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The adoption of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development in September 2015 placed the 
promise of leaving no-one behind at the center of the world’s efforts to address poverty, reduce 
inequality and build a future of prosperity through an integrated and universal agenda. The 
2030 Agenda together with the Addis-Ababa Action Agenda and the Paris Agreement establish 
a new global framework in which poverty eradication, the disproportionate impact of climate 
change on the poorest and the need to mobilize resources to transform the lives of billions of 
people are interlinked.

The Least Developed Countries (LDCs) remain the most vulnerable countries in the world. Large 
segments of their population live in extreme poverty with few opportunities to improve their 
situation. Their infrastructure is inadequate to support the structural transformation that their 
economies demand and they are highly vulnerable to external shocks. In 2016, the Political 
Declaration resulting from the Comprehensive High-level Midterm Review of the Istanbul 
Programme of Action for LDCs recognized the importance to mobilize the means required to 
implement these landmark international agreements through a revitalized global partnership 
for sustainable development. 

This year’s report, which marks its fourth edition, consists of a first part on progress towards 
achieving the goals and targets of the Istanbul Programme of Action and a second part which 
focuses on financing the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) in the LDCs. This is a central 
topic not only for the LDCs, but also for the world as a whole if the promise of leaving no-one 
behind is to be realized. The vast resources needed to achieve the goals and targets contained 
in the Istanbul Programme of Action and the SDGs in the LDCs call for unlocking access to the 
broader set of financial instruments available. The report surveys different financing options 
available to LDCs and contributes to the discussion on facilitating access to additional financial 
resources. 

The United Nations Office of the High Representative for the Least Developed Countries, 
Landlocked Developing Countries and Small Island (UN-OHRLLS) is pleased to present the State 
of the Least Developed Countries 2017 as part of its mandated analytical activities. It is my sincere 
hope that this report will contribute to further dialogue and debate on realizing the objectives 
of the Istanbul Programme of Action and the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development in the 
LDCs.

FOREWORD

FEKITAMOELOA KATOA 
‘UTOIKAMANU

Under-Secretary-General, and HiGH repreSentative for tHe leaSt developed coUntrieS, 
landlocked developinG coUntrieS and Small iSland developinG StateS
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

One year after the Comprehensive High-level Midterm Review 
of the Istanbul Programme of Action (IPoA), progress towards its 
implementation has continued but there is the need to further 
accelerate actions in order to meet the agreed targets. Thus, while 
Chapter 1 focuses on the progress and challenges in implementing 
the IPoA, Chapter 2 explores financing options for LDCs in order to 
accelerate progress.

PROGRESS IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 
ISTANBUL PROGRAMME OF ACTION

Progress towards reaching the goals and targets of the IPoA has 
been mixed. Average GDP growth in LDCs was 3.8 per cent in 2015, 
the lowest level recorded for the group in the past two decades and 
well below the 7 per cent target. The recent slowdown in growth, 
driven among others by low commodity prices, famine-linked 
humanitarian crises and relatively slow reduction in poverty 
all highlight the need to diversify production and exports and 
enhance agricultural productivity in LDCs. 

Mobile cellular subscriptions increased to 68.6 in 2015, more than 
double their rate in 2010. LDCs have also increased investment in 
roads and railways, both within and across borders. Furthermore, 
some LDCs have implemented measures that considerably reduce 
trade transaction costs and delays at border crossing points. The 
percentage of the population in LDCs with access to electricity 
increased, on average, from 32.3 per cent in 2010 to 38.3 per cent 
in 2014. However, this was the case for only 26.5 per cent of the 
rural population.

In order to among others, strengthen the science, technology 
and innovation capacity of LDCs, the General Assembly 
officially established the Technology Bank for the LDCs as a new 
United Nations institution in December 2016. This has been a 
long-standing priority of the LDCs provided for in the IPoA and 
reiterated in Sustainable Development Goal 17.

As agriculture still employs the largest share of the population in 
most LDCs, the development of this sector is crucial. Agriculture 
faces tremendous challenges from the impacts of climate change. 

