Chapter 4: Data: knowing by numbers

Data as a technology of knowledge within LDC digsewperates by defining the
area of relevant analysis, and in so doing, comstithe analysis that can be
undertaken and produced. This chapter explorewdys in which data functions
as a technology of knowledge in the three critasied to define category LDC:
national income, national economic vulnerabilitydanational human resources.
The chapter is based on analysis of data fromvibertost recent analyses
produced by UNCTAD for its biannual publication,elbeast Developed
Countries Reports for 2002 and 2004. The chapiemeences with a gender
analysis of the ways that the data operates ashadégy of knowledge,
identifying the existence and presence of discerbnundaries, and the conceptual
limitations these boundaries create. A discussfdhe three criteria follow, which
is followed in turn by a discussion of two issugsleded from the data-based
analysis within LDC discourse: conflict and HIV/A® This chapter continues the
argument outlined in Chapter 1 and establishechiap@r 2, that gender analysis
provides critical insight into the discursive boands within LDC development
discourse and the operation of the technologiésmoivledge that function within
it. It aims to demonstrate how data as a technotdgyrowledge operates within
LDC discourse, through assessment of what it iredueghd excludes, and how
preserving the integrity of the data becomes a maigrficant issue within LDC
discourse than producing a fuller analysis of dewedent. What is particularly
clear within this chapter, through the specificlson data, is the dominance of
macroeconomic factors within LDC criteria and LDQabysis.

The chapter will demonstrate that data functiona shnology of knowledge in
three clear ways. Firstly, LDC data provides atkahview of any given LDC
through national level data that treats all LDCé@asiogenous. Secondly, and as a
result of the first factor, data limits the anagythat can be undertaken within LDC
countries themselves, between countries withirLD€ group, and between
countries within and outside the LDC category. @lyirdata in LDC privileges a
narrow definition of economic issues that excludsses that not only have
significant impacts on broader national developnoemntext, but also have very
concrete social economic impacts.

The data “frame”

Political realism defines the world as a groupifgation-states, acting and
interacting through the use of power as rationadlsi entities motivated by self-
interest (Morgenthau 1959). The sovereign stadéwsys taken as a given and
each one is seen as essentially the same as arfeghanist challenges to
international relations as a discipline and disseurave asked questions about
how states have been constituted historically,laowd they are currently being
sustained (Peterson 1992; Sylvester 1994). Tlesmist challenges have
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highlighted the narrow conceptions of politicallie@a, which formed the ground
of the study of international relations, and whilgtermined international relations
discipline-based ways of knowing. Further, fenticisallenges have highlighted
exclusions from the discipline’s historic focustbe high politics of principal
actors, whose exercise of power had the potewtiaffect the global balance of
economic, political and military power (Jones 1988)

In starting this discussion of LDC data, it is peatito acknowledge there are
discursive linkages between the primacy grantdtidmation state as the unit of
analysis in political realism, and in the focustbe nation as a single entity in
LDC discourse. Both the disciplines of internaéibrelations and the liberal
economics biased discourse of the LDC categoryeshdimited capacity to
recognise and examine intra-state dynamics andrdiftes:
International relations is a discipline concernethuhe fate of the world;
but the world within which it deals is a fragmentand distorted version of
the world in which we live. (Grant and Newland 1991
On the whole, the data ‘frame’ is the nation-stateDC discourse, as it is the
analytic unit in political realism.

Feminist challenges to political realism in intefaaal relations have now long
argued and demonstrated that a reliance on themstiite as the unit of analysis
not only leads to simplistic representations of giwen country and relationships
between them, but produces interpretations ang/sisghat can only be a
fragment of ‘reality’ as they do not delve benethin national level to the
complexity of dynamics within countries themselv@hese feminist arguments
have included highlighting the separation of geratet the discipline into separate
spheres (Halliday 1991), and the dependence dfitteurse on gendered
assumptions of the state, citizenship, power andrgg (Elshtain 1992; Grant
1991; Keohane 1991). The reliance on the natiate sts the single unit of analysis
within LDC discourse leads to similar discursivaitations and a dependence on
gendered assumptions of not only the state, bwhat is relevant to analysis.

This emphasis on the nation state as a unit ofyaisalvithin both LDC category
discourse and international relations reinforceassumption of homogeneity
among nations and obscures intra-state and iraeg-differences. Feminist
challenges to international relations have demateirhow the relevance of
gender and the experiences and lives of womerfiisedieas irrelevant to the
discipline (Peterson 1992; Sylvester 1992; Ticki®91). These issues play out
through the operation of data as a technology ofWedge in LDC discourse. For
the purposes of comparison and analysis, the d&ighin LDC criteria and analysis
is a small set of statistics that are assumed tovh#able in all countries. As a
result, the analysis of development context wigngiven LDC is limited to the
small range of issues that are identified in thiega themselves, which can be
sought and applied in the same way in all LDC amatbDC countries.

Knowing poverty

As discussed in Chapter 1, poverty is a culturaktrict, that can change
depending on the perspective and vantage point(Baldlins 1997), a fact echoed
in the stories of Indigenous peoples’ experiend¢edlonisation (Davidson et al
1997). The analysis within these two UNCTAD LDGtss Reports is occurring
in the context of major national and internatiot@bates on the definition and
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measurement of poverty, at individual, household population levels. “How
many poor people are there in the world? This sngpiestion is surprisingly
difficult to answer” (Reddy and Pogge 2003:3). sTtiebate does recognise the
limitations of data defined and driven poverty gsal, particularly if the analysis
is used to develop and support particular recommaugons for action to alleviate
poverty. Much of this debate, however, is abowrafiting to fit a broader
recognition and understanding of the factors tbhatribute to poverty into specific
data analysis methodologies. It does not recogheseultural construction of how
poverty is known, defined and experienced. InwWay we can see that data is
continuing to operate as a technology of knowletdgepming the focus itself of
discussion, rather than poverty, and in so doingingethat discussion increasingly
technical and specialized.

One perspective within this debate argues for #eeai household-level estimates
of poverty. These estimates can focus on the regsuequired for a minimum
acceptable standard of living. Household-basedhoagetiogies have been
challenged by alternatives that focus on the caypaatbility or inability of
households to be self-reliant. The argument istti@experiences of resource
poverty can be transitory, and mitigated by soc@&ivorks, and there is a greater
need for responses to address the ongoing soa@kiston experienced by those
people who are unable to be self-reliant (Havent#ii® Other aspects of the
debate about the measurement of poverty includastemptions made of what
and who is included in the unit of measurement: éxample, when the unit of
measurement is a household, who does that incl@ide®seholds are compared to
each other, how accurate can the comparison beeihousehold is small, and
another is larger?

Methodologies for estimating national levels of dy are also subject to
considerable debate. Reddy and Pogge (2003) talsidewable issue with the
assumptions and methodologies within the povetiynases produced by the
World Bank. They argue that the World Bank’s esties of the level, geographic
distribution and trends of poverty should not beegted. The first error they
identify is the reliance upon a poorly defined pydine that isn’t linked to a clear
understanding or concept of what poverty is in geahthe capacity or lack thereof
to access and command resources. The second, aadeubnical error, is related
to the fact that national currency equivalenthdlobal poverty line, and its
changes over time as currency values fluctuatee havbeen addressed, as
purchasing power parity factors that would alloweamingful and accurate
identification” (Reddy and Pogge 2003:4) have rerbused. The third critical
error identified relates to the methods by whichiglimited country level data has
been extended and extrapolated, to produce numlhéck are given to six digits
in some World Bank publications, giving the figutke appearance of gold plated
precision, when in fact they are in essence highlyertain (Reddy and Pogge
2003:4).

70 Recent Australian research identified that an testenation of Indigenous poverty
rates in Australia was occurring due to the inapiif standard household poverty rate
comparative data to recognise the larger and nauiégational composition of households
(Hunter, Kennedy and Biddle 2002).
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Critiques such as this force an acknowledgmentalaggree of approximation will
always be required when looking at poverty estis\ads poverty, by its very
nature, is not a universal standard measure, ambthe assessed and measured
with the same precision and degree of agreemefrasxample, physical
distance, height and weight. Reddy and Pogge (20@Bie that the poverty
estimates they criticize as fundamentally inappgedprand misleading have been
used by the World Bank in its World Development &&pin both 2000 and 2001
to argue that global poverty is decreasing, antdttreWorld Bank is on the right
track with policy successes in the reduction ofgrovworld wide:

The questions of how many poor people there atleeirworld, how poor

they are, where they live, and how these fact€laaaging over time are

clearly very important ones. The Bank’s estimatieglobal income

poverty are influential not only because of theiportance and usefulness,

but because the Bank is currently the only prodo€such estimates

(Reddy and Pogge 2003:3).

The ability to reduce poverty from complexity tongile numbers is profoundly
problematic. Given this, a critical issue at hamthie production of poverty
estimates is their use as authoritative policy Kedge. Data is an evidence base
for the development, implementation, evaluation jastification of policy and
strategies. Data also becomes the objective atythorassessing the scope and
scale of the issue to hand, and fundamentally eémites decisions about what
priority should be assigned to addressing it, ahdtwesources are required. To
justify the use of particular numbers in measupogerty, the methods of
production of the data and the analysis becoméothes, a key way in which data
operates as a technology of knowledge.

Figure 1: Relationship between Discrete, Compositend Single Indicators

Single indicator--------------------- Consumption

Com pOSite Human Development Index

Indicator------------- Human Poverty Index
Gender-related Development Index

D |SC rete Economic Human Socio-cultural| Political Protective
Indicators---

(Source: OECD 2001: figure 2 cited in UNCTAD 200d 6:41)

The UNCTAD 2002 report itself acknowledges thatgxty estimates are based on
a simple notion where poverty is understood noy ankeconomic terms but also as
an experience or state that is characterised byptauinterrelated factors of
cultural, political, social and individual origifNCTAD 2002:49). This approach
does not account for the multidimensional charésttes of poverty. Accordingly,
while the 2002 UNCTAD report acknowledges thatebmplexity of poverty
analysis requires the use of multiple methodolqgtesoes not apply them. This
issue of the complex nature of poverty has beereasingly recognised in other
studies, including the importance of ensuring thsties that are not strictly

147



economic are incorporated into poverty analysdsut not this one. The above
diagram illustrates the relationships between ifféindicators of poverty. An
attempt to reflect this complexity is through trevelopment of composite indices,
bringing together a number of different factor®iatsingle indicator, such as the
United Nations Development Programme’s Human Deraknt Index. Another
approach is to identify aspects of individual omeounity lives that can become a
single indicator of more complex phenomena, sudhasise of the number of
women in elected parliaments as an indicator oettient of women’s engagement
in public decision-making.

These are data-based studies and approaches, avhithited by their focus and
emphasis on numbers. Narayan’s (20@gxes of the Poor studies for the World
Bank’s 2000/1 World Development Report highlightked importance of
participatory qualitative studies of poverty and ttnportance of consultation and
engagement with ‘the poor’ in defining poveiyThese studies highlighted that
the definitions of poverty held by ‘the poor’ vatisignificantly from a narrow
view of poverty as low cash income and absencesdta. The report puts forward
a view of poverty as a pronounced deprivation df-veing. By promoting the
view of poverty as multidimensional, affecting adpects of life and livelihoods,
these reports move far beyond reductionist indidassed representations of
poverty that seek to ‘add numbers and stir’ toudel additional issues in
definitions used to measure and assess populatierty levels (Narayan 2000:
30-44Y3. These views of alternative and broader defingtiof poverty sit within

71 |n outlining the African Economic Research Consont(AERC) research agenda,
Rwegasira (2001) describes in how it has been leraatiwith the inclusion of a poverty
research focus, which has in turn raised challetmé&aditional economics research and
analysis methodologies:
Following the completion of that first phase of fheverty project, research is
being extended by AERC beyond measurement conagwes) that new data sets
have become available in a number of African caestand that new
methodological contributions to poverty analysisedhamerged. Quite apart from
these reasons, poverty reduction has, of coursaepmed continuing and increasing
importance as a policy target in Sub-Saharan Air{gad in other low-income
countries). In addition, it is now recognised thaverty is a multidimensional
phenomenon, reflecting also deprivation in non-ecoic aspects of life such as
spiritual or immaterial assets, and lack of voind ampowerment in society.
Despite measurement difficulties, there is a neduking to bring to the fore non-
economic facts in the study of poverty and in trniulation of poverty reduction
policies.
(Rwegasira 2001:5)
72 Narayan's reports (2000) argue that poverty istisiniensional, with contributing
factors that not only intersect but interact anchpound each other. Poverty is defined as
the interaction of material poverty, physical weass, bad social (including gender)
relations, insecurity and vulnerability and powssleess, and is linked with other factors
including places, livelihoods and assets, incafiads] exclusion from institutions, weak
support organisations, subjection to insulting véa. Chambers (2001) argues that the
breadth of this definition is a significant chalignto the World Bank’s narrow
institutional definition of poverty, but that sidicant factors are still ignored in the studies
such as the degree of discrimination ‘the poor'ezignce from the police.
73 The special issue of tlleurnal for International Development (2001, Vol. 13) on the
World Bank’s 2000/1 World Development Report featua series of articles that highlight
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the context of post-development debates that detnataghat poverty as a concept
can operate as a social and cultural construceygst992), that demonstrate the
diversity of poverty in different places and wittdifferent communities (Shepherd
2001), and that argue that contemporary povergyresult of inequitable
distribution and creation of a loss of entitlemtnaccess basic goods within the
market, rather than an absence of basic goodsresiar survival (Wuyts 1992a:
21-22).

