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The United Nations Office of the High Representative for the Least Developed Countries, Landlocked 
Developing Countries and Small Island Developing States (UN-OHRLLS) is pleased to share with you the 
2018 mandated annual report on the State of the Least Developed Countries.

Vulnerability ranging from high vulnerability to climate change impact and that to external shocks, 
remains the defining challenge of LDCs.

Vulnerability was already identified as key challenge in a series of international commitments and notably 
in the 2030 Agenda, the Paris Agreement and the Sendai Framework for Action. 

More than ever, resilience building is and will remain a high priority for LDCs. 

The ever more frequent and extensive natural, economic and social stresses and disasters are a major 
challenge in maintaining and accelerating progress in the LDCs toward an equitable, inclusive and 
sustainable development path. 

The Istanbul Programme of Action comes to a close in barely two years. If actions in all of the program’s 
eight priority areas are not stepped up, the sustainable development promises the global community 
agreed on in Istanbul will not be delivered on. We estimate that a third of the nearly one billion people 
living in the LDCs will thus be put at a risk of remaining in extreme poverty and deprivation even beyond 
2030. LDCs and their development partners, including the UN system, need to scale up efforts to make 
a real difference. The time for action is NOW. 

This fifth report on the State of the LDCs is indeed a call to action. The report assesses progress in 
achieving the goals and targets of the Istanbul Programme of Action and then focuses on what has to 
happen to reduce vulnerability and building resilience in the LDCs. 

The report also analyses the impact of shocks from the household perspective up to the macro- 
economic level. 

It is my hope that the recommendations of the report on how to build resilience to shocks such as 
commodity price volatility and the wide-ranging impact of climate change, or how to address financing 
constraints will be of use to leaders, partners and policy-makers.

Above all, it is my sincere hope that this report contributes to ongoing and further dialogue and action 
in support of the realization of the objectives of the Istanbul Programme of Action and the 2030 Agenda 
for Sustainable Development for all women, men, boys and girls in the LDCs.

FEKITAMOELOA KATOA 
‘UTOIKAMANU

Under-Secretary-General, and High Representative for the Least Developed Countries,  
Landlocked Developing Countries and Small Island Developing States
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
With two years left in the time frame for the implementation of the 
Istanbul Programme of Action (IPoA), a major drive is needed by 
all stakeholders to overcome the challenges faced by the LDCs, as 
outlined in the Programme of Action. While Chapter 1 of this report 
reviews the progress and challenges in the implementation of the 
IPoA, Chapter 2 explores options on how to reduce vulnerabilities 
and increase resilience, aspects that are fundamental for any 
progress towards sustainable development in LDCs.

PROGRESS IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 
ISTANBUL PROGRAMME OF ACTION

Progress towards achieving the goals and targets of the IPoA has 
been uneven across its priority areas as well as LDCs. On average, 
the pace of such progress has largely fallen short of what is needed 
to reach the goals and targets by 2020.

Growth in the LDCs is estimated to have increased to 4.9 per 
cent in 2017, which is below the 7 per cent target. Very few LDCs 
have structurally transformed their economies. The share of the 
manufacturing sector, for instance, has long been stagnant. 

Poverty and malnutrition, are still alarmingly high in the LDCs, 
with a third of the 1 billion people subject to extreme poverty. The 
number of undernourished people in LDCs has increased from 
216 million in 2004–2007 to 237 million in 2015–2017.

Progress has been recorded in the development of infrastructure. 
Access to mobile phones and internet, including broadband 
services, continued to increase. While still very low, the share of 
global air freight for which the LDCs are accountable has also 
increased, from 0.5 per cent in 2011 to 0.9 per cent 2016. Likewise, 
access to electricity nearly doubled from 21.6 per cent in 2000 to 
44.8 per cent in 2016. Of major concern is that access is still largely 
concentrated in urban areas.

In 2018, the Technology Bank for the LDCs started operations 
focusing on preparing science, technology and innovation 
reviews and technology needs assessments and, on promoting 
digital access to research and technical knowledge in selected 
countries, in collaboration with other United Nations entities. The 
operationalization of this new UN entity marks the achievement of 
the commitment contained in SDG target 17.8.

The share of the LDCs in global exports of goods and services 
continued to decline, reaching 0.89 per cent of world exports 
in 2016. Following a decade of sustained growth, exports of 
commercial services from the LDCs began to slow down in 2014 
and fell by 4 per cent in 2016.

Despite some progress, LDCs still lag in the areas of human and 
social development. Gross enrolment in secondary education 
increased to 46 per cent in 2015, compared with 41 per cent in 
2011. However, school infrastructure in most LDCs remains well 
below the levels in other developing countries. Deficits in education 
will likely exacerbate as the median age of the population in the 
LDCs is projected to increase from 19.6 years in 2015 to 20.4 years 
by 2020. In many of the LDCs, youth unemployment continues to 
be very high, partly as a result of skills mismatch and economic 
expansion driven by capital-intensive sectors among other factors.

Rural areas are particularly behind with respect to service provision 
in LDCs. In 2015 only 33 per cent of rural populations had access 
to improved sanitation facilities and 61 per cent used an improved 
drinking water source.

More than half of all women in the LDCs aged 20−24 years were 
married before they were 18 years of age. However, the prevalence 
of those using modern contraceptives more than doubled from 15 
per cent in 1994 to almost 34 per cent in 2015 for the LDCs.

Resource mobilization also remains a significant challenge in many 
LDCs. Savings are partly constrained by low per-capita income and 
underdeveloped domestic financial sector. In the LDCs, only 27 per 
cent of adults have bank accounts. However, the recent increase 
in the use of mobile and digital money in several of the LDCs has 
helped ease this constraint.

The overall share of ODA to the LDCs in donor’s GNI increased 
slightly from 0.08 per cent in 2015 to 0.09 per cent in 2016 but 
remains far below the target of 0.15 to 0.2 per cent. Furthermore, 
the rise of tied aid and the decline in country programmable aid 
threaten past progress in aligning international support with 
countries’ priorities and in strengthening country ownership and 
leadership and substantially reduce their ability to face situations 
of distress resulting from external shocks.

Almost one-third of LDCs are at high risk of debt distress or 
are already in that situation as of January 2018, which further 
constrains their fiscal space. At the same time, FDI flows to the 
LDCs decreased further by 17 per cent in 2017 and remittances 
declined by 2.6 per cent.

Some progress with respect to governance has continued in LDCs. 
For example, thirteen of the LDCs have disclosed descriptions of 
legislation and licensing requirements related to the environment 
in the context of the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative, 
including environment protection requirements related to 
licensing, and specific provisions or government policies on 
environmental policies covering oil, gas and mining activities.
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While the aim of enabling half of the LDCs to meet the criteria 
for graduation by 2020 is far from being achieved, considerable 
progress has been made. This is illustrated by the fact that, while 
to date only five countries have graduated from the LDC category, 
currently 12 LDCs are in the graduation process. Vanuatu and 
Angola are scheduled to graduate in 2020 and 2021 respectively.

Recommendations from Chapter 1 include the following:

• Increased efforts by LDCs and their development partners are 
needed to meet the goals and targets of the Programme of 
Action and further increase the number of countries reaching 
the graduation thresholds by 2020. The LDCs must provide 
an enabling environment that facilitate productive investment 
in line with the goals and targets of the IPoA and step up 
efforts to leave no one behind in all priority areas. Likewise, 
development partners need to fulfil their commitments in 
terms of development finance, technical assistance and 
improved access to markets and technology. 

• Enhanced progress in sustainable accelerators such as 
infrastructure development, energy, education and skills 
development, ICT and broadband technologies will be needed. 
Some of these accelerators, which were not available to other 
developing countries in the past, can be strategically applied 
in LDCs across different sectors consistent with national 
development priorities. Quick-win, public e-services such as 
online tax payment, business registration, and vital records 
should be rapidly deployed to build momentum, acceptance 
and awareness of broadband applications. In addition, 
endogenous capacities in the area of ICT should be bolstered 
to facilitate solutions that are adapted to the local context.

• The ODA commitments in the IPoA, 2030 Agenda and AAAA of 
providing more than 0.15% of GNI to LDCs need to be fulfilled 
and ODA allocations to LDCs need to be increased, along 
with sustained improvements in the quality of development 
assistance. Furthermore, initiatives to increase innovative 
flows to LDCs and South-South cooperation need to be 
strengthened.

• To attract investment in infrastructure, dedicated finance is 
needed to carry out pre-investment activities like feasibility 
studies, environmental and social impact assessments, and 
bankable business plans. 

• Partner countries can support FDI in LDCs inter alia through 
financial measures, tax incentives, political and environmental 
risk insurance and information and advisory services. A 
preferential approach geared towards encouraging foreign 
investment in the LDCs would require that specific resources 
and additional customization and deepening of financial and 
technical assistance is envisaged.

• To increase the availability of high-quality data, stronger 

political support and legal reform are needed to empower 
national statistical offices. Additional domestic and external 
financial resourcess – which must be both predictable and 
sustainables – should be mobilized for statistical systems, 
and supported with capacity development and the latest 
technology in line with SDG 17.

• With the growing number of countries meeting the criteria 
for graduation for the first or second time, it is more 
important than ever to provide enhanced support to the 
graduating and graduated countries and ensure that smooth 
transition measures are in place to avoid any disruption to 
their development plans, programmes, and projects. There 
is a role for all partners, including the governing bodies of 
United Nations entities, in providing international support 
measures. The United Nations system entities are stepping 
up their efforts to provide coordinated support for graduation 
and smooth transitions.

REDUCING VULNERABILITIES AND INCREASING 
RESILIENCE IN LDCs

One common thread that runs across all LDCs is their extreme 
vulnerability to shocks, including climate change, natural disasters, 
economic and social disturbances. These shocks severely affect the 
ability of LDCs to achieve sustainable development and inflict huge 
financial and other collateral damages to them. Not surprisingly, 
vulnerability is one of the defining characteristics of LDCs as 
measured by the Economic Vulnerability Index (EVI), which includes 
small size and locational disadvantages.

Idiosyncratic and exogenous shocks affecting the LDCs interact 
in a complex manner. These shocks have both direct and indirect 
costs on individuals, households, communities and the economy, 
all of which could result in crippling long-term effects. For instance, 
a larger share of the population in LDCs is vulnerable to falling 
into poverty due to unexpected shocks. Similarly, women are 
disproportionally affected by shocks due to gender imbalances. 

Further, at the macro level, economic vulnerability is closely 
linked to the structural constraints faced by the LDCs, including 
small populations and remoteness. Diversifying their economies 
and building up their productive capacities is key for reducing 
vulnerability in the medium and long-term. 

Emerging shocks—such as climate change and rapid build-up 
in debt—add to existing shocks and pose several challenges to 
sustainable development across LDCs. More worrisome, global 
responses to some of these shocks, in particular to climate change, 
have not matched the magnitude of the challenges they bring 
about. For instance, estimates of overall costs of climate change 
adaptation in LDCs suggest that there is a significant financing 
shortfall between amounts currently being provided and estimated 
needs, which runs in the order of billions of US dollars per year.
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The increase in debt – with many LDCs in moderate or high debt 
distress – has increasingly been a cause of serious concern and can 
have devastating consequences for their economies. This occurs in 
a context where the sources of finance have become more diverse 
and complex, bringing with it both challenges and opportunities.

Indeed, recent years have seen the emergence of innovative 
capital-market based risk financing mechanisms such as 
catastrophe bonds, contingent credit, and regional catastrophic 
insurance pools, that can make resources available quickly in 
case of a shock. Yet, LDCs have had little or no access to such risk 
transfer mechanisms to date due to their limited ability to pay 
insurance premiums and other capacity constraints.

In sum, building resilience at individual, institutional, private sector 
and national levels is essential if LDCs are to continue their sustainable 
development without disruption. In other terms, resilience building 
needs to be a central element of their development strategies 
using an integrated approach. Also, consensus has emerged at the 
international level to further strengthen the ex-ante and ex-post risk 
management strategies for LDCs. 

The report makes the following specific recommendations:

• Social protection systems, including cash transfers, are 
important elements for crisis mitigation and resilience 
building. To be able to scale up transfers rapidly, it is important 
to integrate climate and disaster risk considerations into 
the design and planning of social protection programmes 
from the start and link them to an established early warning 
system. To further extend the use of social protection in LDCs, 
there is a need to strengthen administrative capacity as well 
as data availability and to involve all stakeholders, especially 
women, in their design and implementation.

• As the majority of the poor in LDCs live in rural areas, often as 
smallholder or subsistence farmers, it is important to address 
their vulnerability to droughts and other weather events. 
Index insurance can increase the resilience of smallholder 
farmers, not only through payouts after a shock but also by 
unlocking opportunities that increase productivity in the non-
payout years, for example through access to credit.

• Besides the importance of financial support to the 
governments of LDCs, transfer of technical and scientific 
skills is needed to build a viable technological base, which 
constitutes the backbone of an economic diversification 
strategy. Investment promotion and improved market access 
as well as supply side capacity building measures, including 
through Aid for Trade, need to complement improvements in 
the business environment of LDCs.

• Macroeconomic policies also need to take external shocks into 
account, for example through a countercyclical fiscal policy 
with provisions on financial buffers for “self-insurance” to 

accumulate adequate resources during booms and to spend 
them during downturns. In addition, a flexible monetary 
policy can facilitate and regulate borrowing with a view to 
improving financial inclusion, preventing speculative activities 
and supporting productive investment.

• Debt relief, debt moratoriums and debt swaps can be 
instrumental in releasing resources for reconstruction and 
the rebuilding of infrastructure. Furthermore, it is important 
for LDCs and their creditors to incorporate some of the 
contingencies directly into their sovereign debt contracts, 
so that when disasters and shocks occur, countries are 
able to postpone their payments or reduce them during 
recovery. State-contingent debts link contractual debt service 
obligations to a predefined variable, such as GDP, can reduce 
principal and interest payments when the variable declines.

• Efforts must be made to step up climate change finance to 
LDCs for adaptation, especially for the National Adaptation 
Plans (NAPs), through the various internationally-established 
instruments, such as the LDC Fund, the Adaptation Fund 
and the Green Climate Fund, as well as through bilateral and 
private sector sources. 

• In addition, preparedness for disasters and adaptation to 
climate change must be factored into national strategies 
and programmes to implement the SDGs and the IPoA, 
for example, ensuring that new infrastructure is built to be 
climate-resilient. 

• LDCs need support from development partners, including IFIs, 
in accessing existing insurance schemes covering external 
shocks and natural disasters, for example through subsidized 
premiums. Furthermore, LDCs need support in introducing 
new insurance schemes at national and regional levels. 

• Capacity building support should be strengthened in several 
areas, including to strengthen social protection and disaster 
preparedness, to facilitate the preparation of bankable 
proposals, as well as enhancing absorption capacity. Sharing 
best practices and lessons learned is vitally important for 
capacity building and thus a platform for such exchanges 
among LDCs should be created.

• Access to modern technology and knowledge, as well as 
up to date information is vitally important for building 
resilience, including resilient infrastructure, communications 
and industries. Thus, access to this technology needs to be 
strengthened. As an example, the Technology Bank for the 
LDCs will include resilience building in its activities. 

• Strengthening support for building resilience should remain a 
priority for LDCs after graduation, both as part of the smooth 
transition strategy, as well as beyond, given that they are very 
likely to remain vulnerable for an extended period of time.
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Alors qu'il ne reste que deux ans pour la mise en œuvre du 
Programme d'action d'Istanbul, toutes les parties prenantes 
concernées doivent redoubler leurs efforts pour relever les défis 
auxquels sont confrontés les pays les moins avancés. Le chapitre 
1 du présent rapport passe en revue les progrès réalisés et les 
difficultés rencontrées dans la mise en œuvre du Programme 
d'action, et le chapitre 2 présente les options permettant de 
réduire les vulnérabilités et d'accroître la résilience, aspects qui 
sont fondamentaux pour tout progrès vers un développement 
durable dans les pays les moins avancés.

PROGRÈS ACCOMPLIS DANS LA MISE EN ŒUVRE 
DU PROGRAMME D'ACTION D'ISTANBUL

Les progrès vers la réalisation des buts et objectifs du Programme 
d'action d’Istanbul ont été inégaux dans ses prioritaires et dans les 
pays les moins avancés. En moyenne, le rythme de ces progrès est 
largement insuffisant de ce qui est nécessaire pour atteindre les 
objectifs d'ici 2020.

La croissance estimée dans les pays les moins avancés a augmenté 
pour atteindre 4,9 % en 2017, ce qui est inférieur à l'objectif de 7 %. 
Très peu de pays les moins avancés ont réalisé des progrès dans la 
transformation structurelle de leur économie. La part du secteur 
manufacturier, par exemple, stagne depuis longtemps. 

Les taux de pauvreté et de malnutrition sont encore alarmants 
dans les pays les moins avancés, un tiers du milliard de personnes 
vivant dans l'extrême pauvreté. Le nombre de personnes sous-
alimentées dans les pays les moins avancés est passé de 216 
millions en 2004–2007 à 237 millions en 2015–2017.

Par contre, des progrès ont été enregistrés dans le développement 
des infrastructures. L'accès à la téléphonie mobile et internet, y 
compris les services haut débit, a continué de progresser. Bien 
qu'encore très faible, la part du fret aérien mondial dont les pays 
les moins avancés sont responsables a également augmenté, 
passant de 0,5 % en 2011 à 0,9 % en 2016. De même, l'accès à 
l'électricité a presque doublé, passant de 21.6 % en 2000 à 44.8 
% en 2016. Cependant, le fait que l'accès soit encore largement 
concentré dans les zones urbaines est très préoccupant.

En 2018, la Banque de technologie pour les pays les moins avancés 
a lancé des activités axées sur la préparation d'examens de la 
science, de la technologie et de l'innovation et d'évaluations des 
besoins technologiques et sur la promotion de l'accès numérique 
à la recherche et au savoir technique dans certains pays, en 
collaboration avec d'autres organismes des Nations Unies. 
L'opérationnalisation de cette nouvelle entité des Nations Unies 

marque la réalisation de l'engagement contenu dans la cible 17.8 
des objectifs de développement durable.

La part des pays les moins avancés dans les exportations 
mondiales de biens et services a continué de diminuer, atteignant 
0,89 % des exportations mondiales en 2016. Après une décennie 
de croissance soutenue, les exportations de services commerciaux 
des pays les moins avancés ont commencé à ralentir en 2014 et ont 
chuté de 4 % en 2016.

Malgré certains progrès, les pays les moins avancés restent en 
retard sur plusieurs indicateurs du développement humain 
et social. Le taux brut de scolarisation dans l'enseignement 
secondaire est passé de 41 % en 2011 à 46 % en 2015. Toutefois, 
l'infrastructure scolaire dans la plupart des pays les moins avancés 
reste bien en deçà des niveaux des autres pays en développement. 
Les déficits dans le domaine de l'éducation s'aggraveront 
probablement à mesure que l'âge médian de la population des 
pays les moins avancés devrait passer de 19,6 ans en 2015 à 20,4 
ans en 2020. Dans beaucoup de pays les moins avancés, le taux 
de chômage des jeunes reste très élevé, en partie à cause de 
l'inadéquation des compétences et de l'expansion économique 
due aux secteurs à forte intensité de capital.

Les zones rurales sont particulièrement en retard en ce qui 
concerne la fourniture de services dans les pays les moins avancés. 
En 2015, seulement 33 % des populations rurales avaient accès 
à des installations sanitaires améliorées et 61 % utilisaient une 
source d'eau potable améliorée.

Plus de la moitié des femmes des pays les moins avancés âgées 
de 20 à 24 ans étaient mariées avant l'âge de 18 ans. Toutefois, 
la prévalence de celles qui utilisent des contraceptifs modernes a 
plus que doublé, passant de 15 % en 1994 à près de 34 % en 2015 
dans les pays les moins avancés.

La mobilisation des ressources demeure également un défi de 
taille dans de nombreux pays les moins avancés. L'épargne est 
en partie limitée par le faible revenu par habitant et le sous-
développement du secteur financier intérieur. Dans les pays les 
moins avancés, seuls 27 % des adultes ont un compte bancaire. 
Toutefois, l'augmentation récente de l'utilisation de la monnaie 
mobile et numérique dans plusieurs pays les moins avancés a 
contribué à atténuer cette contrainte.

La part globale de l’aide publique au développement en faveur des 
pays les moins avancés dans le revenu national brut des donateurs 
a légèrement augmenté, passant de 0,08 % en 2015 à 0,09 % en 
2016, mais reste très inférieure à l'objectif de 0,15 à 0,2 %. En outre, 
l'augmentation de l'aide liée et le déclin de l'aide programmable 

RÉSUMÉ
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par pays menacent les progrès réalisés dans l'alignement de l'aide 
internationale sur les priorités des pays et dans le renforcement 
de l'appropriation nationale et du leadership des pays et réduisent 
considérablement leur capacité à faire face aux situations de 
détresse résultant des chocs extérieurs.

Près d'un tiers des pays les moins avancés courent un risque 
élevé de surendettement ou se trouvent déjà dans cette situation 
depuis janvier 2018, ce qui limite encore leur marge de manœuvre 
budgétaire. Dans le même temps, les flux d'investissement direct 
à l'étranger vers les pays les moins avancés ont encore diminué de 
17 % en 2017 et les envois de fonds ont diminué de 2,6 %.

Certains progrès en matière de gouvernance se sont poursuivis 
dans les pays les moins avancés. Par exemple, treize des pays les 
moins avancés ont publié des descriptions de la législation et des 
exigences en matière d'octroi de licences liées à l'environnement 
dans le contexte de l'Initiative pour la transparence dans les 
industries extractives, y compris les exigences en matière 
de protection de l'environnement liées aux licences, et des 
dispositions spécifiques ou politiques gouvernementales sur les 
politiques environnementales couvrant le pétrole, le gaz et les 
activités minières.

Si l'objectif d’aider la moitié des pays les moins avancés de 
satisfaire aux critères de reclassement d'ici à 2020 est loin d'être 
atteint, des progrès considérables ont été accomplis. Cela est 
illustré par le fait qu'à ce jour, seuls cinq pays ont été reclassé hors 
de la catégorie des pays les moins avancés, alors que 12 d'entre 
eux sont actuellement en cours de reclassement. Vanuatu et 
l'Angola devraient être reclasser respectivement en 2020 et 2021. 

Les recommandations du Chapitre 1 comprennent les 
suivantes :

• Les pays les moins avancés et leurs partenaires de 
développement doivent redoubler d'efforts pour atteindre les 
buts et objectifs du Programme d'action et accroître encore 
le nombre de pays atteignant les critères de reclassement 
d'ici à 2020. Les pays les moins avancés doivent créer 
un environnement propice à l'investissement productif 
conformément aux buts et objectifs du Programme d'action 
et redoubler d'efforts pour ne laisser personne de côté dans 
tous les domaines prioritaires. De même, les partenaires de 
développement doivent respecter leurs engagements en 
matière de financement du développement, d'assistance 
technique et d'amélioration de l'accès aux marchés et à la 
technologie. 

• Des progrès accrus devront être accomplis en ce qui concerne 
les accélérateurs durables tels que le développement des 
infrastructures, l'énergie, l'éducation et le développement 
des compétences, les technologies de l'information et de 
la communication et les technologies haut débit seront 
nécessaire. Certains de ces accélérateurs, qui n'étaient 

pas disponibles dans le passé pour d'autres pays en 
développement, peuvent être utilisés de manière stratégique 
dans les pays les moins avancés dans différents secteurs, 
conformément aux priorités nationales de développement. 
Des services électroniques publics rapides, tels que le 
paiement des impôts en ligne, l'enregistrement des entreprises 
et les dossiers vitaux, devraient être rapidement déployés 
pour donner un élan aux applications à large bande, les faire 
accepter et les sensibiliser à celles-ci. En outre, les capacités 
endogènes dans le domaine des technologies de l'information 
et de la communication devraient être renforcées pour faciliter 
des solutions adaptées au contexte local.

• Les engagements des aides publiques au développement 
pris dans le Programme d'action, le Programme de 
développement durable à l’horizon 2030 et le Programme 
d'action d'Addis-Abeba de fournir plus de 0,15 % du revenu 
national brut aux pays les moins avancés doivent être 
respectés et les allocations d'aide public au développement 
aux pays les moins avancés doivent être accrues, de même 
que la qualité de l'aide au développement doit être améliorée 
de façon soutenue. En outre, les initiatives visant à accroître 
les flux de financement innovant vers les pays les moins 
avancés et la coopération Sud-Sud doivent être renforcées.

• Pour attirer les investissements dans l'infrastructure, il faut 
un financement spécifique pour réaliser des activités de 
préinvestissement telles que des études de faisabilité, des 
études d'impact environnemental et social et des plans 
d'affaires bancables. 

• Les pays partenaires peuvent soutenir l’investissement 
étranger direct dans les pays les moins avancés, notamment 
par des mesures financières, des incitations fiscales, une 
assurance contre les risques politiques et environnementaux 
et des services d'information et de conseil. Une approche 
préférentielle visant à encourager l'investissement 
étranger dans les pays les moins avancés nécessiterait 
que des ressources spécifiques ainsi qu'une adaptation et 
un approfondissement supplémentaires de l'assistance 
financière et technique soient envisagés.

• Pour accroître la disponibilité de données de haute qualité, 
il faut renforcer l'appui politique et la réforme juridique afin 
de donner aux bureaux nationaux de statistique les moyens 
d'agir. Des ressources financières intérieures et extérieures 
supplémentaires–qui doivent être à la fois prévisibles et 
durables–devraient être mobilisées pour les systèmes 
statistiques et soutenues par le renforcement des capacités 
et les dernières technologies, conformément à l’objectif 17 
des objectifs de développement durable.

• Étant donné le nombre croissant de pays qui remplissent les 
critères de reclasssement pour la première ou la deuxième 
fois, il est plus important que jamais d'apporter un appui 
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renforcé aux pays retirés ou sortant de la liste des pays les 
moins avancés et de garantir une transition sans heurt afin 
que la mise en oeuvre des plans, programmes et projets de 
développement ne soient pas perturbée. Chaque partenaire, y 
compris les organes directeurs des entités des Nations Unies, 
a son rôle à jouer dans la mise en place de mesures de soutien 
international. Les entités du système des Nations Unies 
intensifient leurs efforts pour fournir un appui coordonné 
favorisant le reclassement et une transition sans heurt.

RÉDUIRE LES VULNÉRABILITÉS ET ACCROÎTRE LA 
RÉSILIENCE DANS LES PAYS LES MOINS AVANCÉS

Un point commun à tous les pays les mons avancés est leur extrême 
vulnérabilité aux chocs, notamment les changements climatiques, 
les catastrophes naturelles et les perturbations économiques et 
sociales. Ces chocs affectent gravement la capacité des pays les 
moins avancés à parvenir à un développement durable et leur 
infligent d'énormes dommages financiers et autres dommages 
collatéraux. Il n'est pas surprenant que la vulnérabilité soit l'une 
des caractéristiques qui définissent les pays les moins avancés, 
telle que mesurée par l'Indice de vulnérabilité économique, qui 
comprend entre autres la taille et les désavantages géographiques.

Les chocs idiosyncrasiques et exogènes qui touchent les pays les 
moins avancés interagissent de manière complexe. Ces chocs ont 
des coûts directs et indirects pour les particuliers, les ménages, 
les collectivités et l'économie, ce qui pourrait avoir des effets 
dévastateurs à long terme. Par exemple, une plus grande partie 
de la population des pays les moins avancés est vulnérable à la 
pauvreté en raison de chocs imprévus. De même, les femmes 
sont touchées de manière disproportionnée par les chocs dus aux 
déséquilibres entre les sexes. 

En outre, au niveau macroéconomique, la vulnérabilité économique 
est étroitement liée aux contraintes structurelles auxquelles sont 
confrontés les pays les moins avancés, notamment la petite taille 
de la population et l'éloignement. La diversification de leurs 
économies et le renforcement de leurs capacités productives sont 
essentiels pour réduire la vulnérabilité à moyen et long terme. 

Les chocs émergents–tels que les changements climatiques et 
l'accroissement rapide de la dette–s'ajoutent aux chocs existants et 
posent plusieurs défis au développement durable dans les pays les 
moins avancés. Plus inquiétant encore, les réactions mondiales à 
certains de ces chocs, en particulier aux changements climatiques, 
n'ont pas été à la hauteur des défis qu'ils posent. Par exemple, les 
estimations des coûts globaux de l'adaptation aux changements 
climatiques dans les pays les moins avancés donnent à penser 
qu'il existe un important déficit de financement entre les montants 
actuellement fournis et les besoins estimés, qui est de l'ordre de 
milliards de dollars par an.

L'augmentation de la dette–de nombreux pays les moins avancés 
connaissant des problèmes d'endettement modérés ou élevés– 
est de plus en plus préoccupante et peut avoir des conséquences 
dévastatrices pour leur économie. Cela se produit dans un 
contexte où les sources de financement sont devenues plus 
diversifiées et plus complexes, ce qui entraîne à la fois des défis 
et des possibilités.

En effet, ces dernières années ont vu l'émergence de mécanismes 
novateurs de financement du risque basés sur le marché des 
capitaux, tels que les obligations catastrophes, le crédit conditionnel 
et les pools régionaux d'assurance contre les catastrophes, qui 
permettent de dégager rapidement des ressources en cas de choc. 
Pourtant, jusqu'à présent, les pays les moins avancés n'ont guère 
eu accès à de tels mécanismes de transfert des risques en raison 
de leur capacité limitée de payer les primes d'assurance et d'autres 
contraintes de capacité.

En résumé, il est essentiel de renforcer la résilience aux niveaux 
individuel, institutionnel, du secteur privé et national si l'on veut 
que les pays les moins avancés poursuivent leur développement 
durable sans interruption. En d'autres termes, le renforcement 
de la résilience doit être un élément central de leurs stratégies 
de développement en utilisant une approche intégrée. En outre, 
un consensus s'est dégagé au niveau international pour renforcer 
encore plus les stratégies de gestion des risques ex ante et ex post 
pour les pays les moins avancés. 

Le rapport formule les recommandations spécifiques 
suivantes:

• Les systèmes de protection sociale, y compris les transferts 
monétaires, sont des éléments importants pour atténuer 
les crises et renforcer la résilience. Pour pouvoir augmenter 
rapidement les transferts, il est important d'intégrer dès le 
départ les considérations relatives au climat et aux risques 
de catastrophe dans la conception et la planification des 
programmes de protection sociale et de les relier à un système 
d'alerte précoce établi. Pour étendre encore le recours à 
la protection sociale dans les pays les moins avancés, il est 
nécessaire de renforcer les capacités administratives ainsi que 
la disponibilité des données et d'associer toutes les parties 
prenantes, en particulier les femmes, à leur conception et à 
leur application.

• Étant donné que la majorité des pauvres des pays les 
moins avancés vivent dans des zones rurales, souvent en 
tant que petits exploitants ou agriculteurs de subsistance, 
il est important de s'attaquer à leur vulnérabilité face aux 
sécheresses et autres phénomènes météorologiques. 
L'assurance indicielle peut accroître la résilience des petits 
exploitants agricoles, non seulement en leur versant des 
indemnités après un choc, mais aussi en débloquant des 
possibilités qui accroissent la productivité au cours des 
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années de non-paiement, par exemple en leur donnant accès 
au crédit.

• Outre l'importance de l'appui financier aux gouvernements 
des pays les moins avancés, le transfert de compétences 
techniques et scientifiques est nécessaire pour établir une 
base technologique viable, qui constitue l'épine dorsale 
d'une stratégie de diversification économique. La promotion 
de l'investissement et l'amélioration de l'accès aux marchés 
ainsi que les mesures de renforcement des capacités du côté 
de l'offre, notamment par le biais de l'Aide pour le commerce, 
doivent compléter les améliorations de l'environnement 
commercial des pays les moins avancés.

• Les politiques macroéconomiques doivent également tenir 
compte des chocs externes, par exemple par le biais d'une 
politique budgétaire anticyclique comportant des dispositions 
relatives à des tampons financiers pour « l'auto-assurance 
» afin d'accumuler des ressources suffisantes pendant les 
périodes d'expansion et de les dépenser pendant les périodes 
de récession. En outre, une politique monétaire flexible peut 
faciliter et réglementer les emprunts en vue d'améliorer 
l'inclusion financière, de prévenir les activités spéculatives et 
de soutenir l'investissement productif.

• L'allégement de la dette, les moratoires sur la dette et 
la conversion de la dette peuvent contribuer à libérer 
des ressources pour la reconstruction y compris de 
l'infrastructure. En outre, il est important que les pays les 
moins avancés et leurs créanciers intègrent certaines des 
éventualités directement dans leurs contrats de dette 
souveraine, de sorte que lorsque des catastrophes et 
des chocs se produisent, les pays puissent reporter leurs 
paiements ou les réduire pendant le relèvement. Les dettes 
subordonnées à l'État lient les obligations contractuelles 
du service de la dette à une variable prédéfinie, telle que le 
produit intérieur brut, peut réduire les paiements de capital 
et d'intérêts lorsque la variable diminue.

• Il faut s'efforcer d'accroître le financement de l'adaptation 
aux changements climatiques en faveur des pays les moins 
avancés, en particulier pour les plans d'adaptation nationaux, 
par le biais des divers instruments internationaux établis, 
tels que le Fonds pour les pays les moins avancés, le Fonds 
d'adaptation et le Fonds vert pour le climat, ainsi que de 
sources bilatérales et du secteur privé. 

• En outre, la préparation aux catastrophes et l'adaptation au 
changement climatique doivent être prises en compte dans 
les stratégies et programmes nationaux de mise en œuvre 
des objectifs de développement durable et du Programme 
d'action d'Istanbul, par exemple en veillant à ce que les 
nouvelles infrastructures soient construites de manière à 
résister au climat. 

• Les pays les moins avancés ont besoin de l'appui des 
partenaires de développement, y compris les institutions 
financières internationales, pour accéder aux régimes 
d'assurance existants couvrant les chocs extérieurs et les 
catastrophes naturelles, par exemple au moyen de primes 
subventionnées. En outre, les pays les moins avancés ont 
besoin d'un appui pour introduire de nouveaux régimes 
d'assurance aux niveaux national et régional. 

• Le soutien au renforcement des capacités devrait être 
renforcé dans plusieurs domaines, notamment pour renforcer 
la protection sociale et la préparation aux catastrophes, pour 
faciliter l'élaboration de propositions bancables et pour 
renforcer la capacité d'absorption. Le partage des meilleures 
pratiques et des enseignements tirés de l'expérience est 
d'une importance vitale pour le renforcement des capacités et 
il faudrait donc créer une plate-forme pour de tels échanges 
entre pays les moins avancés.

• L'accès aux technologies et aux connaissances modernes, 
ainsi qu'à des informations actualisées, est d'une importance 
vitale pour renforcer la résilience, y compris la résilience des 
infrastructures, des communications et des industries. En 
effet, l'accès à cette technologie doit donc être renforcé. A 
titre d'exemple, la Banque technologique pour les pays les 
moins avancés inclura le renforcement de la résilience dans 
ses activités. 

• Augmenter l'appui au renforcement de la résilience devrait 
rester une priorité pour les pays les moins avancés après leur 
sortie de la catégorie, à la fois dans le cadre de la stratégie 
de transition sans heurt et au-delà, étant donné qu'ils sont 
très susceptibles de rester vulnérables pendant une longue 
période. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Chapter 1 of the report surveys the overall progress made by 
Least Developed Countries (LDCs) under the eight priority areas 
of the Istanbul Programme of Action (IPoA) over the seven years 
of its implementation, noting both successes and challenges 
encountered in the process.1 The chapter reviews efforts towards 
the goals and targets of the IPoA, identifies challenges ahead 
and proposes recommendations for further implementation. It 
analyses how continued, coordinated and targeted support to 
LDCs can contribute to the effective implementation of the IPoA, 
and the unlocking of growth and development potentials of LDCs.

The aspects covered under the IPoA priority area Multiple crises 
and other emerging challenges have been omitted from Chapter 
1 as it is covered in Chapter 2 of the report. Chapter 2 provides 
a comprehensive overview of the various vulnerabilities LDCs 
are facing, including macroeconomic shocks and climate change 
related disasters and provides recommendations on how to 
overcome them from the household to the country and regional 
levels.

2. RECENT ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE 
AND NEAR-TERM PROSPECTS 

After plateauing at 4.2 per cent in 2015 and 4.3 per cent in 2016, 
growth in the LDCs is estimated to have increased to 4.9 per 
cent in 2017. Overall, the slight improvement in growth mirrors 
the cyclical upturn in global activity, which commenced towards 
the end of 2016, driven by factors including rising investment, 
increased industrial production, trade and strengthened consumer 
confidence. 

Nevertheless, the aggregate figures mask differences between 
countries. In 2016, only 9 of the LDCs grew by almost 7 per cent or 
more (Bangladesh, Bhutan, Cambodia, Djibouti, Ethiopia, Lao PDR, 
Mali, Senegal, and United Republic of Tanzania), as compared with 
14 of the countries in 2015. A common driving force behind this 
development in many of the fastest growing of the LDCs is strong 
public and private investment. In several of them, growth is driven 
by services; for example, in Rwanda and Senegal, the information 
and communication technology (ICT) sector is flourishing. Oil 
commodity exporters, however, showed subdued growth owing 
to lower than expected commodity revenues. 

1 - Chapter 1 builds on the Secretary-General’s Report on the implementation of the IPoA (UN, 2018a).

Overall, gross domestic product (GDP) per capita in the LDCs 
increased slightly between 2011 and 2016. While the proportion 
of people in the LDCs living on less than US$1.90 per day fell 
somewhat, from 38.9 per cent in 2010 to 33.7 per cent in 2013, 
according to data published by the World Bank. If this trend 
persists at the current rate, poverty eradication is not likely to be 
achieved by 2020. 

Owing to expected favourable external economic conditions, the 
upward trend in GDP is projected to continue in the near term. In 
2018 and 2019, the LDCs are projected to grow by 5.2 per cent and 
5.5 per cent, respectively. While lower than in 2012, the projected 
rates are slightly higher than most of the other years since the 
adoption of the Programme of Action in 2011. The weaker growth 
forecast for LDCs by the United Nations in the mid-year update as 
compared to the 2017 report is largely driven by a deteriorating 
situation in Yemen. Per capita GDP growth in LDCs continues 
to increase, although at levels insufficient to eradicate extreme 
poverty (UN, 2018c). 

Downside risks for LDCs to these projections remain. They include 
the possibility of disruptive financial market developments, 
especially originating from emerging markets, and escalating 
trade protectionism compounded with elevated policy uncertainty. 
If a combination of downside risks were to materialize, it could 
trigger a sharper-than-expected slowdown in global growth, with 
particularly negative effects for LDCs, which have depleted policy 
buffers and sizable vulnerabilities (World Bank, 2018a).

Improving the macroeconomic outlook in the LDCs will require 
significant investment in various priority areas that have been 
identified in the IPoA and the 2030 Agenda.

3. PROGRESS IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF  
KEY PRIORITIES OF THE ISTANBUL PROGRAMME 
OF ACTION

3.1. Productive capacity building

For the LDCs to achieve the objectives of the IPoA and the 
Sustainable Development Goals, they must generate new dynamic 
activities characterized by higher value addition and technology 
content. On average, the share of manufacturing value added in 
GDP in the LDCs increased from 11.8 per cent in 2011 to 13.2 per 
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cent in 2016, although the contribution of manufacturing to GDP 
declined for the countries in Africa and increased only for those 
in Asia. Services, which are predominantly lower productivity 
activities in most of the countries, account for almost half of the 
GDP in the LDCs, while agriculture accounts for around a quarter. 
Rapid urbanization in many LDCs has not been matched by 
comparable growth in manufacturing and modern service sectors. 
People exiting low-productivity agriculture are moving mostly into 
low-productivity informal services, usually in urban areas. Gross 
fixed capital formation has been generally constant and accounted 
for only about a quarter of the economic activity in the LDCs 
between 2011 and 2016. This suggests weak investment growth, 
which should be reversed to alleviate structural bottlenecks and 
enhance productive capacity. 

Services have the potential to drive growth in many LDCs, 
especially in Africa, where the manufacturing sector has long been 
stagnant. ICT-based services, tourism, and transport are outpacing 
the growth of manufacturing in many African LDCs and services 
exports grew much faster than merchandise exports in many 
of them. Others, like Ethiopia and Senegal, participate in global 
horticultural value chains. Ethiopia has achieved extraordinary 
success in flower exports, to the extent that the country is now 
a global player in the sector. These growing service sectors are 
characterised by high productivity and the ability to absorb 
large numbers of moderately skilled workers. In addition, they 
benefit from technological change and economies of scale and 
agglomeration (Brookings Institution, 2018).

3.1.1. Infrastructure 

ICTs offer significant opportunities to addressing structural 
impediments in the LDCs. Between 2011 and 2016, the rates of 
mobile cellular subscriptions leapt from 42 per cent to 68 per cent. 
The subscription rates in 2016 for several countries (Cambodia, 
Gambia, Lesotho, Mali, Nepal, Senegal, Sierra Leone and Timor-
Leste) were about 100 per cent or more, highlighting the success 
achieved in connecting both urban and rural areas. 

In 2016, Internet penetration reached almost 16 per cent, up from 
5 per cent in 2011. Mobile broadband penetration increased in the 
LDCs, to just above one-fifth of the population in 2017, but was 
still lower than the global rate of 50 per cent and the rate of 90 per 
cent for developed countries. Despite this increase, it is unlikely 
that universal access to the Internet will be achieved in the LDCs by 
2020 (target 9.c of the Sustainable Development Goals). 

High-speed broadband Internet access is also increasing but at a 
much slower rate. Key barriers to Internet use, such as lack of skills 
and digital literacy, can be addressed through increased school 
enrolment and targeted programmes for those out of school. 
Productive use of broadband also relates to the development 
of local e-Business, which is hindered by shortcomings with 
the promotion of local entrepreneurship, access to capital and 

facilitating laws and business services. A holistic vision is required 
that identifies how broadband can be applied across different 
sectors in an integrated manner, including a prioritization of 
broadband services that are likely to achieve sustainability. 
Quick-win, public e-services such as online tax payment, business 
registration, and vital records should be rapidly deployed to build 
momentum, acceptance and awareness of broadband applications 
(Broadband Commission and UN-OHRLLS, 2018).

There is also some evidence of leveraging broadband in LDCs 
in different sectors. Broadband has the potential to make 
Government operations more efficient as well as save citizens and 
businesses time and money through online service delivery and 
several LDCs have embraced eGovernance. Another example is 
the use of closed circuit television and drones in Vanuatu to make 
disaster assessments and monitor volcanic activity (Broadband 
Commission and UN-OHRLLS, 2018).

Transport connectivity has a direct impact on access to world 
markets. Air freight can help the LDCs to become globally 
competitive. However, as a share of global air freight, the 
proportion for which the LDCs are accountable remains minuscule, 
increasing from 0.5 per cent to 0.9 per cent between 2011 and 
2016. Among the countries, Ethiopia accounted for about 85 per 
cent of air freight, followed by Bangladesh, with about 3 per cent. 
The deregulation of the aviation sector in several LDCs as well as 
the creation of a Single African Air Traffic Market by the African 
Union are expected to enhance air connectivity significantly.

The average value of the LDCs on the liner shipping connectivity 
index, which captures how well countries are connected to global 
shipping networks, increased from 7.5 in 2011 to 10.3 in 2016. 
The low value relative to other developing countries is partly 
attributable to the poor quality and accessibility of ports and roads, 
which have an impact on access to global shipping. 

Public-private partnerships can help to secure funding and 
expertise for infrastructure investment and maintenance if the 
conditions are right (UN-OHRLLS, 2017a). Yet, investment in 
infrastructure that includes private participation has remained at 
low levels in the LDCs. However, in 2017, investment commitments 
with private participation increased to more than US$7 billion in 
LDCs, as compared to an average of US$2.6 billion for 2014 to 
2016. Close to US$4 billion was invested in energy followed by 
US$ 1.6 billion for ICT and US$1.4 billion for transport. The largest 
investments were made in Myanmar (US$1.9 billion), Lao PDR 
(US$1.9 billion), Cambodia (US$1 billion), Bangladesh (US$617 
million) and Rwanda (US$422 million) (World Bank, 2018b). While 
public-private partnerships in infrastructure can play an important 
role to mobilise additional capital, their costs and benefits need 
to be carefully assessed and the capacity of Governments needs 
to be strengthened in order to balance risks and rewards. By 
their nature, public-private partnerships may be better suited to 
sectors that have positive cash flows to repay the private sector, 
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for instance, energy and ICT, but are more difficult to incorporate 
into social sectors (UN-OHRLLS, 2017a).

3.1.2. Energy

Access to electricity nearly doubled from 21.6 per cent in 2000 to 
38.3 per cent in 2014, and further increased to 44.8 per cent in 
2016. However, in 2014, only 26.5 per cent of the population in rural 
areas had access to electricity, in comparison with 67.5 per cent in 
urban areas. Bhutan attained universal access to electricity and 
was closely followed by Tuvalu (98.5 per cent), while Afghanistan 
(89.5 per cent) and Nepal (84.9 per cent) also made considerable 
progress. At the other end of the spectrum, four of the LDCs had 
levels that were below 10 per cent. The challenges that they face 
are not limited to access to electricity: there is also limited access to 
modern fuels for cooking and heating, and increases the reliance 
on firewood and charcoal as a cooking fuel, which is associated 
with adverse health and environmental impacts.

Weak electricity systems in most of the LDCs result in unreliable 
supply and frequent power outages, causing income losses to 
producers and additional costs associated with imported backup 
generators. Attaining universal access to affordable and reliable 
modern energy in the LDCs by 2030 will require major investments 
from a range of sources, as well as improved governance of public 
utilities. Financing is needed for a mix of grid, mini-grid, and off-
grid solutions, as well as capacity-building, addressing the needs of 
households and productive processes that contribute to structural 
transformation (UN-OHRLLS, 2017b).

To accelerate investment flows in sustainable energy — considered 
a foundation for achieving most of the Sustainable Development 
Goals (SDGs)—the LDCs should seek to address macro-level 
issues such as inclusive growth and progressive policies on trade 
and investment. Strengthening these fundamentals would further 
help to attract development finance, develop public-private 
partnerships and new market players, build capacity and improve 
the track record of regulators (UN-OHRLLS, 2017b).

3.1.3. Science, technology, and innovation 

The LDCs continued to lag behind on various indicators related to 
science, technology, and innovation. For instance, citizens of the 
LDCs, comprising both residents and non-residents, filed a total 
of 1,486 patents in 2015. The LDCs published only about seven 
journal articles for every 1 million people annually between 2011 
and 2013. Globally, the world devoted 1.70 per cent of its GDP on 
research and development (R&D) in 2015, up from 1.52 per cent in 
2000. During that same period, R&D expenditure increased from 
0.21 per cent to 0.24 per cent in LDCs. However, it was 0.6 per cent 
or less in some of the LDCs. The private sector makes a negligible 
contribution to research expenditure in LDCs, while it accounts for 
the bulk of R&D in developed countries.

Work in the World Trade Organization (WTO) has continued 
pursuant to Article 66.2 of the Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual 
Property Rights Agreement, which calls upon developed Members 
to provide incentives for technology transfer to LDCs. Pursuant 
to the decision on the implementation of Article 66.2, developed 
Members have provided updates to their annual reports on actions 
taken or planned, which have been discussed in annual workshops. 

One of the long-standing priorities of the LDCs, reaffirmed in the 
IPoA and SDG 17, was to establish a Technology Bank aimed at 
strengthening science, technology and innovation capacities, 
fostering the development of national and regional innovation 
ecosystems that can attract outside technology, and generating 
homegrown research and innovation and taking them to market. 
The General Assembly established the Technology Bank for the 
LDCs on 23 December 2016 and its premises were inaugurated 
in Gebze, Turkey in June 2018. In 2018, the Technology Bank 
started operations focusing on preparing science, technology 
and innovation reviews and technology needs assessments and 
on promoting digital access to research and technical knowledge 
in selected countries, in collaboration with other United Nations 
entities. The operationalization of the new entity of the United 
Nations marks the achievement of the commitment contained in 
SDG target 17.8.

3.1.4. Private sector development

The LDCs have made some progress on creating an enabling 
environment for the private sector. For example, the cost of 
starting a business as a percentage of income per capita declined 
from 101.2 per cent to 55.8 per cent on average. In 2017, only four 
of the LDCs (Bhutan, Rwanda, Vanuatu, and Zambia) ranked in 
the top 100 in the 2018 ease-of-doing-business index. Access to 
finance is a major constraint to business operations, while private 
sector development is constrained by the limited supply and high 
costs of energy, skill gaps, and limited connectivity.

Several LDCs made some progress through the establishment 
of special economic zones. For example, Rwanda’s Kigali Special 
Economic Zone, which has been established in 2013, provides 
access to infrastructure, including reliable access to electricity and 
fast internet connections as well as better trade facilitation. By the 
end of 2016 its 44 operational firms employed around 2 per cent of 
Rwanda’s permanent employees and produced a significant share 
of non-traditional exports (IGC, 2017). It has recently attracted a 
US$20 million investment for a new vehicle-assembly plant. 

3.2. Agriculture, food security, and rural development 

The contribution of agriculture to GDP declined slightly from 26.3 
per cent to 25.4 per cent between 2011 and 2016. This could have 
been a result of the El Niño phenomenon observed between 
November 2014 and May 2016, which affected several countries 
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in Africa, where rain-fed agriculture is predominant. In 2016 
alone, countries such as Afghanistan, Burundi, the Central African 
Republic, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Somalia, South 
Sudan, the Sudan, and Yemen were affected by El Niño and other 
climate-related shocks, while many also suffered the negative 
impacts of crises and conflicts.2 

Agricultural productivity in the LDCs, as measured by the gross 
per capita production index, dropped from 110 to 107 percentage 
points between 2011 and 2014, relative to a baseline of 100 during 
the period 2004–2006. Fertiliser consumption increased from 22.6 
kg per hectare of arable land in 2011 to 26.6 kg in 2014, the latest 
year with data available. The countries with the highest use of 
fertilizer per hectare of arable land in 2014 include Bangladesh (279 
kg), Nepal (67 kg), Zambia (46 kg) and Malawi (36.5 kg). Irrigation is 
also the exception in most LDCs, with less than 10 per cent of total 
agricultural land being irrigated, mostly in Asian LDCs. In terms 
of their production costs, smallholder farms, which dominate 
the agricultural sector in LDCs, can be competitive with large-
scale commercial farms. However, they are often disadvantaged 
by other factors, such as the institutional environment. In most 
LDCs, smallholders still have limited access to the innovations, 
technology, knowledge, and information needed to enhance 
productivity and incomes. Thus, smallholder farmers need to be 
connected to sources of knowledge, inputs and credit, as well as 
tailored public investment in R&D. 

