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Forewonrd

In 1990 UNDP published its first Human Development Report, with its newly devised
Human Development Index. The premise of the HDI, considered radical at the time,
was elegantly simple: national development should be measured not simply by national
income, as had long been the practice, but also by life expectancy and literacy.

The new HDI had its shortcomings, as the Report’s authors forthrightly acknowledged,
including a reliance on national averages, which concealed skewed distribution, and the
absence of “a quantitative measure of human freedom.” Yet it successfully advanced the
Report’s central thesis, stated succinctly in its first sentence: “People are the real wealth of
a nation.

Twenty years later the conceptual brilliance and continuing relevance of that original human
development paradigm are indisputable. It is now almost universally accepted that a coun-
try’s success or an individual’s well-being cannot be evaluated by money alone. Income is of
course crucial: without resources, any progress is difficult. Yet we must also gauge whether
people can lead long and healthy lives, whether they have the opportunity to be educated and
whether they are free to use their knowledge and talents to shape their own destinies.

That was the original vision and remains the great achievement of the creators of the
Human Development Reports, Mahbub ul-Haq of Pakistan and his close friend and col-
laborator, Amartya Sen of India, working with other leading development thinkers. Their
concept has guided not just 20 years of global Human Development Reports, but more
than 600 National Human Development Reports—all researched, written and published
in their respective countries—as well as the many provocative regionally focused reports

supported by UNDP’s regional bureaus.

Perhaps most important, the human development approach has profoundly affected an
entire generation of policy-makers and development specialists around the world—includ-
ing thousands within UNDP itself and elsewhere in the UN system.

This 20th anniversary milestone presents an opportunity to review human development
achievements and challenges systematically at both the global and national levels—a task
not attempted since the first Report—and to analyse their implications for policy and
future research.

On one crucial point the evidence is compelling and clear: there is much that countries
can do to improve the quality of people’s lives even under adverse circumstances. Many
countries have made great gains in health and education despite only modest growth in
income, while some countries with strong economic performance over the decades have
failed to make similarly impressive progress in life expectancy, schooling and overall liv-
ing standards. Improvements are never automatic—they require political will, courageous
leadership and the continuing commitment of the international community.
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Data from the past 40 years also reveal an enormous diversity of pathways to human devel-
opment achievement: there is no single model or uniform prescription for success.

This Report shows significant progress by most countries in most areas, with the poorest
countries often showing the largest gains. While perhaps not a surprise to statisticians, it
was far from universally assumed four decades ago that most low-income nations would
make the strong strides forward that the record now shows in health, education and (to a
lesser extent) income.

Not all the trends are positive, as we know too well. Sadly, several countries have moved
backwards in absolute HDI achievement since the 1990 Report. These countries offer les-
sons on the devastating impact of conflict, the AIDS epidemic and economic and political
mismanagement. Most suffered from more than one if not all these factors.

I especially welcome the continuation of the Human Development Report tradition of
measurement innovation. Three new measures—capturing multidimensional inequal-
ity, gender disparities and extreme deprivation—are introduced in this year’s Report. The
Inequality-adjusted HDI, Gender Inequality Index and Multidimensional Poverty Index,
building on innovations in the field and advances in theory and data, are applied to most
countries in the world and provide important new insights.

These new measurement tools reinforce the continuing validity of the original human
development vision. Going forward, future Reports will have to grapple with even more
difficult issues, including the increasingly critical area of sustainability, as well as inequal-
ity and broader notions of empowerment. Many of the analytical and statistical challenges
identified in the original 1990 Report continue to confront us today.

UNDP can take appropriate pride in its backing of this intellectually independent and
innovative Report for the past two decades, but Human Development Reports have never
been a UNDP product alone. The Reports rely heavily on knowledge and insights from
sister UN agencies, national governments and hundreds of scholars from around the
world, and we have always been grateful for that collaboration. As this year’s 20th anni-
versary edition persuasively demonstrates, we can and should continue to be guided by
the Human Development Report’s values and findings for the next 20 years—and beyond.

Helen Clark
Administrator
United Nations Development Programme

The analysis and policy recommendations of this Report do not necessarily reflect the views of the United Nations Development
Programme or its Executive Board. The Report is an independent publication commissioned by UNDP. The research and writing
of the Report was a collaborative effort by the Human Development Report team and a group of eminent advisors led by
Jeni Klugman, Director of the Human Development Report Office.
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Introduction by Amartya Sen

In 1990 public understanding of development was galvanized by the appearance of the
first Human Development Report. Led by the visionary Mahbub ul Hagq, it had a profound
effect on the way policy-makers, public officials and the news media, as well as economists
and other social scientists, view societal advancement. Rather than concentrating on only
a few traditional indicators of economic progress (such as gross national product per cap-
ita), “human development” accounting proposed a systematic examination of a wealth of
information about how human beings in each society live and what substantive freedoms
they enjoy.

At the time Mahbub ul Haq became the pioneering leader of the human development
approach, several voices of discontent were demanding an approach broader than stan-
dard economic measurements provided and were proposing constructive departures. With
remarkable insight Mahbub saw the possibility of harnessing these initiatives towards the
development of a capacious alternative outlook that would be at once practical and inclu-
sive. The Human Development Reports made room for a rich variety of information and
analyses related to different aspects of human life.

The difficulty, however, of replacing a simple number like GNP with an avalanche of
tables (and a large set of related analyses) is that the latter lacks the handy usability of
the crude GNP. So a simple index, the Human Development Index (HDI), was devised
explicitly as a rival to GNP and concentrating only on longevity, basic education and
minimal income. Not surprisingly, the HDI, which proved very popular in public discus-
sion, has a crudeness that is somewhat similar to that of the GNP. This diagnosis is not
meant as an “unkind” description. As someone who was privileged to work with Mahbub
in devising the HDI, I would claim that the crude HDI did what it was expected to do:
work as a simple measure like GNP but, unlike GNP, without being oblivious of every-
thing other than incomes and commodities. However, the huge breadth of the human
development approach must not be confused, as it sometimes is, with the slender limits

of the HDI.

The world has moved on since 1990. There have been many gains (in literacy for example),
but the human development approach is motivationally committed to concentrating on
what remains undone—what demands most attention in the contemporary world—from
poverty and deprivation to inequality and insecurity. New tables continue to appear in
the steady stream of Human Development Reports, and new indices have been devised to
supplement the HDI and enrich our evaluation.

As it happens, the new challenges we face have also intensified—for example, those sur-
rounding the conservation of our environment and the sustainability of our well-being and
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substantive freedoms. The human development approach is flexible enough to take note of
the future prospects of human lives on the planet, including the prospects of those features
of the world that we value, whether related to our own welfare or not (for example, we can
be committed to the survival of threatened animal species on grounds that transcend our
own well-being). It would be a great mistake to cram more and more considerations into
one number like the HDI, but the human development approach is sophisticated enough
to accommodate new concerns and considerations of future prospects (including forecasts
of future levels of the HDI) without muddled attempts at injecting more and more into
one aggregate measure.

Twenty years after the appearance of the first Human Development Report, there is much
to celebrate in what has been achieved. But we also have to be alive to ways of improv-
ing the assessment of old adversities and of recognizing—and responding to—new threats
that endanger human well-being and freedom. That continuing commitment is indeed a
part of the large vision of Mahbub ul Hag. The need for that commitment has not dimin-
ished over time.

HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2010 m



Acknowledgements

This Report is the fruit of the advice, contributions and support of many people. Prepara-
tion of any global Human Development Report (HDR) is a daunting task—and especially
so on such an auspicious anniversary. I would like to especially thank Amartya Sen for his
strategic advice and wisdom and Sakiko Fukuda-Parr, Frances Stewart and Michael Wal-
ton for their helpful intellectual inputs and feedback. My family, Ema, Josh and Billy, were
patient and supportive throughout. The HDR depends on the dedication and hard work
of the research team and the staff of the Human Development Report Office (HDRO).
The continued success of the Report owes much to the support of UNDP Administrator
Helen Clark.

An academic advisory panel provided valuable guidance. The panel comprised Bina
Agarwal, Philippe Aghion, Arjun Appadurai, Anthony Atkinson, Frangois Bourguinon,
Simon Commander, Ariel Fiszbein, Nancy Folbre, Sakiko Fukuda-Parr, Stephen Gelb,
Enrico Giovannini, Heba Handoussa, Richard Jolly, Ravi Kanbur, Mwangi Kimenyi,
Deepak Nayyar, Lant Pritchett, Gustav Ranis, Henry Richardson, Dani Rodrik, José
Salazar-Xirinachs, Hadi Salehi-Esfahani, Timothy Smeeding, Frances Stewart, Jan
Svejnar, Michael Walton and Tarik Yousef.

More than 25 consultations were held between September 2008 and June 2010 to help
inform preparation of the Report—including in Brussels, Busan, Cambridge (United
Kingdom), Cambridge (United States), Canberra, Geneva, Istanbul, Johannesburg,
Lima, London, Melbourne, Nairobi, New Delhi, New York, Oxford, Paris, Rabat, Rio de
Janeiro, Sydney and Washington, D.C.—involving some 400 experts and practitioners,
with the support of UNDP country and regional offices. Key partners hosting the consul-
tations included the Center for Global Development, the European Commission, Har-
vard University’s Center for International Development, the Human Development and
Capability Association, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
Development Center and the UNDP Civil Society Advisory Group.

Background research, commissioned on a range of thematic issues, is available online in
our Human Development Research Papers series and listed in References. Intensive col-
laboration with the Oxford Poverty and Human Development Initiative, led by Sabina
Alkire and involving a wide range of researchers, was extremely fruitful in pushing for-
ward the conceptual and measurement agendas. Special thanks also go to James Foster
of George Washington University, Stephan Klasen of Goettingen University and Lant
Pritchett of Harvard University for their timely advice on a variety of measurement and
empirical issues.

The statistics used in this Report rely on various databases. We are particularly grateful to
the International Labour Organization, the Inter-Parliamentary Union, Jong-Wha Lee,
the Luxembourg Income Study, the Polity IV Project, the Stockholm International Peace
Research Institute, the UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs, the United

m HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2010



Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization Institute for Statistics, the UN
Refugee Agency, the United Nations Children’s Fund, Uppsala University’s Conflict Data
Program and the World Bank. Claudio Montenegro conducted the analysis on the World
Bank’s International Income Distribution Database needed to construct the Inequality-
adjusted Human Development Index. Eduardo Zambrano of California Polytechnic State
University advised on the construction of the Gender Inequality Index. The advice of the
Experts’ Group of the United Nations Statistical Commission is gratefully acknowledged.

A UNDP Readers Group, representing all the regional and policy bureaus, and a number
of other colleagues, too numerous to list, provided valuable advice throughout preparation
of the Report, although special thanks go to Abdoulaye Mar Dieye, Chief of Staff. The
HD Network, which comprises some 1,400 UNDP staff, academics and nongovernmen-
tal organizations, generated a range of useful ideas and feedback through online discus-
sions. Solaiman Al-Rifai and Martha Mai of the UN Ofhce for Project Services provided
administrative support.

Several interns worked with HDRO over the course of the year: Kevin Chua, Zaynab
El-Bernoussi, Jennifer Escobar, Rebecca Funk, Georgios Georgiadis, Saad Gulzar, Fran-
cesca Rappocciolo, Thomas Roca, Sandra Scharf, Fredrik Sjoberg and Seol Yoo. Namsuk
Kim was seconded from UNDP’s Office of Development Studies.

A team at Communications Development Incorporated, led by Bruce Ross-Larson, did a
fabulous job editing and laying out the Report, and Bounford.com carried out the design
work. Cesar Hidalgo provided valuable ideas for the visualization of human development
concepts and trends.

We thank all of those involved directly or indirectly in contributing to our efforts, while
acknowledging sole responsibility for errors of commission and omission.

Jeni Klugman
Director
Human Deve[opmmt Report 2010

HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2010



GDP
Gll
GNI
HDI
HDR
HPI
[HDI
MPI
OECD
ppP
UNDP

- HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2010

Abbreviations

gross domestic product

Gender Inequality Index

gross national income

Human Development Index

Human Development Report

Human Poverty Index

Inequality-adjusted HDI

Multidimensional Poverty Index

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
purchasing power parity

United Nations Development Programme



Contents

Foreword iv
Introduction by Amartya Sen vi
Acknowledgements viii
Abbreviations X
OVERVIEW
CHAPTER 1
Reaffirming human development 1
The original statement 12
The Human Development Index 13
Growing media attention 14
Human Development Reports—ahead of the curve 15
Contributions to development discourse 16
Shifts in development discourse 19
Human development remains as vibrant as ever 22
CHAPTER 2
The advance of people 25
Recent trends in human development: through the lens of
the Human Development Index 25
Overall patterns 26
Convergence—nbig time 29
Longer lives, better health 31
Progress has slowed 32
Hunger—the many-headed monster 35
Knowledge expands possibilities 36
Education levels higher than ever 36
Gender differences narrowing 38
Public sector involvement has grown 38
But many children are not learning 39
Rising standards of living 40
Divergent progress 4
Few countries cross the threshold 42

CHAPTER 3
Diverse paths to progress 45

The puzzle of economic growth and human development 46
Economic growth and human development do not

always coincide 46
Explaining the puzzle 47
What our results mean 49

Global advance: the role of ideas and innovation 50
Catching up in health 50
Education: parents, states or both? 51
Differences and commonalities in advances in health and

education 52

The role of institutions, policies and equity 53
Different country trajectories 54
Correlates and causes of progress 55
Progress through equity 58

The deeper story: markets, states and the social contract 61

CHAPTER 4
Good things don’t always come together 65
The broader dimensions of human development 65
Empowerment 66
A change in expectations 67
Democracy and the freedom to choose 68
Civil and political rights 70
Inequality 72
Rising income inequality 72
Overlapping and systemic disparities 73
Gender disparities 76
Vulnerability and sustainability 78
Job insecurity and shocks 78
The threat of climate change 81

HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2010 m



CHAPTER 5

Innovations in measuring inequality and poverty 85
Three new multidimensional measures 86
Measuring multidimensional inequality—the

Inequality adjusted HDI 87
Varying losses in human development due to inequality 87
Losses often greater in health and education thaninincome 89
Limitations of the Inequality-adjusted HDI 89

Measuring gender inequality—the Gender Inequality Index 89
Dimensions and indicators 90
Tremendous variation in gender inequality 93
Limitations of the Gender Inequality Index 94
Measuring poverty—the Multidimensional Poverty Index 94
Overall patterns of multidimensional poverty 95
Multidimensional poverty by region and country 97
Limitations of the Multidimensional Poverty Index 99

CHAPTER 6

The agenda heyond 2010 101
Progress and the threat of climate change 102
An agenda for policy 103

Considering principles to inform policy-making 104
Taking context seriously 107
Shifting global policy 109
An agenda for research 111
Improving data and analysis to inform debates 1
Towards a new economics of human development 113
Research directions 115
Notes 119
References 125

STATISTICAL ANNEX
Readers guide 137
Key to HDI countries and ranks, 2010 142

m HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2010

Statistical tahles
1 Human Development Index and its components 143
2 Human Development Index trends, 1980—2010 148
3 Inequality-adjusted Human Development Index 152
4 Gender Inequality Index 156
5 Multidimensional Poverty Index 161
6 Empowerment 164
7 Sustainability and vulnerability 168
8 Human security 172
9 Perceptions of individual well-being and happiness 176
10 Civicand community well-being 180
11 Demographic trends 184
12 Decent work 188
13 Education 192
14 Health 197
15 Enabling environment: financial flows and commitments 202
16 Enabling environment: economy and infrastructure 206
17 Access to information and communication technology 21

Technical notes 215

Definitions of statistical terms 223

Country groupings 226
BOXES
1.1 From Karachi to the Sorbonne—Mahbub ul Haq and the idea

of human development 12
1.2 Refining the Human Development Index 15
1.3 Human development and capabilities: intellectual foundations
and evolution 16

14 Human development in action: regional, national and local 21
21 Basic terms used in this Report 26
2.2 (ontrasting stories from Africa 30
31 Iswealthier healthier? 49
3.2 Isdecentralization good for human development? 53
33 Three success stories in advancing the Human Development Index 54
34 Conflictand human development 56
3.5 Insights from analytic growth studies 57



3.6 Patterns of unsteady ascent 58 2.9 Progress in gender equity in education, but gaps remain 39

3.7 Cash transfers and social protection 60 210 Progress in living standards 4
3.8 Therole of the private sector in furthering human development 62 31 Weak relationship between economic growth and changes in
41 The democratic deficitin the Arab States 69 health and education 47
4.2 Indigenous peoples and inequality in human development 75 3.2 Better health and more education are possible today for all countries 48
43 More missing women 76 33 More human development is associated with less inequality 59
44 Changing gender relations in the former Soviet Union 77 41 Ahigh Human Development Index does not mean democracy,
45 Directions in employment protection 80 equality or sustainability 66
51 Innovations in measurement: the Human Development Index 4.2 Fastgrowth in communication technologies, but still low access
in action 36 in the poorest countries 67
5.2 Important gender issues not included due to data constraints 92 43 More countries adopt democracy 68
53 Poverty: views from the ground in Indonesia, Kenya 44 Children of poor households are more likely to die 74
and Madagascar 95 4.5 Reversal of unemployment declines since 2008 79
6.1 Development as freedom and China’s changing view 46 Theworld is becoming less sustainable 82
of development 105 51 Inequality has large impacts on human development 88
6.2 India’s National Rural Employment Guarantee Act 106 5.2 Peoplein Sub-Saharan Africa, South Asia and Arab States lose
6.3 Case studies and some lessons of project implementation failures 107 most from inequality in human development 88
64 Mexico's new multidimensional poverty measure m 5.3 Components of the Gender Inequality Index 91
6.5  The need to recognize unpaid work 113 54 Largelosses due to gender inequality across the HDI spectrum 92
6.6 Some views from civil society on human development and 5.5 Reproductive health is the largest contributor to gender inequality 93
empowerment 115 5.6 Comparing inequality losses in human development 9%
5.7 Components of the Multidimensional Poverty Index 9%
FIGURES 5.8 Comparing multidimensional and income poverty 97

59 Countries with higher multidimensional poverty headcounts
1.1 Components of the Human Development Index 13 S o
often have higher intensity of deprivation 98
1.2 Popularity of the Human Development Report and the Human o o _
510 Most of the world's multidimensional poor live in South Asia

Development Index 14
and Sub-Saharan Africa 98
1.3 The human development concept—on a shared planet 24
511 Huge within-country differences in multidimensional poverty:
21 Overall progress, significant variability 27

the case of Kenya 99

22 T ions, but bott )
OP MOVETS vary across fegions, DUTOTIom movers are T1.1 Human Development Index 2010: new and old methodologies 217

concentrated in Africa 29

23 Diversity of paths 31

24 Progressin health 33 TABLES

2.5 Progress in key health indicators, but developing countriessstill lag 34 21 Widespread improvements in the Human Development Index

2.6 Declines in life expectancy for the former Soviet Union and since 1970 28
countries severely affected by HIV 34 2.2 Fastest progress in human development comes in different ways 29

27 Progress in education 37 31 Many factors are associated with underperformance 56

2.8 More children attend school, but there is room for improvement 51 Measuring human development 85
in secondary and higher education 38

HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2010 m



Overview

“People are the real wealth of a nation.” With these words the 1990 Human Devel-

opment Report (HDR) began a forceful case for a new approach to thinking about

development. That the objective of development should be to create an enabling en-

vironment for people to enjoy long, healthy and creative lives may appear self-evident

today. But that has not always been the case. A central objective of the HDR for the

past 20 years has been to emphasize that development is primarily and fundamen-

tally about people.

This year’s Report celebrates the contributions
of the human development approach, which
is as relevant as ever to making sense of our
changing world and finding ways to improve
people’s well-being. Indeed, human develop-
ment is an evolving idea—not a fixed, static set
of precepts—and as the world changes, analyti-
cal tools and concepts evolve. So this Report
is also about how the human development
approach can adjust to meet the challenges of
the new millennium.

The past 20 years have scen substantial
progress in many aspects of human develop-
ment. Most people today are healthier, live lon-
ger, are more educated and have more access to
goods and services. Even in countries facing
adverse economic conditions, people’s health
and education have greatly improved. And
there has been progress not only in improv-
ing health and education and raising income,
but also in expanding people’s power to select
leaders, influence public decisions and share
knowledge.

Yet not all sides of the story are posi-
tive. These years have also seen increasing
inequality—both within and across coun-
tries—as well as production and consumption
patterns that have increasingly been revealed as
unsustainable. Progress has varied, and people
in some regions—such as Southern Africa and

the former Soviet Union—have experienced

periods of regress, especially in health. New
vulnerabilities require innovative public poli-
cies to confront risk and inequalities while har-
nessing dynamic market forces for the benefit
of all.

Addressing these issues requires new tools.
In this Report we introduce three measures to
the HDR family of indices—the Inequality-
adjusted Human Development Index, the
Gender Inequality Index and the Multi-
dimensional Poverty Index. These state-of-the-
art measures incorporate recent advances in
theory and measurement and support the cen-
trality of inequality and poverty in the human
development framework. We introduce these
experimental series with the intention of stim-
ulating reasoned public debate beyond the tra-
ditional focus on aggregates.

Today’s challenges also require a new pol-
icy outlook. While there are no silver bullets or
magic potions for human development, some
policy implications are clear. First, we cannot
assume that future development will mimic
past advances: opportunities today and in the
future are greater in many respects. Second,
varied experiences and specific contexts pre-
clude overarching policy prescriptions and
point towards more general principles and
guidelines. Third, major new challenges must
be addressed—most prominently, climate

change.
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The past 20 years have
seen substantial
progress in many aspects
of human development,
yet not all sides of the

story are positive
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Many challenges lic ahead. Some are related
to policy: development policies must be based
on the local context and sound overarching
principles; numerous problems go beyond the
capacity of individual states and require dem-
ocratically accountable global institutions.
There are also implications for research: deeper
analysis of the surprisingly weak relationship
between economic growth and improvements
in health and education and careful consider-
ation of how the multidimensionality of devel-
opment objectives affects development think-
ingare just two examples.

Celebrating 20 years of
human development

Twenty years ago the world had just experi-
enced a decade of debt, adjustment and auster-
ity, and a host of political transformations were
under way. With eloquence and humanity the
first HDR called for a different approach to eco-
nomics and development—one that put people
at the centre. The approach was anchored in a
new vision of development, inspired by the cre-
ative passion and vision of Mahbub ul Hagq, the
lead author of the early HDRs, and the ground-
breaking work of Amartya Sen.

In this, the 20th edition of the HDR, we
reaffirm human development’s enduring rel-
evance. We show how the human development
approach has been ahead of the curve—how
its concepts, measures and policies produced
important insights about patterns of progress
and how it can help chart a course for people-
centred development.

The 1990 HDR began with a clear defini-
tion of human development as a process of
“enlarging people’s choices,” emphasizing the
freedom to be healthy, to be educated and to
enjoy a decent standard of living. But it also
stressed that human development and well-
being went far beyond these dimensions to
encompass a much broader range of capabili-
ties, including political freedoms, human rights
and, echoing Adam Smith, “the ability to go
about without shame.” Its enthusiastic recep-
tion by governments, civil society, research-
ers and the media demonstrated the deep

resonance of this innovative approach in the
development community and beyond.

A reaffirmation

Although the first HDR was careful in present-
ing a nuanced vision of human development,
over time the short-hand description of “enlarg-
ing people’s choices” became widely used. This
description is fundamental—but not enough.
Human development is about sustaining posi-
tive outcomes steadily over time and combating
processes that impoverish people or underpin
oppression and structural injustice. Plural prin-
ciples such as equity, sustainability and respect
for human rights are thus key.

Inherent in the human development tradi-
tion is that the approach be dynamic, not cal-
cified. We propose a reaffirmation consistent
with development practice on the ground and
with the academic literature on human devel-

opment and capabilities:

Human development is the expan-
sion of people’s freedoms to live long,
healthy and creative lives; to advance
other goals they have reason to value;
and to engage actively in shaping devel-
opment equitably and sustainably on a
shared planct. People are both the bene-
ficiaries and the drivers of human devel-
opment, as individuals and in groups.

This reaffirmation underlines the core
of human development—its themes of sus-
tainability, equity and empowerment and its
inherent flexibility. Because gains might be
fragile and vulnerable to reversal and because
future generations must be treated justly, spe-
cial efforts are needed to ensure that human
development endures—that it is sustainable.
Human development is also about addressing
structural disparities—it must be equitable.
And it is about enabling people to exercise indi-
vidual choice and to participate in, shape and
benefit from processes at the houschold, com-
munity and national levels—to be empowered.

Human development insists on delib-
eration and debate and on leaving the ends of



development open to discussion. People, indi-
vidually and in groups, shape these processes.
The human development framework applies to
all countries, rich and poor, and to all people. It
is sufficiently open ended, robust and vibrant to
provide a paradigm for the new century.

The evolution of well-
being: an uneven ascent

A major contribution of this Report is the sys-
tematic assessment of trends in key compo-
nents of human development over the past 40
years. This retrospective assessment, an impor-
tant objective for the 20th anniversary, is the
most comprehensive analysis of the HDR to
date and yields important new insights.

In some basic respects the world is a much
better place today than it was in 1990—or
in 1970. Over the past 20 years many people
around the world have experienced dramatic
improvements in key aspects of their lives.
Overall, they are healthier, more educated and
wealthier and have more power to appoint and
hold their leaders accountable than ever before.
Witness, for example, the increases in our sum-
mary measure of development—the Human
Development Index (HDI), which combines
information on life expectancy, schooling and
income in a simple composite measure. The
world’s average HDI has increased 18 percent
since 1990 (and 41 percent since 1970), reflect-
ing large aggregate improvements in life expec-
tancy, school enrolment, literacy and income.
But there has also been considerable variability
in experience and much volatility, themes to
which we return below.

Almost all countries have benefited from
this progress. Of 135 countries in our sample
for 1970-2010, with 92 percent of the world’s
people, only 3—the Democratic Republic of
the Congo, Zambia and Zimbabwe—have a
lower HDI today than in 1970.

Overall, poor countries are catching up
with rich countries in the HDI. This conver-
gence paints a far more optimistic picture than
a perspective limited to trends in income, where
divergence has continued. But not all countries

have seen rapid progress, and the variations are

striking. Those experiencing the slowest prog-
ress are countries in Sub-Saharan Africa struck
by the HIV epidemic and countries in the for-
mer Soviet Union suffering increased adult
mortality.

The top HDI movers (countries that have
made the greatest progress in improving the
HDI) include well known income “growth
miracles” such as China, Indonesia and South
Korea. But they include others—such as Nepal,
Oman and Tunisia—where progress in the
nonincome dimensions of human develop-
ment has been equally remarkable. It is striking
that the top 10 list contains several countries
not typically described as top performers. And
Ethiopia comes in 11th, with three other Sub-
Saharan African countries (Botswana, Benin
and Burkina Faso) in the top 25.

Thus, the broader human development
perspective provides an assessment of success
very different from, say, that of the Spence
Commission on Growth and Development.
This perspective reveals that progress in health
and education can drive success in human
development—in fact, 7 countries enter the
top 10 list thanks to their high achievements in
health and education, in some cases even with
unexceptional growth.

Not all countries have progressed rapidly,
and the variation is striking. Over the past 40
years a quarter of developing countries saw their
HDI increase less than 20 percent, another
quarter, more than 65 percent. These differences
partly reflect different starting points—less
developed countries have on average faster prog-
ress in health and education than more devel-
oped ones do. But half the variation in HDI
performance is unexplained by initial HDI, and
countries with similar starting points experi-
ence remarkably different evolutions, suggest-
ing that country factors such as policies, institu-
tions and geography are important.

Health advances have been large but are
slowing. The slowdown in aggregate progress is
due largely to dramatic reversals in 19 countries.
In nine of them—six in Sub-Saharan Africa and
three in the former Soviet Union—Ilife expec-
tancy has fallen below 1970 levels. The causes
of these declines are the HIV epidemic and

increased adult mortality in transition countries.

A major contribution of
this Report s the
systematic assessment of
trends in key
components of human
development over the

past 40 years
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Our research shows that
the relationship
between economic
growth and
improvements in health
and education is weak
in low and medium

HDI countries
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Progress in education has been substantial
and widespread, reflecting not only improve-
ments in the quantity of schooling but also in
the equity of access to education for girls and
boys. To a large extent this progress reflects
greater state involvement, which is often char-
acterized more by getting children into school
than by imparting a high-quality education.

Progress in income varies much more.
Despite aggregate progress, there is no conver-
gence in income—in contrast to health and
education—because on average rich countries
have grown faster than poor ones over the past
40 years. The divide between developed and
developing countries persists: a small subset of
countries has remained at the top of the world
income distribution, and only a handful of
countries that started out poor have joined that
high-income group.

In sum, we see great advances, but changes
over the past few decades have by no means
been wholly positive. Some countries have
suffered serious setbacks—particularly in
health—sometimes erasing in a few years the
gains of several decades. Economic growth has
been extremely unequal—both in countries
experiencing fast growth and in groups ben-
efiting from national progress. And the gaps
in human development across the world, while
narrowing, remain huge.

Understanding the patterns and
drivers of human development

Global progress has coincided with substantial
variability across countries. This suggests that
global forces have made progress more feasible
for countries at all levels of development but
that countries differ in how they take advan-
tage of the opportunities.

One of the most surprising results of human
development research in recent years, confirmed
in this Report, is the lack of a significant corre-
lation between economic growth and improve-
ments in health and education. Our research
shows that this relationship is particularly weak
at low and medium levels of the HDI. This is
traceable to changes in how people become
healthier and more educated. The correlation in

levels today, which contrasts with the absence of
correlation in changes over time, is a snapshot
that reflects historical patterns, as countries that
became rich were the only ones able to pay for
costly advances in health and education. But
technological improvements and changes in
societal structures allow even poorer countries
today to realize significant gains.

The unprecedented flows of ideas across
countries in recent times—ranging from
health-saving technologies to political ideals
and to productive practices—have been trans-
formative. Many innovations have allowed
countries to improve health and education at
very low cost—which explains why the asso-
ciation between the income and nonincome
dimensions of human development has weak-
ened over time.

Income and growth remain vital. To con-
clude otherwise is to ignore the importance of
income in expanding people’s freedoms. Income
is critical in determining people’s command
over the resources necessary to gain access to
food, shelter and clothing and in making possi-
ble much broader options—such as working in
meaningful and intrinsically rewarding activi-
ties or spending more time with loved ones.
Income growth can indicate that opportunities
for decent work are expanding—though this is
not always so—and economic contractions and
associated job losses are bad news for people
around the world. Income is also the source of
the taxes and other revenues that governments
need in order to provide services and under-
take redistributive programs. Thus, increasing
income on a broad basis remains an important
policy priority.

Nor do our results negate the importance
of higher income for increasing poor people’s
access to social services, a relationship sup-
ported by extensive microeconomic evidence.
The strong correlation between socioeconomic
status and health often reflects wealthier peo-
ple’s relative advantage in gaining access to
health services. But the analysis in this Report
sheds doubt on whether economywide income
growth is sufficient to further health and edu-
cation in low and medium HDI countries. And
that is good news, at least insofar as sustained
growth has often been elusive.



Our results also confirm, with new data and
analysis, two central contentions of the HDR
from the outset: that human development is
different from economic growth and that sub-
stantial achievements are possible even without
fast growth. Early HDRs pointed to the Indian
state of Kerala and countries such as Costa
Rica, Cuba and Sri Lanka that attained much
higher human development than other coun-
tries at their incomes. These achievements were
possible because growth had decoupled from
the processes determining progress in the non-
income dimensions of human development.

How institutions matter

The policies and reforms compatible with prog-
ress vary widely across institutional settings and
depend on structural and political constraints.
Attempts to transplant institutional and policy
solutions across countries with different con-
ditions often fail. And policies typically must
be informed by the prevailing institutional set-
ting to bring about change. For instance, eco-
nomic liberalization in India sought to ease an
overly restrictive and family-dominated busi-
ness environment by reducing regulation and
introducing more competition. In short, while
institutions are a key determinant of human
development, how they interact with their con-
text merits careful investigation.

One important aspect is how relationships
between markets and states are organized. Gov-
ernments have addressed, in a range of ways, the
tension between the need for markets to gener-
ate income and dynamism and the need to deal
with market failures. Markets may be necessary
for sustained economic dynamism, but they
do not automatically bring progress in other
dimensions of human development. Develop-
ment that overly favours rapid economic growth
is rarely sustainable. In other words, a market
economy is necessary, but not enough.

These observations hark back to Karl
Polanyi’s brilliant exposition more than
60 years ago of the myth of the self-regulating
market—the idea that markets could exist in a
political and institutional vacuum. Generally,

markets are very bad at ensuring the provision

of public goods, such as security, stability,
health and education. For example, firms that
produce cheap labour-intensive goods or that
exploit natural resources may not want a more
educated workforce and may care little about
their workers’ health if there is an abundant
pool of labour. Without complementary soci-
etal and state action, markets can be weak on
environmental sustainability, creating the con-
ditions for environmental degradation, even for
such disasters as mud flows in Java and oil spills
in the Gulf of Mexico.

Regulation, however, requires a capable
state as well as political commitment, and
state capability is often in short supply. Some
developing country governments have tried
to mimic the actions of a modern developed
state without having the resources or the capac-
ity to do so. For example, import substitution
regimes in many Latin American countries
floundered when countries tried to develop
a targeted industrial policy. In contrast, an
important lesson of the East Asian successes
was that a capable, focused state can help drive
development and the growth of markets. What
is possible and appropriate is context specific.
Beyond the state, civil society actors have dem-
onstrated the potential to curb the excesses of
both the market and the state, though govern-
ments secking to control dissent can restrict
civil society activity.

The dynamics can be virtuous when coun-
tries transition to both inclusive market insti-
tutions and inclusive political institutions. But
this is difficult and rare. Oligarchic capitalism
tends to spell its own demise, either because it
stifles the productive engines of innovation—
as in the failed import substitution regimes of
Latin America and the Caribbean—or because
material progress increases pcoplc’s aspirations
and challenges the narrow elite’s grip on power,
as in Brazil, Indonesia and South Korea since

the 1990s.

Good things don’t always
come together

Human development is not only about health,
education and income—it is also about people’s

Attempts to transplant
policy solutions across
countries with different
conditions often fail:
policies must be
grounded in the
prevailing institutional
setting to bring

about change
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progress in the HDI but
not excel in the broader

dimensions: it is

possible to have a
high HDI and

be unsustainable,
undemocratic

and unequal
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active engagement in shaping development,
equity and sustainability, intrinsic aspects of
the freedom people have to lead lives they have
reason to value. There is less consensus about
what progress on these fronts entails, and mea-
sures are also lacking. But lack of quantification
is no reason to neglect or ignore them.

Even when countries progress in the HDI,
they do not necessarily excel in the broader
dimensions. It is possible to have a high HDI
and be unsustainable, undemocratic and
unequal just as it is possible to have a low HDI
and be relatively sustainable, democratic and
equal. These patterns pose important chal-
lenges for how we think about human devel-
opment, its measurement and the policies to
improve outcomes and processes over time.

There is no straightforward pattern relating
the HDI to other dimensions of human devel-
opment such as sustainability and empower-
ment. An exception is inequality, which is neg-
atively related to the value of the HDI, but even
that relationship shows wide variation. The
lack of correlation can be seen in the large num-
ber of countries that have high HDI values but
perform poorly on the other variables: about a
quarter of countries have a high HDI but low
sustainability; we can see a similar though less
marked picture for political freedoms.

Trends conducive to empowerment include
the vast increases in literacy and educational
attainment in many parts of the world that
have strengthened people’s ability to make
informed choices and hold governments
accountable. The scope for empowerment and
its expression have broadened, through both
technology and institutions. In particular, the
proliferation of mobile telephony and satellite
television and increased access to the Internet
have vastly increased the availability of infor-
mation and the ability to voice opinions.

The share of formal democracies has
increased from fewer than a third of countries
in 1970 to half in the mid-1990s and to three-
fifths in 2008. Many hybrid forms of political
organization have emerged. While real change
and healthy political functioning have varied,
and many formal democracies are flawed and
fragile, policy-making is much better informed
by the views and concerns of citizens. Local

democratic processes are deepening. Politi-
cal struggles have led to substantial change in
many countries, greatly expanding the repre-
sentation of traditionally marginalized people,
including women, the poor, indigenous groups,
refugees and sexual minorities.

But averages can be misleading. Since the
1980s, income inequality has risen in many
more countries than it has fallen. For every
country where inequality has improved in the
past 30 years, in more than two it has wors-
ened, most markedly in countries of the for-
mer Soviet Union. Most countries in East
Asia and the Pacific also have higher income
inequality today than a few decades ago. Latin
America and the Caribbean is an important
recent exception: long the region with the wid-
est income and asset disparities, major recent
improvements have led to more progressive
public spending and targeted social policies.

Recent years have also exposed the fragil-
ity of some of our achievements—perhaps best
illustrated by the biggest financial crisis in sev-
eral decades, which caused 34 million people
to lose their jobs and 64 million more people
to fall below the $1.25 a day income poverty
threshold. The risk of a “double-dip” recession
remains, and a full recovery could take years.

But perhaps the greatest challenge to main-
taining progress in human development comes
from the unsustainability of production and
consumption patterns. For human develop-
ment to become truly sustainable, the close link
between economic growth and greenhouse gas
emissions needs to be severed. Some developed
countries have begun to alleviate the worst
effects through recycling and investment in
public transport and infrastructure. But most
developing countries are hampered by the high

costs and low availability of clean energy.

New measures for an
evolving reality

Pushing the frontiers of measurement has
always been a cornerstone of the human devel-
opment approach. But it has never been mea-
surement for the sake of measurement. The
HDI has enabled innovative thinking about



progress by capturing the simple yet power-
ful idea that development is about much more
than income. Over the years the HDR has
introduced new measures to evaluate progress
in reducing poverty and empowering women.
But lack of reliable data has been a major
constraint.

This year we introduce three new indices
to capture important aspects of the distribu-
tion of well-being for inequality, gender equity
and poverty. They reflect advances in methods
and better data availability. We also present a
refined version of the HDI, with its same three
dimensions, but that addresses valid criticisms
and uses indicators more pertinent for evaluat-
ing future progress.

Adjusting the Human Development Index
for inequality. Reflecting inequality in each
dimension of the HDI addresses an objective
first stated in the 1990 HDR. This Report
introduces the Inequality-adjusted HDI

(IHDI), a measure of the level of human devel-

opment of people in a society that accounts

for inequality. Under perfect equality the

HDI and the IHDI are equal. When there is

inequality in the distribution of health, educa-

tion and income, the HDI of an average per-
son in a society is less than the aggregate HDI;
the lower the IHDI (and the greater the dif-
ference between it and the HDI), the greater

the inequality. We apply this measure to 139

countries. Some findings:

e The average loss in the HDI due to inequal-
ity is about 22 percent—that is, adjusted for
inequality, the global HDI of 0.62 in 2010
would fall to 0.49, which represents a drop
from the high to the medium HDI category.
Losses range from 6 percent (Czech Repub-
lic) to 45 percent (Mozambique), with four-
fifths of countries losing more than 10 per-
cent, and almost two-fifths of countries
losing more than 25 percent.

o Countries with less human development
tend to have greater inequality in more
dimensions—and thus larger losses in
human development. People in Namibia
lost 44 percent, in Central African Republic
42 percent and in Haiti 41 percent because
of multidimensional inequality.

e DPcople in Sub-Saharan Africa suffer the
largest HDI losses because of substantial
inequality across all three dimensions. In
other regions the losses are more directly
attributable to inequality in a single
dimension—as for health in South Asia.

A new measure of gender inequality. The dis-
advantages facing women and girls are a major
source of inequality. All too often, women and
girls are discriminated against in health, edu-
cation and the labour market—with negative
repercussions for their freedoms. We introduce
a new measure of these inequalities built on the
same framework as the HDI and the IHDI—
to better expose differences in the distribution
of achievements between women and men. The
Gender Inequality Index shows that:

e Gender inequality varies tremendously
across countries—the losses in achievement
due to gender inequality (not directly com-
parable to total inequality losses because
different variables are used) range from 17
percent to 85 percent. The Netherlands
tops the list of the most gender-equal coun-
tries, followed by Denmark, Sweden and
Switzerland.

e Countries with unequal distribution of
human development also experience high
inequality between women and men, and
countries with high gender inequality also
experience unequal distribution of human
development. Among the countries doing
very badly on both fronts are Central Afri-
can Republic, Haiti and Mozambique.

A multidimensional measure of poverty. Like
development, poverty is multidimensional—
but this is traditionally ignored by headline fig-
ures. This year’s Report introduces the Multi-
dimensional Poverty Index (MPI), which
complements money-based measures by con-
sidering multiple deprivations and their over-
lap. The index identifies deprivations across the
same three dimensions as the HDI and shows
the number of people who are poor (suffering a
given number of deprivations) and the number
of deprivations with which poor houscholds
typically contend. It can be deconstructed by
region, ethnicity and other groupings as well as

We introduce three new
indices to capture
multidimensional

aspects of well-being
for inequality, gender
equity and poverty that
reflect advances in
methods and better

data availability
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yield many novel
results—and insights—
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by dimension, making it an apt tool for policy-

makers. Some findings:

e About 1.75 billion people in the 104 coun-
tries covered by the MPI—a third of their
population—live in multidimensional
poverty—that is, with at least 30 percent
of the indicators reflecting acute depriva-
tion in health, education and standard of
living. This exceeds the estimated 1.44 bil-
lion people in those countries who live on
$1.25 a day or less (though it is below the
share who live on $2 or less). The patterns
of deprivation also differ from those of
income poverty in important ways: in many
countries—including Ethiopia and Guate-
mala—the number of people who are multi-
dimensionally poor is higher. However, in
about a fourth of the countries for which
both estimates are available—including
China, Tanzania and Uzbekistan—rates of
income poverty are higher.

e Sub-Saharan Africa has the highest inci-
dence of multidimensional poverty. The
level ranges from alow of 3 percent in South
Africa to a massive 93 percent in Niger; the
average share of deprivations ranges from
about 45 percent (in Gabon, Lesotho and
Swaziland) to 69 percent (in Niger). Yet half
the world’s multidimensionally poor live in
South Asia (844 million people), and more
than a quarter live in Africa (458 million).

These new measures yield many other novel
results—and insights—that can guide devel-
opment policy debates and designs. Large
HDI losses due to inequality indicate that
society has much to gain from concentrating
its efforts on equity-improving reforms. And
a high MPI coinciding with low income pov-
erty suggests that there is much to gain from
improving the delivery of basic public ser-
vices. The measures open exciting new pos-
sibilities for research, allowing us to tackle
critical questions. Which countries are most
successful in lowering inequality in human
development? Are advances in gender equity
a cause or a reflection of broader development

trends? Does reduced income poverty bring

about reduced multidimensional poverty, or

vice versa?

Guiding the way to future
human development

What are the implications for the policy
agenda, both national and international? The
story is encouraging but also cautionary. Prog-
ress is possible even without massive resources:
the lives of people can be improved through
means already at the disposal of most countries.
But success is not guaranteed, and the pathways
to advancing human development are varied
and specific to a country’s historical, political
and institutional conditions.

Much development discourse has looked
for uniform policy prescriptions that can be
applied across the vast majority of countries.
The shortcomings of that intellectual project
are now evident and widely accepted. They
underline the need to recognize the individual-
ity of countries and communities alongside the
basic principles that can inform development
strategies and policies in different settings. A
global report like this one can draw general les-
sons and push the research and policy agenda
and discussions into complementary domains.

If one size fits all solutions are inherently
misguided, how do we guide policy-making?
Policies are being devised and implemented
every day around the world, and concrete
advice is sought from development institutions
and researchers. Some basic ideas:

o Think of principles first. Asking whether a
particular policy is a general prescription
for human development is not the best
approach, because many policies work well
in some settings but not in others. We must
ask what principles we can use to evaluate
alternative policies. Examples include put-
ting equity and poverty at the forefront of
policy and designing institutions to man-
age conflict and resolve disputes. How this
translates into specific policies will vary by
setting. Careful consideration of experience
and of institutional, structural and political
constraints is vital.



o Take context seriously. State capacity and
political constraints are examples of why
and how context matters. A common cause
of failure is assuming that a well function-
ing state and regulatory system already
exist or can be readily transplanted or cre-
ated. Similarly, national policies ignore
the broader political economy at their
peril. Policy design that is not rooted in an
understanding of these institutional reali-

ties is likely to be irrelevant.

o Shift global policies. Numerous challenges
such as international migration, effec-
tive and equitable trade and investment
rules, and global threats such as climate
change, are beyond the capacity of indi-
vidual states. A global governance sys-
tem that promotes democratic account-
ability, transparency and inclusion of the
least developed countries—and that secks
a stable and sustainable global economic
environment—should be broadly applied

to such challenges.

The impacts of the HDR have illustrated
that policy thinking can be informed and stim-
ulated by deeper exploration into key dimen-
sions of human development. An important
element of this tradition is a rich agenda of
research and analysis. This Report suggests ways
to move this agenda forward through better
data and trend analysis. But much is left to do.
Three priorities: improving data and analysis to
inform debates, providing an alternative to con-
ventional approaches to studying development,
and increasing our understanding of inequality,
empowerment, vulnerability and sustainability.

The economics of growth and its relation-
ship with development, in particular, require

radical rethinking. A vast theoretical and
empirical literature almost uniformly equates
economic growth with development. Its mod-
els typically assume that people care only about
consumption; its empirical applications con-
centrate almost exclusively on the effect of poli-
cies and institutions on economic growth.

The central contention of the human devel-
opment approach, by contrast, is that well-
being is about much more than money: it is
about the possibilities that people have to ful-
fil the life plans they have reason to choose and
pursue. Thus, our call for a new economics—an
cconomics of human development—in which
the objective is to further human well-being
and in which growth and other policies are
evaluated and pursued vigorously insofar as
they advance human development in the short
and long term.

“Human progress,” wrote Martin Luther
King, Jr., “never rolls in on wheels of inevita-
bility. It comes through tireless efforts and per-
sistent work. . . . Without this hard work, time
itself becomes an ally of the forces of social
stagnation.” The idea of human development
exemplifies these efforts, brought about by a
committed group of intellectuals and practi-
tioners who want to change the way we think
about the progress of societies.

But fully realizing the human develop-
ment agenda requires going further. Putting
people at the centre of development is much
more than an intellectual exercise. It means
making progress equitable and broad-based,
enabling people to be active participants in
change and ensuring that current achieve-
ments are not attained at the expense of future
generations. Meeting these challenges is not
only possible—it is necessary. And it is more

urgent than ever.

Putting people at the
centre of development
means making progress

equitable, enabling
people to be active
participants in change
and ensuring that
current achievements
are not attained at the
expense of future

generations
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Reaffirming human development

The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) launched the Human De-
velopment Report (HDR) in 1990. It is worth recalling the broader context. The
Berlin Wall was crumbling, and the Soviet Union would soon dissolve. The apart-
heid regime in South Africa had just released Nelson Mandela from prison. Iraq
was about to invade Kuwait. Augusto Pinochet had left power in Chile, replaced
by a new democratic regime. The Sandinistas were voted out of office in Nicara-
gua. Aung San Suu Kyi’s National League for Democracy Party won Myanmar’s
national elections. Students were demonstrating for political reform in Beijing. The
Shanghai and Shenzhen stock exchanges opened. Margaret Thatcher had ruled the

United Kingdom for more than a decade. The term “Washington Consensus” had

just been coined.

In this climate the first HDR stood out, call-
ing with eloquence and humanity for a differ-
ent approach to economics and to develop-
ment. These calls have continued to resonate
around the world and have gained renewed
prominence with recent investigations into
measuring people’s well-being and remark-
able advances in data and knowledge.! Box
1.1 traces these recent calls back to earlier
decades and introduces Mahbub ul Hag, the
visionary Pakistani economist who pioneered
the HDR.

Today, 20 years later, the world faces new
as well as perennial challenges. Meeting the
Millennium Development Goals has assumed
greater urgency. Prominent concerns threat-
ening future progress include mounting envi-
ronmental damage that imperils the planet
and has harmful consequences for the poor.
Uncertainty prevails about economic stability

and global security. The political balance has
shifted from domination by two major pow-
ers to multiple sources of influence and greater
complexity.

Today, as in 1990, we begin the first chap-
ter of this Report with an examination of the
concept. And today, as in 1990, the concept of
human development has particular relevance.”
Benefiting from hindsight and experience, we
examine its intellectual and policy motiva-
tions, as well as its evolution, highlighting the
work of Amartya Sen.> We look at broader
shifts in development policy thinking. And
we reaffirm the concept of human develop-
ment, underscoring sustainability, equality
and empowerment. The aim is to understand
patterns of human development and the ways
societies allow and enable people to lead lives
they value. That is the best way of thinking

about human progress.

CHAPTER 1 REAFFIRMING HUMAN DEVELOPMENT m



The original statement

The 1990 HDR clearly articulated the concept of
human development. The first chapter, “Defin-
ing and Measuring Human Development,”
opened with the forthright statement that:

People are the real wealth of a nation.
The basic objective of development is to
create an enabling environment for peo-
ple to live long, healthy and creative lives.
This may appear to be a simple truth.
But it is often forgotten in the immedi-
ate concern with the accumulation of

commodities and financial wealth.

From Karachi to the Sorbonne—Mahbub ul Haq
and the idea of human development

Hearing French President Nicolas Sarkozy's impassioned speech in 2009 calling for fun-
damental reforms in how we measure progress and criticizing the focus on gross do-
mestic product (GDP) in evaluating well-being, one might be forgiven for believing this
to be the latest crowning achievement in Western thought about development. Speak-
ing in Paris from the podium of the Grand Amphitheatre of the Sorbonne, before larger
than life statues of Pascal and Descartes, Sarkozy introduced the work of a commission
of eminent economists. They called for broader measures of progress that take into ac-
count inequality, environmental sustainability, nonmarket production and quality of life.

In fact, the talking points for Sarkozy's speech began to be written more than 40
years ago, almost 4,000 miles from the City of Light. In 1968 Mahbub ul Hag, then Chief
Economist of Pakistan’s Planning Commission, spoke in Karachi on his country’s eco-
nomic development. The economy had been growing at more than 6 percent a year for
a decade, and many of those gathered expected to hear a comprehensive exposition of
the success of government policies by ul Hag, one of Pakistan’s brightest minds and the
author of the Five-Year Plan that generated this economic boom.

The young economist shocked his audience by delivering a stinging indictment of
Pakistan’'s development strategy. During the period that the government called the “dec-
ade of development,” income differences between East and West Pakistan had more
than doubled, and industrial wages had slumped by a third. The country’s foreign ex-
change earnings went to satisfy the demands of the elite. Twenty-two families controlled
two-thirds of industrial assets and four-fifths of banking and insurance. Stellar economic
growth gave an utterly distorted picture of what this period meant for ordinary Pakistanis.

Some years later ul Hag convinced the United Nations Development Programme
(UNDP) to produce a report by independent researchers that would offer an alternative
to the single-minded concentration on GDP so prevalent among international organiza-
tions and economists—the Human Development Report (HDR). The idea that the United
Nations would assess the economic and social progress of countries was so controversial
that some countries threatened to boycott the enterprise. However, UNDP has held fast
to its commitment to preserve the autonomy and academic integrity of the HDR, all the
way through to this, the 20th anniversary edition.

Source: Hag and Ponzio 2008; ul Haqg 1973; Jolly, Emmerij, and Weiss 2009.
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This objective was not new. Thinkers from
Aristotle on have voiced similar positions. The
Report argued for renewed attention to people
in the light of countries’ uneven progress in
human development in the 1980s, a decade of
economic crisis, stabilization and adjustment.

The succinct section on “Defining human
development” began with what came to be a
standard formulation:

Human development is a process of
enlarging people’s choices. The most
critical ones are to lead a long and
healthy life, to be educated and to enjoy
a decent standard of living. Additional
choices include political freedom, guar-
anteed human rights and self-respect—
what Adam Smith called the abil-
ity to mix with others without being
“ashamed to appear in public.”

The 1990 HDR emphasized that develop-
ment is about freedom, both human choice
(opportunity freedoms) and a participatory
process (process freedoms). It underscored
the fact that human development, because
of its breadth and generality, pertains to all
countries:

Human development . brings
together the production and distribu-
tion of commodities and the expan-
sion and use of human capabilities. It
also focuses on choices—on what peo-
ple should have, be and do to be able to
ensure their own livelihood. Human
development is, moreover, concerned
not only with basic needs satisfaction
but also with human development as a
participatory and dynamic process. It
applies equally to less developed and
highly developed countries.

As Sen so cloquently put it, “the twin rec-
ognition that human beings can (1) fare far bet-
ter and (2) do much more to bring this about,



may sensibly be seen as the two central theses of
the human development approach.” From the
outset, the human development approach was
oriented towards practical analyses and policies
to advance well-being, emphasizing local and
national public debates of alternative policy
options.

Powerful related themes enunciated in
the initial statements addressed depriva-
tion, inequality and empowerment. The 1990
HDR described the considerable inequalities
within countries that mask the continuing
severe deprivation of many people. It high-
lighted differences between rural and urban
dwellers, men and women, rich and poor peo-
ple. And at its core was a strong emphasis on
political freedom, voice, accountability and
democratic practice.® These are early exam-
ples of the HDR being ahead of the curve, an
attribute that continues to characterize the

Report.
The Human Development Index
The Human Development Index (HDI) was

a strategic element in the new approach. It
symbolizes the shift in thinking, even if not

fully capturing human development’s rich-
ness. As a composite measure of health, edu-
cation and income, the HDI assesses levels
and progress using a concept of development
much broader than that allowed by income
alone (figure 1.1). And as with any aggregate
measure and international comparison, it sim-
plifies and captures only part of what human
development entails.

Over the past 20 years the HDI has
received its share of criticism. Some take issue
with its construction and composition. Oth-
ers suggest that it be expanded to include
more dimensions, ranging from gender equity
to biodiversity. Many concerns are valid. But
the objective is not to build an unassailable
indicator of well-being—it is to redirect atten-
tion towards human-centred development
and to promote debate over how we advance
the progress of societies. The more we discuss
what should or should not be included in the
HDI—whether it makes sense to lump dis-
tinct categories together, how much impor-
tance to accord to each category, how to
obtain more and better data—the more the
debate moves away from the single-minded
focus on growth that pervaded thinking
about development.

Components of the Human Development Index

The HDI—three dimensions and four indicators

—

Four indicators

Note: The indicators presented in this figure follow the new methodology, as defined in box 1.2.

Source: HDRO.
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As an alternative to a narrow focus on
income, the HDI has proved hugely success-
tul. As The Economist wrote in 1990: “Moses
made the first recorded attempt; Plato, Rous-
seau and Marx had shots at it. The United
Nations Development Programme had high
standards to match in trying, as it does in a new
report, to define and measure ‘human devel-
opment.”” In 1991 that same news magazine
wrote, “the heart of the report is a simple but
ingenious index designed to measure the rela-
tive attainments of nations more subtly than
the annual income rankings that the World
Bank provides.”

The HDI has been the hallmark of the
HDR, a major factor in its continuing suc-
cess. Since the HDI's release, it has attracted
the attention of the media, the general pub-
lic, civil society organizations, researchers
and governments around the world. After the
2009 HDR was launched, the HDR website
was visited nearly 3 million times, and almost
half a million copies were downloaded (fig-
ure 1.2). The pattern shows a large spike in
interest each year with the release of the HDI
and the HDR.

Popularity of the Human Development Report and
the Human Development Index

Frequency of Google searches for the Human Development Report,

Human Development Index and World Development Report, 2006-2010

Number of searches (Index, maximum = 100)
100

90
80
70
60
50
40

== Human Development Report

Human Development Index == World Development Report

Note: The left axis presents the number of searches expressed as a percentage of the highest number attained by any of

the three series.

Source: Generated from Google Insights, accessed 9 August 2010.
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This year’s Report introduces some care-
ful innovations to the HDI, while retaining its
simplicity and familiarity (box 1.2).

Growing media attention

The HDI's strengths—particularly its transpar-
ency, simplicity and popular resonance around
the world—have kept it at the forefront of the
growing array of alternatives to gross domestic
product (GDP) in measuring well-being.” As
the New York Times wrote on 10 May 2010,
“So far only one measure has succeeded in chal-
lenging the hegemony of growth-centric think-
ing. This is known as the HDI, which turns 20
this year.”!? Politically and rhetorically power-
ful, the HDI is a valuable counterpoint to mea-
sures of development that focus exclusively on
monctary indicators.

Media coverage over the years illustrates
the power of the concept of human develop-
ment and the HDI. In 1990 the Financial
Times wrote about “a strongly worded report
that is likely to ignite political controversies,”!!
while the UK’s Guardian predicted that “peo-
ple in the centre of development” will surely
become one of the catch phrases of the 1990s.!*
By 1999 Singapore’s Straits Times described
the HDR as the “benchmark for judging uni-
versal human development standards.”'® The
HDI was the “global standard,” according to
Lebanon’s Daily Star in 2005. From the very
first HDR, when the Straits Times used Sin-
gapore’s lower HDI ranking relative to South
Korea’s to urge the government to focus more
on higher education and skills development,
advocates and activists have compared per-
formance across countries to stimulate policy
responses.”> Analysis of media coverage in the
2000s shows a significant increase in the use of
the HDI to challenge—and to praise—govern-
ment performance.

This Report reaffirms the concept of
human development and enhances the family
of measures that stimulate debate and think-
ing around human development. Before doing
so, we highlight the myriad ways that HDRs
have led development thinking and influenced
development discourse.



Refining the Human Development Index

The Human Development Index (HDI) remains an aggregate measure
of progress in three dimensions—nhealth, education and income. But
in this Report we modify the indicators used to measure progress in
education and income, and we change the way they are aggregated.

In the knowledge dimension mean years of schooling replaces liter-
acy, and gross enrolment is recast as expected years of schooling—the
years of schooling that a child can expect to receive given current en-
rolment rates. Mean years of schooling is estimated more frequently for
more countries and can discriminate better among countries, while ex-
pected years of schooling is consistent with the reframing of this dimen-
sion in terms of years. Ideally, measures of the knowledge dimension
would go beyond estimating quantity to assessing quality, as several
National and Regional Human Development Reports (HDRs) have done.
For example, the 2003 Arab States HDR constructed a measure that cap-
tures both the quantity and quality of education, adjusting mean years
of schooling with average test scores and including indicators related
to media, communication and scientists trained. But good measures of
education quality do not exist for enough countries—cross-national as-
sessments of science, mathematics and reading levels of young people
are valuable but scarce in coverage and irregular in frequency. We also
investigated alternative measures of the ability to enjoy a healthy life but
found no viable and better alternative to life expectancy at birth.

To measure the standard of living, gross national income (GNI) per
capita replaces gross domestic product (GDP) per capita. In a globalized

Note: For further details, see Readers guide and Technical note 1.

Source: Kovacevic 2010b.

world differences are often large between the income of a country’s
residents and its domestic production. Some of the income residents
earn is sent abroad, some residents receive international remittances
and some countries receive sizeable aid flows. For example, because of
large remittances from abroad, GNI in the Philippines greatly exceeds
GDP, and because of international aid, Timor-Leste's GNI is many times
domestic output.

We also reconsidered how to aggregate the three dimensions. A key
change was to shift to a geometric mean (which measures the typical
value of a set of numbers): thus in 2010 the HDI is the geometric mean
of the three dimension indices. Poor performance in any dimension is
now directly reflected in the HDI, and there is no longer perfect substi-
tutability across dimensions. This method captures how well rounded
a country’s performance is across the three dimensions. As a basis for
comparisons of achievement, this method is also more respectful of the
intrinsic differences in the dimensions than a simple average is. It recog-
nizes that health, education and income are all important, but also that
itis hard to compare these different dimensions of well-being and that
we should not let changes in any of them go unnoticed.

We maintain the practice of using the log of income: income is in-
strumental to human development but higher incomes have a declin-
ing contribution to human development. And we have shifted the max-
imum values in each dimension to the observed maximum, rather than
a predefined cut-off beyond which achievements are ignored.

Human Development Reports—ahead of the curve

The 1990 HDR was launched following a
period of deep economic and debt crises, when
policy thinking was dominated by notions of
stabilization and adjustment. Many develop-
ing countries faced declining export earnings,
dwindling capital inflows, rising interest rates
and mounting foreign debt. Countries were
forced to turn outward for financial help—
typically from the international financial
institutions in a package that demanded sta-
bilization measures and structural adjustment
reforms aimed at very low inflation, a reduced
role for the state and an outward orientation—
the Washington Consensus. This response
was not universal, as more heterodox ideas,
particularly those favouring stronger state-led
approaches, were still being pursued—most
evidently in China, India and Viet Nam.

But by the early 1990s the Washington
Consensus had attained near hegemony, and
mainstream development thinking held that
the best payoffs would come from hewing to
its key tenets of economic liberalization and
deregulation.!® Many Western countries were
also reducing the role of the public sector in the
economy and lightening regulation. Privatiza-
tion affected rail and postal services, airlines,
bankingand even utility networks.

From the outset the HDR explicitly chal-
lenged this orthodoxy and established a tradi-
tion that would be applied to a range of issues
important to development policy. Mahbub ul
Haq brought together a group of leading devel-
opment thinkers to pioneer the human devel-
opment approach at UNDDP, building on sev-

eral movements defying conventional economic
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approaches to development. These included an
influential group concerned with basic needs,
advocates of a focus on children, and a range of
activists concerned with hunger and social jus-
tice more broadly."”

Amartya Sen’s capability approach pro-
vided the philosophical foundations of human
development, drawing on along and august lin-
cage of influential thinkers. Human develop-
ment attracted interest and adherents with its
criticism of GDP and its clear yet open-ended
cthical orientation. A dynamic academic dis-
course emerged (box 1.3), encouraged by an
emphasis on the centrality of enlightened pub-
lic discussion that kept the door open for revi-

sions and improvements over time.

Contributions to
development discourse

As independent global reports, the HDRs have
challenged mainstream thinking. They have
pioncered ideas, some of them controversial at

Human development and capabilities:
intellectual foundations and evolution

Since 1990 writings on the capability approach have blossomed, alongside the annu-
al global Human Development Report (HDR) and more than 700 National and Regional
HDRs. A large literature has emerged on the finer aspects of theory and measurement.
For example, work on education and capabilities clarified distinctions between policies
to promote human capital and those to advance education for human development.
The approach has been applied to human rights, disability, health, growth, democratic
practice and disadvantaged groups.

Amartya Sen'’s 2009 book, The Idea of Justice, perhaps his most important recent work,
is a trenchant critique of a dominant idea in current political philosophy, exemplified
by Rawls’s assertion that it is possible to secure agreement on what constitutes a just
society and its associated rules and institutions. Sen argues that differences in reason-
able people’s outlooks make perfect agreement unfeasible—but more important, he
says, it is not necessary either. We can agree that some states of affairs are better than
others. We can identify clear injustices that people and societies must remove. So we
need not agree on the lineaments of a perfectly just society, because these principles
give us enough information to reduce injustice: “What tends to ‘inflame the minds’ of
suffering humanity cannot but be of immediate interest both to policy-making and to
the diagnosis of injustice.”

As with HDRs generally, Sen's perspective deeply informs this Report—notably, our
emphasis on comparing better and lesser performers in human development and our
focus on key injustices. We also draw on the powerful notion that not being able to
realize a perfect world should not distract from doing what is possible to bring about
change. That notion has important and practical implications for policy.

Source: ul Hag 1995; Sen 1985a, 1999, 2009b; Jolly, Emmerij, and Weiss 2009; Fukuda-Parr 2003; Rawls 1971.
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the time, that have been ahead of the curve but
that have since become more widely accepted.

The Millennium Development Goals

Human development needs its own
specific goals like literacy or basic
education for all. And it needs to be
an overall goal—the main focus of
development.

— Human Development

Report 1991: 178

The 1990-1994 HDRs called for poverty-
focused international development agendas
based on a compact between developed and
developing countries. This compact was to have
more operational goals, that is, “global tar-
gets for human development,” including halv-
ing income poverty and similar goals for basic
education, primary healthcare, safe water and
malnutrition.!® These HDRs also advocated
participatory national development strategies
grounded in realistic budgets to achieve these
goals—and in different ways heralded the Pov-
erty Reduction Strategy Papers, the Millennium
Declaration and the Millennium Development
Goals that emerged at the end of the decade.

In September 2000, 189 heads of state and
government adopted the UN Millennium
Declaration—with commitments for interna-
tional cooperation on peace, security and dis-
armament; development and poverty eradica-
tion; environmental protection; and human
rights, democracy and good governance, based
on a set of fundamental values including free-
dom, equality, solidarity, tolerance, respect for
nature and shared responsibility.”

As a means to promote development and
poverty eradication, the declaration laid out a
series of objectives that became the Millennium
Development Goals and that have galvanized
broad international support with the active
engagement of key institutional actors and
civil society.?® The goals and associated targets
and indicators denote commitments related to
extreme hunger and income poverty; primary
education; gender equity; child mortality;

maternal health; HIV and AIDS, malaria and



other diseases; environmental sustainability
and global partnerships for development.!

Conceptually, the Millennium Devel-
opment Goals articulate and quantify some
core human development priorities focused
on minimum levels of achievement. They
reflect the possibilities and limits of a consen-
sus decision by the international community
at the time, and they largely overlook, among
other important dimensions, inequality and
process freedoms.”> Human development is a
broader framework that includes the Millen-
nium Development Goals, with an emphasis
on broader principles of human rights, democ-
racy and participation to shape pathways for
change. The widespread support mobilized by
the Millennium Development Goals stimu-
lates debate and drives advances in core human
development priorities.

Human security

In the final analysis, human security is
a child who did not die, a disease that
did not spread, a job that was not cut,
an ethnic tension that did not explode
in violence, a dissident who was not
silenced. Human security is not a con-
cern with weapons—it is a concern
with human life and dignity.

— Human Development

Report 1994: 22

The 1994 HDR introduced and defined the
concept of human security as “freedom from
fear and freedom from want” and “safety
from chronic threats such as hunger, disease
and repression as well as protection from sud-
den and harmful disruptions in the patterns
of daily life—whether in homes, in jobs or in
communities.” This concept of human security
was a radical shift in thinking on peace and
conflict prevention. That HDR also advocated
creating a global fund to address the common
threats to human security and supported the
“Tobin tax” on foreign exchange transactions
as a way to finance development.

This idea of human security directly paral-
lels that of human development, and the 1994

HDR was instrumental in bringing the two
agendas together.”? As that HDR explained,
human development and human security
are distinct concepts—the first relating to
expanding people’s freedoms and the second
to ensuring against threats to those freedoms.
Human security demands attention to all risks
to human development, not just situations of
conflict and post-conflict and fragile states. It
encompasses safety from chronic threats such
as hunger, disease and repression, and protec-
tion from sudden and hurtful disruptions in
patterns of daily life—whether from violence,
earthquakes or financial crises.?*

This broad concept of human security con-
trasts with an older, narrower approach whose
key audiences were the military and humanitar-
ian workers. The traditional paradigm framed
security as the protection of a country’s terri-
torial boundaries, and the focal variable was
territorial aggression. The new human security
paradigm shifts the unit of analysis from terri-
tories to the people dwelling in them and looks
at the multiple threats that could undermine
their security, dignity and livelihoods. It looks
at all threats to human development, includ-
ing violence, and studies how poverty causes
violence and how violence, or the threat of vio-
lence, contributes to poverty. It also considers
the trade-offs between investments in the mili-
tary and investments in people’s survival, liveli-
hoods and dignity. Human security is not an
alternative to human development—it is a criti-
cal part of it that focuses on creating a mini-
mum set of capabilities and protecting them
from pervasive threats.

This concept of human security has since
25

6

become central to several global initiatives,
has been picked up by national governments®
and is reflected in the agendas and policy
debates of regional intergovernmental organi-
zations.”’ The concept continues to be influen-
tial, most recently through the 2010 Report of
the Secretary-General and its debate in the UN
General Assembly.?®

Human rights

Human rights are the rights pos-
sessed by all persons, by virtue of their
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focuses on individual and
group empowerment;
human rights, on

structural safeguards
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common humanity, to live a life of
freedom and dignity. They give all peo-
ple moral claims on the behaviour of
individuals and on the design of social
arrangements—and are universal, inal-
ienable and indivisible.

— Human Development

Report 2000: 16

The 2000 HDR offered an intellectual frame-
work for the human rights community to
engage more effectively with “development.”
It argued that a decent standard of living, ade-
quate nutrition, healthcare, education and pro-
tection against calamities are all human rights,
not just development goals, and that poverty is
a human rights challenge.

Human rights and human development
have much in common.?’ Since the 1948 Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights, defend-
ing human rights has had a broad influence in
protecting people’s lives. International conven-
tions and protocols, and associated codifica-
tions in national laws, have given legal status to
normative claims. Human rights are also politi-
cally appealing, and many civil society groups
have mobilized to protect and advance them.*
Principles of human rights complement human
development by providing absolute safeguards
or prohibitions against violations, such as those
affecting minority communities.

Human development focuses on individ-
ual and group empowerment; human righes,
on structural safeguards. Over time national
and global citizen action has broadened the
parameters of human rights, as with the global
movements that led to the UN Declaration for
the Elimination of Violence against Women
and the campaigns for conventions to regulate
landmines.?!

Human rights include economic, social
and cultural rights, as well as civil and politi-
cal liberties. Human development also encom-
passes this broad agenda. The realization of
human rights evolves by setting baselines and
progressive goals, devising implementation and
monitoring strategies, and updating legislation.
Human development thus complements the
realization of human rights through ongoing

attention to the interconnections among objec-
tives, priorities and strategic trade-offs. This
complementary strength of human develop-
ment lies in responding to differing and evolv-
ing contexts, identifying barriers to human
progress and opportunities for synergies, and

stimulating local solutions.
Sustainable development

There is no tension between human
development and sustainable develop-
ment. Both are based on the universal-
ism of life claims.

— Human Development

Report 1994: 19

Early HDRs drew attention to environmental
threats, including the global water crisis and
climate change. The first HDR already high-
lighted a safe environment—"“clean water, food
and air”—in people’s freedoms. The 1994 HDR
discussed environmental security, and as early
as 1998 the HDR recognized the unfairness
associated with environmental degradation—
acid rain, ozone depletion and climate
change—with the poor suffering most.

The 2006 HDR exposed the unfairness in
the use of water and its implications for human
development: it showed that people in slums in
Sub-Saharan Africa pay more for their drink-
ing water than do residents of New York and
Paris. The 2007/2008 HDR applied a human
development lens to highlight the costs of cli-
mate change, including cross-generational pov-
erty traps caused by climate shocks and the
phenomenon of “adaptation apartheid.” It was
the first major development report to explore
the implications of climbing world tempera-
tures, reflected in melting ice caps, changing
patterns of local rainfall, rising sea levels and
forced adaptation by some of the world’s most
vulnerable groups.

Around the world people now see global
warming as a serious threat to their well-
being.? It is more widely accepted that the
earth faces one of the largest challenges in its
history—the threat of human-induced cli-
mate change, with potentially catastrophic



consequences, largely unforeseen in 1990. Vari-
ous HDRs have contributed, alongside other
major reports, to transforming the policy land-
scape and expanding recognition of the envi-
ronment and sustainability, including climate
change.

Human development and sustainable
human development cannot be separated.’
Universalism, traceable to Immanuel Kant, is
at the heart of human development; it requires
granting future generations the same atten-
tion as the current one.>* Human development
is about enabling people to lead long, healthy,
educated and fulfilling lives. Sustainable
human development is about making sure that
future generations can do the same. Human
development, if not sustainable, is not true
human development.

The most commonly cited definition of
sustainable development is “development that
satisfies the needs of the present without com-
promising the ability of future generations to
meet their own needs.”® But in practice some
discussions about sustainability focus on future
growth and consumption, others seck to ensure
the survival of the species despite climate
change and some give the ecosystem intrin-
sic importance. Essential aspects of human
development, such as education, are sometimes
treated merely as instrumental, as capital for
producing future flows of utility.

Human development’s emphasis on multi-
dimensionality complements conventional
approaches to sustainability, reminding us that
the debate about what should be sustained is as
important as how to sustain it. Human devel-
opment requires that people have the free-
doms and choices to fulfil their needs, desires
and wants. Of course, people still unborn
cannot make decisions for themselves—but
we can preserve the conditions of their future
agency. Human development also signals that
intragenerational equity is as important as
intergenerational equity.36

This discussion has highlighted examples
of how global HDRs, by applying a human

development lens, have generated concepts,

measures and policies that were ahead of their
time. We return to many more instances later
in this Report. These include the 1995 HDR,
which presented a range of innovative propos-
als for gender equity and women’s empower-
ment, recognizing in particular the signifi-
cance of unpaid work and offering the first
global estimate of the value of nonmonetized
production by women and men in economic
and household activities.>” Likewise, the 1997
HDR distinguished multidimensional poverty
from income poverty and drew attention to
political power as a driver of poverty trends—a
precursor to the broadening of thinking about
these issues in international development dis-
course and to the World Bank’s 2000/2001
World Development Report on attacking pov-
erty.’® And as discussed below, several HDRs,
including the 1993 and 2002 HDRs, have
explored the intrinsic value of political free-
dom. They argued not simply for “good gov-
ernance” or governance of markets, but also
for more inclusive democratic governance as a

policy priority.

Shifts in development discourse

Karl Polanyi’s 1944 characterization of policy
change in motion is evident today in impor-
tant ways. In the sweep of history in now-devel-
oped countries, he discerned long swings from
state regulation to markets and back again, as
the consequences of one regime led to politi-
cal reactions and policy reversals. More recent
analysis shows that this pendulum has con-
tinued to swing throughout the 20th and the
carly 21st centuries. Polanyi’s concept provides
a useful lens for viewing developing country
policy-making.?’

Development thinking has changed con-
siderably over time: starting with the idea that
capital investment equals growth and devel-
opment, moving on successively to the role of
human capital, the role of markets and policies,
the role of institutions and more recently the
role of individual and group empowerment and
country ownership.*’

Today, there is no consensus about devel-
opment policy.41 But new trends are emerging.
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Many people have interpreted the financial
crisis, symbolized by the collapse of the US
financial giant, Lechman Brothers, as a sharp
reminder of the hazards of unmitigated liber-
alization. The crisis’s impact on development
thinking is not yet clear, but in ways explored
throughout this Report the pendulum is
swinging back towards a more active role for
public policy and a more humane development
objective. The seeds of the next “big idea” are
already visible and warrant further exploration,
as we argue in chapter 6.

Competing and complementary strands
The conventional development package—the
Washington Consensus—has increasingly
been regarded as untenable as a set of univer-
sal prescriptions, though it still holds sway in
many places. There are competing strands in
current thinking about development, not all of
them new, and some complementarities. Their
influence on practice has varied across coun-
tries. Several reflect the influence of the human
development approach:

e Recognizing the need for public action in
regulating the economy, protecting vulner-
able groups and producing public goods—
both traditional (health, education, infra-
structure) and new (overcoming threats
posed by climate change).

o Operationalizing the many dimensions of
well-being—going beyond average income
and monetary measures of poverty—and
including vulnerability to risk and shocks.
With better data and techniques to cap-
ture the “missing” dimensions, doing this is
increasingly feasible.??

e Seccing poverty, growth and inequality
as essentially indivisible—with poverty
reduction depending not only on the rate
of growth but also on levels and changes in
income distribution.** Rapid growth should
not be the sole policy goal because it ignores
the distribution of income and neglects
(and can undermine) the sustainability of
growth.

e Paying more explicit attention to the risks
posed by climate change, put most forcefully
by the Stern Report** and the 2007/2008
HDR, which called for strong and early

international action that builds on national
and regional efforts.

The new strands in development thinking
recognize that one size does not fit all, that the
payoffs to policy reform differ with circum-
stances and that appropriate strategies need to
be identified and developed locally.*> Country
ownership is seen as critical, because without
it reforms would not be sustained and because
the lack of country engagement in formulat-
ing policy means that the policy was inher-
ently inappropriate. The limitations of external
assistance are better recognized, alongside the
potentially negative effects where it is inappro-
priately designed and implemented.

All these strands have been associated
with attempts to better understand the rich-
ness and multidimensionality of experience
and the importance of local context, brought
to life by such path-breaking studies as Voices
of the Poor*® and by many Local, National and
Regional HDRs (box 1.4).

Contexts inﬂuence institutions
The centrality of institutions has been increas-
ingly stressed—though which aspects matter
remains contested. The new institutional eco-
nomics stresses property rights and the rule of
law, as well as the more instrumental effects
of participation and accountability. Alongside
this has come recognition that context affects
which institutional forms and functions are
appropriate—and that mimicking or trans-
planting best practice is unlikely to yield the
expected returns.?” This recent literature has
rediscovered some of the core principles of the
institutionalist tradition: that all economies are
embedded in social institutions and that a self-
regulating market system independent of these
institutions does not exist.*3

Several contributions in the mid-2000s
articulated this new heterodoxy. The 2004
Barcelona Development Agenda, drafted by a
mixed group of development economists from
developed and developing countries, empha-
sized key lessons from the last two decades.
They highlighted good institutions, greater
equity, prudent fiscal policy and an appropriate
balance between market and state. They called



for an enabling environment that allowed for
experimentation and for the adaptation of poli-
cies to overcome different sets of obstacles at
the country level.

Soon thereafter, the World Bank published
Economic Growth in the 1990s, a major reap-
praisal of approaches to policy reform. The
report emphasized the variation in growth
outcomes among countries with similar policy
regimes, marking a major departure from the
one size fits all approach of the Washington
Consensus.* In 2008 the Spence Commission
on Growth and Development—supported by
the World Bank and several developed country
governments—echoed these findings, stating
that for sustained growth, “no generic formula
exists. Each country has specific characteris-
tics and historical experiences that must be
reflected in its growth strategy.”>” The recent
economic successes of Brazil, China and India

attest to this new heterodoxy.

Moves towards greater accountability

Over time, the focus on monitoring has grown,
linked to a movement supporting greater state
and donor accountability. Results-based man-
agement, including using performance infor-
mation in making budget allocations, has
featured in several public sector reforms. The
PARIS21 Consortium, launched in 1999 by
the United Nations and other international
agencies, supports investments in data collec-
tion and promotes a culture of evidence-based
policy-making, monitoring and evaluation. The
European Union’s Social Inclusion Strategy,
agreed to in Lacken, Brussels, in 2001, applies
a set of 14 headline indicators (including those
related to income poverty and inequality, work
and social programmes) to benchmark and
monitor national plans.!

Supporting the explosion in data on public
sector activities and performance in developed
and developing countries is the greater reach of
the Internet and web-based data systems. This
allows a better understanding of links among
inputs, outputs, outcomes and impacts—such
as spending on education, number of pupils,
how much graduates have learned and what
difference their education makes to their per-
sonal opportunities and to broader society. In

Human development in action:
regional, national and local

1.4

In 1992 a team of academics, civil society representatives and the United Nations broke
new ground by producing the first National Human Development Report (HDR) in
Bangladesh. They set an example—soon followed in other countries, in many cases
supported by local United Nations Development Programme offices. To date, some 700
Regional, National and Local HDRs have been produced—taking cues from the global
HDRs, from each other and from regional and local development discourse. These re-
ports actively engage governments and other stakeholders, ranging from opinion lead-
ers to those who have had little voice. Focus group discussions and ad hoc surveys yield
new and critical insights. And engaging networks of local scholars contributes to the
strength and credibility of the reports.

The reports have explored the role of the state and the synergy between individual
and collective dimensions of human development. For example, the 2005 Guatemala
HDR and the 2008 Lebanon HDR tackled the sensitive issues of citizenship and diversity
in societies scarred by deep-rooted tensions. The 2009 Bosnia and Herzegovina HDR
framed these issues in the light of rebuilding social capital. In addition, as part of the
2009-2010 Brazil HDR, broad national debates in the media sought to build a shared
vision for society.

Regional and National HDRs have often explored the barriers to full participation in
society facing vulnerable groups, including people with disability, those living with HIV
and AIDS, youth, the elderly and minorities. Examples include Regional HDRs on Roma
and on social inclusion, and the 2008 Swaziland HDR on HIV and AIDS.

A recent stream of reports focuses on environmental change. The 2009 Croatia HDR
considered the potential adverse impacts on fishing, agriculture and tourism. The 2010
China HDR highlights possible responses, such as building new low-carbon communi-
ties for the millions of people who continue to flock to urban centres.

Regional HDRs have tackled critical governance issues with cross-border relevance.
The 2009 Arab States HDR considered human security threats across the region. The
2008 Asia-Pacific HDR recognized the disproportionate effect of corruption on the poor
and considered codes of conduct for the public and private sectors and the role of citi-
zen groups to monitor accountability.

In practice the reports need the support of the government, but governments can
and often do object to the sensitive issues addressed.

Source: Pagliani 2010. See also www.hdr.undp.org/en/nhdr/.

1996, for example, nearly all European coun-
tries shifted to directly measuring public sec-
tor outputs, which had a noticeable effect on
measured growth. Improved information and
analysis have informed policy discussions,
debates and decisions about government pri-
orities, although as this Report shows, the data
constraints remain large.

Discussions about program effectiveness
are now often better informed by the findings
of careful randomized and controlled experi-
ments, though these provide precise, albeit
robust, answers only to specific questions,
such as what is the effect of an intervention to

reduce teacher absenteeism in rural villages in
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Human development has
three components:
well-being,
empowerment and

justice
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Rajasthan, India?>? This approach has the dis-
advantage of overlooking the broader struc-
tural questions and often the underlying mech-
anisms generating the outcomes.>® The policy
influence of such evaluations has been limited
by their deliberately narrow focus.

Happiness and subjective well-being

Finally and briefly, we highlight the surge
in interest in happiness and subjective well-
being.>* This new interest has been stimu-
lated by the finding that happiness is not

fully explained by income or, as we found in

background research for this Report, by the
HDI.> Subjective measures have broad appeal
and are fairly casy to collect. A growing body
of evidence suggests that happiness is experi-
enced alonga good-bad continuum and can be
measured through a single question.>® Subjec-
tive states have clear intrinsic and instrumen-
tal value and may provide compelling insights
into the value that people place on other
aspects of life. However, as we argue further
below, happiness is best thought of as comple-
menting other measures of well-being, not as a
sole measure.

Human development remains as vibrant as ever

The concept of human development is deliber-
ately open ended—and sufficiently robust and
vibrant to provide a paradigm for the new cen-
tury. As the discussion here suggests and the
chapters that follow show, human development
is relevant across years, ideologies, cultures and
classes. Yet it always needs to be specified by
context, as in the Local, National and Regional
HDRs, and subjected to scrutiny and public
debate.

Describing human development as enlarg-
ing people’s choices is fundamental—but not
enough. Plural principles such as equity, sus-
tainability and respect for human rights are key.
Human development is about steadily sustain-
ing positive outcomes and combating processes
that impoverish people or underpin oppression
and structural injustice. Because gains can be
fragile and vulnerable to reversal, special efforts
can ensure that human development endures
for individuals, groups and nations.

HDRs since 1990 have highlighted dif-
ferent aspects of human development, often
linked to the annual theme and taking advan-
tage of the flexibility of the capability approach.
As stressed above, inherent in the human
development tradition is that the approach be
dynamic, not calcified. We can see from the
local, national and regional experiences, as
well as the global HDRs, that what we mean
by human development has varied by time
and place while maintaining an underlying

coherence. We propose a reaffirmation con-
sistent with the human development tradi-
tion, with development practice on the ground
and with the academic literature on human
development and capabilities. We propose the
following statement as a short definition of
human development:

Human development is the expan-
sion of people’s freedoms to live long,
healthy and creative lives; to advance
other goals they have reason to value;
and to engage actively in shaping devel-
opment equitably and sustainably on a
shared planet. People are both the ben-
eficiaries and drivers of human develop-
ment, as individuals and in groups.

Thus stated, human development has three
components:

o Well-being: expanding people’s real free-
doms—so that people can flourish.

o Empowerment and agency: enabling peo-
ple and groups to act—to drive valuable
outcomes.

o Justice: expanding equity, sustaining out-
comes over time and respecting human
rights and other goals of society.

There are always policy choices, though
the choices are not unconstrained. Some

are better for poverty reduction, for human



rights and for sustainability—while others
favour elites, dismiss freedom of association
and deplete natural resources. Principles of
justice need to be explicit—to identify trade-
offs among them, such as between equity and
sustainability, so that public debates and deci-
sions are well informed.

When human development is successful,
people can be creative and enjoy activities and
states of being that they value. Human devel-
opment is concerned not only with freedoms
on paper. The capability to enjoy healthcare
requires that health clinics exist, that they are
staffed, that staff come to work, that medical
supplies are stocked and that people are not
refused treatment because they cannot pay or
because of their gender, race or religion. That
is why capabilities are called “real” freedoms.
Resources, income and institutions are all
vitally important means and policy goals; yet
success ultimately is evaluated in terms of the
lives people can lead and enjoy.

Process freedoms involve empowerment
and democratic practices at different lev-
els. Individuals are not only the beneficiaries
of development. Their vision, ingenuity and
strength are vital to advancing their own and
others’ well-being. If the right to free speech is
enshrined in the constitution but violated in
practice, there is no such capability. Human
development views people as the architects
of their own development, both personally in
families and communities and collectively in
public debate, shared action and democratic
practice.

People who are empowered are able to
bring about change, be it in their own lives at
home or at work, in their communities or on
a wider scale. A concern with people’s ability
to shape their own destinies—what Sen calls
their “agency”—is at the core of the capability
approach and its strong association with free-
dom.’” Empowerment requires both agency
and supportive institutional structures. People
can be empowered at home and at work, in pol-
itics, in the community and in society. Empow-
erment is about people as individuals and act-
ing in groups—be they local cooperatives, trade
unions or national political movements lobby-
ing for change.

Political freedoms—such as democracy
and civil liberties—have intrinsic value and are
important in at least two additional respects.’®
First, as shown by a review of the evidence com-
missioned for this Report, democratic gov-
ernments are in general best able to advance
human development goals,’® such as lowering
child mortality and raising education levels,
in part because they are more accountable.
Accountability is needed to translate democ-
racy into human development, and elections
alone do not provide enough accountability to
empower the poor. Second, political freedoms
allow people to participate actively in discus-
sions about goals and policy priorities. At the
same time, as we discuss in chapter 4, even
though democratic accountability influences
human development, it is no guarantee, and
material prosperity and good achievements in
health and education can coexist with nondem-
ocratic practices.

Concerns about equity in human develop-
ment translate directly into an explicit focus on
inequality. This Report explores inequality in
various aspects of human development—since
income is an inadequate measure of the full
array of human flourishing, broader measures
of distribution are needed. The Report builds
on recent analytical advances and better data to
explore inequalities in health and education—
alongside income—and their evolution over
time.

Nearly 7 billion people now inhabit the
carth. Some live in extreme poverty—others in
gracious luxury. The limits of our planet will
shape human development more sharply in the
coming years than during the first 20 years of the
HDR. As recognized in the chapters that follow,
the reality of climate change requires a funda-
mental reshaping of the behaviours and aspira-
tions of many people and institutions around the
world, a challenge that has yet to be tackled.

The richness of the concept of human devel-
opment is graphically illustrated in figure 1.3,
which depicts the three components of capa-
bilities. These are related to people’s opportuni-
ties, process freedoms (affecting people’s ability
to shape their lives) and key principles of jus-
tice that shape processes and outcomes across
people, time and space. These components are

CHAPTER 1 REAFFIRMING HUMAN DEVELOPMENT m

Human development
carries the melody of the
culture, values and
current priorities of
countries, communities
and individuals in a way
that reflects inclusive

democratic choices



m HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2010

The human development
concept—on a shared planet

Conceptual framework for human development

ohared planeg

Opportunity freedoms

Source: HDRO based on Alkire 2010.

all embedded within a green band to acknowl-
edge the shared environment. These freedoms
are interlocking, and their expansion must be
achieved within the bounds set by the sharing
of the earth’s limited resources.

Different countries, communities and
individuals will emphasize different dimen-
sions and principles. Human development
carries the melody of their culture, values
and current priorities in a way that reflects
inclusive democratic choices. Many people—
activists, leaders, intellectuals and many
others—help articulate human development
in diverse contexts, as with the Local and
National HDRs, offering people more oppor-
tunities while fostering their ability to shape
their lives and advance justice across society,
now and into the future.

Subsequent chapters demonstrate the value
and insights to be gained from a human devel-
opment perspective. People around the world
have achieved much in the past two decades,
and we now face new and urgent challenges—
the products of social, economic and political
transformations that accelerated towards the
end of the 20th century. These challenges must
be addressed. Whether and how we do so will
define human development in the 21st century.
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The advance of people

Thinking clearly about the future requires looking critically at the past. In this
chapter and the next we assess the evolution of the dimensions of development in-
cluded in the Human Development Index (HDI; health, education and income)
and identify advances and setbacks. We find substantial progress but also consider-
able variability across countries and time. Progress has been extensive for education,
somewhat less so for health and much more variable for income. Despite advances,

serious inequalities remain. The gulf separating developed and developing countries

is still huge, and some key aspects show no sign of closing.

As stressed in chapter 1, human development
encompasses more than health, education and
income. The chance to lead a meaningful life
depends on the conditions people face, including
the distribution of advantages in their society, the
possibilities for participating in decision-making
and the way choices affect the well-being of
future generations. These dimensions merit their
own exploration—and receive it in chapter 4.

Trends since publication of the first Human
Development Report (HDR) reflect longer run
processes, so this chapter extends the period of
the review. We investigate a specially created
dataset covering HDI trends for 135 countries
since 1970. We summarize the broad patterns
and then discuss progress in each of the three
HDI dimensions.

Recent trends in human development: through the
lens of the Human Development Index

The HDI is a central contribution of the HDR.
Intended as a simple measure of development
and as an alternative to gross domestic product
(GDP), it captures progress in three basic capa-
bilities: to live a long and healthy life, to be edu-
cated and knowledgeable and to enjoy a decent
standard of living. In the words of the HDR’s
founder, Mahbub ul Hag, it shares many of the
flaws of GDP but is more relevant to people’s
lives.!

The HDI helps answer some basic ques-
tions about the progress of societies, such as
which countries have progressed faster and
whether poor countries are catching up with

rich ones. Such questions are often addressed
using income. However, a much clearer picture
of development comes from measures that con-
sider progress more broadly.

Since its inception, the HDI has been revised
several times to address major criticisms.” This
20th anniversary is an opportunity to reinforce
the HDI’s credibility and ensure its continuing
relevance, building on key strengths and learn-
ing from major recent initiatives that are similar
in spirit. Among them are the Global Project on
Measuring the Progress of Societies, hosted by
the Organisation for Economic Co-operation
Development, and the Stiglitz-Sen-Fitoussi
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Commission. In this Report, we introduce sev-
eral improvements to the indicators and the con-
struction of the HDI (see box 1.2 in chapter 1
and Technical note 1 for details).?

As described in chapter 1, this Report
introduces new indicators into the HDI to
exploit the greater availability of data, espe-
cially as some indicators—such as the literacy
rate—have become less useful precisely because
of the progress observed. However, this chap-
ter and the next are about measuring the past,
not just the present. For such a historical assess-
ment, data for the original indicators (life
expectancy, literacy rate, gross enrolment and
per capita GDP) are more broadly available
and remain meaningful. Therefore, this chap-
ter and the next use a combination of the origi-
nal HDI and the new—the original indicators
and the new functional form—in what we call
a hybrid HDL.# (Box 2.1 defines the HDI, the
hybrid HDI and other basic terms used in this
Report.) For simplicity, we refer to this as the
HDI in these two chapters.

