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ANNUAL ECONOMIC REPORT ON
THE OIC COUNTRIES 1999

SESRTCIC

This report analyses the economic situation in the OIC cesndliring the last five-
year period in the light of the global, interregional, regland national developments,
using current data on OIC member countries, especially cedhgilom various
international and national sources, in addition to the Centtatabases. It also
examines the recent developments in the OIC countries andténinkages of these
developments with those in the developing as well as the dedetopmtries. Special
attention has been given to the repercussions and spillduiies financial crises of the
last two years, particularly in the developing countaied the OIC countries.

1. OVERVIEW

The world economy has entered a period of adveeseldpments since the
financial crisis in the newly industrialising codes of Asia in mid-1997. The
international financial and economic environmentederated significantly

and, consequently, the improvement in the worldheawny, which took place
at the beginning of the current decade and continurgil 1997, is now over.
World output growth slowed down to 2.5 per cent @98 from 4.2 per cent in
1997. Despite preliminary indications of some pjzkn early 1999, world

growth seems likely to be slightly weaker than Ilgsar’s, and to remain
significantly weaker than during 1994-97. Furtherejoaccording to the
World Trade Organisation (WTQO), the rate of growththe world trade

volume, particularly the export side, slowed to 865 cent in 1998, from the
strong growth rate of 10.5 per cent in 1997, dueyely to continuing

economic contraction in many of the Asian countrigighough trade growth
still exceeded output growth in 1998, it was bynaaller margin than the
average for the 1990s (6.0 per cent in the perg@Do5).

The recent adverse developments in the world ecgrimegan with the
sharp declines in domestic demand and economiwitctin Thailand,
Indonesia, Korea, and Malaysia--economies that Haitethe brunt of the
Asian financial crisis since the second half of thear 1997. Japan’'s
deepening recession in 1998 was, at the samediffiaetor contributing to the
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difficulties elsewhere in Asia and a reflectiontbbse difficulties. When the

crisis first broke out in the Asian countries, isvthought that it might be of a
local type that would be limited to that geographiarea like the 1994-95

crisis in Mexico or the 1994 crisis in Turkey. Howee, within a year, the

repercussions and spillovers of the crisis deepanedspread over almost all
the regions. Especially when it hit the Russian efation leading to the

collapse of the financial sector on August’17998, everybody realised that
the global economy is now passing through one efgharpest crises ever
lived. In addition, the financial crisis in Brazil mid-January 1999, although
limited, was another dramatic episode in the resmrbouts of instability that

have marked the global financial markets since D9ig7.

These adverse developments in the world economy taed global
repercussions of the crisis will be examined inendetail in the next two sub-
sections. However, before that, we will try in flolowing part to summarise
the most recent developments relating to the effofthe industrial countries
to establish bigger economic markets and tradingsl

The formal establishment of the European Union a®@al, economic
and political union was realised on 1 November 1998en the Maastricht
Treaty aiming to establish monetary union by 19%htinto effect. Another
step was also taken to create the European Ecorfnaéc(EEA) on 1 January
1994, which forms a free trade area between theait)the European Free
Trade Association (EFTA). On the other hand, sorRd A countries also
applied directly to become members of the EU, andesof them have been
accepted as members. Austria, Finland and Swedegmige members of the
EU on 1 January 1995, raising the number of mersbentries to 15. The
European Union has recently determined its maircihjes for the coming
years as follows:

(1) The implementation of the Treaty of Amsterdakhich contains new rights
for citizens, freedom of movement, employment,regey Union monetary and
financial institutions, etc. In this context, in M4998, the European Central
Bank (ECB), as an independent institution free frany national economic
considerations and policies, replaced the Européametary Institute (EMI).

(2) The enlargement of the EU. In this context, thdon aims to conclude
membership negotiations with the applying countfiesn central and eastern
Europe and extend the Union’s borders as far asUltraine and Belarus.
Accession negotiations have already started wighfittst group of applying
countries in 1998. The first accessions could besam as the year 2001.
Meanwhile, the second group of applicants was éavinto partnerships with



Annual Economic Report on the OIC Countries 1999

the EU to help speed up their preparations for miembership. These
developments show that the EU aims to form a hugdireental economic
bloc.

(3) The launching of the Euro. The Euro as thelsirgirrency in the Euro
area was launched on 1 January 1999. The paritgeoEuro has also been
determined and fixed on that date. It will be exded against the other
currencies in European interbank foreign exchangekets. However, its
actual circulation will start on 1 January 2002 dhe national currencies of
the participating countries will be withdrawn frocirculation on June 30
2002.

The formation of the North American Free Trade Ar@AFTA),
embracing the USA, Canada and Mexico, is anothtemgit of the industrial
countries to establish bigger economic markets tading blocs, which
further aggravated the fears of the developing treas1 NAFTA was initiated
on 7 October 1992 in San Antonio, the USA, andabesement entered into
force on 1 January 1994. The agreement envisag#siaihg almost all the
tariffs and other impediments to trade betweentkitee member countries
over a 15-year period. However, there is somecwsiti that NAFTA is
functioning against the US economy: for exampl&lSasurplus with Mexico
of $1.7 billion in 1993 became a deficit of $16.@idn in 1996. The US’
overall deficit with the NAFTA countries hit $39lldn in 1996, an increase
of 332% from 1993. Furthermore, mainly due to tB84L95 crisis in Mexico,
the peso had to be devalued to restore the comvpetiss of the Mexican
economy. In general, economic growth is expectedinrease in the
participating countries in the NAFTA region. Howevéhe other countries
will be adversely affected by this formation depiegdon the quality and
quantity of their bilateral trade with the NAFTA mébers.

Another huge economic bloc is being formed in tleaAPacific Region,
namely Asia Pacific Economic Co-operation (APEG}hwhe inclusion of the
USA, Japan, China, Canada, Australia, New Zealltekico, and the newly
industrialising countries of the region. The leadef these countries met in
Seattle, Washington on 19-20 November 1993 to dedlaeir intention to
increase co-operation amongst them. Since then, CAPREs become the
primary regional instrument for promoting free ®adinvestment and
economic co-operation. The Asia-Pacific region acts for around half of
world production and trade, and over one thirdhef world’s population. The
leaders of APEC’'s member countries decided in tiegeting in Bogor,
Indonesia, on 15 November 1994 to create a freeoped area for trade and
investment for the developed member countries by02@nd for the
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developing member countries by 2020. In the FoUukPEC Economic

Leaders’ Meeting in Subic, Philippines, on 25 Nobem1996, six priority

areas were determined for strengthening econontiderhnical co-operation.
These were human resources, efficient capital n&rkeeconomic

infrastructure, technologies of the future, susthia development, and small
and medium-size enterprises. Furthermore, in tHeéh FAPEC Economic

Leaders’ Meeting held in Vancouver, Canada, on 2Ndvember 1997, it

was agreed to admit Peru, the Russian FederationVaetnam as new
members in 1998.

While the industrial countries were concentratingeit efforts on
increasing economic co-operation and forming or aexiing economic
integration schemes amongst themselves, they atsked hard to attain a
freer trade in goods and services on the worldesaalithin this framework,
the Uruguay Round of multilateral trade negotiasiowas concluded
successfully in December 1993. A new internationstitution to draw up and
administer the basic rules of international tradaswformed with the
announcement of the Marrakesh Declaration at th @nthe Ministerial
Meeting in Marrakesh, Morocco, on 15 April 1994 eTiew organisation, the
World Trade Organisation (WTO), was established lonJanuary 1995,
replacing the institutional structure of the old GA Secretariat. The earlier
GATT 1947 agreement, which served as the basic rdecti governing the
international trade in goods, was discontinued esirk©95. The WTO
Agreement, together with its annexes, establisheanose comprehensive,
binding, permanent and disciplined internationahdé&r environment as
compared to the earlier GATT system. The earlierTGAwas only a
multilateral agreement without an institutionalnfrawork, except for a small
associated secretariat known as the GATT Secretaria

WTO has 134 member countries as of 10 February.IB®y account for
more than 90 per cent of the world trade. 37 ottmintries are observer
governments in the WTO, 32 of them have also aggbe membership. With
the recent accession of the Kyrgyz Republic on uly 1998 to become the
WTO’s 133 member, out of the current 56 OIC member countrds
countries have already become members in the WTle w1 others are in
the process of accession. The fact that a largebaumf countries became
members of the WTO and parties to the agreementskizat the new era is
endorsed by the vast majority of countries. Duéh#large scope and size of
the new trading system, even non-member countriks& obliged to act in
conformity with the system because the internatiqgrices of goods and
services will be determined competitively accordiagts standards. The cost
of staying completely out of the new world tradsygtem, or even the choice
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of full autarky, will be higher than before becagseater margins will have to
be paid to keep uncompetitive industries alive he tface of falling
international prices of goods and services.
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The First Ministerial Meeting after the conclusiohthe Uruguay Round
in Marrakesh was held in Singapore from 9 to 13dbgmer 1996. Its agenda
included both general discussion and specific ssiritems. While general
agreement has been reached on many issues in Msihaksues like labour
standards, trade investment relationship, rulesahpetition, government
procurements, etc., have been left to the Minigte€€bnference in Singapore.
During this conference, the Ministers adopted a mPrehensive and
Integrated WTO Plan of Action for the Least DeveldpCountries’ and the
Singapore Ministerial Declaration which is an actfgan for the WTO to be
implemented in the near future. After the First Miarial Meeting in
Singapore, three major agreements were concludezkssfully in the fields
of basic telecommunications services, informatechhology products (ITA),
and financial services under the WTO system.

The Second Session of the WTO Ministerial Confegewas convened in
Geneva from 18 to 20 May 1998. It aimed to revibe itmplementation of the
WTO Agreement, the decisions taken in Singapord,tardiscuss the future
agenda of the WTO. At the end of the Conference,Ministers adopted a
Ministerial Declaration and a Declaration on Glolgdéctronic Commerce.
The Ministers also accepted the US’ proposal tal tioé Third Session in the
United States in 1999. They further elected the UBa&kistan, Burkina Faso,
and Colombia as the Office Members of the nextises$he Third Session of
the WTO Ministerial Conference will be held in StgtWashington, from 30
November to 3 December 1999. This meeting will &uglobal negotiations
to further open markets in goods, services, anid@gural trade. It is expected
that this meeting will be the largest trade evesititsince the Uruguay Round
of multilateral trade negotiations in Marrakesh1i@93. It will inaugurate
global negotiations that will shape world tradetsys as we proceed towards
the next century.

On the other hand, the world economy has reacteethtleshold of a high-
technology age. The discovery of new products andcgsses in
microelectronics brought about enormous transfaonat in global
telecommunications and in patterns of productiomganisation and
management. Newly industrialising developing caestiseem to be keeping
pace with this environment and making better dealisicrease their share in
the world economy by rapidly adapting to these nebdbgical developments.
The rest of the developing countries, on the otterd, may not be able to
close the gap with the developed countries if tliay to adjust their
economies to these new developments. In such aalgl@zonomy,
competitiveness, productivity, skilled labour, kredge-based employment
and management capacities are now increasingly riamio elements of
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economic growth. People, equipped with specialisédcation and training,
and supported by the new technological facilitiedl, be the engines of future
growth.

1.1. Developmentsin the World Economy

The world economy experienced a prolonged periogro§perity since the

beginning of the present decade until the end &719he world output

growth started to accelerate, especially after 1888 up from 2.7 per cent in
1993 then to 4.0 per cent in 1994. After a sligitaleration to 3.7 per cent in
1995, it again climbed up to 4.3 per cent in 1986 4.2 per cent in 1997.
Similarly, the volume of world trade, particulatiiye export side, grew by an
outstanding rate of 10.5 per cent in 1997, compavrithi an average growth
rate of 6.0 per cent in the period 1990-95. In pleeiod 1990-97, only the

countries in transition as a group lived undericlifit economic conditions and
suffered negative growth rates although, by the@&@nt®97, they managed to
achieve a positive growth rate of 2.2 per cent. iwédle, with the exception

of a few countries, the developed countries as agthe developing countries
enjoyed the benefits of this prosperous period. Tegeloping countries

acquired output growth rates of more than 6.0 gt per annum in these
years (Table 1). Especially the Asian developingntoes reached very high
growth rates, almost 9.0 per cent, between 199218088, and increased their
production, particularly in the manufacturing intys The developed

countries also followed almost the same trend dputugrowth in the same
period, although their rates of growth were muchkdothan those attained in
the developing countries.

Amongst the developed countries, the United Staig be considered to
have achieved a fully satisfactory economic pertoroe in the 1990s. It was
strong and much better than that of the Japanedethen European Union
economies. In 1997, the output growth rate in tBevias 3.9 per cent, against
2.7 per cent in the European Union and only 1.4ceet in Japan (Table 1).
The same trend also continued in 1998 and mairdastrong momentum in
the opening months of 1999. The remarkable streafjithe US economy has
shown no signs of abating despite the slowdown astrof the US’ overseas
markets. Indeed, with a growth rate in domestic aleiof 5.0 per cent in
1998 (up from 4.2 per cent in 1997), the US econagounted for almost
half of the growth in world demand (and output) tlagear. With
unemployment at a 29-year low of 4.2 per cent amddnnual inflation rate at
1.6 per cent in 1998 together with a prolonged endo growth, the US
economy is operating at a very close state todulployment. However, the
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current account deficit began to widen mainly beeaaf the strength of the
US dollar against the major international currescie
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In the EU, economic performance in the 1990s has beixed. Part of the
decade was devoted to achieving economic conveegengreparation for the
European Monetary Union (EMU). In May 1998, the @pegan Central Bank
(ECB), which will operate to keep price stabilitythe participating countries,
replaced the European Monetary Institute (EMI). Bueo was launched on 1
January 1999, as the single currency in the Euea.dt will be exchanged
against the other currencies in European interlfardign exchange markets.
However, the achievements in reducing fiscal imbhegs, inflation, and
nominal interest rates contrast sharply with thenegally poor growth
performance and the persistently high unemploynemhuch of continental
Europe. The EU’s output growth has realised a oontis slowing down from
3.0 per cent in 1994 to 1.8 per cent in 1996. Haxew 1997, the growth rate
in the EU increased to 2.7 per cent and slightlyerio 2.8 per cent in 1998
(Table 1). In general, economic activity in mosttbé Euro area has been
quite weak, with unemployment rates in the doulidgtgisince 1993 (10.2 per
cent in 1998). Although the growth in the Euro astangthened somewhat in
1998, it has recently shown signs of weakening arsswthe external
environment has deteriorated in the wake of tharfomal crisis in Asian
countries.

For Japan, on the other hand, the 1990s stand ®ua eriod of
unsatisfactory economic performance especially daypgarison with Japan’s
growth record in the 1980s. Although the Japanesaamy began the decade
quite strongly, the four-year period of 1992-95 whd a sluggish rate of
growth which reached a peak in 1996 with a 5.0 pemt growth rate.
However, in the following two years, the Japanesenemy slowed down
sharply to 1.4 per cent in 1997 and then to a megarowth rate of -2.8 per
cent in 1998. The deepening of Japan’s recessid®98 stemmed primarily
from weakness in domestic private demand, whictuin accounted for the
declining confidence and weaknesses in the finaseietor, but also from the
weakening demand in the economies of East Asiamtdes in the wake of
the financial crisis in mid-1997. In response, &mdvercome the slump in the
domestic economy, the authorities undertook adulidiscal measures and
also eased monetary policy further. To addrespénsistent weakness in the
financial sector, legislation was approved in Oetob998 that put in place a
comprehensive framework for dealing with bankinglpems. Moreover,
efforts were made to lower the basic interest vatially to zero by March
1999. Although these measures helped boost dom#stand and improve
the financial market in early 1999, projectionsumss that economic activity
will again weaken before moderate recovery begin2d00. Growth rate is
projected to decline further by about 1.5 per ¢erii999.
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It is clear that the recent deterioration in the&einational financial and
economic environment, and the consequent adveifeetefon the world
economy began with and stemmed primarily from tharg declines in
domestic demand and economic activity in East Asi@momies that have felt
the brunt of the Asian financial crisis since tieeand half of the year 1997.
World output and trade growth slowed sharply in888 the crisis deepened
and its repercussions were felt increasingly oetsikia. The following
section summarises the global repercussions offittamcial crisis in East
Asian countries and the spillovers in many othemtnes and regions outside
Asia, as well as other associated adverse develugnethe world economy
since the crisis broke out in these countries éensticond half of the year 1997.

1.2. Global Crisis

The first attack of the Asian financial crisis imdiland in July 1997 and its
spread to Indonesia, Korea, Malaysia, and to atbhantries of the South-East
Asia region was really a big surprise and shocklierworld. These countries
were amongst the fastest growing economies and thestanding growth
performance continued for so many years; they weferred to generally as
the Newly Industrialising Countries or Asian Tigeis international
development publications. The crisis began suddemhign the stock markets
in these countries went down considerably and twall currencies were
consequently devalued. During the six-month perfomm July 1997 to
December 1997, prices in the stock markets fed®yper cent in South Korea,
48.6 per cent in Indonesia, 41.0 per cent in Thdiland 32.7 per cent in the
Philippines. Further drops were also recorded durthe period from
December 1997 until the end of September 1998ollaidterms, 64.7 per cent
in Indonesia, 38.6 per cent in Singapore, 38.5cpet in the Philippines, 37.7
per cent in Malaysia, 17.0 per cent in Thailafitie(Economist, October 3-
9" 1998, p.136). The enormous drops in the stoclketsrof these countries
pushed up the risk of capital, and strongly afféctiee investors in these
markets. Consequently, they caused an outflow pitaisfrom these countries,
which in turn created a strong pressure againsidta currencies through
increased demand for international currencies, iqudarly for the US dollar.
As a result, the national currencies of these amsthad to be devalued.
Within one year, between July 1997 and July 1988,Ihdonesian rupiah was
devalued by 81.2 per cent against the US dollarMhlaysian ringgit by 39.1
per cent, the Philippine peso by 37.2 per cent,Tte baht by 36.8 per cent,
and the Korean won by 28.1 per cent.