Despite the significance of this World Bank reptite 2002 UNCTAD report is
quite open about continuing the adoption of a siqglverty indicator as
fundamentally a pragmatic one, based on the disiiaternationally comparable
numerical information. The report argues that gev@nsumption estimates
derived from national accounts are more reliabdenthousehold survey data,
because of differences in household survey aimsrattdodologies in different
countries, and indeed also within the same couattdifferent times. Two case
studies are cited, Mali and Tanzania:
For example, according to household-survey-baseuaes, 16.5 percent
of the population of Mali was living in poverty 989 and 72.3 per cent in
1994, and 48.5 per cent of the population of theddnRepublic of
Tanzania was living in poverty in 1991 and 19.9 gt in 1993.
(UNCTAD 2002: 51)
An additional factor is that there is more liketylde a similar approach to the
production of national accounts, a factor supperti¥international comparisons.
Furthermore the report cites new research thaidessified that the results of
national accounts-based poverty estimates corrglate closely with other
indicators of poverty than some household survesetaational estimates
(Karshenas 2001 cited in UNCTAD 2002: 47). Thalfisupportive rationale for
the use of national accounts-based estimatestifitligehold survey-based
estimates only exist for specific years in speabantries, whereas national
accounts are produced more broadly and on a mgutarebasis. This poverty
analysis demonstrates how data is operating ashaa@gy of knowledge where
the availability of the data, and preserving thtegnity of data analysis methods,
become more important within LDC discourse thardpoing a fuller analysis of
development in LDCs.

There are clear implications here for the inteoral comparison of gendered
aspects of poverty. As long as national accoumtsiat based on gender-
disaggregated data, this methodology will neveatile to provide a tool for
international comparative analysis of the prevadesied extent of women'’s
poverty. Data that excludes women will not beraliieto ensure the integrity of the
analysis of data over time.

the complexity of poverty, and the significanceh® innovations within this report, and
its limitations. For example, Barnett and Whites{8001) write about the limited
incorporation of HIV/AIDS within the report; Mos¢2001) writes about the innovative
use of (in)security as a concept in understandowvgmy, and the issues which are absent
from the analysis of social protection requirements
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Counting with blindfolds: gender blind numbers in L DC
discourse

The LDCs are identified and defined through thieestdrs: low income, human
resources, and economic vulnerability (UNCTAD 2002he current population

of men, women and children living in LDCs is estiethat 614 million (UNCTAD
2002), over one tenth of the global populatforHow are these women, men and
children known through the data that is considé¢nedessential objective evidence
base of international policy making and determiore®i What does this evidence
reveal? These are questions that sit outsidedbedaries of the data in LDC
discourse.

Gender analysis is a critical tool for identifyitige limits and boundaries of
development discourse. Gender analysis of the weawdich data operates as a
technology of knowledge within LDC discourse regealotal absence of gender
awareness. This is one of the inevitable by-prtslotthe data used in LDC
category assessments being limited to national ata. Gender analysis,
particularly the question ‘Where are the womerdnitifies the fundamental
inability of national level data to reveal any infeation about the dynamics of
poverty, economic activity and social developmeithin a country. The
privileging of national level data in LDC discounggluces knowledge of particular
LDCs and their populations, or those being assessddC status, to single
numbers. The feminisation of poverty, degree ofme&n’s participation in the
formal economy, the equity of health and educagtaitus between men and
women in a given LDC are all questions that cateoasked of or answered by the
national level data used in the LDC criteria. TiBia result of the lack of any data
disaggregated by sex, the focus on the nation-atatke unit of analysis and the
emphasis on high-level aggregations through indiddse only analysis that can be
produced with national level data is comparisortevben different LDCs, or
comparisons between LDCs and other countries nibieil. DC grouping. Asking
the question ‘Where are the women?’ not only res/&@t women cannot be seen
within the single numbers produced for nationakledata, it also highlights the
fact that gender issues are totally excluded frioafield of analysis. Further,
asking this simple question also reveals methodstigh data operates as a
technology of knowledge within LDC discourse. Data the privileged policy
facts, used to determine LDC status and the praokdf analysis. The limited
frame of national level data not only means thataayics within any particular
LDC are invisible, and that critical developmersiss are excluded from the
analysis, but also means that the only type ofyaigathat can be produced is
limited to national level comparisons.

The most cursory examination of the three LDC gdte low income, economic
vulnerability and human assets — identifies thanemic factors dominate the
determination and analyses of LDC status and ctnteéx feminist challenges to
international relations identified the discursivaihdaries of the discipline briefly
outlined in the previous section, feminist analygigconomics has identified
critical foundational assumptions within the didicip that reveal the lack of

74 UNAIDS (2000) estimated the global population & Billion. This places the
estimated LDC population of 614 million at 10.3%tloé global population.
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objectivity in the so-called objective science.eTbcus on choices to meet
material needs as the core expression of agenbyrwvatonomics has been
challenged by feminist economists, who have argustegad for economics to
focus on the ways people meet their basic needsufeival, and the goods
required (Ferber and Nelson 1993):
The line between needs and wants is not distimct,yat one certainly can
say that a Guatemalan orphan needs her daily bfiosdup more than the
overfed North American needs a second piece of.c&wh a definition of
economics need not rule out studies of choice exohange, but it does
displace them from the core of economics. It de®sule out study of the
provision of conveniences or luxuries as well aserfiasic needs, but it
does not give them equal priority. Voluntary exuolais part of the
process of provisioning, but so are gift-giving aroetrcion. Organised
impersonal markets are one locus of economic &gtibut so are
households, governments, and other more persomaioomal human
organisations. (Nelson 1993:33)
Feminist economists challenge the broad discigireconomics by highlighting
the gender bias within it, and in so doing hightitite discursive limits of the
analysis it has been producing.

The lack of gender analysis within economics ldadm inability to recognise the
difference between how men and women are positianun society and in
relationship to the economy, as well as each diMiitehead and Lockwood
1999:551). This has been well demonstrated asudt i&f the foundational
assumptions of the discipline of economics on thestétn European
enlightenment tradition of the private/public dietvmy (Elson 2001; Ferber and
Nelson 1993). The construction of women as ‘défgr and consequently inferior
to men has been an integral aspect of the ideabgia social subordination of
women in European cultures (Eisenstein 1984:20n€lbim Grieve and Burns
1986; Tong 1989). This construction of womanhaodremised on the
public/private dichotomy, or the mind/body splklasculinity is associated with
the public domain, the economic, the mind, reakmg, intellect, strength,
industry and progress. Femininity is associatet tie private domain, the
household, the domestic, the body, intuition, eomtiveakness and nature. Itis a
value-laden dichotomy with superiority and impodamssociated with
masculinity, and inferiority, unimportance and @ity associated with femininity.

The core assumption within liberal economics ig thare are free agents, who
exercise choice to select the optimal goods andces needed or wanted from
available resources. This free agent is foreveake adult, operating without
constraints.
Economic theory’s conception of selfhood and indiinl agency is located
in Western cultural traditions as well as beingdidetly androcentric.
Economic man is the Western romantic hero, a tendnt individual able
to make choices and attain goals. (Strassman @9p3:
The free agent is not a baby being breastfed fivivaal, not an elderly person
dependent on assistance, not an ill or disablesbperequiring support to meet
needs, and not a woman whose very ability to ahemarket may be determined
and restricted by social and cultural norms. Teise assumption has remained
foundational within the discipline of economicsislwisible through gender
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analysis in the inclusions and exclusions of ecanatata within development
economics and LDC category data analysis.

For example, in their analysis of IMF and World Ranacroeconomic policies
Elson and Cagatay (2000) identify that the macroenuc and the social are
located as separate and different within this diss®. Elson and Cagatay argue
that this discursive separation is unable to reisagtine interdependence between
the two factors or domains, a critical requiremapolicy that is to integrate the
social and economic:
A starting point is the recognition that macroeaoiwmaggregates — public
expenditure and revenue, public debt, GNP, the mmeopply — are bearers
of social relations and are imbued with social ealult is not the real
resources of a country which set the functioningts to how much
revenue a government can raise or how much it oamw or how much it
can spend. It is the balance of social powerptteern of social norms, the
structure of social institutions, the degree ofi@omonsensus, the
perceptions of the key players and the framewonkafket regulation that
prevails, both nationally and internationally. &h and Cagatay
2000:1360)

This strand of economics assumes that the same@mtoassumptions can apply
worldwide. Even with the emergence of a speciétdfof economics focused on
development challenges, it has continued the methgatal assumptions that are
based on the core of rational man exercising iddiai choice that is
characteristics of broader economics. Elson arthaghis form of economics is
fundamentally flawed:
The same set of stylized facts will not fit the whworld. This was indeed
the premise of ‘development economics’. Howeuszre is no longer, if
indeed there ever was, a neat bifurcation betwesat af stylized facts that
fit ‘developed countries’ and a set that fit ‘dey@hg countries’. A much
richer typology is needed. (Elson 2001:3)
This was of course a core assumption within theenadation theory of
development, promoting uniform progress throughettgyment planning from a
backward traditional culture to a projected idealife based on an image of the
industrialized West (Corbidge 1995; Cowan and Shedd96; Pieterse 1991).
The recognition that simple assumptions about wilatvork in developing
countries do not account for the diversity of depaig country contexts is a
criticism of this model of development (Scott 19968hech and Haggis 2002).
Ghosh (2001) argues that current development eciasditerature has not
challenged this core foundation of neo-liberal neagconomics and neoclassical
economics, and the models produced demonstrate this
The models now being developed all tend to be basdte notion that
prices and quantities are simultaneously determiinexigh the market
mechanism, with relative prices being the cru@atdrs determining
resource allocation as well as the level and coitiposof output. This
holds whether the focus of attention is the pattérshareholding tenancy
or semiformal rural credit markets or a developaieggnomy engaging in
international trade. (Ghosh 2001:3)
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As discussed at the start of this chapter, fematiastlenges to international
relations identified the discursive limitationsanfalysis that uses the nation state
as the core unit of analysis. Feminist challerigemnd within economics identify
the discursive barriers created by the foundatiasalmption of economic man as
the free agent exercising rational choice. Key {soia highlight within the context
of the following analysis of data on LDCs are firsthe separation of the
economic and the social, and secondly, the waythigatliscourse determines the
data that is collected and determined as usefaé nMumbers are gender-blind but
do not need to be; data can be improved.
...the continuing need to improve economic and salas, both
gualitative and quantitative. Just to give one epi@mA lot of attention is
focused on targets for reducing income-povertyeréhs also concern
about the feminisation of poverty. But no onernsducing the data that
will allow us to track to what extent women arepdagportionately income-
poor; and whether this is increasing or decreas{&dson 2001:16)

LDC data: the privileged policy facts

The discussion in Chapter 3 established the waygioh the LDC category
criteria operated as a technology of knowledgeluelieg certain types of
information, with administrative procedures andtpcols that became increasingly
specialized and complex as time passed on. Dattarmrivileged policy facts
used in the administration of the criteria, andtheefocus of the biannual LDC
reports produced by UNCTAD. These reports areywwed separate to the work of
the UNCDP, and do not have any relationship wighatministration of the LDC
category. They are produced for the purposesgifiighting the status of LDCs
within the broader international community. Whatlisar in examining the data
used in LDC status assessment and in the repartisiped by UNCTAD is that
data operates as a technology of knowledge inntsraght, creating specific
dynamics within LDC discourse. Data is used asrtéam type of evidence that has
validity, authority and credibility in the internabal policy environment of LDC
discourse, and is generally considered objectiveuambiasetP. This discursive
presumption is based on the ability of data toexfteality, and is privileged in the
analysis undertaken as the type of information blegbmes policy fact.

This use of data as a way to lend authority to cemtary within development
discourse is discussed by Ferguson in his anadyd¢orld Bank constructions of
Lesotho as a ‘less developed country’ (Fergusoi®189-55). Ferguson notes that
the World Bank report uses statistics to suppsertdanstruction of Lesotho as a
LDC requiring specific development assistance. biesithese functions in two
ways, which despite appearing to be contradictorpat hinder the World Bank’s
analysis. Firstly, Ferguson notes the World Bamkiscern about the lack of
national statistics, and the quality and reliapitif those statistics that are

75 There is of course a major inter- and intra-digcipy debate about quantitative as
opposed to qualitative social research methodadogibich has been highly influential in
debates of appropriate and effective monitoring eraluation of development activities.
It is appropriate to acknowledge this debate ticeig the intensity of debates about the
nature of information used in knowledge formatiowl @ecision-making (Bowling 1997;
Feuerstein 1986; Patton, 1987; Sarantakos 1998).
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available. This does not, he observes, provide gimcause for the World Bank to
refrain from statistical analysis or from drawingnclusions from it. The World
Bank’s report acknowledges that the data that fahasasis of charts and figures
are ‘virtually non-existent’ statistics and ‘unaddie information’ (Ferguson 1990:
40-1), but the charts, analysis and figures arateteregardless. Furthermore, they
are then used to support specific arguments abeuttaracteristics of Lesotho as
aLDC.

