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ERADICATION OF POVERTY IN THE LEAST DEVELOPED
AND LOW -INCOME OIC MEMBER COUNTRIES

Nabil Md. Dabour

Poverty has spread far and wide in the Islamic t@sdespite the fact that this is not
commensurate with the vast resources endowmertiesetcountries. Its impact has
been on such a large scale that it has becomeuetstl phenomenon of human
deprivation manifested in hunger, malnutrition,edise, illiteracy, and low level and
quality of consumption of hundreds of millions oéqple, particularly in the least
developed and low-income countries (LDLICs). Inagaition of the gravity of the
situation of poverty in the OIC countries in gerienad the OIC-LDLICs in particular,
this paper is meant to be an investigation intostiatus and determinants of poverty in
the OIC- LDLICs. It attempts to assess the situatb poverty in these countries and
to propose a wide range of policy recommendatianspoverty alleviation at the
country as well as the OIC levels.

1. INTRODUCTION

Despite the remarkable progress in economic andahudevelopment the
world over in the past three decades, the backidguman poverty remains
pervasive, particularly in the poor countries @& tteveloping world regions of
South and South-East Asia, sub-Saharan Africalatid America. A quarter
of the world’s population remains in severe povenigarly 1.3 billion people
live on less than $1 a day, and close to 1 billlamnot meet their basic
consumption requirements. The share in global ircomthe richest fifth of
the world’s population is 74 times that of the psrfifth. In a global economy
of $25 trillion, this reflects shameful inequalgi@nd inexcusable failures of
national and international development policiesttas world approaches the
21% century.

The increase in the incidence of poverty worldwigleow being matched
with a re-emergence of interest in the determinasftspoverty and its
alleviation. This re-emergence of interest comeshasresult of an increased
realisation that poverty is actually on the incesall over the globe, especially
in developing countries, and that the “developmesitdrts of the past three
decades have not really been reaching the mostynsedments of the
population. After three decades of development) bletveloping countries and
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major development finance institutions as well asebpment practitioners
have come to recognise that the strategies of edigngrowth (1960s), basic
human needs (1970s) and economic adjustment (1988e¢ failed to
eradicate poverty.

Poverty is a complex, multi-dimensional phenometha stems from both
national and international factors. The internatlodimension of poverty is
manifested in the fact that millions of people @ler the globe, classified as
poor, are suffering from hunger and malnutrition aattime when huge
resources are available to humanity. The mass powverthe developing
regions of Asia, Africa and Latin America is, thieme, partly a reflection of
the unjust international economic order and thecsitire of the international
economic powers. However, despite this, the probtdnpoverty remains
essentially a national one in the sense that pgorespof poverty are very
diverse and hence the need to articulate the retabraracter and efforts in its
eradication. In this context, poverty is a restlth® complex socio-economic
and political structure of a particular country,dahence the status, the
determinants, and the policy measures requiredradieate it would, by
definition, vary from one country to another. Pdyds, then, more than poor
persons; it is a problem of States, associated patr economies, poor human
resources, poor social service provisions, and pmmicies to tackle the
challenge of development and poverty alleviation.

Poverty has spread far and wide in the Islamic t@smdespite the fact
that this is not commensurate with the vast ressuendowment of these
countries. Its impact has been on such a largee dtadt it has become a
structural phenomenon of human deprivation margfestn hunger,
malnutrition, disease, illiteracy, and low leveldaguality of consumption of
hundreds of millions of people, particularly in tleast developed and low-
income countries (LDLICs). The mass poverty in tdC countries,
particularly the OIC-LDCs among them, must be ustierd, in general, as a
product of complex structural processes embedddkeipolitical economy of
these countries. Within this complexity, identifgithe key causes of poverty
is a precondition for formulating an effective amtiverty strategy. Generally,
the primary cause of poverty in most of these atemitcan be summed up in
the failure of development strategies in the lasee¢ decades, including the
more recently introduced macroeconomic reformss Tailure has manifested
itself in the limited and inequitable access of thajority of the people to all
forms of capital: physical, financial, human andciab Deprivation from
capital leads to lack of remunerative employmeit poverty.

The poor in these countries do not form a homogenepoup, and the
data about their characteristics are patchy. Thelude such various groups
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as: rural, landless, agricultural and non-agrigaltworkers, semi-subsistence
farmers, low-income market-oriented farmers, unvankers with low or fixed
wages in public or private sectors, self-employeaspns in non-tradable
sectors, and urban workers in informal sectorsualbt, these segments of
society are often below the poverty line and actdéomthe greater part of the
population in the OIC-LDLICs. Therefore, it is nmssible to imagine human
or economic development in these countries witteogignificant rise in the
standard of living of these groups in terms of comgtion, health, housing,
education and culture. If governments of these tmsare to reduce poverty
or to judge how their economic policies affectliey need to know a lot about
their poor. It is important to know who the pooejawhere they live; what
assets they command; what their education, heattthausing conditions are;
and what economic opportunities are available nthinvesting in people
must, therefore, be the highest priority for thesentries as long as human
capital limitations restrain growth or keep peadplabsolute poverty.

In view of the severity of poverty in the OIC counes$ in general and the
OIC- LDLICs in particular, this paper is meant t® &n investigation into the
status and determinants of poverty in the OIC- LC4.l It attempts to assess
the situation of poverty in these countries andptopose a wide range of
policy recommendations for poverty alleviation aunotry as well as OIC
levels. However, given the scarcity of completeadatid studies at the national
level and the absence of common definitions of pgve these countries, the
analysis in this paper had to rely largely on tlaadprovided by various
editions of the UNDP’$Human Development Reppvwhich, to a large extent,
reflect the multi-dimensional nature of human ptyesind especially its social
dimension.

2. POVERTY: CONCEPT AND MEASUREMENT

The analysis of poverty inevitably leads to thedtio& of who the poor are,
and particularly to the issue of how poverty isimled and measured.
Answering these questions requires, in turn, anratipmal definition of
poverty and a good sense of poverty trends oves.tvMeasuring poverty in a
population is, thus, a function of the definitioneochooses to use to classify
the concept of poverty. Indeed, much has beenenritt an attempt to define
poverty and measure its existence and incidence igiven population.
However, poverty is a complex multi-dimensional pimenon, with several
facets: economic, social, political, cultural am/ieonmental. It is a state of
deprivation, which is reflected at both nationadl anternational levels in low
consumption of nutrients, low health status, lowceadional attainment, poor
housing conditions, and the lack of capital asaetssavings.
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One consequence of the multifaceted nature of ppiethat it has many
distinct definitions that vary widely among couasi and international
organisations and institutions. Anybody spendirgs lhan $1 a day (adjusted
for differences in purchasing power) is poor acowydo some; to others, it is
$2 a day. Some calculate minimum calorie requirdmas their poverty line.
However, poverty has traditionally been definedaagistinct characteristic--
either one is poor or not. Simply defined in thimtext, poverty is that level of
income or expenditure of an individual or a famibpverty line’, which is
inadequate to meet the basic needs of survivakrGasparticular indicator of
welfare, a certain line or standard is drawn, andnalividual or household
falls one side or the other. The selection of avisty line” separates the
population into those who have an adequate leveletfiare and those who do
not.

Yet, measuring the welfare level of an individualaohousehold is not an
easy task, but it can be made easier if one resttiee concept to that of
material or economic welfare. For this purposepecsic “standard of living”
indicator is often chosen for measuring welfare.other words, defining
poverty requires the selection of a welfare criterio draw a line that divides
the population into poor and non-poor. The literatan poverty analysis (see
e.g. Streeten, P. 1995) also distinguishes betweertypes of poverty lines,
namely those using the amount of income needed atsfys the food
requirements only and those that also considemnecneeded to satisfy non-
food requirements such as housing, clothing, educand health services.

However, poverty is more than what is reflected ebgertain level of
consumption/expenditure. Social sectors and facharge the capacity to
influence greatly people’s poverty status. In thimtext, the United Nations
has recently favoured composite indices taking iammount access to
education and basic health into their computatibmeasures of poverty and
human development. Poverty is seen as lack of hutearlopment which is
reflected in the extent to which people are capabliéving long lives, being
literate, being adequately nourished, and basitaing free to choose. There
have been attempts at quantifying the social diiensf poverty. The Human
Development IndexHDI) developed by the UNDP in 1990 is a case im{po
The HDI is a composite of life expectancy at birgkars of schooling, and
GNP per capita.

The concept of human poverty, which was recentlyoduced in the
UNDP’s Human Development Report 199%ees impoverishment as a
multidimensional issue. More than a lack of whataesessary for material well
being, poverty can also mean the denial of oppdr&snand choices most
basic to human development. The UNDP’s Human Pguadex (HPI) is an
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attempt to bring together in a composite index diféerent dimensions of

deprivation in human life. It provides an aggreghtenan measure of the
prevalence of poverty in a community. The UNDP’sl HRPaws attention to

deprivation in three essential elements of humés livhich were already
reflected in the UNDP’s traditional HDI: longevitinowledge and a decent
living standard. Nonetheless, it is important tefkén mind that the concept of
human poverty is much larger than the measure beddis difficult to reflect

all dimensions of human poverty in a single quéatitie composite indicator.
Lack of political freedom, lack of personal secgriinability to participate

freely in the life of a community and threats tastainability can hardly be
measured.

In the end, the choice of definitions and linespoierty is subjective.
However, the question arises as to whether théfeatt definitions and lines
always select the same people. In practice, mafigitiens have been used,
and it is by no means certain that they identify $ame people as poor. This
implies that different definitions of poverty magad to different policy
recommendations, which suggests that more attestionld be given to the
choice of a particular definition when analysing teffects of economic
policies on the poor. In this respect, it is widelygued that different
definitions of poverty select different populatigroups as poor, and that can
lead to the design of very different policy measut@ reduce poverty. From
the policy perspective, definitions of poverty shibcorrespond to the specific
policy or policies under consideration and adeduatefine the target group of
the policy programmes.

3. POVERTY AND DEVELOPMENT

The ultimate objective of any economic system éadttainment of the highest
level of welfare for all. This objective means iarficular that a minimum
level of basic needs, consistent with human digadtyhe world approaches the
21* century, must be satisfied for every one in theietp. However, the
widespread poverty coupled with deepening inequalindermines the
prospects for economic growth, let alone develognenany meaningful
sense. Indeed, the persistence of mass povertyvdikel over has pushed
poverty alleviation to the top of the developmegerda in the 1990s. The
increase in the incidence of poverty, especiallgieneloping countries, is now
being matched with a re-emergence of interest enditterminants of poverty
and its alleviation. This re-emergence of interestnes as a result of an
increased realisation that “development” effort¢hia past three decades have
not really been reaching the most needy segmeriteqiopulation.
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During the 1960s, economic growth was emphasisesl @srnerstone of
development. Economic growth was thought to brinthw, as a matter of
course, a “trickling down” of benefits to the poamo would be able then to
help themselves out of their state of poverty. TB&0s saw the birth of the
‘Basic Needs Approach’ to development, put forwardl developed by the
International Labour Organisation (ILO). The bastomponent of this
approach is the necessity for Government to agtregder of basic services
such as education, health care and infrastructwhile the 1970s had
exhibited high rates of improvement in terms of isband economic
indicators, with virtually every country in the vidrboasting an increase in
growth, the 1980s has come to be commonly knowthaslost decade” of
development, especially for the least developednms. Macroeconomic
difficulties were triggered the world over in théda1980s as the debt crisis
and international recession exposed structural mesges in the economies of
the countries concerned. As a result, countrie® lmen unable to keep up
with their ambitious plans for the provision of lzaservices to their peoples.
Economic growth was failing to come about and ma¢ional funding and
assistance were not forthcoming as had been hdpedelopment plans
therefore had to be revised accordingly.