The continued decline in the share of LDCs in total trade, from 
1.09 per cent in 2014 to 0.97 per cent in 2015, is partly a result 
of declining commodity prices and a slowdown in world trade. 
This occurred despite an increase in duty-free quota-free market 
access, especially from developing countries. 

With respect to human and social development, LDCs still lag 

behind in the areas of education, health, water and sanitation and 
gender equality. For example, 44.5 per cent of the world’s maternal 
deaths in 2015 occurred in the LDCs, whose population only 
represents 12.9 per cent of the total world population. However, 
women representation in parliament has consistently increased 
and as of March 2017, 23.25 per cent seats of parliaments in LDCs 
were held by women, slightly above the world average.

The effects of climate change are being felt in LDCs, exacerbated 
by the recent El Niño phenomenon, as evidenced by drought in a 
number of African LDCs and tropical storms that devastated parts 
of Haiti and Madagascar. 

There has been some improvement with respect to governance. 
The number of LDCs that were considered compliant with the 
Extractive Industry Transparency Initiative (EITI) increased to 14 
by the end of 2015 and the use of e-government has enhanced 
transparency. 

Recent progress towards graduation from the LDC category is 
encouraging.  Equatorial Guinea’s graduation in June 2017 reduced 
the number of LDCs to 47. Nine LDCs reached the graduation 
thresholds in 2015 and several others expressed their aspiration 
to graduate from the category by 2020 or shortly thereafter. Upon 
request by graduating and aspiring-to-graduate countries, United 
Nations support, under the leadership of OHRLLS, has been 
stepped up in recent years. 

Conclusions from Chapter 1 include the following:

• During the remaining four years of the implementation 
of the IPoA, all stakeholders will have an important role to play 
to achieve the global goals. Synergies and complementari-
ties between the IPoA and the 2030 Agenda and other recent 
frameworks need to be taken into account, and the monitoring 
of these various agendas at national, regional and global levels 
needs to be aligned. 

• Funding and operationalisation of the Technology Bank 
needs to be implemented in 2017 in line with the SDGs, in order 
to help trigger greater productive capacity and sustainability, 
and accelerate progress in health and education.

• LDCs need to revitalise support for the agricultural 
sector, including through agricultural extension services and 
urban-rural connectivity. At the same time, support is needed 
to develop climate-resistant higher-yield varieties of staple 
foods in LDCs.
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• Enhanced support is needed beyond duty-free 
quota-free (DFQF) market access for exports of goods. The 
LDC services waiver needs to be implemented and LDCs need 
support to implement the Trade Facilitation Agreement.

• With respect to enhancing human development, major 
efforts are needed to reduce poverty through employment 
creation. One crucial area is infrastructure for education, 
including vocational training. Access to reference materials, 
adequate facilities and necessary equipment is critical, as 
well as enhanced focus on qualifications for which there is 
high demand. Furthermore, understanding the interlinkages 
between improvements in health and nutrition and better 
educational outcomes should be taken into account when 
designing policy interventions.

• The international community needs to step up efforts 
to meet the targets of the Paris Agreement, increase the level 
of ambition, scale-up support for adaptation and mitigation 
to climate change, and make this support more accessible to 
LDCs.

• The statistical capacity of LDCs also needs to be 
strengthened in order to design evidence-based policies 
and improve monitoring of the implementation of various 
agreements.

• In order to support graduation, comprehensive support 
measures in the areas of Official Development Assistance 
(ODA), trade, investment, technology, and debt sustainability 
are needed to ensure the smooth transition of countries that 
have graduated from LDC status. In order to enhance the 
effectiveness of smooth transition measures, monitoring and 
follow-up needs to be further strengthened. 

FINANCING THE SDGS AND IPOA IN LDCS

The 2030 Agenda and the SDGs provide an opportunity to address 
all the development challenges before the LDCs and help them enter 
a sustainable development path. Accelerating the implementation 
of the Istanbul Programme of Action and the transformative and 
integrated global development framework of the 2030 Agenda will 
require more resources than what are currently mobilised. Thus, 
enhancing financing for investments to reach the SDGs and the 
IPoA targets is an integral part of the means of implementation, 
including through the Addis Ababa Action Agenda. By focussing 
on the specific conditions of LDCs, this report contributes to the 
discussion on financing for sustainable development.