The same ‘well the numbers are no good but theyeptize point just the same’
approach is also used by UNCDP and UNCTAD in thealysis about the LDCs.
This chapter discusses data in terms of each ceheareas that form the LDC
criteria: income, human resources and economicevability. This leads into a
discussion of two critical areas of internationaligy and development activity
that are not factored into the LDC criteria, cactfknd HIV/AIDS. In each of
these discussions | explore the ways in which tssibility of gender analysis is
excluded by the type of data that is used, andiigethe discursive limitations to
the analyses produced by this LDC discourse.

Low income

In determining LDC status, the low-income criterisrmeasured by the level of
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per capita. At timeetof the 2000 triennial review
of the LDC list by the UN Committee for Developmétdlicy, the low income
threshold for a country’s inclusion in the LDC agtey was a per capita GDP of
$US 900. The threshold for graduation from the L&afegory was $US 1,035
(UNCTAD 2002:i). As an indicator of overall nat@mireconomy strength, Gross
Domestic Product aggregates the total value dirall goods and services
produced in an economy over a one-year period.used as an international
economic benchmark.

Gross domestic product can be measured in thres:way

(a) The sum of the value added by each industpyaducing the year’s

output (the output method)

(b) The sum of factor incomes received from prodgcdhe year’s output

(the income method)

(c) The sum of expenditures on the year’s domestiput of goods and

services (the expenditure method). (Pass, Lowe®andes 1993)
This standard measure of a nation’s overall legélacome, employment, and
prices is determined by the interaction of all niead spending and production
decisions made by all households, firms, governragancies, and others in the
economy. This is a basic measure of a nation’s@oanoutput and income and
provides the total market value of all final go@at&l services produced in the
economy, within a given set of political boundariesa given period of time,
usually one year.

As a measure, none of the standard methods faatllealation of Gross Domestic
Product measure the contribution of unpaid, noneyag informal economic
activity. Marilyn Waring’s (1988) influential angdis on the non-measurement,
non-valuation, and consequent non-recognition ahe's informal and non-
waged labour in these national accounts argueghisatand other standard
measures of national economic activity are funddalgninaccurate due to their
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exclusion of a significant proportion of the lab@und goods produced within a
given national society:

And yet on these figures are based developmenhipignsocio-economic

policy formation, and the establishment of natiqmabrities. These women

simply do not show up when policy makers plan. (M&d988:70)
Waring argues that the United Nations System ofddat Accounts, the basis for
the production of internationally comparable ecoimodata, and the standard to
which national governments seek to ensure commianc consistency, is
fundamentally flawed. Waring argues that thesedlare due to the ideological
biases associated with the definitions of its ¢erms - value, labour, production,
reproduction - that exclude the measurement obfauch as peace; safety; a
sustainable, clean and unpolluted environment; idnphour; individual, family
and community self-sufficiency; and informal sntadide’®. It is a system that, due
to its international adoption and currency, is rs@hi-sustaining. To alter the
system would then mean that the entire precediagsyef data would no longer be
a basis for comparative analysis and observantrermds over time. While
reportg7 have stated that preserving the continuity ofta daurce is not sufficient
justification to continue to exclude gender seusitiata, the reality is that the data
continues to operate as a technology of knowletigemaintenance of a dataset
once created becomes a priority, above ensuririgttanformation it includes is a
useful and accurate representation of a reality.

The LDC criterion for low income is based on a eysbf international economic
measurement that excludes significant labour atidiigcoy women and children
(Gurumurthy 2002). Itis this invisibility in theational accounts that, to
paraphrase Waring, means that this labour, theseewpthese communities,
‘simply do not show up’, in the authoritative infoation that is a critical basis of
UN policy on the LDCs. Gender analysis highligthts limitations of the analysis
that can be produced within the discursive bourdahat produce LDC data,
including GDP and GNP. This data, however dispatedn accurate indicator of
the sum of national economic goods and servicqaubdue to the invisibility of
gender that it enshrines, is the data that is giliecursive prominence within LDC
development discourse. It is in examining thearade on this data, as a single
indicator of population income levels in LDC coues; that the first two ways that
data operates as a technology of knowledge caddgiiied. Examining the use
of this data reveals the way that the data asstwm@egeneity amongst LDCs, and
the resultant limitations of the analysis that barproduced by and with this data.

76 |In tracing the development of this system of ecoicameasurement and assessment,
Waring (1988) locates its recent origins in the éngtive for altered national economic
management during the Second World War, outlinehimfluential article by John
Maynard Keynes and Richard Stone titled ‘The Nafidmeome and Expenditure of the
United Kingdom, and How to Pay for the War.’ Thisgin, she argues, has necessarily led
to a system that does not place a value on, or saekto measure, peace, welfare, health,
safety, the ‘non-economic’ work and labour of womand the difference between the use
of renewable and non-renewable resources, butglaes a positive economic value on
military expenditure and manufacturing.

7T Waring refers to a 1983 report from INSTRAW byexpert group which concluded

that ‘collection of data in a form that misrepre®ehthe situation of women should not be
justified solely on the grounds of maintaining cargbility of historical time series”
(INSTRAW 1983 cited in Waring 1988: 250).

155



The following analysis of per capita GDP in LDCsyides some insight into the
knowledge that is used as an authority in the ftionaof international policy on

the LDCs, and the way that data operates as adtgnof knowledge in LDC
discourse assuming homogeneity and limiting ansly$he reliance on this data to
examine trends in national economic growth whighaurrrently measured, and
identify comparable trends between countries agobnal groupings, limits the
understanding and appreciation of the complexitgenfelopment issues that can
be produced with analysis. Table 3 lists the jpgita GDP, population levels and
annual average growth rates for each of the LD@seach of the major country
groupings. It reveals that, in the period from 1989, the increase in average per
capita GDP across the LDCs was only $4 (a 1.4%as®), while across all
developing countries the average per capita GDreased by $433 or 48.5% over
the same period. In comparison, the increaseveldped market economy
countries was $ 8201, a 44.4% increase from th@ I@&Is of $ 18,891 to the
1999 levels of $ 26,692.

The reliance on single indicator national leveldanits the ability to explore why
this difference has occurred in this timeframe, ahdt the factors is that
differentiate the LDCs as a group from the othemtnes included in the analysis.
The national level data, and reliance upon it askgty unit of analysis implies an
assumed homogeneity amongst LDCs. This homogeopésates through the
assumption that the levels of population incomeME group as a whole, and the
individual countries classified as LDCs, can bentdd and analysed by the same
single indicators. However, even through analg$ite data itself, questions are
raised about the differences between LDCs, butl#ta does not allow further
analysis to explore how and why.
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Table 4: Per Capita GDP and Population, Levels an&rowth by Country

Groups

Country Groupings

Per Capita GDP
(In 1999 $US dollars)

Annual average growth
rates of per capita real

Population

GDP (%)
Level Annual average growth
(millions) rates (%)

1980 1999 1980-1990 | 1990-1999 1999 1980-1990 | 1990-1999
All LDCs 284 288 -0.2 1.1 637.4 25 25
All developing countries 893 1326 1.9 3.0 4770 21 1.7
Developed market economy 18 491 26 692 25 1.6 889.5 0.7 0.6
countries
Countries in Eastern Europe 2881 2405 2.0 -3.4 2318 0.6 -0.2
Afghanistan . . . . 21.9 -1.2 4.6
Angola 909 685 0.8 -3.0 12.5 2.7 3.4
Bangladesh 228 361 1.9 3.1 126.9 2.2 1.6
Benin 354 405 -0.5 1.9 5.9 3.0 2.7
Bhutan 434 733 4.6 4.0 0.6 2.6 2.2
Burkina Faso 189 228 0.8 1.0 11.6 2.8 2.8
Burundi 131 107 14 -4.9 6.6 2.8 2.1
Cambodia .. 285 .. 2.1 10.9 3.1 2.7
Cape Verde 774 1289 3.6 3.0 0.4 1.7 2.3
Central African Republic 357 297 -1.0 -0.3 35 2.4 2.1
Chad 179 211 3.4 -1.3 7.5 2.5 3.0
Comoros 401 291 -0.3 -3.3 0.7 3.1 2.8
Dem. Rep. Of the Congo 350 115 -1.6 -8.3 50.3 3.3 4 3
Djibouti . . .. 0.6 6.4 2.1
Equatorial Guinea 1575 -2.9 -1.2 0.4 5.1 2.6
Eritrea .. 180 . 1.6(a) 3.7 1.7 2.9
Ethiopia 97 107 0.1 1.9 61.1 2.8 2.7
Gambia 360 345 -0.1 -0.8 1.3 3.7 3.6
Guinea 481 502 -0.5 1.3 74 25 2.8
Guinea-Bissau 202 186 1.2 -1.8 1.2 2.0 2.2
Haiti 808 485 -2.6 -2.8 8.1 2.4 1.7
Kiribati 679 732 -1.0 1.8 0.1 1.7 14
Lao PDR 147 259 2.0 3.7 5.3 2.7 2.7
Lesotho 309 415 1.8 2.0 2.1 25 2.3
Liberia .. .. .. . 2.9 3.6 1.0
Madagascar 353 241 -1.6 -1.6 15.5 2.7 3.3
Malawi 168 171 -1.8 2.6 10.6 4.4 1.3
Maldives 481 1359 6.3 4.4 0.3 3.2 2.9
Mali 235 248 0.2 1.0 11.0 2.6 2.4
Mauritania 371 369 -0.8 1.3 2.6 2.7 2.8
Mozambique 196 209 -1.5 25 19.3 15 3.6
Myanmar . .. .. .. 45.1 1.8 1.2
Nepal 142 210 1.9 2.2 23.4 2.6 25
Niger 309 199 -3.3 -0.9 10.4 3.3 34
Rwanda 322 270 -1.2 -1.3 7.2 34 -0.1
Samoa 1264 1250 0.7 0.8 0.2 0.3 1.1
Sao Tome and Principe . 328 -4.4 -0.4 0.1 2.4 2.2
Senegal 482 519 0.2 0.7 9.2 2.8 2.6
Sierra Leone 314 142 -1.8 -6.4 4.7 2.2 1.8
Solomon Islands 602 806 2.9 0.3 0.4 3.6 3.3
Somalia .. .. . . 9.7 2.9 2.3
Sudan 249 345 -2.1 6.1 28.9 2.6 2.0
Togo 453 334 -1.3 -0.4 4.5 3.0 2.8
Tuvalu (b) .. 1931 .. 2.2 0.0 1.3 2.8
Uganda 185 300 0.7 4.3 21.1 2.2 2.8
United Republic of Tanzania 307 268 -0.5 -0.9 32.9 3.2 2.9
Vanuatu 1328 1327 0.6 -0.3 0.2 25 25
Yemen . 387 .. -0.7 17.5 34 4.7
Zambia 505 370 -1.3 -2.1 9.0 2.3 2.4

Source: UNCTAD Handbook of Statistics 2001, WorlchBawWorld Development Indicators 2001,
CDROM cited in UNCTAD Least Developed Countries Be¢[2002: 247

@)

1993-1999

(b)

Population 11,000 and area 3Gduared
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This minimal figure for average per capita growitthe LDCs might be taken to
imply a generalized stasis in LDCs in comparisothtosignificant increases in all
developing countries and developed market econontiesvever, analysis of
individual LDC country data in Table 4 reveals siigant variation between
countries, including both significant increases aigghificant decreases in per
capita GDP8. What this national level data reveals is thatgttuation in all LDCs
is not the same. There is no homogeneity amorge&t inember countries, a factor
that can be demonstrated through examination odidlte itself.

What again becomes clear, as was identified withptievious issue of the
difference between LDCs as a group and other cesnticluded in the analysis, is
that the data does not allow further analysis efrdasons why there are
differences between LDCs. What is hidden is whesé¢hnational economic
aggregates mean for the majority of the populaticthese particular countries.
Without sub-national level data or analysis it@ possible to identify if there are
any similarities between those countries wherecppita income grew or dropped.
It is fair to assume that the distribution of ina®ia not as simple as the simple
division of total GDP by total population. Genderalysis challenges the utility of
these figures as an analysis of poverty distrilouéibthe national level, raising
guestions about who and what is being measuredyhatido these figures
actually mean? In this way, examination of theadeged in the LDC low income
criterion, GDP, identifies boundaries of LDC discgiand highlights two ways in
which data operates as a technology of knowled®ender analysis identifies the
limitations of both the nation state as a singlg ahanalysis, and of GDP as a
catch-all of national economic activity. Examinatiof the data reveals that an
assumed homogeneity is operating, which expectsatheountries that are LDCs
can be identified with single national level indwadata, and this national level
data frame significantly limits the type of anafythat can be undertaken and
produced about LDCs.