The 1980s also brought with them pressure from ititernational
development and donor institutions, especiallyBhetton Woods institutions
(the World Bank and the IMF), for the applicatiohexonomic stabilisation
and structural adjustment policies (SAPs). Conegiotn on macroeconomic
growth through SAPs became the slogan of the timdbe 1980s and early
1990s. Benefits to the general population and &p@bor in particular were
once again assumed to trickle down to them as demaf course. The
international community was witnessing a returrinbérest in “trickle-down”
economics. But the type of SAPs undertaken in nm@deweloping countries
affected not only economic growth but also the aoaielfare and the living
conditions of large segments of the populationhé@se countries. Evidence to
date indicates that countries which sustained tadjustment efforts over a
number of years have begun to experience more grtwan those which did
not. Meanwhile, poverty and social conditions haesatinued to deteriorate in
many adjusting countries, particularly in sub-SaharAfrica, where the
number of poor has been growing rapidly (Jayardjakt al. 1996).

Accordingly, SAPs policies and measures have rgceeen subjected to
a major re-evaluation, with attempts to addresssthige of poverty. To achieve
poverty eradication, it is now advocated that thirgerdependent components
should be in place to support the most vulnerabtprents of the population:
economic growth, social development, and the psari safety nets (The
World Bank 1995). The way this is seen to be belstexed is by involving the
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poor directly. The realisation that the poor andirttperceptions and their
potential need to be incorporated in any attempglteviate or eradicate
poverty is increasingly gaining ground. The WorldnR appears to have come
to the conclusion that effecting reductions in ptwend hunger requires a
concerted effort, with the active participation acwllaboration of national
Governments, international organisations, bilateragencies, NGOs,
community-based organisations, and the empowerofehte poor themselves.
All such concerned organisations and individuale aow calling for the
necessity of involvement and participation by tle®mpthemselves in defining
their problems and in designing the solutions &edimplementation process.

It is now widely believed that a balanced developtrarategy needs to
treat equally all types of assets, human, natwalman-made, and that it
considers equally their potential contribution be tfuture growth stream. In
this sense, investment in human capital and expeedi which may not
generate returns, will surely increase the futuaenieg potentials of the
individual. This policy reinforces the outcome he textent that it emphasises
basic human development priorities; i.e., primatyation and primary health
care. There should be no doubt about the feedbdigct® of human
development on income redistribution and allev@gipoverty. It is with this in
mind that the UN General Assembly declared 1996 Year for the
Eradication of Poverty which ushered in the sthd whole decade to address
this issue (1997 to 2006 the International Decanle tie Eradication of
Poverty). During the World Summit for Social Devaheent, held in
Copenhagen in March 1995, heads of State and Guowesrin committed
themselves, through the Copenhagen DeclaratiofPeagtamme of Action, to
taking decisive national action and to musteringrimational co-operation to
eradicate poverty in the world as an ethical, $pgalitical and economic
imperative for humanity.

4. POVERTY IN OIC MEMBER STATES: OVERVIEW

The OIC region is geographically vast. The curfghOIC member countries,
dispersed over a large area on four continents) fgen the former Soviet
Union member countries in Central Asia in the noottMozambique in Africa
in the south and from Guyana in Latin America ia #est to Indonesia in the
east. As such, the OIC member countries as a vdwaleunt for one-sixth and
one-fifth of the world land and population, respealy. The OIC member
countries constitute a substantial part of the lbgheg countries and as they
have different levels of economic development aoticp priorities at the
national level, they do not comprise a homogenegumip. There are
discrepancies between these countries with regardconomic and human
endowments, industrialisation and technologicalelev Nonetheless, the
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economies of these countries are widely believeldet@eomplementary rather
than competitive ones. Yet, this potential doesmanifest itself in the form of
reasonable levels of economic and human developimeéhé OIC countries as
a group.

Like many developing countries, the OIC member toes in general
have been moving, albeit at different paces amnttenal level, according to
the same development paradigms and strategiestioedast three decades.
Therefore, and since the OIC countries constituteulastantial part of the
developing countries, it is logical to assume thiaat applies to the developing
countries, in general, also applies to the OIC tes as a group. Moving
from the economic growth strategies of developmienthe 1960s to the
income redistribution paradigm in the 1970s andnthe the most recent
paradigm of economic adjustment reforms since 8804, the OIC countries
have made remarkable progress and met with sesetlzacks in human
development and poverty alleviation. As in devabgptountries, the evidence
points to considerable progress in reducing povertyOIC countries,
especially in the 1960s and the 1970s. Howeverpittere for the 1980s and
the 1990s is mixed; in some countries the poor lsatkered serious setbacks,
whereas in others the progress has continued aneMea accelerated.

Unfortunately, shortages of complete data at thmoma level and the
absence of a common definition and a common apprimameasure the actual
extent and prevalence of poverty in the OIC coeatmake it impossible to be
precise. However, in general, poverty has spreacaf@d wide in the OIC
member countries. Its impact has been on suclpge krale that it has become
a structural phenomenon of human deprivation matdte in hunger,
malnutrition, disease, illiteracy, and low leveldaguality of consumption for
hundreds of millions of people, particularly in t¢C- LDLICs.

According to theWorld Development Report 199¢he proportion of
people living below the poverty line in Malaysiar xample, decreased from
50% to 25% from 1965 to 1985; in Indonesia, the@eatage of people living
in poverty dropped by 41% between 1970 and 1984d; ianPakistan, the
percentage dropped by 20% during the 1960s andsl1@iMe World Bank
1990, p. 48). However, against such individual eehinents, the people in 14
OIC-LDLICs (406 million) were living in 1990 undéne income poverty line
defined by the same report at $370 per capita iec@im., 40% of the total
population of the OIC countries in that year). Acling to the report, this is
the number of people who are struggling to sunaueless than $370 a year
(the upper poverty line used in the report). Ofsthel73 million in 10
countries, most of them in sub-Saharan Africa, (If%he total population of
the OIC countries in 1990) were extremely poorirtaenual consumption was
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less than $275 (the lower poverty line used inrdport). Applying the same
poverty line, in 1997, the number of OIC countrigsder the poverty line
increased to 17 countries, 11 of them were extrgmebr, i.e., under the
lower poverty line of $275 (Appendix-1).

According to recent data available on the humareggvindex (HPI) in
the UNDP’sHuman Development Report 19%h average of 34.7% of the
people of 39 OIC countries (368.5 million) suffaorh human poverty
(Appendix-2). This percentage reached 46.3% (126ilBon) of the total
population of 19 OIC-LDCs, and 35.1% (168.4 milliaf the total population
of only 5 OIC low-income countries (Appendix-3). Mover, out of the 30
countries in which the UNDP’Bluman Development Ind€kDI) declined in
1997 (more than in any other year since lthaman Development Repavias
first issued in 1990), 20 countries were OIC membauntries. 15 of them
were OIC-LDLICs; most of them (12 countries) in sb#haran Africa
(Appendix-4), half the population of which is estitad to be in income
poverty by the year 2000.

Appendix-4 reports the general indicators on hurdamelopment and
poverty in the OIC countries in terms of the UNDPIBI and HPI for which
data are available. The figures indicate that pggvsmot confined to the OIC-
LDLICs only. The impact of human poverty is alsargasingly being felt in
many OIC middle-income countries and even in som€ Oil-exporting
countries. The HPI which was calculated by the UNDP1999 for 92
developing countries, ranges from 9.8% in Bahraid dordan to 65.5% in
Niger. In the case of the 39 OIC countries inclutghethe sample, HPI exceeds
33% in 24 countries, 18 of them are OIC-LDLICs.Smplies that an average
of at least a third of the people in these coustsiffers from human poverty.
Moreover, in 12 OIC-LDLICs the HPI is almost or erds 50%. This implies
that an average of at least half the people iretieesintries suffers from human
poverty. In terms of global HPI ranks, 7 OIC-LDLI@&re ranked within the
lowest 10 global ranks.

More importantly, the figures in Appendix-4 reflectearly the weak
performance of the majority of the OIC countrieshaman development and
poverty alleviation fronts as compared with thedrfprmance on the income
growth front. The negative figures in column 2 gfpendix-4 (adjusted HDI;
real GDP per capita rank minus HDI rank) indicatattthe real GDP per
capita rank is better than the HDI rank in almdisthe countries. Interestingly,
this is clearer and more significant in high- andldte-income countries,
especially the oil-exporting ones. This can be &ixigd, in part, by low levels
of investment in people, poor social service priovis, and poor policies to
tackle the challenge of human development and ppadleviation in these



66 Journal of Economic Cooperation

countries compared with other developing countriéh the same level of
income growth. Implicitly, this may also be expkhas a reflection of high
levels of income inequality in these countries whempared with other
developing countries. Lastly, the figures in colenand 6 indicate clearly
the weaker performance of the majority of thesentaes in poverty
alleviation (HPI) than in the other measures.

As in any part of the world, poverty in OIC courgiis a complex, multi-
dimensional problem that stems from both natiomal eternational factors.
Perceptions of poverty in OIC countries are vemedie and hence the need to
articulate the national character and efforts sneitadication. The poor do not
form a homogeneous group, and the data aboutdharacteristics are patchy.
They include such various groups as rural, landlagsicultural, and non-
agricultural workers, semi-subsistence farmers,-iltwome market-oriented
farmers, urban workers with low or fixed wages urblic or private sectors,
self-employed persons in non-tradable sectors,uaibdn workers in informal
sectors. Actually, these segments of society atendfelow the poverty line
and account for the greater part of the populatmarticularly in the OIC-
LDLICs. Therefore, it is not possible to imagine nfan or economic
development in these countries without a significase in the standard of
living of these groups in regard to consumptiorgltie housing, education and
culture.

5. POVERTY IN OIC LEAST DEVELOPED
AND LOW -INCOME COUNTRIES (OIC-LDLICs)

5.1. OIC-LDLICs: Overview

The group of the OIC least developed countries (ODCs) is made up of
those member countries of the OIC (21 countriesthvare designated as least
developed by the United Nations, namely AfghanistAaangladesh, Benin,
Burkina Faso, Chad, Comoros, Djibouti, Gambia, ®ajnGuinea-Bissau,
Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Mozambique, Niger, S#&rLeone, Somalia,
Sudan, Togo, Uganda and Yemen. These countriessaqr44 per cent of the
total number of the LDCs of the world (48 countyieBhe majority of these
countries are in sub-Saharan Africa (17 count8&sper cent of the total), two
in South East Asia, and one in West Asia. On therohand, the group of the
OIC low-income countries (OIC-LICs) is made up lbbse member countries
of the OIC which are classified by the World Barklaw-income countries
according to their 1998 GNP per capita, at $76Gllen less. With the
exception of Djibouti and Maldives, this group ndés all the OIC-LDCs and
other 9 countries, namely Cameroon, Nigeria, Sdnégdonesia, Pakistan,
Azerbaijan, Kyrgyz Republic, Tajikistan and Turknisan. Together, these
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two groups represent the OIC least developed amdrioome countries (OIC-
LDLICs) and count for more than half of the OIC nimn countries (30
countries out of the 56 total member countries)fanébout 66.8% of the total
population of the OIC member countries.