Currency devaluation means that the export prodotthese countries
become cheaper in international markets as comgarstmilar products of



Annual Economic Report on the OIC Countries 1999 11

other countries. Actually, devaluation may havensitive effect on promoting
exports and increasing the competitiveness of atcpuunless it accelerates
price hikes in the domestic economy. In 1998, tidla was slightly
accelerated in some of these countries. For exantpiecreased by 6.4 per
cent in South Korea, 3.0 per cent in Philippine6, g&r cent in Malaysia, and
only 2.5 per cent in Thailand. In 1998, the consupr&ee index increased by
only 1 per cent in the Newly Industrialised Asiacoeomies as a group.
However, in the case of Indonesia, it increasedisigntly by 54.1 per cent
in the same year. As a result, during the one-peaind ending at the end of
July 1998, competitiveness increased by only 5rZpast in Indonesia while it
was augmented by 31.5 per cent in Malaysia, 27tceet in Thailand, 24.1
per cent in Philippines, and 19.8 per cent in SdGbhea (The Economist,
October 8-9" 1998, p.136). On the other hand, the increasetpettiveness
in some of these countries is expected to bringiabome adverse effects on
the countries that produce and export products lainto those of the
economies in crisis. Devaluation of local curree@éso adds to the burden on
the indebted companies in the region. Becauseeoéxicessive devaluation of
the local currencies, these companies will notlide & pay back their debts.
Governments could borrow from the IMF: for exam@euth Korea made an
arrangement for $57 billion, Indonesia for $10 ibil], Thailand for $3.9
billion, etc. However, private companies may naidfinew fresh loans since
country risks increased significantly.

The crisis affected not only the financial sectart also the real economy
itself in these countries. Economic growth, dontestiemand, and
international trade of the crisis-stricken courdria East Asia slowed down
considerably in 1998. Despite preliminary indicaicof some pickup in early
1999, economic activity seems likely to be slightigaker than it was last
year, and appears to remain significantly weakean tthat of the pre-crisis
period. As a group, the Newly Industrialised Asieconomies recorded a
negative output growth rate of 1.5 per cent in 1888r a positive growth rate
of 6.0 per cent in 1997 and 7.6 per cent in 19%% growth rate was negative
in almost all the countries in this group compaeith their outstanding
growth performance in the pre-crisis period. Faaragle, it was -13.7 per cent
in Indonesia, -8.0 per cent in Thailand, -6.8 pErtdn Malaysia, -5.5 per cent
in Korea, and -0.5 per cent in Philippines. In thesuntries as a group, the
growth in real total domestic demand also recomleégative rate of -10.4 per
cent in 1998 after a positive rate of 3.2 per ¢ant997 and an outstanding
growth rate of 8.6 per cent in 1994 (IMWorld Economic Outlook, May
1999, p.140). Consequently, trade performance @&sahcountries shrank
considerably in 1998. In fact, trade performancetiaztion in Asian countries
has been the biggest factor in the global tradeddevn in 1998, particularly
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on the import side. The value of imports fell bywprecedented 17 per cent
in the Asian region and by as much as 31 per cetie five most-affected
Asian countries. In volume terms, the fall amounte®2 per cent for those
five countries, compared to 10 per cent for theaAsiegion as a whole. On the
export side, export earnings fell in the most a#dcAsian economies in 1998;
only the Philippines registered a sharp increasd6® per cent. With the
exception of the strong increases in Korea andpliiles, the export volume
declined in the other countries (UNCTADrade and Development Report
1999, p. 25).

Furthermore, since mid-1997, the financial crisighie above-mentioned
five Asian countries spread over other Newly Indafised economies in the
Southeast Asian region and Japan, as well as stime distant regions such
as the Russian Federation in Europe and Brazil @&inLAmerica. The
Japanese economy, the biggest in East Asia, wafirshend worst amongst
the developed countries’ economies to be influenogdhe crisis. In fact,
Japan has significant interests and runs seri@hks fin these neighbouring
countries in the form of foreign direct investmepank credits, and portfolio
investment. During the year from July 1997 to 11898, the Japanese yen lost
20.4 per cent of its value and the Tokyo stock arde fell by about 39.1 per
cent, and the Japanese economy contracted by et.8ept. This downward
trend of the Japanese economy is still going 0998, it contracted by -2.8
per cent, but in early 1999, output recovered teval slightly above that of
early 1998, though still below the 1997 levels. Tdeepening of Japan’s
recession in 1998 stemmed primarily from weakneasspiivate demand
accounted for by the declining confidence in timaficial sector, but also from
the weakening demand in the crisis-stricken coestim East Asia. Thus, the
ongoing recession in the Japanese economy is asdhee time a factor
contributing to the crisis in Asian countries anet#ection of it.

In the one-year period since the Asian financi&gisrbroke out in July
1997, the Russian Federation’s economy plungedardeep crisis following
the devaluation of the ruble and the unilateratroesuring of its foreign and
domestic debt in August 171998, and the subsequent meltdown in its
foreign exchange and financial markets. Russia'snemic performance
deteriorated sharply. Over the last five monthd @38, consumer prices rose
by more than 75 per cent and the ruble depreciayetiore than 70 per cent
against the US dollar. Reflecting the severe fitgnpressure and the
worsening of the overall economic situation, in 828 a whole, real GDP fell
by about 5 per cent and real investment declinedidse to 10 per cent, with
foreign direct investment down to a trickle of $biRlion from $6.2 billion in
1997 (IMF, World Economic Outlook, May 1999, p. 31). The Russian crisis
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had a strong adverse impact on economic activity aear-term growth

prospects and balance of payments positions inmabau of neighbouring

countries in transition. The crisis contributed n#igantly to currency

depreciations in Belarus, Georgia, the Kyrgyz RdpubUkraine, and

Moldova in late 1998, and in Kazakhstan in April999 and thus, to a
worsening of near-term inflation prospects for thesuntries. In response to
the spillovers from the Russian crisis, neighbayraountries in the region
will need to maintain tight macroeconomic policteslimit the widening of

external imbalances and contain price pressurexiassd with exchange rate
weakness.

Russia’s financial crisis in August 1998 was rootedpersistent fiscal
imbalances and structural weaknesses in the eigerpnd banking sectors.
Russia’s economic difficulties reflect the seriarsl persistent shortcomings
in its structural reforms and fiscal adjustmenodf and the excessive build-
up of short-term government debt, including thasdareign investors. But
these difficulties have also been exacerbated byfittancial crisis in Asian
countries and its spillover effects, especially @hand other commodity
prices. Russia’s near-term economic outlook is extbjto considerable
uncertainty; a tightening of fiscal policy and anseégoration of structural
reform, including the early implementation of arplr bank restructuring,
are key elements for any programme to achieveragpyi recovery in the near
future. Yet, on the assumption of such policiesk-IMaff tentatively projected
an output contraction of some 7 per cent in 1999.

The financial crisis in Brazil, the eighth largestonomy in the world, in
mid-January 1999, although limited, was anothemditéic episode in the
recurrent bouts of instability that have marked ¢hebal financial markets
since mid-1997. Brazil came under particularly hegvessure because of
concerns about its large fiscal deficit and theéeanability of its exchange rate
peg. In response, the government raised officitdrest rates and, in late
October 1998, announced a set of fiscal measune®daiat producing
substantial primary surpluses. In mid-January 19€8& central bank
abandoned its crawling exchange rate band and edldhe real rate to float.
The currency initially depreciated by more thanpt cent against the US
dollar. In addition to its impact on inflation, degiation has increased the
cost of Brazilian foreign debt services as welttes domestic currency value
of the stock of public debt because part of it Virslsed to the US dollar. The
Brazilian devaluation had relatively limited and stlp temporary effects on
financial markets in other Latin American countridsit is having more
significant trade-related spillover effects on B¥az partners in the
MERCOSUR trade agreement (Argentina, Paraguayainduay). In fact, in
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Latin America, most countries cope well with thendincial pressures
emanating from the Asian crisis, owing in part tght macroeconomic
policies. However, growth in the region had alreattywed sharply in the
second half of 1998. This slowdown reflected patthe less favourable
external financing environment that developed m dftermath of the Russian
crisis, but also significantly lower commodity g In any event, the
Brazilian crisis has imparted a new contractionanpulse to the global
economy.

As a result of this series of financial crises simid-1997, the world
economy is now experiencing a sharp drop in privedeital inflows to
developing countries as well as a sharp fall in moaity prices. Commodity
prices fell across the board by amounts not expeei@ since the mid-1980s.
Following some sharp declines in early 1998, oites lost further ground
toward the end of the year, resulting in a decbhenore than 30 per cent in
1998 as a whole. Prices of non-fuel commoditieskerad steadily over the
financial year 1998, and by March 1999, they wemgrernthan 15 per cent
below their level in the previous year. This downdvamovement in
commodity prices, while contributing to lower gldbaflation, also reduced
real incomes and domestic demand in many commedipprting developing
countries.

Because of falling commodity prices, reflecting thatow-cost imports
from Asian crisis-countries, the import demandridustrial countries for the
goods and services originating from the develogingntries declined. The
economies of the exporters of oil and raw matgniatucts may be influenced
negatively. On the other hand, in the wake of thesdn crisis, most
developing countries borrowers temporarily lostesscto private financing as
interest rate spreads reached levels not obseiued the Mexican crisis of
1995, with Latin American countries most affectBiet private capital flows
to developing countries fell to about $65 billian 1998, less than one-third
the peak reached in 1996 and the lowest annual tdvthe decade (IMF
World Economic Outlook 1998/1999, p.14). The general flight of capital and
quality also prompted a severe tightening of creditditions. The Brazilian
crisis postponed the return of interest rate sread capital flows to levels
observed before the Russian crisis, but by Marah Agoril 1999, developing
countries borrowers began to return to the market.

As we have mentioned in last year's report (SESRTCIAnnual
Economic Report”, October 1998), efforts have bemmcentrated on finding a
solution to these financial crises, especially theeting of the Finance
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Ministers and Central Bank Governors in Washingto®ctober 1998. Since
then, a set of policy measures and actions werentat both national and
international levels to curb the spread and intgradi contagion of the current
crises and their major role in driving other finecrises in an increasingly
globalised world economy. In a one-year period egdn mid-October 1999,
it was observed that a measure of calm startedttorr to financial markets.
This was attributable largely to helpful policy iacis, such as: (a) the easing
of interest rates by the US Federal Reserve, whiak followed by other
industrial country central banks, including thosethee future Euro area; (b)
strengthened policies in Japan to simulate dem@hdommitments by Brazil
to address its fiscal imbalances and the subseqgrement on a support
package by the international community; (d) corgohuprogress with
stabilisation and structural reform in Asia; anjl §eogress toward increasing
the IMF’s financial resources and, thereby, streaging the international
community’s ability to assist countries in finanaasis.

With the mitigation of financial markets turbulenedter mid-October
1999, and the growing indications that activityttie Asian crisis economies is
now picking up again, the earlier fears of a gloledession in 1999 have
diminished, although the economic slowdown is kel continue this year.
Overall, world growth in 1999 seems likely to bégistly weaker than last
year's rate of 2.5 per cent, while the expansionvofld trade is expected to
remain well below the long-term trend growth rate moderate pickup in
world growth is projected for 2000. Notwithstanditngse developments, it is
premature to conclude that the danger has passeauds conditions in
financial markets remained volatile and fragile #imel supply of funds to most
developing countries is still sharply reduced. Tiadance of the risks to the
projections remained predominantly on the downsispecially if private
capital flows to developing countries fell furthend if weaker commodity
prices sustained. These uncertainties are stlihgafor further adjustments in
many developing countries, particularly for furtheade adjustments through
demand compression and exchange rate adjustment.

Against this background, the following section willeal with the
developments in the OIC countries’ economies argir timterlinkages with
both developing and developed countries. Then, néoas of the foreign
debt problem in the OIC countries will be examimedletail in section three.
Lastly, section four will cover the basic findingad future prospects of the
OIC countries.

2. MAJOR DEVELOPMENTSIN THE OIC COUNTRIES
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Before examining the recent developments in the €lahtries, the following
must be pointed out:

First of all, since the OIC countries, unlike theustrial countries, are not
made up of an economically homogeneous group, bwgmaup analysis is
rather difficult and may conceal some underlyingtdas and somewhat
conflicting developments. The very same economisea may easily produce
a set of completely different results in differecbuntries due to the
heterogeneity in economic structures. For thisaeaan attempt will be made
to divide the OIC countries into 4 sub-groups, wWhicesumably would better
reflect the overall OIC performance.

Secondly, it was not possible to obtain actual apeo-date data for
various variables for the whole group of the OlQrmwies for the period under
consideration, particularly for the most recentrgedor this reason, and in
order to provide as much information as possibld¢oreader, it was, in some
cases, necessary to utilise the data availablariows international statistical
sources at times even in the form of estimatedamtasts.

2.1. Economic Growth

In this section, the OIC countries will be examirned sub-groups in order to
illustrate the developments within the OIC betire first group is classified
as the Least Developed Members of the OIC, whidhb&i named, hereatfter,
as the LDC group of OIC. This group is made uphoste members of the OIC
which are designated as least developed by theetlrdations, namely
Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Benin, Burkina Faso, Chagdmoros, Djibouti,

Gambia, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Maldives, Mali, Ntanfa, Mozambique,

Niger, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sudan, Togo, UgamthYemen. The second
group includes, generally, the middle-income OlQrdaes, which will be

named, hereafter, as the middle-income (M) grduPIl€. These are Bahrain,
Cameroon, Egypt, Guyana, Jordan, Lebanon, Malayd@pcco, Pakistan,

Senegal, Surinam, Syria, Tunisia, and Turkey. T tgroup comprises the
oil-exporting (OE) members of the OIC, namely AigerBrunei, Gabon,

Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Kuwait, Libya, Nigeria, Om#&patar, Saudi Arabia, and
the United Arab Emirates (U.A.E.). The last grogmprises the countries in
transition, which will be named hereafter as the grGup of OIC. These are
Albania, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajiin, Turkmenistan, and
Uzbekistan.
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Table 1 is derived from the data supplied in Takle in the Annex. The
table displays average growth rates for differert-groups of OIC countries
and the overall OIC group. The averages were caiedl on the basis of
individual country growth rates weighted by the W8llar value of 1995

GDPs. Data for the developing and industrial caeatwere also included in
the same table for comparison.

17
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TABLE 1: REAL GDP GROWTH RATES IN OIC COUNTRIES
(Average annual, in per cent)

1994 | 1995| 1996 1997 199B
LDC average (1) 2.6 8.8 54 5.3 4pb
Ml average (1) 2.3 5.7 6.4 4.9 2.3
OE average (1) 2.6 2.7 5.( 4.0 -1
TC average (1) -10.0 -5.2 1.1 0.1 i <]
OIC countries (1) 2.7 3.7 5.8 4.6 -1.p
Developing countries 6.8 6.1 6.% 5.F 3B
Developed countries 3.2 2.4 3.2 3P 2|2
United states 35 23 3.4 3.9 3.9
European Union 30 24 1.8 2.7 2.8
Japan 0.p 15 5.0 1.4 -2.8
World 4.0 3.7 4.3 4.2 2.5

Note (1): Averages were computed on the basis of percertagges for
individual countries weighted by 1995 GDP values in terms of
the US Dollar.

Sources: Table A.1 in the Annex and IMKorld Economic Outlook, May
1999, p.139.

The present report includes the growth rate dat®fOIC countries
including Guyana, a new member. Out of 55 OIC coest the LDC group
consists of 21 countries, the MI group of 14, the @oup of 13 and the TC
group of 7 countries. According to the 1995 GDFugalin terms of the US
Dollar, the combined income of the LDC group of @K amounted to $89.7
billion, which makes up only 6.4 per cent of the4fD.8 billion total OIC
income. The MI group of the OIC stood at $517.6idyl or 37.0 per cent of
the total OIC income. The OE group’s total incoreaahed $757.4 billion or
54.1 per cent of the OIC total. Lastly, countriegransition generated $36.0
billion or 2.6 per cent of the total OIC incomel(edated from Table S.1).

As it may be observed, the shares of the LDC genugpthe TC group in
the total OIC income are very low, even less themnrtational income of some
individual OIC member countries, such as IndoneSiakey, Saudi Arabia,
Iran, etc. On the other hand, the shares of thexgibrting and middle-income
groups are quite high. The 27 countries in thesedgmups generate 91.1 per
cent of the overall OIC output. Indonesia from @E group produces about
14.4 per cent of the OIC income and Turkey fromNHheyroup about 12.3 per
cent of the OIC total. Four countries, Indonesiarkéy, Saudi Arabia and
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Iran, contribute 43.0 per cent to the overall Oi€ome. Due to this fact, the
growth figure for the whole OIC group is affecte@yrsficantly by the
developments in the oil-exporting and the middlesime OIC countries, and
in a similar manner, the developments in theseggare also influenced by
the growth performance of the countries mentionkdve, simply because
average growth rates are computed on the basiseoGDP values in dollar
terms. For this reason, the following argumentatned) to the groups of OIC
countries must be considered cautiously within tiEsework.

The LDC group of OIC countries has, in generalwgr@at moderate rates
before 1995. They realised a very high rate of gnoef 8.8 per cent (Table 1)
in 1995 when their exports increased by 29.5 pat. & remarkable increase
in exports of the LDCs pushed their growth perfanceupward. Although in
the following three years the average growth réthie group slowed down to
5.4, 5.3 and 4.5 per cent, respectively, their gnoperformance was still
above the OIC average. In addition to the improvamebserved in the
average growth rate of the LDC group, a decline ala® observed in the
number of countries that experienced negative draates; for example, the
number of such countries diminished from four i®390 only one in 1997.
Although in terms of the group average, 1995 mayelgarded as a better year
compared to 1996, 1997 and 1998, regarding indalidgountries’
performances, these years were comparatively bibtder 1995, since almost
all the OIC LDCs grew moderately. During the permween 1996 and 1998,
Mozambique, Maldives and Uganda within the LDC groattained
considerably high rates of growth. On the otherdhgmowth performances of
Guinea and Mauritania were relatively stable durithg period under
consideration although the rates of growth wereveoy high (Table A.1).

After experiencing moderate rates of growth of acbé per cent between
1991 and 1993, the MI group’s rate of growth drappe2.3 per cent in 1994-
-lower than the OIC average in that year. The grd@n managed to
accelerate its growth rate significantly up to ab®i@ and 6.4 per cent in 1995
and 1996. However, in 1997, the MI group’s averdgereased to 5.1 per cent,
and then decreased further in 1998 to reach thee skawvel of 1994.
Nevertheless, the growth of the MI group was muetieb than the overall
OIC average since 1995 (Table 1). Regarding thdopeances of the
individual countries in the middle income group,nt@aoon, Turkey, and
Surinam recorded negative growth rates in 1994, anrig Morocco did so in
1995. 1996 was a relatively better year for all tmé&ldle-income OIC
countries. Morocco and Pakistan recorded negativeity rates in 1997 and
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so did Guyana and Malaysia in 1998. Although Makaysd Turkey in this
group realised the highest rates of growth durimgglast four years from 1995
to 1998, a slowing down was observed in the grawaths of both countries.
Malaysia experienced a decline from 9.4 per cerit985 to 8.6 and 7.7 per
cent in 1996 and 1997, respectively, and a neggtioeth rate of 6.8 per cent
in 1998. In the case of Turkey, the fall was frorh ger cent in 1995 to 6.9 per
cent in 1996 and from 7.6 per cent in 1997 to 28gent in 1998.

