Chapter 3: Category LDC: acts of administration

This chapter explores the technology of knowledgdassification through the
administration of the criteria used to determinegary LDC. The chapter draws
on close readings of over twenty years of recofdseetings of the United Nations
Committee for Development Planning, now known &sQommittee for
Development Policy (UNCDP) 1981- 2004. The chapggins by locating the
LDC category as a product of the institutional disse of the UN, based within
the gendered liberal humanism associated withdhadtion of the UN and the
emergence of the discourse of development in tlse pecond World War era
where former colonies became independent. The t&i€gory and the UNCDP
are thus located as discursive products of thellddlthe prolific declarations,
resolutions, organisations, agencies, internatiplzals, categories and so on,
linked as products and vehicles for reproductiodefelopment discourse. The
chapter then conducts a survey of the representafiwomen in the assessments
of LDC criteria, context and issues undertakenheyWNCDP. The chapter
concludes with a close assessment of the UNCDRisrastrative processes in
assessing, applying and reviewing LDC criteriagassg countries for inclusion
and graduation from the LDC group.

| argue that this technology of knowledge operat#isin development discourse
by defining and creating specialised informationtfee administration of the LDC
category. Gender analysis reveals the limits otctireceptual underpinnings of the
LDC criteria and the specialised information reqdifor the administration of the
category. Readings of the primary source matehiahsthat the gender bias in the
Committee’s operations is not addressed; partityuées the LDC criteria and their
application become an increasingly important foaiuthe Committee’s work.
Throughout the discussion, | argue that the gemd@ssumptions and limits at the
core of this technology of knowledge mean that gemslalways in the discursive
position of marginal relevance.

Acts of definition

Other people define us to be poor.

Intervention from a delegate from Vanuatu during a plenary session at the
NGO Forum on Least Developed Countries, Brussels 2001.

But why even use “Third World”, a somewhat problémgerm which
many now consider outdated? And why make an argtuwieich privileges
the social location, experiences, and identitiesrofd-World women
workers, as opposed to any other group of workeade or female?
Certainly, there are problems with the term “Thivdrld.” It is inadequate
in comprehensively characterizing the economidtipal, racial and
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cultural differences within the borders of Third-Wbnations. But in
comparison with other similar formulations like “Nla/South” and
“advanced/underdeveloped nations”, “Third Worldtaias a certain
heuristic value and explanatory specificity in tigla to the inheritance of
colonialism and contemporary neocolonial economit geopolitical
processes that the other formulations lack.

(Mohanty 1997:7)

The creation of the category Least Developed Cguntrthe United Nations is as
a product of the UN'’s discourse of liberal humanemd development. This act of
definition, of discursive production of a new caiggin 1971, is a result of
assumptions about development, and the discursigd to assist the ‘family of
nations’. The idea of the family of nations, thigeral humanism, and the
development discourse emergent at the same tirbased on fundamentally
gendered assumptions about who is in the familyndfhan argues the UN’s
liberal humanism is a product of the reaction agfatime atrocities of the Second
World War, which was supported by the discreditigacist so-called scientific
theories of racial differences and supremacy:
Authorised by science, the ‘birth’ of a universabgect was timely. Poised
between the victory over fascism and the horrahefHolocaust, the
politically significant emergence of the ‘unitedrfdy of man’ was
legitimized by evolutionary biology and physicatlaopology. The
rallying point for humanists was that the scientdifferences among
individuals of the same so-called ‘race’ were gee#ftan those among
different ‘races’, the political corollary of whiclkas the ‘birth of UN
humanism’ and its attendant declarations, leg@mhatand human rights
instruments which shape the humanitarian terradayo
(Hyndman 1998: 247)
The Universal Declaration of Human Rights, whichgtaimed the rights of
‘universal man’, based on an equal brotherhooderi and nations, enshrined this
gendered approach. As this discourse of liberaldnism was informing and
forming the creation of the United Nations, thedcheeeaddress poverty in all
nations was becoming similarly significant as thé pfoduced and reproduced a
new discourse of development.

In the opening of his seminal 1995 t&kicountering Development: The Making

and Unmaking of the Third World, Arturo Escobar cites Truman’s 1949

presidential address that outlined his doctriné, @wproach to global poverty and

development. This provides a clear, powerful [Betond World War referent for

the emergence and consolidation of ‘developmensl Bsgemonic discourse:
More than half the people of the world are livingconditions approaching
misery. Their food is inadequate, they are victohdisease. Their
economic life is primitive and stagnant. Their payés a handicap and a
threat both to them and to more prosperous areéassthe first time in
history humanity possesses the knowledge and ihecskelieve the
suffering of these people... | believe that we shaonéke available to
peace-loving peoples the benefits of our storecdtfnical knowledge in
order to help them realize their aspirations foetter life...What we
envisage is a program of development based onadtheepts of democratic
fair dealing...Greater production is the key to persly and peace. And
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key to greater production is a wider and more \agsrapplication of
modern scientific and technical knowledge.
(Truman [1949] 1964 cited in Escobar 1995:3)
Escobar then demonstrates the prominence swittigheed by ‘development’ as
discourse with a quotation from a 1951 meetindefriewly formed United
Nations Department of Social and Economic Affamavened to elaborate
‘Measures for the Economic Development of Undertigper Countries’
There is a sense in which rapid economic progsesapossible without
painful adjustments. Ancient philosophies havbdscrapped; old social
institutions have to disintegrate; bonds of casteed and race have to
burst; and large numbers of persons who cannot ipepth progress have
to have their expectations of a comfortable lifesfrated. Very few
communities are willing to pay the full price ofeemmic progress.
(United Nations 1951 cited in Escobar 1995:4)
This idealized process and perspective is enshibgdderner in his account of
social change in Balgat village, Turkey as an asjoinal tale of the benefits of
modernisation and development (Lerner [1958] 2008 modernisation theory of
the 1950’s (Rostow 1963) discussed previously iaf@ér 1 was dominant at this
time and became well entrenched in the developaggmtoach of the United
Nations (de Senarclens [1988] 1997).

The emergence and consolidation of developmenisasutse within the United
Nations system occurred as the body gradually be@astronger forum for former
colonies and newly independent states to exensteeniational influence. With
these shifts in the United Nations, ‘developmeigtdurse shifted from being the
doctrine of a white president of the United StateAmerica, and a group of
international experts reporting to a body politigalominated by the USA, to
become a mechanism to mobilize for political adaget redress and assistance.

When the UN was founded in 1945 it had fifty-onenmbers, each

represented in the General Assembly. Today thebmeship is 159. (sic)

Virtually all of the states admitted after 1956 assvly independent states.

Before 1957, the membership was such that the d&tates could count

on being in the majority on virtually every iss@it the new membership

deprived the United States of that certainty.

(Jones 1988:601)
With this growth in membership and change in meiigrcomposition, the UN
then became a forum for the production of contediscburses of development
through the diplomatic pressure exercised by thesdy independent former
colonial countries. Part of this dynamic saw issokedevelopment shift from the
approach Escobar documents above, to put it cruthey need to drop the old and
come in with our new’ analysis, to one which by 1950s adopted a much
stronger analysis of international political ecoryoand advocated preferential
international terms of trade, amongst other issté® discursive acts of definition
that produced the LDC category occurred within tuetext of increased efforts
within the UN to create international initiativésat could address poverty and
promote economic and social developmekg.Cooper and Packard (1997) state,
development as a concept was attractive to bothehdy independent countries,
and their former colonizers:

Unlike the earlier claims of Europe to inherentesigrity or a ‘civilising

mission,’ the notion of development appealed asmtadeaders of
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‘underdeveloped’ societies as to the people of kdgesl countries, and it

gave citizens in both categories a share in thel@ttual universe and in

the moral community that grew up around the worldeandevelopment

initiative of the post-World War Il era.

(Cooper and Packard 1997:1)
Certainly this observation of the productive disiwe power is reflected in the
later discussion in this chapter which looks at swetords of the UN Committee
for Development Planning (UNCDP) debates when a@mmare resisting leaving
the category when it has been identified that daoseconomic conditions have
improved to the point where, according to the aygion of definitions, they are
no longer amongst the LDCs.

So, it is at the time that newly independent statigisin the United Nations
General Assembly are flexing their political wikéstrength that the first United
Nations Decade of Development was established9@1), the United Nations
Committee for Development Planning (UNCDP) was fedniin 1965) and the
concept of the ‘Least Developed Country’ or LDC wla$ined and adopted (in
1971). The purpose of this category was to idgrti§roup of countries that were,
on a number of economic and social indicatorspti@est in the world, with the
aim of formulating specific development policy aglsed to their specific
circumstances. The term ‘Least Developed Coumrgssociated with the terms
the ‘third world’, the ‘underdeveloped’, and the@lghl ‘South’. A critical charge
levied against the latter terms is their lack ddficity, the ease with which they
define all which is not ‘the West’, ‘advanced’, é&lNorth’ into a global
homogenous other, an ‘other’ characterised vanyoliglits poverty, need,
suffering and struggle, conflict, corruption, opgs®n and disadvantage (Cowan
and Shenton 1996; Escobar 1995; Hall 1992; Moha884)26. Within this
contestation, the category LDC provides some dedimal clarity. It now refers to
a specific group of 50 countries who have defirregrtselves and been defined by
the United Nations as the nations that are, acegridi a specific set of criteria, the
poorest, least advantaged countries of the world.

The term LDC operates within the discourses of igraent to provide an
imperative to action, for international, intergowerental, and non-governmental
agencies, and national aid and development progesnohallenging them all to
focus their efforts on the poorest of the poore Térm ‘third world’ leads to
charges of homogeneity, of a discursive constradtiat locates, defines,
constrains, excludes and preconceives, basedahd galues that are produced by
and reproduce Eurocentric, patriarchal, racispmalist and imperialist

26 The use of these terms leads to significant reflaain the part of theorists who wish to
avoid this genealogy of the term. Chandra Mohaatis on a specific background for the
term ‘Third world’ to justify and locate or positicher use of it in her text. In her
discussion of Ella Shohat and Robert Stardisthinking Eurocentrism: Multiculturalism

and the Media Mohanty notes that “Shohat and Stam draw attentidhe adoption of

“third world” at the 1955 Bandung Conference of then-aligned’ African and Asian
nations, an adoption which was premised on theaoty of these nations around the anti-
colonial struggles in Vietnam and Algeria. Thishie genealogy of the term | choose to
invoke here.” (Mohanty et al 1991:p. 357)
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discourses. The term ‘Least Developed Countrg jgoduct of the same
discourses, and is cut from the same cloth.

The definition of category LDC by the UN is locatedhe increasing role of
development discourse within the United Natiortds & product of a prolific
discourse that produced also produced plans, aggmriogrammes, resolutions
and declarations and continually reviewed, revised defined again anew. This
productivity of definitions, plans and productsiesmonstrated with the
proclamation of the 1960s as the ‘Decade for Dgyakent’ and the creation of the
United Nations Development Program, which was feéd by a second, third and
fourth decades in the 1970s, 1980s and 189Qknes (1988) reflects:
The aim of the first development decade was toeaeha five percent per
year economic growth amongst developing countmeksta raise foreign
assistance to a level of one percent of the argnoak national products of
the industrialized states. During this period, boer, unilateral
nonmilitary aid did not increase substantially, #imel UN’s own programs
were only a little more successful than they hashb@he modest successes
of the UNDP did, however, restore hope for colleetidvancement.
(Jones 1988: 621)
The first United Nations Development Decade, 198711 sought to implemewt
Programme for International Economic Cooperation. Halfway through this first
decade, the UN Committee for Development Planniag fermed, and towards the
end of the first decade, the category LDC was egkaBoth the creation of the
UNCDP and category LDC were initiatives in respotwsperceived gaps in
effectively promoting and implementing a developiregenda at that time. The
perceived lack of progress for LDC’s within theseduler international efforts on
development led to the commencement of specifermational policy efforts for
LDCs, with the UN developing three similar decaoleg plans to improve the
status of LDCs from 19828,

27 The resolutions and programs of action associatttdthese Decades of Development
would themselves make a fascinating study in teealirse of development from 1960s to
today, however that is another and different projec

28 From the creation of the LDC category in 1971, lsD@re specifically mentioned in
these broader UN decades for development docum@&hislnter national Devel opment
Strategy for the Second United Nations Devel opment Decade 1971-1981 included a

specific section on Least Developed Countries dtitBpecial measures in favour of the
least developed among the developing countriest9IFb, halfway through the time period
allocated for the implementation of this InternaibDevelopment Strategy for the Second
UN Development Decade, a new strategy was formieelDeclaration and the

Programme of Action on the Establishment on a New International Economic Order. This
1975 document sought to address the inequitiesnalnalances of the international
economy, identifying these as a major impedimenmtateelopment and obstacle to world
peace and security. Theternational Development Srategy for the Third United Nations
Development Decade 1981-1991 included a specific section titled ‘Least developed
countries, most seriously affected countries, dgyiah island countries and land-locked
developing countries’. The text on ‘most serioudfeeted countries’ referred to countries
severely affected by sudden and steep changes prites of essential imports. The
International Development Strategy for the Fourth United Nations Development Decade
1991-2001 also included a section on ‘Special Situationsludiag those of the Least
Developed Countries’. The commencement of the Lp&tiic decade long plans by the
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This productivity of UN development discourse isaseen in the emergence of a
series of United Nations resoluti@fsconferences, organisations and activities.
This included the establishment of the United Nai@onference on Trade and
Development (UNCTAD), which monitored the Genergrdement of Tariffs and
Trade and had sought in the early 1970s to deeeldpar mandate for
international trade that provided structural prefees for developing countrié
The early years of the United Nations saw a sttenpgnical assistance focus, with
initiatives such as the ‘Expanded Program of Texdimssistancé? and later with

UN from 1981 is a clear indication that the inctusbf specific paragraphs for LDCs
within this broader documents was not considerdéiicgnt attention to promote
improvement in LDC status.

29 A series of significant resolutions were passethternational trade and development
from 1957 onwards. These included 1957 General Aslserasolution 1027 (XI)
Development of International Economic Cooperatiod the Expansion of International
Trade; 1958 General Assembly resolution 1318 (hypmotion of the International Flow
of Private Capital; 1959 General Assembly resotufid21 (XIV) Strengthening and
Development of the World Market and Improvementhef Trade Conditions of the
Economically Less Developed Countries.

30 For example, Agenda item 10 of the eleventh sassidJNCTAD ‘Special measures in
favour of the least developed among the developmmtries’ incorporates an Annex
‘Agreed conclusions of the Special Committee orffdPemces’ which puts forward a
proposal for UNCTAD adoption to pressure the Genggacement on Tariffs and Trade
negotiations:

‘The Special Committee on Preferences:

1. Recalls that in its resolution 21 (Il), the Unitiddtions Conference on Trade
and Development recognised the unanimous agreeméavour of the early
establishment of a mutually acceptable system négdized, non-reciprocal,
non-discriminatory preferences which would be bemedfto the developing
countries.

2. Further recalls the agreement that the objectif#iseogeneralized, non-
reciprocal, non-discriminatory system of preferenicefavour of the
developing countries, including special measurdavour of the least
developed among the developing countries, shoul¢ee¢o increase their
export earnings; (b) to promote their industrigiiza; and (c) to accelerate
their rates of economic growth.”

(UNCTAD 1971)

31 This scheme was established in the early 1950&ed)Nations General Assembly
resolution 519 A (V1) from its 360plenary meeting on 12 January 1952 outlines tfiat t
scheme included the establishment of training ardahstration centers in specific
countries on particular technical issues throughpttovision of pilot plants, research
centers, financial and other support for the plaa@of technical experts requested, for
the adoption and implementation of this technicglegtise, and the placement of teams of
foremen, workers and technicians from developingntides to business operations in
industrialized countries. Its operations fit ngatith Rostow’s then influential
modernisation theory on development, which lisemhhological skills and assets as one
of the sharp stimuli, as he termed them, whichadesd to the beginning of a take off into
self-sustained growth (Rostow 1963). As a furtmde, while on the whole international
donor development activity now has a strong foqusapacity-building of indigenous
institutions and assessment of appropriatenessaideRostow approach can still be seen,
for example, in the contemporary Taiwanese aid aljural projects, such as
demonstration rice farms for Solomon Islands. Thelfuand operations allocated to the
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a Technical Assistance Board, as well as throughathivities of other UN
agencies such as the Food and Agricultural Orgaoisahe World Health
Organisation and the United Nations Industrial Depment Organisation.

