dioxide emissions Con- to the Con-

consumption consumption of energy use Share of Cartagena vention Framework vention
(as % of total per capita (PPP US$ per kg of oil Per capita world total Protocol on Convention on
energy use) (kilowatt-hours) equivalent) (metric tons) (%) on Climate on Climate Biological

HDI rank 1997 1980 1999 1980 1999 1980 1998 1998 Biosafety Change Change b Diversity



HUMAN DEVELOPMENT INDICATORS 215

151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of 91.4 37 55 .. 1.1 0.1 0.1 (.) ● ●

152 Mauritania 0.0 .. .. .. .. 0.4 1.1 (.) ● ●

153 Zambia 72.7 1,016 540 0.9 1.2 0.6 0.2 (.) ● ●● ●

154 Senegal 56.2 95 114 2.3 4.5 0.5 0.4 (.) ●● ● ● ●

155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the 91.7 148 43 3.3 .. 0.1 (.) (.) ● ●

156 Côte d’Ivoire 91.5 .. .. 2.9 4.3 0.6 0.9 0.1 ● ●

157 Eritrea 96.0 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ● ●

158 Benin 89.2 30 53 1.3 2.9 0.1 0.1 (.) ●● ● ●

159 Guinea 74.2 .. .. .. .. 0.2 0.2 (.) ●● ● ● ●

160 Gambia 78.6 .. .. .. .. 0.3 0.2 (.) ●● ● ● ●

161 Angola 69.7 67 84 .. 4.4 0.8 0.5 (.) ● ●

162 Rwanda 88.3 .. .. .. .. 0.1 0.1 (.) ●● ● ●

163 Malawi 88.6 .. .. .. .. 0.1 0.1 (.) ●● ● ● ●

164 Mali 88.9 .. .. .. .. 0.1 (.) (.) ●● ● ●● ●

165 Central African Republic 87.5 .. .. .. .. (.) 0.1 (.) ●● ● ●

166 Chad 97.6 .. .. .. .. (.) 0.0 (.) ●● ● ●

167 Guinea-Bissau 57.1 .. .. .. .. 0.2 0.2 (.) ● ●

168 Ethiopia 95.9 16 21 .. 2.2 (.) (.) (.) ●● ● ●

169 Burkina Faso 87.1 .. .. .. .. 0.1 0.1 (.) ●● ● ●

170 Mozambique 91.4 34 53 0.6 2.1 0.3 0.1 (.) ●● ● ●

171 Burundi 94.2 .. .. .. .. (.) (.) (.) ● ● ●

172 Niger 80.6 .. .. .. .. 0.1 0.1 (.) ●● ● ●● ●

173 Sierra Leone 86.1 .. .. .. .. 0.2 0.1 (.) ● ●

Developing countries 16.7 316 745 2.2 4.5 1.3 1.9 35.8 – – – –
Least developed countries 75.1 59 69 .. 4.0 0.1 0.2 0.4 – – – –
Arab States 5.6 489 1,303 3.2 3.8 2.8 3.8 3.7 – – – –
East Asia and the Pacific 9.4 253 804 1.3 4.4 1.4 2.4 17.7 – – – –
Latin America and the Caribbean 15.7 845 1,450 4.1 6.0 2.4 2.6 5.3 – – – –
South Asia 20.3 132 371 2.1 4.6 0.6 1.1 6.1 – – – –
Sub-Saharan Africa 62.9 463 469 1.9 2.6 1.0 0.9 2.1 – – – –

Central and Eastern Europe and the CIS 1.2 .. 2,895 .. 2.2 .. 7.4 12.1 – – – –
OECD 3.3 4,916 7,001 2.2 4.8 11.0 10.9 49.6 – – – –
High-income OECD 3.4 5,932 8,481 2.2 4.8 12.6 12.6 43.5 – – – –

High human development 3.3 5,212 7,496 2.2 4.8 11.7 11.7 50.2 – – – –
Medium human development 10.8 349 928 .. 3.9 1.4 2.5 40.5 – – – –
Low human development 63.3 76 127 1.8 3.1 0.3 0.3 1.1 – – – –

High income 3.4 5,873 8,431 2.2 4.8 12.6 12.7 45.2 – – – –
Middle income 7.3 583 1,358 .. 4.0 2.3 3.5 37.6 – – – –
Low income 29.8 106 350 1.9 3.6 0.4 0.9 9.0 – – – –

World 8.2 1,444 2,066 2.2 4.4 4.3 c 4.1 c 100.0 c – – – –

● Ratification, acceptance, approval, accession or succession. ●● Signature. 
a. Information is as of 20 February 2002. The Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety was signed in Cartagena in 2000, the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change in New York in 1992, the Kyoto Pro-
tocol to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change in Kyoto in 1997 and the Convention on Biological Diversity in Rio de Janeiro in 1992. b. Has not yet entered into force. c. Aggregate from
CDIAC (2001). Data refer to total carbon dioxide emissions, including those of countries not shown in the main indicator tables as well as emissions not included in national totals, such as those from bunker fuels
and oxidation of non-fuel hydrocarbon products.
Source: Columns 1-5: World Bank 2002b; columns 6 and 7: calculated on the basis of data on carbon dioxide emissions from CDIAC (2001) and data on population from UN (2001); column 8: calculated on the
basis of data on carbon dioxide emissions from CDIAC (2001); columns 9-12: UN 2002b.
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20 Refugees and
armaments

High human development

1 Norway – 48 .. 383 109 156 0.2 27 72
2 Sweden – 157 .. 42 93 486 1.0 53 80
3 Canada – 125 .. 646 470 152 0.9 59 71
4 Belgium – 19 .. 86 33 72 0.5 39 43
5 Australia – 58 .. 130 687 (.) 0.5 51 72

6 United States – 508 .. 344 114 4,562 45.0 1,366 63
7 Iceland – (.) .. .. .. (.) (.) .. ..
8 Netherlands – 146 (.) 189 153 225 1.8 52 49
9 Japan – 4 .. 1,502 206 (.) (.) 237 97

10 Finland – 13 .. 56 10 3 (.) 32 87

11 Switzerland – 58 .. 283 33 36 0.3 28 138
12 France – 103 .. 1,018 (.) 1,288 8.6 294 63
13 United Kingdom – 169 (.) 945 1,247 1,125 6.6 212 64
14 Denmark – 71 .. 119 116 (.) (.) 22 74
15 Austria – 17 .. 2 15 61 0.1 40 74

16 Luxembourg – 1 .. (.) (.) .. .. 1 114
17 Germany – 906 1 741 80 675 5.4 221 46
18 Ireland – 3 .. 10 46 (.) (.) 12 84
19 New Zealand – 5 .. 33 60 (.) (.) 9 74
20 Italy – 23 f .. 92 428 358 1.7 251 65

21 Spain – 7 .. 90 90 4 0.7 166 33
22 Israel – 4 (.) 1,234 45 203 0.9 172 121
23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) – 1 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
24 Greece – 7 (.) 459 897 11 0.1 159 79
25 Singapore – .. .. 257 141 (.) 0.1 60 110

26 Cyprus – (.) .. 104 15 (.) (.) 10 100
27 Korea, Rep. of – (.) .. 832 401 150 0.2 683 114
28 Portugal – (.) f .. 995 38 (.) (.) 45 61
29 Slovenia – 3 3 (.) 53 .. .. 9 ..
30 Malta – (.) .. (.) (.) .. .. 2 262

31 Barbados – .. .. .. .. .. .. 1 60
32 Brunei Darussalam – .. .. 2 1 .. .. 5 122
33 Czech Republic – 1 1 (.) 27 95 0.4 58 28
34 Argentina – 2 (.) (.) 97 3 (.) 71 66
35 Hungary – 5 1 28 14 (.) (.) 44 41

36 Slovakia – (.) (.) (.) (.) 21 0.4 39 ..
37 Poland – 1 1 148 63 44 0.3 217 68
38 Chile – (.) 1 103 16 (.) (.) 87 86
39 Bahrain – (.) (.) 64 30 2 (.) 11 393
40 Uruguay – (.) .. 69 (.) (.) (.) 24 74

41 Bahamas – (.) .. 2 (.) .. .. 1 180
42 Estonia – (.) (.) (.) (.) (.) (.) 5 ..
43 Costa Rica – 6 .. (.) (.) .. .. .. ..
44 Saint Kitts and Nevis – .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
45 Kuwait – 3 1 595 34 (.) 0.1 15 128

46 United Arab Emirates – 1 .. 237 288 (.) (.) 65 151
47 Seychelles – .. .. (.) (.) .. .. (.) 17
48 Croatia 34 22 331 (.) 59 (.) (.) 61 ..
49 Lithuania – (.) (.) (.) 19 .. .. 13 ..
50 Trinidad and Tobago – .. .. (.) 1 .. .. 3 129

Conventional arms transfers
(1990 prices) b

Internally Refugees a

displaced By country By country Exports Total armed forces

people of asylum of origin Imports US$ Share Index
(thousands) (thousands) (thousands) d (US$ millions) millions (%) e Thousands (1985 = 100)
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20 Refugees and
armaments

51 Qatar – (.) .. 16 8 (.) (.) 12 205
52 Antigua and Barbuda – .. .. .. .. .. .. (.) 200
53 Latvia – (.) 1 (.) 22 (.) (.) 5 ..

Medium human development

54 Mexico – 18 2 28 13 .. .. 193 149
55 Cuba – 1 20 96 (.) .. .. 58 36

56 Belarus – (.) 2 (.) (.) 333 1.2 83 ..
57 Panama – 1 (.) (.) (.) .. .. .. ..
58 Belize – 1 .. (.) (.) .. .. 1 183
59 Malaysia – 50 .. 34 20 (.) (.) 96 87
60 Russian Federation 491 26 39 (.) (.) 4,979 17.0 1,520 29

61 Dominica – .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
62 Bulgaria – 1 2 335 (.) 4 0.2 80 54
63 Romania – 2 7 39 110 (.) (.) 207 109
64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya – 12 1 (.) (.) (.) (.) 76 104
65 Macedonia, TFYR – 9 4 (.) 126 .. .. 16 ..

66 Saint Lucia – .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
67 Mauritius – .. .. (.) (.) .. .. .. ..
68 Colombia 525 (.) 9 51 222 .. .. 152 230
69 Venezuela – (.) (.) 262 116 .. .. 56 114
70 Thailand – 105 (.) 399 162 .. .. 301 128

71 Saudi Arabia – 5 (.) 1,142 143 (.) (.) 202 322
72 Fiji – .. (.) (.) (.) .. .. 4 130
73 Brazil – 3 (.) 118 597 55 0.1 288 104
74 Suriname – .. (.) (.) (.) .. .. 2 100
75 Lebanon – 3 9 (.) 1 45 (.) 64 366

76 Armenia – 281 6 (.) (.) .. .. 41 ..
77 Philippines – (.) 45 43 13 .. .. 106 92
78 Oman – 0 .. (.) 30 (.) (.) 44 149
79 Kazakhstan – 21 2 (.) 31 9 0.2 64 ..
80 Ukraine – 3 19 .. .. 430 2.1 304 ..

81 Georgia 272 8 22 (.) 80 (.) 0.2 27 ..
82 Peru – 1 7 95 178 .. .. 115 90
83 Grenada – .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
84 Maldives – .. .. (.) (.) .. .. .. ..
85 Turkey – 3 40 777 442 2 (.) 610 97

86 Jamaica – (.) .. (.) (.) .. .. 3 133
87 Turkmenistan – 14 (.) .. .. .. .. 14 ..
88 Azerbaijan 572 (.) 284 (.) (.) .. .. 72 ..
89 Sri Lanka 707 (.) 113 108 40 .. .. 115 532
90 Paraguay – (.) .. 3 (.) .. .. 20 140

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines – .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
92 Albania – 1 6 (.) (.) .. .. 54 134
93 Ecuador – 2 (.) 180 (.) .. .. 58 135
94 Dominican Republic – 1 .. (.) (.) .. .. 24 110
95 Uzbekistan – 38 4 (.) 5 .. .. 59 ..

96 China – 294 110 194 3,100 588 2.2 2,810 72
97 Tunisia – (.) 1 4 18 .. .. 35 100
98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of – 1,868 85 1,295 335 (.) (.) 513 84
99 Jordan – 1 1 35 280 (.) (.) 104 148

100 Cape Verde – .. .. (.) (.) .. .. 1 14

Conventional arms transfers
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20 Refugees and
armaments

101 Samoa (Western) – .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
102 Kyrgyzstan – 11 1 .. .. (.) (.) 9 ..
103 Guyana – .. .. .. .. .. .. 2 24
104 El Salvador – (.) 8 18 (.) .. .. 17 40
105 Moldova, Rep. of 8 (.) 3 (.) (.) 5 0.2 10 ..

106 Algeria – 170 6 1,037 365 .. .. 124 73
107 South Africa – 15 (.) 20 17 20 0.1 63 60
108 Syrian Arab Republic – 3 6 390 (.) (.) (.) 316 79
109 Viet Nam – 16 371 (.) 74 .. .. 484 47
110 Indonesia – 123 9 8 38 20 0.1 297 107

111 Equatorial Guinea – .. 1 .. .. .. .. 1 59
112 Tajikistan – 15 60 (.) (.) .. .. 6 ..
113 Mongolia – .. .. .. .. .. .. 9 28
114 Bolivia – (.) (.) 10 (.) .. .. 32 118
115 Egypt – 7 4 866 486 (.) (.) 448 101

116 Honduras – (.) 1 .. .. .. .. 8 50
117 Gabon – 18 .. (.) (.) .. .. 5 196
118 Nicaragua – (.) 5 1 (.) (.) (.) 16 25
119 São Tomé and Principe – .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
120 Guatemala – 1 21 (.) (.) .. .. 31 99

121 Solomon Islands – .. .. 4 (.) .. .. .. ..
122 Namibia – 27 2 (.) 25 .. .. 9 ..
123 Morocco – 1 (.) 59 (.) .. .. 198 133
124 India – 171 9 1,288 1,064 1 (.) 1,303 103
125 Swaziland – 1 .. (.) (.) .. .. .. ..

126 Botswana – 4 (.) 3 32 .. .. 9 225
127 Myanmar – 0 137 185 (.) .. .. 344 185
128 Zimbabwe – 4 .. 36 7 .. .. 40 98
129 Ghana – 13 13 1 9 .. .. 7 46
130 Cambodia – (.) 37 (.) (.) (.) (.) 140 400

131 Vanuatu – .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
132 Lesotho – .. .. 4 2 .. .. 2 100
133 Papua New Guinea – 6 .. 10 (.) .. .. 4 138
134 Kenya – 206 1 13 (.) .. .. 22 162
135 Cameroon – 44 2 (.) 1 .. .. 13 179

136 Congo – 123 28 (.) (.) .. .. 10 115
137 Comoros – (.) .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Low human development

138 Pakistan – 2,001 9 492 759 (.) (.) 612 127
139 Sudan – 415 491 39 (.) .. .. 104 185
140 Bhutan – .. 109 .. .. .. .. 6 200

141 Togo – 12 4 10 (.) .. .. 7 194
142 Nepal – 129 (.) (.) 10 .. .. 50 200
143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. – 0 16 (.) (.) .. .. 29 54
144 Yemen – 61 2 74 33 .. .. 66 103
145 Bangladesh – 22 4 47 180 .. .. 137 150

146 Haiti – 0 7 .. .. .. .. .. ..
147 Madagascar – (.) .. .. .. .. .. 21 100
148 Nigeria – 7 4 20 1 (.) (.) 76 81
149 Djibouti – 23 2 1 1 .. .. 8 280
150 Uganda – 237 29 (.) (.) .. .. 50 250

Conventional arms transfers
(1990 prices) b

Internally Refugees a
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20 Refugees and
armaments

151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of – 681 (.) (.) (.) .. .. 34 84
152 Mauritania – (.) 30 17 (.) .. .. 16 185
153 Zambia – 251 (.) (.) (.) (.) (.) 22 133
154 Senegal – 21 11 (.) (.) .. .. 9 93
155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the 3 333 369 (.) (.) .. .. 56 116

156 Côte d’Ivoire – 121 (.) (.) (.) .. .. 8 64
157 Eritrea 1,100 2 377 (.) 60 .. .. 200 ..
158 Benin – 4 .. .. .. .. .. 5 107
159 Guinea – 427 2 (.) 15 .. .. 10 98
160 Gambia – 12 1 .. .. .. .. 1 160

161 Angola 258 12 433 (.) 255 (.) (.) 108 217
162 Rwanda – 28 118 (.) (.) .. .. 70 1,346
163 Malawi – 4 .. (.) (.) (.) (.) 5 94
164 Mali – 8 (.) (.) (.) .. .. 7 151
165 Central African Republic – 56 (.) (.) (.) .. .. 3 135

166 Chad – 18 55 (.) (.) .. .. 30 247
167 Guinea-Bissau – 8 1 6 (.) .. .. 7 85
168 Ethiopia – 198 61 60 (.) .. .. 352 162
169 Burkina Faso – 1 (.) 3 (.) .. .. 7 170
170 Mozambique – (.) .. (.) (.) .. .. 6 39

171 Burundi 56 27 568 .. .. .. .. 40 769
172 Niger – (.) (.) (.) (.) .. .. 5 241
173 Sierra Leone 300 7 401 (.) (.) .. .. 3 97

Developing countries .. 8,460 T .. .. .. .. .. 13,226 T 97
Least developed countries .. 2,996 T .. .. .. .. .. 1,964 T 186
Arab States .. 704 T .. .. .. .. .. 1,893 T 115
East Asia and the Pacific .. 595 T .. .. .. .. .. 5,372 T 81
Latin America and the Caribbean .. 38 T .. .. .. .. .. 1,262 T 94
South Asia .. 4,191 T .. .. .. .. .. 2,736 T 110
Sub-Saharan Africa .. 2,929 T .. .. .. .. .. 1,342 T 160

Central and Eastern Europe and the CIS .. 463 T .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
OECD .. 2,476 T .. .. .. .. .. 5,217 T 72
High-income OECD .. 2,446 T .. .. .. .. .. 3,374 T 64

High human development .. 2,497 T .. .. .. .. .. 5,048 T 72
Medium human development .. 3,752 T .. .. .. .. .. 12,571 T 74
Low human development .. 5,125 T .. .. .. .. .. 2,172 T 154

High income .. 2,458 T .. .. .. .. .. 3,728 T 67
Middle income .. 2,759 T .. .. .. .. .. 10,684 T 69
Low income .. 6,157 T .. .. .. .. .. 5,379 T 123

World .. 11,374 T g .. 23,904 T h 16,231 T h 16,231 T h .. 19,791 T 78

a. Data refer to the end of 2000. They do not include Palestinian refugees. b. Figures are trend indicator values, which are an indicator only of the volume of international arms transfers, not of the actual financial
value of such transfers. Published reports of arms transfers provide partial information, as not all transfers are fully reported. The estimates presented are conservative and may understate actual transfers of con-
ventional weapons. Zero values are shown as (.). c. Includes only those to whom the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) extends assistance in pursuance to a special request by a competent
organ of the United Nations. d. The country of origin for many refugees is unavailable or unreported. These data may therefore be underestimates. e. Calculated using the 1995-2001 totals for all countries and non-
state actors with exports of major conventional weapons as defined in SIPRI (2002b). f. Data refer to the end of 1999. g. Aggregate from UNHCR (2002). h. Aggregate from SIPRI (2002b). It includes all countries
and non-state actors with transfers of major conventional weapons as defined in SIPRI (2002b).
Source: Columns 1-3: UNHCR 2002; columns 4-6: SIPRI 2002b; column 7: calculated on the basis of data on weapons transfers from SIPRI (2002b); column 8: IISS 2001; column 9: calculated on the basis of data
on armed forces from IISS (2001).
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National

Australia 1999 30.1 13.9 1.2 1.0 2.4 0.3
Austria 1995 18.8 3.1 0.2 1.2 0.8 0.7
Belgium 1999 21.4 7.7 1.0 0.3 1.2 0.3
Canada 1999 23.8 10.4 0.9 0.8 2.3 0.4
Denmark 1999 23.0 7.6 0.7 0.4 1.4 0.3

England and Wales 1999 26.4 12.2 1.2 0.9 2.8 0.1
Finland 1999 19.1 4.4 0.6 1.1 2.1 0.2
France 1999 21.4 8.7 1.1 0.7 1.4 1.3
Italy 1991 24.6 12.7 1.3 0.6 0.2 ..
Japan 1999 15.2 3.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 (.)

Malta 1996 23.1 10.9 0.4 0.1 1.1 4.0
Netherlands 1999 25.2 7.4 0.8 0.8 1.0 0.4
New Zealand 1991 29.4 14.8 0.7 1.3 2.4 ..
Northern Ireland 1999 15.0 6.2 0.1 0.1 2.1 0.2
Poland 1999 22.7 9.0 1.8 0.2 1.1 5.1

Portugal 1999 15.5 7.5 1.1 0.2 0.4 1.4
Scotland 1999 23.2 7.6 0.7 0.3 3.0 ..
Slovenia 2000 21.2 7.7 1.1 0.8 1.1 2.1
Sweden 1999 24.7 8.4 0.9 1.1 1.2 0.1
Switzerland 1999 18.2 4.5 0.7 0.6 1.0 0.2 g

United States 1999 21.1 10.0 0.6 0.4 1.2 0.2

Major city

Asunción (Paraguay) 1995 34.4 16.7 6.3 1.7 0.9 13.3
Baku (Azerbaijan) 1999 8.3 2.4 1.6 0.0 0.4 20.8
Beijing (China) 1991 19.0 2.2 0.5 0.6 0.6 ..
Bishkek (Kyrgyzstan) 1995 27.8 11.3 1.6 2.2 2.1 19.3
Bogotá (Colombia) 1996 54.6 27.0 11.5 4.8 2.5 19.5

Bratislava (Slovakia) 1996 36.0 20.8 1.2 0.4 0.5 13.5
Bucharest (Romania) 1999 25.4 10.8 1.8 0.4 0.6 19.2
Budapest (Hungary) 1999 32.1 15.6 1.8 9.0 0.8 9.8
Buenos Aires (Argentina) 1995 61.1 30.8 6.4 6.4 2.3 30.2
Cairo (Egypt) 1991 28.7 12.1 2.2 1.8 1.1 ..

Dar es Salaam (Tanzania, U. Rep. of) 1991 .. 23.1 8.2 6.1 1.7 ..
Gaborone (Botswana) 1996 31.7 19.7 2.0 0.7 3.2 2.8
Jakarta (Indonesia) 1995 20.9 9.4 0.7 1.3 0.5 29.9
Johannesburg (South Africa) 1995 38.0 18.3 4.7 2.7 4.6 6.9
Kampala (Uganda) 1995 40.9 20.6 2.3 5.1 1.7 19.5

Kiev (Ukraine) 1999 29.1 8.9 2.5 1.2 1.5 16.2
La Paz (Bolivia) 1995 39.8 18.1 5.8 1.5 2.0 24.4
Manila (Philippines) 1995 10.6 3.3 1.5 0.1 0.1 4.3
Minsk (Belarus) 1999 23.6 11.1 1.4 1.4 1.3 20.6
Moscow (Russian Federation) 1999 26.3 10.9 2.4 1.2 1.1 16.6

Mumbai (India) 1995 31.8 6.7 1.3 3.5 0.8 22.9
New Delhi (India) 1995 30.5 6.1 1.0 1.7 0.8 21.0
Prague (Czech Republic) 1999 34.1 21.6 0.5 0.9 1.1 5.7
Rïga (Latvia) 1999 26.5 9.4 2.8 0.5 1.9 14.3
Rio de Janeiro (Brazil) 1995 44.0 14.7 12.2 7.5 3.4 17.1

San José (Costa Rica) 1995 40.4 21.7 8.9 3.5 1.7 9.2
Skopje (Macedonia, TFYR) 1995 21.1 9.4 1.1 0.3 0.7 7.4
Sofia (Bulgaria) 1999 27.2 16.1 1.5 0.1 0.6 16.4
Tallinn (Estonia) 1999 41.2 22.5 6.3 3.3 3.7 9.3
Tbilisi (Georgia) 1999 23.6 11.1 1.8 0.4 0.9 16.6

21 Victims of 
crime

People victimized by crime
(as % of total population) a

Year b Total crime c Property crime d Robbery Sexual assault e Assault Bribery (corruption) f
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Tirana (Albania) 1999 31.7 11.2 2.9 1.2 0.7 59.1
Tunis (Tunisia) 1991 37.5 20.1 5.4 1.5 0.4 ..
Ulaanbaatar (Mongolia) 1999 41.8 20.0 4.5 1.4 2.1 21.3
Vilnius (Lithuania) 1999 31.0 17.8 3.2 2.0 1.4 22.9
Zagreb (Croatia) 1999 14.3 4.4 0.5 0.8 0.5 9.5

a. Data refer to victimization as reported in the International Crime Victims Survey. b. Surveys were conducted in 1992, 1995, 1996-97 and 2000-01. Data refer to the year preceding the survey. c. Data refer to peo-
ple victimized by one or more of 11 crimes recorded in the survey: robbery, burglary, attempted burglary, car theft, car vandalism, bicycle theft, sexual assault, theft from car, theft of personal property, assault and
threats and theft of motorcycle or moped. d. Includes car theft, theft from car, burglary with entry and attempted burglary. e. Data refer to female population only. f. Data refer to people who have been asked or
expected to pay a bribe by a government official. g. Data refer to 1995.
Source: Columns 1-7: UNICRI 2002.