The oil-exporting countries of the OIC, on the othand, realised lower
rates of growth than the OIC averages throughautithole period (Table 1),
although their growth performance was above the @&t€rage before 1994
(SESRTCIC, “Annual Economic Report”, March 1998heTaverage rate of
growth in the OE group increased slightly from ge§ cent in 1994 to 2.7 per
cent in 1995 and then it almost doubled in 1996weéicer, it declined again in
1997 to reach 4.0 per cent, and in 1998, the greafised a negative growth
rate of 1.6 per cent. The average crude oil pnicgeiased from $15.95 per
barrel in 1994 to $17.2 and $20.37 per barrel i8518nd 1996, respectively.
Then it dropped to $19.27 per barrel in 1997 ar@l&Lin 1998 (IMFWorld
Economic Outlook, May 1999, p.169). When these two series are coedpa
there is an apparent relationship between the o@depand the growth
performance of these countries. Generally, a loxgllef petroleum price does
not provide enough impetus to an active growth grerhnce in these
countries. In general, as compared to the lastdé#eaad the beginning of the
1990s, the performance of the OE group has not beght in recent years.

The countries in transition, on the other hand, eeigmced very
unfavourable developments during the period undamsideration. Their
economies recorded negative growth rates betwe8f &8d 1995. In 1996,
they were able to reverse the ongoing trend withlgoer cent average growth.
This recovery did not continue and the performasioered down to almost no
growth in 1997 (Table 1). However, in 1998, theyrevable once again to
realise an average growth rate of 1.3 per cent.réhigal of the economies in
this group was not realised as expected in 199@ésdttountries, with their
rich natural resources and educated labour foreg,pfay quite active roles in
the global economy.

When the OIC countries are considered individua®y,countries, out of
53, realised positive rates of growth in 1996, whil countries experienced
negative rates in the same year. In 1997, 5 camtealised drops in their
national income while the remaining 48 countried pasitive growth rates.
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However, the number of countries experiencing negatates in 1998

increased to 8 (out of 54). On the other hand,Qk@ countries as a group
grew by 16.2 per cent in the five-year period fro@94 to 1998. Amongst the
sub-groups of the OIC, the LDC group grew by 2%b6 gent, the MI group by

23.5 per cent, and the OE group by 13.2 per cenmgithe same period, while
the TC group realised a 12.6 per cent fall in theial income. During the

same period, the developing countries grew by 3B cent, whereas the
industrial countries’ growth was only 15.2 per ¢emtd the world average was
about 20.1 per cent. These figures show that th@ €luntries performed

slightly better than the industrial countries, libey could not attain the
growth rate of the developing countries and theldvaverage during the five-
year period. None of the sub-groups of the OIC twem could reach the

average growth performance of the developing caemtr

On the other hand, economic growth in the industitauntries declined
from 3.2 per cent in 1994 to 2.6 per cent in 19B%en it increased again to
reach the same level of 1994 in both 1996 and 1B®@Wvever, in 1998, it
declined to 2.2 per cent, a rate lower than thatised in 1995. The world
average also followed a similar path to that of idustrial countries. The
slowing down in the economies of developing coastiwas the main cause of
this development in the world average.

The analysis based on the overall economic growds chot bring out the
actual developments in the individual economiesthWan ever-growing
population at a rate of about 2.5 per cent a ye#iné OIC countries, a typical
economy must be able to generate at least that gmeetth a year to maintain
the same level of per capita income. In 1995, pgita income varied from
$87 in the case of Mozambique to well above $17j00he case of Brunei
and the United Arab Emirates (UAE). In terms ofpaverages, per capita
income reached $1,684 in the OE group of the OIQ985, whereas it was
$1,465 in the MI group, $557 in the TC group, amiyds310 in the LDC
group. Roughly, only two-thirds of the OIC poputatigenerate more than 90
per cent of the OIC income (Tables S.1 and S.hénAnnex). As a result,
while per capita income in the former groups, oarage, amounts to $1,587,
it hardly reaches $355 in the latter groups, appmately one fifth of the
former. This diversity may constitute one of thaibdactors that hinder intra-
OIC economic co-operation.

Table 2 enables the reader to observe the chandke per capita income
growth of the OIC countries, and compare them whibse of the developing
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and industrial countries. It was derived from tla¢adon the real GDP growth
rates provided in Table A.1 and Table S.2 in theen
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During the period under consideration, the OIC ¢oes’ total population
grew at nearly 2.5 per cent per annum. When thecetif such a high rate of
population growth on economic growth is taken imocount, the OIC's
average rate of per capita income growth turnsg@bie 1.0 per cent in 1994.
In 1995, it increased by 1.6 per cent, then, in6l9Sfurther increased by 3.0
per cent. In 1997, it declined by 2.1 per centptdeopped sharply at the end
of the period under consideration to be even negdt0.6 per cent in 1998
(Table 2)). When these per capita GDP growth riatethe OIC countries are
compared with those realised in the developing t@s) a significant gap is
observed against the OIC group. The volume of ghis becomes as wide as
3.9 percentage points in 1994. The growth diffeeemdth the industrial
countries is also against the OIC countries. Inegan it is agreed that the
developing countries must realise higher per cajpitame growth rates to
close the development gap with the industrial coesit However, from that
perspective, the per capita GDP growth performaficke OIC countries does
not seem to be promising.

TABLE 2: REAL PER CAPITA GDP GROWTH RATES IN OIC COURIES
(Average annual, in per cent)

1994 | 1995| 1996 1997 199B
Total OIC countries 1.0 1.6 3.0 2.1 -0.4
Developing countries 4.9 4.3 4.8 4.1 1p
Developed countries 25 1.9 2.5 2.6 1y

Notes: OIC average was computed on the basis of percesitagges for
individual countries weighted by 1995 GDP values in termd$f
Dollars.

Source: Table A.1 and S.2 in the Annex and IMierld Economic Outlook,
May 1999, p.139.

2.2. Sectoral Distribution of the Output

After having evaluated the developments in the emoa growth of the OIC
countries, the sectoral breakdown of their econsmidl be examined for a
much better understanding of the changes occuritingheir economic
structures. The figures related to the compositibthe economic activity are
based on data contained in the World Bank's Workddlbpment Reports,
1993 through 1998/99 and World Development Indicat®997 through 1999.
The averages of sectoral shares from 1993 to 199@ been computed in
order to avoid the missing data problems in the cdsome countries, and the
effects of year-to-year cyclical fluctuations iretbase of others. The analysis
in this section will be based on these five-yeaxgrages.
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Agriculture, known as the primary economic activig/generally assumed
to play a major role in developing countries. Hoem\uthis assumption does
not hold at least for some of the OIC countriestipalarly the oil exporters.
The share of agriculture in the OIC countries \&ri®om 0.5 per cent in
Kuwait to 65 per cent in the case of Somalia. kdsial to or greater than 33
per cent in 18 countries (out of 53), almost alldfich are LDCs, excluding
five countries, namely Cameroon, Albania, Kyrgymstalajikistan and
Nigeria. In addition, it is less than 5 per centtoé GDP in oil-exporting
countries like Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabiaj\&., as well as Bahrain
and Djibouti (Table A.2 in the Annex). Regardinge tlyroup averages,
agriculture has the highest share in the LDC coesiwith 32.8 per cent of the
GDP and the lowest share in the OE group with I&6 cent. In the TC
group, its share amounts to 25.3 per cent, angeifvii group to 18.2 per cent.

TABLE 3: SECTORAL DISTRIBUTION OF THE OUTPUT
(In per cent)

Agriculture Industry Manufacturing Serviceq
LDC average (1) 32.8 19.3 8.9 475
Ml average (1) 18.2 23.7 15.6 51.3
OE average (1) 16.5 43.1 12.9 40.2
TC average (1) 25.3 28.3 8.7 43.4
OIC average (1) 18.3 34.2 15.1 44.8

Note (1): Averages were computed on the basis of pegeersisares for individual
countries weighted by 1995 GDP values in terms of US$aBol
Source:  Table A.2 in the Annex.

Agriculture, known as the primary economic activig/generally assumed
to play a major role in developing countries. Hoem\this assumption does
not hold at least for some of the OIC countriestipalarly the oil exporters.
The share of agriculture in the OIC countries \&ri®om 0.5 per cent in
Kuwait to 65 per cent in the case of Somalia. kdgsial to or greater than 33
per cent in 18 countries (out of 53), almost alldfich are LDCs, excluding
five countries, namely Cameroon, Albania, Kyrgymstalajikistan and
Nigeria. In addition, it is less than 5 per centtibé GDP in oil-exporting
countries like Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabiaj\&., as well as Bahrain
and Djibouti (Table A.2 in the Annex). Regardinge tlyroup averages,
agriculture has the highest share in the LDC coesiwith 32.8 per cent of the
GDP and the lowest share in the OE group with &b cent. In the TC
group, its share amounts to 25.3 per cent, angeivil group to 18.2 per cent.

The share of industry in the GDP varies from 8.6 gant in Somalia to
52.6 per cent in Oman, 54.0 per cent in Saudi Arabb.4 per cent in U.A.E.,
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and 81.0 per cent in Brunei. It exceeds 33 per oerdis OIC countries, of

which 12 are oil-exporting countries. Opposite mzles are observed with
respect to the shares of industry and agricult@ikexporting countries have

the lowest shares and the LDCs the highest in @ltyie, whereas in industry,
the situation is just the reverse: the LDCs haeelthvest share with 19.3 per
cent of the GDP, and the oil-exporting countrieshighest with 43.1 per cent.
In the MI group, the share of industrial activitpaunts to 23.7 per cent and in
the TC countries it is equal to 28.3 per cent ef @DP. Such a high role for
industry in the economies of the oil-exporting coigs is to be expected,
because oil production is classified under indakactivities. Yet, the share of
industry in an economy, per se, does not provideugh information about

that country's level of industrialisation. For thisason, the role of the
manufacturing sector must also be considered.

The share of the manufacturing sector in the Olghtrees varies from 4.0
per cent in Oman and 4.3 per cent in Comoros t@ B8r cent in Malaysia.
The top ranks are taken up mostly by the middle#ime group of countries:
Indonesia (23.8), Egypt (20.2), Turkey (19.4 pearti;eTunisia (18.0 per cent),
Morocco and Pakistan (17.0 per cent) etc., andnby Burkina Faso from the
LDC and Azerbaijan from the TC group (18.0 per cesth). Indonesia (23.8
per cent) from the OE group takes the second ptactehe list. In fact,
regarding group averages, the share of manufagtusirhighest in the Ml
group with 15.6 per cent, and lowest in the TC grauth only 8.7 per cent.
The share of manufacturing amounts to 12.9 pericetite OE group and 8.9
per cent in the LDC group.

Regarding the share of services, the main observatithat its role in the
economy seems to be quite high for almost all thé Euntries. It exceeds
one third in 50 countries out of 55, and falls kelthat level only in 5
countries. The shares vary from 14.0 per cent imnBrto 76.5 per cent in
Djibouti. The share of services amounts to 51.3gaet of the GDP in the MI
group, 47.5 per cent in the LDC group, 43.4 pet agethe TC group, and 40.2
per cent in the OE group.

Before concluding this sub-section, the main olm@was may be
summarised as follows: First of all, the servicestar is an important source
of income in almost all the OIC countries, irredpex of their levels of
income and development. Secondly, agriculture gepked to be an important
activity mostly in the LDC group and industry inetloil-exporting group.
However, the significance of industry in the oiexting group comes from
oil production. Thirdly, the manufacturing sectared not play a significant
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role in most of the OIC economies. Yet, in some ©d@ntries, particularly in
the middle-income group, it is gaining importance.

2.3. Inflation

Inflation is one of the most important indicatofsam economy's health. Price
movements show whether there exists any excessndiearaxcess supply. A

low level of inflation rate is regarded as an imdion of the stability of an

economy and it is a must for a stable growth in ¢lsenomy. Meanwhile,

some specialists argue the benefits of zero-rdiigtion. In fact, governments,

especially in the industrial countries and in sae®eloping countries, paid

maximum attention to the controlling of inflatiomda maintenance of price

stability in the economy in recent years. As a ltesfi these efforts, the

average rates of inflation have fallen significgnth developed as well as
developing countries. Inflation in industrial cories decreased gradually
from nearly ten per cent in the early 1980s toeRcent in 1990 and further
down to 1.6 per cent in 1998 (Table 4). Inflation developing countries

reached its peak values in the late 1980s (68.1cpat in 1990), then it

declined down to 14.3 per cent in 1996, and furttemreased to 9.4 per cent
in 1997. Even the countries in transition, whiclpekenced hyperinflation in

the early 1990s, started recently to bring it uncmtrol. Inflation in these

countries fell from more than 600 per cent leveddwzen 1992 and 1993,
down to 126.9 per cent in 1995 and further dowr2@®B per cent in 1998

(IMF, World Economic Outlook, May 1999, p.150).

TABLE 4: AVERAGE INFLATION RATES IN OIC COUNTRIES (i per cent)

1994 | 1995| 1996 1997 199§
LDC average (1) 30.9| 226 | 220| 104 9.1
Ml average (1) 413| 366 | 31.6| 318/ 31.1
OE average (1) 209| 41.0| 138| 10.2| 254
TC average (1) 1552.5 272.1| 108.1| 3824 151
OIC countries (1) 68.5 44.2 23.3 18.9 26J2
Developing countries 51.8 227 14.8 ou 10}4
Developed countries 2.6 2.5 2.4 2L 116

Note (1): OIC averages were computed on the basis oépige changes
for individual countries weighted by 1995 GDP values in tesfns
the US Dollar.

Sources: Table A.3 in the Annex and IMNorld Economic Outlook, May
1999, p.150.
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The inflation figures for the OIC countries are soanised in Table 4,
relying upon the figures given in Table A.3 in thenex, together with those
of the other groups of countries, to allow for acucomparison. Inflation in
the OIC countries accelerated during the first bélthe 1990s, from 22.7 per
cent in 1991 to 46.4, 63.9 and 84.5 in 1992, 1988 1994, respectively
(SESRTCIC, “Annual Economic Report”, March 1998 drable 4). Then, it
fell sharply to 44.2 per cent in 1995 and 23.3 pent in 1996 and further
decelerated to 18.9 per cent in 1997. Howevelintbed up again to 26.2 per
cent in 1998. On the other hand, when the ratasflaition are examined by
groups of OIC countries, the trends did not chamgesh: inflation had a
tendency to increase between 1991 and 1994, amd itheommenced to
decline in 1996 and 1997. The peak in inflation weaised in 1994 in all the
sub-groups of the OIC (except for the OE group Wwhiecas in 1995 and
reached 41.0 per cent) as follows: 30.9 per cettten_DC group, 41.3 in the
MI, and 1552.5 per cent in the TC group (Table 4).

The group average of the TC countries was highen the OIC average
throughout the period under consideration, exclgdimly last year, 1998.
However, the TC countries managed to curb inflatgtarting from 1995
onwards, after living under hyperinflation condit®oduring the first half of
the 1990s. They were quite successful in decreasflzgion by 86 percentage
points from 108.1 per cent in 1996 to only 15.1 gemt in 1998--a rate which
was interestingly below the OIC average in thatry&a addition to the TC
group, the LDC and the OE averages were also b#éhenOIC average in
1998. The MI group’s inflation rate was computed3asl per cent in 1998.
However, if the rates of inflation realised in thgtar by the individual
countries in this group are considered, almosttedl countries in this group
had 1-digit level inflation rates, excepting Surmavith 20.8 per cent and
Turkey with 84.6 per cent. Turkey, in particularittwits very high rate of
inflation and considerable weight in this sub-grompd amongst the OIC
countries, accounts for the high inflation ratehis group. In the LDC group,
Sierra Leone with 37.4 per cent and Sudan with 136 cent are high
inflation countries in 1998. Amongst the OE groddC countries, inflation
is estimated to be 60.7 per cent in Indonesia &d ger cent in Irag.

Nevertheless, a decline is also observed in thebeuraf high-inflation
OIC countries through the period under considenafimwards the end of the
period under consideration, there is a trend anmahgsOIC countries towards
more moderate rates of inflation. However, inflatiigures for the OIC
countries are very high when compared with the figures realised in the
case of the industrial countries which were quitecessful in curbing the high
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inflation they encountered in the early 1980s. Thaye continuously reduced
inflation from 4.7 per cent in 1991 to 3.0 per cBnii993 and 1.6 per cent in
1998. When it is recalled how careful the authesitin developed countries
are about inflation, it can be predicted that thies will not be much higher
than the current ones in the near future.

Furthermore, as compared to the developing cownttlee OIC rate of
inflation remained considerably higher during threipd under consideration.
The OIC rate of inflation was almost twice as hitjfan the developing
countries’ average. The developing countries wdse guite successful in
lowering the average rate of inflation from 68.1 pent in 1990 to 35.9 per
cent in 1991. Yet, they were not that successfuluither reducing it or at
least keeping it at the same levels. Thus, therdidust went up to 38.8 per
cent in 1992 (SESRTCIC, “Annual Economic Report’afgh 1998), then it
climbed up to 46.8 per cent in 1993 and furthetap1.8 per cent in 1994.
Then, in 1995 a sudden and sharp drop in the ioflatte was observed when
it reached 22.2 per cent. This declining trend mflation in developing
countries continued also in 1996 and 1997 wheeathed 9.4 per cent (Table
4). This trend is expected to continue in the camiears although there was a
slight increase by one per cent in 1998.

High inflation figures are enough to overheat aogr@my, which, in turn,
means deepening instability. Instability causeghinr fluctuations in the
growth of an economy which reduces the possibleagtgpof policy measures
to curb inflation. In an inflationary environmempigople develop expectations
that inflation will continue into the future, ands a result, inflation becomes,
in addition to its characteristic as a chronic esoit problem, a psychological
problem as well. Being aware of all its adverseas, the OIC countries may
intensify their efforts to curb inflation.

Having examined the main economic indicators, wadl stow take up the
developments in the foreign sector of the OIC coest

2.4. Foreign Trade and Payments Balances

Tables 5 and 6 were composed to display the averatgs of change in
merchandise exports and imports in the OIC countresed upon Tables A.4
and A.5 in the Annex, respectively. Comparativeufeg for the developing
and industrial countries were also added to thie talp comparison.