Poverty analysis

The limited ability of GDP to reflect populationcomes was recognised in the
2002 LDC Report by UNCTAD. This report featuredvigoverty estimates for
LDCs and analysis of the dynamics and distributibpoverty at the country level.
Using data for 39 LDCs covering the period 19659, 98e report seeks to provide
a tool for the analysis of poverty in different LBGver time. What is clear that
even in this new work prepared by UNCTAD that radegs the limitations of
GDP based analysis of national incomes used ibE& criteria, data continues to
operate as a technology of knowledge. This odtuimigh the imperative to use
guantitative data that is available at the natidena| in the largest number of
LDCs, which defines what is analysed, and whatyammalis produced. In this way,
despite recognition of the weakness of the LDCgatdefinition of poverty, the
very definition of poverty adopted in this new pdyeanalysis is data driven. By

78 The data in Table 4 illustrates that significardpdy in per capita income occurred in
Angola (a 24.6% fall), Burundi, (18.3%), Comoro3.@®2%6), Democratic Republic of
Congo (67.1%), Haiti (39.9%), Madagascar (31.7%QeN(35.6%), Sierra Leone,
(54.8%) and Zambia (26.7%). During the same pegigdificant increases in per capita
GDP occurred in Bhutan (a 68.9% increase), Capdé/€f9.4%), the Maldives (182.5%),
the Solomon Islands (33.9%) and Uganda (62.2%).
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this | mean that comparative statistical analythis,data, requires a representation

of poverty in terms of a single, readily availalje@antifiable indicator.
The new estimates are based on a simple notiomaf poverty is. Poverty
is understood in absolute terms as the inabilityttain a minimally
adequate standard of living. The standard of ¢juéxmeasured by the level
of private consumption, and those who are poordaetified by adopting
the $1-a-day and $2-a-day international povertgdjiwhich are now
conventionally used to make internationally compbea&stimates of global
poverty. These international poverty lines spetiiy level below which
private consumption is considered inadequate, emdhaasured, again in
line with current practice, using purchasing paeixghange rates, which
seek to correct for differences in the cost ofnivbetween countries.
(UNCTAD 2002:ii)

In other words, because it is available and otleepfe use it, the data is used, not

because it provides an appropriate representatipowerty.

The way in which data operates as a technologyofedge by defining what
can be analysed and therefore what analysis canooeiced can be seen by
examining the 2002 UNCTAD report of the dynamicpovberty in the LDCs. The
summary in Table 5 indicates that 80.7% of the patn in LDCs is estimated to
be living on less than $2 a day, and 50.1 % ontlems $1 per day. There is a
regional difference, in that the estimates of ptyer the African LDCs are higher
than the LDC average, and the Asian LDCs signifigdower than the LDC
average. The stark international inequalitieshd distribution of poverty are
highlighted through the differences of average GiePcapita per day, where the
average in Switzerland is identified as almost 3108, compared to the LDC
average of less than $US 1.

Table 5: GDP per capita per day, LDCs and Selecte@ECD Countries, 1999

GDP per capita | Percentage share of population living

per day on less than:

Current $ $ 1 per day $ 2 per day
Weighted averages
LDCs 0.72 50.1 80.7
African LDCs 0.65 64.9 87.5
Asian LDCs 0.88 23.0 68.2
Selected OECD countries
United States 90.1
Switzerland 99.3
Sweden 73.8
Japan 94.1
France 66.9 ..
United Kingdom 66.4 .

Source: UNCTAD secretariat estimates based on World,B&lorId Development Indicators
2001, CD Rom, and Karshenas 2001 cited in UNCTAD 26@2

The report argues that it is this high percentdgbepopulation living on less that
$1 per day that indicates the extent to which exérpoverty is a general feature of
the population. It identifies, through this poyesinhalysis, that a critical feature of
the nature and dynamics of poverty in the LDC#é & tt is so prevalent as to be a
general characteristic. These poverty estimafes te a population of 495 million
people living on less than $2 a day, and 307 milpeople living on less than $1 a
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day. A question arises as to what extent thisl le/poverty is different from that
of other developing countries. Using 1985 puramggiower parity data, Table 5
outlines the percentage of the population whowéhin the scope of the
international poverty lines of living on $1 a dayde2 a day. In comparing LDCs
as a group, regional groupings of African and Adi®Cs, and a group of other
developing countries, this table outlines the défees between those
country/regional groupings in terms of the exterthe population living below the
$1 a day and $2 a day poverty lines. It also nedliwhat this means in terms of
average daily consumption for those who are livindess than $1 a day or less
than $2 a day in those country/regional groupings.

What is clear within this analysis is that agaiis iéll based on a single indicator
and the nation as the unit of analysis, key wayshith data operates as a
technology of knowledge through assumed homogenéitypCs which limits
determines what can be done in the way of furthatyais. In this way, while
international comparisons are possible, and arsilplesover specified time
periods, no analysis is possible of why these difiees may exist, and if there are
any similarities at the sub-national level withiBCs that may explain why
poverty has increased in severity and prevalence.

The data in Table 6 reveals that, while there le&nla steady reduction in the
percentage of the population in “other developiogntries” who are living below
these poverty lines — from 44.8% below $1 per day &2.8% below $2 a day in
1965-1969, to 7.5% below $1 a day and 35.3% be@wa @ay in 1995-1999 — the
corresponding figures for LDCs have increased #iigfrom 48.0% below $1 per
day and 80.0% below $2 a day in 1965-1969, to 5M&dw $1 a day and 80.7%
below $2 a day in 1995-1999. Moreover, within ti@d grouping, there were
significant reductions in poverty figures for AsiBBCs over the same period,
from 35.5% to 23.0% living below $1 a day, and fré&18% to 68.2% living
below $2 a day. On the other hand, there werefgigni increases in the same
figures for African LDCs, from 55.8% to 64.9% ligrbelow $1 a day, and from
82.0% to 87.5% living below $2 a day.

In other words, over this period the proportiorit@ population living below $1 a
day fell by 83% in the 22 other developing courstifitom 44.8% to 7.5%), and
fell by 35% in the Asian LDCs (from 35.5% to 23%%).the African LDCs, this
figureincreased by 16% (from 55.8% to 64.9%) over the same peroulysis of
the figures for the proportion of the populatiorifig below $2 a day yields similar
results, with a fall of 57% in the developing caieg (from 82.8% to 35.3%) and a
fall of 13% in the Asian LDCs (from 78.8% to 68.2%pmpared to an increase of
7% in the African LDCs, from (82.0% to 87.5%). Tiesa clear indication of a
significant divergence in the prevalence of seyeneerty, where the ‘development
achievement’ of reduced poverty in developing cdaathas not translated to the
LDCs as a whole, and in particular the LDCs in gdri Table 6 also indicates that
this divergence is not only apparent in terms efgircentage of the population
living in poverty, but in terms of the average gaibnsumption of those who are
living below either the $1 a day or $2 a day in&gional poverty lines.
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Table 6: Poverty Trends in LDCs and other Developig Countries, 1965-1999
(a) (1985 Purchasing Power Parity $1 and $2 intemmalt poverty lines)

1965-1969 1975-1979 1985-1989 1995-1999
$1 per $2 per $1 per $2 per $1 per $2 per $1 per $2 per
day day day day day day day day

Population share (%)

39 LDCs (b) 48.0 80.0 48.5 82.1 49.0 81.9 50.1 80.7
African LDCs 55.8 82.0 56.4 83.7 61.9 87.0 64.9 587.
Asian LDCs 35.5 78.8 25.9 79.6 27.6 73.4 23.0 68.2
22 other developing 44.8 82.8 325 76.5 15.0 61.6 7.5 35.3
countries (c)

Number of people (millions)

39 LDCs (b) 125.4 211.1 164.0 277.5 216.( 360.6 .878 449.3
African LDCs 89.6 131.7 117.4 174.4 170.5 239.5 .B33] 315.1
Asian LDCs 35.6 79.1 46.5 102.9 45.2 120. 44.8 .333
22 other developing 760.0 1405.0 | 697.0 1639.7 389.3 15990 2292 1084.2
countries (c)

Average daily consumption(1985 PPP$)

39 LDCs (b) 0.70 1.07 0.71 1.07 0.69 1.06 0.64 1.03
African LDCs 0.64 0.95 0.66 0.96 0.64 0.90 0.59 60.8
Asian LDCs 0.84 1.27 0.85 1.27 0.89 1.37 0.90 1.42
22 other developing 0.86 1.17 0.91 1.30 0.96 1.53 0.93 1.65
countries (c)

Source: UNCTAD secretariat estimates based on World Béorld Development Indicators 2001,

and Karshenas (2001) cited in UNCTAD 2002: 59.
(a) Country group averages are weighted averages

(b) LDCs sample composition is: (African Group) Ang@e&nin, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Central
African Republic, Chad, Dem. Rep. Of the Congobbiiti, Ethiopia, Gambia, Guinea, Guinea-
Bissau, Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Ntania, Mozambique, Niger, Rwanda,
Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sudan, Togo, Ug&idted Republic of Tanzania, Zambia,
Haiti, (Asian Group) Bangladesh, Bhutan, Lao PDRakiyar, Nepal, (Island LDCs) Cape Verde,

Comoros, Solomon Islands and Vanuatu.

(c) Other developing countries sample compositioAligeria, Cameroon, China, Congo, Cote
d’lvoire, Dominican Republic, Egypt, Ghana, Indiadonesia, Jamaica, Kenya, Morocco, Namibia,
Nigeria, Pakistan, Philippines, Sri Lanka, Thailafdnisia, Turkey and Zimbabwe.

The average daily consumption for those living beio $1 a day and $2 a day in
the developing countries has gradually increased the 1965-1969 to 1995-1999
time period. For the population living in LDCs tass than $1 a day or $2 a day,
average daily consumption has decreased, by arfaici86 for those living on less
than $2 a day ($1.03 to $1.07), and by a fact@%ffor those living on less than

$1 a day (from $0.70 in 1965-1969 to $0.64 in 12999). This analysis

highlights that poverty in the LDCs as a group haisonly slightly increased in
terms of the percentage of the population livintplventernational poverty lines,
but also has also significantly increased in séyemeasured in terms of decreased
average daily consumption levels.

The data in Chart 1, A Poverty Map for the Leastédeped Countries 1995-1999,
indicates the spread and distribution of povertthinithe LDCs, revealing the
extent to which extreme poverty is a feature ofgbpulation. This data reveals
that where there is a high percentage of the pt@ipaléving on less than $2 a day,
a significant share of the population is livingleas than $1 a day.
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Chart 1: A Poverty Map for LDCs, 1995-1999
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The country disparities within the LDC grouping atso clearly demonstrated in
Chart 1. For 36 of the 38 countries included msthpoverty estimates, over 50%
of the population is living on less than $2 a dayd for 20 LDCs, over 50% of the
population is living on less than $1 a day. kmdy in one LDC, Lao PDR, that the
percentage of the population living on less tham $y is less than 20% of the
total population. Itis only in three LDCs, LabR, Solomon Islands and
Vanuatu, that the percentage of the populatiomdj\an less than $1 a day is less
than 10% of the total population. For twelve LO©emocratic Republic of
Congo, Ethiopia, Chad, Zambia, United Republic ahZania, Guinea-Bissau,
Comoros, Niger, Angola, Mali, Somalia and Bururwier 90% of the population
is living on less than $2 a day, and over 70% efgbpulation is living on less than
$1 a day.

In examining the differences between the levelgayerty between individual
countries in the LDC grouping, there is clearlyua-group, apparent on a regional
level, in which severe poverty is more prevalent:
In all African Least Developed Countries, and lad Asian Least Developed
Countries, with the exception of one, the sharhefpopulation living on less
than $2 a day was close to and often well overeés@pnt in the late 1990s.
(UNCTAD 2002:54)
What the data in this 2002 UNCTAD poverty analysieals is that unlike in the
developing countries group, poverty in LDCs hasbaestained over time,
increased in severity and affected an increasexkptage of the population. What
the data doesn’t reveal is contributing factorsimithe LDCs that could be seen
through broader analysis of poverty that wasnvelniby the need to reduce a
complex experience to a single indicator. Whatdaia also doesn’t reveal is how
many of the people whose poverty has increaseeviergy are women. Gender
analysis reveals the discursive boundaries présehe reliance on data within
LDC discourse, the limitations of the nation amnd af analysis and in the
limitations and bias of the assumptions within exuits.

This 2002 UNCTAD poverty analysis produces inteora! comparisons that
increase concern about the prevalence of povantyisdundamentally limited and
constrained in what information it can produce oy dlata it uses. This poverty
analysis is as limited as the LDC low income criterin its reliance on single
indicator data, on the use of the nation as theaird@nalysis and on the assumed
homogeneity this implies amongst LDCs. In this wdsta operates as a
technology of knowledge within LDC discourse, makitself the focus, defining
what can be analysed and the analysis than carodeqed, and becomes more
important within LDC discourse than producing ddubnalysis of development in
LDCs.

Economic vulnerability

The Economic Vulnerability Index (EVI) functionsthin the LDC criteria as the
indicator of national economic strength or weakraassis used by the UNCDP in
assessing LDC status. Gender analysis, by askenguestion ‘Where are the
women?’, highlights the discursive boundaries ef #VI within LDC
development discourse and brings the issue of eswattly is being measured into
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guestion. When exploring the EVI, even in its ownited macroeconomic terms,

it is identifiable that significant issues are extgd from its scope. The EVI is an
indicator at the national level, and as such effett hides the diversity between
LDC economies. As a national level indicator, éimalysis that can be produced
by the EVI data is limited to national level comigans, and issues operating at the
sub-national level cannot be explored. Despitadpaicomposite index, the EVI
excludes critical issues relevant to national eainstrength, and does not in any
way reflect the activity of the informal economgyéls of population participation
in the formal economy, and the measurement of wésregonomic activity.