Demand for agricultural products in LDCs will increase, mainly for 
cereals, due to high population growth. For example, for maize, 
which is a primary source of calories in African LDCs, consumers 
prefer non-Genetically Modified Organism white maize, typically 
produced locally or imported from within the region. Production 
is mostly low-input, rain-fed, and smallholder-based, resulting in 
significant local yield variability. Local deficits are offset mostly 
through intra-country and regional trade; where such flows are 
impeded, production volatility threatens local food security. 
Productivity growth among regional suppliers is key to ensuring 
progress towards the Zero Hunger target. Additionally, open and 
reliable trade relationships are crucial to sustaining food security 
(FAO and OECD, 2018).

Food security in the LDCs has been stagnant. The number of 
undernourished people in LDCs has increased from 216 million in 
2004-2007 to 237 million in 2015-2017, accounting for 30 per cent 
of the world total and 24 per cent of the LDC population. Stunting 
levels were still very high (39 per cent, based on the latest available 
data). Likewise, the prevalence of severe food insecurity in LDCs 
remains high, at almost one-quarter of the population in 2015-2017 
(FAO et al., 2018). Thus, greater efforts are needed towards the 
implementation of SDG 2, which calls for ending hunger, achieving 
food security, improving nutrition, and promoting sustainable 
agriculture, if it is to be achieved by 2030.

2 - Options for LDCs to address vulnerability to climate and weather-related shocks are discussed in Chapter 2.4.
3 - These figures do not include Equatorial Guinea, which graduated from the LDCs category in 2017.

3.3. Trade 

In 2016, the share of the LDCs in exports of goods and services 
continued to decline, to 0.89 per cent of world exports,3 down from 
a peak value of 1.04 per cent in 2013, thereby moving further away 
from the target of 2 per cent of global exports called for in the IPoA 
and target 17.11 of the SDGs. This trend is due mainly to falling 
commodity prices, especially fuels. In the LDCs in Africa, exports 
of goods and services declined by more than 7 per cent, while they 
remained stable for the LDCs in Asia-Pacific. Almost half of the 
exports from the LDCs went to the European Union (47 per cent), 
followed by China (33 per cent), and the United States of America 
(17 per cent). 

The composition of exports from the LDCs continues to change. In 
2016, exports of primary products accounted for just under half of 
their merchandise exports (down from 73 per cent in 2005), while 
manufactured products accounted for 40 per cent (up from 21 per 
cent in 2005), driven largely by export growth of clothing products, 
which accounted for 29 per cent of LDC merchandise exports in 
2016. Agricultural products accounted for 13 per cent in 2016. The 
only group to achieve export growth in 2016 were the exporters 
of manufactured goods, whose exports increased by 9 per cent 
(WTO, 2017). 

In 2016, the top merchandise exporter within the LDCs was 
Bangladesh (share of 24 per cent), followed by Angola (17 per cent), 
and Myanmar (8 per cent). While the top ten exporters represented 
almost 80 per cent of LDCs’ exports in 2005, this share went down 
to around 76 per cent in 2016 – indicating a slight decrease in terms 
of country concentration among the LDCs. 

Following a decade of sustained growth, exports of commercial 
services from the LDCs began to slow in 2014. In 2016, services 
exports fell by 4 per cent, compared with 2015. Exports from 
the countries in Africa accounted for more than half of the total 
commercial services exports for the LDCs. The low participation 
of LDCs in world services exports reflects a small domestic supply 
base. LDC services exports remain concentrated in a few LDCs, 
and travel and tourism services account for more than 50 per cent 
of LDC services exports. In Asia, 85 per cent of tourists originated 
from neighbouring countries, while the number was 63 per cent in 
Africa (WTO, 2017).

The call for duty-free and quota-free market access in the IPoA is 
echoed in SDG target 17.12. The members of the WTO continued 
to provide duty-free and quota-free market access for products 
from the LDCs in 2016, with all developed country members 
providing either full or significant duty-free and quota-free market 
access to products from the least developing countries and 
several developing country members granting a significant degree 
of duty-free and quota-free access. Chile, China, and India have 
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provided comprehensive duty-free and quota-free coverage. In 
2016, the product coverage of duty-free treatment for the LDCs 
had increased by 10 percentage points compared with 2010. In 
2015, the LDCs faced average tariffs of 6.5 per cent for clothing 
and 3.2 per cent for textiles, whereas averages for other product 
groups were below 1 per cent, with no tariffs applied to fuels and 
minerals.

Progress has been made with respect to implementing the 
Ministerial Decision on Preferential Rules of Origin for the LDCs 
under the WTO. The Committee on Rules of Origin of WTO 
adopted a template for the notification of preferential rules of 
origin in March 2017 to enhance transparency, and the majority 
of preference-granting countries have submitted information 
accordingly. Several countries have expanded cumulation 
possibilities, including Canada, China, and Norway. The European 
Union, Norway, and Switzerland have started to implement their 
new system of self-certification of origin (the Registered Exporter 
System) (WTO, 2017).

The Agreement on Trade Facilitation under the WTO, which 
entered into force in February 2017, contains provisions for 
expediting the movement, release and clearance of goods and 
sets out measures for effective cooperation between customs, 
and other appropriate authorities on trade facilitation and customs 
compliance issues. The LDCs have been granted additional time for 
its implementation.

An agreement was reached on the African Continental Free Trade 
Area in March 2018, aiming to create a single continental market 
for goods and services, with free movement of business persons 
and investments. This agreement has the potential to significantly 
boost regional trade, including exports from the LDCs.

Aid for Trade is an important instrument to complement 
preferential market access and enhance supply capacity in the 
LDCs. Since its launch in 2005, only 27 per cent of the total Aid 
for Trade has been disbursed in the LDCs, despite the significant 
challenges that they face in competing in global markets. In 2016, 
Aid for Trade disbursements to the LDCs amounted to US$9.8 
billion, representing a nominal increase of about 10 per cent 
compared with average disbursement in 2009–2011. Economic 
infrastructure projects benefitted from more than half of Aid for 
Trade flows to the LDCs, while agricultural projects received about 
a third.

There is empirical evidence that inclusion in the LDC category is 
associated with substantially higher exports, especially for LDCs 
that export manufactured and industrial goods. Preferential 
market access schemes for LDCs are mostly beneficial for 
agricultural goods and a number of manufactured products, 
including textiles (Klasen et al., 2018).

3.4. Commodities 

Commodity prices have declined since 2011, which has resulted 
in a reduction of their share in total merchandise exports in the 
LDCs, falling from 75 per cent in 2011 to 60 per cent in 2016. Lower 
fuel prices have severely affected fuel exporters and contributed 
to the shrinkage of the share of commodities in total merchandise 
exports. Fuel exports decreased by 45 per cent in 2015 compared 
with 2014 and by 21.14 per cent in 2016 compared with 2015.

Although commodity prices in international markets showed an 
uptick of 1.2 per cent in 2016 — a trend that persisted in 2017 
and is projected to continue in 2018 — those prices are still 34 
per cent lower than in 2011. Crude petroleum displayed the 
largest difference, with prices 143 per cent below their 2011 levels. 
Estimates for 2017 and 2018 show a slight recovery of oil prices, 
while agricultural prices are forecast to decline slightly in 2017 
and stabilize in 2018. The excessive dependence on a few primary 
commodities constitutes a source of vulnerability and emphasizes 
the need to promote the structural transformation that would lead 
to greater diversification of the economies of the LDCs, as further 
discussed in Chapter 2.3.

3.5. Human and social development 

The human and social development goals of the IPoA are closely 
aligned with those of the 2030 Agenda, especially the first five SDGs, 
as well as the broader objective of targeting marginalized groups 
and leaving no one behind. The Programme of Action specifically 
addresses women and girls through targets on gender equality 
and the empowerment of women, children’s access to primary 
and secondary education, infant and maternal health, water and 
sanitation, and youth development. The targets on access to 
housing addresses slum dwellers and the rural poor, while social 
protection, in particular for marginalized and vulnerable people, 
receives specific attention.

3.5.1. Education and training

In recent years in the LDCs, average enrolment rates have been 
increasing in both primary and secondary education, although 
high pupil-to-teacher ratios persist. In 2015, gross enrolment in 
secondary education was 46 per cent, compared with 41 per cent 
in 2011. In only five of the LDCs, do the average years of schooling 
meet or exceed the expected duration of primary school, while 
almost two in five of all out-of-school children and adolescents in 
the world are in the LDCs.

While some progress has been made in the area of education, for 
many children and young people in the LDCs, education remains 
a distant promise. According to the United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) Institute for 
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Statistics (UIS), participation rates in organized learning reflect 
an increase in LDCs from 36.2 per cent in 2010 to 44.6 per cent 
in 2015, though these rates are much lower than those at the 
global level, at 62.6 per cent and 69.4 per cent for the same years 
respectively. Adequate education facilities that are child, disability 
and gender sensitive, and that provide a safe, non-violent, inclusive 
and effective learning environment for all, are also at much lower 
rates for LDCs than globally. 

Access of schools to infrastructure is crucial for student 
performance as captured under SDG target 4.a. In terms of 
access to electricity, in 2016 at the primary level, 34.3 per cent of 
schools in LDCs had access to electricity compared to 65.8 per cent 
worldwide. For the same year at the lower secondary level, 55.2 per 
cent of LDCs had access to electricity compared to 76.8 per cent 
of schools globally. Also in 2016, though at the upper secondary 
level, 62.8 per cent of LDCs had access to electricity compared to 
88.5 per cent of schools globally. Rates of schools with access to 
basic drinking water were similarly low for LDCs in 2016. At the 
primary level, 62 per cent of LDCs had access to basic drinking 
water compared to 79.2 per cent of schools globally and at the 
upper secondary level, 51.5 per cent of LDCs had access to basic 
drinking water compared to 83.1 per cent of schools worldwide.

Several LDCs have raised public expenditure on higher education 
to over 1 per cent of GDP in recent years (e.g. Benin, Burundi, 
Guinea, Malawi, Timor Leste) and others are close (e.g. Burkina 
Faso, Mali, Mozambique, Togo) (UNESCO, 2016). In Mozambique, 
for example, enrolment in tertiary education increased from 113 
thousand in 2011 to 197 thousand in 2016.

Especially in the LDCs, delivering quality education to all girls and 
boys - starting with early childhood education - requires reaching 
children living in extreme poverty, children with disabilities, 
migrant and refugee children and those in conflict and post-conflict 
situations. One bottleneck is the shortage of textbooks, which are 
especially relevant to improving learning outcomes in the LDCs 
with large class sizes, a high proportion of unqualified teachers and 
a shortage of instructional time. This is one area where innovative 
sources of finance could make a big difference (UNESCO, 2016).

3.5.2. Population and primary health

As a result of high levels of fertility (4.3 births per woman in 
2010 –2015), the population of the LDCs has been growing rapidly, 
at around 2.4 per cent per year. Although this rate of increase is 
expected to slow, the combined population of the LDCs, which 
stood at roughly 1 billion in 2017, is projected to increase by 33 
per cent between 2017 and 2030, and to reach 1.9 billion persons 
in 2050. The concentration of population growth in the poorest 
countries will make it harder for those Governments to eradicate 
poverty, reduce inequality, combat hunger and malnutrition, 

expand and update education and health systems, improve the 
provision of basic services and ensure that no-one is left behind.

Although high, maternal mortality rates are decreasing in LDCs. In 
2011, the number of maternal deaths per 100,000 live births was 
502 though in 2015, this number fell to 444 amongst all LDCs. While 
similarly high, infant mortality rates in LDCs are also decreasing 
– in 2016, the infant mortality rate was 48 per 1,000 live births, 
compared to 56 only 5 years earlier.

Additional progress is being made with respect to the prevalence 
of HIV among people living in LDCs. In 2011, the average rate of 
persons living with HIV was 2.15 per capita among all LDCs which 
decreased to 1.96 per cent by 2016. These rates were highest in 
Lesotho which experienced an increase from 23.7 per cent to 25 
per cent. When comparing regions, the rate for Africa on average 
was 3.58 per cent in 2011 and 3.27 per cent in 2016, though for 
Asia and the Pacific the average rate remained constant at 0.10 
per cent both years. While lower rates of HIV prevalence should be 
encouraged, further efforts are needed to support preventative 
and life-sustaining health care for people living with HIV and AIDS 
and those who are at risk of contracting the deadly virus and other 
diseases.

3.5.3. Youth development

The global generation of young people includes around 1.8 billion 
individuals between the ages of 10 and 24 years, most of them 
living in developing countries, where they often comprise a large 
proportion of the population. Yet, far too many young people are 
unable to participate fully in society. In 2015, the median age of 
the population in the LDCs was 19.6 years, and it is projected to 
increase to 20.4 years by 2020, reflecting the large share of young 
people in the population. 

In many of the LDCs, youth unemployment is very high, as a result 
of factors including skills mismatch and economic expansion driven 
by capital-intensive sectors. The youth literacy rate on average for 
all of the LDCs between 2012 and 2016 was 74.93 per cent.

3.5.4. Shelter

Urban populations in LDCs are projected to grow to 477 million 
in 2030 (or 38% of total) which will still be lower than the 55% 
in developing countries. In most LDCs, there is limited capacity 
to accommodate new urban dwellers in a planned manner (see 
Chapter 2, Box II). The majority of urban dwellers in African LDCs 
live in slums, with limited access to adequate shelter and basic 
social services. On average, the percentage of the urban population 
living in slums has decreased by 7.1 per cent across all the LDCs, 
from 69.8 per cent in 2005 to 62.67 per cent in 2014. The decline 
was most significant in Angola, with a decrease of 31 percentage 
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points (from 86.5 per cent to 55.5 per cent), and in the Lao PDR, 
with a decrease of 47.9 percentage points (from 79.3 per cent to 
31.4 per cent).

3.5.5. Water and sanitation

Non-existent or inadequate sanitation facilities and serious 
deficiencies in water management and wastewater treatment can 
have a negative impact on water provision and sustainable access 
to safe drinking water. When compared with other developing 
countries, water and sanitation services are under-provided in 
LDCs. In the LDCs, rural areas are particularly behind: in 2015 only 
33 per cent of rural populations in LDCs had access to improved 
sanitation facilities; only 61 per cent of the population in rural 
areas used an improved drinking water source in 2015, which 
nevertheless represented an increase from 57 per cent in 2011. 
Only 69 per cent of LDC residents had access to an improved 
water source in 2015. In some of the LDCs, over 95 per cent of 
wastewater is released into the environment without treatment, 
compared with a worldwide figure of 80 per cent. 

Lack of access to adequate water and sanitation services and 
their dramatic consequences for overall health situations in 
humanitarian crises are of deep concern, including in times of 
conflict and natural disaster, acknowledging that people living in 
countries affected by conflict, violence, and instability are four 
times as likely to lack basic drinking water and twice as likely to 
lack basic sanitation as people living in unaffected countries. Non-
existent or inadequate sanitation facilities and serious deficiencies 
in water management and wastewater treatment can negatively 
affect water provision and sustainable access to safe drinking 
water. Over 80 per cent of the world’s wastewater, and over 95 per 
cent in some of the LDCs, is released into the environment without 
treatment (WWAP, 2017).

3.5.6. Gender equality and the empowerment of women

In 2010, more than half of all women in the LDCs aged 20−24 
years were married before they were 18 years of age; in some 
of the countries, the figure was 70 per cent. The prevalence of 
women who are using modern contraceptives in the LDCs more 
than doubled from 15 per cent in 1994 to almost 34 per cent in 
2015, however, this rate remains far behind the global average 
of 64 per cent. In the LDCs, over the period from 2000 to 2015, 
unemployment rates for women rose from 6.9 per cent to 7.2 per 
cent, while they held steady for men at 5.4 per cent. 

With regard to the proportion of the employed population living 
below the international poverty line, in the LDCs, the gap between 
men and women has closed. In the LDCs, women’s participation 
rates increased with respect to the percentage holding elected 
office, as well as enrolment rates in primary, secondary and tertiary 

4 - The status of social protection in LDCs is covered in more detail in Chapter 2.2.

education. The LDCs are among the world’s top performers in 
terms of the percentage of parliamentary seats held by women, 
with the highest rates in 2017 observed in Rwanda (61 per cent), 
followed by Senegal, (42 per cent) and Mozambique (40 per cent). 
Overall, the average rate of women holding office in the LDCs 
increased from 18 per cent in 2011 to 19 per cent in 2017. 

3.5.7. Social protection

In the LDCs, social protection is concentrated on employment 
injury, old age, disability and survivors (dependents of a worker 
who died as a result of an employment-related accident), but even 
this is sparse. Of the 11 LDCs for which data exist, only 3 have more 
than 20 per cent of the population covered. Where such social 
protection measures exist, benefit levels are often low. 

Average spending on social protection as a percentage of GDP in 
the LDCs is only 3 per cent, which is less than half the average 
of 6.3 per cent for middle-income countries. In at least eight of 
the LDCs, the estimated cost of a more comprehensive package of 
social protection (child, orphans, maternity, disability and old age) 
would exceed 6.5 per cent of GDP. This cannot be financed from 
domestic resources alone, as the average government revenue in 
the LDCs is only 15 per cent of GDP.4

3.6. Mobilizing financial resources for development 
and capacity-building 

The large gap between investment needs and available finance in 
the LDCs is not being reduced, as official development assistance 
(ODA) has remained stagnant and Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) 
has declined. In 2016, both ODA and remittances were larger 
than FDI inflows to the LDCs. The challenges faced with respect to 
achieving the goals and targets of the Programme of Action include 
how to incentivize greater investment, and how to ensure that it is 
long-term and aligned with sustainable development, and reaches 
those most in need.

3.6.1. Domestic resource mobilization

For the LDCs, median government revenue increased to 19.8 per 
cent of GDP in 2016, from 16 per cent in 2012, as several LDCs are 
undertaking reforms of their tax systems (see UN-OHRLLS, 2017a). 
To improve tax administration, 10 of the LDCs are participating in 
the Tax Inspectors Without Borders initiative of the Organization 
for Economic Cooperation and Development and the United 
Nations Development Programme, which aims to enable sharing 
of tax audit knowledge and skills in line with the Addis Ababa 
Action Agenda. While increased support for capacity-building for 
domestic resource mobilization is needed, it remains difficult to 
increase government revenues dramatically in the LDCs owing to 
high levels of poverty and a large informal economy. 
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Average gross domestic savings in the LDCs declined from 17.5 per 
cent of GDP in 2012 to 13.3 per cent in 2016, triggered by lower 
commodity revenues and growth. The external resource gap (that 
is, the difference between the gross fixed capital formation rate and 
the gross domestic savings rate) of LDCs as a group averaged 6.9 
per cent of GDP in 2015, up from 4.9 per cent in 2014.5 Consistent 
with the relatively long-term nature of investment projects, such 
an increase in the resource gap reflects the relative resilience of 
the investment ratio (which declined slightly from 26.7 to 26.1 per 
cent of GDP) vis-à-vis a much larger fall in gross domestic savings. 
A few LDCs that are rich in mineral resources have gross domestic 
savings that are larger than gross capital formation.

Savings are partly constrained by the underdeveloped domestic 
financial sector. In the LDCs only 27 per cent of adults have bank 
accounts, which is almost half the percentage for developing 
countries. The recent increase in the use of mobile and digital 
money in several of the LDCs has contributed to easing this 
constraint, as often mobile accounts exceed the number of formal 
bank accounts. Mobile operators in several of the LDCs are also 
among the top taxpayers.

3.6.2. Development cooperation

Bilateral aid from members of the Development Assistance 
Committee of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development to the LDCs is estimated to have increased by 4 per 
cent in real terms to US$26 billion in 2017, following several years 
of declines. For nine members of the Development Assistance 
Committee aid to the LDCs decreased from 2015 to 2016. The 
overall share of ODA to the LDCs in donor’s GNI increased slightly 
from 0.08 per cent in 2015 to 0.09 per cent in 2016. The number of 
donors that provide 0.15 per cent or more of their gross national 
income (GNI) as ODA to the LDCs — in line with the targets of the 
IPoA and SDG 17 — fell from seven to six (Denmark, Luxembourg, 
Netherlands, Norway, Sweden and United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland), with five of them exceeding 0.20 per 
cent of GNI. Looking from the LDC perspective, net ODA accounted 
for roughly 4.5 per cent of the combined GDP of the LDCs in 2016, 
compared with 7.7 per cent in 2006, increasing the shortfall in 
development finance. 

The Development Cooperation Forum surveys provide evidence on 
the state of play in the effectiveness of development cooperation on 
the ground. In the 2018 exercise, more than half of the participating 
countries were LDCs (52 per cent). The most relevant key enabler 
for mutual accountability in development cooperation, for LDCs, 
is political will and country ownership (83 per cent), followed by 
Country Results Frameworks (77 per cent), National Development 
Cooperation Forums (77 per cent) and clear institutional structures 
(77 per cent). Compared to the complete set of 58 participating 

5 - Data for 2016 were not available at the time of writing.

countries, LDCs attached greater weight to the participation of 
parliament in international development cooperation processes 
(50 per cent compared to 40) and independent analytical analysis, 
e.g. by civil society or independent monitoring groups (33 per cent 
compared to 26). 

The survey also identified the three most important barriers 
for LDCs to change in international development cooperation: 
poor coordination among line ministries (63 per cent of LDC 
respondents), non-availability of quality data (63 per cent) and 
insufficient financial resources to manage mutual accountability 
processes (60 per cent). In addition, the 2018 Development 
Cooperation Forum warned that the rise of tied aid and the decline 
in country programmable aid threaten past progress in aligning 
international support with countries’ priorities and in strengthening 
country ownership and leadership (UN-ECOSOC, 2018).

ODA allocations to the LDCs need to be increased, while initiatives 
to step up innovative flows to the LDCs and scale up South-South 
cooperation need to be strengthened. In countries with limited 
capacities, development cooperation should support Governments 
in building an enabling environment to maximize the non-financial 
development impacts of blended financing projects. At the same 
time, efforts to increase the quality and effective use of ODA for the 
LDCs must be intensified, for example, through the Development 
Cooperation Forum surveys and related work of the Forum. 

3.6.3. External debt

Levels of external indebtedness have increased across the LDCs, 
in terms of debt stocks (relative to GNI) and — to an even greater 
extent—the burden of debt services (measured as interest 
payments relative to exports of goods and services and primary 
income). Between 2011 and 2016, the average external debt stock 
in the LDCs increased from 23.9 per cent of GNI to 28.6 per cent. 
The share of private creditors in public and publicly guaranteed 
debt has doubled in the LDCs, from 8 per cent to 16 per cent of 
total external public debt.

This has raised concerns about debt sustainability, especially 
in the LDCs in Africa. According to the latest update of the Debt 
Sustainability Framework, jointly conducted by the World Bank and 
the International Monetary Fund, almost one-third of LDCs are at 
high risk of debt distress or already in that situation as of January 
2018. Thus, constraints on further debt financing are likely to 
become more binding at the same time as the LDCs face pressing 
demands for additional public investments in the SDGs.

3.6.4. Foreign direct investment

FDI flows to the LDCs decreased by 13 per cent in 2016, and 17 per 
cent in 2017 to US$26 billion. Flows to the LDCs equal less than  
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2 per cent of global flows, down from 3 per cent in 2013–2014. FDI 
in the LDCs remains heavily concentrated in a few countries, mainly 
in Africa, and in the extractive industries, often providing few 
forward and backward productive linkages within the economy. 
However, aggregate FDI flows to African LDCs dropped by 31 
per cent with major contractions in Angola and Mozambique. By 
contrast, FDI to the Asia-Pacific LDCs increased by 20 per cent.

Greenfield FDI projects that were announced in 2017 declined by 
43 per cent to a four-year low, as investors mainly from developing 
countries scaled down their capital spending plans, especially 
in the services sector, including electricity, construction and 
telecommunication. In the medium-term prospects depend on the 
implementation of large infrastructure projects. African LDCs could 
benefit from increasing investment benefitting from the African 
Continental Free Trade Area (UNCTAD, 2018).

In order to reverse the recent decline in FDI, the LDCs need to 
implement strategic policies to attract FDI, especially in sectors 
with high development potential, such as manufacturing, which 
would contribute to structural transformation and scale up 
and accelerate development. Furthermore, the availability of 
skilled labour, ICT and high-quality local infrastructure, such as 
transportation facilities, and access to electricity are all essential 
for attracting FDI, as well as supporting the achievement of many 
SDGs. Priority should be given to policies that help the domestic 
private sector to forge linkages with foreign investors. 

To attract investment in infrastructure, specifically sustainable 
energy, dedicated finance is needed to carry out pre-investment 
activities like feasibility studies, socio-economic and market 
analysis studies, environmental and social impact assessments, 
prepare bankable business plans, and to carry out training and 
capacity building, which are all vital elements for a transformation 
of the energy sector. 

Home countries can support FDI in LDCs inter alia through financial 
measures, tax incentives, political risk insurance and information 
and advisory services. A preferential approach geared towards 
encouraging foreign investment in the LDCs would require that 
specific resources and additional customization and deepening 
of financial and technical assistance is envisaged. For example, 
development partners could extend political risk insurance 
to foreign investors in LDCs with preferential conditions (UN-
OHRLLS, 2018).

The seventh Ministerial Conference of the LDCs, held by the 
United Nations Industrial Development Organization in Vienna in 
November 2017, encouraged the relevant United Nations agencies 
to establish a capacity development programme for the LDCs in 
order for investment promotion agencies to attract, diversify 

and retain sustainable FDI and derive maximum benefit from it, 
and to foster private sector development in the LDCs, thereby 
contributing to their sustainable graduation. 

3.6.5. Remittances

Reflecting the global trend, remittances to the LDCs fell for a 
second consecutive year, to US$37 billion in 2017, down by 2.6 per 
cent compared with the 2016 peak of US$37.9 billion. The decline 
is attributable to the weakening of the currencies of the main 
migrant destination countries against the United States dollar 
and the slower economic growth in some destination countries 
for migrants. 

Although the share of the LDCs amounts to only 6.9 per cent of 
the world total, remittances are a significant source of external 
finance in several countries. Six countries (Bangladesh, Haiti, 
Nepal, Senegal, Uganda and Yemen) accounted for three- quarters 
of total remittance flows to the LDCs. The resilience of remittances 
compared with other financing flows may help to ease the balance-
of-payment pressure. 

The LDCs have issued new policies and engaged in forms 
of cooperation with countries of destination, such as the 
memorandums of understanding between the Lao PDR and 
Thailand to ensure the protection of their migrant workers. The 
average cost of sending remittances further declined to around 
7.2 per cent of the amount transferred in 2017, down from 9.6 per 
cent in 2015, but still far from the 3 per cent committed to in the 
Addis Ababa Action Agenda.

3.7. Good governance at all levels 

The IPoA states that good governance and the rule of law at the 
local, national and international levels are essential for sustained, 
inclusive and equitable economic growth and sustainable 
development. Almost all the LDCs (43 out of 47) are party to the 
United Nations Convention against Corruption.

Of the 10 LDCs for which validations were completed by the 
Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative by February 2018, 
3 had made meaningful or satisfactory progress in all or almost 
all categories, namely Sao Tome and Principe, Timor-Leste, and 
Zambia. Other countries had also made significant progress in 
transparency. Liberia and Sierra Leone use a centralized register 
of mining licences, which lists the largest mining companies in 
the country, together with their licences and relevant payments. 
Commodity trading data in reports of the Extractive Industries 
Transparency Initiative from Chad and Mauritania has become 
significantly more granular, often providing details at the level of 
each shipment of oil sold. It includes volumes, revenues and price 
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information, enabling an assessment of whether the country is 
receiving a fair payment for the oil. 

Furthermore, thirteen of the LDCs have disclosed descriptions of 
legislation and licensing requirements related to the environment. 
This information includes a description of the roles various 
government agencies play in implementing environmental 
policy, along with references to relevant legislation, environment 
protection requirements related to licensing, and specific 
provisions or Government policies on environmental policies 
covering oil, gas and mining activities (EITI, 2018).

The ease of doing business is a crucial aspect of good governance. 
The World Bank project on the ease of doing business places an 
emphasis on the quality of legal infrastructure and the strength 
of legal institutions. In the 2018 report on the project, Mauritania, 
Malawi, the Niger, and Rwanda made the greatest increases 
to their score as compared with the 2016 index. Overall, the 
average value on the ease-of-doing-business index for all the 
LDCs increased from 45.57 in 2016 to 47.06 in 2018. The value for 
those in Asia-Pacific declined slightly in 2018, while it increased 
by 2.2 points for those in Africa. On starting a business, progress 
was also most pronounced in Africa, with an average increase in 
the score of 4.5, while the score for the countries in Asia-Pacific 
increased by 0.4 points. The areas in which the fewest reforms 
have been introduced continue to be the indicators with a legal 
focus, for example, enforcing contracts. Only the Niger, Rwanda 
and Senegal made considerable progress in this area, whereas the 
average score remained almost unchanged.

A key requirement for improving governance is strengthening 
capacity in administration, the legal system and statistics. 
The Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative encourages 
participating countries to increasingly spread the benefits gained 
from the extractive sector towards the rest of the economy, as well 
as towards social development and protection of the environment. 
The validation process needs to be pursued for those LDCs that 
have not yet completed it. The LDCs also need to build on their 
progress with regard to the ease of doing business, and those 
lagging behind need to step up their efforts.

At the same time, the governance of global systems must take into 
account the situation of the most vulnerable countries, as progress 
in this area has been very slow. In line with the Addis Ababa Action 
Agenda, the voice of developing countries, especially the LDCs, 
must be increased in international economic decision-making and 
norm-setting processes.

Assessing progress towards the implementation of the IPoA 
requires a significant amount of data. While the availability of 
data has increased since 2011 in some areas, there are still major 
gaps. For example, only scant data is available in more than 25 per 
cent of the LDCs on poverty, enrolment in tertiary education and 

several transport indicators. The SDGs, with their 163 targets and 
232 indicators, are also challenging for many of the LDCs, whose 
national statistical offices have limited capacities. The availability 
of better data would contribute to evidence-based policymaking. 
Total ODA dedicated to statistical capacity-building activities in 
the LDCs increased from US$76 million in 2010 to US$185 million 
in 2014 but remains inadequate to meet the increased needs 
stemming from the 2030 Agenda.

To increase the availability of high-quality data, stronger political 
support and legal reform are needed to empower national statistical 
offices. Additional domestic and external financial resources — which 
must be both predictable and sustainable — must be mobilized for 
statistical systems, and supported with capacity development and the 
latest technology in line with SDG 17. 

4. PERFORMANCE AND PROSPECTS TOWARDS 
GRADUATION 

While the aim of enabling half of the LDCs to meet the criteria 
for graduation by 2020 is far from being achieved, considerable 
progress has been made by a number of countries. While to 
date, only five countries have graduated from the LDC category, 
currently 12 LDCs are in the graduation process. Vanuatu and 
Angola are scheduled to graduate in 2020 and 2021 respectively. 
Tuvalu was recommended for graduation by the Committee for 
Development Policy (CDP) in 2012; however, the Economic and 
Social Council deferred a decision on its graduation in 2015 and 
in 2018. Several countries have met the criteria for graduation for 
the second or more time. Among these, Bhutan, Sao Tome and 
Principe, and the Solomon Islands have been recommended for 
graduation by the CDP and the United Nations Economic and Social 
Council (ECOSOC), while for Kiribati, ECOSOC deferred a decision 
on its graduation. For Nepal and Timor-Leste, the Committee will 
revisit the sustainability of progress at the next triennial review. In 
addition, three of the LDCs (Bangladesh, Lao PDR, and Myanmar) 
met the criteria for the first time in 2018 (UN, 2018 d). 

In addition to the countries meeting the thresholds in 2018, an 
increasing number of LDCs are approaching the graduation 
thresholds. For example, Lesotho and Togo, both met one criterion 
and came close to meeting another. In 2018, 17 countries met 
income criteria up from 14 in 2015. As regards human assets index, 
the number of countries meeting the threshold increased from 9 
to 12 from 2015 to 2018. Progress has been slower in regard to 
the Economic Vulnerability Index (EVI), which is currently met by 
only 9 LDCs. 

LDC graduation needs to be considered in the larger context 
of development. It is not only about meeting the graduation 
thresholds but should be based on a long-term and holistic 
approach towards equitable and sustainable development, with 
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full ownership and leadership of the process by the respective LDC. 
This approach would allow countries to graduate with momentum 
propelling them towards sustainable development trajectory and 
achievement of the SDGs.

After graduation, countries will continue to have access to external 
support but forms and modalities may vary. From the experiences 
of the countries that have graduated until 2017,6 it can be concluded 
that their development progress has continued, mainly with respect 
to GNI per capita and Health Care-Associated Infection. However, 
they remain highly vulnerable, as indicated by their EVI scores 
above the graduation threshold. While the graduated countries 
continued to have access to external support, including ODA, 
there have been changes in modalities. For example, increasing 
loans from multilateral financial institutions and emerging bilateral 
donors have the potential to increase the level of external debt. 
The three Small Islands Developing States out of the five graduated 
countries are rated as being at high risk of debt distress.

Increased and sustained efforts are needed to accelerate progress 
towards graduation and also to support those leaving the category 
both during and after graduation. In this respect, a smooth 
transition strategy, which is to be agreed between graduating 
countries and its development and trading partners, can be a vital 
tool for ensuring that graduating countries are eased into a path of 
sustainable graduation. This includes mapping out potential loss of 
benefits, identifying effective responses, and adjusting institutional 
and legal frameworks to comply with international obligations. 

While the graduated countries have the primary responsibility 
to continue on a path of sustainable development, strengthened 
global partnerships are crucial, and development partners have 
a critical role to play in supporting sustainable graduation and 
smooth transition. A dedicated support package for graduating 
countries could include capacity-building to enhance access to new 
sources of financing, increased access to new means of financing, 
including private finance, green bond financing and GDP-indexed 
bonds, capacity building for exporters to navigate different types 
of market access and for Government officials to negotiate trade 
agreements to enable countries to tap into new markets and 
enhanced technical assistance to LDCs to build and strengthen 
their intellectual property rights systems (UN, 2018b).

5. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In the past years, further progress has been made in the 
implementation of the IPoA in several of its priority areas. Since 
the creation of the LDC category in 1971, only 5 countries have 
graduated, however, as at the meeting of the CDP, held in March 
2018, an additional 12 of the LDCs had met the graduation 
thresholds. Access to ICT and sustainable energy has increased 
significantly, which, together with the operationalization of the 

6 - These are Botswana, Cabo Verde, Maldives, Samoa and Equatorial Guinea.

Technology Bank for the LDCs, is contributing towards progress 
in the other priority areas. Advances have been made on human 
and social development indicators (for example, relating to 
health, education and gender equality, such as the number of 
parliamentary seats held by women), governance indicators and 
domestic resource mobilization.

However, there are still significant gaps that must be closed in 
order to meet the goals of the Programme of Action. Structural 
transformation has been slow and the share of the LDCs in exports 
in world trade has dropped below its 2011 level and remains 
concentrated in commodities. This has contributed to GDP growth 
rates that fall short of the 7 per cent target in most of the LDCs. 
Expenditure on social protection is still significantly lower in the 
LDCs than in other developing countries, corresponding to relatively 
low tax revenues. Investment — including FDI — remains limited, 
both public and private, external and domestic. ODA flows to the 
LDCs also remain largely stagnant and below the target established 
in the Programme of Action. Thus, the implementation of the 
Programme of Action needs to be accelerated in order to ensure 
that its goals and targets are achieved by 2020, building synergies 
with the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, including the 
SDGs, the Addis Ababa Action Agenda and the Paris Agreement.

With two years left in the time frame for the implementation of the 
Programme of Action, a major drive is needed by all stakeholders 
in order to overcome the specific challenges of the LDCs that are 
outlined in the Programme of Action. This will also contribute 
directly to efforts to achieve the 2030 Agenda and the SDGs, as 
well as the Paris Agreement and the Addis Ababa Action Agenda. 
Efforts should be made to take full advantage of the synergies and 
complementarity of their implementation and follow-up.

In order to increase the number of countries reaching the 
graduation threshold and to meet the goals and targets of the 
Programme of Action by 2020, its implementation needs to be 
accelerated. The LDCs must provide an enabling environment for 
the private sector and step up efforts to leave no one behind in 
all priority areas. Likewise, development partners need to fulfil 
their commitments, especially in the areas of ODA and trade 
preferences. Support to address the specific challenges of the 
LDCs needs to be enhanced, including leveraging ODA for other 
development finance, improved mechanisms for resilience-
building and financial and technical support to ensure the effective 
operation of the Technology Bank for the LDCs. 

With the growing number of countries meeting the criteria for 
graduation for the first or second time, it is more important 
than ever to provide enhanced support to the graduating and 
graduated countries and ensure that smooth transition measures 
are in place to avoid any disruption to their development plans, 
programmes, and projects. There is a role for all partners, 
including the governing bodies of United Nations entities, in 
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providing international support measures. Consequently, the 
United Nations system entities are answering this call by actively 
stepping up efforts to provide coordinated support for graduation 
and smooth transitions.
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1. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND OVERVIEW 
OF EFFECTS OF SHOCKS AND DISASTERS IN LDCs

1.1. Introduction 

The United Nations defines the least developed countries (LDCs) 
as low-income countries that face severe structural impediments 
to sustainable development. These countries are highly vulnerable 
to shocks and have low levels of human assets.7 In addition, they 
have been unable to overcome their vulnerability and structurally 
transform their economies or build resilience against internal and 
exogenous shocks and crises (see UN, 20118). Furthermore, the 
international community also committed in the 2030 Agenda to 
“build the resilience of the poor and those in vulnerable situations 
and reduce their exposure and vulnerability to climate-related 
extreme events and other economic, social and environmental 
shocks and disasters” by 2030 (SDG 1.5).9 

LDCs have not only been disproportionally exposed to extreme 
shocks that hit the world in recent years, but they are also more 
vulnerable to these shocks, given their weak economy and limited 
adaptive capacity and resilience to cope with them. Some of these 
recent shocks include the following: commodity price volatility 
affecting several oil, mineral and food-exporting LDCs; epidemics 
such as the Ebola outbreak that affected three West African 
LDCs–Guinea, Liberia and Sierra Leone, and most recently the 
Democratic Republic of Congo; as well as, natural disasters and 
environmental shocks including earthquakes in Haiti and Nepal, 
droughts in sub-Saharan Africa and floods in many LDCs. LDCs are 
also disproportionally affected by armed conflict. As of 2017, of 
the 14 countries with violations committed against children during 
armed conflicts on the agenda of the Security Council, 9 were LDCs 
(UN, 2017).10 Conflict, violence, including terrorist activities, and 
political instability pose serious socio-economic challenges, such 
as limited provision of public services, a decline in investment 
opportunities, increased poverty, and rise in migration.

Furthermore, the high levels of poverty in LDCs (elaborated in 
Chapter 1 of the report), expose households to both idiosyncratic 
and exogenous shocks. Idiosyncratic shocks involve individual or 
household accidents and misfortunes such as death and illness. 

7 - See Chapter 1 of this report and https://www.un.org/development/desa/dpad/least-developed-country-category.html 
8 - Paragraph 3 of the Istanbul Programme of Action (IPoA)
9 - http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/RES/70/1&Lang=E
10 - See also https://childrenandarmedconflict.un.org/six-grave-violations/

Exogenous shocks are more wide-spread and affect entire 
communities, regions or countries. Thus, the set of coping 
mechanisms are dependent on not just the magnitude but also 
the type of shocks. Exogenous shocks pose greater challenges 
to resilience as a larger number of households are affected, and 
options for recovery such as social capital may not be relied upon. 
Additionally, exposure to shocks for the non-poor can offset the 
long-term impacts of anti-poverty programmes, subsequently 
increasing the levels of poverty. Hence, reducing vulnerability to 
shocks can be a powerful instrument to reduce the emergence of 
new poor (De Janvry and Sadoulet, 2016). 

1.2. Conceptual viewpoints and framework: 
Vulnerability and resilience 

The concepts of vulnerability and resilience, especially at the micro 
level, are well documented in the literature. This has led to various 
definitions and frameworks of the concepts, which are relevant in 
different contexts. 

1.2.1. Vulnerability 

For this report, the definitions of vulnerability by authors such 
as UNISDR (2004) and UNDP (2004) are considered. They define 
vulnerability as a process that results from physical, social and 
economic factors, which increase the susceptibility and scale 
of damage from shocks. Specific elements of vulnerability are 
highlighted in figure 1.1.

Thus, vulnerability is the disposition of a household or economy 
to be affected by a shock and is characterised by exposure and 
resilience to shocks. Turner et al., (2003) define vulnerability as 
the degree to which a system, subsystem, or system component is 
likely to experience harm due to exposure to a hazard. The 2030 
Agenda also recognises that vulnerability is not only a function of 
exposure to hazards but also resides in the sensitivity and resilience 
of the system experiencing such hazards. In addition, Guillaumont 
(2014) suggests the following key elements of vulnerability: the size 
and frequency of the shock, exposure to shocks and the capacity to 
manage shocks (resilience). 

CHAPTER 2: 
REDUCING VULNERABILITIES AND STRENGTHENING 
RESILIENCE IN LDCs
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As highlighted above, the common thread among LDCs is the severe 
structural impediments that they all face, as reflected in the United 
Nations formal measure of structural vulnerability to economic and 
environmental shocks in LDCs–the Economic Vulnerability Index 
(EVI).11 It is appropriate for assessing vulnerability in LDCs as it is 
composed of indices including exposure to and effects of shocks. 
The sub-indices take into consideration various LDC vulnerabilities, 
such as those related to population size, remoteness, the structure 
of the economy, vulnerability to the environment, trade and 
natural shocks and disasters. The fact that many of the graduating 
LDCs still have very high EVI levels, especially the Small Islands 
Developing States (SIDS), indicates the need to address such 
vulnerabilities in a more coherent manner. 

11 - The EVI was designed by the Committee for Development Policy (CDP) of the United Nations Economic and Social Council. For more information  
on the EVI, see https://www.un.org/development/desa/dpad/least-developed-country-category/evi-indicators.html 
12 - http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar5/wg2/ar5_wgII_spm_en.pdf
13 - https://www.un.org/development/desa/dpad/least-developed-country-category/ldc-criteria.html 

1.2.2. Resilience 

The term resilience gained high recognition in the Hyogo 
Framework for Action, where it was seen as the capacity of a 
system, community or society potentially exposed to hazards to 
adapt, by resisting or changing in order to reach and maintain an 
acceptable level of functioning and structure. This is determined by 
the degree to which the social system is capable of organising itself 
to increase this capacity for learning from past disasters for better 
future protection and to improve risk management. 

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)12 defines 
resilience as “the capacity of social, economic, and environmental 
systems to cope with a hazardous event or trend or disturbance, 

FIGURE 1.1 Resilience and Vulnerability Framework for LDCs

Sources: Scoones, 1998; Chambers and Conway, 1992; Turner et al. (2003); and, the Committee for Development Policy, UNDESA.13
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responding or reorganizing in ways that maintain their essential 
function, identity, and structure, while also maintaining the 
capacity for adaptation, learning, and transformation”. Hence, it is 
possible for a household or country to be exposed to shocks, yet 
be resilient. This is because unlike vulnerability, which is linked to 
exposure to exogenous shocks, resilience at the country level is 
associated with actions undertaken by mainly policymakers that 
enable a country to recover from or adjust to the negative impacts 
of adverse exogenous shocks.14 It is important to note, however, 
that being resilient to one type of shock does not necessarily imply 
resilience to all shocks. For example, most LDCs were initially 
largely unaffected by the 2008 global financial crisis, mainly as a 
result of not being well integrated into the international market. 
However, many LDCs were affected by the successive commodity 
price shocks and other secondary effects (see Section 3).

Policies are a major determinant of resilience. The capacity to 
react to shocks or adaptation is dependent on various forms 
of capital as depicted in figure 1.1. These are human (health 
and education), natural, financial, physical and social capital. All 
these assets play a role in risk-smoothing, adaptive capacity and 
recovering from shocks. The question for policy, then, is how to fill 
the gaps that relevant actors, including households, community-
based organizations and government institutions from the local 
to the national level, are not able to address, particularly in terms 
of adaptive and transformative capacities, dealing with exogenous 
risks, and coverage of the socially marginalized (Bernier and 
Meinzen-Dick, 2004).

Thus, the concept of resilience offers promise as a way not only to 
address the challenges raised by shocks but also to link short-term 
humanitarian efforts with longer-term development activities and 
to ensure that long-term development programs consider short-
term vulnerabilities (Fan, Pandya-Lorch and Yosef, 2014).

1.3. Resilience and Vulnerability Framework for LDCs

The framework (figure 1.1) used here is based on the Sustainable 
Livelihood Framework (see Scoones, 1998; Chambers and Conway, 
1992); the Vulnerability Framework by Turner et al (2003); and, the 
EVI. A combination of these frameworks encompasses context, 
assets (or capital) and policy.

Shocks have substantial short or long-lasting negative effects on 
assets of households, communities, and economies and, affect 
their ability to withstand future shocks. The sustainable livelihood 
framework has been linked to the ability to cope with and recover 
from shocks as well as maintain the natural resource base. Hence, 
this framework has been selected as it views vulnerability as a 
broad concept encompassing elements of a vulnerability context 
and several types of capitals or assets (human, natural, financial, 
social and physical). These assets are then assessed in terms of 

14 - As an example, economic resilience is the policy-induced ability of an economy to withstand or recover from the negative effects of such shocks  
(see Briguglio et al., 2009).

their vulnerability to shocks and institutional arrangements within 
which they exist.

Aspects of the vulnerability framework by Turner et al., (2003) 
are appealing as their definition and analytical framework of 
vulnerability encompasses exposure, sensitivity and resilience. The 
structural challenges faced by LDCs inhibit their ability to transform 
their economies by building productive capacities and improving 
their human capital. While the EVI does not cover all economic 
vulnerabilities, its inclusion in the framework is particularly 
important as it assesses the structural economic vulnerability in 
LDCs resulting from natural or exogenous shocks. 

As shown in the diagram, resilience can be assessed by analysing 
the ex-ante capacity of resilience and ex-post time path of the 
outcome after the shock has occurred (see also Hoddinott, 2014). 

The ex-ante risk management framework has four components. 
The first component relates to identifying risks and vulnerabilities. 
Risk has both structural and social dimensions and it is important 
to identify both dimensions. A society that makes adequate 
provisions for social protection is much better prepared to face an 
external shock than the one without such provision. The second 
component relates to risk mitigation, which includes among others: 
structural and sectoral reforms for example, at land planning; 
strengthening of building codes; investments in retrofitting existing 
buildings; or in constructing dams in drought-prone areas. The 
third component relates to risk preparedness, which includes 
early warning systems, contingency planning and public training 
about risk prevention. The fourth component relates to financial 
preparation. It has two main dimensions: self-insurance and risk 
transfer, which are discussed in Section 5.

Coping strategies at the household and community levels include 
divestment of assets, asset hoarding and dependence on informal, 
and formal arrangements such as social capital, community-based 
organizations and also humanitarian responses (see Section 2 
for a more detailed discussion). Some of these responses such 
as divestment of assets could lead to increased vulnerability in 
the medium and long-term. Government response at the micro-
level could include implementing policies that increase access 
to financial services and expand social safety nets, which helps 
individuals and households to absorb, cope with and recover from 
shocks (Hallegatte et al., 2017). 

Ex-post capacity refers to the degree to which the household, 
community or country can respond to a shock. It includes 
elements such as; fiscal policy to support public investments to 
build up social and physical infrastructure; monetary policy to 
provide affordable credit to stimulate productive capacity; and, 
macroeconomic policy buffers to deal with all future shocks. 
Additionally, financing instruments, including insurance type 
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mechanisms as well as support from the international community 
can be used (see subsequent Sections for details). 

1.4 Shocks in LDCs and their effects

As highlighted earlier, LDCs are exposed to a wide range of 
idiosyncratic and covariate shocks (natural disasters, health 
epidemics, conflict, economic and commodity price shocks, 
political instability and environmental disasters) – often several 
at the same time. With the interaction of trends such as climate 
change, economic integration, demographic changes, and rural–
urban transition, risks are becoming more complex and thus 
also require more comprehensive responses (ESCAP, 2018). 
For example, in Mozambique, banana plantations have been 
damaged by the Panama disease since 2013, which is very difficult 
to contain. The infection has been spreading at a rate of 15,000 
plants per week, equivalent to US$236,000 of losses. In addition, 
production has been decreasing due to the effects of drought. A 
combination of declining prices for traditional export commodities, 
internal military confrontations, large decreases in foreign direct 
investment (FDI) and a high debt burden, enhanced the country’s 
vulnerability.

Even a single sector can be affected by multiple shocks. For 
example, tourism can be affected by conflict or natural disasters 
but at the same time by a global recession, which reduces travel 
in general.

15 - See online Annex (http://unohrlls.org/state-of-ldcs-2018/) for details on countries affected.

In addition, idiosyncratic and exogenous shocks interact in a 
complex manner. For instance, economic or commodity price 
shocks could lead to unemployment, which can, therefore, be 
perceived as idiosyncratic (job loss) and covariate (arising from, 
for example, terms of trade shocks), depending on the context. 
Likewise, a drought could affect natural capital and also human 
capital as people emigrate. Flooding may damage natural and 
physical capital (Morse and McNamara, 2013).

In this report, two main types of shocks are considered. These are: 
i) economic, including commodity shocks and ii) environmental and 
climate change related shocks. While other exogenous shocks in 
LDCs exist, including violent conflict and political instability, these 
are not considered in the present report. 

Figure 1.2 shows selected shocks, which occurred between 2010 
and 2017. About 250 million people in LDCs were affected by 
these shocks, out of a total LDC population of around 1 billion in 
2017. While most of the selected shocks are weather related, food 
insecurity had the third greatest effect on people. Droughts and 
floods, which occurred in a large number of LDCs, had the biggest 
effects, with more than 100 million people affected by droughts, 
which often inflict larger losses on national economies than other 
types of disasters (CERD and UNISDR (2018).15 The total number of 
people affected in LDCs has somewhat increased over the period, 
but there is a high fluctuation for individual shocks.

Droughts 102,225,459

Storms 15,000,307

Cyclone 438,000

Wildfire 64,789

Floods 62,652,158

Earthquake 9,958,680

Landslides & Mudslides 373,725

Health (Ebola) 28,666

Food Insecurity 56,700,000

Complex Disasters 1,482,214

Extreme temperature 202,068

Volcanic activity 11,000

FIGURE 1.2. Selected Shocks in LDCs, 2010–March 2018, total population affected 

a. Totals for all shocks
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LDCs, with a relatively higher proportion of poor people, are 
particularly vulnerable to natural disasters and environmental 
shocks. Poor people are particularly hard hit due to: overexposure; 
higher vulnerability; less ability to cope and recover; detrimental 
long-term effects on education and health; and, effects of risk on 
saving and investment behaviour (Hallegatte et al., 2017). The 
earthquakes that hit Nepal in April and May 2015 affected eight 
million people, and caused huge physical and human losses, 
including nearly US$7 billion worth of infrastructure losses, which 
is about one-third of its annual GDP (Government of Nepal, 2017). 