The OIC countries' exports amounting to $256.9dillrepresented 7.6
per cent of the world exports in 1990 (SESRTCIC,nfWal Economic
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Report”, March 1998). That amount first increase®279.9 billion in 1993,
and towards the end of the period it reached up40.5 billion in 1997. In
the meantime, the share of the OIC countries indvexports has fluctuated
between 6.9 and 7.6 per cent during the 1990s. Sttase increased from 6.9
per cent in 1995 to 7.6 per cent in 1997. Howeire,998, the share of the
OIC group as a whole fell, once again, to 6.9 peit.c

TABLE 5: MERCHANDISE EXPORTS IN OIC COUNTRIES
(Average annual change, in per cent)

1994 | 1995| 1996 1997 199B
LDC group 16.9 | 295 7.8 1271  -9.7
MI group 189 | 21.0 7.5 41  -0.7
OE group 1.2 | 121| 17.4 7.7 -14.5
TC group 107.6 | 48.0 53 115 -10.
OIC countries 9.1 16.9 12.9 6.6 9p
Developing countries 17.5 211 7.9 715 -0.9
Developed countries 12.8 18.p 215 30 1
World 14.2 19.4 4.2 4.5 0.4
Share of the country groups in the world total (in per cent)
OIC countries 7.0 6.9 7.9 7.6 6.p
Developing countries 32.( 324 336 3415 34.0
Developed countries 68. 67.p 66|4 65.4 67.0

Sources: Tables A.4 and S.3 in the Annex.

On the other hand, the developing countries wete tbincrease their
share continuously from 27.7 per cent in 1990 (SESR, “Annual
Economic Report”, March 1998) to 31.1 per cent @3 and further up to
34.5 per cent in 1997. Meanwhile, the share of itftistrial countries in
world exports declined continuously from 72.3 pentcin 1990 first down to
68.8 per cent in 1993 and then to 65.4 per cet®8v (Table 5). The rates of
increase in the developing countries’ exports wareays realised at levels
above those in the OIC countries during the peti®84-98, excluding 1996.
Even the developed countries managed to increaseetkports at rates higher
than those realised in the OIC countries, excepfiB§6 and 1997. This
picture indicates that the OIC countries were rié &0 benefit enough from
the enlargement of the world trade in these yeéss.a result, the OIC
countries, unlike the developing countries, werabl@ to increase their share
in world exports during the period 1994-98.
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During the period under consideration, the highasés of increase in
exports of all the groups were recorded in 199%; @duntries realised a 16.9
per cent increase, developing countries 21.1 pet, cand the developed
countries 18.6 per cent in that year. As a rethdtworld average was equal to
19.4 per cent. Then, in the following years, theuai rates of increase started
to diminish; in the case of the OIC countriesegit first to 12.9 in 1996 and to
6.6 in 1997, and then sharply to a negative rat®.®fper cent in 1998. The
annual rate of increase in exports of the devebppiountries declined
drastically from 21.1 per cent in 1995 to 7.9 pemtan 1996 and further down
to 7.5 per cent in 1997, and then to a negativegt0.9 per cent in 1998. The
developed countries’ exports also followed the saaitern; their annual rate
of increase fell sharply from 18.6 per cent in 19852.5 per cent in 1996.
However, in 1997, the rate of increase of expoctekerated slightly, but in
1998, it fell once again to 1.3 per cent. The olNeoatcome of these
tendencies encountered in the different groupsoahties was reflected as a
severe drop in the world’s average rate of expuntdase from 19.4 per cent in
1995 to 4.2 and 4.5 per cent in 1996 and 1997 eptsely, and sharply to 0.5
in 1998 (Table 5).

Regarding the performances of the OIC sub-groupsf dhem managed
to accelerate their rates of export increase W#5. After reaching peak
levels in 1995, they could not preserve these fiigires, and all of them
suffered deceleration in their exports. Finallytta end of the period under
consideration, they realised negative rates ofemee between 0.7 and 14.5
per cent. The highest annual rate of increase @b 18as observed in the TC
group amounting to 48.0 per cent, followed by &2%er cent annual increase
in the LDC group, 21.0 per cent increase in thegkbiup, and a 12.1 per cent
increase in the OE group.

In 1998, the sub-groups were listed, in descendirtgr with negative
rates of increase, as the Ml group with a 0.7 pet,che LDC group with 9.7
per cent, the TC group with 10.3 per cent and|yiate OE group with 14.5
per cent. The negative rates of increase in ex@wenues in this year are
explained by the sharp fall in commodity pricespeesally the oil prices.
Commodity prices fell across the board by amoubtsenperienced since the
mid-1980s. Following some sharp declines in ea®98l. oil prices lost further
ground toward the end of the year, resulting ireelide of more than 30 per
cent in 1998 as a whole. Prices of non-fuel comtrexiiweakened steadily
over the financial year 1998, and by March 1998ytiere more than 15 per
cent below the level of the previous year.
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The greatest part of the OIC exports belongs tew €ountries. For
instance, in 1998, Malaysia, with $82.3 billion Woof exports was at the top
of the list, representing about 21.5 per cent ef GHC exports. Indonesia was
second with $55.1 billion, and Saudi Arabia thirithw$49.5 billion. The
combined share of these three countries amoun$l86.9 billion, close to
half the OIC total in that year.

On the other hand, the OIC imports increased fr@8238 billion in 1994
to $416.1 billion in 1998. The OIC share in wonhdports followed the same
trend. It increased from 6.6 per cent in 1994 fopér cent in 1998.

Table 6 compares the import growth in the OIC coastwith the growth
in each of the other groups. Similar to the dewelepts in the export side of
the picture, the OIC countries’ imports, in gengeacelerated until 1995 and
then started to slow down after that year. The saema is also observed in
other groups of countries. 1995 appears to be g aetive year for world
exports and imports. But a sharp slowing down iseobed in world trade
since then.

TABLE 6: MERCHANDISE IMPORTS IN OIC COUNTRIES
(Average annual change, in per cent)

1994 | 1995| 1996 1997 199B
LDC group -1.5 | 220 | 212 | -9.9 33
MI group 8.0 28.6 7.9 4.9 8.8
OE group 9.1 15.4 6.1 145 -4.9
TC group 82.5 20.1 28.7 -5.0 224
OIC countries 0.6 22.3 8.5 7.5 3.
Developing countries 13.9 22,5 7.2 6.4 -1.p
Developed countries 14.0 17.7, 3.4 3.3 5y
World 14.0 19.3 4.7 4.4 3.3
Share of the country groups in the world total (in per cent)
OIC countries 6.6 6.7 7.0 7.1 7R
Developing countries 33.2 34.1 3409 356 34.1
Developed countries 66.3 65.p 65]|0 64.4 6%.8

Source: Table A.5 and S.4 in the Annex.

The rate of increase realised in the OIC countriegorts climbed from
0.6 per cent in 1994 to 22.3 per cent in 1995 deth ecelerated to 8.5 per
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cent in 1996, 7.5 per cent in 1997 and 3.1 per ite©®98. The general trend
in the developing countries was similar to thathe OIC countries. In the
developing countries, the rate of increase of ingpogached 22.5 per cent in
1995 and declined to 7.2 per cent in 1996 and éeeame negative (-1.0 per
cent) in 1998. In industrial countries, the rateimérease of imports also
slowed down to 3.3 per cent in 1997 after recordiegvery high rate of 17.7
per cent in 1995, but went up to 5.7 per cent 8819

As a result of these annual changes, the sharbeofOIC countries in
world imports fluctuated between 6.6 per cent i®4@&nd 7.2 per cent in
1998. A significant trend was not observed in thare of the OIC countries in
world exports. However, Table 6 explicitly showe timcreasing trend of the
share of the developing countries in world impdrten 33.2 per cent to 35.6
per cent, and the declining trend of the developmehtries’ share from 66.8
per cent to 64.4 per cent during the period undasiceration.

Regarding the sub-groups of the OIC countries amdng the period
1994-98, three of them, namely the LDC, MI and QBugs, recorded the
highest rates of increase in 1995. Then their ingpdecelerated severely. In
1997, the rate of increase in imports was negdt®® per cent) in the LDC
group; in 1998, it was negative (-4.8 per centhie OE group; and in 1997, it
was only 4.9 per cent in the Ml group. Even in tlase of the TC group,
imports effectively decreased by a negative ratebdf per cent in 1997. The
trend in the TC group was different from the otgeyups; the rate of increase
in their imports fluctuated more sharply over thexipd under consideration
than the rates realised in the other sub-groupsilynaiue to the effect of
deferred import demand in these countries.

Like OIC exports, imports were also concentrate@vhg in several
countries. In 1998, Malaysia came at the top of lisiewith $85.3 hillion,
representing about 20.5 per cent of the OIC impdniiskey was second with
$51.7 billion worth of imports and Saudi Arabia viasd with $42.7 billion.

As a result of the developments in exports and mspgummarised above,
the trade balance of the OIC countries fluctuatédiely in recent years and
recorded surpluses of $16.2 billion, $3.6 billidg21.1 billion, and $17.1
billion in 1994, 1995, 1996 and 1997, respectivélpwever, it recorded a
deficit of $34.4 billion in 1998. Amongst the sutdgps of the OIC, almost all
of them, excluding the OE group and the TC group 1995 and 1997)
experienced deficits throughout the period undesmteration.
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Table 7 summarises the current account balancetl@ndnternational
reserve position of the OIC countries accordingh® number of deficit or
surplus countries and to the number of deteriogadind improving countries,
respectively. The term 'deterioration' indicatedegrease in or depletion of
international foreign exchange reserves excludiolgl,gthe reserves having
been used to partially finance the deficit in therent account balance. The
term 'improvement’ indicates an addition to theress. This could occur even
when a country's current account was in deficibvjated that it managed to
finance its deficit by attracting more foreign dapithrough borrowing or
other means.

TABLE 7: CURRENT ACCOUNT AND RESERVE POSITIONS
Number of countries
1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998

Current account balance

Deficit countries 38 40 32 38 31
Surplus countries 14 12 18 11 6
Total OIC countries 52 52 50 49 37

Current account balance
(In bin of US Dollars)

OIC countries -24.9 | -35.7 -8.4 | -128 | -29.4
Developing countries -87.5 | -95.1 | -73.0 | -69.1 | -92.5
Developed countries 31.3 | 50.1 | 326 | 69.9 | 143

Change in reserve positions

Deteriorating countries 18 11 16 16 20
Improving countries 29 36 31 29 20
Total OIC countries 47 47 47 45 40

Source: Table A.6 and Table A.7 in the Annex, and IMBrld Economic
Outlook, May 1999, p. 175.

As may be observed in Table 7, more than two thifdte OIC countries
had a deficit in their current account balance myrihe period under
consideration. The OIC countries’ current accowatt & surplus of $3.3 billion
in 1990 (SESRTCIC, “Annual Economic Report”, MartB98). However,
they could not keep that surplus in the followirepks. Their current account
balance severely dropped to a deficit of $-72.lfdpilin 1991 and further to $-
88.5 billion in 1993. It remained in the deficitgiion with some fluctuations
till the end of the period under consideration. &ltheless, a relative
improvement is observed in the volume of the Oldcite especially in the
last three years. In 1996, the total deficit waduoed to $-15.0 billion and
further to $-2.5 billion in 1998 (Table A.6).
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Although two thirds of the OIC countries had to eapith deficits in their
current account balances, and a deterioratiomiggeneral, expected in their
reserve positions, the actual picture does notazamto this expectation. Due
possibly to compensating developments in theirtahpccounts, less than half
the OIC countries experienced deterioration inrtheserves. About two thirds
of the OIC countries were able to improve theirefgn exchange reserves
during the first four years of the period undersideration. Only in 1998, the
number of improving countries declined, while thember of deteriorating
countries increased (Table 7). Towards the end h&f period under
consideration, erosion was observed in the ovépadign exchange reserves
of the OIC countries.

The present section, which is devoted to the deweémts occurring in the
foreign sector, will be completed after the exartioraof the exchange rate
variations in the OIC countries. In Table 8, whistderived from Tables A.8
and A.9 in the Annex, the exchange rate variatagainst the US dollar were
displayed according to the frequency distributiohghe countries in terms of
depreciating, stable and appreciating national erwies. Depreciation
indicates a loss in the value of a national curyeris-a-vis the US dollar; that
is, more national currency is needed to buy onddppreciation means an
increase in the value of a national currency agadhres US dollar, that is, less
national currency buys one dollar. The testable stands for no change in the
value of a national currency against the US dollar.

As of the end of March 1998, the national curren@&21 OIC countries
are pegged to different exchange rate systems. étouencies are pegged to
the US dollar, eleven to the French frank (FF), tméhe Singapore dollar,
two to the Special Drawing Rights (SDR) of the intgional Monetary Fund
(IMF), three to a basket of various currencies. Theencies of the other four
OIC members have shown limited flexibility in terro$ the US dollar. 16
countries managed floating rates adjusted accortbng set of indicators.
Another 13 countries’ currencies are floating inelegiently (IMF, IFS
September 1998, p.18). There are also some casge wiore than one rate is
officially recognised. Furthermore, there are blatkrkets in some countries,
which is mainly due to the fact that some curresi@ee pegged and/or have
fixed exchange rates that do not reflect the radlesof the national currency
against the main hard currencies.

Table 8 gives the reaction of national currencie¢he OIC countries to
the international trends in the US dollar. In 1984hough the US dollar was
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depreciating against the major internationally eatible currencies, only the
currencies of seven (out of 53) countries couldrapipte against the dollar.
Parallel to the sliding dollar, most currencieghd OIC countries, 36 of them,
also depreciated, that is, they were also devahgainst the other major
international currencies. In 1995, the positiontbé OIC currencies was
almost balanced: 23 currencies appreciated agtiastiollar, while 21 were
depreciating, and ten remained stable. On the didwed, in 1996 when the US
dollar was slightly appreciating against the magarrencies, 36 currencies
lost ground against it, six currencies gained, avelve currencies remained
stable. In 1997, 36 OIC currencies depreciatedeh@ined stable and only 3
currencies could appreciate against the appregiadiollar. In 1998, the
situation was almost the same, with 28 OIC curesi¢out of 46) depreciated,
15 stable and only 3 currencies could appreciatEnag the appreciating
dollar.

TABLE 8: EXCHANGE RATE VARIATIONS IN OIC COUNTRIES
Number of countries
1994 [ 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998

National currencies

Depreciation 36 21 36 36 28
Stable 10 10 12 13 15
Appreciation 7 23 6 3 3
Total OIC countries 53 54 54 52 46

Trend of US dollar:
(D)epreciation
(A)ppreciation D D A A A
Source: Table A.8 and Table A.9 in the Annex.

In summary, it is evident that the OIC countriestrencies could not
appreciate while the US dollar was losing its valugldwide. Moreover, they
were devalued further while the US dollar was apipteng. They were, in
general, losing ground irrespective of the fact tha US dollar appreciated or
depreciated. If the reader recalls that, generttly,OIC countries as a group
had deficits in their current accounts, the cordim devaluation of their
national currencies is not surprising. It ratheflees the reaction of the
national economies to the ongoing adverse condition

3. FOREIGN DEBT
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Foreign debt continues to be one of the most temdshe problems facing a
number of OIC countries. In Table 9, derived frombles A.10 and A.11 in
the Annex, the data on the outstanding externall dithe OIC countries are
summarised. Figures in parentheses indicate thebauwf countries about
which data were available in a particular year.
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The total outstanding external debt of the OIC ¢oes increased
continuously from $419.4 billion in 1991 (SESRTCI@®nnual Economic
Report”, March 1998) to $660.6 billion in 1994 &$itlL2.0 billion in 1997. On
the other hand, the total outstanding debt of #elbping countries reached
$2,316.6 billion in 1997 by increasing continuoustym the level of $1,993.6
billion in 1994, representing a 16.2 per cent iaseein four years. The rate of
increase in the case of the OIC countries was @r8yper cent in the same
period. The developing countries’ external debtuiawlated faster than those
of the OIC countries'. As a result of these develepts, the share of the OIC
countries’ debt in the total debt of the developinguntries declined
continuously from 33.1 per cent in 1994 to 30.7 pent in 1997. In other
words, the debt burden of the OIC countries dinmadsas compared to that of
the other developing countries.

TABLE 9: TOTAL OUTSTANDING EXTERNAL DEBT

(In billions of US dollars)
1994 1995 1996 1997
OIC countries 660.6 692.0 708.6 712.0
(51) (51) (51) (49)

Developing countries 1993.6 | 2162.6 |2238.4 |2316.6

Share of OIC in
developing countries (%) 331 32.0 31.7 30.7

Debt to GNP ratio (%):

LDC group of OIC 1158 | 1124 97.4 80.6
MI group of OIC 65.3 101.7 79.4 58.2
OE group of OIC 75.9 70.1 56.5 53.6
TC group of OIC 13.2 15.4 15.2 215
OIC countries 715 86.2 68.8 56.5

(44) (44) (43) (43)

Developing countries 40.0 38.2 34.9 37.3

Note: Figures in parenthesis indicate the number of countries.
Source: Table A.10 and A.11 in the Annex.

Regarding the ratio of total external debt to GNRtood at around 68.8
to 86.2 per cent in the OIC countries between 189 1996, whereas it was
ranging only between 34.9 and 40.0 per cent inctdee of the developing
countries during the same years. The figures dgtuaflect the heavier
burden of the external debts in the case of the @I@tries even as compared
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to the developing countries. However, in 1997, debdt to GNP ratio was

reduced to 56.5 per cent while it increased to peiBcent in the case of the
developing countries. Debt is still a heavy problemthe economies of the
OIC countries. Amongst the OIC groups, the debGMP ratio is highest in

the case of the LDC group, and lowest in the TQugrfrable 9). For a more
complete view of the debt problem, it is necessameview the developments
in the external debt service during the period urdasideration.

The debt service in the OIC countries amounteds®.4billion in 1994,
representing 28.3 per cent of the developing caasittotal in that year. In
1996, it reached $70.5 billion, and then declined$67.2 billion in the
following year. However, against the fluctuationghe actual amount of debt
servicing, the share of the OIC countries in thwltalebt service of the
developing countries decreased during the periattiuoonsideration. In fact,
that trend started in 1992 from its peak ratio 4f03per cent (SESRTCIC,
“Annual Economic Report”, March 1998) and declinehtinuously since
then until it approached 22.0 per cent of the dmyialy countries’ debt service
in 1997.

TABLE 10: TOTAL DEBT SERVICE
(In billions of US dollars)

1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997
OIC countries 56.4 | 62.1| 70.5| 67.2

44) | 44) | 449 | 49
Developing countries 199.2 | 241.9| 279.4| 305.2
Share of OIC in
developing countries (%) 28.3| 25.7| 25.2| 22.0
Debt serviceto exportsratio (%):
LDC group of OIC 145 | 13.7| 11.5| 10.9
MI group of OIC 224 19.0| 17.0| 16.9
OE group of OIC 257 | 26.3| 28.1| 24.9
TC group of OIC 2.8 4.7 55| 10.2
OIC countries (%) 226 | 21.3| 21.0| 19.7

(44) | (44) | 44) | (44
Developing countries (%) 16.1 | 16.0| 16.6| 17.0

Note: Figures in parenthesis indicate the number of countries.
Source: Table A.12 and A.13 in the Annex.