The EVI has been designed to reflect the degragroctural difficulty facing
national development in LDCs. It is a compositdgexdefined as follows:
The EVI used by the Committee is therefore the ayeof five indicators:
(a) merchandise export concentration; (b) instigbdf export earnings; (c)
instability of agricultural production; (d) shareranufacturing and
modern services in GDP; and (e) population six¥NGDP 2003: para 10)
The EVI, as outlined in Chapter 2, is the resulaskries of changes made to the
measurement of national economic strength usetaeihDC criteria. It is the
criterion that have been subject to the most chewdgeing the UNCDP reviews of
the LDC criteria, and between it and the humantassedex, is the most complex.
The EVI now incorporates five factors designediimorporate a set of indicators
that cover a broad range of complex factors thatnette or inhibit economic
development. It also includes data that coversrtipact of environmental issues
on national economic development, namely the detgregnich a country is prone
to major natural disasters. The indicator thatesthese issues is the instability of
agricultural production, which recognizes not othigit natural disasters impact on
cropping cycles and as a result on the primary gaolodt are a feature of
production profiles in LDCs, but also recognizeattiine major nutrition source of
the majority of people in a given country is sutesise agriculture. In 2003 a
variation was introduced that included publicatidra second version of the EVI
with data on the percentage of the population disgd by natural disasté?s

79 These changes were discussed fully in the sectioeviewing the LDC criteria in
Chapter 3. The EVI has been refined over timefleaethe broad range of issues that the
UNCDP identified as critical to national economavdlopment. It originated as two
separate indicators: share of manufacturing ironatiexports and population size. The
considerable changes over time have included clsatiogthe data included in the index,
and to the analysis undertaken with that data,edsas the type of data used to assess
particular component factors. A key change incoafed in the EVI is the recognition of
the relative importance of the primary commodityiagtural sector and manufacturing
sectors in LDCs.
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Table 7: Key Indicators: Least developed and othelow-income countries

including economies in transition (in $USD)

Population Per capita Human Economic EVI
2002 Gross Assets Vulnerability | (Modified)
(Millions) National Index Index )
Income (GNI) (HAI) (EVI)

Country (1)
LDC Afghanistan 23.3 523 11.6 50.1 49.9
LDC Angola 13.9 447 25.6 48.5 46.8
Armenia 3.8 523 79.4 30.7 34.0
Azerbaijan 8.1 607 72.8 38.9 40.6
LDC Bangladesh 143.4 447 25.6 48.5 46.8
LDC Benin 6.6 367 40.2 57.0 56.4
LDC Bhutan 2.2 600 40.4 40.6 41.0
LDC Burkina Faso 12.2 217 26.5 49.3 47.0
LDC Burundi 6.7 110 19.7 53.8 49.6
LDC Cambodia 13.8 263 44.5 49.7 48.1
Cameroon 155 583 43.8 31.9 31.2
LDC Cape Verde 0.4 1323 72.0 55.5 56.7
LDC Central African Republic 3.8 277 29.9 43.1 42.0
LDC Chad 8.4 203 26.1 59.2 56.6
LDC Comoros 0.7 387 38.1 59.1 58.7
Congo 3.2 610 55.2 50.3 46.8
Cote d’lvoire 16.7 687 43.0 25.4 25.9
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 22.6 440 62.9 32.8 29.5
LDC Democratic Republic of the Congo 54.3 100 34.3 40.8 42.3
LDC Djibouti 0.7 873 30.2 48.6 49.5
LDC Equatorial Guinea 0.5 743 47.2 64.4 55.8
LDC Eritrea 4.0 190 32.8 51.7 50.2
LDC Ethiopia 66.0 100 25.2 42.0 40.7
LDC Gambia 14 340 34.0 60.8 56.5
Georgia 5.2 647 76.2 47.6 48.2
Ghana 20.2 337 57.9 40.9 41.9
LDC Guinea 8.4 447 30.3 42.1 40.0
LDC Guinea-Bissau 1.3 170 31.2 64.6 60.7
LDC Haiti 8.4 493 35.3 41.7 43.5
India 1041.1 450 55.7 13.5 19.6
Indonesia 217.5 610 73.6 18.1 219
Kenya 31.9 350 49.3 28.4 29.0
LDC Kiribati 0.1 923 67.5 64.8 60.4
Kyrgyzstan 5.0 287 77.6 38.2 39.9
LDC Lao People’s Democratic Republic 5.5 297 46.4) 3.94 43.4
LDC Lesotho 2.1 573 45.4 44.2 44.5
LDC Liberia 3.3 285 38.7 63.1 58.3
LDC Madagascar 16.9 253 37.9 21.6 27.0
LDC Malawi 11.8 177 39.0 49.0 49.4
LDC Maldives 0.3 1983 65.2 33.6 37.5
LDC Mali 12.0 230 19.9 475 45.4
LDC Mauritania 2.8 377 38.2 38.9 37.7
Moldova, Republic of 4.3 397 81.1 39.6 39.1
Mongolia 2.6 393 63.3 50.0 48.9
LDC Mozambique 19.0 220 20.0 35.6 39.2
LDC Myanmar 49.0 282 60.0 454 45.6
LDC Nepal 24.2 240 47.1 29.5 31.0
Nicaragua 5.3 395 60.8 394 42.5
LDC Niger 11.6 180 14.2 54.1 53.1
Nigeria 120.0 267 52.3 52.8 51.1
Pakistan 148.7 437 455 20.2 26.1
Papua New Guinea 5.0 673 46.2 36.1 38.6
LDC Rwanda 8.1 230 34.1 63.3 59.6
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LDC Samoa 0.2 1447 88.8 40.9 50.8
LDC Sao Tome and Principe 0.1 280 55.8 41.8 37.(
LDC Senegal 9.9 490 38.1 38.4 38.8
LDC Sierra Leone 4.8 130 21.7 45.7 43.3
LDC Solomon Islands 0.5 657 47.3 46.7 49.1
LDC Somalia 9.6 177 8.5 55.4 53.1
LDC Sudan 32.6 333 46.4 45.2 46.5
Tajikistan 6.2 173 69.5 37.7 39.1
LDC Tanzania, United Republic of 36.8 263 41.1 28.3 30.2
LDC Timor-Leste (3) 0.8 478 36.4 n.a. n.a.
LDC Togo 4.8 293 48.6 41.5 42.8
Turkmenistan 4.9 780 84.5 60.9 53.8
LDC Tuvalu 0.01 1383 63.7 70.3 67.3
LDC Uganda 24.8 297 39.8 43.2 41.6
Ukraine 48.7 723 86.3 23.8 26.1
Uzbekistan 25.6 607 81.3 40.3 36.3
LDC Vanuatu 0.2 1083 57.4 44.5 46.4
Viet Nam 80.2 390 72.7 37.1 39.4
LDC Yemen 19.9 423 46.8 49.1 49.0
LDC Zambia 10.9 317 43.4 49.3 47.6
Zimbabwe 13.1 463 56.5 33.7 30.3

Source: UNCDP 2003: pages 18-20. Notes: (1) Threshotdnclusion in the list of least
developed countries are population less than 75 mjlper capita Gross National Income (GNI)
less than $750; Human Assets Index (HAI) less than S6Eapnnomic Vulnerability Index (EVI)
greater than 37. A country must meet all the datérhresholds for graduation from the list are:

per capita GNI greater than $900; HAI greater thanand EVI less than 33. A country must meet
at least two criteria to be eligible for graduatiorhe letters “LDC” before a country name indicate
a country that is currently designated as a Least DpedlCountry. Figures in boldface type
indicate a graduation criterion that has been et burrent least developed country; (2) EVI with
a sixth component: percentage of population displagetatural disasters; (3) Data unavailable.

The data in Table 7 illustrates the list of LDCsey low-income countries and
countries from the former Soviet Union with econesnin transition to capitalist
economies. This is the data used in the 2003weofehe LDCs. In this review
the EVI score for inclusion in the LDC grouping wgeater than 37, and
graduation from the LDC grouping required a scoxedr than 33. The table
shows that the average EVI for all countries inltB& grouping was 47.9. The
average for the second EVI scores, which includedtéita on the percentage of the
population displaced by natural disasters, was.4h2 range of EVI scores within
the LDC grouping was significant. The countrieattbcored relatively well on the
EVI included Madagascar with 21.6 and 27, Tanzanilk 28.3 and 30.2, and
Nepal with 29.5 and 31. The countries that scpatly on the EVI included
Tuvalu with scores of 70.3 and 67.3, Kiribati wétores of 64.8 and 60.8, Guinea-
Bissau with scores of 64.6 and 60.7 and EquatGuahea with scores of 64.4 and
55.8.

These measures of structural inhibitors or consisad development continue to
provide an incomplete picture of economic and emmmental vulnerability within
the LDCs. The EVI, despite significant changemtbcators and data sources,
continues to miss factors critical to economic tiowing and development
prospects, such as the degree of reliance on extgonor funding for national
development activities.
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Table 8: Total financial flows and ODA from all souces to individual LDCs
(Net disbursementsin millions of dollars)

Total financial flows Of which: ODA

1985 1990 1996 1998 2000 1985 1990 1996 1998 2000
In current dollars
per capita
All LDCs 23.3 33.4 24.5 23.3 20 22.4 31.4 23.0 19.7 19
All developing 121 19.4 43.2 40.7 39 8.6 13.1 12.4 10.7 10
countries
In constant 1990
dollars (million)
(a)
All LDCs 13051 | 16876| 12737 13384 12485 12561 060211926 | 11276| 11769
All developing 56293 | 79731 | 17389| 17851 | 17959 | 40060 | 56517 | 49888 46794 48375
countries 6 3 7
In constant 1990
dollars per capita
(a)
All LDCs 29.2 33.4 21.7 21.8 19 28.1 31.7 20.3 18.4 18
All developing 15.2 19.4 38.2 38.0 37 10.8 13.8 11.0 10.4 10
countries

Source: UNCTAD secretariat estimates, mainly basedB8D, Geographical Distribution of
Financial Flows to Aid Recipients, 1996-2000, publésireUNCTAD 2002: 271
(&) UNCTAD Secretariat has used the unit value irafermports as the deflator

The data in Table 8 outlines the levels of oversiea®lopment assistance funding
and total financial flows to developing and leasteloped countries over time.
For example, in 1998, overseas development assestaomprised 84% of total
financial flows to LDCs. This compares to oversgegelopment assistance
accounting for 26% of total financial flows to dikveloping countries in the same
year. Table 8 also reveals the overall declindénoverall levels of financial flows
and the overall levels of overseas developmensiassie to LDCs, both as total
flows and in levels per capita. It also reveatsdiegree of variation in total
financial flows and overseas development assistaneethe time period 1985-
1998. For example, this table highlights that ehiie overall amount of overseas
development assistance provided to all developmmtries increased, the amount
provided to LDCs actually decreased from $12.5@ohiin 1985 to $11.276
billion in 1998. This was not a constant fall hawe as the total overseas
development assistance to LDCs increased to adii§h6020 million in 1990
before falling to $11961 million in 1996. The ingba@f this at per capita levels
was significant, falling from $28.1 to $18.4 do#igrer capita.

The EVI attempts to reveal the inherent high réteconomic vulnerability
experienced by LDCs and in particular highlights difficulties faced by small
island economies. The EVI has changed over tinreerasasure of national
structural vulnerability, seeking to recognise g of different factors on national
development activity and prospects. These chamgegever, continue to exclude
factors that have a significant impact on natie@a@nomic development, such as
reliance on overseas development assistance vittahnational financial flows.
The EVI however, despite including five factorshuit the index, still operates as a
single national level indicator, implying and assugmational level homogeneity
amongst LDCs. Data is operating as a technologyoWledge through the
emphasis placed on determining and refining thege® and methodology of
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measuring economic strength, and through the remuof complex and diverse
national economic characteristics to a single mafitevel indicator. The latter
means that despite the inclusion of a five sepa@tieces of data (which in
themselves are only partial indicators of formairemmic activity and strength) to
form the index, the only analyses that can be predwemain national level
comparisons. The ability to compare aspects afi@tac activity within a specific
LDC, or between different LDCs, or between spedifiCs and other countries is
limited.

Human Assets

Examination of the Human Assets Index (HAI), théyaron-economic indicator
for the determination of LDC status, confirms theys in which data operates as a
technology of knowledge in LDC development disceur&ender analysis
highlights the absence of gender-disaggregatedvdtian the index, and the
resultant inability to conduct any gender-basedyaisaof human capital within
LDCs. It also highlights the separation of theiglbband economic spheres within
the LDC criteria and data. Once discursive bourdare identified, the
limitations and exclusions of the HAI become evidés with both the low

income and the EVI data, the HAI reduces complekranltifaceted and
interconnecting social, cultural, economic andigmt domains to a single national
level index. Despite being comprised of severfiérgnt indicators, the HAI
continues to operate as a technology of knowleggesbuming homogeneity
amongst LDCs in both reducing this complexity af truman capital within a
national population to a single national level gador, and in turn restricting and
constraining the analysis than can be producedtiomal level comparisons. The
privileging of the measurable and economic withia tlata used is evidenced in
this examination of the HAI data, as it is a lessiplex indicator and is separated
from economic domains.