The regional distribution of the OIC-LDLICs may atéy be viewed as
having a large bearing on their growth and develammprospects. The
majority of these countries (20) are in sub-Sahakfita, 5 in South East
Asia, 4 in Central Asia and one country in WestaAslince the OIC-LDLICs
constitute a substantial part of sub-Saharan Afiitcis logical, in general, to
assume that what applies to this region, as a wlatde applies to the OIC-
LDLICs as a group. In terms of economic structunrd performance and the
progress in human development and poverty all@natone may roughly
consider the 20 OIC-LDLICs in sub-Saharan Africaadsomogeneous group.
On the other hand, with different sizes and stmastiand different stages of
development, this record is mixed in the case efdther 10 OIC-LDLICs in
Asian regions. However, the available data indi¢h&, in general, the OIC
low-income countries (OIC-LICs) have outperformdee tOIC-LDCs (see
Appendix-1 and -5).

The LDLICs, especially those in sub-Saharan Afieduding the 20 OIC-
LDLICs, are poverty-stricken. Indeed, no regiontlre developing world is
poorer than sub-Saharan Afrida.terms of human poverty, it has both the
highest proportion of people and the fastest gro&time 220 million (38% of
the total population of the region) are income-p@od it is estimated that by
the year 2000 half the people in this region wdlib income poverty (UNDP,
Human Development Report 199¥ 3). The region-wide extreme poverty in
sub-Saharan Africa reflects foremost a structurebblem. Relative to
countries in other regions, sub-Saharan Africamt@es, including the OIC-
LDLICs, lack the capacity to provide basic eduaatioealth care, and physical
infrastructure required for sustainable development

The absolute level of resources in these coungi@zadequate to combat
widespread poverty. Poverty in these countriearigely a rural phenomenon,
with most of the poor depending on agriculturejéidrs and income. The rural
poor have very limited access to credit, land, ar@nsion services; lack of
genuine political commitment to land reform or patdector support for rural
development is the major factor exacerbating pgveSince the early 1980s,
the governments of many countries in the regioduting the OIC-LDLICs,
have embraced market reforms and structural adgrgenand some countries
are experiencing some gains in economic growth.eNbeless, adjustment
policies have yet to alleviate absolute povertyhim region (Jayarajah, €t al
1996).
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With small economies and high population growtlesathe 21 OIC-LDCs
have a very low share in the total OIC income, eless than the national
income of some individual OIC member countries sashndonesia, Turkey,
Saudi Arabia, etc. Although they constitute 25.4Pthe total OIC population,
they produce only 5.6% of the total OIC income. Thajority of the OIC-
LDCs in sub-Saharan Africa continue to rely on fewv commodities for
export earnings. This situation, combined with filagt that prices for most of
those commodities are low and declining, resultthadequate prospects for
growth. In contrast, the 10 OIC-LICs produce mdrant 25% of the total OIC
income, although they make up 41% of the OIC pdmuia(SESRTCIC,
Annual Economic Report on the OIC Countries: 1)99bhis reflects the
relatively large size of the economies in this grolndonesia, for example,
produces about 14.4% of the OIC income, but witB.20million people, per
capita income hardly amounts to $680. While peitaapcome in the OIC-
LICs group amounts, on average, to $817, it amonésly $298 in the OIC-
LDCs. However, per capita income in the OIC-LDLI&sa group amounts to
$619, which is quite higher than that of all LDLIGS the world which was
$520 in 1998 (SESRTCIC 1999 and Appendix-5).

Appendix-5 shows that, in the 1990s, the OIC-LDLKanaged in general
to realise a good level of growth in their prodaotiThe growth levels of GDP
and per capita GNP in most of these countries wemgparable to the levels of
the world LDLICs as a group. Except for a few coiast the average annual
GDP and per capita GNP growth rates in the OIC-LCH% Iwere notably
higher than the “all LDLICs” as a group. Althoudiilbelow the GDP growth
rates, the high annual population growth rates maglermine the fragile
economies of these countries, especially in terfngeo capita GDP and per
capita food production. The economic structurelwfost all OIC-LDLICs has
hardly changed over the past two decades. Agri@ifiicontribution to GDP
has remained high in the majority of these cousirspecially in sub-Saharan
Africa, and significantly higher than that of thall“LDLICs” group. Except in
Indonesia and Nigeria, industry and manufacturisgfggmances are weaker
than those in the “all LDLCs” group. In some coisgr they remained
constant or even lagged behind those in 1980. Irstm@IC-LDLICs,
investments have shown considerable progress velatd all-LDLICs.
However, trade performance in terms of export ghowas weaker than in all
LDLICs group. Foreign debt continues to be one & most troublesome
problems facing these countries. The figures in exglix-5 reflect also the
heavy burden of the external debts in almost athe§e countries as compared
to “all LDLICs” group.

In the following two sections, we attempt to examihe status of poverty
and human development in the OIC-LDLICs. The ansalys this part relies
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largely on the data available on these countrieghi&n UNDP’s Human
Development Reports, which, to a large extenteoefthe multi-dimensional
nature of human poverty, especially the social disien of poverty problems.
This is due, as we mentioned in the introductionthie scarcity of complete
data and studies at the national level and thenabsef common definitions
and approaches that measure the actual extent randlgnce of poverty in
these countries.

5.2. Social and Human Development Record

Appendix-6 presents the data on the elements andalues of the UNDP’s
1999 Human Development Index (HDI) for the OIC-L@Isl and reports their
global ranks according to the values of this inolea sample of 174 countries.
As we have mentioned earlier, the UNDP’s HDI isaétempt to quantify the
social dimension of poverty. It is a compositeife#f €xpectancy at birth, years
of schooling and GNP per capita. When examiningdgheements for the OIC-
LDLICs, the data in Appendix-6 reflect clearly thveak performance of most
of these countries at both national and internatitevels.

Life expectancy at birth in 12 OIC-LDCs is loweaththe average of the
world LDCs of 51.7 years. It reaches only 37.2 gaarSierra Leone and 39.6
years in Uganda. However, Maldives and most of @I€-LICs, except
Nigeria, realised life expectancy rates higher tti@naverage of 64.4 years in
developing countries and even higher than the wawletage of 66.7 years in
the case of Azerbaijan, Kyrgyzistan and Tajikistadult literacy rates and
gross enrolment ratios are very low in most OIC-IsD@specially those in
sub-Saharan Africa. For example, the adult litenatg was found to be 14.3
per cent in Niger and 20.7 per cent in Burkina Fa$® gross enrolment ratio
amounted to 20 per cent in Burkina Faso and 2tgetrin Djibouti. However,
these two ratios were found to be higher than tbddvaverage of 78.0 per
cent in Maldives and in the four OIC-LICs in traiw. Consequently, with
the exception of Maldives, Kyrgyzistan, Turkmenistand, to some extent,
Azerbaijan, Indonesia and Tajikistan, it is clehattall the other 26 OIC-
LDLICs have very low values and global ranks of HBierra Leone, Niger,
Burkina Faso, Mozambique, Guinea-Bissau, and Marewamong the 10
countries with the lowest global values and rarfkidl.

The data in the last column of Appendix-6 (Adjustddl; i.e., real GDP
per capita rank minus HDI rank) reflect clearly theak performance of the
majority of the OIC-LDLICs on the human developméoint compared with
their performance on the income growth front. Tlegative figures indicate
that the real GDP per capita rank is better than HIDI rank in 19 OIC-
LDLICs, including some of those with relatively higHDI values and ranks
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such Maldives and Indonesia. In part, this refléioesunusual levels of growth
rates realised by most of these countries in tH@049However, it can be
explained also, as mentioned earlier, by low lew#lsnvestment in people,
poor social service provisions and poor policiestaokle the challenge of
human development and poverty alleviation in thementries compared with
other developing countries. Implicitly, this maysal be explained as a
reflection of high levels of income inequality iorse of these countries when
compared with other developing countries.

The figures in Appendix-7 reflect the poor provisiaf education services.
In 11 countries, most of which are OIC-LICs and ofithe 16 OIC-LDLICs
for which data are available, public expenditureediication as a percentage
of GNP is lower than the average of developing tiesm and the world
average and even lower than the average of sub8alAdrican countries as a
group. Moreover, no significant improvements havecuored in these
percentages in the last 15 years, and they ever Hacreased in some
countries like Mali, Togo, Uganda, Cameroon andrBagan. This has been
reflected, therefore, in the obvious significantp ghetween the primary
enrolment ratio and the secondary enrolment rattia the high percentages
of children not reaching grade 5 in most of themantries.

The figures in Appendix-8 show that, with the examp of the four OIC-
LICs in transition, the record on health servicegpess is not promising in all
other OIC-LDLICs, especially in the sub-Saharanidsfiregion. Out of the 23
OIC-LDLICs, for which data is available, 16 couasihave public expenditure
on health as percentage of GNP lower than the geeshdeveloping countries
and the world average. In 12 OIC-LDLICs, this patege was even lower
than the average of the world LDCs group. This leen reflected, therefore,
in the obvious weak record of all health indicatorsthese countries. For
example, the number of doctors per 100000 peopk amy 2 in Chad and
Gambia, 3 in Niger and 4 in Mali. The numbers ofl&fia and Tuberculosis
cases are still very high in most of these coustridoreover, the situation in
some OIC-LDCs in sub-Saharan Africa regarding theumdn
immunodeficiency virus/acquired immunodeficiencyndsome (HIV/AIDS)
has become catastrophic as the numbers of AIDSscase increasing
significantly.

In general, the record of food security and nuatniticontinued its slow
progress and even deteriorated over the last twaadds in many OIC-
LDLICs, especially in the sub-Saharan African regidhe index of food
production per capita in 12 OIC-LDLICs, most of ithén the sub-Saharan
African region, was lower than that of both the eleping and least developed
countries groups in 1997 (Appendix-9). The figuire®\ppendix-9 reflect the
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decreasing trend in daily per capita supply of ey protein and fat in many
of these countries over the period 1970-1996. Tétertbration in the health
situation together with the slow progress in foedwity and nutrition led to
the unsatisfactory indicators on progress in sah@s shown in Appendix-10.

Infant, under-five, and maternal mortality rates aery high in many OIC-
LDLICs, particularly in sub-Saharan Africa. In cares such as Sierra Leone,
Niger, Mozambique, Mali, Chad, Guinea, Guinea-Bisdaurkina Faso and
Uganda, these rates have significantly lagged beekiose realised in the
developing and least developed countries groups eagh in sub-Saharan
countries as a group. Consequently, many of thesatdes recorded a very
high percentage of people not expected to sunavage 60. This percentage
reached, for example, 76 per cent in Uganda, 7C@et in Sierra Leone, 64
per cent in Burkina Faso, 61 per cent in Mozamhigunel over 50 per cent in
Togo, Chad, Gambia, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Nigganda and Nigeria
(Appendix-10).