Overall patterns

For the first time since 1990, this Report pro-
vides a systematic review of patterns and trends
in human development; previous efforts were
hampered by sparse data.’ The analysis is based
on a new dataset of human development trends
since 1970, covering 135 countries that account
for 92 percent of the world’s population.®
Measured in terms of the HDI, progress
around the world has been impressive (figure 2.1).
The world average HDI rose to 0.68 in 2010
from 0.57 in 1990, continuing the upward trend
from 1970, when it stood at 0.48 (table 2.1).”
This increase reflects aggregate expansions of
about a fourth in the health and education indi-
cators and a doubling of income per capita.?
The aggregate global measures are strongly
influenced by the most populous countries—
China and India. Even so, global figures
unweighted by population (and thus reflect-
ing average country performance) show similar

progress.’

m Basic terms used in this Report

Convergence. A narrowing over time of the gap between countries
for a particular indicator.

Country. A shorthand term used to refer to countries or territories,
including provinces and special administrative regions that directly re-
port data to international statistical agencies.

Developed/developing. Countries in the very high HDI category (see
below) are referred to as developed, and countries not in this group are
referred to as developing. The terms are used for convenience only, to
distinguish countries that have attained the highest HDI levels.

Deviation from fit. A measure of progress that captures changes in a
country’s indicators relative to the average change for countries start-
ing from the same point.

Gender Inequality Index (Gll). A measure that captures the loss in
achievements due to gender disparities in the dimensions of reproduc-
tive health, empowerment and labour force participation. Values range
from O (perfect equality) to 1 (total inequality).

Human Development Index (HDI). A composite measure of achieve-
ments in three basic dimensions of human development—a long and
healthy life, access to education and a decent standard of living. For ease
of comparability, the average value of achievements in these three di-
mensions is put on a scale of 0 to 1, where greater is better, and these in-
dicators are aggregated using geometric means (see box 1.2 in chapter 1).

Hybrid HDI. HDI calculated using the new functional form described
in chapter 1 and the indicators used up through the 2009 Human

Note: See chapter 5 and Technical notes 1-4 for details on the new indices.
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Development Report (HDR): life expectancy, literacy rate, gross enrol-
ment and per capita GDP. For reasons that include greater data avail-
ability, this method is more suitable to the exploration of long-term
trends presented in chapters 2 and 3.

Inequality-adjusted HDI (IHDI). A measure of the average level of hu-
man development of people in a society once inequality is taken into
account. It captures the HDI of the average person in society, which is
less than the aggregate HDI when there is inequality in the distribution
of health, education and income. Under perfect equality, the HDI and
IHDI are equal; the greater the difference between the two, the greater
the inequality.

Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI). A measure of serious depriva-
tions in the dimensions of health, education and living standards
that combines the number of deprived and the intensity of their
deprivation.

Top/bottom movers. The countries that have made the greatest or
least progress in improving their HDI, as measured by the deviation
from fit criterion.

Very high, high, medium, low HDI groups. Country classifications based
on HDI quartiles. A country is in the very high group if its HDI is in the
top quartile, in the high group if its HDI is in percentiles 51-75, in the
medium group if its HDI is in percentiles 26-50 and in the low group if
its HDI is in the bottom quartile. Earlier HDRs used absolute rather than
relative thresholds.



Advances in the HDI have occurred
across all regions and almost all countries (see
table 2.1). The fastest progress has been in East
Asia and the Pacific, followed by South Asia,
then the Arab States. All but 3 of the 135 coun-
tries have a higher level of human development
today than in 1970—the exceptions are the
Democratic Republic of the Congo, Zambia
and Zimbabwe.

Which countries have been most successful
in furthering the human development of their
people? Table 2.2 shows the top 10 movers—
the countries with fastest HDI increase in our
sample. These new results offer some interest-
ing insights—and unexpected contrasts.

A country’s progress in human devel-
opment can be measured in various ways,
and which countries are classed as top mov-
ers depends on the standard used to judge
change.!® This Report uses the deviation from
fit—the country’s deviation from its expected
improvement given its initial HDI and the
improvement of countries at a similar starting
point—as the measure of country progress over
time.!! Figure 2.2 illustrates how the method
works: it selects the countries whose improve-
ment is farthest above or below what would
be expected given their initial level of develop-
ment. This measure builds on earlier research
by Gustav Ranis and Frances Stewart, who
assessed a country’s progress in relation to its
HDI group.'*

The top movers include several countries
in East and South Asia and the Arab States
(both from North Africa and the oil-rich Gulf
region). Oman—a country that benefited from
oil discoveries at the beginning of the period—
tops the list, followed by China, Nepal and
Indonesia. Since the method used to evalu-
ate progress compares countries with similar
initial HDI levels, some countries experienc-
ing rapid progress from low starting points—
such as Nepal and Lao PDR—are on the list.
A more in-depth discussion of some of these
cases—as well as of others with more disap-
pointing experiences—is provided in box 2.2
and box 3.3 in chapter 3.

Strikingly, this list contains several coun-
tries not typically described as success stories.
This is because several countries make it into

Overall progress, significant variability

Worldwide trends in the Human Development Index, 1970-2010

HDI
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Note: Results are for a sample of 135 countries based on the hybrid HDI described in box 2.1. The top movers (as defined in

box 2.1) are Oman, China, Nepal, Indonesia and Saudi Arabia; the bottom movers are DR Congo, Zambia and Zimbabwe.

Source: Hidalgo (2010) based on HDRO calculations using data from the HDRO database.
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Widespread improvements in the Human Development Index since 1970

Trends in the hybrid HDI and components by regional and HDI groups, 135 countries, 1970-2010

2010

Hybrid HDI

1970-2010 1990-2010 2010

Life expectancy

Literacy
% change Value 9% change Value

1970-2010 1990-2010 2010

% change Value
1970-2010 1990-2010 2010

Gross enrolment Income
9% change Value

1970-2010 1990-2010 2010

% change
1970-2010 19902010

Regional groups
Developing countries
Arab States
East Asia and the Pacific
Europe and Central Asia
Latin America and the Caribbean
South Asia
Sub-Saharan Africa
Developed countries
OECD
Non-OECD

HDI groups
Low
Medium
High
Very high

1970 hybrid HDI quartiles
1 (lowest)
2
3
4 (highest)

World average

0.64
0.66
0.71
0.75
0.77
0.57
043
0.89
0.89
0.86

0.44
0.65
0.77
0.89

0.60
0.69
0.79
0.88

0.68

57 23 68 21 8 81 61
65 20 70 37 10 74 149
9% 35 73 23 9 94 76
13 4 69 3 2 97 7
32 12 74 24 9 92 27
72 31 65 33 12 66 113
53 Al 52 19 7 65 183
18 7 80 13 6 99 2
18 7 80 13 6 99 2
24 9 80 14 7 96 13
61 27 55 27 " 63 180
83 31 69 25 9 82 79
24 9 73 15 7 93 20
18 7 80 13 6 99 2
82 32 66 22 8 76 %
51 16 Al 34 il 83 53
24 9 75 15 6 9% 11
16 6 79 11 5 99 1
4 18 70 18 7 83 39

21 66 28 24 5873 184 89
4 64 89 22 8,603 66 44
18 69 7 31 6,504 1,183 352
2 82 17 7 11,866 120 20
10 83 59 16 11,092 83 4
46 59 64 29 3,398 162 119
43 54 109 L] 1,466 20 28
1 92 33 14 37,185 126 38
1 93 33 14 37,105 125 38
6 79 29 10 40,043 263 58
48 52 98 3] 1,434 33 44
24 65 21 28 5010 606 237
8 82 38 13 12,610 9% 35
1 92 33 14 37,185 126 38
29 61 23 33 4333 560 250
15 74 55 16 7,334 110 53
4 85 36 16 14,486 152 54
0 9N 29 11 34,585 122 36
15 70 26 20 10,645 107 47

Note: All values are population weighted. Life expectancy is in years, literacy and gross enrolment are in percentages and income is in purchasing power parity 2008 US dollars. See Definitions of statistical

terms for more detailed descriptions. The sample covers 135 countries, and thus the group aggregates may differ from those presented in statistical tables 1-17. The hybrid HDI is distinct from the 2010

HDI reported in statistical tables 1 and 2: it uses the same functional form but a different set of indicators that are available over a longer time period (see box 2.1). HDI groups are based on the 2010 HDI.

Source: HDRO calculations using data from the HDRO database.
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our top 10 list thanks to their high achieve-
ments in health and education, in some cases
even with unexceptional growth performance.
Thus, our list is very different from, say, that
presented by the Spence Commission on
Growth and Development.!?

Also remarkable is the general lack of over-
lap between top performers in growth and
those in health and education. Only Indo-
nesia and South Korea are in the top 10 for
both income and nonincome dimensions. Of
the remaining eight countries, five enter the
list through higher levels of health and educa-

tion; only one (China) enters solely through its

growth performance. The new HDI functional
form recognizes balanced development, so that
two countries with moderately high progress on
both income and nonincome dimensions (Lao
PDR and Morocco) make it into the top movers.

Although no countries from Sub-Saharan
Africa are in the top 10, Ethiopia comes in at
11, and several African countries are in the top
25 (see box 2.2). Perhaps most notable is the
absence of any Latin American country—the
top mover there, Guatemala, comes in 22nd.
Even so, the top performers are diverse not
only in regional origin but in how they achieve
success.



Fastest progress in human
development comes in
different ways

Top movers in HDI, nonincome HDI and GDP,
1970-2010

Improvements in

Rank HDI Nonincome HDI Income

1 Oman Oman China
2 China Nepal Botswana
3 Nepal Saudi Arabia South Korea
4 Indonesia Libya Hong Kong, China
5 Saudi Arabia Algeria Malaysia
6 Lao PDR Tunisia Indonesia
7 Tunisia Iran Malta
8 South Korea Ethiopia Viet Nam
9 Algeria South Korea Mauritius
10 Morocco Indonesia India

Note: Improvements in HDI and nonincome HDI are measured by the
deviation from fit—how well a country does relative to other countries
starting from the same point (see box 2.1). Improvements in income are

measured by the annual percentage growth rate in per capita GDP.

Source: HDRO calculations using data from the HDRO database.

Convergence—big time

The HDI can help assess whether poor coun-
tries are closing the gap with rich countries. This
question is generally answered by looking at
some measure of difference in a specific indicator
between poor and rich countries or by assessing
whether less developed countries are advancing
more rapidly than more developed ones. Many
researchers have investigated this question using
GDP as a measure of development. They have
generally concluded that the gap is widening'*

Catching up
But the HDI tells a more optimistic story.
Overall, poor countries are catching up with
rich countries in the HDI (see table 2.1). The
HDI gap between developing and developed
countries narrowed by about a fifth between
1990 and 2010 (and by about a fourth since
1970). For example, the HDI more than dou-
bled for Mali (from 0.17 to 0.37), Nepal (from
0.22 to 0.50) and Oman (from 0.36 to 0.79).
Good news indeed, this occurred despite the
large divergence in incomes.’

One might suspect that this convergence
is an artefact of the HDI being bounded at 1

or of some indicators—like the literacy rate—
having natural upper bounds.!'® While these
factors contribute to convergence, they are not
the only explanation. Dispersion fell signifi-
cantly for all the health and education variables
that go into the HDI—including those for
which the existence of an upper bound is debat-
able.!” In contrast, incomes show increased
divergence. Statistical tests confirm that upper
bounds on these variables do not generate the
convergence.!® But even if the bounds contrib-
ute to the convergence, the substantive result—
that health and education outcomes are becom-
ing more alike in poor and rich countries—still
holds.?

Consider life expectancy. Someone born in
The Gambia in 1970 could expect to live to age
41—some 33 years fewer than someone born in
Norway. By 2010 life expectancy in The Gam-
bia had increased by 16 years (to 57) but in Nor-
way by only 7 years. Thus, while the gap in life
expectancy between Norway and The Gambia
is still huge (24 years), it has shrunk by more
than a fourth.

On average then, living in a developing
country today is more similar—at least for
these basic health and education indicators—
to living in a developed country than was
the case 40 or even 20 years ago. However,
this is not true for all developing countries.

Top movers vary across regions, but bottom movers

are concentrated in Africa

Top and bottom movers as measured by deviation from fit, 1970-2010

Change in HDI
0.03 ;
o Nepal Omian
002 F---- N0~ TEhiopia hina, ©
Indonesia. _ . .
+ Tunisia
: ® " SaudiArabia
L T T
Central African Republice
Liberia
Tajikistan «
0.00 | =m slambia------ e
DR Congo !
« Zimbabwe :
-0.01
N NS N
HDI'in 1970

Note: HDI values in 1970 are in logarithmic scale.

Source: HDRO calculations using data from the HDRO database.
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Contrasting stories from Africa

Sub-Saharan Africa is typically considered the region facing the
greatest challenges in human development. Across all dimensions,
it has the lowest Human Development Index (HDI) indicators of
any region. However, several African countries have registered sub-
stantial progress in improving human development. Ethiopia ranks
11th in progress over time; Botswana, Benin and Burkina Faso are
also among the top 25 countries with the fastest progress in human
development.

Consider Burkina Faso. That it is a top mover may seem surprising: it
ranks 126th on the HDI of the 135 countries in our sample. But the coun-
try has achieved major strides on the HDI since 1970, when it ranked
134th.

Public policies certainly helped—it ranked sixth among countries
with the fastest growth in access to an improved water source since
1970. Access to basic services spread, with primary school enrolment
rising from 44 percent in 1999 to 67 percent in 2007. Despite rapid
demographic change, income poverty (measured by the share of the
population living below $1.25 a day) declined 14 percentage points to
57 percent between 1994 and 2003.

That Burkina Faso is among the top movers illustrates how our meth-
od for assessing progress—which compares countries to those with a
similar starting point—works. In fact, other countries with similar start-
ing points experienced economic and social implosions, while Burkina
Faso more than doubled its HDI. Our results also shed light on the de-
bate about the “Burkina paradox"—low human development perfor-
mance despite growth and macroeconomic stability. When progress is
evaluated through changes over time and compared with that of coun-
tries with similar starting points, the paradox disappears.

By contrast, some African countries have seen dramatic setbacks in
human development. The region is home to the only three countries
whose HDI is lower today than in 1970: the Democratic Republic of the
Congo, Zambia and Zimbabwe.

Zambia experienced declines in life expectancy, gross enrolment
and income—for many reasons. The collapse of copper prices in 1980
sparked a protracted depression that shrank the economy by a third. In-
comes have yet to return to previous levels. It also suffered from waves
of refugees fleeing civil wars in neighbouring Angola and Mozambique
and from the HIV epidemic, which gave the country the fifth highest
HIV prevalence in the world. The lack of resources and the HIV epidemic
hurt the provision of public services. Chapter 4 shows that 63 percent
of Zambians suffer poverty in multiple dimensions, similar to the share
living below $1.25 a day.

Zimbabwe was often praised for the progressive social policies
adopted after the overthrow of minority White rule. In the 1980s public
spending on health and education, especially for rural health centres,
water, sanitation and rural schools, rose rapidly. Infant mortality rates
were halved between 1980 and 1993, and child immunization rates rose
from 25 percent to 80 percent. However, the government faced chal-
lenges in sustaining expansion, especially when the economy collapsed
because of poor economic management. The HDI fell from 0.34 in 1990
to 0.26 in 2000, driven by a contraction of three of the four indicators
used to calculate the HDI—the literacy rate was the exception. Income
poverty increased, and people coped in part by moving to towns and
neighbouring countries. The HIV epidemic was a further shock, com-
pounding the strains on public services. The income poverty rate is
now around 62 percent (up from 42 percent in 1995).

Source: World Bank 2009a, 2010g; Grimm and Gunther 2004; UNDP Zambia 1997; UNDP 1998; WHO 2010b; Mwabu and Fosu 2010.
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In several countries—mainly in South-
ern Africa and the former Soviet Union—
life expectancy has declined. A handful of
countries—including, perhaps most strik-
ingly, China—have also seen drops in gross
enrolment.?? Moreover, in several more cases
of some absolute improvements—such as for
Armenia and Trinidad and Tobago—these
have not been sufficient to narrow the gap
with developed countries. In general, how-
ever, most developing countries have enjoyed
rapid and significant progress in health and
education.

A concern more difficult to address due to
lack of data is the possibility that the quality of
both healthcare and education could be diverg-
ing between developing and developed coun-
tries.”! This concern underlines the importance
of the measurement agenda in chapter 6.

Local variability

Not all countries have seen rapid progress, and
the variation is striking. Over the past four
decades a fourth of developing countries saw
their HDI increase less than 20 percent, while
another fourth experienced a more than 65
percent increase. Since 1990, 10 countries have
seen no overall improvement in the HDIL.?* The
recent global financial crisis and the East Asian
financial crisis of 1997-1998 remind us that
progress is not linear, even for countries that
perform well. Economic crises can throw coun-
tries off track. So can shocks that affect health
and education directly, such as epidemics and
natural disasters.

To some extent, these differences in rates
of progress reflect different starting points—
convergence means that less developed coun-
tries tend, on average, to improve more rapidly



Diversity of paths

Evolution of the HDI from similar starting points in 1970
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Source: HDRO calculations using data from the HDRO database.

than more developed ones. However, half the
variation in HDI progress is unexplained by
initial HDI level, and countries with similar
starting points experience remarkably different
evolutions over time (figure 2.3). This evidence
suggests that country factors such as institu-
tions, geography and policies—and even pure
luck (good and bad)—are important in deter-
mining outcomes.

Take Morocco and Céte d’Ivoire. Mea-
sured by the variables that go into the HDI,
they had similar levels of development in 1970
and so might be expected to have followed sim-
ilar development paths. However, their human
development trajectories diverged widely.
Over the 40 years to 2010, life expectancy rose

Longer lives, better health

Many countries have achieved large gains in
life expectancy. A baby born today in almost
any country can expect to live longer than at
any time in history. Life expectancy has risen
most in the Arab States, by more than 18 years
since 1970 (just more than a third). Even in
Sub-Saharan Africa, life expectancy is more

20 years in Morocco but just 11 years in Cote
d’Ivoire. Today, 61 percent of Moroccan chil-
dren are enrolled in schools, far more than the
38 percent in Cote d’'Ivoire, and Morocco’s per
capita income is 2.7 times Cote d'Ivoire’s.

There is a story behind these differences.
Political instability and a protracted civil war
held back Céte d’Ivoire, and active social poli-
cies appear to have made a big difference in
Morocco. Understanding the causes of these
variations is of major policy relevance, and we
explore them in detail in the next chapter.

By design, the HDI gives only a summary
assessment of progress. We need to look at what
happened in each of the relevant dimensions—
and we do so in turn in the following sections.

than eight years longer than in 1970. And
increases in longevity were more than twice as
rapid in the bottom quarter of countries in the
1970 HDI distribution than in the top quar-
ter. In several developing countries—including
Chile and Malaysia—mortality rates are about
60 percent what they were 30 years ago.

CHAPTER 2 THE ADVANCE OF PEOPLE m



If children were still
dying at the higher rates
prevalent in the late
1970s, 6.7 million more
children would die each
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Figure 2.4 illustrates the extent and breadth
of this progress. Alongside the country values
of life expectancy represented in the left panel,
we introduce a “thermal image” graph in the
right panel that helps us see where countries are
clustering in the distribution of health achieve-
ments. The “hotter” areas—those shaded red
and yellow—show that many countries cluster
at high life expectancy levels, with very few still
at the lower levels (green and blue). This pat-
tern of clustering at high levels is striking for
health and education but not, as we will see
below, for income (see figures 2.7 and 2.10 later
in the chapter).?®> But while life expectancy
increased in most countries, some saw pre-
cipitous declines. This is also well captured by
the thermal graph, which shows some areas of
“heat” (shaded yellow) towards the bottom of
the right panel.

What accounts for this progress? Mortality
rates have fallen faster in infants and children
than in adults. If children were still dying at the
higher rates prevalent in the late 1970s, 6.7 mil-
lion more children would die each year.?*
Absolute progress has been fastest in devel-
oping countries from the 1970s to the 2000s
(figure 2.5). From 1970 to 2005, for example,
infant mortality declined by 59 per 1,000 live
births in developing countries, almost four
times the decline of 16 per 1,000 in developed
countries. However, the percentage decline
continues to be faster in developed countries
(77 percent) than in developing countries (59
percent).”> And huge health gaps remain, with
cight times more infant deaths per 1,000 live
births in developing countries than in devel-
oped countries. Less than 1 percent of child
deaths occur in developed countries.?®

Maternal mortality ratios have also fallen,
though by how much is uncertain. UN esti-
mates show a modest 5 percent decline since
1990—from 430 deaths per 100,000 live
births to 400.>” A recent study using vital
registration data, censuses, surveys and ver-
bal autopsy studies found lower levels of
maternal mortality and a somewhat faster
decline of 22 percent (from 320 per 100,000
to 251) in the same period.?® These data indi-
cate that even the bottom five countries—
Mauritania, Eritrea, Angola, Sierra Leone and

Guinea-Bissau—reduced maternal mortality
(from 1,159 per 100,000 live births to 711).
Alternative estimates coincide in one basic
assessment: progress is far slower than needed
to reach the Millennium Development Goal
target of reducing maternal deaths by three-
fourths between 1990 and 2015.%°

Progress has slowed

Health progress has slowed since 1990. Aver-
age life spans rose about six years between
the 1970s and 1990s, but only four years in
the subsequent two decades.’® Adult mortal-
ity since the 1990s has fallen 23 percent for
women and 6 percent for men, much slower
than the declines of 27 percent and 26 percent
in the previous two decades. Infant mortality
rates also fell more slowly.

This slowdown in aggregate progress is
due largely to dramatic reversals in 19 coun-
tries (home to about 6 percent of the world’s
people) that experienced declines in life expec-
tancy in the past two decades. In nine coun-
tries life expectancy fell below 1970 levels:
six in Africa (the Democratic Republic of the
Congo, Lesotho, South Africa, Swaziland,
Zambia and Zimbabwe) and three in the for-
mer Soviet Union (Belarus, the Russian Fed-
eration and Ukraine). Driving these declines
are the HIV epidemic and the mortality rever-
sal in transition economies. These phenom-
ena have partially offset the convergence in
health outcomes observed since 1990, though
some convergence—albeit slow—is observed
between the rest of developing countries and
developed ones (figure 2.6).%

The decline in several Sub-Saharan African
countries can be clearly linked to the HIV epi-
demic. Since the 1980s AIDS has slashed life
expectancy in Southern Africa, where adult
HIV prevalence rates still exceed 15 percent.??
In the most affected countries life expectancy
is now below 51 years; in Lesotho it stands at
46—similar to that in England before the
Industrial Revolution. Since 2000 HIV prev-
alence rates appear to have been stabilizing
(though in some cases at very high levels), and
most of Southern Africa has seen some recent



Progress in health

Worldwide trends in life expectancy, 1970-2010
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Progress in key health indicators, but developing

countries still

Selected health indicators, 1970s and 2000s

Developed
countries

s

Developing
countries

25>

- Infant mortality

Adult mortality, female

- Adult mortality, male

222

Note: Infant mortality is the number of deaths per 1,000 live births; adult mortality is the number of deaths per 1,000

adults.

Source: HDRO calculations using data from World Bank (2010g).

Declines in life expectancy for the former Soviet
Union and countries severely affected by HIV

Trends in life expectancy around the world, 1970-2010

Life expectancy (years)
85

80

75

70

65

60

55

50

45

» — Developed countries

___Former Soviet Union

]
~Restof
developing countries

& — High HIV prevalence

N N
$ R

N
& &

S

Note: A country is considered to have a high HIV prevalence if the rate exceeds 15 percent, which is the case for seven

countries in our sample (Botswana, Lesotho, Namibia, South Africa, Swaziland, Zambia and Zimbabwe).

Source: HDRO calculations using data from the HDRO database.

HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2010

recovery in life expectancy. The exceptions:
Lesotho, South Africa and Swaziland, which
suffered further declines (of about four years)
over the last decade.

The declines in life expectancy in the for-
mer Soviet Union were concentrated among

men. In the Russian Federation male life expec-
tancy plummeted by seven years from 1989
to 1994. There is considerable debate over
the causes.>® Alcohol consumption and, after
1990, stress during the transition to a market
economy—with high inflation, unemployment
and uncertainty—appear to be important in
explaining the trends, though disentangling
the effects is not easy.>* One study found that
21 percent of 25,000 men autopsied in Siberia
between 1990 and 2004 whose deaths were
attributed to circulatory discases had lethal
or near-lethal ethanol concentrations in their
blood.®®

Yet one cannot simply conclude that
the transition to a market economy was the
main driver of higher mortality. Some transi-
tion economies with a similar initial worsen-
ing in mortality—including Kyrgyzstan and
Montenegro—saw a rapid recovery beginning
in the early 2000s. In addition, the decline in
life expectancy in the former Soviet Union had
started before the transition—it fell by 1 year
in the 1970s, a time when life expectancy in the
world was increasing by 3.5 years.>

Many factors other than disease affect mor-
tality trends. Public sector involvement has
been important, with notable changes over time
and across countries. Health service fees were
introduced in Africa in the late 1980s and sub-
sequently challenged for several reasons, includ-
ing the limited revenue raised.?” Several coun-
tries in East and Southern Africa have recently
abolished fees for some preventive health ser-
vices for pregnant women, infants and young
children. There is evidence of immediate posi-
tive effects, with more use of healthcare services
among young children. After Uganda abolished
fees in 2001, new cases treated rose 19 percent
for children under age five, and in the follow-
ing two years use of government health units in
rural areas rose 77 percent.’®

Health is also affected by conflict, which
not only results in deaths and injuries but
strains weak public health systems, destroys the
infrastructure to deliver medicine and immu-
nizations and makes populations vulnerable
to disease and worse.”” Widespread conflict—
as in Afghanistan (1979-1989; 2001-today),
Cambodia (1967-1999) and Mozambique



(1975-1992)—can inflict immense damage on
people’s healch.*

Yet stories vary across countries, depend-
ing on the nature and intensity of the conflict
and the humanitarian response. Conflicts in
more isolated areas have not adversely affected
nationally measured outcomes (such as Ugan-
da’s northern insurgency), while some countries
have even made health advances despite con-
flict, thanks to extensive humanitarian efforts
to deliver basic services. This was the case, for
example, in Afghanistan, which saw infant
and under-five mortality rates drop by a fourth
from 2002 to 2004, thanks to major efforts in
constructing health centres and district hospi-
tals, training community health workers and
applying simple technologies such as standard-
ized drug kits.*!

Hunger—the many-headed
monster

Mortality data measure one key—if dramatic—
aspect of well-being. However, surviving is just
one part of leading a long and healthy life.
Being well nourished is another. Those who
survive need to be sufficiently well nourished to
live decently and fulfil their life plans. Going
to bed hungry—or falling asleep due to lack of
energy—is one of the most tangible depriva-
tions that people can face.

Nutrition is an aspect of health where
income matters—hungry people who have
more money are likely to spend it on food.
And as famously illustrated by Amartya Sen’s
ground-breaking work on famines, hunger
often reflects the lack of means to acquire food
rather than general food scarcity.> However,
more income does not always guarantee proper
nutrition, and people who are not poor can still
go hungry.

In fact, differences persist between num-
bers of poor people—estimated by dollar a day
thresholds—and numbers of hungry people.
This variation reflects differences in how the
two states are measured differently as well as
weaknesses in the data.*? It also reflects influ-
ences other than income on the nutritional out-

comes of family members—such as maternal

health and education, and feeding and hygiene
practices in the home. Researchers in India
have highlighted women’s health and feed-
ing practices and the limited reach of public
health services as key factors.** A study in East
Africa commissioned for this Report found
that vaccinations and medical care during birth
reduce child malnutrition, as does women’s
education.”

Inadequate nutrition also affects the way
people—particularly children—acquire knowl-
edge and participate in society. It hampers the
ability to work and be productive and thus
limits the ability to earn the income needed
to lead a decent life. And the irreversibility of
some health consequences of malnutrition—
blindness from vitamin A deficiency, physical
stunting from protein shortages—reinforces
the urgency of eradicating hunger.*®

Jean Dréze and Amartya Sen wrote that
“hunger is a many-headed monster,” highlight-
ing the many ways a lack of food can affect peo-
ple’s freedoms.”” Hunger is also a behemoth—
and a stubborn one. Hunger persists despite the
remarkable boost in food production brought
about by the green revolution between the
carly 1960s and the early 1980s. By 2000 fur-
ther gains in food production had contributed
to lower prices for most staples. The share of
undernourished people in developing countries
fell from 25 percent in 1980 to 16 percent in
2005.

According to the most recent data used
to monitor progress towards the hunger Mil-
lennium Development Goal, there have been
encouraging advances in reducing the rate of
malnourishment. But the absolute number of
malnourished people—defined by minimal
energy consumption—hardly budged from 850
million since 1980, although it spiked recently
to around 1 billion. Of these, 63 percent are in
Asia and the Pacific, 26 percent in Sub-Saharan
Africaand 1 percent in developed countries.*

While many millions of people have too lit-
tle to eat, millions eat too much. The recent rise
in obesity, especially in children, jeopardizes
advances in the care of cardiovascular disease,
stroke and diabetes. Severe obesity can reduce
life by 5-20 years, leading some specialists to
conclude that life expectancy in the United

Going to bed hungry—
or falling asleep due to
lack of energy—is one of
the most tangible
deprivations that

people canface
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States is likely to level off and may even fall by
2050.% These risks are the result not just of
higher income but also of cultural influences

that can be transmitted across borders. Mexico,

where people’s incomes average only a fifth
those of the United States, has shares of obese
and overweight people similar to those in the
United States.>®

Knowledge expands possibilities

Knowledge expands people’s possibilities. It
promotes creativity and imagination.>! In
addition to its intrinsic value, it has substan-
tial instrumental value in expanding other
freedoms. Being educated empowers people
to advance their interests and resist exploita-
tion.>* Educated people are more aware of how
to avoid health risks and to live longer and
more comfortable lives.>® They also tend to
carn higher wages and have better jobs. Many
uneducated parents value schooling because
they believe education will enable their sons
and daughters to overcome the indignities their
families face.

Progress in education has been substantial
and widespread, reflecting improvements in the
quantity of schooling and in equity of access
for girls and boys. To a large extent, this reflects
greater state involvement, though many devel-
oping countries have proven more capable of
putting children in school than of giving them
a high quality education.

Education levels higher than ever

Pecople around the world today have much
higher levels of education than ever before—
a result that holds across many different mea-
sures of education. Take years of schooling:
an average person age 15 or older in 1960 had
fewer than 4 years of schooling—by 2010 this
number had doubled globally and more than
tripled in developing countries (from 1.9 years
to 6.4). Since the first HDR in 1990 aver-
age years of schooling have risen by two years
and gross enrolment ratios by 12 percentage
points—while literacy rates have risen from 73
percent to 84 percent.

Progress has been widespread. No coun-
try has seen declines in literacy or years of

schooling since 1970. And education has been
extended to many more people: since 1960 the
proportion of people who attended school has
risen from 57 percent to 85 percent. This means
that many countries have achieved success in
education, at least as measured by the conven-
tional HDI indicator—one of our key motiva-
tions for the refinements discussed in box 1.2
in chapter 1.

The average education index used in the
HDI, which combines information on enrol-
ment and literacy, captures this general pic-
ture of widespread progress (figure 2.7). As in
health, the thermal graph in the right hand
panel signals a strong concentration at the top
of the distribution.

Even these increases may underesti-
mate progress. Literacy and years of school-
ing reflect past access to education (or lack
of it) by people who are adults today; thus,
measured progress may not reflect recent
advances in schooling for the young popula-
tion. People who have not been in school tend
to be older: in developing countries almost 36
percent of people ages 65-74 never attended
school compared with only 7 percent of those
ages 15-24. The youth literacy rate now
exceeds 95 percent in 63 of the 104 countries
with data and is 99 percent in 35 (including
such medium HDI countries as Moldova and
Samoa). This suggests that lack of basic writ-
ing skills will cease to be a major constraint on
access to knowledge.

Enrolment ratios and expected years of
schooling—the number of years of schooling
that today’s children can expect to have once
they grow up, given current enrolment ratios—
give a better picture of children’s current access
to education. Average world enrolment ratios
are now 100 percent or higher for primary
education in both developed and developing



Progress in education

Worldwide trends in education levels, 1970-2010
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countries, and both groups have made sub-
stantial strides in higher levels of education as
well—though developing countries still have
large gaps to close (figure 2.8).* Not only are
more children going to school—but more of
those who go are finishing: primary completion
rates have risen from 84 percent to 94 percent
since 1991. Increased enrolment is reflected in
expected years of schooling, which has risen
from 9 years in 1980 to 11 years today and from
5 years to 8 years for low HDI countries.

Gender differences narrowing

Enrolments have increased faster for girls than
for boys over the past few decades, and from
1991 to 2007 the ratio of female to male pri-
mary enrolment rose in all regions. Both pri-
mary and secondary school completion rates
have improved more rapidly for girls.

On average between 1991 and 2007, girls’
completion rates rose 29 points, to 87 percent;
boys’ rates rose 17 points, to more than 90 per-
cent.>> Improvements in girls’ rates are reflected
in the progress in secondary school enrol-
ment. In 79 of the 134 countries with data—
including Bangladesh and Lesotho—second-
ary school enrolment of women relative to men
exceeds 98 percent. In another 17 countries

More children attend school, but there is room for
improvement in secondary and higher education

Gross enrolment ratios by level of schooling,1970-2007
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the female to male enrolment ratio is at least
95 percent.

However, there is still plenty of room for
improvement: of the 156 countries with data,
only 87 have primary school enrolment ratios
for gitls close to or above those for boys.*® While
gender gaps are small on average for young chil-
dren in developing countries, they remain pro-
nounced for older children in rural areas. In
Bolivia 35 percent of rural girls and 71 percent
of urban boys are enrolled in school. In Guinea
the rates are 37 percent and 84 percent.

In contrast, women’s enrolment in higher
education, also on the rise, exceeds that of men
in many parts of the world. In the Arab States,
for example, where enrolment in higher educa-
tion rose 45 percentage points, the average is
now 132 women for every 100 men. Lagging
are South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa, with
female to male ratios of 75 percent and 51 per-
cent. Among the countries farthest behind are
Guinea and Niger, where three men for every
woman are enrolled in higher education.

Summary measures of educational attain-
ment (such as mean years of schooling or popu-
lation with at least secondary education) thus
show remarkable increases across the board for
both men and women, though the gap is still
large in many developing countries (see sta-
tistical table 4). In the Arab States and South
Asia the gender gap in years of education has
narrowed by 33-40 percentage points since
1970; in Sub-Saharan Africa, by 26 points (fig-
ure 2.9). But in eight countries—Afghanistan,
Benin, Central African Republic, Haiti, Libe-
ria, Mozambique, Niger and Togo—women
have fewer than half the years of schooling of
men.

Public sector involvement
has grown

Expanded schooling is associated with
increased public funding in much of the world.
Students attend mainly public schools, espe-
cially at the primary (92 percent) and second-
ary (85 percent) levels.”” Public spending on
education averaged 5.1 percent of GDP in
2006, up from 3.9 percent of GDP in 1970.5



As we discuss in chapter 3, this increase con-
tinues a longer trend, with education spending
around 1 percent of GDP a century ago.>’

The resources devoted to educating each
student have also increased, rising 43 per-
cent since 1990. And pupil-teacher ratios
declined.®® But disparities in spending are
enormous. The annual average is nearly $4,611
per pupil worldwide,®' but only $184 in Sub-
Saharan Africa—even after increasing 15 per-
cent since 1990—roughly an eighth that in
Latin America and less than one fortieth that
in developed countries. And the gap in spend-
ing per pupil is widening,

A number of countries have worked hard
to get more children into school. Yet there have
been reversals. As in health services, user fees
were heavily promoted by the World Bank and
others in the 1980s and early 1990s as a means
of cost recovery for government services. Sev-
eral studies found highly adverse impacts on
access. By the late 1980s it was evident that cost
recovery was not compatible with education
objectives. In one southern Nigerian state pri-
mary enrolment plummeted from 90 percent
to 60 percent in 18 months following the intro-
duction of school fees in the 1980s.6

Many countries later abolished school
fees for primary schools. Among them were
Ethiopia, Malawi and Uganda in the 1990s
and Cambodia, Kenya and Tanzania in the
early 2000s. As attendance surged, challenges
emerged in seat availability and education
quality. In Malawi, a forerunner in abolish-
ing fees in 1994, primary school enrolment
grew 97 percent between 1990 and 1995; and
in Uganda it grew 72 percent between 1995
and 2000. In Latin America conditional cash
transfer programmes were introduced with the
explicit aim of increasing school attendance, as
with Brazil’s Bolsa Escola and Bolsa Familia,
Mexico’s Oportunidades and Chile’s Chile
Solidario (see box 3.7 in chapter 3).%

But many children
are not learning

Higher spending and enrolment do not neces-
sarily mean better schooling. The gaps in school

Progress in gender equity in
gaps remain

education, but
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quality are huge, although whether schooling
has improved or deteriorated over time is hard
to tell due to lack of data. In general, children
in developing countries learn far less than chil-
dren schooled for the same number of years in
developed countries.® Children at the same
education level in developing countries as their
counterparts in developed countries score on
average about 20 percent lower on standardized
tests—about a three-grade difference.® Aver-
age math scores were as high in South Korea
and Malaysia as in developed countries, but
abysmally low in South Africa, for example. In
some cases the differences reflect inefficiencies
as much as low spending. For example, grade 8
students in Indonesia scored at least as high as
those in many Latin American countries, with
an eighth of the spending per capita.®

Fiji, despite universal primary education,
illustrates some of the challenges. Recent focus
groups of children revealed corporal punish-
ment, unprofessional teacher behaviour and
sexual harassment of female students as driv-
ing secondary school dropout rates and other
adverse outcomes. As one 17-year-old girl
noted, “When children don’t do anything at
all, or they start talking or something, that’s
when they [teachers] start hitting, I think that
should be stopped.” A similar study in Indone-
sia found that poor students were often singled
out for ridicule when they could not pay for
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uniforms or school supplies, often leading to
their exclusion. Asked why he dropped out of
school, an 11-year-old boy responded: “I often
feel embarrassed. When I didn’t wear shoes, the
teacher pointed to my feet, and said, “This is not
the way to come to school.”’

Case studies in poorer developing coun-
tries paint an even bleaker picture. Sixth grad-
ers in Ghana had an average score of 25 percent
on a multiple-choice test—no different from
what they would score by choosing answers
randomly. More than half of 11-year-olds in
Bangladesh could not write basic letters or
numerals.®® In Timor-Leste more than 70 per-
cent of students at the end of grade 1 could not
read even one word when shown a simple text
passage.®’

The difficulties in improving education
quality illustrate the varying effectiveness of
state involvement—at least as traditionally
conceived. Decisions to expand schools usually
come from the top down, supported by politi-
cally aligned teachers unions and contractors.
It is much harder to get motivated teachers to
impart real learning skills. Solving incentive
problems for managers and workers, always
difficult, is especially challenging when the
state is embedded in patronage-based mecha-
nisms of channelling goods and services to core

Rising standards of living

Income has many shortcomings as a summary
measure of development—a central message of
HDRs for the past 20 years. Among its flaws
is the neglect of inequality in distribution
and of the unsustainability of current produc-
tion. However, money is an important means
of expanding choice, especially poor people’s
choices, and average income does proxy for a
society’s overall command of resources. The
evolution of income is thus of great interest.
However, the story is not just one of overall
increases—it is also one of widening dispari-
ties and a persistent divide between developed
countries and the rest of the world. Since 1970,
155 countries—home to 95 percent of the
world’s people—have experienced increases in

supporters, creating new entrenched groups
along the way.”® Almost a decade after De and
Dreze’s Public Report on Basic Education in
India exposed teacher absentecism of 48 per-
cent, high rates have persisted, despite major
budget and management reforms and infra-
structure improvements in the interim.”!

Low quality education in developing coun-
tries does not necessarily imply that deterio-
ration has occurred. Data are inadequate for
reaching firm conclusions about long- or even
medium-term trends in quality. Moreover, test
scores depend on many factors, particularly
students’ socioeconomic background. Chil-
dren from well-off families are likely to be
better nourished and healthier and have more
access to materials than poorer children, and
their parents can do more to help them.”” So as
school expansions bring in more disadvantaged
students, average test scores will tend to drop
even if education quality does not change.”

The picture is thus of poor countries rap-
idly catching up on aggregate educational
attainment and gender equity but not necessar-
ily on quality. There are also major disparities
between groups within countries, as explored in
chapter 4. Thus, while the advances of the past
decades are substantial, there is still a long way
to go towards equity in access to knowledge.

real per capita income (figure 2.10). The annual
average today is $10,760, almost 1.5 times its
level 20 years ago and twice its level 40 years
ago. People in all regions have seen substantial
increases in average income, though patterns
vary”* And the range, amount and quality of
goods and services available to people today is
unprecedented.

The thermal graph on the right panel of
figure 2.10 shows that the world distribution
of income is far more dispersed than that of
health and education. The corresponding fig-
ures for health (see figure 2.4) and education
(see figure 2.7) showed a “hot” red area towards
the top where many countries were converg-
ing. This is not the case for income, which
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Worldwide trends in GDP, 1970-2010
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illustrates the fact that the world distribution
of income is much more unequal than that of
health and education.

Divergent progress

Unlike in health and education, there has been
substantial divergence in income across coun-
tries. From 1970 to 2010 per capita income
in developed countries increased 2.3 percent
a year on average, compared with 1.5 percent
for developing countries.”> In 1970 the average
income of a country in the top quarter of the
world income distribution was 23 times that
of a country in the bottom quarter. By 2010 it
approached 29 times. Divergence among devel-
oping countries has become more marked as
well. Some developing countries—including
Botswana, China, Malaysia and Thailand—
have grown faster since the 1970s than any rich
country.”® At the same time, the income of sev-
eral other countries—including Comoros, Iran
and Senegal—has stagnated. Still other coun-
tries, such as Céte d’Ivoire, Madagascar and
Zimbabwe, have suffered economic collapses.

Developing countries’ growth performance
has improved over time, both in absolute levels
and relative to developed countries. This was
particularly evident during the global finan-
cial crisis, when many developing countries
were able to maintain strong growth. Nev-
ertheless, even over the past 20 years, the gap
between developed and developing countries
has continued to widen. One important ques-
tion is whether developing countries will be
able to grow at the relatively faster average rates
attained over the past five years.””

The distance between the richest and poor-
est countries has widened to a gulf. The rich-
est country today (Liechtenstein) is three times
richer than the richest country in 1970.78 The
poorest country today (Zimbabwe) is about
25 percent poorer than the poorest country
in 1970 (also Zimbabwe). It is sobering to see,
amid enormous material prosperity in devel-
oped countries, that the real average income of
people in 13 countries in the bottom quarter of
today’s world income distribution is lower than

in 1970.7

Few countries cross
the threshold

Economic growth has been spectacular in
some developing countries. Between 1970 and
2010, China’s per capita income rose twenty-
one-fold, Botswana’s more than ninefold and
Malaysia’s and Thailand’s more than fivefold.®
But these countries have far to go before they
cross the divide: China’s per capita income is
only a fifth the average for developed countries.
Botswana, Malaysia and Thailand are also far
from this mark.

Will these countries continue to grow
until they cross the threshold to developed
countries? History suggests that growth can-
not be taken for granted. Many countries grew
impressively over long periods only to stagnate.
For example, between 1950 and 1980 Bra-
zil’s per capita economic growth was almost
5 percent a year—similar to recent growth in
Botswana, Singapore and Thailand—but its
economy collapsed in the 1980s and has only
recently started to recover. Argentina’s col-
lapse was even more dramatic, from a per cap-
ita GDP in 1913 that exceeded the European
average,®! to one in 2007 that was just a fifth of
Western Europe’s.

These cases illustrate how hard it is to cross
the great income divide. Of the 108 countries
with incomes below $7,000 per capita in 1970,
only 4 moved up to the World Bank’s high-
income classification in 2010. Three are small
island economies (Antigua and Barbuda, Equa-
torial Guinea and Malta), one with abundant
oil. The fourth—South Korea—remains an
important exception. Estonia and Slovakia did
not exist as independent countries in 1970, but
both achieved growth that moved them up into
the high-income group.

In important respects, the world is a better
place today than it was in 1990. Many people
live longer, children spend more time in school
and people have access to many more goods—
including food, housing, clothing and other
necessities for a decent life—than at any time
in history. The major convergence of countries



in the HDI, documented systematically for
the first time in this Report, has been a huge
achievement. As we discuss in chapter 4, these
advances extend to other dimensions of human
development, notably to political freedoms.

Yet the assessment of the past few decades
is by no means wholly positive. Some countries
have suffered grave setbacks—particularly in
health—sometimes erasing in a few years the
gains of several decades. Patterns of economic
growth have been extremely unequal—both in
the countries experiencing fast growth and, as
we explore in chapter 4, in the groups benefit-
ing from national progress.

And despite convergent trends in health
and education, gaps in human development are
huge. A person born in Niger can expect to live
26 fewer years, to have 9 fewer years of educa-
tion and to consume 53 times fewer goods than
a person born in Denmark. While the Danes
have elected their parliament in free and open
elections since 1849, Niger’s president dissolved
parliament and Supreme Court in 2009—and
was then ousted in a military coup. More than
7 of 10 people surveyed in Niger say there were
times in the past year when they did not have
enough money to buy food for their families.
Very few Danes would be in such straits.
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Diverse paths to progress

We have seen that many people around the world are healthier, wealthier and more

educated than ever before. But progress over the past 40 years has been uneven, with

people in some countries and regions experiencing far slower advances, and, in a few

places, deteriorations.

The progress has occurred against a backdrop
of growing formal democratization but also of
increasing inequalities within and across coun-
tries in some dimensions of human development.
Many people remain politically disempow-
ered, and the sustainability of today’s patterns
of production and consumption is shaky. These
observations—explored in chapter 4—seriously
qualify any conclusion of global progress.

Even so, the advances in health, education
and income have expanded the freedoms of bil-
lions of people to lead lives they have reason to
value. This chapter secks to deepen our under-
standing of the causes of that progress.

Chapter 2 emphasized two key character-
istics of the evolution of human development
over the past 40 years. First, progress has been
almost universal—only 3 countries in our sam-
ple of 135 have a lower Human Development
Index (HDI) than in 1970. Second, variability
in outcomes across countries has been enor-
mous, with some countries progressing rap-
idly and others attaining much smaller gains.
The concurrence of these two trends rules out
some explanations. For example, if countries
with similar starting points had progressed at
the same rate, this would suggest that common
global forces have dominated. Alternatively,
if some countries had improved while others
deteriorated but average global achievements
had not changed, this would suggest that only
national forces—such as different policies or
institutional reforms—were the key drivers.

Experience thus suggests that global forces

have made progress more feasible for countries

at all levels of development but that not all
countries take advantage of these opportuni-
ties in the same way. The obvious question then
is why some countries succeed and others fail
in grasping global opportunities. This chapter
provides some answers to this vital question.

The chapter is also about making sense of
one of the most surprising results to come out
of human development research in the past
few years: the lack of a significant correlation
between economic growth and improvements in
health and education. Understanding this result
is enormously important for development policy.

Our explanation emphasizes the unprec-
edented increase in the cross-country flow of
ideas—ideas ranging from health-saving tech-
nologies to democratic political ideals and more
efficient production practices. We argue that
many innovations have enabled countries to
improve health and education outcomes at low
cost—explaining the weakening association
between growth and the nonincome dimen-
sions of human development. In other words,
over time progress has come to depend more on
how countries exploited these ideas—with dif
ferences among countries traceable, in part, to
variations in institutions and in the underlying
social contract.

Nothing in our argument implies that
growth is unimportant. The human develop-
ment approach recognizes the contribution
of income to greater command over resources
and the effect that this has in expanding peo-
ple’s capabilities through nourishment, shelter
and broader opportunities. The centrality of
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income is recognized by including it as one of
the three basic dimensions in the HDI, along
with health and education.

This chapter analyses the determinants of
progress in those three dimensions. Politics,
inequality and institutions, among others, join
the story insofar as they help explain progress
in health, education and income. But we do not
attempt to explain why democracy has spread or
why production has become progressively unsus-
tainable. These vital questions merit in-depth
investigations, to be taken up in future Reports.

We start by highlighting some of the most
remarkable aspects of human development in
the past 40 years, focusing on global progress
alongside local variability and on the lack of cor-
relation between improvements in the income
and nonincome dimensions of human develop-
ment. We then examine the key drivers of global
trends in each of the three HDI components as
well as the country-specific factors determin-
ing performance. The chapter culminates in an
analysis of how the findings fit into the broader
story of interactions between markets and states.

The puzzle of economic growth and

human development

Alongside findings of global progress and local
variability, chapter 2 identified how achieve-
ments in income growth related to progress in
other HDI dimensions. We found that average
income growth has been high but that it has
been variable across countries, while progress
has been more consistent for health and educa-
tion. Many developing countries have attained
levels of health and education similar to those
in developed countries, but crossing the divide
that separates income-poor from income-rich
countries is much harder. Therefore, countries
became top performers on the HDI through
two broad routes: fast income growth or excep-
tional progress in health and education.

These findings suggest that over the past
40 years the forces driving improvements in
health and education are different from those
driving improvements in income. Had these
processes had the same drivers, the processes
would have broadly coincided. But we show
that they did not. We now explore in more
detail the growth—human development link.

Economic growth and
human development do
not always coincide

What does the evidence from the past 40 years
tell us about the relationship between growth
and changes in human development?

Figure 3.1 presents the basic result. The left
panel shows a positive association—though
with substantial variation—suggesting that
growth and improvements in human develop-
ment are positively associated.!

Remember, however, that income is part
of the HDI; thus, by construction, a third of
the changes in the HDI come from economic
growth, guaranteeing a positive association.
A more useful exercise is to compare income
growth with changes in the nonincome dimen-
sions of human development. We do this using
an index similar to the HDI but calculated
with only the health and education indica-
tors of the HDI to compare its changes with
economic growth. The nonincome HDI is
presented in the right panel of figure 3.1. The
correlation is remarkably weak and statistically
insignificant.?

Previous studies have found the same result.
One of the first scholars to study this link sys-
tematically was US demographer Samuel Pres-
ton, whose landmark 1975 article showed that
the correlation between changes in income and
changes in life expectancy over 30 years for 30
countries was not statistically significant.?

As more data became available, other
researchers obtained the same result. In a
1999 article, “Life during Growth,” William
Easterly found a remarkably weak association
between growth and quality of life indicators
such as health, education, political freedom,
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conflict and inequality.* Frangois Bour-
guignon, director of the Paris School of Eco-
nomics, and several African and European
colleagues concluded that “the correlation
between GDP per capita growth and non-
income [Millennium Development Goals]
is practically zero.”> World Bank econo-
mist Charles Kenny recently confirmed the
lack of correlation between improvements
in life expectancy and growth, using both a
large sample of countries over 25 years and
a smaller sample covering a much longer
period.®

Many examples illustrate this result. Take
a revealing comparison between China—the
world’s fastest growing economy in the past 30
years—and Tunisia. In 1970 a baby girl born in
Tunisia could expect to live 55 years; one born
in China, 63 years. Since then, China’s per
capita GDP has grown at a breakneck pace of
8 percent annually, while Tunisia’s has grown
at 3 percent. But a girl born today in Tunisia
can expect to live 76 years, a year longer than
a girl born in China. And while only 52 per-
cent of Tunisian children were enrolled in
school in 1970, today’s gross enrolment ratio
is 78 percent, considerably higher than China’s
68 percent.

Other interesting examples come from
countries whose economies have contracted
over the past 40 years. If economic growth was
indispensable for progress in health and educa-
tion, countries with falling GDP would not be
progressing in health and education. But this is
not the case: Iran, Togo and Venezuela experi-
enced income declines, yet their life expectancy
has risen an average of 14 years and their gross
school enrolment an average of 31 percentage
points since 1970.”

This result is about the lack of relation-
ship between changes in income (growth)
and changes in the nonincome dimensions of
human development. It thus does not negate
a basic fact, which is that Jevels of income and
levels of health and education are positively and
significantly correlated. We now turn to dis-
cuss the ways in which these two facts can be
reconciled.

Explaining the puzzle

A puzzle remains. While there is little corre-
lation between income growth and changes
in health and education, there is a strong cor-
relation between national levels of income and
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national levels of health and education. This is
also true at the individual and household lev-
els, as scores of studies have found. How do we
reconcile this with the finding of no correlation
between changes over time?

First, correlation does not imply causa-
tion in a specific direction.® Even if there is
a causal relation, the direction is unknown:
higher incomes could improve quality of life,
or improvements in health and education could
make societies more productive.

Second, the absence of a correlation in
changes casts doubt on whether a snapshot of
the world at a given moment accurately reflects
the relationship between the variables. We can
shed some light on the puzzle by observing that
over time, the relationship between the income
and nonincome dimensions of human develop-
ment has shifted up (figure 3.2). So while peo-
ple in richer countries are healthier and more
educated on average, people in countries at
all levels of income have experienced progress
through improving health and education levels.
In addition to moving up, these relationships
have flattened, meaning that poorer countries
have enjoyed faster improvements in health and
education than have richer countries.

One explanation of the puzzle could be that
there are long and variable lags in translating

greater wealth into better health and educa-
tion outcomes.” This would account for the
weak correlation, as not enough time may have
elapsed for the changes in income to lead to
improvements in other dimensions of human
development. However, this explanation is
much less tenable over longer periods. Figure
3.1 shows that the lack of correlation holds for
a large sample of 135 countries over 40 years,
a long enough time, surely, for income growth
to translate into health and education improve-
ments at the national level and for income dete-
riorations to be reflected in worsening health
and education outcomes.

Another explanation is that the processes
through which people became healthier and
more educated in countries that are rich today
differ from those in developing countries today.
The hypothesis of a changing development pro-
cess suggests that the correlation in levels is a
snapshot that reflects a past when countries
that became rich were the only ones able to pay
for costly advances in health and education.
But technological improvements and changes
in societal structures, discussed below, make it
casier today even for poorer countries to realize
substantial gains.

We tested several possible explanations
for the changes in health and income over the

Better health and more education are possible today for all countries

Changing relationships between income and life expectancy and schooling, 1970-2010
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Source: HDRO calculations using data from the HDRO database.




past 40 years (box 3.1). The findings suggest
that countries with low and medium levels of
human development could attain higher levels
of health through inexpensive interventions.
But as countries attain higher levels of develop-
ment, improvements rely on costlier technolo-
gies, and income starts to matter again. Thus
the results are compatible with the hypotheses
of changing development opportunities and

processcs.

What our results mean

These results do not mean that growth is unim-
portant. Income is a summary indicator captur-
ingaccess to resources important for developing
capabilities and expanding people’s freedoms—
and should remain an important policy goal.
Income increases people’s command over the
resources necessary to gain access to food, shel-
ter, clothing and broader options in life. Such
resources also make it possible to advance peo-
ple’s life plans without being unduly constrained
by material necessities—such as working in
meaningful and intrinsically rewarding activi-
ties or spending more time with loved ones.!
Income growth can indicate that opportunities
for decent work are expanding—though this is
not always the case.

Nor do our results negate the importance
of higher income for increasing poor people’s
access to health and education services, a result
documented extensively in the microeconomic
literature. The strong correlation between
socioeconomic status and health within a
society often reflects the relative advantage of
wealthier people in gaining access to health
services. High or rising inequalities can occur
alongside a rise in aggregate income, as Chi-
na’s recent experience shows (see box 6.1 in
chapter 6).

However, the evidence does cast doubt
on whether economywide income growth is
instrumental in furthering health and educa-
tion at low and medium levels of human devel-
opment. And as we explore below, high rates of
growth can coincide with environmental deg-
radation and worsening income distribution,

which are grave concerns.

Is wealthier healthier?

Countries with higher per capita income have longer life expectancy on average. But the
positive and significant correlation between income and life expectancy does not hold
for changes over the past 40 years. What could be behind this apparent contradiction?

Several explanations have been proposed. The changes over time could be domi-
nated by short-run factors, if health reacts only slowly to changes in income. But the lack
of correlation extends over 40 years, which should be long enough to feel the effect of
higherincome on health. Alternatively, it could be that the positive association between
income and life expectancy has broken down, so that the evolution of life expectancy is
now independent of that of income. Background research for this Report systematically
investigated alternative explanations.

We first conducted two simulations to investigate what type of model could replicate
the main features of the data: one in which the conventional relationship holds and one
in which it breaks down. The evidence was mixed: the “wealthier is healthier” hypothesis
could explain the levels at specific points in time but not the changes. The breakdown
hypothesis explained the changes but not the levels.

Next, we considered a different hypothesis: what if “wealthier is healthier” holds only
for countries that achieve a sufficiently high level of development, while the breakdown
hypothesis holds for less developed countries? This mixed hypothesis, which distin-
guishes between countries below and above a threshold Human Development Index
of around 0.5, explained both the association in levels and the lack of association in
changes over time.

Source: Georgiadis, Pineda, and Rodriguez 2010; Pritchett and Summers 1996; Pritchett and Viarengo 2010.

Using a new dataset and analysis, our
results also confirm a central contention of the
Human Development Reports (HDRs) from
the outset: that human development is dif-
ferent from economic growth and that great
achievements arc possible even without fast
growth. The first HDR pointed to countries
such as Costa Rica, Cuba and Sri Lanka, which
had attained much higher human development
than other countries at the same income lev-
els. These achievements were possible because
growth had become decoupled from the pro-
cesses determining progress in other dimen-
sions of human development.

These results also respond to one of the
criticisms often levelled at the HDI. From the
outset some economists have regarded the non-
income components as redundant, because the
snapshot of development that the HDI reveals
is not systematically different from that emerg-
ing from comparing income levels.!! But the
HDI gives a very different picture from GDP
when we look at changes over time—and in the
end these are precisely the changes that devel-
opment policy tries to influence.
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The implications for development policy
could be far-reaching. Much development
policy-making assumes that economic growth
is indispensable to achievements in health and
education. Our results suggest that this is not
the case. This does not mean that countries
can forget about growth—we have underlined
that growth generates important possibilities.
Rather, the results imply that countries do not
have to solve the difficult problem of generating
growth in order to tackle many problems on the
health and education fronts. This is good news.

More fundamentally, because develop-
ment processes and the possibilities facing poor
countries today are so different from those that
once faced the now-developed countries, devel-
opment is not so much about copying the expe-
riences of developed countries as about finding
new paths to progress in today’s world.

But if growth does not explain progress in
health and education, what does? The next two
sections tackle these questions, looking first
at understanding global progress and then at
accounting for national variability.

Global advance: the role of ideas and innovation

A vast literature has examined the determi-
nants of progress in health and education—
from a human development perspective and
others.!> Here we provide a brief overview, with
a focus on the factors that led to widespread
global advances.

Catching up in health

In 1651 English philosopher Thomas Hobbes
described life in the state of nature as “poor,
nasty, brutish and short.”!® He was describ-
ing what the world would look like without
governments, but perhaps inadvertently he
was also describing life in his time: life expec-
tancy was 40 years in England and as low as
20 years in many other places.!* But this was
starting to change, as people in Western coun-
tries improved their health and lifespans in the
centuries that followed. Mortality rates fell as
communicable diseases among the young, such
as smallpox, diphtheria and whooping cough,
were brought under control. A decline in respi-
ratory diseases also affecting mainly the young,
such as tuberculosis and influenza, followed.!
Hygiene and other public health practices
played a part, as did better nutrition.!¢

These declines occurred much later in devel-
oping countries—but progress was much faster.
In 1950 life expectancy in Africa, the Arab
States and Asia averaged 39 years, roughly the
same as in Hobbes’s England and 20 years less

than in developed countries at the time.!” Devel-
oping countries have increased life expectancy
as much in half a century as now-developed
countries did in 300 years. The processes were
similar in many ways as countries experienced
an epidemiological transition—a change in the
prevalence of different types of diseases along
country development trajectories.

But in some ways the experience of devel-
oping countries was very different. Innovations
in medicine and interventions in public health
flowed more quickly to many developing coun-
tries, benefiting millions of people. Improve-
ments in water supply, sewerage and immuni-
zations took many years in the West and were
initially very costly. Effective means of preven-
tion were often discovered faitly late. For exam-
ple, the tuberculosis vaccine was never used
routinely in the United States because it was
discovered in 1927, after the disease had been
all but eradicated.!® Poor countries benefited
from the rapid spread of these improvements
when the cost had fallen dramatically: one
study found that some 85 percent of mortal-
ity reductions in a sample of 68 countries since
1950 could be explained by global progress.”

Concerted international action mattered.
The UN Expanded Programme on Immuni-
zation subsidized large-scale immunization
programmes, as did the Pan American Health
Organization’s Revolving Fund for Vaccine Pro-
curement.?’ Immunization rates soared in coun-
tries reached by these programmes, virtually



eradicating polio from the Americas in 1994 and
boosting immunization rates for the six target
diseases (tuberculosis, diphtheria, neonatal teta-
nus, whooping cough, poliomyelitis and measles)
from 5 percent of the world’s newborns to more
than 80 percent.?! Eradicating smallpox, a dis-
case that killed some 2 million people annually
in the 1960s, cost only $300 million, the price of
three fighter jets at the time.?*

But cooperation and technology are not the
only explanations. Education and public aware-
ness also raised demand for health improve-
ments. Information on breastfeeding, hand
washing and sugar-salt rehydration solutions
can spread without an advanced health system.
Recent research covering 278,000 children in 45
developing countries shows that actions by par-
ents, such as providing fluids during episodes of
diarrhoea, are the main factor reducing the prev-
alence of common diseases that kill children.??

Some country differences can be traced to
the negative shocks of the HIV epidemic and
higher mortality rates in the former Soviet
Union. But more generally, national health
policies played a key role. Greater use of mater-
nal and infant care services—oral rehydration,
immunization, breastfeeding and complemen-
tary feeding—is associated with lower infant
and child mortality.?* The Brazilian state of
Ceard and the Indian state of Kerala have dem-
onstrated the rapid gains possible through
extensive public provision of such services.
A free press, contested politics and a culture
of public debate of social problems all help in
pushing through major reforms.?

Many interventions in developing countries
to reduce mortality and improve health are not
costly. A package of six vaccines assembled by
the World Health Organization costs less than
$1, and deworming (which can increase school
attendance) costs just SO cents a year.2® That
the most efficient health interventions are inex-
pensive helps explain the lack of correlation
between their provision and aggregate health
expenditures.”” It also helps explain why we
find little correlation between health improve-
ments and economic growth, particularly in
low HDI countries: lack of resources is not
always the most important constraint in deliv-
ering these services (see box 3.1).%8

This macro evidence is not inconsistent
with individual and household studies by
Angus Deaton and others, which show that
people with higher socioeconomic status are
generally also healthier.”” This is because driv-
ers of health improvements at the national level
can and often do differ from drivers at the indi-
vidual level. A new vaccine, for example, can
benefit everyone in a society simultancously
and therefore not affect the impact of income
on health status in that society. The individual
relationship reflects the fact that wealthy peo-
ple are more likely to have access to healthcare
than are poor people. Thus wealthy people in
a country tend to have longer life expectancy
than do poor people, while changes in the aver-
age wealth of the country may not cause general
improvements in life expectancy.®

Why don’t all governments deliver low-
cost interventions to improve health? Politics is
part of the answer. There is growing evidence
that health services are better provided when
governments are more democratic. A recent
study estimated that a transition to democ-
racy reduces infant mortality by 5 deaths per
1,000.3! Research also finds that democracy
predicts longer life expectancy and a lower
probability of women dying in childbirth.>?
While the mechanisms at work require further
investigation, evidence suggests that account-
ability is key—and that information availabil-
ity, popular participation and politician cred-
ibility may contribute.?® But even without fully
competitive national elections, local mecha-
nisms that increase access and thus the provi-
sion of public goods can operate effectively, as
shown by Ethiopia’s expansion of clinics and
schools over the past decade. And the fact
that some democracies—such as the United
States—are particularly ineffective in provid-
ing public health services suggests that formal
democratic institutions are at best necessary
but not sufficient.

Education: parents,
states or both?

As in health, the story in education is one of
rapid progress and convergence between poor
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innovations in medicine
and interventions in
public health, when the
cost had fallen

dramatically



Democratization may
have the strongest
effects on primary

education;
decentralization can
have stronger effects on

higher levels of schooling
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countries and rich countries. Since 1970 the
number of students has risen from 550 million
to more than 1 billion, and the number of teach-
ers has risen even faster.’¥ But there is a striking
difference between education and health: no
major technological advances can explain the
patterns in education. The basic technologies
for delivering schooling are no different today
from what they were 40 years ago: buildings,
blackboards and books are provided to teachers
who are paid to convey knowledge to children.

Why, then, have education levels risen?
One explanation emphasizes economic
changes—such as the shift from agriculture to
industrial and service production—that raise
the returns to investing in education and thus
boost demand. Extensive micro evidence finds
that family income and parental education
determine most schooling decisions.

Yet the link between education expansion
and income growth is weak. Over 1970-2010
the average increase in enrolment was almost
the same in countries with negative economic
growth as in countries with positive growth.>¢
There also appears to be little relationship
between returns to schooling and the expan-
sion of school enrolment, arguing against
explanations limited to demand.?’

Ample historical and contemporary evi-
dence points to a range of motivations, includ-
ing but not limited to popular pressure, for
states and political actors to expand educa-
tion provision. States have massively expanded
education when consolidating political power,
reducing the influence of competing institu-
tions and forging a national identity. Examples
of politically driven expansions of education
abound, ranging from Prussia’s national edu-
cation system under King Frederick II to Tur-
key’s massive secularization of schooling in the
1920s.> 'The objective of promoting a national
ideology through state-run schools may also
explain why governments provide education
directly rather than subsidize families to allow
children to attend private schools and why they
enforce compulsory education laws.

But it is not always casy to identify politi-
cal drivers. Independence has been singled out
as a potent force, particularly in Africa and
Asia. But it is at best a partial explanation:

most Latin American countries gained inde-
pendence in the early 19th century, but they
did not expand education on a wide scale until
well into the 20th century. International pres-
sure may have had a role, particularly after the
1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
but the growth of a global consensus for uni-
versal education likely reflected deeper political
processes at home.*

Political economy factors are clearly impor-
tant. Government actions reflect people’s pref-
erences. Indonesia’s Sekolah Dasar INPRES
programme, which massively expanded school-
ing in the 1970s, was part of the Suharto
regime’s attempt to bolster its legitimacy after
wresting power from a communist-backed
government.

Expansion of education has often accom-
panied expansion of the voting franchise and
the growth of redistributive taxes and transfers.
Democratization appears to drive numerous
indicators of education: the educational attain-
ment of adults—though this changes slowly—
as well as enrolment, literacy and public edu-
cation spending, which are more immediately
amenable to institutional change.*! While
democratization may have the strongest effects
on primary education, decentralization can
have stronger effects on higher levels of school-
ing (see box 3.2 on decentralization and human
development).*> Nondemocratic states can also
expand schooling—the Soviet Union in the
1920s and Peru under Velasco Alvarado are
among many examples—but this often occurs
as part of broad-ranging redistributive strate-
gies.” Not all nondemocratic states are created
equal: some seize power to avoid the expropria-
tion of elites—others, to carry it out.

Differences and commonalities in
advances in health and education

In health the key drivers of improvements
were innovation and technology; in education
these were at best minor factors. But the two
stories reflect similar underlying processes. In
both, the transmission of ideas across countries
enabled improvements. Broadly understood,
ideas encompass technologies and productive



Is decentralization good for human development?

Decentralization of responsibility for government services provision has
gone hand in hand with other efforts to make local governments more
responsive. Notable examples include participatory budgeting initia-
tives, which originated in Porto Alegre, Brazil, and numerous monitor-
ing initiatives, such as social audits and community score cards. One
such initiative collects data on achieving the Millennium Development
Goals at the local level in 16 countries in East Asia, South Asia and Sub-
Saharan Africa and uses the data to pressure local governments to meet
the identified needs. There has been a surge of interest in nongovern-
mental organizations (NGOs) providing information to the public to
improve services. The Tanzanian NGO Twaweza provides information
through mass media, mobile phones, religious groups and consumer
goods throughout East Africa to empower people to hold their gov-
ernment accountable and to bring about change in their communities.

Not all decentralization is effective or transformative. The impact on
human development depends on the local social and political context
and on country conditions, especially institutions and management ca-
pacity, and on the causes and patterns of inequality and poverty. Some
evidence suggests remarkably positive effects: following reforms in

1994 in Bolivia, decentralization shifted public investment strongly in
favour of education, water, sanitation and other community-identified
needs. But in Sub-Saharan Africa the devolution of funds to local com-
munities has often reinforced inequality.

A recent study of seven developing countries found unequivocal im-
provements in health and education but also increased inequality. More
generally, because some empowerment is a precondition for grass-roots
development schemes, communities that lack the capacity to identify and
act on their needs may remain disempowered, which means that a vicious
cycle can persist. Political decentralization, on the whole, seems to benefit
the poor, while fiscal decentralization has more muted effects. Fiscal de-
centralization requires appropriate mechanisms to ensure reporting and
transparency, as well as resources. Effective decentralization also requires
transferring power and responsibility rather than simply implementing pol-
icy formulated at higher levels. In Armenia the central government trans-
ferred school management to local councils in the early 2000s, but man-
agement remained highly centralized, and many people were unaware of
the reform.Compounding the problems were fiscal shortcomings: money
was transferred to the councils without adequate controls or reporting.

Source: Abraham and Platteau (2004), cited in Walton (2010): 29; Andrews 2008: 395; UNDP Armenia 2007; Faguet 2002; Mansuri and Rao 2010; Thede 2009; Twaweza 2010; Von Braun and Grote 2000: 25.

practices as well as political ideals and prin-
ciples about a society’s organization. While in
health the major influence was the transmis-
sion of technological innovations such as vac-
cinations and public health practices, in edu-
cation it was ideals about what societies—and
governments—should do and about what goals
parents aspire to for their children.

Large expansions in health and education
became feasible even for developing countries.
In health once-costly innovations became avail-
able at low cost. In education even poor coun-
tries could afford to expand the key inputs,
teachers and buildings, since neither has to be
imported from abroad. This contrasts with set-
ting up a manufacturing plant, which requires
access to foreign exchange, a limited resource in
many poor countries, to import machinery.

None of this detracts from the importance
of capacity or foreign assistance. As discussed
below, the substantial differences in rates of
progress across countries can be traced to mul-
tiple factors, including the organization of the
state, the quality of public service provision
and the extent of development assistance. Eas-
ing financial constraints through aid frees up
resources for social expenditures, still abys-
mally low in most developing countries.

People’s aspirations and expectations of
government make a difference. Rising demand
for quality services has been important in both
health and education, especially in demo-
cratic transitions. But the growth in demand
often reflects broader social processes that are
affected by the spread of ideas, such as changes
in actitudes towards personal hygiene.

The role of institutions, policies and equity

The spread of ideas and the relatively low
costs of delivering basic services explain wide-
spread advances in health and education. So
why are there still such large differences across

countries? And why have so many countries
with similar starting points traversed such dif-
ferent development paths? Many answers are
country specific—we explore both successful
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and unsuccessful cases in box 3.3 and box 3.6

Different country trajectories

later in the chapter—but there are also some

general patterns.

Countries with the fastest progress can
be split broadly into two groups—those that
did well in economic growth and those that
did well in human development. Few coun-
tries did well in both (among the top 10
movers, Indonesia and South Korea were the
only countries to make it into the top 10 in
both the income and nonincome dimensions
of the HDI; see table 2.2 in chapter 2). So,
there are different pathways to development,
some emphasizing the expansion of mate-
rial living standards, and others, health and

education.

Some development strategies have concentrated
on expanding wealth, seeing possible adverse
consequences for other aspects of human devel-
opment as necessary “social costs.” But more
inclusive development strategies have greatly
improved material conditions without neglect-
ing other dimensions.

Country trajectories can be characterized
in a typology of success and failure in human
development with four groups: countries with
high growth and high human development
(“virtuous” development processes), those
with neither high growth nor high human

development (“vicious” processes), and those

Three success stories in advancing the Human Development Index

Some countries have succeeded in achieving high human develop-
ment following different pathways.

Nepal—major public policy push. That Nepal is one of the fastest
movers in the Human Development Index (HDI) since 1970 is perhaps
surprising in light of the country’s difficult circumstances and record of
conflict. Nepal's impressive progress in health and education can be
traced to major public policy efforts. Free primary education for all chil-
dren was legislated in 1971 and extended to secondary education in
2007. Gross enrolment rates soared, as did literacy later on. Remarkable
reductions in infant mortality reflect more general successes in health
following the extension of primary healthcare through community par-
ticipation, local mobilization of resources and decentralization. The gap
between Nepal's life expectancy and the world average has narrowed
by 87 percent over the past 40 years. By contrast, economic growth was
modest, and the lack of jobs led many Nepalese to seek opportunities
abroad.

Nepal is still a poor country, with enormous scope to improve human
development. It ranks 138th of 169 countries in the HDI. Large dispari-
ties in school attendance and the quality of education persist, particu-
larly between urban and rural areas and across ethnic groups. Major
health challenges remain, related to communicable diseases and mal-
nutrition. Large disparities separate regions and groups, with a quasi-
feudal oligarchic system and caste-based discrimination continuing
to marginalize some groups. Inequality is high: according to our new
Inequality-adjusted HDI, Nepal's human development is almost a third
lower than it would be were it more equally distributed (see chapter 5).

Oman—converting oil to health and education. Oman has had the fast-
est progress in the HDI. Abundant oil and gas were discovered in the
late 1960s, so our data capture the evolution from a very poor to a very
rich country, showing a quadrupling of gross enrolment and literacy
rates and a 27-year increase in life expectancy.

But even in Oman economic growth is not the whole story. Although
first in HDI progress, it ranks 26th in economic growth since 1970, when
it had three primary schools and one vocational institute. Its initiatives
to convert oil wealth into education included expanding access and
adopting policies to match skills to labour market needs. Health services
also improved: from 1970 to 2000 government spending on health rose
almost sixfold—much faster than GDP.

Tunisia—education a policy focus. Tunisia's success extends to all three
dimensions of the HDI, with education a major policy focus. School
enrolment has risen substantially, particularly after the country legis-
lated 10 years of compulsory education in 1991. There has also been
some progress in gender equity: about 6 of 10 university students are
women. But large inequalities persist, as Tunisia’s modest (56th of 138
countries) ranking on our new Gender Inequality Index demonstrates.
Rapid decline in fertility and high vaccination rates for measles and tu-
berculosis have yielded successes in health, as has eradication of po-
lio, cholera, diphtheria and malaria. Annual per capita income growth
has been around 3 percent over the past 40 years, linked to fiscal and
monetary prudence and investment in transport and communication
infrastructure.

Political freedom lags. Progress in these countries has lagged on
one critical dimension of human development: political freedom.
During most of the period discussed here, Nepal was ruled by a mon-
archy. A decade of civil war and profound political transformations
culminated in a peace agreement and interim constitution. Aboli-
tion of the monarchy in 2008, establishment of a federal democratic
system and subsequent elections have opened new opportunities
for participation. Oman remains a sultanate, with a nonelected ex-
ecutive, a nonpartisan legislature and a ban on all political parties.
Tunisia, despite its formal multiparty system, has yet to see a peaceful
transfer of power.

Source: Oman Ministry of National Economy 2003; UNDP Nepal 2002, 2004, 2009; PNUD Tunisie 2001.
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successful in pursuing one objective but not
both. This characterization echoes Jean Dréze
and Amartya Sen’s distinction among “growth-
mediated security” (growth with broad-based
social provisioning), “support-led security”
(where direct social action took precedence
over growth) and “unaimed opulence” (where
growth was the priority).%*

Most virtuous development processes
involve managing distributive conflict; build-
ing adequate state and business capacity,
with the state having sufficient countervail-
ing power to limit abuse of market power by
powerful capitalist groups and resolving socio-
political contests in favour of broad-based pro-
visioning.45 Countries on this path include
most of the East Asian successes and the more
stable Latin American countries such as Bra-
zil. The vicious processes group includes some
countries in Sub-Saharan Africa, such as Cote
d’Ivoire, and some countries with higher ini-
tial human development, such as the Russian
Federation.

Countries that succeeded in promot-
ing health and education but not in generat-
ing growth displayed a range of patterns. In
some, major distributive conflicts eventually
led to a democratic transition with associated
pushes towards social provisioning. This group
includes poorer Latin American economies
such as Bolivia and El Salvador. Nondemo-
cratic states, such as Iran and Libya, have also
delivered services to middle and lower socio-

economic groups.

Correlates and causes
of progress

Which countries succeeded—and which
failed—in promoting human development?
Background research for this Report on the
frequency of underperformance in HDI trends
(countries whose progress on the HDI is sig-
nificantly below that predicted by their initial
stage of development) found some interest-
ing regional patterns. Underperformance was
highest in Europe and Central Asia, with dete-
rioration on several fronts in the first decade
of transition. By 2000 more than two-thirds

of countries were doing significantly worse
than would be expected given their start-
ing point. Even in 2006-2010 more than
half the countries in the region have been
underperforming—as have more than 4 in 10
countries in Sub-Saharan Africa, 1in 3 in East
Asia and the Pacific, 1 in 4 in the Arab States
and 1in 7 in Latin America and the Caribbean.
No South Asian country was underperforming
in these terms in 2010.

The underperforming countries had simi-
lar initial levels of human development. They
diverge from the better performers because
of their slower rate of change (table 3.1). On
average, they spend less on health and educa-
tion and tend to be less democratic. They have
high HIV prevalence rates—a result related
to the high incidence of underperformance in
Southern Africa (see chapter 2). Possibly con-
trary to expectations, poor performers are on
average less endowed than other countries with
natural resources, suggesting that the “resource
curse” may not apply to human development, a
result confirmed by more systematic research. ¢
Underperforming countries have a higher inci-
dence of civil war, although this difference
is not statistically significant, likely because
of the heterogeneity of civil war experiences
(box 3.4).7

We also find that underperforming coun-
tries receive more aid on average, a result that
may appear puzzling but likely reflects the fact
that aid is directed towards lagging countries.
This and the other results in table 3.1 reflect the
average characteristics of countries and do not
necessarily imply causality, which is very difhi-
cult to establish.8

Dramatic successes or failures—outliers—
also provide insights into divergent trajec-
tories. Background research for this Report
looked at the main characteristics of the best
and worst performers.?’ It found few univer-
sally applicable results but some interesting
patterns that suggest complex interactions for
income inequality, social expenditures and
initial development. For example, countries
with high average income succeeded despite
an unequal income distribution when social
expenditures were good or moderate. Examples
include Chile, Mexico and Panama.>® But some
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Many factors are associated with underperformance

Correlates of underperformance, average period conditions, 1970-2010

Country groups
Characteristic Underperformers® Others Difference
Human Development Index value, 1970 0.54 0.53 0.01
Public health spending (% of GDP) 3.0 36 —0.6*
Public education spending (% of total budget) 9.7 123 -2.6%
Democracies with alternation® 04 0.5 —-0.1%
HIV prevalence rate 29 13 1.6
Value of natural resources exports (USS per worker) 0.9 18 -0.9*
Civil war (% of countries) 28 18 10
Aid received (% of GNI) 73 5.0 23%
Total public spending (% of GDP) 233 25.1 -18
Number of countries 46 89

*The difference is statistically significant at the 5 percent level.

a. Countries whose HDI value is significantly lower than would be expected from historical trends for countries with
similar starting points. See Gidwitz and others (2010) for details.

b. Democracies that have alternated power following an electoral loss (see chapter 4).

Source: HDRO calculations using data from the HDRO database, World Bank (2010g), UN Statistics Division (2010), UCDP

and PRIO (2009), and Cheibub, Gandhi, and Vreeland (2009).

:3.4

Conflict and human development

Conflict has devastating repercussions for many people, though countrywide effects
vary. Some countries, like Colombia, have lived through prolonged conflicts while still
achieving good progress in human development—although less than they would
likely have achieved otherwise.

The impact of conflict depends on its nature, intensity and duration. Several coun-
tries that performed poorly relative to their starting points have been affected by
conflict—including the Democratic Republic of the Congo and Céte d'lvoire. The im-
pacts are felt by individuals, families, communities and countries: higher mortality, pro-
ductive resources diverted to destruction, losses of economic infrastructure and social
capital, and insecurity and uncertainty.

In some countries economic decline is most readily associated with armed con-
flict, though the causality is difficult to establish. The intensity of conflict varies
enormously across countries, ranging from the Basque region of Spain to Burundi,
Liberia and Sierra Leone. Paul Collier and Anke Hoeffler estimated that it takes an
average of 21 years to reach the GDP that would have prevailed without conflict.
The people of Sierra Leone suffered a halving of incomes over the 11-year conflict,
while in Liberia the estimated decline was 80 percent. The mechanisms include
high inflation, capital flight, a loss of trust in institutions and reduced international
trade.

These effects can persist even after hostilities end. Economic disruptions and slow-
downs cause people to lose their livelihoods, increasing already high unemployment.
In Bosnia and Herzegovina 18 months after the Dayton Peace Agreement unemploy-
ment was 65-75 percent.

Source: Collier and Hoeffler 2007; Davies 2007; Fallon and others 2004; Imai and Weinstein 2000; McLeod and
Davalos 2008; Oxfam International 2007; Staines 2004; UNDP 2008; UNHCR 1997.
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low-income countries seemed to overcome
adverse conditions through economic growth,
even if social spending was not high, as in Ban-
gladesh and Lao PDR. Among middle-income
countries, both routes seemed feasible: Tunisia
improved its HDI despite moderate income
growth, while Indonesia relied primarily on
growth and less on social spending.

It is much easier to identify the correlates of
successful or unsuccessful development experi-
ences than to establish causality. This problem
has plagued the empirical analysis of economic
growth based on cross-country regressions.
This literature has been harshly criticized for,
among other things, coming to such an array of
conclusions.”! Recent work reviving an earlier
tradition of case study approaches underlines
the heterogeneity in growth experiences, sug-
gesting that the effects of policies and institu-
tions vary systematically for countries accord-
ing to their historical, political and structural
conditions.>? This work builds on advances in
macro- and microeconomic analysis for under-
standing an economy’s growth and combines
the strengths of quantitative analysis with the
nuanced explanations of the older case study
tradition (box 3.5).5

Cross-country statistical analysis can
be taken too far, but it can also reveal use-
ful insights. In background research for this
Report we analyzed the determinants of human
development using a sample of 111 countries
over 40 years.”* We dealt with the empirical
problems of quantitative cross-country analy-
sis by distinguishing between long-run and
short-run effects and considering the country-
specific dynamics of human development and
the influence of key preconditions—including
institutional development, religion, political
development, gender inequality and income
inequality. By allowing the effects of policies
to differ according to country preconditions,
this framework frees the analysis from the con-
straints of the one size fits all approach of many
previous studies.

Three key findings emerged. First, the deter-
minants of economic growth are not necessar-
ily the same as those of human development—
variables such as trade, foreign investment and
institutions tend to have different effects on



Insights from analytic growth studies

A new approach to studying economic growth relies on evidence for
individual countries, systematically combining microeconomic data,
macroeconomic time series analysis and investigations of political
economy dynamics. These growth narratives have started to yield use-
ful insights. Consider three examples.

Botswana—strong institutions and strong growth. Botswana had the
third highest growth rate in gross national income per capita over the
past 30 years worldwide, behind only China and South Korea. Abundant
diamond resources financed investment in infrastructure, health and
education. But many countries have had abundant natural resources
and done poorly. Botswana's success appears to have benefited from
strong institutions. Although the size of government—at 40 percent of
GDP—is high even for Africa, patronage and graft are relatively low, and
spending on education and health has been high since independence.
These beneficial policies were aided by high levels of public participa-
tion and constraints on political leaders, which stemmed from tribal
institutions that had not been eroded during British colonization and
subsequent independence. An example is the reforms adopted in the
early 1990s in response to incidents of corruption, which included the
creation of an independent ombuds office.

Mauritius—export success. Trade was important in Mauritius's success,
but not in the conventional way. Mauritius was a highly protectionist
country—the International Monetary Fund classified its trade policies

in the most restrictive category in the 1990s. Yet the country achieved
high export growth relying on export processing zones with duty-free
access to imported inputs, tax incentives that subsidized exports, and
a labour market that segmented exports from the rest of the econo-
my. Unlike many other governments, Mauritius did not tax agriculture
excessively. Instead, it reached a compromise with sugar owners that
generated enough revenue to finance a well trained civil service and a
generous system of social protection. The social consensus allowed the
government to adjust to changing conditions.

Venezuela—Ilack of economic diversification. Towards the end of the
1970s Venezuela's economy experienced a stunning reversal, with non-
oil output per worker falling 36 percent. Weak institutions, inefficient
governments and the “resource curse” have all been invoked, but they
do not explain how Venezuela managed to achieve the fastest growth
in Latin America before 1970 with broadly similar institutions and poli-
cies. One explanation is that Venezuela's pattern of specialization was
especially sensitive to negative shocks such as the decline in oil prices
of the early 1980s, because the skills needed to produce oil are not easily
transferable to other industries. Countries with low export flexibility—
little capacity to shift to other activities when demand drops—can
perform reasonably well under stable export prices but can go into a
tailspin when export and fiscal revenues collapse and standard reforms
prove ineffective in generating alternative sources of growth.

Source: Hausmann and Rodriguez forthcoming; Subramanian and Devesh 2003; Frankel 2010; Leith 2005; Acemoglu, Johnson, and Robinson 2003; Adamolekun, Lusignan, and Atomate 1997.

economic growth than on human development
more broadly. Second, the effect of these deter-
minants differs significantly depending on a
country’s structural and institutional precondi-
tions. Third, there are multiple feedback loops
among the components of the HDI that influ-
ence the effectiveness of policies.

Urbanization emerged as a key positive
influence on changes in education and income,
confirming an established finding on the vital
role of cities in transmitting ideas and mobiliz-
ing political action. Trade had no significant
effect on income but a positive correlation with
some health and education indicators, support-
ing the hypothesis that transmitting knowledge
and ideas affects the nonincome dimensions of
human development. Institutional variables,
such as the constraints on executive power, had
positive effects on education and income but
not on health.>®

Policies to improve gender equity can also
affect human development. Because women
have poorer health and lower educational

attainment than men, policies to redress such
disparity would contribute to human develop-
ment. A study commissioned for this Report
found that introducing gender quotas for the
lower house of provincial legislatures during the
1990s significantly lowered infant mortality
rates in Argentinean provinces.56 And numer-
ous studies link gender equity to economic
growth. Closing the gender gap in schooling
has also been linked to higher growth.””

A large body of evidence suggests that
women have a higher marginal propensity to
invest in their children than do men, so poli-
cies to empower women should improve health
and education outcomes for children. One
recent study drawing on rich data collected
over 35 years in Guatemala finds that a moth-
er’s educational attainment, cognitive skills
and nutritional status have large impacts on
children’s human capital and nutrition.>® In
South Africa grandmothers who received a
pension had better nourished granddaughters,
while pensions given to men did not affect their
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grandchildren’s nutrition.” And in China
mother’s schooling had an important effect
on child health for natural born and adopted
children.®

Our research also found that a country’s
preconditions affected which policies were con-
ducive to human development. For example,
in a regime with strong institutions (measured
using a composite index of corruption, rule of
law, quality of bureaucracy, investment pro-
file and internal conflict), higher government
spending on wages and goods and services was
conducive to faster progress in the HDI. But at
low levels of institutional development, higher
public capital investment was associated with
less long-run progress in the HDI.%

The analysis confirmed some expected
relationships among dimensions of human
development. Progress in literacy, for exam-
ple, improved progress in life expectancy and
income, while progress in health predicted
future progress in gross enrolment. But eco-
nomic growth was not positively associ-

ated with future progress in the nonincome

3.6

Development is neither linear nor stable. Progress that comes through technological
innovations is intermittent, with periods of acceleration and deceleration. The spread of
ideas and technologies across countries is a key explanation for progress in economic
growth and in health and education, as shown in this chapter. Scholars such as Samuel
Huntington have argued that democratization occurs in waves, with many countries
undergoing similar changes in political institutions.

Downward volatility is costly. Collapses in economic growth are common, particularly
in developing countries. A recent study found that more than a quarter of recessions in
developing countries involved per capita income losses exceeding 15 percent, many
lasting more than a decade. While collapses are less frequent in life expectancy or edu-
cation than in growth, they do occur: 27 countries suffered declines of more than 15
percent in gross enrolment rate, and 7 faced similar collapses in life expectancy during
the past 40 years.

Even in societies not experiencing collapses, insecurity affects millions of people. In-
security can be economic or personal—as explored in box 3.4 on conflict. But people’s
exposure to insecurity depends on policies and institutions. For example, policies to
promote youth employment can reduce social tensions and the likelihood of conflict by
improving job opportunities for young people.

The most disappointing performers were all hit by shocks for which they were unpre-
pared, while the best performers emphasized investments in people. But while success
can lead to greater democratization, as in Nepal, this has not been a universal trend. And
even economies that are not mismanaged, such as Zambia, can suffer “perfect storms”
of shocks on several fronts.

Patterns of unsteady ascent

Source: Helpman 1998; Huntington 1991; Hausmann, Rodriguez, and Wagner 2008; UNDESA 2004.
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dimensions of human development.®? These
results confirm that the lack of correlation
between changes in income and in nonincome
dimensions of human development is robust
to the use of a more complex modelling frame-
work that controls for causality and other inter-
vening factors. One topic that requires further
analysis is the costs of instability and shocks to
human development (box 3.6).

Progress through equity

There is a strong negative relationship between
inequality and human development. Inequality
in health, education and income is negatively
related to the HDI, with the relationship much
stronger for education and income (figure 3.3).
This result suggests that reducing inequality
can significantly improve human development.

These strong relationships are not difficult
to understand. Progress in health and educa-
tion commonly comes from increasing access
to services for disadvantaged groups. In almost
any society today the children of elites finish
school and have access to care that allows them
to grow up healthy. This is not the case for the
poor. But as access to health and education is
broadened to include them, human develop-
ment improves and inequalities level out.

What do we know about the policies that
can reduce inequality? Fiscal policy can be
a vital lever for greater equity, with spend-
ing much more powerful than taxation. Pub-
lic spending on services and social protection
improves income distribution—and among
publicly provided services, healthcare and pri-
mary and secondary education have the biggest
impacts.

A recurring theme in the HDRs since 1990
is the need for public resources, both domestic
and international, to support human develop-
ment. Yet governments are often constrained
by politics, influential groups and low state
capacity in taxing income and wealth and allo-
cating spending.

Countries need to generate income and
grow, and governments need to raise revenues
before spending them. Developing coun-

tries, while limited by a small tax base, have



More human development is associated with less inequality

Relationship between inequality in health, education and income and HDI levels, 2010
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Note: The percentage loss associated with inequality in each dimension is defined in chapter 5. See Technical note 2 for details on measuring multidimensional inequality.

Source: HDRO calculations using data from the HDRO database.

considerable scope to increase their tax efforts.
Income taxes, fairly progressive in their inci-
dence, account for only a minor share of gov-
ernment revenue. A recent study of Central
American countries, for example, found that
income taxes were generally progressive but
accounted for only a quarter of the tax intake;
regressive taxes—such as sales, excise and value
added taxes—dominated. There are also severe
political economy constraints on the rates and
coverage of personal income and corporate
taxation—and on implementation—especially
where economic elites dominate policy-
making. Nonetheless, reform is possible, as
shown by the recent tax reforms undertaken by
Cameroon and Nicaragua.

What about spending patterns? Since 1990
there has been considerable contraction in the
size of the state around the world: the average
share of public spending in GDP shrank from
29 percent to 26 percent for the 92 countries
with data for 1990-2008. Among develop-
ing countries, the levels vary by region, but the
trend is downward. The largest contraction was
in Sub-Saharan Africa, where public spend-
ing as a share of GDP fell from 26 percent to
21 percent. East Asia and the Pacific’s average
remained at 19 percent. A welcome trend in all
regions has been the large decline in military

spending as a share of GDP—in Sub-Saharan
Africa, for example, military spending shrank
by about a third, from 2.8 percent to 1.8 per-
cent of GDP.