However, regarding the debt service ratio, thahésratio of debt service
to exports of goods and services, the OIC econommiesin relative terms,
under a heavy burden of debt servicing as compéoethe developing
countries. This ratio shows the capacity of a cound service its debt
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repayment obligations and the extent to which ésources are, in a sense,
mortgaged to foreign creditors.
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The ratio of debt service to exports in the OlCntdes was 23.5 per cent
in 1992. It declined continuously since then angrepched 19.7 in 1997.
However, in the case of the developing countries,debt service ratio went
up again to 17.0 per cent in 1997 after decliningtimuously from 18.3 per
cent in 1991 to 17.5 per cent in 1993, and 16.0gaet in 1995. The debt
service to export ratio in the OIC countries wascmbigher than that in the
developing countries between 1994 and 1996. But987, when the debt
service ratio decreased significantly in the OlQnddes, the OIC’s ratio
figure approached the average of the developingtces. But it was still
higher than that in the developing countries. Alijlo the developing
countries allocated only 17.0 per cent of theiefgn exchange earnings for
debt repayments, the OIC countries had to spareverage, 19.7 per cent of
them for debt servicing in 1997.

Regarding the groups of countries in the OIC, tbbtdervice to exports
ratio was highest in the OE group with 24.9 pert ¢eri997, followed by the
MI group with 16.9 per cent, then by the LDC growmiph 10.9 per cent and,
lastly, by the TC group with 10.2 per cent. Thehhdgbt service to exports
ratios, especially in the OE group, are explaingdhie fall in export revenues
caused by the sharp fall in commodity prices, esflgahe oil prices as we
mentioned above.

All the figures related to the foreign debt andtdsdrvicing show that the
debt positions of the OIC countries are, on averagegse than those of the
developing countries as a whole. Foreign debt dsffecult problem for the
developing countries, but it becomes much morelprodtic in the case of the
OIC countries.

Regarding the individual country performances, @€ debt is highly
concentrated in a small number of countries. In7198donesia came at the
top of the list with a debt of $136.2 billion and.2 per cent in the total OIC
debt, followed by Iraq with $119.0 billion or 16pér cent, Turkey with $91.2
billion or 12.8 per cent, and Malaysia with $47iRidn or 6.6 per cent. The
cumulative share of the first two countries amodri® 39.6 per cent of the
OIC total debt, the share of the first three reddd24 per cent, and that of the
first four countries reached 59.0 per cent or ntben half of the OIC debt,
according to 1997 figures (Table A.10 in the Annex)

On the other hand, the ratio of foreign debt to GBIB5.3 per cent in
Indonesia and 47.1 per cent in Turkey in 1997.theowords, although these
countries are amongst the most indebted ones, ridwgds of debt to GNP are
not very high. That ratio exceeds 100 per centZrcduntries (most of them
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being LDCs) in 1997 (Table A.11 in the Annex). Maover, that ratio exceeds
200 per cent in four countries (Guinea-Bissau, Mania, Mozambique and
Guyana) in the same year. These figures displalicikp the dimensions of

the foreign debt problem in the OIC countries.

The high concentration of debts should not sugtiest only a few OIC
countries are facing serious debt problems. Thstdéaveloped, low-income
OIC countries' debt problems should not be undienastd, especially because
of the fact that not only their external debt burde high compared to their
national income, but they are classified as higk-tdountries, facing a lot of
difficulties in accessing fresh loans.

All in all, the debt problem remains one of the msesrious problems
facing a number of OIC countries. The most affe@ed the most vulnerable
to future hardships are the least-developed ones.

4. CONCLUSION

While the world economy was enjoying one of theghtessting upturns of a
business cycle in the present decade, it entetedaiperiod of monetary and
financial crises affecting wide regions from As@the Americas, since the
second half of 1997. The crashes influencing irggomal currency and
financial markets have a tendency to act also upemeal economy. The real
economic output growth rates of a wide range ofntdes and regions,
including the newly industrialising countries of iAs countries in Latin

America, the industrial countries and even the t@em in transition, sharply
dropped in 1998. As a result, the real economigpuugrowth rate of the

world economy decreased from 4.3 per cent in 1896.2 per cent in 1997
and reached only 2.5 per cent in 1998. Despitarpiregdry indications of some
pickup in early 1999, world growth seems likely lte slightly below last

year’s rate, and appears to remain significantiyelothan it was during 1994-
97.

The economies of developing countries recordechitpeest drop in their
real economic output growth rate, from a level & per cent in 1996 and 5.7
per cent in 1997 to only 3.3 per cent in 1998. Eifencountries in transition,
which succeeded for the first time in this decaderdach a positive real
economic growth rate of 2.2 per cent in 1997, rdedra negative rate of (-0.2
per cent) in 1998. The impact of the prevailingsisriwas lower in industrial
countries with a drop in their real economic growdke from 3.2 per cent in
1996 and 1997 to 2.2 per cent in 1998. Predictshrwsv that the slowdown in
the economies of all these groups of countriedss axpected to continue,
albeit with lower rates, in 1999. At the same titfese predictions show that
a restoration in the economies of all these grauipstart to take place in the
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year 2000, although with real economic growth raleser than those
achieved in 1997.
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On the other hand, although the OIC member countas a group
constitute a substantial sub-set of the developmatries, their situation was
not as bright as that of the developing countridgey could not, on average,
reach the average growth rate of the developingtci@s in the period under
consideration. When the effect of a notably higte raf population growth,
about 2.5 per cent a year, is taken into consiaerathe growth gap between
the developing countries and the OIC countries tmesomore significant. The
volume of this gap amounted to 3.9 percentage pamt1994. Furthermore,
although, in general, the output growth recordedhi@ OIC countries was
higher than that in the industrial countries, wilea effect of the population
increase was included, per capita income growthenOIC countries fell even
below that rate in the industrial countries in sorears. Therefore, per capita
income growth rates in the OIC countries need tordised to close the
development gap with the industrial countries am@k up with the fast-
growing developing countries.

At the level of the OIC sub-groups, economic growtis much higher in
the case of the MI group and the LDC group than@h@ average between
1995 and 1998, whereas it was lower in the cageeo©OE group during the
period under consideration. The countries in tteorsi(TC group) were still
facing severe economic conditions in 1994 and 1f@9%hich they recorded
negative growth rates. As the term implies, theg &ar the process of
restructuring their economies. However, it seenasd they started to manage
it, and consequently they succeeded in realisiritgebgrowth performances
since 1996 when they recorded a positive growth odtl.3 per cent in 1998.
Together, the Ml and the OE groups produce aboul pér cent of the total
OIC income, although they constitute only 69.0 memt of the OIC
population. On the other hand, the LDC and the Taligs produce together
the remaining 9.0 per cent of the OIC income, altfiothey make up 31.0 per
cent of the OIC population. Roughly, only two-ttgrdf the OIC population
generate more than 90 per cent of the OIC incongaAesult, while per
capita income in the former two groups, on averageounts to $1,587, it
hardly reaches $355 in the latter two groups, apprately one fifth of the
former. This diversity may constitute one of thaibdactors that hinder intra-
OIC economic co-operation.

Agriculture is, in general, expected to play a mage in the economies
of both the developing and the OIC countries as. wkdwever, this statement
does not hold for the OIC oil-exporting countridg$ie share of agriculture is
quite low in this group, whereas it is quite hightlhe case of the OIC-LDCs
group. While industry plays an important role imggating income in the OIC
oil-exporting countries, its significance comesnfrail production, not from
the manufacturing sector in these countries. Theufa&turing sector does not
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play a significant role in most of the OIC economi&’et, in some OIC
countries, particularly in the middle-income groiips gaining importance.
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The declining trend of inflation has become welbpyunced since 1994
in the OIC as well as the developing countries.rBe TC group of the OIC,
which experienced very high rates of inflation aftbeir independence,
managed to curb inflation and decrease its rat@ fidour-digit level in 1994
to only a two-digit level in 1998. Yet, the ratekioflation are significantly
higher in the OIC countries than those in the imdaiscountries and the
developing countries. Although the volume of th&€®@breign debt was higher
in the most recent years against its level in 199 share of the OIC debt in
the developing countries' total decreased from P@rlcent in 1994 to 30.7
per cent in 1998. However, the debt to GNP ratis wansiderably worse in
the OIC countries as compared to the developingtrias.

The financial crisis, which broke out in the fivadt Asian countries of
Thailand, Indonesia, the Republic of Korea, Philygs and Malaysia in mid-
1997, affected not only the financial sector, Habahe real economy itself in
these countries. Furthermore, in less than twosyettie crisis spread over
other Newly Industrialised economies in Southeast/And Japan, as well as
some other distant regions such as the Russianrdiedte in Europe and
Brazil in Latin America. The crisis had a strongi@de impact on economic
activity and near-term growth prospects and balaggayments positions in
all these countries and regions. The crisis conteith significantly to the
deterioration of the international financial andreemic environment in the
past two years. Consequently, the improvementémwbrld economy, which
took place at the beginning of the current decadkc@ntinued until 1997, is
now over.

Undoubtedly, the prevailing financial crises hawal ladverse effects on
the economies of the developing countries, and@hle countries as well,
especially when we recall that these crises wesedcated with a sharp drop
in private capital inflows to developing countrias well as a sharp fall in
commodity prices. Because of falling commaodity psicreflecting partly low-
cost imports from Asian crisis-countries, the intpdemand in industrial
countries for the goods and services originatiogifthe developing as well as
the OIC countries declined. The economies of theodrrs of oil and raw
materials products may have been influenced neggti®n the other hand, in
the wake of the Russian crisis, most developingntés borrowers
temporarily lost access to private financing aerest rate spreads reached
levels not observed since the Mexican crisis of519@et private capital flows
to developing countries fell to about $65 billian 1998, less than one third
the peak reached in 1996 and the lowest annudl ¢éibe decade. A general
flight to quality and liquidity also prompted a seg tightening of credit
conditions. The Brazilian crisis postponed the metaf interest rate spreads
and capital flows to levels observed before thesRunscrisis. So, it can easily
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be predicted that in the near future, the develpmgiountries will face more
difficulties in obtaining credits from the interi@tal markets. Although the
central banks in the developed countries tend wetdnterest rates to revive
their economies against the recession risk, theldping countries will have
to pay increasing interest on their borrowings.

Experience of the Asian, Russian, and Braziliasesihas shown how the
severity of contagion depends not only on the irgyare of economic and
financial linkages with the original crisis counttyut also on the origins and
nature of the initiating crisis, including the degrto which it was anticipated
and the strength of economic fundamentals and ipslin the countries
potentially subject to attack. Experience at bogtiamal and international
levels helps to show how policymakers can preverihér proliferation of the
financial crises suffered since mid-1997. Fiscal amnetary discipline and
the avoidance of large external imbalances andvaliged exchange rates are
important means of fending off the contagion offinial crises. But from an
international viewpoint, it is also essential t@@vdefensive measures such as
excessive depreciations, trade protection, and orighary exchange
restrictions that may in the short run ease foredgnhange and financial
market pressures in the country taking them, but both its trading partners
and its own long-term welfare.

Broader experience of the recent financial crisess Iparticularly
highlighted the risks that can be associated widggpd exchange rate
arrangements. It is striking that most of the ficiahcrises of the past two
years have occurred in countries with pegged exgdhaates. It is clear that
the greatly increased- and still increasing- mobiif international capital has
made considerably more demanding the macroeconanagicstructural policy
requirements that countries must meet to maintgpiegged exchange rate. It is
therefore not surprising that there has been altteward greater exchange
rate flexibility among developing countries in retelecades. In this context,
it is worth mentioning that the national currenc@@s21 OIC countries are
pegged to different exchange rate systems as ofettte of March 1998.
However, flexible exchange rate arrangements dorewove the need for
policy discipline and for an efficient and robushahncial system. In this
regard, it is also striking that a number of coigstrwith pegged exchange
rates have successfully resisted currency marlesspres during the recent
financial crises. The best arrangement for any tyguwmill depend ultimately
on its circumstances and its economic policies.

On the other hand, while the developed countriesveorking hard to
attain a freer trade in goods and services on tiitdvgcale through the World
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Trade Organisation (WTO), they are also concemigatineir efforts on

increasing and strengthening their regional econoamd trade groupings.
Such efforts continue under the umbrella of theogaan Union, the North
American Free Trade Area, and the Asia Pacific Boon Co-operation. The
integrity of the EU is being strengthened by thettwous efforts of its

members: for one thing, the new currency, the Buas introduced at the
beginning of this year, 1999; for another, the Wnis being enlarged by
initiating accession negotiations with new membeesticularly from central

and eastern European countries. Even in its préeemt{ about two thirds of

the EU's foreign trade are already made withinUinéon. Reinforcement of
these economic groupings may hamper the liberadisafforts of world trade

and economy. If members of these economic integraichemes adopt
inward-looking policies, as is the case with the, B¢ developing countries
and the OIC countries will be influenced adversetyd may face greater
obstacles. For this reason, the OIC countries shaldo come together in a
more concerted, co-ordinated and coherent mannexvéad the undesired
effects of the present tendency to divide the dl@mnomy amongst the
economic interest blocs of the industrial countries
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TABLE A.1: REAL GDP GROWTH RATESIN OIC COUNTRIES (In per cent)

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Afahanistai -3.C 26.2 6.C 6.0 6.0
Banalades 4.7 5.3 54 5.7 4.2
Benir 4.4 4.6 5.€ 5.6 4.4
Burkina Fas 1.2 4.0 6.C 5.5 6.3
Chac 5.7 0.9 3.7 4.1 7.0
Comoro! -5.3 -3.9 -0.4 1.0
Diibouti -2.8 -4.0 -5.2 2.4 1.7
Gambi 3.8 -3.4 5.3 0.8 7.8
Guines 4.C 4.4 4.€ 4.8 4.6
Guine«Bissat 3.2 4.4 4.€ 5.2 -21.C
Maldives 6.€ 7.2 6.5 6.2 6.0
Mali 2.3 6.4 4.C 6.7 4.6
Mauritanie 4.€ 4.6 4.€ 4.5 4.2
Mozambigut 7.5 4.3 7.1 11.2 11.€
Niger 4.C 2.6 34 3.3 8.4
Sierra Leon 3.5 -10.C 5.C -20.z 0.7
Somali 5.2 5.4
Sudat 1.5 3.5 4.7 6.6 5.2
Toac 16.€ 6.8 9.7 4.3 -1.0
Uaand:i 5.3 10.£ 8.1 5.2 5.5
Yemer -0.E 8.6 5.€ 5.2 2.7
L DC averaae 2.6 8.8 54 53 45
Bahrair 2.4 2.1 3.1 3.1 2.1
Cameroo -2.5 3.3 5.C 5.1 5.0
Eavp! 2.8 3.0 4.3 5.0 5.3
Guvani 8.5 5.0 7.8 6.2 -1.5
Jordat 8.5 5.9 0.8 2.2 0.5
Lebanol 8.C 6.5 4.C 4.0 5.0
Malavsie 9.3 9.4 8.€ 7.7 -6.8
Moroccc 10.4 -6.6 12.1 -2.0 6.3
Pakistal 3.9 5.2 4.7 -0.4 5.4
Senea: 2.8 4.8 5.7 5.2 5.7
Surinan -5.4 7.1 6.7 5.6 1.9
Syrig 4.9 4.6 3.€ 1.9 4.3
Tunisie 3.3 2.4 7.C 5.4 5.1
Turkey -4.7 8.1 6.8 7.6 2.8
MI averaqe 2.3 57 6.4 49 2.3
Algeria -1.1 3.9 3.8 1.1 34
Brune 1.8 3.0 3.€ 4.1 1.0
Gabor 34 7.0 3.8 4.1 2.0
Indonesii 7.5 8.2 8.C 4.6 -13.7
Iran 0.¢ 2.9 5.5 3.0 1.7
Iraa -6.7 10.C 12.C
Kuwait 8.4 1.0 2.1 2.5 2.2
Libya -0.8 -1.1 2.C 2.6 2.6
Niaeris -0.€ 2.6 6.4 3.9 2.3
Omar 3.8 4.8 3.t 3.6 3.6
Qata 2.3 -1.1 10.C 15.5 11.5
Saudi Arabi: 0.5 0.5 1.4 1.9 1.2
U.AE. 2.2 6.1 10.1 2.1 -5.6
OF average 2.6 2.7 50 40 -16
Albanie 9.4 8.9 9.1 -7.0 8.0
Azerbaiiar -19.7 -11.8 1.3 5.8 10.C
Kazakhsta -12.€ -8.2 0.5 1.7 -2.5
Kyrayzstar -20.1 -5.4 7.1 9.9 2.0
Taijikistar -21.4 -12.5 -4.4 1.7 5.3
Turkmenista -18.€ -8.2 -7.7 -25.¢ 4.5
Uzbekistal -4.2 -0.9 1.€ 2.4 2.8
TC averaa -10.C -5.2 1.1 0.1 1.3
OIC Average 2.7 37 5.8 4.6 -1.4

Source: IMFWorld Economic Outlook, May 1999.
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TABLE A.2: COMPOSITION OF GDP IN OIC COUNTRIES
ASAVERAGE OF 1993-97
(In per cent)

Agriculture | Industry | Manufacture | Services
Banalades 30.2 17.€ 9.5 52.2
Benir 36.C 13.C 8.C 50.¢
Burkina Fao 34.4 26.C 18.C 39.5
Chac 43.4 19.4 13.5 37.¢
Comoros(1 38.¢ 12.€ 4.3 48.5
Diibouti(1) 2.8 20.€ 4.5 76.5
Gambi 28.4 15.C 7.C 58.C
Guines 24.¢ 33.C 5.C 42.4
Guine«Bissat 48.¢ 16.€ 6.3 34.€
Maldives(1 22.C 16.C 6.C 61.€
Mali 45.4 16.2 7.C 38.C
Mauritanie 26.4 30.2 11.C 43.€
Mozambigur 35.2 16.€ 48.2
Niaer 38.¢ 18.C 6.5 43.7
Sierra Leon 43.C 21.¢ 5.5 35.2
Somalia(1 65.C 8.5 5.C 26.C
Sudan(1 37.C 16.2 9.2 46.2
Toac 40.C 21.C 9. 39.C
Uaand: 48.4 14.€ 6.C 36.€
Yemer 19.€ 25.F 11.C 52.4
LDC average 32.8 193 89 475
Bahrain(1 0.€ 41.7 16.€ 57.7
Cameroo 36.2 23.€ 9.5 40.€
Eavpi 18.2 25.€ 20.z 56.4
Jordai 6.8 28.C 14.5 65.C
Lebanol 10.2 26.C 17.C 63.€
Malavsie 13.¢ 45.C 33.2 42.C
Moroccc 15.C 31.4 17.C 50.€
Pakistal 25.€ 24.¢ 17.0 50.C
Seneq: 18.€ 18.4 11. 62.€
Svria(1' 30.C 22.C 5.C 48.C
Tunisie 14.¢ 29.€ 18.C 55.¢
Turkey 16.C 9.6 19.4 54.C
M| averaae 182 237 15.6 513
Alaeria 12.€ 46.€ 5 40.€
Brunei(2 5.C 81.C 8.C 14.C
Gabor 7.4 50.€ 5.C 42.C
Indonesi 17.C 41.4 23.¢ 41.4
Iran(1 23.4 33.¢ 14.2 42.€
Iraa(2’ 19.5 37.C 7. 43.F
Kuwait 0.5 53.5 10.5 46.C
Libva(2) 8.C 50.C 8.C 42.C
Niaerig 41.€ 30.2 8.C 28.€
Oman(1 34 52.€ 4.C 44.C
Qatar(1 1.C 50.C 11.C 48.€
Saudi Arabia(] 4.€ 54.C 7.C 41.C
U.AE.(1) 2.C 56.4 7.8 40.€
OE averaqe 165 431 12,9 402
Albanie 52.2 19.€ 27.€
Azerbaijar 24.2 30.€ 18.C 45.2
Kazakhsta 16.7 26.4 6.C 50.2
Kyrayzstar 45.€ 25.4 8.C 29.C
Taiikistan(3 33.C 35.C 32.C
Turkmenistan(Z 32.C 31.C 37.C
Uzbekistal 28.2 324 15.5 39.¢
TC averaae 253 28.3 87 434
OIC Average 18.3 34.2 15.1 44.8