People victimized by crime
(as % of total population) a

Year b Total crime c Property crime d Robbery Sexual assault e Assault Bribery (corruption) f

21 Victims of
crime



222 HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2002

22 Gender-related
development
index

High human development

1 Norway 3 0.941 81.5 75.6 .. d .. d 99 95 23,454 e 36,510 e -2
2 Sweden 4 0.940 82.2 77.2 .. d .. d 107 f 95 19,690 e 28,961 e -2
3 Canada 5 0.938 81.5 76.0 .. d .. d 98 96 21,456 e 34,349 e -2
4 Belgium 2 0.943 81.5 75.2 .. d .. d 111 f 107 f 16,784 38,005 2
5 Australia 1 0.956 81.8 76.1 .. d .. d 118 f 114 f 20,977 30,449 4

6 United States 6 0.937 79.9 74.1 .. d .. d 99 91 26,259 e 42,246 e 0
7 Iceland 7 0.934 81.5 76.8 .. d .. d 91 86 22,361 36,758 0
8 Netherlands 9 0.933 80.8 75.4 .. d .. d 100 104 f 17,635 33,822 -1
9 Japan 11 0.927 84.4 77.4 .. d .. d 81 83 16,601 37,345 -2

10 Finland 8 0.933 81.1 73.9 .. d .. d 108 f 99 20,657 29,550 2

11 Switzerland 14 0.923 82.0 75.6 .. d .. d 81 87 19,197 38,550 -3
12 France 12 0.926 82.4 74.7 .. d .. d 96 93 18,715 30,022 0
13 United Kingdom 10 0.932 80.2 75.2 .. d .. d 112 f 100 17,931 29,264 3
14 Denmark 13 0.925 78.7 73.8 .. d .. d 101 f 94 22,835 32,518 1
15 Austria 15 0.921 81.1 74.9 .. d .. d 89 90 17,914 e 36,057 e 0

16 Luxembourg 19 0.914 80.5 74.1 .. d .. d 74 g 71 g 27,396 73,465 h -3
17 Germany 16 0.920 80.7 74.5 .. d .. d 93 95 16,904 33,653 1
18 Ireland 17 0.917 79.2 74.0 .. d .. d 93 89 17,078 e 42,815 e 1
19 New Zealand 18 0.915 80.2 74.9 .. d .. d 103 f 95 16,203 24,052 1
20 Italy 20 0.907 81.6 75.2 98.0 98.9 87 81 14,719 e 33,084 e 0

21 Spain 21 0.906 82.0 75.0 96.8 98.6 99 91 11,791 e 27,503 e 0
22 Israel 22 0.891 80.6 76.7 92.4 96.8 84 82 13,864 e 26,565 e 0
23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 23 0.886 82.4 76.9 90.2 96.5 66 61 18,635 31,445 0
24 Greece 25 0.879 80.9 75.6 96.0 98.5 81 80 10,185 e 22,998 e -1
25 Singapore 24 0.880 79.8 75.4 88.4 96.3 75 76 15,433 31,167 1

26 Cyprus 26 0.879 80.2 75.8 95.4 98.7 70 i 67 i 13,763 27,908 0
27 Korea, Rep. of 29 0.875 78.6 71.2 96.4 99.1 d 85 95 10,791 23,884 -2
28 Portugal 28 0.876 79.2 72.1 89.9 94.7 99 94 12,134 22,850 0
29 Slovenia 27 0.877 79.1 71.7 99.6 d 99.7 d 85 80 13,327 e 21,642 e 2
30 Malta 30 0.860 80.6 75.4 92.7 91.3 79 82 7,626 e 27,104 e 0

31 Barbados .. .. 79.1 74.1 .. .. 77 77 .. .. ..
32 Brunei Darussalam 31 0.851 78.5 73.8 88.1 94.6 77 76 10,296 e, j 22,613 e, j 0
33 Czech Republic 32 0.846 78.2 71.5 .. d .. d 70 69 10,354 17,833 0
34 Argentina 33 0.836 77.2 70.1 96.8 96.8 86 80 6,556 e 18,424 e 0
35 Hungary 35 0.833 75.6 67.1 99.2 d 99.5 d 83 79 9,243 15,893 -1

36 Slovakia 34 0.833 77.2 69.3 .. d .. d 77 74 8,903 e 13,715 e 1
37 Poland 36 0.831 77.5 69.2 99.7 d 99.7 d 86 83 6,936 e 11,288 e 0
38 Chile 39 0.824 78.6 72.6 95.6 96.0 77 78 5,133 e 13,786 e -2
39 Bahrain 40 0.822 75.8 71.6 82.6 90.9 83 77 7,010 k 21,059 k -2
40 Uruguay 37 0.828 78.5 71.0 98.1 97.3 83 76 6,178 e 12,068 e 2

41 Bahamas 38 0.825 73.7 65.0 96.3 94.5 77 72 13,344 e 20,779 e 2
42 Estonia .. .. 76.0 65.1 .. .. 89 84 .. .. ..
43 Costa Rica 41 0.814 79.3 74.6 95.7 95.5 66 67 4,609 12,577 0
44 Saint Kitts and Nevis .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
45 Kuwait 44 0.804 78.6 74.5 79.7 84.0 61 57 6,895 e 22,186 e -2

46 United Arab Emirates 47 0.798 78.0 73.7 79.3 75.0 71 65 5,320 e, j 24,412 e, j -4
47 Seychelles .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
48 Croatia 43 0.806 77.7 69.8 97.3 99.3 d 69 68 5,845 e 10,485 e 1
49 Lithuania 42 0.806 77.2 66.8 99.5 d 99.7 d 83 77 5,789 8,582 3
50 Trinidad and Tobago 45 0.798 76.7 72.0 92.1 95.5 65 65 5,532 e 12,432 e 1

Combined primary,
Adult literacy secondary and

Gender-related Life expectancy rate tertiary gross Estimated HDI
development at birth (% age 15 enrolment ratio earned income rank

index (years) and above) (%) a (PPP US$) minus
(GDI) 2000 2000 1999 2000 b

GDI
HDI rank Rank Value Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male rank c

. . . AND ACHIEVING EQUALITY FOR ALL WOMEN AND MEN
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22 Gender-related
development
index

51 Qatar 48 0.794 71.3 68.7 83.1 80.4 75 75 6,864 e, l 25,277 e, l -1
52 Antigua and Barbuda .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
53 Latvia 46 0.798 75.8 64.7 99.8 d 99.8 d 83 80 5,992 8,276 2

Medium human development

54 Mexico 49 0.789 76.0 70.0 89.5 93.4 70 71 4,978 13,152 0
55 Cuba .. .. 78.4 74.5 96.6 96.8 77 76 .. .. ..

56 Belarus 50 0.786 74.4 62.8 99.4 d 99.7 d 79 75 5,978 e 9,340 e 0
57 Panama 51 0.784 76.8 72.2 91.3 92.5 76 73 3,960 8,004 0
58 Belize 58 0.764 75.4 72.7 93.2 93.3 72 73 2,141 e 8,975 e -6
59 Malaysia 54 0.776 75.0 70.1 83.4 91.4 67 64 5,711 e 12,338 e -1
60 Russian Federation 52 0.780 72.5 60.1 99.4 d 99.7 d 82 75 6,611 e 10,383 e 2

61 Dominica .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
62 Bulgaria 53 0.778 74.8 67.1 97.9 99.0 76 69 4,587 6,898 2
63 Romania 55 0.773 73.3 66.5 97.3 99.0 d 70 68 4,751 e 8,169 e 1
64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 61 0.753 72.8 68.8 68.2 90.8 92 92 2,921 l 11,894 l -4
65 Macedonia, TFYR .. .. 75.3 71.0 .. .. 70 70 .. .. ..

66 Saint Lucia .. .. 76.0 70.7 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
67 Mauritius 59 0.762 75.3 67.6 81.3 87.8 64 62 5,332 e 14,736 e -1
68 Colombia 56 0.767 74.8 68.2 91.7 91.7 73 73 3,996 e 8,558 e 3
69 Venezuela 57 0.764 76.2 70.4 92.1 93.1 66 64 3,334 e 8,223 e 3
70 Thailand 60 0.760 73.2 67.3 93.9 97.1 61 60 4,907 7,928 1

71 Saudi Arabia 72 0.731 73.0 70.5 66.9 83.1 60 62 3,466 e 18,252 e -10
72 Fiji 65 0.746 70.9 67.4 90.8 94.9 83 84 2,367 e 6,892 e -2
73 Brazil 64 0.751 72.0 64.1 85.4 85.1 80 79 4,557 10,769 0
74 Suriname .. .. 73.2 68.0 .. .. 86 80 .. .. ..
75 Lebanon 69 0.739 74.6 71.5 80.3 92.1 81 76 2,013 e 6,704 e -4

76 Armenia 62 0.751 75.8 69.8 97.6 99.3 d 77 82 2,087 e 3,061 e 4
77 Philippines 63 0.751 71.3 67.3 95.1 95.5 84 80 2,933 4,994 4
78 Oman 78 0.722 72.6 69.7 61.6 80.1 56 59 3,806 e, l 21,804 e, l -10
79 Kazakhstan .. .. 70.3 59.1 .. .. 81 73 .. .. ..
80 Ukraine 66 0.744 73.5 62.7 99.5 d 99.7 d 78 77 2,716 5,085 3

81 Georgia .. .. 77.2 69.0 .. .. 71 69 .. .. ..
82 Peru 73 0.729 71.6 66.6 85.3 94.7 79 81 1,950 7,695 -3
83 Grenada .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
84 Maldives 68 0.739 65.8 67.3 96.8 96.6 77 77 3,329 e 5,582 e 3
85 Turkey 71 0.734 72.4 67.3 76.5 93.5 55 68 4,379 e 9,516 e 1

86 Jamaica 67 0.739 77.3 73.3 90.7 82.9 62 63 2,900 e 4,400 e 6
87 Turkmenistan .. .. 69.6 62.9 .. .. 81 81 .. .. ..
88 Azerbaijan .. .. 75.0 68.0 .. .. 72 70 .. .. ..
89 Sri Lanka 70 0.737 75.3 69.5 89.0 94.4 71 68 2,270 4,724 4
90 Paraguay 75 0.727 72.6 68.0 92.2 94.4 64 64 2,155 6,658 0

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
92 Albania 74 0.729 76.2 70.4 77.0 92.1 71 71 2,478 e 4,488 e 2
93 Ecuador 80 0.718 73.0 67.8 90.0 93.3 74 80 1,455 e 4,936 e -3
94 Dominican Republic 79 0.718 70.0 64.8 83.6 83.6 75 69 3,125 e 8,849 e -1
95 Uzbekistan 76 0.725 71.9 66.0 98.8 99.6 d 74 79 1,931 e 2,958 e 3

96 China 77 0.724 72.8 68.5 76.3 91.7 73 73 3,132 e 4,773 e 3
97 Tunisia 81 0.709 71.4 69.0 60.6 81.4 72 75 3,347 e 9,320 e 0
98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 83 0.703 69.8 68.0 69.3 83.2 69 76 2,524 e 9,088 e -1
99 Jordan 84 0.701 71.8 69.1 83.9 95.1 57 53 1,749 6,014 -1

100 Cape Verde 82 0.704 72.0 66.2 65.7 84.5 76 79 3,043 e 6,945 e 2

Combined primary,
Adult literacy secondary and

Gender-related Life expectancy rate tertiary gross Estimated HDI
development at birth (% age 15 enrolment ratio earned income rank

index (years) and above) (%) a (PPP US$) minus
(GDI) 2000 2000 1999 2000 b

GDI
HDI rank Rank Value Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male rank c
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101 Samoa (Western) .. .. 72.8 66.2 79.0 81.2 67 63 .. .. ..
102 Kyrgyzstan .. .. 71.7 63.8 .. .. 70 65 .. .. ..
103 Guyana 85 0.698 67.3 58.9 98.1 98.9 66 65 2,228 e 5,806 e 0
104 El Salvador 87 0.696 73.1 67.1 76.1 81.6 64 63 2,347 6,727 -1
105 Moldova, Rep. of 86 0.698 70.3 62.8 98.3 99.5 d 75 70 1,680 e 2,577 e 1

106 Algeria 90 0.679 71.0 68.1 57.1 76.2 69 75 2,389 e 8,150 e -2
107 South Africa 88 0.689 53.9 50.2 84.6 86.0 96 89 5,888 e 13,024 e 1
108 Syrian Arab Republic 92 0.669 72.4 70.0 60.5 88.3 61 65 1,537 e 5,522 e -2
109 Viet Nam 89 0.687 70.6 65.9 91.4 95.5 64 69 1,635 e 2,360 e 2
110 Indonesia 91 0.678 68.2 64.3 82.0 91.8 61 68 2,053 e 4,026 e 1

111 Equatorial Guinea 93 0.669 52.6 49.4 74.4 92.5 59 68 8,608 e 21,708 e 0
112 Tajikistan 94 0.664 70.5 64.7 98.8 99.6 d 63 72 872 e 1,434 e 0
113 Mongolia 95 0.653 64.9 60.9 98.8 99.1 d 64 51 1,430 e 2,135 e 0
114 Bolivia 96 0.645 64.2 60.8 79.3 92.0 67 73 1,499 e 3,358 e 0
115 Egypt 99 0.628 68.8 65.7 43.8 66.6 72 80 2,003 5,227 -2

116 Honduras 98 0.628 68.9 63.2 74.5 74.7 63 60 1,295 e 3,596 e 0
117 Gabon .. .. 53.9 51.5 .. .. 87 85 .. .. ..
118 Nicaragua 97 0.629 71.1 66.4 66.8 66.3 65 61 1,431 e 3,310 e 2
119 São Tomé and Principe .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
120 Guatemala 100 0.617 68.0 62.2 61.2 76.1 45 53 1,836 e 5,772 e 0

121 Solomon Islands .. .. 69.7 67.2 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
122 Namibia 101 0.604 44.7 44.6 81.2 82.8 80 77 4,413 e 8,498 e 0
123 Morocco 102 0.585 69.5 65.8 36.1 61.8 46 58 2,019 e 5,068 e 0
124 India 105 0.560 63.8 62.8 45.4 68.4 49 62 1,267 e 3,383 e -2
125 Swaziland 103 0.567 45.1 43.7 78.6 80.8 70 74 2,557 e 6,479 e 1

126 Botswana 104 0.566 40.1 40.2 79.8 74.5 70 70 5,418 e 9,025 e 1
127 Myanmar 106 0.548 58.5 53.7 80.5 89.0 55 55 747 l 1,311 l 0
128 Zimbabwe 107 0.545 42.5 43.2 84.7 92.8 63 67 1,946 e 3,324 e 0
129 Ghana 108 0.544 58.1 55.5 62.9 80.3 39 45 1,683 e 2,248 e 0
130 Cambodia 109 0.537 58.6 53.9 57.1 79.8 54 71 1,268 e 1,633 e 0

131 Vanuatu .. .. 69.8 66.7 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
132 Lesotho 111 0.521 45.6 45.8 93.6 72.5 65 57 1,223 e 2,853 e -1
133 Papua New Guinea 110 0.530 57.7 55.8 56.8 70.6 35 42 1,670 e 2,840 e 1
134 Kenya 112 0.511 51.5 50.0 76.0 88.9 51 52 975 1,069 0
135 Cameroon 115 0.500 50.7 49.2 69.5 82.4 39 47 1,047 e 2,365 e -2

136 Congo 113 0.506 53.4 49.2 74.4 87.5 56 69 586 e 1,074 e 1
137 Comoros 114 0.505 61.2 58.4 48.7 63.2 33 38 1,136 e 2,038 e 1

Low human development

138 Pakistan 120 0.468 59.8 60.2 27.9 57.5 28 51 916 e 2,884 e -4
139 Sudan 116 0.478 57.4 54.6 46.3 69.5 31 36 847 e 2,736 e 1
140 Bhutan .. .. 63.2 60.8 .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

141 Togo 117 0.475 53.0 50.6 42.5 72.4 49 76 927 e 1,964 e 1
142 Nepal 119 0.470 58.3 58.8 24.0 59.6 52 67 880 e 1,752 e 0
143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 118 0.472 54.8 52.2 33.2 64.1 52 65 1,242 e 1,909 e 2
144 Yemen 128 0.426 61.6 59.4 25.2 67.5 29 72 405 e 1,384 e -7
145 Bangladesh 121 0.468 59.5 59.4 29.9 52.3 33 41 1,151 e 2,026 e 1

146 Haiti 122 0.467 55.7 49.7 47.8 52.0 51 53 1,049 e 1,902 e 1
147 Madagascar 123 0.463 53.8 51.5 59.7 73.6 43 46 624 e 1,059 e 1
148 Nigeria 124 0.449 51.9 51.5 55.7 72.4 41 49 532 e 1,254 e 1
149 Djibouti .. .. 44.2 41.6 54.4 75.6 18 26 .. .. ..
150 Uganda 125 0.437 44.6 43.3 56.8 77.5 41 49 966 e 1,451 e 1

22 Gender-related
development
index Combined primary,

Adult literacy secondary and
Gender-related Life expectancy rate tertiary gross Estimated HDI
development at birth (% age 15 enrolment ratio earned income rank

index (years) and above) (%) a (PPP US$) minus
(GDI) 2000 2000 1999 2000 b

GDI
HDI rank Rank Value Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male rank c
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22 Gender-related
development
index

151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of 126 0.436 52.1 50.0 66.5 83.9 32 33 436 e 611 e 1
152 Mauritania 127 0.429 53.1 49.9 30.1 50.7 37 44 1,212 e 2,150 e 1
153 Zambia 129 0.424 40.9 41.8 71.5 85.2 46 52 562 e 995 e 0
154 Senegal 130 0.421 55.2 51.5 27.6 47.3 31 40 1,074 e 1,949 e 0
155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the 131 0.420 52.6 50.1 50.2 73.1 26 37 548 e, j 986 e, j 0

156 Côte d’Ivoire 132 0.411 48.1 47.5 38.6 54.5 30 46 868 e 2,355 e 0
157 Eritrea 133 0.410 53.3 50.6 44.5 67.3 24 29 571 1,107 0
158 Benin 134 0.404 55.5 52.1 23.6 52.1 34 57 813 e 1,172 e 0
159 Guinea .. .. 48.0 47.0 .. .. 20 37 .. .. ..
160 Gambia 136 0.397 47.7 44.9 29.4 44.0 37 53 1,230 e 2,078 e -1

161 Angola .. .. 46.6 43.9 .. .. 21 25 .. .. ..
162 Rwanda 135 0.398 40.9 39.4 60.2 73.7 39 41 760 e 1,130 e 1
163 Malawi 137 0.389 39.8 40.2 46.5 74.5 69 78 506 e 726 e 0
164 Mali 138 0.378 52.4 50.4 34.4 48.9 22 34 606 e 992 e 0
165 Central African Republic 139 0.364 46.0 42.7 34.9 59.7 20 29 894 e 1,464 e 0

166 Chad 140 0.353 46.9 44.5 34.0 51.6 20 42 648 e 1,099 e 0
167 Guinea-Bissau 141 0.325 46.2 43.4 23.3 54.4 27 47 495 e 1,023 e 0
168 Ethiopia 142 0.313 44.6 43.2 30.9 47.2 19 34 454 e 885 e 0
169 Burkina Faso 143 0.312 47.6 45.6 14.1 33.9 18 28 801 e 1,164 e 0
170 Mozambique 144 0.307 40.2 38.4 28.7 60.1 19 26 705 e 1,007 e 0

171 Burundi 145 0.306 41.4 39.6 40.4 56.2 16 21 490 e 698 e 0
172 Niger 146 0.263 45.5 44.9 8.4 23.8 12 20 542 e 947 e 0
173 Sierra Leone .. .. 40.2 37.6 .. .. 21 32 .. .. ..

a. Preliminary UNESCO estimates subject to further revision. b. Because of the lack of gender-disaggregated income data, female and male earned income are crudely estimated on the basis of data on the ratio
of the female non-agricultural wage to the male non-agricultural wage, the female and male shares of the economically active population, the total female and male population and GDP per capita (PPP US$) (see
technical note 1). Unless otherwise specified, estimates are based on data for the latest year available during 1991-2000. c. The HDI ranks used in this column are those recalculated for the 146 countries with a
GDI value. A positive figure indicates that the GDI rank is higher than the HDI rank, a negative the opposite. d. For purposes of calculating the GDI a value of 99.0% was applied. e. No wage data available. For
purposes of calculating the estimated female and male earned income an estimate of 75% was used for the ratio of the female non-agricultural wage to the male non-agricultural wage. f. For purposes of calcu-
lating the GDI a value of 100% was applied. g. The ratio is an underestimate, as many secondary and tertiary students pursue their studies in nearby countries. h. For purposes of calculating the GDI a value of
$40,000 (PPP US$) was applied. i. Excludes Turkish students and population. j. Calculated on the basis of GDP per capita (PPP US$) for 1998. k. Calculated on the basis of GDP per capita (PPP US$) for 1999. 
l. Calculated on the basis of GDP per capita (PPP US$) for 1996 using data from Aten, Heston and Summers (2001). 
Source: Column 1: determined on the basis of the GDI values in column 2; column 2: calculated on the basis of data in columns 3-10; see technical note 1 for details; columns 3 and 4: UN 2001; columns 5 and 6:
UNESCO 2002a; columns 7 and 8: UNESCO 2001a; columns 9 and 10: unless otherwise noted, calculated on the basis of data on GDP per capita (PPP US$) from World Bank (2002b), data on wages from ILO
(2002e), data on the economically active population from ILO (2002b) and data on population from UN (2001); column 11: determined on the basis of the recalculated HDI ranks and the GDI ranks in column 1.

Combined primary,
Adult literacy secondary and

Gender-related Life expectancy rate tertiary gross Estimated HDI
development at birth (% age 15 enrolment ratio earned income rank

index (years) and above) (%) a (PPP US$) minus
(GDI) 2000 2000 1999 2000 b

GDI
HDI rank Rank Value Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male rank c

GDI ranks for
146 countries

1 Australia
2 Belgium
3 Norway
4 Sweden
5 Canada
6 United States
7 Iceland
8 Finland
9 Netherlands

10 United Kingdom
11 Japan
12 France
13 Denmark
14 Switzerland
15 Austria
16 Germany
17 Ireland
18 New Zealand
19 Luxembourg
20 Italy
21 Spain
22 Israel

23 Hong Kong, China (SAR)
24 Singapore
25 Greece
26 Cyprus
27 Slovenia
28 Portugal
29 Korea, Rep. of
30 Malta
31 Brunei Darussalam
32 Czech Republic
33 Argentina
34 Slovakia
35 Hungary
36 Poland
37 Uruguay
38 Bahamas
39 Chile
40 Bahrain
41 Costa Rica
42 Lithuania
43 Croatia
44 Kuwait
45 Trinidad and Tobago
46 Latvia
47 United Arab Emirates

48 Qatar
49 Mexico
50 Belarus
51 Panama
52 Russian Federation
53 Bulgaria
54 Malaysia
55 Romania
56 Colombia
57 Venezuela
58 Belize
59 Mauritius
60 Thailand
61 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya
62 Armenia
63 Philippines
64 Brazil
65 Fiji
66 Ukraine
67 Jamaica
68 Maldives
69 Lebanon
70 Sri Lanka
71 Turkey
72 Saudi Arabia

73 Peru
74 Albania
75 Paraguay
76 Uzbekistan
77 China
78 Oman
79 Dominican Republic
80 Ecuador
81 Tunisia
82 Cape Verde
83 Iran, Islamic Rep. of
84 Jordan
85 Guyana
86 Moldova, Rep. of
87 El Salvador
88 South Africa
89 Viet Nam
90 Algeria
91 Indonesia
92 Syrian Arab Republic
93 Equatorial Guinea
94 Tajikistan
95 Mongolia
96 Bolivia
97 Nicaragua

98 Honduras
99 Egypt

100 Guatemala
101 Namibia
102 Morocco
103 Swaziland
104 Botswana
105 India
106 Myanmar
107 Zimbabwe
108 Ghana
109 Cambodia
110 Papua New Guinea
111 Lesotho
112 Kenya
113 Congo
114 Comoros
115 Cameroon
116 Sudan
117 Togo
118 Lao People’s Dem. Rep.
119 Nepal
120 Pakistan
121 Bangladesh
122 Haiti

123 Madagascar
124 Nigeria
125 Uganda
126 Tanzania, U. Rep. of
127 Mauritania
128 Yemen
129 Zambia
130 Senegal
131 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the
132 Côte d’Ivoire
133 Eritrea
134 Benin
135 Rwanda
136 Gambia
137 Malawi
138 Mali
139 Central African Republic
140 Chad
141 Guinea-Bissau
142 Ethiopia
143 Burkina Faso
144 Mozambique
145 Burundi
146 Niger
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23 Gender
empowerment
measure

High human development

1 Norway 1 0.837 36.4 25 49 0.64
2 Sweden 3 0.824 42.7 29 49 0.68
3 Canada 7 0.777 23.6 35 53 0.62
4 Belgium 14 0.706 24.9 19 d 50 d 0.44
5 Australia 10 0.759 26.5 26 48 0.69

6 United States 11 0.757 13.8 45 d 54 d 0.62
7 Iceland 2 0.833 34.9 27 53 0.61
8 Netherlands 6 0.781 32.9 27 46 0.52
9 Japan 32 0.527 10.0 9 d 45 d 0.44

10 Finland 5 0.803 36.5 27 56 0.70

11 Switzerland 13 0.718 22.4 22 42 0.50
12 France .. .. 10.9 .. .. ..
13 United Kingdom 16 0.684 17.1 33 45 0.61
14 Denmark 4 0.821 38.0 23 50 0.70
15 Austria 12 0.745 25.1 28 49 0.50

16 Luxembourg .. .. 16.7 .. .. ..
17 Germany 8 0.765 31.0 27 50 0.50
18 Ireland 17 0.675 13.7 34 50 0.40
19 New Zealand 9 0.765 30.8 38 54 0.67
20 Italy 31 0.539 9.1 19 44 0.44

21 Spain 15 0.702 26.6 32 45 0.43
22 Israel 22 0.596 13.3 26 55 0.52
23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) .. .. .. 25 38 ..
24 Greece 41 0.512 8.7 25 47 0.44
25 Singapore 23 0.592 11.8 23 42 0.50

26 Cyprus 34 0.525 10.7 14 42 0.49
27 Korea, Rep. of 61 0.378 5.9 5 34 0.45
28 Portugal 20 0.638 18.7 32 50 0.53
29 Slovenia 25 0.585 12.2 31 51 0.62
30 Malta .. .. 9.2 .. .. ..