Health and education spending in develop-
ing countries increased as a share of GDP by an
average of 16 percent and 19 percent over 1990-
2006. South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa had
the biggest increases in health spending, associ-
ated with debt relief in several countries.®> But
57 of 104 developing countries saw declines in
cither health or education spending as a share
of national income from 1990 to 2005.

The differences in how countries mobi-
lize and use public resources to pursue human
development are remarkable. Thailand, despite
low revenues, introduced health insurance for
the poor, while Senegal pushed through com-
prehensive tax reforms to increase revenues.®*
In Venezuela, by contrast, higher oil revenues
led to lower domestic tax rates and no increase
in spending on human development priori-
ties.®> Among many developed countries, pub-
lic cash transfers through pensions, housing
and family cash benefits, and disability and
unemployment benefits supplement household
income. The cash benefits are typically great-
est for retirees and smaller for households with
working-age heads.®¢
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Spending on basic social services has well
known progressive impacts. Costa Rica and El
Salvador both direct more than 25 percent of
public spending on health to the poorest fifth
of the population and more than 70 percent
to the bottom three-fifths.”” In South Africa
social spending and taxation have been asso-
ciated with reduced inequality—with an esti-
mated 10-20 point drop in the Gini coefhicient
of income inequality in the early 19905.°% In
the European Union highly progressive social
spending has a much larger distributional
impact than do taxes.®”

But redistributive taxation and wide-
spread transfers are not the only ways to tackle
incquality and income poverty. Some Latin
American countries and more recently other
countries as diverse as Nigeria, Pakistan and
Turkey have introduced targeted micro-based
interventions, such as conditional cash trans-
fers (box 3.7).° Unconditional programmes
of social assistance have also gained popular-
ity. While helpful, more structural reforms
may be needed when communities and groups

are systematically excluded from power and
decision-making,

The processes for budget allocation and
monitoring are also key. There have been major
improvements in fiscal transparency—giving
people a better idea about what money the gov-
ernment is collecting and how it is being spent
and, in several countries, more opportunities
to engage in the process. Efforts have also been
made to address underlying disparities—look-
ing at allocations by region and gender.”!

The confirmation of positive synergies
between equity-promoting policies and human
development is good news.”> We know the
types of policies needed to increase equity—
reorienting spending priorities, lowering bar-
riers to entry and ensuring that the rich carry
their share of the tax burden. How to achieve
this will vary by setting—raising tax rates, for
example, can be self-defeating in countries with
a large informal economy. But the basic princi-
ple that policies to reduce inequalities also work
to enhance human development can guide pol-

icy formulation in very different settings.

Cash transfers and social protection

Cash transfers to poor households are well established in many de-
veloped countries, to provide income maintenance following adverse
shocks—such as unemployment, disability or sickness—or to redistrib-
ute income. Their importance varies across Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD) countries. For example, in the
mid-2000s New Zealand's cash transfers accounted for around 13 per-
cent of household disposable income and Sweden’s more than 32 per-
cent. A recent OECD review underlined the effects of such redistributive
efforts on income inequality.

Conditional cash transfers to assist poor families have also become
popular since emerging in Brazil and Mexico in the late 1990s. Cash
payments are made to poor households that meet behavioural require-
ments, generally related to household investments in child schooling
and health. Today, more than 30 countries have some kind of condi-
tional cash transfer programme, many national in coverage.

Such programmes cannot succeed on their own, however. The ben-
efits depend on the availability and quality of services. Higher service
use alone may not translate into better outcomes, as demonstrated in
Cambodia and Mexico, where higher school enrolment rates were not
matched by better performance on tests. The programmes can also

be administratively demanding—targeting households and monitor-
ing compliance are data intensive and require extensive coordination
across agencies and levels of government.

Mexico's Progresa programme (now called Oportunidades) relies on
central capacities to select beneficiaries and manage finances, while
the local health and education ministries monitor compliance. External
evaluation helped prevent the programme’s becoming too closely as-
sociated with one political party. When the ruling party lost the elec-
tion in 2000 after 70 years in power, the incoming government took
over the programme, renaming and expanding it.

Governments and international communities are also increasingly
recognizing the value of unconditional cash transfers for providing
access to food and other basic necessities. In Africa there is evidence
that unconditional transfers may be more appropriate because of inad-
equate supplies of basic services and more limited capacity to imple-
ment and enforce conditions on transfers. Participants in the Mchinji
Social Cash Transfer Pilot, part of a wider Malawi Growth and Develop-
ment Strategy in 2006, had documented gains in school enrolment;
better protection against economic, demographic and seasonal shocks;
improved basic nutrition; and higher expenditures on basic necessities.

Source: Miller 2008; OECD 2008b; Fiszbein and others 2009; World Bank 2009b, 2010g; Lopez-Calva and Lustig 2010.
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The deeper story: markets,
social contract

Markets exhibit enormous diversity. There is no
single type of market system just as there is no
single type of state. The interactions of individ-
uals, firms and institutions of the state can be
organized in different ways. The foundational
understandings for these arrangements—the
mechanisms of accountability and enforcement
that they embody and the norms and expecta-
tions to which they give rise—can be viewed
as a social contract. State institutions generally
provide some goods and services and shape the
framework for markets to operate along the
lines of the social contract and its associated
norms and practices.”?

What is most remarkable about successful
development experiences is their heterogene-
ity. France, Germany, Japan and the United
States all generate abundant goods and ser-
vices enabling material prosperity for their
people. And they have among the highest lev-
els of health, education and political freedoms
in the world today. But how the state inter-
acts with the private sector in these countries
differs considerably. Take the financial sector.
German banks often own and operate firms,
Japanese firms tend to own banks and US firms
were prohibited from uniting with banks until
1999.74 Or consider education. In France the
national government manages education cen-
trally, in Germany state governments take the
lead and in the United States local govern-
ments control schooling decisions.

Differences are even more marked in the
institutional structures that govern markets. In
Chile competitive clections determine transfers
of power, the state has little involvement in the
production of goods (except copper) and the
market determines the allocation of pension
investments and schooling. Under one-party
rule, China’s state owns a large part of the
economy, including almost all the banking sec-
tor; denies access of its migrant population to
basic services; and limits the formation of inde-
pendent unions. In Thailand there is continu-
ing political instability and some involvement

states and the

of the military in political affairs, while eco-
nomic, financial and political power are con-
centrated in a small business elite.”

The variance in institutions is even larger
for some countries that have been most success-
ful in furthering health and education. Tuni-
sia has had the same president for the past 23
years, while Nepal just abolished its monarchy
after protracted political conflict. Indonesia and
Oman made much of their progress in health
and education under authoritarian rule. In Ban-
gladesh, despite several governance setbacks
since independence in the early 1970s, an exten-
sive set of enterprising actors outside government
(BRAC and Grameen Bank stand out) extended
credit to millions of poor people and supported
the provision of key services.”® This is just one
example of how innovative practices can reshape
the relationship between the private and public
sectors in the development process (box 3.8).

Clearly, an amazing variety of institutions
are compatible with human progress. We can
try to understand how they organize relation-
ships between markets and states. Markets—
understood as a form of organizing production
that involves extensive private ownership—
may be an indispensable component of any
economic system capable of supporting the sus-
tained dynamism necessary for transformative
changes in most dimensions of human devel-
opment. But markets do not bring progress in
other dimensions of human development, and
the evidence suggests that markets are neces-
sary but certainly not enough.

These observations hark back to Karl
Polanyi’s exposition more than 60 years ago
of the myth of the self-regulating market—
the idea that market relationships can exist in
a political and institutional vacuum. Markets
can be very bad at providing public goods,
such as security, stability, health and educa-
tion. For example, firms focused on producing
cheap labour-intensive goods or exploiting nat-
ural resources may not want a more educated
workforce. And if there is an abundant pool of
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3.8

The role of the private sector in furthering human development

The private sector is pivotal for human development. A new concep-
tual framework on the role of the private sector in development has
emerged recently among development institutions that recognizes the
role of markets in extending choices and opportunities to poor people
and households as producers, consumers and wage earners. Described
variously as inclusive market development, pro-poor private sector de-
velopment and making markets work for the poor, its central precept is
inclusiveness.

While the individual incomes of poor people are low, their aggre-
gate buying power is large. The average per capita income of villag-
ers in rural Bangladesh, for instance, is less than $200 a year, but as a
group they are huge consumers of telecommunication services. Across
the globe—in Bangladesh, India, Kenya and the Philippines—cellular
phone services have become more accessible to poor people as com-
petition and technological advances have brought down prices. Access
to phone services enhances poor people’s lives, enabling them to com-
municate over long distances and assisting them in their work. Cellular
phones have also given many poor people access to basic financial ser-
vices. For example, M-PESA, a cell phone service offered by Safaricom,

Source: Alderman, Orazem, and Paterno 2001; Prahalad 2004; Nelson and Prescott 2008.

gives Kenyans a fast, safe and affordable way to deposit and transfer
money anywhere in the country and now provides service to about 25
percent of the population.

The private sector often provides services to poor people in areas the
government fails to reach, as in water and telecommunication services.
Where public schools are inadequate, many families, even poor fami-
lies, have turned to private schools. In Lahore, Pakistan, for example, 37
percent of children in the lowest income group attend private schools.
Credit is another example. Bangladesh’s Grameen Bank model of micro-
finance has been replicated around the world.

Public-private partnerships are also growing, as in the GAVI Alliance,
a global public-private health partnership that has expanded vaccina-
tion coverage across 72 developing countries. Social insurance is an-
other example of public-private partnerships helping fill a void in public
provision of services. In Colombia the Family Compensation Fund of
Antioquia (COMFAMA), a nonprofit social enterprise, provides health,
education, housing, credit, job training and other social services to vul-
nerable middle- and lower middle-class families in cooperation with
international organizations.
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labour to draw on, firms may care little about
worker health. We see this today in lax occu-
pational safety standards in many developing
countries. A shift from the institutions of reci-
procity that hold sway in traditional socictics
to market relations can weaken the human and
social ties that bind communities.””
Furthermore, without complementary soci-
ctal and state action, markets are particularly
weak in environmental protection. Poorly regu-
lated markets can create the conditions for envi-
ronmental degradation, even disaster. A recent
example is the oil leak in the Gulf of Mexico
in 2010. Such leaks are common: over the past
decade there was an average of three or four large
oil spills a year, spewing more than 1.5 million
barrels of 0il.”® And recorded spills account for
only about a tenth of petroleum waste that ends
up in the ocean each year.”? In the Niger Delta
endemic oil spills, waste dumping and gas flaring
have destroyed ecologically sensitive wetlands,
clogged waterways, killed wildlife and damaged
the soil and air quality over the past 50 years—
ruining the lives of people in the region.®
Another example comes from Indonesia,
where a massive mud flow that followed an

explosion in a natural gas exploration site in

2006 engulfed thousands of hectares of land,
affecting dozens of villages. An independent
investigation concluded that the mud eruption
was due to drilling, but the company denied
responsibility and refused to adequately com-
pensate the people affected.®! The mud flow is
expected to continue for 30 years.

Every society needs to define basic rules for
relations among businesses, workers, communi-
ties and the state, ensuring basic property rights
and upholding the rule of law—and determin-
ing whose property is protected and what laws
rule. Societies need institutions to manage con-
flicts between groups and individuals and to
resolve disputes in an orderly way. Many types
of institutions can support equitable and sus-
tainable human development—and many oth-
ers can fail to do so.

Market structures, especially when domi-
nated by a political-economic elite or when
open and participatory, help explain whether
markets are inclusive. Oligarchic markets—
embedded in state institutions—are often
bad for growth in the long run, even if they
extract rents for the influential in the short
run. Inclusive markets and social contracts that

set human development as a priority are more



dynamic and more consistent, with greater
equity and security.

Some arrangements reflect concentrated
political power together with considerable eco-
nomic competition—as many have character-
ized the Chinese experience.®? Such arrange-
ments tend to generate high inequality. When
the state is not inclusive, it is hard for institu-
tions of accountability to temper the destruc-
tive effects of unbridled markets on other
dimensions of well-being. A recent Chinese
study found a positive relationship between
worker fatalities and industrial growth, sug-
gesting that, in China, slower growth could lit-
erally save lives.3

Regulation requires a capable state, and
state capability is often in short supply. At
times, developing country governments have
tried to mimic the behaviour of a modern
developed state without having the resources
or capacity. For example, many Latin American
countries failed in efforts to develop a targeted
industrial policy to support policies encourag-
ing domestic production over imports.3% In
contrast, an important lesson of the East Asian
successes was that a focused, capable state can
help drive development and the growth of
markets.

Civil society organizations can also curb
the excesses of markets and the state. In Indo-
nesia nongovernmental organizations (NGOs),
the press and trade unions pressured the state to
expand political freedoms and deliver poverty
reduction programmes after the 1997 financial
crisis. But governments seeking to control dis-
sent can restrict civil society activity. In 2009,
for instance, the Ethiopian government passed
alaw forbidding NGOs with more than 10 per-
cent foreign funding to engage in any activities
relating to democracy, justice or human rights.

External factors—such as terms of trade
shocks or a threat of invasion—can prompt
policy shifts that have positive long-run
effects. For example, some of the most success-
ful growth experiences include Chile, South
Korea and Taiwan Province of China, where
economic elites faced the threat of extinction
through takeovers by left-wing regimes. Busi-
ness leaders allowed policy-makers to exercise

cnough autonomy to ensure economic success,

a precondition for the survival of the ruling
class.®

Internal factors can also provoke policy
shifts. The breakdown of the power of the rob-
ber barons by US President Theodore Roose-
velt, Mexico’s move to liberalize and enter the
North American Free Trade Agreement after
the debt crisis and the move to democratic
dynamism in Spain after Franco’s death are
three examples.®® But the equilibrium is far
from optimal when oligarchs can continue to
benefit from the regulatory and judicial weak-
nesses of the state. In Mexico privatization
of natural monopolies opened up lucrative
opportunities for politically connected busi-
ness groups, creating some of the world’s largest
individual fortunes.

The dynamics can be virtuous when coun-
tries make the transition to inclusive mar-
ket institutions and competitive political
institutions—though this is difficult and rare.
But even in highly unequal socicties, as the
example of post-apartheid South Africa shows,
governments can encourage widespread partic-
ipation without sacrificing needed reforms—
though challenges in including the poor and
unorganized persist.’” Ultimately, oligarchic
forms of capitalism tend to contain the seeds
of their own demise, cither because they stifle
innovation—as in the failed import substitu-
tion regimes of Latin America—or because
material progress broadens people’s aspira-

tions so that maintaining power becomes more

difficult.

This chapter set out to explain global progress
and local variability and the absence of a sys-
tematic relationship between economic growth
and progress in other dimensions of human
development. Our story has highlighted the
transmission of ideas and technologies. Money
matters—but the evidence shows overwhelm-
ingly that great improvements can be achieved
in other aspects of human development with-
out going flat out for economic growth. The
diversity of paths and outcomes is tracecable
to differences in the structure of markets and
their interplay with the state and institutions,
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with a key role for the inclusiveness of the polit-
ical system.

What do these results tell us about the
future policy agenda, both national and inter-
national? We have identified some correlates of
progress—or its absence—and reached some
tentative conclusions about which are most
important. But for the most part the evidence
suggests that different combinations of poli-
cies may result in different outcomes depend-
ing on the institutional setting and structural
constraints.

The story is encouraging but cautionary.
Encouraging because progress is possible even
without massive resources: most countries have
the means to improve people’s lives. Caution-
ary because success is not guaranteed, because

routes to success vary and are specific to a

country’s institutional, political and historical
conditions.

Rather than thinking about uniform pol-
icy prescriptions, we can apply key principles
to inform thinking about development strate-
gies and policies. We illustrate this in our dis-
cussion of redistributive policies; policies to
promote equity are also likely to foster human
development, even if the policies differ from
one country to another. Further principles to
guide policy are presented in chapter 6.

An approach to policy focused on basic
principles rather than blanket recommenda-
tions parallels the approach to thinking about
justice presented in chapter 1, showing that it is
possible to identify possibilities for progress in
improving people’s lives without full agreement

on exactly what an ideal society would look like.
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4 Good things don’t always come together

Chapters 2 and 3 surveyed human development over the past 40 years, highlighting

global progress and local variability in the three dimensions of the Human Develop-

ment Index (HDI): health, education and income. But the scope of this survey was

incomplete because human development is much broader. Empowerment, equity

and sustainability are among the intrinsic parts of people’s freedom to lead lives they

have reason to value.

This chapter is about understanding what has
happened to these dimensions of human devel-
opment, which are just as important as those
covered by the HDI. There is less agreement
about what progress on these fronts entails, and
measures are lacking. But the lack of quantifi-
cation is not a reason to ignore them.

The key finding: even when countries make
progress in the HDI, they do not always do well

in the broader dimensions. Countries may have

a high HDI and be undemocratic, unequitable
and unsustainable—just as they may have a low
HDI and be relatively democratic, equitable and
sustainable. This reminds us of the breadth and
complexity of the human development agenda:
we cannot assume that good things always come
together. These patterns challenge the way we
think about human development, its measures
and the policies to improve outcomes and pro-
cesses over time—issues we discuss in chapter 6.

The broader dimensions of human development

Norway and the United States are pretty
good places to be born for the most part. The
HDI captures this well, ranking them first
and fourth globally. The comparative assess-
ment holds true for what we measure in the
HDI (life expectancy, schooling and income)
and for some other dimensions of well-being
not included in the HDI. These countries are
robust democracies, with effective separation of
powers, respect for the rule of law and guaran-
tees of citizens’ civil and political rights.

But they do not do well in all dimensions—
most notably in environmental sustainability.!
The ecological footprint of consumption—
which measures the area of biologically pro-
ductive land and sea needed to regenerate the
resources that a country consumes—suggests

that the United States consumes 4.5 times what
would be consistent with global environmental
sustainability and Norway, 3.1 times.

Figure 4.1 illustrates the relationship
between the HDI and empowerment, inequal-
ity and sustainability using a measure of politi-
cal freedom, the inequality loss in HDI and a
measure of sustainability.”

Except for inequality, the pattern is not
straightforward. There is no statistically sig-
nificant relationship between sustainability
and the HDI. Democracy is on average posi-
tively related to the HDI, but the variation
around this relationship is much greater than
it is for inequality. The lack of correlation can
be seen in the large number of countries that

have a high HDI but perform poorly on the
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Correlation between the HDI and broader dimensions of human development, 2010

A high Human Development Index does not mean democracy, equality or sustainability
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Source: HDRO calculations using data from World Bank (2010g) and Marshall and Jaggers (2010).
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other variables—depicted in the lighter shaded
areas of figure 4.1. About a fourth of coun-
tries have a high HDI but low sustainability; a
similar though less marked picture emerges for
democracy.

These simple correlations are a crude depic-
tion of a far more complex reality. There has
been extensive debate about the links between
democracy and economic and social develop-
ment, for example, and about the role of equity
in development.? It is reasonable to think that

Empowerment

The opening sentence of the preamble to the
UN charter anchors progress in the broader
context of “larger freedom.” Empowerment—
an increase in people’s ability to bring about
change—is central to the capability approach.
It emphasizes the ability of individuals and
groups to engage with, shape and benefit from
political and other development processes in
households, communities and countries. Valu-
able intrinsically, empowerment has also been
linked to many development outcomes. But it
is difficult to quantify levels and trends, given

there are positive synergies, and we survey
strong evidence to this effect below. But we can-
not be sure that increases in the HDI will be
accompanied by improvements in the broader
dimensions of human development or that
improvements in those dimensions will yield
increases in the HDI.

We next assess trends in the broader
dimensions of human development, the extent
to which these trends qualify conclusions about
progress, and the policy implications.

differences in views about what is important
and the paucity of internationally comparable
measures. We focus on the best available indi-
cators, mindful that they present only “simple
windows on complex realities™—and limited
ones at that.

Empowerment has been recognized since
the inception of the Human Development
Report (HDR). The overview to the 1990
HDR states: “Human freedom is vital for
human development. People must be free to
exercise their choices in properly functioning



markets, and they must have a decisive voice
in shaping their political frameworks.” It
pointed to the need to measure political free-
doms, because “the valuation given to similar
human development achievements is quite
different depending on whether they were
accomplished in a democratic or an authori-
tarian framework.” The 1993 HDR on par-
ticipation was the first to directly address
empowerment, which also underpinned
the 2000 HDR on human rights, the 2002
HDR on democracy and the 2004 HDR on
cultural liberties.® Several recent National
HDRs have also focused on empowerment,
with many producing innovative measures.A
Nepal HDR introduced an index to capture
the social and political exclusion of different
population groups, revealing considerable
geographic disparities and lack of correlation
with the HDI. A Chile HDR constructed an
index of people’s power based on informa-
tion gathered through perception surveys,
which probed access to social networks, access
to public goods and services, and attitudes
towards power. And Dominican Republic
HDRs have examined dimensions of empow-
erment and developed a new index with both
individual and collective components.”

A change in expectations

Fundamental contextual factors—most
important, the vast increases in literacy and
educational attainment in many parts of the
world—have strengthened people’s ability to
make informed choices and hold governments
accountable. There has also been a sea change
in norms and expectations in many places,
though it is a slow process.

The technological revolution coupled with
globalization has transformed the political
landscape. The proliferation of cell phones
and satellite television, alongside widening
access to the Internet, has vastly increased the
availability of information and the ability to
voice opinions. Use of these technologies is
very high in developed countries—by 2008,
70 percent of people were using the Inter-
net, and phone subscriptions had reached

1.5 per capita—but still low in low HDI coun-
tries (figure 4.2). But growth over the past
decade has been striking: in low HDI coun-
tries Internet use soared more than 4,000
percent, and the share of people with phone
subscriptions by close to 3,500 percent.® New
technology can give voice to marginalized
people, though some contend that such inno-
vations consolidate the power of people who
already have some resources.’”

The dramatic increases in Internet coverage
and mobile telephone use have occurred despite
structural constraints. For example, the average
rate of electrification in developing countries
in 2008 was still only 70 percent. It was only
59 percent in rural areas and much lower still—
21 percent—in low HDI countries.!

Globalization has propelled domes-
tic issues onto the international stage. One
expression of this trend is the upsurge of global
and transnational civil society: the number of

Fast growth in communication technologies, but still

low access in the poorest countries

Number of people using the Internet and with phone subscriptions,
per 100 people, by level of human development, 2000-2008

72,
Internet use %

%4

Loy, 2%

Phone
subscriptions

4,05

2000

- 2008

Note: Numbers above bars are percentage growth over the period. Phone subscriptions include mobile and fixed line.

Source: ITU 2009.
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international organizations increased more
than fivefold from 1970 to 2010, to an esti-
mated 25,000.1 Protests often have an inter-
national dimension—as attested by boycotts
of the apartheid regime in South Africa,
mobilizations seeking to end the conflict in
Darfur, and support, often in Western coun-
tries, for pro-democracy protesters in Iran and
Myanmar.

Democracy and the
freedom to choose

Against this backdrop there has been wide-
ranging democratization and an increase in
people’s perceived freedom to choose.!* At
the national level we see the spread of formal
procedural democracy, and at the subnational
level the rise of local participatory processes in
different forms—with greater possibilities for
accountability. There have been some improve-
ments in the protection of human rights—and
some setbacks. Identity-based groups that have
historically faced exclusion and deprivation
have become more visibly engaged in political
and social action, though inequalities persist.
Survey evidence suggests that most people
around the world feel free to make choices and

More countries adopt democracy

Trends in democracy, by HDI level and overall, 1971-2008
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are satisfied with this freedom.!> Current sat-
isfaction varies by region: people are most sat-
isfied in developed countries (80 percent), fol-
lowed by East Asia and the Pacific (77 percent),
and least satisfied in Europe and Central Asia
(50 percent), which may reflect the upheavals of
transition or underlying differences in outlook.
Reported trends in freedom of choice, available
for 66 countries, suggest general improvement
over time.

In 1970 some 30 countries denied full
suffrage and rights to stand for election, dis-
criminating mainly against women—with the
notable exception of South Africa, where the
majority Black and Indian populations were
denied the right to vote. These restrictions
have been almost entirely lifted.!* While vot-
ing rights are now close to universal, the share
of offices filled by election varies markedly,
and some countries, such as Saudi Arabia, still
restrict women’s voting rights.

Democratic government and the protec-
tion of human rights are cornerstones of politi-
cal freedom. But the difference between demo-
cratic and nondemocratic states is not always
stark, and in practice autocratic, democratic
and transitional states exhibit more diversity
and fluidity than simple categorizations might
suggest. That said, the share of democracies
increased from less than a third of countries in
the early 1970s to more than half in 1996 and
to three-fifths in 2008 (figure 4.3).> When
including states that are democratic in form
but where the ruling party has yet to lose an
election and thus hand over power,!® the share
exceeds four-fifths.

Most countries in the very high HDI group
are democracies. The low HDI countries have
registered the sharpest advances in democrati-
zation: none was democratic in 1991, compared
with about a third in 2008.

The most dramatic advances were in
Europe and Central Asia, followed by Latin
America and the Caribbean. Among develop-
ing countries in Europe and Central Asia the
only democratic country in 1988 was Turkey.
Over the following three years 11 of the 23
countries in the region became democracies,
with 2 more turning democratic since 1991.
In Latin America and the Caribbean most



countries were not democratic in 1971, and
several democracies reverted to authoritari-
anism during the 1970s."” Following a subse-
quent wave of political change, almost 80 per-
cent of the countries were democratic by 1990.
By 2008, with regime changes in Ecuador
and Peru, the share reached 87 percent. East
Asia and the Pacific and Sub-Saharan Africa
also reflect reforms—just 6 percent of gov-
ernments in both regions were democratic in
1970; by 2008 the share had risen to 44 per-
cent in East Asia and the Pacific and 38 per-
cent in Sub-Saharan Africa. Only the Arab
States show few signs of in-depth democrati-
zation (box 4.1).

In many cases, including Nepal and
Pakistan recently, crises of legitimacy have
prompted transitions from authoritarian states.
But consolidating democratic practices has
proven more difficult. Many national elections
have been marred by widespread voter intimi-
dation and fraud, such as those held recently in
Afghanistan and Kenya. And the official results
of even peaceful elections have been vigorously
contested, including those in the United States
in 2000 and Mexico in 2006.

:4.1

Some nondemocratic governments have
taken steps towards democratization, such
as the several “unity governments” in Sub-
Saharan Africa—as in the case of Sudan.
Although negotiated power sharing may avoid
or help end conflict, cycles of protest and
repression may follow. Other governments have
faced the threat of popular movements using
democratic mechanisms to roll back democ-
racy.'® A pro-Taliban Islamist coalition explic-
itly sought electoral victory in key provinces of
Pakistan as a step towards theocracy.”

These diverse experiences underline
the fact that democracy embraces an array
of institutional arrangements and power
configurations—and that autocracies are not
monolithic either. Processes are open-ended,
typically nonlinear and subject to divergent tra-
jectories as well as to partial reversals and pro-
tracted uncertainty.?’

The trend of democratization is evident not
just in national elections but also in regional
and local elections. The rise of local partici-
patory processes has taken different forms,
including decentralization to subnational gov-
ernmental units, as in many parts of Latin

The democratic deficit in the Arab States

The 2009 Arab States Human Development Report illustrated vivid con-
trasts between actual practice and formal support for democracy, hu-
man rights and the rule of law. Some of the countries have a multiparty
system—including Algeria, Egypt, Jordan, Tunisia and Yemen—while
Lebanon and Morocco stand out since their independence for accom-
modating political pluralism. Yet many governments continue to re-
strict political freedoms—all the Gulf States except Bahrain, for instance,
ban political organizations.

There has been a recent spate of democratic reforms in the region,
many offset by countermeasures limiting citizen rights in other respects.
Positive steps include the establishment of representative assemblies
in Oman, Qatar and the United Arab Emirates, the return of an elected
parliament in Bahrain and the holding of multicandidate presidential
elections in Egypt in 2005. Local elections were held in Saudi Arabia in
2006, but voting was limited to male citizens.

To date these reforms “have not changed the structural basis of
power in the Arab States, where the executive branch still dominates,
unchecked by any form of accountability” (p. 69). For instance, along
with Irag’s new constitution came an extended security state that per-
mits the suspension of constitutional freedoms. Egypt amended its

Source: UNDP 2009.

constitution to permit multiple candidates in presidential elections but
followed with a law limiting this right to existing parties. Algeria’s Char-
ter for Peace and National Reconciliation was quickly followed by an
extension of the presidential term in office, the removal of term limits
and the continuation of the ban on the Islamic Salvation Front. Simi-
lar patterns are evident in Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, Tunisia and the
United Arab Emirates.

Many governments in the region seem to have been able to re-
sist pluralist tendencies because of the enormous rents and control
bestowed by oil. The political economy allows the state to insulate
itself through far-reaching patronage networks and a weighty se-
curity apparatus. Oil rents remove the need to levy taxes, thereby
reducing accountability. For countries without oil—Jordan, Morocco
and Tunisia—foreign aid arguably plays a similar role. Compared with
other economies at similar incomes, the business sector is relatively
weak, as is civil society. All countries in the region except Libya per-
mit civil organizations, but laws and regulations restrain their activi-
ties. Consequently, “few Arabs feel they have any power to change
current conditions in their country through political participation”
(p. 73).

CHAPTER 4 GOOD THINGS DON'T ALWAYS COME TOGETHER m
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America and in the panchayati raj system of
rural India. This has accompanied and at times
prompted a powerful narrative in the develop-
ment community about citizen participation at
the front lines of service delivery.

Although difficult to compare across coun-
tries, decentralization has generally increased
in most parts of the world. In 2009, 95 of 120
countries (about 80 percent) had local gov-
ernments in which at least the legislature was
elected, and in half these both the executive
and legislature were elected.?! Data on fiscal
decentralization—very patchy—suggest that
for countries reporting data, about 25 percent
of spending took place subnationally.

Empowerment in the political arena can
be threatened by elite capture of key institu-
tions,** though some evidence suggests that
opening political systems can beget more equi-
table decision-making even if elites participate
more than others.?? This depends in part on
institutional structures and on the behaviour
of elites—whether they seck to extract rents or
to voice local community preferences—which
in turn can be influenced by average education
in the community.?*

Increased democratization and globaliza-
tion appear to be associated with the better
standing of many identity-based groups that
have traditionally encountered exclusion and
deprivation.”> Notable instances include the
transition from apartheid in South Africa;
the rise (or re-emergence) of indigenous move-
ments in Latin America and the Caribbean,
with political parties associated with these
movements assuming power in Bolivia; and
the growing importance of lower caste politics
at the state level in India. Most such advances
have occurred under democratic auspices or
during democratic transitions. As with dem-
ocratic transitions, the empowerment of dis-
advantaged groups has been most success-
ful when it has arisen from their political
mobilization.

Efforts have also been made to redress the
position of indigenous peoples through politi-
cal forums and other consultative institu-
tions that seek to incorporate their voices and
through a strengthening of traditional mecha-
nisms for local governance and justice. But such

consultative mechanisms have been criticized
for limiting people’s participation to discus-
sion of predetermined issues rather than allow-
ing people to participate meaningfully. Lack
of voice also afflicts refugees and migrants,
who must often endure long periods in limbo,
no longer part of their country of origin and
unable to participate politically in their coun-
try of residence.?®

Women have made some major strides in
filling political office, becoming heads of state
and high-ranking legislators. About one in five
countries has a quota imposed by law or the
constitution reserving a percentage of parlia-
mentary seats for women, contributing to a rise
in women’s share from less than 11 percent in
1975 to 19 percent in 2010 (see chapter 5). And
in some cases the prominence of gender issues
has risen in tandem.?’

But evidence suggests low female partici-
pation at the local level—for instance, in both
Latin America and Europe women held about
a tenth of mayoralties and less than a fourth
of local council seats.?® An exception is India,
where 30 percent of local government (pan-
chayat) seats are reserved for women—with

evident effects on patterns of social spending.”’

Civil and political rights

Civil and political rights are cornerstones of
empowerment, but their cross-country patterns
and trends are difficult to assess. Reported
rights violations may be misleading—because
the most repressive regimes may be those
where reporting is most difficult—and quan-
tifying human rights abuses is difficult in any
context. We carefully considered the existing
data sources and determined that it would be
inappropriate to use government data or any
data from a nongovernmental organization
close to a government. The patterns presented
below and in statistical table 6 draw on a scale
developed to code country human rights prac-
tices on the basis of Amnesty International
reports.>”

In 2008 the lowest average human rights
violations were reported in developed coun-
tries, while the highest were in the Arab



States and in South Asia, which is consistent
with regional assessments. The Arab Organi-
zation for Human Rights reported that tor-
ture was officially practiced in 8 Arab states
and illegal detention in 11.*' And the Asian
Human Rights Commission provides evidence
of endemic abuses in most countries in that
region.32

Reported levels of human rights violations
have remained virtually unchanged globally
over the past 40 years.?> But over the past decade
there has been a slight worsening in developed
countries, owing in part to measures taken in
the wake of the September 11, 2001, attacks on
the United States. The ill treatment of prison-
ers by the U.S. government at the Guantanamo
Bay detention camps has been documented by
the Red Cross and other human rights groups.
And several countries now have stringent anti-
terror laws. For instance, Australia’s 2005 Anti-
Terror Act permits the government to detain,
limit the movement of and request information
about any potential suspect without cause—
and curtails freedom of expression.

Democratization is expected to improve
accountability, though this is not guaranteed,
particularly where information is limited and
opportunities for public engagement are lack-
ing.>* Perhaps the most fundamental aspect of
accountability is government protection of peo-
ple’s basic civil liberties and responsiveness to
minority groups. Over the last several decades
more governments have committed to UN con-
ventions and covenants, and national institu-
tions have evolved to safeguard human rights.>

But many countries continue to violate
basic human rights, notwithstanding these
protections. In 2009, 26 countries imprisoned
journalists whose views they found threaten-
ing. And 58 countries retained the death pen-
alty, though most did not use it.>® Not only
are abuses of human rights prevalent, but in
many countries people feel that they cannot

express themselves freely: in about a third of

142 countries polled between 2006 and 2009,
mostly in Sub-Saharan Africa but also in much
of Latin America and the Caribbean, at least 25
percent of respondents felt that “most people”
in their country were afraid to openly express
their political views.?” In all but two coun-
tries, Botswana and Ireland, fewer than half
the respondents felt that “no one is afraid” to
express political views.

Finally, there has been marked interna-
tional progress in recognizing the rights of sex-
ual minorities in recent years, notably the 2008
UN General Assembly Declaration in support
of decriminalizing homosexuality, signed by
60 countries to date. Yet barriers continue in
national law and practice. In 2009 homosexu-
ality was illegal in 76 countries, with punish-
ments ranging from several years to life impris-
onment. In Iran, Mauritania, Saudi Arabia,
Sudan and Yemen (as well as in parts of Nigeria
and Somalia), it was punishable by death.?® In
2009 the Ugandan Parliament debated a bill
that proposed lifetime imprisonment—and the
death penalty in some cases—for engaging in

homosexual acts.?’

Overall, the evidence suggests a rise in
empowerment—both in people’s ability to
voice their opinions and act in line with their
values and in the institutions that enable the
exercise of power. Most people now live in
democratic states, and decentralization has
increased apace, notably in India and Latin
America and the Caribbean. However, many
factors still constrain participation, and prog-
ress in protecting human rights has been
limited—democratization and decentraliza-
tion notwithstanding. Continued dissatisfac-
tion with the ability to choose and with the
responsiveness of state institutions suggests
the need for a stronger focus on mechanisms of
accountability.
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Inequality

Human development cannot be built on
exploitation of some groups by others or on
greater access to resources and power by some
groups. Inequitable development is not human
development.

From the outset /DRs have focused exten-
sively on deprivation and inequality. Early
HDRs adjusted the income dimension of the
HDI for inequality. Human poverty indi-
ces were introduced in the 1997 and 1998
HDRs, and the 2005 HDR explored inequali-
ties in human development.** Many National
HDRs, including those for the Russian Fed-
eration (1998) and Mongolia (2007), have also
explored poverty and inequality at the local
level.

Equity and the HDI are systematically
related: countries that do well on the HDI
tend to be more equitable. This result is con-
sistent with research that shows how reducing
inequality—Dboth in the population as a whole
and across gender and other groups—can
improve overall outcomes in health and educa-
tion, as well as economic growth.*!

But considerable variation around the
HDI-inequality relationship remains, espe-
cially in low and medium HDI countries.
For example, inequality is almost three times
greater in Namibia than in Kyrgyzstan, coun-
tries that both have an HDI of 0.6.%% Further-
more, as chapters 1-3 have illustrated, the cor-
relation of two variables at a given time does
not ensure that progress in the variables will
always go hand in hand. In fact, evidence for
the income dimension shows a worsening of

inequalities within countries.

Rising income inequality

Because income averages can be misleading,
especially when inequality is high, the Stiglitz-
Sen-Fitoussi Commission recommended using
medians to reveal the situation of a “typical”
person. In the United States, for instance,
mean income is almost a third higher than
median income, and the gap is growing—a

topic for debate among policy-makers and
academics alike.*> Other developed countries,
such as Italy and New Zealand, have similar
gaps. And the gap is often large in developing
countries as well: more than 50 percent in Cote
d’Ivoire and 60 percent in Liberia and Zambia.

The gap between mean and median income
is not the best measure of inequality among all
people in society, however, as it ignores how
income is concentrated at different points in
the distribution.*4 The most popular alternative
is the Gini coefficient. Within countries rising
income inequality is the norm: more countries
have a higher Gini coeflicient now than in the
1980s.% For each country where inequality has
improved in the last 20-30 years, it has wors-
ened in more than two.

The worsening is especially marked in
countries that were part of the former Soviet
Union—which still have relatively low Gini
cocfficients because they started with low
inequality. Transition has eroded employment
guarantees and ended extensive state employ-
ment. Before the fall of the Berlin Wall, 9 of 10
people in socialist countries were employed by
the state, compared with 2 of 10 in Organisa-
tion for Economic Co-operation and Develop-
ment economies.*® While the privileged elite
(the nomenklatura) often attained higher mate-
rial well-being, the measured differences in
income were narrow.?’

Most countries in East Asia and the Pacific
also have higher income inequality today than
a few decades algo.48 This is explained partly by
growing gaps between urban and rural areas
due to rapid industrial growth, though the slow
growth of agriculture and increasing returns
to higher levels of schooling have also contrib-
uted. In formerly centrally planned economies
such as those of China and Viet Nam, trends
again reflect increases from low levels under
central planning. But Mongolia shows that the
transition to markets need not be accompanied
by greater income disparity.

In Sub-Saharan Africa inequality gener-
ally worsened during the economically difficult
1980s then improved substantially during the



growth period of the late 1990s and 2000s.%’ In
Latin America and the Caribbean historically
high inequality has been linked to unequal dis-
tribution of land and education, higher returns
to skilled workers, high fertility in poorer
households and regressive public spending.
But several countries—among them Brazil,
Ecuador and Paraguay—have begun to suc-
cessfully tackle this inequality. Since the late
1990s progressive policies seem to have resulted
in better wages for people with lower education
and in higher transfers through targeted social
policy.’® In many developed countries greater
inequality in pretax income has been offset by
state redistribution (see chapter 3).

For most people around the world the
largest components of income are wages and
carnings. Income from capital, by contrast, is
often highly concentrated among the wealthi-
est. The relative shares of labour and capital
income are thus of interest in any discussion
of inequality. Research for this Report found
a decline in labour shares in 65 of 110 coun-
tries (roughly 60 percent) over the past two
decades, contrary to the previous assumption
of stable labour shares over time.”! Some large
countries—notably India and the United
States—saw substantial declines, of up to
S percentage points, from 1990 to 2008, driv-
inga drop in the average world labour share of
2 percentage points.

The declines coincide with decreased
unionization and increased trade and finan-
cial openness in most developed countries
since 1970. In some cases the drop in the share
of union members among total employees has
been large: from 22 percent to 8 percent in
France and from 63 percent to 35 percent in
Austria.’? But the share of workers covered by
collective agreements is often much higher—95
percent in France and 80-95 percent in much
of Western Europe, except Germany (63 per-
cent) and the United Kingdom (35 percent).

Global inequality is also relevant when
examining distributive justice in the world as
a whole,”® a traditional position of the HDRs.
Trend estimates for global income inequality
are both mixed and controversial >* One esti-
mate shows a significant decline in income
inequality, with the world Gini coefficient

falling from 0.68 to 0.61 over 1970-2006,
driven by China. But estimates with different
time frames show a different pattern. Accord-
ing to one study, the world Gini coefficient
has worsened since 1988 and now stands at a
startling 0.71. Yet others find that the improve-
ment or worsening of global income inequality
is not robust to the use of different estimation
methods and datasets. It is hard to make sense
of the competing findings, but they coincide
on one fundamental point: income inequality
among the world’s population is very high.

Overlapping and
systemic disparities

Inequalities can be reinforcing. In the end
unequal socicties—democratic or not—are
societies where power is more concentrated
in the hands of elites, so it is not surprising
that economic and political institutions work
in their favour. A study of attitudes towards
education among Brazilian elites during the
1990s found that elites were often reluc-
tant to broaden education opportunities on
the grounds that educated workers would be
more difficult to manage. Government policy-
makers worried that a more expensive labour
force would reduce the country’s compara-
tive advantage in labour-intensive goods. Such
thinking impedes human development by
leading to lower investment in human capital
and public goods, less redistribution and more
political instability.>>

Joint deprivations come about where
inequality in health and education coincide
with inequality in income—which in turn may
overlap with ethnicity and gender.’® Better
data for developing countries have improved
understanding of joint deprivations, while
analysis in developed countries has exposed
similar patterns, despite better overall access
to services.

Access to public services according to a
person’s position in the distribution of income
reflects the multiple deprivations of houscholds
in the bottom of the distribution. The data on
trends in inequality in nonincome dimensions
are scant, but general patterns emerge. The
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good news on trends is that expanded access
to education has typically benefited worse off
groups. But their children are still more likely
to die young and have poorer health, less educa-
tion and less access to basic services. And the
quality of services that poor people can afford
or are publicly provided is worse than that
available for people who are better off.

For health, trends are mixed. A study of 24
developing countries found widening gaps in
child mortality between the extremes of the
wealth distribution in 11 countries, narrowing
gaps in only 3 and persistent gaps in the rest.”’
And in developed countries recent increases in
life expectancy have benefited people who are
older, wealthier and more educated—partly
because of more effective healthcare interven-
tions and better health-related behaviour, such
as less smoking and more exercise.’®

Overall, the gaps in health between high-
and low-income groups tend to be large, espe-
cially in developing countries. Infant mortal-
ity, for example, is far more frequent among
the poorest households across all regions. In
the Arab States, East Asia and the Pacific and
Latin America and the Caribbean infant mor-
tality roughly doubles in the bottom fifth of the
income distribution (figure 4.4). And in Indo-

nesia and Nicaragua infant deaths are more

than three times more common in the poorest
fifth than in the richest.”’

A study using Demographic and Health
Survey data for 55 countries in all developing
country regions found that only two-fifths of
children in poor households received full vacci-
nation treatment, compared with almost two-
thirds of children in houscholds at the top of
the distribution.®® Another recent study of 45
countries found large inequalities in maternal
and child healthcare by income group and by
rural-urban zone: in Bolivia and Peru the rich-
est fifth had almost universal access to a skilled
attendant at birth, while only 10-15 percent
of the poorest fifth did. Women in poor rural
households accounted for some two-thirds of
unattended births.®'

In most developing countries average
improvements in education have extended
access to children who would not otherwise
have attended school—suggesting reduced
inequality over the long term. In Egypt
between 1995 and 2000 school participation
increased by 18 percentage points for girls in
the poorest fifth of the income distribution,
and by only 5 percentage points for girls in the
richest fifth. And in five years the gains were
8 percentage points higher in Nepal and 4 per-

centage points higher in Viet Nam for those in

m Children of poor households are more likely to die

Infant deaths per 1,000 births, by wealth quintile, 1990-2005
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the bottom of the income distribution.®? This

tendency towards less inequality is reflected in

the average Gini coefficient in education, which
fell from 0.46 in 1960 to 0.31 in 2000, with

steady improvements in all regions since 1970

(despite stalling in East Asia and the Pacific in

the 1990s).%% And, as we saw in chapter 2, the

dispersion across countries in health and educa-
tion has declined.

To investigate the differences across income
groups more systematically, a study for this
Report estimated the HDI at the houschold
level in 15 countries.®* The distribution across
income deciles shows the expected pattern—
the top 10 percent has a much higher HDI
than does the bottom, ranging from 20 percent
greater in Armenia to 160 percent greater in
Nigeria.

When the HDI is calculated for different
population groups, some clear patterns emerge:
e Rural households and households with

low education consistently have a lower
HDI than their urban and higher educated
counterparts do. The differences are not due
simply to education being part of the HDI:
the life expectancy and income indices also
show a bias against households with no
education.

o For Burkina Faso, Ethiopia and Senegal—
countries with low average HDI—HDIs are
33-40 percent lower in rural areas than in
urban areas.

e Somewhat surprisingly, no clear distribu-
tional pattern emerges between male- and
female-headed households. In some coun-
tries HDI outcomes are higher for female-
headed houscholds (Ethiopia), while in
others male-headed households show an

advantage (Egypt).

This analysis also examined how different
groups’ HDIs compare internationally. In more
than half the countries analysed the difference
between more highly educated households and
those without schooling exceeded 50 percent—
and reached nearly 90 percent in Burkina
Faso—a gap that would amount to 40 posi-
tions in the international HDI rankings.® The
differences are smaller in formerly Communist
countries such as Armenia and Kyrgyzstan and

larger in Latin American and the Caribbean
countries—Bolivia, Nicaragua and Peru—and
Sub-Saharan Africa.

Groups identified by location, ethnicity,
gender and other characteristics often face sys-
tematic disadvantages that indicate differences
in opportunities between groups of people who
should have equal chances.®® These are also
referred to as horizontal inequalities.

Examples of group disadvantages abound.®”
The HDI for Roma people in Romania is
well below the national average and simi-
lar to Botswana’s—despite Romania rank-
ing almost 50 places higher than Botswana in
the HDI. The Roma people’s income is a third
the national average, and their infant mortal-
ity rates are three times higher.®® In Pakistan
more than 50 percent of young people speak-
ing Baluchi or Saraiki have less than four years
of education, in contrast to roughly 10 percent
of Urdu-speaking youth.® Indigenous peoples
also lag on most indicators of human develop-
ment, even in rich countries (box 4.2).

4.2

Indigenous peoples and inequality in human
development

An estimated 300 million indigenous peoples from more than 5,000 groups live in
more than 70 countries. Some two-thirds reside in China.' Indigenous peoples often
face structural disadvantages and have worse human development outcomes in key
respects. For example, recent Mexican government analyses show that while extreme
multidimensional poverty is 10.5 percent nationally, it exceeds 39 percent among indig-
enous Mexicans.

When the Human Development Index (HDI) is calculated for aboriginal and non-
aboriginal people in Australia, Canada, New Zealand and the United States, there is a
consistent gap of 6-18 percent. Indigenous peoples in these countries have lower life
expectancy, poorer education outcomes and smaller incomes. In India 92 percent of
people of Scheduled Tribes live in rural areas, 47 percent of them in poverty. In Chhat-
tisgarh, with a sizeable share of Scheduled Tribes, the statewide literacy rate is 64 per-
cent—but that of tribal peoples is only 22 percent.

Some evidence suggests that a schooling gap between indigenous and nonindig-
enous peoples remains. In China, India and Lao PDR geography, climate and discrimina-
tion based on ethnicity make it difficult to deliver basic infrastructure to remote areas,
where many indigenous peoples and ethnic minorities live.

Work in Latin America and the Caribbean exploring access to land and this aspect of
discrimination shows that a focus on broad-based economic growth can benefit indig-
enous peoples but is unlikely to be enough to close the gap. More targeted strategies are
needed, as proposed by indigenous peoples and as informed by their views and priorities.

1. According to official Chinese policy, there are no indigenous peoples in the country; the term used is “ethnic
minorities”

Source: Alkire and Santos 2010; Cooke and others 2007; Burd-Sharps, Lewis, and Martins 2008; Hall and Patrinos
2010; UNDP 2003; Kumar 2010.
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More missing women

“Missing women” refers to mortality patterns and sex ratios at birth (the ratio of male births

to female births) that disadvantage women. According to UN estimates, the sex ratio at

birth has increased globally from a stable 1.05 in the early 1970s to a recent peak of 1.07.

Contributing to this global trend has been the preference for boys in China, where the

sex ratio rose from 1.07 in the early 1970s to 1.2 recently, despite the country’s official ban

on prenatal sex determinations since 1989 and on sex-selective abortion since 1994. In

India the sex ratio has risen from 1.06 in the early 1970s to 1.08 today, with rates as high

as 1.26 in Delhi, Gujarat, Harayana and Punjab. And Armenia’s sex ratio at birth rose from
1.07 through the late 1990s to 1.17 today.

By contrast, Africa’s sex ratio at birth fell, from 1.04 in the early 1970s to 1.03 today. And
among other countries with a stable sex ratio since 1970 is Mongolia.

Since banning sex-specific abortions has not worked, China and India are pursuing other

approaches to combat this discrimination. For example, the “Care for Girls” campaign in China

sends positive messages about girls, encourages matrilineal marriages with cash incentives

and gives pension payments to rural families with daughters once parents reach age 60.

Source: UNDESA 2009¢; Ganatra 2008; Sen 2003; The Economist 2010; Narayana 2008
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In developed countries group disadvan-
tages affect some migrant groups as well as
specific minority and indigenous peoples. In
the European Union migrants make up about
an eighth of the working-age population and
are sometimes engaged in low-paid jobs that
do not use their skills.”’ Having the “wrong”
ethnicity can also undermine job prospects.
One study found that 68 percent of applicants
with a traditional British name were granted
an interview compared with only 39 percent of
applicants with names associated with ethnic
minority groups.71 Some minorities fare worse
than others: African Americans in the United
States live 13 years less than Asian Americans,
and Native Americans in South Dakota have
shorter lifespans today than the average U.S.
citizen did more than 50 years ago. 7>

We turn now to one major horizontal
inequality for which the universal distinc-
tion between groups and peoples allows cross-
national comparisons: the disadvantages facing
women and gitls.

Gender disparities

Traditionally, gender differences in human devel-
opment have been acute. All too often, women
and girls are discriminated against in health,
education and jobs—with a range of detrimental

repercussions for their freedoms. Despite impor-
tant gains over time—particularly for education,
as recounted above—women still fare poorly in
several respects. Here we look at some broader
structural and other dimensions of disadvantage,
analysed more systematically in chapter 5.

The most glaring discrimination is evident
in women’s low relative share in the population,
akey aspect of recent demographic trends in sev-
eral countries.”? We have updated Sen’s earlier
estimates of “missing women,” which compared
the variation in sex ratios across the world.”
Using the same simplifying assumptions, we
found more than 134 million missing women
in 2010—almost a third more than previous
estimates.”” Box 4.3 reviews what is driving this
deterioration—much of it traceable to China.

There is also evidence of reversals in wom-
en’s empowerment. In the Caucasus and Cen-
tral Asia some local government leaders have
called for a return to a more “traditional” soci-
ety. And many reports suggest an upsurge of
traditionalism, with consequences for women’s
disempowerment (box 4.4).

Many women continue to face substantial
disempowerment in the houschold, evident in
data on violence against women.”® Recent sur-
veys from 13 developing countries suggest that
an average of 20 percent of women had suffered
domestic violence within the past year, and
surveys of developed countries also record sub-
stantial abuse.”” Most countries protect women
against rape, trafficking and domestic violence
through legislation or equivalent nonstatutory
protection but do not offer similar protection
against sexual harassment and marital rape.”®

Women are often disempowered in other
ways. In many countries women are far less
likely and less able to own property and other
assets than men are, with negative implications
for their absolute and relative status and like-
lihood of experiencing marital violence.”” Sur-
veys in five countries in Latin America and the
Caribbean found that only 11-27 percent of
landowners were women.® In Uganda women
account for most agricultural production but
own 5 percent of the land, and their tenure is
highly insecure. The formalization of tenure
sometimes excludes women from claiming
property they have traditionally used.®!



:4.4

Changing gender relations in the former Soviet Union

Prior to Soviet rule much of the Caucasus and Central Asia was inhabited by traditional agricultural socie-
ties that prescribed limited roles for women outside the household. Predominantly Muslim countries such as
Azerbaijan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan practiced patrilocality, in which a wife joins her husband'’s extended fam-
ily following marriage. This system provided little incentive to invest in daughters, since a married woman'’s
contribution accrued to the husband'’s family rather than to her parents.

Under Soviet rule and its official policy of atheism, the government discouraged many traditional customs
favouring men over women: it promoted the nuclear family, banned arranged marriages and polygamy, un-
veiled women and required girls to attend school. This changed the incentives for parents to invest in girls
and—with the greater availability of childcare, healthcare and pensions—opened opportunities for women
to work outside the home.

The collapse of Soviet rule has led some local government leaders in the region to call for a return to a

I

more “traditional” society. Among the many reports suggesting an upsurge of traditionalism, some mention
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan, where there have been calls to re-establish polygamy and to change
the law to make it more difficult for women to initiate divorce. Arranged marriages have increased, and bride

payments and bride-napping have re-emerged in some countries. The possible deterioration of women'’s

status within the household, little researched, is of growing concern.

Source: Brainerd 2010.

Namibia, Rwanda and Tanzania are among
countries that have passed land reforms that
include gender parity in ownership of com-
munal land.®? And several countries have
adopted joint ownership and spousal consent
on property issues. In Maharashtra, India, the
Laxmi Mukti program transferred property
to women or instituted joint ownership. But
even when legal reforms allow for asset owner-
ship by women, religious beliefs and customary
laws can undermine advances. Community-
based mobilization may be necessary to enable
women to negotiate repeal of religious and cus-
tomary laws that block their access to assets.®?

Access to full and decent employment
remains a challenge for many women who have
to work in insecure, low-paying jobs while bear-
ing a disproportionate burden of unpaid care
(see box 5.2 in chapter 5). Women are poorly
represented outside agriculture in Sub-Saha-
ran Africa, with only 36 percent working out-
side the sector. Of working-age women in the
region, 55 percent are employed, but 82 percent
are in vulnerable jobs.®* Labour regulations
contribute to women’s exclusion in some coun-
tries: in Egypt, Jamaica and Pakistan women
are not allowed to work at night or in certain
industries.®>
The gender wage gap, though slowly nar-

rowing, remains wide. Comparable data are not

available for many countries, but in 33 mainly
developed countries, women’s wages averaged
69 percent of men’s in 1998-2002, rising to 74
percent in 2003-2006.%¢ The gap was almost
50 percent in 2006 in South Korea.?” The coun-
try in the sample closest to parity is Colombia,
with only a 2 percent wage gap in 2004.

Some 61 countries have statutory retire-
ment ages that force women to retire earlier
than men, typically five years earlier, despite
women’s longer life expectancy. Among them
are very high HDI countries, such as Austria,
Italy and the United Kingdom, as well as Alge-
ria, Panama, the Russian Federation and Sri
Lanka. Such discriminatory policies can be
a disincentive to hire, promote and invest in

women. 88

Progress in reducing inequalities around the
world has been limited, with some serious rever-
sals. Income inequality is increasing in most
countries, except in Latin America and the
Caribbean, and while the evidence on trends is
sketchier for other dimensions, very large gaps
remain. Poor people experience deprivations
in many dimensions at once, and gender differ-
ences remain acute. Perpetuating these inequal—
ities impedes progress in human development.

CHAPTER 4 GOOD THINGS DON'T ALWAYS COME TOGETHER m
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increased the chance of
global shocks, but some
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Vulnerability and sustainability

Vulnerability means different things to differ-
ent people—and the meaning changes with the
context. Vulnerare, the Latin root of vulner-
ability, means “to wound,” and the basic con-
ceptual association between vulnerability and
injury—as a decline in well-being—remains. In
the context of human development vulnerabil-
ity is associated with the possibility of a decline
in human development. Countries and people
are vulnerable when their human development
is threatened by various risks (aggregate shocks
or individual accidents).?’

Shocks arise in different ways—as cco-
nomic crises, human-caused or natural disas-
ters, illnesses and accidents. Droughts, floods
and carthquakes have occurred since time
immemorial—the Epic of Gilgamesh, one
of the earliest works of literature, describes a
massive flood and the subsequent suffering in
ancient Mesopotamia—and financial crises
have occurred for centuries.

Economic and social integration have
increased the chance of global shocks, but some
risks remain localized. The most pervasive and
frequent risks occur at the individual and fam-
ily levels. A basic typology has been used to
understand risk and vulnerability: risks may
affect individuals, such as the loss of life or the
job of the breadwinner or a sudden disability;
communities, such as natural disasters; and
countries, such as financial crises and macro-
economic shocks.?®

Vulnerability is intimately linked to
sustainability. Sustainability implies that
improvements in human development can
be sustained. In 1987 the Brundtland Com-
mission defined sustainable development as
“progress that meets the needs of the present
without compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs.””!
When the needs of the future are compro-
mised by the way we are meeting our needs
in the present, future generations are exposed
to possibly catastrophic losses in human
development.

We cannot do justice to vulnerability and
sustainability here. That requires a much more

dedicated effort, which we propose to under-
take for next year’s HDR. The focus in this
section is limited to two aspects of paramount
importance—economic insecurity and climate
change—and how they have evolved over the
recent past.

Job insecurity and shocks

Most people depend on their jobs for their live-
lihood and that of their families—for many,
losing their job is the single most important
event (apart from death) that can erode their
human development. Employment status also
affects people’s subjective sense of well-being.
Any analysis of vulnerability should thus care-
tully consider job insecurity and the sources of
economic instability, especially important now
as the world economy struggles to emerge from
the deepest recession in decades and the loss of
millions of jobs.

The global financial crisis

International Labour Organization estimates
show stability and improvement in most coun-
tries from the late 1990s through the late
2000s.”* Spikes in unemployment commonly
result from a macroeconomic shock—a finan-
cial or exchange rate crisis. This was definitely
the case in the global financial crisis, which
involved a sharp spike in layoffs and large
rises in unemployment, especially in devel-
oped countries and Europe and Central Asia
(figure 4.5).

The global financial crisis was precipitated
by the bursting of the housing price bubble
and banking collapses in the United States,
which rapidly spread to most of the world. It
was the worst financial crisis since the Great
Depression—at least in developed countries.”?
And it certainly will not be the last.”

Unemployment and poverty worsened
sharply: 34 million people lost their jobs, and
64 million more people fell under the $1.25
a day poverty threshold. *> This stands on top
of the 160-200 million people who fell into



poverty as a result of higher commodity prices
in the preceding years.”® In 2010 unemploy-
ment averaged 9 percent in developed countries
and reached 10 percent in the United States
and 20 percent in Spain.

Recovery started in 2009 but is by no means
assured: the risk of a “double-dip” recession
remains, and a full recovery could take years.
Imaginative policy interventions and huge fis-
cal stimuli in many countries, combined with
rapid global coordination, helped avoid a bigger
crisis.”” In the developing countries that had
managed economic bonanzas well, the impact
of the crisis was milder. Several governments
sustained or increased social expenditures, in
contrast to the late 1990s after the East Asian
and Russian crises.”®

The consequences of crises can persist even
after growth returns because the labour mar-
ket typically lags behind output in a recovery.
The International Labour Organization pre-
dicts that 43 million people who lost their job
during the global financial crisis through 2009
risk entering long-term unemployment. And
some people become discouraged and leave
the labour market altogether. Parallels can be
drawn to the East Asian crisis in the late 1990s,
where participation rates in the workforce
never recovered.”

But new risks have emerged, as concerns
about fiscal sustainability have been raised for
some developed countries (such as Greece),
and the spectre of contagion remains. Gener-
ally, economies growing faster in the 2000s
were hit hardest—though Australia and
China are just two among the exceptions.
In Latin America and the Caribbean GDP
growth declined, with significant drops in
Chile, Mexico and Peru. Sub-Saharan Africa
sustained growth, though at the much lower
rate of about 2 percent in 2009, down from
more than 5 percent in 2008. In developed
countries annual growth fell about 6 percent-
age points to —3.4 percent in 2009. Some
countries in Europe and Central Asia appear
to have been hardest hit: the economies of
the former Soviet Union went from more
than 5 percent growth in 2008 to a contrac-
tion of almost 7 percent in 2009, with poverty
increasing markedly.!*

Reversal of unemployment declines since 2008

Trends in unemployment over the past decade

Unemployment rate (%)

North Africa

Central and South-Eastern
Europe (non-EU) and Central Asia
Middle East

Developed countries

NN

3_ Sub-Saharan Africa

| latin America and the Caribbean

;\South Asia

\ East Asia and the Pacific

Note: Regions are International Labour Organization classifications.

Source: ILO 2010b.

While developed countries were hit hard-
est by the crisis, the capacity of some develop-
ing countries to deal with its effects is more
constrained. Some 40 percent of countries
facing a growth slowdown already had high
poverty in 2009 and limited fiscal and insti-
tutional capacities to cope with economic

volatility.'"!

Policy responses

Employment and income fluctuate in all
economies, but how well insurance and other
mechanisms address such fluctuations var-
ies widely. The US system of unemployment
insurance differs from Europe’s. What is com-
mon, however, is that as countries become
richer, social protection increases, with a larger
role for public insurance and action. Dani
Rodrik has argued that larger governments
have been a corollary of the increase in risk
from globalization.!”> We can sce this during
the recent crisis: almost half the Group of 20
countries extended the duration of unemploy-
ment benefits in 2009-2010, and more than a
third extended the coverage.!??

A review of international experience sug-
gests that it is impossible to identify a configu-
ration of rules and institutions that will lower
unemployment.!® This agnostic conclusion
contrasts with the strong presumptions about
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the sort of labour market institutions and
labour market flexibility that would be opti-
mal as, for example, in the World Bank’s Doing
Business indicators.!

At the same time, more governments are
addressing employment volatility and youth
unemployment—for example in the Arab
States, where such problems preceded the
recent global crisis. The challenges can be
traced not only to rapid labour force growth
and economic growth that is not pro-poor but
also to the limits on new job creation resulting
from employment protection, especially in the
public sector.!%¢

Designing policy responses that are both
financially and institutionally feasible and that
avoid the pitfalls in developed countries is a
major challenge. In countries with large infor-
mal sectors and often weak institutions, a mix
of public insurance and self-insurance scems
107

appropriate (box 4.5).

Houw crises affect human development

Large increases in poverty are common in
financial crises. The East Asian financial cri-
sis in the late 1990s cast 19 million Indone-
sians and 1.1 million Thais into poverty. The

Argentine financial crisis in 2001 increased the
national poverty rate by 15 percentage points,
and the 1998 crisis in Ecuador increased pov-
erty by 13 percentage points.108

The impacts on income depend on whether
adequate unemployment schemes are in place.
Concerns about employment security and
job loss have led most governments to address
unemployment, although coverage and benefits
are often partial and inadequate (see box 4.5).
When social protection is lacking, people who
lose their jobs must transition to the informal
economy, where wages are lower and vulner-
ability is higher.!”

The effects of crises on human develop-
ment obviously go beyond income and can
last longer. For example, poor families may
decide to take their children out of school, to
the detriment of children’s future opportuni-
ties.!! Crises also increase infant mortality
and malnutrition, with severe long-run costs
from stunting.111 Estimates suggest that in
Africa at least 30,000-50,000 children will die
because of the recent financial crisis.''* Damag-
ing effects can extend to increases in the num-

113

ber of street children,'?? in suicide and crime

rates, in abuse and domestic violence and in

:4.9

Directions in employment protection

Today, about 150 countries operate some form of unemployment
compensation program. In many developed countries the risk of un-
employment has been widely addressed—particularly in Western
Europe—through a variety of welfare programs, most notably unem-
ployment insurance. Spending on social protection in most Western
European countries is now 25-30 percent of GDP. While the architec-
ture and coverage of such programs have remained much leaner in the
United States, the trend has been towards providing more fall-backs in
case of job loss. Discretionary social spending—including unemploy-
ment benefits—has accounted for nearly 40 percent of additional fis-
cal stimulus spending, although less than half the unemployed in the
United States receive benefits.

But in developing countries even fewer of the unemployed receive
benefits. One estimate suggests that just one unemployed person in
five in Latin America and the Caribbean receives some form of unem-
ployment compensation. This proportion falls to 1 in 33-50 in the Arab
States and Sub-Saharan Africa. Argentina, Brazil, South Africa and Turkey
have unemployment coverage in the range of 7-12 percent, while cov-
erage is about 25 percent in the Russian Federation. Where coverage

is available, the value of benefits is low. The average benefit remains at
about 10 percent of wage loss replacement. Self-insurance and other
informal coping mechanisms continue to be the dominant way for peo-
ple to deal with job loss in developing countries.

Some countries, most notably Chile, have mandatory individual sav-
ings accounts requiring employers and sometimes workers to deposit
3-9 percent of earnings. While such schemes can be motivated on both
macroeconomic (boosting savings rates) and incentive grounds, they
raise design and capacity challenges as well as equity concerns. Some
workers may not accumulate enough savings to draw on during an un-
employment spell, particularly young workers and low-wage earners in
the informal sector.

Publicly subsidized insurance schemes have become more wide-
spread. For example, South Korea and Turkey have compulsory unem-
ployment insurance. Workers must make a specified contribution and
meet eligibility requirements, with benefits payable for 7-10 months.
In China unemployment benefits are available for a small share of the
urban labour force, with benefits set by local governments at below the
local minimum wage.

Source: Commander 2010; Blanchard 2008; Salehi-Isfahani 2010; Freeman 1998; Rodrik 1998; ILO 2010a; Vioman and Brsusentsev 2009; Robalino, Vodopivec, and Bodor 2009.
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ethnic tensions.!™ Recent evidence suggests
that increases in unemployment will outlast
declines in output.!®

The impact of crises on child mortality is
often worse for girls. Evidence from 1.7 mil-
lion births in 59 developing countries for
1975-2004 showed that a 1 percent drop in
GDP was associated with an increase in average
infant mortality of 7.4 deaths per 1,000 births
for girls and 1.5 for boys.!¢

Some developing countries have protected
their social sector budgets this time around.'”
South Africa allocated 56 percent of its stimu-
lus to social protection. But in the Democratic
Republic of the Congo and Myanmar the real
wages of teachers fell as much as 40 percent,
and in Madagascar, Sudan and Yemen they
fell 20-30 percent. In many Sub-Saharan Afri-
can countries payments to teachers and health
workers were delayed.!”® Sometimes budget
cuts are deemed necessary to respond to falling
revenues, but many developing countries now
have much more space to carry out countercy-
clical fiscal policy.!??

Crises are often disequalizing. While mil-
lions have been laid off, others, like some inves-
tors, are protected by deposit insurance or
benefit from bailouts. Those who gain—rela-
tively and sometimes absolutely—are gener-
ally those with more assets, better information
and greater financial agility—and those with

influence.!??

A long-run perspective

Despite the harsh effects, it is important to keep
the current crisis in long-run perspective. This
crisis was the worst since the Great Depression
only for developed countries. Most developing
countries saw much worse declines in the carly
1980s, and some—Ilike China and India—have
continued to grow robustly. Indeed, world out-
put is projected to be 1 percent higher at the
end of 2010 than before the crisis. Our esti-
mates also indicate that life expectancy and
enrolment continued to increase, yielding a
world HDI in 2010 of 0.68, 2 percent higher
than in 2007. In developed countries, how-
ever, the HDI has grown only slightly, as large
drops in income have offset gains in health and
education.

At the same time the crisis brought market
regulation into much sharper focus and raised
major questions about the sustainability of the
model and approaches underpinning the eco-
nomic boom of the 2000s. Earlier this year,
the United States approved a major reform of
its financial regulatory system, increasing the
number of financial firms subject to oversight,
regulating many of the derivative contracts that
were at the root of the crisis and creating a reg-
ulatory body to protect consumers of financial
services. We return to the broader implications
in chapter 6.

The threat of climate change

The main threat to maintaining progress in
human development comes from the increas-
ingly evident unsustainability of production
and consumption patterns. Current produc-
tion models rely heavily on fossil fuels. We now
know that this is unsustainable—because the
resources are finite and their impacts danger-
ous. The close link between economic growth
and greenhouse gas emissions needs to be sev-
ered for human development to become truly
sustainable. Some developed countries have
begun to alleviate the worst effects by expand-
ing recycling and investing in public transport
and infrastructure. But most developing coun-
tries are hampered by the high costs and low
availability of clean energy sources. Developed
countries need to blaze the trail on decoupling
and support developing countries’ transition to
sustainable human development.'*!

Early HDRs addressed environmental
threats, and more recent HDRs have tackled
climate change and water scarcity. National
and Regional HDRs have addressed these
same issues, some from a national perspective
(climate change in China and Croatia) and
some focusing on topics of local significance
(energy in the Russian Federation and water
resources in Tajikistan). But the broader issue
of sustainability—related to the use and dis-
tribution of financial and natural resources
across individuals and generations—warrants
much more attention in the face of current
threats.
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The conceptual questions of what sustain-
ability means for human development—and
how to assess and measure it—are not yet well
understood. How can the observed divergence
between increases in the HDI and environmen-
tal indicators be addressed? What is needed for
the green economy and green growth, and how
can they support and accelerate human devel-
opment? How do we evaluate trade-offs? How
can policy prescriptions for the green economy
adequately consider the development and dis-
tributional implications? These basic questions
require careful answers.

Part of the challenge in addressing sustain-
ability at the global and national levels relates
to measurement. But there is little consensus.
Some analysts advocate a comprehensive mea-
sure of sustainability, which takes stock of
whether the economy is depleting both natural
and physical assets, and others believe in sepa-
rating environmental sustainability from other
types of sustainability. At a more philosophical
level people disagree on whether an accumula-
tion of physical assets can compensate for envi-
ronmental degradation.

Existing measures reflect different posi-
tions. The World Bank’s adjusted net savings
rate is based on a comprehensive measure of
capital that aggregates all types of assets and
thus assumes that we can substitute some

for others. The Global Footprint Network’s

The world is becoming less sustainable

Trends in key measures of sustainability, 1970-2010

Adjusted net savings (% GNI) Total carbon dioxide emissions (millions of kilotonnes)
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Note: Adjusted net savings excludes particulate emissions damage.

Source: World Bank 2010g.
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ecological and carbon footprints and Yale Uni-
versity’s environmental sustainability index
focus solely on the environment.

All these alternative indicators nonetheless
show that the world has become less sustain-
able. From 1970 to 2008 world-adjusted net
savings fell by more than half, from 19 percent
of gross national income to 7 percent, while
total carbon dioxide emissions more than
doubled (figure 4.6). Underlying these global
trends are huge regional variations, though the
pattern differs depending on the measure.'?*

This situation poses enormous challenges.
It is imperative that low HDI countries attain
high income growth—but as we have seen in
other spheres, the spread of new ideas and tech-
nological innovations will be key to allowing
countries to achieve green growth.

The consequences of environmentally
unsustainable production are already visible.
Increased exposure to drought, floods and
environmental stress is a major impediment
to realizing people’s aspirations. The disap-
pointing results of recent international cli-
mate change negotiations suggest that greater
commitment from all countries is necessary
if we are to face up to what may be the most
serious threat the world has ever faced. As
the 2007/2008 HDR emphasized, the world
needs a binding international agreement
to cut greenhouse gas emissions over a long
time horizon that recognizes the imperatives
of continuing poverty reduction and differ-
ing circumstances and capabilities. Even if we
cut back emissions, we must also adapt to the
higher temperatures that the world is already
experiencing and that can be reversed only in
the medium term.

In sum, two decades after the first HDR
there is little evidence of progress in making
the world more sustainable or in effectively pro-
tecting vulnerable people against shocks. The
effects of the largest financial crisis in decades
can still be felt, and the continuing reliance on
fossil fuels is threatening irreparable damage
to our environment and to the human devel-
opment of future generations. These devel-
opments pose serious questions about the
long-run feasibility of the world’s current pro-

duction and consumption patterns.



This chapter has examined trends in empow-

erment, inequality, and vulnerability and sus-

tainability to contribute to a fuller assessment
of human development over the past 40 years.
The picture is mixed:

e Democratic processes have spread around
most of the world, at the national and sub-
national levels, and there have been clear
advances in the empowerment of some dis-
advantaged groups.

o Higherlevels of the HDI are associated with
greater equality—but inequalities within
countries persist and income disparities are
rising in many places.

o The spectre of global macroeconomic insta-
bility continues to hover over the world, and
there is gaining evidence and recognition of
the unsustainability of the world’s current
production and consumption patterns, an

unaddressed challenge.

All these results underline the main mes-
sage of this chapter—that all good things don’t
always come together. Thinking about human
development involves broad objectives that
go beyond monetary achievements. Bringing
empowerment, inequality, and vulnerability and
sustainability into the human development story
implies reposing key questions about the direc-
tion of development policies and strategies. It
highlights the need to assess the models of mate-
rial progress that have generated some advances
but are consistent with exclusionary and unsus-
tainable political and productive practices. We
discuss these implications in chapter 6.

Being able to better measure these dimen-
sions would help deepen analysis and under-
standing of their role in our assessment of
development. Chapter S presents key innova-
tions to this end, related to the distribution
of health, education and income—and casts
more light on the nature and extent of absolute

deprivation.
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Innovations in measuring
inequality and poverty

Human development is an expansion of the real freedoms of people to pursue lives

that they value and have reason to value. The Human Development Index (HDI),

launched in 1990, was a pioneering measure that went beyond income to reflect
health and education. The 1990 Human Development Report (HDR) recognized

that the HDI “captures a few of people’s choices and leaves out many that people

may value highly—economic, social and political freedom, and protection against

violence, insecurity and discrimination, to name but a few.” This gap has been high-

lighted in subsequent investigations of Well-bcing.l Regional and National HDRs

have created innovative measures of human development in a wide variety of ways,

and a sizeable academic literature has emerged around the HDI and related topics.

To obtain a full picture of the evolution of
human development, we must go beyond the
dimensions in the HDI. Significant aggre-
gate progress in health, education and income
is qualified by high and persistent inequality,
unsustainable production patterns and disem-
powerment of large groups of people around
the world. This chapter and chapter 6 review
the implications of this broader vision for
measuring human development and designing
development policies and strategies.

A simple matrix shows how the HDI cov-
ers an important core of human development,

complemented by the new measures introduced
here and presented in the statistical annex
(table 5.1). The columns list the components
(health, education, material goods, political
participation and social cohesion), and the rows
list the empirical measures of those compo-
nents (deprivation, average level, vulnerability
and inequality). Environmental sustainability,
for example, is captured by vulnerability, which
relates to human development prospects and
risks. The table displays the areas with advances
in measurement this year (stronger colours) and
the areas to be pursued in future HDRs.

m Measuring human development

Towards a new human development dashboard

Components of Human Development

Empirical measure Education
Average level
Deprivation

Vulnerability

Material goods Political

Empowerment indicators

Indicators of environmental sustainability, human security, well-being, decent work

Inequality

Source: HDRO based on Pritchett (2010).
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Three new multidimensional measures

In the most notable innovations in this 20th

anniversary year, we introduce three multi-

dimensional measures of inequality and pov-
erty to the HDR family of measures:

o The Inequality-adjusted HDI (IHDI), esti-
mated for 139 countries, captures the losses
in human development due to inequality
in health, education and income. Losses in
the three dimensions vary across countries,
ranging from 1 percent in education (Czech
Republic) to 68 percent in income (Namibia),
and tend to be largest in low HDI countries.

o The Gender Inequality Index (GII), esti-
mated for 138 countries, reveals gender dis-
parities in reproductive health, empower-
ment and labour market participation. The
losses in these achievements due to gender
inequality, as expressed by the GII, range
from 17 percent to 85 percent, with larger
losses concentrated in the Arab States and
South Asia.?

e The Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI)
identifies overlapping deprivations suffered
by houscholds in health, education and liv-
ing standards. An estimated one-third of
the population in 104 developing countries,

or about 1.75 billion people, experience

multidimensional poverty. More than half
live in South Asia, though rates are high-
est in Sub-Saharan Africa, with significant
variation across regions, groups and indig-
enous peoples.

As described in box 1.2 in chapter 1, the
HDI is a summary aggregate of progress in
health, education and income, and improve-
ments are regularly made in its indicators and
functional specifications. The reforms reinforce
its value and centrality as an approach to think-
ingabout development.

Our approach is informed by the many
National HDRs that have expanded meth-
ods of analysing human development. Indeed,
measurement innovations have been spawned
nationally and locally. Most of them are highly
context driven and may not be practical or rel-
evant across countries due to data constraints.
Even so, these local adaptations provide valu-
able insights (box 5.1).

Advances in knowledge and data allow for
innovations in measuring multidimensional
inequality and poverty, which can be applied
globally to enable comparisons and provide

new insights.

Innovations in measurement: the Human Development Index in action

Several National Human Development Reports (HDRs) have assessed
broader aspects of well-being at the national level by extending and
adapting the standard Human Development Index (HDI):

degradation (crimes committed under conflict circumstances), gov-
ernability and violence. Drawing on social dialogues with communi-
ties across the country, it analysed the underlying causes of conflict

A Bosnia and Herzegovina report examined social exclusion as a
multidimensional concept in the shift from socialism and in the wake
of conflict. It measured political participation in elections and civil
society, access to services, and extreme and long-term exclusion and
found that half the population suffers social exclusion, which dispro-
portionately affects rural residents, the poor, the elderly, young peo-
ple and children with special needs.

A Colombia report demonstrated the effects of armed conflict
on people’s lives, using data on homicide, displacement, war

Source: Based on Gaye and Jha (2010). See www.hdr.undp.org/en/nhdr/.
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and identified enhancing freedoms and addressing inequalities as
solutions. It pointed to a range of policies beyond military action to
complement high-level peace negotiations.

A Costa Rica report explored the relationship between citizen inse-
curity and human development. It introduced new tools to measure
citizen insecurity at the district level, including security (especially
violence and theft), perceptions of insecurity and individual liberties.
[t discounted the conventional HDI values and redrew the map of
Costa Rica based on broader notions of well-being.



Measuring multidimensional inequality—

the Inequality-adjusted HDI

The HDI presents averages, concealing wide dis-
parities in human development across people in
a country. Previous HDR estimates of inequal-
ity have been partial (such as income only) or
have covered just a few countries (15 in 2006).
Building on an innovation in the 2002 Mexico
HDR that was recently extended in a Regional
HDR for Latin America,® this Report con-
structs the IHDI to be directly comparable to
the HDI, reflecting inequality in each dimen-
sion of the HDI for a large number of countries.
The IHDI has desirable statistical properties for
cross-country estimates and enables combining
data from different sources—such as health data
from life tables and income data from house-
hold surveys.* A full set of estimates related to
the IHDI for all the countries for which data
are available is in statistical table 3.

The ITHDI takes into account not only a
country’s average human development, as mea-
sured by health, education and income indi-
cators, but also how it is distributed. We can
think of each individual in a society as having
a “personal HDI.” If everyone had the same life
expectancy, schooling and income, and hence
the average societal level of each variable, the
HDI for this society would be the same as cach
personal HDI level and hence the HDI of the
“average person.” In practice, of course, there are
differences across people, and the average HDI
differs from personal HDI levels. The IHDI
accounts for inequalities in life expectancy,
schooling and income, by “discounting” each
dimension’s average value according to its level
of inequality. The IHDI will be equal to the
HDI when there is no inequality across people,
but falls further below the HDI as inequality
rises. In this sense, the HDI can be viewed as
an index of “potential” human development (or
the maximum IHDI that could be achieved if
there were no inequality), while the IHDI is the
actual level of human development (accounting
for inequality). The difference between the HDI
and the IHDI measures the “loss” in potential
human development due to inequality.’

Varying losses in human
development due to inequality

We estimate the total loss in human develop-
ment due to multidimensional inequalities, the
loss in each dimension and the effects of inequal-
ity on country HDI rank.® The average loss in
HDI is about 22 percent—ranging from 6 per-
cent (Czech Republic) to 45 percent (Mozam-
bique). More than 80 percent of countries lose
more than 10 percent, and almost 40 percent
lose more than 25 percent (see statistical table 3).

Generally, countries with less human
development have more multidimensional
inequality—and thus larger losses in human
development—though there is significant vari-
ation. Figure 5.1 shows the largest and smallest
losses across HDI groups and the patterns of
losses. For instance, among the low HDI coun-
tries, Mozambique loses more than 45 percent
of its HDI value whereas Ghana loses 25 per-
cent. Among the high HDI countries Peru
loses 31 percent compared with 8 percent for
Ukraine. The highest loss among developed
countries is for South Korea, which loses
almost 17 percent.

People in Sub-Saharan Africa suffer the
largest HDI losses because of substantial
inequality across all three dimensions, followed
by South Asia and the Arab States (figure 5.2).
South Asia shows high inequality in health and
education: India’s loss in HDI is 41 percent in
education and 31 percent in health. Consider-
able losses in the Arab States can generally be
traced to the unequal distribution of educa-
tion. Egypt and Morocco, for example, cach
lose 28 percent of their HDI largely because of
inequality in education. In other regions the
losses are more directly attributable to inequal-
ity in a single dimension.

People in developed countries experience
the least inequality in human development.
East Asia and the Pacific also does well, par-
ticularly in access to healthcare and education,

and formerly socialist countries in Europe and
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Inequality has large impacts on human development

Loss in HDI due to multidimensional inequality
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Note: Numbers beside bars are percentage loss due to multidimensional inequality (see statistical table 5).

Source: HDRO calculations using data from the HDRO database.

People in Sub-Saharan Africa, South Asia and Arab States lose most
from inequality in human development

Loss in the HDI and its components due to inequality, by region
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Note: Numbers inside bars are the percentage share of total losses due to inequality attributable to each HDI component.

Source: HDRO calculations using data from the HDRO database.




Central Asia still have relatively egalitarian dis-
tributions across all three dimensions.

By calculating the IHDI at different
points in time, changes in different aspects of
inequality can be estimated and compared.
For example, between 2000 and 2005 Brazil’s
HDI losses due to inequality fell from about
31 percent to 28.5 percent, given declines in
inequality across all the dimensions, falling by
3 percentage points in health and 2 percentage

points in education and income.

Losses often greater in health
and education than in income

In more than a third of countries inequal-
ity in health, education or both exceeds that
in income. The range of loss is from 4 percent
(Iceland) to 59 percent (Afghanistan) in health,
from 1 percent (Czech Republic) to 50 percent
(Yemen) in education and from 4 percent (Azer-
baijan) to 68 percent (Namibia) in income.
Both income and nonincome inequality
tend to be greater in low HDI countries. The
relationship between inequality and the HDI,
however, is stronger for inequality in the non-
income dimensions than in income (see chap-
ter 3). Overall, there is a negative correlation
between achievement and inequality, but with
great variation: some countries with below
average years of schooling are no less equitable
than countries with above average attainment.

Mean years of schooling are far lower in Brazil
(7 years) than in South Korea (12 years), but the
two countries have similar inequality loss in
education (about 26 percent). Countries with
similar life expectancy can also have very differ-
ent inequality—for example, Pakistan (33 per-
cent loss in health), Mongolia (23 percent) and
the Russian Federation (12 percent). Inequality
in life expectancy at birth is driven mainly by
infant and child mortality.

These findings show the value of a truly
multidimensional measure of inequality and
point to potential policies. Dispersion in health
and education is a major challenge for policy-
makers. For health, programmes are needed to
reduce the gap in access to public services—
such as vaccination programmes—between the
rich and the poor.” And, as seen in chapter 2,
most schooling is publicly provided, so stronger

cfforts are needed to promote equitable access.

Limitations of the
Inequality-adjusted HDI

The THDI captures the inequality that the
HDI does not measure. But due to data and
technical issues, it does not yet capture over-
lapping inequalities—whether the same people
experience one or multiple deprivations.® As an
experimental series, it will be improved over
time in response to feedback and greater data
availability.

Measuring gender inequality—

the Gender Inequality Index

Gender inequality remains a major barrier to
human development. Girls and women have
made major strides since 1990, but they have
not yet gained gender equity. In this section
we review ways to measure and monitor gender
inequality, and we extend the methods applied
to measuring multidimensional inequality to
gender. The GII, introduced as another exper-
imental series, is unique in including educa-
tional attainment, economic and political
participation and female-specific health issues

and in accounting for overlapping inequalities
at the national level. It is thus an important
advance on existing global measures of gender
equity. A full set of GII estimates for all the
countries for which data are available is in sta-
tistical table 4.

Measures of the disadvantages for women
raise awareness of problems, permit monitoring
of progress towards gender equity objectives
and keep governments accountable. Thanks
to collective efforts by governments, civil
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society and international agencies—including

the International Labour Organization, the

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and

Development, the World Bank and the World

Economic Forum—the amount of published

data that incorporate a gender perspective has

increased considerably since 1990.

The first global gender indices were
launched in the 1995 HDR—the Gender-
related Development Index (GDI) and the
Gender Empowerment Measure (GEM)—
just before the Fourth World Conference on
Women, held in Beijing. The GDI considered
inequalities by gender in the HDI dimensions.”
The GEM focused on political participation
(measured by women’s shares of parliamentary
seats), economic participation (shares of high-
level and professional positions) and power over
economic resources (income gaps). These two
pioneering efforts gained some public visibility,
supported by annual reporting, and signalled
the importance of collecting and analysing
gender-disaggregated data. Both the GDI and
the GEM provoked debate about how to con-
struct a valid and reliable gender index.!

Critics have noted three key drawbacks of
the GDI and GEM.!!

e The measures combine absolute and rela-
tive achievements. Thus, a country with low
absolute income scores poorly, even with
perfect gender equity. The GDI adjusts
the HDI for gender inequalities, thereby
measuring both total achievements and
disparities—though it is often misinter-
preted as reflecting only the latter.

e Extensive imputations were needed to fill
in missing data. For the relative income
shares in both indices, more than three-
fourths of country estimates were partly
imputed. With income the most important
driver of the wedge between the HDI and
the GDI, this imputation was particularly
problematic.

e Nearly all indicators in the GEM argu-
ably reflect a strong urban elite bias and use
some indicators more relevant to developed

countries.

These problems partly reflect severe data
limitations, which still exist, but the GII

addresses the key criticisms. It does not rely on
imputations. It includes three critical dimen-
sions for women—reproductive health, empow-
erment and labour market participation. It cap-
tures these dimensions in one synthetic index,
since joint consideration of empowerment and
development reflects important complemen-
tarities.!* And none of the underlying measures
pertains to a country’s general level of develop-
ment, so developing countries can perform rela-
tively well if gender disadvantages are limited.

The approach is consistent with that for
inequality—comparing two groups, women
and men, and considering only inequalities
between them, at the country level (see Tech-
nical note 3 for more details). Like the IHDI,
the GII captures the loss of achievement in key
dimensions due to gender inequality. It ranges
from 0 (no inequality in the included dimen-
sions) to 1 (complete inequality).

The GII increases when disadvantages
across dimensions are associated—that is, the
more correlated the disparities between gen-
ders across dimensions, the higher the index.!?
This recognizes that the dimensions are com-
plementary and that inequality in schooling
tends to be correlated with, say, access to work
opportunities and maternal mortality.!* Over-
lapping disadvantages are an important aspect
of gender inequality, and capturing them is a
major advantage of the GII. This contrasts with
the IHDI, for which data limitations impede
capturing associations across dimensions. The
method also ensures that low achievement in
one dimension cannot be totally compensated
for by high achievement in another.

Dimensions and indicators

Figure 5.3 summarizes the dimensions and
indicators of the GII and suggests the huge data
limitations in measuring how women and gitls
fare across the globe. We briefly discuss each in
turn.

Reproductive health

Two indicators measure women’s reproduc-
tive health: the maternal mortality ratio and
adolescent fertility rates.”> The well-being
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of women during childbirth is intrinsically
important and a clear signal of women’s sta-
tus in society. The risk of death in childbirth
is reduced through basic education, adequate
nutrition, and access to contraceptives, ante-
natal health services and skilled attendants at
birth. However, such services are still denied
to too many women, even though many ser-
vices are inexpensive.

Countries exhibit enormous variation in
maternal mortality ratios, even countries at
similar incomes. Iran enjoys a higher per capita
income than Costa Rica, but Iran’s maternal
mortality ratio is 4.5 times Costa Rica’s. Indo-
nesia’s per capita income is slightly higher than
Mongolia’s, but its maternal mortality ratio is
more than 9 times higher. Maternal mortality
in the United States is 11 times that of Ireland,
the leading country on this front.

Reproduction is not only risky—it often
begins too early, compromising health and lim-
iting future opportunities. Early childbearing,
as measured by the adolescent fertility rate, is
associated with greater health risks for mother
and baby and tends to prevent young women

from going to school, often destining them to
low-skilled jobs at best.!®

Empowerment

Women have traditionally been disadvantaged
in the political arena at all levels of government.
To capture this disadvantage, we use the ratio
of female to male representatives in parliament.
National parliamentary representation, which
reflects women’s visibility in political leader-
ship and in society more generally, has been
increasing over time—though the global aver-
age is still only 16 percent. In 2008 Rwanda’s
parliament became the first to have a majority
of women.

Higher educational attainment expands
women’s freedoms by strengthening their
capacity to question, reflect and act on their
condition and by increasing their access to
information. Educated women are more likely
to enjoy satisfying work, participate in public
debate, care for their and their family’s health
and take other initiatives. We focus on dif-
ferences in secondary and higher educational
attainment.

Labour market

Female labour force participation, which
includes both the employed and unemployed
(actively looking for work) as well as those
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Important gender issues not included due to
data constraints

Gender roles influence how men and women spend their time. In addition to working
in the labour force, many women have the additional burden of care giving and house-
keeping, which cut into leisure time and increase stress and exhaustion. While better un-
derstanding is emerging of how time use affects well-being, this information is not gen-
erally available or regularly collected and thus cannot be included in global measures.

Information about the ownership of economic assets by women, either alone or co-
owned with a spouse, is crucial; immovable assets are especially important. However,
data are not widely available. The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Na-
tions has a new database on gender and land rights that covers six topics—Ilegal frame-
work, land tenure, international treaties, customary laws, civil society organizations and
land use statistics—but for fewer than 100 countries.

Violence against women is sadly very prevalent but not documented in an international-
ly comparable way. The World Health Organization estimates that the share of women who
have experienced physical or sexual violence is as high as 71 percent in some countries.

For participation in decision-making, community-level indicators would be valuable—
for example, on representation and leadership, which have become more important in
many countries, including India. However, comparable data are available for only a few
countries. Data on the gender breakdown of electoral turnout are equally scarce.

Source: Agarwal 2003; UNDESA-DAW-CSW 2010; Desai 2010.

seeking part-time work, stagnated at around
51 percent in 2008."7 Women in the Arab States
increased their participation by about 9 percent-
age points since 1980, to 27 percent in 2008,
which is still only about half the global average.!®

While useful, labour force participation
neglects occupational segregation in the labour
market and the gender wage gap (see chapter 4).
Direct measures of income disaggregated by sex
are not available for a sufficiently large number

of countries.!?

Unmeasured dimensions

Other important issues are relevant to women’s
well-being, such as time use, access to assets,
domestic violence and local-level empower-
ment, but reliable and timely data are lack-
ing (box 5.2). These concerns must inform
renewed efforts to improve the information
base to support greater awareness, public dis-
cussion and policy-making (chapter 6).

Large losses due to gender inequality across the HDI spectrum

Loss in achievement due to gender inequality, selected countries

Source: HDRO calculations using data from the HDRO database.

m HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2010



Tremendous variation
in gender inequality

The GII ranges from 0.17 to 0.85 (reflect-
ing percentage losses in achievement of 17
percent to 85 percent). Figure 5.4 shows the
largest and smallest losses by HDI classifi-
cation. The Netherlands tops the list as the
closest to gender equality, followed by Den-
mark, Sweden and Switzerland. The aver-
age GII for the 10 countries closest to gen-
der equality is 0.23. The Netherlands has
very low maternal mortality, has among the
world’s lowest adolescent fertility rate and
is close to parity in educational attainment,
political participation and employment.
Qatar is the farthest from gender equality
among the developed countries, while Saudi
Arabia, Iraq and Yemen are farthest from
parity in their HDI groups. Burundi emerges
as the closest to gender equality among the
low HDI countries, as does China among the
medium HDI group.