The HAI is a composite index designed to provideaeable and rank-able
numeric indicator of the overall national levelslatrength of human capital. Itis
an index that has been developed by the UNCDFh&express purpose of being
used in determinations of inclusion or graduatiamt the LDC category. The
composition of the HAI has changed over time inWMCDP reviews discussed
and outlined in Chapter 2. Currently the HAI ismqwrised of the following data:
the average calorie consumption per capita as@ptge of minimum calorie
requirements for nutrition; the under-five child @ity rate as a measure of
population health status; and a composite meakatericludes both the adult
literacy rate and the overall ratio of studentso#ed in secondary school
compared to the population of that age group foication. While the HAI is
currently comprised of data with indicators on iigin, health and education, it
has included different data in previous yearstidly the criterion was the
national adult literacy rate, as a single indicatover time, and through debate,
discussion and review, the indicator incorporatditeonal elements to give a
broader indicator of national human resources,ipusly named the Augmented
Physical Quality of Life Index.
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Table 7 provides data on the HAI scores for eacimuy currently listed as a LDC,
and other low-income countries that were eitheesssd as part of the UNCDP’s
2003 review, or included in discussion during teeiew process. The average
HAI score for countries within the LDC grouping3$.2. In 2003 the point for
inclusion in the LDC grouping was 55, and the péintgraduation was 61. The
wide disparity between countries within the LDCgpong noted in the discussion
of the low-income criterion is also apparent whistindicator. HAI scores range
from 63.7 in Tuvalu, 65.2 in Maldives, 67.5 in Kiati, 72 in Cape Verde and 88.8
in Samoa to 19.9 in Mali, 19.7 in Burundi, 14.Niger, 11.6 in Afghanistan and
8.5 in Somalia. The discussion in Chapter 3 ndtad in its 2003 review, the
UNCDP was concerned about the difficulties expeehby former Soviet Union
countries as their economies made the transitmmn gocialist state-run economies
to capitalist economies. The Committee noted ttength of the human capital as
a result of previous national policy on basic sbe#vices. The data in Table 7
data indicates that the average HAI in the ninent@aes with economies in
transition is 78.7, with the scores ranging fronbG@ Tajikistan to 86.3 in
Ukraine, all well above the cut off point of 55 fiaclusion in the LDC category.
Data operates as a technology of knowledge byirshithe focus of attention away
from the issues at hand, the alleviation of poveddyhe processes and methods
associated with the administration of data. Thegrity of the index was upheld by
not including these countries within the LDC catggo

What the information Table 7 does not indicatdnés ¢hanges in these indices over
time, whether the situation in these LDCs is imjmgvor declining. Analysis by
the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) assddbe under-five child
mortality rate, a component of the HAI, at 1990 2000 for both LDCs and other
developing countries. Not only did this analysidicate that in both years there
was a major difference in the average child madxtatite between LDCs and other
developed countries, but also indicated a sligtiteiase in the gap between them.
The average under-five child mortality rate in LD&ss 182 per 1000 live births
in 1990 and 162 deaths per 1000 live births in 20@00ther developing countries
it was 85 per 1000 in 1990, and had fallen to 691080 by 2000. Further
analysis by UNICEF indicates that, in terms of dewange of social indicators
pertinent to child and population health and weihig, the situation in LDCs was
markedly worse than in other developing countri€se percentage of children
under 5 with who are moderately and severely undigtt between 1995-2000
was 40% in LDCs, and 27% in other developing coestr The percentage of the
population with access to improved drinking waterural areas in LDCs was
54%, compared to 73% in other developing counftif¢ICEF 2001).

The UNICEF analysis provides a more complex andprehensive indicator of
the human resource profile in LDCs than the singiécator of the HAI. It also
provides, quite usefully, data disaggregated by gpeviding an indication of the
status of women in LDCs. For example, between E352000, 28% of all births
in LDCs were attended by a trained health persompared to 57% in other
developing countries. The percentage of the ddmiale population who were
illiterate was 56% in LDCs, compared to 31% in ottheveloping countries
(UNICEF 2001:4). Analysis by the United Nationsvelpment Fund for Women
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(UNIFEM) identified that in Sub-Saharan Africa,tbe ten countries who actually
had a decline in the net female secondary levalemnt ratio, the majority were
least developed countries (UNIFEM 2000: 20).

Table 9 highlights some additional indicators altbetstatus of women in LDCs
compared to the situation in all developing cowstri This illustrates the disparity
in the status of women in LDCs. The data on ferpalmary school enrolment
rates in LDCs indicate a positive improvement dabett time, with the rate rising
from 54% in 1980 to 62% in 1997. However, eves thiprovement does not
bring the 1997 rate in LDCs (62%) close to the 16886 in other developing
countries (85%). The same disparity applies tcalersecondary school enrolment
rates, where the rate in LDCs in 1997 (15%) iseva&n close to the rate in all

developing countries in 1980 (28%).

Table 9: Indicators about the Status of Women in LITs

All LDCs

All developing countries

Percentage of women attended during childbirth b
trained personnel 1990-1998

26%

54%

Adult literacy rate

38%

60%

Primary school enrolment rate — 1980

54%

85%

Primary school enrolment rate — 1997

62%

95%

Secondary school enrolment rate — 1980

9%

28%

Secondary school enrolment rate — 1997

15%

46%

Average age of first marriage — 1997

20%

Total fertility rate (births per woman) — 1998

5%

Percentage of women in total labour force — 1998

%41

Percentage of women in total agricultural laboucéq
— 1997

83%

Women legislators — 1996

9%

Decision makers in all ministries — 1998

9%

Source: UNCTAD 2002: 261.

The data on the percentage of women in the foratedur force is interesting, as is
the percentage of women in the total agricultuabbur force. The data in the HAI
provides very little insight in terms of the comyplatersections between social
factors that are crucial to the development of huapital: intersections that
frequently have a very high correlation with wongeroles in society. For
example, the under-five child mortality rate hasgh correlation with the degree
of health care received by women in both anteraatdlpost-natal periods, as well
as access to social and health care service$solhas a high correlation with
maternal nutrition levels, household income levafg] women'’s levels of literacy
(Feuerstein 1986:132; UNICEF 2001:3).

The HAI data reveals the impact in LDCs of decaufgsoor development
outcomes in terms of building human resources. ¢él@w as an indicator, critical
issues about population capacity are excludedftaday that it functions as a
technology of knowledge limits both the interpretatof the data, and the analysis
that can be produced with it. The HAI highlighte tseparation of the social from
the economic in the LDC criteria, and the privilegiof economic data within LDC
discourse. The HAI is one of three LDC criteria d@inis the only one that includes
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social issues. The privileging of the economic aathin LDC development
discourse is clearly evident in the fact that wilile UNCDP has developed an
index for economic vulnerability that now refleétslifferent factors to reflect the
complexity of factors that impact upon and inhdgbnomic development, which is
still limited, the HAI is based on a more limitegk ®f indicators, which are
separated from economic domains. Gender analgsignty highlights this
separation of the social from the economic, bu #ie lack of gender
disaggregated data, even on issues as fundameralhected to women as child
mortality rates, unlike other analyses such asalod$JNICEF and UNIFEM. The
HAI is limited in terms of the data that is usedhin it, and the type of analysis
that can be produced. Like the low income and Eitécon, the HAI reduces
complexity within LDCs to a single national levaticator, assuming
homogeneity and constraining the ability to devedapore comprehensive
understanding of the complex social situation aackground for development
within each of these LDCs. The single nationaklemdicator data also constrains
the analysis that can be undertaken between ceamtithin the LDC group, and
between LDCs and other countf@sThis impacts on the quality of analysis able
to be undertaken with the HAI as a guide in theration of LDC policy.

Outside the window

The boundaries of the definitions of poverty anel ¢hiteria used within LDC
discourse exclude data of critical issues that &inmehtally affect the development
trajectory within individual countries. The resaftthis is that the analysis that is
produced by LDC data is limited in scope and reidacit. HIV/AIDS and conflict
are two issues that have fundamental impacts oeldement prospects for
affected countries. These are issues that areaealivom analysis within the LDC
criteria, and by the data. They are outside tha ftame, not visible with the use
of the nation state as the unit of analysis andesgmtation within LDC discourse.
They are hidden by the homogenizing data that doesclude sub-national level
information, and excludes all but the narrowest@inomic issues. They are both
issues with profound social and economic impact€hytwhether they are
recognised explicitly in the criteria or not, impan the social and economic data
of affected LDCs. They are issues with significgahder impacts that would be
highlighted in gender-disaggregated data if it wsed within LDC analysis. The
2004 UNCTAD report on LDCs recognised the imporeaatboth issues and
included them in the report for the first time, lgtnoted previously, this report
has no relationship with the UNCDP and the admiaigtn of the LDC category
and criteria. The following discussion is a demuoatgin of the severity and
complexity of issues that are outside the datadramtside the view of the
window that defines the discursive boundaries efdata and issues considered
relevant within LDC discourse. It highlights thgrgficant absences and gaps
within the analysis produced by the LDC discourse.

80 For example, see Wagstaff (2002) for a discussiothe complex interactions between
health status, the prevalence and increase in atiigs in health status, and economic
growth and rising average per capita incomes.
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HIV/AIDS

Since the early 1990s, it has been clear that HbJld/help undermine
development in countries badly affected by theszik¥arnings about
falling life expectancy, increasing numbers of @ps, extra costs for
business and the destruction of family and commsiructures are not
new.

These effects are becoming increasingly visibldéhardest-hit region of
all, sub-Saharan Africa, where HIV is now deadiiean war itself: in 1998,
200,000 Africans died in war but more than 2 milldied of AIDS. AIDS
has become a full-blown development crisis. Itsad@nd economic
consequences are felt widely not only in healthibe@ducation, industry,
agriculture, transport, human resources and theag in general. This
wildly destabilizing effect is also affecting althafragile and complex
geopolitical systems.

As a result, AIDS is rapidly becoming the key isfarehuman security in
sub-Saharan Africa. AIDS in Africa was chosen a&stlieme for the United
Nations Security Council meeting on 10 January 206tk first time that
body had dealt with a development issue. (UNAID8S®R1)
UNAIDS, the Joint United Nations Programme on HI\D&, has estimated the
total global incidence of HIV/AIDS amongst adultedachildren as 42 million
(UNAIDS 2002:38). The region with the most peopkenlg with HIV/AIDS is
Sub-Saharan Africa, where an estimated 29.4 millidunits and children are living
with the disease. The severity of the HIV/AIDS izisan be measured in one sense
by the fact that in 1991, estimates of the glolal/alence for 2001 projected that
five million people would have died, and that ataf nine million people would
be infected. The current global figures are mbemtfour times that amount
(UNAIDS 2001:7).

The data in Table 10 shows Sub-Saharan Africaeogmphic region with ten
percent of the global population — accounts for #i%e adults and children
living with HIV/AIDS in the world, 70% of the addtand children worldwide who
were newly infected with HIV in 2002, and 77% dfthke adult and child deaths
due to HIV/AIDS in the world occurred in Sub-Sahrarerica 8l

81The region that is the next most affected by tlee@ence of HIV/AIDS is Southern
and South East Asia, with 14.3% of the total glgizgdulation of people living with
HIV/AIDS, and the region with the third highest padence of HIV/AIDS across the three
indicators of prevalence outlined in Table 10 is h&merica. UNAIDS (2002) outlines
the rationale for identifying Latin America as ttegjion with the third highest prevalence
of HIV/AIDS. The North American region (comprisiniget United States of America and
Canada) has the same prevalence as the Latin Aanaegion for the estimated numbers
of people living with HIV/AIDS. The rate of new irfgon in North America is lower,

with an estimated 45,000 new infections in 2002%®0f the global total, compared to the
estimated 150,000 new infections in 2002 that aeclin Latin America. The estimated
number of deaths in North America was 15,000, Oc5%e global total, which is also
lower than the 1.9% of Latin America.
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Table 10: HIV/AIDS Prevalence Estimates by Regior002 and 1999

Region Adults and Estimated Estimated Adult | Population

Children Number of Adults | and Child Deaths | Estimate, 1999

estimated to be and Children due to HIV/AIDS

living with Newly Infected during 2002

HIV/AIDS, end with HIV During

2002 2002
Australia and New 15 000 500 <100Q 22 522 000
Zealand
Caribbean 440 00 60 000 42 000 32 024 P00
East Asia and Pacific 1 200 000 270 000 45 000 71648 000
Eastern Europe and 1200 000 250 00( 25000 391 537 000
Central Asia
Latin America 1 500 00( 150 000 60 000 473 388 P00
North Africa and Middle 550 000 83 000 37 00D 336 496 0p0
East
North America 1 500 00( 45 000 15 000 306 931 P00
South and South East 6 000 000 700 00( 440 000 1920 326 (00
Asia
Sub Saharan Africa 29 400 000 3500 Q00 2 400|000 96 252 000
Western Europe 570 000 30 000 8 000 401 691|000
Global Total 42 000 00( 5 000 0Q0 3100 000 5 958 865 00D

Source: HIV/AIDS estimates are from UNAIDS/WHO. 2082D S Epidemic Update December
2002. UNAIDS/02.46E Joint United Nations Programme on FANDS and World Health
Organisation, Geneva: 38-41; population estimateframe UNAIDS. 2000. Economicsin
HIV/AIDS Planning: Getting Priorities Right. UNAIDS/00.23E June 2000. Joint United Nations
Programme on HIV/AIDS, Geneva: 124-132.