(1): 1991-95; (2): 1990; (3): 1993-96



Annual Economic Report on the OIC Countries 1999

Source: World Bank\orld Development Report 1993 through 1998/99.
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TABLE A.3: RATESOF INFLATION IN OIC COUNTRIES (In per cent)

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Afahanistai 20.C 14.C 14.C 14.C 14.C
Banalades 6.3 7.7 4.5 4.8 7.9
Benir 38.€ 14.€ 4.7 3.8 5.8
Burkina Fas 24.7 7.8 6.1 2.3 2.5
Chac 41.2 9.5 11.2 5.€ 4.5
Comoro 25.2 7.1 1.4 1.C 1.0
Diibouti 6.5 4.9 4.2 2.€ 2.0
Gambi 4.0 4.C 4.8 2.1 38
Guinei 4.5 5.€ 2.9 1.8 5.1
Guine«Bissat 15.2 45.4 50.7 49.1 3.1
Maldives 34 5.5 6.2 7.2 5.0
Mali 24.¢ 12.4 6.4 -0.€ 4.2
Mauritanie 4.1 6.C 5.2 4.5 8.0
Mozambigut 63.1 54.4 44.¢€ 6.4 0.6
Niger 35.€ 10.€ 5.3 2.8 4.5
Sierra Leon 18.4 29.¢ 23.1 149 37.4
Somali¢ 18.€ 16.2
Sudai 115.¢ 68.4 132.¢ 46.7 17.C
Toac 35.2 13.€ 4.6 7.1 1.0
Uaand: 6.5 6.1 7.5 7.8 5.8
Yemer 71.€ 62.5 27.2 6.3 9.0
L DC averaae 309 22,6 22.0 104 9.1
Bahrair 0.4 3.1 -0.2 1.C 0.1
Cameroo 12.7 25.¢ 6.6 5.2 2.8
Eavp! 9.0 9.4 7.0 6.2 3.8
Guvani 12.4 12.2 7.1 3.€ 4.6
Jordai 3.5 2.4 6.5 3.C 5.0
Lebanol 8.0 10.€ 8.9 8.5 8.0
Malavsie 3.7 34 3.5 2.7 5.3
Moroccc 5.1 6.1 3.0 1.C 2.7
Pakistal 11.2 12.4 10.2 12.5 7.8
Senea: 32.1 8.5 2.8 1.8 1.5
Surinan 368.t 235.t -0.8 7.2 20.¢
Syrie 15.2 7.7 8.9 1.8 1.0
Tunisie 4.6 6.3 3.8 3.7 3.6
Turkey 106.2 93.7 82.2 85.7 84.€
M| averaqe 413 36.6 316 318 311
Algeria 29.C 29.¢ 18.7 6.8 6.2
Brune 24 6.C 2.0 1.7
Gabor 36.1 10.C 4.5 2.t 2.0
Indonesi 8.5 9.4 7.9 6.€ 60.7
Iran 35.2 49.4 23.1 17.2 22.C
Irac 44.7 208.« 34.5 45.C 45.C
Kuwait 2.5 2.7 3.6 0.7 0.5
Libva 17.C 10.C 7.0 6.C 5.0
Niaerig 57.C 72.€ 29.2 8.5 10.z
Omar -0.7 -1.1 0.3 -0.2 1.5
Qata 1.3 3.C 2.5 2.€ 2.6
Saudi Arabi. 0.6 5.C 0.9 -0.4 -0.2
U.A.E. 3.9 4.4 3.6 4.4 3.1
OF averaae 209 41.0 138 10.2 254
Albanie 22.€ 7.8 12.7 33.2 20.7
Azerbaiiar 1664.¢ 411.% 19.€ 3.7 -0.8
Kazakhsta 1879.¢ 176.% 39.1 17.4 7.3
Kyrayzstar 228.7 52.t 30.4 25.F 12.C
Taiikistar 350.4 610.( 418.C 88.(C 43.2
Turkmenista 1748.C 1005.: 992.¢ 83.7 16.€
Uzbekistal 1568.: 304.¢ 54.C 70.€ 29.C
TC averaqe 15525 2721 108.1 382 151
OI C averaae 68.5 442 233 18.9 26.2

Source: IMFWorld Economic Outlook, May 1999.



Annual Economic Report on the OIC Countries 1999

TABLE A.4: EXPORTSOF OIC COUNTRIES
(Annual changes in US $ terms, in per cent)

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Afghanistai -84.7 58.1 -24.1 18.2 -3.4
Banalades 16.4 18.1 54 23.€ -6.2
Benir 30.1 22.€ 19.4 17.€ -13.1
Burkina Fas 69.€ 53.2 15.2 0.0 6.9
Chac 23.¢ 49.4 0.8 7.2 -23.1
Comoro: -18.2 -38.¢ 27.2 -21.4
Diibouti 8.3 -9.3 26.2 5.9
Gambii -63.€ -20.C -21.4 600.C -7.8
Guinet 29.1 0.3 12.¢ 20.2 -10.€
Guine«Bissat 125.¢ 34.2 -39.4 24.€ 1.4
Maldives 37.1 4.2 110.C -11.4
Mali -20.2 35.1 20.C -1.4 -4.3
Mauritanie 4.3 27.¢ -1.1 -2.0 -8.7
Mozambigur 112 7.8 -3.4 18.€ -7.4
Niger -51.1 51.4 -53.C 62.C 59.4
Sierra Leon 127.1 -27.2 8.2 1.9 -33.5
Somali¢ 18.2 18.2 11.2 -6.4 6.3
Sudai 30.1 16.7 -8.1 5.1 7.0
Toac 42.¢ 314 -3.E 15.2 0.5
Uaand: 180.7 40.€ 6.2 -6.4 -20.€
Yemer 149.2 108.¢ 24.% 2.7 -13.3
L DC average 169 295 78 12.7 97
Bahrair 15.7 20.¢ 16.€ 6.4 -72.4
Cameroo 0.4 48.5 8.4 6.8 -4.5
Eavp! 10.¢ -0.2 2.7 10.€ 20.2
Guvani 11.5 3.5 15.4 1.6 -3.9
Jordai 10.7 25.2 2.C 0.5 7.9
Lebanol 1.3 7.0 67.€ -38.2 22.¢
Malavsie 24.7 25.F 6.1 0.6 4.5
Moroccc 4.4 2.5 16.5 48.€ 5.9
Pakistal 9.4 9.0 16.4 -7.2 -2.3
Seneq: -27.€ 9.5 0.2 -25.€ 72.1
Surinan -0.7 32.¢ 4.3 1.8 13.2
Syrie 12.7 11.€ -0.8 2.8 -8.2
Tunisie 21.¢ 24.€ -4.€ -2.8 8.6
Turkey 18.2 19.2 6.8 13. 8.9
M1 averaqge 189 21.0 75 41 -0.7
Algeria -14.¢ 21.: 20.¢ 10.5 -17.C
Brune -10.E -0.3 12.€ 0.0 -17.€
Gabor 7.5 4.7 17.5 10.7 -28.7
Indonesi 3.9 15.C 13.5 4.5 5.6
Iran 7.5 -5.5 22.C 11.7 -19.2
Irag -18.€ 11.C 18.€ 359.( 42.¢
Kuwait 5.C 20.¢ 19.C 3.3 -58.2
Libva 4.2 8.1 190 -2.8 -19.1
Nigerig -2.8 4.1 32.t 2.4 -20.7
Omar 3.1 8.2 21.¢ 4.6 -16.C
Qata -3.9 24.¢ 21.t 25.2 -4.6
Saudi Arabi. 0.5 17.4 14.7 7.2 -19.5
U.A.E. 0.¢ 11.€ 15.2 11.1 -13.C
OFE average 12 121 174 7.7 -145
Albanie 25.¢ 45.4 19.C -34.¢ 21.4
Azerbdian -35.¢ -14.€ 16.C 23.¢ 15.7
Kazakhsta 250.% 56.4 13.C 7.3 -6.4
Kyrayzstar 13.€ 71.¢ 4.8 9.7 36.€
Taijikistar 40.€ 52.2 2.8 -23.€ 23.t
Turkmenista 108.t 63.1 -10.C 50.7 -75.5
Uzbekistal 203.: 40.4 -1.2 7.7 14.1
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TABLE A.5: IMPORTS OF OIC COUNTRIES (Annual changes in US $ terms, in per cent)

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Afghanistai -13.4 -14 71.1 -15.5 -7.0
Banaglades 14.2 41.7 6.2 -0.€ 7.1
Benir 56.5 55.¢ 3.8 9.4 9.5
Burkina Fas -19.C 37.¢ 22.7 -13.2 13.€
Chac -4.4 a7.7 7.5 -20.2 8.7
Comoro 6.6 38.¢ 4.5 0.C
Diibouti -13.€ 12.C -4.8 -3.C
Gambii -44.1 -33.C 1851.¢ -88.1 5.5
Guinet -10.E 14.¢ 6.C -0.2 3.0
Guine«Bissat 18.2 -9.7 -20.C 6.3 -39.5
Maldives 15.C 60.€ 325 -8.5
Mali -2.7 41.¢ 13.4 1.€ 8.0
Mauritanie -2.1 14.4 -0.€ -3.9 -2.1
Mozambigu 4.1 19.2 -3.3 5.4 0.9
Niger -3.4 21.2 4.C 5.1 3.2
Sierra Leon 24 -2.4 19.5 -19.C -0.4
Somali¢ 11.€ -9.7 18.2 11.€ -11.4
Sudai -2.6 12.€ 4.7 11.¢ 26.€
Toac 10.£ 43.7 -3.2 9.8 9.1
Uaandi 18.2 38.C -3.C 4.7 16.€
Yemer -26.€ -24.€ 17.4 -0.8 19.1
L DC average -15 22.0 21.2 -99 3.3
Bahrair -2.2 -3.7 7.8 12.4 7.2
Cameroo -18.€ 62.5 54 10.€ 30.7
Eavp! 154 24.2 10.€ 1.1 55.4
Guvani -34.€ 27.4 31.4 2.4 5.7
Jordai -6.4 7.8 17.¢ -10.3 4.5
Lebanol 20.5 21.z 15.1 -14 -4.0
Malaysi¢ 30.€ 30.2 1.C 2.3 6.3
Moroccc 4.5 7.5 7.2 21.4 9.4
Pakistal -6.4 29.C 6.C -4.€ -19.7
Seneaq: -16.C 38.2 7.C -7.8 34.2
Surinan -56.C 14.2 16.€ -3.9 6.2
Syrie 32.1 -13.¢ 35.1 -5.2 16.2
Tunisie 5.7 22.2 -3.5 2.2 14.€
Turkey -20.7 53.€ 18.7 14.€ 6.3
M1 average 8.0 28.6 7.9 49 8.8
Algeria 9.2 5.8 -17.7 6.7 7.8
Brune 20.5 12.1 33.¢ -16.1 -28.5
Gabor -17.3 20.2 5.1 19.2 1.9
Indonesi 6.8 33.C 6.8 0.1 -24.7
Iran -41.1 4.4 22.¢ -3.3 -2.9
Irag -6.4 23.4 -20.1 55.7 33.7
Kuwait -4.2 14.2 6.3 -15.2 -14.5
Libva -22.4 17.C 6.3 5.€ -5.4
Niaerig -29.1 3.t 15.8 4.7 6.0
Omar -4.8 8.5 7.8 8.C 3.0
Qata 10.z 47.2 -5.2 50.2 -12.¢
Saudi Arabi. -17.2 17.€ 1.1 45.C 6.1
U.A.E. 7.7 -0.2 7.8 367 6.0
OE average 9.1 154 6.1 145 -4.8
Albanie -0.2 13.1 35.€ -24.7 13.C
Azerbaijar 22.t -14.4 44.c -17.4 60.5
Kazakhsta 127.% 6.8 12.4 -0.1 30.4
Kyrayzstar 23.C 59.2 102.¢ -10.3 33.2
Taiikistar 2.8 48.1 -17.5 -5.2 17.€
Turkmenista 60.5 52.€ -3.7 -8.5 33.7
Uzbekistal 185.t 30.5 61.7 -1.3 5.7
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TABLE A.6: CURRENT ACCOUNT BALANCE IN OIC COUNTRIES

(In millions of US dollars)

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Albanie -157.2 -11.5 -107.€ -272.2 -350.C
Algeria -179C -231C 135( -28C -1960.(
Azerbaijar -121.C -400.% -931.2 -915.¢ -1364.%
Bahrair 198.2 557.C 753.C 727.C 94.C
Banglades 199.€ -823.¢ -991.¢ -327.% -904.C
Benir 36.4 -10 -43 -40 -30.C
Burkina Fas 14.€ 15 -102
Cameroo -56.1 89.¢ -94.C -261.C
Chac -37.7 -34.C -126.2 -97.C
Comoro -7.2 -19.C -16.C -16.C
Diibouti -64.1 -23.C
Eayp! 31.C -254.C -192.C -711.C -3400.(
Gabor 317.¢ 99.¢ 438.C 431.C -310.C
Gambi 8.2 -8.2 -47.7 -23.€
Guinet -248.C -216.5 -177.% -91.1 -120.C
Guine«Bissat -50.€ -41.5 13.C -26.C
Guyani -124.¢ -134.¢ -53.¢ -83.1 -100.C
Indonesi -2792.( -6431.( -7663.( -4890.( 4000.(
Iran 4956.( 3358.( 5232.( 1900.( -2270.(
Irag -229.C -438.( -336.(C -538.( -512.C
Jordai -398.C -258.¢€ -221.¢ 29.2 -56.C
Kazakhsta -722.C -518.2 -750.C -908.t
Kuwait 3227.( 5016.( 7107.( 7935.( 2940.(
Kyrayzstar -84.C -234.7 -424.¢ -138.t 320.C
Lebanoi -3701.( -5092.( -5675.( -5537.( 2122.(
Libya -580.C -1162.( 108C -235.0
Malaysie -4520.( -8469.( -4596.( -4792.0 -4090.(
Maldives -11.2 -18.1 9.6 -15.¢
Mali -162.2 -283.2 -272.€ -178.C -125.C
Mauritanie -69.¢ 22.1 20.C 29.C
Moroccc -723.C -1186.( 35.C -87.C -636.C
Mozambigu: -467.2 -444.% -358.¢ -711.C -778.C
Niger -126.1 -151.7
Nigerig -2128.( -2578.( 3507.( 552.( -3070.(
Omar -805.(C -801.C 180.C -57.C -2.4
Pakista -1806.( -3338.( -4422.( -1754.( -1870.(
Qata -1238.( -370.C -2533.( -2758.( -3421.(
Saudi Arabi. -10487.( -5325.( 681.( 257.C -13100.(
Seneg: -187.t -244.% -199.5 -18C -110.C
Sierré Leone -89.1 -126.5 -181.C -34.5 -78.€
Somali¢
Sudai -601.7 -499.¢ -826.¢ -828.1
Surinan 58.€ 72.¢ 0.2 -44.4 -100.C
Syrie -791.C 367.C 165.C 564.( -23.C
Taijikistar -170.C -70.C -84.C -60.C -190.C
Togc -63.2 -54.C -58.C -35.C -64.C
Tunisie -564.0 -754.C -513.C -640.C -479.C
Turkey 2631.( -2338.( -2437.( -2679.( -1500.(
Turkmenista 84.C 23.C 43.C -576.C
U.A.E. -720.C 360.( 6660.( 6750.( 3080.(
Ugandi -207.t -338.¢ -252.% -387.¢ -413.2
Uzbekistal 119.C -49.C -1075.( -906.C
Yemer 365.¢ 182.7 106.: 158.¢ -504.C
OIC total -24853.5 -35697.7 -14989.2 -18643.0 -2514.5

Source: IMF International Financial Satistics, June 1999.
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TABLE A.7: TOTAL RESERVESEXCLUDING GOLD
(In millions of US dollars)