Exposure to various risks is also influenced by geographic 
characteristics. For example, nine of the 47 LDCs are also SIDS. 
These states are particularly vulnerable to disasters due to their 
size, location, and economic characteristics. For example, in 
Vanuatu, natural disasters have, since 2001, resulted in an average 

16 - http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/204714/1/ebolasitrep_30mar2016_eng.pdf?ua=1
17 - https://www.unocha.org/story/madagascar-tropical-cyclone-enawo-likely-affect-760000-people https://www.humanitarianresponse.info/system/
files/documents/files/madagascar_enawo_sitrep1_09march2017.pdf
18 - See table 2, http://www.ipcinfo.org/fileadmin/user_upload/ipcinfo/docs/Global_Report_FoodCrisis_2017.pdf 
19 - See Section 4 for details on climate change impacts and responses in LDCs.

annual loss (AAL) exceeding 40 per cent of annual average public 
investment (UNISDR, 2015). Likewise, remoteness from major 
markets, which is also a characteristic of landlocked countries, 
hampers efforts to diversify exports and thus also increases 
vulnerability to commodity price shocks.19 

However, the level of disaster risk in a country is influenced not 
only by the AAL but also by the way disaster risk undermines its 
capacity for investment— both physical, financial, and social. Even 
though some larger, higher income countries incur, in absolute 
terms, higher AAL from natural disasters, it is the LDCs, which 
suffer the most in relative terms (as a proportion of their annual 
capital investment or social expenditure) from these shocks. For 
example, Myanmar’s AAL represents 30 per cent of its annual 
capital investment and 200 per cent of social expenditure. In the 
face of such exogenous shocks, in Bangladesh and Madagascar, 

70,000,000

2010 20132012 20162011 20152014 2017

50,000,000

30,000,000

10,000,000

60,000,000

40,000,000

20,000,000

0

All events Droughts Floods

FIGURE 1.2. Selected Shocks in LDCs, 2010–March 2018, total population affected 

b. Main shocks over time

Notes: Total population affected refers to people injured, left homeless, displaced or evacuated, or require emergency assistance after a disaster; health 
refers to Ebola outbreak; Floods data is an aggregate of both regular and riverine floods; Storms data is an aggregate of extratropical storms and regular 
storms; Food insecurity refers to the population in crisis, emergency, and famine. Due to data limitations, other shocks like economic  
and commodity shocks, could not be included. 

Sources: EM-DAT: The International Disaster Database. Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters-CRED; WHO Ebola Situation Report, 201616, 
UNOCHA & Humanitarian Response17; Food Security Information Network (2017), Global Report on Food Crises 201718, UNOCHA: Address and Prevent 
Famine in Four Countries.
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the AAL represents about 50 per cent and 80 per cent of social 
expenditure, respectively (UNISDR, 2015). However, for most 
disasters in LDCs no data on economic losses is available, which 
hampers the management of risks.

Exposure to exogenous economic shocks in LDCs is influenced by 
among others, export to GDP ratio, which increased from about 
15 per cent in 1990 to 25 per cent in 2014, for the group. While this 
is a positive trend, there is a need to insulate against exogenous 
shocks, as LDCs are relatively more exposed to potential negative 
spillovers, like decreasing demand in export markets, than 
before. Dependence on a narrow range of exports exacerbates 
vulnerability associated with trade openness. 

Additionally, exposure to various shocks also affects capital flows 
to LDCs. For instance, FDI remains heavily concentrated in not just 
a few countries, but mostly in the extractive industries with few 
forward and backward productive linkages within the economy. In 
2016, FDI declined by 13 per cent and remains heavily concentrated 
in a few countries and in the extractive industries. Furthermore, 
ODA remains volatile and limited predictability hampers the ability 
of Governments to better plan public spending (see Chapter 1 of 
this report). 

Another major concern is related to the capital account of the 
balance of payments where large and volatile capital flows 
can give rise to systemic risk through many channels. This 
could substantially impact asset prices, exchange rates, debt 
sustainability and financial stability, often impacting the real 
economy. To increase resilience to these large and volatile flows, 
sound macroeconomic policies and strong financial supervision 
and regulation, can play an important role in helping countries 
harness the benefits of capital flows while mitigating systemic 
financial risks and improving the capacity of the financial systems 
to safely intermediate cross-border flows (UN, 2018). 

The effects of a shock always depend on the specific circumstances 
of the affected country or people. For example, the effect of 
commodity shocks, including food price shocks, on humans or 
economies is dependent on whether a household is a net buyer 
or net-seller or if a country is a net-importer or exporter of the 
commodity facing a price shock. Hence, building resilience should 
take into consideration the type of shock (see also Section 3). 
The level of human capital (education and health) is a factor of 
resilience to idiosyncratic shocks. 

In terms of idiosyncratic shocks, locally occurring forms of 
social capital, including groups and networks, play an important 
role in building the resilience of rural communities to confront 
shocks (Bernier and Meinzen-Dick, 2004). However, social capital 
breaks down when faced with exogenous shocks as several or all 
households are simultaneously affected by the same shock. 

Exposure to uninsured shocks has been shown to be one of 
the main causes of poverty (De Janvry and Sadoulet, 2016). For 
example, health shocks, which are often uninsured in poor 
countries like LDCs, are a key factor in driving people into poverty, 
at the household level (Fan, Pandya-Lorch and Yosef, 2014). 

Especially in case of a large shock, existing systems are often not 
sufficient. For example, three years after the earthquake in Nepal 
hundreds of thousands are still living in makeshift shelters, battling 
food and water shortages, and struggling to earn a decent living, 
despite a big relief effort. In addition, new disasters have occurred 
in the same country, like the flood in 2017, which affected 1.7 
million people and destroyed 43.400 homes.

As LDCs are disproportionally hit by various types of shocks, 
which reinforce each other, this report addresses a broad range 
of vulnerabilities. The shocks of high relevance for LDCs vary in 
their frequency, predictability, speed of onset, scale and duration, 
among others, requiring differentiated responses. While measures 
to enhance disaster preparedness have led to reduced loss of life, 
economic losses continue to grow, which affects progress towards 
meeting the SDGs as well as towards graduation from the LDC 
category (CRED and UNISDR, 2018).

The subsequent sections will focus on reducing vulnerabilities 
and strengthening the resilience of specific shocks, in LDCs. The 
next section focusses on reducing risks and vulnerability at the 
household level. This is followed by a discussion on reducing 
the impact of economic and commodity price volatility. Section 
4 analyses climate change impacts and the response in LDCs. 
The final section in this thematic chapter discusses the financing 
instruments for the various shocks in LDCs. 



19

REFERENCES

Bernier, Q. and Meinzen-Dick, R. S. (2014): Social capital and 
resilience. In Resilience for food and nutrition security. Eds. 
Fan, S.; Pandya-Lorch, R. and Yosef, S. Chapter 18. pp 169-176. 
Washington, D.C.: IFPRI. 

Briguglio, L., Cordina, G., Farrugia, N. and Vella, S. (2014): Economic 
Vulnerability and Resilience: Concepts and Measurements, Oxford 
Development Studies, 37, no.3 (2009), pp 229-247.

Chambers, R. and Conway, G.R. (1992): Sustainable Rural 
Livelihoods: Practical Concepts for the 21st Century, Discussion 
Paper 296. Brighton, UK: Institute of Development Studies. 

CRED and UNISDR (2018): Economic Losses, Poverty and disasters, 
1998 – 2017.

De Janvry, A. and Sadoulet, E. (2016): Development Economics. 
Theory and Practice. Routledge, New York, 2016.

ESCAP, ADB and UNDP (2018): Transformation towards sustainable 
and resilient societies in Asia and the Pacific, Bangkok.

Fan, S.; Pandya-Lorch, R. and Yosef, S. (2014): Introduction. In 
Resilience for food and nutrition security. Eds. Fan, S.; Pandya-
Lorch, R. and Yosef, S. Chapter 1. pp 1-7. Washington, D.C.: IFPRI. 

Government of Nepal (2017): National Review of Sustainable 
Development Goals, National Planning Commission, Kathmandu.

Guillaumont, P. (2014): Measuring Structural Economic Vulnerability 
in Africa, in The Oxford Handbook of Africa and Economics: Volume 
1: Context and Concepts, Eds. Monga, C. and J. Y. Lin.

Hallegatte, S., Vogt-Schilb, A., Bangalore, M and Rozenberg, J. 
(2016): Unbreakable: Building the Resilience of the Poor in the Face 
of Natural Disasters. The World Bank Group, 2016. 

Hoddinott. J. (2014): Looking at development through a resilience 
lens, In Resilience for food and nutrition security. Eds. Fan, S., 
Pandya-Lorch, R. and Yosef, S. Chapter 3. pp 19-26. Washington, 
D.C.: IFPRI. 

Morse S., McNamara N. (2013): Sustainable Livelihood Approach: 
A Critique of Theory and Practice, Springer.

Scoones, I. (1998): Sustainable Rural Livelihoods. A Framework for 
Analysis, IDS Working Paper 72, Brighton.

Turner II B. L., Kasperson, R. E., Matson, P. A., McCarthy, J. J., Corell, 
R. W., Christensen, L., Eckley, N., Kasperson, J. X., Luers, A., Martello, 
M. L., Polsky, C., Pulsipher, A. and A. Schiller (2003): A framework 
for vulnerability analysis in sustainability science, PNAS, July 8 2003, 
vol. 100, no. 14.

United Nations (2011): Programme of Action for the Least 
Developed Countries for the Decade 2011-2020. “Fourth United 
Nations Conference on the Least Developed Countries”. A/
CONF.219/3/Rev.1. Istanbul, Turkey.

United Nations (2017): Report of the Secretary-General on Children 
and Armed Conflict. A/72/361–S/2017/821. 

United Nations (2018): Report of the Inter-agency Task Force on 
Financing for Development: Financing for Development: Progress 
and Prospects 2018.

UNDP (2004): Reducing Disaster Risk: A Challenge for Development. 
UNDP –Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery (BRCP). New 
York. 

UNISDR (2004): Living with Risk: A Global Review of Disaster 
Reduction Initiatives. UN Publications, Geneva.

UNISDR (2015): Global Assessment Report on Disaster Risk 
Reduction. New York.



20

2. REDUCING VULNERABILITIES AT  
THE HOUSEHOLD LEVEL

2.1. Introduction

Reducing vulnerability to any type of shock in LDCs is about 
reducing the vulnerability of their people and the ecosystems they 
live in. Around one-third of people in LDCs are living in extreme 
poverty, defined as less than US$1.90 per day. 

In LDCs, a larger share of the population is vulnerable to falling into 
poverty due to idiosyncratic shocks such as illness. Crop failure 
is another area of high risk for the large number of subsistence 
farmers. Furthermore, the large share of the informal economy 
and lack of decent jobs also contributes to their vulnerability. 
However, the people in LDCs are not all affected in the same way by 
a shock. There are groups of populations that are more vulnerable 
and less resilient, depending on their income, gender, occupation, 
location, among other things. For example, the poor often live in 
high risk areas, such as floodplains. 

The impacts of disasters are not limited to loss of assets but also 
reduce the wellbeing of people affected. Obviously, a loss of the 
same amount of asset can be small for someone with a high 
income, while it can be all the possessions for a poor person. In 
addition, exposure to shocks can have long term effects, leading 
to poverty traps. Reducing the risk of falling into poverty can be 
achieved by reducing the exposure to risk, better risk management 
and improved access to risk-coping instruments (De Janvry 
and Sadoulet, 2016). Resilience building instruments should be 
considered as part of a larger risk mitigation and resilience strategy 
and their interactions need to be taken into account.

This section will focus on how to reduce risks and vulnerability at the 
household level, especially for poor households and households 
of smallholder farmers, which are among the most vulnerable 
in LDCs.20 It provides an overview of coping mechanisms used 
by households in LDCs, including their challenges and potential 
negative effects. It then provides an overview of social protection, 
which is one of the main instruments to reduce vulnerability at the 
household level. The section provides some concrete options on 
how the resilience of households and their communities can be 
strengthened.

Social protection has been identified as bolstering the resilience 
of the poor and help prevent people from falling into poverty in 
the IPoA (paragraph 91). Agriculture and food security have also 
been identified as priorities in the IPoA, as the poor are most at 
risk of malnutrition. Furthermore, infrastructure can enhance 
the resilience of people and smallholder farmers. Other factors, 
including access to health care, are also crucial but go beyond the 
scope of this report. 

20 - Vulnerabilities of poor city dwellers are discussed in Box II.

The section highlights shock-responsive social protection and 
agricultural insurance, as recent examples for addressing shocks at 
the household level. These are two areas that have been identified 
as crucial to addressing shocks that affect poor populations. The 
section assesses how agricultural insurance schemes, which 
have been used in several LDCs, are increasing food security 
after a crisis as an example of resilience building in rural areas. 
Recommendations are made on how different instruments can 
be used to reduce vulnerabilities and increase the resilience 
of households in LDCs. The financing of shock absorbing and 
resilience building measures will be discussed in subsequent 
sections, especially Section 5.

2.2. Coping mechanisms of households 

As the poorest are often disproportionally affected by disasters, 
there is a need to strengthen their capacity to deal with shocks and 
provide support for building their resilience. While most people 
in poor communities anticipate risks mainly in light of their past 
experience, they may not be well prepared to deal with new forms 
of risks, unless they get information from Governments or other 
stakeholders to raise their awareness of these risks and potential 
implications. In addition, poor households and smallholders often 
lack knowledge and skills about how to best manage risks and are 
often risk averse (ESCAP et al., 2018).

Furthermore, most poor households in LDCs have very limited 
financial savings and lack access to finance, formal insurance and 
social protection. They use various risk management strategies to 
cope with external shocks, some of which can have negative long-
term effects and can trap people even further into poverty. These 
include the depletion of assets such as, taking on high-interest 
credit, sales of seeds and tools, livestock or land. Furthermore, 
they often reduce food consumption and withdraw children from 
school. Households also use additional employment, including 
child labour, and migration, as well as relying on assistance from 
friends, family and community members. In general, poorer 
households are less able to fulfil their basic needs when faced with 
negative unexpected events (OPM, 2017; World Bank, 2018 and 
MCII, 2016).

Natural disasters often force people to migrate, leading to disaster 
displacement, mostly to other parts of the affected country but 
also beyond. Likewise, economic shocks can also force people 
to migrate. There is evidence that climate change is already 
increasing the frequency and intensity of hazards and, inducing 
migration, including internal migration from rural to urban 
areas. Conflict situations are also drivers of displacement. While 
migration reduces their exposure to and direct impact of the 
disaster, migrants often have less access to essential services and 
livelihood options and their exposure to violence, poverty and 
insecurity might increase (IOM, 2018). On the other hand, there is 
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empirical evidence that remittances intensify significantly during 
crisis events (Le De et al., 2013).

The responses to shocks differ by gender. Men and women also 
have different capabilities to manage risk and cope with shocks, 
as women often have less access to and control over resources 
because of gender based vulnerabilities. Women are more likely to 
lose assets and formal jobs. Furthermore, their workload increases 
more in times of crisis. They, on average, own or control fewer 
assets and their assets tend to be more liquid, such as jewellery 
or small poultry, which are more likely to be sold to smooth 
consumption (Kumar and Quisumbing, 2014).

Women also reduce their food intake more than men when faced 
with economic shocks, which, especially for pregnant and lactating 
women, can have adverse long-term consequences for their 
children. There is empirical evidence that natural disasters lower 
the life expectancy of women more than that of men (Kumar and 
Quisumbing, 2014).

The social capital a person has access to contributes to its resilience 
to shocks through enhanced coping, adaptive, and transformative 
capacities. For example, people work together through organized 
groups and informal networks to respond to a wide range of 
shocks and build resilience, for example by jointly building a small 
dam. They are effective means of responding to certain types of 
risk among households and communities. Social capital works 
best where detailed local knowledge is required and where social 
norms for enforcement mechanisms are intact. Mutual insurance 
across kin or neighbours, who know each other well, enable them 
to avoid adverse selection and moral hazard, which can help with 
idiosyncratic shocks (De Janvry and Sadoulet, 2016).

However, in the case of a covariate shock that, for example, affects 
a whole village or region, social capital will often not be sufficient 
to cope. Likewise, in situations of conflict, social capital might 
get disrupted. Thus, social capital needs to be complemented by 
other resilience building measures, taking into account how the 
different components interact (Bernier and Meinzen-Dick, 2014). It 
has to be noted that informal and formal responses to shocks are 
interdependent. For example, public policies and the availability 
of formal mechanisms heavily influence how extensively informal 
arrangements are used for building resilience. 

Vulnerability to shocks at the household level can be reduced 
through a combination of measures that foster development and 

21 - See also Box I.
22 - Social protection includes nine main areas: child and family benefits, maternity protection, unemployment support, employment injury benefits, 
sickness benefits, health protection (medical care), oldage benefits, invalidity/disability benefits, and survivors’ benefits. Social protection systems 
address all these policy areas by a mix of contributory schemes (social insurance) and non-contributory tax-financed benefits (including social assistance).
23 - Survivor benefits are provided to dependents of a worker who died due to an employment-related accident.

reduce poverty, vulnerability of livelihood and assets and, provide 
them with the tools and support to cope with shocks. A World Bank 
study found that in Mali and the Niger, the reduction of exposure 
of the poor to natural disasters by 5 per cent could reduce asset 
losses by more than 10 per cent and well-being losses by 25 per 
cent (World Bank, 2017).

One such measure is financial inclusion, which can increase the 
resilience of poor people as it allows to hold assets in forms less 
vulnerable to shocks as compared to in-kind savings like livestock. 
Financial instruments can be used for recovery and reconstruction 
after a disaster, making rebuilding faster and better. Financial 
inclusion, including through micro-credit, can also help households 
to reduce their exposure to risk, through investments that increase 
resilience, and thus stabilise future income. Likewise, micro-
insurance for low-income households can reduce risks. However, 
such instruments need to be designed in a way appropriate for low-
income populations, for example with easy and free withdrawals 
of savings. Furthermore, education can enhance access to financial 
instruments. Mobile money can help to reach the largely unbanked 
population, including women, youth, and people living in rural 
areas (World Bank, 2017).21

2.3. Social protection in LDCs 

The International Labour Organization (ILO) defines social 
protection, or social security, as the set of policies and programmes 
designed to reduce and prevent poverty, vulnerability and social 
exclusion throughout the life cycle.22 Social protection, which is 
covered under SDG target 1.3 and also constitutes a human right, 
has been recognised as one important mechanism to increase 
the resilience of households to the effects of shocks, as well as 
poverty and vulnerability more generally. It can also reduce the 
need to use the negative coping mechanisms discussed above. In 
general, countries at high risk of natural disasters have lower social 
protection coverage (World Bank, 2018). 

According to the ILO (2017a), in LDCs, social protection (excluding 
health) is concentrated on employment injury, old age, disability, 
and survivors,23 but even this is sparse. Out of 11 LDCs for which 
data are available, only 3 (Bangladesh, Mali and the Niger) have 
more than 20 per cent of the population covered in at least one 
social protection benefit (table 2.1). However, even in these 
countries, benefit levels are often low. 
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TABLE 2.1: SOCIAL PROTECTION COVERAGE IN LDCs  
(SDG INDICATOR 1.3.1)

 
SHARE OF POPULATION COVERED BY 

SOCIAL PROTECTION (PER CENT)

Bangladesh 28.4

Burkina Faso 7.5

Dem. Rep. Congo 14.1

Ethiopia 11.6

The Gambia 6.1

Lesotho 9.2

Malawi 21.3

Mozambique 10.9

Niger 20.6

Uganda 2.9

Zambia 15.3

Note: Definition of SDG Indicator 1.3.1: Proportion of population covered 
by social protection floors/systems, by sex, distinguishing children, 
unemployed persons, older persons, persons with disabilities, pregnant 
women, newborns, work-injury victims and the poor and the vulnerable.
Source: ILO, 2017a.

Only a few LDCs provide child or family benefits and none provides 
unemployment protection, although some countries use public 
works programmes to provide employment and income support 
to vulnerable populations. The large majority of the population find 
themselves without sufficient health protection and therefore face 
high out of pocket payments, which result in high poverty risks 
(ILO, 2017a).

The extension of social protection to workers in the large informal 
economy is another challenge for LDCs. Contributory schemes, 

where they exist, usually only cover formal workers in the public 
and private sector, and the available social assistance programmes 
aim at targeting the poorest but often exclude most of those in 
informal employment. The lack of protection traps workers and 
their families in a vicious cycle of vulnerability, poverty and social 
exclusion. Some LDCs have extended social protection coverage to 
workers in the informal economy, for example, through occupation, 
the inclusion of self-employed workers in social insurance schemes 
in the United Republic of Tanzania, or sector based mutual funds 
in Senegal and social pensions in Lesotho, Nepal, and Timor-Leste 
(ILO, 2017a).

The limited coverage of the active population in social protection 
programmes reduces their potential effects on economic 
development and productive capacity, which is crucial for long 
term resilience, for example through diversification. Capacity 
and institutional constraints also hamper the effectiveness of 
social protection. For example, central registries are needed 
for identifying and registering people and giving them access 
to benefits, yet particular care should be taken to ensure data 
protection and privacy. Simple universal basic income schemes 
can thus be implemented more easily than proxy means tested 
social assistance programmes in countries with limited capacity 
and information.

Average spending in LDCs on social protection is only 3 per cent 
of GDP, which is less than half the average of Middle Income 
Countries of 6.3 per cent (UN, 2018). The level of expenditure 
for social protection varies widely among LDCs ranging from 7.2 
per cent of GDP in Lesotho to 0.1 per cent of GDP for Bhutan and 
Chad (Annex 1). However, the spending on social protection is not 
associated with the level of GDP per capita (figure 2.1).

Source: UN-OHRLLS calculations based on ILO, 2017a (see Annex 1); years vary.

FIGURE 2.1: Social protection expenditure and GDP per capita in LDCs
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Many LDCs are expanding the allocation of public resources to 
social protection. For example, Nepal has more than doubled 
public expenditure on social protection in the last 20 years. 
However, in a number of countries, social expenditure has been 
cut, partly because of austerity measures, at a time when social 
protection is most needed as it is reducing poverty and building 
resilience of households before shocks occur (ILO, 2017a).

According to ILO data, in at least 8 LDCs, the estimated cost of 
a more comprehensive package of social protection (children, 
orphans, maternity, disability and old age) would exceed 6.5 per 
cent of GDP, which cannot be financed from domestic resources 
alone as the average government revenue in LDCs is only 15 per 
cent of GDP (ILO, 2017b). While in many developing countries social 
protection programmes are funded through domestic resources, 
including taxation or member contributions, this presents 
challenges for LDCs due to high poverty levels and low tax revenue 
(UN-OHRLLS, 2017).

2.4. Building shock-responsive social protection 
systems

Social protection systems in many cases can be used to meet the 
anticipated needs of vulnerable populations resulting from the 
impact of a shock or crisis. Shock responsive or adaptive social 
protection is widely recognized as a key instrument for building 
disaster- or climate-resilient livelihoods as well as resilience to 
economic shocks, especially for the poorest and most vulnerable 
(see also figure 1.1). Several LDCs have integrated shock-responsive 
features in the development of social protection systems. Social 
protection systems can be designed as part of national disaster 
preparedness strategies (IDS, 2012; Devereux et al., 2017 and ILO, 
2017a).

The role of social protection as a shock responsive instrument has 
been studied extensively.24 One of the main conclusions is that only 
where existing programmes, including administrative and delivery 
systems, are well established is it possible to scale them up in the 
short-term after a shock occurs. Thus, more investment in such 
schemes in LDCs is needed. This literature asserts that in the event 
of a crisis, scaling up of social protection schemes already in place 
can be achieved through a variety of measures:

i. Design tweaks–making small adjustments to the design of 
the core programme 

ii. ‘Piggybacking’–borrowing elements of an existing pro-
gramme or system while delivering a separate emergency 
response 

iii. ‘Vertical expansion’– topping up support to beneficiaries

iv. ‘Horizontal expansion’–temporarily extending support to 
new households.

24 - The following is mainly based on two literature reviews, McCord, 2013 and Oxford Policy Management, 2017.

The effectiveness of social protection systems for crisis mitigation 
depends on: flexibility, timeliness, adaptability and adequacy of 
resources. To be able to scale up rapidly, it is also important to 
integrate climate and disaster risk considerations into the design 
and planning of social protection programmes from the beginning 
and link it to an established early warning system. Early warnings 
need to be complemented with early actions for which incentives 
to all stakeholders are required (OPM, 2018 and Devereux et al., 
2017). 

Likewise, information about potentially vulnerable groups is 
crucial for the planning process. Furthermore, social protection 
programs need to be gender sensitive in their design in order to 
have gender-equitable effects. Several LDCs like Mozambique, 
Mali, and Lesotho included references to the potential use of social 
protection in responses to shocks in their policies and regulations 
on social protection. Coordination of all relevant stakeholders 
providing social protection is crucial in this respect, including local 
government (OPM, 2018). 

There are however some circumstances in which existing social 
protection systems might not be sufficient to address crises. For 
example, the consequences of certain shocks like natural disasters 
and conflict might limit the capacity of the system to deliver, 
especially if the infrastructure is destroyed. Thus, the ability of 
social protection programmes and delivery systems to withstand 
shocks themselves needs to be increased so they can continue to 
function in a crisis. 

In addition, the population covered by social protection might also 
not always be the same as those affected most by a shock and 
thus, vertical expansion risks missing shock-affected households. 
This is because needs, poverty status, well-being and vulnerability 
can change rapidly. Early warning and related information about 
risks, in addition to data about household characteristics and 
central registries, can provide crucial information about the nature, 
location and severity of a shock as well as the appropriate type of 
response (World Bank, 2018).

Another social protection tool that has proven beneficial is cash 
transfers, which have been most widely used in emergencies 
and have been found to be effective. They can provide a tool for 
transitioning smoothly between providing assistance for chronically 
poor in normal times and assistance for households affected by 
disasters. Where markets are functioning, cash transfers allow 
people choice and flexibility in how to best meet their needs, 
which are changing at various stages of an emergency. They allow 
people to invest in rebuilding their livelihoods and repay debt and 
thus enhance their resilience to future shocks. There is empirical 
evidence that beneficiaries of cash transfers programmes have 
better health and nutrition outcomes, reduced child labour and are 
more likely to save, which enhances their resilience. There is also 
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evidence that cash transfers have a multiplier effect on the local 
economy (Bastagli et al. 2016 and World Bank, 2017 and 2018). 

Cash transfers are relatively easy to expand and contract and 
simple to administer. Furthermore, cash transfers can be 
distributed faster than in kind transfers and are often cheaper 
to distribute. This especially applies if they can be transferred 
through e-payment systems/mobile banking, which are a safer and 
more efficient way to deliver cash. Mobile banking is increasingly 
used in LDCs for cash transfers but not all the vulnerable groups 
have access (see Box I on the role of technology in reducing 
vulnerability and strengthening resilience). Multi-purpose cash 
transfers that address multiple needs are perceived as especially 
efficient and effective. It is crucial that the amount of the transfer 

is calculated in a way to meet critical expenditure gaps. However, 
cash transfers will not be feasible in all situations as they depend 
for example on the availability of commodities in the market. 

Some LDCs have expanded cash transfers vertically after a shock 
providing higher amounts of assistance, including Bangladesh, 
Nepal, and Lesotho. Ethiopia’s Productive Safety Net Programme 
(PSNP) is one example of a shock-sensitive programme in rural 
areas (see box 2.1). Vertical expansion can be done very quickly 
but there is the risk to miss some of the populations most affected. 
Increased transfers also need to be accompanied by information 
about their purpose to avoid resistance when payments go back 
to normal levels.

Ethiopia’s PSNP was established in 2005 with support from various 
donors and is designed to respond to the impact of chronic 
drought, food insecurity and climate change on Ethiopia’s poorest 
households in rural areas. The programme provides regular cash 
and food transfers to able-bodied community members willing to 
participate in labour-intensive public works as well as transfers to 
households not able to work. It covers around 10 million people 
making it one of the world’s largest safety net programmes.

The public works undertaken are creating community assets that 
reverse the severe degradation of watersheds and provide a 
more reliable water supply. It uses a dynamic approach to support 
poor households to better cope with transitory shocks and target 
methods to identify those communities most vulnerable to shocks. 
When a shock occurs, additional funding for vertical and horizontal 
expansions comes from the Contingency Budget and the Risk 
Financing Mechanism, which enable a fast response. 

Studies have shown that PSNP clients are more resilient to droughts 
and have the capacity to bounce back twice as fast as households 

outside of the program, for example through the significant 
reduction in distress sales of livestock.

The PSNP has also a gender-sensitive approach. The community-
based consultation process included the participation of women 
to identify truly poor households. Female-headed households, 
in which labour is often scarce, were selected into receiving 
unconditional transfers. The PSNP also supported women building 
their asset stock.

The programme design has been improved over its lifetime, based 
on various assessments. For example, payment predictability has 
increased. The lack of understanding of households why they were 
no longer eligible for payments was identified as a challenge.

In 2017 an Urban Productive Safety Net Project was launched, in 
which about 400,000 poor Ethiopians in 11 cities were enrolled as 
of early 2018. Participants receive cash for work as well as some 
training.

BOX 2.1

ETHIOPIA’S PRODUCTIVE SAFETY NET PROGRAMME (PSNP)

Sources: Kumar and Quisumbing, 2014; World Bank 2018; IFPRI, 2013; The Economist (How Ethiopia is building a social safety-net, May 30, 2018).
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LDCs have also used other adjustments to make social protection 
shock-responsive. For example, in Mozambique, the cash 
transfer programme regularly experienced delays in payments 
at the beginning of the fiscal year, which coincides with the time 
of greatest risk of climate shocks. Thus, a design tweak was 
introduced to make a double payment in December to ensure 
vulnerable households were covered.

Several LDCs have also scaled up public works programmes 
following financial crises, for example in Bangladesh’s Rural 
Infrastructure Development Programme or the Rapid Employment 
project in the Solomon Islands. They are perceived as being easier 
and cheaper to target than cash grants, due to self-selection. 
However, they exclude labour-constrained households, including 
some of the most vulnerable to the impact of a shock like children 
and the disabled. 

In countries with weak institutions and limited existing protection 
systems solutions that are simple to administer, like universal old 
age pensions and school feeding, might be most feasible and cost 
effective and at the same time address the crucial goal to ensure 
childhood nutrition. School feeding programmes are efficient to 
scale up during a crisis as they are using existing infrastructure 
and human resources. They have been used in Haiti after 
Hurricane Matthew, where food stocks where reallocated to most 
affected regions. 

In order to be able to scale up assistance significantly and rapidly 
after a disaster strikes, there needs to be access to shock finance 
by the Government as well as an increase in government revenue.25 
The identification of resources, both external and internal, that 
would allow for countercyclical shock-responses need to be done 
ahead of a crisis and needs to be included in shock preparedness 
plans (see Section 5). 

2.5. Vulnerabilities of smallholder farmers

As most of the poor in LDCs live in rural areas and their mainstay 
is largely smallholder or subsistence farming, it is important to 
address their vulnerabilities, which range from droughts, flooding 
and other weather events to price shocks for agricultural inputs 
or products. 

Agricultural smallholders in LDCs consume a large share of their 
production. Thus, an environmental shock that leads to a loss in 
output does not only affect their income but also causes hunger. 
Furthermore, if the shocks are covariate they can increase food 
prices and thus also negatively affect the urban poor.

25 - Increased access to finance for LDCs and their challenges with respect to increasing government revenues was covered in the 2017 Report on  
the State of LDCs.
26 - The issues of resilient infrastructure are further discussed in Sections 3 and 4.
27 - Section 4 includes a discussion of NAPAs and NAPs in LDCs.

Poor households often try to avoid risks in order to limit their 
exposure. Smallholders often plant crops that have a lower risk of 
failure but also have lower yields than other crops, to reduce their 
vulnerability. The poor also try to diversify their income-generating 
activities and assets to reduce their exposure to risks. However, 
this can prevent them from specialising in the more profitable 
options, further limiting their income (World Bank, 2017 and MCII, 
2016). 

The provision of dedicated resilient infrastructure has the potential 
to also enhance the resilience of farmers and would contribute 
to SDG 9. For example, enhanced irrigation can increase the 
exposure to risks from changing rainfall patterns and thus increase 
resilience. As mentioned above, some cash for work programmes 
contribute to building resilient infrastructure like improvements 
of watershed management that reduce risk for small farmers 
and have the potential to increase production. Another example 
is roads that can withstand flooding, and thus ensure continued 
access to markets.26 

Insurance against risks related to agricultural production has 
increasingly been used - mainly for crops and livestock - pooling 
risks of individual farmers. There is evidence that for large shocks, 
insurance can provide protection at a lower cost than savings or 
borrowing (World Bank, 2017). 

The National Adaptation Plan (NAP) of Burkina Faso, which was 
one of the first LDCs to complete such a plan in 2015, includes 
a Livestock Farmer’s Climate Insurance Project.27 Its’ objective is 
to improve the protection of animal capital in order to provide 
sustainable support for the pastoralist economy and improve 
stakeholder resilience with a view to sustainable food security.

Index-based insurance refers to products where payments 
are made when an easily observed variable, like the amount of 
rainfall or wind speed, exceeds a predetermined threshold. These 
schemes are designed for situations where there is a covariate 
shock, affecting farmers in a larger area. Index insurance can 
increase the resilience of smallholder farmers, not only through 
payouts after a shock but also by unlocking opportunities that 
increase productivity in the non-payout years. For example, as 
the risk of lending to a farmer declines, access to credit improves 
(Greatrex et al., 2015).

A number of index-based insurance schemes for farmers exist 
in LDCs, including the R4 Rural Resilience Initiative in Ethiopia, 
Malawi, Senegal, and Zambia; the Index-based livestock insurance 
(IBLI) in Ethiopia as well as Agriculture and Climate Risk Enterprise 
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(ACRE–formerly Kilimo Salama) in Rwanda and the United Republic 
of Tanzania. The latter uses data from weather stations to trigger 
insurance payouts in case of severe weather events via mobile 
phones.28 The advantages of index-based insurance include low 
transaction costs, as losses do not need to be assessed, as well as 
the rapid availability of payouts, which can reduce overall damage 
and loss, especially in the case of slow-onset disasters. In addition, 
moral hazard is lower as farmers still have an incentive to take 
preventive measures because the payout does not depend on 
losses (MCII, 2016 and World Bank, 2017).

These initiatives share some common features that seem to have 
contributed to their success, namely explicitly targeting obstacles 
to improving income; integration of insurance with other support; 
involvement of farmers in the design of products; investing in local 
capacity and developing a science-based index (Greatrex et al., 2015).

28 - Index-based insurance at the country level are discussed in Section 5.

There is evidence that index-based insurance enhances resilience 
and increases the savings and investments of farmers (see Box 
2.2 for the example of Senegal). The R4 scheme helped farmers in 
Tigray, Ethiopia to increase savings by 123 per cent and increase 
grain reserves and the number of oxen they own. Likewise, 
households with IBLI coverage in Ethiopia increased investment 
in livestock veterinary and vaccination and experienced an 
increase in milk production as well as income. Statistics from 
ACRE show that insured farmers had 16 per cent more earnings 
and invested 19 per cent more compared to their uninsured 
neighbours. Often insurance is combined with other services like 
access to credit, agricultural extension services, and weather data, 
increasing benefits for farmers (MCII, 2016). One precondition 
for the functioning of such insurance schemes is that farmers 
understand how they work, which in turn depends on their 
education and availability of information.

The R4 Rural Resilience Initiative is a strategic partnership 
between the World Food Programme (WFP) and Oxfam with 
the goal of responding to the challenges faced by food-insecure 
communities in the context of increasing frequency and intensity 
of climate disasters and other shocks. The program’s four 
main risk management components include (i) risk reduction 
(improved resource management through asset creation), (ii) 
risk transfer (insurance), (iii) prudent risk taking (livelihood 
diversification and microcredit), and (iv) risk reserves (savings). 
In Senegal, the program has been active since 2013 in several 
regions, covering a total of 6,739 smallholder farmers (52 per 
cent women) with its integrated approach.

The project has a well-defined plan for scaling in each new country, 
allowing to test insurance products and learn about farmer 
preferences. The first year is known as a dry run in which farmers 
and local experts are consulted, an initial index design is completed, 
economic research games are played, and intensive capacity 
development is completed at a farmer and an institutional level. 
This is followed in the second year by the rollout of the programme 
for several thousand farmers, plus further refinement and scaling 
in future years.

The R4 Initiative is deliberately targeted at poor smallholder 
farmers who were previously considered to be uninsurable due 
to a combination of poverty, lack of education, data limitations 
and remoteness. To overcome the liquidity constraint, poor 
farmers have the option of paying premiums either in cash or 
through insurance-for-work programmes. The WFP pays half of 
the premiums budget, while the other half is subsidized by the 
Senegalese Government.

The programme has various positive effects on participating rural 
households, including a net improvement in the food security 
situation. Households with insurance spent more on average on 
agriculture inputs than those without insurance. The programme 
has also contributed to enhanced social bonds among participants.

There is evidence of increased decision-making responsibility 
among women in participant households. For example, women 
are involved in making decisions on the use of farmland in 11 per 
cent of participant households compared to 6 per cent of non-
participant households. The Savings for Change component also 
provided an avenue for women to save and acquire small loans 
to engage in income-generating activities such as rice farming, 
peanut farming, vegetable cultivation, and small trade.

BOX 2.2

THE R4 RURAL RESILIENCE INITIATIVE IN SENEGAL

Sources: WFP/Oxfam, 2018; Dalberg, 2016 and Greatrex et al., 2015.
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Risk assessment is crucial for insurance as it is the basis for the 
calculation of premiums, which then can increase risk awareness 
in general. The model which is used to determine the payout of a 
parametric insurance needs to ensure that the losses incurred by 
a shock will be covered. On the other hand, farmers that do not 
incur any losses should also not receive payouts. While a perfect 
correlation of triggers and losses is not possible, the risks from 
mismatches need to be minimized and also clearly communicated 
to policyholders (MCII, 2016).

One of the main challenges for agricultural index-based insurance 
for smallholders in LDCs is high premium prices, which limit uptake. 
At the same time expanding the size of risk pools can increase 
efficiency. While lowering the coverage can increase affordability 
and thus participation, the critical risks for farmers need to be 
included. For these reasons, many insurance schemes targeting 
poor and vulnerable people provide subsidies for premiums. 
However, this might distort incentives to reduce risk exposure and 
therefore only partial coverage of the premium is recommended. 
In addition, indirect measures to reduce risk should complement 
direct premium support. Likewise, efficient and cost-effective 
distribution channels are needed to reach a large number of 
farmers (MCII, 2016).

Often, farmers are facing multiple risks like drought and floods, 
depending on the season. Thus, hybrid products combining for 
example weather and area yield indices have been proposed. 
Likewise, financial literacy and understanding of insurance 
products need to be enhanced to increase uptake (MCII, 2016 and 
World Bank, 2017).

Furthermore, the suitability of insurance depends on the frequency 
and severity of disasters. Risks that are more severe and less 
frequent are most suitable for transferring to insurance markets, 
while it is not well suited for events that occur with high frequency. 
Weather based index insurance is only adequate if there is an 
easily measurable and quantifiable climate risk (MCII, 2016 and 
Greatrex, 2015). 

Agricultural insurance could be especially beneficial for women as 
they are often more severely affected by a shock. However, research 
from Bangladesh shows that the gender differential in education, 
which results in lower financial literacy and understanding of the 
insurance product, which might affect uptake. Marketing insurance 
through groups can be beneficial for women. However, more 
research is needed on demand by gender for such insurance, to 
design insurance products that are tailored for different needs of 
men and women (Kumar and Quisumbing, 2014).

In designing insurance, the local context needs to be taken into 
account, in order not to increase inequalities or impede existing 
risk management mechanisms. Farmers with insurance may alter 
their land-use strategies or their involvement in social networks. 

Insurance could encourage people to undertake high-risk activities, 
like cultivation in environmentally sensitive areas, which would 
have a negative impact on the environment. For relatively wealthier 
farmers, the availability of insurance might lead to a withdrawal 
from informal risk pooling mechanisms, which could leave the 
lower income community members more insecure and further 
increase inequalities. Thus, all relevant stakeholders should be 
involved in the design, implementation and review of insurance 
products. Existing local risk management strategies, financial 
instruments and agricultural and social protection policies need to 
be assessed (MCII, 2016 and DIE, 2017).

2.6. Conclusions and recommendations

The lack of awareness and information about potential hazards and 
exposures as well as ways to manage such risks are widespread 
in LDCs. Thus, strengthening knowledge and skills and raising 
awareness is crucial to resilience building and is required at an 
early stage. This requires an assessment of risks with disaggregated 
information about vulnerable populations (ESCAP et al., 2018).

In the absence of social protection systems, poor households can 
be affected by a crisis in ways that further reduce their resilience to 
shocks, for example through permanent health impact or sales of 
productive assets. Yet, in most LDCs, social protection schemes are 
limited. Hence, households revert to coping mechanisms that often 
have long-term negative effects, such as the sale of productive 
assets or withdrawal of children from school.

Social protection schemes do not only build resilience but also 
create the infrastructure that can be used to distribute transfers to 
households after a shock or crisis. However, the state of a country’s 
social protection system has considerable consequences for its 
ability to respond to shocks. Vulnerability and needs assessments 
are essential to design social protection that can enhance resilience 
and be used to deal with shocks. In addition, the availability of data 
and other information needs to be enhanced to allow for sound 
administration of social protection systems.

Expenditure on social protection needs to be increased in LDCs, as 
it is crucial for human development and achieving the SDGs. It is 
important in this respect to not only extend coverage but also to 
provide adequate benefits. The extension of comprehensive social 
protection to those in rural areas and the informal economy is key 
to promote decent work and preventing poverty. Furthermore, 
social protection can contribute to the building of productive 
capacity as it can facilitate reallocation of labour in the economy 
and thus reduce the risks from macroeconomic shocks (see Section 
4). Austerity and fiscal consolidation policies need to take the 
financing needs for social protection into account, which need to 
be prioritised. Furthermore, new financing mechanisms to cover 
social protection need to be established (ILO, 2017a). 
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Because shocks can exacerbate gender inequities, social protection 
programmes need to be sensitive to gender in their design to 
have gender equitable effects. For example, because of the high 
demands on women’s time, which usually increase during a crisis, 
transfers should be unconditional and not linked to providing 
labour.

The ability of social protection programmes and delivery systems 
to themselves withstand shocks needs to be increased so they can 
continue to function in a crisis. In countries with weak institutions 
and limited existing protection systems solutions that are simple 
to administer, like subsidies and school feeding, might be most 
feasible and cost effective.

Capacity development and institutional strengthening, including 
better coordination in social protection schemes, need to be 
stepped up. An institutionalized platform for regular exchanges of 
experiences and peer learning could benefit LDCs in this respect.

Smallholder farmers in LDCs are also facing increasing risks from 
climate change. As some of their coping strategies can lead to lower 
outputs, agricultural insurance, which pools risks of individual 
farmers, offers significant benefits towards reducing hunger and 
enhancing the resilience of poor farmers in LDCs.

In order to design viable agricultural insurance products (for 
crops and livestock), capacity building at various levels is 
needed. Accurate data on various issues like weather events 
and geographical information are crucial to assess the risk to be 
insured and determine premiums. Customers need to understand 
insurance approaches in order to have realistic expectations on 
payouts. In addition, access to basic financial services is needed for 
effective distribution and payouts. Mobile technologies have been 
found to make such insurance more cost effective and accessible.29

Furthermore, the design of agricultural insurance programmes 
requires an analysis of potential effects on communities and 
agricultural biodiversity. There is evidence that agricultural insurance 
works best when it is combined with other support for smallholder 
farmers, including extension services and access to credit.

While insurance can complement social protection measures, neither 
social protection nor insurance are suitable for all types of shocks in 
LDCs and need to be part of a larger risk reduction strategy.

Furthermore, social protection and agricultural insurance are 
only two of the tools used to manage risks, which are applicable 
in LDCs. They need to be complemented by other measures to 
improve disaster preparedness, response and recovery (especially 
early warning systems). In addition, the provision of other services, 
such as education, health services and infrastructure, can also 
contribute to resilience building.

29 - The role of technology in reducing vulnerability and increasing resilience is discussed in Box I.
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ANNEX 1: SOCIAL PROTECTION COVERAGE AND EXPENDITURE, LATEST AVAILABLE YEAR

SOCIAL PROTECTION 
EFFECTIVE COVERAGE 

BY GROUP OF 
POPULATION (SDG 
INDICATOR 1.3.1)

TOTAL PUBLIC SOCIAL PROTECTION 
EXPENDITURE 

(PERCENTAGE OF GDP)

PUBLIC SOCIAL PROTECTION EXPENDITURE, 
EXCLUDING HEALTH (PERCENTAGE OF GDP) 

PERCENTAGE OF 
POPULATION COVERED LATEST AVAILABLE YEAR LATEST AVAILABLE YEAR

AFRICA

Angola .. 6.0 2015 6.9 2014

Benin .. 4.2 2010 1.5 2010

Burkina Faso 7.5 2.7 2015 .. ..

Burundi .. 4.9 2010 .. ..

Central African Republic .. 2.6 2012 .. ..

Chad .. 1.3 2010 0.1 2010

Comoros .. .. .. .. ..

Congo, Dem. Rep. 14.1 3.5 2012 1.8 2012

Djibouti .. 1.3 2010 2.0 2017

Eritrea .. 1.6 2011 .. ..

Ethiopia 11.6 3.2 2010 .. ..

Gambia, The 6.1 4.2 2014 .. ..

Guinea .. 2.5 2010 0.5 2010

Guinea-Bissau .. 5.4 2010 .. ..

Lesotho 9.2 16.3 2011 7.2 2011

Liberia .. 3.3 2015 .. ..

Madagascar .. 0.7 2014 .. ..

Malawi 21.3 1.0 2015 .. ..

Mali .. 4.9 2010 3.2 2010

Mauritania .. 4.9 2010 3.3 2010

Mozambique 10.9 4.5 2015 .. ..

Niger 20.6 2.9 2010 0.7 2010

Rwanda .. 7.3 2010 4.4 2010

Sao Tome and Principe .. 4.0 2014 2.3 2010

Senegal .. 5.3 2010 3.0 2010

Sierra Leone .. 4.2 2005 1.5 2005

Somalia .. .. .. .. ..

South Sudan .. .. .. .. ..

Sudan .. 2.3 2010 .. ..

Tanzania, United Republic of .. 6.8 2010 .. ..

Togo .. 2.6 2014 0.6 2014

Uganda 2.9 2.2 2015 .. ..

Zambia 15.3 5.5 2011 3.3 2011

Average, Africa   4.2   .. ..

Median, Africa 11.25   .. ..
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ANNEX 1: SOCIAL PROTECTION COVERAGE AND EXPENDITURE, LATEST AVAILABLE YEAR (CONTINUED)

SOCIAL PROTECTION 
EFFECTIVE COVERAGE 

BY GROUP OF 
POPULATION (SDG 
INDICATOR 1.3.1)

TOTAL PUBLIC SOCIAL PROTECTION 
EXPENDITURE 

(PERCENTAGE OF GDP)

PUBLIC SOCIAL PROTECTION EXPENDITURE, 
EXCLUDING HEALTH (PERCENTAGE OF GDP) 

PERCENTAGE OF 
POPULATION COVERED LATEST AVAILABLE YEAR LATEST AVAILABLE YEAR

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan .. 2.8 2013 .. ..

Bangladesh 28.4 1.7 2014 0.9 2014

Bhutan .. 2.7 2014 0.1 2014

Cambodia .. 1.2 2013 .. ..

Kiribati .. 12.0 2015 2.8 2014

Lao People's Dem. Rep. .. 1.2 2013 0.2 2013

Myanmar .. 1.0 2011 .. ..

Nepal .. 3.0 2015 .. ..

Solomon Islands .. 6.6 2015 .. ..

Timor-Leste .. 3.3 2014 .. ..

Tuvalu .. .. .. .. ..

Vanuatu .. .. .. .. ..

Yemen, Rep. .. 9.6 2012 8.0 2012

Average, Asia and the Pacific   2.7   .. ..

Median, Asia and the Pacific 28.4   .. ..

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti 3.3 2013 1.5 2013

Average, all LDCs 3.6 1.9

Median, all LDCs 11.6

Source: ILO (http://www.ilo.org/global/lang--en/index.htm) 
Note: Averages are weighted by GDP (US$, 2014)
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Technology has been recognized as an enabler for enhancing 
sustainable development. The United Nations (2016) suggest 
that the two most crucial technology clusters for the SDGs 
may be (i) energy technologies lowering the cost of clean, non-
carbon-based energy technologies and carbon sequestration, 
and (ii) information, communication, and computer technologies 
providing new information and analytics that can facilitate 
smarter decisions and provide more effective services and new 
innovations in every SDG area.

Access to and generation of knowledge and technology is very 
limited in most LDCs (see Chapter 1). Thus, the 2030 Agenda 
calls for increasing access to technology, especially for LDCs by 
facilitating sustainable and resilient infrastructure development 
through enhanced technologies in LDCs (SDG 9.a); expanding 
infrastructure and upgrading technology for supplying modern 
and sustainable energy services (SDG 7.b); increasing access to 
ICTs and providing universal and affordable access to LDCs by 
2020 (SDG 9.c); and fully operationalizing the technology bank and 
science, technology and innovation capacity-building mechanism 
for LDCs by 2017 (SDG 17.8). All these elements play a role in 
reducing vulnerability and strengthening resilience in LDCs. 

A recent report by the Broadband Commission and UN-OHRLLS 
(2018) on Broadband for national development in four LDCs: 
Cambodia, Rwanda, Senegal, and Vanuatu, reveals that narrowband 
services, predominantly revolving around text-based mobile phone 
applications, have had impacts in health, agriculture and finance in 
LDCs. These range from text alerts with diet reminders for diabetics 
to mobile platforms for farmers to check agricultural prices, and 
increasing mobile money services. These services have been 
successful because narrowband mobile coverage is widespread, the 
applications operate on widely available basic handsets and they 
require modest user skills to operate.

Mobile money has spread rapidly to many LDCs, fostered financial 
inclusion and enabled safe, low-cost transactions and ultimately, 
building resilience (see Section 2). The low market penetration of 
banks and the rapid spread of mobile phones and internet in Africa 
make mobile money accessible to the majority of the population 

and has been shown to reduce vulnerabilities and strengthen 
resilience through having long-term effects on poverty reduction, 
gender equality and employment opportunities (UN-OHRLLS 
and ITU, 2018; GSMA, 2015). At least 27 LDCs, predominantly 
in Africa have adopted this technology. Some LDCs even have 
multiple mobile money service providers. For example in Bidi 
Bidi, one of the world’s largest refugee settlements in northern 
Uganda, Mobile network operators are partnering with NGOs to 
use mobile money bulk payment offerings to deliver humanitarian 
cash transfers for the first time (GSMA, 2015).

 Other innovative applications, such as drones and text messages 
have been used in Vanuatu to make disaster assessments and 
monitor volcanic activity. During Cyclone Pam that hit Vanuatu 
in 2015, short text messages to alert the population were sent at 
three-hour intervals, and then hourly as the cyclone came nearer. 
This allowed the population to take the necessary preventive 
measures. The flow of meteorological and remote sensing data 
into Vanuatu’s ICT network was critical for early warning and 
saving lives despite the severe destruction caused by the cyclone 
(UN-OHRLLS, 2018). Additionally, the post-cyclone relief efforts 
involved considerable use of drones for damage assessment.