The bottom 10 countries (in descending
order) are Cameroon, Céte d’Ivoire, Liberia,
Central African Republic, Papua New Guinea,
Afghanistan, Mali, Niger, the Democratic
Republic of the Congo and Yemen, with an
average GII of 0.79. Other countries with high
gender inequality are Benin, Malawi, Saudi
Arabia and Sierra Leone. Saudi Arabia shows
high human development, with a global HDI
ranking of 55, an HDI of 0.75 and income per
capita of nearly $25,000. However, despite
good female educational attainment, women
are nearly absent from parliament, and female
labour force participation rates are only one-
fourth those of men, giving the country a
GII value of 0.76 and ranking it 128th of 138
countries.

Regional patterns reveal that reproduc-
tive health is the largest contributor to gender
inequality around the world (figure 5.5). The
Arab States and South Asia are both charac-
terized by relatively weak female empower-
ment. Women are also affected by unequal
labour force participation in the Arab States.
Women’s political participation is greater in
Sub-Saharan Africa than in the Arab States,
Europe and Central Asia, and South Asia, but

gender inequality

Reproductive health is the largest contributor to

Loss due to gender inequality, by region

- Labour market

Empowerment

- Reproductive health

Source: HDRO calculations using data from the HDRO database.

empowerment is offset by disparities in educa-
tion. Countries in Europe and Central Asia
have few women in parliament, though they
are close to parity in educational attainment
and employment, and they have low maternal
mortality ratios.

More generally, the bottom-ranked coun-
tries all have appalling records on multiple
dimensions of women’s well-being. For the bot-
tom 20 the average maternal mortality ratio is
about 915 deaths per 100,000 live births, and
the adolescent fertility rate is 111 births per
1,000 women ages 15-19, both well above the
global averages of 273 deaths and 54 births.
Moreover, there is only one woman for every
eight men in parliament.

The correlation is strong (0.87) between
gender inequality and the loss due to inequality
in the distribution of the HDI. This suggests
that countries with an unequal distribution
of human development also experience high
inequality between women and men and that
countries with high gender inequality also have
an unequal distribution of human development

(figure 5.6).%°
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Comparing inequality losses in human development

Losses due to gender inequality compared with multidimensional inequality
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Among the countries doing very badly on
both fronts are the Central African Republic,
Haiti, Mozambique and Namibia, cach with
losses of more than 40 percent (inequality)

Measuring poverty—

and 70 percent (gender). Countries in the
middle of the distribution—with inequal-
ity loss of about 21 percent and gender loss
of about 58 percent—include Mexico and
Thailand. Countries doing the best on both
fronts—inequality loss of less than 10 per-
cent and gender loss of less than 22 percent—
include Denmark, the Netherlands and

Sweden.

Limitations of the Gender
Inequality Index

The GIIis not perfect. Among its shortcomings
is the bias towards elites that remains in some
indicators (such as parliamentary representa-
tion). Even so, the inequality adjustments cast
important new light on the position of women
in almost 140 countries.?! Yielding insights
on gender gaps in well-being and empower-
ment, it also underlines the importance of
proactive public policy to overcome systemic
disadvantages.

the Multidimensional Poverty Index

A focus on deprivation is fundamental to
human development. The dimensions of pov-
erty go far beyond inadequate income—to
poor health and nutrition, low education and
skills, inadequate livelihoods, bad housing con-
ditions, social exclusion and lack of participa-
tion. Experienced by people around the world
and brought into vivid relief by the fieldwork
that informs this Report (box 5.3), poverty is
multifaceted and thus multidimensional.

Money-based measures are obviously
important, but deprivations in other dimen-
sions and their overlap also need to be con-
sidered, especially because households facing
multiple deprivations are likely to be in worse
situations than income poverty measures
suggest.”

The MPI is grounded in the capabil-
ity approach. It includes an array of dimen-
sions from participatory exercises among
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poor communities and an emerging interna-
tional consensus. However, because the mea-
sure requires that all data pertain to the same
houschold, the options of dimensions for the
measure were limited. For example, surveys
that collect the information necessary to assess
other important dimensions have insufficient
data on work, empowerment and consump-
tion. Better data are needed in such core areas
as informal work, empowerment, safety from
violence, and human relationships (social
capital and respect)—a theme we revisit in
chapter 6.

The MPI, simple and policy relevant, com-
plements monetary-based methods by taking
a broader approach.? It identifies overlapping
deprivations at the houschold level across the
same three dimensions as the HDI and shows
the average number of poor people and depriva-
tions with which poor houscholds contend. A



m Poverty: views from the ground in Indonesia, Kenya and Madagascar

Jiyem, 70, lives near Jenar in Indonesia, with her husband, son, daughter-
in-law and grandchild. Jiyem’s husband, Djojo, is blind and cannot work.
Her son, Paninyo, has a mental disability and works as a harvester, earn-
ing about $1.10 a day. Jiyem used to work on a farm, but now she just
collects the remains of the rice harvests, which brings her no money
but provides some food. No member of Jiyem’s household has com-
pleted primary school. They are deprived in several indicators of stand-
ard of living—they have a dirt floor and no electricity, running water or
adequate cooking fuel—as well as in nutrition.

Salome, 30 years old, lives with her husband and six daughters in the
Lunga Lunga slum in Nairobi. Her husband can work only when jobs are
available in the surrounding industry park, which is not often. She can-
not work because she has to take care of their children, but she earns a
little money from other households by delivering water. The family has
no electricity, running water or adequate sanitation facilities. Salome
has given birth to seven children, one of whom passed away a few years
ago at 4 months of age. Merah, 6 years old, should already be enrolled
in school with her older sisters, but Salome and her husband cannot
afford the registration fee of 300 Ksh ($4). The other children range in
age from 3 months to 14 years. Salome and her husband sometimes

cannot provide meals for the family, so they rely on other community
members. “l am worried about not being able to feed my children,” she
says. Salome’s household is deprived in health, education and standard
of living.

Lydia, 35, lives in Manarintsoa, one of the poorest districts of Antana-
narivo, Madagascar. She lives in a small makeshift cabin, with a dirt floor
and no water or electricity, built by her brother on a plot of land that
she rents for $2.30 a month. A single parent since her husband left four
years ago, Lydia lives with her four children and one grandchild. She
earns $0.31-50.63 a day by selling salvaged garbage, such as plastic bot-
tles, cans, shoes and rags. On a typical day she rises at 5 a.m. to secure a
stall in the market to sell the goods she salvages. She then goes home
to have breakfast with her children, usually coffee and sometimes some
bread, before returning to her stall. Hasina, her eldest daughter, does
household chores while Lydia works. The family’s main meal is dinner;
they usually buy lunch only on holidays. Her youngest children, ages
4 and 6, also collect scrap metal for resale or beg in order to buy food.
Lydia's household is deprived in several standard of living indicators—
they have a dirt floor and no electricity, toilet or running water—as well
as in education and nutrition.

Source: Field studies conducted as part of Human Development Report background research; see Alkire and Santos (2010).

full set of estimates related to the MPI for all
the countries for which data are publicly avail-
able is in statistical table 5.

This new measure replaces the Human Pov-
erty Index (HPI), published since 1997.24 Pio-
neering in its day, the HPI used country aver-
ages to reflect aggregate deprivations in health,
education and standard of living. It could not
identify specific individuals, houscholds or
larger groups of people as jointly deprived.?
The MPI addresses this shortcoming by cap-
turing how many people experience overlap-
ping deprivations and how many deprivations
they face on average. It can be broken down
by dimension to show how the composition
of multidimensional poverty changes in inci-
dence and intensity for different regions, eth-
nic groups and so on—with useful implications

for policy.
Overall patterns of
multidimensional poverty

The MPI is the product of the multi-
dimensional poverty headcount (the share of

people who are multidimensionally poor) and
the average number of deprivations each multi-
dimensionally poor houschold experiences (the
intensity of their poverty). It has three dimen-
sions mirroring the HDI—health, education
and living standards—which are reflected in
10 indicators, each with equal weight within its
dimension (figure 5.7). A houschold is multi-
dimensionally poor if it is deprived in at least
two to six indicators (the cut-off depends on
the weight of the specific indicator in the over-
all measure; see Technical note 4). The cut-offs
are austere, reflecting acute deprivations, and
most are linked to the Millennium Develop-
ment Goals.

Immediately apparent is that the MPI
is most appropriate for less developed coun-
tries. It captures the widespread deprivations
in South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa and
in the poorest Latin American countries. It
reveals the magnitude of poverty beyond mon-
ctary measures—an important accomplish-
ment. In short, it helps capture and vividly
convey overlapping deprivations—building
on international consensus, captured in the
Millennium Development Goals, about the
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MPIl—three dimensions and 10 indicators
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dimensions of serious, and indeed unaccept-
able, disadvantage.

In sum, we estimate that about a third of
the population in 104 countries, or almost 1.75
billion people, experience multidimensional
poverty.?® For example, they might live in a
household that has a member who is under-
nourished, that has experienced a child death
or that has no member with five years of edu-
cation and no school-age children who are
enroled in school. Or they might live in a
household deprived of cooking fuel, sanitation
facilities, water, electricity, floor and assets.

Today, the most widely used measure
of poverty is income poverty, using ecither a
national poverty line or an international stan-
dard. Preliminary analysis suggests that the
MPI captures overlapping but still distinct
aspects of poverty. Plotting the national head-
counts of those who are income poor (using
the $1.25 a day poverty line) against those
who are multidimensionally poor shows that
in most countries—including Ethiopia, Gua-
temala and Morocco—the number of people
who are multidimensionally poor is higher.
Figure 5.8 highlights the pattern for selected
countries, with the full set of results presented
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in statistical table 5. In 19 of the 72 countries
in the sample that have both the MPI and the
income poverty measure—including China, Sri
Lanka, Tanzania and Uzbekistan—the head-
count rate for income poverty is higher than
that for multidimensional poverty. In general,
the lower the national HDI, the more likely
that multidimensional poverty exceeds income
poverty.?’

Our aggregate estimate of 1.75 billion
multidimensionally poor people exceeds the
1.44 billion people estimated to be living on
less than $1.25 a day in the same countries,
but it is below the 2.6 billion people estimated
to be living on less than $2 a day.?® For most
countries the estimates differ, for several rea-
sons. First, the measures capture different con-
cepts, so they would not be expected to fully
converge. Second, in many developing coun-
tries income and consumption are difficult to
measure, especially because of the size of the
informal sector and home-produced consump-
tion. Third, in some countries the resources
measured by the MPI are provided free or at
low cost; in others, they are out of reach even
for working people—hence we see that coun-

tries with relatively good access to services have



Comparing multidimensional and income poverty

Percentage of people living in poverty: MPI and income poverty, selected countries
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an MPI that is significantly lower than mone-
tary-based estimates—for example, Sri Lanka,
Tanzania and Uzbekistan. This is not the case
in countries such as Ethiopia and Niger, where
deprivations beyond inadequate income are
even worse. Moreover, at the individual and
houschold levels people have different abilities
to convert income into nutrition or education
gains—for example, in households where there
are people with disabilities or special needs.
The MPIL is thus intended to complement mon-
etary measures of poverty, including $1.25 a
day estimates. The relationship between these
measures, as well as their policy implications
and methodological improvement, are priori-
ties for further research.

How are the multidimensional poverty
headcount and its intensity related? The rela-
tionship is surprisingly consistent: countries
with higher multidimensional poverty head-
counts tend to have more deprivations (fig-
ure 5.9). At the same time, interesting outli-
ers emerge—countries with a low poverty

headcount but high intensity of poverty (such
as Myanmar, Philippines and Viet Nam) and
countries with a high headcount but low
intensity of poverty (such as Bangladesh,
Cambodia and the Democratic Republic of
the Congo).

Multidimensional poverty
by region and country

The regional rates of multidimensional poverty

vary from around 3 percent in Europe and Cen-

tral Asia to 65 percent in Sub-Saharan Africa.

South Asia is home to the largest number of

people living in multidimensional poverty, fol-

lowed by Sub-Saharan Africa (figure 5.10).

e Sub-Saharan Africa has the highest inci-
dence of multidimensional poverty, with
considerable variation across the 37 Afri-
can countries in our sample—from a low
of 3 percent in South Africa to a massive
93 percent in Niger—while the average

CHAPTER 5 INNOVATIONS IN MEASURING INEQUALITY AND POVERTY



Countries with higher multidimensional poverty headcounts
often have higher intensity of deprivation
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share of deprivations ranges from about

Most of the world’s multidimensional poor live in 45 percent (in Gabon, Lesotho and Swazi-
South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa

land) to 69 percent (in Niger). In Guinea,

Distribution of the world’s multidimensional poor living in developing countries Mali and Niger more than half the popu-

Latin America and
the Caribbean 3%

Arab States 2% Europe and Central Asia 1%

lation is poor and has experienced a child
death. In those countries as well as Burkina
Faso, Burundi, Ethiopia and Mozambique
more than half the population is poor and
lives in a household where no one has com-
pleted primary school.

e EightIndian states, with poverty as acute as
the 26 poorest African countries, are home
to 421 million multidimensionally poor
people, more than the 410 million people
living in those African countries combined.
Thus, the MPI starkly exposes the intensity
and incidence of multidimensional poverty
in South Asia as greater than in any other
region.

o In most of East Asia and the Pacific, includ-
ing China and Thailand, rates of multi-

Note: The sample includes 98 developing countries covering 92 percent of the population in developing countries.

Source: HDRO calculations using data from Alkire and Santos (2010).

dimensional poverty are relatively low.
But more than half of Cambodians are
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estimated to be multidimensionally poor,



mostly because of a lack of electricity, sani-
tation and cooking fuel.

o InLatin Americaand the Caribbean multi-
dimensional poverty affects from 2 percent
of the population (Uruguay) to 57 percent
(Haiti, even before the devastating earth-
quake in 2010).

o The Arab States constitute a highly hetero-
geneous group of countries. The incidence
of multidimensional poverty is generally
below 7 percent—for example, the United
Arab Emirates and Tunisia—but the rate
rises to more than 14 percent in Iraq, to 28
percent in Morocco and 29 percent in Diji-
bouti, and up to 52 percent in Yemen and 81
percent in Somalia.

e InEuropeand Central Asia thelevels of pov-
erty estimated with the MPI are very low.
The rates are close to zero in several coun-
tries, with the higher rates—5-7 percent—
in Azerbaijan, Estonia, Kyrgyzstan and
Turkey and the highest estimated rate, 17
percent, in Tajikistan. These figures reflect
the limitations of using the austere MPI
thresholds in countries that have fairly good
access to basic services and should not be
taken to imply that hardship does not exist
in Europe and Central Asia.

Within-country variation is of great pol-
icy interest. In India Delhi’s rate of multi-
dimensional poverty is close to Iraq’s and Viet
Nam’s (about 14 percent), while the state of
Bihar’s is similar to Sierra Leone’s and Guinea’s
(about 81 percent). Figure 5.11 shows a decom-
position in Kenya by province, and within the
poorest and central provinces by urban and
rural areas, relative to selected countries. Nai-
robi’s MPL is slightly higher than Brazil’s, while
that for northeastern rural Kenya is worse than
that of Niger, the poorest country in the sample.

Poverty can be investigated by ethnic-
ity, religious affiliation and caste. Mexico’s
national multidimensional poverty measure,
launched in 2009, highlighted poverty among
indigenous peoples (see box 6.4 in chapter 6).
In Bolivia poverty was 27 percent among Mes-
tizos, but 1.6 times higher among the indige-
nous Quechua. In India 81 percent of people of
Scheduled Tribes are multidimensionally poor,

alongside 66 percent of those of Scheduled
Castes and 58 percent of those of Other Back-
ward Castes.?” About a third of other Indian
houscholds are multidimensionally poor, with

an MPI just below that of Honduras.

Limitations of the
Multidimensional Poverty Index

Like the GII, the MPI has some drawbacks,
due mainly to data constraints. First, the indi-
cators include both outputs (such as years of
schooling) and inputs (such as cooking fuel)
as well as one stock indicator (child mortality,
which could reflect a death that was recent or
long ago), because flow data are not available
for all dimensions. Second, the health data are
relatively weak or have poor coverage, espe-
cially for nutrition, though the patterns that
emerge are plausible and familiar. Third, in
some cases careful judgements were needed

Huge within-country differences in multidimensional

poverty: the case of Kenya

Multidimensional Poverty Index: Kenya’s provinces compared with other countries
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to address missing data. But to be considered
multidimensionally poor, households must be
deprived in at least six standard of living indi-
cators or in three standard of living indicators
and one health or education indicator. This
requirement makes the MPI less sensitive to
minor inaccuracies. Fourth, as is well known,
intrahouschold inequalities may be severe, but
these could not be reflected. Fifth, while the
MPI goes well beyond a headcount to include
the intensity of poverty experienced, it does not
measure inequality among the poor.> Finally,
the estimates presented here are based on pub-
licly available data and cover various years
between 2000 and 2008, which limits direct
Cross-country comparability.

Among the medium HDI group (Thai-
land, transition economies and some richer
Latin American countries), the deprivations
measured by the MPI are much less prevalent.
But the low reported MPIs in these coun-
tries do not imply that there is no real pov-
erty. While not well captured by the MPI, we
know from the field and from complemen-
tary sources—including monetary-based esti-
mates of poverty—that the suffering of poor

people in these countries is real and that multi-
dimensional inequality is often large.

This year’s Report advances the measurement
agenda for human development. Building on
many years of research and critiques, it intro-
duces new measures for multidimensional
inequality—overall and by gender—and for
poverty. It underlines the fundamental robust-
ness of the HDI while introducing carefully
conceived refinements. With the surge of inter-
est in alternative measures of well-being, the
HDI is assuming even greater prominence.
It will remain a pillar of the HDR. Despite
improvements in data availability and qual-
ity since 1990, huge gaps and shortcomings
remain. Still lacking are good summary mea-
sures of critical aspects of well-being—most
notably, empowerment. And more conceptual
and empirical work is needed to bring the envi-
ronmental sustainability and human devel-
opment measurement agendas together. We
return to these challenges in the forward-look-
ing agenda outlined in chapter 6.
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The agenda beyond 2010

This Report opened by reaffirming the enduring relevance of human development

in the 21st century. We have assembled a range of evidence and examined current

thinking to inform and help chart the way ahead. This evidence has shown that

people’s lives can be improved through means already at the disposal of most coun-

tries, though progress is not guaranteed. Pathways to advancing human development

are varied and specific to a country’s historical, political and institutional conditions.

This Report has reached several conclusions
about trends and patterns in the core measur-
able dimensions of human development:

e People in most, but not all, countries have
made steady, long-term advances in health
and education over recent decades.

e There has been no general convergence
in income across countries, despite major
growth surges in East Asia and the Pacific
and India.

o The correlation between changes in income
and changes in health and education over
the last 40 years is weak. The most plausi-
ble explanation is that developing countries
today face different opportunities and pro-
cesses than those prevailing in the past.

o This does not mean that growth is unim-
portant—command over resources is still
key to expanding many capabilities. It does
mean that progress in health and educa-
tion is attainable even when growth proves
elusive.

e  Global knowledge and technology are open-
ing new options and paths and reducing
the costs of basic achievements, putting a
greater premium on policies that take stra-
tegic advantage of opportunities.

o The paths to success are diverse, with
enormous variation in outcomes for coun-
tries with similar initial conditions. Many
countries have done well in the long term
by emphasizing health and education; oth-

ers have strived for rapid economic growth,
though sometimes with a high cost to envi-
ronmental sustainability.

e The policies and reforms compatible with
progress vary widely across institutional set-
tings and depend on structural and political
constraints. Attempts at transplanting insti-
tutional and policy solutions across coun-
tries with different conditions often fail.

We also reviewed trends in dimensions of
human development that are less commonly
measured but no less important than those
included in the Human Development Index
(HDI). This review showed that:

e Formal processes of democracy have pro-
liferated at national levels, so that most
people now live in democratic societies and
have the chance to vote in local elections as
well—though democracy does not always
ensure accountability.

o International, intergroup and interpersonal
inequalities remain huge in all dimensions
of well-being, and income disparities are on
the rise.

o Thereisincreasing evidence that the world’s
current production and consumption pat-
terns are environmentally unsustainable.

The Report has also introduced key inno-
vations in measurement. The classic HDI

has been refined and complemented by new

CHAPTER 6 THE AGENDA BEYOND 2010 m



Climate change may be
the single factor that
makes the future very

different from the past,

impeding the continuing
progress in human
development that
history would lead us

to expect
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measures of inequality in the HDI, of gender
disparities and of multidimensional poverty.
While these innovations draw on newly avail-
able data and technical advances, the new series
have been introduced on an experimental basis
and will be reviewed in the light of discussion
and feedback and future improvements in data.

These findings carry implications for the
future human development agenda. While

there are no silver bullets or magic potions

Progress and the threat of

Just as the past has been complex and nonlin-
ear, any projections of the future are uncertain.
In background research for this Report the
average future trajectory of countries was mod-
elled as following the path taken by more devel-
oped countries that started from similar initial
HDI levels.! Such projections suggest that at
lower levels of human development, substantial
progress can be made in the coming decades.
Based on past progress, a country would take
around 70 years to move from, say, the Philip-
pines’ HDI to Spain’s. To move from Niger’s
HDI to Madagascar’s or from Cameroon’s
to Botswana’s would take 25 years, or about a
generation.2 Alternative income scenarios gen-
erated by researchers around the world typi-
cally project that Asian countries, particularly
China and India, will continue to converge
with developed countries, while Latin America
and the Caribbean and Sub-Saharan Africa
will continue to lag.?

The underlying models do not anticipate
events substantially more adverse, or more
favourable, than those in the past. But unan-
ticipated negative shocks—such as wars, epi-
demics and environmental calamities—would
impair future human development. Positive
shocks—such as cures for malaria and HIV
and AIDS and the cessation of conflict—would
push advances.

World population is forecast to reach 9
billion by 2050, with almost all the growth
in developing countries. Without migration
the population of developed countries would
peak in 2020 and shrink somewhat over the

for human development, three messages for
policy emerge. First, we cannot assume that
future development will mimic past advances:
in many respects, opportunities are greater
today and will continue to be so in the future.
Second, varying experiences and specific con-
texts preclude making overarching policy pre-
scriptions and favour more general guidelines
instead. Third, major new challenges must be
addressed—most prominently climate change.

climate change

following three decades. These changing demo-
graphics, along with rising incomes, will have
consequences for natural resources and the
environment. Climate change may be the sin-
gle factor that makes the future very different,
impeding the continuing progress in human
development that history would lead us to
expect. While international agreements have
been difficult to achieve and policy responses
have been generally slow, the broad consensus
is clear: climate change is happening, and it can
derail human development. It is expected to
significantly affect sea levels and weather pat-
terns and possibly human settlement and agri-
cultural productivity.

One estimate suggests that by mid-cen-
tury the adverse effects of climate change on
grain yields will push prices up—more than
doubling the price of wheat—with massive
repercussions. In a worst case scenario, by
2050 per capita consumption of cereals falls
by a fifth, leaving 25 million additional chil-
dren malnourished, with South Asia the worst
affected.* Long-term effects on agricultural
productivity vary by region—generally adverse
in arid and tropical regions, mainly developing
countries, and positive in some colder parts of
the world, including Canada and the Russian
Federation.®

With greater recognition of the enormous
risks, in some cases threatening the existence
of island countries, thinking about climate
change has been evolving rapidly. Climate
change poses an enormous test for the inter-
national community—and the stakes are



extremely high. Global and mostly irreversible,
climate change is a matter of cross-country and
intergenerational distributive justice, affecting
the billions of people who will live in the rest of
this century and beyond.

The challenge is to consider the policies
and strategies that would be good for human

An agenda for policy

Determining the policy drivers of human
development is difficult because the questions
are complex, the data sparse and the methods
limited. The problems are perhaps best illus-
trated by the criticisms showered on statistical
comparisons across countries (so-called cross-
country regressions), criticism so extensive that
scarcely any result on the relationship between
policies and growth is uncontroversial.®

But other methods have shortcomings
too. For example, while careful evaluations
can yield precise answers to specific ques-
tions, many results of randomized trials of
programme interventions cannot be extended
beyond the experimental setting.” Similarly,
in-depth country case studies do not necessar-
ily apply across countries or even to the same
country across periods, though case studies
can provide valuable insights into the complex-
ity and richness of local political, cultural and
anthropological conditions.

Policies are devised and implemented every
day around the world, and concrete advice is
sought from development institutions and
researchers. Thinking about development is a
contested space where alternative ideas, inter-
pretations and conceptions vie for acceptance.
We have offered an interpretation of trends
and patterns based on a close reading of his-
tory and empirical evidence as well as the basic
normative ideals of the human development
approach, helping us sketch a vision of the way
forward and an agenda for change.

Because fast growth, even when sustained,
has not automatically ushered in strong gains
for broader aspects of human development,
policies must be designed to advance income

and other objectives together. Policy-makers

development over time, so that improvements
exceed those of the past and ensure that pre-
viously disadvantaged groups are included in
future expansions of freedom. This must be
done in ways that overcome the limits of car-
bon-intensive growth so that human develop-

ment is truly sustainable.

can have several variables in view. While eco-
nomic growth cannot be presumed to lead
inevitably to human development and to less
poverty, many countries have achieved both.
The policies that advance economic growth
and the nonincome aspects of human develop-
ment differ—but they also overlap. We must
pay more attention to these overlaps and the
potential synergies.

Chapter 3 explored the centrality of how
markets and states function in determining
success and failure in human development.
These forces are shaped by the underlying
social contract—by norms and expectations
about the roles and responsibilities of the state
and the mechanisms of accountability and
enforcement. Paths vary with the social con-
tract between political and economic elites
and social groups—affecting how the state
delivers policies and public goods and services
to expand opportunities and freedoms for all.
This points to the need to take context seriously
in thinking about the policies and programmes
most likely to accelerate human development—
a particularly relevant point for development
partners secking to provide support.

We do not conclude, however, that all insti-
tutions and policies are totally endogenous and
captive to events occurring centuries ago. This
would imply that policy choices are entirely
preordained and that the scope for change—
particularly for progressive reform—is inher-
ently severely limited. Fortunately, the evidence
does not support such pessimism. Case studies,
historical evidence, cross-national empirics and
experimental evidence are all pieces of the puz-
zle. At times they allow us to identify policies
expected to promote human development, if
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Consensus is growing
that the same policies
can have different
effects in different
contexts: what has
worked in one place may

not work in another
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at fairly high levels of generality. This evidence
must be considered, developed and adapted
nationally and locally.

For example, the capacity of state actors
influences what can be done and whether polit-
ically supported objectives are distorted when
implemented, especially in countries with low
human development. The capacity of indi-
viduals and groups is critically conditioned by
the way power is distributed in a society and
its institutions, in part a legacy of persisting
inequalities.

This brings us back to the recurring theme
that no single strategy works well in all cases.
Context clearly matters. Consensus is growing
that the same policies can have different effects
in different contexts.® What has worked in one
place may not work in another. For example,
both Mauritius and Haiti are island economies
that created export-processing zones; these
were highly successful in Mauritius but failures
in Haiti.

Our review of human development over the
past 40 years demonstrates that it is not useful
for a global report to issue universal prescrip-
tions. More useful is to push the policy and
research agendas and discussions into several
complementary domains. What are the more
direct policy implications that emerge from
this approach? We lay these out under three
headings: key principles, context and global

forces.

Considering principles to
inform policy-making

Individuals, groups and leaders who promote
human development operate under strong
institutional, structural and political con-
straints that affect policy options. But experi-
ence suggests broad principles for shaping an
appropriate agenda for human development.
One important finding from several
decades of human development experience is
that focusing exclusively on economic growth
is problematic. While we have good knowl-
edge about how to advance health and edu-
cation, the causes of growth are much less
certain and growth is often elusive.” Further,

an unbalanced emphasis on growth is often

associated with negative environmental con-

sequences and adverse distributional effects.

The experience of China, with its impressive

growth record, reflects these broader concerns

(box 6.1) and underlines the importance of

balanced approaches that emphasize invest-

ments in the nonincome aspects of human
development, for both instrumental and
intrinsic reasons.

Morcover, if growth is a means to various
ends—as is now broadly accepted—“success”
in growth must be evaluated for the broader
human development goals that growth aims to
advance. All the relevant variables have to be on
the table, in view, at the same time.

Development goals should be discussed
and defined through the public exchange of
ideas in participatory deliberative forums. In
this sense, ends and means come together. As
Elinor Ostrom and others have emphasized,
capability-enhancing services are always co-
produced by people—children do not “receive”
education, they use the infrastructure and
inputs provided by the state to enhance their
knowledge. Likewise, people need to co-pro-
duce their own health.!® This underscores the
point of Sen and others that people should be
active participants in development, implement-
ing development projects, rather than being
treated as passive beneficiaries.!!

In this light, we suggest several consider-
ations to inform public debate about policy pri-
orities and options:

e Equity and poverty reduction must be at the
forefront of policy design, not add-ons. For
example, policy-makers need to consider the
likely beneficiaries of measures to promote
employment, growth and access to public
services. A recent example of a pro-poor
employment policy is India’s National Rural
Employment Guarantee Act, which ensures
100 days of paid wage employment a year
for any adult representinga rural household
(box 6.2).

o All societies need institutions to manage
conflict, resolve disputes and address cth-
nic, racial and class differences. Supporting
such institutions requires a social contract
to which most groups subscribe. Policies can



6.1

Development as freedom and China’s changing view of development

When Deng Xiaoping stated in the 1980s that “development is the hard
truth,” he was speaking against the ideology of the Maoist era, when
egalitarianism was emphasized at the expense of economic growth.
China was one of the world's poorest countries, and rapid growth was
viewed as the way to pull it out of poverty and strengthen it economi-
cally and on the global political stage. Thirty years later China is realizing
these ambitions. But it has also incurred costs, which it is beginning to
address.

China began its economic reforms in the late 1970s, adopting a de-
velopment strategy that can be described as single-minded pursuit of
economic growth. The government machinery became the agent of
growth. To appraise the performance of different levels of government
and key officials, a single criterion was proposed: the rate of a region’s
economic growth.

China explicitly bucked much of the conventional wisdom about
how to manage the transition to markets. It prioritized economic over
political reforms, and reforms proceeded without complete liberaliza-
tion or privatization. Contrary to popular opinion, foreign direct invest-
ment and export growth have not been major drivers. Instead, much
of China’s growth occurred through township and village enterprises,
businesses owned and operated by local governments.

The economy grew at a phenomenal 8 percent a year for three
decades, and monetary poverty measures fell more than 80 percent
between 1981 and 2005. Yet this success was not matched by perfor-
mance in other dimensions of human development. China ranks first
in economic growth since 1970, but 79th of 135 countries in improv-
ing education and health. In fact, China is 1 of only 10 countries in the
135 country sample to have a lower gross enrolment ratio now than
in the 1970s. Slow progress was associated with decentralizing the

financing of basic services without providing adequate national sup-
port or increasing the fees levied on families. Public social services dete-
riorated and in some places even collapsed.

The costs of single-minded pursuit of economic growth also be-
came apparent in other dimensions. Escalating environmental pollution
threatened many land, water and air systems that people depended
on for their livelihoods, sometimes with global implications. Income in-
equalities worsened. By 2008 per capita household consumption in the
coastal region of Guangdong was more than four times that in Tibet.

China adopted this pursuit of economic growth around the same
time that Amartya Sen, and subsequently the Human Development Re-
port, had begun to question this mode of thinking. Viewed through a
capability lens, the problems China was experiencing called into ques-
tion the very meaning and value of such income-based development.

In 2002 Sen’s Development as Freedom was translated into Chinese
and published by the People’s University Press in China; it has been re-
printed several times. An anecdote suggests that it might have had a
significant impact, at least in some circles. At the height of the health-
care system reform in China in 2005, when the Ministry of Health con-
vened an expert group meeting, each member was given a copy of
Development as Freedom.

Reducing social imbalances is now a priority in the five-year plan. Chi-
na has also recently launched major new policy initiatives aiming to de-
velop a low-carbon economy and expand adoption of climate-friendly
technologies. In 2009 it approved a national target for increasing the
use of renewable sources to 15 percent of energy use and committed to
lowering carbon dioxide emissions by 40-45 percent of 2005 levels by
2020. The success of such reforms in the world’s most populous country
has enormous implications for human development globally.

Source: UNDP China and China Institute for Reform and Development 2008; UNDP China and Renmin University of China 2010; Chen and Ravallion 2008; Liu 2010; Qian 2003; China NDRC 2006.

include redistributing income, addressing
sources of vulnerability facing workers and
families and striking a balance between pro-
moting competition and enabling opportu-
nities for profit that stimulate investment.
Some rents are necessary for investment and
innovation, as in patent protection, and the
private sector can be a powerful partner
in advancing development, as we saw in
chapter 3.

Domestic investment, private and public,
is crucial. Few countries have progressed
far solely on foreign investment and devel-
opment assistance. Mobilizing domestic
investment and entreprencurship implies
fostering a conducive climate, with some
framework for protecting property rights.
But again, case studies reveal diverse suc-

cessful approaches. Some countries have
relied more on strategic bargains between
the business elite and governments than
on general institutional or legal reforms.
Financing domestic public investment
requires sufficient revenues, collected in
ways seen as fair and transparent.

Global integration into world markets, an
important lever for growth, offers oppor-
tunities for increasing income. But coun-
tries can manage integration into the global
economy in many ways that do not require
full trade liberalization, thus allowing space
for domestic industrial policies.
Addressing the environmental risks should
be integral to policy choices and regula-
tory design. Policies for adapting to cli-

mate change and fostering low-carbon

CHAPTER 6 THE AGENDA BEYOND 2010 “
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India’s National Rural Employment Guarantee Act

India’s National Rural Employment Guarantee Act (NREGA) of 2005, the
world’s largest public works programme ever, provides basic social se-
curity for rural workers: a universal and legally enforceable right to 100
days of employment per rural household on local public works at mini-
mum wage. Labourers who are not given work within 15 days of asking
for it are entitled to unemployment benefits.

The act has other noteworthy features:

Encouraging women's participation. A third of employment gener-

ated is to be set aside for women and provided within 5 kilometres

of their village; child care facilities (if required) must be provided at

the worksite.

Decentralizing planning and implementation. At least half of allocated

funds are to be spent by elected local councils; village assemblies are

to select and prioritize projects.

Creating rural assets. People are to be employed to create public as-

sets (such as roads and check-dams) as well as assets on private lands

(such as land improvement and wells).

Imposing strict norms for transparency and accountability. All docu-

ments are to be publicly available, with proactive disclosure of es-

sential documents (such as attendance records), and periodic audits

are to be carried out by village representatives.

In fiscal year 2009/2010 India spent almost $10 billion (approximately
1 percent of GDP) on the programme, and 53 million households par-
ticipated. On average, each participating household worked for 54 days.
Disadvantaged groups joined in large numbers; a majority of workers
were members of Scheduled Castes or Scheduled Tribes, and more
than half were women.

Payment of minimum wages and improved work conditions at
NREGA worksites have created pressure for similar improvements in the

Source: Written by Jean Dréze and Reetika Khera drawing on Dreze and Khera (2010).

development include promoting climate-
resilient varieties of crops and livestock

and financing low-carbon development

initiatives.!?

Strategies may yield good results in some

private labour market, benefiting all rural workers. Distress migration to
urban areas has slowed. And for many rural women programme earn-
ings are an important source of economic independence. As Haski, a
tribal woman from Rajasthan, said when asked who decided how pro-
gramme wages should be spent: “Main ghar ki mukhiya hoon” (I am the
head of the household).

Implementation has been challenging. Awareness is higher than for
most pieces of legislation. “NREGA” has become a household word, and
even school children can answer questions about workers' rights. But it
takes time to understand the notion of “work on demand” as a legal en-
titlement, awareness that is crucial for NREGA to become a step towards
the right to work or even an effective social security measure.

Other challenges include preventing corruption, ensuring account-
ability and enhancing people’s participation in planning. Many of these
challenges reflect the conflicts that play out when pro-poor legisla-
tion is implemented by inefficient state machinery that is often hostile
to poor people. When the rules changed so that NREGA wages were
paid through banks instead of government officials and intermediaries
to prevent embezzlement, many government functionaries who had
benefited from earlier leaks lost interest. This led to long delays in wage
payments, causing great hardship.

NREGA's value for rural workers is evident in conversations with tribal
members from Surguja District. Some had invested their NREGA earn-
ings (such as in a bullock or bicycle), others used them to repay debts
or for their child's education or to meet social obligations (such as wed-
ding expenses). Field levelling undertaken through NREGA was also fa-
vourably received by farmers, who felt that they could double their crop
yields as a result. Such responses are not uncommon and help validate
the battle for employment guarantees.

strategies. In many countries alliances between
business and political interests can advance the
goal of human development.!* Greater opportu-
nities are opening up with advances in technol-
ogy and global knowledge, but these also mean
that the state’s role in human development will
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contexts but not others, making flexibility
a critical aspect of policy and institutional
design. Governments that have generated
short-term improvements in human develop-
ment have not always sustained them over the
long term, especially where improvements have
not been translated into more inclusive politi-
cal and market systems by addressing deeper
issues around the social contract and distribu-
tive conflicts.

It is clear that different regime types
have pursued effective human development

be even more challenging. Because of the uncer-
tainty over which policies and approaches are
most likely to pay off for human development—
and the risks—there is a premium on experi-
mentation and learning by doing, with system-
atic monitoring and feedback.!* Local capacity
is as important as central capacity—the admin-
istrative elite may not have much influence in
enabling access to services at the frontline.

As the set of actors continues to widen,
information about preferences and possibili-
ties for implementation must be gathered from



diverse and less organized groups—from a
broad cross-section of civil society." Institu-
tions of deliberative democracy, expanding
globally, should be the main route to enabling
engagement, though many countries have seen
growing distrust of government institutions
and antipathy towards the state.

Taking context seriously

Development thinking has to contemplate
more systematically how different contexts mat-
ter and what makes some policies viable in some
contexts but not in others. We consider two dif-
ferent yet related aspects of context: state capac-
ity and political opportunities and constraints.

Capacity and progress

All policies and programmes require effec-
tive state capacity. Our review of the evidence
on capacity found that its determinants and
drivers remain poorly understood. Many offi-
cials face hard trade-offs every day, working
in difficult, uncertain and under-resourced
circumstances and bearing responsibility for
controversial outcomes. This is true at the
frontline—for nurses and teachers—and at
higher levels of policy-making,

Beyond skill and infrastructure, capacity
also reflects less tangible factors. It is shaped
by the levels and types of power and organiza-
tional ability of people and institutions. It also
reflects how people accept or resist the status
quo and how institutions support or constrain
a desire for change and the spread of informa-
tion and open, critical debate.

This recognition takes us directly to a cri-
tique of two common approaches to policy
design: the technocratic fix, which assumes
a well functioning state and regulatory sys-
tem, and the transplanted-institution solution,
which assumes that successful institutions in
developed countries can be transplanted to
developing countries. In both cases institutions
are likely to be distorted by prevailing social
and political forces, and neither approach is
likely to succeed.!® The history of development
projects that have pursued these routes shows a

high likelihood of failure (box 6.3).

As illustrated in chapter 3, there are many
ways to conduct institutional functions, and no
single intervention is likely to have the power
and traction to shift a complex system. There
are limits to how quickly capacity can be devel-
oped and increased, and attempting to drive
changes faster than the underlying consensus
will support can provoke social and political
resistance. This is particularly so when trying
to redress power imbalances in favour of mar-
ginalized individuals and groups.

Organizations and institutions tend to
evolve at different speeds through phases and
in patterns that shape their capacity. This may
conflict with donor timelines and the need
to show results. Optimistic goals may be set
without considering baseline capacity (which
is assumed to exist or to be quickly created).
Countries may attempt difficult tasks before
they have the capacity to do so, which can slow
the expansion of capacity.”” A better under-
standing of local specificities and local power
structures and of appropriate designs and time-

lines can help avoid such missteps.

implementation failures

Case studies and some lessons of project

Hundreds if not thousands of project evaluations have documented implementation
problems. Often such projects have world-class design—drawing on approaches that
have worked elsewhere—and involve large investments of time and money. Yet the
impacts have been weak. Consider two examples.

Mozambique, since emerging from conflict nearly two decades ago, has effected far-
reaching changes to its governance systems. Its impressive progress is reflected in mul-
tiple peaceful elections and in a 54 percent increase in its Human Development Index
since 1990. Public financial management reforms strengthened budget processes and
budget documents, but budget execution is still largely a black box. Asked about this,
officials complained that the new laws and systems are part of the problem. Transplant-
ed best practices may look impressive but may not fit agency needs, match manage-
ment capacities or reflect political and organizational realities. The officials noted that
they were never asked about what kind of system they needed.

Peru in the early 2000s received support from the United Nations Development
Programme to reform its judicial system. The initiative created new institutions and
strengthened old ones, but the complexity of reforming the entire judicial system, cou-
pled with structural inertia and local resistance, inhibited transformational change.

Many development projects—Ilike the two cited here—deal with functions widely
regarded as core government responsibilities. Achieving objectives requires not just
“good policy” but also transaction-intensive policy implementation. And that requires
supporting approaches that respond to local needs, engage local stakeholders and fully
consider structural constraints and local complexities.

Source: Andrews and others 2010; UNDP Evaluation Office 2009.
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Aligning policy and the political economy
Societies can go through major transitions
because of external shocks or the cumulative
effect of internal processes of social and politi-
cal change. Transitions to democracy and res-
olutions of conflict are examples of the latter.
Since the first Human Development Report
(HDR), important changes of this type have
taken place, notably in South Africa with the
ending of apartheid; in Indonesia and Mexico,
with the transition to democracy; in Nepal,
after the accord with the Maoists and the
removal of the monarchy; and in Guatemala,
after the peace accords. Less dramatic shifts can
occur through normal electoral transitions—
such as the election of Evo Morales in Bolivia
on a platform supporting the rights and inter-
ests of indigenous peoples and the election of
the coalition formed by the Congress Party in
India, with its support for expanding the provi-
sion of social services.

While major changes present opportuni-
ties, policy-making during transitions can be
complex. Vested interests can regroup, new
actors can move into influential positions and
organizational responses can be unpredictable.
For example, the post-1990 “big bang” reforms
in former Soviet bloc countries yielded mixed
results, illustrating the hazards of radical policy
shifts in transitional institutions.

While major critical junctures can provide
opportunities to rewrite the social contract,
even during more ordinary times there is scope
for policy reform that influences the dynam-
ics of human development. But to be workable,
policy proposals should be aligned with local
capacities and the domestic social contract.
Opportunities to effect gradual change can
enable major reforms over time. Several exam-
ples highlight how major changes can affect the
development trajectory—or fail to get off the
ground.

o India’s deregulation since the early 1990s.
India has a long tradition of entreprencur-
ial activity, with well established business
families and networks. Many business fam-
ilies supported the independence move-
ment and were politically aligned with
post-independence governments. The exten-
sive regulations during the first few decades

after independence restricted corporate
activities but did not threaten domestic
business interests. The 1990s liberalization
removed restrictions on corporate activity
and steadily opened the economy to foreign
competition—in effect, reducing regulatory
burdens in return for greater efficiency. The
evidence on business development in new
sectors and on entrepreneurs emerging from
different socioeconomic groups suggests a
new dynamism.'® But there is intense debate
about risinginequality, the need for comple-
mentary social actions, and problems with
specific aspects of corporate governance and
state-business relations.

Ethiopia’s strides in key aspects of human
development. Primary school enrolment in
Ethiopia rose from 33 percent in 1991 to 95
percent in 2007, astounding for a country
with a per capita income of less than $1,000.
Indeed, since 1990 Ethiopia has the 14th
highest rate of progress in improving health
and education and the 11th fastest upward
move overall. How did this come about? In
1991 the Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary
Democratic Front, a Marxist, pro-peasant
movement toppled the dictatorship, and the
new government focused on ethnic feder-
alism and socioeconomic development to
consolidate its base of support.!” Education
became a national priority in an effort to
boost enrolment, which had been stagnant or
even declining for decades. Federal, regional
andlocal governments assumed joint respon-
sibility for implementing reforms, supported
by large increases in domestic financing and
external support.?’ The scale-up has also
strained the education system, as evidenced
by high dropout rates, overcrowding and ris-
ing student—teacher ratios—but the overall
achievements in delivering basic services are
nonetheless impressive.

The United States passage of healthcare reform
in 2010. Progressive healthcare reforms,
intended mainly to increase equity of access,
were narrowly endorsed by a sharply divided
Congress despite unanimous opposition
from the conservative Republican Party.
Reformers sought to confront escalating
costs and declining coverage in a political



climate that became acrimonious. They
faced strong opposition from vested inter-
ests, not least the private insurance compa-
nies, antiabortion groups and a coalition
of medical interests.”! Although President
Barack Obama was elected on a platform of
change, reform sentiments were diminish-
ing rapidly. Strategic compromises brought
the bill to fruition.?> Some people expressed
frustration that the bill did not provide a
public pillar or universal access, and others
were concerned about costs. But the legisla-
tion is expected to expand health insurance
coverage to 32 million more people.

o Argentina’s fight against corruption in the
health sector. Political economy constraints
can undermine even effective policies. In
1997 the government of the city of Buenos
Aires ordered the managers of 33 publicly
owned hospitals to report the prices they
were paying for comparable inputs. The city
government processed the information and
sent it back to all participant hospitals, iden-
tifying the managers who were paying the
highest prices. Average prices paid fell 10-15
percent as a result of these disclosures, but
the policy was soon abandoned because of
intense opposition from organized groups.
The poor people who used public healthcare
did not protest the policy’s reversal, perhaps

reflecting their disempowerment.?

The policy and political texture of these
stories is denser and more complex than these
summaries can convey. And in each of these
countries there are counter-examples of resis-
tance to or adoption of progressive reforms. But
the point remains that some policy changes,
even if not prompted by major transitions, can
contribute to a process that alters the social
contract itself as well as the level and distri-
bution of wealth creation and opportunities
for human development. India’s policy moves
were consistent with a long-term shift towards
a more open and dynamic capitalism. While
oligarchic forms of capitalism could still under-
cut the dynamic form, the policy moves clearly
changed the state-business relationship.?*

Other measures—to strengthen com-
petition and regulation—seck to shift the

functioning of markets and the state more
directly. Regulatory attempts can be contested,
shaped by those they are meant to control or
overshoot—as with financial re-regulation in
Europe and the United States in the wake of
the recent global financial crisis. Success or fail-
ure likely depends on the political equilibrium
and the policies themselves. Similarly, actions
to increase the public’s access to information—
embodied in right to information laws that
have spread around the world in developed and
developing countries alike (including India and
Mexico)—are good examples of this type of
opening up.

The way the two most important drivers of
change—markets and the state—work needs to
be understood in terms of the underlying social
contract. Social contracts evolve, especially in
response to the pressures of domestic groups.
Policy design that ignores such institutional

processes is likely to be irrelevant.

Shifting global policy

Global forces also create and constrain oppor-
tunities for human development. We focus on
two crucial dimensions: the need for stronger,
principle-based global governance and for aid
and partnerships among countries that are sen-

sitive to the principles outlined above.

Global governance

Some problems are beyond the capacity of indi-
vidual states to deal with effectively, such as
international migration, equitable trade and
investment rules, and international threats,
most notably climate change. These require a
global governance system.

Two elements of global governance critical
to human development are democratic account-
ability and institutional experimentation.”
Democratic accountability requires that global
institutions adequately represent the views of
people and countries around the world and do
not reinforce the deep inequalities in the dis-
tribution of economic and political power. It
requires broader representation of developing
countries in the governance of international
financial institutions, perhaps through double
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majorities (requiring approval by a majority of
votes and voting shares).?® Institutional experi-
mentation means opening up policy and insti-
tutional spaces to allow people and societies to
adjust, adapt and frame their own development
strategies. It involves rethinking the frame-
works of conditionality premised on ineffective
one size fits all approaches to policy-making.

Solutions must of course be adapted to the
institutions needing reform and the problems
being addressed. Yet the basic principles can
be broadly applied: a global governance sys-
tem that promotes democratic accountability,
transparency and inclusion of the least devel-
oped countries; a stable and sustainable global
economic climate; and financial stability.

We illustrate these principles for climate
change, an important issue for global debate
and governance because the actions (and inac-
tion) of any one country can have implications
beyond its borders. For human development to
be sustainable, the link between fossil fuels and
economic growth has to be severed, beginning
in the developed countries, which are respon-
sible for a disproportionate share of damag-
ing emissions. Development strategies need to
incorporate low-carbon patterns of economic
activity and increase resilience to climate-
related shocks. Individual initiatives alone can-
not halt climate change: to prevent greenhouse
gases from reaching dangerous concentrations,
national governments need to modify the
energy matrix, and that requires incorporating
the environmental cost of using fossil fuels in
the price of energy. The point of price realign-
ment is not only to cover these costs but also
to change consumer behaviour as people come
to recognize that energy waste (through ineffi-
cient appliances or fuel-inefhicient cars) has dire
implications for current and future generations.

For developing countries substantial new
financing for environmental policies is becom-
ing available through emerging carbon mar-
kets. The World Bank recently estimated that
carbon markets mobilized $144 billion in 2009
and that more than 60 countries now partici-
pate in the Clean Development Mechanism of
the Kyoto Protocol.?” More research and devel-
opment—and an international mechanism
for jointly developing and transferring clean

technology across countries—are also needed,
as are more efficient agricultural practices to
meet expected higher demand for grain and
water.

Current responses to climate change con-
sist largely of uncoordinated local, national
and international efforts. Local efforts include
regulations to “green” cities and to use low-
carbon fuel in public transport (as in New
Delhi). National efforts include voluntary
commitments to reduce emissions. And inter-
national efforts include limited financing to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, such as the
Clean Development Mechanism. Such limited
and uncoordinated approaches are unlikely
to halt—much less reverse—global climate
change.

The global governance system needs to step
into the breach—but national governments
have failed to enable such action. The 2009
UN Climate Conference in Copenhagen deliv-
ered very little agreement on actionable items.
Some of this failure can be traced to an absence
of democratic accountability and deliberation.
Uneven representation in global forums that
favours developed countries impedes progress
in reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Develop—
ing countries also lack capacity and negotiating
strength, which limits their ability to partici-
pate fully in deliberations. Meeting the chal-
lenges of climate change will require addressing
both democratic accountability and institu-
tional experimentation.

Without major reforms and initiatives, pros-
pects are bleak: global greenhouse gas emissions
are rising, and 1.6 billion people still lack access
to modern energy services. One hopeful sign is
the United Nations Collaborative Programme
on Reducing Emissions from Deforestation
and Forest Degradation (REDD) in developing
countries, which was launched in 2008 to help
developing countries prepare and implement
national REDD+ strategies and which builds
on the convening power and expertise of sev-
eral UN agencies. To date 12 developed coun-
tries have pledged $4 billion to “slow, halt and
eventually reverse” deforestation in developing
countries—a significant step forward that also
incorporates the needs of people who depend on
forests for their livelihood.?®



Aid and partnerships

So, politics are important. Local context and
ownership matter. And there is no one size fits
all or single best practice to follow. What, then,
are the implications for aid and partnerships?

A recurring theme in HDRs since 1990 is
the need for public resources, both domestic
and international, to support human develop-
ment. We apply a similar lens to our analysis of
aid, stressing the need for targeting support to
health, education and growth and the impor-
tance of the transmission of ideas.

Low HDI countries received aid approach-
ing 15 percent of their gross national income
(GNI) in 2007. In Sub-Saharan Africa aid
averages 44 percent of government budgets. It
reaches as much as 89 percent in Lao PDR and
81 percent in Ethiopia, both among the top 11
HDI movers.?’ Aid can also help avert deterio-
rations in human development, as in the mas-
sive effort to provide antiretroviral treatment
to people with HIV or AIDS, which expanded
treatment coverage rates from 300,000 people
in 2002 to 3.7 million in 2009 and has been
enormously important in forestalling what
could have been an even more dramatic drop in
life expectancy (see chapter 2).%

Recent research confirms significant posi-
tive effects for aid targeted to health and edu-
cation.?! The success of the UN Expanded
Programme on Immunization and the Pan
American Health Organization’s Revolving
Fund for Vaccine Procurement in promoting
large-scale vaccination programmes was dis-
cussed in chapter 3. The eradication of polio in
Latin America, the bridling of the AIDS epi-
demic in Thailand, the marginalization of river
blindness in West Africa and the improved
capacity to keep mothers from dying during
childbirth in Sri Lanka are just a few of the suc-
cesses of development aid.?? They suggest that

An agenda for research

The 1990 HDR and subsequent editions have
spawned a rich agenda of research and analy-
sis on human development. This has been fos-
tered at the country level by National HDRs

while resources matter, more vital are how aid
is targeted, how it is combined with technical
assistance and how it supports human develop-
ment priorities.

But resources are necessary—and scarce.
There has been little progress towards the
Millennium Development Goal target of
increasing aid to 0.7 percent of donors” GNI:
official development assistance currently
stands at 0.31 percent,* lower than in 1990
(0.34 percent).

Decbates on aid cffectiveness in policy
and academic circles have become increas-
ingly polarized. Supporters argue that massive
aid is needed to pull countries out of poverty
traps and that aid has a strong positive effect
on long-run growth—while acknowledging
that the type of aid is also important.>* Oppo-
nents argue that aid is seldom spent produc-
tively, that progress depends on policies and
institutions rather than foreign assistance and
that initial returns to aid diminish rapidly over
time. They also highlight the risks of neocolo-
nialism disguised as bilateral aid.?> This debate
is useful in highlighting weaknesses in tradi-
tional approaches but counterproductive to
the extent that it undermines and diminishes
partnerships.

The Paris Declaration goal that at least
half of technical assistance projects be aligned
with country programmes was achieved in
2008. The quality of systems for managing
public funds has improved in many developing
countries.’® Aid disbursements have become
more predictable.’” And initiatives supported
by a range of governments and stakeholders
are improving aid effectiveness through better
transparency and accountability.’® Looking
ahead, long—term partnerships and flexibility
will remain critical for enabling development
assistance to expand people’s freedoms.

that have explored a diverse range of topics—
from empowerment and decentralization to
gender and climate change and to policy impli-
cations. Universities around the world offer
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courses in human development. And a rich
and growing body of research has informed
policy-makers and policy activists around the
world.?> Here we point to three key priorities.
How can we improve the data and analysis to
inform debate? How should we rethink con-
ventional approaches to studying development
to ensure a people-centred vision? And how can
the vision of human development help frame
a better understanding of the dimensions of
empowerment, equity and sustainability that
are vital to expanding people’s freedoms?

Improving data and analysis
to inform debates

Data and measurement have real world con-
sequences. Consider poverty. We know that
poverty is unique in each region, group, fam-
ily and individual. For instance, in Mexico the
poverty endured by a young boy in Juarez dif-
fers from that experienced by a Mixteca weaver
in the Sierra Madre de Oaxaca. But capturing
these realities requires appropriate data and
measures as well as institutional and political
commitment. By adopting measures flexible
and rigorous enough to comprehend poverty’s
many dimensions, the Mexican government
has increased policy awareness of the breadth
and depth of deprivation and informed policy
priorities (box 6.4).

6.4

In 2009 Mexico became the first country to adopt a multidimensional poverty measure
reflecting the multiple deprivations households face. The National Council for the Evalu-
ation of Social Policy (CONEVAL) used a measure similar to the Multidimensional Poverty
Index that we apply to more than 100 countries in this Report.

CONEVAL's approach addresses mandates in Mexico's Constitution and the 2004 Gen-
eral Law on Social Development. Individuals are considered multidimensionally poor
when their income is too low to purchase the goods and services they need and when
they are deprived in at least one of six dimensions: education, healthcare, social security,
housing quality, basic household utilities and access to food. CONEVAL uses a biennial
survey, in place since 1984, to track trends in multidimensional poverty and identify the
number of dimensions in which households are deprived and the contribution of each
deprivation to the intensity of poverty. Charged with monitoring the effectiveness of
national social assistance programmes, CONEVAL can chart people’s well-being in rela-
tion to a range of social deprivations.

Mexico’s new multidimensional poverty measure

Source: Alkire and Santos 2010.
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Policy-making is becoming more evidence-
based. Data today are better than in 1990,
and the value of data analysis, monitoring and
evaluation are increasingly well recognized.
Through international conventions most gov-
ernments are committed to monitoring eco-
nomic, social, cultural, civil and political
rights—including those of women, people with
disabilities, indigenous peoples and children—
in ways that meaningfully assess equitable
progress. International agencies and initiatives
have supported and helped set standards for
data gathering, notably the UN Statistics Divi-
sion, the United Nations Educational, Scien-
tific and Cultural Organization and the World
Bank. In addition to official data collection,
many nongovernmental bodies—such as uni-
versities, civil society groups and commercial
firms—are collecting data that contribute to
assessing human development.

But the quality, timeliness, relevance and
accessibility of data remain perennial obstacles
for policy-making, research and international
assistance. These shortcomings affect both
administrative data (school enrolment, causes
of death) and survey information on individu-
als, households and firms. It is astounding, for
example, that in 2010 there are still no compa-
rable country data for maternal mortality over
time. Widening the scope of data collection
and improving the quality and timeliness of
existing data are dual imperatives. Broadening
access to the data of commercial data collectors
is another issue to resolve.

Micro and household survey data have
improved greatly since 1990—enabling us to
use our new measures to estimate inequality
and multidimensional poverty.“’ But country
coverage and frequency remain low. Complex
houschold surveys can reveal the connections
among indicators, but they are costly and time-
consuming. Lighter surveys also make valuable
contributions. Good internationally compa-
rable data are lacking in such critical areas as
informal work, empowerment, protection from
violence, and social and community relations.*!
Work is needed to integrate measurement
of economic aggregates like GNI and their
distribution—now based on different sources.
Gender-disaggregated data on time use, control



of economic assets, decision-making and vio-
lence are scarce, with neglect of unpaid work a
major issue (box 6.5).

For emerging measures of well-being, broad
conventions are needed for defining indicators.
One initiative encouraging debate on these
issues is the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development Global Project on

Measuring the Progress of Societies.

Towards a new economics
of human development

The weak long-term association between income
growth and changes in education and health

is an important ﬁnding and requires vigorous
exploration.*> Economists and social scientists
need to better understand the dynamics and
interconnections. Such studies would comple-
ment the extensive literature on economic
growth and create a richer awareness of what
advances human development alongside growth.

The economics of growth and its relation-
ship with the study of development requires
radical rethinking. A vast theoretical and
empirical literature almost uniformly equates
economic growth with economic develop-
ment. Its theoretical models typically assume
that people care only about consumption, and
the analysis of optimal policies follows the
same route.** The bias is extended to growth

The need to recognize unpaid work

Unpaid work, including housework and care of children and the elderly in homes and communities, contrib-
utes to well-being and to economic growth by producing a labour force that is fit, productive, knowledgeable
and creative. Yet national statistics, including gross domestic product (GDP) and gross national income (GNI),
ignore the home production activities carried out mainly by women in all economies and cultures (see fig-
ure). Similarly, despite the importance of unpaid care work to meeting many of the Millennium Development
Goals, the goals do not mention it.

GDP neglects a disproportionate amount of women’s work

Excluded from GDP

Ay udedinor

Source: Budlender 2008; Stiglitz, Sen, and Fitoussi 2009.

The omission of unpaid care work from national accounts leads to sizeable undercounts in all countries. By
applying the wage rate of a general household worker to the number of hours that people spend on house-
work, the United Nations Research Institute for Social Development estimates that the omissions equal 10-39
percent of GDP. Incorporating unpaid work in national accounts would better reflect the realities of time use,
especially for women.

Source: Stiglitz, Sen, and Fitoussi 2009; UNRISD 2010.
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econometrics, where estimates of the growth
effects of policies are the basis of policy recom-
mendations. The assumption—often explicit—
is that maximizing growth should be the pol-
icy-maker’s objective.

The central contention of the human devel-
opment approach, by contrast, is that well-
being is about much more than money. We
care about the possibilities that people have to
advance life plans they have reason to value—
income is critical but so are having access to
education and being able to lead a long and
healthy life, to influence the decisions of soci-
ety and to live in a society that respects and val-
ues everyone. A vast array of evidence supports
this view that people care about much more
than income or consumption,45 Theoretical
and empirical models that assume that people
aim only to maximize consumption are clearly
deficient for studying human development.
For example, the sustainability indicators dis-
cussed in chapter 4 are largely based on models
in which agents care only about consumption
now and in the future; still unexplored are the
consequences of introducing education and
health as objectives.*®

Precisely because we care about so many
different aspects of life we need an economics
of development that explicitly recognizes its
multidimensionality. This statement applies
as much to the normative assessment of poli-
cies as it does to the models used to analyse and
understand development progress. Our under-
standing of the complex connections between
growth and the nonincome dimensions of
human development is rudimentary. Human
development goals need to be integrated into
a framework that supports growth with equity
and into well designed sectoral policies. We
need to avoid the old discourse of being “for” or
“against” growth. What is crucial is the expan-
sion of people’s real freedoms, and the greater
command over goods and services made possi-
ble by rising income is important in facilitating
the expansion of freedoms. But trade-offs can
arise between multiple objectives and need to
be carefully assessed, just as positive synergies
need to be identified and exploited.

The potential distortions from elevating
growth above all other dimensions of human

development are perhaps best illustrated by
considering environmental degradation. Over
the past 20 years, since the first Earth Sum-
mit in Rio de Janeiro, the importance of natu-
ral resources and the environment in develop-
ment has become very clear. We face enormous
challenges with water reserves, land degrada-
tion, climate change and the widespread loss
of biological diversity and ecological services—
challenges that impose new hurdles to promot-
ing growth and broader progress in human
development. Weak management of natu-
ral resources and the environment creates a
heavier burden for poor people, who are usually
more reliant on these resources for their liveli-
hoods and who lack the assets to adapt to these
changes or to absorb the additional cost. And
poverty and low human development can lead
to environmental degradation—for example,
lack of secure land tenure often results in over-
farming and land degradation.?’
Environmental damage is not an isolated
example. In chapters 3 and 4 we showed that
high GDP growth does not necessarily mean
progress in health, education or other dimen-
sions of human development. Thus the factors
and policies that foster high growth are not
always the same as those that advance human
development. The cross-country research dis-
cussed in chapter 3 found very different effects
from such variables as urbanization, trade,
democracy and institutions on growth and
nonincome HDI. Our discussion of health
and education improvements showed that the
international transmission of ideas and tech-
nologies was a key factor in advances in these
dimensions—in contrast to income growth,
where productivity differences are vast and per-
sistent.*® Likewise, our case studies of success-
ful performers often point—in contrast to the
growth literature—to large public health and
education initiatives.*’ The implication of these
results is not that growth and human develop-
ment cannot advance together but that it is a
serious mistake to judge policies and institu-
tional reforms solely on their effect on income,
as much of the applied growth literature does.
Thus our call for a new economics of
human development. The objective of this
new framework would be goals related to



well-being. Growth and other policies would
be evaluated and pursued vigorously insofar
as they advanced human development in the
short and long term. The analysis would be
relevant for developed and developing coun-
tries alike. Creating such a framework would
be a demanding and complex undertaking—
particularly if framed, as it must be, to recog-
nize the sensitivity of climate to patterns of
human activity. This research agenda would
build on the work of research groups that have
already made valuable contributions in these
areas and on the research applying quantita-
tive and qualitative interdisciplinary analysis of
the relationships between growth and human
development.

Research directions

Just as human development is about much more
than income, so too is it about much more than
the three components included in the HDI—
health, education and income. In our reaffir-
mation of the human development concept, we
stressed the need to consider how opportunities
are distributed, how much power people have
to shape their future and how today’s choices
affect the future. Past HDRs have greatly
advanced our understanding of these dimen-
sions, such as democracy, cultural liberties and
climate change. Yet much more can be done to
deepen our understanding of the relationship
between human development and these broader

dimensions—as highlighted below.

Empowerment

The ability of individuals and groups to engage
with, shape and benefit from political and
other development processes in households,
communities and countries is a vital com-
ponent of people’s freedoms. As we showed
in chapter 3, empowerment has been linked
with positive outcomes in health, education
and other dimensions of human development.
The outcomes that individuals and groups can
bring about depend largely on power relations
in society, both in the public sphere (political
institutions and the market) and the private
(gender relations within households).”®

Empowerment is closely associated with
participation: the possibility for all people,
including poor and marginalized people, to
have their voices heard and to participate
meaningfully in shaping debates that affect
their lives. This notion has broad resonance,
especially among civil society. In a survey of
civil society organizations for this Report,
three-quarters of respondents agreed “to the
highest extent” that empowerment was integral
to human development (box 6.6).

While the Political Freedom Index of the
1991 HDR created an uproar (the index was
subsequently withdrawn), the issue of politi-
cal freedom has surfaced repeatedly in global
and National HDRs. Yet in research for this
year’s Report, it once again became clear that
this is highly contentious terrain. Article 21 of
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights
enshrines the right to “periodic and genuine
elections which shall be by universal and equal
suffrage and shall be held by secret vote or by
equivalent free voting procedures.” But in prac-
tice the political institutions of government are
very heterogeneous.

Chapter 4 considered several existing mea-
sures of empowerment, underlining the scope
for further research and debate and build-
ing on national and local discussions, such

= B 6 Some views from civil society on human
= Uy development and empowerment

In background research for this Report, we conducted an Internet-based survey of civil
society organizations to learn their views. Respondents represented organizations rang-
ing in size from 1 to 12,000 staff and volunteers working in a wide range of countries.
Nearly all (94 percent) believed that having the opportunity to participate in societal
decision-making is a critical aspect of development, and 76 percent agreed “to the high-
est extent” that empowerment is an integral component of human development. The
most important dimensions of empowerment were identified as literacy and education,
the right to vote and freedom of expression (see table).

Civil society views on most important dimensions of empowerment

Dimension Most important (%) @ Dimension Most important (%)
Literacy and education 66 Decision-making in home 29
Right to vote 54 Joining voice with others 27
Freedom of expression 52 Protesting 19
Choosing one's own destiny 35 Standing or running for elected office 18
Making personal choices 33 Group identity 12

Source: Civil society organization survey conducted by HDRO staff.
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as the recent National HDRs. Given that the
measures used are so often contested, we are
exploring new ways to develop a measure that
highlights areas of consensus. For example, the
theory of partial orderings can be used to build
comparisons across countries that are robust
to the weights used for cach component—thus
less vulnerable to disagreements on the relative
relevance of each of them.

Participation is essential in defining the
objectives of development and influencing
decisions through engagement and dialogue.
But meaningful participatory processes are
complex. The national dialogue that fed into
Bolivia’s Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper is
widely acknowledged to have tipped the bal-
ance of power towards disadvantaged groups.’*
However, other participation mechanisms,
such as governmentled consultations on reli-
gious arbitration in Canada and on secular-
ism in France, have been criticized for allow-
ing participation only on predefined themes.?
Fruitful areas for research include the effects
of national and local democratic structures on
the forms of people’s engagement, national and
international policies to protect civil liberties,
and community initiatives to monitor and hold
governments accountable.

To move beyond mere formal consulta-
tion, people need the capabilities, information
and institutional structures to advance claims
effectively (see chapter 4). Democratic struc-
tures provide the preconditions for human
development, but governments need to be fully
accountable to their people in promoting the
expansion of freedoms. A human development
approach takes these antecedents very seriously
while also considering a broader range of soci-
etal structures and institutions that are more
(or less) conducive to process freedoms and
mechanisms that support individual and group
empowerment.

Inequality

Inequality in a range of dimensions and across
groups—including women and men and poor
and affluent—is a growing challenge to prog-
ress in human development. This Report has
documented how multidimensional and gen-
der inequality erode human development. And

many Regional, National and Local HDRs
have investigated inequality in income and
other human development outcomes.’* Per-
sistent inequalities, often structural, affect
the opportunities available to people. Gender
inequality, and its impact on human develop-
ment, has received particular attention.’®

Today, we know a lot more about the mul-
tiple dimensions of inequality, but we still have
only a limited understanding of their evolution
and key drivers.>® We need to know more about
how inequality interacts with structural forces,
particularly with political economy factors and
inequality in empowerment.”” Various social
and economic policies have addressed inequali-
ties, while other policies, though not specifi-
cally aimed at equity effects, have nonetheless
improved equity. We need a better sense of
when and how progressive policies have played
out in practice.

Research on inequality could systemati-
cally address the multiple manifestations of
inequality and its underlying drivers. Chap-
ter 5 gives us a snapshot of these differences
and provides a fuller characterization of
inequalities than was previously available.
Priorities for analysis include the overlapping
inequalities faced by specific groups—includ-
ing women and girls, some ethnic groups and
indigenous peoples—and how disadvantages
interact and reinforce each other. Economic
opportunities, legal guarantees, political par-
ticipation and spatial inequalities should be
jointly explored. Innovations in mapping
techniques could visually display the distri-
bution of human development nationally and
regionally. Case studies of successful initia-
tives to address inequalities can suggest pos-
sible entry points for change.

Policy recommendations to reduce inequal-
ity have typically focused on redistributing
income, promoting access to services and, to
less extent, introducing progressive taxation.
The HDR research agenda builds on these
efforts to explore reforms aimed at address-
ing structural inequalities, which may relate
in turn to political empowerment of disadvan-
taged groups and institutional change. The role
of the state in eliminating barriers to empower-

ment and inclusion is a major theme.



Vulnerability and sustainability

Human development is about more than
achieving desirable outcomes—it is also about
securing these achievements against pres-
ent or future threats. Previous HDRs, includ-
ing the 1994 HDR on human security and
the 2007/2008 HDR on climate change, have
studied vulnerability and security at multiple
levels—individual, national and global.

The relationships between progress in
human development and risk warrant deeper
investigation. This Report has made the
case that all good things do not always come
together. Advances in some aspects of well-
being may be possible only at the cost of higher
individual and collective risk. This is illustrated
by the former Soviet bloc countries, whose cen-
trally planned economies generated stable out-
comes for many of their citizens but were not
able to produce strong, sustained economic
progress,58 Innovation and efﬁciency require
at least some degree of competition, although
competition can also breed some uncertainty
and risk.>?

How does the human development
approach help us think about trade-offs
between risk and progress? In a general sense
the answer is obvious: we should search for
solutions that mitigate risk without sacrificing
broad-based advances in well-being. But this is
not always possible, and when it is not, societies
need to confront hard choices. The pendulum
seems to have swung too far in the direction of
ignoring insecurity and vulnerability. Perhaps
this is why, despite the advances documented
in chapter 2, opinion surveys consistently show
widespread dissatisfaction with key aspects of
life—including those linked with security.®® A
reassessment is in order.

Consider again the dangers of catastrophic
climate change, the cumulative effect of con-
centrating exclusively on economic growth and
callously disregarding the warning signs of the
resulting damage to the planet. But there are
numerous other examples, as when liberaliza-
tion leads to both increased income and lower
job stability or when financial deregulation leads
to higher growth but increased risk of crises.!

Measuring risk and vulnerability is difh-
cult.®? Policy-makers have an array of data for

measuring aggregates—be they health, educa-
tion, income or other quantifiable indictors of
progress—but much weaker information about
the risk of say, losing one’s job, falling into
recession or experiencing a natural disaster.
This is partly because risk involves uncertainty.
But it is also because we lack good measures of
the risks we have faced in the past.

Risk raises concerns about sustainability.
Since we are never certain what will happen
in the future, all plans involve some degree
of risk and vulnerability. But the trade-offs
become different when we compare across
generations and have to evaluate the effect
of today’s decisions on people who have not
been born. Neoclassical economists would
define a discount rate to trade off well-being
across generations. But assigning weights
to different generations raises serious ethi-
cal dilemmas: discounting the well-being of
future generations just because they are not
yet born seems unjustified, but sustainable
human development cannot be isolated from
concerns about poverty and inequality in
the current generation.®® Deeper conceptual
thinking is necessary to work out alternative
principles.

Measuring sustainability also requires
considerably more work—many current mea-
sures differ radically in their conceptual basis
and conclusions. A sound measure of sustain-
able human development, for example, should
reflect how societies use various resources over
time and judgements about which resources
are substitutes or complements. This approach
would differ from existing measures in consid-
ering not only the sustainability of consump-
tion and production but also that of human
development more broadly—including health,
education, equity and empowerment.

Addressing sustainability increases ten-
sions between intragenerational and inter-
generational equity because not every policy
will benefit poor people today as well as future
generations. Key policy questions relate to
the transition to renewable energy, develop-
ment links with the green economy and green
growth, and other market mechanisms, such as
green taxes, cap and trade schemes for the envi-

ronment, and regulatory frameworks to prevent
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unsustainable use of resources—including
property rights and financial oversight.

The risks inherent in climate change
demand decisive action. In recognition, the
2011 HDR will focus on vulnerability and sus-
tainability. A new global HDR on sustainabil-
ity can broaden the debate on what should be
sustained and what steps are needed to protect
the world’s most vulnerable people. Releas-
ing the sustainability HDR in advance of the
next Farth Summit in Rio de Janeiro in 2012
can influence the debate as the 1992 HDR did
before the first Earth Summit.®* A frank and
open discussion of links, conflicts and comple-
mentarities will also help clarify the concept of

sustainable human development.

This Report has underlined the value and
robustness of the human development
approach in thinking about and addressing the
challenges of the 21st century.

The review of experience was broad, high-
lighting new findings that deserve further
attention. People around the world have expe-
rienced dramatic improvements in some key
aspects of their lives. They are healthier, more
educated and wealthier and have greater power
to select their leaders than at any other time in
history. As a result, they have expanded their
capabilities to lead better lives.

But we have also seen that the pace of prog-
ress is highly variable and that people in some
countries and regions have experienced far
slower improvements. Stark inequalities and
vulnerabilities remain and are increasing in
many places, giving rise to—and reflecting—
acute power imbalances. And serious questions
are being raised about the sustainability of cur-
rent patterns of production and consumption.

We cast new light on some perennial chal-
lenges, not least the many dimensions of pov-
erty and inequality. We identified persistent—
and in some areas growing—inequalities in a

range of dimensions across various groups as

major challenges to progress in human devel-
opment. The investigation of gender dispari-
ties revealed that some countries have achieved
good outcomes in important areas but that
gaps remain unacceptably large. A new measure
of multidimensional poverty showed the inten-
sity and reach of serious deprivation for more
than 100 countries.

This final chapter proposed an agenda for
expanding human development. Drawing on
the rich legacy of thinking in this and related
traditions, it focused on policies and research.
On the policy front we identified the need for
a principle-based approach to policy guidance;
the importance of local context, particularly
state capacity and the social contract within a
country; and the importance of global forces,
notably global governance and aid and partner-
ships. On the research front we highlighted the
needs for collecting better data on the dimen-
sions of human development, rethinking the
conceptual basis for the study of development
and investigating how the human development
vision can better inform our understanding of
the broader dimensions that are vital to our
understanding of human development.

“Human progress,” wrote Martin Luther
King, Jr., “never rolls in on wheels of inevita-
bility. It comes through tireless efforts and
persistent work. . .. [W]ithout this hard work,
time itself becomes an ally of the forces of
social stagnation.”® The human development
idea exemplifies these efforts, carried out by a
committed group of thinkers and practitio-
ners who wanted to change the way we think
about the progress of societies. But fully real-
izing the human development agenda requires
going much further. Putting people at the cen-
tre of development is more than an intellectual
exercise—it means making progress equitable
and broad-based, enabling people to become
active participants in change and ensuring that
achievements are not attained at the expense of
future generations. Meeting these challenges
is not only possible but necessary—and more
urgent than ever.
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advanced at a steady annual pace of three more months a year
over the past 160 years, with no deceleration over time.

To evaluate whether this generates the convergence, we
unbounded the variables through a logit transformation

=I5,

where x is the variable in question and ¥ denotes its upper
bound and confirmed the convergence results. Beta conver-
gence tests (see Barro and Sala-i-Martin 2003) associated with
the logit transform of literacy, gross enrolment and mean years
of schooling reject the hypothesis of no convergence with p-val-
ues of less than 1 percent for all three variables. A statistically
significant decline in the relationship between initial levels and
log changes was found for all variables except income, both in
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the scale in either figure 2.4 or figure 2.7, suggesting thatit is not
due to countries hitting an upper bound.

WHO 2008: 2.

This is consistent with a faster increase in longevity in develop-
ing countries as the higher absolute reductions in infant mortal-
ity have a significant effect on life expectancy. Also note that
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Walton 2010.

Pineda and Rodriguez 2010.

Data on conflict from UCDP and PRIO (2009). We define as
conflicts those that involve two parties, of which one is the
government of a state, and that result in at least 1,000 battle-
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Chapter 5

1 See for example, Narayan and others (2000) and UNDESA
(2009b).

2 Because the aspects of well-being and inequality measured by
the GlI differ from those measured by the [HDI, the associated
loss in achievement can be higher than the loss in human devel-
opment captured by the IHDI.

3 Foster, Lopez-Calva, and Szekely 2005. See also Alkire and Fos-
ter (2010).

4 The measure is the general mean of general means, a class of
measures derived from Atkinson’s (1983) seminal work on the
measurement of inequality. Its basic desirable properties are path
independence (the order of aggregation across populations and
dimensions can be altered without affecting the value of the HDI)
and subgroup consistency. See Technical note 2 for further details.

5 Calculating the IHDI requires setting a parameter that captures
how much people dislike inequality. The parameter can range
from 0 to infinity; we use a value of 1. This fairly mild adjustment
for inequality moderately penalizes inequality in each dimen-
sion; see Technical note 2 for more details. The choice of param-
eter involves a normative judgement analogous to that for other
policy-relevant norms—for example, in establishing a threshold
for relative and absolute poverty. It also reflects judgement about
how much inequality matters. The academic literature addresses
both theoretical and empirical issues (see Atkinson 1983 and
Pirttila and Uusitalo 2010). Another strand of the literature
attempts to distinguish between inequality that is justified and
inequality that is not (see Roemer 1998). Social preferences for
redistribution have been examined based on the tax and transfer
systems in place (see Bourguinon and Spadaro 2005).

6  Because of the multiplicative form of the HDI and the IHDI, the
loss in HDI due to inequality (1 — IHDI/HDI) falls between the
minimum and the maximum loss in dimensions.

7 Narayana 2008.
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While indicators in other dimensions are compared between
men and women, indicators of reproductive health are com-
pared to thresholds of no maternal death and no teenage
pregnancy.

The risk of maternal death is five times higher in teen births, in
part because girls” bodies are not yet fully developed (see Row-
bottom 2007). We use the adolescent fertility rate for girls ages
15-19. Fertility for girls below age 18 would be preferable, but
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developing countries and the gap may not have been represen-
tative of the overall picture.

This is not driven solely by the fact that both measures of
inequality are (negatively) correlated with HDI: the correlation
between the residuals of both inequality measures on the HDI is
048, which is significant at 1 percent.

Compared with HDR 2009 (UNDP—HDRO 2009; see inside back
cover for a list of HDRs), the total coverage is lower than that for
the GDI (155) but well above that for the GEM (109). As noted
earlier, the previous approach relied heavily on imputations,
which is not the case for the GII. The countries lacking sufficient
data to adjust for the Gll have HDI ranks from 6 (Lichtenstein) to
164 (Guinea-Bissau).

Thisis echoed in Pogge (2009: 21): “A credible index of develop-
ment must be sensitive to whether an increase in literacy goes
to landowners or the landless, an improvement in medical care
goes to children or to aged, an increase in enrolment to privi-
leged university students or to children in slums, an increase
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The 17 statistical tables provide an assessment
of country achievements in key aspects of
human development, including several com-
posite indices estimated by the Human Devel-
opment Report Office (HDRO) and a series
of new indicators related to sustainability and
empowerment. The methods underlying the
composite indices are detailed in Technical
notes 1-4; key aspects of other indicators are
detailed below.

The tables include data for as many of the
192 UN member states as possible, as well as
Hong Kong Special Administrative Region of
China and the Occupied Palestinian Territo-
ries. Countries and areas are ranked by their
2010 Human Development Index (HDI) value.
Key to countries on the inside back cover of the
Report lists countries alphabetically with their
HDI ranks. Data in the tables are those avail-
able to the HDRO as of 15 May 2010, unless
otherwise specified.

Six new statistical tables cover broad themes
of empowerment, sustainability and vulnerabil-
ity, human security, perceptions of individual
well-being, measures of civic and community
well-being, and decent work. Two tables reflect
the enabling environment for improved human
well-being in terms of financial flows and in
terms of economy and infrastructure.

All the indicators are available online in sev-
cral formats: individually, in predefined tables
and via a query tool that allows users to design
their own tables. Interactive media, including
maps of all the human development indices and
selected animations, are available. There are also
more descriptive materials such as country fact-
sheets as well as further technical details on
how to calculate the indices. These materials
are available in English (http://hdr.undp.org/
en/statistics), French (http://hdr.undp.org/fr/
statistiques) and Spanish (http://hdr.undp.org/

es/estadisticas).

Readers guide

Sources and definitions

The HDRO is primarily a user, not a producer,
of statistics. It relies on international data agen-
cies with the mandate, resources and expertise
to collect and compile international data on
specific indicators. Where specific data are not
available from our traditional data suppliers,
data from other credible sources are used.
Sources for all data used in compiling the
statistical tables are given at the end of cach
table with full references in the References. The
source notes show the original data components
used in calculations by the HDRO. Definitions
of key indicators are included in Definitions of
statistical terms. Other relevant information
appears in the notes at the end of each table. For
more detailed technical information about the
indicators, the relevant websites of the source
agencies should be consulted, links to which can

be found at http://hdr.undp.org/en/statistics.

Coverage of the Human
Development Index

Data availability determines HDI country cov-
erage. To enable cross-country comparisons, the
HDI is, to the extent possible, calculated based
on data from leading international data agencies
and other credible data sources available at the
time of writing. However, for a number of coun-
tries data are missing from these agencies for
one or more of the four HDI component indi-
cators. Where reliable data are unavailable and
there is significant uncertainty about the valid-
ity of data estimates, countries are excluded to
ensure the credibility of the HDI and the HDR
family of indices (see box 1).

The HDI in 2010 can be calculated for 169
countries (168 UN member countries plus Hong
Kong Special Administrative Region of China).
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Micronesia has entered the HDI table for the
first time this year, and Zimbabwe has reentered.
Dropping from the table this year are Antigua
and Barbuda, Bhutan, Cuba, Dominica, Eritrea,
Grenada, Lebanon, Oman, Saint Kitts and
Nevis, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Gren-
adines, Samoa, Seychelles and Vanuatu.

Comparisons over time and across
editions of the Report

The HDI is an important tool for monitoring
long-term trends in human development. To
facilitate trend analyses across countries, the
HDI is calculated at five-year intervals for the
period 1980-2010. Presented in table 2, these
estimates are based on a consistent methodol-
ogy (described in Technical note 1) using the
data available at the time of writing. The HDI
values and ranks presented in this Report are
not comparable to those published in earlier edi-
tions. An alternative HDI measure, the hybrid
HDI, based on indicators that are available over
alonger time span, is used in chapters 2 and 3 to
analyse long-term trends.

International data agencies continually
improve their data series, including periodi-
cally updating historical data. The year-to-year
changes in the HDI values and rankings across
editions of the Report often reflect these revi-
sions to data rather than real changes in a coun-
try. In addition, occasional changes in country
coverage can affect the HDI ranking of a coun-
try. Thus, for example, a country’s HDI rank
could drop considerably between two consecu-
tive Reports, but when comparable revised data
are used to reconstruct the HDI, the HDI rank
and value may actually show an improvement.
For this reason, statistical table 2 should be used
to see trends.

The HDI values and ranks presented in this
Report are not comparable to estimates pub-
lished in earlier editions of the Report—to look
at trends over time, readers must refer to table 2.

Inconsistencies between national
and international estimates

When compiling data series, international
agencies apply international standards and

Purchasing power parity conversions and the HDI: an illustration with the case of Cuba

The HDI uses internationally comparable data on gross national income (GNI) per capita from the World Bank (2010g). These data are expressed using
a conversion factor that allows comparisons of prices across countries. This conversion, known as purchasing power parity (PPP), is necessary to take
into account differences in the value of a dollar across countries.

Four countries have data on all HDI components except for GNI: Cuba, Irag, Marshall Islands and Palau. For three of these countries (Cuba, Marshall
Islands and Palau) this is due to the fact that they do not participate in the International Comparisons Program. Iraq lacks information about GNI for

the last 10 years.

To illustrate the options and problems that arise in attempting to reliably estimate GNI per capita in PPP terms, Cuba is used as an example. One

well known approach to estimating GNI—used by the Center for International Comparisons of Production, Income and Prices at the University of
Pennsylvania (Heston, Summers and Aten 2009)—is a regression that relies on data from the salaries of international civil servants converted at the
official exchange rate. However, because the markets in which foreigners purchase goods and services tend to be separated from the rest of the
economy, these data can be a weak guide to the prices citizens face in practice. The Center for International Comparisons of Production, Income
and Prices recognizes this problem, rating its own estimate of Cuba’s GDP as a ‘D" (the lowest grade). An alternative estimate applies the exchange
rate used in Cuba and the PPP conversion of an economy with similar attributes, but this method goes against the principle of using a country’s
legally recognized exchange rate and prices to convert its national aggregates to an international currency. Another option is to not apply any PPP
correction factor to the official exchange rate for convertible pesos. Both of these options yield far lower estimated income than the PPP correction
does. The wide variation in income estimates arising from these different techniques indicates that no single robust method exists in the absence
of reliable data.

With the support of the United Nations, Cuba is currently revising and updating its international statistics in order to establish internationally
comparable data. We can thus be optimistic that in due time comparable GNI data will become available that will allow calculation of Cuba’s HDI.
The country’s achievements in the other dimensions of the HDI (education and health) are extensively discussed in this Report.

Source: Heston, Summers, and Aten 2009.
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harmonization procedures to make national
data comparable across countries. When data
for a country are missing, an international
agency may produce an estimate if other rel-
evant information is available. In some cases
international data series may not incorporate
the most recent national data. All these fac-
tors can lead to substantial differences between
national and international estimates.

When data inconsistencies have arisen, the
HDRO has helped bring national and interna-
tional data authorities together to address them.
In many cases this has led to better statistics
becoming available. The HDRO continues to
advocate for improving international data and
actively supports efforts to enhance data qual-
ity. And it works with national agencies and
international bodies to improve data consis-
tency through more systematic reporting and
monitoring of data quality.

Country groupings and aggregates

In addition to country-level data, several aggre-
gates are shown in the tables. These are gener-
ally weighted averages that are calculated for the
country groupings described below. In general,
an aggregate is shown for a country grouping
only when data are available for at least half the
countries and represent at least two-thirds of
the available weight in that classification. The
HDRO does not impute missing data for the
purpose of aggregation. Therefore, unless oth-
erwise specified, aggregates for each classifica-
tion represent only the countries for which data
are available. Occasionally aggregates are those
from the original source rather than weighted
averages; these values are indicated with a super-

script “T.

Human development classification

In the past, HDI classification was based on
preset cut-off points of HDI values. This year
the classifications are based on quartiles and
denoted very high, high, medium and low
HDI. Because there are 169 countries, one
group must have one more country than oth-
ers; the high HDI group was assigned the extra

country.

Regional groupings

This edition divides countries into two main
groups, developed and developing, based
on HDI classification, and shows other key
groupings, such as Least Developed Coun-
tries, as defined by the United Nations.
Countries in the top quartile of the distri-
bution, those with very high HDI, are clas-
sified as developed, and the rest as developing.
The developed group is further classified into
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) members and non-
OECD members (which includes Monaco
and San Marino, even though an HDI value
is not available), while the developing group is
further classified into Arab States, East Asia
and the Pacific, Europe and Central Asia,
Latin America and the Caribbean, South Asia
and Sub-Saharan Africa, following UNDP

Regional Bureau classifications (see Country

groupings).

Country notes

Data for China do not include Hong Kong Spe-
cial Administrative Region of China, Macao
Special Administrative Region of China or Tai-
wan Province of China, unless otherwise noted.
Data for Sudan are often based on information
collected from the northern part of the country
only.

Symbols

A dash between two years, as in 2005-2010,
indicates that the data presented are the most
recent year available in the period specified,
unless otherwise noted. Growth rates are usu-
ally average annual rates of growth between the
first and last years of the period shown.

A slash between years such as 2005/2010
indicates average for the years shown, unless
otherwise noted.

The following symbols are used in the tables:
. Not available
00r0.0  Nilor negligible
— Not applicable
< Less than
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Primary data sources for the
Human Development Index

Life expectancy at birth

The life expectancy at birth estimates are from
World Population Prospects 1950-2050: The
2008 Revision (UNDESA 2009d), the official
source of UN population estimates and pro-
jections. They are prepared biennially by the
United Nations Department of Economic and
Social Affairs Population Division using data
from national vital registration systems, popu-
lation censuses and surveys.

UNDESA (2009d) classifies countries
where HIV prevalence among people ages
15-49 was 1 percent or higher during 1980—
2007 asaffected by the HIV epidemic, and their
mortality is projected by modelling the course
of the epidemic and projecting the yearly inci-
dence of HIV infection. Also considered among
the affected countries are those where HIV
prevalence has always been lower than 1 percent
and where more than 500,000 people were liv-
ingwith HIV in 2007 (Brazil, China, India, the
Russian Federation and the United States). This
brings the number of countries considered to be

affected by HIV to 58.

Expected years of schooling
The Report uses data on expected years of
schooling from the United Nations Educa-
tional, Scientific and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO) Institute for Statistics. The esti-
mates are based on enrolment by age at all levels
of education and population of official school
age for all levels of education by age.
Cross-country comparison of expected
years of schooling should be made with caution
because the length of the school year and the
quality of education are not the same in every
country and because the indicator does not
directly take into account the effects of repeti-
tion (some countries have automatic promotion
while others do not). The coverage of different
types of continuing education and trainingalso
varies across countries. Thus, where possible, the
indicator should be interpreted in the context
of complementary indicators, such as repetition

rates, as well as indicators of quality.

Mean years of schooling

In the absence of mean years of schooling data
from the UNESCO Institute for Statistics,
the Report uses estimates from Barro and Lee
(2010) that are based on population censuses and
houschold survey data compiled by UNESCO,
Eurostat and other sources to provide bench-
marks for school attainment by gender and age
group. They are presented in six categories: no
formal education, incomplete primary, complete
primary, first cycle of secondary, second cycle
of secondary, and tertiary. Barro and Lee use
country-specific information about duration of
schooling at each level to calculate the estimates.

Gross national income per capita

Data on gross national income (GNI) per capita
are from the World Bank’s (2010g) World Devel-
opment Indicators database. To better compare
standards of living across countries, data must
be converted into purchasing power parity (PPP)
terms to eliminate differences in national price
levels. The GNI estimates are based on price data
from the latest round of the International Com-
parison Program (ICP), which was conducted
in 2005 and covered 146 countries and areas.
For more than 20 countries not included in the
ICP surveys, the World Bank derives estimates
through econometric regressions, and we rely on

those here where available.

Underlying data for measures of
inequality

Inequality in the underlying distributions of
mean years of schooling and income are esti-
mated from the most recent national house-
hold surveys available from international data-
bases: Luxembourg Income Study; EU Statistics
on Income and Living Conditions; United
Nations Children’s Fund Multiple Indicator
Cluster Surveys; Measure DHS; the UN Uni-
versity’s World Income Inequality Database;
and, the World Bank’s International Income
Distribution Database. Inequality in the distri-
bution of life expectancy is estimated from life
tables produced by the United Nations Popula-

tion Division.