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Albanie 204.¢ 241.1 280.¢ 308.¢ 348.F
Alaeria 2674.( 2005.( 4235.( 8047.( 6846.(
Azerbaiiar 2.C 120.¢ 211.c 466.1 447.%
Bahrair 1169.7 1279.¢ 1320.( 1290.( 1079.:
Banalades 3138.7 2339.7 1835.( 1581.t 1905.«
Benir 258.2 197.¢ 261.¢ 253.1 261.5
Burkina Fas 237.2 347.¢ 338.€ 344.¢ 373.2
Cameroo 2.3 3.8 2.8 0.¢ 1.2
Chac 76.C 142.k 164.t 135.¢ 120.1
Comoro: 44.C 44.5 50.€ 40.5 39.1
Diibouti 73.€ 72.2 77.C 66.€ 66.5
Eavpo! 13481.( 16181.( 17398.( 18665.( 18124.(
Gabot 157.2 148.1 248.7 282.¢ 15.4
Gambi 98.C 106.2 102.1 96.C 106.<
Guines 87.¢ 86.¢€ 87.Z 121.¢
GuineeBissal 18.4 20.2 11.t
Guvani 247.1 268.¢ 329.% 315.t 276.€
Indonesii 12133.( 13708.( 18251.( 16587.( 22713.(
Jordal 1692.¢ 1972.¢ 1759.: 2200.: 1750.«
Kazakhsta 837.t 1135.¢ 1294.7 1697.. 1264.:
Kuwait 3500.t 3560.¢ 3515.; 3451.¢ 3947..
Kvrahvzstal 26.z 81.C 94.€ 169.¢ 163.¢
Lebanol 3884.: 4533.: 5932.( 5976.¢ 6556.¢
Libva 4100.( 4300.( 4600.( 4100.(
Malavsie 25423.( 23774.( 27009.( 20788.( 25559.(
Maldives 31.2 48.C 76.2 98.: 118.5
Mali 21€.8 319.1 426.: 409.¢ 398.(
Mauritanie 39.7 85.E 141.2 200.¢ 202.¢
Maroccc 4352.( 3601.( 3794.( 3993.( 4435.(
Mozambigu 177t 195.2 344.] 517. 608.t
Niager 110.2 94.7 78.5 53.c 53.1
Niagerie 1386.( 1443.( 4075.( 7700.(
Omar 979.¢ 1138.¢ 1389.¢ 1548.¢ 1064..
Pakistal 2929.( 1733.( 548.( 1195.( 1028.(
Qata 657.7 694.( 710.C 1391.(
Saudi Arabi 7378.( 8622.( 6794.( 7353.( 7520.(
Senea: 179.¢ 271.¢ 288.2 386.2 430.¢
Sierra Leon 40.€ 34.€ 26.€ 38.t 44.1
Sudal 78.2 163.< 106.¢ 81.c 90.€
Surinan 39.7 132.¢ 96.:2 109.1
Toac 94.4 130.< 88.t 118.¢ 117.7
Tunisie 1461.5 1605.: 1897.¢ 1978.( 1850.:
Turkey 7169.( 12442.( 16436.( 18658.( 19489.(
U.A.E. 6658.¢ 7470.¢ 8055.¢ 8372.: 9077..
Uaand: 321.¢ 458.¢ 528.¢ 633.t 725.¢
Uzbekistal 676.C 645.( 4300
Yemer 254.¢ 619.( 1017.2 1203.: 995.t

Source: IMF International Financial Satistics, June 1999.
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TABLE A.8: EXCHANGE RATES, PERIOD AVERAGE

(National Currency per US dollar)

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Afghanistai 50.€ 50.€ 3000.0( 3000.0( 3000.0(
Albanie 94.62 92.7(C 104.5( 148.9: 150.6:
Algeria 35.0¢ 44.6¢ 54.7¢ 57.7C 58.7¢
Azerbaijar 1570.2! 4413.5¢ 4301.2¢ 3985.3¢
Bahrair 0.3¢ 0.3¢ 0.3¢ 0.3¢ 0.3¢
Banglades 40.21 40.2¢ 41.7¢ 43.8¢ 46.91
Benir 555.2( 499.1¢ 511.5¢ 583.6% 589.9¢
Brune 1.5: 1.42 1.41 1.4¢
Burkina Fas 555.2( 499.1* 511.5¢ 583.6% 589.9¢
Cameroo 555.2( 499.1* 511.5¢ 583.6% 589.9¢
Chac 555.2( 499.1: 511.5¢ 583.6% 589.9¢
Comoro 416.4( 374.3¢t 383.6¢ 437.7¢ 442.4¢
Diibouti 177.7: 177.7: 177.7: 177.7: 177.7:
Eqgyp! 3.3¢ 3.3¢ 3.3¢ 3.3¢ 3.3¢
Gabor 555.2( 499.1* 511.5¢ 583.6% 589.9¢
Gambit 9.57 9.5t 9.7¢ 10.2( 10.6¢
Guinei 976.6( 991.4( 1004.0( 1095.3(
Guine«Bissal 198.3¢ 278.0¢ 405.7¢ 583.6% 589.9¢
Guyani 138.3( 142.0( 140.4( 142.4( 150.5(
Indonesi 2160.8( 2248.6( 234230 2909.4( 10013.6!
Iran 1748.7! 1747.9: 1750.7¢ 1752.9: 1751.8t¢
Irag 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31
Jordai 0.7¢ 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.71
Kazakhsta 35.5¢ 60.9¢ 67.3C 75.44 78.3(C
Kuwait 0.3C 0.3C 0.3C 0.3C 0.3C
Kyrgyzstar 10.8¢ 10.8:2 12.81 17.3¢ 20.8¢
Lebanol 1680.1( 1621.4( 1571.4( 1539.5( 1516.1(
Libya 0.31 0.3t 0.37 0.3¢
Malaysit 2.6% 2.5C 2.52 2.81 3.9z
Maldives 11.5¢ 11.77 11.77 11.77 11.77
Mali 556.3¢ 500.2: 512.6¢ 584.9: 591.21
Mauritanie 123.5¢ 129.7: 137.2: 151.8¢
Moroccc 9.1¢ 8.54 8.7z 9.52 9.60
Mozambigu 6038.6( 9024.3( 11293.8( 11543.61 | 11874.6!
Niger 555.2( 499.1¢ 511.5¢ 583.6% 589.9¢
Nigerig 22.0C 21.9C 21.8¢ 21.8¢ 21.8¢
Omar 0.3¢ 0.3¢ 0.3¢ 0.3¢ 0.3¢
Pakistal 30.52 31.5¢ 36.02 41.0F 45.01
Qata 3.64 3.64 3.64 3.64 3.64
Saudi Arabi. 3.7t 3.7t 3.7¢ 3.7t 3.7¢
Seneg: 555.2( 499.1¢ 511.5¢ 583.6% 589.9¢
Sierra Leon 586.7+ 755.2: 920.7: 981.4¢ 1563.6:
Sudai 289.6: 580.87 1250.7¢ 1575.7: 1949.6¢
Surinan 134.1: 4422 401.2¢ 401.0( 401.0(
Syrie 11.22 11.22 11.22 11.2¢ 11.22
Tajikistar 2191.0( 135.0( 298.0( 564.0( 775.0C
Toqc 555.2( 499.1¢ 511.5¢ 583.6% 589.9¢
Tunisie 1.01 0.9t 0.97 1.11 1.14
Turkey 29608.7( 45845.1( 81405.0( 151865.01 | 260724.0
Turkmenista 60.0( 449.0( 4016.0( 4165.0(
U.A.E. 3.67 3.67 3.67 3.67 3.67
Ugandi 97940 968.9( 1046.0( 1083.0( 1240.3(
Uzbekistal 11.6( 30.0C 40.2(
Yemer 12.01 40.8¢ 94.1¢€ 129.2¢ 135.8¢

Source: IMF International Financial Satistics, June 1999.
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TABLE A.9: RATESOF CHANGE IN EXCHANGE RATES
(In per cent)

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Afahanistal 0.0C 0.0C -98.31 0.0C 0.0C
Albanie 7.8¢ 2.07 -11.2¢ -29.8¢ -1.12
Alaeria -33.41 -21.5(C -18.4: -5.11 -1.77
Azerbaiiar -93.6: -64.4: 2.61 7.9z
Bahrair -1.05 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C
Banalades -1.6C -0.17 -3.61 -4.7€ -6.44
Benir -49.0(C 11.2¢ -2.4z -12.3¢ -1.0€
Brune 6.54 7.7% 0.71 -4.7%
Burkina Fas -49.0(C 11.2¢ -2.42 -12.3¢ -1.0€
Cameroo -49.0( 11.2: -2.42 -12.3¢ -1.0€
Chac -49.0(C 11.2¢ -2.4z -12.3¢ -1.0€
Comoro: -32.0C 11.2¢ -2.4z -12.3¢ -1.0€
Diibouti 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C
Eavnot -0.53 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C
Gabot -49.0(C 11.2¢ -2.4z -12.3¢ -1.0€
Gambiz -4.61 0.21 -2.4F -4.0z -4.14
Guines -2.1€ -1.4¢ -1.2¢ -8.34
GuineeBissal -21.8( -28.6¢ -31.4¢ -30.4¢ -1.0€
Guvani -8.3¢ -2.61 1.14 -1.4C -5.3¢
Indonesi: -3.41 -3.9C -4.0C -19.4¢ -70.95
Iran -27.5C 0.0t -0.1€ -0.12 0.0€
Iraa 0.3z 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C
Jordal -1.0C -1.41 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C
Kazakhsta -82.2¢ -41.6¢ -9.44 -10.7¢ -3.6E
Kuwait 0.67 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C
Kvravzstat -64.94 0.1¢ -15.5: -26.21 -16.7(
Lebanol 3.65 3.62 3.1¢€ 2.C7 1.54
Libva 4.84 -11.4: -5.41 -5.1z
Malavsie -2.87 6.0C -0.7¢ -10.3¢ -28.3:
Maldives -5.3¢ -1.61 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C
Mali -49.0(C 11.2¢ -2.4z -12.3¢ -1.07
Mauritanie -2.2% -4.7¢ -5.4Z -9.62
Moroccc 1.3C 7.4¢ -2.0€ -8.5C -0.72
Mozambiau -35.8¢ -33.0¢ -20.1(C -2.1¢€ -2.7¢
Niaer -49.0(C 11.2¢ -2.4z -12.3¢ -1.0€
Niaerig 0.3C 0.4¢€ 0.0¢ -0.0& 0.0C
Omar 1.32 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C
Pakistal -8.0¢€ -3.3¢ -12.3( -12.2¢ -8.8C
Oata 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C
Saudi Arabi -0.1z 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C
Senea: -49.0(C 1123 -2.42 -12.3¢ -1.0€
Sierra Leon -3.2¢ -22.31 -17.9¢ -6.1¢ -37.2¢
Sudal -44 .9¢ -50.1¢ -53.5¢ -20.6: -19.1¢
Surinan -98.61 -69.67 10.21 0.0€ 0.0C
Svrie 0.04 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C
Taiikistar -54.5¢ 1522.9¢ -54.7( -47.1¢ -27.2¢
Toac -49.0(C 11.2¢ -2.4z -12.3¢ -1.0€
Tunisie -0.5¢ 6.32 -2.0€ -12.61 -2.62
Turke\ -62.9( -35.4:2 -43.6¢ -46.4( -41.7¢
Turkmenista -96.67 -86.6¢ -88.8- -3.5¢
U.A.E. 0.0z 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C
Uaand: 22.01 1.0¢ -7.37 -3.42 -12.6¢
Uzbekistal -100.0( -61.3¢ -25.37

Yemer 0.0C -70.5¢ -56.6: -27.1% -4.8€
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TABLE A.10: TOTAL EXTERNAL DEBT OF THE OIC COUNTRIES
(In millions of US dollars)

1994 1995 1996 1997
Albanig 851 643.¢ 672.1 70€
Alaeria 2997: 3281( 3342¢ 30921
Azerbaijar 112.¢ 321 435.% 503.7
Bahrair 257t 280¢ 253¢ 239:
Banalades 1625¢ 1632¢ 16007 1512¢
Benir 158¢ 1614 159 1624
Burkina Fas 112¢ 1267 129 1297
Cameroo 832¢ 9364 9542 9292
Chac 82¢ 902 997 1027
Comoro 192.c 203.7 205.¢ 197.¢
Diibouti 263.1 281.¢ 295.¢ 283.¢
Eavp! 3231¢ 3326¢ 3129¢ 2984¢
Gabor 4171 436( 431( 428t
Gambie 4247 424.¢ 455.€ 430.1
Guine: 311C 324: 324( 352(
Guine«Bissat 852.2 896.¢ 936.¢ 921.2
Guvani 203¢ 210¢ 1631 1611
Indonesii 10782« 12439¢ 12894 13617
Iran 2263¢ 2188( 1670¢ 1181¢
Irag 10100(¢ 10700( 11300( 11900(
Jordat 770¢ 8111 807( 823¢
Kazakhsta 279C 375(C 312z 427¢
Kuwait 1006( 791( 621( 704C
Kyrayzstar 446.1 608.: 764. 928.2
Lebanol 211¢ 296¢€ 399¢ 503¢
Libva 390( 420(
Malaysie 3033¢ 3434: 3967: 4722¢
Maldives 123t 154.¢ 167.7 160.:
Mali 269 2957 300¢€ 2945
Mauritanie 2222 235( 2412 245
Moroccc 2215¢ 2266¢ 21667 19321
Mozambigut 5622 572¢ 578z 5991
Niger 152¢ 158¢ 153¢ 157¢
Niaeris 3309: 3409: 31407 2845¢
Omar 3087 3181 341¢ 360z
Pakistal 2735¢ 3016¢ 2980: 2966¢
QOata 426( 649( 960( 1264(
Saudi frabie 180C
Seneaq: 365¢ 3841 366¢ 3671
Sierra Leon 149: 117¢ 1181 114¢
Somali 2161¢ 267¢ 2642 2561
Sudat 1691¢ 17602 1697: 1632¢
Syrig 2055¢ 2131¢ 2142( 2086¢
Taijikistar 580.2 633.¢ 699.4 901.1
Toac 1444 146< 147¢ 133¢
Tunisie 960¢ 1091« 1146¢ 1132:
Turkey 6625¢ 7377¢ 8182 9120t
Turkmenista 431 40z 751 1771
U.A.E. 1343( 1156( 1172(
Uaand: 3372 357: 367¢ 370¢
Uzbekistal 1244 1781 2362 2761
Yemer 612t 6217 6362 385¢
OIC Countries 660600 692026 708570 711969
OIC sharein
Developing 331 32.0 317 30.7
Countries

Source: The World BaniGlobal Development Finance 1999.
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TABLE A.11: RATIO OF TOTAL EXTERNAL DEBT TO GNP
(In per cent)

1994 1995 1996 1997

Banalades 46.€ 41.€ 38.: 35.1
Benir 108.7 82.1 73.2 76.¢
Burkina Fas 61.2 54.2 51.Z 54.2
Chac 71.¢ 64.C 62.1 65.2
Comoro: 103.c 94.t 96.2 101.¢
Diibouti 54.4 57.¢ 61.4 57.1
Gambi 118.7 112.7 118.2 107.¢
Guinest 93.€ 92.€ 87.t 95.2
GuineeBissal 384.7 380.1 371.¢ 3665
Maldives 56.C 61.€ 59.1 51.7
Mali 149.2 123.2 115.7 119.2
Mauritanie 228.2 231.¢ 232.¢ 234.t
Mozambigur 344.2 326.7 270.¢ 232.¢
Niaer 99.t 86.7 78.4 86.2
Sierra Leon 183.¢ 145.¢ 129.¢ 141.t
Sudal 233.1 280.2 235.2 182.¢
Toac 155.1 115.7 117.¢ 92.7
Uaand: 85.¢€ 62.€ 60.5 56.E
Yemer 186.( 178.1 137.€ 76.7
LDC average 115.8 112.4 97.4 80.6
Cameroo 114.C 125.7 112.C 109.:
Eaypi 63.€ 56.7 46.1 39.C
Guvan: 443.] 394.C 251.7 236.C
Jordal 132.¢ 126.2 121.7 117.1
Lebanol 22.4 25.7 30.1 32.¢
Malaysiz 44.C 41.2 42.C 50.t
Moroccc 75.¢ 71.€ 60.¢ 59.t
Pakistal 52.2 49.4 45.7 47.5
Seneaqe 104.t 88.t 78.c 82.¢
Svrie 146.¢ 134.t 138.¢ 126.4
Tunisie 65.1 63.€ 61.€ 62.€
Turkey 50.5 43.1 445 47.1
M| average 65.3 101.7 79.4 58.2
Alogeria 74.c 84.C 765 69.C
Gabor 113.C 102.¢ 89.¢ 95.7
Indonesi: 63.2 64.€ 58.2 65.2
Iran 35.2 24.¢ 16.2 9.€
Nigerie 155.¢ 131.7 95.C 75.€
Omar 33.C 30.z

OE average 75.9 70.1 56.5 53.6
Albanie 42.¢€ 25.¢ 24.¢ 28.1
Azerbaiiar 3.1 9.2 12.1 11.7
Kazakhsta 14.4 19.4 15.2 19.5
Kyravyzstar 17.¢ 18. 28.5 42.¢
Taiikistar 28.€ 32.2 35.2 44.¢
Turkmenista 9.9 9.4 18.7 63.4
Uzbekistal 5.9 8.C 10.C 11.2
TC average 132 154 15.2 215
OIC average 715 86.2 68.8 56.5
Developing countries 40.0 38.2 34.9 37.3

Source: The World BanliGlobal Developmént Finance i999.
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TABLE A.12: TOTAL DEBT SERVICE OF OIC COUNTRIES

(In millions of US dollars)

1994 1995 1996 1997
Albaniz 18.2 10.4 28.7 39.2
Algeria 5107 4201 4161 442C
Azerbaiiar 0.3 10.1 9.8 77.¢
Banglades 602 81z 69¢ 70E
Benir 41 50 46 55
Burkina Fas 44 49 49 52
Cameroo 38t 431 51C 512
Chac 18 16 30 35
Comoro: 2.8 1 1.4 2.2
Diibouti 11.¢ 11.€ 12 7.2
Eaypt 224(C 237¢ 228¢ 192¢
Gabot 26€ 45€ 384 432
Gambit 31.1 26.€ 28 26.¢
Guinet 97 17¢ 114 161
GuineeBissal 74 15.4 11.2 9.7
Guyan:i 97 10¢ 10t 133
Indonesi 14267 1641¢ 2153¢ 1973¢
Iran 329: 582¢ 653: 627
Jordal 564 614 65€ 621
Kazakhsta 68 23t 32z 502
Kyrayzstat 16.4 59.¢ 50.¢€ 43.2
Lebanol 18t 224 301 734
Malaysic 6121 6041 8427 710¢
Maldives 9.5 10.€ 11.7 28.t
Mali 88 86 11€ 78
Mauritanie 10¢€ 117 11¢€ 114
Moroccc 363¢ 376¢ 321¢ 3082
Mozambigu 128 162 141 104
Niger 66 56 56 61
Nigerie 1872 183¢ 250¢ 141¢
Omar 55C 48¢€ 751 474
Pakistal 346¢ 318: 328¢ 405¢
Seneg: 234 281 29C 247
Sierra Leon 160 79 59 20
Somalie 0 1 3 0
Sudal 3 69 48 58
Syrie 39¢ 29: 254 562
Taijikistar 0.4 0 1.1 37
Toac 23 29 58 55
Tunisie 1457 148( 146€ 141z
Turkey 1025¢ 1144¢ 1109¢ 1071¢
Turkmenista 10C 104 193 263
Uaand: 15C 137 15C 191
Uzbekistal 13€ 24% 292 51€
Yemer 10€ 102 87 98
OIC Countries 56432 62134.8 | 70504.5 @ 67211.2
Developing Countries 199166 241932 279371 305236
OIC sharein 283 257 252 220

Developing Countries
Source: The World BaniGlobal Development Finance 1999.
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TABLE A.13: RATIO OF TOTAL DEBT SERVICE TO EXPORT
(In per cent)