31 Barbados 18 0.658 20.4 40 d 55 d 0.61
32 Brunei Darussalam .. .. – e .. .. ..
33 Czech Republic 28 0.560 14.2 26 53 0.58
34 Argentina .. .. 31.3 .. .. ..
35 Hungary 44 0.500 8.3 34 61 0.58

36 Slovakia 29 0.545 14.0 31 62 0.65
37 Poland 24 0.590 20.7 33 61 0.61
38 Chile 49 0.474 10.1 26 d 52 d 0.37
39 Bahrain .. .. – f .. .. ..
40 Uruguay 36 0.519 11.5 36 54 0.51

41 Bahamas 19 0.652 19.6 31 51 0.64
42 Estonia 27 0.568 17.8 36 67 0.64
43 Costa Rica 26 0.579 19.3 g 33 46 0.37
44 Saint Kitts and Nevis .. .. 13.3 .. .. ..
45 Kuwait .. .. 0.0 .. .. ..

46 United Arab Emirates .. .. 0.0 8 25 ..
47 Seychelles .. .. 23.5 .. .. ..
48 Croatia 33 0.527 16.2 25 53 0.56
49 Lithuania 47 0.483 10.6 42 70 0.67
50 Trinidad and Tobago 21 0.611 20.9 g 42 53 0.44

Ratio of
Female Female estimated

Gender empowerment measure
Seats in legislators, professional female to

(GEM)
parliament senior officials and technical male

held by women and managers workers earned
HDI rank Rank Value (as % of total) a (as % of total) b (as % of total) b income c

. . . AND ACHIEVING EQUALITY FOR ALL WOMEN AND MEN
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23 Gender
empowerment
measure

51 Qatar .. .. – e .. .. ..
52 Antigua and Barbuda .. .. 8.3 .. .. ..
53 Latvia 30 0.539 17.0 37 67 0.72

Medium human development

54 Mexico 38 0.517 15.9 24 41 0.38
55 Cuba .. .. 27.6 .. .. ..

56 Belarus .. .. 18.4 .. .. ..
57 Panama 48 0.475 9.9 33 d 46 d 0.49
58 Belize 45 0.499 13.5 37 d 39 d 0.24
59 Malaysia 43 0.505 14.5 20 d 45 d 0.46
60 Russian Federation 53 0.450 6.4 37 64 0.64

61 Dominica .. .. 18.8 .. .. ..
62 Bulgaria .. .. 26.2 .. .. ..
63 Romania 54 0.450 9.3 26 57 0.58
64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya .. .. .. .. .. ..
65 Macedonia, TFYR .. .. 6.7 .. .. ..

66 Saint Lucia .. .. 13.8 .. .. ..
67 Mauritius 58 0.410 5.7 23 38 0.36
68 Colombia 42 0.509 12.2 38 d 49 d 0.47
69 Venezuela 56 0.442 9.7 24 d 58 d 0.41
70 Thailand 50 0.458 9.6 27 d 55 d 0.62

71 Saudi Arabia .. .. – e .. ..
72 Fiji .. .. .. .. .. ..
73 Brazil .. .. 6.7 .. 62 d ..
74 Suriname 37 0.518 17.6 28 d 51 d 0.37
75 Lebanon .. .. 2.3 .. .. ..

76 Armenia .. .. 3.1 .. .. ..
77 Philippines 35 0.523 17.2 35 d 66 d 0.59
78 Oman .. .. – e .. .. ..
79 Kazakhstan .. .. 11.2 .. .. ..
80 Ukraine 57 0.428 7.8 36 63 0.53

81 Georgia .. .. 7.2 .. .. ..
82 Peru 39 0.516 18.3 28 39 0.25
83 Grenada .. .. 17.9 .. .. ..
84 Maldives 62 0.361 6.0 15 40 0.60
85 Turkey 63 0.312 4.2 9 d 36 d 0.46

86 Jamaica .. .. 16.0 .. .. ..
87 Turkmenistan .. .. 26.0 .. .. ..
88 Azerbaijan .. .. 10.5 .. .. ..
89 Sri Lanka 64 0.274 4.4 4 49 0.48
90 Paraguay 59 0.408 8.0 23 d 54 d 0.32

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines .. .. 22.7 .. .. ..
92 Albania .. .. 5.7 .. .. ..
93 Ecuador 46 0.484 14.6 28 d 47 d 0.29
94 Dominican Republic 40 0.514 14.5 31 49 0.35
95 Uzbekistan .. .. 7.2 .. .. ..

96 China .. .. 21.8 .. .. ..
97 Tunisia .. .. 11.5 .. .. ..
98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of .. .. 3.4 .. .. ..
99 Jordan .. .. 3.3 .. .. ..

100 Cape Verde .. .. 11.1 .. .. ..

Ratio of
Female Female estimated

Gender empowerment measure
Seats in legislators, professional female to

(GEM)
parliament senior officials and technical male

held by women and managers workers earned
HDI rank Rank Value (as % of total) a (as % of total) b (as % of total) b income c
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23 Gender
empowerment
measure

101 Samoa (Western) .. .. 6.1 .. .. ..
102 Kyrgyzstan .. .. 6.7 .. .. ..
103 Guyana .. .. 20.0 .. .. ..
104 El Salvador 52 0.454 9.5 33 47 0.35
105 Moldova, Rep. of 51 0.456 12.9 33 67 0.65

106 Algeria .. .. 4.0 .. .. ..
107 South Africa .. .. 29.8 h .. .. ..
108 Syrian Arab Republic .. .. 10.4 .. .. ..
109 Viet Nam .. .. 26.0 .. .. ..
110 Indonesia .. .. 8.0 .. .. ..

111 Equatorial Guinea .. .. 5.0 .. .. ..
112 Tajikistan .. .. 12.4 .. .. ..
113 Mongolia .. .. 10.5 .. .. ..
114 Bolivia 55 0.450 10.2 36 40 0.45
115 Egypt 65 0.260 2.4 10 31 0.38

116 Honduras 60 0.405 5.5 36 d 51 d 0.36
117 Gabon .. .. 11.0 .. .. ..
118 Nicaragua .. .. 20.7 .. .. ..
119 São Tomé and Principe .. .. 9.1 .. .. ..
120 Guatemala .. .. 8.8 .. .. ..

121 Solomon Islands .. .. 0.0 .. .. ..
122 Namibia .. .. 20.4 .. .. ..
123 Morocco .. .. 0.5 .. .. ..
124 India .. .. 8.9 .. .. ..
125 Swaziland .. .. 6.3 .. .. ..

126 Botswana .. .. 17.0 .. .. ..
127 Myanmar .. .. – i .. .. ..
128 Zimbabwe .. .. 10.0 .. .. ..
129 Ghana .. .. 9.0 .. .. ..
130 Cambodia .. .. 9.3 .. .. ..

131 Vanuatu .. .. 0.0 .. .. ..
132 Lesotho .. .. 10.7 .. .. ..
133 Papua New Guinea .. .. 1.8 .. .. ..
134 Kenya .. .. 3.6 .. .. ..
135 Cameroon .. .. 5.6 .. .. ..

136 Congo .. .. 12.0 .. .. ..
137 Comoros .. .. – j .. .. ..

Low human development

138 Pakistan .. .. – j 9 d 26 d ..
139 Sudan .. .. 9.7 .. .. ..
140 Bhutan .. .. 9.3 .. .. ..

141 Togo .. .. 4.9 .. .. ..
142 Nepal .. .. 7.9 g .. .. ..
143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. .. .. 21.2 g .. .. ..
144 Yemen .. .. 0.7 .. .. ..
145 Bangladesh 66 0.223 2.0 5 d 35 d 0.57

146 Haiti .. .. 9.1 .. .. ..
147 Madagascar .. .. 8.0 g .. .. ..
148 Nigeria .. .. 3.3 .. .. ..
149 Djibouti .. .. 0.0 .. .. ..
150 Uganda .. .. 24.7 .. .. ..

Ratio of
Female Female estimated

Gender empowerment measure
Seats in legislators, professional female to

(GEM)
parliament senior officials and technical male

held by women and managers workers earned
HDI rank Rank Value (as % of total) a (as % of total) b (as % of total) b income c



HUMAN DEVELOPMENT INDICATORS 229

23 Gender
empowerment
measure

151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of .. .. 22.3 .. .. ..
152 Mauritania .. .. 3.0 g .. .. ..
153 Zambia .. .. 12.0 .. .. ..
154 Senegal .. .. 19.2 .. .. ..
155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the .. .. – j .. .. ..

156 Côte d’Ivoire .. .. 8.5 .. .. ..
157 Eritrea .. .. 14.7 .. .. ..
158 Benin .. .. 6.0 .. .. ..
159 Guinea .. .. 8.8 .. .. ..
160 Gambia .. .. 2.0 g .. .. ..

161 Angola .. .. 15.5 .. .. ..
162 Rwanda .. .. 25.7 .. .. ..
163 Malawi .. .. 9.3 .. .. ..
164 Mali .. .. 12.2 .. .. ..
165 Central African Republic .. .. 7.3 .. .. ..

166 Chad .. .. 2.4 .. .. ..
167 Guinea-Bissau .. .. 7.8 .. .. ..
168 Ethiopia .. .. 7.8 .. .. ..
169 Burkina Faso .. .. 11.0 .. .. ..
170 Mozambique .. .. 30.0 .. .. ..

171 Burundi .. .. 14.4 g .. .. ..
172 Niger .. .. 1.2 .. .. ..
173 Sierra Leone .. .. 8.8 .. .. ..

a. Data are as of 8 March 2002. Where there are lower and upper houses, data refer to the weighted average of women’s shares of seats in both houses. b. Data refer to the latest year available during the period
1991-2000. Those for countries that have implemented the recent International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO-88) are not strictly comparable with those for countries using the previous classification
(ISCO-68). c. Calculated on the basis of data in columns 9 and 10 in table 22. Estimates are based on data for the latest year available during the period 1991-2000. d. Data are based on the International Standard
Classification of Occupations (ISCO-68) as defined in ILO (2001). e. The country has never had a parliament. f. The first legislature of Bahrain was dissolved by decree of the emir on 26 August 1975. g. Information
for the most recent elections was not available in time for publication; data are based on previous elections. h. Calculated on the basis of the 54 permanent seats (that is, excluding the 36 special rotating delegates
appointed on an ad hoc basis). i. The parliament elected in 1990 has never been convened nor authorized to sit, and many of its members were detained or forced into exile. j. Parliament has been dissolved or sus-
pended for an indefinite period. 
Source: Column 1: determined on the basis of the GEM values in column 2; column 2: calculated on the basis of data in columns 3-6; see technical note 1 for details; column 3: calculated on the basis of data on
parliamentary seats from IPU (2002); columns 4 and 5: calculated on the basis of occupational data from ILO (2002e); column 6: calculated on the basis of data in columns 9 and 10 in table 22.

GEM ranks for 66 countries

1 Norway
2 Iceland
3 Sweden
4 Denmark
5 Finland
6 Netherlands
7 Canada
8 Germany
9 New Zealand

10 Australia
11 United States
12 Austria
13 Switzerland
14 Belgium
15 Spain

16 United Kingdom
17 Ireland
18 Barbados
19 Bahamas
20 Portugal
21 Trinidad and Tobago
22 Israel
23 Singapore
24 Poland
25 Slovenia
26 Costa Rica
27 Estonia
28 Czech Republic
29 Slovakia
30 Latvia
31 Italy
32 Japan

33 Croatia
34 Cyprus
35 Philippines
36 Uruguay
37 Suriname
38 Mexico
39 Peru
40 Dominican Republic
41 Greece
42 Colombia
43 Malaysia
44 Hungary
45 Belize
46 Ecuador
47 Lithuania
48 Panama
49 Chile

50 Thailand
51 Moldova, Rep. of
52 El Salvador
53 Russian Federation
54 Romania
55 Bolivia
56 Venezuela
57 Ukraine
58 Mauritius
59 Paraguay
60 Honduras
61 Korea, Rep. of
62 Maldives
63 Turkey
64 Sri Lanka
65 Egypt
66 Bangladesh

Ratio of
Female Female estimated

Gender empowerment measure
Seats in legislators, professional female to

(GEM)
parliament senior officials and technical male

held by women and managers workers earned
HDI rank Rank Value (as % of total) a (as % of total) b (as % of total) b income c
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24 Gender
inequality in
education

High human development

1 Norway .. .. .. .. 100 100 97 101 76 140
2 Sweden .. .. .. .. 100 100 100 104 74 142
3 Canada .. .. .. .. 96 100 93 98 66 130
4 Belgium .. .. .. .. 100 100 96 102 .. ..
5 Australia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

6 United States .. .. .. .. 95 100 76 73 83 116
7 Iceland .. .. .. .. 98 98 88 106 51 171
8 Netherlands .. .. .. .. 100 99 93 101 49 101
9 Japan .. .. .. .. 100 100 .. .. 40 85

10 Finland .. .. .. .. 98 100 95 101 92 122

11 Switzerland .. .. .. .. 93 99 80 93 30 75
12 France .. .. .. .. 100 100 95 102 57 125
13 United Kingdom .. .. .. .. 100 101 95 103 64 122
14 Denmark .. .. .. .. 100 100 91 103 63 134
15 Austria .. .. .. .. 90 103 .. .. 52 108

16 Luxembourg .. .. .. .. 100 102 .. .. 10 b 113 b

17 Germany .. .. .. .. 88 102 88 101 45 96
18 Ireland .. .. .. .. 100 101 78 103 50 121
19 New Zealand .. .. .. .. 100 100 .. .. .. ..
20 Italy 98.0 99 99.8 100 100 100 89 102 53 128

21 Spain 96.8 98 99.8 100 100 100 93 103 60 118
22 Israel 92.4 95 99.2 100 95 100 85 101 57 142
23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 90.2 93 99.8 101 .. .. .. .. .. ..
24 Greece 96.0 97 99.8 100 95 100 88 103 52 107
25 Singapore 88.4 92 99.8 100 .. .. .. .. .. ..

26 Cyprus 95.4 97 99.8 100 81 101 79 117 22 c 133 c

27 Korea, Rep. of 96.4 97 99.8 100 98 101 .. .. .. ..
28 Portugal 89.9 95 99.8 100 100 95 92 109 51 130
29 Slovenia 99.6 100 99.8 100 93 99 91 104 61 134
30 Malta 92.7 102 99.8 102 100 101 78 94 21 113

31 Barbados .. .. .. .. .. .. 100 105 45 228
32 Brunei Darussalam 88.1 93 99.8 101 .. .. .. .. 15 193
33 Czech Republic .. .. .. .. 90 100 81 103 27 103
34 Argentina 96.8 100 98.8 100 100 100 76 107 56 144
35 Hungary 99.2 100 99.8 100 82 101 86 102 37 124

36 Slovakia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 28 111
37 Poland 99.7 100 99.8 100 96 100 59 108 .. ..
38 Chile 95.6 100 99.1 100 87 99 72 105 32 88
39 Bahrain 82.6 91 98.6 100 98 102 85 112 32 156
40 Uruguay 98.1 101 99.5 100 93 101 76 136 45 184

41 Bahamas 96.3 102 98.3 102 87 100 100 97 .. ..
42 Estonia .. .. .. .. 95 98 83 115 56 141
43 Costa Rica 95.7 100 98.6 101 .. .. .. .. .. ..
44 Seychelles .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
45 Saint Kitts and Nevis .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

46 Kuwait 79.7 95 93.2 102 67 98 58 101 27 214
47 United Arab Emirates 79.3 106 94.4 108 82 98 73 106 .. ..
48 Croatia 97.3 98 99.8 100 77 100 82 102 33 118
49 Lithuania 99.5 100 99.8 100 93 99 86 101 50 153
50 Trinidad and Tobago 92.1 96 97.2 99 93 100 75 107 7 138

Net primary Net secondary Gross tertiary
Adult literacy Youth literacy enrolment enrolment enrolment a

Female Female Female Female Female Female
rate rate Female rate ratio ratio ratio

(% age as % of rate as % of Female as % of Female as % of Female as % of
15 and male (% age male ratio male ratio male ratio male
above) rate 15-24) rate (%) ratio (%) ratio (%) ratio

HDI rank 2000 2000 2000 2000 1998 1998 1998 1998 1998 1998

. . . AND ACHIEVING EQUALITY FOR ALL WOMEN AND MEN
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24 Gender
inequality in
education

51 Qatar 83.1 103 97.1 105 85 99 69 107 39 280
52 Antigua and Barbuda .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
53 Latvia 99.8 100 99.8 100 92 95 83 98 62 157

Medium human development

54 Mexico 89.5 96 96.5 99 100 101 56 100 18 93
55 Cuba 96.6 100 99.8 100 97 101 79 111 22 142

56 Belarus 99.4 100 99.8 100 .. .. .. .. 53 131
57 Panama 91.3 99 96.4 99 .. .. .. .. .. ..
58 Belize 93.2 100 98.7 101 99 99 43 123 .. ..
59 Malaysia 83.4 91 97.7 100 98 100 97 109 .. ..
60 Russian Federation 99.4 100 99.8 100 69 90 .. .. 65 129

61 Dominica .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
62 Bulgaria 97.9 99 99.5 100 92 98 80 98 52 153
63 Romania 97.3 98 99.7 100 94 99 76 102 .. ..
64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 68.2 75 93.1 93 .. .. 76 113 57 103
65 Macedonia, TFYR .. .. .. .. 94 98 78 97 25 128

66 Saint Lucia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
67 Mauritius 81.3 93 94.4 101 93 100 63 101 7 88
68 Colombia 91.7 100 97.6 101 .. .. .. .. .. ..
69 Venezuela 92.1 99 98.7 101 .. .. .. .. .. ..
70 Thailand 93.9 97 98.4 99 76 97 57 105 33 118

71 Saudi Arabia 66.9 81 90.3 95 57 93 .. .. 22 135
72 Fiji 90.8 96 99.1 100 100 99 76 100 .. ..
73 Brazil 85.4 100 94.3 104 96 95 .. .. 15 122
74 Suriname .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
75 Lebanon 80.3 87 93.0 96 77 97 79 109 39 102

76 Armenia 97.6 98 99.7 100 .. .. .. .. .. ..
77 Philippines 95.1 100 98.8 100 .. .. .. .. 31 128
78 Oman 61.6 77 96.3 97 65 98 58 102 .. ..
79 Kazakhstan .. .. .. .. .. .. 74 100 25 116
80 Ukraine 99.5 100 99.9 100 .. .. .. .. 46 114

81 Georgia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 36 112
82 Peru 85.3 90 95.3 97 100 99 61 98 15 34
83 Grenada .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
84 Maldives 96.8 100 99.4 101 .. .. .. .. .. ..
85 Turkey 76.5 82 94.0 95 96 92 .. .. 18 165

86 Jamaica 90.7 109 97.5 107 93 101 80 103 .. ..
87 Turkmenistan .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
88 Azerbaijan .. .. .. .. 97 101 82 102 21 89
89 Sri Lanka 89.0 94 96.6 100 100 102 .. .. .. ..
90 Paraguay 92.2 98 97.0 100 92 101 43 107 .. ..

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
92 Albania 77.0 84 96.4 97 .. .. .. .. .. ..
93 Ecuador 90.0 96 97.0 99 97 101 47 103 .. ..
94 Dominican Republic 83.6 100 91.9 102 88 101 57 118 .. ..
95 Uzbekistan 84.7 91 95.1 97 .. .. .. .. .. ..

96 China 76.3 83 96.5 97 92 102 48 92 .. ..
97 Tunisia 60.6 74 89.2 92 96 97 56 103 17 97
98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 69.3 83 91.6 95 .. .. .. .. .. ..
99 Jordan 83.9 88 99.3 100 65 102 62 107 .. ..

100 Cape Verde 65.7 78 85.0 93 100 101 .. .. .. ..

Net primary Net secondary Gross tertiary
Adult literacy Youth literacy enrolment enrolment enrolment a

Female Female Female Female Female Female
rate rate Female rate ratio ratio ratio

(% age as % of rate as % of Female as % of Female as % of Female as % of
15 and male (% age male ratio male ratio male ratio male
above) rate 15-24) rate (%) ratio (%) ratio (%) ratio

HDI rank 2000 2000 2000 2000 1998 1998 1998 1998 1998 1998
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24 Gender
inequality in
education

101 Samoa (Western) 79.0 97 87.5 101 98 102 68 110 7 93
102 Kyrgyzstan .. .. .. .. 84 99 .. .. .. ..
103 Guyana 98.1 99 99.8 100 82 93 .. .. .. ..
104 El Salvador 76.1 93 87.4 98 87 117 38 101 20 123
105 Moldova, Rep. of 98.3 99 99.8 100 .. .. .. .. .. ..

106 Algeria 57.1 75 84.2 90 92 95 59 101 .. ..
107 South Africa 84.6 98 91.3 100 100 100 .. .. 18 115
108 Syrian Arab Republic 60.5 68 78.8 83 89 92 36 92 .. ..
109 Viet Nam 91.4 96 97.2 100 95 95 50 104 9 79
110 Indonesia 82.0 89 97.1 99 .. .. .. .. .. ..

111 Equatorial Guinea 74.4 80 95.4 97 73 79 14 36 .. ..
112 Tajikistan 98.8 99 99.8 100 .. .. .. .. .. ..
113 Mongolia .. .. .. .. 87 104 59 127 32 189
114 Bolivia 79.3 86 93.7 96 97 99 .. .. .. ..
115 Egypt 43.8 66 62.7 82 89 94 .. .. .. ..

116 Honduras 74.5 100 84.6 103 .. .. .. .. .. ..
117 Gabon .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 6 55
118 Nicaragua 66.8 101 72.3 102 .. .. .. .. .. ..
119 São Tomé and Principe .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
120 Guatemala 61.2 80 72.8 85 80 94 .. .. .. ..

121 Solomon Islands .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
122 Namibia 81.2 98 93.3 104 90 108 38 148 8 115
123 Morocco 36.1 58 58.3 77 73 86 .. .. 8 75
124 India 45.4 66 64.8 81 .. .. 31 68 .. ..
125 Swaziland 78.6 97 91.2 102 78 102 32 84 5 89

126 Botswana 79.8 107 92.1 109 82 104 61 118 3 79
127 Myanmar 80.5 91 90.5 99 .. .. .. .. .. ..
128 Zimbabwe 84.7 91 95.7 97 .. .. .. .. .. ..
129 Ghana 62.9 78 88.3 94 .. .. .. .. .. ..
130 Cambodia 57.7 72 72.8 89 97 88 14 54 (.) 29

131 Vanuatu .. .. .. .. 100 98 .. .. (.) 63
132 Lesotho 93.6 129 98.5 119 64 115 19 194 3 178
133 Papua New Guinea 56.8 80 71.3 89 78 86 18 69 2 60
134 Kenya 76.0 86 94.2 98 .. .. .. .. 1 47
135 Cameroon 69.5 84 93.0 99 .. .. .. .. .. ..