Some shifts in the UN’s development approach ofl®&0s did occur over time
within the UN and within its affiliated institutie Martha Finnemore (1997)
argues that the late 1960s and early 1970s waseadti significant change within
UN development discourse that saw the institutiaatibn of poverty reduction as
a critical focus for development efforts within térld Bank as opposed to
increasing national Gross National Product (GNHR)e emergence of category
LDC in 1971 and calls for an increased focus oavadlting poverty in the
countries identified as ‘the poorest of the podigras with this discursive shift in
these UN and affiliated institutiof®d Finnemore argues that this discursive
emphasis saw a major shift in official rhetoric amerational practice, with
increasing emphasis on World Bank projects in nso@al sectors of smallholder
agriculture and education. This openness to thalseectors does not seems to
have permeated the workings of the UNCDP in itsiadtnation of category LDC,
which remains centrally focused on narrow econamdsfinitions of poverty and
development, where change is only measured inasecknational GNP which is
assumed to benefit the population as a whole.

The definition and creation of LDC as a categora result of complex dynamics
within the UN as an institution with the shiftingyer relationships between
member states as more and more former colonialyneaépendent states joined
the organisation and sought to ensure that theintcies benefited from
opportunities for assistance. The act of definitad category LDC is located as
one of the many discursive products of the UN astlbheral humanism and
approach to development. This origin of categonCL& a time when former
colonized countries were seeking advantages hashatlenged the term’s
discursive foundations in development policy arakj®. The LDC category is the
creation of the UN'’s liberal humanism and develophtiscourse, with all its
Western post-enlightenment baggage attached.

Committee for Development Planning

The United Nations Committee for Development PlagriUNCDP) was
established as a UN committee reporting and maldogmmendations to the
United Nations Economic and Social Council (ECOSQ®@Jich has
representation from all UN member states. Givénttiming and political
dynamics within the United Nations General Assemttig articulated purpose and
need for this group provides important insightse inbw development discourse is
operating in this institutional context. It is atlefrom the text of the resolution that
formed the group that there was, at the time arllinvithe membership of the
United Nations General Assembly, an increasingé@stein planning, notably the

Expanded Program of Technical Assistance program a@mbined into the United
Nations Development Program in the 1960s to impterttee first UN Development
Decade (Jones 1988:621).
32 Mawdsley and Rigg (2002) locate the productiotheffirst World Development Report
by the World Bank in 1978 with this shift.
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use of economic projections in planning within thembers of the ‘international
community’ associated with the United Nations. Tésolution to the ECOSOC
itself is titled ‘Economic planning and projectiorsnd notes ‘with satisfaction’
the announced formation of a group of ‘highly giiedl experts representing
different planning systems’. The role of this gpavas outlined as follows:

The functions of this group should leter alia:

(a) To consider and evaluate the programmes and aesivif the organs of
the United Nations and of the specialised agemeiesing to economic
planning and projections and to propose measurahéa
improvement for consideration by the Council;

(b) To consider and evaluai@ter alia, the progress made, within the
framework of the activities of the United Natiomglahe specialised
agencies, in the transfer of knowledge to develppwuntries and in
the training of personnel of those countries inneeoic planning and
projections;

(c) To analyse, with the help of the organs of the &thilations and of the
specialised agencies, the major trends of planaimthprogramming in
the world, the principal problems and the solutitiveyy are receiving,
and in particular the progress made in that corameselevant to the
development of the less- developed regions;

(d) To study individual questions in the field of ecamo planning and
programming referred to it by the Council, by tlecf@tary General or
by the executive heads of the specialised agencies;

(e) To make any suggestion it may consider useful aorreg the scope of
its terms of reference;

(f) To make a provisional report to the forty-firstses of the Council.

(ECOSOC 1965)

While this Committee sought to promote developnpdanning, it was not in a
position to actually implement any of its suggessiacn developing countries. This
work of the UNCDP had little real world impact agiflects, as it was not directly
related to the implementation of development aascs in LDCs or any other
developing country. Escobar’s analysis of develaprpéanning, as outlined in
Chapter 1, is useful in locating the UNCDP’s woskaaproduct of and reproducing
the emphasis of a western notion of uniform progweshin development
discourse.

The UNCDP had its first meeting froMi“2o 11" May 1966. Over the years, the
Committee has had its mandate shift and changegdhra series of General
Assembly and ECOSOC resoluti@As A significant addition to the Committee’s
role was the responsibility for reviewing both tis of LDCs and the criteria for
identifying them. This role was allocated to then@nittee when the category
LDC was created in 1971.

33 For example, see United Nations Economic and S@aahcil Official Records 1995.
Resolution 1995/215 ‘Committee for Development Rilag’, 10 February 1995. This
resolution called for nominations to the Committeembership, asked it to review
working methods and sought the Chair of the Conemitd provide annual presentations
on the outcomes of the Committee’s discussioneeédsiconomic and Social Council.
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In 1999, forty-four years after the UNCDP was festablished, it was reviewed as
part of a wider review of committees and functianthin ECOSOC. As a result it
was re-named the Committee for Development P#licfhe membership
requirements of the Committee for Development Rtamand the Committee for
Development Policy remained the same, a groupdifieiual experts nominated in
their personal capacity. The role and functions of the Committee for
Development Planning and the Committee for Develamr®olicy remained
similar36; a remit to assess world trends and emerging issitleim and impacting
upon international development prospects and assisf and a continuing role in
reviewing the list of least developed countrieswaduld continue to make
recommendations and report to ECOSOC and ultimétebugh this body to the
General Assembly. A key difference in the manaédtine Committee for
Development Policy is that it now is formally recpd to review the list of LDCs

in its entirety, and the criteria used for thesseasments, each three years.

Gender perspectives and policy shifts

Gender analysis is a notable absence from operatithre category LDC through
under the administration of the UNCDP. In applyingender lens to the operation
of category LDC, this thesis has identified limibats to the information used in the
creation and administration of the category itséifterms of the information used
to form and inform the LDC category criteria andittadministration, which is the
core way in which the category operates as a tdogpof knowledge, gender
sensitive information is excluded. This is an &ett renders attempts by the
UNCDP to include some aspects of gender sensiiiviits analysis marginal.

Gender-blind criteria, gender-blind reviews

Gender analysis is not included in the criteriadetermining category LDC. The
criteria have been and remain gender blind. WherLDC category was first
created by the United Nations in 1971, the initidleria outlined for the definition
of the category were as follows:
Countries having all three of the following chagmgtics should almost
certainly be classified as least developed: petagposs domestic product
of $100 or less, share of manufacturing in totakgrdomestic product of
10 percent or less, and literacy rate — propomioiiterate persons in the

34 Given the similarity of titles and function, | laused the abbreviation UNCDP to refer
to both Committees throughout. For the text ofrésmlution on these changes see United
Nations Economic and Social Coun@ifficial Records 1998. Resolution 1998/46 ‘Further
measures for the restructuring and revitalizatibthe United Nations in the economic,
social and related fields’ §7lenary meeting, 31 July 1998.
35 A breadth of geographic representation has alliags a key feature of membership.
In more recent times this has included experts ofldationalities. This has also been
accompanied by an interest in the committee merhlgeb&coming varied, particularly in
terms of the increasing the breadth and differarickills, discipline knowledge and
experience base brought to the Committee’s wouduidpn its members.
36 In the past, the Committee for Development Plagmvas able to set its own work
agenda. The change to the Committee for DevelopPalitty has seen the Economic and
Social Council itself become much more engaged thighissues addressed by the
Committee, tasking it on an annual basis with issaeexamine, and approving the
Committee’s annual work plan.
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age group of fifteen years and more — of 20 peroefgss. In addition,
certain borderline cases should also be considdigitile for inclusion in
this classification. Countries with per capitagg@roduct of $100 or less,
but with a manufacturing ratio or literacy rate swhat exceeding the
limits just suggested, should be included, espgafaheir average real
rate of growth during recent years has been exaegty low. Similarly,
countries where per capita gross product is oved$tiut is no more than
$120, and which satisfy other criteria should deancluded. In
considering the borderline cases, however, judgémeunld have to be
exercised to take account of the special circunessithat may have
distorted the recent picture. (ECOSOC 1971)
All of these criteria are macro country level datag none of these criteria include
any reference to women or gender analysis. Tloernmdtion used for these criteria
is always numeric, the consequences of which isoeq in detail in Chapter 3,
notably the way data functions as a technologynofedge in LDC discourse.
Here | want to focus on the fact that despite bejugntitative, the criteria do focus
on people and bodies, attested to by the inclusiditeracy, and later on health
data have been identified as key issues for in@tusi the criteria. What is clear is
that gender has and is consistently outside thgesobrelevant information for
consideration. The three reviews of the critena have occurred since the
category LDC was created, in 1992, 1997 and 2082 not included gender
analysis in sphere of defined relevant informaftmmnconsideration. Within this
discursive terrain, gender is placed outside treigfized knowledge developed
for administration of the LDC category.

The 1992 review of the criteria for determiningeggary LDC was the first major
review of the criteria since the category’s craatibhis comprehensive review
focused on a broad range of issues, includingeleyance of the criteria
themselves within the broader development settind,the composition of each of
the criteria used to determine category LDC. Thisew saw fundamental changes
to the composition of the criteria. An Economic &isification Index (EDI) was
developed to take into account a broader rangeda¢ators considered important
for assessing the strength of a national econogimilarly, an Augmented
Physical Quality of Life Index (APQLI) was develapt® take into account a
broader range of social indicators covering popattelhealth and education status.
As an outcome of this review, a series of rollingiews were scheduled. The
UNCDP was required to review the entire list of mwies within the category, and
to review the criteria and their composition evidmee years. The 1997 review
was the first of these now regular larger-scaléeres that included a review of the
criteria as well as countries within the LDC categd his revised components of
both the EDI and the APQLI. A 1999 review, thatfimeeting since the UNCDP
was revamped as the Committee for Developmentydiad a similar broad
scope. It revised the EDI to include issues of gaplgic vulnerability and was
renamed the Economic Vulnerability Index, the EMie 2002 review also
assessed various data sources used within therieMlemamed the APQLI the
Human Assets Index (HAI).

It is clear that in examining the criteria in eadhhese reviews, the gendered
dimensions and nature of economic activity and pgwi#id not even make it to the
table for consideration. Data sources are not disggted by sex, and indicators of
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economic activity do not examine participationhe informal sector or unpaid
labour. The pre-eminent development constrairgsiaderstood in two terms,
macro-economic constraints and geographic constralFor example, simple
single indicator data of national literacy ratesasndicator of social conditions is
changed in 1997 to a broader index of data covexirapge of issues. The
incorporation of health and education status issu#®e criteria relates, in
simplistic economic terms, to the ‘supply’ sidedefvelopment, a need to have a
healthy and educated workforce. The creation o®R@LI/HAI within category
LDC criteria occurs without any reference to genidsues, and no data
disaggregated by sex is sought for use in the sis®e® of country socio-economic
context or surveys of the international developnesvironment.

Gender and policy shifts

There have been some efforts by the UNCDP to exagemder as an issue
relevant to countries within category LDC. Howewghat emerges from reading
the records of these meetings of the UNCDP isttieabsences of gender as a
relevant factor in the criteria for category LD@gés gender as such a marginal
issue it isn't even considered as an issue of fsoginice. When gender is included
in UNCDP analysis of LDCs it is clearly outside tnain game, so to speak. In
identifying this trend within UNCDP operationsjstclear that the discursive
world of the UNCDRP is isolated from broader genplglicy debates within the
United Nations. The United Nations 1975 Internagio/Vomen'’s Year and then
Decade, the 1980 mid-term conference in Copenhalger,985 Nairobi
International Women’s Conference and the resutemyear plan the Forward
Looking Strategies, do not appear to have toucheavorkings of or been
considered as remotely relevant to the UNCDPs dinly at the UNCDP’s twenty-
fourth session in 1988 that gender is mentionedhefirst time as an issue
relevant to development. This is after twelve gearsignificant international
policy debates and three major UN conferences ptiagpolicy to address gender
inequality (Pietila and Vickers 1990). After atk’inot as if in 1988 women
suddenly appeared in the LDC countries and had®@hbiving and working and
contributing to social and economic and culturi@ in them previously. It is just

in 1988 the UNCDP noticed women for the first tifiis raises questions of why
then? and why this session?, questions which lexpllore in part in the discussion
below. This gender-blind approach is a demonsinatf the discursive boundaries
operating within the technologies of knowledgejmaf the (ir) relevance of
information sources by the narrow, mechanistic gesidind criteria that determine
category LDC. What this thesis research demorstiatthat gender analysis
(asking the question where are the women here wheryone else is talking about
them?) provides an important tool to see thatekariologies of knowledge
operate within the development discourse of thegmty LDC by defining
discursive limits of relevant information. Furthgender analysis is a key tool in
opening these discursive boundaries for questioning

Examination of UNCDP records reveals that when gemlincluded in analysis
and discussion, it appears in three ways. Theiithat gender always appears in
the context of a broader issue or debate and isrmeentioned as an issue that
deserves the Committee’s consideration on its @umg. Secondly, references to
women are always essentialist, portraying thirdldvaromen as victims. Thirdly,
these references are fleeting. While gender magdbeded as an issue within a
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broad policy recommendation made by the Commiiteksappears as an issue of
concern when other issues are discussed or delzatgdrom one meeting to the
next.

The first of the three ways that gender analyspeaps within the UNCDP is in the
context of a discussion of something else. In 1898&dvance of a broader review
and preparations for the Third UN Strategy for Depment, the UNCDP outlined
a series of significant concerns about the cuppemtess and practice of
international development:
In the 1980s debt-distressed countries have cesiment, reduced public
expenditure and imposed deflationary contractiothear economies. In
the low-income countries the share of public exjtenel on education and
health fell by 40 percent and 20 per cent, respelgtiin contrast,
expenditure on defence and general administratise.r
The pendulum has swung too far towards the negfdaiman
development. When Governments face the need o$tialy to short-term
economic and fiscal constraints, there are poliwjiaes to be made. For
reasons of both efficiency and equity, the objexgiof policy should be to
safeguard human development programmes in ordedtae inefficiency
and to improve delivery and targeting... (UNCDP 19&&a 8-9)

As a result of these concerns, the UNCDP proposésgian development policy
approach, proposing a ‘human capabilities appréackevelopment’. This marks a
shift away from a strict modernisation approackddgelopment. This human
capabilities approach to development is outlined session of the committee that
maintains the emphasis in committee reports omgtatgrave concern at the
‘extensive and acute poverty in the world’, andadt includes the first stated
overt recognition of difference between countryteats in relation to development
policy positions:
In formulating recommendations on a developmeteatyy for the 1990s,
Governments will have to take into account the il of country
experience and the fact that policy options avé&lab countries at a low
level of development are severely limited. (UNCC88&: para 10)

Amartya Sen and John Rawls, both of whom are redietio explicitly in the report

of this session of the UNCDP, heavily influence ititeoduction of the ‘human

capabilities approach to development’ and are biéd in the report:
“The process of economic development”, as Amartya l8as said, “can be
seen as a process of expanding the capabilitipsayle”. That is, we are
ultimately concerned with what people are capable@apable of doing or
being. Can they live long lives? Can they be welinshed? Can they
escape avoidable illness? Can they obtain digmitlyse|f-
respect?...According to this view, development iscewned with much
more than extending the supplies of commoditiesvdlbpment planners
have traditionally concentrated on the productibgands and services and
on rates of growth. Increased physical outputiieen assumed to give rise
to greater economic welfare. More recently, greatephasis has been
placed on the distribution of goods among peoptetarconsiderations of
need and equity. The philosopher John Rawls defitegprivation in terms
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of the availability of “primary goods” or “thing$ iis supposed a rational
man wants, whatever else he wants.” (UNCDP 198& pa-53)
The human capabilities approach, as articulatedoamglbsed in this session of the
UNCDP is understood as a process “which puts tHibamleg of people first,
which regards human beings simultaneously as Ihetimeans and the ends of
social economy policy” (UNCDP 1988: para 87). dsla focus on what is required
by people and communities, rather than the maasa@uic environment, and
incorporates equity of distribution as a centrahponent of the approach.
Accordingly, the focus of a human capabilities agymh to development is on basic
social goods and services: education, water anthsian, food security and health
services. This is aligned with the shift from ttiassic modernisation model of
development outlined in Chapter 1.

So, itis in this context of the human capabilitggproach to development that the
first references are made to women. This occurslation to three issues: access
to health services, the distribution of incomes aocess to education. The issue
of access to health services is understood andideddn the Committee’s report
as related to the roles of women as primary caeggj\and the impact of women’s
work in this context on the wellbeing of familiehildren, the elderly, and the sick.
It makes specific reference to the impact of woraenitrition during pregnancy on
birth weight and consequent health status of baimesrelationship to infant
mortality. This discussion concludes with thedualing argument about the
increased significance that women’s health andist@ssumes within a human
capabilities approach to development:
In most developing countries, women have muchdessss to education,
jobs, income and power than men. Women'’s levelgeafth and nutrition
are often inferior to men’s. Women generally ac¢danthe largest
proportion of deprived people. The improvemenhwian capabilities
requires, in particular, that the capabilities @imen be improved.
(UNCDP 1988: para 95)
It is clear in this text that women in LDCs arewezl and perceived as victims.
The gender disparity and inequality between menvesrden is recorded. Women
are mentioned in the context of their disadvantagd,as people whose
capabilities require improvement. There is no redbon of the diverse complex
social, economic and cultural roles women playiffecent communities in LDC
countries. There is no recognition that women irCL&buntries have strengths,
existing capacities and make important contribwitmsocial, cultural and
economic life in their communities and countriekefie is no recognition that
women in LDCs may be different from each othergeed that women within a
given LDC may have different life experiences, apyoities and contributions.
The representation is of women in LDCs as all tiraes, as victims with
capabilities requiring improvement.