One of the specific objectives for the IPoA, which is reiterated in the 
SDGs, is to achieve sustained, equitable and inclusive economic 
growth in LDCs, to at least the level of 7 per cent per annum. 
Estimates using the United Nation’s World Economic Forecasting 

Model, show that in order to achieve an average rate of GDP 
growth of 7 per cent per annum, the average rate of investment 
growth in the LDCs as a whole would need to increase to about 
10 per cent per annum over the period 2016-2020. This entails an 
increase of about 2.4 percentage points, relative to the baseline 
period (2011-2015).  Some LDCs, especially those that recorded 
low investment to GDP ratio during the baseline period, will 
require an even stronger rise in investment to reach the 7 per cent 
GDP growth target.  Sustaining such levels of investment growth 
would significantly contribute to meeting many of the SDG targets. 
Given that the 2030 Agenda balances the three dimensions of 
sustainable development (economic, social and environmental), 
more resources would be required to meet all the SDGs.  

Garnering the financial resources required to finance the 
investment needs of the LDCs that would trigger rapid growth 
paths remains a key challenge for achieving the IPoA and SDGs. In 
order to enhance domestic resource mobilization and at the same 
time enhance growth and equality, the analysis of the effects 
of taxation in LDCs - including compliance costs - needs to be 
improved. Furthermore, support for tax reforms in LDCs needs 
to be customized to fit country conditions and strengthen country 
ownership and leadership. LDCs and development partners need 
to work together to conduct risk and vulnerability assessments 
related to illicit financial flows (IFFs) and ensure the recovery and 
return of stolen assets. Ultimately higher growth and enhanced 
productive capacity are needed to increase government revenue.

ODA is still the most important source of external financing for 
many LDCs and remains crucial for government expenditure, 
as the scope to further increase domestic resources is limited. 
Despite improvements from some donors, the ODA target of 
the IPoA has not been achieved, limiting the ability of LDCs to 
invest in infrastructure and service provision in order to enhance 
productive capacity and reduce poverty. Efforts to reach the 
ODA target of 0.15-0.2 per cent of GNI of ODA to LDCs should be 
stepped up and aid should be more predictable and aligned with 
LDC priorities. Furthermore, South-South cooperation needs to 
be enhanced, including through sharing of experiences and best 
practices.

A greater share of the total amounts of climate finance flowing 
from developed to developing countries needs to be allocated 
to LDCs, especially for concrete adaptation projects that result 
in reduced vulnerability. In this respect, systematic efforts need 
to be made to strengthen the absorption capacity of LDCs and to 
streamline project approval processes.

Since 2011 the level of external debt in LDCs has been steadily 
rising. Furthermore, the composition of the public and publicly 
guaranteed debt is changing, for example, some LDCs have 
started issuing bonds in the international capital markets. Given 
the risks that borrowing carries, resources from loans should be 
mainly used to finance necessary investments to ensure long-term 
productivity growth in LDCs. 
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Although foreign direct investment (FDI) flows to the LDCs have 
increased significantly, there has been wide fluctuation in year 
on year levels. While FDI increased from US$41 billion to US$44 
billion in 2015, they declined by 13 per cent in 2016 to US$38 
billion. Despite improved business environments in many LDCs, 
there is still room for improvements of the regulatory frameworks. 
While public-private partnerships (PPPs) in infrastructure can 
play an important role to mobilise additional capital, their costs 
and benefits need to be carefully assessed. The international 
community should increase coordinated investment support 
for LDCs with the contribution of all stakeholders in line with 
decisions in the Addis Agenda (para. 46) to adopt and implement 
investment promotion regimes including (a) financial and technical 
support for project preparation and contract negotiation, (b) 
advisory support in investment-related dispute resolution, (c) 
access to information on investment facilities and (d) enhanced 
risk insurance and guarantees such as those available through the 
Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency (MIGA).