136 Congo 74.4 85 96.8 99 .. .. .. .. .. ..
137 Comoros 48.7 77 51.8 79 46 85 .. .. 1 75

Low human development

138 Pakistan 27.9 48 41.9 59 .. .. .. .. .. ..
139 Sudan 46.3 67 71.5 86 42 83 .. .. 7 89
140 Bhutan .. .. .. .. 15 89 5 101 .. ..

141 Togo 42.5 59 63.7 73 78 79 14 44 1 21
142 Nepal 24.0 40 42.8 56 .. .. .. .. .. ..
143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 33.2 52 58.2 71 73 92 23 79 2 48
144 Yemen 25.2 37 45.9 55 44 58 20 40 5 29
145 Bangladesh 29.9 57 39.8 65 100 96 .. .. 3 51

146 Haiti 47.8 92 64.5 100 82 106 .. .. .. ..
147 Madagascar 59.7 81 76.6 92 63 102 13 107 2 85
148 Nigeria 55.7 77 83.8 93 .. .. .. .. .. ..
149 Djibouti 54.4 72 79.4 90 27 72 .. .. (.) 100
150 Uganda 56.8 73 72.1 84 100 100 8 85 1 53

Net primary Net secondary Gross tertiary
Adult literacy Youth literacy enrolment enrolment enrolment a

Female Female Female Female Female Female
rate rate Female rate ratio ratio ratio

(% age as % of rate as % of Female as % of Female as % of Female as % of
15 and male (% age male ratio male ratio male ratio male
above) rate 15-24) rate (%) ratio (%) ratio (%) ratio

HDI rank 2000 2000 2000 2000 1998 1998 1998 1998 1998 1998
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24 Gender
inequality in
education

151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of 66.5 79 87.9 94 49 103 3 74 (.) 26
152 Mauritania 30.1 59 40.6 71 58 94 .. .. .. ..
153 Zambia 71.5 84 85.5 94 72 98 20 85 2 46
154 Senegal 27.6 58 41.7 70 54 84 .. .. .. ..
155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the 50.2 69 74.9 85 31 95 9 58 .. ..

156 Côte d’Ivoire 38.6 71 59.7 85 51 75 .. .. 4 36
157 Eritrea 44.5 66 60.4 75 31 86 17 80 (.) 16
158 Benin 23.6 45 36.0 51 .. .. 10 46 1 25
159 Guinea .. .. .. .. 37 69 7 38 .. ..
160 Gambia 29.4 67 48.8 74 57 89 20 72 .. ..

161 Angola .. .. .. .. 53 87 .. .. 1 69
162 Rwanda 60.2 82 81.4 95 92 102 .. .. .. ..
163 Malawi 46.5 62 61.0 75 .. .. 7 96 (.) 39
164 Mali 34.4 70 60.2 83 34 70 .. .. .. ..
165 Central African Republic 34.9 58 58.8 77 43 68 .. .. 1 18

166 Chad 34.0 66 59.9 82 42 62 3 29 .. ..
167 Guinea-Bissau 23.3 43 43.4 59 .. .. .. .. .. ..
168 Ethiopia 30.9 66 48.4 79 30 73 12 63 (.) 24
169 Burkina Faso 14.1 41 23.3 51 28 68 6 59 .. ..
170 Mozambique 28.7 48 46.2 61 37 81 6 71 (.) 32

171 Burundi 40.4 72 62.0 94 34 84 .. .. 1 41
172 Niger 8.4 35 13.7 42 20 64 5 63 .. ..
173 Sierra Leone .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Developing countries 66.0 81 80.5 91 .. .. .. .. .. ..
Least developed countries 42.8 68 58.1 79 .. .. .. .. .. ..
Arab States 50.1 68 72.5 85 .. .. .. .. .. ..
East Asia and the Pacific 79.4 86 96.4 98 .. .. .. .. .. ..
Latin America and the Caribbean 87.4 98 94.4 101 .. .. .. .. .. ..
South Asia 43.8 66 61.2 79 .. .. .. .. .. ..
Sub-Saharan Africa 53.6 77 73.0 89 .. .. .. .. .. ..

Central and Eastern Europe and the CIS 98.3 99 99.4 100 .. .. .. .. .. ..
OECD .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
High-income OECD .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

High human development .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Medium human development 72.2 85 86.6 94 .. .. .. .. .. ..
Low human development 38.5 63 56.7 76 .. .. .. .. .. ..

High income .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Middle income 80.9 89 94.3 98 .. .. .. .. .. ..
Low income 52.8 74 68.8 84 .. .. .. .. .. ..

World .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

a. Tertiary enrolment is generally calculated as a gross ratio. b. The ratio is an underestimate, as many students pursue their studies in nearby countries. c. Excludes Turkish institutions. 
Source: Columns 1 and 3: UNESCO 2002a; column 2: calculated on the basis of data on adult literacy rates from UNESCO (2002a); column 4: calculated on the basis of data on youth literacy rates from UNESCO
(2002a); columns 5 and 7: UNESCO 2002c; column 6: calculated on the basis of data on net primary enrolment ratios from UNESCO (2002c); column 8: calculated on the basis of data on net secondary enrolment
ratios from UNESCO (2002c); column 9: UNESCO 2002b; column 10: calculated on the basis of data on gross tertiary enrolment ratios from UNESCO (2002b).

Net primary Net secondary Gross tertiary
Adult literacy Youth literacy enrolment enrolment enrolment a

Female Female Female Female Female Female
rate rate Female rate ratio ratio ratio

(% age as % of rate as % of Female as % of Female as % of Female as % of
15 and male (% age male ratio male ratio male ratio male
above) rate 15-24) rate (%) ratio (%) ratio (%) ratio

HDI rank 2000 2000 2000 2000 1998 1998 1998 1998 1998 1998
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25 Gender
inequality 
in economic
activity

High human development

1 Norway 59.1 108 84 2 6 9 33 88 61 62 38
2 Sweden 62.5 101 89 1 4 12 38 87 59 64 36
3 Canada 60.1 104 82 2 5 11 32 86 63 69 31
4 Belgium 39.7 105 66 2 3 13 37 86 60 85 15
5 Australia 55.8 107 77 3 6 10 31 86 63 59 41

6 United States 58.8 106 81 1 4 12 32 86 64 62 38
7 Iceland 66.6 101 83 5 12 15 34 80 53 67 33
8 Netherlands 45.4 105 66 2 4 9 31 84 63 78 22
9 Japan 50.8 103 67 6 5 22 38 72 57 82 19

10 Finland 57.0 99 86 4 8 14 40 82 52 47 53

11 Switzerland 50.7 103 66 4 5 13 36 83 59 .. ..
12 France 48.5 106 76 1 2 13 35 86 63 .. ..
13 United Kingdom 52.8 105 74 1 2 12 36 87 61 65 35
14 Denmark 61.7 100 84 2 5 15 37 83 58 .. ..
15 Austria 43.9 102 65 7 6 14 43 79 52 67 33

16 Luxembourg 37.9 104 57 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
17 Germany 47.9 100 69 2 3 19 46 79 50 75 25
18 Ireland 37.1 115 52 2 12 15 38 82 50 56 44
19 New Zealand 57.2 108 79 6 11 12 32 81 56 68 32
20 Italy 38.3 106 58 4 6 21 39 74 55 55 45

21 Spain 37.5 111 56 5 8 14 41 81 51 64 36
22 Israel 48.4 113 67 1 3 12 35 86 61 77 23
23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 50.7 104 65 (.) (.) 12 28 88 71 .. ..
24 Greece 38.0 107 58 20 16 12 29 67 54 69 31
25 Singapore 50.1 99 64 (.) (.) 23 33 77 67 70 30

26 Cyprus 49.0 102 62 10 11 18 30 71 58 87 13
27 Korea, Rep. of 53.2 110 70 12 10 19 34 68 56 88 12
28 Portugal 51.2 104 71 14 11 24 44 62 44 66 34
29 Slovenia 54.6 98 80 11 11 28 46 61 42 58 40
30 Malta 25.8 111 37 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

31 Barbados 61.7 106 79 3 5 11 30 85 64 .. ..
32 Brunei Darussalam 50.0 111 62 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
33 Czech Republic 61.2 100 83 4 6 28 49 69 48 78 22
34 Argentina 35.6 122 46 (.) 1 10 34 89 64 64 36
35 Hungary 48.5 102 71 4 9 25 42 71 48 67 33

36 Slovakia 62.7 99 84 5 10 26 49 69 42 70 33
37 Poland 57.1 100 80 19 19 21 41 60 39 60 40
38 Chile 37.6 118 49 5 19 14 31 82 49 .. ..
39 Bahrain 33.5 118 39 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
40 Uruguay 48.0 108 66 1 6 14 34 85 61 .. ..

41 Bahamas 66.6 103 83 1 6 5 24 93 69 .. ..
42 Estonia 61.0 96 82 7 11 22 40 70 49 59 41
43 Costa Rica 37.1 112 46 4 22 17 27 79 51 41 59
44 Saint Kitts and Nevis .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
45 Kuwait 36.6 97 48 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

46 United Arab Emirates 31.7 108 37 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
47 Seychelles .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
48 Croatia 48.7 102 73 17 16 22 38 60 46 76 24
49 Lithuania 57.8 97 80 16 24 40 33 63 43 61 39
50 Trinidad and Tobago 44.1 113 59 3 11 13 37 83 52 70 30

Employment by economic activity Contributing family
Female economic activity rate (%) workers

(age 15 and above) Female Male
Rate Index As % of Agriculture Industry Services (as % of (as % of
(%) (1990 = 100) male rate Female Male Female Male Female Male total) total)

HDI rank 2000 2000 2000 1995-2001a 1995-2001a 1995-2001a 1995-2001a 1995-2001a 1995-2001a 1995-2000a 1995-2000a

. . . AND ACHIEVING EQUALITY FOR ALL WOMEN AND MEN
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51 Qatar 41.0 124 45 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
52 Antigua and Barbuda .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
53 Latvia 60.0 95 80 14 17 18 35 69 49 52 48

Medium human development

54 Mexico 39.4 116 47 7 23 22 29 71 47 49 51
55 Cuba 49.5 117 65 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

56 Belarus 59.3 98 82 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
57 Panama 43.3 112 55 2 25 10 22 88 52 27 73
58 Belize 27.1 113 32 6 37 12 19 81 44 .. ..
59 Malaysia 48.4 108 61 13 21 29 33 58 46 .. ..
60 Russian Federation 59.3 99 82 8 15 23 36 69 49 41 58

61 Dominica .. .. .. 14 31 10 24 72 40 .. ..
62 Bulgaria 56.8 95 86 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
63 Romania 50.7 98 76 45 39 22 32 33 29 71 29
64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 25.0 122 33 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
65 Macedonia, TFYR 49.7 103 72 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

66 Saint Lucia .. .. .. 16 27 14 24 70 49 .. ..
67 Mauritius 37.9 109 48 13 15 43 39 45 46 54 46
68 Colombia 48.1 113 60 0 2 20 30 80 68 69 31
69 Venezuela 43.1 114 53 2 16 13 29 85 55 .. ..
70 Thailand 73.3 98 85 47 50 17 20 36 31 66 34

71 Saudi Arabia 21.2 142 27 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
72 Fiji 37.0 140 45 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
73 Brazil 43.8 98 52 19 26 10 27 71 47 .. ..
74 Suriname 36.0 121 48 3 7 10 32 86 56 .. ..
75 Lebanon 29.6 122 39 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

76 Armenia 62.4 100 88 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
77 Philippines 49.5 106 61 27 47 12 18 61 36 .. ..
78 Oman 19.2 151 25 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
79 Kazakhstan 61.1 101 81 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
80 Ukraine 55.6 98 80 .. .. .. .. .. .. 64 36

81 Georgia 55.7 100 78 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
82 Peru 34.5 117 43 3 8 11 25 86 67 62 38
83 Grenada .. .. .. 10 16 12 32 77 46 .. ..
84 Maldives 65.4 100 80 .. .. .. .. .. .. 57 43
85 Turkey 49.9 114 61 72 34 10 25 18 41 .. ..

86 Jamaica 67.1 101 85 10 30 9 26 81 45 66 34
87 Turkmenistan 62.1 105 81 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
88 Azerbaijan 54.6 105 75 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
89 Sri Lanka 42.9 107 55 49 38 22 23 27 37 56 44
90 Paraguay 36.8 109 43 3 7 10 31 87 62 .. ..

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
92 Albania 59.7 103 73 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
93 Ecuador 32.7 118 39 2 10 14 26 84 63 63 37
94 Dominican Republic 40.0 117 47 3 24 20 27 77 48 23 77
95 Uzbekistan 62.3 105 85 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

96 China 72.7 99 86 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
97 Tunisia 36.9 112 47 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 29.0 134 37 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
99 Jordan 26.6 157 34 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

100 Cape Verde 46.1 108 53 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
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101 Samoa (Western) .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
102 Kyrgyzstan 60.8 104 84 53 52 8 14 38 34 .. ..
103 Guyana 40.7 113 49 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
104 El Salvador 45.8 123 54 6 37 25 24 69 38 42 58
105 Moldova, Rep. of 60.4 99 84 .. .. .. .. .. .. 62 38

106 Algeria 29.5 154 39 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
107 South Africa 47.2 101 59 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
108 Syrian Arab Republic 28.6 121 37 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
109 Viet Nam 73.8 97 91 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
110 Indonesia 55.2 110 67 42 41 16 21 42 39 .. ..

111 Equatorial Guinea 45.7 101 52 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
112 Tajikistan 57.6 111 79 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
113 Mongolia 73.5 102 88 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
114 Bolivia 48.0 106 58 2 2 16 40 82 58 63 37
115 Egypt 35.0 115 44 35 28 9 25 56 46 36 64

116 Honduras 40.3 119 47 9 50 25 21 66 30 40 60
117 Gabon 63.2 101 76 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
118 Nicaragua 47.2 117 56 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
119 São Tomé and Principe .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
120 Guatemala 36.0 128 42 14 36 18 26 68 38 .. ..

121 Solomon Islands 81.2 97 92 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
122 Namibia 53.7 101 67 39 38 8 19 52 42 .. ..
123 Morocco 41.4 107 52 6 6 40 32 54 63 .. ..
124 India 42.1 104 50 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
125 Swaziland 41.5 106 52 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

126 Botswana 63.0 96 77 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
127 Myanmar 65.8 100 75 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
128 Zimbabwe 65.3 98 78 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
129 Ghana 80.1 98 98 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
130 Cambodia 80.4 98 97 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

131 Vanuatu .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
132 Lesotho 47.4 102 56 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
133 Papua New Guinea 67.6 100 79 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
134 Kenya 74.7 100 85 16 20 10 23 75 57 .. ..
135 Cameroon 49.3 104 58 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

136 Congo 58.4 100 71 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
137 Comoros 62.5 99 73 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Low human development

138 Pakistan 35.3 124 42 66 41 10 20 23 39 39 61
139 Sudan 34.8 113 41 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
140 Bhutan 57.1 100 65 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

141 Togo 53.4 101 62 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
142 Nepal 56.7 101 66 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 74.4 101 84 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
144 Yemen 30.5 108 37 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
145 Bangladesh 66.3 101 76 78 54 8 11 11 34 74 26

146 Haiti 56.0 97 70 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
147 Madagascar 69.1 99 78 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
148 Nigeria 47.6 102 56 2 4 11 30 87 66 .. ..
149 Djibouti .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
150 Uganda 79.5 98 88 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
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activity

151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of 81.8 98 93 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
152 Mauritania 63.4 98 74 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
153 Zambia 64.2 98 75 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
154 Senegal 61.6 101 72 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the 60.6 98 72 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

156 Côte d’Ivoire 43.9 102 51 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
157 Eritrea 74.7 99 87 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
158 Benin 73.6 96 90 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
159 Guinea 77.3 98 89 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
160 Gambia 69.7 101 78 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

161 Angola 72.8 98 82 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
162 Rwanda 82.6 99 89 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
163 Malawi 77.9 98 90 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
164 Mali 70.1 97 79 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
165 Central African Republic 67.6 97 79 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

166 Chad 67.2 101 77 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
167 Guinea-Bissau 57.0 100 63 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
168 Ethiopia 57.3 99 67 88 89 2 2 11 9 .. ..
169 Burkina Faso 75.0 97 85 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
170 Mozambique 82.8 99 92 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

171 Burundi 82.0 99 89 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
172 Niger 69.4 99 75 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
173 Sierra Leone 44.6 105 54 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Developing countries 55.8 101 67 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Least developed countries 64.8 100 75 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Arab States 32.9 117 41 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
East Asia and the Pacific 68.9 99 82 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Latin America and the Caribbean 42.0 108 51 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
South Asia 43.3 106 51 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Sub-Saharan Africa 62.3 99 73 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Central and Eastern Europe and the CIS 57.8 99 81 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
OECD 51.1 105 70 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
High-income OECD 51.7 105 73 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

High human development 51.3 105 72 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Medium human development 56.3 101 68 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Low human development 56.9 102 66 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

High income 51.6 105 73 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Middle income 59.5 100 73 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Low income 51.6 103 61 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

World 55.3 102 68 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Note: As a result of a number of limitations in the data, comparisons of labour statistics over time and across countries should be made with caution. For detailed notes on the data see ILO (2002b, 2002d and
2002e). The percentage shares of employment by economic activity may not sum to 100 because of rounding or the omission of activities not classified.
a. Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified.
Source: Columns 1-3: calculated on the basis of data on the economically active population and total population from ILO (2002b); columns 4-9: ILO 2002d; columns 10 and 11: calculated on the basis of data
on contributing family workers from ILO (2002e).
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26 Gender, work
burden and time
allocation

Selected developing countries

Urban areas
Colombia 1983 399 356 112 49 51 24 77 76 23
Indonesia 1992 398 366 109 60 40 35 86 65 14
Kenya 1986 590 572 103 46 54 41 79 59 21
Nepal 1978 579 554 105 58 42 25 67 75 33
Venezuela 1983 440 416 106 59 41 30 87 70 13

Average a – 481 453 107 54 46 31 79 69 21

Rural areas
Bangladesh 1990 545 496 110 52 48 35 70 65 30
Guatemala 1977 678 579 117 59 41 37 84 63 16
Kenya 1988 676 500 135 56 44 42 76 58 24
Nepal 1978 641 547 117 56 44 46 67 54 33
Highlands 1978 692 586 118 59 41 52 66 48 34
Mountains 1978 649 534 122 56 44 48 65 52 35
Rural hills 1978 583 520 112 52 48 37 70 63 30

Philippines 1975-77 546 452 121 73 27 29 84 71 16

Average a – 617 515 120 59 41 38 76 62 24

National b

India 2000 457 391 117 61 39 35 92 65 8
Mongolia 2000 545 501 109 61 39 49 75 51 25
South Africa 2000 332 273 122 51 49 35 70 65 30

Average a – 445 388 116 58 42 40 79 60 21

Selected OECD countries c

Australia  1997 435 418 104 46 54 30 62 70 38
Austria d 1992 438 393 111 49 51 31 71 69 29
Canada   1998 420 429 98 53 47 41 65 59 35
Denmark d 1987 449 458 98 68 32 58 79 42 21
Finland d 1987-88 430 410 105 51 49 39 64 61 36

France   1999 391 363 108 46 54 33 60 67 40
Germany d 1991-92 440 441 100 44 56 30 61 70 39
Hungary   1999 432 445 97 51 49 41 60 59 40
Israel d 1991-92 375 377 99 51 49 29 74 71 26
Italy d 1988-89 470 367 128 45 55 22 77 78 23

Japan   1996 393 363 108 66 34 43 93 57 7
Korea, Rep. of  1999 431 373 116 64 36 45 88 55 12
Latvia   1996 535 481 111 46 54 35 58 65 42
Netherlands   1995 308 315 98 48 52 27 69 73 31
New Zealand   1999 420 417 101 46 54 32 60 68 40

Norway d 1990-91 445 412 108 50 50 38 64 62 36
United Kingdom d 1985 413 411 100 51 49 37 68 63 32
United States d 1985 453 428 106 50 50 37 63 63 37

Average e – 423 403 105 52 48 37 69 64 31

Note: Data are estimates based on time use surveys available in time for publication. Time use data are also being collected in other countries, including Benin, Chad, Cuba, the Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Guatemala,
the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Mali, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Oman, the Philippines, Thailand and Viet Nam. Market activities refer to market-oriented production activities as defined
by the 1993 revised UN System of National Accounts; surveys before 1993 are not strictly comparable with those for later years.
a. Refers to the unweighted average for the countries or areas shown above. b. Classifications of market and non-market activities are not strictly based on the 1993 revised UN System of National Accounts, so com-
parisons between countries and areas must be made with caution. c. Includes Israel and Latvia although they are not OECD countries. d. Harvey 1995. e. Refers to the unweighted average for the selected OECD
countries above (that is, excluding Israel and Latvia).
Source: For urban and rural areas in selected developing countries, Goldschmidt-Clermont and Pagnossin Aligisakis (1995) and Harvey (1995); for national studies in selected developing countries, UN (2002a); for
selected OECD countries and Latvia, unless otherwise noted, Harvey (2001).

Time allocation
Burden of work (%)

Total work time Total work time Market Non-market
(minutes per day) Females as Market Non-market activities activities

Year Females Males % of males activities activities Females Males Females Males
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27 Women’s 
political
participation

High human development

1 Norway 1907, 1913 1907, 1913 1911 A 42.1 36.4 –
2 Sweden 1861, 1921 1907, 1921 1921 E 55.0 42.7 –
3 Canada 1917, 1950 1920, 1960 1921 E 24.3 20.6 32.4
4 Belgium 1919, 1948 1921, 1948 1921 A 18.5 23.3 28.2
5 Australia 1902, 1962 1902, 1962 1943 E 19.5 25.3 28.9

6 United States 1920, 1960 1788 d 1917 E 31.8 14.0 13.0
7 Iceland 1915 1915 1922 E 33.3 34.9 –
8 Netherlands 1919 1917 1918 E 31.0 36.0 26.7
9 Japan 1945, 1947 1945, 1947 1946 E 5.7 7.3 15.4

10 Finland 1906 1906 1907 E 44.4 36.5 –

11 Switzerland 1971 1971 1971 E 28.6 23.0 19.6
12 France 1944 1944 1945 E 37.9 10.9 10.9
13 United Kingdom 1918, 1928 1918, 1928 1918 E 33.3 17.9 16.4
14 Denmark 1915 1915 1918 E 45.0 38.0 –
15 Austria 1918 1918 1919 E 31.3 26.8 20.3

16 Luxembourg 1919 1919 1919 E 28.6 16.7 –
17 Germany 1918 1918 1919 E 35.7 31.7 24.6
18 Ireland 1918, 1928 1918, 1928 1918 E 18.8 12.0 18.3
19 New Zealand 1893 1919 1933 E 44.0 30.8 –
20 Italy 1945 1945 1946 E 17.6 9.8 7.8

21 Spain 1931 1931 1931 E 17.6 28.3 24.3
22 Israel 1948 1948 1949 E 6.1 13.3 –
23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) .. .. .. .. .. ..
24 Greece 1927, 1952 1927, 1952 1952 E 7.1 8.7 –
25 Singapore 1947 1947 1963 E 5.7 11.8 –

26 Cyprus 1960 1960 1963 E .. 10.7 –
27 Korea, Rep. of 1948 1948 1948 E 6.5 5.9 –
28 Portugal 1931, 1976 1931, 1976 1934 E + A 9.7 18.7 –
29 Slovenia 1945 1945 1992 E e 15.0 12.2 –
30 Malta 1947 1947 1966 E 5.3 9.2 –

31 Barbados 1950 1950 1966 A 14.3 10.7 33.3
32 Brunei Darussalam – f – f – f 0.0 – f – f

33 Czech Republic 1920 1920 1992 E e .. 15.0 12.3
34 Argentina 1947 1947 1951 E 7.3 30.7 33.3
35 Hungary 1918 1918 1920 E 35.9 8.3 –

36 Slovakia 1920 1920 1992 E e 19.0 14.0 –
37 Poland 1918 1918 1919 E 18.7 20.2 23.0
38 Chile 1931, 1949 1931, 1949 1951 E 25.6 12.5 4.1
39 Bahrain 1973 g 1973 – h .. – h – h

40 Uruguay 1932 1932 1942 E .. 12.1 9.7

41 Bahamas 1961, 1964 1961, 1964 1977 A 16.7 15.0 31.3
42 Estonia 1918 1918 1919 E 14.3 17.8 –
43 Costa Rica 1949 1949 1953 E 28.6 19.3 i –
44 Saint Kitts and Nevis 1951 1951 1984 E 0.0 13.3 –
45 Kuwait – f – f – f 0.0 0.0 –