Rwanda uses drones to deliver blood across the country. The 
service is operated by Zipline, a US startup. The blood packages 
are dropped by parachute and then the drone returns to its 
base. They use GPS navigational data and the cellular network 
to transmit information to air traffic control and to the base 
station, and also for health workers to send text messages when 
blood is needed. Although the cost is roughly the same as using 
a motorbike or ambulance, it is much faster partly because of the 
poor condition of roads. As such, this application helps to reduce 
vulnerability to health shocks. 

Along with information technologies, Agricultural Technologies 
(AgTech) have also gained importance in the last two decades. By 
using these technologies, countries have been able to modify or 
create hybrids of certain crops or modify soil properties to make 
them resilient to natural disasters, such as floods or droughts and 
diseases or pest attacks. 

BOX I 

THE ROLE OF TECHNOLOGY IN REDUCING VULNERABILITY 
AND STRENGTHENING RESILIENCE
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30 - http://www.brri.gov.bd/ 

For example, in Bangladesh, various stress-tolerant crops 
have been developed. The Bangladesh Rice Research Institute 

(BRRI)30 along with Bangladesh’s Government, have released and 
patented different varieties of stress-tolerant paddies tailored to 
the environment in different regions, including drought resistant 
varieties and some that are able to resist saline and submergence 
situations simultaneously. In combination with enhanced rice-
based farming systems, and improving crop cultivation practices, 
Bangladesh raised its level of rice production and minimized the 
intensity of food insecurity during major floods and monsoons. In 
2013, Bangladesh released a GM variety of eggplant that is insect 
resistant, which has allowed the reduction of insecticides use by 
80–90 per cent.

Furthermore, digital technologies and advanced analytical 
capabilities have paved the way for the efficient production of 
food using precision agriculture approaches. Precision agriculture 
is a technology-enabled approach to farming management that 
observes, measures, and analyses the needs of individual fields 
and crops. Since this technique allows farmers to apply tailored 
care and manage water more effectively, it holds significant 
potential for LDCs as it can boost production, improve economic 
efficiency, and minimize waste and environmental impact 
(McKinsey, 2016). 

Thus, the role of technology in reducing vulnerabilities and 
increasing resilience in LDCs cannot be overestimated. It is 
crucial to develop and adapt technologies that will reduce the 
vulnerability of disadvantaged people including, smallholder 
farmers. This will enable them to reduce their exposure to 
risk and cope with risks hence, minimizing negative effects. 
In addition, technology transfer can help to reduce negative 
environmental effects. One positive example in this regard is the 
newly operationalized technology bank for the LDCs, which will 
include resilience building in its activities.
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FIGURE 3.1: Gross Capital Formation as a percentage of GDP
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3. REDUCING THE IMPACT OF ECONOMIC  
AND COMMODITY PRICE VOLATILITY 

3.1. Macroeconomic vulnerabilities in LDCs

There is a marked asymmetry between the contribution of the 
LDCs to the factors associated with global instability and the impact 
that external shocks have on their economies. This is evident in 
the environmental domain, where the impact of climate change 
is disproportionate by any measure, but also in the economic 
domain, where their influence on global macroeconomic volatility 
is also minimal. Economic volatility of LDCs was higher than that 
of other developing countries. Specifically, the mean value of the 
coefficient of variation of real GDP growth measured in US$ was 3.9 
points higher on average for LDCs compared to other developing 
countries (ODC) for the period 2011–2017.

The vulnerability of LDCs to economic shocks is related to the 
structure of their economies and other characteristics, many 
of which are reflected in the EVI (see section 1). Despite being 
home to almost 13 per cent of the world population,31 the LDCs 
represented only 1.24 per cent of the global economy measured 
in GDP in current US$. Their percentage of exports as a share of 
world’s total exports was at a low of 0.89 per cent in 2016 and 
roughly 2 per cent of total FDI goes to them (see also Chapter 1). 
Despite low participation in global trade, volatility of international 
commodity prices, reduced levels of foreign investments, 
changes in policy or cyclic variations in the economies of the main 
exporters of capital can have a profound impact in the ability of 
the LDCs to maintain macroeconomic stability. The IPoA reflects 
the importance attached to diversifying the economies of the 
LDCs, through its objective to “[a]chieve sustained, equitable 
and inclusive economic growth, to at least the level of 7 per cent 
per annum, by strengthening their productive capacities in all 
sectors through structural transformation and overcoming their 
marginalization through their effective integration into the global 
economy, including through regional integration” (Paragraph 27.a). 
Economic growth in the LDCs has been volatile and below the 
target set by the international community (See Chapter 1). Since 
2011, the decline of commodity prices has negatively impacted 
growth in resource-rich economies. 

Achieving the 7 per cent rate of growth set on both the IPoA and the 
SDGs is linked to accelerating the rate of investment in the LDCs 
(UN-OHRLLS, 2017), particularly in areas of strategic importance 
to address their development challenges, such as infrastructure 
and education. 

A major difficulty for the LDCs lies in the fact that their limited ability 
to attracting external resources is compounded by their historically 
low levels of mobilisation of domestic resources. These factors led 
to a wide external resource gap, which is a major constraint to 

31 - United Nations Population Division. https://www.un.org/en/development/desa/population/. Population estimate for 2015.
32 - Defined as outlays on additions to the fixed assets of the economy plus net changes in the level of inventories.

finance key development projects in the areas of infrastructure, 
capacity building or economic diversification. In the period 2011-
2016, LDCs invested between 23 and 24.5 per cent of their GDP in 
capital32 (see figure 3.1), roughly 10 per cent lower than the average 
for developing countries. 

Source: World Bank national account data and calculation by UN-OHRLLS

The rate of gross domestic savings for the LDCs was 149 per 
cent of GDP in 2016, a decrease from 19.7 per cent in 2008 and 
substantially lower than the average for the rest of the developing 
countries as a group (see figure 3.1). There are, however, significant 
differences among the LDCs. Zambia and Bhutan displayed the 
highest rate of gross domestic savings at 34.7 per cent and 32.2 
per cent respectively, followed by Bangladesh at 25 per cent. The 
LDCs as a group have seen a substantial reduction in their rate of 
gross domestic savings since the end of the commodity super-cycle 
in 2011. 

In contrast to other developing countries, where FDI and portfolio 
investment represent major sources for external development 
finance, LDCs face substantial challenges in attracting investment, 
which constrains productive capacity development. 

The composition of investment is also important, particularly since 
traditionally, FDI has been directed towards the extractive sector, 
with less impact on diversification or on the linkages between 
domestic and transnational companies. Although sustained 
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economic growth is crucial for fostering sustainable development, 
investment is also of foremost importance and should contribute 
to stimulating a positive interaction between output, employment 
growth, productivity gains and diversification that is conducive to 
fostering structural transformation in the LDCs.

Limited access to finance, domestic or external, highlights the 
importance that Official Development Assistance (ODA) has as 
a crucial source of external finance. The ratio of ODA to GNI in 
2015 was particularly high for Liberia (62 per cent), Central African 
Republic (32 per cent), Somalia (23 per cent), and Sierra Leone (22 
per cent). In addition, Afghanistan was the second largest recipient 
of ODA in the world, Ethiopia the fourth largest and the Democratic 
Republic of the Congo the seventh. Furthermore, the high share of 
ODA as a source of external finance makes the LDCs vulnerable to 
sudden withdrawals of aid. Preliminary data show that bilateral net 
ODA to LDCs was US$26 billion in 2017, representing an increase 
over 2016 following several years of declines. However, ODA in 
2017 was still below the 27.9 billion of 2013. Concessional finance 
is also important for the LDCs, which represented 68 per cent of 
total external finance in 2014 (UN-DESA, 2017; UN-OHRLLS, 2017). 

Countries, where the financial sector is less developed, tend to 
use reserves shared through the central bank to finance foreign 
exchange operations of the public and private sector. Foreign 
exchange reserves are also used to stabilize the exchange rate in 
times of turmoil to prevent disruptions in national consumption 
and investment due to external shocks. In some cases, foreign 
reserves can serve as insurance against external intervention in 
case of financial distress (Feldstein, 1999) and as a way to foster 
confidence in the Government’s ability to meet its external 
obligations. 

In many LDCs, financial systems present an elevated level of 
dollarization (Ajide et al., 2018; Okuda and Aiba, 2018; IMF, 2015; 
Kessy, 2011), which can increase the exposure to systemic risks 
through currency mismatches between bank assets and liabilities, 
credit risk from foreign currency lent to local economic actors that 
expose them to a mismatch between income streams and liabilities 
and perils arising from exchange rate volatility. Of the 26 LDCs for 
which data of total reserves in months of imports was available 
in 2016, nine showed less than three months and five between 
three and four months. Levels of reserves were particularly low in 
Guinea and Sudan, where they represented less than one month 
of imports; and Burundi, Ethiopia and Lao PDR, where they covered 
less than 2 months. While the median level of reserves measured 
in months of imports was 5.46 for developing countries (excluding 
the LDCs) in 2016, it was only 3.79 months for the LDCs. In addition, 
inflationary pressure arising from a weakening exchange rate has 

33 - https://www.imf.org/external/Pubs/ft/dsa/DSAlist.pdf 

affected several LDCs. This is, for example, the case of Angola, 
where consumer prices increased by 34.73 per cent in 2016. 
Several LDCs are using measures to dampen the risk arising as a 
result of dollarization, including higher reserve requirements and 
limits on net open positions on foreign exchange – for example 
Bangladesh, Burundi, Gambia, Haiti, Solomon Islands, and Uganda 
(IMF, 2015).

The external long-term debt stock of the public sector in the LDCs 
has increased since 2011 (see figure 3.2). The debt stock measured 
as a percentage of GNI increased from 25.7 in 2014 to 30.3 in 2016. 
According to the International Monetary Fund (IMF), as of 1 August 
2018,33 Chad, Mozambique, Sao Tome and Principe, South Sudan 
and Sudan are in debt distress and Afghanistan, Burundi, Central 
African Republic, Djibouti, Ethiopia, the Gambia, Haiti, Kiribati, 
Lao PDR, Mauritania, Tuvalu and Zambia are at high risk of debt 
distress. Other LDCs that are in moderate risk of external debt 
distress face serious challenges as a result of limited fiscal space, 
which reduces their ability for social spending in case of an external 
shock. Their high degree of vulnerability to external shocks can 
pose a serious risk to macroeconomic stability. These countries, 
given their chronic vulnerability to climate shocks and reduced 
fiscal space, face severe risk of macroeconomic stability. The 
decline of commodity prices and slowdown in economic growth 
represent a serious challenge. Exchange rate volatility and an 
increase in borrowing costs reduce access to finance for countries 
that already have challenges in tapping into capital markets. 
Furthermore, lacklustre growth impairs the reduction of the debt-
to-GDP ratio of the LDCs.

FIGURE 3.2: External debt stock as a percentage of GNI 

Source: World Bank. International Debt Statistics
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Beyond the evolution of debt levels, there have been changes in the 
composition of creditors, with LDCs borrowing from more diverse 
sources of finance beyond traditional donors and multilateral 
institutions (UN-OHRLLS, 2017). Bilateral creditors have increased 
their importance as part of the financing landscape, particularly 
to finance large infrastructure projects. Borrowing from these 
new sources tends to show shorter maturities and higher interest 
rates. This may pose challenges to foster creditor coordination in 
case of debt distress. Lack of data reflecting finance from bilateral 
creditors and other foreign commercial lenders adds to these 
difficulties. The difference between the financial needs of the LDCs 
to promote structural transformation and the limited resources 
available suggest the importance of accessing additional sources 
of finance, including through normal commercial channels. There 
are, however, risks associated with excessive borrowing under 
conditions that may be too onerous. 

LDCs have weak fiscal buffers to react to external shocks, but also 
large development needs. The provision of financial support by 
development partners and multilateral institutions should consider 
the already constrained policy space of the LDCs when establishing 
mechanisms, facilities or instruments to address vulnerability to 
external shocks. Without the adequate fiscal capacity, countries 
are simply unable to weather the turbulences resulting from 
macroeconomic shocks. This would help the LDCs to avoid the 
trade-off between macroeconomic policies to address situations 
of distress and medium-term growth.

The difficulties experienced by the LDCs in the aftermath of the 
economic and financial crisis of 2008 illustrate the nature and 
structure of their vulnerability. The limited integration of LDCs in 
global financial markets, particularly not being exposed to sub-
prime mortgage loans and mortgage-backed securities, reduced 
the immediate direct impact of the crisis in the LDCs. However, 
the subsequent economic downturn, which resulted in lower 
demand for commodities and a reduction of investment from their 
major trading partners, had a significant and persistent impact in 
the economies of the LDCs. During this time, the fiscal space of 
the LDCs, understood as their ability to formalize spending plans 
on a forward-looking basis through the provisional allocations 
to departments or functional groups, showed its limitation 
and highlighted their difficulties in coping with external shocks. 
The consequences of the crisis were not only circumscribed to 
a temporal reduction in economic growth, but it altered their 
development path through changes in strategic investment 
and expenditure plans due to more stringent credit conditions, 
decreased ODA and reduced revenue. In the event of such shocks, 
the LDCs are forced to dedicate resources to address vulnerabilities 
in their macroeconomic fundamentals, which, coupled with a very 
low capacity for domestic resource mobilization, places them in a 
situation of high vulnerability. 

This period also saw limited changes in the composition of 
employment, with roughly 2/3 of the population employed in 
agriculture, almost a third in the services sector and slightly 
over 12 per cent in industry, which illustrates the limited abilities 
of the LDCs to foster structural transformation and economic 
diversification. It also shows the stark contrast with the economic 
structure of other developing countries. For 2017, developing 
economies (excluding the LDCs) presented 26 per cent of 
employment in the agricultural sector, 24 per cent in industry and 
50 per cent in the service sector, which is more than 20 per cent 
over the average for the LDCs (see table 3.1). Furthermore, and 
closely related to the challenges to create productive and inclusive 
employment, vulnerable employment, measured as the proportion 
of own-account workers and contributing family members in total 
employment, remained very high in the LDCs.

TABLE 3.1: SECTORIAL COMPOSITION OF EMPLOYMENT, 
PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL EMPLOYMENT, AND PERCENTAGE 
OF VULNERABLE EMPLOYMENT

2011 2015 2017

PER CENT EMPLOYED IN AGRICULTURE

African LDCs 70.07 67.82 67.29

Asian LDCs 53.90 48.64 46.90

All LDCs 64.04 60.86 60.01

ODCs 31.19 27.43 26.25

PER CENT EMPLOYED IN INDUSTRY

African LDCs 9.24 10.19 10.22

Asian LDCs 15.15 17.04 17.22

All LDCs 11.36 12.59 12.63

ODCs 24.93 24.21 23.87

PER CENT EMPLOYED IN SERVICES

African LDCs 20.69 21.99 22.49

Asian LDCs 30.95 34.32 35.88

All LDCs 24.60 26.55 27.35

ODCs 43.88 48.37 49.88

PER CENT OF VULNERABLE EMPLOYMENT

African LDCs 76.61 75.83 75.59

Asian LDCs 63.29 60.86 60.52

All LDCs 72.02 70.78 70.59

ODCs 48.33 46.57 46.58

Source: ILO, ILOSTAT database and calculations by UN-OHRLLS using 
World Bank estimates of total labour.
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3.2. The economic structure of the LDCs

The structural composition of the economies of the LDCs has 
not changed dramatically since the establishment of the IPoA. 
Agriculture still represents roughly a quarter of their GDP, despite 
the fact that 67 per cent of the population of the LDCs lived in 
rural areas in 2017. The share of manufacturing showed a small 
increase from 11.8 per cent of GDP in 2011 to 13.2 per cent in 2016 
(UN-OHRLLS, 2017). The share of the service sector has increased 
from 47.6 per cent in 2011 to 49.2 per cent in 2016. The high 
share of the service sector conceals a broad range of activities, 
encompassing a large number of traditional activities with high 
productivity services circumscribed to very specific locations and 
activities (UNCTAD, 2017). Limited growth in manufactures and 
the capital-intensive nature of extractive sectors has led to the 
increase of low-productivity activities in the service sector. The 
concentration on a few commodities for exports constitutes one 
of the salient features of the economic structure of many LDCs 
and it is closely related to macroeconomic instability and their 
high degree of economic vulnerability. The natural resource-
led model underpinning their economies contributed to high 
growth rates because of soaring commodity prices, particularly 
during the commodity super-cycle, which peaked in 2011. This 
period of booming exports did not, however, address their large 
infrastructure gaps and it did not contribute to supporting the 
diversification of their economies, which illustrates the importance 
not only of achieving high and sustained growth rates, but also the 
nature and quality of such growth. 

The export profile of each LDC determines the exposure of their 
economies to external macroeconomic shocks and is linked to 
vulnerability beyond the purely economic domain, with higher 
poverty levels and inequality. This is the case of countries whose 
specialization in single cash crops have compromised local 
livelihoods and food security. Data from 2016 shows that 37 LDCs 
are commodity dependent,34 a number that has remained almost 
unchanged since 2011. With respect to their main exports, LDCs 
fall into five categories: exporters of food basics and agricultural 
raw materials; fuel exporters; ore metal and non-ferrous metals 
exporters; manufacture exporters; and, textile and fibre exporters. 
Some LDCs present an export profile that is heavily concentrated in 
one of these areas, for example fuel or agricultural commodities. 
There are also LDCs showing a mixed export profile, in which 
primary commodities still represent the majority of exports, 
although with a certain degree of diversity. Some LDCs have 
manufactures as part of their export mix, which often include low-
skilled manufactures.

34 - A country is considered commodity dependent if the value of its exports of primary commodities, precious stones and non-monetary gold, 
corresponding to SITC 0 + 1 + 2 + 3 + 4 + 68 + 667 + 971, as a percentage of total exports is at least 60 per cent. 

Emerging markets and other large developing countries have 
become increasingly important trading partners for the economies 
of the LDCs and, overtaken, in many cases, traditional trading 
partners. This suggests a certain synchronization of the economic 
situation in the rest of the developing world and the LDCs, 
particularly via changes in the demand for primary commodities. 
China and India, have become increasingly relevant as a risk 
factor for the LDCs and deserve special attention when designing 
strategies and articulating policy responses. China has become 
the destination of a substantial share of exports for several LDCs, 
in many cases accounting for over 20 per cent of exports (see 
figure 3.3). 

The growth rate of the Chinese economy has important 
ramifications for the LDCs, but also the nature of its growth. China’s 
growth model, with high investment rates and its high demand 
for energy, mineral resources and other primary commodities has 
driven volume and prices of imports from commodity dependent 
LDCs. The transition of the Chinese growth model towards greater 
emphasis on productivity growth and internal demand can have 
important implications for the LDCs. This could result in some 
cases in a decline in the demand for primary products, with the 
subsequent decline in export volumes and prices of primary 
commodities, but it could also favour agricultural exporters. 

A consequence of the decrease in the level of investment within 
China has been the search for outlets for excess savings, mostly in 
the form of foreign investment. Although the demand for natural 
resources and energy from China will remain high, it is likely that, 
if the transition to this new model takes place, the demand will 
be lower. In such a case, LDCs will need to find new channels, in 
many cases outside of the extractive industries sector, to attract 
investment in its own productive sector. On the positive side, 
however, the rebalancing of the Chinese economy could bring 
opportunities to foster an export-oriented manufacturing sector 
in some countries. India and the European Union also constitute 
important destinations, with several countries exporting more 
than 20 per cent of their total exports (see figure 3.3). Developed 
economies as a whole still constitute a key export destination for 
many LDCs, mostly those engaged in low-skilled manufactures, 
fibres, and garment.
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FIGURE 3.3: Exports of selected LDCs to major destinations

Exports to India as a percentage of total exports 
of selected LDCs in 2016
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35 - See Harvey et al. (2010), Arezki et al (2013), Lutz (2002), Ocampo et al. (2013).

3.2.1. Deteriorating terms of trade

The importance of commodities for the economies of many 
LDCs exposes them to risks associated with price volatility in 
international markets and has implication for the resilience of 
their economies from a long-term perspective. The Prebish-Singer 
hypothesis, which has been recently tested in several papers,35 
states that the secular downward trend of commodity prices will 
inexorably worsen the terms of trade of commodity exporters. 
During the commodity super-cycle that started in 2000 and 
peaked in 2011, countries enjoyed higher-than-average revenue 
from commodity exports. Since then, LDCs witnessed a decrease 
in terms of trade, unlike other developing countries, which saw an 
increase over the same period (UNCTAD, 2017). 

The commodity super-cycle has not resulted in substantial progress 
in terms of human development or economic diversification. The 
idea of maximizing revenues from export-oriented commodity 
sectors through effective institutions, productivity improvements, 
product differentiation and upgrading has not been entirely 
successful in the LDCs. Leveraging revenues to support other 
sectors of the economy, adding local value, stimulating local Small 
and Medium Enterprises through the establishment of a local 
supplier of goods and services are important aspects that should 
be taken into consideration in designing policy reforms. 

Revenue management and strategic policy decisions to stimulate 
productive capacities will also be necessary. The reality, however, is 
that policy-makers often face the conundrum of attending to short-
term financing needs for social expenditures, requirements from 
producers and medium- and long-term development needs. This 
is particularly evident during periods of high volatility. 

Developing mechanisms that facilitate the management of price 
shocks will depend on the specific circumstances of each country, 
but there is room for improvement at the regional level as well as 
better support from international institutions and development 
partners. Given the reliance of LDCs on ODA to meet their finance 
needs, a substantial increase of resources and a more rational 
allocation of resources to countries based on their needs and 
constraints, rather than the political or economic interest of the 
development partners or based on historical relations between 
donors and recipients (Alonso, 2015) could enhance the ability 
of the LDCs to meet their development goals and increase their 
resilience to external shocks.

3.2.2. The import profile of LDCs

In the short term, pressure on import bills can place countries in a 
situation of macroeconomic vulnerability, particularly in countries 
where food imports as a percentage of total imports are very high. 
In the case of the LDCs, their percentage is higher than for other 
developing countries (see figure 3.4). Limited ability to mobilize 
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domestic resources are compounded by a deterioration in the 
terms of trade resulting from the spike in food prices. Limited 
access to international financial markets reduce their ability to 
respond to price volatility and renders them dependent on bilateral 
and multilateral concessional finance.

For the LDC group, food imports account for a higher share of 
total imports than for other developing countries (see figure 3.5). 
There are variations between countries with food imports being 
particularly important for Somalia, Haiti, Guinea-Bissau and Benin 
(more than 40 per cent); and Yemen, Timor-Leste, Gambia, Eritrea, 
Comoros (more than 30 per cent). For these countries, soaring 
foods prices because of international shocks may aggravate food 
insecurity among the poorer and net food-buyer households in 
the short term, although the impact may differ between rural and 
urban areas, and also between countries depending on the specific 
circumstances of each country. Net food-importing countries may 
face increased risks as a result of price volatility that could severely 
impact their food security. In this case, the macroeconomic impact 
of a variation in the price of various agricultural commodities 
may have a positive impact, although certain groups within the 
country may be negatively impacted as a result of the increase in 
food prices. In particular, poor households, which tend to spend a 
higher share of income, are most vulnerable to a sudden spike in 
prices (Skoufias et al., 2011), leading in some cases to adverse long-
term consequences, particularly in relation to child malnutrition 
(Alderman et al., 2011). Thus, assessing the degree of vulnerability 
of a country to changes in food prices requires an analysis of 
entitlements and access to food by different groups. 

In the aftermath of the food crisis of 2008, several Governments 
took measures to limit the impact of the sudden surge in prices 
with varying degrees of success. These include reduced tariffs 
and customs fees (Benin, Burkina Faso, Madagascar, the Niger, 
Senegal, United Republic of Tanzania), export quota (Zambia) 
or export ban (Ethiopia, Guinea, Madagascar, Malawi, United 
Republic of Tanzania, Zambia) (FAO, 2009). 

FIGURE 3.4: Foods imports as a percentage of total imports for the LDCs

Source: World Bank
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Food reserve systems at the national or regional level constitute 
one of the instruments used by various countries to address 
emergency situations, for example in Zambia, Rwanda, Mali, 
and Ethiopia. The Ethiopian Emergency Food Security Reserve 
Administration (EFSRA) constitutes the largest reserve facility 
in the country. Established in 1972, it is meant to prevent food 
insecurity and played an important role in addressing food crises. 
A possibility to enhance the ability of countries to withstand food 
safety crises are regional reserve systems. In Africa, ECOWAS is 
coordinating the establishment of a West African regional reserve 
facility to provide rapid supply of food in case of distress and 
facilitate the provision of financial instruments to address food 
shortages.36 The establishment of food reserve systems, however, 
is no guarantee of success. Efficient management practices, high 
transparency and the engagement of all stakeholders are crucial 
for these initiatives to succeed.

The volatility of commodity prices makes public financial 
management difficult for countries whose government revenue is 
highly dependent on resource revenue. Introducing mechanisms 
and institutions as part of the national fiscal framework to facilitate 
fiscal sustainability could help LDCs to address uncertainty and 
better manage volatile situations and external shocks that may 
create macroeconomic risks. This requires technical capacities to 
forecast fiscal aggregates, strong coordination among different 
parts of Government and transparency and accountability. Fiscal 
rules, however, should accommodate an adequate degree of 
flexibility and, in the case of the LDCs, require coordination with 
development partners to ensure that aid is not disrupted and to 
facilitate other support measures to assist them in maintaining 
macroeconomic stability. 

Some countries have created fiscal councils with advisory. audit 
and oversight capabilities, for example, the Comité National de 
Suivi des Revenus des Hydrocarbures in Mauritania, the Conselho 
Consultivo do Fundo Petrolifero in Timor-Leste, the Collège de 
Contrôle et de Surveillance des Revenus Pétrolièrs in Chad or the 
Comissão de Fiscalização do Petróleo in Sao Tome and Principe. In 
all of these cases, the consultative mechanisms are designed to 
bring transparency to the management of revenue from natural 
resources. One of the challenges associated with the establishment 
of fiscal councils is the substantial technical capacities needed to 
provide meaningful and timely advice in a transparent and efficient 
manner. 

Various LDCs have set up resource funds. They attempt to support 
fiscal and macroeconomic stabilization, savings, budget financing 
support and national portfolio management. The objectives of 
these funds vary. For some funds, the primary goal is stabilization 
to reduce the short-term impact of volatility in resource revenue, 
while there are others more oriented towards savings and also 
financing. The latter are oriented towards supporting the national 
budget by accumulating budget surpluses or financing budget 

36 - See https://www.brookings.edu/opinions/a-regional-approach-to-managing-africas-food-shocks/ 
37 - Norway ś Government Pension Fund-Global is often presented as an example of good practices with respect to transparency and governance. 
38 - See Lei No. 09/2005: Lei do Fundo Petrolífero and Lei No 12 2011 Primeira alteração à Lei No 9 2005 Lei do Fundo Petrolífero.

deficits. Resource funds focused at financing receive all resource 
revenue and finance the budget nonresource deficit.37 Angola 
established the Fundo Soberano de Angola in 2012 with the 
goals of capital preservation, maximizing long-term returns and 
domestic infrastructure development. Timor-Leste established a 
Petroleum Fund in 2005 that receives all petroleum and petroleum-
related revenues in a special Bank Account at the Federal Reserve 
Bank of New York set up by the Central Bank of Timor-Leste.38 The 
Petroleum Governance Law sets the operational and information 
sharing principles.

Support facilities at the regional and global levels to support 
countercyclical macroeconomic policies dedicated to the LDCs 
would contribute to the adequate policy space and conducive 
environment needed to avoid escalation of crises and, ultimately, 
reversing hard-won developing gains. It would help the LDCs to 
maintain macroeconomic stability through fiscal management 
programmes while supporting social expenditure programmes in 
the time where they are most needed. 

3.3. Conclusions and Recommendations

The use of the EVI as part of the identification of LDCs illustrates 
the importance of high vulnerability as a structural aspect of 
their economies. This suggests that in the medium and long-
term, reducing vulnerability is inextricably linked to addressing 
the constraints imposed by these structural features. Thus, 
efforts towards diversifying the economies of the LDCs should 
be intensified at all levels. The LDCs themselves, development 
partners and the multilateral system could articulate specific 
initiatives to help Governments, private sector and citizens to 
address these constraints. The establishment of the Technology 
Bank for the LDCs is an example of a concrete initiative that 
addresses the limited capacity in the crucial areas of science, 
technology and innovation, a core aspect whose absence 
prevents the diversification of the economies of the LDCs. The 
implementation of the IPoA – with its emphasis on productive 
capacity building and structural transformation–the SDGs and 
other internationally agreed development goals are central to 
efforts towards reducing the economic vulnerability of LDCs.

Ensuring that non-reciprocal duty-free and quota-free access to 
exports from LDCs is effectively implemented in trading partners 
is crucial for their integration into world trade. Adopting more 
flexible rules of origin in key markets can help LDCs increase 
market shares and is essential to move forward their economic 
diversification efforts. Given the structural constraints faced by 
the LDCs, market access should be complemented with additional 
supply-side measures. These include improvements in governance, 
fostering synergies between the social and productive dimension, 
macroeconomic policies that support productive capacity 
development and resilience, industrial and sectoral policies and 
trade support (UN-ECOSOC, 2017). Aid-for-trade to LDCs should 
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be increased and targeted to areas that can be most effective for 
upgrading their productive fabric. When designing aid-for-trade 
interventions, strengthened cooperation at the regional level 
should be considered to foster integration that can give LDCs 
access to broader markets. 

While improving debt sustainability is influenced by the specific 
national and regional context, there are several measures that 
could help LDCs to manage their external debt, as reflected in 
international agreements. Debt relief measures at the bilateral 
and multilateral level should be put in place–or extended when 
appropriate – to assist countries in distress, particularly for those 
experiencing more difficulties in accessing capital markets. These 
mechanisms should be complemented with a set of lending and 
borrowing principles that contribute to facilitate debt sustainability 
and that take into consideration the ability of the borrower to 
pay, avoid conditionality and is oriented towards supporting 
sustainable development.

Diversifying sources of finance is essential to building resilience 
against shocks, both external -such as sudden variations in 
commodity prices or global economic downturn – and internal 
– for example, as the result of a major health crisis such as the 
Ebola outbreak in West Africa. Diversification also facilitates the 
emergence of multiple revenue sources that would provide more 
flexibility to the public sector and strengthen their ability to solidify 
their foreign exchange earnings.

Risk management should be integrated into national development 
planning and tied to relevant activities and programmes. Some 
LDCs already include risk management provisions as part of 
their national development plans, particularly in relation to 
natural disasters or, in some cases, climate change. Economic 
shocks should also be part of a comprehensive risk management 
framework and included as part of the national development 
framework. Identifying in advance potential sources of instability 
or areas that may threaten stability at the macroeconomic level 
is essential to assist LDCs in anticipating situations that may 
result in serious macroeconomic distress. When appropriate, 
mechanisms assessing potential risks should be developed in 
conjunction with neighboring countries and in collaboration with 
existing regional arrangements. This could include tools to provide 
market intelligence that support policy markets and enhances 
transparency (UNCTAD, 2015). 

More transparency and information on activities of the 
Government could also lead to better planning by economic 
actors. Improvement in FDI policies and tax rules can help to foster 
investment in areas that are consistent with national development 
goals. Additional support to ensure that investment contributes 

to poverty reduction and that it is consistent with national risk 
management strategies could be achieved through capacity 
building in the area of investment promotion (see Chapter 1). 

The structural weaknesses of commodity dependent LDCs 
require a broad range of structural reforms, among these, the 
diversification of their economies, expanding their tax base and 
enhancing the efficiency of the tax administration, although tax 
reform has certain limitations due to high degrees of informality 
and widespread poverty. 

Other measures consist of strengthening oversight of domestic 
markets and institutions to cushion the impact of volatile domestic 
portfolio investment and building up institutional capacity, with 
the support of international agencies and donors, across key 
government functions such as revenue collection, public financial 
management, debt management, and financial sector supervision. 

Furthermore, natural resource funds can help Governments 
respond to macroeconomic distress arising from external shocks. 
Resource-rich countries could dedicate a part of resource revenues 
to effectively resource this fund and provide stabilization measures 
when needed. Some of its resources can be dedicated to promoting 
resilience, particularly in support of diversification. For countries 
with the capacity to do so, creating a resource stabilization fund 
in surplus years, with transparent governance rules and priorities, 
could help them to avoid procyclical measures in times of turmoil 
and instability. 

The use of LDC criteria, including the EVI for the allocation of 
financial and technical support could reduce the volatility of ODA 
and ensure continued support for graduated LDCs to address their 
vulnerabilities and strengthen their resilience, including through 
disaster preparedness. In addition, support to build resilience or 
mitigate the impact of external shocks should not come at the 
expense of development support oriented at addressing the root 
causes of vulnerability. 
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4. CLIMATE CHANGE IMPACTS AND RESPONSE 
IN LDCs 

4.1. Introduction

The poorest countries have the lowest capacity to adapt and are 
the most vulnerable to the adverse impacts of climate change, 
both in terms of loss of life and on the economy, including on 
livelihoods and employment (see Section 2). For example, the 
relative percentage damages to GDP from climate extremes 
are predicted to be substantially greater in LDCs, as indicated in 
Section 1 (IPCC, 2014).

The LDCs have been recognized as a group that is especially 
vulnerable to the negative impacts of climate change in several 
international agreements on sustainable development, including 
the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and the Paris 
Agreement adopted in 2015.Underlying this is both the intrinsic 
vulnerability of ecosystems and human systems, as well as the low 
GNI per capita, which constrains the ability to respond and build 
resilience. Their geographical location and specific characteristics 
is a common cause of their vulnerability. The need for special 
treatment for LDCs is explicitly recognized in the 2030 Agenda, 
the UNFCCC and the Paris Agreement, including the need for the 
provision of financial assistance and technology transfer, especially 
for adaptation. 

4.2. Vulnerability and impact of climate change  
in LDCs

The impacts of climate change vary across sub-regions and 
geographic characteristics, but affects key economic sectors in all 
LDCs. For example, in most LDCs, agriculture plays an important 
role in the economy (see Section 3). The tourism sector and its 
related infrastructure play a critical role, especially in coastal LDCs 
and SIDS. This section reviews the expected impacts of climate 
change in LDCs on a regional and sub-regional basis, according to 
climatic zone, as reported in their Intended Nationally Determined 
Contributions and National Adaptation Programme of Action 
(NAPAs) (IPCC, 1997).39

4.2.1. Africa

The 33 African LDCs span a number of different climatic zones, 
including warm desert, the warm semi-arid Sahelian region, 
which stretches from northern Senegal across to the Horn of 
Africa, but also countries in Sub-Saharan tropical and humid sub-
tropical zones. They include landlocked, coastal and small island 
nations. The African LDCs will be primarily affected by changes 
in precipitation patterns, drought, changes in temperature on  

39 - More details are provided in Annex 2.

land and in oceans, increase in the frequency of extreme weather 
events, and sea level rise. These changes will typically cause: 
impacts on agricultural production, which is predominantly 
rain-fed, and livestock farming due to changing seasonal rainfall 
patterns, amounts of rainfall received and more severe dry seasons 
and recurrent drought; flooding from high intensity rainfall events 
which will claim lives, impact on agricultural production, and 
damage physical infrastructure, whether public, tourism or human 
settlements; mudslides and landslides; and vector-carried disease 
such as malaria and dengue. Several countries mention migration 
and displaced persons in the context of climate change. In addition, 
climate change impacts can act as a threat multiplier, and trigger 
or exacerbate conflicts, including over scarce natural resources.

LDCs in tropical zones are more prone to excessive rainfall and 
flooding. The key role that agriculture and commodity exports play 
in the economies of these countries means that losses from climate 
impacts are hard felt, while vulnerability to future impacts is high. 
The high degree of reliance on natural resources for livelihoods 
makes these countries very vulnerable to ecosystem degradation 
from climate change impacts. The most vulnerable groups – those 
that are least resilient, have a low adaptive capacity and are ill-
equipped to recover from climate shocks – include the poor, rural 
dwellers, women, children and the elderly. In African coastal LDCs, 
sea level rise is expected to erode coastal areas – often densely 
populated–and impact on fishing infrastructure, while ocean 
warming together with acidification will damage fisheries. Physical 
infrastructure, such as road systems, schools and hospitals, are 
also at risk.

4.2.2. Asia and Pacific

The twelve LDCs in Asia face different expected impacts of climate 
change according to their geography and ecosystems. This region 
includes some of the nations that are most severely affected by 
extreme weather events. Mountainous countries, which are often 
LLDCs as well, face challenges from flooding, mudslides, landslides 
and glacial melt, but also variations in precipitation. Asian coastal 
LDCs are often located in floodplains and in river delta areas, and 
therefore are highly vulnerable to flooding. In addition, hurricanes, 
cyclones, and sea level rise pose major threats. Displacement of 
populations is increasingly considered a risk of the adverse effects 
of climate change, including slow onset events. 

Five countries in the region are small island LDCs, including four in 
the Pacific, and consequently highly vulnerable to extreme weather 
events and sea level rise. Their economies are highly dependent 
on rain-fed agriculture, and marine resources, while freshwater 
resources in low-lying atolls are scarce and extremely fragile. 
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4.2.3. Latin America and the Caribbean

Environmental degradation and low response capacity have 
exacerbated the climate change vulnerability of Haiti, the only 
LDC in this region. The country has witnessed changes in rainfall, 
longer periods of drought, and loss of life from flooding due to 
tropical storms, which are expected to be amplified in the future 
due to climate change, as evidenced by the 2017 hurricane season 
(UNFCCC, 2015a).

4.3. Adaptation measures

Article 4.9 of the United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change (UNFCCC) includes provision for the specific needs 
and special situations of the LDCs. The Conference of Parties to 
the UNFCCC (COP), at its 7th session in 2001, established the LDC 
work programme to support them in addressing the challenge of 
climate change given their particular vulnerability. The programme 
included national adaptation programmes of action (NAPAs), a 
Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF) to provide funding towards 
the preparation and implementation of NAPAs and an LDC Expert 
Group to provide technical support and advice to the LDCs.

NAPAs provide a process for the LDCs to identify priority activities 
that respond to their urgent and immediate needs with regard 
to adaptation to climate change - those needs for which further 
delay could increase vulnerability or lead to increased costs at a 
later stage. The rationale for NAPAs rests on the limited ability of 
the LDCs to adapt to the adverse effects of climate change. In the 
NAPA process, importance is given to community-level input as a 
key source of information, recognizing that grassroots communities 
are the main stakeholders (UNFCCC, 2018). 

As at December 2017, 51 countries (including four that have 
graduated from the LDC category) had completed and submitted 
their NAPAs to the secretariat, which contains a list of ranked priority 
adaptation activities/projects. Priority sectors/areas addressed 
in the NAPAs are agriculture and food security, water resources, 
coastal zones, and early warning and disaster management. Most 
LDCs are in the process of implementing their NAPAs, which can be 
funded from the LDCF.

The COP, at its 16th session in 2010, established the process to 
formulate and implement NAPs to enable the LDC Parties to 
address medium- to long-term adaptation needs and develop and 
implement strategies and programmes to address those needs (and 
also invited other developing country Parties to employ the same 
modalities). Forty LDCs are at various stages of implementation of 
the NAP process, as indicated in table 4.1. As of November 2017, 
three LDCs – Burkina Faso, Togo, and Sudan – had forwarded their 
completed NAPs to the UNFCCC secretariat (UNFCCC, 2017).

TABLE 4.1: SUMMARY OF MEASURES UNDERTAKEN BY 
LDCS IN THE PROCESS TO FORMULATE AND IMPLEMENT 
NATIONAL ADAPTATION PLANS (NAPS)

ELEMENTS OF 
THE NAP

NUMBER 
OF LDCS** MEASURE

Laying the 
groundwork  
and addressing  
gaps 

40 Initiating and/or launching the process 
to formulate and implement national 
adaptation plans (NAPs) 

14 Submitting proposals to the Green Climate 
Fund (GCF) readiness funding  
for NAPs 

4 Formulating a mandate for the process 

15 Defining institutional arrangements and  
a coordination mechanism 

17 Consulting stakeholders 

27 Synthesizing available information, 
stocktaking of relevant activities and 
assessing gaps and needs 

18 Developing road maps for the process to 
formulate and implement NAPs 

16 Completed road maps for the process to 
formulate and implement NAPs 

Preparatory 
elements 

16 Analyzing past climate and climate change 
scenarios 

1 Comprehensively assessing climate 
vulnerability (science and knowledge) 

21 Undertaking activities on integrating 
adaptation into national and subnational 
development planning 

6 Identifying adaptation options to address 
key vulnerabilities 

6 Appraising, prioritizing and ranking 
adaptation options 

3 Compiling draft NAPs for consultation and 
endorsement 

2 Communicating NAPs 

Implementation 
strategies 

4 Prioritizing climate change adaptation in 
national planning 

2 Designing coherent implementation 
strategies, including synergy 

- Implementing and managing actions 
in NAPs to reduce vulnerability and to 
facilitate the integration of adaptation into 
development planning through policies, 
projects, programmes and other activities 

Reporting, 
monitoring and 
review 

6 Designing/applying a monitoring and 
evaluation framework or system 

10 Communicating progress on NAPs 

- Monitoring and periodically reviewing the 
process 

- Iterative updating of NAPs 

Notes: The information in this table is drawn from FCCC/SBI/2017/INF.12, 
27 October 2017. For the full list of LDCs, see: https://unfccc.int/files/
adaptation/workstreams/national_adaptation_plans/application/pdf/
expanded_table_1_summary_of_measures_undertaken_by_developing_
countries.pdf
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4.3.1. Agriculture, livestock, and land use

Adaptation in agriculture and livestock is of primary importance 
for LDCs, and the expected impacts of climate change have major 
implications for food security. Climate change can have major 
impacts on these livelihoods especially of the most vulnerable 
segments of society, as well as on employment overall. In arid and 
semi-arid regions, the restoration of agricultural and pastoral lands 
and forests plays a prominent role in preventing desertification 
and soil degradation, as well as vegetation loss. Measures such 
as the introduction of drought resistant varieties of crops, 
crop diversification, and the implementation of water and soil 
conservation techniques in farming and animal husbandry will 
help face declining water availability. 

Sustainable land management, the restoration of degraded grazing 
areas and delimiting grazing zones can help to offset negative 
impacts to livestock farming. Community-based adaptation 
strategies, and education and awareness components are key to 
the success of policies given the need to engage effectively the local 
communities and farmers, including through cooperatives and 
producer associations to reduce smallholder farmers’ vulnerability.

4.3.2. Water

Water resources already face multiple pressures and are highly 
sensitive to climate change impacts such as a disruption in rainfall 
patterns and increased frequency and severity of extreme events. 
Adaptation in the water sector covers an array of measures, from 
integrated water resource management to more efficient irrigation 
practices, and from improvements to water and sanitation 
infrastructure, recovery, treatment, and reuse, to the planning of 
drinking water supply systems. 

Flood control measures are especially important in mountainous 
LDCs. Ecosystem-based adaptation measures comprise important 
options with multiple benefits. A number of LDCs have highlighted 
climate-proofing water infrastructure projects, covering assets 
(such as irrigation infrastructure, water pumps, wells and 
boreholes, water treatment plants and effluent treatment, dam 
infrastructure, turbines), outputs (treated wastewater, irrigation 
water, hydropower, increased flood protection/safety, drinking 
water) and distribution networks (water supply pipes and canals, 
sewerage and drainage channels, electricity lines/grid). Public 
employment programs can support both adaption in the form 
of climate proofing and as income support for the poor or as 
a form of social protection (ILO, 2011). Improving the scientific 
and knowledge base–on modelling, studies and monitoring of 
watersheds and aquifers–also plays an important role, as does 
strengthening hydro-meteorological capacity. Thus, adaptation 
should be an integral part of efforts to implement SDG 6 on water 
in LDCs. 

4.3.3. Ecosystem conservation

Ecosystem restoration, especially of deforested areas has played 
an important part in Sahelian countries’ strategies to combat 
desertification and is central to their overall response to the 
threat of climate change. Restoration of coastal ecosystems, 
such as mangroves and coastal dunes, plays an equally central 
role for coastal nations and small island LDCs. Such policies and 
programmes have been ongoing as part of national environmental 
programmes and strategies, but factoring in climate change 
impacts adds urgency and calls for a review and update of pre-
existing plans and frameworks.

4.3.4. Forestry

LDCs, especially those affected by desertification, are focusing on 
tree planting and reforestation programmes, such as the Great 
Green Wall, to safeguard against desert expansion, including 
through public employment programmes. Better forestry 
management, including controlling cutting of firewood, helps 
to preserve ecosystems. Households predominantly rely on 
biomass as the primary source of energy for cooking and heating, 
with firewood use more widespread in rural areas and charcoal 
consumption in urban areas. The promotion of clean cooking 
solutions is an important measure since, in 2016, only 14 per cent 
of LDC population had access to clean fuels and technologies for 
cooking.

4.3.5. Energy

Promotion of affordable sustainable energy, especially from 
renewable sources, is not only a mitigation measure but also 
relieves pressures on forest resources by providing alternatives 
to biomass. Similarly, energy saving and energy efficiency 
measures also make an important contribution. The introduction 
of renewable sources such as photovoltaics brings multiple 
adaptation co-benefits, including for example power for access to 
meteorological information and early warning systems. This will be 
a particular challenge for LDCs in order to meet the high expected 
demand for energy in the future.

The energy sector is itself highly exposed to the impacts of climate 
change. Power infrastructure is subject to damage from extreme 
weather events. Rainfall variations translate directly to fluctuations 
in hydroelectric power and water availability for cooling power 
plants. Wind power is also dependent on weather changes, 
while biomass for fuel is affected by a range of climate impacts. 
Solar power is affected by changes in cloud cover. Temperature 
changes can affect photovoltaic efficiency, water evaporation 
and glacial melt. A range of adaptation measures has been 
identified to climate-proof energy sector investments including 
fuel diversification, decentralization of energy production, location 
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of energy plants, improving or adapting power production and 
transmission infrastructure design, strengthening dams, building 
dykes, etc. (EUEI PDF, 2017). However, much more needs to be 
done to systematically mainstream climate change adaptation 
considerations into energy infrastructure plans, not only in LDCs.

4.3.6. Coastal zone management

With large proportions of populations living in coastal zones, 
adaptation measures in these areas are a priority in coastal and 
small island LDCs. Efforts target enhancing the resilience of coastal 
and estuarine communities, protecting tourism infrastructure, 
combatting coastal erosion, strengthening early warning systems 
and putting in place effective disaster preparedness and response 
strategies. Given the severity of climate change impacts, most 
affected LDCs have already begun implementing some adaptation 
measures. However, much more needs to be done, given that the 
projected costs of implementing adaptation measures identified 
in the INCDs are high, as are the costs of damage associated with 
inaction.

4.3.7. Urban areas and infrastructure

The rapid projected growth of urban populations presents 
challenges for the provision of services such as water, sanitation, 
and road infrastructure, which must develop and grow at a faster 
rate in order to keep pace, improve access and achieve targets 
(see also Box II). A number of LDCs have mentioned explicitly the 
need to factor in climate change considerations, for example - by: 
the introduction of codes, and regulations in the construction and 
management of buildings; improving drainage infrastructure, 
which helps to address flooding; or improving the climate 
robustness of public and commercial sector buildings. Countries 
that face serious risks of landslides and flooding have prioritized 
climate proofing of transport infrastructure, especially roads, 
bridges, and tunnels. 

4.3.8. Planning, coordination, and legislative frameworks

Many LDCs have articulated the objective of mainstreaming climate 
change into development frameworks and sectoral policies, yet 
face challenges from limited government staff working on climate 
change or the environment, coordination arrangements, legislation 
and awareness of climate change and its impacts. Policy coherence, 
mainstreaming and coordination are of fundamental importance. 
The need for improving awareness of climate change impacts and 
adaptation calls for an effective communications strategy but also 
mainstreaming climate change into education and school curricula. 
The importance of the institutional arrangements, stakeholder 
involvement, coordination, awareness, monitoring and evaluation, 
and leadership has been highlighted in a number of workshops on 
best practice and lessons learned (see for example UNFCCC, 2015a).

4.4. Financing adaptation to climate change in LDCs 

4.4.1. Financial needs of LDCs for climate change adaptation

Estimates vary on the total amounts that are needed to fund 
climate action in LDCs. According to one estimate, over US$5 
billion per year is needed merely to fund the LDCs’ NAPAs. The 
total amount of climate change finance that is needed to fund both 
the mitigation and adaptation measures post-2020 in the LDCs has 
been estimated at US$93 billion per year, based on the Intended 
Nationally Determined Contributions (INDCs) submitted by LDCs in 
the lead-up to the COP 21 (IIED, 2017). 

Thirty-one LDCs have provided specific estimates of the amounts 
of finance that would be required to implement their INCD, or 
their NAPs (see table 4.2). However, these data vary considerably 
in terms of their coverage, the assumptions, and methodologies 
used for their calculation, as well as the timeframe covered. There 
is no metric for adaptation finance that enables comparable 
aggregation since estimates provided do not cover a common 
adaptation goal across countries. A percentage of these costs will 
be covered by domestic sources, but the bulk must be provided 
by external assistance. It is also clear that adaptation costs will 
increase over time without additional global mitigation measures 
(UNEP, 2015; UNEP, 2016).
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TABLE 4.2: FINANCIAL NEEDS OF LDCS CONTAINED IN INCDs

COUNTRY  ESTIMATED 
AMOUNT (US$) COMMENTS

Afghanistan 10,785,000,000 Cost of funding the NAP

Angola 500,000,000 Cost of funding NAPA actions 

Bangladesh 42,000,000,000 Covers the INCD period 2015–2030

Benin 5,594,690,000 Covers the INCD period 2021–2030

Burkina Faso 5,804,949,915 Covers the INCD period 2015–2030

Burundi 47,000,000 Covers the INCD period

Central African 
Republic

1,554,000,000 Based on US$34.5 million / year  
until 2030 and US$57.5 million / year 
from 2030 to 2050.

Chad 14,169,578,230 Covers the INCD period 2015-2030

Comoros 300,000,000 Covers the INCD period 2015-2030

Congo, Dem. Rep. 9,082,000,000 Covers the INCD period 2021-2030

Djibouti 982,940,000 Based on Euro 100 million reported  
as 12 per cent of total amount needed 
and exchange rate Euro 1: US$1.18

Eritrea 3,048,000,000 Covers the INCD period 2015–2030

Guinea 1,700,000,000 Covers the INCD period 2016–2030

Guinea Bissau 42,000,000 Covers only water and agriculture 
in two geographical administrative 
sectors.

Haiti 16,614,000,000 Covers the INCD period 2016–2030

Kiribati 75,000,000 Covers both mitigation and adaptation

Lao People's 
Dem. Rep.