The second issue raised about gender in the UNGE&Rgsion of the human
capabilities approach is about the issue of adoesgome. This is discussed in the
context of distribution of incomes and benefitsotial development
programming. In the text of this discussion, the@INP notes that there is an
assumption that all social development or ‘humarettgment’ programmes
disproportionately benefit the poor. The Commitiegues that a human
capabilities approach identifies beneficiariesedihtly, and that contemporary
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human development programming disproportionatehebts male heads of
households, based in urban areas with (relativelgylle or high incomes and that
women living in rural areas and those with reldivew incomes benefit far less
than is understood: a result of urban bias in @gdevelopment and
implementation. This representation of LDC womeas victims, excluded from
the benefits of development. As with the previoxsneple, this representation
assumes all women in LDCs are the same.

The final issue raised as relating to women inUNECDP report is the issue of
access to education in the context of discrimimaéigainst women and girls’
participation in eduction. The report cites:

...on average, the illiteracy rates among femald@kerdeveloping
countries are 75 per cent higher than among mailes 49 percent among
women as opposed to 28 per cent among men. In grischool women
account for 44 per cent of the pupils in the depilg countries; in
secondary schools 39 per cent, in tertiary edues&tpercent. In the least
developed countries the situation is even worsen@maccount for only 20
percent of those studying tertiary education angdricent of the teaching
staff in tertiary education. (UNCDP 1988: para 114)

The representation of women in LDCs in this examplerms of aggregated
guantitative data is reductionist. It represenitsvaimen in LDCs as the same, and
as homogenous victims of the lack of developmetitéir countries.

The treatment of these three issues — health ssnaccess to incomes, and access
to education — highlight that the explicit consetésn of women’s issues and
concerns within the UNCDP is reliant on essentiaépresentations of women as
victims, with narrowly defined needs and issuesasfcern. Further, there is no
recognition at all that women in different LDC ctuies, or even women within

any given LDC, may have different needs or issd@®oncern or relevance to their
socio-economic status. All three issues and #se@amples, though particularly the
first one, relate to meeting the basic needs of @oto assist them to fulfil

currently prescribed social and cultural roles.e Second and third issues — access
to incomes and access to education — are bothsdisdun the context of women'’s
exclusion from benefit, either by poor planning amglementation in the case of
the first one, or in terms of explicit discriminatiin the second case. The human
capabilities approach to development is outlinedresthat can by its definition
incorporate a focus on women’s issues and needsciiiical issue revealed
through the language adopted by the UNCDP is tlomen are viewed as

‘passive’, ‘needy’, ‘requiring’, ‘without capabilés’. Women in LDC countries

are not viewed, described or understood as agettir own capability
development with strengths, contributions, assedisrasources that can be and are
mobilised.

The Committee concludes this discussion of the mucagabilities approach with
an argument for development planning and assist@niceorporate a strong focus
on human capabilities, basic goods and social seswvithin the broader
dominance of macro-economic considerations of ptorgeconomic growth, and
to avoid the tendency “to consider education, heattd social services as
consumer goods — luxuries to be afforded in gomesi but not in bad” (UNCDP
1988: para 132):
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The Committee advocates that a broader view bentakthe development
process- one that encompasses not only the grdwiitional per capita
income and improvements in its distribution bubalse enhancement of
the capabilities of women and men to be and do rongs and lead fuller
lives. Education, health and nutrition have anangnt role to play in
helping people develop their capabilities. Theasrdement of capabilities
is both an end in itself and a means to higherywetdn and income.
(UNCDP 1988: para 134)
Despite these strong words and argument, the Cdeetstown practice reveals
that the relationship between the proposed humpabdities approach and the
administration of the category LDC is very cleavnaxistent. This demonstrates
the third way in which gender appears within UNCéafegory LDC discourse;
transitory and of limited relevance to other distoss.

Following the strong argument for the introductairthe human capabilities
approach in the twenty-fourth session, in an emgdiscussion at the same
meeting the Committee considered whether LDC stttosild be recommended
for Mozambique and Zambia. In allocating MozambityxC status, the
Committee noted that since independence in 19@5%¢bnomic status of
Mozambique had declined. The two key sources @idorexchange, remittances
and earnings from transit services have both dedlas the number of work
permits granted to neighbouring countries decreasédlternate ports and routes
were used. The Committee noted the negative ingfanternal unrest, droughts,
floods, cyclones on internal infrastructure andebhenomy, and the debt service
ratio (in 1987) was estimated at 270% (UNCDP 1%9f8a 138). In this
assessment, none of the issues highlighted indtr&ah capabilities approach
discussion were brought into consideration andudision. This demonstrates
how references to gender are fleeting and trarnysibocluded one moment and
excluded the next. In the very same session teaCtmmittee proposed a new
approach to development, and mentioned gendersgesuéhe first time, when it
came to conducting an assessment of LDC statasetted to technocratic
considerations within the limits and boundarieshef confirmed indicators. The
Committee is unable to apply its recommendatioruabahanged approach to
development to its own work.

These three characteristics of the way in whicldgeanalysis appears within
UNCDP are apparent in other sessions of the UNCIDPRhe 1989 session of the
Committee for Development Planning, the focus ip@parations for the
negotiation of the Third International Developm8&mntategy 1981-1991. The
Committee for Development Planning identifies ascbmmends four key
elements to be incorporated in this new strateggcélerated economic growth,
greater concern for human development, an abs@dtection in the number of
people suffering from severe poverty and deprivaéind restraining the
deterioration in the physical environment” (UNCD$8: para 7).

The explicit discussion of women arises in the egnof a continued elaboration
of the human capabilities approach to developnweich was raised, but not
applied, in the previous session of the Commifiée status of women is
explicitly identified as an issue for developmelanming international policy:
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Women represent more than half the world’s poporegiet in many
countries lag behind men in school enrolment, tiatriand health, and life
expectancy in age groups below 50 years...Equalitppbrtunity for
women is particularly necessary in all aspectsevetbpment (UNCDP
1989: para 11).
The essentialist representation of women in LDOhtoes as passive victims,
recipients of development assistance with limitgldeses of activity and interest
continues. In this session, the UNCDP discussesemaand children at the same
time. The phrase ‘Half our people, all our futuremen and children” (UNCDP
1989: para 149) provides a good indication of #sisentialist representation of
women as passive victims waiting assistance. Audision on human resources and
development outlines the Committee’s suggestionhferkey element for the Third
International Development Strategy:
The recommended approach during the next ten yetsemphasise those
aspects of expenditure on human development whechldan to capital
formation and to give lower priority to the purelgcial welfare aspects of
expenditure programmes...there are important linkbgtseen women’s
health, female life expectancy, the education afngpwomen, the birth rate
and population growth. (UNCDP 1989: para 147)
The UNCDP is focusing on essentialist characteasatof women with roles in
society, culture and the economy limited to theles in reproduction and as
primary caregivers within family life.

This essentialist representation of the LDC wonmattnis UNCDP discussion is
demonstrated during further deliberations in thefort where the Committee
outlines women'’s roles and status:
The crucial role of women in development has cooneet acknowledged.
Women in the third world perform the fundamentak&of feeding and
nurturing the population. They are responsiblet{palarly in Africa) for
growing and marketing most of the food crops. Tdeymost of the food
preparation, obtain the water and fuel for the lbbotd, are responsible for
health, nutrition and hygiene, and provide theyeaducation of the young.
Increasingly, too, women are engaged in wage emmaaoy or self-
employment in the modern sector of the economys ribt surprising that
women are so important since they are, after alf,dur people. (UNCDP
1989: para 149)
Women'’s roles in reproduction, as primary carer@amily life, are clearly the
focus. The acknowledgement that women are engagéé ‘modern’ sector of
the economy has an almost surprised quality t@'lite issue of gender-based
discrimination is raised later in the Committeescdssion:
Yet in many countries women have been neglectadklbglopment
programmes and discriminated against by publiccgolFemale literacy
rates are lower than men’s. Female enrolment matel$ three levels of
education are usually lower than men’s. Femaleadess time in
education than males, probably because from thefipes upwards girls
are expected to work in the home and in the fieldfie nutrition and
health of women are often neglected in favour oséhof men. In India,
Bangladesh and Pakistan there is evidence of digatory feeding and
health practices favoring male children right frohildhood. Despite the
fact that women enjoy a biological advantage irgkrnty over men, life
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expectancy for women in many developing countisdswer than for men
in age groups below 50 years. This is largely dusvb facts. First, there
is generally a higher mortality rate for femalerttiar male children above
five years of age and secondly, there is highettality rate for women of
child bearing age (15-44) than for men of corresipom years. In addition,
in India and Pakistan, contrary to the usual pattére mortality rate among
infant girls zero to five years old is higher tHanboys in the same age
group. These patterns of mortality rate are indiezof discrimination
against girls from the time of birth onwards. (UNEQ989: para 150)
This discussion of gender-based discrimination mxguterms of its negative
impact on women'’s literacy rates, nutrition andltiestatus, and is provided as
evidence and rationale for the ‘neglect’ of womgrdbvelopment programmes
and public policy. After the brief acknowledgemehtigency and contribution to
agriculture and the ‘modern economy’, LDC womenfarely repositioned back
into their roles as silent suffering victims of itheulture, their nation’s lack of
development and international development actwitie

The Committee does identify gender as a key issbe taddressed in the UN’s
Third International Development Strategy. Drawuppn combined emphasis of
both the critical contribution of women in socipheres in developing countries
and women’s negative experience of gender-basedmdisation, the UNCDP
argues these factors form the rationale for proppadtered policy priorities:
In the 1990s the task is to translate greater whaieding of the problems of
women into altered priorities. It is essentialttiwamen receive equal
access to education and training programmes, tithheead nutrition
services and, in the sphere of production, to tredtension services,
technology and income-generating activities. Beyihis| sufficient
investments favouring women are needed — e.gfénrsatherhood and in
labour saving devices of particular relevance tonen, such as more fuel-
efficient methods of cooking, less labour intensiags of preparing food
and more accessible sources of water, field anddiodEmpowering
women for development should have high returngiims of increased
output, greater equity and social progress. (UNGD89: para 151)
While it is commendable that the Committee ideesifgender as an issue to be
addressed in the Third International Developmersdt&gy, the representation of
women'’s roles is very limited. This text clearhchtes women in a passive role:
no consultation required to work out what all wontiging in developing countries
need, clearly all the same things. The emphasisasgly on promoting ‘altered
priorities’, to use the Committee’s phrase, related gender role as primary carers
in family life and social reproduction. The ‘sphefegproduction’ is included
within the scope of the altered priorities, buhad the primary emphasis.

The inclusion of gender issues and references toeaman the UNCDP’s
recommendations for the Third International Develept Strategy could be seen
as a key marker of change in the relevance andfisgmce attached to these
concerns by the Committee. However, within the \8amne meeting of the
UNCDP, this recommendation is immediately followsdan example of how
marginalised gender issues are within LDC develogrdisscourse. The
Committee discusses the importance of incorporatigtpbal strategy for water in
development into the Third International Developi@&imategy. This proposed
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global water strategy identifies issues, impaat®ypies and strategies for action.
The Committee proposes this without any kind ofdgeranalysis or sensitivity.
Despite having articulated very clearly the impoci of ‘altering priorities’ to
take into account gender-based discrimination aoldide an explicit focus on
women'’s roles in family and social care in develeptrplanning, the Committee’s
discussion on the global strategy for water onbjudes one explicit reference to
women and gender issues and implications, whith tise role of women as
gatherers of water, walking long distances, andrtipact this has on the amount
of water available for per person daily consumptidine point being made
explicitly by the UNCDP is that where safe drinkiwwgter is available in villages
and communities, consumption is considerably highed water-borne diseases
are considerably less prevalent. The central gmirtg made by the Committee
with this point is not to raise issues of gendat water, and ensure that they are
incorporated in their proposed global water ancetigyment strategy, but to
demonstrate that there is considerable unsatigkeaand for water consumption to
meet basic hygiene standards (UNCDP 1989: para 208y example
demonstrates again the transitory nature of tlevagice of gender analysis within
the discursive world of the UNCDP. If gender issaesraised, they are
marginalised to discussions focused on women.

This characteristic of the way gender is treateitiiwiUNCDP discourse on LDCs
is further shown in this 1989 session. The Commi#tiso considered the criteria
for the identification of the least developed amdegeloping countries. In their
deliberations issues of locational vulnerabilitreare raised, “such as prevailing
climatic and weather conditions, size, remoteneasisbeing landlocked” (UNCDP
1989: para 320). The potential for including algya®f life index, and impacts of
government policy on social and economic life weds® raised. There was no
mention of the use of gender-disaggregated datnyform of gender analysis in
the criteria or the recommended methodology foir tinge.

The UNCDP’s 1988 and 1989 sessions are highly feegnit, being the first
sessions where considerable discussion was detmtsslies of the status of
women, and the engagement of women in developrit.included a specific
commitment in the 1989 session to recommend thatifies within international
development planning and policy include a strorigeus on women, albeit in
ways that focused on gender roles of women as pyicaegivers in family life
and that positioned women as passive actors inal@went. In this context, the
discussion in the 1989 session is particularlyificant, as in both the example of
the proposed global water and development straiadyin the discussion on
criteria for identification of the least develop@ahong the developing countries,
the Committee demonstrates a very limited capacitytegrate the gender
analysis and ‘altered priorities’ it is proposimga its own work and discussions,
despite having concluded earlier in the sessiolssudsions how integral women
are to development policy and planning.

In 1990 the UNCDP continues the focus on preparatemd recommendations for
international development strategy and policy. sl¥gssion focused on poverty,
producing analytical findings on the prevalenceaferty, assessing the
definitions and locations of poverty and develogaadjcy conclusions. This
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session continues the argument for a stronger foguke ‘human capabilities

approach’ proposed in the 1988 session:
Persistent poverty is a product of inappropriatecstires and poor policies.
A major characteristic of the poor is their lackppbductive physical assets
and human capital...Poverty alleviation should novieeved as a matter of
charity.
During the 1980s, the numbers of the absolute pmoeased in the
developing countries as a whole. In Africa, thecdlite poor have also
increased as a proportion of the total populationmost countries
implementing structural programmes, the inciderfqgowerty has risen.
The poor should be seen as having the potentlzd¢ome highly
productive; investing in poverty alleviation sholld seen as having a
potentially high rate of return. (UNCDP 1990: pag 21)

This discussion about the definition and locatibpaverty is important. The
UNCDP defines absolute poverty in terms of inadégjnatrition and severe
deprivation of basic needs. A distinction is madéveen the geographic location
of the largest populations with highest prevalesicabsolute poverty, Asia, and
the geographic location of countries with the hgjtpgercentage of population in
absolute poverty, Africa. A distinction is alsodeabetween the regions where
absolute poverty is more prevalent in rural ancharareas. The Committee
continues this discussion by identifying major eweristics of the poor in rural
and urban areas:
...In the rural areas they tend to be the landlesear-landless agricultural
and non-farm workers, small landowning peasantsopalists, nomads and
fishermen. In the urban areas, they are the dadkiintrained and
unschooled people; their productivity is low andyttack physical capital.
A high proportion of the poor are women. In aluntries households
headed by women are the poorest in the commuifityg poor suffer from
undernutrition even when they spend three quactettseir income on food.
Their children are generally below average weightaige and suffer from
impaired mental and physical development, whiclpgedises their ability
to become productively employed as adults. Illthe@mong the poor is
widespread and saps their energy, reduces fanugnies and prevents
children from taking full advantage of such oppaities for education as
exist. llliteracy is high, life expectancy is releely low and infant and
child mortality rates are well above average. (UINRC1990: para 122)
This is important to highlight as it shows that thhdCDP has started to recognise
the feminisation of poverty in LDCs. However, thaynn which it is raised and
treated is only as relevant information to be natedbservations about LDC
development contexts. It is not given any priobyythe UNCDP, and is definitely
not treated as a core development issue for the@MN© engage with in its work
promoting improvements in LDC social and econonatus.