This data in Table 10 indicates is that theresgyaificant geographic
concentration of the total population living with\HAIDS. It also reveals that
worldwide, these regional disparities are pronodf&eThis geographic
concentration is associated with significant nalgoverty. Sub-Saharan Africa is
a region that includes twenty-eight, or almost thiods of all the nations that have
been classified as least developed countries. UNZ3 2004 LDC Report
includes a chapter on HIV/AIDS, which identifiecatt25.5% of all men living

with HIV in the world lived in LDCs; 35% of all woem living with HIV in the
world lived in LDCs; 46% of all children living witHIV in the world lived in
LDCs; almost 50% of all child deaths from HIV/AlDfgcurred in LDCs, 48.5 %
of children orphaned by HIV/AIDS live in LDCs (UN@D 2004:35).

The impact of HIV/AIDS was originally understoodtime context of the health of
individuals, and the cost of their health and meldbare. A significant body of
work has emerged that is attempting to identify dadument the broader impact
of HIV/AIDS, not only on individuals, but on faméls, on households, on
communities, on businesses, and on the ecofonyNCTAD’s 2004 LDC report

82t is important to note that the population growdke in LDCs is increasing while it is
decreasing in other developing countries. In ool 1990-1999 the average annual

population growth rate in LDCs was 2.5%.

In thenedime period the average annual

population growth rate was 1.6% in other develomgiogntries (UNICER2001:4). As
HIV is a sexually transmitted infectiotie increased population growth rate is an indicato
of more rapid spread of HIV/AIDS.
83 There is of course also a body of literature orcessful strategies to address
HIV/AIDS. This has included a strong emphasis ooutieenting the difficulties of
addressing HIV/AIDS in conflict-affected countrieih weak governments and civil
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records the economic and social impact of the HIW& epidemic in terms of the
macroeconomic impact, noting that studies havetifies that the rate of growth
in Sub-Saharan Africa have declined by 2- 4% assalt of AIDS. It also
acknowledged the significant impact on agricultin@th export oriented and
subsistence, as labour productivity is affected;ithpact on the public sector as
health costs dramatically increase and workersignoy essential public services
in health and education sectors amongst othersraagle to work. The social
impacts were identified as decreasing school attecel and enrolment, particularly
amongst girls, as they are required to stay hordecare for ill family members,
and high financial strain on families as houseliiotdme falls as members are
unable to work, seeking to pay high health caréscasd finally the expense of a
funerab4 (UNCTAD 2004: 37-38).

A significant focus of the literature and publisistddies is on the increasing
number of children who have been orphaned as # adddlV/AIDS. This work
has been conducted in the awareness that theflémsity and social contexts will
have a critical impact on children’s physical, shoemotional and educational
development, which will in turn have a major impanttheir adult lives (Mustard
and McCain 1999; UNICEF 2001).
Loss of one or both parents, depending on spenificiral traditions and
level of family/household endowment is likely tocdease physical,
emotional and mental welfare of the child. Thiaigendered impact and
there is some evidence that the effects on gidsaen worse than those on
boys. Orphaned children are very frequently likelyose any property to
which they may have had entitlements, their edanatiill suffer or be
entirely lost and they will become vulnerable tgsd abuse and
exploitation and thus run a very high risk of beamgrinfected with HIV.
(Barnett, Whiteside and Desmond 2000: 26-27)

The emergence of gendered impacts of HIV/AIDS éntdied as a key issue in the

2004 UNCTAD report and in other literature. The aopof an adult death on

households and families can be summarized as fsilow
The overall economic impact of an adult death aniging household
members varies according to three characterigagthose of the deceased
individual such as age, gender, income and caudeaih (b) those of the
household itself, such as composition and assay éc) those of the
community such as attitudes towards helping needgéholds and the
general availability of resources - the level & l in the communityd) the
impact of an AIDS death may, because of its prodéchoature, result in a
lengthy depletion of household resources thus tieguh greater and more
enduring hardship than some other causes of depthdre is some
evidence that women bear a heavy burden of theghold impact at all

society organisations (Muller 2005).

84 The broader socio-economic impact of HIV/AIDS canseen through assessing the
significance of the financial impact on househadd families of the funerals of children
who had died as a result of HIV/AIDS. It has bestimated that in Kinshasa, Zaire, the
cost of a funeral and feeding funeral guests igeglenonths salary for an average wage
earner (Barnett, Whiteside and Desmond 2000:19).
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stages from early childhood when they may be ledkmvourished or
removed from school to save money for care costssick parent, through
stigmatisation on the death of a husband to a yosedl impoverished
widowhood. (Barnett, Whiteside and Desmond 20@0): 2
This significant gender impact of HIV/AIDS is cldgdinked with the experience
of sexual violence against women, and significasnemic disadvanta§e

The data in Table 11 indicates the heterogeneityamhen’s contexts in becoming
infected, living with, and the transmission of HAYDS®6. It also highlights that
the region of Sub-Saharan Africa, home to two-thimfithe LDCs, is a site where
the gendered socio-economic impacts of HIV/AIDSa@eoming increasingly
visible, now that women comprise the majority of #ffected population.

Table 11: Women’s HIV/AIDS Prevalence by Geographi®kegion, 2000

Region Women (15-49) living with HIV/AIDS (a)
Sub-Saharan Africa 12 900 000
East Asia and Pacific 66 000
Australia and New Zealand 1100
South and South East Asia 1 900 000
Eastern Europe and Central Asia 110 000
Western Europe 130 000
North Africa and the Middle East 42 000
North America 180 000
Caribbean 130 000
Latin America 300 000
Global Total 15 700 000

Source: UNAIDS. 2000Economicsin HIV/AIDS Planning: Getting Priorities Right.
UNAIDS/00.23E June2000. Joint United Nations Pragree on HIV/AIDS, Geneva: 119-135.
(a) This age group has been identified given the spahildbearing years

85 UNAIDS and the World Health Organisation are segkb develop a broader range of
gender sensitive indicators of the prevalence 8/HIDS, and have collated data from
various national surveys, and other sources. Ritemtkey indicators that they have
identified are women seeking antenatal care in majoan areas, women seeking antenatal
care outside major urban areas, and prevalenceghteomen working as sex workers in
urban centers. This data is not collected routireehyl is not available for a number of
countries. Much of it is reliant upon estimatesdzhon surveys, which have been
conducted using various different methodologies angley approaches. Country level
comparative tables are published (see, for exaipl&lDS 2000), however the inclusion
of regional estimates for these specific gendesitiga indicators is difficult given the
above issues about data quality and integrity.

86 The patterns of geographic concentration of theglemce of HIV/AIDS amongst
women aged 15-49 is consistent with the earlieeddistribution of regional-level
prevalence rates. 82.2% of the total global pomradf women aged 15-49 living with
HIV/AIDS are living in Sub-Saharan Africa. Withthis region, women comprise over
half (55.1%) of all adults living with HIV/AIDS. fe second-highest rates of prevalence
are in South and South East Asia, which account$Zdr% of the global population of
women 15-49 years living with HIV/AIDS, and wheremven comprise over a third
(35.2%) of all adults living with HIV/AIDS (UNAIDS000).
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Economic impact

The HIV/AIDS epidemic shows us that at this timeg & an age of
advanced globalisation, it is necessary for ugtewaluate our approach to
assessing returns to investments. Assessment dsetboted in early
nineteenth-century philosophies just will not miget intellectual and moral
challenges raised by this kind of event in theyegelrs of the twenty-first
century. (Barnett and Clement 2005:245)
The economic impact of HIV/AIDS is identifiable tugh the impact of increased
mortality and morbidity. The review by Barnetta¢{2000) indicates that the
economic impact of HIV/AIDS is measured throughuanber of indicators
including the impact on national demographics, iangarticular the population of
‘working’ age3’; the impact on agricultural and rural sectors;ithgact on the
operation of businesses; and the impact on pukperditure. Within the
agricultural sector, the capacity of families antht communities to continue with
self-sustainable agriculture is significantly atixt as a result of the poor health
status of adults in the household (Mutangadur&d 8929). Large-scale commercial
agricultural industries are also affected. Studies sugar estate in Zambia and a
tea estate in Malawi identified that HIV/AIDS hasdha major impact on these
commercial agricultural sector operations:
(The) epidemic is affecting what are essentiallalagricultural factories
as the industrial sector is being affected - thiolags of key skilled
personnel, disruptions of chained production preessincreases in health
and welfare payments, early retirements — in sww Slut sure alterations
in process, personnel and cost structures of @hgseultural enterprises.
(Barnett, Whiteside and Desmond 2000: 22)

The IMF published its first ever report on a sogalie withThe Macroeconomics
of HIVAIDS released on World Aids Day December 1, 2004 nlessay in this
publication, Haaker argues, “HIVAIDS affects th@eomy and economic
development through its adverse impact on the ktabaic itself” (Haaker
2004:42). Haaker defined the social fabric agdited mix of social and cultural
organisations that form the functioning of the estais well as the informal and
private sector organisations and bodies that opevihin a given society. He
argued “HIV/AIDS does have a serious impact oniti@ahl economic measures
such as economic growth, income per capita, anesinvent, but it does so by
affecting very diverse areas of public, social andnomic life” (Haaker 2004:42).
Impacts on the national economy were identifiedtasousehold, family,
community, busine§8 both formal and informal sector, public sectovamr$9

87 In particular, the loss of professionals in kegtees has been identified as a critical
issue. For example, a significant impact on thecation system has been identified, given
the number of teachers who are living with or hdieel as a result of HIV/AIDS (UNICEF
2001).

88 Barnett, Whiteside and Desmond (2000) note thetetlre a limited number of studies
focused on the impact of HIV/AIDS on the privatetee. They report that while a number
of businesses have commissioned studies of thecinab&l|VV/AIDS on their company,

the final reports have been kept secret, with cororakin-confidence status. They
identified that the prevalence of HIV/AIDS in maoguntries is having a significant

impact on business operations and developmentzaming a number of management
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and the effective functioning of the state. Haakgues, “HIV/AIDS is the most
serious impediment to economic growth and developrimethese countries”
(Haaker 2004:90). The very nature of HIV/AIDS dbages traditional economics
models, and requires the social sphere to be gigatrality in modeling economic
impacts:
The centre stage is given over to the formationurhan capital as the main
wellspring of economic growth, in which the transgion of capacities and
knowledge across generations within nuclear orredad family structures
plays a vital role. (Bell, Devarajan and Gersb2@04:99)

HIV/AIDS will continue to have a major impact oretlives of women, men,
children, families, communities and countries. Shmv-acting nature of the virus,
with its capacity to incubate for many years, mehas the nature of the epidemic
is gradual and long-term rather than immediatas d¢tear that for the countries
that have been identified as the least developedabacity for effective epidemic
prevention is poor, given the limited capacity paiblic health system expenditure.
It is also clear that particularly in Sub-Sahardrica, a region that is home to two
thirds of the states categorized as LDCs, HIV/AMI® continue to have a major
impact on national economic growth, stability andial capital. The intersection
of the social devastation associated with thedestts with issues of poverty,
gender inequality, education, and national econamiicerability is a powerful
one.

This discussion demonstrates that the discursiparagon of the social and
economic spheres highlighted by feminist econonaisgates false distinctions as
the interrelationships and interdependence araéghdllV/AIDS has not been
identified as a specific issue within the critdhat defines a country as ‘least
developed’. This is a significant exclusion thatbnstrates the limited nature of
policy evidence used in the application of the L&a@egory. It is clear that,
despite this exclusion, the nature and impact M/RIDS, through the extremity

of national epidemics and their socio-economic icbpaill affect the data that
comprise the current indices that are used to assebmonitor the socio-economic
context of the LDCs.

issues. They do report that some research sthdiesbeen done exploring the specific
impact of discrimination against employees livinghaHIV/AIDS. This includes
discrimination by co-workers, and by employersieinms of screening and in terms of
worker education to address stigma issues:
One phenomenon which has been noted by sevettaésé twriters is that in the
face of the epidemic, employers appear to be tairtptpush their sick workers
into invalidity status followed by retirement faasons of ill health if this is likely
to reduce the company or enterprise’s financidlliiies. (Barnett, Whiteside and
Desmond 2000: 24)
89 In terms of the impact on the public sector, theteto national public health systems
for the care of people living with HIV/AIDS has bemlentified as a major issue,
particularly in country contexts where many of tgCs have comparably small national
health budgets. UNAIDS projections of AIDS treatrheosts as a percentage of the
budget of health departments estimated that by 2068verely affected countries, over
60% of the Ministry of Health budget would be spenttreating people with HIV/AIDS
and related illnesses (UNAIDS 2000).
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Conflict

Violent conflict, in all its forms, either civil doetween states, takes place at
immense cost to social, economic, cultural andtsgirlife in communities and
has a profound impact on development where and \tloEturs:
Most violent conflicts these days are taking plexcédeveloping countries.
The costs of these wars are immense and can traokvabcountry’s
development efforts by years or even decades. Artfem are human
costs, peacekeeping and humanitarian costs, corahand reconstruction
costs, and political costs. (Leonhardt 2001: 238)
This recognition of the costs and impact of conftian be defined in terms of their
opposite, the conditions of a sustainable pea@ycliter (2001) defined this
concept of sustainable peace as follows:
...a situation characterised by the absence of palygiclence, the
elimination of unacceptable political, economicd aultural forms of
discrimination, a high level of internal and ex@rlegitimacy or support,
self-sustainability; and a propensity to enhaneectbnstructive
transformation of conflicts. (Reychler 2001: 12).