46 United Arab Emirates – f – f – f .. 0.0 –
47 Seychelles 1948 1948 1976 E + A 23.1 23.5 –
48 Croatia 1945 1945 1992 E e 16.2 20.5 6.2
49 Lithuania 1921 1921 1920 E 18.9 10.6 –
50 Trinidad and Tobago 1946 1946 1962 E + A 8.7 16.7 32.3 i

Seats in parliament held by women

Year Women in (as % of total) c

first woman government at Lower
Year women received right a

elected (E) or ministerial level house Upper
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. . . AND ACHIEVING EQUALITY FOR ALL WOMEN AND MEN



240 HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2002

27 Women’s
political
participation

51 Qatar – f – f – f 0.0 – f – f

52 Antigua and Barbuda 1951 1951 1984 A 0.0 5.3 11.8
53 Latvia 1918 1918 .. 6.7 17.0 –

Medium human development

54 Mexico 1947 1953 1952 A 11.1 16.0 15.6
55 Cuba 1934 1934 1940 E 10.7 27.6 –

56 Belarus 1919 1919 1990 E e 25.7 10.3 31.1
57 Panama 1941, 1946 1941, 1946 1946 E 20.0 9.9 –
58 Belize 1954 1954 1984 E + A 11.1 6.9 37.5
59 Malaysia 1957 1957 1959 E .. 10.4 26.1
60 Russian Federation 1918 1918 1993 E e .. 7.6 3.4

61 Dominica 1951 1951 1980 E 0.0 18.8 –
62 Bulgaria 1944 1944 1945 E 18.8 26.2 –
63 Romania 1929, 1946 1929, 1946 1946 E 20.0 10.7 5.7
64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 1964 1964 .. 12.5 .. –
65 Macedonia, TFYR 1946 1946 1990 E e 10.9 6.7 –

66 Saint Lucia 1924 1924 1979 A 18.2 11.1 18.2
67 Mauritius 1956 1956 1976 E 9.1 5.7 –
68 Colombia 1954 1954 1954 A 47.4 11.8 12.7
69 Venezuela 1946 1946 1948 E 0.0 9.7 –
70 Thailand 1932 1932 1948 A 5.7 9.2 10.5

71 Saudi Arabia – f – f – f .. – f – f

72 Fiji 1963 1963 1970 A 20.7 5.7 ..
73 Brazil 1934 1934 1933 E 0.0 6.8 6.3
74 Suriname 1948 1948 1975 E .. 17.6 –
75 Lebanon 1952 1952 1991 A 0.0 2.3 –

76 Armenia 1921 1921 1990 E e .. 3.1 –
77 Philippines 1937 1937 1941 E .. 17.8 12.5
78 Oman – f – f – f .. – f – f

79 Kazakhstan 1924, 1993 1924, 1993 1990 E e 17.5 10.4 12.8
80 Ukraine 1919 1919 1990 E e .. 7.8 –

81 Georgia 1918, 1921 1918, 1921 1992 E e 9.7 7.2 –
82 Peru 1955 1955 1956 E 16.2 17.5 –
83 Grenada 1951 1951 1976 E + A 25.0 26.7 7.7
84 Maldives 1932 1932 1979 E .. 6.0 –
85 Turkey 1930 1934 1935 A 0.0 4.2 –

86 Jamaica 1944 1944 1944 E 12.5 13.3 23.8
87 Turkmenistan 1927 1927 1990 E e .. 26.0 –
88 Azerbaijan 1921 1921 1990 E e 2.6 10.5 –
89 Sri Lanka 1931 1931 1947 E .. 4.4 –
90 Paraguay 1961 1961 1963 E .. 2.5 17.8

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines 1951 1951 1979 E 0.0 23.0 –
92 Albania 1920 1920 1945 E 15.0 5.7 –
93 Ecuador 1929, 1967 1929, 1967 1956 E 20.0 14.6 –
94 Dominican Republic 1942 1942 1942 E .. 16.1 6.7
95 Uzbekistan 1938 1938 1990 E e 4.4 7.2 –

96 China 1949 1949 1954 E 5.1 21.8 –
97 Tunisia 1957, 1959 1957, 1959 1959 E 10.0 11.5 –
98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 1963 1963 1963 E + A 9.4 3.4 –
99 Jordan 1974 1974 1989 A 0.0 1.3 7.5

100 Cape Verde 1975 1975 1975 E 35.0 11.1 –

Seats in parliament held by women

Year Women in (as % of total) c

first woman government at Lower
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101 Samoa (Western) 1990 1990 1976 A 7.7 6.1 –
102 Kyrgyzstan 1918 1918 1990 E e .. 10.0 2.2
103 Guyana 1953 1945 1968 E .. 20.0 –
104 El Salvador 1939 1961 1961 E 15.4 9.5 –
105 Moldova, Rep. of 1978, 1993 1978, 1993 1990 E .. 12.9 –

106 Algeria 1962 1962 1962 A 0.0 3.4 5.6
107 South Africa 1930, 1994 1930, 1994 1933 E 38.1 29.8 31.5 j

108 Syrian Arab Republic 1949, 1953 1953 1973 E 11.1 10.4 –
109 Viet Nam 1946 1946 1976 E .. 26.0 –
110 Indonesia 1945 1945 1950 A 5.9 8.0 –

111 Equatorial Guinea 1963 1963 1968 E .. 5.0 –
112 Tajikistan 1924 1924 1990 E e .. 12.7 11.8
113 Mongolia 1924 1924 1951 E 10.0 10.5 –
114 Bolivia 1938, 1952 1938, 1952 1966 E .. 11.5 3.7
115 Egypt 1956 1956 1957 E 6.1 2.4 –

116 Honduras 1955 1955 1957 k 33.3 5.5 –
117 Gabon 1956 1956 1961 E 12.1 9.2 13.2
118 Nicaragua 1955 1955 1972 E 23.1 20.7 –
119 São Tomé and Principe 1975 1975 1975 E .. 9.1 –
120 Guatemala 1946 1946 1956 E 7.1 8.8 –

121 Solomon Islands 1974 1974 1993 E .. 0.0 –
122 Namibia 1989 1989 1989 E 16.3 25.0 7.7
123 Morocco 1963 1963 1993 E 4.9 0.6 0.4
124 India 1950 1950 1952 E 10.1 8.8 9.1
125 Swaziland 1968 1968 1972 E + A 12.5 3.1 13.3

126 Botswana 1965 1965 1979 E 26.7 17.0 –
127 Myanmar 1935 1946 1947 E .. – l – l

128 Zimbabwe 1957 1978 1980 E + A 36.0 10.0 –
129 Ghana 1954 1954 1960 A k 8.6 9.0 –
130 Cambodia 1955 1955 1958 E 7.1 7.4 13.1

131 Vanuatu 1975, 1980 1975, 1980 1987 E .. 0.0 –
132 Lesotho 1965 1965 1965 A .. 3.8 27.3
133 Papua New Guinea 1964 1963 1977 E 0.0 1.8 –
134 Kenya 1919, 1963 1919, 1963 1969 E + A 1.4 3.6 –
135 Cameroon 1946 1946 1960 E 5.8 5.6 –

136 Congo 1963 1963 1963 E .. 12.0 –
137 Comoros 1956 1956 1993 E .. – m – m

Low human development

138 Pakistan 1947 1947 1973 E .. – m – m

139 Sudan 1964 1964 1964 E 5.1 9.7 –
140 Bhutan 1953 1953 1975 E .. 9.3 –

141 Togo 1945 1945 1961 E 7.4 4.9 –
142 Nepal 1951 1951 1952 A 14.8 5.9 15.0 i

143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 1958 1958 1958 E 10.2 21.2 i –
144 Yemen 1967 n 1967 n 1990 E k .. 0.7 –
145 Bangladesh 1972 1972 1973 E 9.5 2.0 –

146 Haiti 1950 1950 1961 E 18.2 3.6 25.9
147 Madagascar 1959 1959 1965 E 12.5 8.0 ..
148 Nigeria 1958 1958 .. 22.6 3.4 2.8
149 Djibouti 1946 1986 – o 5.0 0.0 –
150 Uganda 1962 1962 1962 A 27.1 24.7 –

Seats in parliament held by women

Year Women in (as % of total) c
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151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of 1959 1959 .. .. 22.3 –
152 Mauritania 1961 1961 1975 E 13.6 3.8 i 1.8
153 Zambia 1962 1962 1964 E + A 6.2 12.0 –
154 Senegal 1945 1945 1963 E 15.6 19.2 –
155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the 1967 1970 1970 E .. – m – m

156 Côte d’Ivoire 1952 1952 1965 E 9.1 8.5 –
157 Eritrea 1955 1955 1994 E 11.8 14.7 –
158 Benin 1956 1956 1979 E 10.5 6.0 –
159 Guinea 1958 1958 1963 E 11.1 8.8 –
160 Gambia 1960 1960 1982 E 30.8 2.0 i –

161 Angola 1975 1975 1980 E 14.7 15.5 –
162 Rwanda 1961 1961 1965 k 13.0 25.7 –
163 Malawi 1961 1961 1964 E 11.8 9.3 –
164 Mali 1956 1956 1964 E 33.3 12.2 –
165 Central African Republic 1986 1986 1987 E .. 7.3 –

166 Chad 1958 1958 1962 E .. 2.4 –
167 Guinea-Bissau 1977 1977 1972 A 8.3 7.8 –
168 Ethiopia 1955 1955 1957 E 22.2 7.7 8.3
169 Burkina Faso 1958 1958 1978 E 8.6 8.1 13.0
170 Mozambique 1975 1975 1977 E .. 30.0 –

171 Burundi 1961 1961 1982 E 4.5 19.5 ..
172 Niger 1948 1948 1989 E 10.0 1.2 –
173 Sierra Leone 1961 1961 .. 8.1 8.8 –

a. Data refer to the year in which the right to vote or stand for election on a universal and equal basis was recognized. Where two years are shown, the first refers to the first partial recognition of the right to vote
or stand for election. b. Data were provided by states based on their definition of national executive and may therefore include women serving as ministers and vice ministers and those holding other ministerial
positions, including parliamentary secretaries. c. Data are as of 18 March 2002. d. No information is available on the year all women received the right to stand for election. However, the constitution does not
mention gender with regard to this right. e. Refers to the year women were elected to the current parliamentary system. f. Women’s right to vote and to stand for election has not been recognized. Brunei Darus-
salam, Oman, Qatar and Saudi Arabia have never had a parliament. g. According to the constitution in force (1973), all citizens are equal before the law; however, women were not able to exercise electoral rights
in the only legislative elections held in Bahrain, in 1973. Women were allowed to vote in the referendum of 14-15 February 2001, however, which approved the National Action Charter. h. The first legislature of
Bahrain was dissolved by decree of the emir on 26 August 1975. i. Information for the most recent elections was not available in time for publication; data refer to previous elections. j. Calculated on the basis of
the 54 permanent seats (that is, excluding the 36 special rotating delegates appointed on an ad hoc basis). k. No information or confirmation available. l. The parliament elected in 1990 has never been convened
nor authorized to sit, and many of its members were detained or forced into exile. m. Parliament has been dissolved or suspended for an indefinite period. n. Refers to the former People’s Democratic Republic of
Yemen. o. The country has not yet elected or appointed a woman to the national parliament.
Source: Columns 1-3: IPU 1995 and 2001b; column 4: IPU 2001a; columns 5 and 6: calculated on the basis of data on parliamentary seats from IPU (2002).
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28 Status of major
international
human rights 
instruments

High human development

1 Norway ● ● ● ● ● ●

2 Sweden ● ● ● ● ● ●

3 Canada ● ● ● ● ● ●

4 Belgium ● ● ● ● ● ●

5 Australia ● ● ● ● ● ●

6 United States ● ● ●● ●● ● ●●

7 Iceland ● ● ● ● ● ●

8 Netherlands ● ● ● ● ● ●

9 Japan ● ● ● ● ● ●

10 Finland ● ● ● ● ● ●

11 Switzerland ● ● ● ● ● ●

12 France ● ● ● ● ● ●

13 United Kingdom ● ● ● ● ● ●

14 Denmark ● ● ● ● ● ●

15 Austria ● ● ● ● ● ●

16 Luxembourg ● ● ● ● ● ●

17 Germany ● ● ● ● ● ●

18 Ireland ● ● ● ● ●● ●

19 New Zealand ● ● ● ● ● ●

20 Italy ● ● ● ● ● ●

21 Spain ● ● ● ● ● ●

22 Israel ● ● ● ● ● ●

23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) – – – – – –
24 Greece ● ● ● ● ● ●

25 Singapore ● ●

26 Cyprus ● ● ● ● ● ●

27 Korea, Rep. of ● ● ● ● ● ●

28 Portugal ● ● ● ● ● ●

29 Slovenia ● ● ● ● ● ●

30 Malta ● ● ● ● ● ●

31 Barbados ● ● ● ● ●

32 Brunei Darussalam ●

33 Czech Republic ● ● ● ● ● ●

34 Argentina ● ● ● ● ● ●

35 Hungary ● ● ● ● ● ●

36 Slovakia ● ● ● ● ● ●

37 Poland ● ● ● ● ● ●

38 Chile ● ● ● ● ● ●

39 Bahrain ● ● ●

40 Uruguay ● ● ● ● ● ●

41 Bahamas ● ● ●

42 Estonia ● ● ● ● ● ●

43 Costa Rica ● ● ● ● ● ●

44 Saint Kitts and Nevis ● ●

45 Kuwait ● ● ● ● ● ●

46 United Arab Emirates ● ●

47 Seychelles ● ● ● ● ● ●

48 Croatia ● ● ● ● ● ●

49 Lithuania ● ● ● ● ● ●

50 Trinidad and Tobago ● ● ● ● ●

Convention
International Convention on Against
Convention International the Elimination Torture and

on the International Covenant on of All Other Cruel,
Elimination Covenant on Economic, Forms of Inhuman or
of All Forms Civil and Social and Discrimination Degrading Convention

of Racial Political Cultural Against Treatment or on the Rights 
Discrimination Rights Rights Women Punishment of the Child

HDI rank 1965 1966 1966 1979 1984 1989

HUMAN AND LABOUR RIGHTS INSTRUMENTS
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51 Qatar ● ● ●

52 Antigua and Barbuda ● ● ● ●

53 Latvia ● ● ● ● ● ●

Medium human development

54 Mexico ● ● ● ● ● ●

55 Cuba ● ● ● ●

56 Belarus ● ● ● ● ● ●

57 Panama ● ● ● ● ● ●

58 Belize ● ● ●● ● ● ●

59 Malaysia ● ●

60 Russian Federation ● ● ● ● ● ●

61 Dominica ● ● ● ●

62 Bulgaria ● ● ● ● ● ●

63 Romania ● ● ● ● ● ●

64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya ● ● ● ● ● ●

65 Macedonia, TFYR ● ● ● ● ● ●

66 Saint Lucia ● ● ●

67 Mauritius ● ● ● ● ● ●

68 Colombia ● ● ● ● ● ●

69 Venezuela ● ● ● ● ● ●

70 Thailand ● ● ● ●

71 Saudi Arabia ● ● ● ●

72 Fiji ● ● ●

73 Brazil ● ● ● ● ● ●

74 Suriname ● ● ● ● ●

75 Lebanon ● ● ● ● ● ●

76 Armenia ● ● ● ● ● ●

77 Philippines ● ● ● ● ● ●

78 Oman ●

79 Kazakhstan ● ● ● ●

80 Ukraine ● ● ● ● ● ●

81 Georgia ● ● ● ● ● ●

82 Peru ● ● ● ● ● ●

83 Grenada ●● ● ● ● ●

84 Maldives ● ● ●

85 Turkey ●● ●● ●● ● ● ●

86 Jamaica ● ● ● ● ●

87 Turkmenistan ● ● ● ● ● ●

88 Azerbaijan ● ● ● ● ● ●

89 Sri Lanka ● ● ● ● ● ●

90 Paraguay ●● ● ● ● ● ●

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines ● ● ● ● ● ●

92 Albania ● ● ● ● ● ●

93 Ecuador ● ● ● ● ● ●

94 Dominican Republic ● ● ● ● ●● ●

95 Uzbekistan ● ● ● ● ● ●

96 China ● ●● ● ● ● ●

97 Tunisia ● ● ● ● ● ●

98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of ● ● ● ●

99 Jordan ● ● ● ● ● ●

100 Cape Verde ● ● ● ● ● ●

28 Status of major
international
human rights 
instruments

Convention
International Convention on Against
Convention International the Elimination Torture and

on the International Covenant on of All Other Cruel,
Elimination Covenant on Economic, Forms of Inhuman or
of All Forms Civil and Social and Discrimination Degrading Convention

of Racial Political Cultural Against Treatment or on the Rights 
Discrimination Rights Rights Women Punishment of the Child
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101 Samoa (Western) ● ●

102 Kyrgyzstan ● ● ● ● ● ●

103 Guyana ● ● ● ● ● ●

104 El Salvador ● ● ● ● ● ●

105 Moldova, Rep. of ● ● ● ● ● ●

106 Algeria ● ● ● ● ● ●

107 South Africa ● ● ●● ● ● ●

108 Syrian Arab Republic ● ● ● ●

109 Viet Nam ● ● ● ● ●

110 Indonesia ● ● ● ●

111 Equatorial Guinea ● ● ● ●

112 Tajikistan ● ● ● ● ● ●

113 Mongolia ● ● ● ● ● ●

114 Bolivia ● ● ● ● ● ●

115 Egypt ● ● ● ● ● ●

116 Honduras ● ● ● ● ●

117 Gabon ● ● ● ● ● ●

118 Nicaragua ● ● ● ● ●● ●

119 São Tomé and Principe ●● ●● ●● ●● ●● ●

120 Guatemala ● ● ● ● ● ●

121 Solomon Islands ● ● ●

122 Namibia ● ● ● ● ● ●

123 Morocco ● ● ● ● ● ●

124 India ● ● ● ● ●● ●

125 Swaziland ● ●

126 Botswana ● ● ● ● ●

127 Myanmar ● ●

128 Zimbabwe ● ● ● ● ●

129 Ghana ● ● ● ● ● ●

130 Cambodia ● ● ● ● ● ●

131 Vanuatu ● ●

132 Lesotho ● ● ● ● ● ●

133 Papua New Guinea ● ● ●

134 Kenya ● ● ● ● ● ●

135 Cameroon ● ● ● ● ● ●

136 Congo ● ● ● ● ●

137 Comoros ●● ● ●● ●

Low human development

138 Pakistan ● ● ●

139 Sudan ● ● ● ●● ●

140 Bhutan ●● ● ●

141 Togo ● ● ● ● ● ●

142 Nepal ● ● ● ● ● ●

143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. ● ●● ●● ● ●

144 Yemen ● ● ● ● ● ●

145 Bangladesh ● ● ● ● ● ●

146 Haiti ● ● ● ●

147 Madagascar ● ● ● ● ●● ●

148 Nigeria ● ● ● ● ● ●

149 Djibouti ● ●

150 Uganda ● ● ● ● ● ●

28 Status of major
international
human rights
instruments 
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151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of ● ● ● ● ●

152 Mauritania ● ● ●

153 Zambia ● ● ● ● ● ●

154 Senegal ● ● ● ● ● ●

155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the ● ● ● ● ● ●

156 Côte d’Ivoire ● ● ● ● ● ●

157 Eritrea ● ● ● ● ●

158 Benin ● ● ● ● ● ●

159 Guinea ● ● ● ● ● ●

160 Gambia ● ● ● ● ●● ●

161 Angola ● ● ● ●

162 Rwanda ● ● ● ● ●

163 Malawi ● ● ● ● ● ●

164 Mali ● ● ● ● ● ●

165 Central African Republic ● ● ● ● ●

166 Chad ● ● ● ● ● ●

167 Guinea-Bissau ●● ●● ● ● ●● ●

168 Ethiopia ● ● ● ● ● ●

169 Burkina Faso ● ● ● ● ● ●

170 Mozambique ● ● ● ● ●

171 Burundi ● ● ● ● ● ●

172 Niger ● ● ● ● ● ●

173 Sierra Leone ● ● ● ● ● ●

Others a

Afghanistan ● ● ● ●● ● ●

Andorra ● ●

Bosnia and Herzegovina ● ● ● ● ● ●

Cook Islands ●

Holy See ● ●

Iraq ● ● ● ● ●

Kiribati ●

Korea, Dem. Rep. of ● ● ● ●

Liberia ● ●● ●● ● ●

Liechtenstein ● ● ● ● ● ●

Marshall Islands ●

Micronesia, Fed. Sts. ●

Monaco ● ● ● ● ●

Nauru ●● ●● ●● ●

Niue ●

Palau ●

San Marino ●● ● ● ●

Somalia ● ● ● ●

Tonga ● ●

Tuvalu ● ●

Yugoslavia ● ● ● ● ● ●

Total states parties b 161 148 145 168 128 191
Signatures not yet followed by participation 9 7 7 3 11 1

● Ratification, accession or succession. ●● Signature not yet followed by ratification. 
Note: Information is as of 20 February 2002. 
a. These are the countries or areas, in addition to the 173 countries or areas included in the main indicator tables, that have signed or ratified at least one of the six human rights instruments. b. Refers to ratifica-
tion, accession or succession.
Source: Columns 1-6: UN 2002b.
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29 Status of
fundamental
labour rights
conventions 

High human development

1 Norway ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

2 Sweden ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

3 Canada ● ● ● ● ●

4 Belgium ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

5 Australia ● ● ● ● ● ●

6 United States ● ●

7 Iceland ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

8 Netherlands ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

9 Japan ● ● ● ● ● ●

10 Finland ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

11 Switzerland ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

12 France ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

13 United Kingdom ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

14 Denmark ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

15 Austria ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

16 Luxembourg ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

17 Germany ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

18 Ireland ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

19 New Zealand ● ● ● ● ●

20 Italy ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

21 Spain ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

22 Israel ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

23 Hong Kong, China (SAR) – – – – – – – –
24 Greece ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

25 Singapore ● ● ●● ●

26 Cyprus ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

27 Korea, Rep. of ● ● ● ●

28 Portugal ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

29 Slovenia ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

30 Malta ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

31 Barbados ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

32 Brunei Darussalam
33 Czech Republic ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

34 Argentina ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

35 Hungary ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

36 Slovakia ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

37 Poland ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

38 Chile ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

39 Bahrain ● ● ● ●

40 Uruguay ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

41 Bahamas ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

42 Estonia ● ● ● ● ● ●

43 Costa Rica ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

44 Saint Kitts and Nevis ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

45 Kuwait ● ● ● ● ● ●

46 United Arab Emirates ● ● ● ● ● ●

47 Seychelles ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

48 Croatia ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

49 Lithuania ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

50 Trinidad and Tobago ● ● ● ● ● ●

Elimination of
discrimination in

Freedom of association and Elimination of forced and respect of employment
collective bargaining compulsory labour and occupation Abolition of child labour

Convention Convention Convention Convention Convention Convention Convention Convention
HDI rank 87 a 98 b 29 c 105 d 100 e 111 f 138 g 182 h

HUMAN AND LABOUR RIGHTS INSTRUMENTS
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29 Status of
fundamental
labour rights
conventions 

51 Qatar ● ● ●

52 Antigua and Barbuda ● ● ● ● ● ●

53 Latvia ● ● ● ● ●

Medium human development

54 Mexico ● ● ● ● ● ●

55 Cuba ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

56 Belarus ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

57 Panama ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

58 Belize ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

59 Malaysia ● ● ●● ● ● ●

60 Russian Federation ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

61 Dominica ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

62 Bulgaria ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

63 Romania ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

64 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

65 Macedonia, TFYR ● ● ● ● ● ●

66 Saint Lucia ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

67 Mauritius ● ● ● ● ●

68 Colombia ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

69 Venezuela ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

70 Thailand ● ● ● ●

71 Saudi Arabia ● ● ● ● ●

72 Fiji ● ● ●

73 Brazil ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

74 Suriname ● ● ● ●

75 Lebanon ● ● ● ● ● ●

76 Armenia ● ●

77 Philippines ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

78 Oman ● ●

79 Kazakhstan ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

80 Ukraine ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

81 Georgia ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

82 Peru ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

83 Grenada ● ● ● ● ●

84 Maldives
85 Turkey ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

86 Jamaica ● ● ● ● ● ●

87 Turkmenistan ● ● ● ● ● ●

88 Azerbaijan ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

89 Sri Lanka ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

90 Paraguay ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

91 St. Vincent & the Grenadines ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

92 Albania ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

93 Ecuador ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

94 Dominican Republic ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

95 Uzbekistan ● ● ● ● ●

96 China ● ●

97 Tunisia ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

98 Iran, Islamic Rep. of ● ● ● ●

99 Jordan ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

100 Cape Verde ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

Elimination of
discrimination in

Freedom of association and Elimination of forced and respect of employment
collective bargaining compulsory labour and occupation Abolition of child labour

Convention Convention Convention Convention Convention Convention Convention Convention
HDI rank 87 a 98 b 29 c 105 d 100 e 111 f 138 g 182 h
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29 Status of
fundamental
labour rights
conventions 

101 Samoa (Western)
102 Kyrgyzstan ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

103 Guyana ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

104 El Salvador ● ● ● ● ● ●

105 Moldova, Rep. of ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

106 Algeria ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

107 South Africa ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

108 Syrian Arab Republic ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

109 Viet Nam ● ● ●

110 Indonesia ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

111 Equatorial Guinea ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

112 Tajikistan ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

113 Mongolia ● ● ● ● ●

114 Bolivia ● ● ● ● ● ●

115 Egypt ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

116 Honduras ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

117 Gabon ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

118 Nicaragua ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

119 São Tomé and Principe ● ● ● ●

120 Guatemala ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

121 Solomon Islands ●

122 Namibia ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

123 Morocco ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

124 India ● ● ● ●

125 Swaziland ● ● ● ● ● ●

126 Botswana ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

127 Myanmar ● ●

128 Zimbabwe ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

129 Ghana ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

130 Cambodia ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

131 Vanuatu
132 Lesotho ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

133 Papua New Guinea ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

134 Kenya ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

135 Cameroon ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

136 Congo ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

137 Comoros ● ● ● ● ●

Low human development

138 Pakistan ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

139 Sudan ● ● ● ● ●

140 Bhutan

141 Togo ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

142 Nepal ● ● ● ● ● ●

143 Lao People’s Dem. Rep. ●

144 Yemen ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

145 Bangladesh ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

146 Haiti ● ● ● ● ● ●

147 Madagascar ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

148 Nigeria ● ● ● ● ●

149 Djibouti ● ● ● ● ●

150 Uganda ● ● ● ●

Elimination of
discrimination in

Freedom of association and Elimination of forced and respect of employment
collective bargaining compulsory labour and occupation Abolition of child labour

Convention Convention Convention Convention Convention Convention Convention Convention
HDI rank 87 a 98 b 29 c 105 d 100 e 111 f 138 g 182 h
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29 Status of
fundamental
labour rights
conventions 

151 Tanzania, U. Rep. of ● ● ● ● ● ●

152 Mauritania ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

153 Zambia ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

154 Senegal ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

155 Congo, Dem. Rep. of the ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

156 Côte d’Ivoire ● ● ● ● ● ●

157 Eritrea ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

158 Benin ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

159 Guinea ● ● ● ● ● ●

160 Gambia ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

161 Angola ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

162 Rwanda ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

163 Malawi ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

164 Mali ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

165 Central African Republic ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

166 Chad ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

167 Guinea-Bissau ● ● ● ● ●

168 Ethiopia ● ● ● ● ● ●

169 Burkina Faso ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

170 Mozambique ● ● ● ● ●

171 Burundi ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

172 Niger ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

173 Sierra Leone ● ● ● ● ● ●

Other countries i

Afghanistan ● ● ●

Bosnia and Herzegovina ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

Iraq ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

Liberia ● ● ● ● ●

San Marino ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

Somalia ● ● ●

Yugoslavia ● ● ● ● ● ●

Total ratifications 139 151 160 155 156 154 116 116

● Convention ratified. ●● Ratification denounced. 
Note: Information is as of 20 February 2002. 
a. Freedom of Association and Protection of the Right to Organize Convention (1948). b. Right to Organize and Collective Bargaining Convention (1949). c. Forced Labour Convention (1930). d. Abolition of Forced
Labour Convention (1957). e. Equal Remuneration Convention (1951). f. Discrimination (Employment and Occupation) Convention (1958). g. Minimum Age Convention (1973). h. Worst Forms of Child Labour Con-
vention (1999). i. These are the countries or areas, in addition to the 173 countries or areas included in the main indicator tables, that have ratified at least one of the eight fundamental labour rights conventions.
Source: Columns 1-8: ILO 2002c.