988,500,000 Total reported covering different 
periods

Lesotho 20,841,000 Estimate based on the NAPA

Liberia 13,000,000 Covers the INCD period 2015–2030

Madagascar 28,713,000,000 Covers the INCD period 2015–2030

Mali 12,624,000,000 Covers the INCD period 2015–2030

Mauritania 9,400,000,000 Covers the INCD period 2020–2030

Niger 1,607,000,000 Covers the INCD period 2021–2030

Rwanda 24,150,000,000 Covers the INCD period 2015–2030, 
water, energy and agriculture sectors 
only.

Senegal 14,558,000,000 Covers the INCD period 2016–2035

Sierra Leone 450,000,000 Combined adaptation and mitigation 
US$900 million, from 2015–2030

Solomon Islands 126,650,000 Cost of funding NAPA actions 

South Sudan 25,000,000,000 
Based on US$50 billion for both 
mitigation and adaptation from 
2015–2030

Sudan 1,200,000,000 

Togo 1,540,000,000 Covers the INCD period 2020–2030

Uganda 2,400,000,000 Covers the INCD period 2015–2030

United Republic 
of Tanzania 12,650,000,000 

US$150 m initial funding, US$500  
m / year until 2020, then US$1bn / year 
until 2030

Vanuatu 95,000,000 US$9.5 m / year over ten years

Yemen 302,752,000 
Estimated budget for current and 
future adaptation programmes being 
implemented

Zambia 20,000,000,000 Covers the INCD period 2015–2030

Source: UNFCCC, 2015a.

4.4.2. Provision of financing for climate change 

International agreements recognize the need for the provision 
of assistance to developing countries to address climate change, 
as well as the need for special treatment for LDCs, including the 
provision of financial assistance, capacity-building support and 
technology transfer. 

The IPoA highlights the need to reduce the vulnerability of LDCs 
to climate change and other shocks, and to strengthen their 
resilience. It also calls for mainstreaming climate policies into 
national development policies and strategies. Under the UNFCCC, 
developed country Parties (Annex II Parties) shall provide financial 
resources to assist developing country Parties in implementing 
the Convention, through a Financial Mechanism established for 
this purpose. The decision adopting the Paris Agreement in 2015 
urged developed countries to scale-up their level of support with a 
concrete roadmap to achieve the goal of mobilising US$100 billion 
per year by 2020 for climate action in developing countries. 

Sources of climate change finance to LDCs are comprised of 
private and public flows, both from developed countries and 
from developing countries (South-South cooperation), as well as 
climate change finance from domestic sources. Public climate 
change finance flows to LDCs include bilateral, multilateral and 
other sources. The only climate change finance data for LDCs 
that are reported on in a systematic manner are public flows of 
climate change finance from developed countries, especially those 
through the officially established mechanisms under the UNFCCC 
(UN-OHRLLS, 2017). The latest available data on financing provided 
through these instruments is reviewed below. 

The Global Environment Fund (GEF) oversees the GEF Trust Fund, 
as well as two climate change funds established under the UNFCCC: 
the Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF) and the LDCF.

As at April 30, 2018, cumulative pledges to the SCCF amounted 
to US$352 million, of which US$347.3 million had been paid, 
benefitting 81 countries for 78 projects. US$289 million were for 
67 projects under the SCCF Adaptation Program, while 12 projects 
worth US$60.7 million had been approved under the SCCF Program 
for Technology Transfer.

The LDCF supports a work programme to assist LDCs to carry 
out the preparation and implementation of National Adaptation 
Programmes of Action (NAPAs), which are country-driven 
strategies that identify the most immediate needs of LDCs to adapt 
to climate change. The LDCF focuses on reducing the vulnerability 
of key sectors identified through the NAPA process, financing on-
the-ground adaptation activities that provide concrete results in 
support of vulnerable communities.
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As at April 30, 2018, total cumulative pledges to the LDCF amounted 
to US$1.33 billion, of which US$1.27 billion had been paid, and 
US$57 million remained outstanding or unpaid. The demand for 
LDCF resources continues to exceed the funds available for new 
approvals, which amounted to US$90 million, whereas resources 
amounting to US$157 million were sought for 21 full-sized projects 
in the pipeline that had been technically cleared by the GEF 
Secretariat. A further US$92 million was sought towards 11 project 
proposals that had been endorsed by countries’ operational focal 
points and formally submitted for technical review (GEF, 2018).

As at April 30, 2018, 51 LDCs had accessed a total of US$12 million 
in support of the preparation of their NAPAs and US$1.24 billion 
in support of the implementation of their NAPAs, the NAP process 
in LDCs, and the implementation of elements of the LDC work 
programme other than NAPAs. Total funding from the LDCF 
toward LDCs’ NAP processes reached US$55 million. This includes 
several projects, which explicitly seek to advance NAP processes 
in Senegal, Rwanda, Chad, the Niger, Bangladesh, and Lao PDR, in 
addition to targeted technical assistance for tailored one-on-one 
support that continues to be provided through the LDCF-financed 
NAP Global Support Programme. Notably, several projects 
combined requests for funding to support NAP processes with 
requests to support concrete adaptation investments for NAPA 
implementation (GEF, 2018). 

Under the LDCF, 144 out of 172 projects that have been CEO 
endorsed or approved provided an estimate of the number of 
direct beneficiaries. These projects seek to reduce directly the 
vulnerability of more than 20 million people (GEF, 2018).

The Adaptation Fund was established under the Kyoto Protocol in 
2001 and launched in 2007. It is administered by its own Adaptation 
Fund Board. The Adaptation Fund is financed through voluntary 
pledges as well as a levy of 2 per cent raised on the sale of Certified 
Emission Reductions under the Clean Development Mechanism.40 
As at March 2018, the Adaptation Fund had cumulatively approved 
US$475 million for projects and programmes. Of this amount, the 
Adaptation Fund had allocated grants worth US$132.5 million to 
activities in 25 LDCs, equivalent to 27.9 per cent of all allocations. 
Most funding has been allocated to projects on food security and 
rural development. The Adaptation Fund also has a Readiness 
Programme for Climate Finance to strengthen the capacity of 
national and regional implementing entities to receive and manage 
climate financing, particularly through its direct access modality.

40 - At COP 22 in Marrakesh, Morocco, Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement.1 decided that the 
Adaptation Fund should serve the Paris Agreement subject to decisions being taken by forthcoming meetings of the competent intergovernmental 
bodies.

The Green Climate Fund (GCF) serves the Paris Agreement 
along with the GEF. The GCF aims to mobilize climate change 
finance to support scaled-up mitigation and adaptation action in 
developing countries. It aims for a balance between mitigation 
and adaptation investments over time, and to ensure that 
at least 50 per cent of adaptation funding goes to the most 
vulnerable countries, including LDCs, SIDS, and African States. 
The COP requested the GCF to expedite support for the LDCs and 
other developing country Parties for the formulation of NAPs, 
and for the subsequent implementation of policies, projects 
and programmes identified by them. As of May 2018, the GCF 
had received pledges amounting to US$10.3 billion, which 
makes it potentially the largest dedicated climate fund. For the 
period 2015-2018, US$2.9 billion had been approved, including 
US$28 million for the GCF Readiness and Preparatory Support 
Programme and the remainder – the bulk of it – for project funding. 

As at June 2018, the GCF website reports that total funding for 
LDCs amounted to US$763.7 million (27 per cent of the total). This 
includes US$737.7 million of project funding (US$502 million, or 
68 per cent, in grants; US$179 million, or 24 per cent, in loans; 
and US$37 million, or 5 per cent, in equity) for 17 LDCs. The GCF 
has allotted US$3 million per country towards the formulation 
of NAPs. Liberia and Nepal have already accessed this funding. 
Furthermore, under the GCF Readiness and Preparatory Support 
Programme, for which there is an allocation of up to US$1 million 
per country per year, a total of US$26 million has been committed 
to 33 LDCs. Nine LDCs have also accessed funding from the GCF for 
the implementation of adaptation projects. 

While data is sparse on domestic and private flows of finance for 
climate change adaptation in LDCs, it is clear that there is a major 
gap as compared to the various estimates of the needs provided 
in the literature. 

4.5. Technology transfer

Technology plays an important part in addressing climate 
change. Examples of climate technologies related to adaptation 
to the adverse effects of climate change include drought-resistant 
crops, early warning systems, modern efficient low evaporation 
irrigation techniques, rainfall collection, and more (see also Box I). 
Technology also includes soft components such as training, know-
how and capacity building. 
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The UNFCCC includes key provisions on technology transfer, 
which have been further elaborated through COP decisions and 
the Paris Agreement’s Technology Framework.41 To understand 
climate technology needs, and therefore the basis for mitigation 
and adaptation requirements, countries undertake climate 
technology needs assessments (TNAs). The TNA supports national 
sustainable development, builds national capacity and facilitates 
the implementation of prioritized climate technologies. So far 19 
LDCs have benefitted from Phases I and II. Starting in the middle 
of 2017, Phase III of the Technology Needs Assessment project 
covers 23 countries, including 15 LDCs. As part of their TNAs, 
developing countries have also developed technology action plans 
(TAPs), which are concrete action plans for the implementation 
of their prioritized technology needs. The GEF provides support 
for developing countries to undertake TNAs through its Poznan 
Strategic Program on Technology Transfer. 

In the TNAs, water and agriculture have been identified as top 
priority sectors for adaptation technologies, followed by the coastal 
zone sector and land use change and forestry. Water storage and 
harvesting received top priority in the water sector, including 
rainwater collection from rooftops, storage hardware, and surface 
water catchments. Next was monitoring and modelling (early warn-
ing systems and water resource mapping), organisational structure 
and capacity (establishing institutions and improving network 
connections), and water management (water management 
plans and developing protocols and guidance). In the agriculture 
sector, crop diversification and new varieties were considered top 
priorities, including climate resilient crops, as well as drip irrigation 
systems, water catchment, and harvesting. Monitoring and fore-
casting, infrastructure and technology, as well as crop, livestock, 
and soil management were also important.

Countries have also identified barriers to technology diffusion and 
uptake, and the means of overcoming them. The latter include 
the provision or expansion of financial incentives, an introduction 
of new and improved regulations, policies and standards, the 
development of information and awareness programmes, the 
introduction of skills training, and capacity building in institutions 
and organizations.

4.6. Conclusions and recommendations

Climate change will have more severe impacts on LDCs than 
other countries. The consequences can be extreme, causing 
significant economic and other losses, and may also jeopardize the 
achievement of progress in key areas of the IPoA as well as the SDGs. 
There is variation across LDCs in terms of the expected impacts of 
climate change, but in all cases, building resilience is central to the 
achievement of development goals and safeguarding progress.

41 - In 2010, the COP established the Technology Mechanism to accelerate and enhance climate technology development and transfer, consisting of 
the Technology Executive Committee (TEC) – which makes policy recommendations – and the Climate Technology Centre and Network (CTCN) – which 
support countries with implementing climate technology projects and programmes. Developing country Parties may submit requests for technical 
assistance to the CTCN. The Technology Mechanism will also serve the Paris Agreement.

There are very few estimates of overall costs of adaptation in LDCs. 
One study estimates the costs of implementing NAPAs alone in 
LDCs at US$5 billion per year, with only US$1 billion total provided 
so far, suggesting that there is a huge shortfall. 

There has been modest progress over the past year in donor 
contributions and disbursements from the LDC Fund and GCF. 
The LDC Fund must continue to be replenished and funding from 
the GCF must be stepped up significantly to meet the needs. 
Furthermore, measures should be stepped up to accelerate actual 
adaptation projects that increase resilience on the ground.

National institutions need to be strengthened with respect to 
accessing climate change funds, implementing programmes, as 
well as integrating resilience building, mitigation & adaptation 
into national plans and sectoral strategies. For example, support 
for capacity building provided to LDCs needs to be stepped up to 
facilitate the preparation and submission of bankable proposals, 
to increase access to climate change funding. At the same time, 
efforts need to be made to strengthen the absorption capacity of 
LDCs as part of the overall funding. 

In addition, there is a need to ensure that adaptation is included in 
activities to implement the SDGs and IPoA, for example, ensuring 
that new infrastructure is built to be climate-resilient. All new 
investments must be climate-proofed. While build back better 
programmes are important following a severe weather event, it 
would be preferable not to have suffered damage in the first place. 
While some analysis has been done on climate-proofing, there is 
a need to build knowledge on synergies between implementing 
the SDGs and adaptation, to build capacity in LDCs to do this on a 
systematic basis, and to finance any related incremental costs. With 
limited funding available for implementing the SDGs and IPoA, such 
approaches will bring about efficiency and greater value added.

Nine out of 12 LDCs in the graduation process do not meet the 
EVI threshold for graduation. Several of these will never do so due 
to structural constraints (remoteness, small size, low lying areas, 
etc.). Graduation will not affect funding from the GCF for those 
LDCs that are SIDS or from Africa since the priority provisions 
apply collectively to SIDS, LDCs and African nations, but it will 
affect Asian LDCs that are not SIDS. Under current provisions, 
upon graduation, LDCs will no longer be eligible for funding under 
the LDC Fund nor will they receive LDC-specific technical support 
from the UNFCCC. Given the critical importance of resilience and 
the potential devastating effects of extreme weather events for 
instance, to safeguard the transition, there is a need for smooth 
transition measures and scaled-up international adaptation 
measures. 
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ANNEX 2: 
THE IMPACTS OF CLIMATE CHANGE IN LDCs

Africa

Warm desert and semi-arid zones

By 2100, precipitation could decrease by 20-70 per cent in 
different parts of Mauritania, which will translate into a decline of 
available freshwater of 10-15 per cent, in turn negatively impacting 
vegetation, grazing and water for livestock, fisheries, and human 
health, especially in children. 

Since 1970, Mali has experienced increasingly severe droughts 
and growing pressure from agriculture, livestock grazing, fishing, 
forest cutting, population growth and poverty, which are expected 
to continue and be exacerbated by climate change impacts. 

In the Niger, losses to drought are already estimated at US$70 
million per year, and expected to increase due to precipitation 
shifts, increased temperatures, violent winds, sand and dust 
storms, as well as floods and silting of rivers. 

Over the past 10 years in Chad, the Saharan and Sahelian zones 
have spread south by 150 km, and Lake Chad has shrunk to 10 
per cent of its size in 1960, while increased climate pressures are 
expected on agro-silvopastoral systems, fisheries, water resources 
and human health. 

In Senegal, lower rainfall and higher evaporation could result in a 
50 per cent decline in groundwater in rivers, drying of watersheds, 
lowering of the water table, and resulting land degradation from 
loss of vegetation, soil erosion and salinization, as well as coastal 
erosion form sea level rise and other phenomena. The impacts 
will be hardest felt on agriculture, fisheries, tourism, and human 
health. 

In Burkina Faso, a significant rise in temperature, more severe dry 
seasons less predictable rainfall, growing drought and a lowering 
of the groundwater table will all impact on land use and agriculture 
which make these areas priorities for national adaptation planning.

In Sudan, a steady increase in temperature of 0.2-0.6 degrees C per 
decade has been observed since 1960, while rainfall has become 
more unpredictable and variable, with a resulting increase in 
droughts and floods, the latter both localized and widespread. 
This threatens farming as well as the livelihoods of pastoral and 
nomadic groups, while factors such as poverty, population growth, 
urbanization, lack of adequate infrastructure further exacerbate 
vulnerability. 

Ethiopia’s long-term goal is to mainstream climate change 
adaptation into development planning, to address drought, 
floods, fire and pest epidemics, human disease, and ecosystem 
degradation. 

In Eritrea, 65 per cent of the population lives in rural areas, while 
most of the population rely on rain-dependent agriculture and 
fisheries. A temperature rise of 1.7 degree C has already been 
observed, as well as recurring drought, desertification, depletion 
of groundwater, crop failure, widespread livestock death, and 
ecosystem destruction, all of which contribute to growing food 
insecurity. 

In Djibouti, drought, flooding, desertification sea level rise, 
depletion of water resources, and biodiversity loss are threats that 
impact on agriculture, livestock and water for human consumption. 
The most vulnerable are the poor and rural populations. 

Over 80 per cent of the population of Somalia depend on 
pastoralism, crop production, fisheries and forestry. While land-
clearing for agriculture and charcoal production exert pressure 
on ecosystems, the country has been hit by successive droughts, 
floods and tropical cyclones, which will be exacerbated by climate 
change over time.

Tropical zones

South Sudan has experienced flash floods, recurrent drought, 
excessive heat, and disruption of rainfall patterns, causing 
famine, and loss of life and livelihoods. The predominance of 
rain-fed subsistence agriculture, reliance on forests as a primary 
source of fuel, and the high dependence on livestock of pastoral 
communities, together with poor infrastructure and long conflict, 
all contribute to the country’s high degree of vulnerability to 
climate change. 

In the Central African Republic, increased torrential rains, floods 
and drought are likely to result from climate change, affect 
especially vulnerable segments of the populations, including the 
rural poor, women, children, the elderly, and indigenous peoples. 
Agriculture, forestry and livestock farming, land use planning, 
energy, and health are priority sectors.

In the Gambia, flooding and climate variability is expected to 
impact on urban infrastructure, agriculture and livestock, soil 
quality, water resources and human health. 

In Guinea, climate change is expected primarily to cause 
temperature increases, declines and shifts in patterns in rainfall, 
and sea level rise, which will impact on crop and livestock farming, 
freshwater resources and coastal and forest zones. Vulnerable 
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communities identified in the NAPA include farms and small 
producers and people who depend on natural resources for their 
livelihoods, such as hunters, fisherfolk and salt producers. 

Across Sierra Leone’s diverse geographic zones, livelihoods 
depend in large part on rain-fed agriculture and natural resources, 
including fisheries and tourism. The country has been ranked 
among the most vulnerable nations of the world. 

In Liberia, where 70 per cent of the population live in coastal 
areas, climate change is expected to bring temperature increases, 
irregular rainfall, flooding and coastal erosion, which will affect 
agriculture, forestry, health and the energy sectors. 

Togo has already experienced temperature increases and a 
decrease in rainfall, the former trend projected to continue while 
latter projected to be reversed. Population growth, expected 
pollution of groundwater, saltwater intrusion and flooding of 
coastal zones will, however, drive increasing water scarcity, while 
wood for energy and food could become scarce, and disease such 
as malaria and diarrhea could spread. In coastal areas, where 90 
per cent of the country’s industry is situated, erosion will threaten 
physical infrastructure. 

Benin is already being impacted by drought, floods, delays and 
increased severity in the rainy season, heat waves and sea level 
rise, which are all projected to intensify over the coming years, 
causing a decrease in maize production, salt water intrusion, and 
forest and coastal zones degradation. 

Seventy per cent of the population in the Democratic Republic 
of Congo is employed in agriculture, yet over 70 per cent of the 
population does not achieve minimum caloric intake, and the 
country has ranked lowest in the UNDP Human Development 
Index. Increasing temperatures are expected over time, as well as 
greater extremes in wet and dry periods, with up to a 10 per cent 
increase in total rainfall. Intense rainfall events, coastal erosion, 
flooding, destruction to human settlements especially of the urban 
poor, and an increase in water-borne disease are expected as a 
result of climate change.

In Uganda, since the 1960’s, mean annual temperatures have risen 
by 1.3 degrees C, while rainfall has decreased and extreme weather 
events have increased, leading to droughts, floods and landslides. 
Uganda estimates that costs due to climate change from losses on 
agriculture, water, energy and infrastructure are US$3.2 billion per 
year, and in the absence of new adaptation measures, they will rise 
to US$5.6 billion after a decade. 

In Rwanda, temperature increases have already been observed, 
while floods, landslides and drought have become more frequent 
in recent years. The country is highly dependent on rain-fed 

agriculture for livelihoods as well as its principal exports, tea and 
coffee. Rainfall may increase by 5-10 per cent by 2030, exacerbat-
ing these phenomena and impacting negatively on crop yields, 
health, infrastructure, and export earnings. 

In Burundi, increased precipitation will cause flooding of lowlands, 
affect soil fertility and erosion, and change the crop growing 
seasons, while increased drought will affect livestock farming, 
drying of lakes and declines in hydroelectric power generation. 
Other impacts include spread of malaria, uncertainty on pest 
movements, and changes to water and terrestrial ecosystems. 

More than 70 per cent of natural disasters in United Republic of 
Tanzania are climate change-related, including mainly droughts 
but also floods, which affect agriculture, water and energy. Future 
impacts include temperature rise, decreases in rainfall over most 
of the country, but an increase in the highlands. 

Droughts, floods, followed by tropical cyclones were the most 
commonly-occurring disasters in Mozambique’s over the past 
60 years, affecting most severely the poorer segments of the 
population living in vulnerable areas, such as coastal zones, and 
who rely heavily on coastal resources and rain-fed agriculture. 
Projected annual losses from disasters until 2030 are estimated at 
US$0.6 billion to US$1.2 billion, primarily due to damage by floods 
to roads and from drought to agriculture.

Semi-tropical and temperate zones

Angola has suffered from prolonged drought, flash floods and 
forest fires, which have impacted on crop production, freshwater 
resources and fisheries. These impacts affect livelihoods and 
human health and undermine the economy and food security. 
Priority adaptation sectors include agriculture, coastal zones, 
water, landuse, forests, ecosystems and health.

Rain-fed agriculture accounts for 30-40 per cent of Malawi’s 
GDP, employs 85 per cent of the population, and provides 70 per 
cent of raw materials to the manufacturing sector. The country 
is highly vulnerable to climate change and experiences major 
flooding and drought events, with floods in 2015 estimated 
to have killed 172 people, incurred US$335 million in loss and 
damage, and reconstruction costs were estimated at US$494 
million. Vulnerable areas include agriculture, energy, water, 
fisheries and human health.

The pattern of increasing temperature observed in Zambia 
since 1960 is expected to continue, while the observed trend of 
increasing rainfall is expected to be reversed, although there may 
be heavy rainfall events. Negative impacts are expected on water, 
agriculture, forestry, wildlife, tourism, mining, infrastructure, 
health and energy.
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Lesotho expects continued trends of gradual temperature 
increases, a strong increase in winter rainfall and moderate 
increase in spring. This could translate into increased food 
insecurity, declining water resources quality and quantity 
and erosion of basic support systems for livelihoods, thereby 
threatening the achievement of development goals.

Madagascar has an extensive coastline and frequently experiences 
extreme weather events such as extended localized drought, 
rainfall variability, and intensification of cyclones with resulting 
flooding. Rainfall is expected to increase except in the south and 
south-east, while cyclones are expected to become more intense 
and change trajectory, and flooding will increase. Sea level rise, 
coastal erosion, loss of life to cyclones and flooding, and destruction 
to crops, soil degradation, damage to marine ecosystems and to 
infrastructure are some of the expected impacts. 

Small island LDCs

Principal climate change impacts in Comoros include temperature 
increase, sea level rise, the intensification of tropical cyclones, 
changes in rainfall and wind patterns, and ocean acidification. The 
agricultural sector makes up 50 per cent of GNI, and the majority of 
the population lives in coastal areas, with the poor being the most 
vulnerable to climate change.

Sao Tome and Principe has already been experiencing increasing 
temperatures, decreasing rainfall, longer dry seasons, decreasing 
groundwater in rivers, flooding, rising sea level and coastal erosion. 
These trends are projected to continue, with continued and 
growing negative impacts on energy production, fisheries, forests 
and agro-forestry, agriculture and livestock farming.

Guinea-Bissau is included in the category of SIDS given its inland 
characteristics and archipelago of 88 islands. Expected climate 
impacts include temperature increase, rainfall decrease, water 
shortages, coastal zone erosion, which will affect water available 
for human and livestock consumption, crop production, fisheries 
and food security. 

ASIA

Tropical zones

Bangladesh has been ranked as one of the most vulnerable nations 
to climate change, and is highly susceptible to seasonal cyclones 
and flooding, given its location on the flood plains of major rivers. 
Research suggests there will be increased frequency and severity 
of floods and cyclones, as well as of drought, storm surge and 
erosion. Flooding in 2007 is estimated to have caused US$1 billion 
in damage. Climate-related losses could amount to 2 per cent of 
GDP by 2050.

Cambodia’s high reliance on the agriculture and low adaptive 
capacity puts the country at high risk from the more frequent and 
severe floods – especially in the Mekong region, drought and wind 
storms. Roads and irrigation infrastructure is particularly affected 
by floods, forests areas suffer from a water deficit for 4-6 months 
a year which is projected to increase, while climate change will 
exacerbate existing pressures on coastal zones.

Seventy per cent of Myanmar’s population lives in rural areas and 
depends on rain-fed agriculture, livestock, fisheries and forests. 
Agriculture contributes to 33 per cent of GDP. The population is 
concentrated in coastal delta area and the drought-prone central 
part of the country. Myanmar experiences recurring tropical 
storms, cyclones, storm surge, heavy rain, flooding, drought, 
which are projected to become more frequent and severe due to 
climate change, along with temperature increase, sea level rise and 
changing rainfall patterns.

Bhutan’s fragile mountain ecosystem is highly vulnerable to climate 
change impacts, with increased threats from flash floods, glacial 
lake outburst floods, wind storms, forest fires and landslides. The 
population is highly dependent on agriculture and the exports 
from hydropower are a major source of government revenue, 
while water resources, forests, and biodiversity are also at risk.

Nepal is highly vulnerable to climate change impacts such as 
water-induced disasters, droughts, storms, floods including glacier 
lakes outburst floods, landslides, soils erosion and avalanches. 
Temperatures are rising, while rainfall is decreasing, the Himalayan 
ice reserve is decreasing, glacier lakes are increasing while glaciers 
are retreating, and hydropower will decline over time. The direct 
costs of climate change have been estimated at 1.5-2 per cent of 
current GDP, and could double by 2050.

The Lao PDR regularly experiences flooding and severe droughts, 
which are expected to increase over time, while temperatures will 
continue to rise and rainfall will become more variable. Over 70 
per cent of the population depend on agriculture which comprises 
30 per cent of GDP. Agriculture, food security, water resources, 
infrastructure, housing health, ecosystems and hydroelectric 
power generation are at risk from climate change impacts.

Arid zones

Afghanistan is expected to experience greater incidence of heat 
waves, floods, glacial lake outflow, and droughts, rainfall variation 
and temperature increase. This will likely affect agricultural 
productivity and water resources, and thus will have an important 
impact on country’s economy, stability and food security since 
the majority of the population rely on natural resources for their 
livelihoods. 
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The conflict in Yemen has brought about a major humanitarian 
crisis, increasing poverty and vulnerability, and food insecurity 
affecting nearly 41 per cent of the population. The delivery of 
water, energy and basic services is faces major challenges. Climate 
change is expected to lead to temperature increases, droughts 
and increased land degradation and desertification, while coastal 
communities will face erosion, flooding and cyclones.

Small island LDCs

Sea level rise poses a long-term existential threat to Kiribati’s 
low atolls, while the country experience additional threats from 
drought–especially in la Nina years, and coastal erosion and 
inundation from spring tides, storm surge and strong winds. These 
impacts cause salt water intrusion and threaten water resources, 
and strip vegetation and soil, undermining food security. Although 
at low risk from cyclones, in 2015, Kiribati suffered major damage 
from Cyclone Pam. Rising air and sea temperatures, rising sea 
level, increased rainfall, and ocean acidification are already being 
observed and projected to increase with climate change.

The Solomon Islands are made up of 994 islands including 
mountainous islands and low-lying atolls. Eighty per cent of the 
population live in low-lying coastal areas. Tropical storms bring high 
rainfall intensity that causes flooding of most river systems, loss of 
life and damage to property and infrastructure, and can threaten 
yields of sweet potato which is the main staple crop. Droughts - 
usually associated with the El Nino phenomenon – cause food and 
water shortages, while tides bring coastal erosion, damage coral 
reefs and infrastructure, and threaten water resources.

In Tuvalu, coastal zone inundation, storm surge, cyclones and 
sea level rise causes coastal erosion and saltwater intrusion. Less 
rainfall and prolonged droughts threaten drinking water, and 
saltwater intrusion threaten the production of staples such as 

pulaka (taro), while fisheries are also under pressure.

Vanuatu is made up of over 80 islands that are mostly mountainous. 
Projected climate change impacts include sea level rise, sea 
temperature rise, increase in cyclones, storms and drought which 
already affect livelihoods, primarily by impacting on agriculture, 
fisheries, human health and tourism. Sea temperatures rise 
combined with increased ocean acidification are likely to threaten 
the marine food supply, while vector-borne and water-borne 
disease are likely to increase and shift in distribution.

In Timor-Leste, floods, drought, storms, landslides and wildfires 
have already caused loss of life and livelihood. The country expects 
temperature increases of up to 1-degree C by 2030, a decrease 
in dry season rainfall and an increase in wet season rainfall, a 
decrease in frequency but increase in severity of tropical cyclones, 
and an increase in sea level rise and ocean acidification. This will 
lead to a spread of vector-borne disease, soil erosions, landslides, 
local flooding, agricultural productivity, freshwater availability, 
coastal zone erosion and infrastructure damage.

THE CARIBBEAN

Environmental degradation and low response capacity have 
exacerbated Haiti’s vulnerability to the impacts of climate change. 
The country has witnessed changes in rainfall in watersheds, 
longer periods of drought, and loos of life from flooding due to 
tropical storms. Principal future climate change threats include 
rainfall variation, temperature rise, and the increased frequency 
of tropical storms.

Sources: IPCC, 1997; Stott, 2014; UNFCCC, 2015a; UNFCCC, 2018.
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The population in LDCs is projected to double in size from 
954 million in 2015 to 1.9 billion in 2050. Urban populations in 
LDCs are projected to grow to 477 million in 2030 (38 per cent 
of total) and 860 million in 2050 (nearly 50 per cent of the total). 
In many LDCs, slum dwellers present over 50 per cent of the 
urban population, and as high as 80 per cent in several of them. 
Already highly vulnerable, these and other groups at risk are likely 
to be increasingly exposed, especially with the growing impacts 
of climate change. As the proportion of the urban population 
grows, development challenges facing LDCs can be expected to be 
increasingly concentrated in urban areas. Urgent action is required 
to address the bottlenecks to achieve sustainable urbanisation and 
use the process as an opportunity for economic transformation.

Fragility and resilience in the context of cities is a multifaceted 
complex concept. While there has been much attention on 
climate-related risks, fragility is the result of overlapping social, 
economic, environmental and political risks that limit the capacity 
of cities to ensure the safety and security of people, property, 
and infrastructure, deliver basic services, and guarantee basic 
rights. Addressing fragility requires tackling the root causes, 
namely rapid and unregulated urbanization, income and social 
inequality, concentrated poverty, unemployment, insecurity, and 
natural hazards. Factors contributing to building resilience include 
promoting income and social equality, effective police and judicial 
systems, social protection and risk mitigation tools for households 
and communities, provision of basic services, social support 
systems, and strong community government.

Little analysis has been done on the fragility of cities in LDCs. A 
recent United Nations University paper finds, using an index made 
up of seven indicators of fragility, that the most fragile cities are 
located in Africa and Asia, but that these are not confined to low or 
even medium income settings. Out of 2,100 cities examined, ten 
out of the top fifteen most fragile cities were in LDCs.

Specific policy recommendations vary according to the individual 
cities. Several frameworks have been developed to map fragility 
and resilience, but often these approaches require extensive data 
that often are not available and are costly to collect. Only a handful 
of cities apply sophisticated risk modelling.

The insurance sector can play a critical role in addressing the 
problem, especially as insurers are often major institutional 
investors and therefore have a significant interest in resilient and 
climate-proof infrastructure. The market between insurers and 

local government is largely untapped. Opportunities exist from 
engaging the insurance sector actively to reduce the protection 
gap between insured and total losses, but this will require bringing 
together the insurance and local government communities. New 
investment mechanisms are needed to overcome drawbacks of 
small-scale projects and markets, such as resilience bonds.

Local and regional government face specific challenges in accessing 
financial resources to address climate adaptation, especially for 
the longer-term. However, capacity building, knowledge transfer, 
regulatory frameworks, and enabling environments are also 
essential components.

Vulnerable communities such as informal settlements and 
marginalized neighbourhoods need to be actively engaged by local 
authorities in finding adaptation solutions. These communities 
are often located in high risk areas with weak infrastructure and 
poor socio-economic conditions. However, they often are the 
knowledge repositories of local solutions for adapting and coping 
with climate change. 

Ecosystem-based adaptation should be promoted–solutions 
are often cheaper and have co-benefits such as maintaining 
biodiversity and improve quality of life in cities for example by 
providing green spaces.
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5. FINANCING INSTRUMENTS FOR SHOCKS 

5.1. Why are financing instruments important?

A resilient economy is a prerequisite for long-term sustainable 
development, which enables a country to adapt to shocks swiftly 
and recover from their impacts without affecting development. It 
is therefore vitally important that the LDCs, in partnership with 
other actors, undertake concrete measures, both ex-post and 
ex-ante, to build and strengthen their resilience against various 
shocks, reduce risks and enhance sustainable growth in line with 
the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and the IPoA. It 
is also important to assess the options of vertical and horizontal 
expansion of the coverage of the existing programmes and explore 
the options of new tools and instruments to provide resilience 
building support to LDCs.

As was highlighted in previous sections, given their limited capacity 
to mobilize sufficient resources domestically, LDCs require 
increased international assistance, both technical and financial, 
from donor countries, multilateral development banks (MDBs) 
and financial institutions to build their resilience and gain access to 
market-based risk transfer mechanisms, such as insurance. They 
also need enhanced resources to implement nationally appropriate 
social protection coverage for all, including social protection floors. 
All available sources of finance are needed to provide sufficient 
investment in resilient infrastructure and other resilience-building 
activities of the country. Furthermore, enhanced climate change 
finance is crucial for LDCs as discussed in Section 4.

5.2. Current state of financing instruments for 
resilience building

Although resources for resilience building have grown in recent 
years, available financing for this purpose is still limited and 
difficult to access. In 2016, ODA allocation to LDCs for Disaster 
Prevention & Preparedness from the OECD/DAC donors was only 
US$262 million (figure 5.2 and Annex 3). Total bilateral net ODA 
was US$24 billion, and LDCs received US$7.07 billion in the form 
of humanitarian aid (table 5.1). 

TABLE 5.1: HUMANITARIAN AID TO LDCS FROM OECD/
DAC DONORS IN 2016 

RECIPIENTS AMOUNT 2016 US$ MILLION

Afghanistan 440.65

Angola 7.83

Bangladesh 126.25

Benin 28.26

Bhutan 3.09

Burkina Faso 35.35

Burundi 403.29

Cambodia 3.01

Central African Republic 246.89

Chad 152.50

Comoros 1.22

Democratic Republic of the Congo 333.45

Djibouti 13.15

Eritrea 5.35

Ethiopia 757.37

Gambia, The 0.43

Guinea 64.26

Guinea-Bissau 0.55

Haiti 160.40

Kiribati 0.32

Lao PDR 7.45

Lesotho 6.81

Liberia 120.54

Madagascar 51.06

Malawi 150.34

Mali 148.96

Mauritania 36.18

Mozambique 64.93

Myanmar 182.28

Nepal 152.10

Niger 157.28

Rwanda 37.93

Sao Tome and Principe 0.03

Senegal 16.29

Sierra Leone 148.57

Solomon Islands 3.08

Somalia 455.69

South Sudan 1009.35

Sudan 382.68

United Republic of Tanzania 87.18

Timor-Leste 3.97

Togo 0.59

Tuvalu 0.24

Uganda 121.83

Vanuatu 7.20

Yemen 933.28

Zambia 6.34

LDCs Total 7075.79

Source: UN-OHRLLS calculation based on OECD Stats (Query Wizard for 
International Development Statistics)
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Governments generally have access to various sources of financing 
following a disaster or shock. These sources can be categorized as 
ex-post and ex-ante financing instruments. Ex-post instruments 
are sources that are mobilized after an incidence and do not 
require advance plannin g. This includes budget reallocation, 
domestic credit, external credit, tax increase and donor assistance. 
Bilateral donors and multilateral agencies currently provide the 
bulk of ex-post shock financing for both economic rehabilitation 
and humanitarian objectives (Zoheir and Tavakoli, 2016). In terms 
of international facilities, many international institutions offer 
some quick-disbursing instruments, and some institutions have 
resources that can be tapped in the case of both economic shocks 
and disasters. However, different programmes and instruments 
were created to meet various needs. Each facility in the inventory 
(Annex 4) has a unique combination of the five characteristics: 
availability, predictability, speed, cost and volume (UN, 2018). The 
ex-post relief offered by the international community is often slow 
to mobilize and is not always efficient. However, when a severe 
natural disaster strikes, provision of timely support is critical to 
minimize losses. 

Given the high prevalence of economic and environmental shocks, 
along with their devastating impacts, consensus has emerged at 
the international level to consolidate and further strengthen the ex-
ante risk management strategies for LDCs, providing contingency 
measures to keep provisions of predictable funding in the event 
of a shock. 

Self-insurance entails accumulation of savings and foreign reserves 
in normal times from which to draw down in the event of an 
external shock. Other mechanisms transfer risks, such as insurance 

and insurance-like instruments. Both comprise inter-temporal 
transfer of resources, which is expensive in terms of economic 
growth, as it entails contingency provisioning and diverting scarce 
resources from investments in physical and social infrastructure 
towards building reserves. However, expected losses and collateral 
damages associated with crises and shocks can be considerably 
minimized through ex-ante resilience building.

Ex-ante financial instruments incorporate contingency measures 
to anticipate needs in the event of a shock. Examples of such 
mechanisms include buffer stocks; stabilization funds for 
unforeseen needs; contingent financing operations, such as loan 
arrangements approved prior to the onset of an economic shock, 
which can be drawn-down once a shock occurs; hedging products 
for managing a range of risks, such as weather or commodity 
derivatives, for example, the International Finance Corporation’s 
Agricultural Price Risk Management mechanism; insurance facilities 
for commodity price shocks and natural disasters, such as crop 
insurance mechanisms, the Commonwealth Disaster Management 
Agency and the CCRIF SPC (formerly known as Caribbean 
Catastrophe Risk Insurance Facility); credit enhancement tools, 
such as risk guarantees to crowd-in post-shock investment; and 
instruments indexed to either macroeconomic performance or 
risk, such as GDP-linked bonds, catastrophe bonds, sovereign 
Contingent Convertibles bonds and Countercyclical Loan Loss 
Provisions (CCPs). 

5.3. Examples of financing instruments for resilience 
building

There are a number of specific measures, initiatives and tools 
available at the national, regional and global levels for crises 
mitigation and resilience building. Some of them have the features 
of quick disbursement and can address sudden needs for external 
funds.

5.3.1. ODA and credits

Donor countries provide humanitarian aid to save lives and relieve 
the suffering of people caught up in crises. This aid takes many 
forms, depending on the nature of each crisis. It includes goods 
and services such as food, clothing, shelter, cash and vouchers, 
medical provisions, water supplies, sanitation, emergency repairs 
and protection. This brings short term relief to victims until long 
term relief is provided by the Government and other institutions. 
As mentioned above, LDCs received more than US$7 billion in 2016 
in the form of humanitarian aid. 

The United Nations agencies are playing a specific role in risk 
mitigation and resilience building against various kinds of shocks 
in their respective fields of competence. The United Nations Plan 
of Action on Disaster Risk Reduction: Towards a Risk informed 
and Integrated Approach to Sustainable Development, addresses 
the need for coherence and mutual re-enforcement of the United 
Nations’ resilience building efforts, and seeks to more effectively 

FIGURE 5.1: ODA for Disaster Prevention & Preparedness in LDCs 
(in million US$)

Source: UN-OHRLLS calculations based on the dataset of Creditor Reporting 
System (CRS) of the OECD/DAC
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integrate United Nations operational preparedness and response 
capacities into national operational and capacity development 
arrangements. 

The MDBs, both global and regional ones, are uniquely positioned 
to further advance the global disaster risk mitigation agenda. 
In addition to integrating risk considerations into their own 
operations, MDBs have the opportunity to use their convening 
power to build strategic partnerships between Governments, 
donor agencies, civil society, and the private sector. MDBs are 
developing a wide array of financial and non-financial mechanisms 
and tools to build disaster and climate resilience. In addition to 
enhancing the flexibility and speed of their ex-post efforts, MDBs 
offer investment and policy loans, grants, technical assistance, and 
knowledge services for ex-ante support. 

The Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and Recovery (GFDRR) is a 
global partnership hosted at the World Bank that helps developing 
countries better understand and reduce their vulnerabilities to 
natural hazards and adapt to climate change. Working with over 
400 sub-national, national, regional, and international partners, 
the GFDRR provides grant financing, technical assistance, training, 
and knowledge sharing activities to mainstream disaster and 
climate risk management in policies and strategies. The GFDRR 
was launched in 2006 to support the implementation of the Hyogo 
Framework for Action. Its business model emphasizes disaster risk 
reduction based on ex-ante support to high risk countries and ex-
post assistance for accelerated recovery after a disaster. The World 
Bank’s Global Expert Team for Disaster Risk Management provides 
high quality rapid advisory support to Governments.

The Disaster Risk Financing and Insurance (DRFI) programme is a 
partnership between GFDRR and the World Bank to improve the 
financial resilience of Government, businesses, and households 
against natural disasters. It is the leading partner of developing 
countries seeking to develop and implement comprehensive 
financial protection strategies. The DRFI programme supports 
Governments in implementing comprehensive financial protection 
strategies, bringing together sovereign disaster risk financing, 
agricultural insurance, property catastrophe risk insurance and 
disaster-linked social protection programmes.

The Crisis Response Window (CRW) is a lending instrument, 
which was created in 2011 at the sixteenth replenishment of 
the International Development Association (IDA) with a view to 
strengthening the capacity of IDA countries to deal with exogenous 
natural or economic shocks in a timely, structured and transparent 

42 - http://ida.worldbank.org/financing/crisis-response-window 
43 - IDA 18 covers all LDCs except Angola.
44 - http://treasury.worldbank.org/en/about/unit/treasury/ibrd-financial-products
45 - http://www.imf.org/en/News/Articles/2015/09/14/01/49/pr09268 
46 - https://www.imf.org/en/About/Factsheets/Sheets/2016/08/02/21/08/Rapid-Credit-Facility 
47 - https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/Policy-Papers/Issues/2018/07/11/pp061418guidance-note-on-imf-engagement-on-social-safeguards-in-lics 

way.42 IDA’s emergency support under the CRW was allocated to 
countries hit by cyclones, floods, earthquakes, and epidemics. CRW 
allocations were made for the Ebola crisis in Guinea, Liberia and 
Sierra Leone. CRW resources were also committed to fight flood 
emergencies in the Solomon Islands and Malawi and to provide 
relief for the effects of cyclone Pam in Vanuatu and Tuvalu. Lastly, 
CRW resources were committed to Nepal to deal with the effects 
of the May 2015 earthquake (World Bank, 2015). The IDA18,43 with 
about US$75 billion funding provisions, can expand financing to 
promote resilience through crisis preparedness and response, 
including through its CRW. In addition to a proposal to scale up 
support under the CRW, options to adjust the financing terms 
are being considered for countries where natural disasters cause 
significant damage, which can lead to debt distress risks in the 
aftermath of the disaster as discussed in Section 3. The IDA18 also 
contains options for contingent financing for crisis preparedness 
and response, by introducing the Catastrophe Deferred Drawdown 
Option for IDA countries.44

The IMF plays an important role in LDCs to facilitate their resilience 
to external shocks, including commodity price shocks. The IMF 
also plays a limited but vital role in disaster recovery by providing 
emergency financing and policy support to the affected country. 
The Rapid Credit Facility (RCF) was established in 2009 under 
the Poverty Reduction and Growth Trust (PRGT)45 replacing the 
rapid access component of the ESF as well as the Emergency 
Natural Disaster Assistance and the Emergency Post-Conflict 
Assistance facilities. It provides rapid financial support with 
limited conditionality in a single, up-front payout for low-income 
countries facing urgent balance of payments needs including from 
commodity price shocks, natural disasters, and domestic fragilities, 
and offers repeated disbursements over a limited period in case of 
recurring or ongoing balance of payments needs. Financing under 
the RCF carries a zero- interest rate, has a grace period of 5 and a 
half years, and a final maturity of 10 years.46 Furthermore, many 
IMF programmes integrate social safeguards to ensure that social 
and other priority spending is preserved for poor and vulnerable 
people, recognizing that reducing poverty and promoting inclusive 
growth help support economic and political stability.47 

5.3.2. Debt and debt instruments 

There are some examples of addressing the financial constraints of 
environmentally vulnerable and highly indebted countries geared 
toward maintaining debt sustainability, while taking into account 
the impacts of shocks and the adaptation needs of the country 
concerned. 
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State-contingent debt instruments (SCDIs) can help better manage 
public debt in a world of macroeconomic uncertainty and other 
shocks. SCDIs link a sovereign’s debt service payments to its 
capacity to pay, where the latter is linked to real world variables or 
events. For example, instruments can be linked to a country’s GDP 
(GDP-linked bond), to commodity prices, or to natural disasters, 
such as hurricanes or earthquakes. This means that when a crisis 
occurs there is an automatic reduction in the sovereign’s debt 
service burden. This reduction helps preserve the sovereign’s 
policy space to undertake countercyclical and stabilization policies, 
and can serve as a useful complement to the traditional policy 
toolkit of Governments. Where the size of the reduction of the 
debt burden is large relative to the capacity to pay, SCDIs may also 
help avert the need for a costly debt restructuring that may have 
otherwise been necessary (IMF, 2018).

The GDP-linked official sector lending, often requires well-
developed markets where these securities can be traded. While 
external debt with official creditors often constitutes a major 
source of government finance, especially in LDCs, a significant 
case could be made for scaling up these innovative approaches 
to more effective debt management, and for public creditors to 
take a leading role in this regard (UN, 2017). Several countries have 
issued bonds with an element of indexation to GDP, which has 
lower payouts during times of economic slowdown, though in most 
cases, these instruments have been issued in the context of debt 
restructuring agreements. 

During the COP 21, the Government of Seychelles completed 
a first-of-its-kind debt-for-adaptation swap to enhance marine 
conservation and climate adaptation activities. The debt-swap 
creates a sustainable source of funding to support Seychelles in the 
creation and management of 400,000 square kilometers of new 
marine protected areas (the second largest in the Indian Ocean) 
to improve the resilience of coastal ecosystems. The landmark 
agreement reached between Seychelles and its Paris Club 
creditors, led by France, including also the Government of South 
Africa, resulted in a US$25.9 million debt swap. The debt swap 
represents the first time the Paris Club creditors have supported 
a debt agreement designed to benefit climate adaptation and 
the first time a developing country creditor—South Africa—has 
entered into a debt deal with another country from the global 
south.48

Countercyclical loan loss provisioning makes higher provisions 
during good times to build buffers that can be drawn down during 
tough times, often called the safety-and-soundness principle. 
CCPs are loan arrangements and debt securities that feature an 
ex-ante covenant, in which debt service obligations are temporarily 
permitted to fall in response to an external shock, as measured 

48 - http://www.glispa.org/glispa-bright-spots/191-innovative-debt-swap-to-finance-climate-adaptation-in-seychelles
49 - The Prêt Très Concessionnel Contracyclique is AFD’s concessional countercyclical loan – featuring a door-to-door tenor of 30 years, a five-year fixed 
grace period at the start of the loan and a five-year ‘floating’ grace period.

in a predetermined way. One example is the use of parametric 
meteorological data to assess the severity and expected costs of 
a storm, or through the use of economic data to determine the 
impact of commodity price volatility on a country’s terms of trade 
(Zoheir and Tavakoli, 2016).

CCPs offer three main benefits over existing ex-post shock-
financing mechanisms: 

i. Safeguarding fiscal space and debt sustainability: As 
assistance is pre-agreed, CCPs are quick to disburse and 
provide immediate liquidity following a shock. This helps 
to safeguard fiscal space during times of economic stress, 
without obliging countries to incur additional debt. In this 
manner, Governments can accelerate post-shock economic 
recovery through the prioritization of critical reconstruction, 
infrastructure and social welfare investments, without 
compromising their debt sustainability targets.

ii. Mitigating default: A predetermined standstill on debt 
repayments would mitigate the likelihood of default by 
enabling countries to satisfy their debt obligations at a point 
in time when it is more economically viable for them to do 
so. For debtor nations, this flexibility could play an important 
role in helping to protect both the creditworthiness and the 
sustainability of public finances. 

iii. Avoidance of debt restructuring: By reducing the likelihood 
of default, a repayment moratorium would also mitigate the 
need for countries to undertake costly debt restructuring 
operations. In the case of a significantly large shock, a 
standstill on repayments would, at a minimum, provide 
debtors with breathing room to facilitate an earlier 
engagement with their creditors. Ultimately, this could 
help to secure more orderly and less costly future debt 
restructuring operations (Zoheir and Tavakoli, 2016). 

Currently, there are a limited number of operative CCPs. Two 
examples are countercyclical loans offered by the Agence 
Française de Développement (AFD), and hurricane clauses, which 
provide countries with the option of debt service holidays in times 
of economic stress.

The AFD’s countercyclical loan instruments were introduced in 
2007,49 as part of its concessional loan portfolio. These products 
were designed to ensure that the future borrowing needs of 
low-income countries that benefitted from extensive levels of 
debt relief through the Heavily Indebted Poor Country Initiative, 
would be satisfied in a manner that did not compromise debt 
sustainability. To date, the AFD has established 16 countercyclical 
loans with five Sub-Saharan African countries, including Mali and 
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Senegal, with an equivalent financial commitment of €344 million. 
These projects have been in the water, sanitation, electricity, road 
and education sectors. This arrangement offers the right to defer 
up to ten semi-annual principal installments (whether consecutive 
or not) upon the occurrence of a triggering event that is linked 
to declines in export earnings. This floating grace period feature 
of the Prêt Très Concessionnel Contracyclique applies only to the 
principal, with the interest having to be paid in full and on schedule 
by the borrower, even if a triggering event has occurred (Zoheir 
and Tavakoli, 2016). 

Different hurricane clauses were included in Grenada’s debt 
restructuring deals in 2015. The first deal secured was with the 
Export Import Bank of Taiwan. It featured a hurricane clause that 
enabled a stay on principal and interest payments if Grenada was 
hit by a hurricane, earthquake or excess rainfall, as measured 
by the CCRIF, where losses exceeded US$15 million. As part of 
this deal, Grenada benefited from a 12-month debt repayment 
moratorium, following the verification of a natural disaster, which 
could be called on three times. Another deal was with the Paris 
Club, which was more limited, and only provided the opportunity 
for a fast-tracked debt restructuring process in the event of a 
hurricane (Zoheir and Tavakoli, 2016). 

LDCs, which could benefit most from such financial instruments, 
may find it difficult to issue them at reasonable premiums owing 
to markets’ questioning their economic and policy fundamentals. 
Most LDCs have no sovereign credit rating at all and those that 
do tend to fall in the ‘uncertain’ or ‘high risk’ obligation category. 
For instance, Fitch rates just 11 LDCs, one of them as Non-
investment grade speculative, 9 as Highly speculative and one as 
Substantial risks.50 Growth performance is often uneven and debt 
management capacities are also weaker in the LDCs (see Section 3). 
Thus, they need specific support from development partners and 
international organizations to enable them to benefit from these 
financial instuments. 