Human development
statistical tables

Composite measures

1 Human Development Index and its components
2 Human Development Index trends, 1980—-2010
3 Inequality-adjusted Human Development Index
4 Gender Inequality Index

5 Multidimensional Poverty Index

Dimensions of human development

6 Empowerment

7 Sustainability and vulnerability

8 Human security

9 Perceptions of individual well-being and happiness
10 Civic and community well-being

11 Demographic trends

12 Decent work

13 Education

14 Health

Cross-cutting themes

15 Enabling environment: financial flows and commitments
16 Enabling environment: economy and infrastructure
17 Access to information and communication technology



Key to HDI countries and ranks, 2010

Afghanistan
Albania

Algeria

Andorra

Angola

Argentina
Armenia

Australia

Austria

Azerbaijan
Bahamas

Bahrain
Bangladesh
Barbados

Belarus

Belgium

Belize

Benin

Bolivia, Plurinational State of
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Botswana

Brazil

Brunei Darussalam
Bulgaria

Burkina Faso
Burundi

Cambodia
Cameroon

Canada

Cape Verde
Central African Republic
Chad

Chile

China

Colombia

Comoros

Congo

Congo, Demacratic Republic of the
Costa Rica

Cote d'lvoire
Croatia

Cyprus

Czech Republic
Denmark

Djibouti

Dominican Republic
Ecuador

Egypt

El Salvador
Equatorial Guinea
Estonia

Ethiopia

Fiji

Finland

France

Gabon

Gambia

135
64
84
30

146
46
76

2
25
67
43
39

129
42
61
18
78

134
95
68
98
73
37
a8

161

166

124

131

118
159
163
45
89
79
140
126
168
62
149
91
35
28
19
147
88
77
101
90
117
34
157
86
16
14
93
151

Georgia

Germany

Ghana

Greece

Guatemala

Guinea
Guinea-Bissau
Guyana

Haiti

Honduras

Hong Kong, China (SAR)
Hungary

Iceland

India

Indonesia

Iran, Islamic Republic of
Ireland

Israel

[taly

Jamaica

Japan

Jordan

Kazakhstan

Kenya

Korea, Republic of
Kuwait

Kyrgyzstan

Lao People's Democratic Republic
Latvia

Lesotho

Liberia

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya
Liechtenstein
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Madagascar

Malawi

Malaysia

Maldives

Mali

Malta

Mauritania
Mauritius

Mexico

Micronesia, Federated States of
Moldova, Republic of
Mongolia
Montenegro
Morocco
Mozambigue
Myanmar

Namibia

Nepal

Netherlands

New Zealand
Nicaragua

Niger

74
10
130
22
116
156
164
104
145
106
21
36
17
119
108
70

15
23
80
1"
82
66
128
12
47
109
122
48
141
162
a3

44
24
135
153
97
107
160
33
136
72
a6
103
<
100
49
114
165
132
105
138

115
167

Nigeria

Norway

Pakistan

Panama

Papua New Guinea
Paraguay

Peru

Philippines

Poland

Portugal

Qatar

Romania

Russian Federation
Rwanda

Sédo Tomé and Principe
Saudi Arabia
Senegal

Serbia

Sierra Leone
Singapore

Slovakia

Slovenia

Solomon Islands
South Africa

Spain

Sri Lanka

Sudan

Suriname

Swaziland

Sweden

Switzerland

Syrian Arab Republic
Tajikistan

Tanzania, United Republic of
Thailand

The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
Timor-Leste

Togo

Tonga

Trinidad and Tobago
Tunisia

Turkey
Turkmenistan
Uganda

Ukraine

United Arab Emirates
United Kingdom
United States
Uruguay

Uzbekistan
Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of
Viet Nam

Yemen

Zambia

Zimbabwe

142

125
94
137
96
63
97
41
40
38
a0
65
152
127
95
144
60
158
27
31
29
123
110
20
91
154
94
121

13
1M
112
148

92

71
120
139

85

a9

81

83

87
143

69

32

26

92
102

75
113
133
150
169



Human Development Index
and its components

Human Development Life expectancy Mean years Expectedyears  Gross national income GNI per capita rank Nonincome
Index (HDI) value? atbirth of schooling of schooling (GNI) per capita minus HDI rank HDI value
HDI rank (years) (years) (years) (PPP 2008 $)
2010 2010 2010 2010° 2010 2010 2010
VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
1 Norway 0.938 81.0 126 173 58,810 2 0.954
2 Australia 0.937 819 120 20.5 38,692 n 0.989
3 New Zealand 0.907 80.6 125 19.7 25438 30 0979
4 United States 0.902 796 124 157 47,094 5 0917
5 lreland 0.895 803 116 179 33,078 20 0.936
6 Liechtenstein 0.891 79.6¢ 1034 148 81,011¢f =5 0.861
7 Netherlands 0.890 803 112 16.7 40,658 4 0911
8 (anada 0.888 81.0 115 16.0 38,668 6 0913
9 Sweden 0.885 813 116 156 36,936 8 0911
10 Germany 0.885 80.2 122 15.6 35,308 9 0.915
11 Japan 0.884 83.2 15 15.1 34,692 11 0915
12 Korea, Republic of 0.877 79.8 1.6 16.8 29,518 16 0918
13 Switzerland 0.874 82.2 103 155 39,849 -1 0.889
14 France 0.872 81.6 104 16.1 34341 9 0.898
15 Israel 0.872 81.2 119 156 27,831 14 0916
16 Finland 0.871 80.1 103 171 33,872 8 0.897
17 Iceland 0.869 821 10.4 182 2917 20 0.928
18 Belgium 0.867 803 10.6 159 34,873 3 0.888
19 Denmark 0.866 787 103 169 36,404 = 0.883
20 Spain 0.863 813 104 16.4 29,661 6 0.897
21 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 0.862 825 100 138 45,090 -1 0.860
22 Greece 0.855 79.7 105 16.5 27,580 8 0.890
23 Ity 0.854 814 9.7 163 29,619 4 0.882
24 Luxembourg 0.852 799 10.1 133 51,109 -18 0.836
25 Austria 0.851 804 98 150 37,056 -9 0.859
26 United Kingdom 0.849 798 95 159 35,087 -6 0.860
27 Singapore 0.846 80.7 838 144" 48,893 -19 0831
28 (zech Republic 0.841 769 123 152 2,678 10 0.886
29 Slovenia 0.828 788 9.0 16.7 25,857 3 0.853
30 Andorra 0.824 80.8°¢ 1041 115 38,056 -15 0817
31 Slovakia 0.818 751 11.6 149 21,658 12 0.854
32 United Arab Emirates 0.815 7.7 9.2 1.5 58,000 -28 0.774
33 Malta 0.815 80.0 9.9 144 21,004" 1 0.850
34 Estonia 0.812 73.7 120 158 17,168 13 0.864
35 Cyprus 0.810 80.0 99 138 21,962 6 0.840
36 Hungary 0.805 739 17 153 17,472 10 0.851
37 Brunei Darussalam 0.805 774 75 14.0 49,915 =30 0.769
38 Qatar 0.803 76.0 73 127 79.426™ -36 0.737
39 Bahrain 0.801 76.0 94 143 26,664 -8 0.809
40 Portugal 0.795 791 8.0 155 22,105 0 0.315
41 Poland 0.795 76.0 100 152 17,803 4 0.834
42 Barbados 0.788 717 93 134" 21,673 0 0.806
HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
43 Bahamas 0.784 744 11.1be 116 25,201° -9 0.788
44 Lithuania 0.783 721 109 16.0 14,824 7 0.832
45 Chile 0.783 788 9.7 145 13,561 1 0.840
46 Argentina 0.775 5.7 93 155 14,603 6 0.821
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Human Development Index and its components

Human Development Life expectancy Mean years Expected years  Gross national income GNI per capita rank Nonincome
Index (HDI) value? at birth of schooling of schooling (GNI) per capita minus HDI rank HDI value

HDI rank (years) (years) (years) (PPP 2008 $)

2010 2010 2010 2010° 2010 2010 2010
47 Kuwait 0.771 719 6.1 125 55,719 -4 0714
43 latvia 0.769 73.0 10.4 154 12,944 13 0.822
49 Montenegro 0.769 746 10.654 1440 12,491 16 0.825
50 Romania 0.767 732 10.6 14.8 12,844 13 0.820
51 Croatia 0.767 76.7 9.0 138 16,389 -2 0.798
52 Uruguay 0.765 76.7 8.4 157 13,808 3 0.810
53 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 0.755 745 73 16.5 17,068 -5 0.775
54 Panama 0.755 76.0 94 135 13,347 4 0.79
55 Saudi Arabia 0.752 733 78 135 24,726 -20 0.742
56 Mexico 0.750 76.7 8.7 13.4 13,971 =3 0.785
57 Malaysia 0.744 747 95 125 13,927 -3 0775
58 Bulgaria 0.743 737 99 137 11,139 10 0.795
59 Trinidad and Tobago 0.736 69.9 9.2 14 24,33 -3 0719
60 Serbia 0.735 744 95 135 10,449 1 0.788
61 Belarus 0.732 69.6 93b4 146 12,926 1 0.763
62 CostaRica 0.725 79.1 83 17 10,870 7 0.768
63 Peru 0.723 737 96 138 8,424 14 0.788
64 Albania 0.719 769 10.4 13 7,976 19 0.787
65  Russian Federation 0.719 67.2 88 14.1 15,258 =15 0.729
66 Kazakhstan 0.714 65.4 103 15.1 10,234 6 0.756
67 Azerbaijan 0.713 708 10.2%° 130 8,747 8 0.769
68 Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.710 75.5 8.7b4 13.0 8,222 12 0.771
69 Ukraine 0.710 68.6 13 146 6,535 20 0.794
70 Iran, Islamic Republic of 0.702 79 7.2 14.0 11,764 =3 0.725
71 The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 0.701 745 82 123 9,487 3 0.742
72 Mauritius 0.701 721 72 13.0 13,344 -13 0.712
73 Brazil 0.699 729 72 138 10,607 =3 0.728
74 Georgia 0.698 720 12.1b4 126 4,902 26 0.805
75 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 0.696 74.2 6.2 14.2 11,846 -9 0.716
76 Armenia 0.695 74.2 108 119 5495 19 0.787
77 Ecuador 0.695 754 76 133 7931 7 0.749
78 Belize 0.694 769 9.2 124 5693 16 0.782
79 Colombia 0.689 734 74 133 8,589 =3 0.732
80 Jamaica 0.688 723 9.6 17 7,207 6 0.748
81 Tunisia 0.683 743 6.5 145 7979 1 0.729
82 Jordan 0.681 731 8.6 13.1 5,956 10 0.755
83 Turkey 0.679 722 6.5 138 13,359 -26 0.679
84 Algeria 0.677 729 72 128 8320 -6 0.716
85 Tonga 0.677 721 104 137 4,038 23 0.792
MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
86 Fij 0.669 69.2 110 130 4315 21 0771
87 Turkmenistan 0.669 653 9.9b0 130" 7,052 1 0.719
88 Dominican Republic 0.663 728 6.9 19 8,273 -9 0.695
89 China 0.663 735 75 114 7,258 —4 0.707
90l Salvador 0.659 720 77 121 6,498 0 0711
91 Srilanka 0.658 744 8.2 120 4,886 10 0.738
92 Thailand 0.654 69.3 6.6 135" 8,001 -1 0683
93 Gabon 0.648 613 75 127 12,747 -29 0.637
94 Suriname 0.646 69.4 7.2b4 120 7,093 -7 0681
95 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 0.643 66.3 9.2 137 4357 n 0.724
96  Paraguay 0.640 723 78 120 4,585 9 0714
97  Philippines 0.638 723 8.7 11.5 4,002 12 0.726
98 Botswana 0.633 55.5 89 124 13,204 38 0613
99 Moldova, Republic of 0.623 68.9 9.7 120 3,149 19 0.729
100 Mongolia 0.622 67.3 83 135 3619 12 0.710
101 Egypt 0.620 705 65 110 5,889 -8 0,657
102 Uzbekistan 0.617 68.2 10,054 15 3,085 7 0.721
103 Micronesia, Federated States of 0.614 69.0 8.gbe n7r 3,66 13 0.709
104 Guyana 0.611 67.9 85 122 3,302 il 0702
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Human Development Index and its components

Human Development Life expectancy Mean years Expectedyears  Gross national income GNI per capita rank Nonincome
Index (HDI) value? at birth of schooling of schooling (GNI) per capita minus HDI rank HDI value

HDI rank (years) (years) (years) (PPP 2008 $)

2010 2010 2010 2010° 2010 2010 2010
105  Namibia 0.606 62.1 74 118 6323 -14 0.629
106 Honduras 0.604 726 6.5 114 3,750 5 0.676
107 Maldives 0.602 723 47 124 5408 -1 0.636
108 Indonesia 0.600 715 57 127 3,957 2 0.663
109 Kyrgyzstan 0.598 684 93 126 2,91 17 0.726
110 South Africa 0.597 520 82 134 9,812 -37 0.581
111 Syrian Arab Republic 0.589 746 49 105" 4,760 -9 0.627
112 Tajikistan 0.580 67.3 98 114 2,020 2 0.709
113 VietNam 0.572 749 55 104 2,995 7 0.646
114 Morocco 0.567 n8 44 10.5 4,628 -10 0.594
115  Nicaragua 0.565 738 57 108 2,567 7 0.652
116 Guatemala 0.560 70.8 41 10.6 4,694 —[3) 0.583
117 Equatorial Guinea 0.538 510 54ba 8.1 22,218 -78 0.454
118 Cape Verde 0.534 79 35b0 112 3,306 —4 0573
119 India 0.519 64.4 44 103 3337 -6 0.549
120 Timor-Leste 0.502 62.1 28b0 112 5303 -3 0.485
121 Swaziland 0.498 470 7.1 103 5132 -3 0.482
122 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 0.497 659 46 9.2 23 3 0.548
123 Solomon Islands 0.494 67.0 45b0 9.1 2,172 6 0.550
124 Cambodia 0.494 62.2 58 9.8 1,868 12 0.566
125  Pakistan 0.490 67.2 49 6.8 2,678 —4 0523
126 Congo 0.489 539 59 93 3,258 -9 0.503
127 SaoTomé and Principe 0.488 66.1 4b0 102 1918 8 0.553
LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
128 Kenya 0.470 55.6 70 96 1,628 10 0541
129 Bangladesh 0.469 66.9 48 8.1 1,587 12 0543
130 Ghana 0.467 57.1 7.1 97 1,385 14 0.5
131 Cameroon 0.460 517 59 9.8 2,197 =3 0.493
132 Myanmar 0.451 62.7 40 9.2 1,59 8 0511
133 Yemen 0.439 63.9 25 86 2,387 —9 0453
134 Benin 0.435 623 35 9.2 1,499 8 0491
135 Madagascar 0.435 61.2 520 10.2 953 2 0.550
136 Mauritania 0.433 57.3 37 8.1 2,118 -5 0.454
137 Papua New Guinea 0.431 61.6 43 5.2 2,227 -10 0.447
138 Nepal 0.428 67.5 32 838 1,201 12 0.506
139 Togo 0.428 63.3 53 9.6 844 2 0.557
140 Comoros 0.428 66.2 28bo 10.7 1,176 12 0.507
141 Lesotho 0.427 459 58 103 2,021 -8 0.448
142 Nigeria 0.423 484 5004 89 2,156 -12 0.436
143 Uganda 0.422 541 47 104 1,224 5 0491
144 Senegal 0.411 56.2 35 75 1,816 =7 0433
145 Haiti 0.404 61.7 49 6.3" 949 13 0.493
146 Angola 0.403 481 4450 44 494 —47 0.353
147 Djibouti 0.402 56.1 38b4 4.7 2471 24 0.394
148 Tanzania, United Republic of 0.398 56.9 5.1 53 1,344 -1 0.441
149 Cote d'lvoire 0.397 584 33 63 1,625 -10 0.420
150 Zambia 0.395 473 6.5 72 1,359 =5 0434
151  Gambia 0.390 56.6 28 86 1,358 -5 0.426
152 Rwanda 0.385 511 33 106 1,190 -1 0432
153 Malawi 0.385 546 43 89 m 6 0.463
154 Sudan 0379 589 29 44 2,051 -2 0373
155 Afghanistan 0.349 44.6 33 8.0 1,419 —12 0358
156 Guinea 0.340 589 165 86 953 0 0380
157  Ethiopia 0.328 56.1 155 83 992 -2 0357
158 Sierra Leone 0317 4.2 29 72 809 4 0360
159  Central African Republic 0315 477 35 6.3 758 4 0.363
160 Mali 0.309 49.2 14 8.0 117 =/ 0.312
161 Burkina Faso 0.305 53.7 13b4 58 1,215 -12 0.303
162  Liberia 0.300 59.1 39 11.0 320 5 0.509
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Human Development Index and its components

Human Development Life expectancy Mean years Expected years  Gross national income GNI per capita rank Nonincome
Index (HDI) value? at birth of schooling of schooling (GNI) per capita minus HDI rank HDI value
HDI rank (years) (years) (years) (PPP 2008 %)
2010 2010 2010 2010° 2010 2010 2010
163 Chad 0.295 49.2 150 6.0 1,067 -9 0.298
164  Guinea-Bissau 0.289 486 23b4 9.1 538 1 0.362
165 Mozambique 0.284 484 12 8.2 854 =5 0.300
166 Burundi 0.282 514 27 96 402 0 0.400
167  Niger 0.261 525 14 43 675 =3 0.285
168 Congo, Democratic Republic of the 0.239 480 38 78 291 0 0.390
169  Zimbabwe 0.140 470 72 92 176 0 0472
OTHER COUNTRIES OR TERRITORIES
Antigua and Barbuda ® . . . 17,924
Bhutan @ 66.8 . 13 5,607 . .
(uba @ 79.0 102 177 . . 0.892
Dominica @ . . 125 8,549
Eritrea ® 60.4 . 55 643
Grenada © 75.8 . 134 7,998 . .
Iraq © 68.5 56 9.7 . . 0.600
Kiribati @ . . 123 3715
Korea, Democratic People’s Rep. of o 67.7 . . .
Lebanon @ 724 . 135 13,475 . .
Marshall slands . . 9.8bo 13.0 . . 0.766
Monaco @ . . .
Nauru ® . . 85
Occupied Palestinian Territories © 739 . 131 .
Oman ® 76.1 . 1.1 25,653 . .
Palau o . 12,15 149 . 0.836
Saint Kitts and Nevis - . . 123 14,19
Saint Lucia - 742 . 130 8,652
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines - 720 " 135 8,535
Samoa . 722 . 122 4126
San Marino © . . . .
Seychelles © . . 147 19,128
Somalia ® 504 . 18"
Tuvalu ® . . 112 .
Vanuatu @ 70.8 . 104 3,908
Developed
OECD 0.879 80.3 14 15.9 37,077 — 0.904
Non-OECD 0.844 80.0 10.0 13.9 42,370 — 0.845
Developing
Arab States 0.588 69.1 5.7 10.8 7,861 — 0.610
East Asia and the Pacific 0.643 72.6 72 11.5 6,403 — 0.692
Europe and Central Asia 0.702 69.5 9.2 13.6 11,462 — 0.740
Latin America and the Caribbean 0.704 740 79 137 10,642 — 0.746
South Asia 0.516 65.1 4.6 10.0 347 — 0.551
Sub-Saharan Africa 0.389 527 45 9.0 2,050 — 0.436
Very high human development 0.878 803 13 15.9 37,225 — 0.902
High human development 0.717 726 83 13.8 12,286 — 0.749
Medium human development 0.592 69.3 6.3 11.0 5,134 — 0.634
Low human development 0393 56.0 41 8.2 1,490 — 0.445
Least developed countries 0.386 57.7 37 8.0 1,393 — 0.441
World 0.624 69.3 74 123 10,631 — 0.663
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NOTES

a  See Technical note 1 for details on how the HDI is calculated.

b Refers to an earlier year than that specified.

¢ Tocalculate the HDI, unpublished estimates from UNDESA (2009d) were used. The
data are not published because the population is below 100,000.

d  Assumes the same adult mean years of schooling as Switzerland.

e Based on the growth rate of GDP per capita in purchasing power parity (PPP)

US dollars for Switzerland from IMF (2010a).

f  Based on data on GDP from the United Nations Statistics Division's National
Accounts: Main Aggregates Database, data on population from UNDESA (2009d)
and the PP exchange rate for Switzerland from World Bank (2010g).

g Inkeeping with common usage, the Republic of Korea s referred to as South Korea
in the body of this Report.

SOURCES

Column 1: Calculated based on data from UNDESA (2009d), Barro and Lee (2010),
UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2010a), World Bank (2010g) and IMF (2010a).
Column 2: UNDESA (2009d).

Column 3: Barro and Lee (2010).

Column 4: UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2010a).

Column 5: Based on data on GNI per capita and GDP per capita in PP US dollars
(current and constant prices) from World Bank (2010g) and implied growth rates of GDP
per capita from IMF (2010a).

Column 6: Calculated based on GNI per capita rank and HDI rank.

Column 7: Calculated based on data in columns 2—4.

Human Development Index and its components

Based on cross-country regression.

Assumes the same adult mean years of schooling as Spain.

Based on the growth rate of GDP per capita in PP US dollars for Spain from IMF
(2010a).

Based on data on GDP from the United Nations Statistics Division’s National
Accounts: Main Aggregates Database, data on population from UNDESA (2009d)
and the PP exchange rate for Spain from World Bank (2010g).

2007 prices.

Based on the ratio of GNIin US dollars to GDP in US dollars from World Bank
(2010).

UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2009).

Based on data on years of schooling of adults from household surveys in the World
Bank’s International Income Distribution Database.

Based on implied PPP conversion factors from IMF (2010a), data on GDP per capita
inlocal currency unit and the ratio between GNI and GDP in US dollars from World
Bank (2010g).

Based on data from United Nations Children’s Fund Multiple Indicator Cluster
Surveys.

Refers to primary and secondary education only from UNESCO Institute for Statistics
(2010a).

Based on the growth rate of GDP per capita in PPP US dollars for Fiji from IMF (2010a).
Based on data from Measure DHS Demographic and Health Surveys.
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Human Development Index

trends, 1980-2010

Human Development Index (HDI) HDI rank Average annual HDI growthrate  up, improvement
HDI rank Value Change (%) rank?
1980 1990 1995 2000 2005 2009 2010 2005-2010  2009-2010  1980-2010  1990-2010  2000-2010 19802010
VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
1 Norway 0.788 0.838 0.869 0.906 0.932 0937 0938 0 0 0.58 0.56 034 34
2 Australia 0.791 0819 0.887 0914 0.925 0935 0937 0 0 0.57 0.67 025 35
3 New Zealand 0.786 0813 0.846 0.865 0.89 0904 0.907 0 0 048 055 047 47
4 United States 0.810 0.857 0873 0.893 0.895 0899 0.902 0 0 036 025 0.10 65
5 lreland 0.720 0.768 0799 0.855 0.836 0.894 0.895 0 0 072 076 045 2
6 Liechtenstein . . . . 0.875 0.889 0.891 5 0 . . . .
7 Netherlands 0.779 0.822 0853 0.868 0.877 0.888 0.890 3 0 0.44 040 025 59
8 (anada 0.789 0.845 0.857 0.867 0.830 0.886 0.888 0 0 039 0.25 0.24 64
9 Sweden 0773 0.804 0.843 0.889 0.883 0.884 0.885 -3 0 045 048 —0.04 61
10 Germany . 0.782 0820 . 0.878 0.883 0.885 -1 0 . 0.62 . .
11 Japan 0.768 0.814 0.837 0.855 0873 0.881 0.884 1 0 047 041 033 56
12 Korea, Republic of 0616 0725 0.776 0815 0.851 0872 0877 8 0 1.18 0.95 074 11
13 Switzerland 0.800 0.824 0836 0.859 0.870 0872 0.874 0 0 030 030 018 76
14 France 0711 0.766 0.807 0.834 0.856 0.869 0872 5 2 0.68 0.65 045 37
15 lsrael 0.748 0788 0.809 0.842 0.861 0871 0872 0 -1 051 051 035 50
16 Finland 0.745 0.782 0810 0.825 0.863 0.869 0871 -2 -1 0.52 0.54 0.54 49
17 Iceland 0.747 0.792 0815 0.849 0.831 0.869 0.869 -10 0 0.50 046 023 55
18 Belgium 0743 0.797 0.840 0.863 0.858 0.865 0.867 -1 0 051 042 0.05 52
19 Denmark 0.770 0797 0821 0.842 0.860 0.864 0.866 -3 0 039 041 027 69
20 Spain 0.680 0729 0.789 0.828 0.848 0861 0.863 1 0 0.79 0.84 042 24
21 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 0.693 0.774 0797 0.800 0.842 0857 0.862 2 0 073 053 075 31
22 Greece 0.707 0.753 0.761 0.784 0.839 0853 0.855 3 0 0.63 0.64 0.86 43
23 Iy 0.703 0.764 0.795 0.825 0.838 0851 0.854 4 0 0.65 0.56 035 4
24 Luxembourg 0.719 0.784 0812 0.845 0.856 0.850 0.852 -6 0 057 042 0.08 48
25 Austria 0.727 0.777 0801 0.826 0.841 0.849 0.851 -1 0 052 045 030 58
26 United Kingdom 0.737 0.770 0.824 0823 0.845 0.847 0.849 —4 0 047 049 031 63
27 Singapore . . 0.826 0.841 0.846 1 0 .
28 (zech Republic 0.774 0.801 0.838 0841 0.841 -2 0 050
29 Slovenia 0743 0.780 0813 0826 0.828 0 0 059
30 Andorra . . 0.803 0822 0.824 2 0 .
31 Slovakia . . 0.738 0.764 0.796 0815 0818 5 0 . . 0.69 .
32 United Arab Emirates 0.627 0693 0732 0.75 0.794 0812 0815 5 1 0.87 081 0.76 23
33 Malta 0.683 0.735 0.754 0783 0.806 0813 0815 -3 -1 0.59 051 039 57
34 Estonia . . 0.700 0762 0.805 0.809 0812 -3 0 . . 063 .
35 (yprus 0.662 0723 0.766 0.768 0.793 0.809 0.810 4 0 0.67 0.57 0.54 44
36 Hungary 0.689 0692 0723 0.767 0798 0803 0.805 -1 1 052 0.76 048 66
37 Brunei Darussalam 0773 0.787 0.792 0.801 0.804 0.805 =5 -1 0.20 0.16
38 Qatar . . . 0.764 0.799 0.798 0.803 =5 0 . . 049 .
39 Bahrain 0615 0.694 0.738 0.765 0793 0.798 0.801 -1 0 0.83 0.72 046 25
40 Portugal 0.625 0.694 0.745 0.774 0.775 0.791 0.795 3 1 0.80 0.68 027 36
41 Poland 0.683 0710 0753 0.775 0.791 0.795 3 -1 0.76 0.54
42 Barbados 0.775 0.787 0788 -1 0
HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
43 Bahamas . . . 0.776 0.783 0.784 -3 0 . .
44 Lithuania . 0.709 0677 0.730 0.775 0782 0783 -2 0 . 050 071 .
45 (hile 0.607 0.675 0.707 0734 0762 0779 0783 2 0 085 074 0.65 30
46 Argentina 0.656 0.682 0.709 0.734 0.749 0772 0.775 4 0 0.56 0.64 055 70
47 Kuwait 0.675 0.760 0.763 0.764 0.769 0771 -2 0 0.44 0.10 80

m HUMAN DEVELOPMENT REPORT 2010



Human Development Index trends, 1980-2010

Human Development Index (HDI) HDI rank Average annual HDI growthrate  up,; improvement

HDI rank Value Change (%) rank?

1980 1990 1995 2000 2005 2009 2010 2005-2010  2009-2010  1980-2010  1990-2010  2000-2010 1980-2010
48 Latvia 0651 0.679 0652 0.709 0763 0.769 0.769 -2 0 0.55 0.63 081 7
49 Montenegro . . . . 0.755 0.768 0.769 =il 0 . .
50 Romania . 0.688 0674 0.690 0733 0.764 0.767 1 1 0.54 1.06
51 (roatia . . 0.690 0.720 0.752 0.765 0.767 -2 = . 0.63
52 Uruguay . 0.670 0.691 0.716 0.733 0.760 0.765 0 0 0.67 0.67
53 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya . . . . 0.726 0.749 0.755 3 1 . . . .
54 Panama 0613 0.644 0.672 0.703 0.724 0751 0755 4 =i 0.69 079 070 54
55 Saudi Arabia 0.556 0.620 0.649 0.690 0.732 0748 0752 -2 0 1.01 0.96 085 21
56 Mexico 0581 0.635 0.660 0.698 0.727 0.745 0.750 -2 0 0.85 0.83 073 38
57 Malaysia 0.541 0.616 0659 0.691 0.726 0.739 0.744 -2 1 1.06 0.94 073 19
58 Bulgaria 0.649 0.678 0678 0693 0.724 0741 0743 -1 -1 045 046 0.69 82
59 Trinidad and Tobago 0.656 0.660 0.662 0.685 0.713 0.732 0.736 1 1 0.38 0.54 0.71 84
60 Serbia . . . . 0.719 0.733 0.735 =i =i
61 Belarus . . . . 0.706 0729 0732 1 0 . . . .
62 (ostaRica 0.599 0.639 0.668 0.684 0.708 0.723 0725 =1 0 0.63 0.63 059 68
63 Peru 0.560 0.608 0.644 0675 0.695 0.718 0723 4 0 0.85 087 0.69 4
64 Albania . 0.647 0633 0670 0.700 0.716 0719 -1 0 052 0.70
65 Russian Federation . 0.692 0.644 0.662 0.693 0.714 0719 3 0 0.19 082
66 Kazakhstan . 0.650 0.620 0.614 0.696 0.711 0.714 = 0 047 151
67 Azerbaijan . . 0.563 0.597 0.655 0.710 0.713 16 0 177
68 Bosnia and Herzegovina . . . . 0.698 0.709 0.710 —4 0 . .
69 Ukraine . 0.690 0.644 0.649 0.696 0.706 0.710 =3 0 0.14 0.89
70 Iran, Islamic Republic of . 0.536 0576 0619 0.660 0.697 0.702 10 2 135 127
71 The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia . . 0.634 0.660 0.678 0.697 0701 1 -1 . . 061 .
72 Mauritius 0525 0.602 0631 0657 0.685 0.697 0.701 -2 -1 0.96 0.76 0.64 28
73 Brazl . . . 0.649 0.678 0693 0699 0 4 073
74 Georgia . . . . 0.679 0.695 0.698 =3 0 . . . .
75 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 0.611 0.620 0.633 0.637 0.666 0.696 0.696 3 -2 0.44 0.58 0.90 85
76 Armenia . . 0571 0.620 0.669 0.693 0.695 0 0 . . 1.15 .
77 Ecuador 0.576 0.612 0.630 0.642 0.676 0.692 0.695 -2 1 062 0.64 079 72
78 Belize . . . . 0.690 0.694 0.694 -9 -3 . . . .
79 Colombia 0537 0.579 0612 0.637 0.658 0.685 0.689 2 1 0.83 087 0.79 46
80 Jamaica 0.589 0.620 0.648 0.665 0.676 0.686 0.688 -6 -1 052 052 035 83
81 Tunisia 0.436 0.526 0.568 0.613 0.650 0.677 0.683 5 0 1.49 1.30 1.07 7
82 Jordan 0.509 0.564 0.59 0.621 0.652 0.677 0.681 2 0 0.97 0.94 0.92 32
83 Turkey 0.467 0.552 0.583 0.629 0.656 0.674 0.679 =i 1 1.24 1.03 0.76 14
84 Algeria 0.443 0.537 0.564 0.602 0.651 0.671 0.677 1 1 142 1.16 118 9
85 Tonga . 0.619 0.641 0.651 0.663 0675 0.677 -6 -2 . 045 039
MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
86 Fiji 0551 0612 0.636 0.651 0.667 0.667 0.669 =9 0 0.65 045 028 75
87 Turkmenistan . . . . 0.642 0.662 0.669 0 0 . .
88 Dominican Republic . 0.560 0591 0.624 0.638 0.660 0.663 0 0 . 0.85 061 .
89 China 0368 0.460 0518 0.567 0.616 0.655 0.663 8 0 1.9 1.83 157 2
90l Salvador 0456 0511 0.562 0.606 0.635 0.655 0659 0 0 1.3 127 085 16
91 Srilanka 0.513 0.558 0.584 . 0.635 0.653 0.658 0 0 0.83 0.82 . 51
92 Thailand 0483 0.546 0581 0.600 0.631 0.648 0.654 1 0 1.01 0.90 0.86 29
93 Gabon 0.510 0.593 0.610 0.616 0.628 0.642 0.648 1 1 0.80 045 050 62
94 Suriname . . . . 0.636 0.643 0.646 =5 =il .
95 Bolivia, Plurinational State of . . . 0.593 0.631 0.637 0.643 -3 0 . . 0.80 .
9 Paraguay 0528 0.557 0.580 0593 0.619 0.634 0.640 0 1 0.64 0.69 0.75 79
97 Philippines 0523 0552 0.569 0597 0.619 0.635 0638 -2 -1 0.66 072 067 78
98 Botswana 0.431 0.576 0.589 0.572 0.593 0.627 0633 2 0 1.28 0.47 1.01 15
99 Moldova, Republic of . 0.616 0.547 0.552 0.606 0.620 0.623 0 0 0.06 121
100 Mongolia . 0.520 0.502 0.539 0.588 0616 0.622 2 0 . 0.90 143 .
101 Egypt 0393 0.484 0523 0.566 0.587 0614 0.620 2 0 1.52 1.3 090 8
102 Uzbekistan . . . . 0.588 0612 0617 -1 1
103 Micronesia, Federated States of . . . . 0.614 0612 0614 -5 -1 . . . .
104 Guyana 0.500 0472 0522 0552 0.585 0.605 0611 1 0 0.67 1.29 1.02 81
105  Namibia . 0.553 0.582 0.568 0.577 0.603 0.606 2 0 . 0.46 0.64 .
106 Honduras 0.436 0.495 0523 0.552 0.579 0.601 0.604 0 0 1.09 0.99 091 27
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Human Development Index trends, 1980-2010

Human Development Index (HDI) HDI rank Average annual HDI growthrate  up; improvement
HDI rank Value Change (%) rank?
1980 1990 1995 2000 2005 2009 2010 2005-2010  2009-2010  1980-2010  1990-2010  2000-2010 1980-2010

107 Maldives . . . 0513 0.560 0.595 0.602 4 0 . . 1.60 .
TABLE 108 Indonesia 0.390 0458 0.508 0.500 0.561 0593 0.600 2 2 143 135 1.82 12
2 109 Kyrgyzstan . 0.577 0515 0.550 0.572 0.5% 0.598 0 -1 . 0.18 0.84

110 South Africa . 0.601 0.634 . 0.587 0.5% 0.597 -6 -1 . -0.03 . .

111 Syrian Arab Republic 0.470 0.519 0.546 . 0.576 0.586 0.589 =3 0 0.75 0.63 . 74

112 Tajikistan . 0.592 0.501 0.493 0.550 0.576 0.580 0 0 —0.10 1.61

113 VietNam . 0.407 0457 0.505 0.540 0.566 0.572 1 0 . 1.70 1.24 .

114 Morocco 0351 0421 0.450 0491 0.536 0.562 0.567 1 0 1.59 1.49 1.44 5

115 Nicaragua 0.440 0.454 0473 0512 0.545 0.562 0.565 -2 0 0.84 1.10 1.00 67

116 Guatemala 0.408 0451 0479 0.514 0.533 0.556 0.560 0 0 1.05 1.08 0.85 39

117 Equatorial Guinea . . . 0.477 0.510 0.536 0.538 1 0 . . 121

118 Cape Verde . . . 0.500 0.519 0.531 0.534 = 0 . . 0.64 .

119  India 0.320 0.389 0.415 0.440 0.482 0.512 0.519 1 0 161 1.44 1.66 6

120 Timor-Leste . . . . 0.428 0.497 0.502 n 0 . .

121 Swaziland . 0511 0523 0.490 0.474 0.492 0.498 0 0 -0.13 0.17

122 Lao People’s Democratic Republic . 0354 0388 0.425 0.460 0.490 0.497 4 1 1.69 1.56

123 Solomon Islands . . . 0.459 0.483 0.492 0.494 —4 -1 073

124 Cambodia . . 0385 0412 0.466 0.489 0.494 1 0 . . 1.81 .

125  Pakistan 0311 0359 0389 0416 0.468 0.487 0.490 -2 0 1.52 1.55 1.64 10

126  Congo 0.462 0.499 0.469 0.458 0.470 0.483 0.489 —4 1 0.19 —0.10 0.65 90

127 SaoTomé and Principe . . . . 0.466 0.485 0.488 =3 =1

LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

128 Kenya 0.404 0437 0435 0.424 0443 0.464 0470 = 0 0.50 037 1.03 87

129 Bangladesh 0.259 0313 0350 0.390 0.432 0.463 0.469 1 0 1.9 203 1.86 3

130 Ghana 0.363 0.399 0421 0431 0.443 0.463 0.467 =2 0 0.84 0.79 0.82 77

131 Cameroon 0.354 0418 0.408 0415 0.437 0456 0.460 -2 0 0.87 0.48 1.02 73

132 Myanmar . . . . 0.406 0.444 0451 6 0 .

133 Yemen . . . 0358 0.403 0431 0439 8 2 . . 204 .

134 Benin 0.264 0.305 0347 0386 0418 0432 0435 0 0 167 1.78 119 4

135 Madagascar . . . 0399 0420 0.436 0435 =) =) . 0.86

136 Mauritania . 0.337 0368 0390 0411 0.429 0433 0 0 . 1.25 1.05 .

137 Papua New Guinea 0.295 0349 0386 . 0.408 0.426 0431 0 1 1.27 1.07 . 2

138 Nepal 0.210 0316 0344 0375 0.400 0423 0428 5 2 237 1.52 1.34 1

139 Togo 0.347 0361 0374 0399 0.414 0.425 0428 —4 0 0.70 0.85 0.72 86

140 Comoros . . . . 0423 0.426 0428 -8 -3 . . . .

141 Lesotho 0397 0451 0452 0423 0.404 0423 0427 -1 0 0.24 -0.27 0.10 91

142 Nigeria . . . . 0.402 0419 0423 0 0 . .

143 Uganda . 0.281 0.312 0.350 0.380 0.416 0.422 4 0 . 203 187 .

144 Senegal 0.291 0331 0338 0360 0.388 0.408 0411 0 1 1.15 1.08 1.34 40

145 Haiti . . . . 0.406 0.410 0.404 -6 =1 .

146 Angola . . . 0.349 0.376 0399 0.403 2 1 145

147 Djibouti . . . . 0.382 0399 0.402 -1 -1 . .

148 Tanzania, United Republic of . 0329 0.330 0332 0.370 0392 0.398 1 1 . 0.95 181 .

149 Cote d'lvoire 0.350 0.360 0.369 0.379 0.383 0.394 0.397 —4 = 0.42 0.48 0.47 89

150  Zambia 0.382 0.423 0.371 0.345 0.360 0.387 0.395 1 0 0.1 —0.34 135 92

151 Gambia . . 0312 0343 0.362 0385 0390 =1 0 . . 1.29 .

152 Rwanda 0.249 0.215 0.192 0.277 0.334 0379 0385 2 0 1.45 292 331 13

153 Malawi 0.258 0.289 0344 0.344 0.336 0376 0385 0 0 133 1.44 113 20

154 Sudan 0.250 0.282 0310 0336 0.360 0375 0379 -2 0 139 147 119 18

155 Afghanistan . . . . 0.307 0342 0349 1 0

156 Guinea . . . . 0323 0338 0340 -1 0 .

157  Ethiopia . . . 0.250 0.287 0.324 0.328 3 0 . . 273 .

158 Sierra Leone 0.229 0.230 0.226 0.236 0.292 0313 0317 1 0 1.09 1.62 295 53

159 Central African Republic 0.265 0293 0.294 0.299 0.299 0311 0315 =1 0 0.58 037 052 88

160  Mali 0.165 0.187 0212 0.245 0.279 0305 0309 2 0 210 253 234 60

161  Burkina Faso . . . . 0.285 0303 0305 0 0 . . . .

162  Liberia 0.295 . . 0.294 0.264 0.294 0300 2 0 0.05 . 0.20 23

163 Chad . . . 0.269 0.299 0.293 0.295 -6 0 0.90

164 Guinea-Bissau . . . . 0.278 0.286 0.289 -1 0 . . . .

165 Mozambique 0.195 0.178 0.186 0.224 0.263 0.280 0.284 0 0 125 234 237 33
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Human Development Index trends, 1980-2010

Human Development Index (HDI) HDI rank Average annual HDI growthrate  up, improvement
HDI rank Value Change (%) rank?
1980 1990 1995 2000 2005 2009 2010 2005-2010  2009-2010  1980-2010  1990-2010  2000-2010 1980-2010
166 Burundi 0.181 0.236 0216 0.223 0.239 0.276 0.282 1 0 147 0.87 233 17
167 Niger 0.166 0.180 0.192 0.212 0.241 0.258 0.261 -1 0 1.51 1.87 209 45
168  Congo, Democratic Republic of the 0.267 0.261 0.226 0.201 0.223 0.233 0.239 0 0 -037 -0.44 175 9%
169  Zimbabwe 0.241 0.284 0.262 0.232 0.159 0.118 0.140 0 0 -181 -353 -5.05 95
Developed
OECD 0.754 0.798 0.827 0.852 0.868 0.876 0.879 — — 0.51 0.48 031 —
Non-0ECD 0.701 0.761 0.779 0.799 0.829 0.840 0.844 — — 0.62 0.51 0.54 —
Developing
Arab States 0.396 0.470 0.505 0.525 0.562 0.583 0.588 — — 132 1.12 1.14 —
East Asia and the Pacific 0.383 0.466 0.519 0.559 0.600 0.636 0.643 — — 173 161 1.40 —
Europe and Central Asia 0.503 0.660 0.628 0.648 0.679 0.698 0.702 — — 1.1 031 0.80 —
Latin America and the Caribbean 0.573 0.614 0.640 0.660 0.681 0.699 0.704 — — 0.68 0.68 0.64 —
South Asia 0.315 0.387 0.415 0.440 0.481 0.510 0.516 — — 1.65 1.44 1.61 —
Sub-Saharan Africa 0.293 0.354 0.358 0.315 0.366 0.384 0.389 — — 0.94 0.46 2.10 —
Very high human development 0.753 0.797 0.827 0.851 0.867 0.875 0.878 — — 0.51 0.48 0.31 —
High human development 0.556 0.633 0.634 0.659 0.692 0.712 0.717 — — 0.85 0.62 0.84 —
Medium human development 0.361 0.440 0.480 0.510 0.555 0.586 0.592 = = 1.65 1.49 1.49 =
Low human development 0.271 0310 0324 0332 0.366 0.388 0.393 — — 1.24 1.19 1.68 —
Least developed countries 0.251 0.292 0311 0.325 0.357 0.382 0.386 — — 1.44 1.40 1.72 —
World 0.455 0.526 0.554 0.570 0.598 0.619 0.624 — — 1.05 0.85 0.89 —
NOTE
a  Measured using deviation from fit (see chapter 2). Lower numbers indicate faster
improvement.
SOURCES

Columns 1-7: Calculated based on data from UNDESA (2009d), Barro and Lee (2010),
UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2010a), World Bank (2010g) and IMF (2010a).
Columns 8-13: Calculated based on Human Development Index values in the
relevant years.
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Inequality-adjusted
Human Development Index

Human Development Inequality-adjusted life Inequality-adjusted Inequality-adjusted Income Gini
Index (HDI)® Inequality-adjusted HDI expectancy at birth index education index‘ income index® coefficient
HDI rank Value Value  Overall loss (%) Changeinrank®  Value Loss (%) Value Loss (%) Value Loss (%)
2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2000-2010
VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
1 Norway 0938 0.876 6.6 0 0927 40 0919 24 0788 1311 258
2 Australia 0.937 0.864 79 0 0.934 47 0.982 17 0.702 166f 352
3 New Zealand 0.907 ® © . 0912 50 . . . . 36.2
4 United States 0.902 0.799 1.4 =9 0.886 6.0 0.863 32 0.667 n5f 40.8
5 lIreland 0.895 0.813 9.2 -3 0911 46 0.888 32 0.664 18.8f 343
6 Liechtenstein 0.891 ® o . . . . . . . .
7 Netherlands 0.890 0.818 8.1 1 0911 46 0.834 40 0.720 1531 309
8 (anada 0.888 0.812 8.6 -2 0918 50 0.834 32 0.698 1711 326
9 Sweden 0.885 0.824 6.9 4 0.934 37 0.825 36 0.726 13.0f 250
10 Germany 0.885 0.814 8.0 3 0911 44 0.858 23 0.689 16.7f 283
11 Japan 0.884 ® © . 0961 39 . . . . 249
12 Korea, Republic of 0.877 0.731 16.7 -18 0.902 48 0.663 255 0.653 18.4f 316
13 Switzerland 0.874 0.813 71 4 0941 44 0.786 20 0725 14.3f 337
14 France 0.872 0.792 9.2 -3 0932 45 0751 9.1 0.709 139f 327
15 Israel 0.872 0.763 12.5 -1 0922 48 0.799 79 0.603 n7t 39.2
16 Finland 0.871 0.806 7.5 2 0913 40 0.805 47 0.711 134f 269
17 Iceland 0.869 0.811 6.6 5 0.948 35 0.854 26 0.659 134f .
18 Belgium 0.867 0.794 8.4 2 0911 46 0.784 52 0.701 15.1f 330
19 Denmark 0.866 0.810 6.5 6 0.884 48 0813 30 0738 13f 24.7
20 Spain 0863 0.779 9.7 0 0.928 44 0781 57 0.653 18.5f 347
21 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 0.862 - .- . 0.950 41 . . . . 34
22 Greece 0.855 0.768 10.2 -2 0.907 40 0.788 58 0633 19.9f 343
23 ltaly 0.854 0.752 12.0 -5 0931 43 0.706 118 0.645 19.4f 36.0
24 Luxembourg 0.852 0.775 9.0 2 0.903 438 0.692 6.2 0.746 157f .
25 Austria 0851 0.787 75 5 0913 45 0.753 24 0.709 15.1f 29.1
26 United Kingdom 0.849 0.766 9.7 1 0.900 49 0.766 21 0.653 210f 36.0
27 Singapore 0.846 ® ® . 0.925 38 . . . . 45
28 Czech Republic 0.841 0.790 6.1 8 0.862 43 0.859 13 0.667 1221 258
29 Slovenia 0.828 0.771 6.9 5 0.891 43 0.750 40 0.685 1221 312
30 Andorra 0.824 © @ . . . . . . . .
31 Slovakia 0818 0.764 6.7 3 0816 6.5 0.821 17 0.664 17f 258
32 United Arab Emirates 0815 @ @ . 0.846 74
33 Malta 0.815 ® © . 0.897 56 . . . . .
34 Estonia 0.812 0.733 9.8 0 0.784 79 0851 3.1 0.590 17.7¢ 36.0
35 Qyprus 0.810 0.716 1.7 -1 0901 5.1 0.626 15.7 0.650 138f .
36 Hungary 0.805 0.736 8.6 3 0.79% 6.6 0815 41 0614 1479 300
37 Brunei Darussalam 0.805 o @ . 0.860 54 . . . . .
38 Qatar 0.803 o o . 0.820 14 . . . . 411
39 Bahrain 0.801 o ™ . 0816 8.1 . . . . .
40 Portugal 0.795 0.700 1.9 -1 0891 48 0670 57 0575 39° 385
41 Poland 0795 0.709 10.8 1 0.829 6.4 0728 7.1 0.590 18.4f 349
42 Barbados 0.788 ® © . 0.841 79 . . 0631 16.19
HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
43 Bahamas 0.784 0.671 14.4 —4 0777 9.7 0.665 79 0.586 2459 .
44 Lithuania 0783 0.693 11.5 1 0752 88 0.804 43 0551 206° 358
45 Chile 0783 0.634 19.0 -10 0.867 6.9 0.656 133 0.448 341f 520
46 Argentina 0775 0.622 19.7 -1 0.790 104 0.672 121 0.460 3441 48
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Inequality-adjusted Human Development Index

Human Development Inequality-adjusted life Inequality-adjusted Inequality-adjusted Income Gini
Index (HDI) Inequality-adjusted HDI expectancy at birth index educ index? income index® coefficient
HDI rank Value Value Overall loss (%) Change in rank® Value Loss (%) Value Loss (%) Value Loss (%)
2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2000-2010
47 Kuwait 0.771 @ ® . 0.850 73 . . . . .
48 latvia 0.769 0.684 11.0 2 0.768 85 0.778 33 0.536 205f 363
49 Montenegro 0.769 0.693 9.9 4 0.801 73 0.711 9.6 0.584 126" 36.9
50 Romania 0.767 0.675 121 3 0.751 109 0.693 131 0.590 1229 321
51 Croatia 0.767 0.650 153 -2 0.844 6.0 0.636 104 0512 27.89 290
52 Uruguay 0.765 0.642 16.1 -2 0.806 10.1 0653 108 0.504 263f 471
53 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 0.755 @ @ . 0.759 121 . . . . .
54 Panama 0.755 0.541 283 -20 0.766 136 0.644 99 0321 526° 549
55 Saudi Arabia 0.752 @ @ . 0.737 127 . . . . .
56 Mexico 0.750 0.593 21.0 -8 0.787 123 0.564 179 0.469 316f 516
57 Malaysia 0.744 © ® . 0.797 8.0 . . 0.488 27° 37.9
58 Bulgaria 0743 0.659 113 5 0.771 94 0.682 8.1 0.545 16.19 29.2
59 Trinidad and Tobago 0.736 0.621 15.5 -2 0.653 174 0611 6.6 0601 219h 403
60 Serbia 0.735 0.656 10.8 6 0783 9.0 0.640 1.1 0.562 A 282
61 Belarus 0.732 0.664 9.3 9 0.716 88 0683 80 0.599 11.19 28
62 (ostaRica 0.725 0.576 20.6 -6 0.858 83 0519 7.7 0428 37f 489
63 Peru 0.723 0.501 30.7 26 0.709 16.5 0.510 30.2 0.348 4279 50.5
64 Albania 0.719 0.627 12.7 4 0.802 10.9 0.601 127 0512 14.49 330
65  Russian Federation 0.719 0.636 11.5 7 0.661 15 0631 112 0.616 1199 837
66  Kazakhstan 0714 0.617 13.6 3 0.595 172 0753 53 0525 1764 309
67 Azerbaijan 0.713 0.614 13.8 3 0613 2338 0.646 120 0.586 449 16.8
68  Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.710 0.565 20.4 -2 0.798 92 0.545 194 0416 3119 363
69 Ukraine 0.710 0.652 8.1 14 0.685 11.0 0795 28 0509 104f 27.6
70 Iran, Islamic Republic of 0.702 . . . 0.680 173 . . . . 383
71 The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 0.701 0.584 16.7 4 0.773 104 0.527 175 0.489 218h 428
72 Mauritius 0.701 ® ® . 0.731 1.4 . . . . .
73 Brazil 0.699 0.509 27.2 =15 0.698 16.6 0470 25.7 0401 376° 55.0
74 Georgia 0.698 0.579 17.0 5 0.667 19.0 0.749 49 0388 259h 40.8
75 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 0.696 0.549 21.2 -1 0.745 133 0.495 17.0 0.449 320f 34
76 Armenia 0.695 0.619 11.0 12 0727 153 0.675 6.5 0483 10.89 30.2
77 Ecuador 0.695 0.554 20.2 3 0.745 15.2 0.501 218 0458 24f 544
78 Belize 0.694 0.495 28.7 -16 0.788 124 0.545 19.8 0.282 4859 59.6
79 Colombia 0.689 0.492 28.6 —18 0.718 15.1 0.482 239 0344 36f 585
80 Jamaica 0.688 0.574 16.6 9 0.690 16.7 0.619 83 0.442 2419 455
81 Tunisia 0.683 0.511 25.2 -6 0.751 127 0378 387 0.469 2181 40.8
82 Jordan 0681 0.550 19.2 7 0.729 133 0.508 25.1 0450 18.79 37.7
83 Turkey 0.679 0.518 23.6 1 0.690 16.5 0.405 274 0.498 265" 412
84 Algeria 0677 @ @ . 0.688 179 . . . . 353
85 Tonga 0.677 @ ® . 0.705 145 0.721 5.1
MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
86 Fiji 0.669 @ @ . 0.671 139 0.679 11.0 . . .
87 Turkmenistan 0.669 0.493 26.4 -12 0.520 275 0.647 10.2 0.355 3879 408
88 Dominican Republic 0.663 0.499 24.8 -7 0.678 189 0450 22 0407 326° 484
89 China 0663 0.511 23.0 0 0714 15.6 0453 232 0412 2951 415
90 I Salvador 0.659 0.477 27.6 —14 0.687 16.5 0415 325 0382 327f 46.9
91 Srilanka 0.658 0.546 171 1 0.756 123 0519 179 0414 2089 4.1
92 Thailand 0.654 0.516 212 5 0.706 95 0491 180 0.3% 3409 425
93 Gabon 0.648 0.512 21.0 5 0.446 319 0575 73 0523 219 415
94 Suriname 0.646 0.489 243 =/ 0.651 16.7 0.475 20.1 0378 3499 528
95 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 0.643 0.398 38.0 =17 0.534 272 0.510 287 0.232 542f 57.2
96 Paraguay 0.640 0.482 24.7 -6 0.663 199 0.494 19.8 0342 334f 53.2
97 Philippines 0.638 0.518 18.9 n 0.705 15.0 0.554 129 0355 2809 44.0
98 Botswana 0.633 ® ® . 0417 259 . . . . 61.0
99 Moldova, Republic of 0623 0.539 13.5 16 0673 13.1 0.635 75 0367 19.49 374
100 Mongolia 0.622 0.527 15.2 16 0.579 226 0.635 58 0399 16.49 36.6
101 Egypt 0.620 0.449 27.5 =/ 0.641 19.8 0.304 436 0.465 1599 321
102 Uzbekistan 0.617 0.521 15.7 17 0.565 259 0.672 14 0372 179" 36.7
103 Micronesia, Federated States of 0614 0.375 39.0 - 0616 205 0.503 224 0.170 63.1f .
104 Guyana 0611 0.497 18.6 7 0.567 25.2 0.588 9.6 0369 203F 432
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Inequality-adjusted Human Development Index

Human Development Inequality-adjusted life Inequality-adjusted Inequality-adjusted Income Gini
Index (HDI)® Inequality-adjusted HDI expectancy at birth index education index* income index® coefficient
HDI rank Value Value Overall loss (%) Change in rank® Value Loss (%) Value Loss (%) Value Loss (%)
2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2000-2010
105  Namibia 0.606 0.338 443 -15 0503 245 0.429 27.8 0.178 683M 743
106 Honduras 0.604 0.419 30.6 —4 0.669 19.7 0.379 310 0.291 397f 553
107 Maldives 0.602 0.508 15.6 14 0.700 155 0.433 15 0.434 19.59 374
108  Indonesia 0.600 0.494 17.7 9 0.678 16.8 0.424 214 0.418 14.89 376
109 Kyrgyzstan 0.598 0.508 15.1 15 0601 216 0611 1.1 0357 1229 335
110 South Africa 0.597 0.411 31.2 -1 0353 30.2 0.529 208 0373 409" 57.8
111 Syrian Arab Republic 0.589 0.467 20.8 4 0.769 1.1 0312 315 0.424 1839 .
112 Tajikistan 0.580 0.469 19.1 6 0517 310 0.608 94 0328 1539 336
113 VietNam 0572 0.478 16.4 9 0.750 138 0.398 171 0367 1829 37.8
114 Morocco 0.567 0.407 28.1 2 0.671 183 0.246 427 0.409 2079 409
115 Nicaragua 0.565 0.426 24.6 6 0718 15.6 0333 333 0324 2389 523
116 Guatemala 0.560 0.372 33.6 0 0.640 204 0.270 36.1 0.297 45f 53.7
117 Equatorial Guinea 0538 o © . 0.255 482 0.297 292 . . .
118 Cape Verde 0534 ® @ . 0.688 16.4 0277 30.7 . . 504
119 India 0519 0.365 29.6 0 0483 313 0.255 40.6 0397 1479 36.8
120 Timor-Leste 0502 0.334 333 —4 0438 343 0.197 443 0433 19.29 319
121 Swaziland 0.498 0.320 35.7 =/ 0.272 36.4 0.336 383 0.359 3239 50.7
122 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 0.497 0.374 24.8 5 0.526 276 0.287 305 0345 15.59 326
123 Solomon Islands 0.49%4 ® © . 0.557 25.2 0.284 30.2 . . .
124 Cambodia 0.49%4 0.351 28.8 3 0.445 334 0331 311 0.295 2149 44.2
125  Pakistan 0.490 0.336 315 1 0501 329 0.196 46.4 0385 10.69 312
126 Congo 0.489 0.334 31.8 0 0312 419 0330 300 0360 2209 473
127  SéoTomé and Principe 0.488 o @ . 0479 344 0324 227 . . 50.6
LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
128 Kenya 0.470 0.320 319 -1 0354 37.2 0369 29.2 0.252 2889 47.7
129  Bangladesh 0.469 0.331 29.4 1 0.555 253 0219 44.8 0.299 1489 310
130 Ghana 0.467 0.349 254 7 0.354 39.7 0.487 75 0.246 2549 423
131 Cameroon 0.460 0.304 339 = 0.279 444 0312 353 0.321 19.99 446
132 Myanmar 0.451 ® ® . 0.418 382 . . . . .
133 Yemen 0439 0.289 34.2 -2 0477 31.2 0.149 49.8 0341 17.69 377
134 Benin 0435 0.282 35.2 =5 0.404 39.7 0.202 4. 0.276 19.29 386
135  Madagascar 0435 0.308 29.2 3 0415 36.4 0320 308 0.220 19.39 47.2
136 Mauritania 0433 0.281 35.1 -5 0361 389 0.199 432 0310 2159 39.0
137 Papua New Guinea 0431 o @ . 0.470 285 . . . . 50.9
138 Nepal 0.428 0.292 319 3 0.569 243 0.193 433 0.226 2649 473
139 Togo 0.428 0.287 329 2 0443 354 0.264 415 0.203 20,09 344
140 Comoros 0.428 0.240 43.9 =11 0.534 27.0 0.185 474 0.140 540" 64.3
141 Lesotho 0427 0.282 34.0 0 0.260 36.6 0368 249 0.234 39.5h 525
142 Nigeria 0423 0.246 4.7 -6 0.220 511 0.228 46.0 0.298 2519 49
143 Uganda 0422 0.286 32.1 5 0321 40.7 0321 282 0.229 2649 426
144 Senegal 0411 0.262 36.2 0 0359 374 0.172 473 0.293 2119 39.2
145 Haiti 0.404 0.239 40.8 =/ 0.443 329 0.219 40.7 0.141 479" 59.5
146 Angola 0.403 0.242 39.9 —4 0.206 53.7 0.207 26.2 0334 36.49 586
147 Djibouti 0.402 0.252 373 0 0338 41.0 0.144 47.0 0329 2139 399
148 Tanzania, United Republic of 0398 0.285 284 9 0365 375 0.237 27 0.268 17.69 346
149 Cote d'lvoire 0397 0.254 36.1 3 0361 40.5 0.160 44.8 0.281 2059 484
150  Zambia 0395 0.270 315 7 0231 46.5 0330 24.2 0.259 2089 50.7
151 Gambia 0390 0.238 39.0 -2 0356 385 0.174 447 0218 3339 473
152 Rwanda 0385 0.243 37.0 3 0.259 474 0.263 30.7 0210 3159 46.7
153 Malawi 0.385 0.261 321 8 0327 403 0.256 347 0.213 19.79 39.0
154 Sudan 0379 ® © . 0379 385 . .
155 Afghanistan 0349 ® © . 0.161 588 0.199 393 . . .
156 Guinea 0340 0.209 38.4 -1 0341 445 0.135 426 0.199 2689 433
157  Ethiopia 0328 0.216 343 1 0331 21 0.137 38.2 0.220 2089 298
158  Sierra Leone 0317 0.193 393 -1 0.248 445 0.150 482 0.192 229 425
159 Central African Republic 0315 0.183 42.0 =3 0.220 498 0.163 459 0.170 28.19 436
160  Mali 0.309 0.191 383 0 0.231 50.1 0.133 369 0.227 2549 39.0
161 Burkina Faso 0305 0.195 36.2 3 0.296 445 0.108 373 0231 2539 396
162  Liberia 0300 0.188 373 1 0351 433 0.225 46.4 0.084 19.09 526
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Inequality-adjusted Human Development Index

Human Development Inequality-adjusted life Inequality-adjusted Inequality-adjusted Income Gini
Index (HDI) Inequality-adjusted HDI expectancy at birth index educ index? income index® coefficient
HDI rank Value Value Overall loss (%) Change in rank® Value Loss (%) Value Loss (%) Value Loss (%)
2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 2000-2010
163 Chad 0.295 0.179 393 0 0.210 54.5 0.119 37.8 0229 2089 39.8
164 Guinea-Bissau 0.289 0.166 2.4 -2 0.215 525 0.172 40.3 0.124 Bl 355
165  Mozambique 0.284 0.155 453 = 0.244 457 0.144 282 0.107 58.19 471
166 Burundi 0.282 0.177 37.0 2 0.259 478 0.206 36.3 0.104 2499 333
167 Niger 0.261 0.173 33.9 2 0.274 46.8 0.109 313 0.173 27 839
168  Congo, Democratic Republic of the 0.239 0.153 36.2 0 0.209 529 0.244 29.1 0.070 219 4.4
169 Zimbabwe 0.140 0.098 29.9 0 0.281 342 0.416 20.1 0.008 345h 50.1
Developed
OECD 0.879 0.789 10.2 0.907 5.0 0.810 5.6 0.669 19.5
Non-0ECD 0.844 0.756/ 10.5 0.900 53 0.7901 43 0.6071 218
Developing
Arab States 0.588 0.426 27.6 0.6191 216 0.2891 B4 04321 17.7
East Asia and the Pacific 0.643 0.5051 215 0.699 16.3 04521 212 0.4071 27.1
Europe and Central Asia 0.702 0.607 13.6 0.672 143 0.623 1.9 0.535 16.1
Latin America and the Caribbean 0.704 0.527 25.1 0.728 15.1 0.510 221 0.395 37.6
South Asia 0.516 0.361 30.2 0.499 304 0.246 413 0.383 182
Sub-Saharan Africa 0.389 0.261 32.8 0.294 38 0.254 341 0.238 26.0
Very high human development 0.878 0.789 10.2 0.907 5.0 0.810 5.7 0.668 19.5
High human development 0.717 0.575 19.8 . 0.718 13.8 0.561 17.6 0.472 28.1
Medium human development 0.592 0.449 243 . 0.611 24 0.369 293 0.401 219
Low human development 0.393 0.267 32.0 0.348 40.8 0.227 382 0.242 232
Least developed countries 0.386 0.263 319 . 0.375 39.0 0.209 38.0 0.232 223
World 0.624 0.489 21.7 0.630 213 0.436 282 0.425 2.7
NOTES
a  See Technical note 2 for details on how the Inequality-adjusted HDI (IHDI) is e Inequality adjustment s based on data from household surveys, including the i Inequality is estimated from household consumption per capita.
calculated. Luxembourg Income Study, Eurostat's European Union Survey of Income and Living j Based on less than half the countries.

(onditions, the World Bank's International Income Distribution Database, UNICEF's
Multiple Indicators Cluster Survey, Measure DHS Demographic and Health Surveys

b Change in rankiis based on countries for which IHDI s calculated.
¢ Inequality adjustment is based on life tables produced by the United Nations

Department of Economic and Social Affairs.

d  Inequality adjustment s based on data from household surveys, including the
Luxembourg Income Study, Eurostat's European Union Survey of Income and
Living Conditions, the World Bank's International Income Distribution Database,
the United Nations Children’s Fund’s (UNICEF) Multiple Indicator Cluster
Survey, Measure DHS Demographic and Health Surveys and the World Health
Organization’s (WHO) World Health Survey.

SOURCES

Column 1: Calculated based on data from UNDESA (2009d), Barro and Lee (2010),
UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2010a), World Bank (2010g) and IMF (2010a).
Column 2: Calculated as the geometric mean of the values in columns 5, 7 and 9
using the methodology in Technical note 2.

Columns 3, 6, 8 and 10: Calculated based on data from UN life tables, the
Luxembourg Income Study, Eurostat's European Union Survey of Income and Living
(onditions, the World Bank’s International Income Distribution Database, UNICEF's
Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey, Measure DHS Demographic and Health Surveys, the

WHO's World Health Survey and UNU-WIDER's World Income Inequality Database using

the methodology in Technical note 2.

Column 4: Calculated based on data in columns Tand 2.

Column 5: Calculated based on data in column 6 and the unadjusted life
expectancy index.

Column 7: Calculated based on data in column 10 and the unadjusted education index.

Column 9: Calculated based on data in column 9 and the unadjusted income index.
Column 11: World Bank (2010¢).

h

and the United Nations University World Institute for Development Economics
Research’s (UNU-WIDER) World Income Inequality Database.

Inequality is estimated from household disposable income per capita.
Inequality is estimated from imputed income using the assets index matching
methodology in Harttgen and Klasen (2010).

Inequality is estimated from income deciles available from UNU-WIDER.
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Gender Inequality Index

Population

with at least

secondary Labour force

Gender Maternal Adolescent Seatsin education participation  Contraceptive Antenatal Births attended
Inequality mortality fertility parliament (% ages 25 rate prevalencerate, coverage ofat by skilled health
Index? ratio® rate¢ (%) and older) (%) any method least one visit personnel
(% of married
HDI rank Rank  Value Female Female ~ Male Female Male women ages15-49) (%) (%)
2008 2008 2003-2008¢ 1990-2008° 2008 2010 2010 2008 2008 1990-2008° 1990-2008" 2000-2008°

VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
1 Norway 5 0234 7 86 36.1 993 99.1 773 826 884 . .
2 Australia 18 0.296 4 149 29.7 95.1 97.2 69.9 8.0 70.8 . 99¢
3 New Zealand 25 0320 9 26 336 716 735 721 845 . . 94¢
4 United States 37  0.400 1 359 17.0f 95.3 94.5 687 806 728 . 99
5 lIreland 29 034 1 159 155 823 815 628 807 89.0 . 100
6  Liechtenstein @ o . . 240 . . . . . . .
7 Netherlands 1 0174 6 38 39.1 86.3 89.2 734 854 67.0 . 100
8 (anada 16  0.289 7 128 249 923 92.7 743 827 740 . 100
9 Sweden 3 0.212 3 17 470 879 87.1 771 8138 . . .
10 Germany 7 0.240 4 1.7 311 913 928 70.8 823 . . 1009
11 Japan 12 0273 6 47 123 80.0 823 621 852 543 . 100
12 Korea, Republic of 20 0310 14 55 137 794 91.7 545 756 80.2 . 100
13 Switzerland 4 0228 5 55 212 62.9 74.5 766 878 . . 1009
14 France 1 0.260 8 6.9 19.6 79.6 84.6 658 749 71.0
15 Israel 28 0332 4 143 142 789 772 611 701 . . .
16 Finland 8 0.248 7 1.4 415 70.1 70.1 739 717 . . 100
17 lceland 13 0279 4 151 333 66.3 57.7 817 899 .
18 Belgium 6 0236 8 77 36.2 75.7 79.8 609 735 746
19 Denmark 2 0209 3 6.0 380 59.0 65.6 772 843 .
20 Spain 14 0.280 4 121 336 70.9 75.7 632 817 65.7
21 Hong Kong, China (SAR) .- .- . 57 . 67.3 71.0 605 792 840
22 Greece 23 0317 3 89 147 64.4 720 554 790 76.2 . .
23 ltaly 9 0251 3 49 202 76.5 84.1 516 745 . . 99¢
24 Luxembourg 24 0.318 12 123 233 06.4 739 58.1 739 . . 100
25 Austria 19 0300 4 128 266 67.3 85.9 683 810 .
26 United Kingdom 32 0355 8 241 196 68.8 67.8 69.2 822 820 . .
27 Singapore 10  0.255 14 45 245 573 64.8 606 818 . . 100¢
28 (zech Republic 27 0330 4 10.6 16.0 85.5 87.6 611 781 . . 100
29 Slovenia 17 0293 6 49 10.0 459 63.7 675 754 . . 100
30 Andorra . . . . 250 508 509" . . . . .
31 Slovakia 31 0.352 6 207 193 80.8 87.1 613 76.5 . . 100
32 United Arab Emirates 45 0.464 37 16.0 225 769 773 425 926 . . 100
33 Malta 35 039 8 15 87 64.4 735 a3 717 . . 1009
34 Estonia 39 0.409 25 214 208 94.4 94.6 702 786 . . 100
35 (yprus 15 0.284 10 6.1 143 64.0 75.2 645 785 . . 100
36 Hungary 34 0382 6 202 1.1 93.2 9.7 548 680 . . 100
37 Brunei Darussalam o o 13 250 . 66.6 235 62.6 778 . . 100
38 Qatar 94 0.671 12 15.9 0.0 62.1 547 493 93.1 . . 100
39 Bahrain 55 0.512 32 16.7 13.8 570" 747h 335 86.5 . . 9
40 Portugal 21 0310 11 165 283 446 438 690 796 67.1 . 100
41 Poland 26 0325 8 139 18.0 79.7 83.9 569 710 . . 100
42 Barbados 42 0448 16 427 137 89.5 87.6 765 849 . 100 100
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Gender Inequality Index

Population
with at least
secondary Labour force
Gender Maternal Adolescent Seatsin education participation  Contraceptive Antenatal Births attended
Inequality mortality fertility parliament (% ages 25 rate prevalencerate, coverageofat by skilled health
Index? ratio® rate‘ (%) and older) (%) any method least one visit personnel
(% of married
HDI rank Rank  Value Female Female ~ Male Female Male women ages15-49) (%) (%)
2008 2008 2003-2008° 1990-2008° 2008 2010 2010 2008 2008 1990-2008° 19902008 20002008
HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
43 Bahamas .- - 16 53.0 250 . . 743 828 %8 99
44 Lithuania 33 0.359 n 219 17.7 919 95.7 65.5 716 . . 100
45 (hile 53 0.505 16 59.6 127 67.3 69.8 481 789 64.2 . 100
46 Argentina 60 0.534 77 56.9 39.8 57.0 549 57.0 816 65.3 9 9
47 Kuwait 43 0451 4 132 31t 522 839 456 845 100
48 Latvia 22 0316 10 15.2 200 948 9.2 706 788 . . 100
49 Montenegro - - 14 147 i 975h  988h . . 394 97 99J
50 Romania 49 0478 24 312 9.8 838 90.5 53 707 70.0 9% 99
51 Croatia 30 0345 7 141 209 574 723 589 717 . . 100
52 Uruguay 54 0.508 20 61.1 123 56.6 517 64.4 846 77.0 97 9
53 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 52 0.504 97 32 17 55.6 440 251 811 100/
54 Panama 81  0.634 130 826 16.7 63.5 60.7 526 870 . . 91
55 Saudi Arabia 128 0.760 18 26.1 00 503 579 218 818 28 . 96
56 Mexico 68  0.576 60 64.8 2.1 51.7 636 463 846 709 94 94
57 Malaysia 50  0.493 62 128 146 66.0 728 467 821 79 100
58 Bulgaria 36 0399 11 42.2 217 69.1 706 634 738 . . 99
59 Trinidad and Tobago 48 0473 45 346 333 67.6 66.6 594 819 425 % 928
60 Serbia 14 221 216 61.7 70.7 . . 412 98 991
61 Belarus ® © 18 23 325 . . 681 741 726 99 100}
62 (ostaRica 51 0.501 30 67.0 368 544 528 488 842 . 90 94
63 Peru 74 0614 240 54.7 292 64.1 786 613 776 713 91 73
64 Albania 61  0.545 92 142 71 83.2 89.2 555 764 60.1 97 100
65 Russian Federation 41 0442 28 25.1 15 90.6 713 687 763 . . 100
66 Kazakhstan 67  0.575 140 307 123 92.2 95.1 739 804 50.7 100 100
67 Azerbaijan 62 0.553 82 338 1.4 900" %.0" 663 na 511 77 891
63 Bosnia and Herzegovina o o 3 159 123 . . 654 781 35.7 9 1001
69 Ukraine 4 0.463 18 23 8.2 915 96.1 623 726 66.7 99 99
70 Iran, Islamic Republic of 98  0.674 140 183 28 39.0 572 25 7B 733 98 97
71 The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia ® o 10 217 317 . . 504 748 135 9% 981
72 Mauritius 46  0.466 15 393 17 45.2 529 463 803 758 . 99¢
73 Brazl 80  0.631 10 756 94 488 463 640 852 . %8 97
74 Georgia n 0.597 06 447 6.0 897" 9Q7h 598 774 473 9% %8
75 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 64 0.561 57 89.9 18.6 334 296 54.0 827 . 94 95
76 Armenia 66  0.570 76 357 84 94.1 948 686 818 531 93 98
77 Ecuador 86  0.645 210 828 250 442 458 481 792 727 84 99}
78 Belize 73 0.600 52 787 i 35.2 328 490 87 343 94 9%
79 Colombia 90  0.658 130 743 9.7 49.5 485 483 798 782 9% 9%
80 Jamaica 84  0.638 170 713 136 740 711 622 784 69.0 91 971
81 Tunisia 56  0.515 100 69 199 335 480 217 742 60.2 % 90
82 Jordan 76 0.616 62 245 85 576 738 247 783 57.1 9 9
83 Turkey 77 0.621 44 388 9.1 271 46.8 269 746 7.0 92 83
84 Algeria 70 0.5% 180 73 6.5 363 493 382 81 614 89 95
85 Tonga - - . 28 A 840 879 560 767 99
MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
86 Fij - - 210 315 . 86.6 886 402 804 . . 99
87 Turkmenistan " - 130 195 . . . 653 766 61.8 9 100
88 Dominican Republic 87  0.646 150 108.7 17 49.7 418 546 836 729 9 98
89 China 38 0.405 45 9.7 213 548 704 745 848 86.9 91 98
90l Salvador 89  0.653 170 827 16.7 419 482 55 812 725 9% 84¢
91 Srilanka 72 0.599 58 298 58 56.0 576 385 80.3 68.0 9 9
92 Thailand 69 0.586 110 373 127 256 337 707 85.0 811 98 9
93 Gabon 99  0.678 520 89.9 16.1 538 347 711 829 327 9% 86
94 Suriname - - 72 395 255 Hn8 N3 42.1 90 90)
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Gender Inequality Index

Population

with at least

secondary Labour force

Gender Maternal Adolescent Seatsin education participation  Contraceptive Antenatal Births attended
Inequality mortality fertility parliament (% ages 25 rate prevalencerate, coverageofat by skilled health
Index? ratio® rate‘ (%) and older) (%) any method least one visit personnel
(% of married
HDI rank Rank  Value Female Female ~ Male Female Male womenages15-49) (%) (%)
2008 2008 2003-2008 1990-2008° 2008 2010 2010 2008 2008 1990-2008° 1990-2008° 20002008

95 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 96 0.672 290 782 147 55.1 67.9 64.1 829 60.6 77 06
9 Paraguay 85  0.643 150 723 136 46.7 513 580 883 794 % 77
97 Philippines 78 0.623 230 45.0 202 65.9 63.7 5.2 806 50.6 91 62
98 Botswana 91  0.663 380 521 1 736 775 751 818 44.4 97 941
99 Moldova, Republic of 40 0429 2 338 218 85.8 923 534 556 67.8 9% 1001
100 Mongolia 57 0523 46 16.6 42 83.0 81.8 700 795 66.0 9 99
101 Egypt 108  0.714 130 39.0 37 434 61.1 244 764 60.3 74 79
102 Uzbekistan . - 24 129 164 . . 617 737 64.9 9 1001
103 Micronesia, Federated States of - . . 254 0.0 . . . . . . 88
104 Guyana 92 0.667 470 62.7 300 426 37 492 854 342 81 831
105 Namibia 75 0615 210 744 269 49.6 46.1 535 636 55.1 95 81
106 Honduras 101 0.680 280 93.1 234 319 363 434 846 65.2 92 67}
107 Maldives 59 0533 120 134 120 313 373 583 765 39.0 81 84
108 Indonesia 100  0.680 420 39.8 116 242 311 533 862 614 93 731
109 Kyrgyzstan 63 0.560 150 323 256 81.0 81.2 609 838 478 97 981
110 South Africa 82  0.635 400 59.2 339! 66.3 68.0 510 670 60.3 92 91
111 Syrian Arab Republic 103 0.687 130 61.1 124 247 241 220 821 583 84 93
112 Tajikistan 65  0.568 170 284 196 93.2 85.8 5.1 798 379 89 83
113 VietNam 58  0.530 150 16.6 258 247 280 742 806 79.0 91 88J
114 Morocco 104 0.693 240 189 6. 201 364 87 86 63.0 68 63
115 Nicaragua 97  0.674 170 127 185 308 447 86 819 724 90 74
116 Guatemala 107 0713 290 107.2 120 16.0 212 5.0 899 33 84 4
117 Equatorial Guinea © @ 680 1228 6.0 . . 394 94.0 10.1 86 631
118 Cape Verde ® © 210 949 18.1 . . 56.2 827 613 98 781
119 India 122 0.748 450 68.1 9.2 266 504 357 845 56.3 74 471
120 Timor-Leste - - 380 538 292 . . 616 848 100 61 19
121 Swaziland 93 0.668 390 839 2.1 499 46.1 5.2 758 50.6 85 741
122 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 88  0.650 660 374 252 29 36.8 814 806 322 35 200
123 Solomon Islands . . 220 4138 00 . . 246 504 . 74 43¢
124 Cambodia 95  0.672 540 39.2 158 116 206 756 855 40.0 69 4
125 Pakistan 112 0.721 320 457 212 235 46.8 218 86.7 296 61 39
126 Congo 121 0744 740 1128 92 438 48.7 624 836 443 86 861
127 SaoTomé and Principe o o . 66.1 73 . . 469 785 293 98 81
LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
128 Kenya 117 0.738 560 103.5 9.8 201 386 716 889 393 92 2
129 Bangladesh 16  0.734 570 716 63 308 393 614 855 55.8 51 18]
130 Ghana 14 0729 560 64.0 79 339 83.1 752 756 25 90 57
131 Cameroon 129  0.763 1000 1215 139 211 349 540 822 29.2 82 63
132 Myanmar .- - 380 184 . 180 176 642 867 370 76 57
133 Yemen 138  0.853 430 68.1 0.7 76 244 01 743 217 47 36
134 Benin 127 0.759 840 1138 10.8 13 259 68.1 79.0 17.0 84 781
135 Madagascar ® ® 510 1328 94 . . 86.0 893 27.1 80 51
136 Mauritania 18 0.738 820 90.0 199 8.0 208 604 822 93 75 61
137 Papua New Guinea 133 0.784 470 55.0 09 124 44 721 742 . 79 39¢
138 Nepal 110  0.716 830 1014 332 179 399 659 819 48.0 44 19
139 Togo 15 0.731 510 64.8 1 153 45.1 646 864 168 84 621
140 Comoros .- - 400 457 30 . . 746 859 257 75 621
141 Lesotho 102 0.685 960 735 258 243 203 79 787 373 90 551
142 Nigeria o o 1100 126.6 13 . . 395 748 14.7 58 391
143 Uganda 109  0.715 550 150.0 307 9.1 208 805 912 237 9% 2
144 Senegal 13 0727 980 104.4 292 109 194 653 899 18 87 521
145 Haiti 19 0739 670 46.4 52 25 363 584 830 320 85 261
146 Angola . - 1400 1237 373 . . 763 892 6.2 80 471
147 Djibouti . . 650 2.0 139 . . 632 803 178 92 931
148 Tanzania, United Republic of " - 950 1304 304 . . 8838 911 264 76 461
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Gender Inequality Index

Population
with at least
secondary Labour force
Gender Maternal Adolescent Seatsin education participation  Contraceptive Antenatal Births attended
Inequality mortality fertility parliament (% ages 25 rate prevalencerate, coverageofat by skilled health
Index? ratio® rate‘ (%) and older) (%) any method least one visit personnel
(% of married
HDI rank Rank  Value Female Female ~ Male Female Male women ages15-49) (%) (%)
2008 2008 2003-2008° 1990-2008° 2008 2010 2010 2008 2008 1990-2008° 1990-2008° 20002008
149 (ote d'voire 130  0.765 810 129.9 89 136 252 513 824 129 85 51
150  Zambia 124 0.752 830 141.8 15.2 257 442 60.4 787 40.8 94 473
151 Gambia 120 0742 690 88.1 94 16.5 316 712 851 175 928 571
152 Rwanda 83  0.638 1300 36.7 509 74 8.0 879 859 36.4 % 521
153 Malawi 126 0.758 1100 135.2 130 104 204 746 717 41.0 92 54
154 Sudan 106  0.708 450 56.8 168 128 182 323 740 76 64 491
155 Afghanistan 134 0.797 1800 1213 259 58 340 33 855 186 16 14
156 Guinea . . 910 1523 .m . . 823 900 9.1 88 381
157  Ethiopia @ © 720 104.4 214 . . 80.8 9.1 147 28 6
158  Sierra Leone 125 0.756 2100 126.0 132 95 204 67.1 68.1 82 87 43
159 Central African Republic 132 0.768 980 106.6 105 103 26.2 716 869 190 69 541
160 Mali 135 0.799 970 162.9 102 32 8.4 381 689 82 70 491
161 Burkina Faso .- w“ 700 1309 153 . . 797 915 174 85 54
162 Liberia 131 0.766 1200 141.6 138 157 39.2 69.1 768 114 79 46
163 Chad - . 1500 164.4 52 . . 640 783 28 39 14
164 Guinea-Bissau @ ® 1100 129.2 10.0 . . 61.2 854 10.3 78 391
165 Mozambique 11 0718 520 149.2 348 15 6.0 857 866 165 89 481
166 Burundi 79  0.627 1100 186 317 52 9.2 915 883 197 92 34
167 Niger 136  0.807 1800 1574 124 25 76 379 881 12 46 18
168  Congo, Democratic Republic of the 137  0.814 1100 2014 7.7 10.7 362 574 868 206 85 743
169 Zimbabwe 105 0.705 880 64.6 182 488 62.0 608 745 60.2 9% 69
OTHER COUNTRIES OR TERRITORIES

Antigua and Barbuda ® o . . 16.7 . . . . . 100 100
Bhutan - . 440 383 139 . . 541719 307 88 51
(uba 47 0473 45 45.2 432 739 804 486 770 726 100 100
Dominica @ ® . . 18.8 2971 2z . . . 100 9%
Eritrea “ - 450 66.9 220 . . 616 844 80 70 21
Grenada ® o . 424 214 . . . . . 100 99
Iraq 123 0.751 300 85.5 255 220 427 142 715 498 84 89
Kiribati " .- . . 44 . . . . 36.1 . 90
Korea, Democratic People’s Rep. of o o 370 0.0 20.1 . . 60.7 80.7 68.6 . 97
Lebanon @ o 150 16.2 47 . . 241 74.8 580 % 98
Marshall Islands @ o . . 30 . . . . . 81 95
Monaco @ o . . 250 . . . . . . .
Nauru © ® . . 0.0 . . . . 35.6 95 97
Occupied Palestinian Territories © @ . 78.7 . . . 16.7 724 502 . .
Oman “ .- 64 104 9.1 . . 2.1 791 . 100 9%
Palau .- - . . 6.9 . . . . 328 . 100
Saint Kitts and Nevis @ © . . 6.7 . . . . . 100 100
Saint Lucia .- - . 61.6 172 . . 553 804 . 99 %8
SaintVincent and the Grenadines @ @ . 589 182 . . 614 841 . 95 100
Samoa ® @ . 276 8.2 . . 438 795 . . 100
San Marino o © . . 15.0 . .

Seychelles w“ . . . 35 669" 666" . . . . .
Somalia - - 1400 70.1 8.2 . . 580 860 146 26 331
Tuvalu ® o . . 0.0 . . . . . 97 100
Vanuatu - - . 47.0 39 . . 797 886 . 84 93
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TABLE

q

Gender Inequality Index

Population
with at least
secondary Labour force
Gender Maternal Adolescent Seatsin education participation  Contraceptive Antenatal Births attended
Inequality mortality fertility parliament (% ages 25 prevalencerate, coverageofat by skilled health
Index? ratio® rate‘ (%) and older) any method least one visit personnel
(% of married
HDI rank Rank  Value Female Female ~ Male Female Male womenages15-49) (%) (%)
2008 2008 2003-2008¢ 19902008 2008 2010 2010 2008 2008 19902008 1990-2008° 2000-2008¢
Developed
OECD — 0317 8 19.4 20.6 84.0 86.6 655  80.1 . 99
Non-0ECD — 0376 16 1.2 18.1 70.4 721 582 823 100 100
Developing
Arab States —  0.699 238 426 8.7 31.8 45.0 270 782 46.9 74 77
East Asia and the Pacific —  0.467 126 18.1 19.8 48.2 614 701 845 . 91 91
Europe and Central Asia —  0.498 4 28.2 125 780 740 586 750 63.0 95 96
Latin America and the Caribbean —  0.609 122 726 17.5 513 52.7 553 833 . 95 91
South Asia — 0739 454 65.0 10.4 27.4 49.1 372 842 53.8 70 45
Sub-Saharan Africa — 0735 881 1223 173 239 38.1 638 823 23.6 3 48
Very high human development — 0319 8 19.1 20.5 837 86.1 653  80.2 . 100 99
High human development — 057 82 41.7 133 61.2 613 527 795 66.3 95 96
Medium human development — 0591 242 41.8 16.0 409 574 547 841 68.4 84 74
Low human development — 0748 822 108.9 144 19.0 320 613 834 27.8 66 39
Least developed countries — 0746 786 104.5 16.6 17.8 29.1 647 852 29.5 63 36
World —  0.560 273 53.7 16.2 51.6 617 568 826 82 75
NOTES
a  See Technical note 3 for details on how the Gender Inequality Index s calculated. i Nowomen were elected in the 2008 elections; however, two women were
b Defined as maternal deaths per 100,000 live births. appointed to the cabinet in June 2008, and cabinet ministers also sit in parliament.
¢ Defined as the number of births per 1,000 women ages 15-19. j Includes deliveries by cadres of health workers other than doctors, nurses and
d  Datarefer to the most recent year available during the period specified. midwives.
e Institutional births. k  Nowomen were elected in 2008; however, one woman was appointed to the
f The denominator of the calculation refers to voting members of the House of cabinet, and cabinet ministers also sitin parliament.

Representatives only.

World Health Organization estimate.

h  United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization Institute for
Statistics estimate.

<«

SOURCES

Columns 1and 2: Calculated based on data from UNICEF (2010c), UNDESA (2009d),
IPU (2010), Barro and Lee (2010) and ILO (2010d).

Columns 3 and 11: UNICEF (2010¢).

Column 4: UNDESA (2009d).

Column 5:1PU (2010).

Columns 6 and 7: Barro and Lee (2010).

Columns 8 and 9: 1L0 (2010d).

Column 10: UN (2009).

Column 12: WHO (2010).
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Does not include the 36 special rotating delegates appointed on an ad hoc basis; all
percentages are calculated based on the 54 permanent seats.
The parliament was dissolved following the December 2008 coup.