In this discussion about poverty, it is clear tvatle the UNCDP has attempted to
discuss both the prevalence of absolute povertytl@dharacteristics of ‘the poor’
in terms that recognise difference, the languagkexpression reveals that the
underlying understandings come from reliance onialimensional liberal
economic perspective that treats populations witbreceptual homogeneity. This
is demonstrated through the very limited set ofabiristics available to ‘the
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poor’ in rural areas and in urban areas in thig &kof which focus on a lack of
agency, strength and capacity. The descriptiomashien is solely in the context of
family responsibilities, and the discussion of dteh outlines an irreparable cycle
of hopelessness, from poor mother to weak infaiit, tpoor adult. Despite this, it
is clear that the Committee had made a strong ahiemebetween gender
inequality and poverty, made explicit in the followg:
...what is needed is (not) more anti-poverty projéctisa development
strategy centred on the elimination of poverty|uding a general
improvement of women’s social, economic, cultuaaid legal status. A
well-conceived development strategy should ainteekerating growth and
eliminating poverty simultaneously. (UNCDP 199@rg24)
This position is reinforced by a recommendation thavell conceived strategy’
would include reforms to enhance women'’s partiéipain public life and promote
accessible family planning (UNCDP 1990: para326)t is further reinforced by a
recommendation that the impact of developmentesjias in their entirety, not just
the development activities labelled “anti-povertstiould be assessed terms of
their impact on “the poor”, with a specific emplgsn gendered impacts (UNCDP
1990: para 25).

The next concrete mention of gender or women byJREDP is two years later in
1992. In this session, the Committee re-examinesrternational context for
development cooperation efforts, with a significBrtus on institutional reform of
the United Nations and its agencies. It is indberse of a discussion on the
linkages between environmental issues, developmsms, poverty and economic
reform processes in developing countries that aeeperspective is introduced
and a specific discussion is noted on the impaetohomic reform on women:
African women are a particularly vulnerable groopghe face of declining
real incomes and public sector supports, espedrallyw-income rural
areas, because it is mainly up to them to find camsptory means to
uphold family consumption and welfare. Normallysbands and fathers
transfer only part of their income to the familydget. When their income
declines, they do not necessarily transfer higleigbt proportions of it to
the active household budget dispensed by womers sltnation leads to a
greater work burden and more severe time conssraingosed on women.

37 The full proposition by the UNCDP is as follows:
A well conceived strategy should include a broad eansistent set of measures,
including most of those indicated below in summfanm and expanded upon in
chapter 1V:
a) Redistribution of land;
b) Greater provision of agricultural services andht infrastructure;
¢) Greater investment in the development of hunesources;
d) Removal of bias against the poor in expenditoremfrastructure;
e) Social and legal reforms to enhance the fulligipation of women in economic
and social institutions;
f) Removal of unnecessary constraints on urbansimguespecially small scale
enterprises, ensuring that prices of credit andrdtiputs reflect real scarcities;
g) Family planning programmes and provision oftbaontrol facilities;
h) Greater democracy and participation of the podocal electoral politics and in
the creation of organizations that support theirsea
(UNCDP 1990: para 26)
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The above situation, in turn, has an adverse effieetomen’s production

incentives, and this is especially so in peasantature, because

simultaneous increases in both food and cash-amagtuption is likely to

accrue to men. Women'’s rational reluctance toebleployed to

unremunerated work on export crops obviously wesltee efficacy of

price incentives for export promotion. (UNCDP 19paras 159-160)
This emphasis on women is focused on the rolesonfien as primary caregivers
in the family context, responsible for family sdaad economic welfare and
nutrition. It contrasts gender differences in ioeome earned is allocated to
family welfare. In the context of economic refommtiatives that are negatively
impacting on the ability for both men and womer&on incomes and on the level
of incomes earned, this text highlights a gendspatity in both the impact in
terms of time required to work to earn cash incame in incentives to engage in
the cash economy. In this discussion the UNCDRexmd¢hat there are gender
differences in the perceived equation between waotiities that seek to ensure
family food security and work activities that prormational economic growth.
What this example also does is represent all Afrizamen as the same, with the
same experiences and roles in all countries artidresl This example also
represents all African women as victims — victih®ath discrimination in the
household, and as victims of poorly performing ol economies.

The discussion in this meeting of the UNCDP inclidaliscussion critical of
Structural Adjustment Programs (SAP), and notegjérelered dimensions of the
negative impacts that were being identified. Eoiptnention of the negative
impact on women as a result of declining levelbexdlth and education social
service provision is made. The Committee also ksctite emergence of negative
gendered impacts of SAP land reform, particulariytiee ability of women to
access land title. This recognition of the negagjendered impact of land reform
initiatives indicates that the UNCDP has an apjattesn of the intersection
between women’s human rights and development. i$hige first time that
women are represented as potential actors withdrcantributors to development.
This recognition is reinforced with an explicitation of a resolution by the
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Develagnf@ ECD) Development
Assistance Committee (DAC) that acknowledges th@imance of women’s
participation in decision-making, women'’s produetioles, and women’s roles as
providers of basic care (UNCDP 1992: para 222)sdie this shift in
acknowledging the active roles and rights of worteland in LDC countries,
UNCDP LDC development discourse is still representiDC women as
homogenous victims.

The characteristic of gender as of transitory eetihg relevance to LDC discourse
continues throughout subsequent sessions of theDINC he Committee’s
twenty-ninth session in 1994 includes a strongieitbf the overall objectives of
development, arguing that the nexus between foraigjias a modality of foreign
policy and development assistance has been brokkrihe end of the cold war
era, and that development assistance is now moselglfocused on poverty
reduction:

The ultimate objectives of development are eadigto We are concerned

to reduce global poverty and raise the standaligiofy of millions of

people whose material wellbeing is extraordindoly; we are interested in
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expanding the range of choice open to people gdtikg may choose for
themselves more satisfying lives; and we are comckto enhance the
capabilities of people everywhere so that womenrmaed may come closer
to fulfilling their potential. Development is thakout putting people first:
the ultimate focus of policy and initiative mustd@ human development
‘rethinking the framework for development coopeyati (UNCDP 1994:
para 1)
These ultimate objectives of development are ddted without a context/problem
analysis- and the only indication that they incledeare sensitive to gender
analysis is that women are mentioned before méimeiphrase about people’s
potential being filled. The only reference to gendnalysis in the rest of the
records of discussion from this meeting of UNCDigelation to maternal
mortality as a critical indicator of women'’s statusd the overall national health
indicator$s,

In 1999, at the first session of the Committeedderelopment Policy, the key
topic for discussion is the role of employment amtk in poverty eradication.
The full and formal title includes an explicit reé@ce to women, ‘The role of
employment and work, particularly of women, in pdyesradication in the context
of globalisation’. For the first time in the Conttee’s deliberations, gender is an
explicit focus of the discussion. The gender asialyas outlined in the records of
the meeting, is an improvement on that in previeesr's, beginning with the
following acknowledgement:
Evidence suggests that poverty is especially prentiamong women,
thereby making it essential that policies to congmatder inequalities form
an important component of all efforts to reducegrox (UNCDP 1999:
para 4)

The deliberations focus on the benefits of glolagils» more generally, and then
outline the negative impacts of globalisation onG.Bconomies, identifying where
the globalisation has increased LDC economic valpiéties. The Asian financial
crises of 1997 and 1998 and the visible impactsamin-economic status provide
the general cautionary framework for the discussiathout dominating the

content. The key gender specific benefit of glidadion listed in the discussion is
the increased participation of women in the workégrand the associated increased
in household and broader social status, a beregid on the feminisation of the
export oriented labour force experienced in Eash AJNCDP 1999: para 35).

The discussion on negative impacts of globalisatioi.DCs focused on the

38 The UNCDP noted the inequity revealed by intermeti@omparisons of maternal

mortality data:
Maternal mortality rates are a good indicator @f fiealth situation and status of
women. Maternal mortality is the largest causeezftd among women of
reproductive age in most developing countriesless developed regions, there
were on average 450 deaths for 100,000 live biteeen 1980 and 1985 against
30 in developed countries. Since those ratesighehin countries with crude
mortality rates, they should follow the generahtte of mortality and improve by
the year 2000. But the wide disparities among traesare not likely to
disappear, especially as the increase of life eéapey is expected to be slower in
Africa, for example, which accounts for 30 per cehinaternal deaths as opposed
to 18 per cent of births. (UNCDP 1994: para 93)
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tendency for the economic benefits associated glithalisation to be distributed
unevenly, increasing disparities of wealth betwaed within countrie¥. The
negative impact of globalisation that receivedriest discussion was the
increased vulnerability of LDCs. This was undeostan several ways: as a result
of increased exposure to international marketsrasuat of financial liberalisation;
changes in the domestic labour market as a resuitieased openness to trade
competition; and the negative impacts associatéd wihat the Committee
described as the ‘forces behind globalisation hrietogical change, liberalisation
and increased competition’ (UNCDP 1999: para 48)e other factors identified
include increased environmental degradation asutref increased primary
commodity trade, notably the unsustainable rateatdiral resource extraction.
The Committee noted that the combined negative aingigall these factors could
undermine LDC social cohesion, exacerbate socileaonomic inequalities, and
increase social tension.

In tracing the gender specific impacts of globaisathe Committee’s focus on
formal employment and the formal labour marketttethe identification of issues
associated with the ability of women to participgtéhe formal labour market, and
associated with women’s participation in speciécters. The Committee notes
pro-growth development agenda requires understgratid attention to the poor:
Increasing gender equality is crucial to successfokts to reduce poverty,
because evidence suggests that poverty appeagsoeebvhelmingly
female. Data based on a number of indicatorseotjgnder gap for
different regions show that, for developing cowegras a whole, the adult
literacy rate is 16 percentage points higher fon tian for women; female
school enrolment — even at the primary level -3ipér cent lower than the
level for males; and women'’s share of earned incisnaethird of the total.
(UNCDP 1999: para 59)
For example, the Committee outlined the genderadligpin accessing new
technologies and the new social and economic oppitids available, a
consequence of gender-based inequality of accestuiation and training. The
formal employment opportunities most likely to haidable to women are in
labour-intensive industries where wages are lowjabs are unstable (Pearson
[1991] 2001; Standing [1999] 2001). The vulnen&ptio trade downturns can
result in rapid downsizing and high job loss (UNNFR005). The other patterns
of employment opportunities for women noted by @rmenmittee are in the
informal sector, in home-based work, temporaryasual employment- all
unstable, with low wages and poor conditions.

In shifting to examining policy options availabtedaddress some of these issues,
the Committee’s report outlines national and irdéional policy recommendations

39 The UNCDP discussion on globalisation includedftilewing text:
The Committee noted that the overall net economiefis of globalisation
worldwide have been positive, but that the distitniof these gains have not
been even, neither between nor within countries. eikample, countries that
account for 70 per cent of world population receiméy 10 per cent of FDI flows.
The least developed countries, with 10 per cent@ftorld’s people, have less
than 2 per cent of world trade. While globalisataffers many opportunities, not
all possess the full capability to take advantaghem. (UNCDP 1999: para 36)
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on several issues: policies for growth and jobtweapolicies to improve
capabilities, policies on income distribution ahd tlleviation of poverty, policies
to correct for market failures and to smooth adygstt, policies to strengthen
governance. The only ones to include both anniatéwnal and national
recommendation that included specific referencg@dmen are in the policy
recommendations on income distribution and theviaten of poverty. These
policy recommendations include ensuring nationakepty alleviation strategies
have a focus on women; addressing the gender dispaaccess to education and
skill development; addressing legislative discriation against women; and
increasing opportunities for women to participai@ational decision making.

This analysis and set of policy options outlinesuwch stronger focus on gender
analysis within UNCDP deliberations. The focusmisaddressing women’s
poverty, as women are the majority of the poor; am@&nsuring women are not
discriminated against in access to education anéfax@e development
opportunities. The focus is not on women as pryncaregivers, nor is it on
women as economic agents to improve national ecanpenformance. The
agenda is not far from a human rights framewor&uéed on rights to live free
from all forms of social, economic and culturalaisination.

Unfortunately, this was the Committee’s last sigaifit discussion on gender and
development. The 2000 session of the Committdeded major discussion on the
role of information technology in development amdidentifying
recommendations for future international developinsénategies. The discussion
on the latter was quite brief, and noted the imgure of a full review of previous
strategies identifying strengths and weaknesgasade no reference to the need
for an international development strategy to maference to women and use
gender analysis. The discussion on informatiohrietogy explored a wide range
of benefits and risks associated with informatechinology in developing
countries, focusing on the economic benefits awd emnomic development
opportunities, as well as the importance of engpitiat an international digital
divide between LDCs and developed countries wagxaterbated. The sole and
ineffectual token reference to gender analysis the list of policy
recommendations for adoption by the United Natimmg bilateral donors:
Building human and organisational capabilitiestfe productive use of IT,
not only leading to the increased use of IT thrauglihe economy, but
also taking into account gender equity and the nedelp ensure the
empowerment of women in cyberspace. (UNCDP 20afa pO(f))
In a lengthy Committee report, this brief senteisade sole reference to gender
and women. This demonstrates the way in which geisdues continue to be
marginal to LDC development discourse and are raead in passing.

The UNCDP explored this interest in informationttealogy and development
again in 2002. The focus of discussion this tinas whe social sectors — health and
education and the widening disparity between ldaseloped countries and others
in health and literacy outcomes.
...At the basic level of education, the gender gageisistent throughout,
especially in the least developed countries, whatg 62 per cent of girls
are enrolled in primary schools and only 38 pet otmvomen are literate.
(UNCDP 2002: para 62).

116



The Committee’s discussion explored the disjunchietween the opportunities
available with the emergence of the internatiomavidedge-based economies and
associated aspirations, and the continuing chadtefgr least developed countries
to meet basic health and education needs. Theerefes to gender in this
discussion are focused on the section that dissyssd&y recommendations.

Women's literacy is identified as critical in protimg improvements to population
health and education outcomes in the discussidrotithnes the importance of
linkages between education and health servicess fdbuses on women’s
contribution to social and economic life as primeayegivers in households, and
the role of women in contributing to formal andarrhal economic activity:
In this light, women'’s literacy is an important kieyimproving health,
nutrition and education in the family and to empong women to
participate more in decision-making in societyvdsting in formal and
informal education and training for girls and womeiith its high social
and economic return, has proved to be one of teerheans of achieving
economic growth that is both sustained and sudiEnasovernments, the
private sector and civil society should ensure $sicabols and informal
systems of education play a stronger role in préngrinfection from
communicable diseases, especially HIV infectiodudation should also
play a role in eliminating discrimination againshiwen through the
inclusion of gender-sensitive education about ssé&rand responsible
behaviour. (UNCDP 2002: para 81)

The overarching policy recommendation is for corhpresive capacity building
strategies to be developed that encompass botlaf@ma informal education and
health systems and workforces. The Committee regamds in particular that
these strategies recognise the current levelsradayanequality in accessing
formal education, and the pressure of social, cailiand household commitments
on the ability of women and girls to access forarad informal education and
training. In this light, the Committee highligtitee need for both formal and
informal education and training to be flexible, daduses on functional skills
development appropriate and relevant to the culincecommunity. This analysis
highlights both women’s productive and reproductivies in society, and through
its use of a framework that highlights gender iredifjes, and supports a human
rights based approach that addresses discriminakionvever it is unclear whether
in this case the Committee is arguing this fronuman rights perspective or a
more general and economic efficiency ‘gender etgupliomotes economic
development’ perspective.

The UNCDP’s 2003 session examined the issue of derselopment, with the

topic ‘Promoting an integrated approach to ruraled@ment in developing
countries for poverty eradication and sustainabletbpment’. This discussion
focused on the importance of rural developmentmasjar plank of development
strategies in least developed countries. In aatlithe causes and consequences of
poverty in rural areas in LDCs, the Committee foonshealth and education
services and status, the degree of rural-urbanatimgy, and environmental
degradation. In discussing health and educatovices and outcomes, the
Committee’s sole reference to women is in a disonsgbout school dropouts:
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This is particularly true for girls, as the eduoatof girls and women has a

wide impact, given their role as family and comntyiciaregivers.

(UNCDP 2003: para 8)
The discussion on health focuses completely on aamcable diseases. While
HIV/AIDS is mentioned, the major focus is on insbotne and water-borne
diseases. There is no reference to maternal nigré@d morbidity. In discussing
rural-urban migration, two explicit references arade to women. The firstis in
relation to the impact on women in becoming heddsaseholds as a result of
male migration to urban centres for formal emplogtnerhe second is in relation
to the vulnerability of women and girls to traffioly and slavery in unfamiliar
urban environments if they move.