The presence and impact of conflict is clearlyiical factor impacting on all the
criteria for LDCs, but is not reflected in any wiaythe indicators and so is
excluded in any consideration in determining analysing LDC status.

Moreover, when the issue has been raised in tlentgast, i.e. 2000, in relation to
whether a country should be granted LDC statuscammendation supporting
entry into the category has been denied basedeondtion that conflict is a
temporary situatio?® (UNCDP 2000:para 91).

The 2004 UNCTAD report on the LDCs does, for thstfiime, formally recognise
conflict as a critical issue for analysis. Thigsobe demonstrates a significant shift
in the recognition placed on the impact of conftinotdevelopment, and the
complexity of the analysis demonstrates recognitibthe complexity of the issues
associated with conflict:
It is now well recognised that each and every ¢cin$ different, with its
own antecedents, complex relationships betweemsadssues, structures
and processes. (Reychler 2001: 3-20)
Most notably, it recognises the fact that conflate not a temporary occurrence to
be readily resolved with a quick peace agreemdris ifivolves an understanding
that conflicts have complex and long-term rootsanial, economic and cultural
structures, and require major efforts and assistafforts not only to achieve a

90 The full record of the debate is as follows:
In the case of the Congo, the statistics showithi&vel of income (per capita
GDP) and of human resources (APQLI) are now jusivkehe thresholds for
inclusion in the list of least developed countrieglecting a recent general
deterioration in its economic and social situa@ssociated with civil war. Its
high level of economic vulnerability is associatith its status as an oil exporter.
The Committee therefore decided not to recommen&treyo for inclusion in the
list of least developed countries at this time, tougive special attention to its case
at the next triennial review. (UNCDP 2000: para 91
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cessation of armed violence, but to bring abouilui®n of these root causes in
order to avoid the re-emergence of conflict attarlpoint in time (Duffield 1994).

This UNCTAD report documents the prevalence of koinih LDCs:
Data show that during every decade since 1970riy@option of conflict-
affected countries was higher amongst the LDCs #maongst other
developing countries. In the 1970s, 36 per ceth@2002 list of 49 LDCs
experienced civil conflicts as compared with ldemnt25 per cent of other
developing countries. But in the 1990-2001 pedudr 60 per cent of the
2002 list of LDCs experienced civil conflicts aswgoared to less than 25
per cent of other developing countries. Over 40cpat of conflict-
affected countries were LDCs in the 1970s and 19804 this proportion
increased to 50 per cent in the period 1990-1995@58 per cent in 1996-
2001.

In the period 1970-2001, there were 12 countrieAf(ican and 5 Asian)
from the 2002 list of LDCs that experienced attidasconsecutive years of
civil conflict. It should be noted that one thwéfithem joined the LDC
group after decades of civil conflict. Civil coietis ended in 1992 in two of
the twelve countries. But they emerged in otheCkln 1990s. Since
1990, a further 8 LDCs (7 African and one Asiamnyéhaxperienced at least
six years of war or civil strife according to thepsala/PRIO databaSe.
(UNCTAD 2004: 163)

In 2002, the year used in this data analysis, thvere 21 major armed conflicts in

19 different locations around the world (Erikss8nllenberg and Wallensteen,

2003).

The report concludes that this high prevalenceoaflict in LDCs indicates that
the economic vulnerability of these countries makesn more prone to some
forms of conflict. This analysis has been confidnhy a recent World Bank report
on civil war:
Most wars are now civil wars. Even though inteiovadl wars attract
enormous global attention, they have become ineretjand brief. Civil
wars usually attract less attention, but they Ha@me increasingly
common and typically go on for years. This remogues that civil war is
now an important issue for development. War retael/elopment, but
conversely development retards war. This doublsai@on gives rise to
virtuous and vicious cycles. Where developmenteseds, countries

91 The Uppsala/PRIO database defines a conflict agnowaich there is an armed conflict
between the government and at least one otheygwtiich results in a minimum of 25
conflict-related deaths in a given year. The twelgentries that experienced over a
decade ongoing conflict were Afghanistan, Angolangadesh, Cambodia, Chad,
Ethiopia, the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Bobique, Myanmar, Somalia, Sudan
and Uganda. The countries where conflict ende@\Bangladesh and Mozambique. The
eight countries where conflict is ongoing are Builithe Democratic Republic of the
Congo, Liberia, Niger, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra LeasteNepal. This analysis, based on
2002 data, does not include Timor-Leste which wassiiad a least developed country in
2003 (UNCTAD 2004).
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become progressively safer from violent conflicgkimg subsequent
development easier. Where development fails, cmsnare at high risk of
becoming caught in a conflict trap in which war eke the economy and
increases the risk of further war. (Collier eR@03: ix)
The fact that the majority of these conflicts areinal rather than between states
indicates that there are a series of internal dbariatics that could exacerbate the
potential for conflict. One of the factors the eepdentifies is the poor economic
growth in the countries that experienced conflctd the associated decline in the
capacity of the state to function and provide esasepasic services. A second
issue identified by the report is high national elegence on a small range of
primary commodities for export, and the high raiésorruption that can be
associated with this national economic structurgrauption which by its nature
does not promote the equitable distribution of lienéSeyf 2001). The report
explores this issue in close detail and notes lilgeassociation between
corruption and particular products, notably timlmBamonds and narcotics. The
relationship here is that the high rates of reawailable through illegal
transactions can finance conflict. It notes thaniany LDCs, exports continued
during conflict and frequently imports increasedt, the national gross domestic
product fell significantly, as did the degree o$aiption through domestic
consumption, an indicator of an increase in theademce and depth of poverty
(UNCTAD 2004: p 161-174).

This acknowledgement that the prevalence and ddgibverty can be affected by

conflict is the extent of the social impact anasyisicluded in the UNCTAD report.

It is clear that violent conflict has a major impaa both combatants and civilians

both in terms of loss of life, and negative impamishealth, well-being and

livelihood (Burkle 1999). The World Bank reporttiies the findings of an

economic analysis of the social impact of conflising mortality data:
Considering a typical five-year war, the study firidat infant mortality
increases by 13 per cent during such a war; howéviereffect is
persistent, and in the first five years of postftohpeace the infant
mortality rate remains 11 per cent higher thanbidweeline. (Collier et al
2003:23-24)

Violent conflict has a particular and significantgact on women, both during and
after the cessation of active conflict. Womenaifected as part of the broad
social impact of conflict in a community. Womere also affected by gender-
specific violence during and after conflict. Than take many forms, and includes
sexual and gender-based violence, sexual exptmitatdisplacement and
recruitment as soldiers. Women suffer as a redulie destruction of local social
infrastructure, the destruction of crops and tHeseguent increase in poverty, and
difficulty in accessing basic goods and servicesiiton, sanitation and shelter
(Bouta, Franks and Bannon 2005; Byrne and BadeB)19&omen and children
are frequently disproportionately affected in thwenbers of the internally displaced
and refugees (Martin 1991). Conflict can havedisnd indirect effects on the
health, including mental health, social status avetall well-being of women and
their families. Rates of sexual violence againsingn rise during conflict, as
communities are fragmented and women find themsedthout their usual forms
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of social protection, becoming isolated and findingmselves as heads of
households. During conflict women are vulnerabléhe military, or to those who
offer some form of protection seeking sexual fagdaarreturn. Rape and violence
against women are used as tools of warfare, amd th@ow documented evidence
of the deliberate infection of women with HIV inrdbcts in Liberia,
Mozambique, Rwanda and Sierra Leone:
There is documented testimony from female surviebrape in Rwanda
that the transmission of HIV was a deliberate #atcording to some
accounts, HIV-positive Hutu men would tell womeattthey were raping
that they would eventually suffer an agonizing tgedm AIDS...some of
the rapists allegedly said ‘We are not killing yolve are giving you
something worse. You will die a slow death’. (ER@02 cited in Collier et
al 2003:28)
Women also play critical roles in bringing fractdreommunities together, as
peace-builders both during and after the cessafianmed violence, and can
become very involved in informal peace-buildingiatives (Anderson and Olson
2003). A key issue then, in this analysis of dohthy UNCTAD, is the lack of
social impact analysis of the prevalence of copfaad of the exclusion of any
gender analysis.

It is worth noting that Leonhardt expresses theceamthat the rise and prolonged
nature of contemporary conflicts is having a sigaiit impact as scarce aid
resources are allocated to respond to immediatahitanian and emergency
situations rather than longer term developmene nbited that when discussed by
the OECD Development Assistance Committee, it wasgnised that there had
been a significant change in the percentage of OB&I2lopment assistance
allocated to humanitarian relief, rising from thteden percent from the 1980s to
the 1990s, at a time where there was a declingeinatal amount of international
donor development assistance. This raised isdube complex relationships
between aid, development, conflict and securitgluding the structures supported
by development assistance, the negative effedgladnd a reactive approach to
conflict (Leonhardt 2001: 238-239). In additionetemerging disciplines of
conflict analysis are not only identifying the ridaships between peace building
and development (Smoljan 2003) but are also idgngfthe complexity of social
and economic costs and impacts, and the potentialid interventions and
humanitarian and development assistance to do hadwexacerbate complex
conflict dynamics, when undertaken without a cleaderstanding and analysis of
the complexity of the circumstances.

Conflict is clearly a major issue affecting devetggt in LDCs. The fact that
conflict is only now being incorporated into UNCT Adhalyses illustrates how
slow the development discourse on LDCs is to addiagors that are not visible
titled ‘economic issues’. The lack of inclusiongender analysis within conflict
analysis means that it gives only a very limitectyme of the impact of conflict on
national social, economic and cultural status aetbpment prospects, clearly an
issue of concern for valid policy development.
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Conclusion

Within LDC development discourse, data operates tashnology of knowledge.
The boundaries that surround the functioning ohdethin LDC discourse are
identifiable through gender analysis, which hightgythe significant absences
within the data, and the limited analysis it caoduce. Using these insights from
gender analysis as a basis, it is argued in trapten that data functions in three
ways, through implying homogeneity amongst LDCdwiite sole reliance on
national level data; through the limitations thiianal level data places on
national and international analysis; and throughdbminance of the economic
separated from the social. Within all of these, dlata itself, and the processes of
collection, measurement and methodologies for @malipecome a critical focus
within LDC discourse, determining decisions as tatwcountries can be included
in the LDC category or not. This chapter’s exarmoraof the data produced in the
two most recent UNCTAD reports on the LDCs makeagbie the ways in which
data functions as a technology of knowledge.

The data used in determining LDC status, and uakieg analysis and
formulating policy recommendations, presents albfgeture of poverty in the
LDCs. Intwenty LDCs over 50 per cent of the papioin were living on less than
$1 per day, and in twelve LDCs over 70 per cernhefpopulation were living on
less than $1 per day. The average EVI in LDCEi8,4nuch higher than the 37
score set for inclusion in the LDC category. Therage HAI in LDCs is 39.2,
much lower than the 55 score set for inclusiorhin¢ategory. Over time, the
levels of per capita income have increased in sconetries in the LDC grouping,
and have decreased in others. The levels of EMIH indices are greater in
some countries in the LDC grouping than in othék#hat is clear is that in
comparison to other developing countries as a bgoadp, the situation within the
LDCs appears to have consolidated in severity angpéexity. This analysis
reveals that there has not been a single ‘developtragectory’ for the countries
within the grouping. However the assumed homodgméiLDCs through the use
of single national level indicators means thatifertexploration of the reasons
behind these divergent experiences is simply nssipte.

This data is used as the privileged policy factsDxC discourse, providing
justification and rationale for decisions about LD&egory membership, and for
monitoring development trends within LDCs. The toems are gender-blind, as no
data disaggregated by sex is used in any of treefdathe LDC criteria. Feminist
economics challenges to the field highlight thedeguacy of conventional
economics that separates the economic and sadi@.dominance of economic
factors within the LDC data and the separatiorhefdocial from the economic are
characteristics within the LDC development disceur$he exclusions from the
data highlighted by gender analysis are exploréd iiu two examples, HIV/AIDS
and conflict. In both cases, significant social @sonomic impacts occur on
national development outlooks, and are clearlyoalittontributing factors to the
development context in the LDCs and are not inaudehe data sets. This
chapter highlights the operation of data as a teldygy of knowledge within LDC
discourse, and through gender analysis, highligfgsvays in which the LDC
development discourse is reliant on determinatiased on a limited set of policy
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facts that are dominated by narrowly ‘economictéas with the use of
reductionist homogenizing national level indicatof$e product is an analysis
that cannot understand significant inhibitors ofelepment such as HIV/AIDS
and conflict as they are outside the data frame tla@ result is a simplistic and
incomplete analysis of LDC status.
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