Remittances to LDCs have increased over the past years and 
stood at 4.3 per cent of GDP in 2015, after peaking at 5.2 per cent 
in 2002-2003. LDCs have implemented various policies in order 
to enhance the effectiveness of their use. Combining remittance 
receipts with broader access to other financial services can 
increase the impact of remittances on growth by facilitating 
savings and investments.

The main messages of this report are as follows:

• Due to the large gap in investment, including in 
infrastructure, access to all modes of financing needs to 
increase for LDCs. They need to prioritise sectors where 
additional finance is most needed, and providers of such 
finance should increase accessibility and allocate a minimum 
share to LDCs.

• Not all finance is suitable for all purposes. Whereas 
private finance and debt can be suitable for some 
infrastructure investment for others public finance might be 
more appropriate. LDCs need to assess whether the cost of 
investment is justified by its social returns.

• LDCs need enhanced capacity to handle investments. A 
thorough analysis is needed both of the design of projects and 
the various financing options, especially for financing long-term 
projects. Furthermore, a conducive environment is needed for 
investment to take place and have the most impact. Capacity 
building from project development and implementation to 
negotiating with different types of providers of finance will be 
needed.
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RÉSUMÉ

Un an après l’examen à mi-parcours du Programme d’action 
d’Istanbul (PAI), les progrès vers sa mise en œuvre se sont 
poursuivis, mais il faut davantage multiplier les actions afin 
d’atteindre les cibles dudit programme.  Le chapitre 1 se concentre 
sur les progrès et les défis dans la mise en œuvre du PAI tandis que 
le chapitre 2 explore les options de financement pour les PMA afin 
d’accélérer les progrès.

LES PROGRÈS RÉALISÉS DANS LA MISE EN ŒUVRE DU 
PROGRAMME D’ACTION D’ISTANBUL

Les progrès accomplis vers la réalisation des objectifs et cibles 
du Programme d’Action d’Istanbul sont mitigés. La croissance 
moyenne du PIB dans les PMA était de 3,8% en 2015, le niveau 
le plus bas enregistré par le groupe au cours des deux dernières 
décennies et un niveau bien inférieur à l’objectif de 7%. Le récent 
ralentissement de la croissance, entraîné par la baisse des prix des 
matières premières, les crises humanitaires liées à la famine et la 
réduction relativement lente de la pauvreté, mettent en évidence 
la nécessité de diversifier la production et les exportations et 
d’accroître la productivité agricole dans les PMA. 

Les abonnements cellulaires mobiles ont augmenté pour atteindre 
68,6 pour cent en 2015, soit plus du double de leur taux en 2010. Les 
PMA ont également augmenté les investissements dans les routes 
et les chemins de fer, à l’intérieur et au-delà de leurs frontières. En 
outre, certains PMA ont mis en place des mesures qui réduisent 
considérablement les coûts des transactions commerciales et les 
retards dans les points de passage frontaliers. Dans les PMA, le 
pourcentage de la population ayant accès à l’électricité a augmenté 
en moyenne de 32,3% en 2010 à 38,3% en 2014. Cependant, cela 
ne concerne que 26,5% de la population rurale.

En décembre 2016, l’Assemblée Générale a officiellement établi 
la Banque de Technologies en tant que nouvelle institution 
des Nations Unies afin de renforcer, entre autres, la capacité 
scientifique, technologique et d’innovation des PMA. Cela a été 
une priorité de longue date pour les PMA telle inscrite dans le 
PAI et réitérée dans l’objectif 17 des Objectifs du Développement 
Durable.

Vu que l’agriculture reste encore la plus grande source d’emplois 
pour la plus grande partie de la population dans la plupart des 
PMA, le développement de ce secteur est crucial. L’agriculture fait 
face à d’énormes défis liés aux impacts du changement climatique.

La baisse continue de la part des PMA dans le commerce total, 
de 1,09% en 2014 à 0,97% en 2015, est en partie attribuable à la 

baisse des prix des matières premières et au ralentissement du 
commerce mondial. Cela s’est produit en dépit d’une amélioration 
de l’accès au marché sans droits de douane et hors contingent, en 
particulier des pays en développement.