This gender analysis focuses on issues facing womemal and urban areas, but
is entirely based on a perspective of women as gessevictims, and does not
outline the contributions and agency women brindeweelopment efforts. This
limited analysis comes through in the major findirgond policy recommendations
of the Committee. Four key priority areas are idiex for action:

(a) Expanding education and health services andgng incentives for

rural people to take advantage of them;

(b) Increasing agricultural productivity and nomAeactivities through the

use of technology, diversification and access pais and credit;

(c) Improving access to local, national and glabatkets;

(d) Examining all policies through “rural lensesitlhwva special focus on

women. (UNCDP 2003: para 14)
There are references to women in (a) and (d)hdrfitst priority area, the
Committee argues that reducing gender discriminatiould contribute to rural
poverty reduction as part of a general argumerntithroved health and education
status tends to be associated with improvemertathigr development objectives.
The specific focus is on health care services aotthen and child health
programmes. It is of interest that despite it beindely acknowledged that the
majority of rural farmers are women, there areeferences to women in the
second recommendation, nor any indication that geadalysis has been brought
to these policy suggestions. The final recommeadas a broad strategic policy
oriented catch-all. What is of interest here &t there is, finally, an
acknowledgement about the diverse and complex ofle®men in rural
communities:

...In all cases, the gender dimension should be takerspecial

consideration, as women and girls often constiwuteajority of the rural

population and therefore stand to be the most itapbrontributors to, as

well as beneficiaries of, accelerated rural devalept; and in many of the

poorest developing countries, women account fotahgest share of

agricultural output. Specific needs of women draissue of the removal

of constraints on their full participation in econic activity should be

addressed as a matter of urgency. (UNCDP 2003:39ra
Point (d) and the following text demonstrate anrapation of what is required for
gender mainstreaming. This is the first time th& has occurred in UNCDP
discussions and is an important shift in the LD@ead@oment discourse. However
this acknowledgement of the importance of a reaslwith a special focus on
women is not applied across the board in UNCDPyaealof LDC development
context.
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The UNCDP’s 2004 session is a further demonstraifahe transitory way in
which gender becomes relevant or disappears frem.virhe main focus of the
session is on developing recommendations for &itian strategy for LDC
countries to graduate from the category, and recemaiing the Maldives and Cape
Verde for graduation from LDC status. In the pageepared for the Committee’s
consideration, a report on mobilising resourcesréalicate poverty in the LDCs
was considered as a key document:
These countries are characterised primarily by wegi levels of rural
population who depend on agriculture for their liiveod, the majority of
those living below the dollar-a-day poverty line asomen and youths...
Without significant increased access to finana@aburces, vulnerable
groups such as small farmers, women and childretia rural areas in
particular, have little chance of producing theaywout of poverty...
Myriad benefits have been attributed to micro-ficeprograms. The
Grameen Bank has been credited with addressingtribetural
determinants of poverty, economic and social statigomen, and sources
of vulnerability. (Binger 2004: pp 14, 17)
This 23-page report included these three spe@ferences to women where it was
clear that gender analysis was considered releVastremainder and substance of
the report, on trading preferences, roles of hiédtéonors and multilateral
financial institutions, debt sustainability and depment of the rural sector was
gender blind. These three references to women alkasides, minor observations
of the essentialist LDC woman’s development condéext experience.

This gender analysis of the UNCDP meetings overertiman twenty years reveals
that there are limits to the information and knadge deemed relevant to category
LDC. In highlighting the discursive boundariescategory LDC, gender analysis
demonstrates that there is a narrow conceptuas bashe category itself; to the
criteria, and to the analysis it produces. In utakeéng gender analysis into the
technology of knowledge classification into crigernt is clear that gender is not a
factor ever considered relevant to be includedénariteria for determining LDC
status, and this means that efforts to include gesensitivity into the work of the
UNCDP struggle to have more than marginal relevarides is demonstrated
through the ways in which efforts to include genstemsitivity occurred. Gender
analysis always appears in the context of anotfserei or debate, and is never
considered significant enough an issue to be raisdts own terms. Gender
references are always to homogenous third world aoas victim or passive
recipient of assistance, never as an actor in dpwetnt. Gender references are
transitory within and between UNCDP sessions, meetl in one part of a
discussion but ignored in other aspects of the s#ismeission, or mentioned in one
session and then essentially ignored in the nédx. UNCDP’s defined specialised
nature of information relevant to category LDCadlisited that it took over a
decade’s worth of high profile and significant sisim within the United Nations
system on the status of women and the importangermder sensitivity for the first
references to women to appear in the official rdsaf discussions. Gender
analysis is a powerful tool for demonstrating tieedrsive limits of category LDC,
and the technology of knowledge classification icriiteria.
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Creating and administering category LDC

The criteria used to define category LDC estaldbstndaries for LDC
development discourse. The way in which the teadmobf knowledge
classification into criteria operates is limiteddasonstrained by these discursive
limits. Gender analysis plays a critical role highting LDC discursive
boundaries, and once these boundaries are vitlielg can be explored further.
What | have identified is that the main ways tleishinology of knowledge operates
are firstly through the case- by-case determinatafrcountry inclusion or
exclusion from LDC category; secondly through teeiews of the list of LDC
countries; and thirdly through the reviews of thiéecia themselves. Through each
of these operations two main dynamics can be ffiedtiThe first dynamic is the
way the UNCDP develops and refines its own proceard procedures for
analysis. The second dynamic is through the wayJIREDP focuses on
increasingly specific information. These two dymesrin the LDC development
discourse further limit and define the informatissed and analysis produced by
the UNCDP about countries within the LDC groupiigey also influence

UNCDP considerations about countries included engtouping and the reviews of
the LDC category itself. This section of the cleaptill explore the productive
nature of LDC development discourse through theatjmn of this technology of
knowledge, identified through UNCDP meeting recadd reports.

A productive category

The category LDC itself is productive. In real teyraDC status accords trading
preferences and arguably preferential access tolateital and bilateral
development assistance. While being classifidokasgy one of the poorest of the
poor countries in the world may not immediatelyrsé¢e be something a country
would seek out, these benefits have created phedigs dynamic. From 1971 to
the present day countries have sought inclusiahar.DC category (see Table 3
for details of countries included on the list). §diynamic underscores the
operation of this technology of knowledge and LD&velopment discourse.

It is clear from debates within the UNCTAD at tivae the criteria for determining
category LDC were set in 1971 that the definiticasva source of contention as
countries sought to be included within the categd®gcords of the debates at the
Trade and Development Board of UNCTAD in 1972 idewan intervention by Mr
Olmedio Virreria from Bolivia on the matter of ‘Sgal Measures in favour of the
least developed among the developing countriesiding land-locked countries’,
seeking to include Bolivia in the category. He mieal a passionate argument for
the inclusion of land-locked countries:
Because of its special situation, Bolivia regardgelf as one of the least
developed among the developing countries. Thera@itused to identify
such countries should be reviewed; the Trade anglDpment Board and
the Economic and Social Council had reaffirmedrtbed for continuing to
work on their identification. Bolivia thereforeqeested the UNCTAD
secretariat to pursue that task in co-operatioh ¢ Committee for
Development Planning. (UNCTAD 3-25 October 1972 @ridl May 1973:
para 116)
The substance of the Bolivian case rested on tkerghtion that:
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Non-access to the sea should be taken into coasidein the
identification of the least developed among theeltgying countries; that
was shown by the fact that of 18 land-locked caestt3 were to be found
among the 25 on the provisional list...It was wontpdasising that the
inclusion of non-access to the sea in the critwoald add only two Latin
American and two African countries to the list allg drawn up.
(UNCTAD 3-25 October 1972 and 7-11 May 1973: p&k8)1
Bolivia's push for a review was bolstered, ironiganough, by support from small
island states such as Madagascar. While not incatipg a specific call for the
review of the criteria, the Economic CommissionAdrica was concerned that the
criteria for the category have a specific focusAfmcan countries40

40 The Official Records of the Economic CommissionArica include a special
resolution from the Conference of Ministers at tH&i3® meeting on the 3February
1971 on the special measures in favour of the @agtloped among the developing
countries supporting this initiative, and requékt the Executive Secretary of the
Economic Commission for Africa “examine any conereteasures which may be decided
in favour of the least developed countries and tad@unt of their measures in order to
ensure their appropriateness to the economic dewelot of African countries” (ECOSOC
1970- 1971: paras 115-116). Resolution 232(X) ftbensame meeting called for the
Executive Secretary of the Economic Commission fivicA to develop a specific program
for the African LDCs for the 1970s that could blketato coming international meetings
including the June 1971 Special International Cafee of the UNIDO (ECOSOC 1970-
1971: para 123).
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Table 3: List of the L east Developed Countries by date of inclusion in thelist.

Country Date of inclusion on the list
1 Afghanistan 1971
2 Benin 1971
3 Bhutan 1971
4 Botswana 1971 (until 1995)
5 Burkina Faso 1971

6 Burundi 1971
7 Chad 1971
8 Ethiopia 1971
9 Guinea 1971
10 Haiti 1971
11 Lao Peoples Democratic Republic 1971
12 Lesotho 1971
13 Malawi 1971
14 Maldives 1971
15 Mali 1971
16 Nepal 1971
17 Niger 1971
18 Rwanda 1971
19 Samoa 1971
20 Somalia 1971
21 Sudan 1971
22 Uganda 1971
23 United Republic of Tanzania 1971
24 Yemen 1971
25 Bangladesh 1975
26 Central African Republic 1975
27 Democratic Yemen 1975
28 Gambia 1975
29 Cape Verde 1977
30 Comoros 1977
31 Guinea Bissau 1981
32 Djibouti 1982
33 Equatorial Guinea 1982
34 Sao Tome and Principe 1982
35 Sierra Leone 1982
36 Togo 1982
37 Vanuatu 1985
38 Tuvalu 1986
39 Kiribati 1986
40 Mauritania 1986
41 Myanmar (Burma) 1987
42 Mozambique 1988
43 Liberia 1990
44 Cambodia 1991
45 Madagascar 1991
46 Solomon Islands 1991
47 Zaire 1991
48 Zambia 1991
49 Angola 1995
50 Eritrea 1995
51 Timor-Leste 2003

Sources: UNCDP 1988, 1990, 1991, 1995 and 2003.
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It is also clear from the records of debates attihie that the motive for seeking
inclusion in the category was the perceived adddtidenefits that would accrue,
both in terms of special trade-related measuresdddional development
financing from bilateral donors, international fireéal institutions and
intergovernmental organisations. The United NatiDevelopment Program
(UNDP) and the United Nations Industrial Developtm®@nganisation (UNIDO)
had both taken steps to place an additional pyioritassistance to the LDC
countries, and donor countries such as the US @pahJwere both providing or
indicating their interest in providing additionainids to support the agreed special
measures for the least developed among developimgfieed?.

Despite consistent reiteration by the UNCDP and.iNemore generally from the
1980s onwards that additional resources had f&iledaterialise, the perception of
increased benefits to those countries within th€lddoup continuet. It can be
seen through these debates and discussions, ¢habth category itself is
productive. The growth in numbers of countriethi@ category is not just a marker
of deteriorating development contexts, but alscaaker of the degree of interest
amongst many countries in being included in theigrim maximise development
assistance. This dynamic underscores or provigesdtting for the ways in which
the technology of knowledge, classification inttesta, operates within LDC
development discourse.

41 During the debates on special measures to assisast developed among developing
countries at the 33Bmeeting of the Trade and Development Board dhQ&ober 1972
the US, for example, outlined that it had pledgethtrease official development
assistance to the 25 identified least developedtci@s in 1973 by $US10 million from the
previous year’'s commitment to those countries.addpdicated that they would be
contributing $US15 million to UNDP for additionadsistance to African LDCs
(UNCTAD 1972 - 1973: paras 143-154).
42 The 1982 session of the Committee outlines the Gtteets concern at the status of the
international economy. The Committee’s report nthes 1981 saw a prolonged slow-
down in economic growth; per capita output of depelg countries fell, leading to major
foreign-exchange shortages in some countries ffettad basic service provision and
production. The extent of the Committee’s condsimighlighted when they noted that ‘in
such circumstances the objectives of the InternatiDevelopment Strategy for the
present decade seem to be vitiated from the s(aifiCDP 1982: para 13). These
observations about the international economy aadidmnificant difficulties being
experienced by developing countries are accompdrjiedconcern about a ‘rising tide of
protectionist sentiment and the hardening attitiosdards aid policies’ (UNCDP 1982:
para 16) and the fall in the proportion of develepmiassistance through multilateral
channels, both through the UNDP and the Internatibevelopment Association (IDA).
These sentiments continue in future years. INMNEDP’s 1986 session it is of interest to
note that in the first chapter of the Committe@gart of this session the Committee
observed the following:
Until the flow of development finance is restorpyspects for adequate growth
and social progress in many of the world’s poonagions will remain negligible,
whatever efforts their Governments make to putrtbein house in order.
(UNCDP 1986: para 4)
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The criteria create the context

The fact that the criteria themselves become thesof the UNCDP demonstrates
the productivity of LDC development discourse. &es of the UNCDP meetings
reveal that the UNCDP expressed concern abouestdative nature of LDC
category criteria in the Committee’s consideratiohsDC country status over
many years. In examining the UNCDP reports ofrtheriews of the LDC criteria,
it is clear that this the boundaries of the LDCealepment discourse produce both
a specific approach and results from the processmducting general reviews of
the criteria. In examining the records of thesaengs, it is apparent that the
review process is always one where regardlessyoidamtified challenge to the
relevance and utility of the LDC category, the Cattee works to refine the
criteria by establishing a set of specialised pssee and protocols for what the
review should consider and how. These processepracedures, and the
identification of the specific information requiradark the LDC criteria
themselves becoming an increasing focus of the URIEWork.

This highlights a key way in which this technolagiyknowledge operates through
the processes and procedures and information ggiedl in the conduct of these
reviews of the LDC criteria. Two key charactedstof the operation of the
technology of knowledge classification into crigedre identifiable from UNCDP
reports. Firstly, that the LDC criteria themseltase become a major focus of the
work of the UNCDP with ever more elaborate and sdieed processes for criteria
use, assessment and review. Secondly, that délspi@ommittee expressing
frequent concerns about the content and limitatadriee LDC criteria, when

given the opportunity to review their compositiordastructure, the narrow limits

of the criteria themselves appear to limit the gcofthe issues considered relevant
by the UNCDP to the category. As a result the eanfgssues included within the
review and the category remains limited. The ihitr&teria for determining LDC
status set the discursive terrain, and while itapp that there is some change over
time to the criteria and the function of the catggthe LDC category’s core

narrow mechanistic limits remain.

The first UNCDP review of the criteria for assegsamd determining LDC status
occurred in 1992 during the Committee’s Twenty $¢lveéSession. This review
also included an assessment of the benefit in miaing the category at all.
However, far from this assessment incorporatindyarsof the benefits to those
countries classified as LDCs over the past tweertyry, it focused on the utility of
the category to the supply side of ‘internatior@elopment’ — usage by donors.
This is highly pertinent in terms of context of L2Iévelopment discourse within a
broader context of productive development discourggeneral and the
power/knowledge dynamics between the ‘West andRésd’ (Hall 1992). In terms
of these donor perspectives, the Committee for D@weent Planning identified
that donors used a range of criteria in allocatiegelopment assistance, and the
role of the LDC criteria in decision-making aboenwéls and types of assistance
was marginal. This very recognition shows thatitiigally envisaged power, in
fact the original major purpose, of establishing tlategory and its criteria, in
terms of becoming an internationally agreed arlmferountry economic status and
need for increased assistance, had not been adwoptbéd donor community
(UNCDP 1991: para 215- 217). This is clearly a destration of power sitting
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where the purse strings are, i.e. with bilateraiate, whose motivations include
their national interest (for example the objectif¢he Australian aid program
begins with the phrase “to advance Australia’sareti interest” (AusAID 2006)).
In this review the Committee determined that therall objective of the category
itself is to “identify countries afflicted by powgrcombined with severe structural
weaknesses which impede the achievement of sudtdaelopment” (UNCDP
1992: para 42). Despite documenting misgivinguabite utility of the category
for and by donor organisations, the UNCDP detersithat the LDC category list,
and the administration of the criteria are, in assetheir own reward. The
discursive boundaries are circular. The existeri¢be category LDC creates
criteria and a need to administer the list of caaatwithin the grouping, which
justifies the utility of the category.

The key components of this first review were atofes: the determination of
overall objectives for the category as a wholegxamination of the specific
criteria, and a consideration of rules for coumtgiusion or graduation from the
category. The review then applied the new critirithe list of LDCs and made
determinations for inclusion and graduation. Thgioal criteria used when the
category was first developed were “a blend of $tmat features that could result
in slow growth and the indefinite perpetuation o¥/erty (geographical location,
climate, small size, undeveloped human resourcegsrealequate economic
infrastructure) and low average income itself” (UDIZ1992: para 215).
Population size was set at 75 million or less, Whi@s retained as a factor in
determination of least developed country statukeyissue within this set of
criteria was the emphasis on population size, whielant that the countries with
large populations, who would have a larger popoiatf poor people, were
excluded from the category. In assessing theriajtkhhe UNCDP was concerned
about the availability of and variation in qualdf/data for various countries.

The UNCDP had noted concerns about the availalaihty quality of data in the
assessment of criteria for the determination of Lgd&tus since the category was
first created in 1971. Therefore, in reviewing tnieria the Committee was
concerned that data used in application of criteeéiaobust and sound, whether
used as a single data source indicator or as part mdex, in a way that is clear,
readily understood and not so volatile as to bgestito frequent or dramatic
change. This is a decision that reveals the wayhich the data, the information
source, is determining the type of information ¢dersed within scope for the
criteria. It reveals that the technology of knosge classification into criteria
operates by requiring certain types of informatiorgertain forms, which dictates
or pre-determines the information that will be uaed considered as relevant.