5.3.3. Insurances and Risk Pools 

Insurance-like programmes can be a complement to pooled funds, 
where sufficient information is available on the probability of a 
disaster occurring. In an insurance scheme the cost of insuring 
against those risks can be much reduced, by grouping together 
well diversified risks into a single risk pool (UN, 2018).

Parametric insurance products are insurance contracts in which 
payments are made on the basis of pre-determined thresholds of 
a parametric index, such as the magnitude of an earthquake, and 

50 - See: https://countryeconomy.com/ratings/fitch

not on the basis of actual losses and damages like in the case of 
indemnity insurance. This reduces transaction costs and speeds up 
disbursement as the amount of loss caused by these events does 
not need to be evaluated. The potential loss is calculated using 
a model, which heavily relies on objectively measurable impact 
variables, such as spatial and weather data. Thus, parametric 
insurance provides a cost-effective way to pre-finance short-term 
liquidity to begin recovery efforts after a catastrophic event. This 
makes an important contribution to fill the gap between immediate 
response aid and finance for long-term redevelopment. (UN, 2017 
and World Bank, 2017). 

Well-designed parametric insurance can improve the efficiency 
of the resources that are available because of their very nature 
of early recognition of the severity of disasters. The contracts 
can also be designed to align incentives for prevention of 
emergencies by requiring policymakers to undertake disaster 
risk management, such as creating early warning systems, 
retrofitting, enforcing building codes and preparing contingency 
plans in advance. For example, payouts from risk pools can be 
used to scale up support from existing social protection schemes 
(World Bank, 2017 and UN, 2018).

The CCRIF SPC is the world’s first multi-country risk pool that is 
based on parametric insurance. It has been providing parametric 
catastrophe insurance covering weather events and earthquakes 
for Caribbean Governments since 2007, and excess rainfall since 
2013 (UN, 2017). In 2016, payouts of US$23.4 million to Haiti were 
made under the country’s tropical cyclone and excess rainfall 
policies, as a result of Hurricane Matthew. This is the largest 
payment ever made by CCRIF for a single event–with total payouts 
to Haiti representing approximately 46 per cent of all payments 
made by CCRIF since its inception in 2007.

Building on the Caribbean experience, similar insurance schemes 
have been developed in other regions. The Pacific Catastrophe 
Risk Insurance Company was established in June 2016 after the 
termination of a pilot insurance program from 2013 to 2015. It 
secured increased reinsurance coverage of US$45 million for the 
2017-2018 cyclone season, providing five participating Pacific 
Island Countries with parametric insurance protection for climate 
and seismic risks. It covers one of the LDCs–Vanuatu and one 
graduated country–Samoa. The capital was provided through a 
multi-donor trust fund.
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In May 2014, the African Risk Capacity Insurance Company Limited 
– a financial affiliate of the African Risk Capacity (ARC) – launched 

a catastrophe insurance pool for its African members to improve 
responses to climate-related food security emergencies (see Box 5.2). 

Indemnity-based disaster insurance is designed to protect against 
a specific loss, while index insurance is designed to protect 
against a specific event. The challenges of moral hazard and 
adverse selection are usually included in the cost of the indemnity 
insurance so that its premium is substantially higher (GlobalAgRisk, 
2017). In the face of such problems, a number of capital-market 
instruments have emerged recently for disaster-related risks. The 
most common among them is the catastrophe (cat) bonds. These 
multi-year bonds are issued by an insurance company or the 
Government. The proceeds from the bond are then invested in 
risk-free securities with the spread between the two representing 
the recurring cost of insurance. If a catastrophe does not take place, 
the issuer pays a coupon to the investor. Should a catastrophe 
occur, this would set off the parametric triggers, based on easily 
verifiable parameters.

These triggers may include the following: an earthquake at the 
magnitude of 7.0 or more in a particular city or region of a country 

at a given moment, or a storm with sustained speeds higher than 
150 km per hour at the highest recorded in that same location. 
When the pre-agreed triggers are set off, the principal would 
be, either partly or fully, forgiven. In this case, the insurance 
company could use the funds placed in risk-free securities to pay 
the proceeds to the claim-holders. The Governmentt would then 
use the funds to cover its reconstruction costs. The liquidation risk 
to the investors is built into the price of the bond. In contrast to 
indemnity based insurance, catastrophe bonds, which are based 
on parametric triggers, have no apparent moral-hazard related 
incentive issue. 

In the past cat bonds and other similar financial instruments have 
almost exclusively been used in developed countries like the US, 
UK and Japan. However, more recently, they have also been used 
in developing countries. For example, they were introduced in 
Mexico by the Mexican Disaster Relief Fund and in the Caribbean 
by the CCRIF (Hofman, 2007).

BOX 5.1

CATASTROPHE BONDS

The ARC was established in 2012 as a Specialized Agency of the 
African Union to help Member States improve their capacities 
to better plan, prepare and respond to extreme weather events 
and natural disasters, therefore protecting the food security of 
their vulnerable populations. The Risk Pool III, which covers the 
2016/2017 rainfall seasons, consists of 6 African LDCs: Burkina 
Faso, the Niger, Senegal, the Gambia, Mali, and Mauritania.

The modelling platform Africa Risk View uses satellite-based data to 
estimate the impact of weather events on vulnerable populations 
and response costs, and trigger payouts if the calculated response 
costs surpass a pre-established level. In addition, this information 

can also be used by member States as an early warning tool and 
to inform financial planning. Pay-outs are triggered at or before 
harvest time in the event of drought and are used to protect 
household’s incomes. The insurance is linked to predefined 
national contingency plans.

ARC has paid out US$34 million to four LDCs (Senegal, the Niger, 
Mauritania, and Malawi) affected by drought events until 2017. Pay-
outs arrived while a United Nations aid appeal was still being 
formulated. It is estimated that the cost of ARC is outweighed more 
than 4 times by the benefits compared to traditional emergency 
appeals (ARC, 2017 and Schäfer et al., 2016).

BOX 5.2

AFRICAN RISK CAPACITY



61

Parametric insurance schemes also face a number of challenges. 
Effective index-based disaster insurance contracts require timely, 
reliable and high-quality data, which is not readily available in many 
LDCs. Likewise, sophisticated modelling technology is needed to 
ensure that the damage is calculated accurately, so that the payout 
corresponds to the magnitude of the damage as much as possible 
(UN, 2018). Thus, LDCs need support in generating necessary data 
as well as the technical capacity to design parametric insurance 
programmes. 

Furthermore, insurance premiums may still be prohibitively 
expensive for the LDCs due to their limited government revenues. 
Premiums are an up-front cost, which may not produce a financial 
return in the near or medium term. In case of a disaster that does 
not meet the pre-agreed criteria for a payout, Governments could 
face public and political pressure. Donor subsidies, conditional on 
the at-risk poor country agreeing to undertake effective disaster 
risk management, could boost participation in the insurance 
scheme, further diversifying risks and increasing efficiency. The 
partial payment of premiums by the insured country would further 
align incentives. Concessional financing from donors, including 
MDBs, may be necessary to create the enabling environment and 
incentives for the adoption of catastrophe risk pools and other 
insurance type solutions (UN, 2018 and World Bank, 2017). 

5.4. Effectiveness of the existing mechanisms for LDCs 

Many LDCs cannot afford to develop modern multi-hazard early 
warning systems at the national and regional levels. National 
strategies are often fragmented and unable to respond to 
unpredictable shocks and crises to a larger magnitude. The 
national policies and strategies are also underfunded owing to 
their weak financial and technical capacities. Some countries 
have enacted comprehensive risk reduction strategies, but fail 
to undertake corresponding regulatory reforms, institution and 
human capacity building and mobilization of necessary financial 
resources, technology and technical know-how. 

It is also noteworthy that many LDCs are struggling to meet their 
ongoing development needs while maintaining their current 
account balance. It becomes difficult for them to adopt and 
implement countercyclical macroeconomic policies, as discussed 
in Section 3. Many LDCs also lack a Resilience Fiscal Framework, 
based on a robust cost-benefit analysis, which tracks the allocation 
as well as expenditure towards reducing risks and achieving 
resilience. For many of them, capital markets are either non-
existent or poorly developed, which de-incentivizes capital market-
based risk financing tools and products. 

There are many quick disbursing loan facilities and insurance 
programmes introduced by Governments and international 
organizations to address sudden needs for financial resources. While 
the existing mechanisms of the international financial institutions 

(IFIs) should aim at providing sufficient resources for countercyclical 
support, the evidence shows that these have been limited, especially 
for LDCs. In this context, steps have been taken and proposals made 
to address the financial constraints of environmentally vulnerable 
and highly indebted countries, aiming to ensure debt sustainability 
while explicitly accounting for climate change adaption needs and the 
impact of natural disasters (UN, 2018).

While several market-based financing mechanisms have become 
available globally, they are not equally and easily accessible to all 
LDCs, and concessional finance from the international community 
remains a key source of financing to foster climate and disaster 
resilient development. 

So far, countries mostly rely on national self-insurance models as 
opposed to multi-country risk pooling, thus not taking advantage of 
the benefits of diversification (see also Section 3). Some examples 
include fiscal reserves, foreign exchange reserves, and national 
insurance programmes. 

The existing multilateral risk reduction strategies are also proven 
insufficient for LDCs. Some of the programmes and tools, 
particularly tailored to LDCs, are alleged to have inadequate 
funds compared to the growing needs of LDCs. Some of the other 
global mechanisms governed by the MDBs require cumbersome 
administrative procedures and regulatory reforms, which constrain 
LDCs to get fast-tracked access, as this category of countries is not 
recognized by the IFIs and some United Nations agencies. LDCs also 
face difficulties to prepare the complex and technical proposals to 
access various funds because of their capacity constraints. 

For LDCs, indemnity-based commercial insurance is not available 
for most natural disasters, as the market is simply non-existent or 
insufficiently developed. This market failure is usually attributed 
to three principal reasons. First, as natural disasters pose strong 
covariant risks, it is difficult to diversify such risks, thereby leading 
to prohibitively high premiums. Second, most LDCs lack the 
institutional capacity to avert traditional moral hazard issues, 
which include the capacity for loss-assessment or to enforce 
building and zoning codes. Third, insurance involves dynamic 
incentive issues for Governments. For instance, insurance entails 
costs today for benefits in the distant future. A Government today 
may purchase insurance, but its benefit may accrue in the future 
when the Government that procured the insurance may no longer 
be in power. All these factors make disaster insurance a low priority 
for Governments.

Weak capital markets, poor credit ratings and lack of adequate 
regulatory regimes often impede LDCs to introduce weather-
related derivatives and insurances at low-cost premiums. These 
factors also constrain them to undertake regional-level risk 
insurance measures. Furthermore, ex-post measures also cause 
moral hazards and do not incentivise disaster risk reduction. 
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Expanding and diversifying risk pools can reduce the costs of 
protection and improve their sustainability. Predictability and 
speed are critical in responding to shocks as slow responses 
can cost lives. Households could, for example, experience 
unrecoverable health impacts or be forced into ruinous asset sales 
(see Section 2).

5.5. Conclusions and recommendations

The rising incidence of exogenous shocks and crises is affecting 
LDCs more frequently and disproportionately. While existing 
countercyclical shock financing instruments play a vital role to 
moderate the impacts of abrupt shocks, they are often unequally 
distributed and LDCs have not been able to benefit from them. 
This needs to be addressed, including by ensuring that existing 
countercyclical ex-post financing mechanisms provide fast-track 
access to LDCs to mitigate the impacts of disasters and shocks.

It is crucial for LDCs to secure fast-tracked and easy access 
to various risk mitigation and resilience-building funds at the 
regional and global levels, including funding for adaptation to 
climate change; and getting access to adequate bilateral financial 
and technical support for ex-ante and ex-post measures in the 
LDCs. Assistance should be timely, which could be improved 
through reallocation, including frontloading. Allocation of external 
assistance should also be commensurate with needs. Currently, 
while large and highly visible natural disasters attract more foreign 
assistance, smaller natural disasters or silent crises from terms-of-
trade shocks are largely ignored. 

Building incentives for risk reduction into financing instruments 
can boost investment in the prevention of disasters, while the 
international community can increase the efficiency and speed of 
responses to shocks by shifting resources from ex-post responses 
to ex-ante instruments, using both insurance-type mechanisms 
and pooled funds (UN, 2018).

Recent years have seen the emergence of innovative capital-
market based risk financing mechanisms such as catastrophe 
bonds, contingent credit, and regional catastrophic insurance 
pools. LDCs have had little or no access to such risk transfer 
mechanisms to date that could significantly reduce the fiscal 
burden of Governments. These countries require assistance, both 
technical and financial, from development partners, including IFIs, 
to gain access to international capital-market based risk transfer 
mechanisms in the form of reinsurance, such as catastrophe 
bonds. Pooled funding could diversify risk, reduce costs and 
improve the sustainability of risk insurance. 

Parametric insurance, such as CCRIF, has been beneficial for its 
member countries. Similar arrangements could be considered for 
LDCs on a regional or sub-regional basis, considering the nature 
of vulnerabilities of respective regions or sub-regions. The United 

Nations and the IFIs can play an important role in supporting LDCs 
to undertake sub-regional or regional multicounty risk pooling 
initiatives. 

While pooling of parametric insurance schemes for a larger 
number of countries can lower the cost of insurance and provide 
incentives for disaster preparedness, there are significant 
challenges for LDCs, including high premiums and limited financial 
resources. Thus, LDCs would need support by development 
partners, including IFIs, in accessing such schemes, for example 
through support for an LDC entering an insurance scheme for the 
first time and subsidized premiums. Concessional insurance can 
help countries secure premium financing for a number of years 
while they progressively include premiums into their budgets 
(World Bank, 2017).

Parametric catastrophe insurance requires extensive 
environmental data as well as sophisticated modelling technology. 
Most LDCs do not have access to this information, nor the technical 
capacity to design parametric insurance programs, thus technical 
assistance needs to be provided to LDCs to overcome these 
deficiencies. Information gathered by programs should be shared 
internationally and be made available through a clearinghouse, 
as these data can benefit multiple insurance programs and other 
risk management purposes. International institutions can act as 
a clearing house to facilitate data sharing and an exchange of 
technical best practices. 

It is also important to go beyond the regional approach and 
explore the possibility of diversifying the risks globally, where risks 
may not be concentrated per country, and identify one place where 
to manage this risk globally. The involvement of more countries 
in sovereign risk insurance programmes would increase their 
diversification, sustainability and efficiency. This could be done 
either through a global risk facility or through public or private 
reinsurance (UN, 2018).

Finally, it is vitally important to harness the potentials offered by 
CCPs in LDCs. Creditors and debtors should give consideration 
to how they can most effectively structure financial instruments 
to respond to the new environment, such as choice of a trigger; 
relevant data sources for verifying the occurrence and economic 
impact of a shock; the debt servicing moratorium period; and, 
the associated cost premium. Premiums attached to CCP 
arrangements will be a key demand-side determinant. Since these 
are often proved to be too onerous for LDC debtors to bear alone, 
one option could be to partially share any costs associated with the 
provision of flexible repayment schedules between lenders and 
borrowers, as both lenders and borrowers stand to gain from the 
buffer that CCPs provide (Zoheir and Tavakoli, 2016).
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ANNEX 3: ODA TO LDCs FOR DISASTER PREVENTION AND PREPAREDNESS FROM THE OECD COUNTRIES (IN MILLION US$)

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Afghanistan 8.969 17.771 4.464 23.409 10.795 20.127 4.313
Angola .. .. .. .. 0.051 .. ..
Bangladesh 21.900 38.813 42.098 9.020 4.609 28.301 180.265
Benin 0.072 0.069 0.030 0.002 .. .. ..
Bhutan 0.697 1.491 0.827 0.063 0.285 2.837 0.023
Burkina Faso 4.479 1.930 2.135 2.094 .. .. 0.168
Burundi 0.115 0.068 2.703 0.289 0.584 0.725 2.174
Cambodia 1.891 1.612 3.389 0.244 1.686 0.973 0.672
Central African Republic .. 0.023 0.514 0.027 0.184 0 3.009
Chad .. 0.189 1.395 4.851 0.414 .. 5.529
Comoros .. .. .. .. 0.007 0.078 0.224
Democratic Republic of Congo 1.041 2.408 1.923 1.064 2.245 5.813 8.977
Djibouti .. 0.013 0.506 21.131 .. 0.006 ..
Eritrea .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Ethiopia 9.964 4.685 12.296 5.342 4.765 1.533 2.816
Gambia, The .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Guinea 0.300 1.112 0.331 0.331 .. .. 0.001
Guinea-Bissau 0.331 .. 0.008 .. .. .. ..
Haiti 6.080 14.176 7.693 23.366 12.986 12.771 14.261
Kiribati 0.009 .. 0.139 .. .. 0.040 0.162
Lao People's Dem. Rep. 1.076 1.435 1.040 3.656 6.813 1.695 0.290
Lesotho .. 0.993 3.827 0.020 0.012 0.017 ..
Liberia .. 0.574 1.626 1.082 0.860 0.422 ..
Madagascar 0.164 0.085 2.577 5.072 1.072 3.535 0.581
Malawi 2.262 4.784 6.220 2.636 1.332 2.220 ..
Mali .. 1.136 1.087 1.063 3.654 0.700 0.480
Mauritania .. 0.500 .. 2.792 1.126 .. ..
Mozambique 1.902 7.358 9.660 2.381 6.465 1.322 1.499
Myanmar 2.601 1.005 16.022 48.644 8.854 9.824 6.626
Nepal 1.322 3.956 14.499 1.730 1.158 41.589 7.149
The Niger 6.776 0.429 1.958 7.930 0.085 0.832 1.627
Rwanda .. 0.268 0.120 0.129 0.138 0.140 1.138
Sao Tome and Principe .. 0.028 .. .. .. .. ..
Senegal 0.275 0.175 0.222 0.008 0.048 0.159 0.110
Sierra Leone .. .. 0.391 1.078 0.211 16.852 6.748
Solomon Islands 0.156 6.762 0.912 0.531 1.434 1.687 2.860
Somalia 3.843 1.926 0.798 20.903 15.180 6.706 1.602
South Sudan .. 0.653 13.281 4.400 3.422 0.225 0.343
Sudan 1.501 1.283 0.763 2.752 0.902 0.825 0.031
United Republic of Tanzania 0.039 0.027 0.168 0.295 0.128 1.358 0.289
Timor-Leste 3.893 1.307 0.539 1.720 2.742 3.290 3.594
Togo 0.008 .. 2.314 .. .. .. ..
Tuvalu 10.814 0.885 0.657 0.593 0.202 0.301 0.015
Uganda 5.910 7.181 5.073 0.996 3.987 0.330 1.325
Vanuatu 0.198 1.425 4.528 0.835 1.420 1.034 3.315
Yemen 0.075 0.011 0.773 0.329 0.820 0.063 ..
Zambia 0.996 2.683 3.297 2.328 0.298 0.235 ..

Total LDC 99.659 131.229 172.803 205.136 100.974 168.565 262.216

Source: UN-OHRLLS calculations based on the dataset of CRS of the OECD/DAC
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ANNEX 4: CLIMATE AND DISASTER RESILIENCE FINANCING FROM IMF, WB GROUP, AND MAJOR GLOBAL CLIMATE AND DISASTER FUNDS

EX ANTE/ EX POST FUNDING MECHANISM TYPE COMMENTS 

Ex- ante International Development 
Association (IDA) 

Grants, concessional development loans and 
guarantees to member Governments. 

Provided on grant and/or concessional loan terms, 
depending on the country’s risk of debt distress. 

Adaptation Fund (AF) Mainly grants for climate change adaptation to 
Governments 

Countries are able to access AF resources through 
regional or multilateral implementing agencies, or 
through a regional pilot. 

AF Direct Access Mainly grants for climate change adaptation to 
Governments 

Countries must work through an accredited national 
implementing entity (NIE) for direct access. 

Green Climate Fund (GCF) A wide range of financial instruments, including 
grants, loans, guarantees, equity and insurance The GCF accredits public, private and non-

governmental entities to serve as intermediaries. 
To access funds directly, countries must establish 
nationally designated authorities or focal points to 
deploy readiness funding. 

Global Environment Fund (GEF) Grants to finance climate change mitigation 
activities 

Funding can be provided to Government agencies, civil 
society organizations, private sector companies and 
research institutions. 

Least Developed Countries Fund 
(LDCF) 

Grants financing the development and 
implementation of national adaptation 
programmes of action 

Funding can be provided to Government agencies, civil 
society organizations, private sector companies and 
research institutions in LDCs. 

Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF) Grants financing adaptation and technology 
transfer 

Funding can be provided to government agencies, civil 
society organizations, private sector companies and 
research institutions in LDCs. 

Ex-ante GEF Small Grants Programme Small grants of up to US$50,000 to community 
groups and NGOs 

Funding is not intended for Government activities. 

CIF Forest Investment Program Grants and concessional lending to address 
forest degradation and improve resilience 

CIF Scaling Up Renewable Energy 
Program 

Grants and concessional lending to promote 
renewable energy 

Global Facility for Disaster 
Reduction and Recovery (GFDRR) 

Grants, technical assistance, training and 
knowledge transfer 

Access is prioritised for high-risk countries according 
to needs, capacity and opportunity to leverage climate 
and DRM investments. 

Ex-post IDA Crisis Response Window Last resort financing for exceptionally severe 
natural disasters 

Available at the IDA terms prevailing for each country. 

IMF Standard Windows Balance of Payments support to avoid a 
Balance of Payments crisis 

Available at standard IMF rate of charge. 

IMF Poverty Reduction and Growth 
Trust Windows (PRGT) 

Balance of Payments support to avoid a 
Balance of Payments crisis 

Available at concessional rates, currently 0 per cent 
interest. 

IMF Rapid Credit Facility Balance of Payments support in times of crisis. Available at concessional rates, currently 0 per cent 
interest. 

IMF Rapid Financing Instrument Balance of Payments support to meet a 
broad range of urgent needs, including those 
arising from commodity price shocks, natural 
disasters, conflict and post-conflict situations, 
and emergencies resulting from fragility 

Available at standard IMF rate of charge. 

IMF Catastrophe Containment and 
Relief Trust 

Debt relief following an extreme disaster Relief is available on repayments and principal of debt 
owed to the IMF. 

Set up as ex- ante, 
but flows as ex post 

Pacific Catastrophe Risk Assessment 
and Finance Initiative (PCRAFI) 

Liquidity payment in the immediate aftermath 
of a disaster, policies covering cyclone and 
earthquake/Tsunami events 

Parametric mechanism to insure specified perils, 
season-by-season. Pay-out is based on meeting index 
thresholds, not on damages. 

Caribbean Catastrophe Risk 
Insurance Facility (CCRIF) 

Liquidity payment in the immediate aftermath 
of a disaster, covering earthquake, tropical 
cyclone and excess rainfall events 

Parametric mechanism to insure specified perils, 
season-by-season. Pay-out is based on meeting index 
thresholds, not on level of damage. 

African Risk Capacity Insurance 
Company, Ltd. 

Liquidity payment in the immediate aftermath 
of a disaster, countries maintain a certificate 
of good standing, policies to date that cover 
drought 

Ex post IDA Crisis Response Window Last resort financing for exceptionally severe 
natural disasters 

Available at the IDA terms prevailing for each country. 

IMF Poverty Reduction and Growth 
Trust Windows (PRGT) 

Balance of Payments support to avoid a 
Balance of Payments crisis 

Available at concessional rates, currently 0 per cent 
interest. 

IMF Catastrophe Containment and 
Relief Trust 

Debt relief following an extreme disaster Relief is available on repayments and principal of debt 
owed to the IMF. 

Source: OECD and World Bank, 2016
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6. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In recent years, LDCs have experienced many exogenous shocks, 
including natural and climate-related disasters, volatility of 
commodity prices and aid flows and, health pandemics, which 
can exacerbate each other. Due to their structural constraints 
and geographic characteristics, they are also disproportionally 
impacted by those shocks. Given the high levels of poverty and 
low human and other assets in LDCs, households tend to be more 
heavily impacted by shocks. 

Crisis mitigation and resilience-building are crucial for the 
development of the LDCs, as highlighted in the IPoA. Vulnerability 
is also one of the defining characteristics of LDCs as measured by 
the EVI, which is composed of indices including exposure to and 
effects of shocks covering economic and environmental aspects. 
However, EVI levels have only declined slowly and remain high in 
most of the countries recommended for graduation. Thus, support 
with respect to reducing the various facets of vulnerability remains 
crucial for countries after graduation and should be included in 
smooth transition strategies and beyond.

Reducing vulnerabilities and strengthening resilience in LDCs 
entails (i) being able to recover from shocks (ii) being able to 
withstand these shocks by maintaining and enhancing required 
assets in case of future shocks and where possible, (iii) preventing 
future shocks. In order to address these aspects, the framework 
used for the analysis in this report encompasses context, assets 
and policy.

Crisis mitigation and resilience-building require strong national 
leadership and ownership that can result in national strategies for 
preparedness and comprehensive service delivery mechanisms. As 
LDCs are frequently affected by a large variety of shocks, resilience 
building needs to be a central element of their development 
strategies using an integrated approach. Governments need to put 
in place appropriate policies to avoid the incidence of crises, where 
possible, and to efficiently adapt to the magnitude of the impacts. 
National institutions need to be strengthened with respect to 
accessing climate change funds, implementing programmes, as 
well as integrating resilience building, mitigation and adaptation 
into national plans and sectoral strategies. It is also important 
to include the local governments and communities in resilience 
building and adaptation efforts, including marginalized urban 
communities.

In order to prepare for and react to disasters and shocks, for 
example on the number of people living in affected areas, up-to-
date information is crucial. Therefore, generating such information, 
including through civil registries and the use of new technologies, 
is an important part of disaster management. Likewise, such 
information is needed for models on effects of disasters that 
underlie parametric insurance schemes as well as for research on 
the causes and effects of disasters and crises. There is an urgent 

need to build knowledge on synergies between implementing the 
SDGs and resilience building in all the areas discussed in this report 
and to build capacity in LDCs to do this in a systematic manner.

As noted in the Sendai Framework for Action, the implementation 
capacity and capability of the LDCs should be enhanced to 
achieve the expected outcome of the Framework and its seven 
global targets. In particular, efforts should target the priorities 
outlined in the Framework, namely: understanding disaster risk, 
strengthening disaster risk governance to manage disaster risk, 
investing in disaster risk reduction for resilience, and enhancing 
disaster preparedness for effective response and to “Build Back 
Better” in recovery, rehabilitation and reconstruction.

Climate change poses a major threat to all LDCs. Estimates of 
overall costs of climate change adaptation in LDCs suggest that 
there is a huge financing shortfall between finance provided and 
needs. It is imperative to increase financial flows for adaptation, 
especially to implement National Adaptation Plans (NAPs). In 
addition, there is a need to ensure that adaptation is factored in to 
activities to implement the SDGs and IPoA, for example, ensuring 
that new infrastructure is built to be climate-resilient. 

Ultimately reducing vulnerability in LDCs is about reducing the 
vulnerability of their people and the environment they live in, 
which could be to any type of shock, whether it is macroeconomic 
or climate change related. In LDCs, a larger share of the population 
is vulnerable to falling into poverty due to unexpected shocks 
including crop failure. Social protection as well as food security 
have been identified as priorities in the IPoA, to help prevent this 
from occurring.

Poor households in LDCs often have very limited financial savings 
and lack access to finance, formal insurance and social protection. 
They use various risk management strategies to cope with external 
shocks, some of which can have negative long-term effects and can 
trap people even further into poverty. Women are more likely to 
lose assets and formal jobs, and their workload increases more in 
times of crisis. 

Shock responsive or adaptive social protection schemes are 
widely recognized as a key instrument for building disaster- or 
climate-resilient livelihoods, especially for the poorest and most 
vulnerable. However, the effectiveness of social protection 
systems, including cash transfers, for crisis mitigation depends 
on flexibility, timeliness, adaptability and adequacy of resources. 
To be able to scale up rapidly, it is also important to integrate 
climate and disaster risk considerations into the design and 
planning of social protection programmes from the beginning 
and link it to an established early warning system. To further 
extend the use of social protection in LDCs, there is a need to 
strengthen administrative capacity as well as data availability and 
to involve all stakeholders, especially women, in their design and 
implementation.
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As the majority of the poor in LDCs live in rural areas as 
smallholder or subsistence farmers, it is important to address 
their vulnerability to floods, droughts, cyclones and other weather 
events. In particular, index insurance can increase the resilience 
of smallholder farmers, not only through payouts after a shock 
but also by unlocking opportunities that increase productivity in 
the non-payout years, for example through access to credit. The 
advantages of index-based insurance include low transaction 
costs – as losses do not need to be assessed – as well as the rapid 
availability of payouts. 

Access to modern technology and knowledge is vitally important 
for building resilience, including resilient infrastructure, 
communications and industries. However, access to and generation 
of knowledge and technology is very limited in most LDCs. Access 
to ICT especially through broadband is increasingly used for 
disaster preparedness as well as providing relief. Another example 
is climate-smart agriculture, which can improve productivity and 
increase resilience at the same time. The Technology Bank for the 
LDCs will thus include resilience building in its activities, including 
the ongoing technology needs assessments.

In relation to building resilience to economic shocks, LDCs need to 
ensure that they achieve among others, macroeconomic stability 
and social development. Diversifying the production base and 
exports would lower the risks associated with commodity price 
shocks. In this respect, investment promotion and improved market 
access as well as supply side capacity building measures, including 
through Aid for Trade, need to complement improvements in the 
business environment of LDCs.

Resilience can be enhanced when an economy possesses strong 
discretionary policy instruments such as a strong fiscal position, 
which can be used to counteract the negative effects of exogenous 
shocks. Such fiscal buffers could include a countercyclical fiscal 
policy with provisions on financial buffers for self-insurance to 
accumulate adequate resources during booms and to spend 
them during downturns as well as a flexible monetary policy to 
facilitate and regulate borrowing with a view to improving financial 
inclusion, preventing speculative activities and supporting 
productive investment. Furthermore, natural resource funds 
can help Governments respond to macroeconomic distress 
arising from external shocks. As many LDCs rely on aid for crucial 
programmes, development partners and multilateral institutions 
should provide additional support in time of distress to allow them 
to implement sound macroeconomic policies without putting at 
risk hard-won development gains and ensuring that critical social 
and economic expenditure programmes are not curtailed or 
entirely halted.

In several LDCs, debt levels have been rising and debt sustainability 
can be further affected by large shocks. Hence, debt relief, debt 
moratoriums and debt swaps can be instrumental in releasing 
resources for reconstruction and the rebuilding of infrastructure. 
It is also important for the LDCs and their creditors to incorporate 

some of the contingencies directly into their sovereign debt 
contracts, so that when disasters and shocks occur, countries are 
able to postpone their payments or reduce them during recovery. 
State-contingent debt instruments link contractual debt service 
obligations to a predefined state variable, such as GDP. They are 
structured to automatically pay less or postpone payments to 
creditors during difficult times, and thus increase the resilience of 
sovereign balance sheets.

Furthermore, there is an urgent need to improve global economic 
governance to prevent financial crises and to strengthen regional 
and global financial safety net measures to deal with them when 
they do occur and to diversify risks globally. In this connection, 
facilitating the representation and participation of the LDCs at 
regional and global policy fora is also important. 

Sharing best practices and lessons learned is vitally important for 
capacity-building in taking appropriate measures against shocks 
and crises. Many countries, including LDCs, have succeeded in 
effectively addressing risks and shocks through various measures 
and tools that other countries can implement. Thus, a platform 
for the sharing of experiences and lessons learned with respect to 
resilience building could be established.

Given the limitations of LDCs to significantly increase government 
revenue and access capital markets, increased international 
assistance, both technical and financial, from development 
partners, including international financial institutions, to build their 
resilience is needed. This includes support to implement nationally 
appropriate social protection systems for all, including social 
protection floors. Furthermore, countercyclical ex-post financing 
mechanisms need to provide fast-track access to LDCs to mitigate 
the impacts of disasters and shocks. In addition, incentives for risk 
reduction needs to be built into financing instruments, such as 
innovative capital-market based risk financing mechanisms such 
as catastrophe bonds, contingent credit, and regional catastrophic 
insurance pools. For example, catastrophe insurance policies 
require a country to pay premiums that may be prohibitively 
expensive for the LDCs and thus need to be subsidized, at least 
partially.

With respect to climate change finance, the LDC Fund must 
continue to be replenished and funding from the GCF must be 
stepped up significantly to meet needs. In addition, measures 
should be taken to accelerate actual adaptation projects on the 
ground that increase resilience, including for recently graduated 
LDCs. Support for capacity building provided to LDCs needs to 
be stepped up to facilitate the preparation and submission of 
bankable proposals, to increase access to climate change funding. 
At the same time, efforts need to be made to strengthen the 
absorption capacity of LDCs as part of the overall funding.

There are many disasters and crises that affect a number of 
countries simultaneously or have cross-border effects. The most 
efficient approach to these types of disaster is regional cooperation 
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in managing risks across frontiers or reconstruction in the event of 
a cross-border disaster. The cooperation can take place in the form 
of early warning, data-sharing, risk financing and knowledge- and 
technology-sharing.

Regional and global initiatives include the following: 

• Bringing expertise and knowledge to the LDCs.

• Establishing or strengthening composite, integrated and 
multi-hazard early warning systems at the regional level.

• Introducing weather index insurance or parametric insurance;

• Making available capacity at the regional and global levels 
necessary to extend financial and in-kind support.

• Securing fast-tracked and easy access to various risk 
mitigation and resilience-building funds at the regional and 
global levels.

• Making available adequate bilateral financial and technical 
support for ex-ante and ex-post measures in the LDCs. 

Given the depth, breadth, and complexity of challenges that the 
LDCs are facing in the context of disasters and shocks, it has 
become clear from this report that there is no silver bullet that can 
address all of them. Therefore, comprehensive multi-stakeholder 
resilience-building efforts for the LDCs are needed to leverage 
existing measures and initiatives. A mechanism, which would 
entail a number of measures to be established or revitalized, at 
the national, regional and global levels, could provide the response 
to various types of disasters and shocks.
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DATA 

The tables contained in the present annex were largely compiled 
from official, published international sources by the United 
Nations Office of the High Representative for the Least Developed 
Countries, Landlocked Developing Countries and Small Island 
Developing States. The published sources are cited with each table. 
Since national data sources have improved, international estimates 
were rarely used, except to adjust national data for comparability. 
Where sources made retrospective adjustments to data, the 
newer data were incorporated in the tables. As a result, some 
of the data may differ from those published in previous years. 

Where shown, totals and averages for the least developed countries 
and developing regions are weighted by absolute numbers of 
population or economic variables used in the denominator. 

Explanatory notes for tables 

1. Years separated by a hyphen (such as 2001-2010) indicate 
data based on averages in the period shown, unless otherwise 
indicated in the notes to the tables. Years separated by a slash 
(such as 2009/2010) indicate that data are shown for the latest 
year available in the period. 

2. Figures may not add to totals, owing to rounding. 

STATISTICAL
ANNEX 



TABLE A.1: ECONOMIC GROWTH

ANNUAL REAL GROWTH OF GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT (PERCENTAGE)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

AFRICA

Angola 3.47 8.54 4.95 4.09 3.01 -0.67 1.90 2.75 2.74

Benin 2.96 4.65 6.88 6.54 5.00 5.00 5.40 6.00 6.20

Burkina Faso 6.63 6.45 5.79 4.33 3.90 5.91 6.40 6.40 6.30

Burundi 4.04 4.43 4.90 4.70 -4.10 -1.04 0.02 -0.03 2.93

Central African Republic 2.04 2.90 -36.70 1.04 4.80 -10.29 4.70 5.00 5.20

Chad 6.30 12.50 -5.90 3.40 4.40 -3.40 0.10 3.00 3.80

Comoros 4.94 3.07 9.61 5.93 2.57 4.49 2.77 3.05 3.67

Congo, Dem. Rep. 6.87 7.09 8.48 9.47 6.90 2.50 3.00 3.00 4.20

Djibouti 4.50 4.80 5.00 6.00 6.51 6.70 6.80 6.78 6.73

Eritrea 8.68 7.02 3.05 4.99 4.77 3.46 3.24 3.38 3.80

Ethiopia 10.85 9.62 10.43 9.94 9.61 7.60 6.50 7.33 7.46

Gambia, The -4.33 5.86 4.79 0.87 4.72 2.10 2.61 3.59 3.90

Guinea 5.61 5.91 3.95 3.70 4.47 5.22 5.60 5.40 5.00

Guinea-Bissau 8.08 -1.71 3.25 0.21 5.11 5.20 5.40 4.80 5.11

Lesotho 6.63 5.90 2.15 2.28 5.61 2.86 2.88 3.65 3.80

Liberia 5.76 8.18 8.08 0.69 0.28 -1.60 2.90 4.30 5.30

Madagascar 1.45 3.03 2.25 3.32 3.03 4.10 4.30 4.47 4.79

Malawi 4.85 -0.60 6.26 6.58 2.80 2.96 3.80 4.39 5.05

Mali 7.75 11.22 7.02 7.79 7.61 7.87 5.30 5.10 4.80

Mauritania 4.38 5.97 6.24 5.58 3.10 1.70 3.80 5.20 5.21

Mozambique 7.12 7.20 7.14 7.44 6.61 3.80 4.10 3.80 3.90

Niger 2.28 11.85 5.27 7.53 3.96 5.04 5.20 5.50 5.90

Rwanda 7.85 8.79 4.68 6.96 6.95 5.86 6.08 6.72 7.02

Sao Tome and Principe 4.37 3.17 4.78 6.50 3.84 0.12 5.02 5.30 5.31

Senegal 1.76 4.41 3.49 4.31 6.52 6.60 6.40 6.40 6.40

Sierra Leone 6.31 15.17 20.72 4.56 -20.30 6.07 5.50 5.70 6.40

Somalia 2.60 2.60 2.60 2.60 2.60 2.59 2.51 3.26 3.89

South-Sudan .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Sudan 3.20 -1.25 1.51 3.40 3.26 4.02 4.32 4.14 4.06

Tanzania, United Republic of 7.90 5.14 7.26 6.97 6.96 6.97 6.50 6.80 6.90

Togo 4.88 6.50 6.10 6.09 5.48 5.10 5.00 5.30 5.50

Uganda 5.87 3.23 4.71 4.56 5.67 2.32 5.20 5.73 5.98

Zambia 5.56 7.60 5.06 4.69 2.92 3.61 3.20 4.20 4.10

Average, Africa 5.29 6.08 5.10 5.56 4.78 3.47 4.25 4.74 4.93
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TABLE A.1: ECONOMIC GROWTH (CONTINUED)

ANNUAL REAL GROWTH OF GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT (PERCENTAGE)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan 7.50 10.46 7.39 3.07 -1.41 2.08 2.90 4.00 3.80

Bangladesh 6.49 6.26 6.04 6.31 6.60 7.50 6.90 7.30 7.20

Bhutan 7.89 5.07 2.14 5.46 5.22 6.70 6.90 7.10 7.30

Cambodia 7.07 7.31 7.43 7.07 7.04 7.22 7.00 7.10 7.00

Kiribati 0.58 5.08 5.02 0.41 7.54 4.21 2.02 1.78 1.95

Lao People's Dem. Rep. 8.04 7.90 7.97 7.56 7.56 7.00 7.20 7.30 7.20

Myanmar 6.65 6.91 8.17 8.09 7.46 6.40 7.30 7.22 7.17

Nepal 4.06 4.47 5.00 4.70 1.90 4.00 3.99 5.20 4.50

Solomon Islands 6.41 2.64 3.03 1.98 1.82 3.24 3.01 2.80 3.22

Timor-Leste 11.91 4.78 -10.95 -26.04 20.89 5.00 5.10 5.52 5.80

Tuvalu .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Vanuatu 1.23 1.75 1.98 2.30 -1.00 4.00 4.22 3.84 3.50

Yemen, Rep. -12.77 2.02 -1.61 -9.56 -28.10 -9.78 -7.50 -4.31 0.24

Average, Asia and the Pacific 4.20 6.11 5.42 4.37 3.29 5.68 5.83 6.42 6.52

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti 4.84 3.23 3.87 2.50 1.20 1.39 1.00 2.00 2.20

Average, all LDCs 4.85 6.09 5.23 5.09 4.19 4.34 4.87 5.42 5.57

Source: Global Economic Monitoring Unit, Division for Policy Analysys and DevelopmentDeparment of Economic and Social Affairs and calculations by OHRLLS
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TABLE A.2.A: PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY

VALUE-ADDED SHARED OF MANUFACTURING, AGRICULTURE AND  
SERVICES, GROSS CAPITAL FORMATION

VALUE ADDED 
MANUFACTURE 

(PERCENTAGE OF GDP)

VALUE ADDED 
AGRICULTURE 

(PERCENTAGE OF GDP)

VALUE ADDED SHARE OF 
SERVICES (PERCENTAGE 

OF GDP)

GROSS CAPITAL 
FORMATION 

(PERCENTAGE OF GDP)

2011 2014 2016 2011 2014 2016 2011 2014 2016 2011 2014 2016

AFRICA

Angola .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 12.91 15.34 8.40

Burundi 9.67 9.75 10.08 40.35 39.26 39.76 42.75 42.43 43.68 27.59 27.81 16.87

Benin 14.94 14.91 25.64 24.29 25.56 50.13 52.20 51.08 24.13 28.57 27.72

Burkina Faso 7.71 6.97 11.01 33.85 34.85 30.82 39.00 43.15 43.03 27.97 25.85 ..

Central African Republic 6.60 8.07 54.50 42.16 42.86 31.62 41.19 41.10 14.86 10.20 13.62

Congo, Dem. Rep. 17.58 17.75 19.32 24.04 21.29 21.86 42.20 42.29 44.63 16.18 22.42 15.86

Comoros .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 15.59 27.36 20.90

Djibouti .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Eritrea .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 10.00 .. ..

Ethiopia 3.99 4.34 4.34 44.67 41.92 37.23 44.86 43.42 41.46 32.11 37.99 39.84

Guinea .. 17.36 19.32 20.20 47.40 47.79 48.58 ..

Gambia, The 5.47 5.08 4.85 20.01 18.33 17.79 65.73 68.03 68.82 18.94 20.88 18.73

Guinea-Bissau .. 46.85 43.10 49.13 40.25 41.80 37.34 5.39 7.83 5.01

Liberia 3.53 3.54 3.05 44.30 35.77 34.20 47.40 48.53 52.80 19.45 19.49 20.09

Lesotho 13.31 13.34 17.35 5.70 6.25 5.79 59.60 59.39 57.38 22.66 31.43 28.30

Madagascar .. 28.37 26.45 24.69 55.64 57.60 55.95 17.61 14.67 15.26

Mali .. 37.59 41.66 42.14 39.95 37.20 39.74 19.72 17.63 17.40

Mozambique 11.18 9.90 9.53 28.56 25.05 24.77 52.16 54.28 53.59 25.67 55.36 42.66

Mauritania 7.26 8.19 6.88 18.26 24.26 27.40 33.35 39.23 42.60 43.43 52.20 47.67

Malawi 10.94 10.25 10.30 31.25 30.81 28.05 52.01 53.46 56.10 12.44 12.01 15.19

Niger .. 38.39 37.43 31.90

Rwanda 6.55 6.33 6.26 30.40 30.89 31.51 51.52 50.66 50.85 23.45 25.30 26.11

Sudan 6.33 25.44 39.90 39.00 47.21 56.94 58.10 21.58 16.44 19.61

Senegal 14.83 13.50 14.64 15.42 17.46 60.62 60.67 59.25 25.62 24.41 24.93

Sierra Leone 2.34 1.60 1.98 56.72 53.96 59.36 35.11 29.78 33.69 42.04 13.69 19.15

Somalia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

South Sudan .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 9.50 10.36 ..

Sao Tome and Principe 8.89 6.83 7.44 12.06 12.01 11.83 70.15 70.14 70.97 .. .. ..

Chad 1.79 2.79 3.21 53.11 52.62 50.06 33.81 32.30 35.12 28.47 33.76 24.41

Togo 8.09 5.67 4.69 30.76 41.97 41.28 51.61 38.78 41.78 18.26 23.14 22.82

Tanzania, United Republic of 8.14 6.07 5.54 31.29 31.35 31.51 44.42 43.38 41.22 33.24 30.13 24.64

Uganda 10.58 9.19 9.50 27.01 27.07 25.78 51.26 50.89 51.73 27.46 27.28 25.52

Zambia 7.96 7.31 8.07 10.21 7.27 6.54 53.33 57.39 56.86 33.64 34.04 38.01

Average, Africa 8.48 8.43 8.26 29.02 31.41 30.48 47.05 48.91 49.07 22.61 24.40 22.58

72



TABLE A.2.A: PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY (CONTINUED)

VALUE-ADDED SHARED OF MANUFACTURING, AGRICULTURE AND  
SERVICES, GROSS CAPITAL FORMATION

VALUE ADDED 
MANUFACTURE 

(PERCENTAGE OF GDP)

VALUE ADDED 
AGRICULTURE 

(PERCENTAGE OF GDP)

VALUE ADDED SHARE OF 
SERVICES (PERCENTAGE 

OF GDP)

GROSS CAPITAL 
FORMATION 

(PERCENTAGE OF GDP)

2011 2014 2016 2011 2014 2016 2011 2014 2016 2011 2014 2016

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan 14.22 12.28 11.82 24.51 23.46 21.91 52.02 54.21 55.41 16.56 18.05 17.71

Bangladesh 16.86 17.43 17.91 17.71 16.11 14.77 55.90 56.28 56.46 27.42 28.58 29.65

Bhutan 8.69 8.59 7.82 17.12 17.74 17.32 39.92 39.37 39.22 67.65 51.71 55.62

Cambodia 16.30 16.49 17.24 37.11 30.92 26.66 39.11 41.66 41.60 17.10 22.00 22.71

Kiribati 5.46 .. .. 25.48 .. .. 68.45 .. .. .. .. ..

Lao People's Dem. Rep. 7.54 9.28 8.78 29.59 19.65 19.48 35.81 48.62 48.01 26.45 29.89 32.61

Myanmar 19.72 19.93 22.79 32.50 27.83 25.46 36.21 37.68 39.52 29.25 35.43 ..

Nepal 6.45 6.42 5.97 38.30 33.81 32.98 46.26 50.74 52.26 37.99 41.17 33.71

Solomon Islands .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Timor-Leste 0.98 0.83 .. 18.38 19.40 .. 64.89 63.58 .. 69.57 42.39 ..

Tuvalu 1.10 .. .. 27.59 22.36 .. 62.91 68.58 .. .. .. ..

Vanuatu 4.72 3.71 .. 25.63 28.20 .. 63.48 62.70 .. 27.50 26.43 ..