Elimination of
discrimination in

Freedom of association and Elimination of forced and respect of employment
collective bargaining compulsory labour and occupation Abolition of child labour

Convention Convention Convention Convention Convention Convention Convention Convention
HDI rank 87 a 98 b 29 c 105 d 100 e 111 f 138 g 182 h
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30 Basic indicators
for other UN
member
countries

Afghanistan 42.5 .. 30 .. 21,765 6.9 165 257 .. 58 13
Andorra .. .. .. .. 86 .. 6 7 .. .. 100
Bosnia and Herzegovina 73.3 .. .. .. 3,977 1.4 15 18 <0.10 c 4 ..
Iraq 58.7 55.9 49 .. 22,946 5.2 105 130 <0.10 14 85
Kiribati .. .. .. .. 83 .. 52 70 .. .. 47

Korea, Dem. Rep. of 63.1 .. .. .. 22,268 2.1 23 30 .. 40 100
Liberia 48.1 54.0 16 .. 2,913 6.8 157 235 .. 42 ..
Liechtenstein .. .. .. .. 33 .. 10 11 .. .. ..
Marshall Islands .. .. .. .. 51 .. 55 68 .. .. ..
Micronesia, Fed. Sts. .. .. .. .. 123 4.3 20 24 .. .. ..

Monaco .. .. .. .. 33 .. 4 5 .. .. 100
Nauru .. .. .. .. 12 .. 25 30 .. .. ..
Palau .. .. .. .. 19 .. 24 29 .. .. 79
San Marino .. .. .. .. 27 .. 6 6 .. .. ..
Somalia 46.9 .. 7 .. 8,778 7.2 133 225 1.00 75 ..

Tonga .. .. .. .. 99 .. 17 21 .. .. 100
Tuvalu .. .. .. .. 10 .. 38 53 .. .. 100
Yugoslavia 72.2 .. 52 .. 10,552 1.8 17 20 0.19 5 ..

Note: The table presents data for UN member countries not included in the main indicator tables.
a. Data refer to estimates for the period specified. b. Data refer to the end of 2001. c. Data refer to the end of 1999.
Source: Columns 1, 5 and 6: UN 2001; column 2: UNESCO 2002a; column 3: UNESCO 2001a; column 4: World Bank 2002b; columns 7 and 8: UNICEF 2002b; column 9: UNAIDS and WHO 2002; column 10: FAO
2001; column 11: WHO, UNICEF and WSSCC 2000.

Human development index components

Combined
primary,

secondary Total Under- Population
Adult and tertiary fertility Infant Under-five Adults nourished using

Life literacy gross GDP per rate mortality mortality living with people improved
expectancy rate enrolment capita Total (per rate rate HIV/AIDS (as % of water

at birth (% age 15 ratio (PPP population woman) (per 1,000 (per 1,000 (% age total sources
(years) and above) (%) US$) (thousands) 1995- live births) live births) 15-49) population) (%)

1995-2000 a 2000 1999 2000 2000 2000 a 2000 2000 2001 b 1997/99 2000
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TECHNICAL NOTE 1
CALCULATING THE HUMAN DEVELOPMENT INDICES 
The diagrams here offer a clear overview of how the five human development indices 

used in the Human Development Report are constructed, highlighting both their similarities 

and their differences. The text on the following pages provides a detailed explanation.

HDI

Adult illiteracy rate

Percentage of adults 
lacking functional

literacy skills
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The human development index (HDI)

The HDI is a summary measure of human de-

velopment. It measures the average achieve-

ments in a country in three basic dimensions of 

human development:

• A long and healthy life, as measured by life 

expectancy at birth.

• Knowledge, as measured by the adult litera-

cy rate (with two-thirds weight) and the com-

bined primary, secondary and tertiary gross en-

rolment ratio (with one-third weight).

• A decent standard of living, as measured by 

GDP per capita (PPP US$).

Before the HDI itself is calculated, an index 

needs to be created for each of these dimen-

sions. To calculate these dimension indices

—the life expectancy, education and GDP in-

dices—minimum and maximum values (goal-

posts) are chosen for each underlying indicator.

Goalposts for calculating the HDI

Maximum Minimum
Indicator value value

Life expectancy at birth (years) 85 25

Adult literacy rate (%) 100 0

Combined gross enrolment ratio (%) 100 0

GDP per capita (PPP US$) 40,000 100
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Calculating the HDI

This illustration of the calculation of the HDI uses data for 

Côte d’Ivoire.

1. Calculating the life expectancy index
The life expectancy index measures the relative achievement 

of a country in life expectancy at birth. For Côte d’Ivoire, 

with a life expectancy of 47.8 years in 2000, the life 

expectancy index is 0.380.

Life expectancy index =
 47.8 – 25  

=  0.380
85 – 25

GDP
per capita

(PPP US$)
Log scale

Goalpost
$40,000

Goalpost
$100
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.200

0

GDP
index
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100,000

10,000

1,000
1,630

3. Calculating the GDP index
The GDP index is calculated using adjusted GDP per capita 

(PPP US$). In the HDI income serves as a surrogate for all 

the dimensions of human development not reflected in a 

long and healthy life and in knowledge. Income is adjusted 

because achieving a respectable level of human development 

does not require unlimited income. Accordingly, the 

logarithm of income is used. For Côte d’Ivoire, with a GDP 

per capita of $1,630 (PPP US$) in 2000, the GDP index is 

0.466.

GDP index =
 log (1,630) – log (100) 

=  0.466
        log (40,000) – log (100)

Performance in each dimension is expressed as 

a value between 0 and 1 by applying the 

following general formula:

Dimension index =  actual value  –  minimum value  

maximum value  –  minimum value

The HDI is then calculated as a simple average 

of the dimension indices. The box at right 

illustrates the calculation of the HDI for a 

sample country.

2. Calculating the education index
The education index measures a country’s relative 

achievement in both adult literacy and combined 

primary, secondary and tertiary gross enrolment. 

First, an index for adult literacy and one for 

combined gross enrolment are calculated. Then these 

two indices are combined to create the education 

index, with two-thirds weight given to adult literacy 

and one-third weight to combined gross enrolment. 

For Côte d’Ivoire, with an adult literacy rate of 46.8% 

in 2000 and a combined gross enrolment ratio of 38% 

in 1999, the education index is 0.439.

Adult literacy index =
46.8 – 0  

=  0.468
               100 – 0

Gross enrolment index =
 38 – 0  

=  0.380
               100 – 0

Education index = 2/3 (adult literacy index) + 1/3 (gross enrolment index)

= 2/3 (0.468) + 1/3 (0.380) = 0.439  

 4. Calculating the HDI
Once the dimension indices have been 

calculated, determining the HDI is 

straightforward. It is a simple average of the 

three dimension indices.

HDI = 1/3 (life expectancy index) + 1/3 (education index)

+ 1/3 (GDP index)

= 1/3 (0.380) + 1/3 (0.439) + 1/3 (0.466) = 0.428
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.400
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Dimension indices
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The gender-related development 
index (GDI) 

While the HDI measures average achievement, 

the GDI adjusts the average achievement to 

reflect the inequalities between men and 

women in the following dimensions:

• A long and healthy life, as measured by life 

expectancy at birth.

• Knowledge, as measured by the adult literacy 

rate and the combined primary, secondary and 

tertiary gross enrolment ratio.

• A decent standard of living, as measured by 

estimated earned income (PPP US$).

The calculation of the GDI involves three steps. 

First, female and male indices in each 

dimension are calculated according to this 

general formula:

Dimension index =
actual value – minimum value

maximum value – minimum value

Second, the female and male indices in each 

dimension are combined in a way that penalizes 

differences in achievement between men and 

women. The resulting index, referred to as the 

equally distributed index, is calculated 

according to this general formula:

Equally distributed index
= {[female population share (female index1–�)] 
+ [male population share (male index1–�)]}1/1–�

� measures the aversion to inequality. In the 

GDI � = 2. Thus the general equation becomes: 

Equally distributed index
= {[female population share (female index–1)] 

+ [male population share (male index–1)]}–1

which gives the harmonic mean of the female 

and male indices.

Third, the GDI is calculated by combining the 

three equally distributed indices in an 

unweighted average.

Goalposts for calculating the GDI

Maximum Minimum
Indicator value value

Female life expectancy 
 at birth (years) 87.5 27.5

Male life expectancy 
 at birth (years) 82.5 22.5

Adult literacy rate (%) 100 0

Combined gross enrolment 
 ratio (%) 100 0

Estimated earned income
 (PPP US$) 40,000 100

Note: The maximum and minimum values (goalposts) for life 
expectancy are five years higher for women to take into account 
their longer life expectancy.

Calculating the GDI

This illustration of the calculation of the GDI uses data for Brazil.

1. Calculating the equally distributed life expectancy index
The first step is to calculate separate indices for female and male achievements in life 

expectancy, using the general formula for dimension indices.

FEMALE MALE
Life expectancy: 72.0 years    Life expectancy: 64.1 years

Life expectancy index  =  
72.0 – 27.5

  =  0.742 Life expectancy index  =  
64.1 – 22.5

  =  0.693
87.5 – 27.5 82.5 – 22.5

Next, the female and male indices are combined to create the equally distributed life 

expectancy index, using the general formula for equally distributed indices.

FEMALE MALE
Population share: 0.506 Population share: 0.494
Life expectancy index: 0.742 Life expectancy index: 0.693

Equally distributed life expectancy index = {[0.506 (0.742–1)] + [0.494 (0.693–1)]}–1 = 0.717

2. Calculating the equally distributed education index
First, indices for the adult literacy rate and the combined primary, secondary and tertiary gross 

enrolment ratio are calculated separately for females and males. Calculating these indices is 

straightforward, since the indicators used are already normalized between 0 and 100.

FEMALE MALE
Adult literacy rate: 85.4% Adult literacy rate: 85.1%
Adult literacy index: 0.854 Adult literacy index: 0.851
Gross enrolment ratio: 80.0% Gross enrolment ratio: 79.3%
Gross enrolment index: 0.800 Gross enrolment index: 0.793

Second, the education index, which gives two-thirds weight to the adult literacy index and 

one-third weight to the gross enrolment index, is computed separately for females and males.

Education index = 2/3 (adult literacy index) + 1/3 (gross enrolment index)

Female education index = 2/3 (0.854) + 1/3 (0.800) = 0.836

Male education index = 2/3 (0.851) + 1/3 (0.793) = 0.832

Finally, the female and male education indices are combined to create the equally distributed 

education index:

FEMALE MALE
Population share: 0.506 Population share: 0.494
Education index: 0.836 Education index: 0.832

Equally distributed education index = {[0.506 (0.836–1)] + [0.494 (0.832–1)]}–1 = 0.834

3. Calculating the equally distributed income index
First, female and male earned income (PPP US$) are estimated (for details on this calculation 

see the addendum to this technical note). Then the income index is calculated for each 

gender. As for the HDI, income is adjusted by taking the logarithm of estimated earned 

income (PPP US$):

Income index =
log (actual value) – log (minimum value)

log (maximum value) – log (minimum value)

FEMALE MALE
Estimated earned income (PPP US$): 4,557 Estimated earned income (PPP US$): 10,769

Income index = 
log (4,557) – log (100)

   = 0.637 Income index = 
log (10,769) – log (100)

 = 0.781
log (40,000) – log (100) log (40,000) – log (100)

Calculating the GDI continues on next page
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Calculating the GDI (continued)

Second, the female and male income indices are combined to create the equally distributed 

income index:

FEMALE MALE
Population share: 0.506 Population share: 0.494
Income index: 0.637 Income index: 0.781

Equally distributed income index = {[0.506 (0.637–1)] + [0.494 (0.781–1)]}–1 = 0.701

4. Calculating the GDI
Calculating the GDI is straightforward. It is simply the unweighted average of the three 

component indices—the equally distributed life expectancy index, the equally distributed 

education index and the equally distributed income index.

GDI = 1/3 (life expectancy index) + 1/3 (education index) + 1/3 (income index)
= 1/3 (0.717) + 1/3 (0.834) + 1/3 (0.701) = 0.751

Why � = 2 in calculating the GDI

The value of � is the size of the penalty for gender inequality. The larger the value, the more 

heavily a society is penalized for having inequalities.

If � = 0, gender inequality is not penalized (in this case the GDI would have the same value as 

the HDI). As � increases towards infinity, more and more weight is given to the lesser 

achieving group.

The value 2 is used in calculating the GDI (as well as the GEM). This value places a moderate 

penalty on gender inequality in achievement.

For a detailed analysis of the GDI’s mathematical formulation see Sudhir Anand and Amartya 

Sen’s “Gender Inequality in Human Development: Theories and Measurement,” Kalpana 

Bardhan and Stephan Klasen’s “UNDP’s Gender-Related Indices: A Critical Review” and the 

technical notes in Human Development Report 1995 and Human Development Report 
1999 (see the list of selected readings at the end of this technical note).
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The gender empowerment measure 
(GEM) 

Focusing on women’s opportunities rather than 

their capabilities, the GEM captures gender in-

equality in three key areas:

• Political participation and decision-making 

power, as measured by women’s and men’s per-

centage shares of parliamentary seats.

• Economic participation and decision-making 

power, as measured by two indicators—

women’s and men’s percentage shares of posi-

tions as legislators, senior officials and manag-

ers and women’s and men’s percentage shares 

of professional and technical positions.

• Power over economic resources, as measured 

by women’s and men’s estimated earned income 

(PPP US$).

For each of these three dimensions, an equally 

distributed equivalent percentage (EDEP) is 

calculated, as a population-weighted average, 

according to the following general formula:

EDEP = {[female population share (female index1–�)]
+ [male population share (male index1–�)]}1/1–�

� measures the aversion to inequality. In the 

GEM (as in the GDI) � = 2, which places a 

moderate penalty on inequality. The formula is 

thus:

EDEP = {[female population share (female index–1)]
+ [male population share (male index–1)]}–1

For political and economic participation and 

decision-making, the EDEP is then indexed by 

dividing it by 50. The rationale for this 

indexation: in an ideal society, with equal 

empowerment of the sexes, the GEM variables 

would equal 50%—that is, women’s share 

would equal men’s share for each variable. 

Finally, the GEM is calculated as a simple 

average of the three indexed EDEPs.

Calculating the GEM

This illustration of the calculation of the GEM uses data for Venezuela.

1. Calculating the EDEP for parliamentary representation
The EDEP for parliamentary representation measures the relative empowerment of women in 

terms of their political participation. The EDEP is calculated using the female and male shares 

of the population and female and male percentage shares of parliamentary seats according to 

the general formula. 

FEMALE MALE
Population share: 0.497 Population share: 0.503
Parliamentary share: 9.7% Parliamentary share: 90.3%

EDEP for parliamentary representation = {[0.497 (9.7–1)] + [0.503 (90.3–1)]}–1 = 17.60

Then this initial EDEP is indexed to an ideal value of 50%.

Indexed EDEP for parliamentary representation =  
17.60

  = 0.352
50

2. Calculating the EDEP for economic participation
Using the general formula, an EDEP is calculated for women’s and men’s percentage shares of 

positions as legislators, senior officials and managers, and another for women’s and men’s 

percentage shares of professional and technical positions. The simple average of the two 

measures gives the EDEP for economic participation.

FEMALE MALE
Population share: 0.497 Population share: 0.503
Percentage share of positions as legislators, Percentage share of positions as legislators,
 senior officials and managers: 24.3%  senior officials and managers: 75.7%
Percentage share of professional and Percentage share of professional and
 technical positions: 57.6%  technical positions: 42.4%

EDEP for positions as legislators, senior officials and managers = {[0.497 (24.3–1)] + [0.503 (75.7–1)]}–1 = 36.90

Indexed EDEP for positions as legislators, senior officials and managers =
  36.90  

= 0.738
50

EDEP for professional and technical positions = {[0.497 (57.6–1)] + [0.503 (42.4–1)]}–1 = 48.80

Indexed EDEP for professional and technical positions =  
 48.80  

= 0.976
50

The two indexed EDEPs are averaged to create the EDEP for economic participation:

EDEP for economic participation =
  0.738 + 0.976  

= 0.857
2

3. Calculating the EDEP for income
Earned income (PPP US$) is estimated for women and men separately and then indexed to 

goalposts as for the HDI and the GDI. For the GEM, however, the income index is based on 

unadjusted values, not the logarithm of estimated earned income. (For details on the 

estimation of earned income for men and women see the addendum to this technical note.)

FEMALE MALE
Population share: 0.497 Population share: 0.503
Estimated earned income (PPP US$): 3,334 Estimated earned income (PPP US$): 8,223

Income index =  
3,334 – 100

   = 0.081 Income index =  
8,223 – 100

   = 0.204
40,000 – 100 40,000 – 100

The female and male indices are then combined to create the equally distributed index:

EDEP for income = {[0.497 (0.081–1)] + [0.503 (0.204–1)]}–1 = 0.116

4. Calculating the GEM
Once the EDEP has been calculated for the three dimensions of the GEM, determining the 

GEM is straightforward. It is a simple average of the three EDEP indices.

GEM =   
0.352 + 0.857 + 0.116

   = 0.442 
3
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TECHNICAL NOTE 1 ADDENDUM

Female and male earned income

Despite the importance of having gender-

disaggregated data on income, direct measures 

are unavailable. For this Report crude estimates 

of female and male earned income have 

therefore been derived. 

Income can be seen in two ways: as a resource 

for consumption and as earnings by individuals. 

The use measure is difficult to disaggregate 

between men and women because they share 

resources within a family unit. By contrast, 

earnings are separable because different 

members of a family tend to have separate 

earned incomes. 

The income measure used in the GDI and the 

GEM indicates a person’s capacity to earn 

income. It is used in the GDI to capture the 

disparities between men and women in 

command over resources and in the GEM to 

capture women’s economic independence. (For 

conceptual and methodological issues relating 

to this approach see Sudhir Anand and Amartya 

Sen’s “Gender Inequality in Human 

Development” and, in Human Development 
Report 1995, chapter 3 and technical notes 1 

and 2; see the list of selected readings at the end 

of this technical note.) 

Female and male earned income (PPP US$) are 

estimated using the following data: 

• Ratio of the female non-agricultural wage to 

the male non-agricultural wage.

• Male and female shares of the economically 

active population.

• Total female and male population.

• GDP per capita (PPP US$).

Key
Wf / Wm = ratio of female non-agricultural wage to
 male non-agricultural wage
EAf = female share of economically active population
EAm = male share of economically active population
Sf = female share of wage bill
Y = total GDP (PPP US$)
Nf = total female population
Nm = total male population
Yf = estimated female earned income (PPP US$)
Ym = estimated male earned income (PPP US$)

Note

Calculations based on data in the technical 

note may yield results that differ from those in 

the indicator tables because of rounding.

Estimating female and male earned income

This illustration of the estimation of female and male earned income uses 2000 data for Ethiopia.

1. Calculating total GDP (PPP US$)
Total GDP (PPP US$) is calculated by multiplying the total population by GDP per capita 

(PPP US$).

Total population: 62,908 (thousand)
GDP per capita (PPP US$): 668
Total GDP (PPP US$) = 668 (62,908) = 42,022,544 (thousand)

2. Calculating the female share of the wage bill
Because data on wages in rural areas and in the informal sector are rare, the Report has used 

non-agricultural wages and assumed that the ratio of female wages to male wages in the non-

agricultural sector applies to the rest of the economy. The female share of the wage bill is 

calculated using the ratio of the female non-agricultural wage to the male non-agricultural 

wage and the female and male percentage shares of the economically active population. Where 

data on the wage ratio are not available, a value of 75% is used.

Ratio of female to male non-agricultural wage (Wf /Wm ) = 0.75
Female percentage share of economically active population (EAf ) = 40.9%
Male percentage share of economically active population (EAm ) = 59.1%

Female share of wage bill (Sf ) =  
        Wf /Wm (EAf )          =  

        0.75 (40.9)        
  = 0.342

[Wf /Wm (EAf )] + EAm [0.75 (40.9)] + 59.1

3. Calculating female and male earned income (PPP US$)
An assumption has to be made that the female share of the wage bill is equal to the female 

share of GDP.

Female share of wage bill (Sf ) = 0.342
Total GDP (PPP US$) (Y ) = 42,022,544 (thousand)
Female population (Nf ) = 31,649 (thousand)

Estimated female earned income (PPP US$) (Yf ) =   
Sf  (Y )

  =   
0.342 (42,022,544)

  = 454
     Nf    31,649

Male population (Nm ) = 31,259 (thousand)

Estimated male earned income (PPP US$) (Ym ) =  
Y – Sf  (Y )

  =  
42,022,544 – [0.342 (42,022,544)]

  = 885
   Nm 31,259
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TECHNICAL NOTE 2
ASSESSING PROGRESS TOWARDS THE 
MILLENNIUM DEVELOPMENT GOALS 

This year’s Human Development Report 
assesses the progress by countries towards specific 

targets outlined in the Millennium Development 

Goals. Each target has been set for 2015, with 

1990 as the reference year. So achieving a target 

of, say, halving a rate or ratio by 2015 would mean 

reducing its 1990 value by 50% by 2015. Assessing 

the achievements of countries between 1990 and 

2000 reveals whether they are progressing fast 

enough to meet the targets.

Monitoring progress at the global level requires 

data that are comparable. Yet data are missing 

or unreliable for some targets and for many 

countries. Countries at higher levels of develop-

ment are more likely to have data, so those 

included in the assessment are likely to be 

among the better performers. High-income 

OECD countries have been excluded from the 

assessment. The number of countries whose 

progress has been assessed for each target 

ranges from 52 to 166 (technical note table 2.1). 