In the 1991 assessment of the criteria, the UNC@rBeal to stay with the overall
structure of the previous criteria used to deteeniiBC status, and no subsequent
review has sought to expand the number of critesed to determine LDC status.
The 1991 review of the LDC criteria was the moshpeehensive undertaken to
date, and featured significant change to two ottiteria, those used to assess
national economic strength and population socidlare For both these criteria,
the use of a single indicator was discontinueduofir of an index that included
several indicators. The indicator of population gy level was not altered,
despite recognition of a variety of other waysdeess population poverty levels.
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The UNCDP based this decision on practical conatd®rs, as this data was
presumed broadly available in most countries sge&gsessment for inclusion in
the list. The availability of data is determinitiige criteria, which is determining
the LDC grouping. This privileging of specific dagaurces is a characteristic of
the operation of the technology of knowledge cfassion into criteria, and is
apparent in all the UNCDP reviews of the LDC crder

The two key criteria that were altered as a resfuilhe 1991 review had been
applied — share of manufacturing in gross domgstiduct and adult literacy rates.
The former indicator of the relative weakness/gterof the structure of the
economy was altered to ensure that the availalfityatural resources was
considered, as was the share of employment in indyser capita electricity
consumption and export concentration ratio (UNCDBB2t para 235). This was
termed the Economic Diversification Index (EDI)sbd on identified available
data. The second criteria had used the adulatiterate as a single indicator of the
strength/weakness of human resource capital in LDZhult literacy rates were
used as a single indictor of population human resms The UNCDP identified
this as limited as it did not reflect any aspedtpapulation health status at all, nor
did it reflect population levels of education ack@ment. Accordingly, a
composite indicator was proposed, termed the AugedeRhysical Quality of Life
Index (APQLI). This was based on four indicatassering both health and
education status. The two health-related indisatathin the index were average
life expectancy at birth, and per capita caloriegy. The two education-related
indicators within the index were combined ratigpamary and secondary school
enrolments, and the adult literacy rate (UNCDP 19@ta 234).

The conduct of the first review of the LDC criteaeeated a demand for regular
triennial reviews of the criteri Later reviews in 1994, 1997, 2000 and 2003
altered the data sources used within these indliceslude other issues and
changed their nam#&s In 2000 the EDI became the Economic Vulnerapilit

43 The report back from the presentation of the outof this review is recorded in the
UNCDP’s Twenty-eighth session. This notes thatréselts of the review were endorsed
by the United Nations General Assembly, on the jgmthat the Committee continued to
identify improvements to the criteria themselves] the interpretations associated with
their use in determinations of countries beinguded or excluded from the LDC category
(UNCDP 1992: para 237). See resolution 46/206 fileensecond committee of the forty-
sixth session of the United Nations General AssgriiRéport of the Committee for
Development Planning: criteria for identifying Le&sdveloped Countries”.

44 For example in the 1997 review the compositiothefEDI was assessed and the
Committee recommended that this indicator be relyiaad per capita energy consumption
be used in its place. The rationale for this was émergy consumption per capita was a
broader indicator of the availability and levelaaitess to energy for development than
electricity usage, clearly dependent on accesktdrieity within a formal grid network. In
the 1999 review the UNCDP recommended that the AR@elunder-five child mortality
data in place of life expectancy at birth datagdasn the quality of data available. A
further recommendation was made to change the safirdata on nutrition, also based on
the quality of data available. In the 1997 revile Committee also recommended a
change to the measure of GDP used in order torliake into account inflation rates. This
change was to replace the current measure, oféa tear average of per capita GDP,
expressed in United States dollars at currentiaffexchange rate by per capita GDP for a
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Index, including data on incidence of natural dise>. The APQLI became
known as the Human Assets Index (HAI) in 2003. Wéalear in examining the
records of the UNCDP discussions is that in eadhede changes a paramount
consideration has been the widespread availalbiiguantitative data that can be
used in country assessments:
The Committee stresses that the credibility ofrieminial review of the list
is partly dependent on the fact that it uses deltacted on an
internationally comparable basis by specialisecheigs of the United
Nations system, such as [the Food and Agricultuga@isation of the
United Nations] FAO, the United Nations Educatigr&tientific and
Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) and the World He#&tiganisation.
(UNCDP 2003: para 18)
This demonstrates that the scope of issues thateamcluded in the assessment of
LDC status is limited to the issues where themitespread data availability. The
data determines the criteria, which determine wdredhcountry is assessed as
eligible for LDC status. In the 1998 review focds® the merit of two specific
indicators. The first was the use of average GNagonal Product (GNP) per
capita in place of the current indicator, averagesS Domestic Product (GDP) per
capita. The recommendation of the Committee wasttte use of GNP per capita
did provide significantly different data for someunitries than that provided by
GDP data; however it did not lead to overall difier outcomes or conclusions
when applied in specific country situations. Thannittee “felt it was unclear as
to which might be a better indicator of the devetept capabilities of countries”
(UNCDP 1998: para 233). Further, while the UNCEPognised in 1994 that a
natural disasters have major social and econonpadts on developing countries,
particularly for small island states, it was natluided within the criteria until 2003
when the EDI was replaced by the Economic Vulnditghndex (EVI) and ‘the
Committee was informed that the quality of inteioraally comparable data on the
number of people displaced by natural disasterarhptbved significantly’
(UNCDP 2003: para 11).

With the technology of knowledge classificationoimriteria operating by making
the criteria themselves the focus of LDC discouiise discursive boundaries are
reinforced with each review. In this review the ODP also considered both
national governance methods and human rights issuesiewing the indicators
for determination of LDC status. In this considienathe Committee noted that
both issues have important relationships to devedy outcomes, but were of the
view that it would be inappropriate to use therntdecisions relating to the

benchmark year (in order words, the same yearfepantries) converted to United States
Dollars at the country’s average exchange ratestbvee years’ (UNCDP 1999: para
126).

45 The Committee commenced working on the developnieam &VI in 2000. The
composition of the EVI was recommended as an ifdesed on five indicators: the degree
of concentration of exports; the extent of theabgity of goods and services exports; the
degree of the instability of agricultural productighe share of manufacturing and
services, including transport and communicatiomsyational Gross Domestic Product; and
population size (UNCDP 2000: para 68). This idsaé been discussed in detail in the
UNCDP’s 1998 session, however the Committee’s fiseabmmendation at that time was
not to proceed with the inclusion of a new indicdlat addressed these development
constraints or issues because it did not sit withécurrent composition of the EDI.
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inclusion in, or exclusion from, the list of leakveloped countries’ (UNCDP
1991: para 231). These issues were outside thardige boundaries, and not able
to be included in quantitative assessments, amdreained outside the scope of
relevant information for analysis.

The reviews also focused on the processes usedigrtaking country assessments
and general reviews of the list of countries wittiia LDC group6. For example,

in the 1991 review the Committee determined thatenthe criteria themselves
may be focused on a prescribed set of data, wissassisg whether a country
should be classified or unclassified as a LDC rees®f other data should be
considered. It recommended that in deliberatidrmiawhether a country should
be included in the LDC category an additional fimalicators were to be examined.
The first was a natural endowment index based acdtyural land per capita,
exports of minerals as a percentage of total egpavterage rainfall and rainfall
variability. The second was an assessment oflimate, and its impact on the
stability of agricultural production. The third sa measure of the exports of
petroleum as a percentage of total exports, antbtiréh was the percentage of
GDP that is official development assistance (UNCDBL1: para 240). In the 1998
review the UNCDP recommended that methodology pfiegtion of these criteria
during country assessments and general reviewbdeed so the data within
composite indices was scaled, with maximum andminm values, rather than
presented as a single figure. These changes techcav in undertaking regular
reviews the processes and procedures for the agiplicof the criteria become
increasingly complex, refined and specialised.

The 2003 general review further demonstrates hesetliscursive limitations
operate through the technology of knowledge, dliassion into criteria. The
UNCDP’s preparatory discussions in 2002 acknowlddbat there were particular
development challenges faced by countries with @soes in transition that had

46 For example in the 1991 review the process fantifigng which countries fell within

the LDC grouping was outlined:
For those developing countries that meet the patac&DP criterion and whose
population size does not exceed 75 million, eligipfor least developed status
will be determined in three stages. First, a citeof least developed countries
will be identified among those that fall below tt&-off point on both indexes.
Next, the remaining countries will be assessecderbasis of a set of more
gualitative indicators — namely, being landlockiealying a small population (1
million or less), being an island (or islands), dading climatic disadvantages —
such as proneness to drought, floods and cyclenes a case by case basis. If
any of these countries falls below the cut-off pain either index and is
landlocked, or is an island, or has a populatioh ofillion or less or suffers from
frequent cyclones, droughts and floods, it mayriotuded on the list. At each
stage of assessment, the Committee will consideAPQLI or the EDI or both as
well as the component indicators of the indexestédwer, in borderline cases,
consideration of the additional structural chanasties mentioned above will be
considered.
If the assessment of eligibility on the basis @& #bove criteria and procedures
turns out to be inconclusive with regard to onenore countries, the Committee
might commission in depth studies before reachidgfanitive conclusion.
(UNCDP 1991: para 242- 243)
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been members of the former Soviet Union, and dedidenclude them in the
broad list of countries assessed against the LD€rier. (UNCDP 2002: para 151-
152). In advance of this general review of the LIBE a separate meeting on the
LDC criteria reporting to the Committee for Deveatognt Policy considered the
merit of this proposal and recommended againskhis reveals again how the
discursive boundaries of this technology of knowgkedperate, privileging the
established and refined processes and procedurge albh other considerations.
This meeting noted that several countries with farsocialist economiésnow

had a low average gross national income per cegotag lower than countries
within the LDC category. However, they had strbwgnan capital as a result of
the emphasis on public education and health cateeisocialist economy. For
countries to be included on the list of LDCs thegded to meet the thresholds for
inclusion against all three LDC criteria. The cemtwas that the thresholds for
one of the LDC criteria, the Human Assets Index [Are set at the points along
the range of all scores for all countries includethe assessment, and the current
high levels of human capital in these countriesldalistort the overall index. As
a result of this concern, this meeting of expertommended that these countries
not be included in the formal assessments as pre®003 review. The desire
not to distort the index is considered of greatggortance than the development
challenges and context facing these former sotizdigntries.

Within each of these changed identified in theees of the LDC criteria it is
clear that none of these changes made any refetremender issues, or sought
disaggregation of data by sex for use in assessofi€oLntry socio-economic
context. Itis clear that in examining these cidgethe gendered dimensions and
nature of economic activity and poverty did notreweake it to the table for
consideration. Data sources are not disaggredmtedx, and indicators of
economic activity don’t examine participation iretimformal sector, or unpaid
labour. The pre-eminent development constrairgsiaderstood in two terms —
macro-economic constraints and geographic congdrairhe incorporation of
health and education status issues in the criteldes, in simplistic economic
terms, to the ‘supply’ side of development, a nieeldave a healthy and educated
workforce. In neither case was there a recommenmath introducing data
disaggregated by sex as part of the analysis.

What this examination of the UNCDP records of #ndews of the LDC criteria
highlights is that the technology of knowledge sifisation into criteria operates
by making the criteria themselves, their composiiad the ways they are applied,
a major focus of LDC discourse. Issues impactingl@velopment contexts are not
included in the LDC criteria as data is not avd#dabCountries are not included in
the LDC grouping so they do not distort the ind&hile utility of the category
itself was questioned in the first review, the tetige of the category and the
criteria themselves is justification enough to amm to administer them and refine
the processes by which they are applied. Furthieitevhe largest number of
changes occurred in 1991, it is clear that in tbigew, as in all future reviews, the
discursive boundaries set by the first establidtie@ criteria continue to frame

47 These countries were identified as Armenia, AzgabaiGeorgia, Kyrgyzstan, the
Republic of Moldova, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukmaand Uzbekistan. The World
Bank classifies all nine countries as low-incomertaes.
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and limit the scope of all reviews. Gender analylir example, is never even
identified as an issue of relevance.

Assessing inclusion in the LDC list

The perception of the category as a source of bierief developing countries has
continued to see countries applying for membersfhipe discursive limits of the
category, and its productivity, are revealed thiotige following close
examination of some cases of where the UNCDP hsesasd countries for
inclusion and graduation. These cases demonstratearrowness of the criteria
being used to assess a country’s development gtattlee LDC category. In
particular it reveals not only that gender is igetbbut that even factors such as
civil unrest and conflict are also left out of caegation. By considering cases
from the 1980s, 1990s and 2000s, a sense of the wayhich the process has
been refined over time can also be ascertaindae fdllowing discussion will
examine the experiences of a number of countriastvelve requested inclusion in
the category and been assessed by the UNCDP. Wbaines clear is how often
the limits of the LDC development discourse leaditoations where critical
information about a country’s context, such asificant internal conflict, is
excluded from consideration.

This process of assessing countries for inclusiahé LDC list is a key way that
the technology of knowledge classification intdexia operates. This assessment
is prompted by two events: the request of a sgecduntry to be included in the
LDC category, or a general review of the list idigimg countries that can be
included. The latter is the key event that triggersassessment and
recommendation for a specific country to ‘graduéte’n the list of countries

within the LDC grouping. Through examination ot tdNCDP records it is clear
that these assessments have become increasinglglsae with carefully
documented explanations for each decision, no d@uésult of the interest and
benefits that are seen to accrue to countriesnitie category. Each time a
country is assessed; specific data about that ppisisought and benchmarked
against specific aggregates that are updated eaetah assessment is undertaken.

The report from the Committee’s session in 1981irmeg the committee’s
discussions of requests, supported by the UnitatbhaGeneral Assembly, for the
consideration of several countries to join the L&@egory: Djibouti, Equatorial
Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Sao Tome and Principe, $#fgshand Tonga. The
Committee determined the status of these couritriedation to the LDC criteria
on the basis of contemporary data, notably perta&pbP, share of manufacturing
output in total gross national product and the cditedult literacy. On the basis of
this data alone, the Committee determined that Gunlynea-Bissau was eligible for
LDC status. Itis of interest to note that theorf the Committee’s deliberations
also includes the following statements:
The Committee wants to underline, as it has dorearher reviews, the
need for using the category of the least devela@peditries in an
appropriate and flexible manner in matters relatothe terms and
allocation of international assistance in differgelds.
In the present exercise, the Committee appliee@xiing criteria, updated
for change in prices and real growth of per ca@ifeP of the world market
economies, as it was asked to do. The experidntegned on this occasion
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and in past years in reviewing the list of the lekeveloped countries has
led the Committee to the view that fresh appras$ahe criteria used for
the identification of the least developed counthas become highly
desirable and that the possibility of revising pinesent criteria deserves to
be explored at an appropriate time.

The broader question of the usefulness of the war@untry groupings
deserves more attention. The United Nations sys@sirecognised
different groupings of disadvantaged developingtoes, but several of
them overlap — least developed countries, devejpisiand economies,
land-locked, most seriously affected countriese pbssibility of
rethinking and tidying up the various groupingsidddherefore be
explored. (UNCDP 1981: para 105-107)

This example outlines the uncertainty that the Catemexperienced in making
determinations on the basis of limited criteriat tivare not able to reflect the
complexity of a country’s development contextcléarly indicates that the
Committee is of the view that a review is requineat, just of the criteria related to
the LDC category, but of the other categories liaat emerged, notably land-
locked countries, island countries and most selyaffected countries. This
uncertainty may reflect the Committee’s sensetti@apotential for additional
resources and trade concessions, combined witthffielt international
development context, and the act of definition whad led to exclusions such as
Bolivia as cited previously, had seen countriesifanultiple new coalitions and
create new categories in order to access additamsa$tance, i.e. specific UNDP
programmes, or other development initiatives asgediwith multilateral
development assistance. It is at least arguahbtetiie Committee felt that the
emergence of new and different categories arose &w@iew that this was splitting
the development assistance kitty too many wayss example is a demonstration
of the discursive boundaries at play within thentexiogy of knowledge
classification into criteria. Specific data ismtiéed for benchmarking a particular
country against international aggregates. It d=monstrates the way that only 10
years into the operation of the category; the catdhhemselves are becoming a
major focus of the Committee’s work.