To sum up, it is clear that no significant progregpears to have been
achieved at both the national and the global leielmost of these countries
since the mid-1980s--the period the data of whicdveh been used in
calculating the first HDI in 1990. Overall, mosttbk OIC-LDLICs social and
human development indicators, especially in subaBah Africa, continued
their slow progress; no significant changes appehave been achieved in the
last two decades. Education and health systemseaerely strained by the
low public expenditures on them and the loss dahé&eh personnel. Hard-won
gains in life expectancy and child survival rateslaeing wiped out and AIDS-
related suffering is enormous for individuals, faes and societies.

5.3. Incidence of Poverty

Poverty has spread far and wide in the OIC-LDLIBs.impact has been on
such a large scale that it has become a strucplr@homenon of human
deprivation manifested in hunger, malnutrition,edise, illiteracy, and low
level and quality of consumption of hundreds oflianiis of people. The people
in 14 OIC-LDLICs (406 million) were living in 1990nder the income poverty
line defined by the World Bank’s 19%orld Development Repoat $370 per

capita income (i.e., 40% of the total populationtleé OIC countries in that
year). According to the report, this is the numblepeople who are struggling
to survive on less than $370 a year (the upperrppliae used in the report).
Of these, 173 million in 10 countries, most of themsub-Saharan Africa,
(17% of the total population of the OIC countries1i990) were extremely
poor: their annual consumption was less than $g#5l¢wer poverty line used
in the report). Applying the same poverty line,1i®97, the number of OIC-
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LDLICs under the poverty line increased to 17 cdest 11 of them were
extremely poor; i.e., under the lower poverty lai&275 (Appendix-1).

However, poverty in OIC-LDLICs is not just incomeverty. According
to recent data on the Human Poverty Index (HPl)lalvi@ in the UNDP’s
Human Development Report 199 average of 46.3% of the people of 19
OIC-LDCs (126.3 million) suffer from human povertihis percentage
reached 35.1% (168.4 million) of the total popwatiof only 5 OIC-LICs
(Appendix-3). The above discussion on the indicatufr HDI, education and
health, food security and nutrition, and prograsssurvival shows that the
problem of poverty in most of the OIC-LDLICs emamfrom the fact that
large segments of the population have little acte#se basic social needs and
do not command sufficient material resources torawp their income and
welfare. Therefore, poverty is very much associati#ld deprivation.

Appendix-11 presents the data on the elements efl899 HPI of the
OIC-LDLICs. The figures on deprivation in incomeopisioning show that
high proportions of people in most of these coestdre still without access to
basic social and human needs such as educatiolth lsage, safe water and
sanitation. In 9 out of the 24 OIC-LDLICs for whidata are available, the
percentage of population without access to safemiatthe period 1990-97
amounted to over 50 percent. In 12 OIC-LDLICs, fscentage was lower
than the average percentage achieved by the grotiye avorld LDCs in the
same period. The percentage of population withgoess to health services
was over 50 per cent in 13 OIC-LDLICs and the petage of population
without access to sanitation was over 50 per aerii8i OIC-LDLICs. In 11
OIC-LDLICs, this percentage was lower than the agerpercentage achieved
by the group of the world LDCs in the same period.

Moreover, the ratios of the richest 20 per certhepoorest 20 per cent in
the 10 OIC-LDLICs for which data are available aezy low reflecting the
high levels of income inequality in these countriElsis ratio was less than 10
in five countries namely, Bangladesh, Niger, Ugariddonesia and Pakistan
(Appendix-11). The HPI, which has been calculatgdhe UNDP in 1999 for
92 developing countries, ranges from 25.4 per geiMaldives and 27.7 per
cent in Indonesia to 65.5 per cent in Niger and f#&r cent in Burkina Faso.
In the case of the 26 OIC-LDLICs included in thenpée, HPI was almost or
above 50 per cent in 12 countries. This implie$ #maverage of at least half
the people in these countries suffers from humarey. HPI was also more
than 33 per cent in 18 OIC-LDLICs. This impliesttha average of at least a
third of the people in these countries suffers filmmman poverty. In terms of
global HPI ranks, 7 OIC-LDLICs were ranked withimetlowest 10 global
ranks (Appendix-11). Overall, the progress on thgggmance on the HPI in
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the 1990s was very low in most of these countttés.clear that no significant
progress appears to have been achieved in theitpajbthe OIC-LDLICs at
both the national and the global levels.

Taking all the above into account, the mass poviert9IC-LDLICs must
be understood, in general, as a product of compglenctural processes
embedded in the political economy of these counitiithin this complexity,
identifying the key causes of poverty is a precbodifor formulating an
effective anti-poverty strategy. Generally, thenary cause of poverty in most
of these countries can be summed up in the fadfidevelopment strategies in
the last three decades, including the more recémilyduced macroeconomic
reforms. This failure has manifested itself in ligai and inequitable access of
the majority of the people to all forms of capitphysical, financial, human
and social. Deprivation from capital leads to latkemunerative employment
and poverty. Thus, in order to reduce poverty orfudge how economic
policies affect poverty, we need to know a lot dltbe poor. It is important to
know who the poor are; where they live; what assetg command; what their
education, health and housing conditions are; amat wconomic opportunities
are available to them. Investing in people musgrdfore, be the highest
priority for these countries as long as human aapihitations restrain growth
or keep people in absolute poverty.

5.4. Characteristics of the Poor

Accurate identification of the characteristics bé tpoor in the OIC-LDLICs
necessitates the availability of detailed and ragdhta and information about
geographic location, demographic characteristicenemic activities, health
and nutritional status, educational levels, anth¢j\conditions. Unfortunately,
gathering this sort of information is not alwayssyaThe poor in these
countries are heterogeneous, and the data abautliaeacteristics are patchy.
Nonetheless, based on available studies and &tstigttempts have been made
here to identify the general features and chariatis of the poor in these
countries.

Within these countries, the poor do not form a hgemzous group.
Generally, they include such various groups ad,rlaadless, agricultural and
non-agricultural workers, semi-subsistence farmdmy-income market-
oriented farmers, urban workers with low or fixedges in public or private
sectors, self-employed persons in non-tradableoseend urban workers in
informal sectors. Within these broad groups, sons®pfe, particularly
children, women and the aged, suffer more thanrstliEhe poor are often
concentrated in certain places like resource-peeasaand areas with high
population densities. The problems of poverty, pajon, and environment
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are often intertwined: low levels of developmend dhe pressure of rapidly
expanding populations mean that many of the poa ih areas of acute
environmental degradation.

The statistics and information available on thesantries confirm that
rural poverty is a critical factor in the overallcidence and depth of poverty.
The extent of poverty can vary greatly among rumadas within the same
country. Many of the poor are located in regionemharable land is scarce,
agricultural productivity is low, and drought, fld® and environmental
degradation are common. Such areas are often adolat every sense.
Opportunities for non-farm employment are few, anel demand for labour
tends to be highly seasonal. Others among the lpa@in rural regions that
have a more promising endowment of natural ressuleg lack access to
social services like education and health, andagtfucture facilities such as
irrigation, information and technical assistancansport, and market centres.

On the other hand, although urban incomes are ginéigher and urban
services and facilities more accessible, poor tdwellers may suffer more
than rural households from certain aspects of pgverhe urban poor,
typically housed in slums or squatter settlemeoftgen have to contend with
appalling overcrowding, bad sanitation, and conteated water. The sites are
often illegal and dangerous. Some of these peomendgrants from the
countryside who are seeking better-paid work. Faanyn migration is
permanent, and for others it may be temporaryectfig, for example,
seasonality in agriculture.

Evidence points out that poor households tend tdabge, with many
children or other economically dependent membeosr Pamilies often have
too many children spaced too close together. Ppvand hunger among
children (child poverty) is of particular concerince it is strongly self-
perpetuating. Children are highly vulnerable to magition and disease, and
poverty-related illnesses can cause permanent Hahitd labour is common
in highly populated poor countries; many poor htwsds depend on it as their
main source of income, but this is often at theeemsge of schooling. It is
widely documented that the work that children ddnighly exploitative with
long working hours in unhealthy conditions for laages.

Women are particularly at risk in these countrigsey face all manner of
cultural, social, legal, and economic obstaclesiien, even poor men, do not.
Their lack of access to land, credit and better leympent opportunities
handicaps their ability to fend off poverty for theelves and their families.
The available data on incomes, health, educatiatrjtion, and labour force
participation show that women are often severedgdivantaged. Data for 1997
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indicate that real GDP per capita of women in #ast developed countries is
almost half that of men. The adult literacy ratevimmen is 38 per cent while
that for men is almost 59 percent. In developingntoes, half a million
women die each year in childbirth, at rates 10-fifi@s those in industrial
countries. Lastly, the aged people often live theilight years in poverty and
neglect.

The poor usually lack assets as well as incomeaclnomies in which
wealth and incomes come from the land (i.e., rarabs), poverty is highly
correlated with landlessness, and the disadvantagadeholds are typically
rural landless workers. In many cases, even whempdior do own the land, it
is often unproductive and lies outside the irrigadeeas. The poor are usually
unable to improve their land, since they lack ineoamd access to credit. In
other cases, the poor have access to land witlestindy ownership rights, e.g.,
land that is owned by the community or is commarpprty. The poor are also
lacking in human capital. Everywhere, they havewelr level of educational
achievement than the population at large. Theyuieatly suffer from hunger
and malnutrition and related illnesses, and thideumines their capacity for
labour, which is their main or only asset.

Since the greatest number of the poor in thesetdearare found in rural
areas, agriculture is still the main source of medor them. Their livelihoods
are linked to farming, whether or not they earrirtmeomes directly from it.
In rural areas, the poor are concentrated in toadit industries with low skill
and capital requirements and very low labour praditg. Their products are
normally intended for home consumption or for tbeal market. Rural non-
farm employment, which often consists of cottagdusiries, services, and
commerce, tends to be highly seasonal or part-tivaeges in these jobs are
generally lower than wages in agriculture.

On the other hand, informal sector jobs of one apenother are the main
source of livelihood for a high percentage of urlpaor; even when they are
generally the lowest-paying jobs. Disadvantagecugroups are largely self-
employed and casual unskilled workers. They sellices and engage in trade
or work on a casual basis in construction, manufaaj, and transport.
However, the poor households in urban areas arentist vulnerable and the
least able to protect themselves from contingenci®scause incomes
fluctuate, a static picture of the poor in urbagesrcan be deceptive. Evidence
indicates that some people in urban areas movedroat of poverty, whereas
others never cross the poverty threshold.

Lastly, the poor in these countries have less actegpublicly-provided
goods, services, and infrastructure than do otheups. They are often set
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apart by cultural and educational barriers. llliterpeople may be intimidated
by officials or may simply lack information abougwvilopment programmes.
Sometimes the design of the services unintentiprzaltls to the problem. The
poor play little part in politics and are often,dffect, deprived.