Yemen 10.32 10.81 11.05 10.16 9.88 9.75 42.02 42.11 42.16 5.50 7.83 1.52

Average, Asia and the Pacific 15.46 15.88 17.12 22.96 20.47 19.21 48.18 49.52 50.37 25.38 28.11 26.85

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 27.86 30.94 30.22

Average, all LDCs 11.82 12.45 13.20 26.26 26.38 25.37 47.56 49.19 49.66 23.72 25.91 24.11

Source: World Bank national accounts data
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TABLE A.2.B: PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY

 INTERNET AND MOBILE CELLULAR SUBSCRIPTIONS

INDIVIDUALS USING THE INTERNET (PERCENTAGE 
OF POPULATION)

MOBILE CELLULAR SUBSCRIPTIONS  
(PER 100 PEOPLE)

2011 2014 2016 2011 2014 2016

AFRICA

Angola 3.10 10.20 13.00 59.83 63.48 55.28

Benin 4.15 6.00 11.99 79.40 81.71 79.65

Burkina Faso 3.00 9.40 13.96 48.03 71.73 83.63

Burundi 1.11 1.38 5.17 20.07 30.46 48.04

Central African Republic 2.20 3.60 4.00 22.37 24.54 25.49

Chad 1.90 2.90 5.00 30.34 39.75 44.48

Comoros 5.50 6.98 7.94 30.91 50.90 57.66

Congo, Dem. Rep. 1.20 3.00 6.21 24.47 53.49 39.48

Djibouti 7.00 10.71 13.13 22.80 32.39 37.82

Eritrea 0.70 0.99 1.18 4.08 6.39 7.29

Ethiopia 1.10 7.70 15.37 15.80 31.59 50.51

Gambia, The 10.87 15.56 18.50 80.76 119.63 139.63

Guinea 2.00 6.40 9.80 43.55 72.10 85.33

Guinea-Bissau 2.67 3.32 3.76 45.11 63.48 70.26

Lesotho 7.00 22.00 27.36 60.72 101.97 106.57

Liberia 2.50 5.41 7.32 49.53 73.35 83.10

Madagascar 1.90 3.70 4.71 40.04 41.21 41.79

Malawi 3.33 5.83 9.61 25.56 33.47 40.32

Mali 2.20 7.00 11.11 75.07 149.07 120.31

Mauritania 4.50 10.70 18.00 89.52 94.20 86.52

Mozambique 4.30 9.24 17.52 31.96 69.82 66.25

Niger 1.30 1.95 4.32 28.72 44.44 48.87

Rwanda 7.00 10.60 20.00 39.90 64.02 69.92

Sao Tome and Principe 20.16 24.41 28.00 62.80 64.94 85.28

Senegal 9.80 17.70 25.66 70.16 98.84 98.68

Sierra Leone 0.90 6.06 11.77 36.43 76.66 97.62

Somalia 1.25 1.63 1.88 18.17 50.90 58.12

South Sudan 4.52 6.68 17.34 24.50 21.55

Sudan 17.46 24.64 28.00 68.78 72.20 68.63

Tanzania, United Republic of 3.20 7.00 13.00 55.37 62.77 74.36

Togo 3.50 5.70 11.31 41.64 64.58 74.91

Uganda 13.01 16.90 21.88 47.50 52.43 55.07

Zambia 11.50 19.00 25.51 59.88 67.34 74.95

Average, Africa 4.41 8.68 13.47 39.44 57.16 60.38
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TABLE A.2.B: PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY (CONTINUED)

 INTERNET AND MOBILE CELLULAR SUBSCRIPTIONS

INDIVIDUALS USING THE INTERNET (PERCENTAGE 
OF POPULATION)

MOBILE CELLULAR SUBSCRIPTIONS  
(PER 100 PEOPLE)

2011 2014 2016 2011 2014 2016

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan 5.00 7.00 10.60 47.41 58.85 66.00

Bangladesh 4.50 13.90 18.25 55.19 80.04 77.88

Bhutan 14.40 30.30 41.77 66.38 81.58 88.78

Cambodia 3.10 14.00 25.57 94.19 132.73 124.94

Kiribati 10.00 12.25 13.70 13.89 28.86 51.31

Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 9.00 14.26 21.87 84.05 66.99 55.39

Myanmar 0.98 11.52 25.07 2.38 54.04 89.26

Nepal 9.00 15.44 19.69 49.18 81.87 111.70

Solomon Islands 6.00 9.00 11.00 51.09 65.76 69.89

Timor-Leste 4.00 17.50 25.25 56.02 119.38 125.01

Tuvalu 30.00 39.20 46.01 21.64 38.41 76.44

Vanuatu 9.20 18.80 24.00 56.65 60.41 71.30

Yemen 14.91 22.55 24.58 50.07 68.49 67.17

Average, Asia and the Pacific 5.24 13.72 19.68 47.31 75.25 82.46

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti 9.00 11.40 12.23 41.86 64.71 60.54

Average, all LDCs 4.77 10.46 15.57 42.27 63.54 67.92

Source: International Telecommunications Union
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TABLE A.2.C: PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY

CONNECTIVITY

AIR TRANSPORT, FREIGHT  
(MILLION TON-KM) AIR TRANSPORT, PASSENGERS CARRIED

LINER SHIPPING CONNECTIVITY 
INDEX  

(MAXIMUM VALUE IN 2004 = 100)

2011 2014 2016 2011 2014 2016 2011 2014 2016

AFRICA

Angola 50.97 65.52 43.63  987,798.00  1,409,952.00  1,261,671.26 11.27 19.28 29.67

Benin 0.44 0.55 0.01  58,314.10  60,264.00  899.14 12.69 17.21 18.34

Burkina Faso 0.09 0.05 0.02  133,709.78  117,420.00  144,949.87 

Burundi

Central African Republic

Chad 0.78 0.47  74,653.80  28,332.00 

Comoros 7.14 6.83 5.38

Dem. Rep. Congo 0.00 0.08 0.06  252,408.18  456,228.00  416,032.60 3.73 4.11 4.07

Djibouti 21.02 20.22 29.41

Eritrea  66,926.86 4.02 4.02 3.49

Ethiopia 505.57 950.16 1490.38  4,440,917.69  6,274,582.00  8,242,114.57 

Gambia, The 0.00 2.25  -  151,776.00  44,330.00 5.24 5.64 6.04

Guinea 6.21 5.78 8.92

Guinea-Bissau 4.07 3.98 3.97

Lesotho

Liberia 6.17 6.00 7.78

Madagascar 21.27 31.07 11.96  544,100.73  520,421.00  441,861.00 7.72 11.36 10.73

Malawi 0.51 0.01 0.01  82,709.54  5,856.00  6,743.56 

Mali 9.12 0.00  363,857.38  - 

Mauritania 0.14  381,075.92  271,212.00  280,214.94 5.62 6.00 6.26

Mozambique 8.08 5.37 4.37  577,019.81  739,636.74  632,965.00 10.12 8.96 9.51

Niger 0.00  -  13,227.50  15,044.35 

Rwanda 6.44 20.70  268,376.55  626,928.00  644,559.68 

Sao Tome and Principe 2.13 6.07 6.04

Senegal 3.38 3.58 0.13  391,401.40  131,964.00  9,873.25 12.27 12.90 12.77

Sierra Leone 0.00  48,789.00 5.41 5.64 7.61

Somalia 1.52 1.36  177,005.40  251,652.00  4,485.00 4.20 5.45 6.52

South Sudan

Sudan 22.72 11.90 14.44  947,031.46  501,864.00  292,843.23 9.33 13.14 18.41

Tanzania, United 
Republic of 1.17 0.56 0.54  914,932.04  1,124,913.45  1,179,664.00 11.49 11.81 9.67

Togo 53.44 41.47 8.35  832,351.16  426,344.04  475,185.60 14.08 19.09 30.29

Uganda 0.67 0.67 0.02  141,603.00  163,824.00  52,186.48 

Zambia 0.00 83.43 79.09  306,034.30  8,592.00  11,796.82 

Total, African LDCs 686.28 1219.20 1653.01  11,924,089.24  13,284,988.74  14,224,347.18 

Average, African LDCs 8.20 9.67 11.74

76



TABLE A.2.C: PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY (CONTINUED)

CONNECTIVITY

AIR TRANSPORT, FREIGHT  
(MILLION TON-KM) AIR TRANSPORT, PASSENGERS CARRIED

LINER SHIPPING CONNECTIVITY 
INDEX  

(MAXIMUM VALUE IN 2004 = 100)

2011 2014 2016 2011 2014 2016 2011 2014 2016

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan 109.42 34.28 29.01  2,279,341.18  2,209,428.00  1,917,922.71 

Bangladesh 159.69 207.74 53.98  2,022,388.57  3,051,914.73  3,815,869.65 8.15 8.40 12.62

Bhutan 0.48 0.92 0.66  226,153.13  302,160.00  224,101.19 

Cambodia 0.10 1.75 1.44  499,981.52  1,071,179.00  1,047,394.00 5.36 5.55 5.61

Kiribati 3.11 2.91 2.91

Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 0.39 1.37 1.50  532,707.00  1,310,124.00  1,220,200.41 

Myanmar 3.53 3.90 5.07  1,539,676.00  1,926,969.00  2,597,993.32 3.22 6.25 6.37

Nepal 6.49 4.60 4.90  901,116.12  517,548.00  634,292.12 

Solomon Islands 2.82 3.24 3.60  140,183.26  330,456.00  373,467.88 5.87 6.90 6.62

Timor-Leste

Tuvalu

Vanuatu 1.73 2.00 1.21  240,396.44  320,232.00  299,315.00 3.70 6.44 6.17

Yemen 0.00  1,492,073.33  1,665,552.00  828,497.23 11.89 18.45 5.76

Total, Asian LDCs 284.65 259.80 101.35  9,874,016.54  12,705,562.73  12,959,053.51 

Average, Asian LDCs 5.90 7.84 6.58

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti 4.75 5.07 6.31

Total, All LDCs 970.93 1479.00 1754.37  21,798,105.78 25,990,551.47 27,183,400.69 

Average, All LDCs 7.50 9.05 10.26

Source: World Development Indicators
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TABLE A.2.D: PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY

ENERGY

ACCESS TO ELECTRICITY 
(PERCENTAGE OF POPULATION)

ACCESS TO ELECTRICITY, URBAN 
(PERCENTAGE OF POPULATION)

ACCESS TO ELECTRICITY, RURAL 
(PERCENTAGE OF POPULATION)

2000 2011 2014 2000 2011 2014 2000 2011 2014

AFRICA

Angola 41.79 34.60 32.00 82.50 51.00 13.33 5.50 3.00

Benin 20.58 36.90 34.10 45.87 67.00 57.59 4.87 12.40 16.00

Burkina Faso 9.20 15.66 19.20 47.75 53.36 58.00 0.83 2.06 3.00

Burundi 3.94 6.03 7.00 38.71 43.65 52.10 0.81 1.42 2.00

Central African Republic 6.00 10.81 12.33 15.60 23.95 26.32 0.70 2.39 3.10

Chad 2.94 6.84 8.02 12.31 18.93 20.15 0.35 3.42 4.53

Comoros 39.43 66.32 73.76 65.83 90.07 96.10 29.13 57.10 64.99

Congo, Dem. Rep. 6.70 13.51 13.50 20.00 32.16 42.00 1.00 0.84 0.40

Djibouti 56.72 48.78 46.73 70.87 60.25 57.41 10.57 10.24 10.42

Eritrea 29.34 42.21 45.83 100.00 100.00 100.00 3.08 6.09 7.18

Ethiopia 12.70 23.00 27.20 76.20 85.20 91.98 0.40 4.80 12.20

Gambia, The 34.30 43.38 47.21 51.16 65.67 71.00 18.19 13.81 12.96

Guinea 16.96 25.26 27.64 50.67 65.54 68.51 1.80 3.29 3.96

Guinea-Bissau 9.37 17.20 16.11 33.10 1.64 3.60 4.00

Lesotho 0.41 21.08 27.80 58.72 61.50 8.36 11.80

Liberia 4.10 9.14 7.20 16.78 0.01 1.00 1.71

Madagascar 13.45 14.30 16.82 35.42 61.50 28.52 5.28 9.40 10.67

Malawi 4.80 7.60 11.90 28.70 32.60 46.10 1.00 2.90 4.70

Mali 10.37 23.57 27.29 31.70 47.76 51.33 1.92 9.50 11.83

Mauritania 17.26 33.22 38.80 55.93 76.90 2.24 2.68 2.30

Mozambique 6.95 20.20 21.22 20.53 54.50 53.73 1.38 5.40 5.97

Niger 7.97 14.30 14.31 41.62 59.90 53.48 1.47 4.80 5.44

Rwanda 6.20 10.80 19.80 38.90 58.20 71.80 0.90 2.50 9.10

Sao Tome and Principe 52.90 60.94 68.60 64.09 69.24 75.80 38.97 47.05 54.80

Senegal 36.81 56.50 61.00 77.09 87.80 85.00 9.57 26.60 32.70

Sierra Leone 16.46 14.20 13.10 35.75 31.56 1.43 0.29 1.01

Somalia 5.64 16.09 19.06 28.83 31.31 0.09 8.38 11.20

South Sudan 3.08 4.53 9.28 8.39 1.72 3.65

Sudan 34.60 37.82 44.90 69.59 65.35 76.30 17.75 24.14 31.70

Tanzania, United 
Republic of 9.85 14.20 15.50 37.75 42.90 41.16 1.84 4.10 4.03

Togo 16.97 39.70 45.70 35.91 10.20 83.20 7.68 77.90 16.30

Uganda 8.38 14.60 20.40 50.20 55.40 51.40 2.63 5.30 10.30

Zambia 16.70 22.76 27.90 44.10 52.75 61.50 2.20 3.47 3.80

Average, African LDCs 14.11 20.52 23.07 43.87 53.33 54.81 3.26 6.87 9.08
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TABLE A.2.D: PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY (CONTINUED)

ENERGY

ACCESS TO ELECTRICITY 
(PERCENTAGE OF POPULATION)

ACCESS TO ELECTRICITY, URBAN 
(PERCENTAGE OF POPULATION)

ACCESS TO ELECTRICITY, RURAL 
(PERCENTAGE OF POPULATION)

2000 2011 2014 2000 2011 2014 2000 2011 2014

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan 0.16 61.51 89.50 81.01 98.70 54.99 87.80

Bangladesh 32.00 59.60 62.40 81.20 90.20 90.70 20.50 49.30 51.40

Bhutan 32.05 87.51 100.00 100.00 100.00 21.43 79.79 95.98

Cambodia 16.60 38.75 56.10 60.60 77.82 96.90 9.00 29.01 49.20

Kiribati 75.83 53.93 48.08 83.24 80.78 64.42 31.04 22.20

Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 43.14 70.00 78.09 93.60 90.17 94.71 28.93 59.49 68.10

Myanmar 45.89 50.27 52.00 73.57 85.50 11.67 39.34 49.00

Nepal 27.24 76.30 84.90 74.11 97.00 97.70 19.96 72.90 81.70

Solomon Islands 9.52 29.54 35.11 54.83 41.79 39.36 1.01 26.38 33.93

Timor-Leste 24.22 40.75 45.38 69.43 63.04 28.37 37.02

Tuvalu 94.23 97.52 98.53 98.52 99.44 93.66 96.25 97.23

Vanuatu 22.22 31.75 34.47 48.20 91.11 100.00 15.03 12.08 11.54

Yemen 50.82 67.40 72.04 88.66 95.20 97.35 37.34 54.14 58.99

Average, Asian LDCs 32.32 59.50 66.20 80.67 86.74 91.59 19.57 50.14 58.85

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti 33.70 36.72 37.94 81.90 55.73 53.31 5.20 14.89 17.19

Average, All LDCs 21.58 34.58 38.25 56.68 65.12 67.52 9.52 22.42 26.49

Source: Sustainable Energy for All Global Tracking Framework
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TABLE A.2.E: PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY

SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL JOURNAL ARTICLES

SCIENTIFIC ARTICLES PATENT APPLICATIONS, RESIDENTS

2011 2012 2013 2011 2013 2015

AFRICA .. .. ..

Angola 17.80 21.80 22.60 .. .. ..

Benin 147.20 159.00 187.10 .. .. ..

Burkina Faso 168.50 214.80 177.00 .. .. ..

Burundi 9.00 10.80 16.30 .. .. ..

Central African Republic 13.40 10.50 11.80 .. .. ..

Chad 8.90 6.00 7.00 .. .. ..

Comoros 3.90 1.60 13.90 .. .. ..

Congo, Dem. Rep. 13.70 21.40 16.40 .. .. ..

Djibouti 4.40 6.50 7.80 .. .. ..

Eritrea 16.70 .. .. .. .. ..

Ethiopia 581.50 718.70 801.70 .. .. ..

Gambia, The 35.60 37.90 45.10 .. .. ..

Guinea 10.60 11.90 11.50 .. .. ..

Guinea-Bissau 10.40 13.10 12.00 .. .. ..

Lesotho 10.30 18.20 12.40 .. .. ..

Liberia 9.60 7.80 8.30 .. .. ..

Madagascar 95.10 93.90 113.20 119 98 35

Malawi 170.90 170.30 156.50 .. 4 6

Mali 77.20 84.30 64.20 .. .. ..

Mauritania 14.60 13.70 16.20 .. 0 ..

Mozambique 72.90 60.40 67.80 38 69 180

Niger 33.10 31.20 35.70 .. .. ..

Rwanda 55.80 62.70 91.10 .. .. 7

Sao Tome and Principe 0.00 0.50 1.20 4 16 ..

Senegal 275.00 298.00 295.80 .. .. ..

Sierra Leone 13.90 16.30 15.00 .. .. ..

Somalia 2.90 1.40 6.30 .. .. ..

South Sudan .. .. .. .. .. ..

Sudan 341.90 312.40 375.10 255 269 269

Tanzania, United Republic of 414.50 374.60 378.90 4 6 3

Togo 52.60 54.20 69.10 .. .. ..

Uganda 443.80 454.70 473.90 .. 18 9

Zambia 107.70 108.80 117.30 45 65 ..

Articles per 1,000,000 people, Africa 6.00 6.17 6.40 3.32 2.67 2.45
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TABLE A.2.E: PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY (CONTINUED)

SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL JOURNAL ARTICLES

SCIENTIFIC ARTICLES PATENT APPLICATIONS, RESIDENTS

2011 2012 2013 2011 2013 2015

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan 43.20 35.00 26.50 .. .. ..

Bangladesh 1585.60 2085.90 1970.60 575 546 639

Bhutan 17.30 17.20 28.60 .. 11 ..

Cambodia 67.40 76.20 84.00 86 149 130

Kiribati 0.00 0.00 1.10 .. 18 ..

Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 48.20 60.40 69.00 .. .. ..

Myanmar 96.40 48.90 38.20 .. .. ..

Nepal 350.70 404.80 442.10 38 42 153

Solomon Islands 7.40 5.00 4.30 .. .. ..

Timor-Leste .. .. .. .. .. ..

Tuvalu 0.00 0.00 0.30 .. .. ..

Vanuatu 7.90 6.40 7.10 .. .. ..

Yemen 119.00 118.70 127.10 81 117 55

Articles per 1,000,000 people, Asia 7.60 9.14 8.81 3.59 3.94 4.26

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti 17.10 16.50 27.80 27 22 0

Articles per 1,000,000 people, all LDCs 6.60 7.26 7.30 3.47 3.39 3.40

Source: World Development Indicators
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TABLE A.3.A: AGRICULTURE, FOOD SECURITY AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT

NUTRITION, IRRIGATION AND CHANGE IN VALUE ADDED SHARE OF AGRICULTURE

CHILDREN AGEND <5 
YEARS, SEVERE WASTING

CHILDREN AGEND <5 
YEARS, WASTED

CHILDREN AGEND <5 
YEARS, STUNTING

CHILDREN AGEND <5 
YEARS, UNDERSWEIGHT

2005/2010 2011/2016 2005/2010 2011/2016 2005/2010 2011/2016 2005/2010 2011/2016

AFRICA .. .. ..

Angola .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Benin .. 0.9 .. 4.5 .. 34.0 18.0

Burkina Faso 1.8 1.4 10.9 7.6 32.9 27.3 24.4 19.2

Burundi 1.4 0.9 6.1 5.1 57.5 55.9 29.1 29.3

Central African Republic 1.9 .. 7.4 .. 40.7 .. 23.5 ..

Chad 5.9 4.2 15.7 13.0 38.7 39.9 30.3 28.8

Comors .. 4.4 .. 11.1 .. 32.1 .. 16.9

Congo, Dem. Rep. 2.8 2.8 8.5 8.1 43.5 42.6 24.2 23.4

Djinouti 15.9 9.1 26.0 21.5 32.6 33.5 29.6 29.8

Eritrea 4.2 .. 15.3 .. 50.3 .. 38.8 ..

Ethiopia 4.7 2.9 12.3 9.9 50.7 38.4 34.6 23.6

Gambia, The 2.1 4.3 9.5 11.1 23.4 25.0 17.4 16.4

Guinea 4.1 .. 9.9 .. 31.3 .. 18.7 ..

Guinea-Bissau 0.9 1.4 5.8 6.0 32.2 27.6 18.1 17.0

Lesotho 1.5 0.6 3.9 2.8 39.0 33.2 13.5 10.3

Liberia 0.2 2.0 2.8 5.6 41.8 32.1 14.9 15.3

Madagascar 49.2

Malawi 1.6 0.6 4.1 2.7 47.8 37.1 13.8 11.7

Mali 1.9 3.4 8.9 13.5 27.8 30.4 18.9 25.0

Mauritania 1.1 3.5 8.1 14.8 23.0 27.9 15.9 24.9

Mozambique 1.3 2.3 4.2 6.1 43.7 43.1 18.3 15.6

Niger 4.3 1.9 12.4 10.3 54.8 42.2 39.9 31.7

Rwanda 1.7 0.6 4.8 2.2 51.7 37.9 18.0 9.3

Sao Tome and Principe 4.9 0.8 11.2 4.0 31.6 17.2 14.4 8.8

Seirra Leone 4.2 4.3 9.2 9.4 44.9 37.9 21.1 18.1

Senegal 2.3 1.2 8.7 7.2 20.1 17.0 14.5 13.5

Somalia 5.2 .. 15.0 .. 25.3 .. 23.0 ..

South Sudan 9.9 .. 22.7 .. 31.1 .. 27.6 ..

Sudan 4.0 4.5 15.3 16.3 34.1 38.2 29.7 33.0

Tanzania, United Republic of 1.3 1.2 4.9 4.5 42.5 34.4 16.2 13.7

Togo 1.0 1.5 4.8 6.7 29.8 27.5 16.5 16.2

Uganda 2.2 1.3 6.3 3.6 38.7 28.9 16.4 10.5

Zambia 2.3 2.5 5.6 6.3 45.8 40.0 14.9 14.8

Average, Africa 3.1 2.3 9.4 7.7 41.6 37.6 24.0 19.7
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TABLE A.3.A: AGRICULTURE, FOOD SECURITY AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT (CONTINUED)

NUTRITION, IRRIGATION AND CHANGE IN VALUE ADDED SHARE OF AGRICULTURE

CHILDREN AGEND <5 
YEARS, SEVERE WASTING

CHILDREN AGEND <5 
YEARS, WASTED

CHILDREN AGEND <5 
YEARS, STUNTING

CHILDREN AGEND <5 
YEARS, UNDERSWEIGHT

2005/2010 2011/2016 2005/2010 2011/2016 2005/2010 2011/2016 2005/2010 2011/2016

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan .. 4.0 .. 9.5 .. 40.9 .. 25.0

Bangladesh 2.9 3.1 17.5 14.3 43.2 36.1 41.3 32.6

Bhutan 2.0 5.9 33.6 .. 12.8

Cambodia 2.8 .. 10.8 2.3 40.9 9.6 29.0 32.4

Kiribati .. .. .. .. .. .. 14.9

Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 1.7 1.9 7.3 6.4 47.6 43.8 31.6 26.5

Myanmar 2.1 1.3 7.9 7.0 35.1 29.2 22.6 18.9

Nepal 2.7 1.8 12.7 9.7 49.3 35.8 38.8 27.0

Solomon Islands 1.4 3.1 4.3 7.9 32.8 31.6 11.5 15.5

Timor-Leste 7.6 1.9 18.9 11.0 57.7 50.2 45.3 37.7

Tuvalu 0.9 .. 3.3 .. 10.0 .. 1.6 ..

Vanuatu 1.9 1.1 5.9 4.4 25.9 28.5 11.7 10.7

Yemen .. 5.2 .. 16.3 .. 46.5 .. 16.3

Average, Asia and the Pacific 2.71 3.06 14.41 12.01 42.46 37.12 36.42 26.76

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti 3.3 1.3 10.3 5.2 29.7 21.9 18.9 11.6

Average, all LDCs 3.01 2.59 10.71 9.31 41.80 38.97 27.15 22.57

Source: Joint Monitoring Programme of WHO/UNICEF
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TABLE A.3.B: AGRICULTURE, FOOD SECURITY AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTIVITY

GROSS PER CAPITA PRODUCTION INDEX NUMBER

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

AFRICA

Angola 100.68 109.60 113.51 138.47 141.65 150.34 120.53 158.22 129.89

Burundi 97.57 97.15 94.89 97.40 95.35 90.81 77.40 109.74 89.32

Benin 92.30 93.13 106.01 105.39 105.76 110.32 113.78 116.99 121.87

Burkina Faso 101.07 87.07 106.86 96.55 107.64 96.03 106.72 99.81 102.42

Central African Republic 102.13 105.18 104.84 105.43 104.98 107.34 106.63 106.16 95.17

Congo, Dem. Rep. 97.33 94.95 92.68 90.67 89.97 91.00 89.10 85.45 77.95

Comoros 101.33 102.43 100.26 96.90 94.57 91.76 86.18 88.16 85.93

Djibouti 109.47 133.01 136.92 119.26 108.73 121.48 122.79 120.36 118.59

Eritrea 102.43 116.18 86.47 93.95 93.99 95.38 93.66 93.91 89.53

Ethiopia 101.79 101.14 105.84 109.43 119.65 117.66 122.27 123.34 124.41

Guinea 100.55 101.72 103.75 101.38 105.38 106.76 107.31 108.03 103.06

Gambia, The 95.25 68.93 93.71 107.04 116.26 73.20 85.41 75.67 61.46

Guinea-Bissau 102.21 100.77 112.80 113.07 115.83 111.35 114.78 116.96 112.17

Liberia 99.26 106.02 109.85 106.51 105.49 105.62 104.95 99.72 90.01

Lesotho 100.36 101.13 94.27 93.60 107.96 104.56 91.78 102.43 91.46

Madagascar 102.75 102.00 103.37 107.55 106.92 104.28 106.00 94.13 93.13

Mali 103.01 111.90 121.74 129.51 129.26 126.15 120.95 114.69 118.51

Mozambique 100.71 102.39 100.27 105.46 136.02 140.57 106.78 102.56 106.23

Mauritania 99.53 97.62 92.92 91.34 97.83 94.87 99.75 98.19 99.49

Malawi 113.39 128.11 124.86 138.58 136.13 140.02 147.94 152.18 115.05

Niger 106.30 108.34 124.23 98.14 120.94 102.79 106.91 106.24 104.92

Rwanda 102.93 101.32 106.60 121.48 123.68 130.41 136.01 136.61 110.91

Senegal 91.59 81.86 118.56 126.67 133.13 92.25 102.74 96.59 97.62

Sierra Leone 110.27 93.43 97.61 117.52 129.10 134.12 134.82 138.76 135.09

Somalia 96.92 93.44 91.09 91.69 92.52 93.22 93.45 96.47 90.03

Sao Tome and Principe 99.28 98.18 95.49 95.29 96.15 88.43 88.13 93.77 97.86

Chad 100.84 102.82 101.47 92.25 138.43 94.55 135.49 117.07 112.26

Togo 102.53 102.71 109.44 115.11 113.49 120.07 114.70 103.31 112.01

Tanzania, United Republic of 105.09 101.70 99.91 99.72 111.66 115.69 119.51 131.72 135.91

Uganda 96.58 96.08 91.65 91.64 85.57 78.56 71.97 70.27 66.86

Zambia 102.29 99.19 100.96 129.40 148.61 153.21 150.44 148.55 138.36

Average, Africa 101.22 101.27 104.61 107.30 113.31 109.12 109.00 109.87 104.11
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TABLE A.3.B: AGRICULTURE, FOOD SECURITY AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT (CONTINUED)

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTIVITY

GROSS PER CAPITA PRODUCTION INDEX NUMBER

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan 95.32 103.34 93.00 105.72 101.81 94.39 100.93 95.70 96.32

Bangladesh 104.71 109.56 116.50 116.02 122.22 123.09 122.56 123.75 126.01

Bhutan 108.45 106.50 86.18 81.79 85.43 97.76 89.19 82.31 83.15

Cambodia 112.75 116.68 125.01 128.99 137.75 155.23 157.38 155.91 153.73

Kiribati 108.16 110.14 108.95 107.01 54.32 53.70 52.71 51.81 50.95

Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 102.43 107.98 112.57 116.64 119.54 128.70 134.44 139.46 159.92

Myanmar 110.49 115.38 122.78 126.82 130.51 126.50 116.31 119.05 119.94

Nepal 100.38 98.65 104.28 108.29 108.12 115.37 131.13 120.80 125.96

Solomon Islands 102.51 107.22 108.95 98.14 98.69 97.77 95.89 96.60 96.62

Timor-Leste 101.21 97.83 106.60 123.33 117.28 101.51 106.83 101.91 100.04

Tuvalu 100.80 104.08 103.73 104.48 103.48 104.29 105.56 108.02 107.80

Vanuatu 98.62 98.58 98.66 94.11 113.75 108.06 107.14 111.01 99.05

Yemen 103.15 110.16 111.68 113.13 118.82 113.25 116.90 111.82 107.11

Average, Asia and the Pacific 103.77 106.62 107.61 109.57 108.59 109.20 110.54 109.09 109.74

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti 99.66 106.73 103.98 118.15 126.19 131.82 131.70 140.85 145.14

Average, all LDCs 101.92 102.94 105.46 108.20 112.23 109.65 109.95 110.33 106.65

Source: Food and Agricultural Organization
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TABLE A.3.C: AGRICULTURE, FOOD SECURITY AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT

FERTILIZER CONSUMPTION

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

AFRICA

Angola 4.50 2.26 3.66 3.31 8.26 5.47 8.43 11.98 13.56 14.45 6.96

Benin 0.05 0.45 0.01 0.25 0.31 6.68 8.99 4.30 9.91 4.78 12.21

Burkina Faso 12.54 15.24 13.40 10.10 9.53 9.45 9.43 10.70 11.00 15.28 15.77

Burundi 1.11 3.55 3.34 2.02 2.17 1.86 3.63 5.64 5.70 7.37 10.88

Central African Republic .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 0.42 0.28 0.28 0.28

Chad .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Comoros .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Congo, Dem. Rep. 0.21 0.07 0.45 0.63 0.94 0.80 1.10 1.01 0.66 1.20 2.55

Djibouti .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Eritrea 0.01 2.32 0.02 3.49 0.00 2.78 0.42 0.82 1.34 0.77 0.68

Ethiopia 10.31 10.90 11.13 16.04 17.20 17.66 21.85 20.82 23.76 19.25 25.97

Gambia, The 8.09 9.76 10.83 8.98 4.26 6.34 7.30 10.28 6.00 0.59 5.60

Guinea 1.03 0.92 0.88 1.21 1.30 0.63 0.93 3.58 2.50 1.27 0.97

Guinea-Bissau .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Lesotho .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Liberia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Madagascar 2.20 5.45 2.47 3.19 4.14 2.27 2.42 3.16 2.44 2.82 5.54

Malawi 34.41 30.49 36.82 41.72 34.87 30.85 35.38 29.52 39.91 45.62 36.50

Mali 52.04 15.69 17.50 31.05 22.48 6.09 19.60 22.01 26.03 31.49 29.06

Mauritania

Mozambique 2.26 1.43 4.64 2.66 11.42 4.03 8.20 7.36 5.99 10.58 14.89

Niger 0.24 0.39 0.53 0.35 0.15 0.35 0.50 0.49 0.92 0.67 1.07

Rwanda 1.83 3.14 3.52 7.91 9.62 1.29 0.08 0.10 4.14 10.12 11.75

Sao Tome and Principe .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Senegal 12.71 9.87 2.31 2.15 2.30 6.37 8.20 6.83 11.51 8.69 6.71

Sierra Leone .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Somalia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

South Sudan .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Sudan 4.61 2.68 2.55 3.59 3.84 7.96 10.24 8.08 11.19 11.08 11.09

Tanzania, United Republic of 5.29 5.75 5.40 5.07 4.68 7.52 8.79 8.61 7.70 4.67 8.42

Togo 3.39 9.68 5.48 6.28 0.00 6.16 8.96 10.20 5.00 12.00 9.23

Uganda 1.47 0.97 1.25 1.20 2.94 2.08 1.72 1.76 1.85 2.32 1.70

Zambia 29.90 27.98 25.68 32.33 38.66 25.78 29.17 46.15 33.92 42.30 46.20

Average, Africa 8.14 6.32 6.39 7.86 8.06 7.68 10.10 10.13 11.20 11.32 12.43
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TABLE A.3.C: AGRICULTURE, FOOD SECURITY AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT (CONTINUED)

FERTILIZER CONSUMPTION

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan 4.54 4.24 6.29 3.62 2.99 4.52 4.25 6.61 28.07 14.88 12.29

Bangladesh 170.67 197.75 193.19 184.41 200.06 188.85 212.96 255.76 260.44 254.60 279.22

Bhutan 7.40 7.56 7.62 9.01 11.66 23.96 10.04 13.05 10.69 15.19 15.15

Cambodia 5.37 8.11 8.00 8.99 7.64 10.10 12.12 16.28 17.91 15.51 29.73

Kiribati .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Lao People’s Dem. Rep. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Myanmar 19.91 6.52 9.02 15.77 7.61 6.24 6.64 15.00 15.75 17.10 20.47

Nepal 8.03 3.57 5.64 1.61 1.36 18.20 25.09 35.81 26.69 54.45 67.37

Solomon Islands .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Timor-Leste .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Tuvalu .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Vanuatu .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Yemen 13.66 3.81 8.42 21.41 14.63 12.04 19.46 12.40 9.71 21.53 18.46

Average, Asia and the Pacific 50.37 51.41 51.34 50.66 51.15 49.73 56.00 69.66 75.37 73.36 81.74

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti

Average, all LDCs 18.21 16.82 16.89 17.69 17.66 16.85 20.04 22.57 24.36 24.00 26.61

Source: Food and Agriculture Organization
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TABLE A.4.A: TRADE AND COMMODITIES

PERCENTAGE OF EXPORTS IN WORLD’S TOTAL EXPORTS

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

AFRICA

Angola 0.367 0.384 0.360 0.311 0.201 0.171

Benin 0.008 0.008 0.010 0.013 0.011 0.008

Burkina Faso 0.013 0.012 0.012 0.013 0.013 0.015

Burundi 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

Central African Republic 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

Chad 0.026 0.026 0.020 0.020 0.016 0.010

Comoros 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Congo, Dem. Rep. 0.036 0.034 0.033 0.035 0.035 0.035

Djibouti 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

Eritrea 0.002 0.003 0.002 0.003 0.003 0.002

Ethiopia 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.018 0.019 0.018

Gambia, The 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

Guinea 0.008 0.010 0.010 0.011 0.011 0.015

Guinea-Bissau 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.002

Lesotho 0.006 0.005 0.004 0.004 0.005 0.006

Liberia 0.002 0.002 0.003 0.002 0.002 0.001

Madagascar 0.009 0.008 0.010 0.012 0.012 0.014

Malawi 0.008 0.006 0.006 0.007 0.007 0.007

Mali 0.013 0.014 0.012 0.015 0.016 0.016

Mauritania 0.015 0.014 0.014 0.010 0.008 0.009

Mozambique 0.020 0.021 0.021 0.025 0.021 0.021

Niger 0.007 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.007 0.007

Rwanda 0.003 0.003 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.005

Sao Tome and Principe 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Senegal 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.016 0.017

Sierra Leone 0.002 0.006 0.010 0.008 0.003 0.004

Somalia 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003

South Sudan .. .. .. .. .. ..

Sudan 0.056 0.022 0.037 0.029 0.018 0.011

Tanzania, United Republic of 0.026 0.030 0.024 0.024 0.030 0.032

Togo 0.006 0.007 0.008 0.007 0.006 0.008

Uganda 0.012 0.013 0.013 0.012 0.014 0.016

Zambia 0.049 0.051 0.056 0.051 0.042 0.036

Total Africa 0.729 0.724 0.716 0.663 0.527 0.490
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TABLE A.4.A: TRADE AND COMMODITIES (CONTINUED)

PERCENTAGE OF EXPORTS IN WORLD’S TOTAL EXPORTS

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan 0.002 0.002 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.004

Bangladesh 0.133 0.136 0.154 0.160 0.196 0.219

Bhutan 0.004 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003

Cambodia 0.037 0.042 0.035 0.036 0.052 0.063

Kiribati 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 0.012 0.012 0.012 0.014 0.017 0.021

Myanmar 0.050 0.048 0.059 0.060 0.069 0.070

Nepal 0.005 0.005 0.005 0.005 0.004 0.004

Solomon Islands 0.002 0.003 0.003 0.002 0.002 0.003

Timor-Leste 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Tuvalu 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Vanuatu 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Yemen 0.053 0.045 0.044 0.041 0.006 0.006

Total Asia and the Pacfiic 0.299 0.297 0.317 0.325 0.354 0.394

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti 0.004 0.004 0.005 0.004 0.006 0.006

Total all LDCs 1.032 1.025 1.038 0.992 0.887 0.890

Source: United Nations Conference on Trade and Development
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TABLE A.4.B: TRADE AND COMMODITIES

EXPORTS OF PRIMARY COMMODITIES, PRECIOUS STONES AND NON-MONETARY GOLD  
AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL FOR ALL PRODUCTS

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

AFRICA

Angola 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Benin 0.92 0.93 0.86 0.84 0.84 0.88

Bhutan 0.31 0.44 0.32 0.34 0.38 0.31

Burkina Faso 0.94 0.95 0.96 0.94 0.96 0.96

Burundi 0.88 0.86 0.93 0.87 0.88 0.85

Central African Republic 0.95 0.93 0.95 0.94 0.94 0.94

Chad 0.98 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.98

Comoros 0.71 0.67 0.71 0.74 0.73 0.74

Congo, Dem. Rep. 0.93 0.96 0.93 0.97 0.92 0.97

Djibouti 0.80 0.67 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75

Eritrea 0.91 0.93 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89

Ethiopia 0.89 0.89 0.90 0.90 0.89 0.90

Gambia, The 0.78 0.72 0.69 0.61 0.65 0.63

Guinea 0.97 0.97 0.94 0.92 0.93 0.92

Guinea-Bissau 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Lesotho 0.34 0.32 0.34 0.34 0.33 0.33

Liberia 0.65 0.77 0.67 0.70 0.58 0.68

Madagascar 0.63 0.65 0.65 0.70 0.71 0.71

Malawi 0.85 0.88 0.85 0.80 0.87 0.79

Mali 0.87 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.92 0.94

Mauritania 0.81 0.99 0.99 0.97 0.98 0.96

Mozambique 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.95 0.92

Niger 0.65 0.41 0.53 0.65 0.62 0.74

Rwanda 0.90 0.89 0.92 0.84 0.86 0.91

Sao Tome and Principe 0.43 0.53 0.74 0.66 0.69 0.67

Senegal 0.67 0.70 0.73 0.73 0.72 0.71

Sierra Leone 0.73 0.79 0.85 0.95 0.90 0.94

Somalia 0.92 0.97 0.91 0.98 0.96 0.91

South Sudan .. .. .. .. .. ..

Sudan .. 0.96 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98

Tanzania, United Republic of 0.86 0.86 0.87 0.88 0.82 0.86

Togo 0.62 0.71 0.66 0.71 0.71 0.61

Uganda 0.71 0.66 0.68 0.70 0.70 0.72

Zambia 0.89 0.87 0.85 0.87 0.89 0.89

Average, Africa 0.93 0.94 0.93 0.93 0.91 0.91
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TABLE A.4.B: TRADE AND COMMODITIES (CONTINUED)

EXPORTS OF PRIMARY COMMODITIES, PRECIOUS STONES AND NON-MONETARY GOLD  
AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL FOR ALL PRODUCTS

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan 0.72 0.68 0.63 0.65 0.87 0.89

Bangladesh 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.05

Cambodia 0.12 0.14 0.13 0.12 0.12 0.18

Kiribati 0.94 0.91 0.98 0.96 0.93 0.96

Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 0.86 0.86 0.89 0.84 0.66 0.72

Myanmar 0.81 0.87 0.89 0.81 0.81 0.74

Nepal 0.26 0.31 0.27 0.32 0.32 0.29

Timor-Leste 0.75 0.96 0.97 0.92 0.94 0.93

Tuvalu 0.86 0.58 0.81 0.52 0.56 0.54

Solomon Islands 0.99 0.99 0.89 0.71 0.82 0.97

Vanuatu 0.26 0.44 0.66 0.49 0.55 0.51

Yemen 0.98 0.98 0.96 0.96 0.94 0.93

Average, Asia and the Pacific 0.41 0.40 0.40 0.37 0.28 0.27

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.10 0.10

Average, all LDCs 0.75 0.76 0.74 0.72 0.63 0.60

Source: UNCTAD and calculations by OHRLLS. 
Exports correspond to (SITC 0 + 1 + 2 + 3 + 4 + 68 + 667+ 971) 
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TABLE A.5.A: HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

POPULATION AND PRIMARY HEALTH

NET ENROLMENT IN 
PRIMARY EDUCATION

PUPIL/TEACHER RATIO 
IN PRIMARY EDUCATION

GROSS ENROLLMENT 
SECONDARY EDUACTION 

(PERCENTAGE)

PUPIL/TEACHER 
RATION IN SECONDARY 

EDUCATION

2011 2015 2011 2015 2011 2015 2011 2015

AFRICA

Angola 84.01 .. 42.54 .. 28.90 .. 27.42 ..

Benin 94.06 44.20 45.04 47.68 56.81 10.32

Burkina Faso 64.64 69.10 52.69 42.18 23.85 33.67 26.49 25.20

Burundi 94.15 48.31 43.22 25.52 42.48 29.38 35.79

Central African Republic 67.40 .. 81.31 .. 17.75 .. 66.82 ..

Chad 62.31 62.59 .. 23.13 .. 31.98 ..

Comoros .. .. 27.75 .. .. .. ..

Congo, Dem. Rep. .. .. 37.37 .. 41.38 .. 15.22 ..

Djibouti 57.29 57.37 35.24 33.02 39.37 47.07 27.90 22.77

Eritrea 39.10 38.95 40.46 43.34 35.32 30.55 39.49 38.88

Ethiopia 77.58 85.59 55.07 36.05 35.17 40.33 ..

Gambia, The 68.34 73.11 37.62 37.14 .. .. ..

Guinea 72.49 .. 44.08 37.64 .. 33.14 ..

Guinea-Bissau .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Lesotho 80.17 80.16 33.88 33.09 52.02 53.77 24.77 23.95

Liberia 40.62 37.61 26.83 30.45 45.16 37.30 .. 18.39

Madagascar .. 43.24 41.19 36.60 .. .. ..

Malawi .. 76.07 69.51 34.19 43.40 42.13 40.91

Mali 64.70 55.72 48.47 42.71 40.68 41.31 24.72 19.19

Mauritania 70.08 79.21 39.29 35.81 22.38 30.60 33.55

Mozambique 84.94 89.13 55.42 54.66 24.88 32.43 33.23 39.69

Niger 59.38 62.41 39.00 36.63 14.35 20.75 34.68 27.96

Rwanda .. 95.10 58.09 58.34 36.33 36.69 23.70 19.21

Sao Tome and Principe 94.91 29.80 38.78 51.42 84.94 19.77 20.75

Senegal 70.03 71.45 32.94 32.09 40.07 49.65 27.35 20.37

Sierra Leone .. 99.12 31.33 18.39 44.32 43.25 20.51 11.24

Somalia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

South Sudan 40.59 30.94 49.90 46.75 9.02 9.52 27.47

Sudan 57.28 .. .. .. 36.51 .. .. ..

Tanzania, United Republic of .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Togo .. 95.43 40.95 41.71 54.71 .. 26.25 ..

Uganda 93.07 .. 47.78 .. .. 23.24 .. ..

Zambia 88.71 .. 55.86 .. .. .. ..

Average, Africa 73.61 78.00 45.45 41.20 34.16 34.31 30.76 25.63
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TABLE A.5.A: HUMAN DEVELOPMENT (CONTINUED)

POPULATION AND PRIMARY HEALTH

NET ENROLMENT IN 
PRIMARY EDUCATION

PUPIL/TEACHER RATIO 
IN PRIMARY EDUCATION

GROSS ENROLLMENT 
SECONDARY EDUACTION 

(PERCENTAGE)

PUPIL/TEACHER 
RATION IN SECONDARY 

EDUCATION

2011 2015 2011 2015 2011 2015 2011 2015

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan .. .. 43.52 44.33 54.62 55.64 .. 37.72

Bangladesh .. .. 40.21 36.13 50.86 63.52 30.62 ..

Bhutan 88.05 .. 25.38 .. 69.51 20.54 ..

Cambodia 97.52 94.93 47.29 45.52 .. ..

Kiribati .. 95.21 .. .. .. ..

Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 93.99 92.71 26.81 24.16 44.90 61.70 19.89 18.72

Myanmar .. .. .. ..

Nepal 98.45 96.89 29.61 23.10 61.18 67.17 29.70 28.57

Solomon Islands .. 70.55 19.53 25.73 47.88 23.88 ..

Timor-Leste 98.32 95.59 31.35 .. 70.64 76.76 24.29 ..

Tuvalu .. 84.40 .. 12.72 .. 86.16 .. 6.17

Vanuatu .. 85.81 .. 26.57 .. 54.82 .. 20.57

Yemen .. .. 30.25 .. 45.43 .. .. ..

Average, Asia and the Pacific 97.46 95.41 32.66 29.78 51.92 62.84 24.82 22.35

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Average, All LDCs 76.59 80.94 42.42 37.94 40.53 46.30 29.39 24.88

Source: Inter-Agency Group for Child Mortality Estimation; Maternal Mortality Estimation Inter-Agency Group; World Development Indicators; UNAIDS
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TABLE A.5.B: HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

POPULATION AND PRIMARY HEALTH

MORTALITY RATE 
UNDER FIVE 

(DEATHS PER 1000 
LIVE BIRTHS)

INFANT MORTALITY 
RATE (DEATHS PER 
1000 LIVE BIRHTS)

MATERNAL 
MORTALITY RATE 

(DEATHS PER 
100,000 BIRTHS)

CONTRACEPTIVE 
PREVALENCE HIV PREVALENCE

2011 2016 2011 2016 2011 2015 VALUE YEAR 2011 2016

AFRICA

Angola 111.0 82.5 70.7 54.6 546 477 1.8 1.9

Burundi 89.1 71.7 58.3 48.4 796 712 30.0 2012 1.4 1.1

Benin 109.2 97.6 69.7 63.1 436 405 12.5 2014 1.1 1.0

Burkina Faso 109.6 84.6 63.4 52.7 408 371 20.0 2015 1.0 0.8

Central African Republic 145.2 123.6 99.4 88.5 888 882 12.1 2011 4.6 4.0

Congo, Dem. Rep. 111.7 94.3 82.3 72.0 777 693 7.8 2014 1.1 0.7

Comoros 85.5 73.3 62.7 55.0 376 335 14.2 2012 0.1 0.1

Djibouti 74.4 64.2 60.9 53.5 266 229 18.0 2012 1.6 1.3

Eritrea 53.1 44.5 37.9 32.9 561 501 7.0 2010 0.8 0.6

Ethiopia 76.2 58.4 51.1 41.0 482 353 35.9 2011 1.3 1.1

Guinea 105.6 89.0 67.6 58.3 711 679 4.6 2012 1.6 1.5

Gambia, The 77.4 65.3 47.4 42.2 753 706 8.1 2013 2.0 1.7

Guinea-Bissau 108.5 88.1 69.3 57.8 563 549 14.4 2014 4.2 3.1

Liberia 84.6 67.4 62.2 51.2 798 725 19.1 2013 1.8 1.6

Lesotho 98.0 93.5 73.2 72.4 555 487 59.8 2014 23.7 25.0

Madagascar 58.7 46.4 41.2 34.0 420 353 0.2 0.2

Mali 131.3 110.6 77.2 68.0 617 587 9.9 2013 1.2 1.0

Mozambique 95.3 71.3 66.1 53.1 596 489 11.3 2011 13.8 12.3

Mauritania 94.6 81.4 60.8 54.4 704 602 10.1 2011 0.7 0.5

Malawi 83.2 55.1 53.2 38.9 618 634 58.1 2016 10.6 9.2

Niger 115.8 91.3 59.8 50.9 635 553 12.2 2012 0.6 0.4

Rwanda 56.6 38.5 39.7 29.2 361 290 47.5 2015 3.4 3.1

Sudan 74.7 65.1 50.2 44.8 339 311 11.7 2014 0.2 0.2

Senegal 62.6 47.1 41.0 33.6 365 315 21.2 2015 0.6 0.4

Sierra Leone 149.8 113.5 101.9 83.3 1580 1360 15.6 2013 1.7 1.7

Somalia 154.4 132.5 94.6 82.6 808 732 0.5 0.4

South Sudan 108.3 90.7 69.2 59.2 869 789 1.7 2010 3.1 2.7

Sao Tome and Principe 42.9 33.8 31.9 26.2 161 156 37.4 2014

Chad 145.7 127.3 83.3 75.2 984 856 5.0 2015 1.5 1.3

Togo 87.7 75.7 57.5 50.7 396 368 17.3 2014 2.8 2.1

Tanzania, United Republic of 68.5 56.7 46.2 40.3 483 398 32.0 2016 5.4 4.7

Uganda 75.5 53.0 49.5 37.7 408 343 29.5 2015 7.3 6.5

Zambia 79.9 63.4 52.4 43.8 251 224 44.8 2014 12.7 12.4

Average Africa 94.68 77.32 62.18 53.02 591.24 529.21 3.58 3.27
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TABLE A.5.B: HUMAN DEVELOPMENT (CONTINUED)

POPULATION AND PRIMARY HEALTH

MORTALITY RATE 
UNDER FIVE 

(DEATHS PER 1000 
LIVE BIRTHS)

INFANT MORTALITY 
RATE (DEATHS PER 
1000 LIVE BIRHTS)

MATERNAL 
MORTALITY RATE 

(DEATHS PER 
100,000 BIRTHS)

CONTRACEPTIVE 
PREVALENCE HIV PREVALENCE

2011 2016 2011 2016 2011 2015 VALUE YEAR 2011 2016

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan 94.7 77.3 62.2 53.0 591 529 3.2 2.9

Bangladesh 86.4 70.4 63.3 53.2 536 396 19.8 2015 0.1 0.1

Bhutan 46.5 34.2 37.0 28.2 228 176 54.1 2014 0.1 0.1

Cambodia 40.4 32.4 32.7 26.8 190 148 65.4 2010

Kiribati 41.1 30.6 35.1 26.3 188 161 38.8 2014 0.8 0.6

Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 61.5 54.3 47.3 42.4 105 90

Myanmar 76.0 63.9 56.7 48.9 271 197 42.7 2012 0.3 0.3

Nepal 61.8 50.8 47.6 40.1 201 178 45.8 2010 0.8 0.8

Solomon Islands 44.6 34.5 35.7 28.4 328 258 47.1 2014 0.2 0.2

Timor-Leste 27.8 25.8 23.4 21.8 131 114

Tuvalu 60.0 49.7 50.3 42.4 289 215 21.1 2010

Vanuatu 29.7 25.3 24.8 21.4

Yemen 29.3 27.6 24.4 23.1 91 78 37.1 2013

Average, Asia and the Pacific 55.5 55.3 43.3 43.2 413 385 2013 0.1 0.1

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti 50.82 42.68 40.12 34.32 247.58 199.67 31.30 2012 0.26 0.25

Average, All LDCs 82.23 67.60 56.05 47.89 502.22 444.33 2.15 1.96

Source: Inter-agency Group for Child Mortality Estimation (http://www.childmortality.org); Maternal Mortality Estimation Inter-agency Group (http://www.mater-
nalmortalitydata. org); World Development Indicators (http://databank.worldbank.org); UNAIDS estimates (http://www.unaids.org/en/dataanalysis/datatools/
aidsinfo).
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TABLE A.5.C: HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

YOUTH DEVELOPMENT

YOUTH LITERACY 
RATE, AGE 

PERCENTAGE OF 
POPULATION AGED 

15-24

FEMALE YOUTH 
LITERACY RATE, AGE 

PERCENTAGE OF 
POPULATION AGED 

15-24

GROSS ENROLLMENT, TERTIARY EDUCATION

2012/2016 2012/2016 2011 2014/2016

AFRICA

Angola 77.43 70.59 6.95 9.31

Benin 52.49 40.94 12.37 ..

Burkina Faso 50.10 43.99 4.15 5.56

Burundi 79.56 74.96 2.98 4.97

Central African Republic .. .. 2.99 ..

Chad 30.79 22.39 2.22 3.45

Comoros 71.58 69.60 7.91 8.93

Congo, Dem. Rep. 84.99 79.71 7.81 ..

Djibouti .. .. 4.99 ..

Eritrea .. .. .. 2.57

Ethiopia .. .. 7.76 8.13

Gambia, The 60.78 56.12 3.42 ..

Guinea 46.30 37.21 10.40 10.85

Guinea-Bissau 60.40 49.76 .. ..

Lesotho 86.63 93.97 .. 9.84

Liberia .. .. .. ..

Madagascar 76.83 4.01 4.78

Malawi 72.94 73.39 0.80 ..

Mali 49.37 39.21 6.34

Mauritania .. .. 4.81 5.34

Mozambique .. .. 4.80 6.39

Niger 23.52 15.06 1.52 ..

Rwanda 82.33 83.49 6.74 7.96

Sao Tome and Principe 96.74 96.35 .. 13.41

Senegal 55.90 50.97 9.68 10.39

Sierra Leone 57.02 50.86 .. ..

Somalia .. .. .. ..

South Sudan .. .. .. ..

Sudan .. .. 14.65 ..

Tanzania, United Republic of 85.76 84.64 .. ..

Togo 84.29 78.37 10.16 10.63

Uganda 83.66 81.65 4.48 4.76

Zambia .. .. 4.01

Average, Africa 66.10 65.95 6.79 7.11
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TABLE A.5.C: HUMAN DEVELOPMENT (CONTINUED)

YOUTH DEVELOPMENT

YOUTH LITERACY 
RATE, AGE 

PERCENTAGE OF 
POPULATION AGED 

15-24

FEMALE YOUTH 
LITERACY RATE, AGE 

PERCENTAGE OF 
POPULATION AGED 

15-24

GROSS ENROLLMENT, TERTIARY EDUCATION

2012/2016 2012/2016 2011 2014/2016

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan .. 3.76 8.66

Bangladesh 92.24 93.54 13.28 13.44

Bhutan 87.32 84.49 8.74 ..

Cambodia .. .. 15.90 13.09

Kiribati .. .. ..

Lao People’s Dem. Rep. .. .. 17.41 16.91

Myanmar 84.75 84.41 14.18 ..