During the 1982 session, the Committee was regdiéste¢he Economic and Social
Council to consider Djibouti, Equatorial Guineabéria, Sao Tome and Principe,
Sierra Leone and Togo for inclusion into the LD®@gary. It is worth noting that
three of these countries were considered and egjectthe previous session of the
Committee for Development Planning. As cited poegly, the Committee
assessed data relating to the criteria for eatheofountries listed above, and
determined on this occasion that Djibouti, Equaic@uinea, Sao Tome and
Principe, Sierra Leone and Togo should be add#ukttist*8. During these
deliberations, the UNCDP expressed concern abeutriteria for determination of
LDC status:

The Committee wishes to underline what it has dlyesdated in earlier

reviews of this kind — that in its opinion the erita used for the identification

48 see United Nations Economic and Social Coufficial Records 1982. Resolution
1982/41 ‘Identification of the least developed amdme developing countries’, 48
plenary meeting from 27July 1982.
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of the least developed countries deserve to beramed, only so as to allow
for a meaningful consideration of cases on the mawvghere the weakness of
the statistical information could have a bearingledecisions of the
Committee on these matters. (UNCDP 1982: para 104)
This interest in the review of the criteria, andedal consideration of the purposes
and roles of the use of the category in the allopatf bilateral and multilateral
development assistance, and in special trade csinoss was clearly an important
issue for the Committee. The perceived or actaakbts that were seen as
accruing to countries saw repeated efforts by socon@tries to have their position
and status assessed. After the determinatiorea€tdmmittee in 1982, Liberia
provided data for reconsideration of its statubath 1983 and 1984. Each time it
was met with repeated determinations by the Coramittat its development
context was not so dire to be included in thedighe least developed among the
developing countries. In each case, the Commiépeated its concern about the
need for a review of the criteria. In 1983 reaghtime conclusion that ‘no useful
purposes would be served by reference to the Cdeerof further cases of
countries to be considered for identification astedeveloped countries under the
existing criteria’ (UNCDP 1984: para 129).

The case of Liberia seems to have triggered themitiee’s unease particularly
sharply because of the Liberian government’s reggkapplications for its case to
be reconsidered. After its rejection in 1982, ligetitioned again in 1983 and
1984. Each time it met with repeated determinatagainst inclusion as a LDC.

It was, however, not until 1990 that Liberia was@ded inclusion in the LDC
category and then only with the intervention of B@mnomic and Social Council
who requested a reconsideratiénAs with previous assessments, the Committee
examined information provided by the Governmernitibgria, and a report
prepared by the Secretariat of the Committee oeraln data benchmarked against
aggregates determined for use in assessments bbtberiterion that year. By
this time in 1990, Liberia had been in a stateiwf anrest and disturbances
deteriorating to a coup d’etat that ultimately techorrific internal conflict and
lawlessness so complex that still to this day & hat been resolved into a full
lasting lawful peace, and the country is refermedd a ‘failed state’ (Pham

2004P1. The eventual success of Liberia was based@askessment of the
Committee that while Liberia had a strong natueaburce base of both forest
resources and minerals, and good conditions facaltural activity, GDP per
capita was not only low, it had declined considyeover the previous two
decades. Accordingly, Liberia was recommendednidusion in the LDC list
(UNCDP 1990: paras 159-162). This deterioratiothelegitimacy of the state

49 See UNCDP 1983 and UNCDP 1984 for details.
50 See Economic and Social Council resolution 1999%0 February 1990.
51 Pham documents that “...by August 1, 1990, over 30b6rians had died in the
conflict and some 345,000 had fled their countnysteelter in neighbouring states:
225,000 in Guinea, 150,000 in Cote d’lvoire, angdd®@0 in Sierra Leone...In the first year
of the civil war alone, a full third of Liberia’ssémated pre-war population of 2.64 million
had fled the country...As late as the end of 2008pite the relative peace established in
the immediate aftermath of the 1997 elections atensive efforts at repatriation or third
country asylum, the United Nations High CommisdimnRefugees still counted 274,516
Liberian refugees...” (Pham 2004: 102, 144).
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and complex and costly conflict is not even mergtm any of the UNCDP
assessments of Liberia as a L#3CThis information and country context is entirely
outside the discursive boundaries of the infornmationsidered relevant in the
operation of the technology of knowledge classifarainto criteria.

The difficulties faced by Liberia in seeking indlus in the LDC list did not deter
other countries for seeking LDC category statulse [bngstanding concerns
expressed by the Committee about the effectivenietbe criteria in assessing
countries for inclusion in the LDC list have noebea deterrent either. What is
interesting, in comparison to the Liberian exam@ehat these factors and
‘development challenges’ facing the tiny coral bmaition of Kiribati do sit within
the domain of legitimate and relevant informatiorbé considered by the UNCDP.
They are within the discursive boundaries of theCLiechnology of knowledge
classification into criteria and accordingly areluded in consideration.

In 1984-5 Vanuatu, Kiribati and Tuvalu, who soughtassessment by the UNCDP
for LDC status, had sought support for their retjreadvance from both the
United Nations Economic and Social Council anduinéed Nations General
Assembly3. In the UNCDP’s 1984-5 session the status ofeliesee countries
was reviewed on the basis of updated data aghiesiriteria. On the basis of
these assessments, the Committee determined thaaWewas eligible for
inclusion on the list, ‘on the basis of the exigtariteria, and in the light of the
available data’ (UNCDP 1984-1985: para 115). Then@ittee refrained from
making a final determination on the status of Kitikand Tuvalu, reporting that the
Committee was
...sceptical of the existing criteria for the detemation of eligibility of
countries for inclusion in the list of the least/dmped countries.
Furthermore, it is the considered opinion of then@uttee that, if it is to be
meaningful, the establishment of a new set of Gaitaust involve a clear
definition of the purpose that the list of the ke@dsveloped countries is meant
to serve. (UNCDP 1985: para 116)
This clearly articulated reticence by the UNCDPiake a determination was not
accepted and again the cases of Kiribati and Tywatw of the Pacific’s ‘micro-
states’, were brought to the Committee’s attentowrconsideration in the
Committee’s twenty-second session the following§&aOn this occasion, they
were recommended for inclusion on the list of LDCs.

52 The Committee for Development Planning also nofeb/érse developments in the
production and exports of iron ore and other préglhave contributed to a large outflow
of capital, a decline in the rate of investment Hrelnear collapse of the financial system”
(ibid: para 161). There is no mention of internaftict, the breakdown of law and order
and the loss of legitimacy to the state.
53 See United Nations Economic and Social Councillotiem 1984/58 of 26 July 1984
and the General Assembly, resolution 39/198 of &Zdnber 1984.
54 The case of Mauritania was also brought to the Citt@enthis year at the request of a
General Assembly resolution and a decision of thenBmic and Social Council. See
United Nations General Assembly resolution 40/2fL.97December 1985 and the
Economic and Social Council Official Records, dexisl03 of 7 February 1986.
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During this assessment the Committee had, as inqu assessments, determined
the specific information that would be used to benark LDC criteria, and
adjusted the lower and upper limits of the pertza@iDP criterion to reflect
movements in the international economy (at thigtthe limits were set at $353-
423). Data from Kiribati identified that the peapita GDP was $300 (phosphate
mining had just ceased due to the exhaustion gflegoof the mineral in the
territory). The per capita GDP in Tuvalu was $480d in Mauritania per capita
GDP had declined since 1981 when it was over $#0$320 in 1985. The
inclusion of these aspects of the committee’s @@ration is not to imply in this
case that the GDP per capita criterion was thesmi®-economic data considered
by the Committee. The descriptions of the thragstin the Committee’s report
detail numerous issues. For example in the cakéribfti, national geography as a
small island state comprising 21 isolated coralsta highly dispersed population
of 65,000, a lack of a skilled labour force, lowéés of literacy, dependence on
copra and remittances as the major economic stejdtigh costs of public
infrastructure and service delivery, and prevalesfageographic disasters such as
hurricanes and cyclones were all noted by the Cdtaenin their consideration of
Kiribati as a LDC.

The methods of specific information and increasirgglecialised procedures and
processes for determining LDC status against th€ cbteria as the key ways the
technology of knowledge operate are seen througheutNCDP’s assessments of
country status. The discursive boundaries areatedeas narrow, and despite the
Committee’s stated concern about the limits ofdtieria, information and the
processes remain limited. The case of Zambia,idered in 1987 and 1988
reveals that despite a significant and dramatierd@ttion in the country’s socio-
economic status, because it does not currentlyoconfo the criteria, it was not
recommended for inclusion in the gt This decision is made recognising and
noting that in addition to significant impact ofge deteriorations in the main
export, copper, Zambian physical infrastructurmia state of disrepair, industry
was operating at around 40 per cent of capacigyddbt service ratio is estimated
at over 100 percent and economic reform measures ma¢ producing anticipated
positive effectsThis decision is made despite the potential, howexmote, that
any available benefits for being in the categoyld@meliorate the current
situation and decline. The discursive boundarfdkecategory are not permitted
to consider any preventive measures for countoéyet within the current scope
of LDC criteria.

55 The Committee notes that no improvement in Zanskeagonomic position has taken
place since the previous sitting of the Commite®] indications were that the economic
situation was deteriorating significantly. Howewvfie Committee determined that ‘the
existing LDC criteria and procedures for their aggtion did not warrant the inclusion of
that country in the list' (UNCDP 1988: para 14The Committee’s concern at the
inflexibility of the LDC criteria and agreed proceds is very clear, and indicates that with
new data the committee would willingly reconsidenitéa’s eligibility for inclusion in the
LDC list. The Committee for Development Planningasothat the significant economic
driver in the Zambian economy, the price of coppead retained high prices over the
previous twelve months while GDP had declined. T¥as of particular concern to the
Committee for Development Planning as it had beejepted that copper prices were
likely to drop, and the annual levels of copperduation in Zambia was not likely to
increase.
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Namibia is another case in point about the disearsbundaries of the operation of
the technology of knowledge, classification inttesia. In 1991 the UNCDP
assessed Namibia, then a newly independent natidne request of the General
Assembly (UNCDP 1991 In reviewing the data, the Committee came to the
view that while recognising the existence of siguaifit income inequality within
Namibia, the average GDP per capita, combined tiéghstrength of the natural
resource base and adult literacy rates meantttbatid not be classified as an
LDC at that point in time. This is despite acknesddement of the significant
inequality in the distribution of GDP per capita A further example of discursive
boundaries limiting analysis and decisions abou€Clddatus is identified in the
cases of the Republic of the Marshall Islands aedrederated States of
Micronesia, considered for LDC status in the 198&s®n of the UNCDP. The
Committee determined that neither country met titer@a. What is of interest

with this discussion is that the Committee did ribtg both countries were
extremely dependent on overseas aid. This aidudd#pendence was not a factor
identified within the LDC criteria or the procesgesassessment, and so
accordingly despite its significance as a develagnssue, is outside the scope for
consideration in assessing the economic vulnetglofithese two countries.

Again in 2003, with the Committee’s decision tolute Timor Leste on the basis
of its very low HAI and Gross National Income (GMNtatistics, no attention was
accorded to conflict and violence in constructing tountry’s socio-economic
situation. In assessing the country against the cBi€ria the UNCDP noted the
level of GNI per capita was $478 and the HAl wat3Both well below the cut-
off points for inclusion in the category least deped country. The level of
economic vulnerability could not be calculatedttesrequired data was not
available. The Committee did not note the histafryiolent Indonesian invasion
and colonialism, or the violence and conflict thais associated with the move to
independence (Inbaraj 1998) These again, were issues outside the scope of
consideration, outside the discursive boundarigeet.DC criteria and were
excluded by the technology of knowledge, clasdifcainto criteria.

This discussion has highlighted the way that tielrielogy of knowledge
classification into criteria operates when consitgcountries for inclusion in the
LDC category. The UNCDP'’s reliance on specifiomfation and processes
operate within established discursive boundariégese limits are revealed

56 See General Assembly Resolution 25/198 1991
57 The Committee does record its recognition thatay@IGDP — estimated at between
$960 and $1,450 — is not a strong indicator ofitikeme status of the majority of the
population:
The Committee took note of the fact that the incalis&ribution of the country is
highly skewed and that the average per capita iecofthe non-white population
engaged in traditional activities could be as l@/$&5. (UNCDP 1991: para 262)
58 Inbaraj documents the toll of the conflict andleite in Timor Leste on the population
in the lead up to independence:
Catholic clergy, Timorese refugees, and foreignwaitkers estimate that at least
200,000 Timorese died in military actions or frorargation and illness in the
period 1976-80. Some estimates run as high a®@3@ut of a pre-invasion
population of some 650,000. (Inbaraj 1995: 68)
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through examination of the records of UNCDP meeatiwhere it becomes clear
that issues such as civil conflict, invasion andatelence on development
assistance are not recognised appropriately all as critical issues affecting
country status that could be included in the cquassessment processes. The
productive nature of the category itself is alsaclin the way in which the
anticipated benefits are a driver for some cousiieeseek inclusion for many
years. This dynamic is stronger than any recogmithat there are weaknesses in
the LDC criteria, and that the benefits that caddrue to countries with LDC
status are insufficient to make a significant intgacnational development
prospects.

General reviews: graduating from category LDC

In this section | turn to a second part of the Cattem’'s work, reviewing the list of
LDC countries in entirety. This is a process tieg led to recommendations for
countries to graduate from the group. The wayshith the Committee
determines this process are explored through thesaaf Vanuatu and The
Maldives, which were considered over several yearhis demonstrates that a
second way that the technology of knowledge clasgibn into criteria operates is
through the specialised processes and procedudegemmmendations used in the
conduct of these general reviews of all countrieshe LDC list. As with country
case-by-case assessments, specific upper andliovitsrwere set for LDC criteria
benchmark data for countries to join or graduatenfthe category. A specific
process was also established for countries that wlentified as having the socio-
economic status that no longer accorded inclusidhe category. The detailed
records of the UNCDP indicate how much effort waslved in undertaking these
reviews. They are the main substance of discussieach of the sessions of the
UNCDP when these reviews occur. These reviewthargroduct of the
discursive limits established by the LDC categarg the technology of
knowledge classification into criteria. Each asses# process in each of these
general reviews takes the criteria as they ardkstt@d, and does not include any
further information, country context or data. Nkesd to say gender analysis is not
a part of these general reviews, and the lacklagtlights the discursive
boundaries operating in this technology of knowkdg

It was in 1994 that the UN General Assembly fiestammended that a general
review of the entire list of countries within andtside the category to be
conducted every three years. This review wasdomenend the inclusion or
graduation of countries from the LDC category ailgnf specific requests from
different countries. The first of these generalews occurred during the Twenty-
Ninth Session of the UNCDP in 1994. As a resulhefassessments, the
Committee recommended that two countries be adu#dd list, Angola and
Eritrea. This general review also determined tHatauntries that were within the
grouping should remain, with the exception of Basa and Vanuatu. A specific
process was developed to assess countries forugtiad’ from the LDC category.
After the initial assessment that the country mig¢iga for graduation, it would be
notified and then would be re-assessed again @etears time at the next general
review. Botswana had previously been recommenaiegréduation from the
category, and this was confirmed by Botswana. ‘danbhad not been
recommended for graduation from the category presho so it was expected that
a three-year waiting period should commence dusihigh Vanuatu’s context
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would be examined closely with a view to a strongeommendation on
graduation being formulated at the end of the tyesr period.

The next general review by the UNCDP of the LDCrdades took place in 1997
and confirmed that the majority of countries onlikeshould remain within the
category®. The review identified five countries to be reenanded for graduation
from the list. Vanuatu, recommended for graduatiom the category in the
previous review in 1994, was recommended for graolnagain. The rationale for
this second recommendation included the generailisgeof the country, an
improved performance in GDP and positive indicatorgshe augmented physical
quality of life index. The other countries recommded for graduation were
Maldives, Samoa, Cape Verde and Myanmar, data &lbof which placed them
past the thresholds for graduation against alicaidrs. The Committee
recommended that all four should remain on thddisthe next three years, and be
formally assessed for graduation at the time oftive general review in 2000.
The recommendation on Vanuatu was not acceptedabyadtu, and Vanuatu has
remained regularly reviewed and included on theoli$. DCs.