The assessment of countries’ achievements is 

based on the following criteria:

• Achieved: The country has already achieved 

the target.

• On track: The country has attained the rate 

of progress needed to achieve the target by 2015 

or has attained 90% of that rate of progress.

• Lagging: The country has achieved 70–89% 

of the rate of progress required to achieve the 

target by 2015. 

• Far behind: The country has achieved less 

than 70% of the required rate of progress.

• Slipping back: The country’s level of 

achievement is at least 5 percentage points 

worse in 2000 than in 1990. 

The rate of progress required to meet the target 

is determined by the achievement that would be 

required by 2000, assuming a linear path of 

progress. Where data are not available for 1990 

or 2000, data for the closest available year have 

been used. To be assessed, a country must have 

data at least five years apart. All countries within 

10 percentage points of the universal goal (such 

as 100% school enrolment) in 2000 are 

considered to be on track. For child mortality, 

countries with an under-five mortality rate below 

15 per 1,000 are considered to be on track.

Technical note table 2.1 
Indicators used in assessment of progress towards Millennium Development Goals

Indicator

Percentage of people undernourished, 1990/92 and 1997/99

Net primary enrolment ratio, 1987–93b and 1994–97c 

Percentage of children reaching grade 5, 1990 and 1995–97c cohort

Ratio of girls to boys in school (girls’ gross enrolment ratio to boys’), 1990–92b and 1995–98c

  Primary level

  Secondary level

Under-five mortality rate (per 1,000 live births), 1990 and 2000

Percentage of people with access to improved water sources, 1990 and 2000

Countries 
assesseda 

100 (77)

75 (46)

52 (34)

104 (67)

101 (66)

166 (86)

93 (75)

Source

FAO 2001

UNESCO 2001b

UNESCO 1999b 

UNESCO 1999a

UNESCO 1999a

UNICEF 2002b

WHO, UNICEF and WSSCC 2000

Hunger

Universal education

Gender equality

Child mortality

Safe water

a. Figures in parentheses refer to the percentage of the world population covered by the assessment.
b. Data refer to year closest to 1990 during the period specified.
c. Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified.
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Armed forces, total Strategic, land, naval, air, com-

mand, administrative and support forces. Also

included are paramilitary forces such as the gen-

darmerie, customs service and border guard, if these

are trained in military tactics. 

Arms transfers, conventional Refers to the volun-

tary transfer by the supplier (and thus excludes cap-

tured weapons and weapons obtained through

defectors) of weapons with a military purpose destined

for the armed forces, paramilitary forces or intelligence

agencies of another country. These include major

conventional weapons or systems in six categories:

ships, aircraft, missiles, artillery, armoured vehicles

and guidance and radar systems (excluded are trucks,

services, ammunition, small arms, support items,

components and component technology and towed

or naval artillery under 100-millimetre calibre).

Births attended by skilled health staff The per-

centage of deliveries attended by a doctor (a spe-

cialist, a non-specialist or a person with midwifery

skills who can diagnose and manage obstetrical com-

plications as well as normal deliveries), nurse or mid-

wife (a person who has successfully completed the

prescribed course of midwifery and is able to give the

necessary supervision, care and advice to women

during pregnancy, labour and the postpartum period

and to care for newborns and infants) or trained tra-

ditional birth attendant (a person who initially

acquired his or her ability by delivering babies or

through apprenticeship to other traditional birth

attendants and who has undergone subsequent exten-

sive training and is now integrated in the formal

health care system). 

Birth-weight, infants with low The percentage of

infants with a birth-weight of less than 2,500 grams.

Carbon dioxide emissions Anthropogenic (human-

originated) carbon dioxide emissions stemming from

the burning of fossil fuels and the production of cement.

Emissions are calculated from data on the consump-

tion of solid, liquid and gaseous fuels and gas flaring. 

Cellular mobile subscribers People subscribing to

a communications service in which voice or data are

transmitted by radio frequencies.

Children reaching grade 5 The percentage of chil-

dren starting primary school who eventually attain

grade 5 (grade 4 if the duration of primary school is

four years). The estimates are based on the recon-

structed cohort method, which uses data on enrolment

and repeaters for two consecutive years.

Cigarette consumption per adult, annual average
The sum of production and imports minus exports

of cigarettes divided by the population aged 15 and

above. 

Consumer price index Reflects changes in the cost

to the average consumer of acquiring a basket of

goods and services that may be fixed or change at

specified intervals.

Contraceptive prevalence The percentage of mar-

ried women aged 15–49 who are using, or whose

partners are using, any form of contraception, whether

modern or traditional.

Contributing family worker Defined according to

the International Classification by Status in Employ-

ment (ICSE) as a person who works without pay in

an economic enterprise operated by a related person

living in the same household. 

Crime, people victimized by The percentage of the

population who perceive that they have been vic-

timized by certain types of crime in the preceding year,

based on responses to the International Crime Vic-

tims Survey.

Debt service, total The sum of principal repayments

and interest actually paid in foreign currency, goods

or services on long-term debt, interest paid on short-

term debt and repayments to the International Mon-

etary Fund.
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Earned income (PPP US$), estimated (female
and male) Roughly derived on the basis of the ratio

of the female non-agricultural wage to the male non-

agricultural wage, the female and male shares of the

economically active population, total female and male

population and GDP per capita (PPP US$). For

details on this estimation see technical note 1.

Earned income, ratio of estimated female to male
The ratio of estimated female earned income to esti-

mated male earned income. See earned income (PPP
US$), estimated (female and male). 

Economic activity rate The proportion of the spec-

ified group supplying labour for the production of

economic goods and services during a specified

period. 

Education expenditure, public Public spending on

public education plus subsidies to private education

at the primary, secondary and tertiary levels. It

includes expenditure at every level of administra-

tion—central, regional and local. See education
levels. 

Education index One of the three indices on which

the human development index is built. It is based on

the adult literacy rate and the combined primary, sec-

ondary and tertiary gross enrolment ratio. For details

on how the index is calculated see technical note 1.

Education levels Categorized as pre-primary, pri-

mary, secondary or tertiary in accordance with the

International Standard Classification of Education

(ISCED). Pre-primary education (ISCED level 0) is

provided at such schools as kindergartens and nurs-

ery and infant schools and is intended for children not

old enough to enter school at the primary level. Pri-
mary education (ISCED level 1) provides the basic

elements of education at such establishments as pri-

mary and elementary schools. Secondary education
(ISCED levels 2 and 3) is based on at least four years

of previous instruction at the first level and provides

general or specialized instruction, or both, at such

institutions as middle school, secondary school, high

school, teacher training school at this level and voca-

tional or technical school. Tertiary education (ISCED

levels 5–7) refers to education at such institutions as

universities, teachers colleges and higher-level pro-

fessional schools—requiring as a minimum condition

of admission the successful completion of education

at the second level or evidence of the attainment of

an equivalent level of knowledge. 

Electricity consumption per capita Refers to gross

production, in per capita terms, which includes con-

sumption by station auxiliaries and any losses in the

transformers that are considered integral parts of the

station. Also included is total electric energy pro-

duced by pumping installations without deduction of

electric energy absorbed by pumping.

Employment by economic activity Employment in

industry, agriculture or services as defined according

to the International Standard Industrial Classification

(ISIC) system (revisions 2 and 3). Industry refers to min-

ing and quarrying, manufacturing, construction and

public utilities (gas, water and electricity). Agricul-
ture refers to agriculture, hunting, forestry and fishing.

Services refer to wholesale and retail trade; restau-

rants and hotels; transport, storage and communica-

tions; finance, insurance, real estate and business

services; and community, social and personal services. 

Energy use, GDP per unit of The ratio of GDP (PPP

US$) to commercial energy use, measured in kilo-

grams of oil equivalent. This ratio provides a measure

of energy efficiency by showing comparable and con-

sistent estimates of real GDP across countries rela-

tive to physical inputs (units of energy use). See GDP
(gross domestic product) and PPP (purchasing
power parity).

Enrolment ratio, gross The number of students

enrolled in a level of education, regardless of age, as

a percentage of the population of official school age

for that level. See education levels.

Enrolment ratio, net The number of students

enrolled in a level of education who are of official

school age for that level, as a percentage of the pop-

ulation of official school age for that level. See edu-
cation levels. 

Essential drugs, population with access to The

percentage of the population for whom a minimum

of 20 of the most essential drugs are continuously and

affordably available at public or private health facil-

ities or drug outlets within one hour’s travel from

home.

Exports, high technology Exports of products with

a high intensity of research and development. They

include high-technology products such as in aero-

space, computers, pharmaceuticals, scientific instru-

ments and electrical machinery. 

Exports, manufactured Defined according to the

Standard International Trade Classification to include

exports of chemicals, basic manufactures, machinery

and transport equipment and other miscellaneous

manufactured goods.
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Exports of goods and services The value of all

goods and other market services provided to the rest

of the world, including the value of merchandise,

freight, insurance, transport, travel, royalties, licence

fees and other services. Labour and property income

is excluded. 

Exports, primary Defined according to the Stan-

dard International Trade Classification to include

exports of food, agricultural raw materials, fuels and

ores and metals.

Fertility rate, total The average number of children

a woman would bear if age-specific fertility rates

remained unchanged during her lifetime.

Foreign direct investment, net inflows of Net

inflows of investment to acquire a lasting management

interest (10% or more of voting stock) in an enterprise

operating in an economy other than that of the

investor. It is the sum of equity capital, reinvestment

of earnings, other long-term capital and short-term

capital. 

Fuel consumption, traditional Estimated consump-

tion of fuel wood, charcoal, bagasse, non-commercial

energy and animal, industrial, municipal and pulp

and paper waste. Traditional fuel use and commercial

energy use together make up total energy use. 

Functional literacy skills, people lacking The pro-

portion of the adult population aged 16–65 scoring

at level 1 on the prose literacy scale of the Interna-

tional Adult Literacy Survey (IALS). Most tasks at this

level require the reader to locate a piece of informa-

tion in the text that is identical to or synonymous with

the information given in the directive.

GDP (gross domestic product) The total output of

goods and services for final use produced by an econ-

omy, by both residents and non-residents, regardless

of the allocation to domestic and foreign claims. It

does not include deductions for depreciation of phys-

ical capital or depletion and degradation of natural

resources. 

GDP index One of the three indices on which the

human development index is built. It is based on

GDP per capita (PPP US$). For details on how the

index is calculated see technical note 1.

GDP per capita (PPP US$) See GDP (gross domes-
tic product) and PPP (purchasing power parity).

GDP per capita (US$) GDP per capita converted

to US dollars using the average official exchange rate

reported by the International Monetary Fund. An

alternative conversion factor is applied if the official

exchange rate is judged to diverge by an exception-

ally large margin from the rate effectively applied to

transactions in foreign currencies and traded prod-

ucts. See GDP (gross domestic product).

GDP per capita annual growth rate Least squares

annual growth rate, calculated from constant price

GDP per capita in local currency units.

Gender empowerment measure (GEM) A com-

posite index measuring gender inequality in three

basic dimensions of empowerment—economic par-

ticipation and decision-making, political participation

and decision-making and power over economic

resources. For details on how the index is calculated

see technical note 1.

Gender-related development index (GDI) A

composite index measuring average achievement

in the three basic dimensions captured in the human

development index—a long and healthy life, knowl-

edge and a decent standard of living—adjusted to

account for inequalities between men and women.

For details on how the index is calculated see tech-

nical note 1.

Gini index Measures the extent to which the distri-

bution of income (or consumption) among individ-

uals or households within a country deviates from a

perfectly equal distribution. A value of 0 represents

perfect equality, a value of 100 perfect inequality.

GNP (gross national product) Comprises GDP

plus net factor income from abroad, which is the

income residents receive from abroad for factor ser-

vices (labour and capital), less similar payments made

to non-residents who contribute to the domestic

economy.

Grants by NGOs, net Resource transfers by national

non-governmental organizations (private non-profit-

making agencies) to developing countries or territo-

ries identified in part I of the Development Assistance

Committee (DAC) list of recipient countries. They are

calculated as gross outflows from NGOs minus

resource transfers received from the official sector

(which are already counted in official development

assistance). 

Health expenditure per capita (PPP US$) The

sum of public and private expenditure (in PPP US$),

divided by the population. Health expenditure

includes the provision of health services (preventive

and curative), family planning activities, nutrition
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activities and emergency aid designated for health (but

does not include provision of water and sanitation).

See health expenditure, private; health expenditure,
public; and PPP (purchasing power parity).

Health expenditure, private Direct household (out

of pocket) spending, private insurance, charitable

donations and direct service payments by private

corporations. Together with public health expendi-

ture, it makes up total health expenditure. See health
expenditure per capita (PPP US$) and health
expenditure, public.

Health expenditure, public Recurrent and capital

spending from government (central and local) budgets,

external borrowings and grants (including donations

from international agencies and non-governmental

organizations) and social (or compulsory) health insur-

ance funds. Together with private health expendi-

ture, it makes up total health expenditure. See health
expenditure per capita (PPP US$) and health expen-
diture, private.

HIV/AIDS, people living with The estimated num-

ber of people living with HIV/AIDS at the end of the

year specified.

Human development index (HDI) A composite

index measuring average achievement in three basic

dimensions of human development—a long and

healthy life, knowledge and a decent standard of liv-

ing. For details on how the index is calculated see tech-

nical note 1. 

Human poverty index (HPI-1) for developing
countries A composite index measuring depriva-

tions in the three basic dimensions captured in the

human development index—longevity, knowledge

and standard of living. For details on how the index

is calculated see technical note 1.

Human poverty index (HPI-2) for selected OECD
countries A composite index measuring depriva-

tions in the three basic dimensions captured in the

human development index—longevity, knowledge

and standard of living—and also capturing social

exclusion. For details on how the index is calculated

see technical note 1.

Illiteracy rate, adult Calculated as 100 minus the adult

literacy rate. See literacy rate, adult.

Imports of goods and services The value of all

goods and other market services purchased from the

rest of the world, including the value of merchandise,

freight, insurance, transport, travel, royalties, licence

fees and other services. Labour and property income

is excluded. 

Income or consumption, shares of Based on national

household surveys covering various years. Because

data come from surveys covering different years and

using different methodologies, comparisons between

countries must be made with caution.

Income poverty line, population below The per-

centage of the population living below the specified

poverty line: 

• $1 a day—at 1985 international prices (equivalent

to $1.08 at 1993 international prices), adjusted for pur-

chasing power parity. 

• $2 a day—at 1985 international prices (equivalent

to $2.16 at 1993 international prices), adjusted for pur-

chasing power parity.

• $4 a day—at 1990 international prices, adjusted

for purchasing power parity.

• $11 a day (per person for a family of three)—at

1994 international prices, adjusted for purchasing

power parity. 

• National poverty line—the poverty line deemed

appropriate for a country by its authorities. 

• 50% of median income—50% of the median dis-

posable household income.

See PPP (purchasing power parity).

Infant mortality rate The probability of dying

between birth and exactly one year of age expressed

per 1,000 live births.

Internally displaced people People who are dis-

placed within their own country and to whom the

United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees

(UNHCR) extends protection or assistance, or both,

in pursuance to a special request by a competent

organ of the United Nations. 

Internet host A computer system connected to the

Internet—either a single terminal directly connected

or a computer that allows multiple users to access net-

work services through it.

Labour force All those employed (including people

above a specified age who, during the reference

period, were in paid employment, at work, self-

employed or with a job but not at work) and unem-

ployed (including people above a specified age who,

during the reference period, were without work, cur-

rently available for work and seeking work).

Legislators, senior officials and managers, female
Women’s share of positions defined according to the

International Standard Classification of Occupations
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(ISCO-88) to include legislators, senior government

officials, traditional chiefs and heads of villages, senior

officials of special interest organizations, corporate

managers, directors and chief executives, production

and operations department managers and other

department and general managers. 

Life expectancy at birth The number of years a

newborn infant would live if prevailing patterns of age-

specific mortality rates at the time of birth were to stay

the same throughout the child’s life. 

Life expectancy index One of the three indices on

which the human development index is built. For

details on how the index is calculated see technical

note 1.

Literacy rate, adult The percentage of people aged

15 and above who can, with understanding, both

read and write a short, simple statement on their

everyday life.

Literacy rate, youth The percentage of people aged

15–24 who can, with understanding, both read and

write a short, simple statement on their everyday life.

Malaria cases The total number of malaria cases

reported to the World Health Organization by coun-

tries in which malaria is endemic. Many countries report

only laboratory-confirmed cases, but many in Sub-

Saharan Africa report clinically diagnosed cases as well. 

Market activities Defined according to the 1993

revised UN System of National Accounts to include

employment in establishments, primary production

not in establishments, services for income and other

production of goods not in establishments. See non-
market activities and work time, total.

Maternal mortality ratio reported Reported annual

number of deaths of women from pregnancy-related

causes per 100,000 live births, not adjusted for the

well-documented problems of underreporting and

misclassification. 

Military expenditure All expenditures of the defence

ministry and other ministries on recruiting and train-

ing military personnel as well as on construction and

purchase of military supplies and equipment. Military

assistance is included in the expenditures of the

donor country. 

Non-market activities Defined according to the

1993 revised UN System of National Accounts to

include household maintenance (cleaning, laundry and

meal preparation and cleanup), management and

shopping for own household; care for children, the

sick, the elderly and the disabled in own household;

and community services. See market activities and

work time, total.

Official aid Grants or loans that meet the same stan-

dards as for official development assistance (ODA)

except that recipient countries do not qualify as

recipients of ODA. Part II of the Development Assis-

tance Committee (DAC) list of recipient countries

identifies these countries. 

Official development assistance (ODA), net Grants

or loans (net of repayments) to qualifying countries

or territories, identified in part I of the Development

Assistance Committee (DAC) list of recipient coun-

tries, that are undertaken by the official sector with

promotion of economic development and welfare as

the main objective and are made on concessional

financial terms. 

Official development assistance (ODA) to least
developed countries See official development assis-
tance (ODA), net and country classifications for

least developed countries. 

Oral rehydration therapy use rate The percentage

of all cases of diarrhoea in children under age five

treated with oral rehydration salts or recommended

home fluids, or both. 

Patents granted to residents Refers to documents

issued by a government office that describe an inven-

tion and create a legal situation in which the patented

invention can normally be exploited (made, used,

sold, imported) only by or with the authorization of

the patentee. The protection of inventions is gener-

ally limited to 20 years from the filing date of the appli-

cation for the grant of a patent.

Physicians Includes graduates of a faculty or school

of medicine who are working in any medical field

(including teaching, research and administration).

Population growth rate, annual Refers to the annual

exponential growth rate for the period indicated.

See population, total.

Population, total Refers to the de facto population,

which includes all people actually present in a given

area at a given time. 

PPP (purchasing power parity) A rate of exchange

that accounts for price differences across countries,

allowing international comparisons of real output

and incomes. At the PPP US$ rate (as used in this
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Report), PPP US$1 has the same purchasing power

in the domestic economy as $1 has in the United

States. For details on conceptual and practical issues

relating to PPPs see box 5 in the note on statistics.

Private flows, other A category combining non-debt-

creating portfolio equity investment flows (the sum of

country funds, depository receipts and direct pur-

chases of shares by foreign investors), portfolio debt

flows (bond issues purchased by foreign investors)

and bank and trade-related lending (commercial bank

lending and other commercial credits). 

Probability at birth of not surviving to a specified
age Calculated as 1 minus the probability of surviv-

ing to a specified age for a given cohort. See proba-
bility at birth of surviving to a specified age. 

Probability at birth of surviving to a specified age
The probability of a newborn infant surviving to a

specified age if subject to prevailing patterns of age-

specific mortality rates. 

Professional and technical workers, female Women’s

share of positions defined according to the International

Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO-88) to

include physical, mathematical and engineering science

professionals (and associate professionals), life science

and health professionals (and associate professionals),

teaching professionals (and associate professionals)

and other professionals and associate professionals.

Refugees People who have fled their country because

of a well-founded fear of persecution for reasons of

their race, religion, nationality, political opinion or

membership in a particular social group and who

cannot or do not want to return. 

Research and development expenditures Current

and capital expenditures (including overhead) on

creative, systematic activity intended to increase the

stock of knowledge. Included are fundamental and

applied research and experimental development work

leading to new devices, products or processes.

Royalties and licence fees, receipts of Receipts by

residents from non-residents for the authorized use

of intangible, non-produced, non-financial assets and

proprietary rights (such as patents, trademarks, copy-

rights, franchises and industrial processes) and for the

use, through licensing agreements, of produced orig-

inals of prototypes (such as films and manuscripts).

Data are based on the balance of payments.

Sanitation facilities, population using adequate
The percentage of the population using adequate

sanitation facilities, such as a connection to a sewer

or septic tank system, a pour-flush latrine, a simple

pit latrine or a ventilated improved pit latrine. An

excreta disposal system is considered adequate if it

is private or shared (but not public) and if it hygien-

ically separates human excreta from human contact.

Science, math and engineering, tertiary students in
The share of tertiary students enrolled in natural sci-

ences; engineering; mathematics and computer sci-

ences; architecture and town planning; transport and

communications; trade, craft and industrial pro-

grammes; and agriculture, forestry and fisheries. See

education levels.

Scientists and engineers in R&D People trained to

work in any field of science who are engaged in pro-

fessional research and development (R&D) activity.

Most such jobs require the completion of tertiary

education.

Seats in parliament held by women Refers to seats

held by women in a lower or single house or an upper

house or senate, where relevant. 

Telephone mainline A telephone line connecting a

subscriber to the telephone exchange equipment.

Terms of trade The ratio of the export price index

to the import price index measured relative to a base

year. A value of more than 100 implies that the price

of exports has risen relative to the price of imports.

Tuberculosis cases The total number of tuberculo-

sis cases reported to the World Health Organiza-

tion. A tuberculosis case is defined as a patient in

whom tuberculosis has been bacteriologically con-

firmed or diagnosed by a clinician. 

Under-five mortality rate The probability of dying

between birth and exactly five years of age expressed

per 1,000 live births.

Under height for age, children under age five
Includes moderate and severe stunting, which is

defined as below two standard deviations from the

median height for age of the reference population. 

Undernourished people People whose food intake

is insufficient to meet their minimum energy require-

ments on a chronic basis.

Under weight for age, children under age five
Includes moderate and severe underweight, which is

defined as below two standard deviations from the

median weight for age of the reference population.
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Unemployment Refers to all people above a specified

age who are not in paid employment or self-employed,

but are available for work and have taken specific

steps to seek paid employment or self-employment. 

Unemployment, long-term Unemployment lasting

12 months or longer. See unemployment.

Unemployment, youth Refers to unemployment

between the ages of 15 or 16 and 24, depending on

the national definition. See unemployment.

Urban population The midyear population of areas

defined as urban in each country, as reported to the

United Nations. See population, total.

Voter turnout The number of votes (including blank

or invalid votes) as a percentage of the number of reg-

istered voters.

Water sources, population not using improved
Calculated as 100 minus the percentage of the pop-

ulation using improved water sources. See water
sources, population using improved.

Water sources, population using improved The pro-

portion of the population using any of the following

types of water supply for drinking: piped water, a pub-

lic tap, a borehole with a pump, a protected well, a

protected spring or rainwater.

Women in government at ministerial level
Defined according to each state’s definition of a

national executive and may include women serving

as ministers and vice ministers and those holding

other ministerial positions, including parliamen-

tary secretaries. 

Work time, total Time spent on market and non-

market activities as defined according to the 1993

revised UN System of National Accounts. See mar-
ket activities and non-market activities.
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Classification of countries

High human 
development 
(HDI 0.800 and above)

Medium human 
development
(HDI 0.500–0.799)

Low human
development
(HDI below 0.500)

Antigua and Barbuda

Argentina

Australia

Austria

Bahamas

Bahrain

Barbados

Belgium

Brunei Darussalam

Canada

Chile

Costa Rica

Croatia

Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Hong Kong, China (SAR)

Hungary

Iceland

Ireland

Israel

Italy

Japan

Korea, Rep. of

Kuwait

Latvia

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Malta

Netherlands

New Zealand

Norway

Poland

Portugal

Qatar

Saint Kitts and Nevis

Seychelles

Singapore

Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

Switzerland

Trinidad and Tobago

United Arab Emirates

United Kingdom

United States

Uruguay

(53 countries or areas)

Albania

Algeria

Armenia

Azerbaijan

Belarus

Belize

Bolivia

Botswana

Brazil

Bulgaria

Cambodia

Cameroon

Cape Verde

China

Colombia

Comoros

Congo

Cuba

Dominica

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

Egypt

El Salvador

Equatorial Guinea

Fiji

Gabon

Georgia

Ghana

Grenada

Guatemala

Guyana

Honduras

India

Indonesia

Iran, Islamic Rep. of

Jamaica

Jordan

Kazakhstan

Kenya

Kyrgyzstan

Lebanon

Lesotho

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya

Macedonia, TFYR

Malaysia

Maldives

Mauritius

Mexico

Moldova, Rep. of

Mongolia

Morocco

Myanmar

Namibia

Nicaragua

Oman

Panama

Papua New Guinea

Paraguay

Peru

Philippines

Romania

Russian Federation

Saint Lucia

Saint Vincent and 

the Grenadines

Samoa (Western)

São Tomé and Principe

Saudi Arabia

Solomon Islands

South Africa

Sri Lanka

Suriname

Swaziland

Syrian Arab Republic

Tajikistan

Thailand

Tunisia

Turkey

Turkmenistan

Ukraine

Uzbekistan

Vanuatu

Venezuela

Viet Nam

Zimbabwe

(84 countries or areas)

Angola

Bangladesh

Benin

Bhutan

Burkina Faso

Burundi

Central African Republic

Chad

Congo, Dem. Rep. of the

Côte d’Ivoire

Djibouti

Eritrea

Ethiopia

Gambia

Guinea

Guinea-Bissau

Haiti

Lao People’s Dem. Rep.