1994 1995 1996 1997

Banalades 14.1 14.€ 11.€ 10.€
Benir 8.€ 8.2 7.3 9.1
Burkina Fas 12.1 11.4 11.2 11.€
Chac 9.2 5.0 11.1 12.5
Comoro: 4.8 1.6 2.3 3.9
Diibouti 5.1 5.5 5.4 3.1
Gambie 14.1 14.7 12.4 11.€
Guinea 14.2 25.C 14.€ 21.t
GuineeBissal 22.2 64.2 39.¢ 17.2
Maldives 34 34 3.C 6.7
Mali 17.C 13.2 18.1 10.5
Mauritanie 24.4 22.¢ 22.2 25.€
Mozambigu: 31.2 34.t 26.C 18.€
Niger 23.¢ 16.7 16.2 19.5
Sierra Leon 73.4 61.5 45.7 21.1
Sudal 0.4 6.2 4.8 5.1
Toac 5.3 4.5 8.4 8.1
Uaand: 43.7 20.C 20.C 22.1
Yemer 3.t 3.1 2.4 2.6
LDC average 14.5 13.7 115 10.9
Cameroo 21.¢ 20.€ 22.c 20.4
Eaypi 14.1 12.2 11.5 9.0
Guvan 16.4 17.C 15.1 17.€
Jordal 13.€ 12.7 12.5 11.1
Lebanol 5.3 5.0 6.4 14.4
Malaysie 8.9 7.0 9.C 7.5
Moroccc 37.¢ 33.4 26.¢ 26.€
Pakistal 35.C 26.€ 27.€ 36.1
Seneaq: 17.1 16.7 16.7 15.:
Svrie 6.8 4.7 3.0 9.3
Tunisie 19.2 17.C 16.5 16.C
Turkey 31.4 27.7 21.¢ 18.4
M| averaqe 22.4 19.0 17.0 16.9
Alageria 47.2 34.C 27.Z 27.2
Gabor 10.2 15.€ 11.4 13.1
Indonesii 30.7 29.¢ 36.€ 30.C
Iran 16.5 30.2 27.t 32.2
Nigerie 17.¢ 13.€ 14.C 7.8
Omar 9.4 7.5 9.¢ 5.9
OE average 25.7 26.3 28.1 24.9
Albanie 34 1.4 3.C 7.1
Azerbaiiar 0.C 1.3 1.3 6.7
Kazakhsta 1.€ 4.1 4.€ 6.5
Kyravzstar 4.4 13.2 8.9 6.3
Taiikistar 0.1 0.0 0.1 4.6
Turkmenista 4.€ 5.0 11.4 34.7
Uzbekistal 4.€ 6.2 7.C 13.C
TC average 2.8 4.7 55 10.2
OIC average 22.6 21.3 21.0 19.7
Developing Countries 16.1 16.0 16.6 17.0

Source: The World BaniGlobal Development Finance 1999.
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TABLE S.1: GDP AT CURRENT PRICES (In millions of US dollars)

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 (*)
Afahanistal 1124¢ 1419( 15041 15041 15041
Albanie 194¢ 247¢ 268¢ 2264 244%
Alaeria 4196¢ 4392¢ 4556: 47077 48677
Azerbaiiar 1192 2417 319: 3852 4237
Bahran 531¢€ 5472 5741 603z 615¢
Banalades 2562: 2905: 3114: 3196¢ 3330¢
Benir 147¢ 200¢ 220¢ 2141 223t
Brune 437( 498¢ 512t 5304 5357
Burkina Fas 171¢€ 2182 2362 2201 234(
Cameroo 6152 831t 8904 859¢ 902¢
Chac 83C 1012 111C 1142 1222
Comoro: 18¢€ 214 213 193 19t
Diibouti 45¢ 44E 444 451 45¢
Eavni 5159: 60472 6734¢ 7559( 8271(
Gabot 4191 510¢ 5662 513¢ 5241
Gambit 30z 38¢ 401 40¢ 441
Guine: 342t 367¢ 398¢ 382t 4001
Guine&Bissal 63E 44¢€ 3423 272 21E
Guvani 54& 622 70E 743 732
Indonesi 17688¢ 202132 22737( 21499t 18554:
Iran 7341« 10233t 13436: 16015( 16287
Iraa 17477 7228¢ 7373 8110¢ 9083¢
Jordai 591¢ 6541 671¢ 7051 708¢
Kazakhsta 1191¢ 1664( 2103¢ 2255¢ 2199¢
Kuwait 2484¢ 2659 31127 3040: 3107:
Kvravzstat 110¢ 1492 1754 1753 178¢
Lebaron 803( 1038( 8282 992: 1041¢
Libva 2161: 2209¢ 2270: 2210z 22671
Malavsie 7169 8732¢ 9917( 9788( 9122+
Maldives 241 271 28¢ 30€ 324
Mali 175¢ 237¢ 257¢ 244¢ 2561
Mauritanie 100t 105¢ 1094 109¢ 114z
Moroccc 30417 3298¢ 36672 3351« 36141
Mozambiaut 1432 149¢ 1714 1944 217C
Niaer 1562 165( 1682 158( 1712
Niaerie 41437 9031: 12946« 14297: 14626¢
Omar 12901 1391¢ 1490: 1634¢ 1693:
Pakistal 5154¢ 5957: 6011¢ 5858: 6130¢
Oata 737¢ 751F 906€ 9341 1041¢
Saudi Arabi. 12016¢ 12568¢ 13635¢ 14597¢ 14772¢
Senea: 361z 4437 4807 4547 4801
Sierra Leon 927 941 942 823 82¢
Somali 1404 1562 0
Sudai 5801 831¢ 816¢ 10162 1069(
Surinan 39C 46€ 52¢ 59¢ 61C
Svrie 45067 5088¢ 6028¢ 6495¢ 6774¢
Taiikistar 784 48C 103t 1121 118(
Toac 982 1307 145( 140C 138¢
Tunisie 15657 1802t 1959t 1890( 2000¢
Turke\ 13597: 17212: 17621¢ 18912: 19441;
Turkmenista 235( 238¢ 189 231¢€ 242(
U.A.E. 3667¢ 4004+ 4463: 45177 42647
Uagandi 5281 617( 634% 6694 7062
Uzbekistal 5592 1009: 1393t 14322 1472¢
Yemer 2238( 1096¢ 6959 572¢ 588¢
OIC Total 1188796 1400285 1569160 1640130 1650660
WORLD total 25223462 27846241 28583721 28976806 29701226
OIC sharein World 47 50 55 5.7 56

total (%)

Source: IMF |International Financial Statistics, June 1999.
(*) SESRTCIC Data Base.
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TABLE S2: TOTAL POPULATION IN OIC COUNTRIES (In millions)
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 (*)

Afahanistal 18.47 19.6¢€ 20.8¢ 22.1% 22.¢€
Albanie 3.5E 3.61 3.67 3.7: 3.7¢
Alaeria 27. 28.0¢ 28.51 29.0% 29.¢
Azerbaiiat 7.4z 7.4¢ 7.57 7.6 7.7
Bahrair 0.5€ 0.58 0.6 0.62 0.62
Banalades 116.4¢ 118.2¢ 120.0% 122.0: 123.7
Benir 5.24 5.41 5.5¢ 5.82 5.94
Brune 0.2¢ 0.2¢ 0.3 0.31 0.3z
Burkina Fas 9.8¢ 10.z 10.7¢ 11.0¢ 11.4
Cameroo 12.8% 13.2¢ 13.5¢€ 13.9¢ 13.9¢
Chac 6.21 6.3: 6.52 6.7 6.8
Comoro! 0.5¢ 0.61 0.6Z 0.6% 0.7
Diibouti 0.5¢ 0.€ 0.62 0.62 0.6%
Eavpo! 57.8¢ 59.2: 60.€ 62.01 63.2
Gabor 1.0t 1.0¢ 1.11 1.14 1.4
Gambi 1.0¢€ 1.11 1.14 1.17 1.2
Guinei 7.0¢ 7.3t 7.52 7.61 7.81
Guine«Bissal 1.0 1.07 1.0¢ 1.11 1.1z
Guvani 0.8z 0.82 0.84 0.8t 0.87
Indonesi 190.6¢ 194.7¢ 196.7¢ 199.8% 203.¢
Iran 59.7¢ 63.3¢€ 61.12 60.6¢ 62
Iraa 19.6% 20.0¢ 20.61 21.1¢ 22.F
Jordai 5.2 5.44 5.5¢ 5.77 5.9
Kazakhsta 16.2 16.07 15.92 16.8: 16.€
Kuwait 1.62 1.6¢ 1.7 1.81 1.8
Kvravzstar 4.47 4.51 4.5¢ 4.64 4.7
Lebanmn 2.91 3.01 3.0¢ 3.14 4.1
Libva 4.9 5.41 5.5¢ 5.7¢ 5.8
Malavsie 20.11 20.6¢ 21.17 21.67 22.2
Maldives 0.2t 0.2t 0.2€ 0.27 0.3
Mali 10.4¢ 10.7¢ 11.13 11.4¢ 11.5
Mauritanie 2.21 2.2¢ 2.3t 2.3¢ 2.4
Moroccc 26.07 26.3¢ 26.8¢ 27.31 27.¢
Mozambiau: 16.61 17.4% 17.€ 18.27 18.7
Niaer 8.8t 9.1t 9.47 9.7¢ 10.1
Niaerig 108.4% 111.7: 115.02 118.3% 118.2
Omar 2.0 2.1z 2.21 2.2t 2.2¢
Pakistal 126.4% 130.2¢ 134.1¢ 138.1¢ 141.1
Oata 0.5¢ 0.5% 0.5€ 0.57 0.€
Saudi Arabi. 17.7¢ 18.2% 18.8¢ 19.4¢ 20.1
Senea: 8.13 8.3t 8.57 8.8 9.2
Sierra Leon 4.4 4.51 4.3 4.4z 4.€
Somalie 9.0¢& 9.2t 9.82 10.22 10.4
Sudai 28.9t 26.71 27.2¢ 27.¢ 28.7
Surinan 0.4 0.41 0.4: 0.44 0.5
Svrig 13.8¢ 14.1¢ 14.62 14.9¢ 15.€
Taiikistar 5.74 5.84 5.92 6.0% 6.1
Toac 3.9 4.0¢ 4.2 4.3z 4.4
Tunisie 8.81 8.9¢€ 9.0¢ 9.22 9.4
Turke\ 60.5¢ 61.6¢ 62.7 63.7¢ 64.7
Turkmenista 4.41 4.51 4,57 4.24 4.7
U.A.E. 2.1€ 2.31 2.44 2.5¢ 2.7
Uaand:i 19.0¢ 19.2¢ 19.8% 20.4¢ 23
Uzbekistal 22.1¢ 22.5¢ 23.01 23.4¢ 23.7
Yemer 14.8¢ 15.3i 15.92 16.4¢ 17.1
OIC Total 1130.53 1157.17 1179.19 1205.20 1231.69
WORLD total 5601.0 5673.0 5754.0 5820.0 5849.0
OIC sharein World 202 20.4 205 207 211

total (%)

Sources: UNMonthly Bulletin of Satistics, January 1999.

(*) SESRTCIC Data Base.
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TABLE S.3: TOTAL MERCHANDISE EXPORTS (FOB, in millions of US dollars)

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Afahanistai 10& 16€ 12€ 14¢ 144
Banalades 265( 312¢ 3297 407¢€ 3822
Benir 177 217 25¢ 30& 26&
Burkina Fas 107 164 18¢ 18¢ 202
Chac 83 124 12t 134 102
Comoro: 18 11 14 11
Diibouti 11¢ 107 13t 142
Gambit 3t 28 22 154 142
Guinet 701 708 794 95E 854
GuineBissal 7C 94 57 71 72
Maldives 48 50 10t 93
Mali 174 23t 282 27¢ 26€
Mauritanie 43€ 557 551 54C 492
Mozambigu 21¢ 23t 227 26¢ 24¢
Niaet 111 16€ 79 12¢ 204
Sierra Leon 26€ 19t 211 21t 142
Somalie 14: 16¢ 18¢ 17€ 187
Sudai 454 53C 487 51z 54¢
Toac 28( 36¢ 35E 40¢ 411
Uaand: 37¢ 532 56€ 53C 42C
Yemer 93z 194: 2413 247¢ 215(C
LDC total 7507 9725 10482 11816 10675
Bahrair 7821 946€ 11061 11771 3252
Cameroo 136( 201¢ 218¢ 233¢ 223(
Eavo! 344¢ 3441 353¢ 390¢ 470z
Guyani 484 501 57¢ 587 564
Jordal 1151 144; 1471 147¢ 159¢
Lebanol 642 68¢ 115: 711 874
Malavsie 5874¢ 7372 7824¢ 7875( 8227:
Moroccc 3971 407z 474% 706( 747E
Pakista 733z 7991 929¢ 8632 843:
Senea: 484 53C 531 394 67€
Surinan 402 53¢ 55¢ 56¢ 642
Svrie 3547 397(C 393¢ 4051 371¢
Tunisie 464: 578t 551¢ 5362 582z
Turkev 1815¢ 2164¢ 2312: 2624¢ 2859t
M1 total 112197 135810 145945 151856 150855
Alaeria 8591 1042: 1259¢ 1392¢ 11561
Brune 2115 210¢ 237¢ 237t 1952
Gabor 229¢ 2401 282¢ 3132 223¢
Indonesii 3824: 4398: 4991¢ 5217¢ 5508:
Iran 1943« 1836( 22391 25001 2017¢
Irag 382 424 502 230¢ 329¢
Kuwait 943: 1140¢ 1358( 1402¢ 584¢
Libva 784¢ 848: 1009¢ 981¢ 793¢
Niaerie 1126¢ 1172¢ 1553¢ 1590: 1261¢
Omar 472¢ 511¢ 622¢ 651€ 547¢
Qata 292t 3651 444¢ 556¢ 531«
Saudi Arabi: 4258:¢ 5000¢ 57351 6147: 49481
U.AE. 2147: 2401« 2766( 3071¢ 2674(
OF total 171320 192104 225518 242935 207718
Albanie 141 20& 244 15¢ 192
Azerbaiiat 637 544 631 781 904
Kazakhsta 335¢€ 525(C 5931 636€ 595¢
Kyrayzstat 281 482 50€ 55¢ 75¢
Taiikistar 492 74¢ 77C 58€ 724
Turkmenista 115: 1881 169z 2551 624
Uzbekistal 192¢ 270¢ 267t 2881 3281
C total 7989 11820 12450 13879 12449
OIC Total 290013 349459 394395 420486 381697
WORLD total 4249900 5074200 5289800 5527900 5557500
OIC sharein world total (%) 6.9 75 7.6 6.9
Industrial C. 2888300 3426000 3511500 3616500 3663800
Developina C. 1359200 | 1646000 1775500 1908800 1890900

Source: IMFE Direction of Trade Satistics Yearbook 1998, and Direction of Trade
Satistics Quarterly, June 1999.
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TABLE S4: TOTAL MERCHANDISE IMPORTS (CIF, in millions of US dollars)

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998

Afghanistal 36€ 365 621 52& 48¢
Banalades 458 649¢€ 689¢ 6857 7347
Benir 54C 84z 874 95€ 1047
Burkina Fas 34¢ 481 59C 512 582
Chac 10¢ 161 17z 13¢ 15C
Comoro! 112 157 164 164

Diibouti 374 41¢ 39¢ 387

Gambit 20¢ 14C 2732 32€ 344
Guinei 66€ 767 812 811 83t
Guine&Bissat 15E 14C 112 11¢ 72
Maldives 222 357 478 432

Mali 717 1017 115: 1172 126¢€
Mauritanie 561 64z 63¢ 612 60C
Mozambiau 1052 125t 121¢ 128C 129:
Niaet 45C 54€ 56¢ 597 61€
Sierra Leon 252 24¢€ 294 23¢ 237
Somali¢ 30¢ 27¢ 33C 36< 327
Sudal 114¢ 128¢ 135( 1511 191z
Toac 692 99€ 964 105¢ 115¢
Uaand: 540 74% 728 757 88<
Yemer 209« 157¢ 185z 1837 218¢
LDC total 15505 18916 22935 20660 21342
Bahrair 418¢ 403: 435; 489: 524:
Cameroo 717 1168 122¢ 1362 178C
Eavp! 9452 1173¢ 1301¢ 1316¢ 2046(
Guyan:i 32t 414 544 557 58¢
Jordal 3391 366( 431(C 386€ 403¢
Lebanol 541¢ 6561 756( 7451 716(
Malaysie 5955¢ 7761« 7842: 8026: 8531«
Moroccc 716¢ 770% 8257 10021 1095¢
Pakistal 888¢ 1146( 1215( 1159¢ 9307
Senea: 884 122¢ 130¢ 120€ 162(
Surinan 444 507 591 56¢& 60<
Syrie 546¢ 470¢ 6362 602¢ 700€
Tunisie 6571 803z 774¢ 791¢ 908¢
Turkey 2327¢ 3576( 4246¢ 4865¢€ 5173¢
M total 135743 174588 188316 197558 214903
Alaeria 957( 1012¢ 832¢ 888¢ 9582
Brune 313: 3512 4701 394¢€ 2821
Gabor 754 907 95 1137 115¢
Indonesii 3025: 4022t 4296¢ 4301¢€ 3238:
Iran 1179¢ 12713 15113 1462¢ 1419¢
Iraq 49¢ 61€ 49z 76€ 102¢
Kuwait 672€ 7682 817( 691¢ 5912
Libva 416¢ 487¢ 5181 5471 517¢
Niaerie 5382 556¢ 643( 6732 713¢
Omar 391¢ 424¢ 457¢ 4947 5091
Oata 2082 306¢ 290¢ 4373 3801
Saudi Arabi 2334: 2744¢ 2776¢ 40262 4270¢
U.AE. 2102¢ 2098 2263¢ 3093t 3280(
OE total 122647 141578 150233 172023 163803
Albanie 601 68C 922 694 784
Azerbaiiat 77¢ 66€ 961 794 127¢
Kazakhsta 3561 3807 427¢ 427¢ 5572
Kvravzstar 24€ 39z 79 712 95C
Taiikistar 547 81C 66€ 632 74€
Turkmenistn 894 1364 131: 1201 160¢
Uzbekistal 2321 303C 4901 483¢ 511¢
TC total 8948 10749 13839 13149 16048
OIC Total 282843 345831 375323 403390 416096
WORLD total 4317500 5149600 5391100 5625900 5810400
OIC sharein world total (%) 6.6 6.7 7.0 7.2 7.2
Industrial C. 2882400 3391600 3506000 3620400 3826000
Developina C. 1431800 1753800 1880000 2001200 1980200

Source: IMF, Direction of Trade Satistics Yearbook 1998, and Direction of Trade
Satistics Quarterly, June 1999.