In 2000, the UNCDPO undertook a further review of the list of LDCshi§

review was based on an assessment of 67 countieésling all currently
classified as LDCH. In the assessment process, the Committee detdrthat

the cut-off level for inclusion in the category shbbe $900 GDP per capita. The
cut-off point for the APQLI was set at 59, and fioe EVI was set at 36. For
graduation from the category, the cut-off pointgeveet at 15% more than the
inclusion cut-off point for the GDP per capita ahd APQLI, and 15% lower than
the inclusion cut-off point for the E¥4. In terms of countries identified as
meeting the thresholds for graduation from thegmatg the Committee assessed
Vanuatu, Samoa, Cape Verde and the Mal@’e¥anuatu had been assessed

59 In assessing countries currently not within the L&@egory, the UNCDP did not
recommend any countries for inclusion in the listhe 1997 review. The country that was
assessed most closely for inclusion in the groupiag Cameroon. The Committee
reported that this was in large part due to a stlagtine in GDP due to fifty percent
currency devaluation. Despite this dramatic declineconomic stability, the Committee
recommended that Cameroon not be included in shadiit still had strong export
performance, despite its major export concentratiansingle product, petroleum.
60 The UN Committee for Development Planning becarad tN Committee for
Development Policy in 1999, with the first sessiaking of the new Committee taking
place on 26-30 April 1999.
61 The other countries included in the list used aréview were countries that had been
classified as low-income countries by the World Ban
62 In terms of additional factors highlighted in tB800 review, the key one is about the
population size limit for inclusion in the LDC gnpimg. This was highlighted by the
examination of Nigeria during the review, which reath of the criteria for inclusion in
the category with the exception of the restrictianpopulation size. The Committee noted
that Bangladesh was included in the category irvémg early days of its existence, prior
to the introduction of a limit on population size,ensure that the category was focused on
countries with small economies. The Committee atsted that Bangladesh did not meet
the criteria for graduating from the category.
63 with Samoa, the assessment identified that it omy one of the criteria for graduation
from the category, as there had been an econoagoation and GDP per capita had
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several times previously by the Committee, but whi new criteria and cut-off
points adopted for this review Vanuatu only met ofithe thresholds for
graduation from the category: its’ per capita Gid®1,400 was well above the
cut-off point of $1035 per capita GDP. On both #4R#QLI and the EVI, Vanuatu
was below the graduation cut-off point. Accordinghe Committee determined
that Vanuatu should remain classified as a LDCis #hparticularly noteworthy,
as it is when a broader range of socio-economarmétion is included in the
criteria and analysis that a fuller analysis of deeelopment context and
challenges facing Vanuatu can be undertaken bZtmemittee in this review and
country assessment, and as a result of this br@exddysis, Vanuatu remains
within the LDC category. This review also assessmehtries for inclusion in the
category, and in this session identified that tbedgd met the criteria for inclusion.
However the Committee decided not to recommenicdiésision, based on the view
that the key factor in its social and economic detation was civil war, and the
volatility of national income as a result of itdiaace on oil exports. This was an
example where the impact of civil war was recogmigrit because it was not in
the criteria the Congo was not recommended fousioh.

The case of the Maldives is of interest as thestasce expressed by the Maldives
challenged the discursive boundaries of what isaueselevant for consideration
by the UNCDP. While the UNCDP had been undertakimgntry assessments for
inclusion and graduation from the category, it hatonce considered the potential
impact that a change out of LDC status would havgeneral, or in any particular
country. lItis in the 2000 review that the UNCD&atmined that the Maldives
met all three criteria for graduation from the ¢miey and recommended that it no
longer be included on the list of LDCs. This recoemdation was re-assessed
during the UNCDP’s 2001 session, prompted in lgp@e by the concerns
expressed by the Government of the Maldives allmuhégative impact on their
national economy if they were to lose their LDCssléication. ECOSOC did not
support the UNCDP’s recommendation that the Maklieave the LDC category,
based on the concerns expressed by the governinret Baldives. In the
decision not to support this recommendation, ECO&@@e four requests of the

declined, and as a small island developing staked a very low rank on the EVI. As a
result of this assessment, Samoa retained its LiBUss In terms of Cape Verde, the
Committee noted that while it met two thresholdesia for leaving the category, namely
GDP per capita and the APQLI, it was one of the naabterable countries according to
the EVI. As a result, the Committee determined tlrarecommendation should be made
about Cape Verde leaving the category but thdidtkl be re-examined at the next full
review. As a result of this 2000 review, three remwuntries were identified for potential
inclusion in the LDC category: the Congo, Ghana $edegal. In the case of Ghana, the
Committee noted that it had been identified astdkgo be included in the list in 1994,
and decided that it would not accept the offere¢odme a member of the LDC grouim

the case of Senegal, the Committee noted it wak betow the thresholds for inclusion on
both the GDP per capita and the APQLI, and is muaia L0 per cent above the EVI
threshold’ (UNCDP 2000: para 93). Out of the thzeantries identified as potential new
LDC, only Senegal was recommended by the Comntiitteeoceed for endorsement by
the Economic and Social Council, and it has deteedhihat it will not be included in the
list. The Government of Senegal supported the Cotaed recommendation that it be
classified as a LDC, and accordingly the United diatiEconomic and Social Council
(ECOSOC) adopted this recommendation in 2001.
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UNCDRP: firstly, that it review its decision; secdythat work be undertaken to
identify ways in which a smooth transition couldrbade from LDC status;

thirdly, that it examine the benefits of LDC statngeneral, and the impact of
these on the Maldives in particular; and fourtlihat it assess the formal statement
of concern submitted by the Government of the Maslito the Economic and
Social Council on this issue.

The response of the UNCDP to this ECOSOC requéstasesting and
demonstrates again the discursive limits of the lda@gory and the technology of
knowledge, classification into criteria. The UNCD&ermined in its re-
assessment in 2001 that the Maldives no longeLib€X criteria. Concerns about
environmental vulnerability and the threat of rgggea levels raised by the
government of the Maldives were acknowledged agldement challenges, but as
the issue was outside the scope of the LDC critehiad no impact on the
UNCDP’s decision-making procéd¢s UNCDP consultations with development
partners in 2002 identified that donor behavious watermined by other factors,
not LDC statusb.

A number of bilateral partners indicated that tbatext of graduation

would have little, if any, impact on their treatmheh graduating countries

in terms of aid flows and technical assistanceabse these have not been

necessarily allocated on the basis of least deedlgpuntry

status...(UNCDP 2002: para 164).
The UNCDP identified that the major impact of theege from LDC status was
identified as resulting from trade related conaassiand preferences. It was clear,
particularly within the WTO framework, that thereme specific concessions
available to LDCs. On the whole these relate@igér time frames to implement
requirements of specific agreements, specific tieahassistance and the
availability of concessiof8& The UNCDP focused its discussion about a tramsit
period, and determined to re-assess the Maldiv@e03 as part of the next
scheduled general review. The 2003 general reidentified the Maldives again

64 The UNCDP assessment in 2001 did assess the vhilitgrprofile of the country,
which determined that the country was highly vuide, but continued with its previous
recommendation that rather than seeing this asanade for retaining LDC status, the
Maldives receive special assistance to addressiiserns about environmental
vulnerability particularly in relation to rising adevels.

65 The consultation process in gathering informatiomfkey development partners and
assessing the potential negative implicationstierMaldives if it graduated from the LDC
category was underway during the fourth sessiache@fJNCDP in 2002. In terms of the
issue of a smooth transition, it was recommendatitibth a meeting of experts and a
roundtable of key development partners be convemeeévelop strategies to support the
country through the phase post-graduation from LEs. The initial information
available to the Committee providing an overvievitaf benefits of inclusion in the
category showed that losing LDC classification vabinl actual fact make little difference
to the level of assistance provided.

66 For example, LDCs have seven years to eliminatietralated investment measures
that are not in accordance with the Agreement ofi@Related Investment Measures,
while developing countries have a transitional getof five years. A second example is
that LDCs have an automatic exemption from theirequent to eliminate all subsidies on
exports. This also applies to countries outsi@gelftC category, but only if per capita
income is below $1000.

139



as a country for ‘graduation’ from the LDC cated@ryThis was the third time
Maldives has been assessed and identified as rgekércriteria cut-off points.
The Government of the Maldives, who are continamgrgue that their country
cannot afford to lose the benefits that have beeorded with the LDC status, has
still not accepted this UNCDP decision. At theuest of the Economic and Social
Council, the 2004 session of the Committee revietlieddecision to recommend
that the Maldives met the criteria for graduatiand confirmed this
recommendation (UNCDP 2004: para $84)The discussions generated by this
continued concern of the Maldives are ongoing,\werk a feature of the
UNCDP’s 2004 sessiéh The repeated challenges by the Maldives to tREDP
decision produced the first assessment by the Ctaemof the impact of leaving
the category on a particular country context anceigpment prospects. The
narrow discursive limits still ensured that onlyomnmation linked to the criteria
was privileged and considered relevant. Informmaiad issues outside the
discursive boundaries of the LDC category critegimained outside scope of
analysis. The technology of knowledge functionghyileging the maintenance of
the structure, composition and ‘integrity’ of theéteria above challenges to the
discursive boundaries of the LDC category.

This specialised information and processes foryasighnd assessment that are the
methods for how the technology of knowledge opesrats be seen in detail in
each of the reviews. In the 2003 general revieWwdNEDP examined a list of
sixty-five countries and assessed all current LBG$ some other low-income
countries against the criteria, assessing themrmaggie thresholds for inclusion
and graduation. The three criteria were usedaragsessment. The first criterion,
gross national income per capita, was set at @year average of $750 for

67 In terms of the countries identified for considina for graduation both Cape Verde
and Maldives were above the thresholds for gradoatith the HAI, with respective
scores of 72 and 65.2 respectively. Both coungiss had high GNI per capita, with Cape
Verde at $1,323 and Maldives at $1,983. This issthwond time Cape Verde has met the
criteria cut-off points, and accordingly it was eeamended for graduation. The other
countries that were identified as meeting two gateut—off points, the requirement for
graduation from the least developed country caigegeere Samoa, Kiribati and Tuvalu.
As this was the first time Samoa had met theser@itit was recommended that the
country be re-examined at the 2006 review to sgedntinues to meet these criteria, at
which point it should be recommended to graduatenfthe LDC category. Neither
Kiribati nor Tuvalu has met the criteria for gradaoatpreviously. The Committee noted
that both were “the two most economically vulneeatduntries in the initial list according
to the EVI” (UNCDP 2003: para 23).

68 Cape Verde was also reconsidered and identifiathdzy the UNCDP at its 2004
session as a country that no longer met the aiferiinclusion in the LDC category.

69 |n its 2004 discussion about the potential negaitivoact on countries leaving the
category, the UNCDP noted a report provided byGhexmonwealth Secretariat on the
concerns expressed by countries about the impahedbss of benefits associated with
inclusion in the category. The Committee recomneerntthiat the broad international
community develop broader strategies to addressoath transition for countries
graduating from the category, particularly smabigl developing States. These views
were confirmed by the UNCDP’s 2004 session, wighigposal to form an ‘Ad hoc
country advisory group’ comprising all key staketeotk for a particular country, who
would work on strategies to support transition fioBC status upon initial identification
by the Committee, as a pre-graduation initiativel e the post-graduation period.
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inclusion and a three-year average of $900 forgatidn. The Human Assets
Index (HAI) was set at 55, with a 10 percent vaoiafor graduation, set at 61.
The Economic Vulnerability Index (EVI) was includixice, with the inclusion in
the second version of data on the number of petipfdaced by natural disasters.
The threshold for inclusion was set at 37, andltheer cent variation for
graduation was set at 33. In the version of thé thét included the number of
people displaced by natural disasters, the thrddbolinclusion was set at 38, and
the threshold for graduation was set at 34.

The general reviews of LDC countries against thterca have developed
specialized processes and procedures, reliantemifispnformation. A major
dynamic within these reviews is the identificatmfrcountries to ‘graduate’ from
the category, recommendations that are rarely wedcbby countries themselves.
Examination of the UNCDP meeting records has idiedtihat in the function of
general reviews, the technology of knowledge ctasdion into criteria operates in
the following three ways: information outside thsatdirsive boundaries established
by the criteria is not considered relevant; theppse of the category is paramount
above concerns expressed by countries about tveidevelopment future if
excluded from the grouping; and the processes smwkgdures used in analysis are
privileged above difficulties faced by countriegside the grouping in addressing
national socio-economic challenges. These thraeackeristics of the operation of
this technology of knowledge are products of tleediisive boundaries of category
LDC, and underscore the limitations to the analpsigluced by the UNCDP in
administering the LDC criteria. The limits esiabéd by the LDC discourse are
so closed that it is only upon specific request tha UNCDP notes that there may
be an impact on countries shifting out of the L@egory. The UNCDP records
reveal that recommendations for countries to greditam the category are being
made on the basis of narrow, mechanistic assessragainst defined criteria
without a full and broad analysis of their devel@michallenges and socio-
economic context. The discussion in this sectias lighlighted the cases of
Vanuatu and the Maldives to demonstrate the siamfie of the discursive
boundaries established within the criteria as thggrate through this technology
of knowledge, classification into criteria. WHhm#comes clear is that the
technology of knowledge classification into critehas made the criteria
themselves such a focus of the discourse thantbemation they draw on and the
processes and procedures the UNCDP use in analydiapplication are
considered of greater importance than any othettiitkble development issue or
country context.

Conclusion

This chapter has argued that the modes of operatithe LDC category, through
its creation and definition by the UN, to the adistiration of its membership by
the UNCDP, occur within a discursive environmerd aantext that limits analysis
and understanding of the complexity of developmenhe chapter commenced by
locating the production of LDC category and theyolarged with administering
it, the UNCDP, as discursive products of the UN asdiscourse of liberal
humanism and modernisation as development. Taptehthen proceeded with a
close examination of the work of the UNCDP overrityeyears, 1981-2004, with a
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focus on the representation of women and the adiméive processes developed
and applied in country assessments. The chajsatified that the LDC criteria
themselves are gendered, with no scope for inaglusionformation about gender
dynamics and the status of women. Despite thnaews of the criteria, this
gendered basis has not been challenged or chafdmedchapter then traces the
appearances of references to women in the UNCD8¢sissions of LDC
development context. What becomes clear is tlemetare three ways in which
this occurs. The first is always in context of toew topic or discussion, never on
its own terms. This is examined through a discumssiche first references to
women in the 1988 and 1989 UNCDP sessions, whick aeguing for the
introduction of a human capabilities approach teettgoment, as opposed to an
economics based modernisation model. The secagdnwhich the UNCDP
discussion includes references to women is thraxagisitory or fleeting mentions,
which are not followed up even in the same sessidiscussion let alone in future
meetings. The final way in which references to warare made is through the use
of reductionist, homogenizing essentialist represens of LDC women as
passive victims or potential agents. These thu@gs in which women are
represented in the UNCDP discussions are explorddstailed examples from
the UNCDP sessions 1988 to 2004. It is cleardeapite the length of time, there
is no change in the discursive marginality assigoegender analysis and the
relevance of women to development context, polimy praxis in LDC
development discourse. | argue that this is atresthe marginality of gender
within the LDC criteria.

The chapter then outlines the ways in which the Llda@gory, as a product of UN
development discourse and liberal humanism, i# pseductive through the
perceived benefits attached to membership. Tkisudsion is followed by a
detailed discussion of the ways the UNCDP admirsdtee LDC category. The
gender analysis of the representation of womenNICDP discussions revealed
discursive boundaries of what information is idéedi as relevant or not within the
administration of the LDC category. This limitatito the analysis of LDCs is
apparent in the analysis of the UNCDP’s adminigiredf LDC category. This
chapter explores this through the UNCDP’s disce@rsigundaries of relevant
information included in country assessments asqgddlte processes of assessing
countries for inclusion in the LDC group. This wealored in relation to several
country case studies, including Liberia and Eastdf| where information such as
significant civil conflict or instability was exatled from the sphere of relevant
information. The discussion of the dynamics of UNTs administration of
graduating from the LDC category has a particudbaus on the case studies of
Vanuatu and the Maldives, both of which are resistia the recommendations to
leave the group. What is clear in these discussibthe UNCDP’s administration
of the LDC category is the way in which the LDCtena act to inform and set
limits on what information is considered relevanthese assessments. Through
this process of administration, the processes wii@dtration become ever more
elaborate and detailed, creating and requiringiBp&nowledge and information.
The LDC criteria and the processes by which theyagplied become a significant
focus of the UNCDP’s work, rather than the broamgective of alleviating
poverty.
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In examining the records of the UNCDP in detaiis tthapter has sought to
identify the ways in which the technology of knodde, classification into criteria,
operates within the development discourse of cayelgpbC. Gender analysis
identified the discursive limits of the category CPand the way that the criteria
and the category itself become a focus. It alsatified that when gender analysis
was undertaken, the analysis was transitory, waays marginal and relied on
conceptual homogeneity of women in LDC countriesiesms and/or passive
recipients of development assistance. This arabtjesmonstrated that gender
analysis is a critical tool in identifying and red@g boundaries to the LDC
category discourse, and the operations of the tdogy of knowledge
classification into criteria. The discursive bdanes of category LDC criteria
were explored further through an examination oéé¢hways in which the criteria
are used within the discourse: in country assessniengeneral reviews of the list
of LDCs, and in reviews of the criteria themselv@sis established that these
technologies of knowledge operate by focusing eneiasingly specific
information and developing and refining procespescedures and protocols for
analysis. These characteristics not only fundaallgrinhibit the analysis
produced by the UNCDP about LDCs, but also limét itformation considered
within scope of relevance. In examining the resarfithe reviews of the criteria
themselves, what is apparent is that the existehttee category justifies its own
existence, data availability determines what infation is considered valid, the
processes of reviews and becomes the focus of &P, and any changes that
are made do not alter the core boundaries of ttegyosy. The discursive
boundaries are set, and produce ever more elatardteomplex information and
knowledge about the criteria, rather than abouti§meamics of development
challenges facing the LDCs themselves.
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