6. CONCLUSION AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

Poverty has spread far and wide in the OIC membantcies although it is

widely believed that this is not commensurate witle vast resource
endowments of these countries. The burden of ppvepreads unevenly
among the regions of the OIC, among countries witlhiose regions, and
among localities within those countries. Unfortuhat shortages of complete
data at the national level and the absence of caomuledinition and approach
that measure the actual extent and prevalence w#rgoin OIC countries

make it impossible to be precise. However, the thpé poverty has been on
such a large scale that it has become a strucplr@homenon of human
deprivation manifested in hunger, malnutrition, edise, illiteracy, and low
level and quality of consumption of hundreds oflionl of people, particularly

in the OIC- LDLICs.

Recently, an average of 46.3% (126.3 million) af greople of 19 OIC-
LDCs suffered from human poverty. This percentaggcihed 35.1% (168.4
million) of the total population of only 5 OIC lowcome countries. Out of the
30 countries in which the UNDPKuman Development Ind€kiDI) declined
in 1997 (more than in any other year since lthenan Development Report
was first issued in 1990), 20 countries are OIC tyemtountries. 15 of them
are OIC-LDLICs; most of them (12 countries) in stéharan Africa, half the
population of which is estimated to be in incomegrty by the year 2000.

The indicators of HDI and HPI, education and hediiod security and
nutrition, progress in survival and characterist€ghe poor in OIC-LDLICs
show that the problem of poverty in most of thesentries emanates from the
fact that large segments of the population hate l#ccess to the basic social
needs and do not command sufficient material ressuto improve their
income and welfare. Therefore, poverty in thesent@s is very much
associated with deprivation. However, the realifypoverty is a complex
multi-dimensional problem. It is the result of amuex socio-economic and
political structure of a particular country, andnbe the status, the
determinants, and the policy measures requiredradieate it would, by
definition, vary from one country to another.

The mass poverty in the OIC-LDLICs must be undedtan general, as a
product of complex structural processes embeddékeipolitical economy of



Eradication of Poverty in OIC Member Countries 77

these countries. Within this complexity, identifgithe key causes of poverty
is a precondition for formulating an effective aptiverty strategy. Generally,
the primary cause of poverty in most of these atemican be summed up in
the failure of development strategies in the last¢ decades, including the
more recently introduced macroeconomic reformss Tailure has manifested
itself in limited and inequitable access of the ongy of the people to all
forms of capital: physical, financial, human andciab Deprivation from
capital leads to lack of remunerative employmerd aoverty. It is then a
matter of access to resources which enable thelgpéomontinually improve
their standards of living. The extended poverty tilsen, a reflection of
inequality in the distribution of wealth and incoe® well as political power.

Alleviation, and eventual eradication, of poverg; thus, a matter of
concrete policies and strategies that would aiadidress the above-mentioned
causes and determinants of poverty. Because ofidtespread poverty in the
OIC-LDLICs, alleviation and eradication of povertyecomes somewhat
synonymous with the development process itself. dikgibution of the fruits
of development should be geared in a manner tofibéime poor and deprived
groups in the country. Therefore, combating povestypuld be visualised
within the framework of a long-term developmentdrategy. Crisis
management solutions would only have temporaryctffeand targeted
programmes to the poor might not be very meaninigfglich countries where
the majority of the populations are poor.

The poor in OIC-LDLICs do not form a homogeneousugr. They include
such various groups as rural, landless, agricdltared non-agricultural
workers, semi-subsistence farmers, low-income markented farmers, urban
workers with low or fixed wages in public or prieasectors, self-employed
persons in non-tradable sectors, and urban workergnformal sectors.
Actually, these segments of society are often betbe poverty line and
account for the greater part of the population.réfoge, it is not possible to
imagine human or economic development in these toesnwithout a
significant rise in the standard of living of theggoups in regard to
consumption, health, housing, education and cultakesting in people must,
therefore, be the highest priority for these caestas long as human capital
limitations restrain growth or keep people in absopoverty.

As we mentioned in the introduction, the problenpoterty is essentially
a national one. However, since economic co-operasiaa main pillar of OIC
action as an institution, and the ultimate aimho$ tco-operation is the well-
being of the people in the member countries, thadespread poverty in the
OIC-LDLICs is simply incoherent with this objectivdhus, alleviation of
poverty calls for articulate strategies at natiorlabels targeting the
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marginalised population at large. Objectives fod afforts to address poverty
alleviation are to be outlined specifically in rmaal poverty alleviation

strategies and programmes. These programmes dye &mcompanied by a
process of creating a supportive OIC environmertiaidver efforts are made
would only treat the symptoms, not the ailmentlitSenerefore, the problem

of poverty in OIC-LDLICs and the strategies for ##ieviation should be

considered with a new vision at the country lexeehall as at the OIC level. A
wide range of policy recommendations can be prapdsesuch a new vision

of poverty alleviation strategies as follows:

) To reduce poverty in OIC-LDLICs or to judge howeitheconomic

policies affect poverty, they need to know a lobabtheir poor in these
countries. It is important to know who the poor;amere they live; what
assets they command; what their education, heattthausing conditions are;
and what economic opportunities are available &nthThis can be achieved
through:

» Identifying and building on an expanded definitioh poverty that is
relevant to the context and socio-economic andtipalirealities of the
country in order to construct a baseline of thegpty situation and to
contribute more effectively to the formulation oélMtargeted policies for
its alleviation.

* Monitoring the status of poverty through developexrurate, complete
and regular data and information about the poothm country (e.g.,
household surveys). This would serve to build eneravork for identifying
areas requiring intervention by the government mmdich work can be
started in the fight against poverty and its so@atifications at each stage
of development.

* Identifying issues of relevance to poverty eradozapolicies in the areas
of employment and population programmes in orderpiicy work on
these issues to be well aimed and targeted. Thiddmoelp to identify
areas for prioritising work so that realistic p@& may be adopted for the
short and medium terms.

» Identifying and prioritising social issues of redeee to the marginalised
and vulnerable population groups in order to bdtieus limited resources
and save time in the fight against poverty.

(2) In applying these measures, it should be borneimd that poverty
alleviation is not merely the provision of a medksanwhereby the poor are
helped to cross a given threshold of income or womgion, but rather
involves a sustained increase in productivity amehéegration of the poor into
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the process of growth. Therefore, understandingc#uses of poverty and the
mechanism of impoverishment and poverty perpetnatis what will
eventually determine the policies to address tbblpm.

3) The focus of attention should be directed towamiscrete proposals
for future action. In this respect, the main chaofydirection is that a human
development strategy would imply that the governimehould use its
resources in a fundamentally different way. Thelementation of the strategy
will require a change in the composition of goveeminspending and an
expenditure reallocation toward those activitiesiclvhbenefit the largest
number of people.

(4) The ownership of assets directly affects incomgoounities. Without
assets such as land, the poor must hire out @eoulr. But, without adequate
human capital, they are limited to unskilled woflhe importance of assets,
broadly defined, suggests that poverty alleviatpolicies should seek to
increase the assets owned by the poor--especikillg, shealth, and other
aspects of human capital and, in agricultural eodas, land.

(5) In order to guide anti-poverty policies effectiefurther attention
should be given to specific aspects concerningsthee of governing the inter-
linkages between macro-policies and the poor. lis ttontext, there is
widespread fear that the structural adjustment awbnomic reform
programmes, which are being implemented now in maig-LDCs would
have severe negative social impacts, especiallytren poor. Therefore,
additional corrective measures must be undertasiemiléviate these adverse
impacts on the poorest and marginalised groups.ufam development
strategy is not just structural adjustment withuanan face, but the shaping of
policies beyond the conventional budgetary and niirel changes. The
components of such a strategy are all positivelyretated with poverty
reduction. These include, among others, emphasisloereation and public
work programmes, assessing public spending on pyimducation and basic
health care, increasing income equality withoutasmdning growth, private
transfers, social assistance programmes and sad&tyreorientation of public
spending, more accurate targeting, which are alkistent with sustainable
macroeconomic equilibrium.

(6) Evidence suggests that rapid and sustainable ggsgsn poverty in

developing countries has been achieved by pursaisgrategy that has two
equally important elements. The first is to promtite productive use of the
poor’s most abundant asset, labour. It calls fdicgs that harness market
incentives, social and political institutions, #dtructure, and technology to
that end. The second is to provide basic socialices to the poor; primary
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education and health care, family planning, andritet are especially
important. Progress has been greatest in the g¢esinitrat have implemented
both parts of this strategy. By promoting the pitke use of labour, these
countries have furnished opportunities for the paod by investing in health
and education they have enabled the poor to tdkeduantage of the new
possibilities

(7) An important effort in the eradication of povertwolves supported
self-help. Many people living in poverty may beeabs raise their standards of
living through their own efforts, especially if t® efforts receive assistance.
Examples include maximising opportunities for thstablishment and
expansion of small businesses by increasing thiéabitdy of credit, including
microcredit, minimising interest rates, improvingrastructure and the equity
of access to productive inputs such as land areb ddr enterprises, and
increasing the accessibility of information andiadiy services.

(8) Promoting the employment potential of the smaliegirise sectors.
Encouraging credit and technical assistance fosethgectors in order to
achieve the goal of more rapid poverty reductiod arpanding productive
employment where the poor can participate. Examplekide small-scale
agricultural and labour-intensive industries whazn be an effective poverty-
reducing development strategy. With appropriate lissecale credit, these
enterprises could be multiplied many times, resglin both improved food
security and poverty reduction.

(9) Diversification of commodity production and exmois an effective
way of improving food security, raising employmeanhd incomes and,
consequently, lessening countries’ vulnerability clwanges in the external
environment.

(10) Encouraging consideration of incorporation of maedit schemes in
the strategy of poverty eradication and implemémnat of related

recommendations as reflected in the Plan of Acidopted in the International
Micro-Credit Summit held in 1997, which launchedglabal movement to
reach 100 million of the world’s poorest familiesr fself-employment and
other financial and business services by the yeat 2

(11) Specific measures should be taken by the OIC mesthé&s for the

fulfilment and implementation of the commitmentsdeaat the World Summit
for Social Development held in Copenhagen in 1885as to enable the OIC-
LDLICs to meet the basic needs of all under thenncammitment of poverty

eradication adopted at the Summit. This can besaelithrough:
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» Creating an enabling environment for social devalept through sound
policies and good practices and emphasising the m@hd social
responsibilities of the private sector.

* Adopting an OIC poverty reduction target to redume one half the
number of people living in extreme poverty by tleary2015.

* Adopting national programmes and an OIC plan oifoactor achieving
full employment.

» Strengthening procedures and institutions for $atilogue; this should
include specific modalities for strengthening regative employer and
work organisations.

* Increasing the employment potential of infrastroetdevelopment, and
expanding OIC co-operation in this field.

* Formulating an OIC action plan for education fdr ahd for basic health
services, by the year 2015.

* Encouraging the 20 OIC-LDLICs in sub-Saharan Afmcast affected by
the Human Immunodeficiency Virus/Acquired Immunadehcy
Syndrome to adopt a target of reducing infectiaelle in young people by
25% by 2005.

» Affirming that governments must control the settioigpolicy directions
and priorities of anti-crisis policy measures anggpammes by the
inclusion of social development and poverty alldgia goals. In
particular, adjusting countries must give priority restructuring the
economy to provide more opportunities and betteication and training,
health care, and other social adjustments to h&lpden the participation
of those who are left behind in adjusting programme

The discussion of the means of addressing thosessaill relate goals,
strategies, policies and programmes at both ndtamhOIC levels.