Multidimensional Poverty Index

POPULATION IN Population POPULATION WITH AT POPULATION BELOW
MULTIDIMENSIONAL POVERTY atrisk of LEAST ONE SEVERE DEPRIVATION IN INCOME POVERTY LINE
Intensity of  multidimensional Living PPP$1.25 National
Multidimensional  Headcount® deprivation® poverty®< Education? Health! standards® aday poverty line
HDI rank Poverty Index*" (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
2000-2008° 2000-2008¢ 2000-2008¢ 2000-2008¢ 2000-2008¢ 2000-2008¢ 2000-2008¢ 2000-2008¢ 2000-2008°
VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
28 (zech Republic 0.000 0.0 46.7 31 00 31 00 .
29 Slovenia © 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 31 0.0 <2 .
31 Slovakia 0.000 00 00 00 00 38 00 . 168
32 United Arab Emirates 0.002 0.6 353 20 0.6 54 0.0 .
34 Estonia 0.026 7.2 36.5 13 73 51 0.1 <2
36 Hungary 0.003 08 389 38 0.1 45 00 <2 .
41 Poland o . . . . . . <2 148
HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
44 Lithuania o . . . . . . <2
45 Chile .- . . . . . . <2
46 Argentina 0.011° 30f 37.71 571 15.4f 38f 471 34 .
48 latvia 0.001 03 46.7 13 0.1 16 11 <2 59
49 Montenegro 0.006 15 416 19 42 08 0.7 <2 .
50 Romania o . . 28 . . . <2 289
51 Croatia 0.007 16 416 . 23 24 04 <2 11
52 Uruguay 0.006 17 347 0.1 17 51 00 <2 .
54 Panama o . . . . . . 9.5 368
56 Mexico 0.015 40 389 58 101 9.2 6.7 40 47.0
57 Malaysia @ . . . . . . <2 .
58 Bulgaria o . . . . . . <2 128
59 Trinidad and Tobago 0.020 56 351 04 15 56 08 .
60 Serbia 0.003 08 40.0 36 52 04 038 <2 .
61 Belarus 0.000 0.0 351 08 20 31 0.1 <2 17.4
62 (ostaRica o . . . . . . <2 239
63 Peru 0.085 19.8 431 171 85 146 382 7.7 516
64 Albania 0.004 1.0 381 94 6.6 72 09 <2 185
65 Russian Federation 0.005 13 389 08 16 35 04 <2 19.6
66 Kazakhstan 0.002 0.6 369 5.0 13 98 11 <2 15.4
67 Azerbaijan 0.021 54 386 124 10.2 203 4.2 <2 49.6
68 Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.003 0.8 372 7.0 11 04 08 <2 19.5
69 Ukraine 0.008 22 357 1.2 6.2 21 02 <2 19.5
70 Iran, Islamic Republic of @ . . . . . . <2 .
71 The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 0.008 19 409 6.7 59 72 09 <2 217
73 Brazl 0.039 85 46.0 131 202 52 28 52 215
74 Georgia 0.003 0.8 352 53 24 59 46 134 545
75 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of o N . . . . . 35 .
76 Armenia 0.008 23 36.5 55 95 146 08 37 50.9
77 Ecuador 0.009 22 416 21 23 46 39 47 383
78 Belize 0.024 56 426 76 85 133 70 . .
79 Colombia 0.041 9.2 441 83 132 175 9.7 16.0 451
80 Jamaica o . . . . . . <2 187
81 Tunisia 0.010 28 371 49 11 13.1 6.9 26 .
82 Jordan 0.010 2.7 355 1.6 10.6 1.9 0.2 <2 14.2
83 Turkey 0.039 85 459 190 154 16.0 73 26 210
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Multidimensional Poverty Index

POPULATION IN Population POPULATION WITH AT POPULATION BELOW
MULTIDIMENSIONAL POVERTY at risk of LEAST ONE SEVERE DEPRIVATION IN INCOME POVERTY LINE
Intensity of  multidimensional Living PPP $1.25 National
Multidimensional Headcount® deprivation® poverty®< Education® Health? standards* aday poverty line
HDI rank Poverty Index*® (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
2000-2008¢ 2000-2008¢ 2000--2008° 2000--2008¢ 2000-2008¢ 2000--2008¢ 2000-2008¢ 2000-2008° 2000-2008¢
MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
88 Dominican Republic 0.048 111 433 132 17.5 13.1 13.2 44 485
89 China 0.056 125 449 63 10.9 13 124 159 28
90l Salvador - . . . . . . 6.4 307
91 Srilanka 0.021 53 387 14.4 05 9.8 264 14 227
92 Thailand 0.006 17 385 9.9 126 56 15 <2
93 Gabon 0.161 354 45.5 24 192 354 348 4.8
94 Suriname 0.044 75 588 52 18.8 159 23 . .
95 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 0.175 363 483 216 378 314 380 17 317
96 Paraguay 0.064 133 485 150 75 13.1 324 6.5
97  Philippines 0.067 126 535 111 136 14.2 18.2 226 .
99 Moldova, Republic of 0.008 22 376 72 51 10.1 53 24 485
100 Mongolia 0.065 158 410 207 6.3 19.0 39.6 22 36.1
101 Egypt 0.026 6.4 404 69 180 169 09 <2 16.7
102 Uzbekistan 0.008 23 36.2 81 44 174 23 46.3 272
104 Guyana 0.055 138 397 6.5 47 124 108
105 Namibia 0.187 396 472 235 16.0 372 608 . .
106 Honduras 0.160 326 489 17.8 46.6 211 308 182 507
108  Indonesia 0.095 2038 459 122 126 144 312 294 16.7
109  Kyrgyzstan 0.019 49 3838 9.2 18.7 21 83 34 431
110 South Africa 0.014 31 46.7 39 32 8.1 10.8 26.2 220
111 Syrian Arab Republic 0.021 55 375 71 204 136 13 . .
112 Tajikistan 0.068 17.1 40.0 231 143 356 219 215 535
113 VietNam 0.075 143 525 120 123 10.8 30.1 215 289
114 Morocco 0.139 285 488 114 36.3 315 214 25 .
115 Nicaragua 0.211 407 519 157 36.4 259 541 15.8 458
116 Guatemala 0.127 259 491 9.8 268 15.0 40.5 1.7 51.0
118  Cape Verde ® . . . . . . 206 .
119 India 0.296 554 535 16.1 375 56.5 585 416 286
120 Timor-Leste " . . . . . . 372 39.7
121 Swaziland 0.183 411 444 245 259 35 663 629 69.2
122 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 0.267 473 56.5 141 439 23 59.7 44.0 335
124 Cambodia 0.263 539 489 2.2 409 36.0 784 2538 30.1
125 Pakistan 0.2759 5109 5409 1189 512 2929 29 226 .
126  Congo 0.270 559 484 225 217 476 738 54.1 423
127 SaoTomé and Principe 0.236 516 45.8 239 36.7 266 743 284
LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
128 Kenya 0.302 60.4 50.0 32 219 414 86.2 197 466
129 Bangladesh 0.291 57.8 504 212 314 531 763 49.6 40.0
130 Ghana 0.140 30.1 464 214 241 179 57.5 30 285
131 Cameroon 0.299 546 547 183 374 426 67.9 328 399
132 Myanmar 0.088 142 62.0 17.6 327 1.7 238 . 320
133 Yemen 0.283 525 539 130 545 344 382 17.5 .
134 Benin 0.412 720 573 132 628 517 79.1 473 390
135 Madagascar 0.413 705 585 14.8 554 496 837 67.8 68.7
136 Mauritania 0.352 61.7 57.1 151 553 4.1 66.8 212 46.3
138 Nepal 0.350 64.7 54.1 156 380 583 712 55.1 309
139 Togo 0.284 543 524 216 399 380 755 387
140 Comoros 0.408 739 553 160 60.1 457 903 46.1 .
141 Lesotho 0.220 481 458 275 297 21 824 434 563
142 Nigeria 0.368 63.5 579 157 44 59.5 721 644 .
143 Uganda @ . . . . . . 515 311
144 Senegal 0.384 66.9 574 116 66.9 543 549 335
145 Haiti 0.306 573 533 18.4 410 373 76.0 549
146 Angola 0.452 714 584 107 56.9 60.8 820 543
147 Djibouti 0.139 293 413 16.1 393 256 2.1 184
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Multidimensional Poverty Index

POPULATION IN Population POPULATION WITH AT POPULATION BELOW
MULTIDIMENSIONAL POVERTY atrisk of LEAST ONE SEVERE DEPRIVATION IN INCOME POVERTY LINE
Intensityof  multidimensional Living PPP$1.25 National
Multidimensional Headcount? deprivation® poverty®< Education? Health? standards® aday poverty line
HDI rank Poverty Index*" (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
2000—-2008¢ 2000—-2008¢ 2000-2008¢ 2000-2008¢ 2000—-2008¢ 2000—-2008¢ 2000—-2008¢ 2000-2008¢ 2000—-2008¢
148 Tanzania, United Republic of 0.367 653 56.3 230 340 355 90.6 885 357
149 Cote d'lvoire 0.320 522 614 16.4 62.7 40.6 37.7 233 .
150  Zambia 0.325 63.7 511 17.8 301 513 783 64.3 63.0
151 Gambia 0.324 60.4 53.6 176 534 521 60.1 343 613
152 Rwanda 0.443 814 54.4 14.0 53.6 46.1 953 76.6 56.9
153 Malawi 0.384 723 532 19.8 4.6 452 939 739 524
155 Afghanistan o . . . . . . . 420
156 Guinea 0.505 824 613 94 748 60.8 844 70.1 .
157  Ethiopia 0.582 90.0 64.7 5.2 839 482 94.2 39 442
158  Sierra Leone 0.489 81.5 60.0 111 60.6 582 924 534 702
159 Central African Republic 0.512 86.4 593 16 727 56.2 923 624
160 Mali 0.564 87.1 64.7 13 811 65.8 86.8 514 .
161  Burkina Faso 0.536 826 649 86 80.4 629 81.6 56.5 46.4
162  Liberia 0.484 839 57.7 9.5 68.9 59.6 916 837
163 Chad 0.344 62.9 547 282 394 82 95.2 619 .
164 Guinea-Bissau o . . . . . . 488 65.7
165  Mozambique 0.481 79.8 60.3 9.8 69.1 527 86.4 747 55.2
166 Burundi 0.530 845 62.7 122 716 355 973 813
167  Niger 0.642 92.7 69.3 40 87.1 64.9 93.0 65.9 .
168  Congo, Democratic Republic of the 0.393 732 537 16.1 484 482 855 592 73
169 Zimbabwe 0.174 385 452 246 15.1 29.6 64.5
OTHER COUNTRIES OR TERRITORIES
Bhutan o . . . . . . 263
Iraq 0.059 143 M3 143 320 200 52
Occupied Palestinian Territories 0.003 0.7 382 127 146 28 08 .
Seychelles o . . . . . . <2
Somalia 0.514 812 633 9.5 745 476 86.7
NOTES
a  See Technical note 4 for details on how the Multidimensional Poverty Index is e Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified.
calculated. f Estimates are for parts of the country only.
b Notallindicators were available for all countries; caution should thus be used g Estimates should be interpreted as a lower bound because data on nutrition were
in cross-country comparisons. Where data are missing, indicator weights are not available from the dataset used.
adjusted to total 100 percent. For details on countries missing data, see Alkire and
Santos (2010).

¢ Additional number of people suffering overlapping deprivation when cutoffis set at
two of the weighted indicators (K=2), expressed as a percentage of the population.
d  Percentage of the population suffering a deprivation in atleast 1.5 of the weighted
indicators in health, education or living standards. For details see Alkire and
Santos (2010).

SOURCES

Columns 1, 2 and 4-7: (alculated based on data on household deprivation in health,
education and living standards from various household surveys.

Column 3: Based on various household surveys (Measure DHS Demographic and
Health Surveys, United Nations Children’s Fund Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys and
World Health Organization World Health Surveys) conducted between 2000 and 2008.
Columns 8 and 9: World Bank (2010c).
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Empowerment

AGENCY POLITICAL FREEDOM CIVIL LIBERTIES ACCOUNTABILITY
Satisfaction with
freedom of choice Humanrights  Press Journalists Corruption Democratic Political
(% satisfied) Democracy violations  freedom  imprisoned victims decentralization engagement
(% of people who faced a (% of people who voiced

HDI rank Total Female Score (0-2) Score (1-5)° (index) (number)®  bribe situation in the last year) ~ Score (0-2)¢ opinion to public officials)

2009 2009 2008 2008 2009 2009 2008 2008 2008

VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

1 Norway 93 93 2 . 00 0 5 2 31
2 Australia 91 90 2 1 31 0 8 1 23
3 New Zealand 89 90 2 1 30 0 9 2 23
4 United States 83 85 2 3 40 0 9 2 32
5 lreland 82 83 2 1 0.0 0 7 2 2
6 Liechtenstein . . 2 . . 0 . . .
7 Netherlands 87 88 2 1 1.0 0 4 1 30
8 (anada 91 92 2 2 37 0 8 2 20
9 Sweden 90 81 2 1 0.0 0 6 2 29
10 Germany 85 86 2 1 35 0 4 2 35
1 Japan 70 75 2 1 33 0 3 2 2
12 Korea, Republic of 55 56 2 2 157 0 10 1 22
13 Switzerland 90 87 2 2 1.0 0 . 2 36
14 France 79 78 2 2 10.7 0 6 2 23
15 lIsrael 64 58 2 3 238 0 11 18
16 Finland 92 93 2 1 00 0 9 1 19
17 leeland 86 87 2 20 0 5 2 25
18 Belgium 86 85 2 2 25 0 6 23
19 Denmark 96 93 2 2 0.0 0 5 2 37
20 Spain 70 70 2 3 110 0 6 2 17
21 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 90 %0 . . 18 0 3 . 5
22 Greece 3] 39 2 3 9.0 0 15 2 16
23 Iy 63 60 2 2 121 0 6 2 14
24 Luxembourg 93 90 2 . 40 0 4 36
25 Austria 85 86 2 1 30 0 5 36
26 United Kingdom 81 82 2 2 40 0 4 2 24
27 Singapore 73 73 1 1 450 0 1 0 12
28 (zech Republic 73 Al 2 1 50 0 27
29 Slovenia 89 88 2 1 9.5 0 9 36
30 Andorra . . 2 . . 0 .
31 Slovakia 49 51 2 1 110 0 2 14
32 United Arab Emirates 83 85 0 2 215 0 20 0 16
33 Malta 76 73 2 2 25 0 5 1 21
34 Estonia 53 53 2 2 0.5 0 9 . 16
35 (yprus 74 B 2 1 55 0 18 2 16
36 Hungary 43 44 2 1 5.5 0 34 2 15
37 Brunei Darussalam . . . . . 0 . . .
38 Qatar 77 72 0 2 240 0 8 1 24
39 Bahrain . 89 0 2 36.5 0 20 1 .
40 Portugal 60 67 2 2 80 0 6 2 23
41 Poland 74 68 2 1 95 0 8 2 5
42 Barbados 2 0
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Empowerment

AGENCY POLITICAL FREEDOM CIVIL LIBERTIES ACCOUNTABILITY
Satisfaction with
freedom of choice Humanrights  Press Journalists Corruption Democratic Political
(% satisfied) Democracy violations  freedom  imprisoned victims decentralization engagement
(% of people who faced a (% of people who voiced
HDI rank Total Female Score (0-2)° Score (1-5)° (index) (number)®  bribe situation in the last year) ~ Score (0-2)¢ opinion to public officials)
2009 2009 2008 2008 2009 2009 2008 2008 2008
HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
43 Bahamas . . 2 2 . 0 .
44 Lithuania 45 47 2 1 23 0 21 2 "
45 Chile 72 74 2 2 105 0 8 1 26
46 Argentina 62 59 2 2 13 0 8 1
47 Kuwait 80 78 0 1 153 0 19 1 24
48 Latvia 39 4 2 2 30 0 2 17
49 Montenegro 47 50 1 2 17.0 0 . 13
50 Romania 54 52 2 3 125 0 36 2 9
51 Croatia 62 48 2 1 172 0 19
52 Uruguay 80 80 2 1 16 0 5 . 19
53 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya . . 0 3 64.5 0 . 2 .
54 Panama 68 64 2 . 145 0 6 1 30
55 Saudi Arabia 60 52 0 4 76.5 1 29 0 2
56 Mexico 66 66 2 4 483 0 " 2 2
57 Malaysia 8 8 1 2 443 0 4 . "
58  Bulgaria 48 45 2 2 15.6 0 2 14
59  Trinidad and Tobago 81 8 2 3 7.0 0 4 12
60 Serbia 2 37 2 . 155 0 . . 12
61 Belarus 56 57 0 3 59.5 0 22 0 "
62 (CostaRica 87 87 2 . 8.0 0 9 2 31
63 Peru 59 57 2 2 209 0 12 1 18
64 Albania 47 4 2 2 218 0 . 2 14
65 Russian Federation 50 51 1 4 60.9 1 20 . 13
66 Kazakhstan Al 69 1 3 49.7 1 23 . n
67 Azerbaijan 45 45 1 2 535 6 36 1 25
68 Bosnia and Herzegovina 32 25 0 2 10.5 0 . 2 8
69 Ukraine 38 38 2 3 220 0 23 . 13
70 Iran, Islamic Republic of 57 59 0 4 104.1 23 19 1 19
71 The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 4 51 2 2 838 0 2 12
72 Mauritius . . 2 . 140 0 . 2 .
73 Brazil 76 73 2 4 15.9 0 5 2 19
74 Georgia 3 40 2 3 188 0 2 . 23
75 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 65 61 2 3 39.5 1 7 2 20
76 Armenia 39 39 2 3 311 0 17 2 12
77 Ecuador 73 Al 2 2 200 0 7 2 15
78 Belize 62 62 2 . . 0 . 0 2
79 Colombia 75 75 2 5 40.1 0 n 2 29
80 Jamaica 3 74 2 4 43 0 . . 15
81 Tunisia 70 76 1 3 61.5 2 14 2 16
82 Jordan 75 76 0 4 319 0 5 1 14
83 Turkey 38 46 2 3 383 1 13 2 12
84 Algeria 50 58 1 3 49.6 0 2 1 16
85 Tonga 1 0
MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
86 Fiji 0 1 60.0 0 .
87 Turkmenistan . . 0 2 107.0 0 . 0 .
88 Dominican Republic 83 83 2 4 268 0 12 2 16
89 (hina 70 68 0 4 845 24 2
90 El Salvador 64 63 2 2 173 0 6 2 14
91 Srilanka 74 74 2 4 75.0 1 5 2 12
92 Thailand 84 86 2 3 440 0 13 2 29
93 Gabon 1 . 835 0 2
94 Suriname . . 2 1 10.6 0 .
95 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 74 69 2 3 24.2 0 18 2 27

STATISTICAL ANNEX ﬂ



Empowerment

AGENCY POLITICAL FREEDOM CIVIL LIBERTIES ACCOUNTABILITY
Satisfaction with
freedom of choice Humanrights  Press Journalists Corruption Democratic Political
(% satisfied) Democracy violations  freedom  imprisoned victims decentralization engagement
(% of people who faced a (% of people who voiced
HDI rank Total Female Score (0-2)° Score (1-5)° (index) (number)®  bribe situation in the last year) ~ Score (0-2)¢ opinion to public officials)
2009 2009 2008 2008 2009 2009 2008 2008 2008

9 Paraguay 69 67 2 3 143 0 10 . 10

97 Philippines 87 87 2 4 383 0 13 2 24

98 Botswana 84 84 1 . 155 0 10 1 18

99 Moldova, Republic of 48 46 2 3 3338 0 34 . 20

100 Mongolia 4 40 2 3 233 0 20 1 25

101 Egypt 60 55 1 4 514 3 % 0 1

102 Uzbekistan 76 n 1 3 67.7 7 12 1 2

103 Micronesia, Federated States of . . 2 . 0 .

104 Guyana 66 65 1 . 105 0 2 19

105 Namibia 76 75 1 1 9.0 0 . 23

106 Honduras 64 64 2 2 40 0 9 2 13

107 Maldives . . 2 1 140 0 .

108  Indonesia 75 75 2 3 25 0 4 2 1
BE 109 Kyrgyzstan 63 64 2 1 400 0 4 1 12
G 110 South Africa 73 70 1 3 85 0 13 2 24

111 Syrian Arab Republic 72 66 0 4 78.0 1 24 . 10

112 Tajikistan 59 65 1 2 320 0 17 1 19

113 VietNam 73 74 0 3 81.7 1 9 2 16

114 Morocco l 81 0 3 41.0 1 24 0 6

115 Nicaragua 74 76 2 2 16.8 0 13 2 14

116 Guatemala 63 63 2 2 295 0 12 0 23

117 Equatorial Guinea 1 3 65.5 0 0

118 Cape Verde . . 2 . 11.0 0 .

119 India 66 60 2 4 293 1 15 1 12

120 Timor-Leste 2 2 16.0 0 0

121 Swaziland . . 0 3 525 0 .

122 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 84 84 0 1 920 0 15 1 4

123 Solomon Islands . . 2 1 . 0 .

124 (ambodia 93 9N 1 2 352 1 1 14

125 Pakistan 31 40 2 4 65.7 0 9 1 15

126 Congo 52 55 1 3 343 0 43 . 25

127 SdoTomé and Principe 2 0

LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

128 Kenya 58 61 2 4 250 0 32 . 23

129 Bangladesh 62 62 0 4 373 0 9 0 7

130 Ghana 74 72 2 2 6.0 0 14 19

131 Cameroon 69 70 1 4 305 1 26 20

132 Myanmar . . 0 5 102.7 9 . 6

133 Yemen 62 54 1 4 834 2 4 1 9

134 Benin 67 66 2 2 16.0 0 20 2 2

135 Madagascar 33 29 2 458 0 12 2 10

136 Mauritania 69 76 0 3 285 1 18 . 28

137 Papua New Guinea . . 2 2 14.7 0 2

138 Nepal 58 57 2 4 356 0 8 2 11

139 Togo 24 23 1 2 155 0 2 2 19

140  Comoros 50 40 2 19.0 0 "

141 Lesotho . . 1 . 275 0 .

142 Nigeria 51 47 2 4 46.0 0 27 0 30

143 Uganda 76 78 1 3 215 0 3 . 21

144 Senegal 54 57 2 3 220 0 20 0 2

145 Haiti 4 40 1 2 150 0 20 . 2

146 Angola 69 70 0 3 365 0 33 0 39

147 Djibouti 05 65 0 310 0 13 . 29

148  Tanzania, United Republic of 54 58 1 2 155 0 27 . 32

149 (ote d'Ivoire 76 75 0 3 290 0 2 .

150 Zambia al 68 1 . 268 0 17 1 16

151 Gambia 1 2 483 1 0
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Empowerment

AGENCY POLITICAL FREEDOM CIVIL LIBERTIES ACCOUNTABILITY
Satisfaction with
freedom of choice Humanrights  Press Journalists Corruption Democratic Political
(% satisfied) Democracy violations  freedom  imprisoned victims decentralization engagement
(% of people who faced a (% of people who voiced
HDI rank Total Female Score (0-2)° Score (1-5)° (index) (number)®  bribe situation in the last year) ~ Score (0-2)¢ opinion to public officials)
2009 2009 2008 2008 2009 2009 2008 2008 2008
152 Rwanda 77 74 1 2 64.7 0 10 1 26
153 Malawi 88 88 2 2 155 0 10 0 26
154 Sudan 69 69 0 5 540 0 . 38
155 Afghanistan 63 56 1 5 543 0 31 0 2
156 Guinea 67 63 0 4 285 0 . . 30
157  Ethiopia 35 37 1 3 49.0 4 14 1 17
158  Sierra Leone 72 73 2 3 340 0 15 0 41
159 Central African Republic 66 67 1 4 178 0 . 0 38
160  Mali 49 63 2 2 8.0 0 23 2 16
161 Burkina Faso 57 56 1 3 15.0 0 14 1 12
162  Liberia 72 Al 2 2 15.5 0 29 . 28
163 Chad 52 4 1 5 445 0 16 0 2
164  Guinea-Bissau . . 2 1 235 0
165  Mozambique 51 49 1 3 19.0 0 20 1 15
166 Burundi 43 44 2 4 290 0 14 2 13
167  Niger 88 87 2 3 485 0 17 19
168 Congo, Democratic Republic of the 54 55 1 5 535 0 . 0 19
169  Zimbabwe 4 23 1 4 46.5 0 33 10
OTHER COUNTRIES OR TERRITORIES
Antigua and Barbuda 2 . 0
Bhutan . . 2 . 158 0 . . .
Cuba 26 28 0 3 94.0 2 . 1 40
Dominica 2 . . 0 . .
Eritrea 1 3 1155 19 . 0
Grenada . . 2 . . 0 .
Iraq 37 39 0 5 533 1 36 21
Kiribati 2 . 0 .
Korea, Democratic People’s Rep. of . . 0 . 1125 0 . 2
Lebanon 66 64 0 3 154 0 30 1 12
Marshall Islands 2 0
Monaco 0
Nauru . . 2 . . 0 .
Occupied Palestinian Territories 46 47 . 59 69.8 0 15 . 20
Oman 0 1 295 0 0
Palau 2 0
Saint Kitts and Nevis 2 0 .
Saint Lucia 2 0 2
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 2 0 .
Samoa 1 0 0
San Marino 2 . 0
Seychelles 1 . 16.0 0
Somalia 0 5 715 0
Tuvalu 2 0 .
Vanuatu 2 0 2
NOTES
a 0isnondemocratic, 1is democratic with no alternation, 2 is democratic. e 0isnolocal elections, 1is legislature elected but executive appointed, g Refers to violence committed within the Occupied Palestinian Territories by
b 1isfewest human rights violations, 5 is most human rights violations. 2is legislature and executive locally elected. Israeli forces. Violence committed in West Bank by actors working with or for the
¢ Alower score indicates more freedom of the press. f  Referstolsrael’s pre-1967 borders and does not include Occupied Territories Palestinian National Authority receives a score of 4.
d  Data refer to verified cases of journalists having been imprisoned as of December 1, (Gaza and the West Bank).

2009. Countries with a value of 0 did not have any verified cases as of that date.

SOURCES

Columns 1,2, 7 and 9: Gallup World Poll database (2010). Column 5: Reporters Without Borders (2009).
Column 3: Cheibub, Gandhi, and Vreeland (2010). Column 6: CPJ (2009).

Column 4: Gibney, Cornett, and Woods (2010). Column 8: Beck and others (2001).
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SHARE OF TOTAL PRIMARY
Adjusted  Ecological ENERGY SUPPLY
net footprint of Fossil Renewable
savings® consumption  fuels® sources*
(hectares per
HDI rank (% of GNI) capita) (%) (%)
2008 2006 2007 2007
VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
1 Norway 16.2 42 69 31
2 Australia 15.0 . 94 6
3 New Zealand . 76 67 33
4 United States 09 9.0 86 5
5 lIreland 75 82 91 3
6  Liechtenstein . . . .
7 Netherlands -12 46 93 4
8 (anada 76 58 76 16
9 Sweden 205 . 33 31
10 Germany . 40 81 9
11 Japan 153 41 83 3
12 Korea, Republic of 211 37 82 1
13 Switzerland . 56 52 21
14 France 9.8 46 51 7
15 lsrael 13 5.4 9% 4
16 Finland 16.0 55 50 24
17 Iceland . . 19 81
18 Belgium . 5.7 73 4
19 Denmark 138 72 82 18
20 Spain 10.1 56 8 7
21 Hong Kong, China (SAR) . . 95 0
22 Greece 438 58 94 5
23 Iy 86 49 91 7
24 Luxembourg . . 89 3
25 Austria 17.6 49 73 26
26 United Kingdom 39 6.1 90 .
27 Singapore 347 45 100 0
28 (zech Republic 134 53 8 5
29 Slovenia 18.1 39 69 10
30 Andorra .
31 Slovakia -81.1 49 Al 6
32 United Arab Emirates 103 100 0
33 Malta . . 100
34 Estonia 9.0 6.4 90 10
35 (yprus -28 . 97 3
36 Hungary 50 32 79 5
37 Brunei Darussalam . . 100 0
38 Qatar . 9.7 100 0
39 Bahrain 15.6 . 100 0
40 Portugal 41 44 79 18
41 Poland 9.2 39 94 6

42 Barbados
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Carbon
dioxide
emissions
per capita
(tonnes)
1990 2006
74 86
174 181
67 74
190 190
88 104
12 103
162 167
60 56
121F 97
95 101
56 99
63 56
70 6.2
74 103
102 127
81 74
108 103
98 99
59 80
48 55
7.2 87
75 81
260 245
79 86
100 94
156 128
127 13
641 76
84f 70
294 328
63 63
1647 131
68 92
6.0 5.7
250 155
252 562
241 288
44 57
91 83
40 46

area

(% terrestrial
area)

2009

144
10.5
259
148
10
424
124
80
13
40.5
163
24
28
15.1
187
9.1
9.7
09
50
86
N8
138
99
19.8
229
244
54
15.1
121
6.0
235
56
173
200
11.0
5.1
429
07
14
59
218
0.1

Population
living on
Protected degraded

land

(%)
2010

o — u o o

Sustainability and vulnerability

POPULATION WITHOUT ACCESS

Deaths due Population
TO IMPROVED SERVICES toindoorand affected by
outdoor air and natural
Water Sanitation water pollution? disasters®
(average per year,
(%) (%) (per million people) per million people)
2008 2008 2004 20002009
0 0 65 49
0 0 35 458
0 0 189
1 0 135 7322
0 1 0 46
. . 0 .
0 0 203 0
0 0 84 63
0 0 55 4
0 0 124 449
0 0 194 1378
2 0 150 1,232
0 0 108 108
0 0 81 108
0 0 213 9
0 0 19 8
0 0 0 44
0 0 203 27
0 0 m 0
0 0 137 20
. 0 83
0 2 226 195
0 . 137 127
0 0 0 0
0 0 147 820
0 0 189 683
0 0 262 52
0 2 167 2,344
1 0 150 33
0 0 0 .
0 0 74 219
0 3 51
0 0 0 .
2 5 74 8
0 0 242 0
0 0 208 509
. 0
0 0 0
0 .
1 0 191 1,560
0 10 162 61
0 0 0 0



Sustainability and vulnerability

SHARE OF TOTAL PRIMARY

Carbon Population POPULATION WITHOUT ACCESS Deaths due Population
Adjusted  Ecological ENERGY SUPPLY dioxide living on T0 IMPROVED SERVICES toindoor and affected by
net footprint of Fossil Renewable  emissions Protected degraded outdoor air and natural
savings® consumption  fuels® sources* per capita area land Water Sanitation water pollution® disasters®
(hectares per (% terrestrial (average per year,
HDI rank (% of GNI) capita) (%) ()] (tonnes) area) (%) (%) (%) (per million people) per million people)
2008 2006 2007 2007 1990 2006 2009 2010 2008 2008 2004 20002009
HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
43 Bahamas . . . . 76 65 137 . . 0 0 6,666
44 Lithuania 6.6 33 62 9 6.0 42 45 5 . 204 0
45 Chile 04 31 78 2 27 37 16.5 1 4 4 161 4,774
46 Argentina 77 30 90 7 35 44 54 2 3 10 349 1,963
47 Kuwait 9.7 79 100 0 190 312 1.6 1 1 0 15 0
48 Latvia 148 46 64 30 51f 33 178 2 1 2 0 5
49 Montenegro . . . . . . 133 8 2 8 0 273
50 Romania 13.7 27 8 13 6.8 46 7.1 13 . 28 460 1,072
51 (roatia 13 33 87 7 37 52 73 18 1 1 225 52
52 Uruguay 12 . 62 38 13 21 03 6 0 0 am 4,824
53 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya . 32 9 1 92 92 0.1 8 . 3 310 .
54 Panama 189 32 75 25 1320 187 4 7 31 189 2,950
55 Saudi Arabia -18 35 100 0 132 158 313 4 . . 108 61
56 Mexico 9.0 32 89 9 46 41 1.1 4 6 15 174 6,587
57 Malaysia . . 95 5 31 72 179 1 0 4 60 1,667
58 Bulgaria 29 33 78 5 8.7 6.3 9.1 8 0 0 437 203
59 Trinidad and Tobago -19.2 . 100 0 139 253 312 . 6 8 0 146
60 Serbia . . 89 n . . 6.0 19 1 8 0 176
61 Belarus 198 42 92 5 96 7.1 73 5 0 7 10 0
62 CostaRica 9.1 27 4 53 0 18 209 1 3 5 118 11383
63 Peru 70 18 70 30 00 14 136 1 18 32 244 18,032
64 Albania 85 26 68 21 23 14 9.8 6 2 97 21,349
65  Russian Federation 16 44 89 3 139 109 90 3 4 13 241 1,531
66 Kazakhstan 25 44 9 1 159F 126 25 24 5 3 358 571
67 Azerbaijan —0.1 23 9% 2 59 42 72 4 20 55 525 474
68 Bosnia and Herzegovina . 34 91 9 1270 06 6 1 5 79 10,832
69 Ukraine 85 27 82 1 19 69 35 6 2 5 313 1,561
70 Iran, Islamic Republic of . 27 9 1 40 66 7.1 25 . . 134 58,770
71 The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 9.0 . 85 8 56f 53 49 7 0 1 148 60,392
72 Mauritius 85 . . . 14 31 45 . 1 9 81 220
73 Brazil 5.2 . 53 44 14 19 280 8 3 20 269 3,908
74 Georgia 03 . 70 30 29 12 3.7 2 2 5 m 18916
75 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 6.5 23 8 12 62 63 538 2 . . 69 506
76 Armenia 18.1 1.6 Al 6 11f 15 8.0 10 4 10 1,045 10,704
77 Ecuador 04 19 87 3 6 24 2.1 2 6 8 124 9,126
78 Belize 88 . . . 729 280 1 1 10 0 54328
79 Colombia 15 19 il 29 6 14 204 2 8 26 168 11,288
80 Jamaica . . 0 10 34 45 18.9 3 6 17 340 17,504
81 Tunisia 70 19 86 14 1.6 23 13 37 6 15 174 362
82 Jordan 36 20 928 2 32 36 94 2 4 2 204 2,639
83 Turkey 83 28 90 10 26 36 19 5 1 10 427 957
84 Algeria 214 19 100 0 3140 63 29 17 5 324 622
85 Tonga . . . . 08 13 145 . 0 4 0 18,168
MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
86 Fij -7 37 . . 19 13 . . . 0 6,720
87 Turkmenistan . 38 100 0 72f 90 30 il . 2 691 0
88 Dominican Republic 03 14 81 20 13 2] 21 7 14 17 256 3319
89  (China 351 18 87 12 21 46 16.6 9 n 45 693 96,359
90 El Salvador —0.1 . 4 58 05 10 08 6 3 3 215 39,965
91 Srilanka 104 09 46 55 02 06 208 21 10 9 315 31,444
92 Thailand 180 17 81 19 18 43 196 17 2 4 345 46,173
93 Gabon 36 . 40 60 66 16 149 0 13 67 372 1,357
94 Suriname . . . . 45 54 14 0 7 16 0 6,744
95 Bolivia, Plurinational State of -47 24 82 18 08 12 182 2 4 75 633 17,895
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Sustainability and vulnerability

SHARE OF TOTAL PRIMARY

Carbon Population POPULATION WITHOUT ACCESS Deaths due Population
Adjusted  Ecological ENERGY SUPPLY dioxide living on TO IMPROVED SERVICES toindoor and affected by
net footprint of Fossil Renewable  emissions Protected degraded outdoor air and natural
savings® consumption  fuels® sources* per capita area land Water Sanitation water pollution’ disasters®
(hectares per (% terrestrial (average per year,
HDI rank (% of GNI) capita) (%) (%) (tonnes) area) (%) (%) (%) (per million people) per million people)
2008 2006 2007 2007 1990 2006 2009 2010 2008 2008 2004 20002009
96  Paraguay 9.0 34 15 85 05 07 55 1 14 30 24 10,590
97 Philippines 23 . 57 3 07 08 109 2 9 24 32 60,119
98 Botswana 372 39 69 23 16 26 309 2 5 40 il 7925
99 Moldova, Republic of 173 17 90 2 48720 14 2 10 21 340 86,995
100 Mongolia 30 . % 3 45 36 134 31 24 50 318 120113
101 Egypt 21 14 % 4 14 0 59 25 1 6 345 2
102 Uzbekistan -141 17 99 1 53F 43 23 27 13 0 715 2431
103 Micronesia, Federated States of . . . . . . 40 . . . 0 10,768
104 Guyana 144 . . . 16 20 49 0 6 19 262 59,712
105 Namibia 99 30 68 21 00 14 145 28 8 67 152 42,577
106 Honduras 131 22 55 45 05 10 182 15 14 29 385 18,638
107 Maldives . . . . 07 29 . . 9 2 0 4901
108 Indonesia -24 . 69 31 08 15 141 3 20 48 505 4,935
109 Kyrgyzstan 104 13 61 39 25 11 6.9 10 10 7 736 518
110 South Africa -35 27 88 10 91 86 69 17 9 23 350 33,998
111 Syrian Arab Republic -152 1.6 9% 2 29 35 0.6 33 n 4 222 8,263
112 Tajikistan 188 09 62 38 39F 10 41 10 30 6 1,302 100,709
LS 113 Vietham 97 10 51 49 03 12 62 8 6 % 438 25632
7 114 Morocco 19.8 13 9% 4 09 15 16 39 19 31 186 1,156
115 Nicaragua . 23 4 59 0.6 08 36.7 14 15 48 316 10,527
116 Guatemala 53 17 46 54 06 09 306 9 6 19 468 27,087
117 Equatorial Guinea —385 . . . 0.4 88 192 0 . . 1,182 155
118 Cape Verde . . . . 02 06 25 . 16 46 213 11,020
119 India 242 08 70 29 08 13 53 10 12 69 954 55,557
120 Timor-Leste . . . . . 0.2 6.1 . 31 50 316 93
121 Swaziland 7. . . . 05 09 30 0 31 45 718 156,115
122 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 17.1 10 . . 01 02 163 4 43 47 847 24,535
123 Solomon Islands 54.7 1.7 . . 05 04 0.1 . . . 433 2,050
124 Cambodia . 09 29 n 00 03 240 39 39 7 1,304 62,992
125 Pakistan 6.1 0.7 62 37 0.6 09 10.3 4 10 55 896 8953
126 Congo =571 1.0 39 58 05 04 95 0 29 70 898 862
127 SdoTomé and Principe . . . . 06 07 . . " 74 666
LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
128 Kenya 102 . 20 80 02 03 116 31 4 69 1,106 94,526
129 Bangladesh 237 . 06 34 01 03 16 11 20 47 821 49,538
130 Ghana 6.6 1.6 32 68 03 04 140 1 18 87 1,283 3,238
131 Cameroon . 11 27 73 01 02 9.2 15 26 53 1,832 168
132 Myanmar . 1.0 31 68 01 02 63 19 29 19 883 5989
133 Yemen . 1.0 9 1 08f 10 0.5 32 38 48 1,102 135
134 Benin . 1.0 37 62 01 04 238 2 25 88 2,037 3,832
135 Madagascar 7.0 12 . . 01 01 29 0 59 89 1,967 23,628
136 Mauritania . 31 . . 14 05 05 24 51 74 1,273 37,166
137 Papua New Guinea 31 17 . . 05 07 31 0 60 55 737 5078
138 Nepal 30.5 . 1 89 00 01 170 2 12 69 877 9,611
139 Togo . . 13 85 02 02 13 5 40 88 1,403 291
140 Comoros 70 . . . 0.1 0.1 0.0 . 5 64 664 47,708
141 Lesotho 19.4 . . . . . 0.5 64 15 A 304 52,807
142 Nigeria . 1.6 19 81 0.5 0.7 128 12 4 68 2,120 432
143 Uganda 33 . . . 00 01 9.7 23 33 52 1,692 10,899
144 Senegal 122 12 53 47 04 04 241 16 31 49 191 7,39
145 Haiti . 05 28 72 01 02 03 15 37 83 1,080 12,150
146 Angola 426 09 34 66 04 06 124 3 50 3 5225 5421
147 Djibouti . 09 . . 07 06 00 8 8 44 885 94,144
148 Tanzania, United Republic of . 1.0 10 90 0.1 0.1 217 25 46 76 1392 13,303
149 (ote d'lvoire 17 0.9 23 77 0.5 0.4 226 1 20 77 1,884 39
150  Zambia -0.7 12 n 89 03 02 36.0 5 40 51 1,961 36,424
151 Gambia 39 11 . . 02 02 15 18 8 33 1,283 2,059
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Sustainability and vulnerability

SHARE OF TOTAL PRIMARY

Carbon Population POPULATION WITHOUT ACCESS Deaths due Population
Adjusted  Ecological ENERGY SUPPLY dioxide living on TO IMPROVED SERVICES toindoor and affected by
net footprint of Fossil Renewable  emissions Protected degraded outdoor air and natural
savings® consumption  fuels® sources* per capita area land Water Sanitation water pollution® disasters®
(hectares per (% terrestrial (average per year,
HDI rank (% of GNI) capita) (%) (%) (tonnes) area) (%) (%) (%) (per million people) per million people)
2008 2006 2007 2007 1990 2006 2009 2010 2008 2008 2004 2000-2009

152 Rwanda 2.1 . . . 01 01 10.0 10 35 46 3,345 21,544
153 Malawi 251 . . . 01 01 15.0 19 20 44 2,395 70,315
154 Sudan -131 22 26 74 02 03 49 40 3] 66 979 20,408
155 Afghanistan . . . . 02 00 04 " 52 63 5125 23278
156 Guinea -13 15 . . 02 01 6.8 1 29 81 1,759 3,227
157  Ethiopia 89 . 9 92 01 01 184 72 62 88 257 37,289
158  Sierra Leone -1.0 08 . . 01 02 50 0 51 87 5623 457
159 Central African Republic —4.6 14 . . 0.1 0.1 147 0 33 66 1,812 510
160  Mali . 19 . . 01 00 24 60 44 64 3,367 9,531
161  Burkina Faso . 14 . . 01 01 139 73 24 89 3,130 2,504
162  Liberia . 12 . . 02 02 18.1 0 32 8 3,287 1,080
163 Chad 499 18 . . 00 00 94 45 50 91 2,547 31,625
164 Guinea-Bissau 16.6 1.0 . . 0.2 0.2 16.1 1 39 79 3,269 11,817
165  Mozambique —46 . 5 95 01 01 158 2 53 8 1428 47,950
166 Burundi . . . . 01 00 49 19 28 54 3,519 51177
167  Niger . 1.7 . . 01 01 6.8 25 52 91 5,445 50,079
168  Congo, Democratic Republic of the =25 0.7 4 9% 01 00 10.0 0 54 77 3,260 1,288
169 Zimbabwe . 10 28 70 16 08 280 29 18 56 889 75,240

OTHER COUNTRIES OR TERRITORIES
Antigua and Barbuda . . . . 49 51 7.0 . . . 0 32,725
Bhutan 504 . . . 02 06 284 0 8 35 789 0
(uba . 23 87 13 31 26 63 17 6 9 233 97,163
Dominica . . . . 09 17 21.7 . . . 0 12,965
Eritrea . 08 27 74 . 0.1 50 59 39 86 1231 87,758
Grenada . . . . 1323 17 . . 3 0 65910
Iraq . 13 9 0 28 32 0.1 5 21 27 1,244 276
Kiribati . . . . 03 03 220 . . . 0 0
Korea, Democratic People’s Rep. of . 14 8 12 122 36 40 3 0 436 7,874
Lebanon 0.1 21 93 5 31 38 05 1 0 . 149 460
Marshall Islands . . . . 10 16 31 6 27 0 1,465
Monaco . . . . . . 237 . 0 0 0
Nauru . . . . 144 141 . . . . 0 .
Occupied Palestinian Territories . . . . . 08 . . 9 n 0 0
Oman . 35 100 0 56 163 10.7 6 12 . 117 783
Palau . . . . 157 58 20 . . . 0
SaintKitts and Nevis . . . . 16 27 36 . 1 4 0 .
Saint Lucia . . . . 12 23 143 . 2 0 0
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 76 . . . 0.7 17 109 . . . 0 1,557
Samoa . . . . 08 09 34 . . 0 0 3,277
San Marino . . . . . . . 0 .
Seychelles . . . . 16 86 40 . . . 0 22,448
Somalia . 15 . . 00 00 0.6 26 70 77 3,490 67,697
Tuvalu . . . . . . 04 . 3 16 0 .
Vanuatu . . . . 05 04 43 . 17 48 0 36,308

NOTES

a  Includes particulate emissions damage. d  Includes deaths from diarrhoea attributable to water, sanitation and hygiene; e Natural disasters include droughts, earthquakes, epidemics, extreme temperatures,

b Fossils fuels include coal and coal products, crude, natural gas liquids, feedstocks, deaths from acute respiratory infections (children under age 5), chronic obstructive floods, insect infestation, storms, volcanoes and wildfires.

petroleum products and natural gas. pulmonary disease (adults over age 30) and lung cancer (adults over age 30) f  Data refer to a year other than that specified.
¢ Renewables sources include hydropower, geothermal power, combustible attributable to indoor smoke; and deaths from respiratory infections and diseases,
renewables, waste, solar and wind, and exclude nuclear energy. lung cancer and selected cardiovascular diseases attributable to outdoor air pollution.

SOURCES

Column 1:World Bank (2010a). Columns 5 and 6: Boden, Marland, and Andres (2009). Column 11: Calculated based on data from WHO (2008) and UNDESA (2009d).

Column 2: GFN (2009). Column 7: UNEP-WCMC (2006). Column 12: Calculated based on CRED EM-DAT (2010) and UNDESA (2009d).

Columns 3 and 4: (alculated based on data on total primary energy supply source Column 8: FAO (2010a).

from IEA (2009). Columns 9 and 10: WHO and UNICEF (2010).

STATISTICAL ANNEX m



Human security

LIMITATIONS TO FREEDOM FROM FEAR LIMITATIONS TO FREEDOM FROM WANT
Conventional arms transfers® Refugees Internally
(1990 millions) by country displaced _ (CGvilwar Prevalence of Intensity of food
Exports Imports of origin persons® Fatalities Intensity undernourishment deprivation
(average per year of (average % shortfall in
conflict per million minimum dietary energy
HDI rank (thousands) (thousands) inhabitants) Score (0-2)° (% of total population) requirements)
2008 2008 2008 2008 1990/2008 2008 1990-1992¢  2004-2006°  1990/1992 2004/2006
VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
1 Norway 2 536 0.0 0 <5 <5
2 Australia 6 380 0.0 0 <5 <5
3 New Zealand . 2 00 0 <5 <5
4 United States 6,093 808 21 0 <5 <5
5 Ireland 1 21 0.0 0 <5 <5
6 Liechtenstein . . . 0
7 Netherlands 554 132 0.0 0 <5 <5
8 (anada 236 427 0.1 0 <5 <5
9 Sweden 457 64 0.0 0 <5 <5
10 Germany . . 02 0 <5 <5
11 Japan . 584 02 0 <5 <5 . .
12 Korea, Republic of 80 1821 11 0 <5 <5 7 7
13 Switzerland 467 14 0.0 0 <5 <5
14 France 1,831 7 0.1 . . 0 <5 <5
15 Israel m 665 15 . 785 1 <5 <5
16 Finland 67 152 0.0 0 <5 <5
17 Iceland . . 0.0 0 <5 <5
18 Belgium 228 177 0.1 0 <5 <5
19 Denmark 15 90 0.0 . . 0 <5 <5
20 Spain 603 361 00 . 09 0 <5 <5
21 Hong Kong, China (SAR) . . 0.0 0
22 Greece . 563 0.1 0 <5 <5
23 ltaly 424 189 0.1 0 <5 <5
24 Luxembourg . . . 0 <5 <5
25 Austria 16 220 0.0 . . 0 <5 <5
26 United Kingdom 1,027 506 0.2 . 13 0 <5 <5
27 Singapore 1 1123 0.1 0 . . . .
28 Czech Republic 33 20 14 0 <5 <5 7 10
29 Slovenia . . 0.1 0 <5 <5 7 10
30 Andorra . . 0.0 0 . . . .
31 Slovakia 8 . 03 0 <5 <5 7 5
32 United Arab Emirates . 748 03 0 <5 <5 6 20
33 Malta . . 00 0 <5 <5 . .
34 Estonia . 50 0.2 . 0 <5 <5 10 9
35 (yprus . . 0.0 200.5¢ 0 <5 <5 6 10
36 Hungary . 5 16 0 <5 <5 6
37 Brunei Darussalam . . 0.0 0 <5 <5 8
38 Qatar . . 0.1 0
39 Bahrain . 19 0.1 0
40 Portugal 87 159 0.0 0 <5 <5 . .
41 Poland 76 623 24 0 <5 <5 6 10
42 Barbados . 13 0.0 0 <5 <5 7 8
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HDI rank

HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

LIMITATIONS TO FREEDOM FROM FEAR
Conventional arms transfers®

43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
n
72
73
74
75
76
77
4
79
80
81
82
83
84
85

Bahamas

Lithuania

Chile

Argentina

Kuwait

Latvia

Montenegro

Romania

(roatia

Uruguay

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya
Panama

Saudi Arabia

Mexico

Malaysia

Bulgaria

Trinidad and Tobago
Serbia

Belarus

(osta Rica

Peru

Albania

Russian Federation
Kazakhstan

Azerbaijan

Bosnia and Herzegovina
Ukraine

Iran, Islamic Republic of
The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
Mauritius

Brazil

Georgia

Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of
Armenia

Ecuador

Belize

Colombia

Jamaica

Tunisia

Jordan

Turkey

Algeria

Tonga
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86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93

Fij

Turkmenistan
Dominican Republic
(hina

El Salvador

Sri Lanka

Thailand

Gabon

Refugees Internally
(1990 $ millions) by country displaced Civil war
Exports Imports of origin persons® Fatalities Intensity
(average per year of
conflict per million
(thousands) (thousands) inhabitants) Score (0-2)°
2008 2008 2008 2008 1990/2008 2008

. 00 0
. 26 05 0
133 577 10 0
2 10 0
5 09 0
44 08 0
. 13 0
70 48 . . 0
9 97.0 24 269.4 0
. 65 0.2 0
9 21 0
. 0.1 0
15 0.7 . . 0
. 6.2 55 07 0
. 541 06 0
8 123 30 . 0
02 . 32 0
B, 185.9 250° 0
292 54 0
. 0.4 . . 0
2 73 150 219 1
. 3 15.0 . . 0
6,026 . 103.1 18-829 402 1
25 48 . . 0
il 163 573-603" 236.6 0
. 744 125 34582 0
269 . 284 . 0
2 91 69.1 . 1.1 1
75 <1 60.6 0
. . 0.0 0
72 212 14 . . 0
. 77 126 247-249F 289.0 1
3 764 58 . 53 0
. 16.3 84 0
140 11 0
. 00 . . 0
92 3735 3,304-4916) 447 2
2 08 0
. 7 23 0
2 136 19 . . 0
5] 578 2144 954-1,200 282 1
1518 9.1 1348 1
00 0
19 . 0
0.7 - 0
. . 03 0
544 1,481 175.2 . 0
52 . 210.2 0
. 1378 380 1938 2
12 18 55 1
2 0.1 0

Prevalence of
undernourishment

(% of total population)

<5
<5
20

<5

<5

Human security

LIMITATIONS TO FREEDOM FROM WANT

Intensity of food
deprivation

(average % shortfall in
minimum dietary energy
requirements)

1990-1992°  2004-2006°  1990/1992  2004/2006

6 9 12
<5 8 10
<5 9 i
<5 7 "
<5 12 7
<5 7 0
<5 7 13
<5 10 4
<5 8 0
<5 7 4
17 13 "
<5 8 7
<5 10 12
<5 7 7
<5 9 10
10 1 15
<5 6 18
<5 8 8
13 14 14
<5 10 8
<5 8 n
<5 6 10
1 12 7
<5 9 7
<5 7 7
<5 9 12
<5 10 8
6 10 12
6 13 12
12 14 9
12 10 10
3 14 13
13 12 5
<5 9 25
10 13 9
5 10 9
<5 7 10
<5 9 6
<5 8 9

10 10
<5 10 2
6 10 9
21 13 12
10 14 13
10 1 i
21 15 14
17 15 "
<5 8 8
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Human security

LIMITATIONS TO FREEDOM FROM FEAR LIMITATIONS TO FREEDOM FROM WANT
Conventional arms transfers® Refugees Internally
__ (19908 milions) by country displaced _(Cvilwar Prevalence of Intensity of food
Exports Imports of origi persons® Fatalities Intensity undernourishment deprivation
(average per year of (average % shortfall in
conflict per million minimum dietary energy
HDI rank (thousands) (thousands) inhabitants) Score (0-2)¢ (% of total population) requirements)
2008 2008 2008 2008 1990/2008 2008 1990-1992¢  2004-2006°  1990/1992  2004/2006
94 Suriname . . 0.1 . . 0 1 7 10 10
95 Bolivia, Plurinational State of . 3 05 0 24 3 13 15
9 Paraguay . . 0.1 . . 0 16 12 12 12
97  Philippines . 10 14 125-188 8.0 1 2N 15 15 14
98 Botswana . . 0.0 . . 0 20 26 13 13
99 Moldova, Republic of 20 . 56 . 170.7 0 <5 <5 9 9
100 Mongolia . 14 13 . . 0 30 29 14 14
101 Egypt . 214 6.8 . 22 0 <5 <5 10 13
102 Uzbekistan . . 63 3 6.1 0 5 13 8 13
103 Micronesia, Federated States of . . . 0 .
104 Guyana . 0.7 0 18 6 12 13
105 Namibia . 66 1.0 0 29 19 14 8
106 Honduras . 11 0 19 12 15 13
107 Maldives . . 0.0 . . 0 9 7 10 5
108  Indonesia . 241 193 70-120 22 0 19 16 13 13
109 Kyrgyzstan 16 . 25 0 17 <5 12 4
110 South Africa 161 387 05 . 0 <5 <5
111 Syrian Arab Republic . 292 152 433m . 0 <5 <5 9 7
112 Tajikistan . . 05 . 8154 0 34 26 3 10
113 VietNam . 250 3282 0 28 13 16 16
114 Morocco . 49 35 0 5 <5 1 13
115 Nicaragua . . 15 . . 0 52 21 21 18
116 Guatemala . 59 W 445 0 14 16 12 12
117 Equatorial Guinea . 4 04 0 .
118 Cape Verde . . 00 . . 0 12 14 1 9
119  India n 1,810 19.6 500 41 1 24 22 17 15
120 Timor-Leste . . 0.0 <1 0 18 23
121 Swaziland . . 0.0 . . 0 12 18 " 12
122 Lao People’s Democratic Republic . 7 86 . 46 0 27 19 16 15
123 Solomon Islands . . 0.1 . . 0 25 9 13 8
124 Cambodia . . 173 . 136 0 38 25 16 14
125  Pakistan . 939 324 1,250° 114 2 2 3 16 16
126  Congo . . 199 78 5823 0 40 21 17 14
127 SdoTomé and Principe . . 00 0 15 5 11 7
LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
128 Kenya . . 9.7 400° . 0 33 30 15 13
129 Bangladesh . 12 101 60500 02 0 36 26 18 17
130 Ghana . . 132 0 34 8 15 9
131 Cameroon . 1 139 . . 0 34 23 15 9
132 Myanmar . . 1844 4709 421 1 4 17 17 17
133 Yemen . 45 18 250 257.3 0 30 32 15 16
134 Benin . . 03 0 28 19 15 12
135 Madagascar . . 03 0 32 35 16 15
136 Mauritania . . 45.6 . . 0 10 8 12 7
137  Papua New Guinea . . 0.0 . 10.7 0
138 Nepal . . 42 50-70 451 0 21 16 14 11
139 Togo . . 16.8 <2 441 0 45 37 18 16
140 Comoros . 5 04 . 1014 0 40 51 16 19
141 Lesotho . . 0.0 . 60.4 0 15 15 13 6
142 Nigeria . 17 142 Lt 1.0 0 15 8 13 "
143 Uganda . 3 75 437° 251 0 19 15 14 "
144 Senegal . 1 16.0 24-40 143 0 2 25 14 10
145 Haiti . . 31 . 529 0 63 58 24 23
146 Angola . 20 1714 20 3137 0 66 4 24 17
147 Djibouti . . 07 . 209.7 0 60 31 2 12
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Conventional arms transfers®
(1990 $ millions)

Exports

HDI rank
2008
Tanzania, United Republic of
(ote d'Ivoire
Zambia
Gambia
Rwanda
Malawi
Sudan
Afghanistan
Guinea
Ethiopia
Sierra Leone
Central African Republic
Mali
Burkina Faso
Liberia
Chad
Guinea-Bissau
Mozambique
Burundi
Niger
Congo, Democratic Republic of the
Zimbabwe

NOTES

a Indicates the monetary value of voluntary transfers by a supplier of weapons with
amilitary purpose destined for the armed forces, paramilitary forces or intelligence
agencies of another country. Data indicate only the volume of international arms
transfers, not the actual financial value of such transfers, and may underestimate
actual transfers of conventional weapons.

b Estimates are from the Internal Displacement Monitoring Centre, based on various
sources, and are associated with a high level of uncertainty.

¢ Oisnocivil war, 1is minor civil war (fewer than 1,000 deaths), 2 is major civil war
(atleast 1,000 deaths).

d  Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified.

e Includes more than 200,000 Greek and Turkish Cypriots displaced in 1974.

f  Includes 207,000 registered internally displaced persons in Serbia, 20,000
unregistered Roma and 20,000 displaced persons in Kosovo.

g Includes internally displaced persons from Chechnya and North Ossetia with forced
migrant status in and outside the North Caucasus, as well as internally displaced
persons registered by the government.

SOURCES

Columns 1and 2: SIPRI (2010a).

Column 3: UNHCR (2010).

Column 4: IDMC (2010).

Column 5: Calculated based on data from Lacina and Gleditsch (2005) and
UNDESA (2009d).

Column 6: UCDP and PRIO (2009).

Columns 7-10: FAO (2010a).

Imports

2008

128

89

h

s g — =>—

p

LIMITATIONS TO FREEDOM FROM FEAR

Refugees Internally
by country displaced Civil war
of origin persons® Fatalities
(average per year of
conflict per million
(thousands) (thousands) inhabitants)
2008 2008 1990/2008
13 . .
22 o %4
0.2
14 .
725 2794
0.1 . .
4192 49001 479
28331 240 299.1
95 . 70.0
639 200400 386
325 . 336.1
1251 162 292
18 94
07 . .
752 WU 660.9
55.1 168 97.8
11 798.8
02 . 2603
2816 100 1.5
08 65" 189
368.0 19,000 3314
16.8 570-1,000

Includes internally displaced persons from Nagorno Karabakh and the seven
occupied territories only.

Some internally displaced persons displaced in 2008 have not yet been registered.
According to the national law, returned and relocated internally displaced persons
retain their status.

Higher value is cumulative since 1985.

Based on Hacettepe University survey commissioned by the government.
Undetermined because there are no statistics on retuns.

Includes 433,000 people displaced from the Golan Heights in 1967.

At the end of 2007 the government had not agreed on criteria to include internally
displaced persons in a national reparation programme, and it is unclear how many
people can still be considered displaced.

Conflict-induced displacement has taken place in the North West Frontier Province,
Balochistan and Waziristan, but no estimates are available due to lack of access.
Takes into account the Kenyan government’s return programme, which claims that
some 172,000 people displaced during the post-election violence in December
2007 have returned as of May 2008.

Intensity

Score (0-2)°

2008

ol - Blc Bl Elc Blc B Bl B o Bl - Bl o

w

Human security

LIMITATIONS TO FREEDOM FROM WANT

Prevalence of
undernourishment

Intensity of food
deprivation

(average % shortfall in
minimum dietary energy

(% of total population) requirements)

1990-1992°  2004-2006°  1990/1992  2004/2006
28 35 15 16
15 14 13 n
40 45 18 19
20 29 14 14
45 40 20 19
45 29 20 17
31 20 15 14
19 16 15 7
Al 44 25 18
45 46 2 2
47 4 19 16
14 10 13 12
14 9 13 10
30 38 18 18
59 38 2 17
20 31 14 14
59 37 22 16
44 63 18 2
38 28 18 15
29 75 15 25
40 39 19 17

Rural areas of eastern Myanmar only.

No reliable estimates exist on internally displaced persons in Nigeria, nor is there a
general agreement on their numbers.

Does not include internally displaced persons in urban areas or those in the
Karamoja region but does include returnees receiving ongoing assistance and
protection.

Includes 2.7 million internally displaced persons in Darfur, 1.7 million in the Greater
Khartoum area, 390,000 in Southern Sudan and 60,000 in Southern Kordofan.
According to the government, all internally displaced persons have achieved
durable solutions (integrated into their new locations); approximately 23,000
people are believed to remain in former internally displaced persons camps.

Does not include estimated 4,500 internally displaced persons believed to have
returned to the town of ferouane.

Includes estimated number of people displaced in the eastern part of the country
during the 2009 fighting between militia and Congolese armed forces supported
by the United Nations.

STATISTICAL ANNEX m




Perceptions of individual
well-being and happiness

SATISFACTION WITH PERSONAL ELEMENTS OF HAPPINESS
DIMENSIONS OF WELL-BEING (% answering “’yes” to having the element)
Overall life satisfaction?
(0, least satisfied, Personal Standard of Negative
10, most satisfied) Job® health? living? Purposeful life Treated with respect  Social support network  experience index

(% of
employed (% ofall (% ofall
respondents respondents respondents

who are who are who are (0, most negative,
HDI rank Total Female satisfied)  satisfied) satisfied) Total Female Total Female Total Female 100, least negative)
2006-2009°  2006-2009° 20062009 2006-2009° 2006-2009° 2006-2009° 2006-2009° 2006-2009° 2006-2009° 2006-2009° 2006-2009° 2006-2009°
VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
1 Norway 8.1 8.2 . 82 91 85 90 90 90 923 92 16
2 Australia 79 8.0 91 82 85 87 89 89 88 9% 95 2
3 NewZealand 78 8.0 90 85 79 87 90 90 88 94 95 24
4 United States 79 79 86 83 75 94 95 89 88 91 90 28
5 lreland 8.1 8.1 95 90 79 87 91 93 93 9% 97 23
6 Liechtenstein . . B . . . . . . . . .
7 Netherlands 78 78 92 85 91 70 79 93 92 9% 923 16
8 (anada 80 82 90 85 87 9 92 93 94 94 93 25
9 Sweden 79 79 93 80 89 85 91 93 92 91 89 16
10 Germany 7.2 74 88 82 88 85 87 90 88 91 91 2
1 Japan 6.8 70 73 68 64 76 77 60 65 89 92 21
12 Korea, Republic of 63 6.5 68 l l 80 81 63 67 79 82 23
13 Switzerland 80 80 923 89 89 82 84 94 91 94 9% 21
14 France 71 71 87 84 72 84 85 93 93 91 9N 29
15 lsrael 71 71 80 80 il 88 88 81 77 85 95 33
16 Finland 80 82 90 84 84 81 86 91 92 9% 95 15
17 leeland 78 79 . 84 82 . . 97 95 9% 98 17
18 Belgium 73 73 89 88 84 73 78 92 90 92 92 24
19 Denmark 8.2 83 9% 84 93 89 91 9% 93 95 93 15
20 Spain 76 7.6 86 84 78 86 88 97 9% 92 91 29
21 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 6.0 . 81 80 78 60 64 83 86 82 82 26
22 Greece 6.8 6.8 80 82 57 0 91 92 9N 79 76 23
23 Ity 6.7 6.7 82 85 7 91 91 93 93 87 87 27
24 Luxembourg 1.7 78 . 87 92 . . 9% 93 94 95 24
25 Austria 78 78 91 85 86 72 73 92 89 93 85 18
26 United Kingdom 74 75 87 85 88 79 84 90 90 9% 97 24
27 Singapore 6.7 6.7 88 95 79 90 89 81 83 84 83 19
28 (zech Republic 6.9 6.8 80 77 65 68 72 64 7 86 92 23
29 Slovenia 7. 70 88 78 70 63 65 91 86 91 89 26
30 Andorra 6.8 . . . . . . . . . . .
31 Slovakia 58 . 76 72 47 85 87 78 79 923 9% 27
32 United Arab Emirates 73 . 84 93 78 95 94 9% 95 86 84 28
33 Malta 71 71 . 83 65 . . 93 92 90 92 31
34 Estonia 56 56 79 64 46 72 73 79 80 85 85 20
35 Qprus 71 71 89 89 84 95 9% 88 89 81 80 33
36 Hungary 57 56 83 69 3 88 86 88 87 90 92 26
37 Brunei Darussalam . . . . . . . . . . . .
38 Qatar 6.7 7.0 89 923 86 . . 93 89 91 87 26
39 Bahrain . . . 86 66 . . 90 92 90 91 37
40 Portugal 59 57 90 80 4 92 90 93 95 87 83 28
41 Poland 6.5 6.6 82 72 67 87 91 91 91 89 9% 20

42 Barbados
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Perceptions of individual well-being and happiness

SATISFACTION WITH PERSONAL ELEMENTS OF HAPPINESS
DIMENSIONS OF WELL-BEING (% answering “yes" to having the element)

Overall life satisfaction®
(0, least satisfied, Personal Standard of Negative
10, most satisfied) Job? health? living® Purposeful life Treated with respect  Social support network  experience index
(% of
employed (% ofall (% of all
respondents respondents respondents
who are who are who are (0, most negative,

HDI rank Total Female satisfied) satisfied) satisfied) Total Female Total Female Total Female 100, least negative)

2006-2009°  2006-2009° 2006-2009° 2006-2009° 2006-2009° 2006-2009° 2006-2009° 2006-2009° 2006-2009° 2006-2009° 2006—2009° 2006-2009°

HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

43 Bahamas . . . . . . . . . . . .
44 Lithuania 58 58 78 64 33 78 77 54 52 83 85 22
45 (Chile 63 6.2 81 73 68 90 88 93 91 83 83 277
46 Argentina 7. 71 83 87 70 93 95 96 95 91 91 21
47 Kuwait 6.6 . 89 89 77 97 ] 91 93 86 83 24
48 Latvia 54 54 79 63 33 79 81 80 81 78 78 24
49 Montenegro 52 . 63 72 45 84 93 76 81 81 82 27
50  Romania 59 6.0 74 65 4 74 73 89 87 79 82 25
51 (roatia 6.0 . 8 77 48 8 8 74 76 90 83 28
52 Uruguay 6.8 6.7 79 84 67 87 89 94 94 91 93 23
53 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya . . . 78 64 . . 64 55 . . .
54 Panama 78 78 91 85 73 %8 98 93 93 90 90 15
55 Saudi Arabia 77 76 92 84 77 95 923 77 69 91 86 19
56 Mexico 77 79 88 82 69 923 93 91 91 86 84 20
57 Malaysia 6.6 6.6 86 87 68 95 94 8 86 79 79 15
58 Bulgaria 44 . 73 67 29 77 75 77 78 81 78 20
59 Trinidad and Tobago 7.0 . 76 8 40 97 97 93 9% 85 87 19
60 Serbia 56 . 73 73 35 84 82 77 76 82 76 28
61  Belarus 55 55 66 55 34 70 73 Al Al 88 87 20
62 (ostaRica 85 85 8 90 83 97 97 % 9% 90 89 21
63 Peru 59 58 74 72 54 % 95 89 88 79 78 28
64 Albania 46 . 72 75 23 78 91 68 80 79 77 20
65  Russian Federation 59 59 74 56 36 79 78 8 8 88 90 16
66  Kazakhstan 6.1 6.1 82 68 51 88 85 81 81 88 86 13
67  Azerbaijan 53 5.2 3 68 4 87 86 79 81 72 67 2
68  Bosnia and Herzegovina 58 . 76 75 39 80 85 67 72 74 72 25
69 Ukraine 53 5.2 Al 55 23 74 73 78 77 81 81 17
70 Iran, Islamic Republic of 56 58 Al 82 55 87 87 81 81 62 65 32
71 The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 47 . Al 82 34 23 92 81 82 78 72 2
72 Mauritius . . . . . . . . . . . .
73 Brazil 16 16 86 82 74 % 97 94 95 91 91 24
74 Georgia 43 43 63 50 22 86 85 8 8 54 56 22
75 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 78 77 86 90 80 100 100 92 92 9% 9% 19
76 Armenia 50 5.1 61 53 31 93 9% 89 88 67 68 31
77 Ecuador 6.4 6.3 80 76 57 %8 97 23 92 78 74 27
78 Belize 6.6 6.6 79 83 69 90 91 75 77 83 86 24
79 Colombia 73 73 82 84 69 %8 %8 % 9% 88 87 25
80  Jamaia 6.7 . 82 88 50 98 98 80 81 9N 92 18
81 Tunisia 59 59 73 85 72 . . 91 89 86 90 30
82 Jordan 57 58 80 89 72 90 90 89 90 90 88 28
83 Turkey 55 55 Al 76 44 85 85 68 75 64 73 28
84 Algeria 56 59 66 87 61 . . 84 86 87 90 33
85  Tonga
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86 Fiji . . . . . . . . . . . .
87 Turkmenistan 7.2 73 . 85 78 % % 84 83 92 94 15
88 Dominican Republic 76 74 69 80 57 9% 94 92 95 84 87 32
89 (China 6.4 . 78 80 60 . . 87 86 79 78 17
90  ElSalvador 6.7 6.7 82 80 60 97 97 89 90 72 72 25
91 Srilanka 4.7 43 86 77 58 9N 91 76 75 82 84 24
92 Thailand 63 63 91 79 63 95 9% 75 80 82 87 16
93 Gabon
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Perceptions of individual well-being and happiness

SATISFACTION WITH PERSONAL ELEMENTS OF HAPPINESS
DIMENSIONS OF WELL-BEING (% answering “yes™ to having the element)

Overall life satisfaction®
(0, least satisfied, Personal Standard of Negative
10, most satisfied) Job? health? living® Purposeful life Treated with respect  Social support network  experience index

(% of
employed (% ofall (% of all
respondents respondents respondents
whoare who are who are (0, most negative,
HDI rank Total Female satisfied) satisfied) satisfied) Total Female Total Female Total Female 100, least negative)

2006-2009°  2006-2009°  2006-2009° 2006-2009° 2006-2009° 2006-2009° 2006-2009° 2006-2009° 2006-2009° 2006-2009° 2006-2009° 2006-2009°

94 Suriname . . . . . . . . . . . .
95 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 6.5 6.4 83 79 67 94 93 90 91 82 81 32
9  Paraguay 6.9 69 85 84 63 923 923 % 9% 89 90 16
97 Philippines 55 55 83 77 68 % % 94 95 77 76 34
98 Botswana 47 44 58 67 4 92 91 83 85 83 81 23
99 Moldova, Republic of 57 56 68 60 39 79 77 73 73 83 84 27
100 Mongolia 57 56 78 69 50 96 96 66 70 91 92 15
101 Egypt 58 6.2 84 86 82 86 87 90 84 74 75 33
102 Uzbekistan 6.0 6.0 86 79 69 97 97 92 91 90 89 14
103 Micronesia, Federated States of . . . . . . . . . . . .
104 Guyana 6.5 6.6 84 87 64 95 %8 77 79 84 85 28
105 Namibia 52 . 84 87 61 %8 98 86 88 83 86 16
106 Honduras 7.0 70 84 83 65 95 94 91 92 81 83 24
107 Maldives . . . . . . . . . . . .
108 Indonesia 5.7 5.6 63 83 62 9 95 92 94 78 78 13
109 Kyrgyzstan 50 49 78 74 48 91 92 86 85 85 85 16
110 South Africa 50 47 66 79 2 97 % 83 83 88 89 24
111 Syrian Arab Republic 59 6.1 . 89 67 . . 91 9 84 85 31
112 Tajikistan 51 49 78 75 69 91 90 76 77 65 67 21
113 VietNam 54 54 72 79 59 98 98 92 90 79 77 17
114 Morocco 58 6.0 69 88 7 90 91 89 87 85 87 19
TABLE 115 Nicaragua 7.1 7.1 80 80 62 98 97 91 93 83 83 28
9 116 Guatemala 72 . 92 88 76 97 96 91 91 83 81 3

117 Equatorial Guinea

118 Cape Verde . . . . . . . . . . . .
119 India 55 54 74 85 61 91 90 72 79 66 65 26
120 Timor-Leste

121 Swaziland . . . . . . . . . . .

122 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 6.2 63 91 89 80 %8 %8 5] 4 81 83

123 Solomon Islands . . . . . . . . . . . .
124 (ambodia 49 49 80 69 51 81 79 87 85 82 79 19
125  Pakistan 54 55 77 75 53 72 73 89 81 44 50 32
126 Congo 36 . 67 62 32 . . 80 82 55 57 25

127 SaoTomé and Principe

LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
128 Kenya 37 36 57 70 25 98 98 78 81 79 80 19
129 Bangladesh 53 54 76 73 63 9 92 87 86 53 51 2
130 Ghana 47 47 54 66 34 %8 97 88 85 63 61 2
131 Cameroon 39 40 63 69 40 93 91 85 87 73 74 23
132 Myanmar . . 68 75 59 90 89 53 55 89 86 .
133 Yemen 48 . 74 80 53 88 87 84 90 75 73 35
134 Benin 30 29 53 63 23 9% 95 79 80 38 34 24
135 Madagascar 37 37 46 76 24 9% 95 77 75 77 74 19
136 Mauritania 50 50 57 79 47 93 93 85 85 81 80 19
137 Papua New Guinea . . . . . . . . . . . .
138 Nepal 53 55 80 84 51 93 923 28 44 80 80 21
139 Togo 26 27 31 40 1 9 9 54 55 28 24 30
140 Comoros . . . 67 23 . . 87 89 62 62 16
141 Lesotho . . . . . . . . . . . .
142 Nigeria 38 49 65 80 40 92 90 81 80 72 69 23
143 Uganda 45 47 53 64 35 9% 9% 79 83 85 85 31
144 Senegal 45 46 39 68 27 89 8 85 80 81 80 2
145 Haiti 39 . 51 51 35 81 81 66 64 64 65 27
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Perceptions of individual well-being and happiness

SATISFACTION WITH PERSONAL ELEMENTS OF HAPPINESS
DIMENSIONS OF WELL-BEING (% answering “yes" to having the element)

Overall life satisfaction®
(0, least satisfied, Personal Standard of Negative
10, most satisfied) Job? health? living® Purposeful life Treated with respect  Social support network  experience index

(% of
employed (% ofall (% of all
respondents respondents respondents

who are who are who are (0, most negative,
HDI rank Total Female satisfied) satisfied) satisfied) Total Female Total Female Total Female 100, least negative)
2006-2009  2006-2009 2006-2009 2006-2009 2006-2009° 2006-2009 2006-2009" 2006-2009° 2006-2009" 2006-2009° 2006-2009" 20062009
146 Angola 43 42 72 67 54 90 89 83 83 58 59 27
147 Djibouti 57 57 89 86 77 . . 84 84 90 90 12
148 Tanzania, United Republic of 24 24 45 67 21 95 8 74 77 76 87 2
149 Cote d'lvoire 45 45 . 68 17 %8 9 89 89 67 67 16
150  Zambia 43 42 428 78 34 923 9% 83 8 62 76 18
151 Gambia . . . . . . . . . . . .
152 Rwanda 42 4.1 41 64 37 88 95 77 75 56 56 13
153 Malawi 6.2 59 62 77 64 99 99 88 0 72 70 14
154 Sudan 50 . 65 71 64 97 97 89 90 89 90 28
155 Afghanistan 41 41 7 79 53 83 83 64 59 54 51 24
156 Guinea 45 . 68 75 27 % % 86 87 58 59 26
157  Ethiopia 42 . 50 79 33 89 87 74 47 76 77 21
158 Sierra Leone 36 37 49 47 19 %8 %8 81 80 59 59 37
159 Central African Republic 46 . 78 81 31 9% 9% 74 74 56 60 28
160 Mali 38 39 30 n 30 9 98 86 9N 75 74 13
161 Burkina Faso 36 37 46 70 27 94 91 8 81 73 74 24
162  Liberia 34 34 47 70 46 100 9 82 80 58 58 27
163 Chad 54 50 78 69 52 923 83 79 74 57 67 20
164 Guinea-Bissau . . . . . . . . . . . .
165  Mozambique 38 39 74 82 46 23 92 89 90 75 77 2
166  Burundi 29 28 3 55 24 . . 81 83 32 30 16
167 Niger 38 37 54 82 52 9 9 93 94 77 79 14
168 Congo, Democratic Republic of the 44 36 60 74 40 %8 . 79 69 67 Al 2
169 Zimbabwe 28 28 49 72 27 91 92 81 84 81 81 2
OTHER COUNTRIES OR TERRITORIES
(uba . . 68 76 . % % 88 88 93 93 28
Iraq 55 53 64 66 4 . . 84 82 84 84 36
Lebanon 47 49 69 80 58 86 86 90 92 73 74 39
Occupied Palestinian Territories 50 50 . 78 5] 77 80 89 88 74 Al 45
Somalia . . . 87 73 . . 74 74 8 89 9

NOTES

a  For details on satisfaction questions see the Gallup World Poll
(www.gallup.com).

b Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified.

SOURCE
Columns 1-12: Gallup World Poll database (2010).
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Civic and community well-being

SATISFACTION WITH MEASURES OF WELL-BEING
CRIME AND SAFETY (% satisfied)

Perception Affordable Healthcare Education system Water

Homiciderate Robberyrate Assaultvictims  ofsafety”  Community® housing® quality® andschools®  Airquality"  quality’

(per 100,000 (per 100,000 (% reporting having
HDI rank people) people) been a victim) (%)

2003-2008° 2003-2008° 2006—2009¢ 20062009 2006—2009¢ 2006-2009° 2006—2009° 2006—2009° 20062009 2006—2009°

VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

1 Norway 06 34 3 81 . 4 80 75 89 95
2 Australia 12 78 4 63 . 2 79 68 89 88
3 NewZealand 13 53 1 57 . 55 80 73 91 85
4 United States 5.2 142 2 75 75 70 76 70 85 87
5 lIreland 20 56 3 62 3 56 68 75 9% 86
6 Liechtenstein 28 3 . . . . . . . .
7 Netherlands 1.0 84 3 74 . 51 89 70 76 93
8 (anada 17 97 3 76 73 62 70 71 83 89
9 Sweden 09 97 4 69 . 51 77 67 84 95
10 Germany 08 61 3 72 78 70 86 59 87 95
11 Japan 0.5 3 1 73 70 Al 67 53 79 81
12 Korea, Republic of 23 10 3 60 68 60 64 51 78 83
13 Switzerland 07 56 3 76 . 54 92 75 82 9%
14 France 14 172 5 59 76 57 83 70 78 86
15 Israel 24 40 4 70 . 45 n 57 57 53
16  Finland 25 R 3 75 . 63 66 64 81 91
17 Iceland 0.0 14 3 77 . 65 8 87 85 97
18 Belgium 18 1,837 6 64 . 52 91 77 69 85
19  Denmark 14 62 1 83 . 7 86 74 923 %
20 Spain 09 1,067 6 58 69 26 77 58 76 80
21 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 06 . 1 85 . 68 65 52 . 7
22 (Greece 11 26 3 60 63 63 51 50 74 69
23 Iy 12 122 4 61 64 L] 64 61 n 83
24 Luxembourg 1.5 68 3 76 . 52 90 73 78 89
25 Austria 05 62 4 75 . 57 923 73 80 9%
26 United Kingdom 48 282 2 64 77 59 88 70 87 23
27 Singapore 04 2 0 9 89 54 89 9% 97 9
28 (zech Republic 20 45 6 60 . 4 68 Al 66 80
29 Slovenia 0.5 19 3 79 69 26 79 75 76 85
30 Andorra 13 . . . . . . . . .
31 Slovakia 1.7 25 2 47 . 38 58 53 62 78
32 United Arab Emirates 09 13 2 91 Al 53 82 83 72 73
33 Malta 1.0 36 4 66 . 4 69 63 4 65
34 Estonia 6.3 68 5 60 60 44 45 59 75 67
35 Qprus 1.0 8 4 65 60 4 67 62 67 67
36 Hungary 15 31 5 61 . 47 66 60 75 78
37 Brunei Darussalam 0.5 1 . . . . . . . .
38 Qatar 1.0 . 4 87 70 49 85 71 81 80
39 Bahrain 08 39 5 79 Al 61 84 88 72 62
40 Portugal 1.2 195 7 62 . 35 64 69 88 8
41 Poland 1.2 55 1 61 . 0 49 66 77 75
42 Barbados 87
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Civic and community well-being

SATISFACTION WITH MEASURES OF WELL-BEING
CRIME AND SAFETY (% satisfied)

Perception Affordable Healthcare Education system Water

Homiciderate Robberyrate Assaultvictims  ofsafety”  Community® housing® quality® andschools®  Airquality®  quality”

(per 100,000 (per 100,000 (% reporting having
HDI rank people) people) been a victim) (%)

2003-2008° 2003-2008¢ 2006-2009° 2006-2009¢ 2006-2009 2006-2009 2006-2009 2006-2009 2006-2009°  2006—-2009¢

HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

43 Bahamas 137 . . . . . . . . .
44 Lithuania 86 104 4 29 51 20 37 40 66 71
45 Chile 8.1 180 13 LY 65 46 47 61 60 85
46 Argentina 52 859 16 39 58 29 58 51 72 74
47 Kuwait 1.1 . 5 86 62 61 72 62 37 52
48 Latvia 44 64 8 4 56 23 32 4 75 65
49 Montenegro 37 13 5 70 . 38 66 72 70 69
50 Romania 2.2 12 4 51 57 23 49 58 70 67
51 Croatia 16 28 9 73 . 39 66 67 83 81
52 Uruguay 58 277 " 46 74 4 77 76 87 94
53 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 22 . . . . . . . . .
54 Panama 133 38 11 47 67 54 64 70 82 74
55 Saudi Arabia 09 . 6 77 63 58 65 67 55 52
56 Mexico 1.6 505 12 44 04 41 58 72 73 66
57 Malaysia 23 82 6 49 83 70 89 93 83 86
58 Bulgaria 23 38 4 56 . 59 33 45 60 57
59  Trinidad and Tobago 397 . 7 4 . 45 57 70 76 74
60 Serbia 34 37 12 70 . 30 51 64 63 58
61 Belarus 56 69 2 48 57 30 32 57 66 64
62 (CostaRica 83 521 16 44 73 57 72 84 84 87
63 Peru 32 156 15 23 52 39 46 51 61 62
64 Albania 33 5 1 54 . 57 38 49 58 53
65 Russian Federation 142 173 3 31 45 24 29 4 54 4
66 Kazakhstan 10.6 72 4 52 53 35 39 54 61 60
67  Azerbaijan 20 7 2 l 56 57 4 59 65 55
68 Bosnia and Herzegovina 18 20 6 69 . 3 53 59 76 77
69 Ukraine 63 59 4 31 45 29 17 38 53 4
70 Iran, Islamic Republic of 29 . 7 55 . 0 60 51 67 58
71 The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 20 25 6 60 . 40 53 63 66 60
72 Mauritius 38 98 . . . . . . .
73 Brazil 220 . 10 40 57 45 39 53 70 78
74 Georgia 16 62 1 79 64 51 47 60 68 66
75 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 520 . il 23 61 35 67 78 70 60
76 Armenia 25 n 2 75 54 33 44 55 63 65
77 Ecuador 18.1 399 20 38 60 40 50 Al 63 64
78 Belize 343 182 14 5] . 40 23 58 Al 63
79 Colombia 388 . 13 45 66 46 64 73 69 73
80 Jamaica 59.5 . 4 46 . 50 71 69 86 89
81 Tunisia 15 . 5 81 69 74 n 72 65 59
82 Jordan 17 14 3 84 65 53 73 67 58 45
83 Turkey 29 10 8 2 . 63 59 50 63 53
84 Algeria 0.6 72 15 39 55 37 50 61 57 61
85 Tonga
MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

86 Fiji 28 . . . . . . . . .
87 Turkmenistan 29 3 . . . . . . 81 Al
88 Dominican Republic 215 556 7 38 . 4 52 74 7 65
89 (China 12 . 3 74 67 67 57 61 73 74
90l Salvador 518 92 3 3 69 57 64 8 80 68
91 Srilanka 7.4 . 4 72 71 36 75 83 89 86
92 Thailand 59 107 3 65 . 87 87 8 82 84
93 Gabon .

94 Suriname 13.7 . . . . . . . . .
95 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 106 . 20 37 64 23 52 77 75 80
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Civic and community well-being

SATISFACTION WITH MEASURES OF WELL-BEING

CRIME AND SAFETY (% satisfied)
Perception Affordable Healthcare Education system Water
Homiciderate Robberyrate Assaultvictims  ofsafety’  Community’ housing® quality® andschools®  Airquality®  quality’
(per 100,000 (per 100,000 (% reporting having
HDI rank people) people) been a victim) (%)
2003-2008¢ 2003-2008° 2006-2009¢ 2006-2009¢ 2006-2009¢ 2006-2009° 2006-2009 2006-2009¢ 2006-2009°  2006-2009°
9  Paraguay 122 31 12 40 65 54 55 75 88 83
97 Philippines 6.4 10 5 66 76 52 80 82 87 84
98 Botswana 119 . 13 39 . 65 64 68 84 69
99 Moldova, Republic of 5.1 25 6 37 49 26 4 58 59 56
100 Mongolia 79 31 6 40 . 21 45 60 51 63
101 Egypt 08 1 4 B 63 39 61 61 76 74
102 Uzbekistan 32 1 66 79 70 75 81 87 81
103 Micronesia, Federated States of . . . . . . . . .
104 Guyana 207 . 10 47 . LY 63 61 79 54
105 Namibia 179 . 14 33 . 52 57 75 76 82
106 Honduras 60.9 . 14 48 67 50 59 73 82 75
107 Maldives 26 196 . . . . . . . .
108  Indonesia 07 . 3 8 67 40 74 78 76 8
109 Kyrgyzstan 78 43 3 52 64 57 55 68 86 70
110 South Africa 36.5 . 15 20 60 39 50 66 74 70
111 Syrian Arab Republic 30 4 5 84 62 59 67 67 64 59
112 Tajikistan 23 3 2 73 63 52 50 68 83 47
113 VietNam 19 . 2 80 Al 59 68 83 73 79
114 Morocco 04 74 5 75 51 46 34 4 67 65
115 Nicaragua 13.0 441 13 49 64 40 60 Al 82 65
116 Guatemala 452 . 15 4 69 50 65 80 78 64
117 Equatorial Guinea .
118 Cape Verde 114 . . . . . . . . .
119 India 28 2 3 74 . 62 59 72 86 67
120 Timor-Leste .
121 Swaziland 126 . . . . . . . . .
122 Lao People’s Democratic Republic . . 3 79 . 44 72 83 89 83
123 Solomon Islands . 10 . . . . . . . .
TABLE 124 (ambodia 32 . 1 60 82 4 86 98 9% 88
10 125 Pakistan 6.8 . 5 44 53 47 36 54 80 63
126 Congo . . 1 41 . 28 24 4 65 33
127 SdoTomé and Principe
LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
128 Kenya 36 9 14 35 51 54 44 64 79 45
129  Bangladesh 26 . 3 82 72 68 54 79 92 80
130 Ghana 1.7 . 10 69 53 50 44 53 79 62
131 Cameroon 23 . 8 47 55 53 50 70 77 51
132 Myanmar . . 1 81 . 54 . . 88 91
133 Yemen 40 . 10 65 49 . 28 45 73 47
134 Benin . . 8 63 . 48 40 46 78 56
135 Madagascar . . 2 57 . 75 44 64 81 53
136 Mauritania . . 10 65 4 40 24 LY 64 57
137 Papua New Guinea . . . . . . . . . .
138 Nepal 22 1 5 23 64 62 57 77 81 Al
139 Togo . . 10 4 . 27 20 30 52 34
140  Comoros . . 9 78 44 21 13 39 77 66
141 Lesotho 36.7 53 . . . . . . . .
142 Nigeria 13 . 17 51 35 31 24 0 68 36
143 Uganda 8.7 3 24 51 49 37 38 49 83 53
144 Senegal 11 . 10 63 4 55 16 30 69 4
145 Haiti . . 33 44 . 18 2 35 23 37
146 Angola 50 . 38 53 . 38 49 62 60 47
147 Djibouti . . n 84 56 43 4 72 69 63
148 Tanzania, United Republic of 77 . N 46 . 28 26 55 62 34
149 (ote d'lvoire 0.4 3 6 47 4 54 21 26 75 52
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Civic and community well-being

SATISFACTION WITH MEASURES OF WELL-BEING

CRIME AND SAFETY (% satisfied)
Perception Affordable Healthcare Education system Water

Homiciderate Robberyrate Assaultvictims  ofsafety”  Community® housing® quality® andschools®  Airquality®  quality’

(per 100,000 (per 100,000 (% reporting having
HDI rank people) people) been a victim) (%)

2003-2008° 2003-2008¢ 2006-2009° 2006-2009¢ 2006-2009° 2006-2009 2006-2009 2006-2009 2006-2009°  2006—2009°
150  Zambia . . 1 49 . 45 44 55 79 54
151 Gambia 04 . . . . . . . . .
152 Rwanda 42 . 6 80 60 2 68 75 78 55
153 Malawi . . 14 55 65 57 62 67 91 62
154 Sudan . 7 12 79 59 54 50 58 73 57
155  Afghanistan . . 16 37 4 35 32 58 69 61
156 Guinea 0.4 2 12 48 . 36 27 55 55 38
157  Ethiopia 6.4 . 16 49 . 25 17 4 77 29
158  Sierra Leone 26 3 26 53 . 21 19 34 64 28
159 Central African Republic . . 10 69 . 34 34 35 77 40
160  Mali . . 5 77 . 55 27 30 67 36
161 Burkina Faso 0.5 . 7 60 . 44 32 48 68 38
162 Liberia . . 24 34 . 21 20 32 69 39
163 Chad . . 19 2 . 23 34 48 45 31
164 Guinea-Bissau . . . . . . . . . .
165  Mozambique 5.1 . 24 52 . 60 66 76 79 Al
166 Burundi . . 1 63 54 32 3] 79 85 52
167 Niger . . 5 73 56 65 34 55 9% 60
168  Congo, Democratic Republic of the . . 13 47 . 25 29 28 54 4
169  Zimbabwe 87 Al 12 4 51 59 32 31 80 62
OTHER COUNTRIES OR TERRITORIES
Bhutan 14 . . . . . . . . .
Cuba . . 6 51 . 14 60 78 53 59
Iraq . . 10 34 44 31 35 55 45 26
Lebanon 0.6 4 4 56 55 69 67 70 4 37
Monaco 0.0 12 . . . . . . . .
Occupied Palestinian Territories 39 . 6 47 54 54 57 59 52 49
Oman 09 9
Saint Kitts and Nevis 35.2
Saint Lucia 16.0
Seychelles 84 . . . . . . . . .
Somalia . . 13 74 51 49 31 56 90 65
NOTES
a  Refers to people answering “yes" to the question:“Do you feel safe walking alone

atnight?”

b For details on satisfaction questions see the Gallup World Poll
(www.gallup.com).
¢ Datarefer to the most recent year available during the period specified.