Madagascar

Malawi

Mali

Mauritania

Mozambique

Nepal

Niger

Nigeria

Pakistan

Rwanda

Senegal

Sierra Leone

Sudan

Tanzania, U. Rep. of

Togo

Uganda

Yemen

Zambia

(36 countries or areas)

Countries in the human development aggregates
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a. Based on World Bank classifications (effective as of 1 July 2001).

High income
(GNP per capita of
$9,266 or more in 2000)

Middle income
(GNP per capita of
$756–9,265 in 2000)

Low income
(GNP per capita of
$755 or less in 2000)

Australia

Austria

Bahamas

Barbados

Belgium

Brunei Darussalam

Canada

Cyprus

Denmark

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Hong Kong, China (SAR)

Iceland

Ireland

Israel

Italy

Japan

Kuwait

Luxembourg

Malta

Netherlands

New Zealand

Norway

Portugal

Qatar

Singapore

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

Switzerland

United Arab Emirates

United Kingdom

United States

(35 countries or areas)

Albania

Algeria

Antigua and Barbuda

Argentina

Bahrain

Belarus

Belize

Bolivia

Botswana

Brazil

Bulgaria

Cape Verde

Chile

China

Colombia

Costa Rica

Croatia

Cuba

Czech Republic

Djibouti

Dominica

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

Egypt

El Salvador

Equatorial Guinea

Estonia

Fiji

Gabon

Grenada

Guatemala

Guyana

Honduras

Hungary

Iran, Islamic Rep. of

Jamaica

Jordan

Kazakhstan

Korea, Rep. of

Latvia

Lebanon

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya

Lithuania

Macedonia, TFYR

Malaysia

Maldives

Mauritius

Mexico

Morocco

Namibia

Oman

Panama

Papua New Guinea

Paraguay

Peru

Philippines

Poland

Romania

Russian Federation

Saint Kitts and Nevis

Saint Lucia

Saint Vincent and 

the Grenadines

Samoa (Western)

Saudi Arabia

Seychelles

Slovakia

South Africa

Sri Lanka

Suriname

Swaziland

Syrian Arab Republic

Thailand

Trinidad and Tobago

Tunisia

Turkey

Turkmenistan

Uruguay

Vanuatu

Venezuela

(79 countries or areas)

Angola

Armenia

Azerbaijan

Bangladesh

Benin

Bhutan

Burkina Faso

Burundi

Cambodia

Cameroon

Central African Republic

Chad

Comoros

Congo

Congo, Dem. Rep. of the

Côte d’Ivoire

Eritrea

Ethiopia

Gambia

Georgia

Ghana

Guinea

Guinea-Bissau

Haiti

India

Indonesia

Kenya

Kyrgyzstan

Lao People’s Dem. Rep.

Lesotho

Madagascar

Malawi

Mali

Mauritania

Moldova, Rep. of

Mongolia

Mozambique

Myanmar

Nepal

Nicaragua

Niger

Nigeria

Pakistan

Rwanda

São Tomé and Principe

Senegal

Sierra Leone

Solomon Islands

Sudan

Tajikistan

Tanzania, U. Rep. of

Togo

Uganda

Ukraine

Uzbekistan

Viet Nam

Yemen

Zambia

Zimbabwe

(59 countries or areas)

Countries in the income aggregates a
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Algeria

Angola

Antigua and Barbuda

Argentina

Bahamas

Bahrain

Bangladesh

Barbados

Belize

Benin

Bhutan

Bolivia

Botswana

Brazil

Brunei Darussalam

Burkina Faso

Burundi

Cambodia

Cameroon

Cape Verde

Central African Republic

Chad

Chile

China

Colombia

Comoros

Congo

Congo, Dem. Rep. of the

Costa Rica

Côte d’Ivoire

Cuba

Cyprus

Djibouti

Dominica

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

Egypt

El Salvador

Equatorial Guinea

Eritrea

Ethiopia

Fiji

Gabon

Gambia

Ghana

Grenada

Guatemala

Guinea

Guinea-Bissau

Guyana

Haiti

Honduras

Hong Kong, China 

(SAR)

India

Indonesia

Iran, Islamic Rep. of

Jamaica

Jordan

Kenya

Korea, Rep. of

Kuwait

Lao People’s Dem. Rep.

Lebanon

Lesotho

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya

Madagascar

Malawi

Malaysia

Maldives

Mali

Mauritania

Mauritius

Mexico

Mongolia

Morocco

Mozambique

Myanmar

Namibia

Nepal

Nicaragua

Niger

Nigeria

Oman

Pakistan

Panama

Papua New Guinea

Paraguay

Peru

Philippines

Qatar

Rwanda

Saint Kitts and Nevis

Saint Lucia

Saint Vincent and 

the Grenadines

Samoa (Western)

São Tomé and Principe

Saudi Arabia

Senegal

Seychelles

Sierra Leone

Singapore

Solomon Islands

South Africa

Sri Lanka

Sudan

Suriname

Swaziland

Syrian Arab Republic

Tanzania, U. Rep. of

Thailand

Togo

Trinidad and Tobago

Tunisia

Turkey

Uganda

United Arab Emirates

Uruguay

Vanuatu

Venezuela

Viet Nam

Yemen

Zambia

Zimbabwe

(123 countries or areas)

Least developed
countries a

Angola

Bangladesh

Benin

Bhutan

Burkina Faso

Burundi

Cambodia

Cape Verde

Central African Republic

Chad

Comoros

Congo, Dem. Rep. of the

Djibouti

Equatorial Guinea

Eritrea

Ethiopia

Gambia

Guinea

Guinea-Bissau

Haiti

Lao People’s Dem. Rep.

Lesotho

Madagascar

Malawi

Maldives

Mali

Mauritania

Mozambique

Myanmar

Nepal

Niger

Rwanda

Samoa (Western)

São Tomé and Principe

Senegal

Sierra Leone

Solomon Islands

Sudan

Tanzania, U. Rep. of

Togo

Uganda

Vanuatu

Yemen

Zambia

(44 countries or areas)

Central and
Eastern Europe
and the
Commonwealth 
of Independent
States (CIS)

Albania

Armenia

Azerbaijan

Belarus

Bulgaria

Croatia

Czech Republic

Estonia

Georgia

Hungary

Kazakhstan

Kyrgyzstan

Latvia

Lithuania

Macedonia, TFYR

Moldova, Rep. of

Poland

Romania

Russian Federation

Slovakia

Slovenia

Tajikistan

Turkmenistan

Ukraine

Uzbekistan

(25 countries or areas)

OECD

Australia

Austria

Belgium

Canada

Czech Republic

Denmark

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Hungary

Iceland

Ireland

Italy

Japan

Korea, Rep. of

Luxembourg

Mexico

Netherlands

New Zealand

Norway

Poland

Portugal

Slovakia

Spain

Sweden

Switzerland

Turkey

United Kingdom

United States

(30 countries or areas)

High-income 
OECD countries b

Australia

Austria

Belgium

Canada

Denmark

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Iceland

Ireland

Italy

Japan

Luxembourg

Netherlands

New Zealand

Norway

Portugal

Spain

Sweden

Switzerland

United Kingdom

United States

(23 countries or areas)

Developing countries

Countries in the major world aggregates

a. The United Nations currently designates 49 countries as least developed countries. The Report includes in that classification only the 44 countries that are also included in the human

development index. Thus Afghanistan, Kiribati, Liberia, Somalia and Tuvalu are not included in the classification least developed countries.
b. Excludes the Czech Republic, Hungary, the Republic of Korea, Mexico, Poland, Slovakia and Turkey. 
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Arab States Sub-Saharan AfricaAsia and the Pacific
Latin America and
the Caribbean Southern Europe

Algeria

Bahrain

Djibouti

Egypt

Jordan

Kuwait

Lebanon

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya

Morocco

Oman

Qatar

Saudi Arabia

Sudan

Syrian Arab Republic

Tunisia

United Arab Emirates

Yemen

(17 countries or areas)

East Asia and the Pacific
Brunei Darussalam

Cambodia

China

Fiji

Hong Kong, China (SAR)

Indonesia

Korea, Rep. of

Lao People’s Dem. Rep.

Malaysia

Mongolia

Myanmar

Papua New Guinea

Philippines

Samoa (Western)

Singapore

Solomon Islands

Thailand

Vanuatu

Viet Nam

(19 countries or areas)

South Asia
Bangladesh

Bhutan

India

Iran, Islamic Rep. of

Maldives

Nepal

Pakistan

Sri Lanka

(8 countries or areas)

Antigua and Barbuda

Argentina

Bahamas

Barbados

Belize

Bolivia

Brazil

Chile

Colombia

Costa Rica

Cuba

Dominica

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

El Salvador

Grenada

Guatemala

Guyana

Haiti

Honduras

Jamaica

Mexico

Nicaragua

Panama

Paraguay

Peru

Saint Kitts and Nevis

Saint Lucia

Saint Vincent and 

the Grenadines

Suriname

Trinidad and Tobago

Uruguay

Venezuela

(33 countries or areas)

Cyprus 

Turkey

(2 countries or areas)

Angola

Benin

Botswana

Burkina Faso

Burundi

Cameroon

Cape Verde

Central African Republic

Chad

Comoros

Congo

Congo, Dem. Rep. of the

Côte d’Ivoire

Equatorial Guinea

Eritrea

Ethiopia

Gabon

Gambia

Ghana

Guinea

Guinea-Bissau

Kenya

Lesotho

Madagascar

Malawi

Mali

Mauritania

Mauritius

Mozambique

Namibia

Niger

Nigeria

Rwanda

São Tomé and Principe

Senegal

Seychelles

Sierra Leone

South Africa

Swaziland

Tanzania, U. Rep. of

Togo

Uganda

Zambia

Zimbabwe

(44 countries or areas)

Developing countries in the regional aggregates
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INDEX TO INDICATORS

Indicator 

Indicator tables

Indicator 

Indicator tables

A
Armed forces

index 20

total 20

Arms transfers, conventional 

exports

share of total 20

total 20

imports, total 20

B
Births attended by skilled health staff  6

Birth-weight, infants with low 7

C
Carbon dioxide emissions 

per capita 19

share of world total 19

Cellular mobile subscribers 11

Children reaching grade 5 10

Cigarette consumption per adult, annual average  7

Consumer price index, average annual change in 12

Contraceptive prevalence 6

Contributing family workers 

female 25

male 25

Crime, people victimized by

assault 21

bribery (corruption) 21

property crime 21

robbery 21

sexual assault 21

total crime 21

D
Debt service, total

as % of exports of goods and services 16

as % of GDP 16, 17

E
Earned income, estimated

female 22

male 22

ratio of female to male 23

Economic activity rate, female 25

as % of male rate 25

index 25

Education expenditure, public

as % of GNP 9, 17

as % of total government expenditure 9

pre-primary and primary 9

secondary          9

tertiary          9

Education index 1

Electricity consumption per capita    19

Employment by economic activity 

agriculture 

female 25

male 25

industry

female 25

male 25

services 

female 25

male 25

Energy use, GDP per unit of 19

Enrolment ratio, gross

combined primary, secondary and tertiary 1, 30

female 22

male 22

tertiary

female 24

female as % of male 24

Enrolment ratio, net

primary 10

female 24

female as % of male 24

secondary 10

female 24

female as % of male 24

Environmental treaties, ratification of 19

Essential drugs, population with access to 6

Exports 

of goods and services 14

high technology  14

manufactured 14

primary 14

F
Fertility rate, total    5, 30

Foreign direct investment, net inflows of 16

Fuel consumption, traditional     19

Functional literacy skills, people lacking 4

G
GDP index 1

GDP per capita (PPP US$)     1, 12, 30

annual growth rate 12

highest value during 1975–2000 12

year of highest value 12

GDP, total

in PPP US$ billions 12

in US$ billions 12

Gender empowerment measure (GEM) 23
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Gender-related development index (GDI) 22

H
Health expenditure

per capita (PPP US$) 6

private 6

public 6, 17

HIV/AIDS

adult rate of 7, 30

children living with 7

women living with 7

Human development index (HDI)     1

trends in 2

Human poverty index (HPI-1) for developing 

countries 3

Human poverty index (HPI-2) for selected OECD 

countries 4

Human rights instruments, status of major international 28

I
Illiteracy rate, adult         3

Immunization of one-year-olds

against measles 6

against tuberculosis 6

Imports of goods and services 14

Income inequality measures

Gini index 13

income ratio, richest 10% to poorest 10% 13

income ratio, richest 20% to poorest 20% 13

Income or consumption, share of 

poorest 10% 13

poorest 20% 13

richest 10% 13

richest 20% 13

Infant mortality rate 8, 30

Internally displaced people 20

Internet hosts 11

L
Labour rights conventions, status of fundamental 29

Life expectancy at birth 1, 8, 30

female 22

male 22

Life expectancy index 1

Literacy rate, adult 1, 10, 30

female 22, 24

female as % of male 24

male  22

Literacy rate, youth 10

female     24

female as % of male  24

M
Malaria cases 7

Maternal mortality ratio reported 8

Military expenditure 17

O
Official development assistance (ODA) disbursed, net 15

as % of GNP       15

net grants by NGOs 15

per capita of donor country 15

to least developed countries 15

total 15

Official development assistance (ODA) received 

(net disbursements)

as % of GDP 16

per capita 16

total 16

Oral rehydration therapy use rate 6

P
Patents granted to residents 11

Physicians 6

Population

aged 65 and above 5

annual growth rate 5

total 5, 30

under age 15  5

urban 5

Poverty, income

population living below $1 a day 3

population living below $2 a day 3

population living below $4 a day 4

population living below $11 a day 4

population living below 50% of median income        4

population living below national poverty line  3

Private flows, other 16

R
Refugees

by country of asylum 20

by country of origin  20

Research and development (R&D)

expenditures 11

scientists and engineers in 11

Royalties and licence fees, receipts of 11

S
Sanitation, adequate facilities, population using 6

Science, math and engineering, tertiary students in 10

INDEX TO INDICATORS

Indicator 

Indicator tables

Indicator 

Indicator tables
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Survival               

probability at birth of not surviving to age 40            3

probability at birth of not surviving to age 60  4

probability at birth of surviving to age 65

female 8

male 8

T
Telephone mainlines 11

Terms of trade 14

Tuberculosis cases 7

U
Under-five mortality rate 8, 30

Under height for age, children under age five 7

Undernourished people 7, 30

Under weight for age, children under age five 3, 7

Unemployed people 18

Unemployment rate 18

average annual 18

female as % of male 18

youth 18

youth, female as % of male 18

Unemployment, long term 4

female 18

male 18

W
Water, improved sources

population not using 3

population using  6, 30

Women’s economic participation

female legislators, senior officials and managers 23

female professional and technical workers 23

Women’s political participation

female legislators, senior officials and managers 23

seats in parliament held by women  23, 27

women in government at ministerial level    27

year first woman elected or appointed to parliament 27

year women received right to stand for election 27

year women received right to vote 27

Work time 

females 26

as % of males 26

market activities 26

non-market activities 26

males 26

market activities 26

non-market activities 26

total

market activities 26

non-market activities 26

INDEX TO INDICATORS

Indicator 

Indicator tables

Indicator 

Indicator tables
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Countries and regions that have produced human development reports

Arab States
Algeria, 1998, 2001*
Bahrain, 1998
Djibouti, 2000
Egypt, 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997–98, 1998–99, 

1999–2000, 2002*
Iraq, 1995, 2002*
Jordan, 2000, 2001*
Kuwait, 1997, 1998–99, 2000
Lebanon, 1997, 1998, 2001*
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 1999
Morocco, 1997, 1998–99, 2001*
Occupied Palestinian territory, 1996–97, 2000–01*
Saudi Arabia, 2000*
Somalia, 1998, 2001
Syrian Arab Republic, 2000*
Tunisia, 1999
United Arab Emirates, 1997
Yemen, 1998, 2001*

Asia and the Pacific
Bangladesh, 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, 1998, 

2000
Bhutan, 2000, 2002*
Cambodia, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001*
China, 1997, 1999, 2002*
East Timor, 2001*
Fiji, 1997
India, 1996, 1997, 1999, 2001
India, Arunachal Pradesh, 2001*
India, Assam, 2001*
India, Himachal Pradesh, 2001*
India, Idduki, 2000
India, Karnataka, 1999, 2001*
India, Madhya Pradesh, 1995, 1998, 2001*
India, Maharashtra, 2001*
India, Orissa, 2001*
India, Punjab, 2001*
India, Rajasthan, 1999, 2000, 2002*
India, Sikkim, 2001
India, Tamil Nadu, 2001*
India, Uttar Pradesh, 2001*
Indonesia, 2001
Iran, Islamic Rep. of, 1999, 2002*
Korea, Rep. of, 1998
Lao People’s Dem. Rep., 1998, 2001*
Maldives, 2000*
Mongolia, 1997, 2000
Myanmar, 1998
Nepal, 1998, 2001, 2002*
Pakistan, 2001*
Palau, 1999
Papua New Guinea, 1998
Philippines, 1994, 1997, 2000, 2002*
Samoa (Western), 2002*
Singapore, 2001*
Solomon Islands, 2001*

Sri Lanka, 1998, 2001*
Thailand, 1999, 2002*
Tuvalu, 1999
Vanuatu, 1996
Viet Nam, 2001, 2003*

Europe and the CIS
Albania, 1995, 1996, 1998, 2000, 2002*
Armenia, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 

2001, 2002*
Azerbaijan, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 

2001*
Belarus, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2002*
Bosnia and Herzegovina, 1998, 2000
Bulgaria, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001
Bulgaria, Sofia, 1997
Croatia, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2001*
Czech Republic, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2002*
Estonia, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001*
Georgia, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 

2001–02*
Hungary, 1995, 1996, 1998, 1999, 2002*
Kazakhstan, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 

2002*
Kosovo, 2001–02*
Kyrgyzstan, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 

2001
Latvia, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000–01
Lithuania, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 

2001
Macedonia, TFYR, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2001*
Malta, 1996
Moldova, Rep. of, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 

2000, 2002*
Poland, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2002*
Romania, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 

2001*
Russian Federation, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 

2000, 2001*
Saint Helena, 1999
Slovakia, 1995, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2002*
Slovenia, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2002*
Tajikistan, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000,

2001–02, 2003*
Turkey, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2001, 

2002–03*
Turkmenistan, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000
Ukraine, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2001, 

2002*
Uzbekistan, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000
Yugoslavia, 1996, 1997, 1998, 2002*

Latin America and the Caribbean
Argentina, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2001, 

2002*
Argentina, Province of Buenos Aires, 1996, 1997, 

1998, 1999

Belize, 1997, 1998
Bolivia, 1998, 2000, 2002
Bolivia, Cochabamba, 1995
Bolivia, La Paz, 1995
Bolivia, Santa Cruz, 1995
Brazil, 1996, 1998, 2002*
Brazil, Rio de Janeiro, 2001–02
Chile, 1996, 1998, 2000, 2002*
Colombia, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2003*
Costa Rica, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000,

2001
Cuba, 1996, 1999, 2001*
Dominican Republic, 1997, 1999
Ecuador, 1999, 2001
El Salvador, 1997, 1999, 2001, 2002–03*
Guatemala, 1998, 1999, 2000
Guyana, 1996, 2001*
Honduras, 1998, 1999
Jamaica, 2000, 2001*
Nicaragua, 2000, 2001*
Panama, 2002
Paraguay, 1995, 1996, 2002*
Peru, 1997
Trinidad and Tobago, 2000, 2002*
Uruguay, 1999, 2001*
Venezuela, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000

Sub-Saharan Africa
Angola, 1997, 1998, 1999
Benin, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002*
Botswana, 1997, 2000, 2002*
Burkina Faso, 1997, 1998, 2000, 2001, 2002*
Burundi, 1997, 1999
Cameroon, 1992, 1993, 1996, 1998
Cape Verde, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2002*
Central African Republic, 1996, 2000, 2001*
Chad, 1997, 1999, 2000
Comoros, 1997, 1998, 2001, 2002*
Congo, Dem. Rep. of the, 2000
Côte d’Ivoire, 1997, 2000
Equatorial Guinea, 1996, 1997
Ethiopia, 1997, 1998
Gabon, 1999, 2002*
Gambia, 1997, 2000
Ghana, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000
Guinea, 1997, 1998, 1999
Guinea-Bissau, 1997, 2002*
Kenya, 1999, 2001, 2002*
Lesotho, 1998, 2001*
Liberia, 1999
Madagascar, 1997, 1999, 2000
Madagascar, Fianarantsoa, 2002*
Madagascar, Mahajanga, 2002*
Madagascar, Tulear, 2002*
Malawi, 1997, 1998, 2001*
Mali, 1995, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2002*
Mauritania, 1996, 1997, 1998, 2001
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* Under preparation as of March 2002.

Note: Information as of March 2002.

Source: Prepared by the National Human Development Report Unit, Human Development Report Office.

Mozambique, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001
Namibia, 1996, 1997, 1998
Niger, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2002*
Nigeria, 1996, 1998, 2000–01
Rwanda, 1999, 2002*
São Tomé and Principe, 1998
Senegal, 1998
Sierra Leone, 1996, 1998, 2001*
South Africa, 1998, 2000, 2002*
Swaziland, 1997, 1998, 2000

Tanzania, U. Rep. of, 1997, 1999, 2001*
Togo, 1995, 1997, 1999, 2002*
Uganda, 1996, 1997, 1998, 2001, 2002*
Zambia, 1997, 1998, 1999–2000, 2002*
Zimbabwe, 1998, 1999, 2000

Regional reports
Africa, 1995
Arab States, 2001*
Central America, 1999, 2001*

Central and Eastern Europe and the CIS, 1995, 1996, 
1997, 1998, 1999

Latin America and the Caribbean, 2001*
Organization of Eastern Caribbean States, 2002*
Pacific Islands, 1994, 1999
South Asia, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001
South-East Asia, 2001*
Southern African Development Community, 1998, 

2000
West and Central Africa, 2002*

More than 270 regional, national and subnational human

development reports have addressed governance-related

issues as integral dimensions of human development,

including reports on decentralization, participation and

other topics. The following is a selection of reports with

democracy or democratic governance as their core theme. 

National reports
Asia and the Pacific

Human Development Report, India, 2001

Towards a New Consensus: Democracy and 
Human Development in Indonesia, 2001

Human Development and People’s Participation in 
Governance, Philippines, 1994

Europe and the CIS

The Role of the State, Armenia, 1998

Citizen Participation in Governance—
From Individuals to Citizens, Bulgaria, 2001 

Human Development Report, Czech Republic, 1999

Human Rights, Liberties and Elections—
The Quest for Democracy, Czech Republic, 1998

Democratic Governance—Alternative Approaches 
to Kyrgyzstan’s Future Development, 2001

Democratic Governance for Human Development,
Kyrgyzstan, 2000

Public Policy Process and Human Development,
Latvia, 2000–01

Good Governance and Social Development, 
Republic of Moldova, 2002*

Human Development Report, Republic of Moldova,

1998

Human Development Report—The Power of 
Participation, Ukraine, 2001

Latin America and the Caribbean

Informe de Desarrollo Humano en Bolivia, 2002

Sub-Saharan Africa

Rapport National sur le Développement Humain 
au Bénin, 2000

Promoting Good Governance for Human 
Development and Poverty Eradication, 
Gambia, 2000

Participatory Governance for Human 
Development, Kenya, 2002*

Transition to Peaceful Democratic Governance, 
Liberia, 1999

Regional reports 
The Crisis of Governance, South Asia, 1999

Governance and Human Development in Southern
Africa, Southern African Development 

Community, 1998

Human development reports focusing on democratic governance

To access selected human development reports online,

please visit http://www.undp.org/hdro/.

To obtain copies, contact:

United Nations Development Programme 

Human Development Report Office 

National Human Development Report Unit

304 East 45th Street, 12th floor

New York, NY 10017 USA

Telephone: 212 906 3674   

Fax: 212 906 5161

Email: mary.ann.mwangi@undp.org