On the whole, poverty should be seen as a statehwhinless curbed,
tends to regenerate itself. The chances are thapachild will grow up into a
poor adult. A poor health status coupled with lau@ational levels is likely to
result in lower employability which, in turn, resulin lower income and,
therefore, the increased likelihood of marrying aompspouse. Thus, in the
absence of external intervention or a change irctimglitions of a poor person
or his/her access to assets, the cycle of povaltypevperpetuated through the
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next generations. Therefore, breaking the cyclé lvél a necessity requiring
outside input and interjection. At the very ledbts would need to be in the
form of State provision of basic social serviceghsias water, sanitation
services, roads, education, and health services.uhrealistic to expect that
the poor would pay for such services themselvethalr the private sector is
likely to do so. In addition, the awareness of ploer should be raised so that
they perceive their situation as amenable to changemprovement. Because
without the active and wholehearted participatiérihe poor in the process,
poverty cannot be overcome.
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Appendix-1: OIC-LDLICs: Income Poverty (GDP per capita; 1987 US$)

1960 1970 1980 1990 1997
OIC-LDCs
Bangladesh 146 162 145 179 218
Benin 320 361 337 332 371
Burkina Faso 173 198 237 257 290
Chad 213 198 208 215 211
Comoros - - (458) (474) 370
Gambia 189 240 278 275 256
Guinea - - - (409) (447)
Guinea-Bissau - 202 157 209 234
Mali 217 225 268 260 271
Mauritania 359 (581) (523) (466) (513
Mozambique - - 165 173 199
Niger (556) (554) (430) 318 262
Sierra Leone 119 222 260 227 159
Somalia - - 120 106 169
Sudan (814) (729) (784) (684) 355
Togo 244 (400) (474) (394) 363
Uganda - - 162 (470) (602)
Yemen - - - (535) 300
OIC-LICs
Indonesia 190 211 349 (537) (680
Cameroon (601) (652) (871) (903) (756
Pakistan 135 223 258 350 (417
Nigeria 329 361 373 311 315
Senegal (713) (723) (661) (676) (674
Azerbaijan - - - (1020) (402)
Kyrgyzstan - - - 210 111
Tajikistan - - - (718) 240
Turkmenistan - - - - (630)
DCs 330 474 686 745 908
LDCs 245 272 287 272 245
S.S Africa - - 661 542 518

Sources:UNDP,Human Development Report 198841999

Notes: $ 370 indicates the upper poverty line, while $ 27
indicates the lower poverty line. Figures in braskadicate that a
country is above the upper poverty line of $ 370.
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Appendix-2: Human Poverty in Selected OIC Countries

HPI (1) Population Population
Rank Value Mid- 1997 | suffering from
2 (million) human poverty
(million)

Jordal 9 9.8 5.77 0.57
Bahrair 10 9.8 0.62 0.0¢
Guyani 11 10.2 0.8t 0.0¢
Lebanoi 14 11.z 3.14 0.3t
Malaysie 18 14.Z 21.67 3.0¢
Libya 22 16.4 5.7¢ 0.9t
Turkey 24 16.7 63.7¢ 10.6¢
U.AE 27 17.7 2.5¢ 0.4¢
Svrie 32 20.1 14.9¢ 3.0C
Iran 34 20.4 60.6¢ 12.3¢
Tunisie 38 23.1 9.22 2.1%
Omar 39 23.7 2.4 0.57
Maldives 43 25.4 0.27 0.07
Indonesi; 46 27.7 199.87 55.3¢
Algeria 52 28.€ 29.0¢ 8.37
Eavp! 57 33.C 62.01 20.4¢
Comoro: 58 34.€ 0.6t 0.2z
Sudal 61 36.€ 27.¢ 10.27
Cameroo 62 38.1 13.9¢ 5.31
Nigerie 63 38.2 118.3% 45.22
Toqc 65 38.4 4.3z 1.6€
Moroccc 67 39.2 27.31 10.71
Ugand: 68 40.¢€ 20.4¢ 8.3C
Diibouti 69 40.¢ 0.62 0.2¢
Pakistal 71 42.1 138.1¢ 58.17%
Banglades 73 44 .4 122.0: 54.17
Mauritanie 77 47.5 2.3¢ 1.14
Yemer 78 49.2 16.4¢ 8.11
Mozambigqur 79 49k 18.27 9.04
Seneq: 80 49.¢€ 8.8 4.3€
Gambi 81 49.¢ 1.17 0.5¢
Guinet 82 50.5 7.61 3.84
Benir 83 50.¢ 5.8¢ 2.97
Guinee«Bissal 84 51.€ 1.11 0.57
Chac 86 52.1 6.7 3.4¢
Mali 87 52.¢ 11.4¢ 6.0¢€
Sierra Leon 90 57.7 4.4z 2.5€
Burkina Fas 91 59.: 11.0¢ 6.5¢
Niger 92 65.5 9.7¢ 6.41
Total 1,061.5( 368.54@
@ as % ottotal 34.71

Source: UNDP,Human Development Report 1999.

Notes: (1) The HPI is a composite index that attemptsriagotogether the
different dimensions of deprivation in three essgrdlements of human life
which are already reflected in the HDI: longeviknowledge and a decent
living standard. (2) HPI ranks have been calculdtedthe universe of 92

developing countries.
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Appendix-3: Human Poverty in OIC-LDLICs

HPI Population Population
Rank Value Mid- 1997 | suffering from
(million) human poverty
(million)

OIC-LDCs
Maldives 43 25.4 0.27 0.07
Comoros 58 34.6 0.65 0.22
Sudan 61 36.8 27.9 10.27
Togo 65 38.4 4.32 1.66
Uganda 68 40.6 20.44 8.3
Djibouti 69 40.8 0.63 0.26
Bangladesh 73 44.4 122.01 54.17
Mauritania 77 47.5 2.39 1.14
Yemen 78 49.2 16.48 8.11
Mozambique 79 495 18.27 9.04
Gambia 81 49.9 1.17 0.58
Guinea 82 50.5 7.61 3.84
Benin 83 50.9 5.83 2.97
Guinea-Bissau 84 51.8 1.11 0.57
Chad 86 52.1 6.7 3.49
Mali 87 52.8 11.48 6.06
Sierra Leone 90 57.7 4.43 2.56
Burkina Faso 91 59.3 11.09 6.58
Niger 92 65.5 9.79 6.41
Total 272.57 126.3¢9
@ as % oftotal 46.3
OIC-LICs
Indonesia 46 27.7 199.87 55.36
Cameroon 62 38.1 13.94 5.31
Nigeria 63 38.2 118.37 45.22
Pakistan 71 42.1 138.16 58.17
Senegal 80 49.6 8.8 4.36
Total 479.14 168.4%)
@ as % oftotal 35.15
OIC-LDLICs 751.71 294,729
® as % oftotal 39.20

Source: Appendix-2 above.
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Appendix-4:

Human Development and Human Poverty Indicators in @C Countries

HDI Real GDP HPI (3) HPI rank HPI rank Population below
Rank PC rank minus minus Income poverty line
(%)
1) Minus Rank Value HDI $ 1 aday $ 1 aday National
HDI rank Rank (4) Poverty rank (4) 1989-94 1989-94
(2

Brunei 25 -23 - - - -
Kuwait 35 -30 - - - -
Bahrain 37 -8 10 9.8
Qatar 41 -23 - - - -
UAE 43 -18 27 17.7 8 - - -
Malaysia 56 -7 18 14.2 5.6 16.0
Surinam 64 6 - - - -
Libya 65 -6 22 16.4 9 - - -
Lebanon 69 -4 14 11.3 - -
Kazakhstan (*) 76 15 - - - -
Saudi Arabia 78 -37 - - - -
Turkey 86 -22 24 16.7 - -
Oman 89 -47 39 23.7 - -
Uzbekistan (*) 92 19
Maldives 93 -3 43 25.4 - -
Jordan (*) 94 2 9 9.8 -11 1 2.5 15.0
Iran 95 -29 34 20.4 14 -
Turkmenistan 96 24
Kyrgyzstan (*) 97 19
Guyana 929 2 11 10.2 43.0
Albania 100 19
Tunisia 102 -34 38 23.1 15 15 3.9 14.0
Azerbaijan (*) 103 34
Indonesia 105 -11 46 27.7 -4 3 145 8.0
Tajikistan (*) 108 46
Algeria (*) 109 -31 52 28.8 20 21 1.6
Syria 111 -11 32 20.1 9 -
Egypt 120 -14 57 33.0 14 15 7.6
Gabon 124 -71 - - - -




Appendix-4: Human Development and Human Poverty Indicators in @C Countries (continued)

HDI Real GDP HPI (3) HPI rank HPI rank Population below
Rank PC rank minus minus Income poverty line (%)
(@) minus Rank Value HDI $ 1 aday $ 1 aday National
HDI rank (2) Rank (4) Poverty rank (4) 1989-94 1989-94
Gabon 124 -71 - - - -
Iraq (*) 125 22 - - 1 - - -
Morocco 126 -27 67 39.2 19 30 1.1 13.0
Cameroon (*) 134 -11 62 38.1 -4 -
Pakistan 138 -3 71 42.1 14 24 11.6 34.0
Comoros 139 -1 58 34.6
Sudan (*) 142 -7 61 36.8 -8 -
Togo (*) 143 -3 65 384 -7 - 17.3
Nigeria (*) 146 15 63 38.2 3 9 28.9 21.0
Yemen (*) 148 18 78 49.2 9 -
Mauritania 149 -20 77 475 6 11 314 57.0
Bangladesh 150 6 73 44.4 13 - 28.5 48.0
Senegal (*) 153 -24 80 49.6 1 0 54.0
Benin 155 -7 83 50.9 33.0
Djibouti 157 -7 69 40.8 - -
Uganda 158 -5 68 40.6 -13 -3 50.0 55.0
Guinea (*) 161 -37 82 50.5 0 19 26.3
Chad (¥) 162 -4 86 52.1 - -
Gambia (*) 163 -22 81 49.9 64.0
Mali 166 1 87 52.8 0 - - -
G. Bissau (¥) 168 -5 84 51.8 -11 -8 87.0 49.0
Mozambique 169 -2 79 49.5 2 - - -
Burkina Faso (*) 171 -14 91 59.3 1 - - -
Niger 173 -9 92 65.5 2 3 61.5
Sierra Leone (¥) 174 0 90 57.7 -1 - 75.0

Sources: UNDP, Human Development Report 198@d 1999 Notes: (1) HDI ranks have been calculated for the univefse
174 countries. (2) Adjusted HDI; a positive figunglicates that the HDI rank is better than the @BIP per capita (PPP$)
rank, a negative the opposite. (3) HPI ranks haemnlzalculated for the universe of 92 developingtdes. (4) HPI, HDI and
$ 1 a day poverty ranks have been recalculatethiouniverse of 78 countries. A negative figureidates that the country
performs better on the HPI than on the other measupositive the opposite. (*) OIC countries vatbdeclined HDI in 1997.