SOURCES
Columns 1and 2: UNODC (2010).
Columns 3-10: Gallup World Poll database (2010).
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Demographic trends

POPULATION
Total Average annual growth Urban Median age Dependencyratio  Total fertility rate Sex ratio at birth

(per 100 people (male births per
HDI rank (millions) (%) (% of total)® (years) ages 15-64) (births per woman) 100 female births)®

1990 2010 2030 1990-1995  2010-2015 1990 2010 1990 2010 1990 2010 1990-1995 2010-2015 1990 2010

VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

1 Norway 42 49 55 0.5 07 720 794 354 389 544 510 19 19 105.2 105.4

2 Australia 171 215 25.7 1.2 1.0 854 89.1 322 378 49.8 4838 19 19 105.2 105.3

3 New Zealand 34 43 50 17 09 84.7 86.2 310 36.6 519 897 21 20 105.1 105.8

4 United States 2549 3176 370.0 1.2 09 753 823 328 36.6 517 49.6 20 20 1049 105.1

5 lreland 35 46 56 05 13 56.9 61.9 291 346 63.1 473 20 19 1057 106.4

6 Liechtenstein 0.0 0.0 0.0 13 08 169 143 . . . . . . . .

7 Netherlands 15.0 16.7 175 07 03 68.7 829 345 408 451 49.2 1.6 18 104.7 105.2

8 (anada 277 339 40.1 1.1 09 76.6 80.6 329 399 470 4338 17 1.6 104.9 105.1

9 Sweden 8.6 93 10.1 0.6 04 8.1 84.7 383 40.9 55.6 534 20 19 105.4 105.7
10 Germany 794 82.1 779 0.5 -02 731 739 317 443 450 511 13 13 105.5 105.4
11 Japan 1232 127.0 1174 04 -02 63.1 66.8 374 447 85 55.7 15 13 105.0 105.5
12 Korea, Republic of 430 485 49.1 08 03 738 83.0 27.0 37.9 441 374 17 13 1126 110.0
13 Switzerland 6.7 76 8.1 09 04 732 736 36.9 49 46.2 480 15 15 104.4 105.1
14 France 56.8 62.6 66.5 04 04 74.1 853 349 40.1 521 54.7 1.7 19 104.9 104.3
15 lsrael 45 73 92 35 14 904 919 258 297 67.7 60.8 29 26 104.9 1059
16 Finland 50 53 55 05 03 794 85.1 36.4 420 486 50.9 18 19 104.5 104.6
17 leeland 03 03 04 1.0 14 90.8 934 300 351 553 47.2 22 21 104.8 106.0
18 Belgium 99 107 13 03 03 96.4 974 363 M3 493 519 16 18 105.5 104.8
19 Denmark 5.1 55 56 03 02 84.8 86.9 371 40.8 484 532 18 19 105.5 1058
20 Spain 388 453 49.8 03 08 754 774 337 40.2 50.2 473 13 16 105.8 106.4
21 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 57 71 82 17 09 99.5 1000 310 M9 4238 323 13 1.0 107.8 108.1
22 Greece 102 12 1.2 1.0 0.1 588 614 36.1 416 9.1 48.2 14 14 105.6 106.6
23 Iy 57.0 60.1 59.5 0.1 0.2 66.7 68.4 371 83 46.2 529 13 14 1059 105.5
24 Luxembourg 04 0.5 0.6 14 1.1 81.0 85.2 36.4 393 445 463 1.7 1.7 1044 106.5
25 Austria 17 84 86 0.7 0.2 65.8 67.6 357 438 480 47.7 15 14 1053 105.4
26 United Kingdom 57.2 61.9 68.0 03 0.5 781 79.6 358 399 532 514 18 19 1046 105.0
27 Singapore 30 48 55 29 09 1000 1000 293 40.6 371 347 18 13 1074 107.3
28 Czech Republic 103 104 105 0.0 0.2 75.2 735 35.2 396 515 45 17 15 104.9 105.7
29 Slovenia 19 20 20 04 0.2 504 495 341 47 471 433 14 15 105.1 105.3
30 Andorra 0.1 0.1 0.1 41 15 94.7 88.0 . . . . . . . .
31 Slovakia 53 54 53 04 0.1 56.5 55.0 313 37.2 55.2 378 19 14 104.3 105.5
32 United Arab Emirates 19 47 6.6 53 20 79.1 84.1 274 317 452 252 39 19 104.1 105.3
33 Malta 04 04 04 1.0 03 904 94.7 330 39.0 513 429 20 13 105.7 106.0
34 Estonia 1.6 13 13 -17 0.0 711 69.5 344 39.6 510 48.0 16 18 105.0 105.6
35 Gyprus 07 09 11 14 10 66.8 703 309 36.5 58.1 4.2 24 16 107.1 106.8
36 Hungary 104 100 95 =01 -02 65.8 68.1 36.4 39.8 50.6 45.2 17 14 104.7 105.9
37 Brunei Darussalam 03 04 05 28 17 65.8 5.7 234 278 59.2 24 31 20 108.4 106.7
38 Qatar 05 15 20 24 1.6 92.2 95.8 296 30.1 405 205 41 23 103.8 1054
39 Bahrain 05 08 11 32 18 88.1 88.6 259 281 508 393 34 21 107.5 105.2
40 Portugal 10.0 107 10.6 0.1 0.1 479 60.7 342 4.0 510 493 15 14 105.2 106.0
41 Poland 38.1 380 36.2 03 -0.1 613 61.0 323 382 543 394 19 13 105.0 1057
42 Barbados 03 03 03 -0.1 02 327 445 284 37.8 515 379 1.6 1.6 102.8 1034

HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

43 Bahamas 03 03 04 19 11 79.8 84.1 231 29.7 59.0 47.1 26 20 103.8 104.3
44 Lithuania 37 33 29 04 -0.7 67.6 67.0 327 39.8 503 449 18 14 1043 105.3
45 Chile 132 171 198 18 09 833 89.0 257 321 56.4 46.0 26 19 103.6 103.8
46 Argentina 325 40.7 473 14 09 87.0 924 276 304 65.4 55.2 29 22 1034 103.6
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Demographic trends

POPULATION

Total Average annual growth Urban Median age Dependencyratio  Total fertility rate Sex ratio at birth
(per 100 people (male births per
HDI rank (millions) (%) (% of total)® (years) ages 15-64) (births per woman) 100 female births)®
1990 2010 2030 1990-1995 2010-2015 1990 2010 1990 2010 1990 2010 1990-1995  2010-2015 1990 2010
47 Kuwait 21 31 43 —43 20 98.0 98.4 28 306 60.9 345 32 21 1033 1027
48 Latvia 27 22 20 -13 04 693 677 346 40.0 499 455 16 15 1043 105.5
49 Montenegro 06 06 06 1.2 0.0 480 615 300 359 530 471 18 17 106.4 107.9
50 Romania 232 212 19.5 —0.5 0.4 53.2 575 326 385 514 4.0 15 14 104.2 105.9
51 Croatia 45 44 42 0.7 —0.2 540 51.7 358 416 46.7 4717 15 15 104.9 105.8
52 Uruguay 31 34 36 0.7 03 89.0 925 307 337 60.4 572 25 20 104.4 104.7
53 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 4.4 6.5 85 20 18 757 719 17.9 262 84.4 525 41 25 104.4 1049
54 Panama 24 35 45 20 15 539 748 29 273 67.1 554 29 24 1040 1045
55 Saudi Arabia 163 262 36.5 23 19 76.6 821 194 246 792 536 55 28 102.2 102.1
56 Mexico 834 1106 1265 19 09 714 718 19.8 276 750 527 32 20 104.0 1043
57 Malaysia 18.1 279 353 26 15 498 722 215 263 69.7 513 35 24 106.4 1058
58 Bulgaria 88 75 6.5 =11 0.6 06.4 75 36.6 v 503 451 15 15 104.9 105.7
59 Trinidad and Tobago 12 13 14 07 04 85 139 35 308 659 379 21 17 103.0 103.1
60 Serbia 96 99 96 13 -01 50.4 56.1 336 376 489 469 20 16 107.6 107.8
61 Belarus 103 96 86 00 -05 66.0 747 30 382 509 39.0 17 13 105.1 106.1
62 (ostaRica 31 46 58 24 13 50.7 64.4 25 282 69.0 46.6 30 19 105.1 104.8
63 Peru 218 295 36.0 19 1.1 68.9 769 205 256 732 56.0 36 24 1034 104.2
64 Albania 33 32 34 -10 05 36.4 519 338 300 61.6 485 28 19 108.2 107.0
65 Russian Federation 148.1 140.4 1289 0.1 03 734 732 333 381 494 387 16 15 104.4 105.5
66 Kazakhstan 16.5 15.8 17.2 —0.7 0.7 56.3 585 26.0 294 59.5 45 26 22 103.6 105.2
67 Azerbaijan 72 89 103 15 1.1 538 519 32 284 62.6 439 29 21 106.5 1156
68  Bosnia and Herzegovina 43 38 35 =51 -0.2 393 486 297 393 835 410 15 12 1033 106.7
69 Ukraine 516 454 40.2 -0.2 -06 66.8 688 351 395 50.6 418 16 15 105.1 1055
70 lran, Islamic Republic of 56.7 75.1 899 18 11 563 708 174 268 929 40.2 40 17 104.7 105.2
71 The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 19 20 20 06 0.0 57.8 59.3 29.5 36.0 50.6 419 21 15 106.0 107.9
72 Mauritius 11 13 14 13 0.6 49 418 249 326 509 422 23 19 102.7 103.7
73 Brazil 149.6 195.4 2171 16 0.7 739 86.5 225 29.0 65.9 479 26 17 103.5 104.2
74 Georgia 55 42 38 -15 -0.7 55.0 528 312 37.6 514 449 21 16 1055 1107
75 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 197 290 311 23 15 843 934 210 26.1 77 54.1 33 24 104.2 1045
76 Armenia 35 31 32 -19 03 67.4 64.2 270 320 56.2 455 24 18 1032 1165
77 Ecuador 103 138 167 21 12 55.1 67.0 201 254 759 595 34 24 103.6 104.4
78 Belize 02 03 04 30 19 475 523 17.9 23 90.0 629 44 27 103.1 1026
79 Colombia 332 463 573 19 13 68.3 75.1 215 268 69.1 524 3.0 23 104.1 1043
80 Jamaica 24 27 29 0.8 0.4 494 520 219 263 737 579 28 23 103.5 105.1
81 Tunisia 8.2 10.4 121 17 1.0 58.0 67.3 2.7 291 745 420 31 18 106.2 106.7
82 Jordan 33 6.5 86 56 14 722 785 16.3 28 100.0 60.4 51 28 106.7 104.4
83 Turkey 56.1 757 90.4 17 1.1 59.2 69.7 15 283 673 478 29 21 1035 104.1
84 Algeria 253 354 447 22 15 521 66.5 18.2 26.2 874 463 4.1 23 1046 104.6
85 Tonga 01 0.1 01 06 0.1 27 234 19.7 213 781 763 45 36 107.0 106.5

MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
86 Fiji 0.7 09 09 1.2 05 416 519 213 250 69.4 559 34 26 106.3 1063
87 Turkmenistan 37 52 63 26 1.2 45. 495 197 247 794 496 40 23 103.2 103.2
88 Dominican Republic 74 10.2 124 19 1.2 55.2 69.2 203 250 732 593 33 25 103.7 104.1
89 (hina 11421 1.3541¢  1,4625¢ 12 0.6 264 470 250 342 512 39.1 20 18 110.4 1212
90l Salvador 53 6.2 72 14 06 49.2 64.3 192 239 836 63.5 37 22 103.5 104.5
91 Srilanka 173 204 2.2 11 0.7 18.6 143 243 306 599 471 25 22 1035 103.7
92 Thailand 56.7 68.1 735 1.2 05 294 340 246 332 53.0 412 21 19 1045 1046
93 Gabon 09 15 20 32 18 69.1 86.0 19.6 216 885 66.4 51 30 101.9 102.1
94 Suriname 04 05 06 14 038 60.0 69.4 230 276 61.2 539 26 23 106.4 107.2
95 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 6.7 10.0 13.0 23 16 55.6 66.6 19.2 219 808 68.2 48 31 103.6 104.1
96 Paraguay 42 6.5 85 24 16 487 615 193 3.1 833 63.2 43 28 103.5 1039
97  Philippines 624 936 1244 23 1.7 486 489 19.3 232 783 60.7 41 29 104.5 105.0
98 Botswana 14 20 24 27 13 419 61.1 173 28 90.9 582 43 27 101.5 101.8
99 Moldova, Republic of 4.4 36 32 -0.1 —06 46.8 410 299 352 56.8 384 21 15 1043 105.8
100 Mongolia 22 27 32 05 1.1 57.0 62.0 18.8 263 842 42 35 19 1023 104.1
101 Egypt 578 845 1109 20 17 35 434 189 239 852 58.1 39 27 1044 104.7
102 Uzbekistan 205 278 339 22 12 40.2 363 194 245 815 493 39 22 103.5 1039
103 Micronesia, Federated States of 0.1 0.1 0.1 21 0.5 258 27 17.6 208 912 673 48 3.2 108.0 107.2
104 Guyana 0.7 0.8 0.7 03 0.2 29.6 286 208 274 69.9 545 26 22 102.8 103.4
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Demographic trends

POPULATION

Total Average annual growth Urban Median age Dependencyratio  Total fertility rate Sex ratio at birth
(per 100 people (male births per
HDI rank (millions) (%) (% of total)® (years) ages 15-64) (births per woman) 100 female births)®
1990 2010 2030 1990-1995  2010-2015 1990 2010 1990 2010 1990 2010 19901995 2010-2015 1990 2010
105 Namibia 14 2.2 30 27 17 27 380 178 211 889 66.8 49 31 100.8 1013
106 Honduras 49 7.6 105 26 19 405 51.6 171 209 95.4 69.8 49 30 103.6 104.2
107 Maldives 02 03 04 28 15 258 40.1 163 244 99.3 46.0 53 19 104.0 103.0
108  Indonesia 1714 2325 2715 15 1.0 30.6 443 207 282 65.6 487 29 20 103.5 104.1
109  Kyrgyzstan 44 5.6 6.5 0.9 11 378 346 216 251 741 517 36 24 1029 104.8
110 South Africa 36.7 50.5 54.7 24 05 520 61.7 20.1 249 727 536 33 24 101.5 101.6
111 Syrian Arab Republic 127 25 306 28 17 489 557 15.7 25 1043 61.2 49 29 104.1 1045
112 Tajikistan 53 7. 9.6 17 19 317 263 183 20.7 88.6 66.5 49 31 102.9 104.2
113 VietNam 66.2 89.0 105.4 19 1.0 203 304 200 285 789 458 33 20 104.0 105.9
114 Morocco 248 324 393 17 1.2 484 58.2 197 262 713 50.2 37 23 103.7 103.7
115 Nicaragua 41 58 74 24 15 523 57.3 16.8 220 9.6 64.2 45 26 103.4 1043
116 Guatemala 89 14.4 217 23 24 411 495 17.1 18.8 95.1 850 5.5 3.7 104.1 103.8
117 Equatorial Guinea 04 07 11 35 24 348 39.7 212 193 76.1 713 59 51 1005 1013
118 Cape Verde 04 05 06 23 13 441 61.1 16.3 213 106.9 65.5 49 25 101.2 1016
119 India 8622 12145 1,484.6 20 13 256 300 211 250 715 556 39 25 107.7 108.5
120 Timor-Leste 0.7 1.2 21 27 34 208 281 194 174 721 91.2 57 6.0 106.2 104.7
121 Swaziland 09 1.2 15 23 14 29 214 159 193 103.2 73.0 53 32 101.1 101.2
122 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 42 6.4 89 27 18 154 332 179 206 89.4 68.1 58 32 103.5 1043
123 Solomon Islands 03 05 0.3 29 22 13.7 18.6 17.0 203 934 738 5.5 35 109.0 108.9
124 Cambodia 9.7 15.1 20.1 32 17 126 20.1 179 23 90.0 56.6 5.6 27 102.9 104.1
125 Pakistan 1158 184.8 265.7 24 21 306 359 18.2 13 89.2 68.6 57 36 105.9 105.8
126 Congo 24 38 55 26 23 543 62.1 17.8 19.5 914 786 52 39 1018 101.7
127 SaoTomé and Principe 0.1 02 02 19 17 437 62.2 16.7 193 104.1 79.2 52 34 102.4 102.1

LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
128 Kenya 234 40.9 63.2 32 26 18.2 22 155 184 106.8 833 56 45 101.5 101.5
129 Bangladesh 115.6 164.4 203.2 20 13 19.8 281 181 245 854 534 40 22 103.2 103.6
130 Ghana 150 243 349 28 20 364 515 177 20.6 89.1 718 53 40 104.2 104.5
131 Cameroon 122 200 286 28 21 407 584 173 19.2 95.7 79.6 5.7 42 101.6 1016
132 Myanmar 408 50.5 594 14 1.0 247 337 213 279 710 472 31 22 1011 1012
133 Yemen 123 243 394 46 27 209 318 143 17.8 116.0 84.2 1.7 4.7 104.6 103.9
134 Benin 48 9.2 154 35 29 345 420 17.2 18.4 96.5 858 6.6 51 103.1 1038
135 Madagascar 13 20.1 315 30 25 236 302 174 18.4 918 836 6.1 43 1003 101.4
136 Mauritania 20 34 48 27 21 39.7 414 175 20.1 89.7 721 57 41 106.6 106.3
137 Papua New Guinea 41 6.9 101 26 22 150 125 186 200 782 723 47 38 106.3 107.8
138 Nepal 19.1 299 40.6 25 17 89 186 186 216 84.0 66.6 49 27 106.0 105.2
139 Togo 39 6.8 10.1 24 23 30.1 434 16.9 19.8 9.4 758 6.0 39 100.2 100.6
140 Comoros 0.4 0.7 1.0 24 21 279 282 16.8 211 97.0 69.9 5.1 3.6 102.7 103.4
141 Lesotho 16 21 24 15 08 14.0 269 17.2 19.8 97.1 76.2 4.7 31 1013 1014
142 Nigeria 973 1583 267 25 21 353 498 17.1 186 95.0 835 6.4 48 101.6 102.6
143 Uganda 177 338 60.8 33 32 11 133 159 15.6 103.1 105.1 7.1 59 1014 101.7
144 Senegal 75 129 195 28 24 389 424 165 180 97.2 84.2 6.5 45 102.0 1023
145 Haiti 7.1 10.2 132 20 15 285 521 185 216 8.5 67.5 5.2 32 103.6 104.1
146 Angola 107 190 304 32 27 371 585 162 174 100.5 89.2 71 53 99.7 99.9
147 Djibouti 0.6 09 12 21 16 757 76.2 17.8 215 86.5 63.6 59 35 101.7 102.2
148  Tanzania, United Republic of 255 450 755 33 29 189 264 169 17.5 94.7 91.8 6.1 53 101.2 1019
149 Cote d'Ivoire 126 216 326 34 23 397 50.6 17.7 19.5 903 796 59 42 100.7 101.0
150  Zambia 79 133 209 28 24 394 357 170 168 94.0 97.0 63 53 101.3 1014
151 Gambia 09 18 27 38 25 383 58.2 187 188 84.0 81.6 6.0 46 101.1 101.8
152 Rwanda 7.2 103 16.1 55 27 54 189 154 187 107.5 81.2 6.2 51 989 989
153 Malawi 9.5 157 259 1.4 27 116 19.8 16.7 16.8 97.7 9.2 6.8 5.1 101.5 1022
154 Sudan 271 432 61.0 26 20 266 401 178 203 88.8 734 58 37 103.8 104.1
155 Afghanistan 126 291 50.6 73 32 18.1 226 16.8 16.9 94.0 928 80 6.3 106.1 106.0
156 Guinea 6.1 103 169 39 27 20 354 17.7 185 916 849 6.6 50 1043 104.4
157  Ethiopia 483 85.0 1316 33 25 126 16.7 174 180 920 86.5 7.0 48 1008 101.6
158 Sierra Leone 41 58 89 -05 23 329 384 187 182 824 829 55 50 98.1 100.7
159 Central African Republic 29 45 6.1 26 18 36.8 389 184 195 889 793 57 43 99.9 100.0
160 Mali 8.7 133 205 20 24 233 359 173 176 91.6 86.5 63 52 101.7 102.2
161 Burkina Faso 88 16.3 279 28 31 138 257 16.2 6.7 9.7 939 6.7 56 103.5 103.8
162 Liberia 22 41 6.5 22 26 409 4738 175 185 927 89 6.4 4.7 100.2 1021
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Demographic trends

POPULATION
Total Average annual growth Urban Median age Dependencyratio  Total fertility rate Sex ratio at birth

(per 100 people (male births per
HDI rank (millions) (%) (% of total)® (years) ages 15-64) (births per woman) 100 female births)®

1990 2010 2030 1990-1995  2010-2015 1990 2010 1990 2010 1990 2010 1990-1995 2010-2015 1990 2010
163 Chad 6.1 115 19.0 31 26 208 276 17.0 171 97.5 93.9 6.7 58 100.9 101.0
164  Guinea-Bissau 1.0 16 25 26 23 281 300 186 187 813 85.4 59 54 100.5 100.8
165 Mozambique 135 234 339 33 21 211 384 16.5 179 99.2 89.3 6.1 46 100.3 1013
166 Burundi 57 85 119 16 20 63 11.0 174 203 939 68.7 6.5 40 100.6 100.9
167 Niger 79 159 326 33 37 154 171 154 15.0 104.8 108.8 78 69 1040 104.3
168 Congo, Democratic Republic of the 370 67.8 108.6 39 26 2738 35.2 16.4 16.6 99.6 96.2 71 55 100.8 100.7
169 Zimbabwe 10.5 126 179 23 21 290 383 16.8 19.0 9.1 773 48 31 100.8 101.0

OTHER COUNTRIES OR TERRITORIES

Antigua and Barbuda 0.1 0.1 0.1 19 10 354 303 . . . . . . . .
Bhutan 05 07 09 —1.5 1.7 16.4 347 187 24.2 85.2 532 54 24 1023 103.0
(uba 10.6 112 11.0 06 0.0 734 75.2 282 383 455 421 17 15 106.4 106.8
Dominica 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 67.7 67.2 . . . . . . . .
Eritrea 32 52 8.1 03 28 158 216 16.5 19.1 95.8 786 6.1 42 100.6 1024
Grenada 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.8 0.4 334 393 204 250 88.0 524 35 22 104.2 1049
Iraq 18.1 315 489 3.0 26 69.7 66.2 17.0 19.3 95.6 783 58 37 105.8 106.0
Kiribati 0.1 0.1 0.1 15 15 350 439 . . . . . . . .
Korea, Democratic People’s Rep. of 20.1 240 253 1.5 03 584 60.2 262 340 446 449 24 19 1047 105.4
Lebanon 30 43 49 32 08 8.1 87.2 219 292 69.3 47.2 30 19 1033 104.0
Marshall Islands 0.0 0.1 0.1 1.5 19 65.1 718
Monaco 0.0 0.0 0.0 09 03 1000 100.0
Nauru 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 06 1000 1000 . . . . . . . .
Occupied Palestinian Territories 2.2 44 73 39 29 67.9 741 164 176 100.4 90.1 6.5 45 103.2 1045
Oman 1.8 29 40 33 19 66.1 73.0 183 243 85.4 515 63 28 104.4 104.9
Palau 0.0 0.0 0.0 27 05 69.6 834
Saint Kitts and Nevis 0.0 0.1 0.1 11 1.2 34.6 324 . . . . . . . .
Saint Lucia 0.1 02 0.2 1.2 09 294 280 214 275 788 484 32 19 97.9 102.7
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 414 493 204 278 789 498 29 21 1013 102.0
Samoa 02 02 02 08 02 212 20.2 185 19.6 81.1 712 47 36 108.7 108.0
San Marino 0.0 0.0 0.0 12 0.6 904 9.1
Seychelles 0.1 0.1 0.1 1.0 0.3 493 553 . . . . . . . .
Somalia 6.6 94 15.7 02 27 29.7 375 176 176 90.0 90.8 6.5 6.2 100.6 101.2
Tuvalu 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 04 40.7 50.4 . . . . . . . .
Vanuatu 0.1 0.2 04 28 24 187 256 18.1 205 90.5 7.2 48 36 108.5 106.1
Developed
OECD 9.0 1,023 1,093.3 0.7 0.4 72.0 77.1 345 399 49.1 49.7 17 1.6 105.4 105.5
Non-OECD 193 29.7 36.3 25 12 89.9 917 292 355 49.9 39.6 22 19 106.2 106.5
Developing
Arab States 2264 348.2 4779 24 19 49.2 553 182 231 87.8 619 47 2.6 104.2 104.3
East Asia and the Pacific 16066 19743 22043 13 0.8 28.1 453 240 322 56.2 4.5 23 28 108.5 116.0
Europe and Central Asia 399.6 4103 416.4 03 0.2 62.8 64.4 30.0 343 55.8 835 21 1.6 104.4 105.6
Latin America and the Caribbean 4372 582.7 683.6 17 1.0 703 79.5 219 277 703 53.2 3.0 22 103.8 104.2
South Asia 1,200.0 1,719.1 2,158.2 21 14 26.5 317 203 245 75.8 56.8 4.1 25 106.8 107.5
Sub-Saharan Africa 483.1 8088 12286 28 24 283 37.0 172 185 94.2 84.8 6.1 3.6 101.3 101.9
Very high human development 9303  1,05%.0  1,129.5 0.7 0.5 723 715 344 39.8 49.1 49.4 17 18 105.5 105.6
High human development 8731 10524 11751 12 0.7 67.8 75.8 253 30.4 65.0 47.2 2.7 18 104.2 104.8
Medium human development 27391 35973 42397 1.6 1.1 285 399 225 28.6 64.3 49.5 3.0 27 107.8 1122
Low human development 673.6  1,099.0 1,626.5 2.7 22 24.2 334 17.4 19.6 923 79.0 5.7 4.1 102.1 102.5
Least developed countries 524.87 85477 1,716 27 22 21.0 29.1 17.6 19.9 91.1 719 5.6 4.1 102.2 102.5
World 529047 690877 830897 1.6 1.1 4.6 50.5 244 29.1 65.4 540 3.1 23 106.0 108.4
NOTES b The natural sex ratio at birth is commonly assumed and empirically confirmed to be SOURCES
a  Because data are based on national definitions of what constitutes a city or 105 male births to 100 female births. Columns 1-5 and 8-15: UNDESA (2009d).
metropolitan area, cross-country comparison should be made with caution. ¢ Includes Taiwan Province of China. Columns 6 and 7: UNDESA (2010).

T Dataare aggregates provided by the original data source.
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Decent work

Employed Unemployment rate
people living by level of education

Employment to on less than (% of labour force with Mandatory paid

population ratio Formal employment Vulnerable employment? PLEYEV] given level of attainment) Child labour  maternity leave®

(% of population (%oftotal  Ratio of female (% oftotal ~ Ratio of female (% of total Secondary (% of children
HDI rank ages 15-64) employment) tomalerates employment) tomalerates  employment) Primaryorless ~ orabove  ages5-14) (calendar days)

1991 2008 2000-2008°  2000-2008°  2000-2008°  2000-2008° 2000-2008 20002008 2000-2008°  1999-2007¢ 2007-2009
VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
1 Norway 57.7 62.3 943 1.05 57 042 . 6.0 38 . 126
2 Australia 55.6 59.4 90.7 1.05 93 061 . 74 6.2 . 0
3 New Zealand 55.4 62.7 87.9 1.05 119 0.68 . 6.1 6.0 . %8
4 United States 59.4 59.2 928¢ 1.03¢ . . . . . . 0
5 Ireland 435 57.8 883 1.4 17 031 . 76 70 . 182
6  Liechtenstein . . . . . . . . . . .
7 Netherlands 514 59.3 90.5 1.02 94 0.80 . 8.0 78 . 112
8 (anada 578 61.2 89.6 1.04 10.4 0.71 . 121 10.2 . 119
9 Sweden 62.0 57.6 934 1.05 6.6 051 . 127 838 . 98
10 Germany 538 517 93.1 1.01 68 085 . 16.8 121 . 98
11 Japan 613 54.2 88.7 0.98 108 1.20 . 44 . . %8
12 Korea, Republic of 586 58.1 749 0.94 252 1.18 . 21 7.1 . 60°¢
13 Switzerland 65.0 61.2 89.8 0.99 10.1 1.09 . 6.8 57 . 12f
14 France 472 479 9.1 1.02 59 0.69 . 123 125 . 112
15 Israel 452 50.4 915 1.04 14 0.59 . 14.0 19.1 . 84
16 Finland 57.2 54.7 91.0 1.05 9.0 0.59 . 123 10.5 . 263
17 Iceland 70.9 71.2 90.9 1.08 87 039 . 51 41 . 180
18 Belgium 4338 46.5 90.0 1.03 10.0 0.78 . 110 10.0 . 105
19  Denmark 59.4 60.3 95.0 1.03 50 0.52 . 72 78 . 126
20 Spain 4.2 486 88.1 1.04 118 0.73 . 10.5 13.4 . 112
21 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 61.8 56.6 928 1.06 71 045 . 56 63 . 70f
22 Greece 43 484 731 1.01 27.0 0.99 . 75 16.1 . 119¢
23 Iy 426 436 814 1.07 186 0.75 . 73 100 . 150
24 Luxembourg 493 51.2 95.9 098 5.2 1.06 . . . .
25 Austria 518 545 91.1 1.01 9.0 095 . 88 6.1 . 12
26 United Kingdom 55.6 56.3 89.2 1.08 10.5 050 . 94 8.0 . 365¢
27 Singapore 63.7 61.6 89.8 1.06 10.2 059 . . . . 84¢
28 Czech Republic 58.2 543 87.5 1.08 125 0.56 . 202 63 . 196
29 Slovenia 545 541 89.1 1.03 11.0 0.79 . 79 95 . 365
30 Andorra . . . . . . . . . . .
31 Slovakia 545 526 89.3 1.09 106 0.44 . 46.6 130 . 196
32 United Arab Emirates 713 759 984 1.01 16 0.29 . 24 79 . 45f
33 Malta 425 45.2 91.0 1.07 9.2 050 . 85 27 . .
34 Estonia 61.2 54.5 95.5 1.02 58 048 . 103 7.1 . 140
35 (yprus 59.9 57.5 85.5 1.06 144 0.69 . 44 75 . .
36 Hungary 475 4438 929 1.03 71 0.67 . 173 95 . 168
37 Brunei Darussalam 62.2 633 . . . .
38 Qatar 730 769 99.5 1.01 0.4 0.00 . . . .
39 Bahrain 61.0 61.0 . . . . . . . 5 .
40 Portugal 57.6 55.7 815 0.99 185 1.06 . 8.0 15.6 3 120
41 Poland 530 482 812 1.03 189 0.89 . 15.5 149 . 112¢
42 Barbados 54.8 64.4 85.6 1 140 055
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Decent work

Employed Unemployment rate
people living by level of education

Employment to on less than (% of labour force with Mandatory paid

population ratio Formal employment Vulnerable employment® $1.25 a day given level of attainment) Childlabour  maternity leave®

(% of population (%oftotal Ratio offemale (% oftotal ~Ratio offemale (% of total Secondary (% of children
HDI rank ages 15-64) employment) tomalerates employment) tomalerates  employment) Primaryorless  orabove  ages5-14) (calendar days)

1991 2008 2000-2008  2000-2008°  2000-2008° 20002008 20002008 2000-2008  2000-2008°  1999-2007 2007-2009¢
HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
43 Bahamas 626 654 84.44 1074 ; ; ; ; ; .
44 Lithuania 537 50.2 90.7 1.04 9.4 0.72 . 73 72 . 126
45 Chile 50.6 49.6 752 1.02 248 0.94 . 49 156 3 126
46 Argentina 530 56.5 79.9 1.06 20.1 078 35 99 18.1 7 90
47 Kuwait 619 653 . . . . . . . . 70f
48 Latvia 576 55.0 93.2 1.03 68 0.70 . 103 9.6 . 112
49 Montenegro . . 8059 1114 . . . . . 4 365¢
50 Romania 55.6 4.1 68.7 099 312 1.03 . 71 9.8 1 126
51 (roatia 499 459 838 098 16.2 112 13 10.7 16.5 . 365
52 Uruguay 527 56.4 747 1.02 251 0.92 . 10.0 15.9 8 84
53 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 453 486 . . . . . . . . .
54 Panama 49.5 58.7 723 1.09 217 078 118 54 157 3 98¢
55 Saudi Arabia 504 50.9 . . , ; . . . . 70f
56 Mexico 56.5 511 70.5 094 29.5 1.16 08 29 8.7 16 84
57 Malaysia 59.7 60.5 716 1.02 23 093 0.6 . . . 60f
58 Bulgaria 452 463 913 1.03 8.7 0.77 . 175 82 . 135
59 Trinidad and Tobago 45 60.7 834 1.05 15.6 0.76 . . . 1 .
60 Serbia . . 713 1.06 27 083 . . . 10 365
61 Belarus 57.5 523 . . . . . . . 5 126
62 (ostaRica 56.3 57.2 80.2 1.00 197 1.02 29 52 7.0 5 120¢
63 Peru 534 68.8 60.1 0.79 396 141 9.0 . . 19 90
64 Albania 489 46.2 B . . B 13 15.8 290 12 .
65 Russian Federation 56.8 56.7 94.1 1.01 58 0.90 . 132 138 . 140
66 Kazakhstan 62.7 63.5 633 0.93 358 1.16 38 103 16.8 2 126f
67 Azerbaijan 56.5 60.0 46.8 057 532 1.63 . 13 13 7 126¢
68 Bosnia and Herzegovina 23 45 729¢ 1014 . . . 312 . 5 365
69 Ukraine 56.9 535 80.7¢ 0974 . . . 6.7 14.6 7 126
70 Iran, Islamic Republic of 459 489 56.8 072 4.7 141 19 83 332 . 90
71 The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 37.1 348 718 1.05 22 0.84 . . . 6
72 Mauritius 55.5 538 824 1.04 168 0.82 . 8.0 153 . .
73 Brazil 55.7 63.9 68.1 1.02 212 0.82 6.2 8.4 133 6 120
74 Georgia 574 543 378 0.97 62.2 1.02 174 7.1 303 18 126
75 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 514 613 63.5 0.98 29.8 118 44 8 126¢
76 Armenia 380 381 . . . . 189 4 140
77 Ecuador 516 60.5 66.2 083 338 141 58 . . 8 84
78 Belize 413 56.9 764 1.04 25 0.87 . 121 16.5 40 .
79 Colombia 521 62.0 589 1.01 409 0.99 213 5 84
80 Jamaica 60.7 56.2 643 111 354 0.82 . 6 56f
81 Tunisia 40.5 41.0 6434 . . . 39 . . . .
82 Jordan 35.7 379 . . . . . . . . 70f
83 Turkey 525 423 64.6 073 353 1.61 39 9.0 24 5 12
84 Algeria 39.2 49.4 64.8 0.76 349 1.53 . 190 453 5 98
85 Tonga
MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
86 Fij 535 56.3 59.7 095 39.0 1.01
87 Turkmenistan 55.6 583 . . . . . . . . .
88 Dominican Republic 35 533 57.6 1.36 424 0.62 49 123 353 10 84f
89 China 75.1 710 ; ; ; ; 183 B, . ; %f
90 Hl Salvador 58.6 543 59.0 0.66 355 151 156 . . 6 84f
91 Srilanka 513 54.7 593 091 40.7 1.14 17.8 40 200 8 84f
92 Thailand 713 715 46.6 090 533 . . . . 8 45f
93 Gabon 58.1 58.2 . . . . 63 . . .
94 Suriname 453 46.5 . . . . . . . 6 .
95 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 614 70.7 381 063 61.6 131 225 . . 2 60
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Decent work

Employed Unemployment rate
people living by level of education

Employment to on less than (% of labour force with Mandatory paid

population ratio Formal employment Vulnerable employment® $1.25aday given level of attainment) Child labour  maternity leave®

(% of population (%oftotal Ratiooffemale (% oftotal Ratioof female (% of total Secondary (% of children
HDI rank ages 15-64) employment) tomalerates employment) tomalerates  employment) Primaryorless ~ orabove  ages5-14) (calendar days)

1991 2008 2000-2008°  2000-2008°  2000-2008°  2000-2008° 2000-2008¢ 2000-2008  2000-2008  1999-2007¢ 2007-2009
9 Paraguay 61.1 728 532 089 46.8 113 73 46 136 15 84
97  Philippines 59.1 60.1 553 0.95 447 1.07 272 2.7 16.4 12 60
98 Botswana 46.7 46.0 759 0.96 17 229 . . . . 84f
99 Moldova, Republic of 58.1 44.7 67.6 1.09 324 0.84 1.1 . . 32 126¢
100 Mongolia 50.2 516 399 112 59.7 093 305 . . 18 120
101 Egypt 426 432 75.2 071 248 213 27 . . 7 90¢
102 Uzbekistan 538 57.5 . . . . 59.7 . . . 126¢
103 Micronesia, Federated States of . . . . . . . . . .
104 Guyana 514 57.8 . . . . . . . 16 .
105 Namibia 454 429 784 089 211 1.66 . . . 13 90
106 Honduras 589 56.3 89.7 1.06 489 1.08 214 . . 16 70¢
107 Maldives 449 573 27.2 1.16 503 0.69 . . . . .
108  Indonesia 63.0 61.8 36.9 081 63.1 113 27.8 6.2 315 4 %0f
109 Kyrgyzstan 580 583 519 1.01 473 099 27.2 26 430 4 126
110 South Africa 394 411 97.1 0.99 27 1.50 44 234 348 . 112
111 Syrian Arab Republic 46.6 448 575 0.31 424 1.28 . . . 4 60f
112 Tajikistan 538 55.4 . . . . 286 . . 10 .
113 VietNam 74.8 69.4 26.1 071 739 113 24.2 . . 16 120
114 Morocco 459 46.1 471 0.67 511 140 34 838 54.2 8 %8
115 Nicaragua 57.2 583 54.7 099 449 1.02 194 . . 15 84f
116 Guatemala 55.1 624 342 074 55.0 1.20 146 . . 29 84f
117 Equatorial Guinea 614 62.6 . . . . . . . 28
118 Cape Verde 56.7 55.7 414 0.74 396 1.23 266 . . 3 .
119 India 583 556 . . . . 514 . . 12 84f
120 Timor-Leste 63.8 66.8 . . . . 63.2 . . 4
121 Swaziland 54.2 50.4 . . . . 83.8 . . 9 .
122 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 80.2 777 . . . . 457 . . " 90°
123 Solomon Islands 67.1 64.5 . . . . . . . . .
124 Gambodia 772 746 131 071 86.7 1.07 457 . . 45 %0f
125 Pakistan 475 515 382 0.59 618 1.29 289 5.1 11.6 . 84f
126 Congo 65.5 64.6 . . . . 66.7 . . 25
127 SéoTomé and Principe . . . . . . . . . 8
LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
128 Kenya 734 73.0 . . . . 29 . . 26 %0f
129 Bangladesh 740 67.9 142 0.80 85.0 1.02 56.9 . . 13 12f
130 Ghana 68.4 65.2 . . . . 37.6 . . 34 84f
131 Cameroon 59.1 59.1 208 031 75.9 136 399 . . 31 %8
132 Myanmar 742 744 . . . . . . . . .
133 Yemen 383 39.0 . . . . 260 . . 23 60f
134 Benin 70.1 716 . . . . 556 . . 46 9%
135 Madagascar 793 83 . . 822 1.08 76.7 . . 32 98¢
136 Mauritania 66.5 47.2 . . . . 24.6 . . 16 %8
137  Papua New Guinea 69.9 702 . . . . . . . . 108
138 Nepal 59.6 61.5 284 044 716 134 67.6 . . 31 52f
139 Togo 65.9 64.6 . . . . 459 . . 29 9%
140 Comoros 70.0 69.4 . . . . 64.6 . . 27 .
141 Lesotho 483 541 . . . . 61.0 . . 23 84
142 Nigeria 527 518 . . . . 722 . . 13 84f
143 Uganda 81.8 83.0 148 034 85.2 1.19 55.7 . . 36 60f
144 Senegal 66.8 66.0 . . . . 44.4 . . 2 %8
145 Haiti 56.0 55.4 . . . . 66.9 . . 21 .
146 Angola 76.5 76.4 . . . . 59.9 . . 24 56
147 Djibouti . . . . . . . . ; 8 .
148 Tanzania, United Republic of 874 780 123 0.40 877 113 90.0 . . 36 84t
149 (ote d'lvoire 625 60.4 . . . . 263 . . 35 98
150  Zambia 57.0 61.2 19.1 035 793 1.3 766 . . 12 84f
151 Gambia 732 721 . . . . 4.7 . . 25
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Decent work

Employed Unemployment rate
people living by level of education
Employment to on less than (% of labour force with Mandatory paid
population ratio Formal employment Vulnerable employment? $1.25aday given level of attainment) Child labour  maternity leave®
(% of population (%oftotal Ratio offemale (% oftotal ~Ratio offemale (% of total Secondary (% of children
HDI rank ages 15-64) employment) tomalerates employment) tomalerates  employment) Primaryorless  orabove  ages5-14) (calendar days)
1991 2008 2000-2008  2000-2008°  2000-2008° 20002008 20002008 2000-2008  2000-2008°  1999-2007 2007-2009¢
152 Rwanda 86.6 80.3 . . . . 79.5 . . 35 98¢
153 Malawi ni7 721 ; . . ; 798 . . 2% 56
154 Sudan 46.1 473 . . . . . . . 13 56°
155 Afghanistan 541 55.2 . . . . . . . 30 .
156 Guinea 821 81.2 . . . . 739 . . 25 98¢
157  Ethiopia n3 80.6 47.0 0.86 518 116 458 . . 53 %0°f
158  Sierra Leone 63.6 64.8 819 092 . . 67.1 . . 48
159 Central African Republic 733 726 . . . . 7.1 . . 47 .
160 Mali 493 470 1364 0.75¢ . . 60.6 . . 34 98
161  Burkina Faso 81.6 819 . . . . 60.7 . . 47 98
162 Liberia 65.7 65.9 . . . . 86.2 . . 21 .
163 Chad 66.6 69.7 . . . . 721 . . 53 98
164 Guinea-Bissau 66.3 66.9 . . . . 553 . . 39
165  Mozambique 79.9 719 . . . . 81.2 . . 2
166 Burundi 849 84.2 . . . . 87.2 . . 19 .
167 Niger 504 598 . . . . 766 . . 43 98f
168  Congo, Democratic Republic of the 67.8 66.7 . . . . 69.6 . . 32 105¢
169 Zimbabwe 70.1 64.9 382 045 619 1.58 . . . 13
OTHER COUNTRIES OR TERRITORIES
Bhutan 533 61.1 408 035 523 1.94 317 . . 19
Cuba 524 544 8314 1224 . .
Dominica . . 733 113 259 0.70
Eritrea 65.8 65.6 . . . . . . . .
Iraq 36.8 37.1 . . . . . . . "
Korea, Democratic People’s Rep. of 62.1 63.9 . . . . . . . . .
Lebanon 438 459 . . . . . . . 7 49¢
Occupied Palestinian Territories 301 302 639 0.85 36.1 129 . 24.7 418 . .
Oman 526 514 89.6 098 . . . . . . 4
Saint Kitts and Nevis . . 884 1.04 85 0.70
Saint Lucia . . 69.5 112 287 0.80
Samoa . . 535 132
San Marino . . 9044 1.054 . . . . .
Somalia 65.6 66.5 . . . . . . . 49
Tuvalu . . 97.9 1.01 20 081
NOTES
a  Percentage of employed people engaged as unpaid family workers and own-
account workers.

b Number of days of maternity leave paid by the government, unless otherwise
noted. Refers to women in formal employment.

Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified.

Does not include data on employers.

Benefits paid by both the government and the employer.

Benefits paid by the employer.

- o a n

SOURCES

Columns 1-9:1L0 (2010d).
Column 10: UNICEF (2010c).
Column 11: World Bank (2010f).
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Education

ACHIEVEMENTS IN EFFICIENCY OF PRIMARY QUALITY OF PRIMARY
EDUCATION ACCESS TO EDUCATION EDUCATION EDUCATION

Tertiary
enrolment Primary
Population ratio school

withatleast  Primary enrolmentratio  Secondary enrolmentratio (% oftertiary  Dropout Repetition Pupil- teachers
Adult literacy secondary (% of primary school-age (% of secondary school-age ~ school-age rate, rate, teacher  trained to
rate education population) population population)  all grades all grades ratio teach

(% of total primary ~ (number of
(% ages 15 (% ages 25 (% of primary  enrolmentin pupils per
HDI rank and older) and older) Gross Gross school cohort)  previous year) teacher) (%)

2005-2008° 2010 2001-2009°  2001-2009*  2001-2009°  2001-200%° ~ 2001-2009° 20052008 2005-2008° 2005-2008"  2005-2008°

VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

1 Norway . 873 98.4 9.4 1125 96.6 759 02 . .

2 Australia . 734 104.9 97.0 147.9 87.5 75.0 . . 158

3 NewZealand . 67.9 101.2 99.2 1204 90.8 79.1 . . 17.1

4 United States . 89.7 9.0 915 943 88.2 81.6 15 . 143

5 lIreland . 64.1 105.4 9.9 1134 8.1 61.2 . 07 178

6 Liechtenstein . . 109.6 893 106.1 05.2 312 18.2 . 9.5

7 Netherlands . 67.4 106.8 9.5 119.5 886 60.1 i17°

8 (anada . 79.6 107.1 99.5 1013 . 623b . . .

9 Sweden . 803 94.2 93.8 103.1 9.1 745 0.1 . 107

10 Germany . 97.25¢ 105.7 9.2 100.6 . . 44 13 18.0

11 Japan . 79 102.2 100.0 100.7 9.0 579 . . 188

12 Korea, Republic of . 753 1037 98.6 97.5 9.4 9.1 16 0.0 241

13 Switzerland . 7.0 1024 935 95.7 847 472 . 15 18.1

14 France . 55.7 110.2 985 1133 983 547 20° 42 203

15 Israel . 61.8 1109 97.1 915 87.6 60.4 04 15 172

16 Finland . 705 976 9%.3 113 9.8 93.8 02 04 159

17 Iceland . 54.8 97.2 97.1 110.0 903 723 . . .

18 Belgium . 47.7 1023 97.8 109.5 86.9 62.1 128 34 126

19 Denmark . 68.1 99.0 95.6 1192 89.6 803 7.9% . .

20 Spain 97.6 469 1054 99.7 119.1 943 68.5 0.1 . 131 .
21 Hong Kong, China (SAR) . 62.7 101.0 935 829 75.2 343 00 09 . 95.1
22 Greece 97.0 474 101.2 99.4 101.8 91.0 90.8 18 0.7 10.1

23 ltaly 9.8 46.7 103.8 9.6 99.9 924 67.1 04 02 104

24 Luxembourg . 78.1b¢ 100.3 95.5 95.4 83.0 10.0 135 38 13.1

25 Austria . 70.1 101.5 97.9 99.9 . 503 22 128 129

26 United Kingdom . 582 104.0 97.2 974 913 59.0 . . 20.1 .
27 Singapore 945 59.1 . . . . . . 03 19.5 97.1
28 (zech Republic . 99.8b¢ 102.1 922 95.0 . 543 11 0.6 173

29 Slovenia 99.7 943b¢ 102.9 95.6 935 885 855 11 0.6 171 .
30 Andorra . 50.9b¢ 86.7 80.1 82.2 n4 11.0 . 28 . 100.0
31 Slovakia . 98.8¢ 101.9 91.8 928 . 50.1 268 30 186 .
32 United Arab Emirates 90.0 . 107.9 91.6 93.8 83.8 25.2 0.0 19 172 100.0
33 Malta 924 44.2 99.0 914 98.1 820 330 100 08 121

34 Estonia 99.8 87.3b¢ 99.2 94.4 99.7 89.9 65.0 17 09 .

35 Qyprus 97.8 58.7 102.5 9.0 97.8 95.1 36.2 1.6 04 15.0

36 Hungary 99.0 46.7 979 8838 9.7 90.5 67.2 1.0 17 10.6 .
37 Brunei Darussalam 95.0 . 106.7 933 96.7 88.2 16.0 16 038 10.1 843
38 Qatar 93.1 54.1b¢ 108.6 94.1 932 79.2 110 33 0.6 . 523
39 Bahrain 90.8 481 105.3 97.9 9.8 89.4 299 13 20 .

40 Portugal 94.6 215 115.2 9.9 1013 87.9 56.9 . 102 17

41 Poland 99.5 60.6 97.1 95.6 99.8 93.8 66.9 27 07 11.0 .
42 Barbados . 588 . . . . . 6.1 . 135 61.0
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Education

ACHIEVEMENTS IN EFFICIENCY OF PRIMARY QUALITY OF PRIMARY
EDUCATION ACCESS TO EDUCATION EDUCATION EDUCATION
Tertiary
enrolment Primary
Population ratio school

withatleast  Primary enrolmentratio  Secondary enrolmentratio (% oftertiary ~ Dropout Repetition Pupil- teachers
Adult literacy secondary (% of primary school-age (% of secondary school-age ~ school-age rate, rate, teacher  trained to
rate education population) population population)  all grades all grades ratio teach

(% of total primary  (number of
(% ages 15 (% ages 25 (% of primary  enrolment in pupils per
HDI rank and older) and older) Gross school cohort)  previous year) teacher) (%)

2005-2008" 2010 20012009 2001-2009°  2001-2009"  2001-2009°  2001-2009°  2005-2008" 2005-2008° 2005-2008*  2005-2008°

HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

43 Bahamas . 89.6b¢ 102.4 90.5 937 86.1 . 9.1 . 15.8 911
44 Lithuania 99.7 88.65¢ 9.1 913 99.1 921 759 20 0.7 9.7

45 Chile 9.6 518 105.6 944 90.6 85.3 521 51 24 26.2

46 Argentina 97.7 446 1146 9.5 853 794 68.1 51 6.1 148 .
47 Kuwait 945 56.9 955 87.6 90.8 799 17.6 05 09 9.1 100.0®
48 Latvia 99.8 97.9b¢ 96.8 90.1 1145 . 69.2 43 33 128

49 Montenegro . 98.2b¢ . . . . . . . .

50 Romania 97.6 79.1b¢ 104.7 939 875 730 583 6.7 17 16.3 .
51 Croatia 9.7 780b¢ 986 90.2 93.6 883 47.0 02 03 173 100.0®
52 Uruguay 98.2 446 1143 97.5 92,0 67.7 64.3 63 7.0 155

53 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 884 . 1103 . 93.5 . 55.7% . . . .
54 Panama 935 483 111 983 712 65.6 450 14.8 53 242 913
55 Saudi Arabia 855 48.8b¢ 984 845 946 730 299 36 33 . 915
56 Mexico 929 403 1129 979 874 709 263 8.5 36 280 954
57 Malaysia 9.1 50.5 97.9 97.5 69.1 68.7 2.7 78 . 17.5%

58 Bulgaria 98.3 87.65¢ 1011 946 105.2 875 49.7 6.3 18 16.1 .
59 Trinidad and Tobago 9.7 486 1034 91.8 888 739 116 42 6.6 172 86.6
60 Serbia . . 100.6 97.0 90.5 89.6 487 16 0.6 . 100.0
61 Belarus 9.7 . 9.2 944 953 86.8 728 05 00 . 999
62 (ostaRica 96.0 299 109.9 . 89.2 . 253 57 7.0 19.0 86.0
63 Peru 89.6 50.5 1128 9.8 976 759 345 17.0 7.2 209

64 Albania 99.0 75.7b¢ 102.1 9.8 71.7 738 193% 1010 210

65  Russian Federation 9.5 . 9%.8 . 840 . 750 48 04

66 Kazakhstan 99.7 82.1b¢ 108.8 89.3 949 86.9 410 10 0.1 . .
67 Azerbaijan 99.5 92.8b¢ 116.2 9.0 105.6 983 158 16 03 . 99.9
68 Bosnia and Herzegovina 97.6 . 111.0 . 89.1 . 335 . 0.1 . .
69 Ukraine 9.7 88.2b¢ 984 889 944 85.0 794 27 0.1 . 99.8
70 Iran, Islamic Republic of 823 295 1284 9.7 797 75.1 36.1 1220 18 200 100.0®
71 The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 97.0 47.8b¢ 92.8 86.5 84.2 81.6 355 25 0.1 . .
72 Mauritius 875 36.3 994 931 87.6 80.1 16.0 21 40 27 100.0®
73 Brazil 90.0 219 1296 926 100.1 770 30.0 2445 187 230 .
74 Georgia 99.7 91.05¢ 107.4 9.7 90.0 80.8 343 49 03 125 95.0
75 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 952 277 103.1 90.1 811 69.5 781 193 34 16.2 835
76  Armenia 99.5 91.1b¢ 796 740 88.1 85.7 342 23 02 . 715
77 Ecuador 84.2 370 1185 9.9 69.6 59.2 353 186 25 26 100.0
78 Belize . 245b¢ 1205 97.7 75.0 634 112 95 8.2 245 48
79 Colombia 934 313 1199 90.0 90.6 712 354 122 35 294 100.0
80 Jamaica 859 421 90.1 8.1 90.2 76.7 193% 128° 30 29.1 79.5
81 Tunisia 780 231 107.6 97.7 90.2 65.8 316 59 8.5 173

82 Jordan 922 54.2 %.3 89.1 8.3 837 317 09 06 122

83 Turkey 887 23 976 939 821 712 371 58 21 . .
84 Algeria 726 259 107.5 949 832 66.3 239 7. 78 . 989
85 Tonga 99.0 . 118 99.0 102.7 66.2 6.4° 9.1 52

MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

86 Fij . 419 94 91.2 809 79. 154 54 17 26.1 97.8
87 Turkmenistan 99.5 . . . . . . . . . .
88 Dominican Republic 88.2 276 1043 80.0 749 57.7 3330 312 34 196 89.2
89 (hina 9.7 384 121 . 740 . 221 0.4 03 183 .
90l Salvador 84.0 194 115.0 94.0 63.6 55.0 246 243 6.1 333 93.2
91 Srilanka 90.6 449 105.1 99.7 87.0 . . 20 08 258

92 Thailand 935 206 . . . . . . 9.2 212
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Education

ACHIEVEMENTS IN EFFICIENCY OF PRIMARY QUALITY OF PRIMARY
EDUCATION ACCESS TO EDUCATION EDUCATION EDUCATION
Tertiary
enrolment Primary
Population ratio school
withatleast  Primary enrolmentratio  Secondary enrolment ratio (% oftertiary ~ Dropout Repetition Pupil- teachers
Adultliteracy  secondary (% of primary school-age (% of secondary school-age  school-age rate, rate, teacher  trainedto
rate education population) population population)  all grades all grades ratio teach
(% of total primary  (number of
(%ages15 (% ages 25 (% of primary  enrolmentin pupils per
HDI rank and older) and older) Gross school cohort)  previous year) teacher) (%)
2005-2008° 2010 2001-2009°  2001-2009°  2001-2009°  2001-2009°  2001-2009*  2005-2008° 2005-2008° 2005-2008°  2005-2008*
93 Gabon 87.0 . 1343 803 53.1 . AR 445b 344 3600 100.0®
94 Suriname 90.7 . 113.8 90.1 754 64.6 123 323 17.2 132 100.0
95 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 90.7 293 108.3 93.7 81.8 69.9 383 198 25 251 90.6°
9 Paraguay 946 264 108.3 924 65.9 57.7 255 209 41 16.6°
97 Philippines 936 536 108.2 90.4 814 59.9 278 268 23 337 100.0°
98 Botswana 83 247 109.7 87.2 80.2 56.5 5.2 132 47 254 943
99 Moldova, Republic of 93 . 892 83 83.1 79.1 399 44 0.1 . .
100 Mongolia 973 80.25¢ 101.5 88.7 95.1 820 4938 5.1 02 316 99.0
101 Egypt 66.4 36.1 99.7 93.6 793 712 312 32 31 219b 99.9b
102 Uzbekistan 99.3 . 944 89.9 102.4 91.7 99 13 00 . 100.0
103 Micronesia, Federated States of . . 1103 . 90.5 . 1410 . . . .
104 Guyana . 40.0 108.7 947 1021 . 1.5 4120 07 256 585
105 Namibia 88.2 . 1124 89.0 65.8 544 89 24 18.1 294 95.0
106 Honduras 836 171 116.0 9.6 64.5 . 18.7 238 53 333 364
107 Maldives 98.4 . 1120 96.2 83.7 69.4 . . 43 133 67.9
108 Indonesia 920 268 1209 94.8 75.8 69.7 18.0 19.9 29 214 9358
109 Kyrgyzstan 99.3 89.2b¢ 94.7 835 85.1 80.5 520 17 0.1 . 64.4
110 South Africa 89.0 579 104.5 875 95.1 719 . 2300 8.0 . 78.7%
111 Syrian Arab Republic 836 335 1244 94.5 740 67.7 . 33 75 . 884
112 Tajikistan 99.7 92.4b< 102.2 973 84.4 825 20.2 05 03 22 883
113 VietNam 92.5 . 104.1 94.0 66.9 623 9.7b 79 1.0 209 98.6
114 Morocco 56.4 . 106.9 89.5 558 345 123 238 1.9 299 1000
115 Nicaragua 780 254 116.9 91.8 67.9 45.2 1800 516 1.0 292 727
116 Guatemala 738 153 1136 95.1 56.6 399 177 353 124 294 .
117 Equatorial Guinea 93.0 . 9.7 66.4 26.2 216 33b 674b 243 5450 309
118 Cape Verde 84.1 . 101.3 844 67.7 56.7 119 129 116 2440 84.7
119 India 62.8 2.2 1131 89.8 57.0 . 135 342 34 40.7
120 Timor-Leste . . 106.6 759 54.7 314 15.2 . 125 374 .
121 Swaziland 86.5 326 107.9 828 533 286 44 263 18.0 324 94.0
122 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 727 . 118 824 439 36.0 134 332 16.8 . 9.9
123 Solomon Islands 766" . 107.3 67.0 348 302 . . . . .
124 Cambodia 770 . 1159 886 404 341 70 456 12 485 98.2
125 Pakistan 537 168 848 66.1 329 325 52 303 44 40.7 85.1
126 Congo . 348 114.0 589 41 . 390 298 24 518 89.0
127  SéoTomé and Principe 883 . 1333 9.1 513 38.1 41 26.1 242 308
TABLE
LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
13 128 Kenya 86.5 155 1115 815 583 49.1 41 16.4° 58 46.5 984
129  Bangladesh 550 16.7 938 88.0 441 45 7.0 452 132 437 544
130 Ghana 058 287 101.8 739 541 46.4 6.2 40.0® 6.5 322 49.1
131 Cameroon 759 131 1109 883 373 . 78 433 16.8 . 61.8
132 Myanmar 919 16.6 115.0 . 493 46.4 107 26.1 04 288 99.0
133 Yemen 60.9 . 85.4 727 45.7 374 102 405° 57 . .
134 Benin 40.8 9.8 116.6 92.8 363 19.6 58 3690 143 44.6 718
135  Madagascar 70.7 . 1517 98.5 301 238 34 575 19.7 47.2 521
136 Mauritania 56.8 . 98.2 79.7 233 163 38 181 20 372 100.0®
137 Papua New Guinea 59.6 83 549 . . . 20® . . . .
138 Nepal 579 154 1240 788 85 . 56° 384 16.8 37.8 66.4
139 Togo 64.9 14.1 105.0 83.5 M3 225 53 55.5 237 376 146
140 Comoros 736 . 1215 729 458 . 27° 2830 244 302 574
141 Lesotho 89.5 131 107.7 727 399 252 36 54.2 210 37.0 714
142 Nigeria 60.1 . 93.1 614 305 258 10.1 2510 29 463 51.2
143 Uganda 746 1.0 120.2 97.1 253 19.2 37 67.6 1.0 49.9 89.4
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HDI rank

144 Senegal

145 Haiti

146 Angola

147 Djibouti

148 Tanzania, United Republic of
149 (ote d'lvoire

150  Zambia

151 Gambia

152 Rwanda

153 Malawi

154 Sudan

155 Afghanistan

156 Guinea

157  Ethiopia

158 Sierra Leone

159 Central African Republic
160 Mali

161  Burkina Faso

162  Liberia

163 Chad

164  Guinea-Bissau

165  Mozambique

166 Burundi

167 Niger

168  Congo, Democratic Republic of the
169  Zimbabwe

OTHER COUNTRIES OR TERRITORIES
Antigua and Barbuda
Bhutan
Cuba
Dominica
Eritrea
Grenada
Iraq
Kiribati
Lebanon
Marshall Islands
Monaco
Nauru
Occupied Palestinian Territories
Oman
Palau
Saint Kitts and Nevis
Saint Lucia
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines
Samoa
Seychelles
Tuvalu
Vanuatu

(% ages 15
and older)

2005-2008" 2010

ACHIEVEMENTS IN
EDUCATION

Population
with at least
Adult literacy secondary
rate education

419 8.6
61.0° 133
69.6
726 6.0b<
546 .
70.7 257
453 10
703 33
728 46
69.3 15
6.4
359P .
398 9.1
54.6 93
26.2 37
287 .
58.1 128
327
510 .
54.0 32
65.9 .
287 29
66.6 195
914 334
99.0°
528 .
99.8 68.8b¢
. 26.50¢
653
776 263
89.6
94.1 473b¢
86.7
98.7 .
91.8 66.8 ¢
813

(% ages 25
and older)

Primary enrolment ratio
(% of primary school-age

2001-2009°

835

55.5
110.2
745
119.1
86.2
150.9
120.2
740
106.1
89.9
97.8
157.7
774
913
785
90.6
82.7
19.7
114.2
135.6
62.4
90.4
103.6

102.5
109.1
101.9
81.6
523
102.6
98.0
1128
101.1
93.0
127.7
788
80.4
75.0
98.8
853
98.0
109.0
99.5
1253
105.6
108.7

ACCESS TO EDUCATION

2001-2009"  2001-2009"

729 306

. 173
453 295
9.3 6.1
56.0 263
95.2 518
68.7 50.8
95.9 219
90.6 294
39.2 380

. 286
n3 358
782 334

. 346
59.1 19
75 348
63.3 19.8
752 316
61.0 19.0
521 359
79.9 206
9.4 179
54.0 11.0
324 34.8
89.9 4.0
740 105.2
874 61.7
9.8 914
723 104.8
389 305
934 107.7
873 46.8
974 87.9
883 81.6
66.3 66.4

. 1534
723 46.1
733 924
68.3 8.1

. 9.9
70.6 88.2
915 93.2
94.6 108.2
90.6 783
9.4 1.8
973 40.1

Secondary enrolment ratio
(% of secondary school-age
population

2001-2009°

251

244

212
49.0
4138

250

268
2.7
253
249

286
154
19.5
105
9.7
6.2

89

380

475
843
68.1
260
88.6
39.6
68.3
746
449

88.6
782

787
79.6
903
64.2
943

EFFICIENCY OF PRIMARY
EDUCATION
Tertiary
enrolment
ratio
(% of tertiary  Dropout Repetition
school-age rate, rate,
population)  all grades all grades
(% of total primary
(% of primary  enrolment in
Gross school cohort)  previous year)
2001-2009°  2005-2008° 2005-2008°
8.0 416 77
28 . .
26 . 106
15 172 42
84 10.5 18.0
24® 214 59
120 29.7 54
40 69.1® 177
. 64.3 20.1
590 69 49
(BE ; 163
9.2 451 154
36 59.7 50
200 . 9.9
23 54.4 256
54 209 142
31 289 105
17.4b . 6.7
19 70.2 218
29 . 187
15 56.3 55
25 46.3 338
13 332 6.4
50 205 153
380
. 268 56
6.6 9i9) 6.4
1215 44 0.5
. 9.2 39
20 26.7 154
. 17.4% 29
157 299° 8.0
. 186" .
515 69 838
17.0°
. 746 .
47.2 09 05
263 05 11
402° . 47
. 320 15
148 40° 24
. 209 46
74® 41 12
16
. 3740 .
48b 26.6 136

Education

QUALITY OF PRIMARY
EDUCATION
Primary
school
Pupil- teachers
teacher  trained to
ratio teach
(number of
pupils per
teacher) (%)
2005-2008"  2005-2008"
36.4 905°
80.3
522 100.0®
419 100.0°
634 100.0
344 747%
70.2 94.2
36.7 61.0
441 821
593 89.7
442 494
100.2 .
514 50.1
489 87.7
239 40.2
176.2 355
88.1 351
64.1 67.0
520 87.4
40.7 984
39.0 933
17.1 529
299 915
96 100.0®
16.7 59.4
474 89.3
26 735
205 100.0®
. 854
178 133
169
. 742
290 100.0
143 100.0®
16.1 63.6
214 87.8
17.0 8.0
2338 .
131 779%
100.0
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Education

ACHIEVEMENTS IN EFFICIENCY OF PRIMARY QUALITY OF PRIMARY
EDUCATION ACCESS TO EDUCATION EDUCATION EDUCATION
Tertiary
enrolment Primary
Population ratio school

withatleast  Primary enrolmentratio  Secondary enrolmentratio (% oftertiary  Dropout Repetition Pupil- teachers
Adult literacy  secondary (% of primary school-age (% of secondary school-age school-age rate, rate, teacher trained to
rate education population) population population)  all grades all grades ratio teach

(% of total primary  (number of
(% ages 15 (% ages 25 (% of primary  enrolmentin pupils per
HDI rank and older) and older) Gross school cohort)  previous year) teacher) (%)

2005-2008° 2010 2001-2009°  2001-2009°  2001-2009"  2001-2009°  2001-2009° 20052008 2005-2008° 2005-2008*  2005-2008°

Developed
OECD . 738 101.7 95.6 101.1 91.8 7.4 2.9 .
Non-OECD . 617 108.4 95.6 93.6 86.7 3.0 3.0 12

Developing
Arab States 721 . 9.4 80.9 68.8 60.4 27 9.5 5.7
East Asia and the Pacific . . 122 933 728 62.6 209 213 .
Europe and Central Asia 97.5 65.1 98.5 923 89.3 821 54.2 33 0.9
Latin America and the Caribbean 91.1 325 116.5 94.4 89.8 725 36.7 17.8 9.2
South Asia 624 216 108.2 86.9 535 420 128 241 5.0
Sub-Saharan Africa 624 . 101.8 736 344 295 55 36.5 9.4
Very high human development . 73.6 101.9 95.6 100.9 91.7 70.8 3.0 1.7
High human development 923 41.0 119 944 889 749 432 73 6.5
Medium human development 80.7 . 110.2 88.5 64.7 57.0 17.6 226 29
Low human development 61.2 143 99.9 734 347 30.9 6.0 40.4 9.6
Least developed countries 59.9 . 101.6 755 341 30.8 5.4 39.1 11.0
World . . 106.9 86.1 66.4 60.2 257 18.0 5.1

NOTES

a  Datarefer to the most recent year available during the period specified.
b Refers to an earlier year than that specified.
¢ UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2010a).

SOURCES
Columns 1and 3—11: UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2010a).
Column 2: Barro and Lee (2010).

TABLE
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Health

RESOURCES RISK FACTORS MORTALITY
Infants lacking
immunization against HIV prevalence
Adult Age-standardized
Expenditure Hospital Youth (% ages Under- Adult death rates from non-
on health Physician  beds DTP Measles (% ages 15-24) 15-49) Infant five (per 1,000 people) ~ communicable diseases
HDI rank Per capita (PPP$)  (per 10,000 people) (% of one-year-olds) Female Male Total  (per1,000live births) Female  Male (per 100,000 people)
2007 2000-2009 2008 2007 2008 2008 2008 2008 2004
VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
1 Norway 4763 39 39 6 7 0.1 0.1 0.1 3 4 53 81 391
2 Australia 3357 10 39 8 6 <0.1 02 02 5 6 46 81 355
3 NewZealand 2497 21 62 1 14 . 0.1 0.1 5 6 57 8 398
4 United States 7,285 27 31 4 8 03 0.7 0.6 7 8 79 135 450
5 lreland 3,424 31 53 7 " 0.1 02 02 3 4 56 90 459
6 Liechtenstein . . . . . . . 2 2 . . .
7 Netherlands 3,509 39 48 3 4 0.1 02 0.2 4 5 57 78 425
8 (anada 3,900 19 34 6 6 02 04 04 6 6 53 87 374
9 Sweden 333 36 . 2 4 0.1 0.1 0.1 2 3 428 76 3N
10 Germany 3,588 35 8 10 5 0.1 0.1 0.1 4 4 54 101 429
11 Japan 2,696 20 139 2 3 . . . 3 4 3] 87 284
12 Korea, Republic of 1,688 17 86 6 8 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 5 5 83 108 470
13 Switzerland 4417 40 55 5 13 05 04 0.6 4 5 44 76 360
14 France 3,709 37 72 2 13 02 04 04 3 4 55 119 387
15 lsrael 2,181 36 58 7 16 0.1 <0.1 0.1 4 5 46 87 368
16 Finland 2,840 33 68 1 3 <0.1 0.1 0.1 3 3 57 129 405
17 lceland 333 38 75 2 4 0.1 0.2 02 2 3 46 66 375
18 Belgium 3383 4 53 1 7 0.1 0.2 0.2 4 5 61 110 437
19 Denmark 3513 32 35 25 n 0.1 0.2 0.2 4 4 67 12 495
20 Spain 2,671 38 34 3 2 0.2 06 05 4 4 43 102 379
21 Hong Kong, China (SAR) . . . . . . . . . . .
22 Greece 2,727 54 28 1 1 0.1 02 02 3 4 44 105 436
23 laly 2,686 37 39 4 9 0.2 04 04 3 4 42 80 3n
24 Luxembourg 5734 29 63 1 4 0.1 02 02 2 3 56 101 419
25 Austria 3,763 38 78 17 17 0.1 02 02 3 4 50 9 409
26 United Kingdom 2,992 2 39 8 14 0.1 03 0.2 5 6 59 9% 44
27 Singapore 1,643 15 32 3 5 0.1 02 02 2 3 47 82 345
28 (zech Republic 1,626 36 81 1 3 <0.1 . 3 4 65 143 559
29 Slovenia 2,099 24 47 3 4 . . <0.1 3 4 55 132 480
30 Andorra 3,004 37 26 1 2 . 3 4 44 99 373
31 Slovakia 1,555 31 68 1 1 <0.1 7 8 73 195 628
32 United Arab Emirates 982 15 19 8 8 . . . 7 8 60 78 410
33 Malta 4,053 34 78 2 22 0.1 0.1 0.1 6 6 44 77 433
34 Estonia 1,094 33 56 5 5 07 1.6 13 4 6 84 249 664
35 (yprus 3,034 23 37 3 13 . . . 4 4 39 84 412
36 Hungary 1,388 28 Al 1 1 <0.1 0.1 0.1 5 7 101 233 693
37 Brunei Darussalam 1,176 1 26 1 3 6 7 80 106 473
38 Qatar 3,075 28 25 6 8 9 10 53 77 512
39 Bahrain 1,199 30 20 3 1 . . . 10 12 82 116 678
40 Portugal 2,284 34 35 3 3 03 0.5 05 3 4 52 128 456
41 Poland 1,035 20 52 1 2 0.1 0.1 0.1 6 7 77 205 583
42 Barbados 1,263 Bt 76 7 8 0.6 13 1.2 10 1 108 168 531
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Health

RESOURCES RISK FACTORS MORTALITY
Infants lacking
immunization against HIV prevalence
Adult Age-standardized
Expenditure Hospital Youth (% ages Under- Adult death rates from non-
on health Physician  beds DTP Measles (% ages 15-24) 15-49) Infant five (per 1,000 people) ~ communicable diseases

HDI rank Per capita (PPP$)  (per 10,000 people) (% of one-year-olds) Female Male Total  (per 1,000 live births) Female  Male (per 100,000 people)

2007 2000-2009* 2008 2007 2008 2008 2008 2008 2004
HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
43 Bahamas 1,987 . 32 7 10 15 32 30 9 3 127 206 509
44 Lithuania 1,109 40 81 4 3 0.1 0.1 0.1 6 7 14 314 635
45 (hile 863 11 23 4 8 0.2 03 03 7 9 60 116 458
46 Argentina 1322 320 4 4 1 03 06 0.5 15 16 86 160 515
47 Kuwait 814 18 18 1 1 . . . 9 n 51 68 454
48 Latvia 1,071 30 76 3 3 0.5 0.9 0.8 8 9 115 m 710
49 Montenegro 1,107 20 40 5 " . . . 7 8 0 173 .
50 Romania 592 19 65 3 3 0.2 0.2 0.1 12 14 90 220 706
51 Croatia 1,398 2 53 4 4 . . <0.1 5 6 65 163 578
52 Uruguay 916 37 29¢ 6 5 03 0.6 06 12 14 85 158 52
53 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 453 12 37 2 2 . . . 15 17 97 170 654
54 Panama 173 15 22 18 15 0.6 11 1.0 19 23 83 140 47
55 Saudi Arabia 768 16 2 2 3 . . . 18 2 103 186 678
56 Mexico 819 29 17¢ 2 4 0.2 03 03 15 17 89 154 501
57 Malaysia 604 7 18 10 5 03 06 05 6 6 97 177 623
58 Bulgaria 835 37 64 5 4 . . . 9 1 91 214 733
59 Trinidad and Tobago 1,178 12b 27 10 9 1.0 03 15 31 35 107 219 751
60 Serbia 769 20 54 5 8 0.1 0.1 0.1 6 7 91 183 .
61 Belarus 704 49 112 3 1 0.1 03 02 1 13 mn 330 854
62 (ostaRica 899 13 13 10 9 0.2 0.4 0.4 10 1 68 124 439
63 Peru 327 . 15 1 10 03 05 05 2 24 95 118 534
64 Albania 505 il 29 1 2 . . . 13 14 91 141 752
65 Russian Federation 797 43 97 2 1 0.6 13 11 12 13 147 3% 904
66 Kazakhstan 405 39 71 1 1 0.1 02 0.1 21 30 186 432 1,145
67 Azerbaijan 284 38 79 30 34 0.1 03 02 32 36 138 228 856
68  Bosnia and Herzegovina 767 14 30 9 16 . . <0.1 13 15 68 147 670
69 Ukraine 475 31 87 10 6 15 15 1.6 14 16 151 399 831
70 Iran, Islamic Republic of 689 9 14 1 2 0.1 0.2 0.2 27 32 95 152 687
71 The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 669 25 46 5 2 . . <0.1 10 n 80 151 737
72 Mauritius 502 n 33 1 2 1.0 18 17 15 17 104 214 731
73 Brazl 837 17 24 3 1 0.6 1.0 0.6 18 2 106 210 625
74 Georgia 384 45 3 8 4 0.1 0.1 0.1 26 30 85 232 554
75 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 697 19 13 53 18 . . . 16 18 93 195 441
76 Armenia 246 37 41 n 6 0.1 0.2 0.1 21 23 101 240 1,064
77 Ecuador 434 15 6¢ 25 34 0.2 0.4 03 2 25 121 207 484
78 Belize 279 n 12¢ 6 4 15 0.5 21 17 19 129 223 677
79 Colombia 516 14 10 8 8 03 0.7 06 16 20 75 162 483
80  Jamaica 357 9 17¢ 13 12 09 1.7 1.6 26 31 130 220 605
81 Tunisia 463 13 20 1 2 <0.1 0.1 0.1 18 2 72 132 537
82 Jordan 434 26 18 3 5 . . . 17 20 116 179 m
TABLE 83 Turkey 677 15 28 4 3 . . . 20 2 73 138 701
14 84 Algeria 338 12 17 7 12 0.1 0.1 0.1 36 4 19 144 565
85 Tonga 167 3 24 1 1 . . . 17 19 228 143 658
MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

8  Fii 169 5 20 1 6 . 0.1 0.1 16 18 156 249 167
87 Turkmenistan 153 24 4 4 1 . . <0.1 3] 48 212 377 1,100
88 Dominican Republic 41 19 10°¢ 23 2 0.6 03 1.1 27 33 127 188 794
89 (China 233 14 30 3 6 0.1 0.1 0.1 18 21 84 140 627
90 H Salvador 402 12 8¢ 6 5 05 09 08 16 18 136 301 518
91 Srilanka 179 6 31 2 2 . <0.1 . 13 15 93 315 681
92 Thailand 286 3 2 1 2 1.2 1.2 14 13 14 140 276 516
93 Gabon 650 3 13¢ 62 45 39 13 59 57 77 301 353 716
94 Suriname 527 5 31 16 14 14 2.7 24 25 27 128 218 728
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Health

RESOURCES RISK FACTORS MORTALITY
Infants lacking
immunization against HIV prevalence
Adult Age-standardized
Expenditure Hospital Youth (% ages Under- Adult death rates from non-
on health Physician  beds DTP Measles (% ages 15-24) 15-49) Infant five (per 1,000 people) ~ communicable diseases

HDI rank Per capita (PPP$)  (per 10,000 people) (% of one-year-olds) Female Male Total  (per 1,000 live births) Female  Male (per 100,000 people)

2007 2000-2009 2008 2007 2008 2008 2008 2008 2004
95 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 200 12 1 17 14 0.1 0.2 02 46 54 163 230 765
96 Paraguay 253 11 13 24 23 03 0.7 06 24 28 105 170 602
97 Philippines 130 12 5 9 8 . . . 2 32 7 27 620
98 Botswana 762 4 18 4 6 153 51 239 26 31 394 419 594
99 Moldova, Republic of 281 27 61 5 6 0.2 04 04 15 7 i 312 963
100 Mongolia 138 26 60 4 3 . 0.1 0.1 34 4 145 291 923
101 Egypt 310 24 2 3 8 . . . 20 23 151 222 891
102 Uzbekistan 121 26 48 2 2 0.1 0.1 0.1 34 38 140 3 880
103 Micronesia, Federated States of 373 6 33 21 8 . . . 32 39 156 187 682
104 Guyana 197 5 19 7 5 17 0.5 25 47 61 226 291 835
105 Namibia 467 3 27¢ 17 27 10.3 34 153 31 L] 290 356 513
106 Honduras 235 6 7¢ 7 5 0.4 0.7 0.7 26 31 129 227 761
107 Maldives 514 9 26 2 3 . . . 24 28 72 100 953
108 Indonesia 81 1 6 3 17 0.1 03 02 31 41 185 226 690
109 Kyrgyzstan 130 23 51 5 1 0.1 02 0.1 33 38 184 343 1,012
110 South Africa 819 8 28 3 38 127 40 181 48 67 479 563 867
111 Syrian Arab Republic 154 5 15 18 19 . . . 14 16 120 179 679
112 Tajikistan 93 20 61 14 14 0.1 0.4 03 54 64 162 185 884
113 Viet Nam 183 6 28 7 8 03 0.6 0.5 12 14 110 192 611
114 Morocco 202 6 1 1 4 0.1 0.1 0.1 32 36 88 147 655
115 Nicaragua 232 4 9¢ 4 1 0.1 03 02 23 27 123 209 705
116 Guatemala 334 . 6¢ 15 4 15 . 08 29 35 159 302 515
117 Equatorial Guinea 543 3 19¢ 67 49 25 08 34 90 148 356 366 938
118 Cape Verde 148 6 21 2 4 . . . 24 29 115 274 591
119 India 109 6 9 34 30 03 03 03 52 69 173 250 713
120 Timor-Leste 116 1 . 20 27 . . . 75 93 204 275 663
121 Swaziland 287 2 21 5 5 26 58 26.1 59 83 616 631 707
122 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 84 3 12 39 48 0.1 02 02 48 61 288 317 828
123 Solomon Islands 123 1 14 2 40 . . . 30 36 136 182 694
124 Cambodia 108 2 . 9 1 03 08 08 69 90 216 294 832
125 Pakistan 64 8 6 27 15 0.1 0.1 0.1 72 89 190 216 7
126 Congo 90 1 16 1 2 23 038 35 80 127 374 389 716
127 SaoTomé and Principe 183 5 32 1 7 . . . 04 98 27 271 788

LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

128 Kenya 72 1 14 15 10 . . . 81 128 364 382 729
129 Bangladesh ) 3 4 5 11 . . . I} 54 230 217 730
130 Ghana 113 1 9 13 14 13 04 19 51 76 247 298 699
131 Cameroon 104 2 15 16 20 43 12 51 82 131 403 405 840
132 Myanmar 21 4 6 15 18 0.6 0.7 0.7 Al 98 304 368 775
133 Yemen 104 3 7 31 38 . . . 53 69 185 249 941
134 Benin 70 1 5 33 39 09 03 1.2 76 121 291 312 835
135 Madagascar 4 2 3 18 19 0.1 0.2 0.1 68 106 240 286 799
136 Mauritania 47 1 4 26 35 0.5 09 08 75 118 262 318 812
137 Papua New Guinea 65 1 . 48 46 0.7 0.6 15 53 69 235 292 172
138 Nepal 53 2 50 18 2 03 05 05 4 51 273 281 769
139 Togo 68 1 9 1 23 24 08 33 64 %8 296 351 818
140 Comoros 37 2 2 19 24 <0.1 0.1 <0.1 75 105 231 286 713
141 Lesotho 92 1 13 17 15 149 59 232 63 79 633 758 581
142 Nigeria 131 4 5 46 38 23 08 31 % 186 399 424 909
143 Uganda 74 1 4 36 32 39 13 5.4 85 135 424 451 786
144 Senegal 9 1 3¢ 12 23 0.8 03 1.0 57 108 247 293 852
145  Haiti 58 . 13 47 4 14 0.6 22 54 72 229 306 740
146 Angola 131 1 8 19 2 03 0.2 21 130 220 383 460 1,071
147 Djibouti 148 2 . 1 27 21 0.7 31 76 95 283 335 862
148 Tanzania, United Republic of 63 <05 1 16 12 09 05 6. 67 104 444 475 851
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Health

RESOURCES RISK FACTORS MORTALITY
Infants lacking
immunization against HIV prevalence
Adult Age-standardized
Expenditure Hospital Youth (% ages Under- Adult death rates from non-
on health Physician  beds DTP Measles (% ages 15-24) 15-49) Infant five (per 1,000 people) ~ communicable diseases

HDI rank Per capita (PPP$)  (per 10,000 people) (% of one-year-olds) Female Male Total  (per 1,000 live births) Female  Male (per 100,000 people)
2007 2000-2009* 2008 2007 2008 2008 2008 2008 2004
149 (ote d'Ivoire 67 1 4 26 37 24 08 39 81 114 354 367 946
150  Zambia 79 1 19 20 15 13 36 15.2 92 148 498 538 833
151  Gambia 7 <05 " 4 9 06 02 09 80 106 253 300 830
152 Rwanda 95 <05 16 3 8 14 0.5 28 72 112 281 330 878
153 Malawi 50 <05 1 9 12 8.4 24 119 65 100 468 498 79
154 Sudan Al 3 7 14 21 1.0 03 14 70 109 304 335 986
155 Afghanistan 83 2 4 15 25 . . . 165 257 398 543 1,309
156 Guinea 62 1 3 34 36 1.2 04 16 90 146 320 35 844
157  Ethiopia 30 <05 2¢ 19 26 1.5 05 21 69 109 286 329 817
158  Sierra Leone 32 <05 4 40 40 13 04 17 123 194 368 20 1,033
159  Central African Republic 30 1 12 46 38 55 11 6.3 115 173 467 448 868
160 Mali 67 1 6 32 32 11 0.4 15 103 194 365 412 97
161 Burkina Faso 72 1 9 21 25 09 05 1.6 92 169 361 388 924
162  Liberia 39 <05 7 36 36 13 04 1.7 100 145 328 353 931
163  (Chad 72 <05 4 80 77 28 20 35 124 209 429 465 910
164 Guinea-Bissau 33 <05 10 37 24 12 04 18 17 195 370 436 925
165  Mozambique 39 <05 8 28 3 85 29 125 90 130 458 485 771
166 Burundi 51 <05 7 8 16 13 0.4 20 102 168 401 425 919
167  Niger 35 <05 3 34 20 05 09 08 79 167 340 374 1,030
168 Congo, Democratic Republic of the 17 1 8 31 33 . . . 126 199 373 443 921
169  Zimbabwe 20 2 30 38 34 77 29 153 62 % 752 812 816

OTHER COUNTRIES OR TERRITORIES

Antigua and Barbuda 946 . 17 1 1 . . . " 12 160 192 674
Bhutan 188 <05 17 4 1 <0.1 0.1 0.1 54 81 197 256 708
(uba 917 64 60 1 1 0.1 0.1 0.1 5 6 81 122 437
Dominica 550 . 38 4 1 . . . 9 " 119 209 580
Eritrea 20 1 12 3 5 09 03 13 4 58 197 266 686
Grenada 591 . 26 1 1 . . . 13 15 209 245 827
Iraq 8 5 13 38 31 . . . 36 4 179 377 1,018
Kiribati 358 2 15 18 2 . . . 38 48 175 3 730
Korea, Democratic People’s Rep. of . 33 132 8 2 . . . L] 55 161 229 642
Lebanon 921 33 34 26 47 0.1 0.1 0.1 12 13 131 191 715
Marshall Islands 357 5 . 7 6 . . . 30 36 384 427 %1
Monaco 2,139 . . 1 1 . . . 3 4 53 18 3N
Nauru 812 8 35 1 1 . . . 36 45 303 448 1,093
Occupied Palestinian Territories . . . . . . . . 24 27 . . .
Oman 688 18 20 8 1 10 12 84 155 664
Palau 812 16 50 8 3 13 15 112 232 735
Saint Kitts and Nevis 863 " 55 1 1 14 16 95 180 691
Saint Lucia 608 . 28 4 1 13 13 9% 193 52
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 474 8 30 1 1 . . . 12 13 169 305 674
TABLE Samoa 237 3 10 54 55 . . . 2 26 203 25 766
14 San Marino 2810 . . 13 27 . . . 1 2 48 59 357
Seychelles 1,094 15 39 1 1 . . . 1 12 109 232 650
Somalia . <05° . 69 76 03 0.6 05 119 200 373 459 1,148
Tuvalu 150 9 56 1 7 . . . 30 36 279 257 979
Vanuatu 145 1 37 24 35 . . . 27 33 162 202 749
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Health

RESOURCES RISK FACTORS MORTALITY
Infants lacking
immunization against HIV prevalence
Adult Age-standardized
Expenditure Hospital Youth (% ages Under- Adult death rates from non-
on health Physician  beds DTP Measles (% ages 15-24) 15-49) Infant five (per 1,000 people) ~ communicable diseases
HDI rank Per capita (PPP$)  (per 10,000 people) (% of one-year-olds) Female Male Total  (per 1,000 live births) Female  Male (per 100,000 people)
2007 2000-2009 2008 2007 2008 2008 2008 2008 2004

Developed

OECD 4 . 63 4 7 . . . 5 6 60 114 418

Non-OECD 1,807 . 40 6 1 . . . 5 6 54 923 416
Developing

Arab States 287 . 16 15 19 . . . 38 50 161 231 810

East Asia and the Pacific 207 . 20 8 9 . . . 23 28 110 170 636

Europe and Central Asia 623 . 52 5 4 . . . 20 22 127 296 847

Latin America and the Caribbean 732 . 24 10 7 . . . 19 23 102 185 560

South Asia 123 . 17 28 25 . . . 56 73 181 248 724

Sub-Saharan Africa 127 . 19 29 28 . . . 86 144 381 420 859

Very high human development 4172 . 49 5 7 . . . 5 6 60 14 418

High human development m . 34 6 5 . . . 18 21 106 216 666

Medium human development 179 . 20 20 18 . . . 38 49 140 206 678

Low human development 66 . 13 25 26 . . . 83 134 339 376 851

Least developed countries 54 . 18 2 24 . . . 82 126 318 360 851

World 869 . 30 18 17 . . . 4 63 154 o 662
NOTES

a  Datarefer to the most recent year available during the period specified.
b Refers to an earlier year than that specified.
¢ Publicsectoronly.