Nepal .. .. 14.44 14.94

Solomon Islands .. .. .. ..

Timor-Leste .. .. .. ..

Tuvalu .. .. .. ..

Vanuatu .. .. .. ..

Yemen .. .. .. ..

Average, Asia and the Pacific 90.52 91.40 12.77 13.03

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti .. .. .. ..

Average, all LDCs 74.93 75.46 9.07 9.68

Source: UNESCO Institute for Statistics
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TABLE A.5.D: HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

SHELTER, WATER AND SANITATION

PERCENTAGE OF THE POPULATION USING AN IMPROVED DRINKING WATER SOURCE

TOTAL URBAN RURAL

2011 2015 2011 2015 2011 2015

AFRICA

Angola 47.5 49.0 73.0 75.4 29.8 28.2

Benin 75.3 77.9 83.7 85.2 69.2 72.1

Burkina Faso 80.0 82.3 96.4 97.5 74.1 75.8

Burundi 75.0 75.9 91.7 91.1 72.9 73.8

Central African Republic 67.7 68.5 89.1 89.6 54.0 54.4

Chad 50.2 50.8 70.8 71.8 44.4 44.8

Comoros 90.1 90.1 93.0 92.6 89.0 89.1

Congo, Dem. Rep. 51.1 52.4 82.1 81.1 30.0 31.2

Djibouti 89.9 90.0 97.4 97.4 64.7 64.7

Eritrea 57.0 57.8 72.7 73.2 52.8 53.3

Ethiopia 49.7 57.3 91.5 93.1 40.7 48.6

Gambia, The 89.5 90.2 93.9 94.2 83.7 84.4

Guinea 73.8 76.8 91.9 92.7 63.9 67.4

Guinea-Bissau 71.7 79.3 90.4 98.8 55.7 60.3

Lesotho 81.0 81.8 94.2 94.6 76.6 77.0

Liberia 72.0 75.6 85.3 88.6 59.6 62.6

Madagascar 47.8 51.5 80.0 81.6 32.3 35.3

Malawi 82.9 90.2 94.9 95.7 80.6 89.1

Mali 68.9 77.0 89.6 96.5 56.9 64.1

Mauritania 55.5 57.9 56.4 58.4 54.3 57.1

Mozambique 49.3 51.1 79.7 80.6 35.5 37.0

Niger 55.1 58.2 96.5 100.0 46.1 48.6

Rwanda 73.7 76.1 86.3 86.6 69.5 71.9

Sao Tome and Principe 97.0 97.1 98.9 98.9 93.6 93.6

Senegal 75.6 78.5 92.3 92.9 63.2 67.3

Sierra Leone 58.5 62.6 82.5 84.9 43.4 47.8

Somalia 31.7 .. 69.6 .. 8.8 ..

South Sudan 58.6 58.7 66.7 66.7 56.9 56.9

Sudan 55.4 .. 66.0 .. 50.2 ..

Tanzania, United Republic of 55.3 55.6 79.5 77.2 45.5 45.5

Togo 60.5 63.1 89.4 91.4 42.7 44.2

Uganda 74.2 79.0 93.3 95.5 70.8 75.8

Zambia 62.2 65.4 86.1 85.6 46.9 51.3

Average, Africa 58.2 62.5 84.0 86.6 47.4 51.3
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TABLE A.5.D: HUMAN DEVELOPMENT (CONTINUED)

SHELTER, WATER AND SANITATION

PERCENTAGE OF THE POPULATION USING AN IMPROVED DRINKING WATER SOURCE

TOTAL URBAN RURAL

2011 2015 2011 2015 2011 2015

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan 49.8 55.3 72.6 78.2 42.1 47.0

Bangladesh 84.2 86.9 85.6 86.5 83.5 87.0

Bhutan 97.0 100.0 99.6 100.0 95.6 100.0

Cambodia 66.5 75.5 89.0 100.0 60.9 69.1

Kiribati 66.1 66.9 86.8 87.3 49.9 50.6

Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 69.5 75.7 82.8 85.6 62.6 69.4

Myanmar 79.2 80.6 92.0 92.7 73.2 74.4

Nepal 88.0 91.6 91.8 90.9 87.2 91.8

Solomon Islands 80.5 80.8 93.2 93.2 77.2 77.2

Timor-Leste 69.7 71.9 93.0 95.2 59.6 60.5

Tuvalu 97.7 97.7 98.3 98.3 97.0 97.0

Vanuatu 89.7 94.5 98.1 98.9 86.9 92.9

Yemen 54.7 72.0 46.5

Average, Asia and the Pacific 76.9 81.8 85.1 87.8 73.7 79.4

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti 58.9 57.7 68.5 64.9 48.0 47.6

Average, all LDCs 64.9 69.1 84.2 86.8 56.8 61.0

Source: Unesco institute for statistics
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TABLE A.5.E: HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

GENDER EQUALITY AND EMPOWERMENT OF WOMEN

PERCENTAGE OF 
PARLIAMENTARY SEATS 

HELD BY WOMEN

PERCENTAGE OF FEMALE 
STUDENTS IN PRIMARY 

EDUCATION

PERCENTAGE OF 
FEMALE STUDENTS IN 

SECONDARY EDUCATION

PERCENTAGE OF FEMALE 
STUDENTS IN TERTIARY 

EDUCATION

2011 2017 2011 2015 2011 2015 2011 2015

AFRICA

Angola 38.20 30.5 38.91 .. 39.43 .. 27.39 44.51

Benin 8.40 7.2 46.55 47.50 37.88 41.05 21.24 ..

Burkina Faso 15.30 11.0 47.23 48.45 42.99 47.05 32.60 ..

Burundi 30.50 36.4 50.10 50.58 42.49 48.44 31.79 ..

Central African Republic 12.50 8.6 42.37 .. 35.87 .. .. ..

Chad 12.80 12.8 42.59 .. 30.20 .. 19.13 ..

Comoros 3.00 6.1 44.99 .. .. .. 43.31 ..

Congo, Dem. Rep. 8.9 46.26 .. 36.82 .. 30.77 ..

Djibouti 13.80 10.8 46.99 46.42 43.95 43.95 39.89 ..

Eritrea 22.00 22.0 44.78 45.28 43.66 45.15 .. ..

Ethiopia 27.80 38.8 47.40 47.11 46.31 48.46 30.22 ..

Gambia, The 7.50 10.3 50.56 51.22 .. .. 38.39 ..

Guinea 21.9 45.60 .. 38.23 .. 25.83 ..

Guinea-Bissau 10.00 13.7 .. .. .. .. .. ..

Lesotho 24.20 22.1 48.86 48.92 57.99 57.12 .. ..

Liberia 9.60 9.9 46.91 46.47 44.34 42.85 .. ..

Madagascar 12.50 19.2 49.37 49.70 48.78 .. 48.21 ..

Malawi 22.30 16.7 50.51 50.33 47.41 47.17 39.16 ..

Mali 10.20 8.8 45.84 46.54 40.57 43.61 30.96 ..

Mauritania 22.10 25.2 50.60 50.48 45.06 47.46 28.72 32.73

Mozambique 39.20 39.6 47.43 47.68 46.44 47.93 38.65 42.43

Niger 13.30 17.0 44.16 45.02 39.14 41.48 30.37 ..

Rwanda 56.30 61.3 50.87 50.46 51.53 52.22 43.16 44.90

Sao Tome and Principe 18.20 18.2 48.81 48.52 52.93 52.16 .. 50.43

Senegal 22.70 41.8 51.09 52.25 47.43 49.09 37.03 37.64

Sierra Leone 12.90 12.4 48.80 50.38 42.91 46.75 .. ..

Somalia 6.80 24.4 .. .. .. .. .. ..

South Sudan 26.50 28.5 39.33 40.88 33.48 34.49 .. ..

Sudan 24.60 30.5 46.31 .. 47.16 .. 50.71 ..

Tanzania, United Republic of 36.00 37.2 50.45 50.84 .. .. .. ..

Togo 11.10 17.6 47.57 48.52 .. .. .. 29.88

Uganda 35.00 34.3 50.12 .. .. 47.42 43.74 ..

Zambia 11.50 18.0 49.64 .. .. .. 27.62 ..

Average, Africa 19.90 21.87 47.20 48.29 40.61 46.73 33.01 28.03
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TABLE A.5.E: HUMAN DEVELOPMENT (CONTINUED)

GENDER EQUALITY AND EMPOWERMENT OF WOMEN

PERCENTAGE OF 
PARLIAMENTARY SEATS 

HELD BY WOMEN

PERCENTAGE OF FEMALE 
STUDENTS IN PRIMARY 

EDUCATION

PERCENTAGE OF 
FEMALE STUDENTS IN 

SECONDARY EDUCATION

PERCENTAGE OF FEMALE 
STUDENTS IN TERTIARY 

EDUCATION

2011 2017 2011 2015 2011 2015 2011 2015

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan 27.70 27.7 40.48 39.65 34.46 34.70 24.27 ..

Bangladesh 19.70 20.3 50.42 50.86 52.53 51.89 40.45 ..

Bhutan 8.50 8.5 49.68 .. 50.41 .. 39.76 ..

Cambodia 20.30 20.3 47.64 49.05 .. .. 37.64 43.71

Kiribati 8.70 6.5 .. 49.68 .. .. .. ..

Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 25.00 27.5 47.44 48.00 45.21 47.28 41.78 48.30

Myanmar 3.50 10.2 .. .. .. .. 57.53 ..

Nepal 33.20 29.6 50.37 50.78 49.45 50.58 41.65 51.69

Solomon Islands 0.00 2.0 47.67 48.14 45.87 .. .. ..

Timor-Leste 32.30 32.3 47.86 48.63 49.54 50.64 .. ..

Tuvalu 6.70 6.7 .. 47.51 .. 53.53 .. ..

Vanuatu 1.90 0.0 .. 47.33 .. 48.96 .. ..

Yemen 0.30 0.0 43.94 .. 37.91 .. 29.93 ..

Average, Asia and the Pacific 14.45 14.74 48.41 49.12 48.30 49.09 40.87 48.81

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti 4.20 2.5 .. .. .. .. .. ..

Average, all LDCs 17.97 19.49 48.03 48.91 46.70 48.44 40.14 45.89

Source: Inter-parliamentary Union; UNESCO Institute for Statistics
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TABLE A.5.F: HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

SHELTER

POPULATION LIVING IN SLUMS AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE URBAN POPULATION

2005 2007 2009 2014

AFRICA

Angola 86.5 76.2 65.8 55.5

Benin 71.8 70.8 69.8 61.5

Burkina Faso 59.5 59.5 65.8

Burundi 64.3 64.3 57.9

Central African Republic 94.1 95.0 95.9 93.3

Chad 91.3 90.3 89.3 88.2

Comoros 68.9 68.9 .. 69.6

Congo, Dem. Rep. 76.4 69.1 61.7 74.8

Djibouti .. .. .. 65.6

Eritrea .. .. .. ..

Ethiopia 81.8 79.1 76.4 73.9

Gambia, The 45.4 34.8 .. 34.8

Guinea 45.7 45.7 .. 43.3

Guinea-Bissau 83.1 .. .. 82.3

Lesotho 35.1 44.4 53.7 50.8

Liberia .. .. 68.3 65.7

Madagascar 80.6 78.0 76.2 77.2

Malawi 66.4 67.7 68.9 66.7

Mali 65.9 65.9 65.9 56.3

Mauritania .. .. .. 79.9

Mozambique 79.5 80.0 80.5 80.3

Niger 82.1 81.9 81.7 70.1

Rwanda 71.6 68.3 65.1 53.2

Sao Tome and Principe .. .. .. 86.6

Senegal 43.3 41.1 38.8 39.4

Sierra Leone 97.0 75.6

Somalia 73.5 73.6 73.6 73.6

South Sudan .. .. .. 95.6

Sudan .. .. .. 91.6

Tanzania, United Republic of 66.4 65.0 63.5 50.7

Togo 62.1 .. .. 51.2

Uganda 66.7 63.4 60.1 53.6

Zambia 57.2 57.3 57.3 54.0

Average, Africa 72.71 69.31 67.46 67.44
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TABLE A.5.F: HUMAN DEVELOPMENT (CONTINUED)

SHELTER

POPULATION LIVING IN SLUMS AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE URBAN POPULATION

2005 2007 2009 2014

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan .. .. .. 62.7

Bangladesh 70.8 66.2 61.6 55.1

Bhutan .. .. .. ..

Cambodia 78.9 .. .. 55.1

Kiribati .. .. .. ..

Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 79.3 .. .. 31.4

Myanmar 45.6 .. .. 41.0

Nepal 60.7 59.4 58.1 54.3

Solomon Islands .. .. .. ..

Timor-Leste .. .. .. ..

Tuvalu .. .. .. ..

Vanuatu .. .. .. ..

Yemen 67.2 76.8 .. 60.8

Average, Asia and the Pacific 65.08 66.99 61.29 53.16

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti 70.1 70.1 70.1 74.4

Average, all LDCs 69.80 68.61 65.75 62.67

Source: UN HABITAT, retrieved from the United Nation’s Millennium Development Goals database. Data are available at : mdgs.un.org
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TABLE A.6.A: MULTIPLE CRISES AND EMERGING CHALLENGES

TOTAL RESERVES (PERCENTAGE OF EXTERNAL DEBT) TOTAL DEBT SERVICE (PERCENTAGE OF EXPORTS OF 
GOODS, SERVICES AND INCOME)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

AFRICA

Angola 149.2 158.3 131.1 97.3 85.0 67.1 4.2 5.9 7.0 10.5 15.6 26.5

Benin .. .. .. .. .. .. 4.0 4.3 3.4 2.6 3.5 ..

Burkina Faso .. .. .. .. .. .. 2.3 2.1 2.4 2.7 4.4 ..

Burundi 48.9 46.3 48.2 46.0 21.7 16.6 4.2 8.9 13.8 13.3 13.4 16.7

Central African Republic 28.1 29.4 34.8 40.4 32.3 35.2 .. .. .. .. .. ..

Chad 40.5 48.9 40.4 44.9 22.8 0.5 .. .. .. .. .. ..

Comoros 56.2 76.3 115.2 118.0 150.0 99.7 3.8 12.8 0.4 0.6 .. ..

Congo, Dem. Rep. 23.0 29.0 27.2 28.2 22.6 13.9 2.5 3.1 3.3 3.2 3.7 4.3

Djibouti 31.3 30.6 51.3 41.4 29.6 23.9 8.6 8.6 8.0 7.1 7.1 ..

Eritrea 10.9 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Ethiopia 33.0 22.0 18.8 21.6 19.0 13.1 6.0 7.2 10.8 12.0 17.3 21.0

Gambia, The 43.5 43.1 38.0 30.4 21.1 17.3 10.4 9.4 11.0 17.5 14.4 15.2

Guinea 3.4 12.1 13.0 21.2 23.8 27.6 12.8 8.0 4.2 3.5 5.3 2.6

Guinea-Bissau .. .. .. .. .. .. 1.7 4.4 0.8 0.7 0.7 ..

Lesotho 114.5 118.4 117.1 119.7 101.8 104.7 2.0 2.3 2.8 2.9 3.9 4.2

Liberia 114.4 102.1 93.0 73.3 62.4 55.7 0.2 0.6 0.8 2.4 8.2 2.9

Madagascar 40.1 35.6 26.8 27.0 28.1 40.3 1.8 2.5 2.5 2.7 4.4 3.7

Malawi 17.9 18.4 27.5 37.3 39.1 .. 1.4 2.1 3.1 4.0 4.3 5.0

Mali .. .. .. .. .. .. 2.4 1.8 3.0 3.0 4.2 ..

Mauritania 17.8 29.3 28.3 18.0 21.8 22.1 3.9 5.0 5.6 9.9 12.1 13.2

Mozambique 55.7 54.0 42.5 37.1 25.8 21.2 2.0 1.8 3.3 4.5 9.6 12.6

Niger .. .. .. .. .. .. 2.4 2.2 2.7 3.4 6.3 ..

Rwanda 86.4 67.2 63.2 52.7 46.0 39.7 1.9 2.0 3.0 4.2 7.1 8.3

Sao Tome and Principe 22.6 25.6 29.8 29.8 29.2 25.5 5.3 33.5 11.0 13.4 2.8 2.9

Senegal .. .. .. .. .. .. 8.9 7.6 8.9 7.8 10.5 ..

Sierra Leone 41.8 42.4 38.2 48.5 42.0 33.8 3.4 1.7 1.5 2.3 6.6 ..

Somalia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

South Sudan .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Sudan 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.8 .. 4.8 7.0 4.9 4.3 10.6 6.4

Tanzania, United Republic of 37.2 35.0 35.6 30.6 26.3 .. 1.9 1.8 1.8 2.7 3.6 5.4

Togo .. .. .. .. .. .. 0.7 1.1 2.3 2.8 3.2 ..

Uganda 80.2 83.8 38.2 37.0 29.3 .. 1.5 1.4 1.7 4.4 2.0 18.8

Zambia 45.6 51.9 45.6 40.9 33.9 24.6 2.3 2.2 2.8 3.6 6.0 8.6

Average, Africa 44.6 47.2 41.4 36.1 30.1 21.9 3.8 4.6 5.3 6.8 9.5 14.5
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TABLE A.6.A: MULTIPLE CRISES AND EMERGING CHALLENGES (CONTINUED)

TOTAL RESERVES (PERCENTAGE OF EXTERNAL DEBT) TOTAL DEBT SERVICE (PERCENTAGE OF EXPORTS OF 
GOODS, SERVICES AND INCOME)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan 242.4 263.0 282.9 291.8 280.5 302.9 0.3 0.7 1.4 1.3 3.0 3.5

Bangladesh 33.6 44.7 53.2 62.6 71.1 78.5 6.0 5.9 6.0 6.0 4.7 4.7

Bhutan 73.7 65.9 61.8 67.8 54.8 48.0 11.2 17.5 11.5 12.2 17.6 11.6

Cambodia 96.1 78.5 70.1 77.0 78.3 86.5 4.1 6.2 6.1 5.8 6.1 6.0

Kiribati .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 15.7 15.6 10.9 10.7 8.1 6.2 12.8 9.2 11.0 11.3 11.3 12.9

Myanmar 89.9 93.8 121.8 36.6 60.9 75.7 0.0 9.7 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.8

Nepal 96.7 104.7 135.4 149.2 196.8 205.5 9.2 10.3 8.8 8.2 8.3 8.9

Solomon Islands 160.1 218.7 255.2 264.7 250.4 213.9 2.7 4.6 7.3 2.8 2.4 3.9

Timor-Leste .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Tuvalu .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Vanuatu 97.4 50.4 80.9 84.3 123.9 125.5 1.6 2.1 1.7 1.8 2.0 1.8

Yemen 70.5 79.7 70.6 .. .. .. 2.6 2.7 2.8 3.8 18.8 ..

Average, Asia and the Pacific 61.3 67.6 70.9 61.0 67.7 73.3 4.2 5.9 4.7 4.7 4.9 4.8

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti 244.2 187.4 161.5 104.9 94.9 100.7 0.4 0.3 0.7 1.3 1.9 5.2

Average, all LDCs 51.3 55.2 52.3 45.0 43.4 39.6 3.9 5.0 5.1 6.0 7.5 10.0

Source: World Bank, International Debt Statistics
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TABLE A.6.B: MULTIPLE CRISES AND EMERGING CHALLENGES

DEFORESTATION

FOREST AREA (PERCENTAGE OF LAND AREA)

2005 2010 2015

AFRICA

Angola 47.4 46.9 46.4

Benin 42.7 40.4 38.2

Burkina Faso 21.7 20.6 19.6

Burundi 7.0 9.9 10.7

Central African Republic 35.8 35.7 35.6

Chad 4.9 4.4 3.9

Comoros 22.6 21.0 19.9

Congo, Dem. Rep. 68.7 68.0 67.3

Djibouti 0.2 0.2 0.2

Eritrea 15.4 15.2 15.0

Ethiopia 13.0 12.3 12.5

Gambia, The 46.5 47.4 48.2

Guinea 27.4 26.6 25.9

Guinea-Bissau 73.7 71.9 70.1

Lesotho 1.4 1.4 1.6

Liberia 46.5 44.9 43.4

Madagascar 22.1 21.6 21.4

Malawi 36.1 34.3 33.4

Mali 4.5 4.2 3.9

Mauritania 0.3 0.2 0.2

Mozambique 51.0 49.6 48.2

Niger 1.0 1.0 0.9

Rwanda 15.6 18.1 19.5

Sao Tome and Principe 58.3 55.8 55.8

Senegal 45.0 44.0 43.0

Sierra Leone 39.1 37.8 42.2

Somalia 11.4 10.8 10.1

South Sudan .. .. ..

Sudan 11.8 11.5 8.1

Tanzania, United Republic of 56.4 54.1 52.0

Togo 7.1 5.3 3.5

Uganda 17.2 13.7 10.4

Zambia 67.7 66.5 65.4

Average, Africa 28.4 27.7 26.8
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TABLE A.6.B: MULTIPLE CRISES AND EMERGING CHALLENGES (CONTINUED)

DEFORESTATION

FOREST AREA (PERCENTAGE OF LAND AREA)

2005 2010 2015

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan 2.1 2.1 2.1

Bangladesh 11.2 11.1 11.0

Bhutan 69.7 71.0 72.3

Cambodia 60.8 57.2 53.6

Kiribati 15.0 15.0 15.0

Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 73.1 77.2 81.3

Myanmar 51.0 48.6 44.5

Nepal 25.4 25.4 25.4

Solomon Islands 80.1 79.1 78.1

Timor-Leste 53.7 49.9 46.1

Tuvalu 33.3 33.3 33.3

Vanuatu 36.1 36.1 36.1

Yemen 1.0 1.0 1.0

Average, Asia and the Pacific 28.4 27.9 26.9

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti 3.8 3.7 3.5

Average, All LDCs 28.4 27.7 26.8

Source: Food and Agriculture Organization
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TABLE A.6.C: MULTIPLE CRISES AND EMERGING CHALLANGES

CLIMATE CHANGE AND ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY
INCIDENCES

2016 2017

AFRICA

Angola 4 Floods (Total Deaths: 113; Total Affected: 9899) Drought (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 1400000) Flood 
(Total Deaths: 11; Total Affected: 30250)

Benin Bacterial Disease (Total Deaths: 9; Total Affected: 281) ..

Burkina Faso Flood (Total Deaths: 15; Total Affected: 34893) Viral Disease (Total Deaths: 24; Total Affected:12087) Flood 
(Total Deaths: 2; Total Affected: 882)

Burundi Bacterial Disease (Total Deaths: 1; Total Affected: 193) Landslide (Total Deaths: 6; Total Affected: 810)

Central African Republic Bacterial Disease (Total Deaths: 21; Total Affected: 266) Flood (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 1750)  
Convective Storm (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 3157)

Chad .. Drought (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 1886800)  
Bacterial Disease (Total Deaths: 58; Total Affected: 652)

Congo, Dem. Rep. Viral Disease (Total Deaths: 21; Total Affected: 2638) Flood 
(Total Deaths: 50; Total Affected: 12635)

Landslide (Total Deaths: 200; Total Affected: 250)  
Flood (Total Deaths: 105; Total Affected: 500)

Comoros .. ..

Djibouti .. ..

Eritrea .. ..

Ethiopia 2 Floods (Total Deaths: 128; Total Affected: 493080) ..

Guinea .. Viral Disease (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 122)  
Flood (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 3287)

Gambia, The .. ..

Guinea-Bissau .. ..

Liberia Flood (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 15431) ..

Lesotho Drought (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 979000) ..

Madagascar Drought (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 1140000) Viral Disease (Total Deaths: 207; Total Affected: 2384)  
Tropical Cyclon (Total Deaths: 81; Total Affected: 434253)

Mali Flood (Total Deaths: 13; Total Affected: 9500) ..

Mozambique Drought (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 2300000) 
Flood (Total Deaths: 63; Total Affected: 171600) 
Convective Storm (Total Deaths: 12; Total Affected: 1700)

Tropical Cyclon (Total Deaths: 7; Total Affected: 750102)

Mauritania .. Drought (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 3893774) 
Convective Storm (Total Deaths: 18; Total Affected: 40)

Malawi Flood (Total Deaths: 12; Total Affected: 2800) Flood (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 55921)

Niger 2 Floods (Total Deaths: 61; Total Affected: 126266) 
Viral Disease (Total Deaths: 23; Total Affected: 78) 

Drought (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 1131300) 
Viral Disease (Total Deaths: 118; Total Affected: 2390) 
2 Floods (Total Deaths: 72; Total Affected: 209513)

Rwanda Flood (Total Deaths: 67; Total Affected: 0) 
Landsline (Total Deaths: 54; Total Affected: 4000)

Convective Storm (Total Deaths: 3; Total Affected: 6553)

Sudan Bacterial Disease (Total Deaths: 19; Total Affected: 632) 
Flood (Total Deaths: 171; Total Affected: 200004)

Bacterial Disease (Total Deaths: 657; Total Affected: 30762)

Senegal Flood (Total Deaths: 5; Total Affected: 10646) ..

Sierra Leone .. Landsline (Total Deaths: 915; Total Affected: 8100)

Somalia Bacterial Disease (Total Deaths: 497; Total Affected: 14165) 
Flood (Total Deaths: 9; Total Affected: 0)

Bacterial Disease (Total Deaths: 302; Total Affected: 13126)

108



TABLE A.6.C: MULTIPLE CRISES AND EMERGING CHALLANGES (CONTINUED)

CLIMATE CHANGE AND ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY
INCIDENCES

2016 2017

South Sudan Drought (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 3600000) 
Bacterial Disearse (Total Deaths: 83; Total Affected: 3826) 
Flood (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 22000)

..

Sao Tome and Principe .. ..

Togo .. Flood (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 3612)

Tanzania, United Republic of 2 Floods (Total Deaths: 16; Total Affected: 140275) 
Ground Movement (Total Deaths: 17; Total Affected: 
139601)

Flood (Total Deaths: 7; Total Affected: 0)

Uganda Ground Movement (Total Deaths: 4; Total Affected: 590) 
Flood (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 10000) 
Landsline (Total Deaths: 15; Total Affected: 1000)

Viral Disease (Total Deaths: 3; Total Affected: 0)  
Flood (Total Deaths: 17; Total Affected: 14)

Zambia .. ..

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan 4 Floods (Total Deaths: 84; Total Affected: 0) Flood (Total Deaths: 36; Total Affected: 22) 
Landsline (Total Deaths: 123; Total Affected: 363) 
Convective Storm (Total Deaths: 67; Total Affected: 9055)

Bangladesh Ground Movement (Total Deaths: 5; Total Affected: 70) 
Flood (Total Deaths: 106; Total Affected: 1900000) 
Convective Storm (Total Deaths: 59; Total Affected: 0) 
Tropical Cyclone (Total Deaths: 28; Total Affected: 
1203555)

Flood (Total Deaths: 144; Total Affected: 8102875) 
Landslide (Total Deaths: 160; Total Affected: 80187) 
Convective Storm (Total Deaths: 12; Total Affected: 0) 
Tropical Cyclone (Total Deaths: 7; Total Affected: 3300000)

Bhutan .. ..

Cambodia Drought (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 2500000) ..

Kiribati .. ..

Lao People’s Dem. Rep. Flood (Total Deaths: 5; Total Affected: 26328) Tropical Cyclone (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 0)

Myanmar Ground Movement (Total Deaths: 4; Total Affected: 1152) 
Viral Disease (Total Deaths: 34; Total Affected: 0) 
2 Floods (Total Deaths: 19; Total Affected: 852227) 
Landslide (Total Deaths: 42; Total Affected: 15) 
Convective Storm (Total Deaths: 32; Total Affected: 99956)

Flood (Total Deaths: 3; Total Affected: 92000) 
Tropical Cyclone (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 107520)

Nepal 2 Floods (Total Deaths: 163; Total Affected: 20574) 
Forest Fire (Total Deaths: 11; Total Affected: 0)

2 Floods (Total Deaths: 187; Total Affected: 1706134) 
Landslide (Total Deaths: 11; Total Affected: 7500)

Solomon Islands Ground Movement (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 9770) 
Viral Disease (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 1212)

..

Timor-Leste Drought (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 120000) ..

Tuvalu .. ..

Vanuatu Viral Disease (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 351) Tropical Cyclone (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 2564) 
Ash Fall (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 11000)

Yemen Bacterial Disease  (Total Deaths: 11; Total Affected: 180) 
Flood (Total Deaths: 20; Total Affected: 29750) 
Landslide (Total Deaths: 20; Total Affected: 20)

Bacterial Disease  (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 0) 
Flood (Total Deaths: 50; Total Affected: 8)

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti Drought (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 3600000) 
Bacterial Disearse (Total Deaths: 0; Total Affected: 6096) 
6 Floods (Total Deaths: 53; Total Affected: 94505) 
Extra-Tropical-Storm (Total Deaths: 546; Total Affected: 
2100439)

2 Floods (Total Deaths: 31; Total Affected: 50000) 
2 Tropical Cyclones (Total Deaths: 5; Total Affected: 40092)

Source: EMDAT -International Disaster Database
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TABLE A.8: EXTERNAL DEBT AND DEBT FORGIVENESS

EXTERNAL DEBT STOCK 
(PERCENTAGE OF GNI)

EXTERNAL 
DEBT STOCK 

(PERCENTAGE 
POINT 

DIFFERENCE)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2015-2016

AFRICA

Angola 20.4 20.1 21.7 24.5 28.6 41.2 12.6

Benin 24.0 25.5 22.2 21.3 26.5 27.1 0.6

Burkina Faso 22.0 23.5 21.9 21.2 24.3 23.9 -0.4

Burundi 25.8 27.1 25.2 22.3 20.3 20.2 -0.1

Central African Republic 24.7 24.5 36.5 37.5 41.6 38.8 -2.8

Chad 19.8 19.6 23.7 18.0 15.3 17.6 2.3

Comoros 47.5 44.9 24.4 22.3 23.5 25.9 2.4

Congo, Dem. Rep. 24.4 21.7 22.7 17.8 16.1 15.8 -0.3

Djibouti .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Eritrea 40.8 .. .. .. .. .. ..

Ethiopia 27.0 24.2 26.5 29.4 31.4 32.0 0.6

Gambia, The 57.8 61.4 62.8 63.9 57.9 54.0 -3.9

Guinea 72.0 26.4 24.3 23.1 22.3 23.8 1.5

Guinea-Bissau 25.7 28.1 27.0 24.6 29.9 26.3 -3.6

Lesotho 24.3 28.1 31.2 32.0 34.0 35.9 1.9

Liberia 31.6 33.1 32.2 40.5 47.7 52.3 4.6

Madagascar 29.1 30.8 28.2 27.7 31.6 30.6 -1.0

Malawi 15.4 22.6 29.1 28.1 27.9 34.7 6.8

Mali 23.3 25.6 27.8 25.4 29.9 27.9 -2.0

Mauritania 56.0 65.6 63.4 67.1 81.0 84.8 3.8

Mozambique 35.9 37.9 49.5 51.8 68.6 95.7 27.1

Niger 35.1 34.5 35.6 33.0 41.2 43.5 2.3

Rwanda 18.9 17.5 22.6 25.8 27.8 34.1 6.3

Sao Tome and Principe 98.7 81.3 70.2 60.1 78.5 70.4 -8.1

Senegal 30.7 35.3 36.1 37.6 44.5 46.6 2,1

Sierra Leone 36.2 28.7 28.5 25.3 32.9 44.8 11,9

Somalia .. .. 62.0 56.8 53.0 46.3 -6.7

South Sudan .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Sudan 32.8 34.9 50.0 29.3 24.2 24.3 0.1

Tanzania, United Republic of 29.8 30.1 29.9 30.1 34.6 35.3 0.7

Togo 19.5 22.8 26.1 24.5 28.4 29.1 0.7

Uganda 16.2 16.4 35.9 32.8 36.2 39.6 3.4

Zambia 22.9 23.3 21.9 28.3 42.0 50.6 8.6

Average, Africa 26.2 25.7 28.7 27.6 30.5 35.0 4.5

110



TABLE A.8: EXTERNAL DEBT AND DEBT FORGIVENESS (CONTINUED)

EXTERNAL DEBT STOCK 
(PERCENTAGE OF GNI)

EXTERNAL 
DEBT STOCK 

(PERCENTAGE 
POINT 

DIFFERENCE)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2015-2016

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan 14.4 13.0 12.7 12.8 12.5 12.2 -0.3

Bangladesh 19.6 19.7 21.0 19.3 18.6 17.6

Bhutan 62.8 86.2 95.7 100.7 107.3 113.8 6.5

Cambodia 34.6 47.2 48.9 50.1 55.0 54.4 -0.6

Kiribati .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 98.1 85.1 86.7 89.9 94.6 93.1 -1.5

Myanmar 13.7 13.5 12.5 10.0 11.3 NA ..

Nepal 20.1 22.2 20.7 20.5 19.1 19.7 0.6

Solomon Islands 38.3 24.5 19.4 17.0 18.5 20.8 2.3

Timor-Leste .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Tuvalu .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Vanuatu 23.2 49.2 27.8 26.8 .. .. ..

Yemen 21.1 22.8 19.6 19.3 20.0 26.0 6.0

Average, Asia and the Pacific 21.1 21.8 22.1 21.3 21.9 20.1 -1.8

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti 10.2 14.5 18.4 22.0 23.8 26.8 3.0

Average, all LDCs 23.9 24.0 25.9 25.0 27.0 28.6 1.5

Source: World Bank, International Debt Statistics
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TABLE A.9: AID FROM DAC COUNTRIES TO THE LDCs

NET DISBURSEMENTS

2005-2006 2015 2016

USD
 MILLION

PERCENTAGE
OF DONOR’S

TOTAL

PERCENTAGE
OF DONOR’S

GNI

USD
MILLION

PERCENTAGE
OF DONOR’S

TOTAL

PERCENTAGE
OF DONOR’S

GNI

USD
MILLION

PERCENTAGE
OF DONOR’S

TOTAL

PERCENTAGE
OF DONOR’S

 GNI

DAC COUNTRY

Australia   458   24  0.07   931   27  0.08   839   26   0.07 

Austria   247   16  0.08   222   17  0.06   250   15   0.06 

Belgium   667   34  0.17   610   32  0.13   638   28   0.13 

Canada  1 166   31  0.10  1 561   36  0.10  1 343   34   0.09 

Czech Republic   32   22  0.03   41   21  0.02   55   21   0.03 

Denmark   858   39  0.32   610   24  0.20   652   28   0.21 

Finland   275   32  0.14   429   33  0.18   323   30   0.13 

France  2 427   24  0.11  2 377   26  0.10  2 103   22   0.08 

Germany  2 272   22  0.08  2 596   14  0.08  3 582   14   0.10 

Greece   90   22  0.04   38   16  0.02   47   13   0.02 

Hungary   28   22  0.03   26   17  0.02   40   20   0.03 

Iceland   15   44  0.10   16   41  0.10   18   30   0.08 

Ireland   448   51  0.25   345   48  0.15   359   45   0.14 

Italy  1 111   25  0.06   870   22  0.05   981   19   0.05 

Japan  2 876   24  0.06  3 660   40  0.08  3 978   38   0.08 

Korea   175   29  0.02   728   38  0.05   758   34   0.05 

Luxembourg   101   37  0.31   154   42  0.40   164   42   0.42 

Netherlands  1 521   29  0.23  1 036   18  0.14  1 185   24   0.15 

New Zealand   66   25  0.07   138   31  0.08   136   31   0.08 

Norway  1 109   39  0.35  1 096   26  0.27  1 035   24   0.27 

Poland   102   40  0.03   125   28  0.03   184   28   0.04 

Portugal   179   46  0.10   90   29  0.05   100   29   0.05 

Slovak Republic   29   51  0.05   19   22  0.02   19   18   0.02 

Slovenia  ..  ..  ..   10   15  0.02   13   16   0.03 

Spain   794   23  0.07   310   22  0.03   567   13   0.05 

Sweden  1 125   31  0.30  1 473   21  0.29  1 406   29   0.27 

Switzerland   431   25  0.10   928   26  0.14   896   25   0.13 

United Kingdom  3 293   28  0.14  6 117   33  0.23  5 625   31   0.22 

United States  6 054   24  0.05  10 737   35  0.06  11 870   34   0.06 

DAC-EU countries  15 599   27 0.12  17 497   24  0.11  18 293   22   0.11 

Total DAC  27 948   26   0.08  37 295   28   0.08  39 165   27   0.09 

Source: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development aid statistics (http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats).
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TABLE A.10.A: GOOD GOVERNANCE AT ALL LEVELS

SIGNATORIES OF THE UNITED NATIONS CONVENTION AGAINST CORRUPTION

STATUS OF ADOPTION OF THE UNITED NATIONS CONVENTION AGAINST CORRUPTION

SIGNATURE RATIFICATION ACCESSION

AFRICA

Angola 10 December 2003 29 August 2006

Benin 10 December 2003 14 October 2004

Burkina Faso 10 December 2003 10 October 2006

Burundi 10 March 2006

Central African Republic 11 February 2004 6 October 2006

Chad   

Comoros 10 December 2003 11 October 2012

Congo, Dem. Rep. 23 September 2010

Djibouti 17 June 2004 20 April 2005

Eritrea   

Ethiopia 10 December 2003 26 November 2007

Gambia, The 8 July 2015

Guinea 15 July 2005 29 May 2013

Guinea-Bissau 10 September 2007

Lesotho 16 September 2005 16 September 2005

Liberia 16 September 2005

Madagascar 10 December 2003 22 September 2004

Malawi 21 September 2004 4 December 2007

Mali 9 December 2003 18 April 2008

Mauritania 25 October 2006

Mozambique 25 May 2004 9 April 2008

Niger 11 August 2008

Rwanda 30 November 2004 4 October 2006

Sao Tome and Principe 8 December 2005 12 April 2006

Senegal 9 December 2003 16 November 2005

Sierra Leone 9 December 2003 30 September 2004

Somalia   

South Sudan 23 January 2015

Sudan 14 January 2005 5 September 2014

Tanzania, United Republic of 9 December 2003 25 May 2005

Togo 10 December 2003 6 July 2005

Uganda 9 December 2003 9 September 2004

Zambia 11 December 2003 7 December 2007
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TABLE A.10.A: GOOD GOVERNANCE AT ALL LEVELS (CONTINUED)

SIGNATORIES OF THE UNITED NATIONS CONVENTION AGAINST CORRUPTION

STATUS OF ADOPTION OF THE UNITED NATIONS CONVENTION AGAINST CORRUPTION

SIGNATURE RATIFICATION ACCESSION

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan 20 February 2004 25 August 2008

Bangladesh 27 February 2007

Bhutan 15 September 2005 21 September 2016

Cambodia 5 September 2007

Kiribati 27 September 2013

Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 10 December 2003 25 September 2009

Myanmar 2 December 2005 20 December 2012

Nepal 10 December 2003 31 March 2011

Solomon Islands                 6 January 2012

Timor-Leste 10 December 2003 27 March 2009

Tuvalu 4 September 2015 4 September 2015

Vanuatu 12 July 2011

Yemen 11 December 2003 7 November 2005

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti 10 December 2003 14 September 2009

Source: United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) (http://www.unodc.org/).
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TABLE A.10.B: GOOD GOVERNANCE AT ALL LEVELS

DOING BUSINESS RANKING AND INDICES

EASE OF DOING BUSINESS 
INDEX (1=MOST 

BUSINESS-FRIENDLY 
REGULATIONS)

TRADING ACROSS 
BORDERS INDEX

STARTING A BUSINESS 
INDEX ENFORCING CONTRACT

2016 
INDEX

2018 
INDEX

2018 
RANK

2016 
INDEX

2018 
INDEX

2018 
RANK

2016 
INDEX

2018 
INDEX

2018 
RANK

2016 
INDEX

2018 
INDEX

2018 
RANK

AFRICA

Angola 40.00 41.49 175 17.22 25.28 180 77.48 80.09 134 26.26 26.26 186

Benin 47.60 50.47 151 61.22 60.78 136 81.37 90.58 56 36.34 36.34 170

Burkina Faso 51.07 51.54 148 66.58 66.58 113 86.69 88.17 74 41.05 41.05 163

Burundi 46.75 46.92 164 47.02 47.02 164 94.51 91.94 42 45.74 45.74 150

Central African Republic 34.14 34.86 184 58.64 58.64 145 33.70 37.02 188 30.46 30.46 182

Chad 37.79 38.30 180 40.12 40.12 172 41.92 50.26 185 44.58 44.58 154

Comoros 47.91 48.52 158 66.18 66.87 111 71.17 72.01 166 32.05 32.05 180

Congo, Dem. Rep. 37.39 37.65 182 1.26 1.26 188 84.83 89.78 62 36.06 36.06 172

Djibouti 45.06 49.58 154 51.87 51.87 159 66.45 83.38 115 34.78 34.78 175

Eritrea 22.43 22.87 189 0.00 0.00 189 46.16 50.60 184 53.68 53.68 119

Ethiopia 45.41 47.77 161 41.33 45.34 167 53.64 68.43 174 59.99 59.99 68

Gambia, The 49.52 51.92 146 67.81 67.81 105 67.32 69.00 171 54.84 54.84 107

Guinea 47.90 49.80 153 46.24 46.24 165 80.02 81.77 125 53.87 53.87 117

Guinea-Bissau 40.71 41.45 176 59.60 59.60 141 57.65 63.76 178 36.76 36.76 168

Lesotho 57.06 60.42 104 91.60 91.60 40 82.85 83.06 119 57.18 57.18 95

Liberia 40.43 43.55 172 27.82 27.77 177 90.64 90.77 54 35.23 35.23 174

Madagascar 43.74 47.67 162 59.42 60.95 134 79.63 87.76 76 42.85 42.85 158

Malawi 49.03 58.94 110 63.32 65.29 117 69.71 76.43 152 46.16 45.55 151

Mali 50.37 52.92 143 73.30 73.30 85 66.05 84.46 104 42.80 42.80 159

Mauritania 45.83 50.88 150 57.81 60.30 138 86.87 91.80 43 58.58 60.43 65

Mozambique 53.09 54.00 138 66.31 67.25 109 80.23 79.86 137 27.32 27.32 184

Niger 47.26 52.34 144 55.74 63.61 122 77.62 93.65 24 41.85 48.70 137

Rwanda 68.27 73.4 41 61.15 72.44 87 82.92 87.66 78 53.06 58.62 85

Sao Tome and Principe 43.94 44.84 169 62.78 66.03 114 73.76 77.33 148 30.28 27.00 185

Senegal 48.60 53.06 140 60.85 60.85 135 85.99 89.70 63 43.10 48.15 142

Sierra Leone 48.39 48.18 160 43.81 48.99 162 84.73 86.95 83 55.92 55.92 100

Somalia 20.24 19.98 190 51.60 51.60 160 48.27 45.77 187 54.58 54.58 110

South Sudan 33.26 32.86 187 26.19 26.19 178 53.96 55.68 181 58.99 58.99 81

Sudan 45.39 44.46 170 19.16 19.16 185 75.14 73.51 159 46.91 46.91 146

Tanzania, United Republic of 50.00 54.04 137 20.21 20.21 182 71.90 73.03 162 61.66 61.66 58

Togo 47.07 48.88 156 60.40 63.66 121 78.37 82.51 121 48.10 48.10 143

Uganda 55.86 56.94 122 59.50 62.08 127 69.26 72.25 165 60.60 60.60 64

Zambia 60.82 64.50 85 46.99 56.88 150 84.88 84.89 101 49.89 51.74 128

Average, Africa 45.53 47.73 152 49.49 51.38 141 72.29 76.78 122 45.50 46.02 136
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TABLE A.10.B: GOOD GOVERNANCE AT ALL LEVELS (CONTINUED)

DOING BUSINESS RANKING AND INDICES

EASE OF DOING BUSINESS 
INDEX (1=MOST 

BUSINESS-FRIENDLY 
REGULATIONS)

TRADING ACROSS 
BORDERS INDEX

STARTING A BUSINESS 
INDEX ENFORCING CONTRACT

2016 
INDEX

2018 
INDEX

2018 
RANK

2016 
INDEX

2018 
INDEX

2018 
RANK

2016 
INDEX

2018 
INDEX

2018 
RANK

2016 
INDEX

2018 
INDEX

2018 
RANK

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan 38.31 36.19 183 28.90 30.63 175 92.19 84.28 107 31.76 31.76 181

Bangladesh 40.70 40.99 177 34.86 34.86 173 81.72 80.67 131 22.21 22.21 189

Bhutan 65.09 66.27 75 94.25 94.25 26 85.57 86.33 88 67.21 69.99 25

Cambodia 53.95 54.47 135 67.28 67.28 108 54.50 51.91 183 32.67 32.67 179

Kiribati 48.37 48.74 157 62.08 62.08 127 76.46 77.47 147 53.39 53.39 121

Lao People’s Dem. Rep. 51.72 53.01 141 62.98 62.98 124 67.36 72.56 164 56.22 56.22 97

Myanmar 43.36 44.21 171 55.05 47.67 163 64.74 75.42 155 24.53 24.53 188

Nepal 59.28 59.95 105 79.32 77.17 76 83.48 84.04 109 45.26 45.26 153

Solomon Islands 58.08 58.13 116 53.45 53.45 156 85.11 85.42 94 43.49 43.49 156

Timor-Leste 41.84 40.62 178 69.90 69.90 98 83.63 76.60 151 6.13 6.13 190

Vanuatu 60.51 63.08 90 59.13 59.13 143 75.51 81.23 128 49.27 49.27 135

Yemen 40.17 33.00 186 0.00 0.00 189 73.36 72.68 163 48.52 48.52 140

Average, Asia and the Pacific 50.11 49.89 143 55.60 54.95 130 76.97 77.38 135 40.06 40.29 146

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Haiti 38.17 38.24 181 76.08 76.9 77 33.53 33.7 189 52.49 52.49 125

Average, all LDCs 45.57 47.06 147 50.56 51.74 134 71.12 74.39 124 43.29 43.72 135

Source: The Doing Business project. The World Bank.
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

Cash Transfers: A cash transfer refers to the direct provision of 
cash to households in order to reduce poverty and vulnerability. 
Cash transfer was originally used as a strategy in middle-income 
countries, but in recent years governments and international 
agencies operating in low-income countries have adopted and 
expanded similar programs.

Concessional Finance: Loans extended on more generous terms 
than market loans. These loans are characterized by interest 
rates below those available on the market, by grace periods, or a 
combination of these. 

Buffer Stocks: Scheme that institutions--usually governments--
apply in order to stabilize prices in volatile markets) and protect 
its participants. 

Catastrophe Bonds (CAT-bonds): Financial Instrument designed 
to crowd-source insurance coverage for a country against natural 
disasters. The CAT-bond works as a regular bond, but with the 
catastrophe acting as a default trigger. If a catastrophe occurs 
before maturity, the principal is not paid, and it goes to cover the 
damages inflicted by the disaster.

Climate-proof infrastructure: Adaptation measure that gener-
ates infrastructure able to withstand the risks of climate change.

Contingent Credit: Financial instruments functioning with an 
underlying insurance that is triggered when certain conditions 
in the derivative asset are met, for example, reach a determined 
price. It allows the borrower to reduce its financial obligations 
when a negative shock comes, while the lender still receives its 
payment from the insurance.

Countercyclical policies: Policies undertaken by governments to 
neutralize the negative effects of economic cycles, by saving during 
good growth periods and spending during downturns.

Covariate Shocks: Shocks affecting a specific household or area, 
as well as neighbouring ones. They are recognized as “community 
shocks”. 

Disaster: An event causing great harm, damage, or suffering.

Dynamic Incentive: Incentives that are in function of future out-
comes. A dynamic incentive to repay a debt involves a debtor that 
will lend more money.

Exogenous Shocks: Events from outside the economic system 
that affect its course. These could be short-lived political events, 
changes in government policy, or natural disasters.

Hazard: An agent which has the potential to cause harm to a 
vulnerable target, like humans, property, or the environment.

Idiosyncratic Shocks: Shocks that only affect the household and 
are not related to the community in general. 

Indemnity-Based insurance: Insurance designed for specific 
activities where the insurer agrees to pay for actual or potential 
losses or damages for which the insured is faulty. These damages 
or losses do not apply to the common property damages that 
regular insurance covers, but to liabilities, such as, claims for 
misjudgment or malpractice and the consequent legal costs 
derived from them.

Intended Nationally Determined Contributions (INDCs): Set 
of policies that countries publicly outlined when signing the Paris 
Agreement. They define what post-2020 climate actions countries 
intended to take under the new international agreement. (World 
Resources Institute).

Micro-credit: Loans of very low monetary value, designed to be 
affordable for extremely low-income communities who do not 
have access to traditional financing mechanisms.

National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPA): Programme 
made by LDCs designed to identify and respond short-term and 
urgent needs to adapt to climate change. 

National Adaptation Plan (NAP): Programme made by LDCs 
designed to address medium- and long-term adaptation needs, 
such as, capacity building and resilience.

Net trade position: Total exports minus total imports of a country 
or economic block.

Resilience: The capacity of social, economic, and environmental 
systems to cope with a hazardous event or trend, responding or 
reorganizing in ways that maintain their essential function, identity, 
and structure, while maintaining the capacity for adaptation, 
learning, and transformation.

Resilience Bonds: These bonds help countries insuring themselves 
against natural disasters, like a catastrophe bond, and also to be 
more resilient. It works through previous investment in protective 
infrastructure, thus, paying fewer premiums for the bonds.

Risk-Free Securities: Assets that yield certain returns, such as, 
Treasury Bonds. These assets carry very little risk as they are 
usually backed up by stable institutions. Hence, their expected 
returns is close to the market interest rate and usually lower than 
a risky asset.

Self-Insurance: It refers to the action of setting aside a pool of 
money to guard himself against an unexpected event. 

Social Capital: Networks together with shared norms, values and 
understandings that facilitate cooperation within or among groups.

Social Protection: Set of policies and programmes designed to 
reduce and prevent poverty, vulnerability, and social exclusion for 
all people. 

Social Protection Floors: Nationally defined sets of basic social 
security guarantees that should ensure, as a minimum that, over 
the life cycle, all people in need have access to essential health care 
and to basic income security.

Sovereign CoCo (Contingent Convertibles): Bonds issued over 
sovereign debt whose maturity date can be pushed forward and 
the payments reduced or left standstill when a bailout of the 
issuing government occurs.

Sovereign Disaster Risk Financing: Mechanism meant to 
increase the financial response capacity of governments after a 
natural disaster has occurred, while protecting their long-term 
fiscal balance.

Systemic Risk: The risk that the failure of one financial institution 
could cause other interconnected institutions to fail and harm the 
economy as a whole.

Vulnerability: The inability of a system to withstand the effects of 
multiple shocks.



AFRICA [33]
Angola
Benin
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Central African Republic
Chad
Comoros
Democratic Republic of the Congo
Djibouti
Eritrea
Ethiopia
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Mali
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ASIA AND THE PACIFIC [13]
Afghanistan
Bangladesh
Bhutan
Cambodia
Kiribati
Lao People’s Democratic Republic
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Nepal
Solomon Islands
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Yemen
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