Appendix-5: OIC-LDLICs: Economic Structure and Performance

Size of the economy (1) Economic growth (4) Structure of the economy (3) External Debt
Population | PercaptaGNP| GDP | Export | GDI | Agriculture Industry Manufacturing Services 1997
1998 | 1990| 1998 1997-| 1990-| 1990- | 1990-| 1980 | 1998| 1980, 1998 198p 1998 1980 1998 of | DS/EX

OIC-LDCs million [ 1998| ($) | 1998 | 1998 | 1998 | 1998 GDP (4)
Afahanistai 25.7 6.C - - - -3.4* - - - - - - - - - - -
Banalades 125.¢ 1.¢ 35C 3.4 4.& 13.7 | -12.2 34 23 24 28 18 18 42 49 35.1 10.€
Benir 6.C 3.2 | 38C 1.t 4.€ 3.2 4.€ 35 39 12 14 8 8 52 47 76.€ 9.1
Burkina Fas 10.7 2.7 | 240 3.8 3.t -0.8 4.1 33 32 22 28 16 21 45 40 54.: 11.€
Chac 7.4 3. 23C 3.t 4.€ 3.7 18.€ 45 39 9 15 - 12 46 46 65.2 12.5
Comoro: 0.5 3.2 | 37C -1.5 0.6 | -214*| -5.¢ - 38.6 - 12.8 4 - 4.3+ - 4854 | 101.¢ 3.¢
Diibouti 0.7 3.C | 871 1.3 - 5.9* - - 2.9+ - 20.6 + - 4.5+ - 7654 | 57.1 3.1
Gambie 1.2 3.€ 34C 2.C 0.€ -7.8* 3.C - 28.4+4 - 15.04 - 7.0+ - 58.04| 107.¢ 11.€
Guine: 7.1 3.C | 54C 1.6 5.C 2.€ 5.7 - 22 - 35 - 4 - 42 95.2 21.t
Guine&Bissal 1.2 2.1 16C | -30.4 3.7 14*| -6.€ - 48.4 4 - 16.6 4 - 7.0 4 - 34.64| 366. 17.2
Maldives 0.2 3.4 |123C 2.€ 6.7 - - - 22.0+4 - 16.04 - 6.0 4 - 61.6 4 51.7 6.7
Mali 10.€ 3.2 | 25C 2.2 3.7 9.2 1t 48 45 13 21 7 6 38 34 119.2 10.5
Mauritanie 2.5 3.2 | 41C 24 4.2 -2.3 4.C 30 24 33 27 - 9 44 45 234.% 25.€
Mozambiqu 16.€ 2.€ 21C 9.2 5.7 14.€ 8.6 48 34 30 18 - 1C 22 48 232.¢ 18.€
Niger 10.1 3.¢ 19C 0.8 1.¢ -0.2 4.4 43 41 23 17 4 6 34 42 86.2 19.5
Sierra Leon 4.¢ 2.8 14C -2.€ -4.7 -9.4 | -13.2 33 44 21 24 5 6 47 32 141t 21.1
Somali 9.1 2.2 16¢€ - - 6.2 2.€ - 65.0 4 - 8.5+ - 5.0+ - 26.04 - -
Sudal 28.7 2.1 | 35& 3.C 6.1 7.C - - 37.0+4 - 16.2 4 - 9.0+ - 46.24| 182.¢ 5.1
Toqc 4.5 3.4 | 33C -3.E 2.2 0.€ 12.€ 27 42 25 21 8 9 55 58 92.7 8.1
Ugand: 20.€ 3.t 32C 2.8 7.4 16.1 10.C 72 43 4 18 4 9 23 39 56.5 22.1
Yemer 16.5 4.7 | 30C 4.€ 3.8 6.¢ 8.8 - 18 - 49 - 11 - 34 76.7 2.€
OIC-LICs

Indonesii 203.7 1.6 68C | -16.2 5.8 8.€ 4.4 24 16 42 43 13 26 34 41 65.2 30.C
Cameroo 14.2 3.2 | 61C 3.8 0.€ -1.5 -1.€ 31 42 26 22 10 11 43 36 109.: 20.4
Pakista 131.€ 2.8 | 48C 2.5 4.1 3.2 2.7 30 25 25 25 16 17 46 50 47.5 36.1
Nigerig 121.2 3.8 30C -1.7 2.€ 5.2 8.C 21 32 46 41 8 5 34 27 75.€ 7.8
Seneqge 9.C 3. | 53C 3.1 3.C 2.2 2.2 19 17 15 23 11 15 66 59 82.¢ 15.c
Azerbaijar 6.2 14 [ 49C 8.1 | -10.t 19.5 7.C - 24,0+ - 30.6 4 - 9 - 36 11.7 6.7
Kyrgyzstar 4.7 1.C 35C 2.8 -7.3 -1.8 8.€ - 46 - 24 - 18 - 30 42.€ 6.2
Taijikistar 6.1 2.C | 35C 3.3 | -16.£ - - - 33.0+ - 35.04 - - - 32+ 44.¢ 4.€
Turkmenista 4.7 3.€ [ 63C 0.6 -9.€ - - - 32.04 - 31.1+4 - - - 37.04| 634 34.7
All LDLICS 2.C | 52C 2.1 2.4 11.1 9.¢ 31 21 38 41 27 28 30 38 47.€ 16.C

Sources:(1) World BankWorld Development Report 1999/20(®) SESRTCICAnnual Economic Report on OIC Countries 1998tes: (1) 1990-98: average annual % growth.
(2) 1990-98: average annual % growth; (*) 1997-G8)I: gross domestic investmerf8) Value added as % of GDPt)(1993-97. 4) Ratio of total debt service to export.
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Appendix-6: OIC-LDLICs: Elements (EL%II\)IDP’S 1999 Human Developmet Index
Life Adult Gross Real GDP | HDI | HDI (2)
Expectancy| literacy | Enrolment | per capita | Value | rank | minus
at birth rate (%) | Ratio (%) (PPP$) 1997 | (2) 2
years (1997) 1997 1997 19971) * (**)
OIC-LDCs
Bangladesh 58.1 38.9 35 1050 0.440 1%0 6
Benin 534 33.9 42 1270 0.424 15b -
Burkina Faso 44 .4 20.7 20 1010 0.304 171 -14
Chad 47.2 50.3 29 970 0.393 16p -4
Comoros 58.8 55.4 39 1530 0.506 139 -L
Djibouti 504 48.3 21 1266 0.412 15] -1
Gambia 47.0 33.1 41 1470 0.391 163 -2p
Guinea 46.5 37.9 28 1880 0.398 161 -3y
Guinea-Bissal 45.0 33.6 34 861 0.343 164 -5
Maldives 64.5 95.7 74 3690 0.716 98 -
Mali 53.3 355 25 740 0.374 164 1
Mauritania 53.3 38.4 41 1730 0.447 14P -2p
Mozambique 45.2 40.5 25 740 0.341 169 -P
Niger 48.5 14.3 15 850 0.298 173 -9
Sierra Leone 37.2 33.3 30 410 0.254 174 0
Sudan 55.0 53.3 34 1560 0.4715 142 i
Togo 48.8 53.2 61 1490 0.460 148 -
Uganda 39.6 64.0 40 1160 0.404 158 -b
Yemen 58.0 42.5 49 810 0.449 14B 18
OIC-LICs
Indonesia 65.1 58.0 64 3490 0.681 105 -
Cameroon 54.7 71.7 43 1890 0.586 134 -1
Pakistan 64.0 40.9 43 1560 0.508 138 B
Nigeria 50.1 59.5 54 920 0.45 146 1
Senegal 52.3 34.6 35 1730 0.426 1%3 -4
Azerbaijan 69.9 96.3 71 1550 0.695 1043 3
Kyrgyzstan 67.6 97.0 69 2250 0.7Q92 97 1p
Tajikistan 67.2 98.9 69 1126 0.665 10B 4p
Turkmenistan 65.4 98.0 90 2109 0.712 96 p. 73
DCs 64.4 71.4 59 3240 0.63
LDCs 51.7 50.7 37 992 0.43 -
S-Sah. Africa 48.9 58.5 44 1534 0.46
World 66.7 78.0 63 6332 0.70 - -

Source: UNDP, Human Development Report 1998ew York, Oxford University
Press, 1997.

(*) HDI ranks have been calculated for the universk7df countries.
(**) Adjusted HDI (real GDP per capita PPP$ rank mihli3l rank) in which a
positive figure indicates that the HDI rank is betthan the real GDP per capita
rank (PPP$), a negative the opposite.
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Appendix-7: OIC-LDLICs: Education Profile
Net enrolment ratio
Primary | Secondary | Children
(as % of (as % of not Public
Adult Relevant Relevant | reaching Expenditure
literacy Age Age grade 5 On education
rate (%) group) Group) (%) (as % of GNP)
1997 1997 1997 1992-95 1985 199396

OIC-LDCs
Bangladesh 38.9 75.1 21.6 - 1.9 2.9
Benin 33.9 67.6 28.2 39 - 3.2
Burkina Faso 20.7 32.3 12.8 25 - 3.9
Chad 50.3 47.9 17.9 - - -
Comoros 554 50.1 35.7 20 4.1 -
Djibouti 48.3 31.9 19.6 21 2.7 -
Gambia 33.1 65.9 33.3 20 3.2 -
Guinea 37.9 45.6 14.6 46 - -
Guinea-Bissau 33.6 52.3 24.1 - 3.2 -
Maldives 95.7 - - - 4.4 6.4
Mali 355 38.1 17.9 18 3.7 2.2
Mauritania 38.4 62.9 - 36 - -
Mozambique 40.5 39.6 22.4 54 4.7 -
Niger 14.3 24.4 9.4 27 - -
Sierra Leone 34.3 44.0 - - 1.9 -
Sudan 53.3 - - - -
Togo 53.2 82.3 58.3 - 5.0 4.7
Uganda 64.0 - - - 35 2.6
Yemen 42.5 - - - - 6.1
OIC-LICs
Indonesia 85.0 99.2 56.1 11 - 1.4
Cameroon 71.7 61.7 - - 3.1 2.9
Pakistan 40.9 - - - 25 3.0
Nigeria 59.5 - - - - 0.9
Senegal 34.6 59.5 19.8 15 - 3.5
Azerbaijan - - - - 5.7 3.3
Kyrgyzstan - 99.5 77.8 - 7.9 5.7
Tajikistan 98.9 - - - - 2.2
DCs - 85.7 60.4 22 3.9 3.6
LDCs - 60.4 31.2 - 2.7 -
S-Sah. Africa - 56.2 41.4 34 4.9 5.4
World - 87.6 65.4 - 4.9 4.8