SOURCES

Columns 1-5, 11 and 12: WHO (2010).
Columns 6-8: UNICEF (2010c).
Columns 9 and 10: UNDESA (2009d).
Column 13: WHO (2008).
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Enabling environment: financial
flows and commitments

PUBLIC EXPENDITURE FOREIGN DIRECT OFFICIAL DEVELOPMENT REMITTANCE
(% of GDP) INVESTMENT ASSISTANCE INFLOWS
Research Gross fixed
and Debt Tax capital Per  Allocated to Per
Education  Health development Military service revenue formation Net inflows Total capita social sectors®  Total capita
HDI rank (% of GNI) (% of GDP) (% of GDP) (% of GDP) (%0fGNI) () (%oftotalaid) (%ofGDP) ()
2000-2007°  2000-2007°  2000-2007° 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008
VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
1 Norway 6.7 75 17 13 . 281 208 -03 [0.88] . . 02 144
2 Australia 4.7 6.0 22 18 . 231 283 47 [032]¢ . . 05 220
3 New Zealand 6.2 71 13 1.1 . 317 233 42 [0.30]¢ . . 05 147
4 United States 55 7. 27 43 . 103 184 22 [0.19]¢ . . 0.0 10
5 lreland 49 6.1 13 06 . 254 263 ~74 [0.59] ¢ . . 02 146
6 Liechtenstein . . . . . . . . . . . . .
7 Netherlands 55 73 18 14 . 236 205 —03 [0.80] . . 0.4 201
8 (anada 49 7. 20 13 . 142 226 3.0 [032]¢ . . . .
9 Sweden 6.7 74 37 13 . . 195 87 [0.98] ¢ . . 02 89
10 Germany 44 8.0 26 13 . 18 19.2 06 [0.38]¢ . . 03 135
11 Japan 34 6.5 34 09 . . 234 05 [0.19]¢ . . 0.0 15
12 Korea, Republic of 42 35 35 28 . 166 293 02 . . . 03 63
13 Switzerland 53 6.4 29 038 . 102 220 13 [042)¢ . . 04 288
14 France 56 8.7 21 23 . 218 219 35 [0.39] ¢ . . 0.6 255
15 lsrael 6.4 45 47 70 . 253 185 48 . - . 0.7 195
16 Finland 59 6.1 35 13 . 217 20.6 -28 [0.44] ¢ . . 03 156
17 leeland 75 77 28 00 . 246 239 42 . . . 02 112
18 Belgium 6.1 70 19 1.2 . 256 27 198 [0.48] € . . 21 973
19 Denmark 79 8.2 26 14 . 356 215 09 [0.82)¢ . . 03 162
20 Spain 44 6.1 13 1.2 . 106 294 44 [0.45]¢ . . 07 258
21 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 33 . 08 . . . 197 293 . . . 0.2 51
22 Greece 40 58 05 36 . 19.9 193 15 [0.21]¢ . . 0.8 239
23 Iy 43 6.7 11 17 . 226 209 07 [0.22]¢ . . 0.1 52
24 Luxembourg 37 6.5 17 . . 245 20.1 2156 [0.97]¢ . . 32 3,527
25 Austria 54 77 25 09 . 20.1 24 35 [0.43]¢ . . 08 389
26 United Kingdom 56 6.9 18 25 . 286 16.7 35 [0.43]¢ . . 03 128
27 Singapore 28 10 26 41 . 146 285 125 . . . . .
28 Czech Republic 46 58 16 13 . 148 239 50 . . . 07 136
29 Slovenia 52 56 15 15 . 200 275 35 . . . 0.6 170
30 Andorra 32 53 . . . . . . . . . . .
31 Slovakia 36 52 05 15 . 135 261 33 . . . 20 365
32 United Arab Emirates 09 19 . . . . 204 . . . . . .
33 Malta 48 58 0.6 0.7 . 286 194 127 . . . 0.6 121
34 Estonia 50 41 1.1 22 . 168 293 83 . . . 17 297
35 Cyprus 71 30 04 18 . 56.7 233 155 . . . 11 33
36 Hungary 54 5.2 1.0 12 . 236 20.1 40.6 . . . 1.7 262
37 Brunei Darussalam 37 19 0.0 39 . . 13.0 08

38 Qatar 33 29 . . . 2.1 30.2 . . .
39 Bahrain 29 26 . 30 . 15 319 8.2 00 0.0 . . .
40 Portugal 53 71 1.2 20 . 22 217 15 [0.27]¢ . . 17 382
41 Poland 49 46 0.6 20 12 184 220 28 . . . 20 274
42 Barbados 6.7 44 B . . 356 25 6.8 . 186 873 46 658
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Enabling environment: financial flows and commitments

PUBLIC EXPENDITURE FOREIGN DIRECT OFFICIAL DEVELOPMENT REMITTANCE
(% of GDP) INVESTMENT ASSISTANCE INFLOWS
Research Gross fixed
and Debt Tax capital Per  Allocated to Per
Education  Health development Military service revenue formation Net inflows Total capita social sectors®  Total capita
HDI rank (% of GNI) (% of GDP) (% of GDP) (% of GDP) (%ofGNI)  ($)  (%oftotalaid) (%0ofGDP)  (§)
2000-2007°  2000-2007°  2000-2007° 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008
HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

43 Bahamas 36 37 . . . 16.7 378 99 . . . . .
44 Lithuania 47 45 0.8 15 20.6 174 244 3.7 . . . 31 435
45 Chile 34 37 07 35 9.8 19.8 240 99 00 44 639 00 0
46 Argentina 49 5.1 05 08 30 142 233 30 0.0 33 69.5 02 17
47 Kuwait 38 1.7 0.1 32 . 09 189 0.0 . . . . .
48 Latvia 50 36 06 19 18.1 15.0 30.2 40 . . . 18 265
49 Montenegro . 5.1 1.2 18 14 . 277 192 24 171.5 528 . .
50 Romania 4.4 38 0.5 15 93 179 311 6.9 . . . 4.7 436
51 (roatia 39 6.6 0.9 19 . 204 276 6.9 0.6 89.7 313 23 361
52 Uruguay 28 59 0.4 13 4.7 17.2 18.7 6.9 0.1 10.0 59.1 03 32
53 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 274 19 . 13 . . 279 44 0.1 96 81.0 0.0 3
54 Panama 38 43 02 0.0 72 93 22 104 0.1 84 50.7 09 58
55 Saudi Arabia 57 27 0.0 82 . . 193 48 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 9
56 Mexico 48 27 05 05 39 17 21 21 0.0 14 66.0 24 247
57 Malaysia 45 19 0.6 20 4.1 16.6 207 33 0.1 59 525 0.9 n
58 Bulgaria 4.1 42 05 24 103 24 334 184 . . . 53 346
59 Trinidad and Tobago 42 27 0.1 . . 259 253 38 0.1 9.1 63.2 05 82
60 Serbia 45 6.1 03 24 96 220 204 6.0 21 142.4 515 1.1 753
61 Belarus 52 49 1.0 15 20 255 327 36 0.2 114 813 07 46
62 (ostaRica 50 59 04 0.0 54 158 24.2 6.8 0.2 146 318 20 134
63 Peru 27 25 0.1 11 41 154 26.1 32 04 16.1 57.9 19 85
64 Albania 29 29 . 20 13 173 324 76 30 1228 55.7 122 476
65  Russian Federation 39 35 11 35 41 15.7 220 43 . . . 04 3]
66 Kazakhstan 28 25 0.2 12 29.2 127 313 11.0 03 212 430 0.1 12
67 Azerbaijan 19 1.0 02 38 0.7 16.7 201 00 06 211 399 34 179
68 Bosnia and Herzegovina . 56 00 14 23 210 244 57 25 1280 62.0 148 725
69 Ukraine 53 40 09 27 10.1 178 256 6.1 03 133 56.2 32 125
70 Iran, Islamic Republic of 48 30 07 27 1.0 73 258 06 00¢ 14 84.5 04 16
71 The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 35 47 0.2 18 5.1 19.7 239 63 23 108.1 528 43 199
72 Mauritius 36 20 04 02 17 182 246 41 1.2 86.3 215 23 179
73 Brazil 52 35 1.0 15 36 16.4 19.0 29 0.0 24 674 03 27
74 Georgia 29 15 0.2 85 15 238 225 122 70 203.6 275 5.7 170
75 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 37 27 . 14 19 155 19.8 0.1 0.0 21 75.7 0.0 5
76 Armenia 30 2.1 02 33 30 17.0 40.0 78 24 983 833 89 345
77 Ecuador 1.0 23 0.2 28 50 . 2338 18 0.5 17.1 538 52 210
78 Belize 51 26 . 11 82 29 255 140 21 814 19.0 58 243
79 Colombia 39 5.1 0.2 37 34 126 . 43 04 218 70.7 20 109
80 Jamaica 6.2 24 0.1 0.6 79 254 . 98 0.6 295 331 149 81
81 Tunisia 72 30 10 13 56 228 253 6.5 13 46.4 385 49 191
82 Jordan 494 54 03 59 122 183 256 93 35 1256 835 179 642
83 Turkey 29 34 07 22 74 186 199 25 03 274 213 02 18
84 Algeria 43 36 0.1 30 08 46.5 27.0 1.6 0.2 9.2 49.0 13 64
85 Tonga 47 3.1 . . 19 . 17.1 22 9.6 257.0 703 358 %1

MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
86 Fiji 6.2 28 . 13 07 27 16.0 89 13 539 62.1 34 43
87 Turkmenistan . 14 . . 12 . 6.5 53 0.1 36 740 . .
88 Dominican Republic 22 19 . 06 33 159 182 63 03 15.5 435 78 357
89 (hina 194 19 15 20 0.8 94 420 34 0.0 11 49.1 11 37
90 El Salvador 36 36 014 0.5 46 13.9 150 35 11 381 55.7 172 620
91 Srilanka . 20 0.2 36 31 14.2 253 19 18 36.2 284 73 146
92 Thailand 49 27 0.2 15 63 16.5 274 36 -03 . 4.7 07 28
93 Gabon 38 30 . . 4.7 . 244 0.1 04 376 65.4 0.1 8
94 Suriname . 36 . . . . 25.1 -7 37 195.2 30.1 0.1 4
95 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 63 34 03 15 59 17.0 172 31 39 64.9 535 6.9 118
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Enabling environment: financial flows and commitments

PUBLIC EXPENDITURE FOREIGN DIRECT OFFICIAL DEVELOPMENT REMITTANCE
(% of GDP) INVESTMENT ASSISTANCE INFLOWS
Research Gross fixed

and Debt Tax capital Per  Allocated to Per
Education  Health development Military service revenue formation Net inflows Total capita social sectors®  Total capita
HDI rank (% of GNI) (% of GDP) (% of GDP) (% of GDP) (%ofGNI)  ($)  (%oftotalaid) (%ofGDP)  (§)
2000-2007°  2000-2007°  2000-2007° 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008
9  Paraguay 40 24 0.1 038 29 125 196 20 08 214 420 31 81
97  Philippines 26 13 0.1 0.3 6.6 14.1 147 0.8 0.0 0.7 341 1.2 206
98 Botswana 8.1 43 04 27 05 . 234 08 56 377.0 35.8 09 59
99 Moldova, Republic of 82 52 05 06 75 205 341 17 45 823 515 314 52
100 Mongolia 5.1 35 02 . 14 232 35.7 13.0 48 93.7 394 38 76
101 Egypt 38 24 02 23 19 154 24 59 08 16.5 37.0 54 107

102 Uzbekistan . 23 . . 25 . 230 33 0.7 6.9 50.2
103 Micronesia, Federated States of 73 126 . . . . . . 359 855.8 533 . .
104 Guyana 6.1 72 . . 23 . 39.7 145 14.5 217.8 546 241 365
105 Namibia 6.5 32 . 35 . 272 234 6.1 24 98.0 66.3 02 6
106 Honduras . 41 0.0 08 28 158 322 6.6 41 779 31 215 392
107 Maldives 8.1 6.4 . . 54 210 535 1.2 45 175.0 478 02 10
108  Indonesia 35 1.2 0.0 1.0 48 123 27.6 18 02 54 37.8 13 30
109  Kyrgyzstan 6.6 35 0.3 3.7 6.6 16.8 2.7 46 83 68.2 63.0 244 234
110 South Africa 51 36 1.0 13 17 217 232 35 0.4 2.1 66.8 0.3 17
111 Syrian Arab Republic 49 16 . 34 . . 16.4 31 03 6.4 50.7 15 4
112 Tajikistan 35 11 0.1 . 27 9.8 193 73 58 425 55.2 49.6 3n
113 VietNam 53 28 02 24 15 . 36.0 10.6 29 29.6 35.7 79 84
114 Morocco 57 17 06 34 48 215 331 28 14 39.0 476 78 218
115 Nicaragua 31 45 0.0 0.7 43 17.0 294 95 15 1304 40 124 144
116 Guatemala 32 21 0.0 0.4 46 13 177 21 14 39.2 40 14 326
117 Equatorial Guinea 06 17 . . . . 282 . 03 57.0 80.0 . .
118 Cape Verde 57 34 . 05 20 239 46.6 133 128 4371 376 9.7 311
119 India 32 1.1 08 26 27 129 348 36 02 18 504 43 44
120 Timor-Leste 7.1 15 . 47 . . 218 . 95 2523 69.9 . .
121 Swaziland 79 38 . . 17 276 16.5 04 25 57.6 580 35 86
122 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 23 08 0.0 04 38 10.1 37.1 41 10.0 79.8 47 0.0 0
123 Solomon Islands 224 43 . . 28 . 134 118 351 4398 793 32 4
124 Cambodia 16 17 0.0 11 0.4 82 194 79 8.1 50.5 60.5 31 22
125  Pakistan 29 0.8 0.7 26 18 98 20.4 33 0.9 93 55.1 43 4)
126 Congo 18 17 . 11 13 6.2 205 245 6.0 139.5 158 0.1 4
127 SdoTomé and Principe . 53 . . 19 . . 189 263 2939 432 11 13

LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

128 Kenya 70 20 . 19 13 189 194 03 40 353 519 56 44
129  Bangladesh 24 1.1 . 1.0 1.2 838 24.2 1.2 24 129 318 13 56
130 Ghana 54 43 . 07 1.6 29 359 127 8.1 554 454 08 5
131 Cameroon 29 13 . 15 1.6 . 17.1 02 23 278 229 0.6 8
132 Myanmar 13 0.2 02 . . 33 17 . . 108 241 . 3
133 Yemen 5.2 15 . 4.2 1.2 . 231 58 13 133 626 53 62
134 Benin 36 25 . 11 15 173 20.7 18 96 740 485 41 31
135 Madagascar 29 27 0.1 11 03 14 356 156 95 440 40.5 0.1 1
136 Mauritania 44 1.6 . 37 44 . 259 36 . 97.1 385 0.1 1
137 Papua New Guinea . 26 . 04 127 210 18.1 -04 41 47.2 613 02 2
138 Nepal 38 20 . 20 13 104 211 0.0 56 251 462 216 95
139 Togo 37 15 . 19 6.8 163 23 23 17 51.0 337 9.8 4
140 Comoros 76 19 . . 23 . 16.1 15 7.0 582 60.4 23 22
141 Lesotho 124 36 0.1 16 18 589 283 134 70 710 719 27.0 214
142 Nigeria . 17 . 038 03 . . 18 07 85 729 48 66
143 Uganda 38 16 04 23 05 128 233 55 7 523 442 51 23
144 Senegal 51 32 0.1 1.6 14 16.1 30.2 53 8.1 86.6 429 9.7 105
145 Haiti . 1.2 . 0.0 . . . 04 131 93.2 50.6 19.6 143
146 Angola 26 20 . 30 23 . 124 20 05 205 69.1 0.1 5
147  Djibouti 87 55 . 37 28 . 389 289 127 142.2 403 35 36
148 Tanzania, United Republic of 6.8 35 . 11 03 . 164 36 1.7 549 513 0.1 0
149 (ote d'Ivoire 46 1.0 . 15 4.7 15.6 10.1 17 2.7 299 456 0.8 9
150  Zambia 14 36 0.0 20 13 17.1 27 6.6 8.4 86.0 583 05 5
151 Gambia 20 26 . . 33 . 248 89 128 56.5 15.7 82 40
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Enabling environment: financial flows and commitments

PUBLIC EXPENDITURE FOREIGN DIRECT OFFICIAL DEVELOPMENT REMITTANCE
(% of GDP) INVESTMENT ASSISTANCE INFLOWS
Research Gross fixed
and Debt Tax capital Per  Allocated to Per
Education  Health development Military service revenue formation Net inflows Total capita social sectors®  Total capita
HDI rank (% of GNI) (% of GDP) (% of GDP) (% of GDP) (%ofGNI)  ($)  (%oftotalaid) (%0ofGDP)  (§)
2000-2007°  2000-2007°  2000-2007° 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008
152 Rwanda 41 49 . 15 04 . 241 23 211 95.7 60.5 15 7
153 Malawi 42 59 . . 08 . 24.2 09 215 63.9 56.1 0.0 0
154 Sudan . 13 03 . 08 . 202 46 46 57.6 275 55 75
155 Afghanistan . 18 . 19 0.1 58 27.6 28 458 . 47.7 . .
156 Guinea 17 0.6 . . 42 . 15.5 10.1 76 324 330 19 7
157  Ethiopia 55 22 02 14 04 10.2 20.1 04 125 412 49 15 5
158  Sierra Leone 38 14 . 24 03 108 147 —0.2 19.2 66.0 531 77 27
159  Central African Republic 13 14 . 16 18 6.2 116 6.1 132 58.0 309 .
160  Mali 38 29 . 19 08 156 233 15 114 758 515 39 27
161  Burkina Faso 46 34 0.1 14 0.6 125 208 17 126 65.6 414 0.6 4
162  Liberia 27 28 . 06 1352 . 6.4 171 185.0 3299 137 6.9 15
163 Chad 19 27 . 6.6 21 . 141 99 6.2 37.6 249 .
164 Guinea-Bissau 524 1.6 . . 40 . 239 35 312 833 49.1 7.0 19
165  Mozambique 50 35 0.5 08 05 . 185 6.0 229 915 493 12 5
166  Burundi 72 5.2 . 40 37 . 16.4 03 439 63.0 354 03 0
167 Niger 37 28 . . 05 15 189 27 13 413 452 15 5
168  Congo, Democratic Republic of the . 12 0.5 14 6.2 63 239 86 15.6 251 46.8
169 Zimbabwe 46 41 . . 73 . 210 30 . 9.0 351
OTHER COUNTRIES OR TERRITORIES
Antigua and Barbuda 39 32 . . . . 737 208 0.7 913 829 10 141
Bhutan 51 33 . . 6.3 79 46.4 23 6.2 1254 46.5
(uba 136 9.9 0.4 . . . . . . 113 504 . .
Dominica 48 39 . . 54 . 327 146 6.3 3124 154 13 62
Eritrea 20 15 . . 09 . 10.6 22 87 286 541 05 1
Grenada 52 36 . . 39 . 298 253 55 300.4 356 43 263
Iraq . 19 . 54 . . . . . . 18.1 . 0
Kiribati 179 16.1 . . . . . . 139 269.0 57.7 6.6 93
Korea, Democratic People’s Rep. of . 30 . . . . . . . 9.1 112 . .
Lebanon 20 39 . 39 15.6 16.3 307 123 40 259.9 453 245 1,712
Marshall Islands 123 143 . . . . . . 273 887.0 836
Monaco . 29 . . . . . . . . .
Nauru . . . . . . . . . 3,124.0 394 . .
Occupied Palestinian Territories . . . . . . 257 12 0.0 675.2 66.7 146 160
Oman 40 19 . 17 . 74 126 75 . 114 8.0 0.1 16
Palau 103 85 . . . . . . 234 2,147.0 6.4 .
Saint Kitts and Nevis 9.9 34 . . 88 222 416 16.1 9.1 924.8 50 08 91
Saint Lucia 6.3 34 044 . 52 . 259 105 20 1123 354 03 16
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 70 33 02 . 49 . 379 200 47 2436 333 18 101
Samoa 54 42 . . 27 . . 11 78 219.2 64.5 258 755
San Marino . 6.1 . . . 224 . . . . . . .
Seychelles 50 3.6 04 13 126 260 283 837 1.6 1342 374 14 138
Somalia . . . . . . . . . 84.7 16.8
Tuvalu . . . . . . . . . 1,662.0 43 . .
Vanuatu 6.9 27 . . 0.8 . 242 58 16.2 398.6 369 12 30
NOTES
a  Data refer to allocation of aid to social infrastructure and services including health, ¢ Since 1970 developed countries committed to spending 0.7 percent of gross
education, water, sanitation, government, civil society and other services, expressed national income on official development assistance. Values in brackets refer to
as a percentage of total official development assistance received. Differences in official development assistance disbursed by donor countries.
allocation of funds exist between countries. d Refers to an earlier year than that specified.
b Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified. e Refersto 2007.
SOURCES

Column 1: UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2010a).
Columns 2, 3,5-8, 12 and 13: World Bank (2010g).
Column 4: SIPRI (2010b).

Columns 9-11: OECD-DAC (2010a).
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Enabling environment:
economy and infrastructure

ECONOMY PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURE MEDIA INFRASTRUCTURE
Air Population
Consumer Road Rail transport  without Daily Radio Television
GDP per capita priceindex  density lines (freight)  electricity newspapers coverage  coverage
Average Average (km of road
(PP annual growth  annual per sq. km of (milliontonnes ~ (%of  (perthousand (% of (% of
HDI rank ($ billions)  $ billions) (%) rate (%) change (%) land area) (km) per km) population) people) population)  population)
2008 2008 2008 1970-2008 2000-2008  2004-2007*  2004-2008'  2005-2008 2008 2004 2005 2005
VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
1 Norway 4518 280.0 94,759 26 1.7 29 414 . . 516 100 98
2 Australia 1,015.2 8312 47,370 19 30 . 9,661 2212 . 155 100 100
3 New Zealand 129.9 116.4 30,439 12 27 35 . 921 . 182 100 100
4 United States 14,591.4 14,591.4 46,350 19 28 68 227,058 39314 . 193
5 lIreland 267.6 1852 60,460 35 36 . 1,919 . . 182
6  Liechtenstein . . . 32 . . . . . . . .
7 Netherlands 871.0 673.6 52,963 19 20 3N 2,8% 4,903 . 307 100 100
8 (anada 15013 13017 45,070 19 22 14 57,216 1,389 . 175 92 95
9 Sweden 479.0 3408 51,950 1.6 15 95 9,830 . . 481 100 100
10 Germany 3,649.5 29046 44,446 19 17 181 33,862 8353 . 267
11 Japan 49108 43585 38,455 21 -0.1 316 20,048 8,173 . 551 . .
12 Korea, Republic of 929.1 13444 19,115 56 31 103 3,381 8727 . . 100 100
13 Switzerland 4919 3244 64,327 11 1.0 173 3,499 1,182 . 420 100 9
14 France 2,856.6 21217 44,508 18 19 172 29,901 6,188 . 163 100 100
15 lIsrael 2021 2040 27,652 19 17 81 1,005 902 00 . . .
16 Finland 2727 1923 51,323 22 15 23 5919 5483 . 431 100 100
17 Iceland 16.7 17 52,479 25 49 13 . . . 552 100 100
18 Belgium 504.2 3713 47,085 20 22 499 3513 982 . 165 . .
19 Denmark 3413 2024 62,118 16 20 168 2133 . . 353 100 100
20 Spain 1,604.2 14429 35,215 21 32 . 15,046 1,306 . 144 . .
21 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 2154 306.5 30,863 46 0.0 184 . . . . 428 3
22 Greece 3559 3299 31,670 20 33 89 2,552 8 . . 98 98
23 Iy 2303.1 18717 38,492 17 23 162 16,862 1,279 . 137 100 100
24 Luxembourg 537 386 109,903 29 24 201 275 . . 255 100 100
25 Austria 4135 316.1 49,599 22 20 128 5,755 21 . 3N 100 928
26 United Kingdom 2,674.1 2,178.2 43,541 19 30 172 16,321 6,284 . 290
27 Singapore 181.9 2385 37,597 50 13 47 . . 0.0 361
28 Czech Republic 2155 256.9 20,673 02 25 163 9,487 27 . 183
29 Slovenia 546 56.3 27,019 24 44 191 1,228
30 Andorra . . . 08 . . . . . .
31 Slovakia 98.5 119.7 18,212 09 51 89 3,592 46 . 126 . .
32 United Arab Emirates . . . 42 . 5 . . 0.0 . 100 100
33 Malta . . . 43 25 705 . . . . 100 100
34 Estonia 234 217 17,454 07 43 128 816 1 . 191 92 76
35 (yprus 249 213 31,410 34 28 132 . . . . 75 75
36 Hungary 1547 198.6 15,408 22 55 210 7,942 . . 217 100 100
37 Brunei Darussalam . . . 02 0.1 63 . . 00 68 .
38 Qatar . . . 0.0 73 68 . . 0.0 . 100
39 Bahrain 219 210 28,240 1.0 18 . . . 0.0 . . .
40 Portugal 2435 2470 2923 25 29 90 284 347 . . 83 100
41 Poland 5219 658.6 13,845 27 24 83 19,627 79 . 114 9 9
42 Barbados 37 . 14,426 18 37 3N
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Enabling environment: economy and infrastructure

ECONOMY PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURE MEDIA INFRASTRUCTURE
Air Population
Consumer Road Rail transport  without Daily Radio Television
GDP per capita priceindex  density lines (freight)  electricity newspapers coverage  coverage
Average Average (km of road
(PPP annual growth  annual per sq. km of (million tonnes (% of  (perthousand (% of (% of
HDI rank ($ billions) $ billions) %) rate (%) change (%) land area) (km) per km) population) people) population)  population)
2008 2008 2008 19702008  2000-2008  2004-2007*  2004-2008"  2005-2008 2008 2004 2005 2005
HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
43 Bahamas . . . . 22 . . 1 . . .
44 Lithuania 473 59.6 14,098 0.5 25 124 1,765 1 . 108 100 100
45 Chile 169.5 2424 10,084 28 32 . 5,898 1,308 18 51 . 98
46 Argentina 3285 570.4 8,236 1.2 103 . 35753 132 28 36
47 Kuwait 148.0 . 54,260 -12 30 32 . . 00 .
48 Latvia 338 371 14,908 13 6.1 108 2,063 . . 154
49 Montenegro 49 83 7,859 0.0 . . . . . . . .
50 Romania 200.1 2893 9,300 33 125 . 10,784 6 . 70 90 100
51 (roatia 69.3 783 15,637 21 28 51 2722 2 . . . .
52 Uruguay 322 425 9,654 22 95 102 2,993 . 0.0 . 98 98
53 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 93.2 1019 14,802 -13 —05 . . 0 00 .
54 Panama 231 44 6,793 28 21 . . . 118 65
55 Saudi Arabia 468.8 590.8 19,022 11 17 10 2,758 1383 08 . . .
56 Mexico 1,088.1 1,549.5 10,232 17 45 18 26,677 483 . . 9% 92
57 Malaysia ms 383.7 8,209 44 23 28 1,605 2,444 0.7 109
58 Bulgaria 49.9 89.9 6,546 33 63 37 4,159 2 . 79
59 Trinidad and Tobago 241 335 18,108 21 6.1 . . 49 0.0
60 Serbia 50.1 776 6,811 —0.7 16.6 . 4,058 . . .
61 Belarus 60.3 1188 6,230 12 202 46 5491 1 . 81
62 (CostaRica 297 50.7 6,564 19 13 72 . 11 00 65
63 Peru 129.1 245.2 4471 11 23 6 2,020 230 25 . . .
64 Albania 123 229 391 2.2 29 . 423 . . . 98 95
65  Russian Federation 1,679.5 2,585 11,832 —038 126 5 84,158 2,400 . 92
66 Kazakhstan 1334 1714 8513 0.2 83 3 14,205 16 . . . .
67 Azerbaijan 46.1 76.1 5315 11 10.0 68 2,099 12 . . 100 100
68  Bosnia and Herzegovina 185 305 4,906 109 . 4 1,016 . . . . .
69 Ukraine 180.4 3364 3,899 -19 98 28 21,676 63 . 131 48 62
70 Iran, Islamic Republic of . . . 02 15.0 10 7335 97 1.6 .
71 The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 95 19.1 4,664 13 23 54 699 . . 89 . .
72 Mauritius 93 15.7 7345 40 63 9 B 191 00 77 100 100
73 Brazl 1,575.2 1,976.6 8,205 22 73 20 29,817 1,807 22 36 90 90
74 Georgia 128 214 2,970 03 7.1 29 1513 . . 4 90 90
75 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 3142 357.8 11,246 0.1 206 . 336 2 11 93
76 Armenia 19 187 3873 0.7 38 25 845 . . 8
77 Ecuador 54.7 108.0 4,056 22 70 15 . 5 8.2
78 Belize 14 22 4218 21 32 . . . . . . .
79 Colombia 2438 395.7 5,416 20 59 15 1,603 1,100 6.7 23 . 91
80 Jamaica 14.6 20.7 5438 03 M4 201 . . 74
81 Tunisia 403 821 3903 31 32 12 2218 . 1.0 . . .
82 Jordan 212 323 3,596 16 42 9 251 141 0.0 . 100 97
83 Turkey 7349 9917 9,942 24 186 55 8,699 481 .
84 Algeria 166.5 2760 4,845 11 28 5 3572 17 0.6
85 Tonga 03 0.4 2,687 27 9.1
MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
86 Fij 36 37 4,253 15 33 . . % . 53
87 Turkmenistan 153 334 3,039 03 . . 3,181 1 . 9 .
88 Dominican Republic 455 80.8 4,576 30 16.0 . . . 40 39 70 .
89 China 4327.0 79032 3,267 79 22 36 60,809 11,386 06 74 94 9
90 El Salvador 21 417 3,605 11 39 . . 18 147 38
91 Srilanka 40.6 919 2013 34 11.0 . 1,463 . 234
92 Thailand 2724 544.5 4043 44 30 35 4,429 2,289 06
93 Gabon 145 211 10,037 05 15 3 810 68 62.1
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Enabling environment: economy and infrastructure

ECONOMY PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURE MEDIA INFRASTRUCTURE
Air Population
Consumer Road Rail transport  without Daily Radio Television
GDP per capita priceindex  density lines (freight)  electricity newspapers coverage  coverage
Average Average (km of road
(PPP annual growth  annual per sq. km of (milliontonnes ~ (%of  (perthousand (% of (% of
HDI rank ($ billions) ~$ billions) $) rate (%) change (%) land area) (km) per km) population) people) population)  population)
2008 2008 2008 1970-2008  2000-2008  2004-2007*  2004-2008" 2005-2008* 2008 2004 2005 2005
94 Suriname 30 38 5,888 0.9 143 . . 28 .
95 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 16.7 414 1,720 0.9 49 6 2,866 9 2.7
96 Paraguay 16.0 293 2,561 15 87 . . 0 48 .
97 Philippines 166.9 3171 1,847 14 55 . 479 27 138 79
98 Botswana 134 26.1 6,982 59 87 4 888 0 521 4
99 Moldova, Republic of 6.0 10.6 1,694 0.2 113 38 1,156 . . . . .
100 Mongolia 53 94 1,991 23 8.1 . 1,810 6 341 20 95 67
101 Egypt 162.3 442.0 191 25 1.2 9 5,063 195 0.6 . 9% 92
102 Uzbekistan 279 725 1,023 —0.4 . . 4,230 72
103 Micronesia, Federated States of 03 03 2334 11 .
104 Guyana 12 23 1513 16 6.6 . . . . .
105 Namibia 88 136 4,149 05 54 . . 0 65.7 28
106 Honduras 133 288 1823 14 79 . . . 287
107 Maldives 13 17 4135 50 . . . . .
108 Indonesia 5107 907.3 2,246 43 93 20 3370 395 357 .
109 Kyrgyzstan 5.1 11.6 958 1.4 6.1 . 417 2 . 1
110 South Africa 2764 4922 5678 06 43 . 24,487 761 242 30 . .
111 Syrian Arab Republic 55.2 94.2 2,682 22 59 21 2,139 14 7.1 . 88 95
112 Tajikistan 51 130 751 -25 130 . 616 5 .
113 VietNam 90.6 240.1 1,051 42 71 49 3,147 29 109
114 Morocco 889 136.8 2,769 24 19 13 1,989 55 28
115 Nicaragua 6.6 15.2 1,163 -0.2 86 14 . . 282
116 Guatemala 39.0 05.1 2,348 12 75 . . . 19.7
117 Equatorial Guinea 185 23 28,103 85 56 . . . . . . .
118 Cape Verde 1.6 1.6 3,193 23 21 . . 2 . . 90 70
119 India 1,159.2 33563 1,017 36 48 1,001 63,327 1,234 342 7 99
120 Timor-Leste 05 09 453 1.0 52 . . . 819 .
121 Swaziland 28 57 2429 37 69 . 300 . . 24
122 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 55 132 893 34 9.0 13 . 3 435 3
123 Solomon Islands 0.6 13 1,263 0.7 9.1 . . 1 . n . .
124 (ambodia 104 284 m 19 56 2 650 1 76.9 . . 85
125 Pakistan 164.5 413 991 24 71 34 7,791 320 39.8 50 99
126 Congo 10.7 143 2,966 20 31 5 795 . 74.7
127 SdoTomé and Principe 0.2 03 1,090 0.7 . . . 0
LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
128 Kenya 304 60.1 783 05 107 11 1917 295 846
129 Bangladesh 796 2135 497 18 6.7 . 2,835 84 59.3
130 Ghana 16.7 341 713 11 164 25 953 . 471 . . .
131 Cameroon 234 419 1,226 1.2 23 11 977 26 70.2 . 65 50
132 Myanmar . . . . 237 4 . 3 86.4 . 90
133 Yemen 26.6 553 1,160 22 1.7 14 . 33 62.0 4
134 Benin 6.7 128 m 06 30 17 758 . 80.8 0
135  Madagascar 9.5 20.1 495 —1.2 108 . 854 12 85.8 . . .
136 Mauritania 29 . 889 06 75 1 728 0 . . 61 19
137 Papua New Guinea 82 143 1,253 18 59 . . 2 . 9 .
138 Nepal 126 318 438 1.7 55 12 . 7 559 . 70
139 Togo 29 54 449 —04 27 . . . 836
140 Comoros 0.5 0.8 824 0.1 . . . . .
141 Lesotho 16 3.2 91 28 78 . . . 829
TABLE T 071 3172 1370 10 129 7 3528 1 533 . . .
16 143 Uganda 143 36.9 453 09 6.0 . 259 . 919 . 80 40
144 Senegal 133 219 1,087 0.2 22 . . 0 60.6 9 . .
145 Haiti 7.2 111 729 —0.6 180 . . . 60.8 . 60 80
146 Angola 849 104.8 4714 14 47.0 . . 7 716 2
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Enabling environment: economy and infrastructure

ECONOMY PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURE MEDIA INFRASTRUCTURE
Air Population
Consumer Road Rail transport  without Daily Radio Television
GDP per capita priceindex  density lines (freight)  electricity newspapers coverage  coverage
Average Average (km of road
(PPP annual growth  annual per sq. km of (million tonnes (% of  (perthousand (% of (% of
HDI rank ($ billions) $ billions) %) rate (%) change (%) land area) (km) per km) population) people) population)  population)
2008 2008 2008 19702008  2000-2008  2004-2007*  2004-2008"  2005-2008 2008 2004 2005 2005
147  Djibouti 0.9 18 1,030 -21 . . 781 . . . . .
148 Tanzania, United Republic of 205 537 49 09 6.0 . 2,600 1 86.6 2 80 20
149 Cote d'lvoire 234 340 1,137 -1 30 25 639 . 50.5 .
150 Zambia 143 17.1 1,134 —1.1 166 . 1,273 0 784 5 . .
151 Gambia 08 23 489 04 8.1 3 . . . . 100 75
152 Rwanda 45 10.0 458 12 85 57 . . . . 100
153 Malawi 43 19 288 19 127 . 797 2 87.6 . .
154 Sudan 559 89.0 1,353 19 82 . 4,578 47 653 . 100
155 Afghanistan 106 320 366 19 129 6 . . 85.6
156  Guinea 38 104 386 07 . . . . . .
157 Ethiopia 256 70.1 317 13 i 3 . 228 85.1 5
158 Sierra Leone 20 43 352 0.2 .
159 Central African Republic 20 32 458 -08 30 .
160 Mali 87 143 683 14 22 1 . . .
161 Burkina Faso 79 177 522 20 29 34 622 0 90.6
162 Liberia 0.8 15 222 -20 . .
163 Chad 84 146 770 09 22 3
164 Guinea-Bissau 04 08 273 17 23 . . . . .
165 Mozambique 98 187 440 22 15 . 3,116 7 86.2 3
166 Burundi 1.2 31 144 03 85 48 . . . . .
167 Niger 54 100 364 -13 24 1 . . . 0 100 .
168  Congo, Democratic Republic of the 17 202 182 -30 269 . 4,007 . 887 . 75 90
169 Zimbabwe . . . 0.5 497.7 . 2,583 7 62.6
OTHER COUNTRIES OR TERRITORIES
Antigua and Barbuda 12 18 14,048 37 . . . . . . . .
Bhutan 13 33 1,869 45 44 . . . . . 100 20
(uba . . . . . . 5,076 32 27 65 . 98
Dominica 04 0.6 4,883 34 21 . . . .
Eritrea 17 32 336 09 . . . . 69.0
Grenada 0.6 09 6,162 38 31 . . .
Iraq . . . . 2032 . 140
Kiribati 0.1 0.2 1414 0.1 . .
Korea, Democratic People’s Rep. of . . . . . 21 . . 743 .
Lebanon 293 494 6,978 40 . 67 . . 0.0 54
Marshall Islands 02 . 2,655 -0.1 . . . 0 . 0
Monaco . . . . . 3,850
Occupied Palestinian Territories . . . . 39 . . . . 10 . .
Oman . . . 34 23 16 . . 36 . 100 100
Palau 0.2 . 8911 0.1 .
Saint Kitts and Nevis 0.5 0.8 11,046 37 38 . . . . . .
Saint Lucia 1.0 17 5,854 30 25 . . . . . 98 .
SaintVincent and the Grenadines 06 1.0 5480 39 32 . . . . . 95 100
Samoa 05 08 2926 14 6.1 . . 2 . . . .
San Marino . . . . 23 . . . . . 100 100
Seychelles 08 19 9,580 32 44 . . 27
Somalia . . . -4 . . . . . .
Vanuatu 06 09 2521 16 24 . . . . 14
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Enabling environment: economy and infrastructure

ECONOMY PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURE MEDIA INFRASTRUCTURE
Air Population
Consumer Road Rail transport  without Daily Radio Television
GDP per capita priceindex  density lines (freight)  electricity newspapers coverage  coverage
Average Average (km of road
(PPP annual growth  annual per sq. km of (milliontonnes (% of  (perthousand (i (v
HDI rank ($ billions) ~$ billions) $) rate (%) change (%) land area) (km) per km) population) people) population)  population)
2008 2008 2008 1970-2008  2000-2008  2004-2007  2004-2008"  2005-2008° 2008 2004 2005 2005
Developed
OECD 419791 37,8721 40,976 24 . 3,838 516,479 92,753 . 254
Non-0ECD . . . 22 . 6,060
Developing
Arab States 1,357.1 1,951.6 4,774 -1.1 . . . . 15.2
East Asia and the Pacific 5,625.7 10,369.7 3,032 1.7 . . .
Europe and Central Asia 34145 4,852.7 8,361 0.1 . . 176,175
Latin America and the Caribbean 4,202.9 5,963.9 7,567 2.0 . . . . .
South Asia 1,469.6 41518 954 3.8 . . . . 36.9
Sub-Saharan Africa 928.5 1,595.1 1,233 27
Very high human development 42,652.4 38,697.1 40,748 23 . 6,048 518,300 . . 254
High human development 8,552.4 11,832.1 8,937 1.1 . 1332 289,531 .
Medium human development 7,635.8 15,560.3 2,200 27 . . . 17,542
Low human development mz2 1,4259 781 04
Least developed countries 503.2 1,000.8 664 20
World 60,0421 683239 9,120 21
NOTE

a  Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified.

SOURCES

Columns 1-3 and 6-8: World Bank (2010g).

Column 4: (alculated based on data from World Bank (2010g) and IMF (2010a).
Column 5: Calculated based on data on the consumer price index from

World Bank (2010g).

Column 9: alculated based on data on population without electricity from

IEA (2009) and data on population from UNDESA (2009d).

Columns 10-12: UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2010b).
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Access to information and
communication technology

TELEPHONES INTERNET ACCESSIBILITY AND COST
Population Fixed-line Price of a
covered by Mobile phone phone 3-minute

Mobile and fixed-line mobile phone Broadband Personal connection  connection  local fixed-line

phone subscriptions network Users subscriptions®  computers charge charge phone call

(per (% growth, (per (% growth, (per (per
HDI rank 100 people)  population-based) (%) 100 people)  population-based) 100 people) 100 people) (%) ($) (US cents)

2008 2000-2008 2008 2008 20002008 2008 2006-2008" 2006-2008" 2006-2008" 2006-2008"
VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
1 Norway 150 27 . 825 228 333 62.7 176 175.5 2
2 Australia 147 66 9 708 66 244 . 243 495 25
3 New Zealand 149 87 97 714 64 216 530 246 36.6 0¢
4 United States 140 4 100 759 87 235 787 0.0 39.0 24
5 lreland 171 71 9 62.7 310 2.1 58.1 145 1785 1
6 Liechtenstein 150 78 95 66.0 9% 55.0 . 331 355 15
7 Netherlands 170 36 9% 87.0 106 351 90.9 146 69.6 10
8 (anada 121 37 98 753 9% 296 944 0.0 928 0¢
9 Sweden 176 34 9% 817 100 412 87.8 152 102.4 8
10 Germany 191 60 9 755 151 27.5 65.5 14.6 87.8 12
11 Japan 124 23 100 75.2 152 237 . 00 3738 .
12 Korea, Republic of 138 27 94 758 94 321 58.1 0.0 544 0
13 Switzerland 180 37 100 759 66 342 97.6 452 397 23
14 France 149 46 99 67.9 3% 285 65.2 220 80.5 20
15 Israel 167 65 100 479 175 239 . 576 56.3 .
16 Finland 160 29 100 825 127 30.5 . 26.2 1429 2
17 Iceland 169 30 99 90.0 127 329 531 284 330 7
18 Belgium 152 52 100 68.1 142 280 . 125 9.6 24
19 Denmark 170 29 114 833 118 371 551 19.4 1863 14
20 Spain 153 65 99 554 349 202 40.0 0.0 7.6 10
21 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 225 67 100 67.0 152 281 69.3 . 00 0°¢
22 Greece 176 69 100 4.1 379 135 94 73 511 13
23 laly 186 60 100 4138 88 189 . 132 140.6 16
24 Luxembourg 198 72 100 79.2 280 298 61.7 00 84.2 10
25 Austria 169 40 9 712 120 2.7 . 00 2445 14
26 United Kingdom 180 40 100 76.0 195 282 80.2 0.0 2298 13
27 Singapore 170 68 100 69.6 148 217 76.0 50 378 2
28 Czech Republic 154 94 100 578 500 171 . 0.0 348 20
29 Slovenia 152 53 100 55.7 275 212 4.7 254 1309 12
30 Andorra . . 9 70.5 . 245 . . 528 .
31 Slovakia 122 125 100 66.0 604 112 58.2 140 55.7 48
32 United Arab Emirates 242 344 100 65.2 282 124 331 449 49.0 3
33 Malta 152 95 100 483 287 248 . 00 346 3
34 Estonia 225 180 100 66.2 127 237 255 47 0.0 13
35 Cyprus 163 113 100 388 179 16.4 383 315 147.1 7
36 Hungary 153 122 99 585 719 175 256 75 196.1 2
37 Brunei Darussalam 115 158 . 553 623 36 . . 353 6
38 Qatar 152 593 100 340 1,353 8.1 157 549 549 .
39 Bahrain 214 341 100 519 907 142 746 16.0 532 5
40 Portugal 179 74 9 421 168 153 18.2 . 1262 18
41 Poland 41 203 9 49.0 567 126 16.9 21 9.7 19
42 Barbados 218 265 100 737 1,780 64.8 . 250 490 0°¢
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Access to information and communication technology

TELEPHONES INTERNET ACCESSIBILITY AND COST
Population S Fixed-line Priceofa
covered by Mobile phone phone 3-minute
Mobile and fixed-line mobile phone Broadband Personal connection  connection  local fixed-line
phone subscriptions network Users subscriptions®  computers charge charge phone call
(per (% growth, (per (% growth, (per (per
HDI rank 100 people)  population-based) (%) 100 people) ~ population-based) 100 people) 100 people) () ($) (US cents)
2008 20002008 2008 2008 2000-2008 2008 2006-2008" 20062008 2006-2008 2006-2008"
HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
43 Bahamas 145 236 100 315 71 10.1 . 50.0 . .
44 Lithuania 173 235 100 54.4 703 178 245 21 106.1 15
45 Chile 109 173 100 325 113 85 . 19 921 9
46 Argentina 141 291 9% 2.1 331 8.0 . 484 477 2
47 Kuwait 126 284 100 36.7 601 14 . 173 1301 0¢
43 latvia 127 152 9 60.4 809 89 328 20 . 14
49 Montenegro 176 . 9 472 . 10.0 . 13 . 100
50 Romania 137 364 98 288 679 17 193 56 00 23
51 Croatia 175 176 100 50.5 632 119 . 203 1236 13
52 Uruguay 134 233 100 40.2 8 73 . 46.1 521 10
53 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 93 809 Al 5.1 3,130 0.2 . 38 38.1 .
54 Panama 131 429 83 275 383 58 28 300 306 9
55 Saudi Arabia 163 837 98 315 1,612 42 68.3 267 80.0 4
56 Mexico 90 265 100 222 368 70 14.1 0.0 116.8 15
57 Malaysia 118 228 92 55.8 203 49 231 25 15.0 4
58 Bulgaria 166 252 100 347 517 11 110 . 180 12
59 Trinidad and Tobago 136 279 100 17.0 127 46 132 0.0 239 12
60 Serbia 173 . 23 449 . 46 193 36 89.7 1
61 Belarus 122 321 9 321 1,553 49 . 15 282 1
62 (ostaRica 74 199 69 323 540 24 . 55 397 2
63 Peru 83 697 95 247 91 25 . 137 1221 5
64 Albania . . 99 239 21,329 20 46 00 143.0 4
65 Russian Federation 172 587 95 319 1,450 6.6 133 9.6 2817 3
66  Kazakhstan 17 791 9% 109 1,582 43 . 57 1173 1
67 Azerbaijan 91 541 9 282 20,206 07 8.0 49 973 0¢
68 Bosnia and Herzegovina 112 382 9 347 3,169 50 6.4 112 526 7
69 Ukraine 149 513 100 105 1,294 35 46 229 316 3
70 Iran, Islamic Republic of 94 532 95 320 3,483 0.4 10.4 308 106.1 1
71 The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 145 375 100 415 1,596 89 36.8 143 349 7
72 Mauritius 110 204 9 222 225 72 174 35 404 8
73 Brazil 100 254 91 375 1,341 53 . 187 62.7 15
74 Georgia 78 379 %8 2338 4352 22 272 6.7 120.7 24
75 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 120 319 90 257 776 47 . 23 310 9
76 Armenia 120 572 88 6.2 378 0.2 . 33 39.2 5
77 Ecuador 100 688 84 288 2,057 03 13.0 50 67.2 3
78 Belize 59 237 . 10.6 110 26 153 250 50.0 "
79 Colombia 110 423 83 385 1,874 42 112 00 36.6 3
80 Jamaica 113 259 101 573 1,856 36 . 00 9.1 3
81 Tunisia 95 813 100 27.1 973 22 9.8 41 16.2 2
82 Jordan 99 494 9 27.0 1,187 22 72 0.0 50.5 6
83 Turkey 113 141 100 344 916 78 . 16.8 58 13
84 Algeria . . 82 1.9 2,633 14 . 1.7 46.5 7
85 Tonga 73 669 90 8.1 250 0.7 . 85 61.8 9
MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
8  Fiji 86 415 65 122 758 19 . 6.2 51.7 8
87  Turkmenistan 32 334 14 15 1,150 0.1 . . . .
838 Dominican Republic 82 412 . 216 556 23 . 0.7 289 10
89 China 74 329 97 25 1,233 6.2 56 99 . 3
90 El Salvador 131 486 95 10.6 829 20 . 0.0 400 6
91 Srilanka 72 1,104 95 58 850 0.5 . 55 129.2 5
92 Thailand 102 698 38 239 600 14 . 1.5 119.6 9
TABLE 93 Gabon 9 34 79 62 500 02 34 " 104.1 15
11 94 Suiname 9 8 . 97 307 1 ) 00 ) )
95 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 57 405 46 10.8 775 0.7 . 0.0 44 7
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Access to information and communication technology

TELEPHONES INTERNET ACCESSIBILITY AND COST
Population e Fixed-line Price ofa
covered by Mobile phone phone 3-minute
Mobile and fixed-line mobile phone Broadband Personal connection  connection  local fixed-line
phone subscriptions network Users subscriptions®  computers charge charge phone call
(per (% growth, (per (% growth, (per (per
HDI rank 100 people)  population-based) (%) 100 people)  population-based) 100 people) 100 people) ($) (S) (US cents)
2008 20002008 2008 2008 2000-2008 2008 2006-2008 20062008 2006-2008° 20062008
9  Paraguay 103 484 . 143 2,136 14 . . 80.2 7
97  Philippines 80 659 9 6.2 265 1.2 72 09 449 0¢
98 Botswana 85 355 9 6.2 140 05 6.2 29 371 7
99 Moldova, Republic of 97 389 98 234 1516 3.2 1.4 43 1732 3
100 Mongolia 74 622 66 125 1,000 14 246 . 4338 .
101 Egypt 65 678 95 16.6 2916 09 39 40 740 2
102 Uzbekistan 53 746 93 9.0 1,938 0.2 31 7.0 120 .
103 Micronesia, Federated States of 39 343 . 145 300 0.1 . 50.0 240 0¢
104 Guyana . . . 269 . 03 . 21 25 0
105  Namibia 56 520 95 53 278 0.0 239 59 355 18
106 Honduras 9% 1,450 90 131 1177 . 25 5.0 258 8
107 Maldives 158 1,405 100 235 1,09 52 2.2 77 1344 6
108 Indonesia 75 1,555 90 79 847 02 20 . . 3
109 Kyrgyzstan 74 927 24 16.1 1,576 0.1 . 10.0 79.7 8
110 South Africa 102 20 100 86 75 09 . 18.0 515 18
111 Syrian Arab Republic 52 547 9% 173 12,156 0.1 88 57 287
112 Tajikistan 58 1,703 . 88 19,900 0.1 . 37 . .
113 VietNam 116 2,881 70 24.2 10,286 24 95 31 250 2
114 Morocco 82 585 98 330 5121 15 5.7 26 774 26
115 Nicaragua 60 1,242 . 33 270 06 . . 101.8 4
116 Guatemala 120 969 76 143 2350 0.6 . 133 827 9
117 Equatorial Guinea 54 3,107 . 18 1,614 0.0 . . . .
118 Cape Verde 70 370 % 20.6 1,185 15 140 26.6 291 6
119 India 34 979 61 45 850 05 32 23 6.9 2
120 Timor-Leste . . . . . 0.0 . 200 36.2 31
121 Swaziland 49 788 91 6.9 700 0.1 37 15 258 5
122 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 35 3914 . 85 8,691 0.1 . 5.2 36.4 7
123 Solomon Islands 7 330 . 20 400 03 . 36.2 . .
124 Cambodia 29 2,551 87 05 1,133 0.1 04 10.1 50.6 3
125  Pakistan 56 2,632 90 1.1 . 0.1 . 71 107 3
126 Congo 51 1,888 53 43 19,275 . . . . .
127  SaoTomé and Principe 35 1,129 20 15.5 8 0.5 . . 295 "
LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
128 Kenya 23 3,848 8 87 3,260 0.0 . 347 332 12
129  Bangladesh 29 5870 90 03 456 0.0 23 22 292 1
130 Ghana 50 3319 73 43 3213 0.1 11 70 438 16
131 Cameroon 33 3,107 58 38 1,712 . . 5.6 893 25
132 Myanmar 2 314 10 0.2 . 0.0 0.9 . . .
133 Yemen 21 1172 68 1.6 2,367 . 28 6.0 85.1 1
134 Benin 4 3,255 80 18 967 0.0 07 56 215.7 3
135 Madagascar 26 4,134 23 1.7 954 0.0 . 20 345 35
136 Mauritania 67 6,227 62 19 1,100 0.2 45 1.1 185 2
137 Papua New Guinea 10 799 . 18 167 . . 0.0 37 4
138 Nepal 17 1,706 10 17 898 0.0 . 72 258 1
139 Togo 26 1,722 85 54 250 0.0 . 33 11.7 14
140 Comoros 19 1,706 40 36 1441 . . 00 120.6 15
141 Lesotho 32 1,375 55 36 1,733 0.0 . 6.1 40.8 18
142 Nigeria 5] 10,921 83 159 29,878 0.0 . 84.4 75.9 14
143 Uganda 28 4,526 100 79 6,150 0.0 1.7 41 69.7 2
144 Senegal 46 1,134 85 84 2450 04 . 56 23 2
145 Haiti 33 2,495 . 10.1 4,900 . 5.1 . . .
146 Angola 38 7493 40 31 3,567 0.1 06 . 60.0 27
147 Djibouti 15 1,186 85 23 1,253 03 38 281 56.2 8
148  Tanzania, United Republic of 31 4502 65 12 1,200 0.0 . 58 16.7 22
149 Cote d'lvoire 52 1,367 59 32 1,550 0.1 . 19.1 23 20 11
150  Zambia 29 1,892 50 55 3,400 00 . . 133 70
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Access to information and communication technology

TELEPHONES INTERNET ACCESSIBILITY AND COST
Population e Fixed-line Price ofa
covered by Mobile phone phone 3-minute
Mobile and fixed-line mobile phone Broadband Personal connection connection  local fixed-line
phone subscriptions network Users subscriptions®  computers charge charge phone call
(per (% growth, (per (% growth, (per (per
HDI rank 100 people)  population-based) (%) 100 people)  population-based) 100 people) 100 people) () ($) (US cents)
2008 20002008 2008 2008 2000-2008 2008 20062008 20062008 2006-2008 2006-2008"
151  Gambia 73 3,023 85 6.9 852 0.0 35 . 280 7
152 Rwanda 14 2,268 92 31 5,900 0.0 03 32 46.5 18
153 Malawi 13 1,949 923 21 2,007 0.0 . 31 . 7
154 Sudan 30 2916 66 10.2 46,567 0.1 10.7 24 0.0 6
155 Afghanistan . . 75 1.7 . . 04 248 314 4
156 Guinea 39 5713 80 09 1,025 . . . 36.9 .
157  Ethiopia 4 1,042 10 04 3,500 . 0.7 47.7 318 2
158  Sierra Leone 19 3,264 70 03 178 . . . . .
159  Central African Republic 4 1,050 19 04 850 . . 22 79.1 13
160  Mali 28 6,994 2 1.6 1,233 0.0 08 22 86.3 12
161 Burkina Faso 18 3,337 61 09 1,456 00 0.6 6.7 558 14
162 Liberia 19 8,851 . 05 3,900 . . . .
163 Chad 17 11,460 24 1.2 4,233 . . . 101.6
164 Guinea-Bissau 32 4,438 65 24 1137 . . . . .
165  Mozambique 20 3,178 44 1.6 1,650 0.1 . 0.2 188 26
166 Burundi 6 1,307 80 08 1,200 . 09 29 9.7 .
167 Niger 13 8,801 45 05 1,900 . . 112 335 17
168 Congo, Democratic Republic of the . . . . . . .
169  Zimbabwe 16 288 75 11.4 2,742 0.1 16
OTHER COUNTRIES OR TERRITORIES
Antigua and Barbuda 202 190 100 750 1,200 145 207 . 68.5 .
Bhutan 4 1,869 21 6.6 1,900 03 25 1.7 138 3
(uba 13 190 77 129 2317 0.0 56 120.0 . .
Dominica 161 370 . 37.6 338 154 . . 55.6 7
Eritrea 3 388 80 41 3,900 . 1.0 91.1 65.0 4
Grenada 86 148 . 232 484 9.8 . 13.0 85.2 6
Iraq 61 2,652 72 1.0 . . . . 159.4 1
Kiribati 5 37 . 21 3
Korea, Democratic People’s Rep. of 5 136 0 0.0 . . . . . 3
Lebanon 52 65 100 25 215 50 102 47.0 299 8
Marshall Islands 9 21 . 37 175 .
Monaco . . . . . 419
Occupied Palestinian Territories 38 236 95 9.0 922 24 . . . .
Oman 125 810 9% 200 559 1.2 16.9 260 26.0 65
Palau % . 95 . . 05
Saint Kitts and Nevis 204 334 . 325 492 27 . . . .
Saint Lucia 124 307 . 58.8 1142 9.1 . 0.0 463 6
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 140 461 100 60.5 1,786 8.6 . 0.0 37.0 7
Samoa 85 1,287 . 50 800 0.1 23 176 20.2 6
San Marino 146 . %8 54.8 . 15.7 79.0 . 1414 6
Seychelles 133 140 28 39.0 445 41 216 9.1 554 8
Somalia 8 592 . 1.1 580 . . . .
Tuvalu . . . . . 46 . . 753 .
Vanuatu 20 562 50 73 325 0.1 . 452 8838 30
NOTES SOURCES
a  Number of subscriptions to digital subscriber lines, cable modems or other fixed Column 1: Calculated based on data on cellular subscribers and telephone lines from
broadbands expressed per 100 people. Includes digital subscriber line/analog World Bank (2010¢).
subscriber line connections with speeds of 56 kilobits per second and higher. Columns 2 and 5: Calculated based on data on cellular subscribers and telephone
b Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified. lines from World Bank (2010c) and data on population from UNDESA (2009d).
¢ Locals calls are free. Columns 3 and 6-10: TU (2009).

Column 4: World Bank (2010c).
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Technical notes

Calculating the human development indices—graphical presentation

Human Development ; i
DIMENSION: Long and healthy life Knowledge A decent standard of livin
Index (HDI) S0 d d g 9
INDICATORS Life expectancy at birth Mean years of schooling ~ Expected years of schooling GNI per capita (PP USS)
DIMENSION Life expectancy index Education index GNIlindex

IR

Human Development Index (HDI)

Inequality-adjusted DIMENSIONS Long and healthy life Knowledge A decent standard of living
Human Development

Index (IHDI)

INDICATORS Life expectancy at birth Mean years of schooling ~ Expected years of schooling GNI per capita (PP USS)
DIMENSION Life expectancy Years of schooling Income/consumption
INDEX

INEQUALITY-ADJUSTED Inequality-adjusted Inequality-adjusted Inequality-adjusted
INDEX life expectancy index education index income index

~N 47

Inequality-adjusted Human Development Index (IHDI)

Gender Inequality DIMENSIONS Health Empowerment Labour market
Index (GII
INDICATORS Maternal Adolescent Female and male population with Female and male shares of Female and male labour force
mortality ratio ~ fertility rate atleast secondary education parliamentary seats participation rates
DIMENSION Female reproductive health index Female empowerment index Female labour market index Male empowerment index Male labour market index

INDEX \ l l
Female gender index / Male gender index /

Gender Inequality Index (GlI)

Multidimensional DIMENSIONS Health Education Standard of livin

Poverty Index (MPI) _— J
INDICATORS Nutrition ~ Child mortality Years of schooling ~ Children enrolled Cookingfuel ~ Toilet ~ Water  Electricity ~ Floor  Assets
POVERTY Intensity of poverty Headcount ratio

MEASURES l

Multidimensional Poverty Index (MP1)
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Technical note 1. Calculating the Human Development Index

The Human Development Index (HDI) is a summary measure
of human development. It measures the average achievements in
a country in three basic dimensions of human development: a
long and healthy life, access to knowledge and a decent standard
ofliving. The HDI is the geometric mean of normalized indices

measuring achievements in each dimension.

Data sources

o Life expectancy at birth: UNDESA (2009d)

e Mean years of schooling: Barro and Lee (2010)

o Expected years of schooling: UNESCO Institute for
Statistics (2010a)

o Gross national income (GNI) per capita: World Bank
(2010g) and IMF (2010a)

Creating the dimension indices

The first step is to create subindices for each dimension.
Minimum and maximum values (goalposts) need to be set in
order to transform the indicators into indices between 0 and
1. Because the geometric mean is used for aggregation, the
maximum value does not affect the relative comparison (in
percentage terms) between any two countries or periods of
time. The maximum values are set to the actual observed max-
imum values of the indicators from the countries in the time
series, that is, 1980-2010. The minimum values will affect
comparisons, so values that can be appropriately conceived
of as subsistence values or “natural” zeros are used. Progress
is thus measured against minimum levels that a society needs
to survive over time. The minimum values are set at 20 years
for life expectancy, at 0 years for both education variables
and at $163 for per capita gross national income (GNI). The
life expectancy minimum is based on long-run historical evi-
dence from Maddison (2010) and Riley (2005).! Societies
can subsist without formal education, justifying the educa-
tion minimum. A basic level of income is necessary to ensure
survival: $163 is the lowest value attained by any country in
recorded history (in Zimbabwe in 2008) and corresponds to
less than 45 cents a day, just over a third of the World Bank’s
$1.25 a day poverty line.
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Goalposts for the Human Development Index
in this Report

Dimension Observed maximum Minimum

Life expectancy 832 200
(Japan, 2010)

Mean years of schooling 13.2 0
(United States, 2000)

Expected years of schooling 206 0
(Australia, 2002)

Combined education index 0.951 0
(New Zealand, 2010)

Per capita income (PPP ) 108,211 163

(United Arab Emirates, 1980) (Zimbabwe, 2008)

Having defined the minimum and maximum values, the sub-
indices are calculated as follows:

. . actual value — minimum value 1
Dimension index = - == . )
maximum value — minimum value

For education, equation 1 is applied to each of the two subcom-
ponents, then a geometric mean of the resulting indices is cre-
ated and finally, equation 1 is reapplied to the geometric mean
of the indices, using 0 as the minimum and the highest geo-
metric mean of the resulting indices for the time period under
consideration as the maximum. This is equivalent to applying
equation 1 directly to the geometric mean of the two subcom-
ponents. Because each dimension index is a proxy for capabili-
ties in the corresponding dimension, the transformation func-
tion from income to capabilities is likely to be concave (Anand
and Sen 2000c). Thus, for income the natural logarithm of the
actual minimum and maximum values is used.

Aggregating the subindices to produce the
Human Development Index
The HDI is the geometric mean of the three dimension indices:

(ILie 3. IEducation 13 Ilnmme 1/3)' (2)

Expression 2 embodies imperfect substitutability across all
HDI dimensions. It thus addresses one of the most serious
criticisms of the linear aggregation formula, which allowed for
perfect substitution across dimensions. Some substitutability is
inherent in the definition of any index that increases with the
values of its components.

Example: China

Indicator Value

Life expectancy at birth (years) 735
Mean years of schooling (years) 75
Expected years of schooling (years) 114
GNI per capita (PPP USS) 7,263

Note: Values are rounded.



. . _735-20 _
Life expectancy index = 83220 - 0.847
Mean years of schooling index = 75-0 =0.568
13.2-0
o 114-0
Expected years of schooling index = 506-0" 0.553
Education index = 0.568-0.553 - 0 =0.589

0.951-0

) In(7,263) - In(163)
Income index = In(108,211) — In(163) =0.584

Human Development Index = 3/0.847 - 0.589 - 0.584 = 0.663

Overall effects of the Human Development
Index methodological improvements

The methodological improvements in the HDI, using new
indicators and the new functional form, result in substantial
changes (figure T1.1). Adopting the geometric mean produces
lower index values, with the largest changes occurring in countries
with uneven development across dimensions. The geometric
mean has only a moderate impact on HDI ranks. Setting the
upper bounds at actual maximum values has less impact on
overall index values and has little further impact on ranks.

Analysis of historical trends in this Report

The analysis of historical trends in chapters 2 and 3 uses a dif-
ferent version of the HDI, the hybrid HDI, which applies the
same aggregation formula as the new HDI to the set of indica-
tors and sources used in previous Reports (since 1995) in order
to allow more extensive analysis over time. Linear interpolation
was used to fill missing values when both earlier and later values

Human Development Index 2010:
new and old methodologies
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Source: HDRO calculations using data from the HDRO database.

were present. When unavailable for the whole time period,
gross enrolment ratios were projected using the last available
value (for forward projections) and the first available value (for
backward projections). A sensitivity analysis showed that the
results of the analysis were robust to alternative extrapolation
techniques. See Gidwitz and others (2010) for further details
on the construction of this data set.

The analysis in chapters 2 and 3 also uses the deviation from
fit criterion to comparatively evaluate changes over time in the
hybrid HDI. This measure evaluates the progress of countries
compared with the average progress of countries with a simi-
lar initial HDI level. It is calculated as the residual of a second
degree fractional polynomial regression of the annual percent-
age growth rate of the HDI on the logarithm of its initial HDI
value. Statistical table 2 reports the country rank in the devia-
tion from fit for the HDI for 1980-2010. See Royston and Alt-
man (1994) for a description of regression models based on frac-
tional polynomial functions of a continuous covariate.

Technical note 2. Calculating the Inequality-adjusted Human Development Index

The Inequality-adjusted Human Development Index (IHDI)
adjusts the Human Development Index (HDI) for inequality in
distribution of each dimension across the population. It is based
on a distribution-sensitive class of composite indices proposed
by Foster, Lopez-Calva, and Szekely (2005), which draws on the
Atkinson (1970) family of inequality measures. It is computed
as a geometric mean of geometric means, calculated across the
population for each dimension separately (for details, see Alkire
and Foster 2010). The IHDI accounts for inequalities in HDI
dimensions by “discounting” each dimension’s average value
according to its level of inequality. The IHDI equals the HDI

when there is no inequality across people but is less than the

HDI as inequality rises. In this sense, the IHDI is the actual
level of human development (accounting for this inequality),
while the HDI can be viewed as an index of “potential” human
development (or the maximum level of HDI) that could be
achieved if there was no inequality. The “loss” in potential human
development due to inequality is given by the difference between

the HDI and the IHDI and can be expressed as a percentage.

Data sources

Since the HDI relies on country-level aggregates such as national
accounts for income, the IHDI must draw on alternative
sources of data to obtain the distribution of each dimension.
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The distributions have different units—income and years of

schooling are distributed across individuals, while expected

length of life is distributed across age intervals. Available
distributional data are not necessarily for the same individuals
or households.

The inequality in distribution of the HDI dimensions is
estimated for:

o Life expectancy, which uses data from abridged life tables
provided by UNDESA (2009d). This distribution is
available across age intervals (0-1, 1-5, 5-10, ..., 85+),
with the mortality rates and average age at death specified
for each interval.

e Years of schooling and houschold income (or consumption),
which use houschold survey data harmonized in
international databases: Luxembourg Income Study,
Eurostat’s European Union Survey of Income and Living
Conditions, the World Bank’s International Income
Distribution Database, the United Nations Children’s
Fund’s Multiple Indicators Cluster Survey, the US Agency
for International Development’s Demographic and Health
Survey, the World Health Organization’s World Health
Survey and the United Nations University’s World Income
Incquality Database.

o The inequality in standard of living dimension, which
uses disposable houschold income per capita, houschold
consumption per capita or income imputed based on an asset

index matching methodology (Harttgen and Klasen 2010).

For a full account of data sources used for estimating inequality,
see Kovacevic (2010a).

Computing the Inequality-adjusted Human
Development Index
There are three steps to computing the IHDI.

Step 1. Measuring inequality in underlying distributions

The IHDI draws on the Atkinson (1970) family of inequality
measures and sets the aversion parameter ¢ equal to 1.7 In
this case the inequality measure is A = 1- g/u, where g is the
geometric mean and p is the arithmetic mean of the distribution.
This can be written:

X, )

where {X, ...

the dimensions of interest. 4, is obtained for each variable

, X,} denotes the underlying distribution in

(life expectancy, years of schooling and disposable income or

consumption per capita) using household survey data and the
life tables.?
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The geometric mean in equation 1 does not allow zero
values. For mean years of schooling one year is added to all
valid observations to compute the inequality. Income per capita
outliers—extremely high incomes as well as negative and zero
incomes—were dealt with by truncating the top 0.5 percentile
of the distribution to reduce the influence of extremely high
incomes and by replacing the negative and zero incomes with the
minimum value of the bottom 0.5 percentile of the distribution
of positive incomes.

For more details on measuringinequality in the distribution
of the HDI indicators, see Alkire and Foster (2010).

Step 2. Adjusting the dimension indices for inequality
The mean achievement in a dimension, X, is adjusted for

inequality as follows:

X=X(1-4)="/ X,

Thus X*, the geometric mean of the distribution, reduces the
mean according to the inequality in distribution, emphasizing
the lower end of the distribution.

The inequality-adjusted dimension indices, /; , are obtained
from the HDI dimension indices, Iy, by multiplying them by
(1 - A4,), where A, is the corresponding Atkinson measure:

L =(1-A) Iy.

The inequality-adjusted income index, I*; , is based on the
unlogged gross national income (GNI) index, 1%, This
enables the IHDI to account for the full effect of income
inequality.

Step 3. Computing the Inequality-adjusted Human

Development Index

The IHDI is the geometric mean of the three dimension indi-
ces adjusted for inequality. First, the IHDI that includes the
unlogged income index (IHDI) is calculated:

*x _ 3 . A =
IHDI" = \/IIL,ﬁ IIEdumtipn 4 Ticome
3\/( 1- ALz‘ e) ' ILz' a ' (1_ AEdumtiﬂn ' Education ' (1_ Almome) ' I*Inmme :



The HDI based on unlogged income index (HDI*) is then
calculated. This is the value that JHDI* would take if all
achievements were distributed equally:

HDI*= 3 -1 I

Liﬁ. Education” ™ Income

The percentage loss to the HDI* due to inequalities in each
dimension is calculated as:

Loss=1- THDI™ __ V-

LHDIT 4 )-(-4
HDI* Life

Education

)-(1-4

Income

Assuming that the percentage loss due to inequality in income
distribution is the same for both average income and its

logarithm, the IHDI is then calculated as:

IHDI*
IHDI = (W) -HDI
which is equivalent to
= 3 — . — . - .
IHDI= \/(1 ALZ' e) (1 AEdu[ation (1 Almome) HDIL

Notes on methodology and limits

The THDI is based on an index that satisfies subgroup con-
sistency. This ensures that improvements or deteriorations in
distribution of human development within a certain group of
society (while human development remains constant in the
other groups) will be reflected in changes in the overall measure
of human development. This index is also path independent,
which means that the order in which data are aggregated across

individuals, or groups of individuals, and across dimensions
yields the same result—so there is no need to rely on a particu-
lar sequence or a single data source. This allows estimation for a
large number of countries.

Although the IHDI is about human development losses
from inequality, the measurement of inequality in any
dimension implicitly conflates inequity and inequality due
to chance, choice and circumstances. It does not address the
ethical and policy-relevant issues around whether these aspects
should be distinguished (see Roemer 1998 and World Bank
2005b for applications in Latin America).

The main disadvantage of the IHDI is that it is not
association sensitive, so it does not capture overlapping
inequalities. To make the measure association sensitive, all the
data for each individual must be available from a single survey
source, which is not currently possible.

Example: Slovenia

Dimension
index

Inequality
measure (A1)

Indicator

Inequality-adjusted index

Life expectancy 788 0930 0.043 (1-0.043) - 0.930 = 0.890
Mean years of schooling 9 0.682
Expected years of schooling 16.7 0811
Education index 0.782 0.040 (1-0.040) - 0.782 = 0.751
Logarithm of GNI 10.16 0.780
GNI 25,857 0.238 0.122 (1-0.122) - 0.238 =0.209

Human Development Inequality-adjusted Human Percent
Index Development Index loss
HDI with
unlogged \/3 0.930-0.782-0.238=0557 3/0.890-0.751-0.209 = 0.519 1_0;5;90/&557

income

HDI 3/0930-0.782-0.780=0828

Note: Values are rounded.

(0.519/0.557) - 0.828 =0.772

Technical note 3. Calculating the Gender Inequality Index

The Gender Inequality Index (GII) reflects women’s disadvantage
in three dimensions—reproductive health, empowerment and
the labour market—for as many countries as data of reasonable
quality allow. The index shows the loss in human development
due to inequality between female and male achievements in
these dimensions. It ranges from 0, which indicates that women
and men fare equally, to 1, which indicates that women fare as
poorly as possible in all measured dimensions.

The GIIis computed using the association-sensitive inequal-
ity measure suggested by Seth (2009). The index is based on the
general mean of general means of different orders—the first

aggregation is by the geometric mean across dimensions; these
means, calculated separately for women and men, are then
aggregated using a harmonic mean across genders.

Data sources

e Maternal mortality ratio (MMR): United Nations
Children’s Fund (2010c)

o Adolescent fertility rate (4FR): United Nations Department
of Economic and Social Affairs (2009d)

e Share of parliamentary seats held by each sex (PR): Inter-
parliamentary Union’s Parline database (2010)
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o Attainment at secondary and higher education (SE) levels:
Barro and Lee (2010)

o Labour market participation rate (LFPR): International
Labour Organization (2010d)

Computing the Gender Inequality Index
There are five steps to computing the GII.

Step 1. Treating zeros and extreme values

The maternal mortality ratio is truncated symmetrically at
10 (minimum) and at 1,000 (maximum). The maximum of
1,000 is based on the normative assumption that countries
where the maternal mortality ratio exceeds 1,000 are not
different in their ability to create conditions and support for
maternal health. Similarly, it is assumed that countries with
1-10 deaths per 100,000 births are essentially performing at
the same level.

The female parliamentary representation of countries
reporting 0 percent is coded as 0.1 percent because the geometric
mean cannot have zero values and because these countries do
have some kind of political influence by women.

Step 2. Aggregating across dimensions within each gender group,
using geometric means

Aggregating across dimensions for each gender group by the
geometric mean makes the GII association sensitive (see Seth
2009).

For women and girls, the aggregation formula is

1 1 )12
G =:;/t .____) -(PR;- SE;) /> - LFPR,,
F e arr) PR SED g

and for men and boys the formula is

Gy =%/1-(PRy-SE)) - LEPR,, .
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Step 3. Aggregating across gender groups, using a harmonic mean
The female and male indices are aggregated by the harmonic
mean to create the equally distributed gender index

}L41LNI(G},(iw)::FE§Q:i;%£922;q_l.

Using the harmonic mean of geometric means within groups
captures the inequality between women and men and adjusts

for association between dimensions.

Step 4. Calculating the geometric mean of the arithmetic means for
each indicator

The reference standard for computing inequality is obtained by
aggregating female and male indices using equal weights (thus
treating the genders equally) and then aggregating the indices
across dimensions:

Gemr= \/ Health - Empowerment - LFPR

1
A4A1R'44FR-+1)/2’

where Health = (

Empowerment = (\/PRF -SEp+ \/PRM . SEM) /2 and

m: LFPRF + LFPRM '

Health should not be interpreted as an average of corresponding
female and male indices but as half the distance from the norms
established for the reproductive health indicators—fewer
maternal deaths and fewer adolescent pregnancies.

Step 5. Calculating the Gender Inequality Index
Comparing the equally distributed gender index to the reference
standard yields the GII,

_ Harm (G, Gy)
Gr '

1



Example: Brazil

Reproductive health

Maternal mortality ratio Adolescent fertility rate

Female 110 75.6
Male na na

(F+M)/2 (V110 (1775.6) +1)/2=050

na is not applicable.

Using the above formulas, it is straightforward to obtain:

Gy 0.115= 3\/\/(?10'75%)-\/0.0940.488 -0.640

Gy 0.820 =3/1-1/0.906 - 0.463 - 0.852

11 1\
Harm (Gp, Gy) 0'201_[5(_0.115+_0.820ﬂ

Empowerment Labour market
Labour market
Attainment at secondary participation
Parliamentary representation and higher education rate
0.094 0.488 0.640
0.906 0.463 0.852

(v0.094 -0.488 +v/0.906 - 0.463)/2 =0431 (0.640 +0.852) / 2=0.746

Gz 0.546 =%/0.505-0.431 - 0.746

GII 1-0.201/0.546 = 0.632.

Technical note 4. Calculating the Multidimensional Poverty Index

The Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI) identifies multiple
deprivations at the individual level in health, education and
standard of living. It uses micro data from houschold surveys,
and—unlike the Inequality-adjusted Human Development
Index—all the indicators needed to construct the measure must
come from the same survey.

Each person in a given houschold is classified as poor or
nonpoor depending on the number of deprivations his or her
houschold experiences. These data are then aggregated into the
national measure of poverty.

Methodology

Each person is assigned a score according to his or her house-
hold’s deprivations in each of the 10 component indicators, ().
The maximum score is 10, with cach dimension equally
weighted (thus the maximum score in each dimension is 3%).
The health and education dimensions have two indicators each,
so each component is worth 5/3 (or 1.67). The standard of liv-
ing dimension has six indicators, so each component is worth

5/9 (or 0.56).

The health thresholds are having at least one houschold
member who is malnourished and having had one or more chil-
dren die. The education thresholds are having no household
member who has completed five years of schooling and having
at least one school-age child (up to grade 8) who is not attend-
ingschool. The standard of living thresholds relate to not having
electricity, not having access to clean drinking water, not having
access to adequate sanitation, using “dirty” cooking fuel (dung,
wood or charcoal), having a home with a dirt floor, and owning
no car, truck or similar motorized vehicle, and owning at most
one of these assets: bicycle, motorcycle, radio, refrigerator, tele-
phone or television.

To identify the multidimensionally poor, the deprivation
scores for each household are summed to obtain the household
deprivation, ¢. A cut-off of 3, which is the equivalent of one-
third of the indicators, is used to distinguish between the poor
and nonpoor.? If ¢ is 3 or greater, that household (and everyone
in it) is multidimensionally poor. Houscholds with a depriva-
tion count between 2 and 3 are vulnerable to or at risk of becom-
ing multidimensionally poor.

STATISTICAL ANNEX




The MPI value is the product of two measures: the
multidimensional headcount ratio and the intensity (or breadth)
of poverty.

The headcount ratio, H, is the proportion of the population
who are multidimensionally poor:

9

n

where g is the number of people who are multidimensionally
poor and 7 is the total population.

The intensity of poverty, 4, reflects the proportion of the
weighted component indicators, 4, in which, on average, poor
people are deprived. For poor houscholds only, the deprivation
scores are summed and divided by the total number of indica-
tors and by the total number of poor persons:

4o L
qd

where ¢ is the total number of weighted deprivations the poor
experience and 4 is the total number of component indicators
considered (10 in this case).

Example using hypothetical data

Household
Indicators 1 2 3 4 VI E
Household size 4 7 5 4
Health
Atleast one member is malnourished 0 0 1 0 53=1671
One or more children have died 1 1 0 1 513=1.67
Education
No one has completed five years of schooling 0 1 0 1 5/3=167
At least one school-age child not enrolled in school 0 1 0 0 5/3=1.67
Living conditions
No electricity 0 1 1 1 5/9=0.56
No access to clean drinking water 0 0 1 0 5/9=0.56
No access to adequate sanitation 0 1 1 0 5/9=0.56
House has dirt floor 0 0 0 0 5/9=0.56
Household uses “dirty” cooking fuel (dung, firewood 1 1 1 1 5/9=0.56
or charcoal)
Household has no car and owns at most one of: bicycle, 0 1 0 1 5/9=0.56
motorcycle, radio, refrigerator, telephone or television
Results
Weighted count of deprivation, ¢ (sum of each 222 722 389 500
deprivation multiplied by its weight)
Is the household poor (¢ > 3)? No  Yes Yes Vs

Note: 1 indicates deprivation in the indicator; 0 indicates non-deprivation.
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Weighted count of deprivations in household 1:
SR
12+ [1- 2] =2.22
(13)+ [

Headcount ratio

7+5+4

(1) =g yg) =080

(80 percent of people live in poor households)

Intensity of poverty

(1) = (722:7) + (3:89-5) + (5.00- 4)
(7+5+4)-10

=0.56

(the average poor person is deprived in 56 percent of the

weighted indicators).
MPI=H-A=0.450
In sum, the basic intuition is that the MPI represents the share

of the population that is multidimensionally poor, adjusted by
the intensity of the deprivations suffered.

NOTES
1 Lower values have occurred during some crisis situations (such as the Rwandan genocide) but were
obviously not sustainable.

2 Theinequality aversion parameter quides the degree to which lower achievements are emphasized and
higher achievements are de-emphasized

3 A, isestimated from survey data using the survey weights,

) XX
Alef]n—",where Yw, =1.
2wk

4 Technically this would be 3.33. Because of the weighting structure, the same households are identified as
poorif a cut-off of 3 is used.



Adjusted net savings Rate of savings in an
economy after taking into account invest-
ments in human capital, depletion of natural
resources and damage caused by pollution,
expressed as a percentage of gross national
income (GNI). Negative adjusted net saving
implies that total wealth is declining and that
the economy is on an unsustainable path.

Births attended by skilled health personnel
Percentage of deliveries attended by person-
nel (including doctors, nurses and midwives)
trained to give the necessary care to women
during pregnancy, labour and the postpartum
period. Excludes traditional birth attendants,
whether trained or not.

Civil war, fatalities Average number of fatali-
ties resulting from civil war per year of conflict,
expressed per million people. For countries with
multiple wars, the best estimates for the total
number of battle deaths from conflict are used.

Civil war, intensity Score indicating the level
of intensity of civil war conflict. A score of 0
indicates no conflict; 1 is a sign of minor civil
war where the number of deaths in a year is less
than 1,000; 2 indicates a major civil war where
the number of deaths in a year is at least 1,000.

Consumer price index Average price of a bas-
ket of goods and services purchased by house-
holds; the basket varies by country and may
be fixed or may change at specified intervals.
Changes in the consumer price index indicate
the change in the real value (purchasing power)
of money.

Contraceptive prevalence rate, any method
Percentage of women of reproductive age (ages
15-49) who are using, or whose partners are
using, any form of contraception, whether

modern or traditional.

Debt service, public expenditure on Sum
of principal repayments and interest actually
paid in foreign currency, goods or services on
long-term debt (having a maturity of more
than one year), interest paid on short-term debt

and repayments to the International Monetary
Fund, expressed as a percentage of GNI.

Degraded land, people living on Percent-
age of people living on severely and very
severely degraded land. Land degradation is
based on four aspects of ecosystem services:
biomass, soil health, water quantity and bio-
diversity. Severe degradation indicates that
biotic functions are largely destroyed and
that land is nonreclaimable at the farm level.
Very severe degradation indicates that biotic
functions are fully destroyed and that land is
nonreclaimable.

Democratic decentralization measure Score
published by the Database of Political Institu-
tions indicating whether elections were held
for the legislature and executive at the lowest
subnational (municipal) level. Scores range
from 0 (no local elections) to 2 (legislators and
executives are locally elected).

Dependency ratio Ratio of the population
ages 0—14 and ages 65 and older to the work-
ing-age population (ages 15-64), expressed as
dependants per 100 people ages 15-64.

Ecological footprint of consumption
Amount of biologically productive land and
sea area that a country requires to produce the
resources it consumes and to absorb the waste
it generates, expressed in hectares per capita.

Enrolment ratio, gross Total enrolment in
a given level of education, regardless of age,
expressed as a percentage of the official school-

age population for the same level of education.

Enrolment ratio, net Enrolment in a given
level of education of the official age for that
level, expressed as a percentage of the total pop-
ulation of the same age group.

Expected years of schooling Number of years
of schooling that a child of school entrance age
can expect to receive if prevailing patterns of
age-specific enrolment rates were to stay the
same throughout the child’s life.

Definitions of statistical terms

Fertility rate, adolescent Number of births to
women ages 15-19, cxpresscd per 1,000 women

of the same age.

Fertility rate, total Number of children that
would be born to each woman if she were to
live to the end of her child-bearing years and
bear children at each age in accordance with
prevailing age-specific fertility rates.

Food deprivation, intensity of Average
shortfall in kilocalories suffered by malnour-
ished people, expressed as a percentage of the
minimum daily requirement of dictary energy
intake. The lower the value, the less intense

food deprivation is.

Foreign direct investment, net inflows Net
inflows of investment to acquire a lasting man-
agement interest (10 percent or more of voting
stock) in an enterprise operating in an econ-
omy other than that of the investor. It is the
sum of equity capital, reinvestment of earnings,
other long-term capital and short-term capital,
expressed as a percentage of GDP.

Formal employment Wage and salaried work-
ers, plus employers, expressed as a percentage of
total employment.

GDP (gross domestic product) Sum of value
added by all resident producers in the econ-
omy plus any product taxes (less subsidies) not
included in the valuation of output, calculated
without making deductions for depreciation
of fabricated capital assets or for depletion and
degradation of natural resources. Value added
is the net output of an industry after adding
up all outputs and subtracting intermediate
inputs. When expressed in US dollar terms, it
is converted 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 exceptionally large margin from
the rate effectively applied to transactions in
foreign currencies and traded products. When
expressed in purchasing power parity (PPP)
US dollar terms, it is converted to international
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dollars using PPP rates. An international dollar
has the same purchasing power over GDP that
the US dollar has in the United States.

GDP per capita Gross domestic product
(GDP) in US dollar terms, divided by mid-
year population. When expressed as an average
annual growth rate, the least squares annual
growth rate is used with constant GDP per

capita data in local currency units.

Gender Inequality Index A composite index
measuring loss in achievements in three dimen-
sions of human development—reproductive
health, empowerment and labour market, due
to inequality between genders. For details on
how the index is calculated, see Technical note 4.

Gini coeflicient, income Measure of the devi-
ation of the distribution of income (or con-
sumption) among individuals or households
within a country from a perfectly equal distri-
bution. A Lorenz curve plots the cumulative
percentages of total income received against
the cumulative number of recipients, start-
ing with the poorest individual or household.
The Gini index measures the area between the
Lorenz curve and a hypothetical line of abso-
lute equality, expressed as a percentage of the
maximum area under the line. A value of 0 rep-
resents absolute equality, a value of 100 abso-
lute inequality.

GNI (gross national income) per capita Sum
of value added by all resident producers in the
economy plus any product taxes (less subsidies)
not included in the valuation of output plus
net receipts of primary income (compensa-
tion of employees and property income) from
abroad, divided by midyear population. Value
added is the net output of an industry after
adding up all outputs and subtracting interme-
diate inputs. When expressed in PPP US dollar
terms, it is converted to international dollars
using PPP rates. An international dollar has
the same purchasing power over GDP that a
US dollar has in the United States.

Human Development Index (HDI) A
composite index measuring average achieve-
ment in three basic dimensions of human
development—a long and healthy life, knowl-
edge and a decent standard of living. For
details on how the index is calculated, see Tech-
nical note 1.

Human Development Index—hybrid An
index that uses the same functional form as the
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HDI but uses literacy and gross enrollment to
build the education index and GDP per capita
for the income indicator. This index is used
in the trends analysis presented in chapters 2

and 3.

Human Development Index, Inequality-
adjusted Human development index value
adjusted for inequalities in the three basic
dimensions of human development. For details
on how the measure is calculated, see Techni-
cal note 2.

Human rights violations Score published by
the Database of Political Institutions (which
calls it the Political Terror Scale) measuring
human rights violations, as classified in Gib-
ney, Cornett, and Wood (2010) and based on
sanctioned killing, torture, disappearance and
political imprisonment. The score is based on
expert coding of the scope (type), intensity (fre-
quency) and range of violence.

Income poverty line, population below
Percentage of the population living below the
specified poverty line (PPP $1.25 a day and the
national poverty line). The national poverty
line is the poverty line deemed appropriate for
a country by its authorities. National estimates
are based on population-weighted subgroup

estimates from houschold surveys.

Labour force participation rate Percentage of
the working-age population (ages 15-64) that
actively engages in the labour market, by either
working or actively looking for work.

Life expectancy at birth Number of years
a newborn infant could expect to live if pre-
vailing patterns of age-specific mortality rates
at the time of birth were to stay the same
throughout the infant’s life.

Life satisfaction, overall Score based on
responses to a question about satisfaction with

life in a Gallup World Poll.

Literacy rate, adult Percentage of people ages
15 and older who can, with understanding,
both read and write a short simple statement
on their everyday life.

Mean years of schooling Average number of
years of education received by people ages 25
and older in their lifetime based on education
attainment levels of the population converted
into years of schooling based on theoretical
durations of each level of education attended.

Military, public expenditure on All expen-
ditures of the defence ministry and other min-
istries on recruiting and training military per-
sonnel and on the construction and purchase
of military supplies and equipment, expressed
as a percentage of GDP.

Mortality rate, adult Probability per 1,000
that a 15-year-old person will die before reach-
ingage 60.

Mortality rate, infant Probability of dying
between birth and exactly age 1, expressed per
1,000 live births.

Mortality rate, under-five Probability per
1,000 that a newborn baby will die before
reaching age five, if subject to current age-spe-
cific mortality rates.

Mortality ratio, maternal Number of mater-
nal deaths, expressed per 100,000 live births.
Maternal death is defined as the death of a
woman while pregnant or within 42 days after
terminating a pregnancy, regardless of the
length and site of the pregnancy, due to any
cause related to or aggravated by the pregnancy
itself or its care but not due to accidental or
incidental causes.

Multidimensional poverty, headcount Per-
centage of the population that suffers depriva-
tion in at least 3 of the 10 weighted indicators
used to construct the Multidimensional Pov-

erty Index.

Multidimensional Poverty Index The share
of the population that is multidimension-
ally poor adjusted by the intensity of the
deprivations.

Multidimensional poverty, intensity of
deprivation Average percentage of deprivation
experienced by people in multidimensional
poverty.

Negative experience index Scale indicat-
ing the percentage of survey respondents in a
Gallup World Poll who experienced a negative
emotion such as physical pain, worry, sadness,
stress, depression and anger the day before the
survey. Responses were coded 1 for “yes” and 0
for “no” and then averaged and multiplied by
100.

Nonincome HDI value Value of Human
Development Index computed from life expec-
tancy and education index only.



Official development assistance Disburse-
ments of loans made on concessional terms
(net of repayments of principal) and grants by
official agencies of the members of the Devel-
opment Assistance Committee (DAC), by
multilateral institutions and by non-DAC
countries to promote economic development
and welfare in countries and territories in part
I of the DAC list of aid recipients, expressed as
a percentage of the recipient country’s GNI. It
includes loans with a grant element of at least
25 percent (calculated at a discount rate of
10 percent).

Physician density Number of medical doctors
(physicians), including generalist and special-
ist medical practitioners, expressed per 10,000

people.

Political engagement Percentage of respon-
dents who answered “yes” to the Gallup
World Poll question, “Have you voiced
your opinions to a public official in the past
month?”

Political freedom, democracy Score on
the Democracy and Dictatorship measure of
political regimes, which distinguishes between
regimes in which executive and legislative
offices are filled through contested elections
and those in which they are not.

Repetition rate, primary Number of primary
school students enrolled in the same grade
that they attended in the previous school year,
expressed as a percentage of total enrolments in

the school in the previous year.

Seats in parliament held by gender Percent-
age of seats held by a respective gender in a
lower or single house or an upper house or sen-
ate, where relevant.

Tax revenue Total receipts from compulsory
transfers to the central government for public
purposes, including income and property taxes
and excluding fines, penalties and most social
security contributions, cxprcsscd as a percent-

age of GDP.

Trained teachers, primary Percentage of pri-
mary school teachers who have received the
minimum organized teacher training (pre-ser-
vice or in-service) required for teaching at the
primary level of education.

Undernourishment, prevalence of Percentage
of the population whose dietary energy consump-
tion is continuously below a minimum dietary
energy requirement for maintaining a healthy
life and carrying out light physical activity with
an acceptable bodyweight for attained height.

Unemployment rate Percentage of the labour
force (the employed and unemployed popu-
lation) ages 15 years and older who are not
in paid employment nor self-employed but
who are available for work and have taken
specific steps to seck paid employment or
self-employment.

Vulnerable employment Percentage of
employed people engaged as unpaid family
workers and own-account workers.
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Developed countries

Developed Organisation

for Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD)

(28 countries)

Australia
Austria
Belgium
(anada

(zech Republic
Denmark
Finland

France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Iceland

Ireland

Italy

Japan

Korea, Republic of
Luxembourg
Netherlands
New Zealand
Norway
Poland
Portugal
Slovakia

Spain

Sweden
Switzerland
United Kingdom
United States

Developed non-0ECD
(16 countries or areas)

Andorra

Bahrain

Barbados

Brunei Darussalam
CGyprus

Estonia

Hong Kong, China (SAR)
Israel
Liechtenstein
Malta

Monaco

Qatar

San Marino
Singapore
Slovenia

United Arab Emirates
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Country groupings

Developing countries

Arah States

(17 countries or areas)
Algeria

Djibout

Egypt

Iraq

Jordan

Kuwait

Lebanon

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya
Morocco

Occupied Palestinian Territories
Oman

Saudi Arabia

Somalia

Sudan

Syrian Arab Republic

Tunisia

Yemen

East Asia and the Pacific
(24 countries)

(ambodia

China

Fij

Indonesia

Kiribati

Korea, Democratic People’s Rep. of
Lao People’s Democratic Republic
Malaysia

Marshall Islands

Micronesia, Federated States of
Mongolia

Myanmar

Nauru

Palau

Papua New Guinea

Philippines

Samoa

Solomon Islands

Thailand

Timor-Leste

Tonga

Tuvalu

Vanuatu

Viet Nam

Europe and Central Asia
(23 countries)
Albania

Armenia

Azerbaijan

Belarus

Bosnia and Herzegovina
Bulgaria

(roatia

Georgia

Kazakhstan

Kyrgyzstan

Latvia

Lithuania

Moldova, Republic of
Montenegro

Romania

Russian Federation
Serbia

Tajikistan

The former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia

Turkey
Turkmenistan
Ukraine
Uzbekistan



Developing countries

Latin America and the

Caribbean South Asia
(32 countries) (9 countries)
Antiqua and Barbuda Afghanistan
Argentina Bangladesh
Bahamas Bhutan

Belize India

Bolivia, Plurinational State of Iran, Islamic Republic of

Brazil Maldives
Chile Nepal
Colombia Pakistan
(osta Rica Sri Lanka
(uba

Dominica

Dominican Republic
Ecuador

I Salvador

Grenada

Guatemala

Guyana

Haiti

Honduras

Jamaica

Mexico

Nicaragua

Panama

Paraguay

Peru

SaintKitts and Nevis
Saint Lucia

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines
Suriname

Trinidad and Tobago
Uruguay

Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of

Sub-Saharan Africa
(45 countries)
Angola

Benin

Botswana

Burkina Faso

Burundi

Cameroon

(ape Verde

Central African Republic
(had

Comoros

(ongo

Congo, Democratic Republic of the
(6te d'Ivoire
Equatorial Guinea
Fritrea

Ethiopia

Gabon

Gambia

Ghana

Guinea

Guinea-Bissau

Kenya

Lesotho

Liberia

Madagascar

Malawi

Mali

Mauritania

Mauritius
Mozambique

Namibia

Niger

Nigeria

Rwanda

Sdo Tomé and Principe
Senegal

Seychelles

Sierra Leone

South Africa
Swaziland

Tanzania, United Republic of
Togo

Uganda

Zambia

Zimbabwe

Least Developed Countries
(49 countries)

Afghanistan

Angola

Bangladesh

Benin

Bhutan

Burkina Faso

Burundi

(ambodia

Central African Republic
(had

Comoros

Congo, Democratic Republic of the
Djibouti

Equatorial Guinea
Fritrea

Ethiopia

Gambia

Guinea

Guinea-Bissau

Haiti

Kiribati

Lao People’s Democratic Republic
Lesotho

Liberia

Madagascar

Malawi

Maldives

Mali

Mauritania
Mozambique
Myanmar

Nepal

Niger

Rwanda

Samoa

Sdo Tomé and Principe
Senegal

Sierra Leone

Solomon Islands
Somalia

Sudan

Tanzania, United Republic of
Timor-Leste

Togo

Tuvalu

Uganda

Vanuatu

Yemen

Zambia
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HDR 2010 Errata:

The following is the list of errors in the original print version of the Human Development
Report 2010 - The Real Wealth of Nations: Pathways to Human Development

Page 11, 5" line: “Augusto Pinochet had left the presidency of Chile” should read “Augusto Pinochet had left
power in Chile”

Page 15, Box 1.2, second column, top paragraph, should read: “Some of the income residents earn is sent abroad,
some residents receive transfers from abroad and some countries receive sizeable revenue flows from outside
their territory. For example, because of large transfers from its residents working abroad, GNI in the Philippines
greatly exceeds GDP, and because of revenues from offshore oil exploitation, Timor-Leste’s GNI is many times
domestic output. ”

Page 55, second column, second full paragraph, first sentence: “underperforming” is incorrectly spelled as
“underperfoming”

Page 69, first column, second full paragraph, third sentence: “Many national elections have been marred by
widespread voter intimidation and fraud, such as those held recently in Afghanistan, Kenya and Nicaragua” should
read: “Many national elections have been marred by widespread voter intimidation and fraud, such as those held
recently in Afghanistan and Kenya.”

Page 69, box 4.1, first column, second paragraph, second sentence: “...the return of an elected president in
Bahrain” should read “...the return of an elected parliament in Bahrain”

Page 73, first column, first full paragraph, fifth sentence: “Some large countries—notably India, the Russian
Federation and the United States” should read “Some large countries—notably India and the United States”

Page 121, footnote 85: An erroneous reference to Taiwan was included in the context of the modifying phrase “of
these countries.” Taiwan is a province of China. It is not a country.

Statistical Annex

Page 137-138, Coverage of the Human Development Index section: second and third paragraph should be
replaced by text box, marked in red, provided in attachment.

Page 146, Table 1, Country: Bhutan; Column 7; current value: 0.260, should be: ..

Page 148, Table 2, Country: Sweden; Column 13; current value: .., should be: 61
Page 148, Table 2, Country: Germany; Column 13; current value: 61, should be: ..

Page 152, Table 3, Country: Argentina; Column 2; current value: 0.562, should be: 0.622
Page 152, Table 3, Country: Argentina; Column 3; current value: 27.5, should be: 19.7
Page 152, Table 3, Country: Argentina; Column 4; current value: -21, should be: -11
Page 152, Table 3, Country: Argentina; Column 9; current value: 0.334, should be: 0.460
Page 152, Table 3, Country: Argentina; Column 10; current value: 51.7, should be: 34.4

Page 155, Table 3, Latin America and Caribbean, Column 2, Current value 0.527, should be: 0.534
Page 155, Table 3, Latin America and Caribbean, Column 3, Current value 25.1, should be: 24.2
Page 155, Table 3, Latin America and Caribbean, Column 9, Current value 0.395, should be: 0.409
Page 155, Table 3, Latin America and Caribbean, Column 10, Current value 37.6, should be: 36.4



Page 155, Table 3, South Asia, Column 10; Region, current value 14.5, should be: 18.2

Page 155, Table 3, High Human Development, Column 2, Current value 0.575, should be: 0.580
Page 155, Table 3, High Human Development, Column 3, Current value 19.8, should be: 19.1
Page 155, Table 3, High Human Development, Column 9, Current value 0.472, should be: 0.483
Page 155, Table 3, High Human Development, Column 10, Current value 28.1, should be: 27.3

Page 155, Table 3, World, Column 2, Current value 0.489, should be: 0.490
Page 155, Table 3, World, Column 3, Current value 21.7, should be: 21.4
Page 155, Table 3, World, Column 9, Current value 0.425, should be: 0.429
Page 155, Table 3, World, Column 10, Current value 22.7, should be: 22.6

Table 3 (Inequality-adjusted HDI), Column 4 (Change in rank), the correct values are given below, next to the
ones erroneously published:

Correct Published

HDIrank Country name change changein
inrank rank

46 Argentina -11 221

56 Mexico -9 -8

59 Trinidad and Tobago -3 -2

62 Costa Rica -7 -6

66 Kazakhstan

67 Azerbaijan

68 Bosnia and Herzegovina -3 -2
The former Yugoslav Republic of 4

71 Macedonia

74 Georgia 4 5

76 Armenia 11 12

80 Jamaica 8 9

Page 163, Table 5, footnote ‘c’: should read “Additional number of people suffering overlapping deprivation
when cutoff is set at two of the weighted indicators (K=2), expressed as a percentage of the population.”

Page 219, the first formula in the upper left corner should be

HDI*= \/jI{fe ' fE.:z‘.umzi.::'x ' Iﬁmﬂme
Not:
w__ 3 f -
HDI" = vlr"rL:"E . f‘rfiumr.:-m T Limcome

i

(small italicized | next to Life, Education and Income should be removed)

Page 227, fourth column: The following countries are omitted in the list of Least Developed Countries: Angola,
Bangladesh, Benin, Cambodia, Comoros, Djibouti, Equatorial Guinea, Gambia, Lao People's Democratic Republic,
Lesotho, Madagascar, Maldives, Mauritania, Myanmar, Nepal, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Senegal, Solomon
Islands, Sudan, Tanzania (United Republic of), Timor-Leste, Uganda, Togo, Uganda, Zambia, Yemen.

Total should read 49 countries, not 23.
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