Source: UNDP,Human Development Report 1998w York, Oxford University Press, 1999.
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Appendix-8: OIC-LDLICs: Health Profile
Infant Tuber-
with AIDS | culosis | Malaria
low Cases cases case$s Doctordlurses Public
birth- (per (per (per (per (per | Expenditure
weight | 100000 100000 100000 100000 100d00on health
(%) People| peoplg people people Peoples % of GDP
1990-97 1997 1996 1995 1993 1998 1960 1P95
OIC-LDCs
Bangladesh 50 - 52.6 126|6 18] 5 - 1n2
Benin - 39.8 43.3 10570.4 6 33 15 1I8
Burkina Faso 21 91.2 16.9 4680.5 . - 0.6 4.7
Chad - 109.7 28.1 - 2 6 05 2F
Comoros 8 2.8 22.5 30030(2 10 33 E 1n1
Djibouti 11 263.7 503.5 550.f 20 - - -
Gambia - 43.1 108.0 - 2 25 - 1.y
Guinea 13 44.0 58.9 7048\7 15 3 1.0 1.2
Guinea-Bissay 20 74.0 155.6 - 10 45 - 1.]
Maldives 13 1.8 82.8 - 19 13 - -
Mali 16 35.1 35.9 - 4 9 1.9 2.4
Mauritania 11 6.7 - - 11 2.7 0.5 1B
Mozambique 20 335 102.7 - - - - -
Niger 15 30.7 - 8697.7 3 17 0.p 1p
Sierra Leone 11 4.6 75.6 - - - -0 -
Sudan 15 5.9 4.7 85419 10 70 1.0 1
Togo 20 185.2 39.6 - 6 31 1B 1p
Uganda 13 249.0 140.5 - 4 28 o7 1]6
Yemen 19 0.5 91.6 - 26 51 - 1.p
OIC-LICs
Indonesia 8 - 12.3 728.8 12 67 0[3 a7
Cameroon 13 69.1 225 16314.2 7 - 1.0 1.0
Pakistan 25 0.1 3.1 7919 52 32 0.3 0.8
Nigeria 16 14.4 23.7 - 21 142 0.B oB
Senegal 4 22.6 99.6 - 7 35 15 142
Azerbaijan 6 0.1 32.6 374 390 1081 - 1.1
Kyrgyzstan - 0 89.1 - 310 879 - 3.p
Tajikistan - 0.0 28.2 105.8 210 738 - 5.8
Turkmenistan 5 - 49.9 - 353 1195 - 12
DCs 18 28.9 78.7 883.l 76 85 0.9 1.8
LDCs 22 69.1 112.5 3220y 14 26 - 1.6
S-Sah. Africa 15 111.1 129.3 - 16 75 0.7 14
World 17 39.7 68.5 - 122 241 - 595

Source: UNDP,Human Development Report 1998w York, Oxford University Press, 1999.
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Appendix-9: OIC-LDLICs: Food Security and Nutrition

Daily per capita| Daily per capita| Food Production
supply of supply of fat per capita index
protein
Daily per capita | Total |Change| Total |Change
supply of calories|(grams] (%) | (grams) (%) (1989-91=100)
1970 1996 [ 1996| 1970-961996 | 1970-96 1997
OIC-LDCs
Bangladesh 2177 2105 45.0 - 23p 55(0 111
Benin 1964 | 2415 57.3 19.4 42.9 - 127
Burkina Faso 1762 2137 63.5 176 4815 61.3 123
Chad 2183 1972 56.7 -11.4 55.1 14)7 119
Comoros 1848 1824 42.] 20.8 411 2|8 118
Djibouti 1842 1920 39.0 -7.1 53.9 46.1 83
Gambia 2108| 2332 46.4 -16.4 56.8 9/0 84
Guinea 2212 2099 444 -8.3 47.p  -15)6 133
Guinea-Bissau| 1989 2381 a7 109 5713 -4.2 112
Maldives 1428 2495 85.1 57.4 49.0 323 113
Mali 2095 2027 60.8 3.1 42.3 - 127
Mauritania 1868 | 2653 78.3 5.4 64.1 233 105
Mozambique 1886 1799 341 -1.4 325 12}2 133
Niger 1992 2116 62.2 11.7 31.5 - 121
Sierra Leone 2419 2002 43.y -50 555 -13.8 97
Sudan 2167 2391 73.5 20.%5 726 - 146
Togo 2261 2155 52.7| 3.3 423 24.p 138
Uganda 2294 2110 46.1 -19.1 288  -20j1 110
Yemen 1763 | 2041 54.3 6.5 38.2 318 121
OIC-LICs
Indonesia 1859 2930 67.8 73.8 589 1035 124
Cameroon 2280 2175 51.0 -16.4 4515 -2|8 119
Pakistan 2198 2408 59.9 10.p 65)6 92|9 134
Nigeria 2254 2609 56.3 12.6 66.] 24.9 136
Senegal 2546 2394 67.6 4.p 672 -0j1 112
Azerbaijan - 2139 62.6 - 40.5 - 58
Kyrgyzstan - 2489 82.0 - 47.7 - 124
Tajikistan - 2129 58.5 - 40.1 - 68
Turkmenistan - 2563 71.5 - 77.5 - 99
DCs 2129 2628 66.4 30.1 57.1 92.p 132
LDCs 2090 2095 51.4 -3.3 33.3 24.3 115
S-Sah. Africa | 2226 2205 52.7 -5.7 44 4 9.5 116
World 2326 2751 73.5 26.5 70.4 79.0 124

Source: UNDP,Human Development Report 1998w York, Oxford University Press, 1999.



Appendix-10: OIC-LDLICs: Progress in Survival

Life expectancy at [ Infant mortality Under-five People not Maternal
birth rate (per 1000 live]  mortality rate expected to survive| mortality rate (per
(years) births) (per1000 live births)  to age 60(%) 100000 live births

1970 1997 1970 1997 1970 1997 1997 1990
OIC-LDCs
Bangladesh 44.2 58.1 148 81 239 109 38 850
Benin 42.5 53.4 149 102 252 167 46 990
Burkina Faso 39.3 44.4 163 110 278 169 64 930
Chad 38.0 47.2 149 118 252 198 56 1500
Comoros 47.8 58.8 159 69 215 93 37 -
Djibouti 40.0 50.4 160 111 241 156 49 -
Gambia 36.0 47.0 183 66 319 87 54 1100
Guinea 36.5 46.5 197 126 345 201 54 1600
Guinea-Bissau 36.0 45.0 186 130 314 22( 58 910
Maldives 49.9 64.5 121 53 188 74 28 -
Mali 41.9 53.3 221 145 391 239 43 1200
Mauritania 42.5 535 150 120 250 183 44 930
Mozambique 41.9 45.2 163 130 281 208 61 1500
Niger 38.3 48.5 191 191 320 320 52 1200
Sierra Leone 34.4 37.2 206 182 363 314 70 1800
Sudan 42.6 55.0 107 73 177 115 43 660
Togo 44.2 48.8 128 78 216 125 59 640
Uganda 46..3 39.6 110 86 185 137 76 1200
Yemen 40.9 58.0 175 76 303 100 38 1400




Appendix-10: OIC-LDLICs: Progress in Survival (continued)

Life expectancy at

Infant mortality

Under-five

People not

Maternal

birth rate (per 1000 livel  mortality rate expected to survive| mortality rate (per
(years) births) (per1000 live births to age 60(%) 100000 live births
1970 1997 1970 1997 1970 1997 1997 1990

OIC-LICs
Indonesia 47.6 65.1 104 45 172 68 27 650
Cameroon 44.3 54.7 127 64 215 99 46 550
Pakistan 49.2 64.0 118 95 183 136 27 340
Nigeria 42.7 50.1 120 112 201 187 52 1000
Senegal 40.6 52.3 164 72 279 124 47 1200
Azerbaijan 68.4 69.9 42 34 54 45 22 22
Kyrgyzstan 62.4 67.6 63 38 86 48 25 110
Tajikistan 62.7 67.2 78 56 111 76 25 130
Turkmenistan 60.0 65.4 82 57 120 78 28 55
DCs 54.5 64.4 111 64 170 94 28 491
LDCs 43.4 51.7 149 104 242 162 50 1041
S-Sah. Africa 44.1 48.9 137 105 225 169 56 979
World 59.1 66.7 98 58 149 85 25 437

Source: UNDP,Human Development Report 199w York, Oxford University Press, 1999.




Appendix-11: OIC-LDLICs: Elements of UNDP’s 1999 Hunan Poverty Index (HPI)

Survival Deprivation
deprivation | in education Deprivation in economic provisioning GNP PC
and (PPP$)
knowledge
People not Adult Population Population | Population | Underweight| Richest 20% HPI HPI
expected to illiteracy without without access  without children to Value Rank
survive to age rate access to safe  to health access to | under age | Poorest 20%
40 water services sanitation five (%)

(%), 1997 (%), 1997 | (%), 1990-97| (%), 1990-97| (%), 1990-97 1990-97 1980-1994 (%) *)
OIC-LDCs
Bangladesh 21.5 61.1 5 26 57 56 4.0 44.4 79
Benin 29.0 66.1 44 58 73 29 - 50.9 83
Burkina Faso 40.5 79.3 58 30 63 30 - 59.3 91
Chad 37.4 49.7 76 74 79 39 - 52.1 86
Comoros 20.6 44.6 47 18 77 26 - 34.6 58
Djibouti 33.3 51.7 10 63 45 18 - 40.8 69
Gambia 37.7 66.9 31 - 63 26 - 49.9 81
Guinea 38.3 62.1 54 55 69 26 16.7 50.5 82
Guinea-Bissau 40.6 66.4 57 36 54 23 28.1 51.8 84
Maldives 13.5 4.3 40 25 56 43 - 254 43
Mali 33.6 64.5 34 80 94 40 - 52.8 87
Mauritania 29.2 61.6 26 70 68 23 12.9 47.5 77
Mozambique 39.8 59.5 37 70 46 27 - 49.5 79
Niger 35.7 85.7 52 70 83 43 5.9 65.5 92
Sierra Leone 51.0 66.7 66 64 89 29 - 57.7 9
Sudan 27.1 46.7 27 30 49 34 - 36.8 61
Togo 345 46.8 45 - 59 19 - 38.4 65
Uganda 47.4 36.0 54 29 43 26 7.1 40.6 68
Yemen 21.8 57.5 39 84 76 39 - 49.2 78




Appendix-11: OIC-LDLICs: Elements of UNDP’s 1999 Hunan Poverty Index (HPI) (continued)

Survival Deprivation
deprivation | in education Deprivation in economic provisioning GNP PC
and (PPP$)
knowledge
People not Adult Population Population | Population | Underweight| Richest 20% HPI HPI
expected to illiteracy without without access  without children to Value Rank
survive to age rate access to safe  to health access to | under age | Poorest 20%
40 water services sanitation five (%)
(%), 1997 (%), 1997 | (%), 1990-97| (%), 1990-97| (%), 1990-97 1990-97 1980-1994 (%) *
OIC-LICs
Indonesia 12.8 15.0 25 57 41 34 4.7 27.7 46
Cameroon 27.2 28.3 50 85 50 14 - 38.1 62
Pakistan 14.7 59.1 21 15 44 38 47 42.1 71
Nigeria 334 40.5 51 33 59 36 12.3 38.2 63
Senegal 28.5 65.4 37 60 61 22 16.8 49.6 8(
DCs 14.6 28.4 28 - 57 31 - 27.7
LDCs 30.8 51.6 41 - 63 40 - 44.9
S-Sah. Africa 34.6 42.4 50 - 56 32 - 40.6

Source: UNDP,Human Development Report 1999 HPI ranks have been calculated for the univer@2afeveloping countries.
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