En ce qui concerne le développement humain et social, les PMA 
accusent encore un retard dans les domaines de l’éducation, de la 
santé, de l’eau et de l’assainissement et de l’égalité de genre. Par 
exemple, en 2015, 44,5% des décès maternels mondiaux se sont 
produits dans les PMA, dont la population représente seulement 
12,9% de la population mondiale. Cependant, la représentation 
des femmes au Parlement n’a cessé d’augmenter, et en mars 
2017, 23,25% des sièges parlementaires des PMA étaient détenus 
par des femmes, un chiffre légèrement supérieure à la moyenne 
mondiale. 

Les effets du changement climatique se font sentir dans les PMA, 
exacerbés par le phénomène El Nino, comme en témoignent 
la sécheresse dans un certain nombre de PMA africains et les 
tempêtes tropicales qui ont dévasté certaines parties d’Haïti et de 
Madagascar.

Il y a eu une certaine amélioration par rapport à la gouvernance. 
Le nombre de PMA qui ont été considéré comme conformes à 
l’Initiative pour la Transparence de l’Industrie Extractive (ITIE) est 
passé à 14 en 2015  et l’utilisation de l’e-gouvernement a renforcé 
la transparence.

Les progrès récents vers la sortie de la catégorie de PMA sont 
encourageants. La sortie de la Guinée équatoriale de cette 
catégorie en juin 2017 réduit le nombre de PMA à 47. Neuf PMA 
ont atteint les seuils de sortie de la catégorie en 2015 et plusieurs 
autres ont exprimé leur engagement à sortir de la catégorie d’ici 
2020 ou peu de temps après. À la demande des pays sortant de 
la catégorie des PMA et ceux aspirants à bientôt être hors de 
cette catégorie, le soutien des Nations Unies, sous la direction de 
l’OHRLLS, a été intensifié ces dernières années.

Les conclusions du chapitre 1 sont les suivantes:

• Durant les quatre dernières années de la mise en 
œuvre du PAI, toutes les parties prenantes auront un rôle 
important à jouer pour atteindre les objectifs mondiaux. Les 
synergies et les complémentarités entre le PAI, le Programme 
de développement durable à l’horizon 2030 et d’autres 
cadres récents doivent être prises en compte et le suivi de 
ces différents programme aux niveaux national, régional et 
mondial doit être harmonisé. 
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• Le financement et l’opérationnalisation de la Banque de 
Technologie doivent être mis en place en 2017 conformément aux 
ODD, afin d’accroître la capacité de production et la durabilité, et 
d’accélérer les progrès en matière de santé et d’éducation.

• Les PMA doivent revitaliser le soutien du secteur agricole, 
notamment par le biais de services de vulgarisation agricole et de 
connectivité entre les zones urbaines et rurales. Dans le même 
temps, un soutien est nécessaire pour développer dans les PMA 
des variétés de semences à haut rendement et résistants au climat.

• Un soutien accru est nécessaire au-delà de l’accès aux 
marchés de droits et sans contingent pour les exportations de 
biens. La dérogation concernant les services pour les PMA doit être 
mise en œuvre et les PMA ont besoin d’aide pour mettre en œuvre 
l’Accord sur la facilitation du commerce.

• En ce qui concerne l’amélioration du développement humain, 
des efforts majeurs sont nécessaires pour réduire la pauvreté grâce 
à la création d’emplois. Un domaine crucial est l’infrastructure 
pour l’éducation, y compris la formation professionnelle. L’accès 
aux matériels didactiques, aux cadres physiques adéquats et aux 
équipements adaptés sont essentiels, ainsi que l’accent mis sur les 
qualifications pour lesquelles il existe une forte demande. En outre, 
la compréhension des liens entre les améliorations de la santé, de 
la nutrition et de meilleurs résultats éducatifs devrait être prise en 
compte lors de la conception de moyens d’interventions.

• La communauté internationale doit intensifier ses efforts 
pour atteindre les objectifs de l’Accord de Paris, accroître le niveau 
d’ambition, renforcer le soutien à l’adaptation et l’atténuation aux 
changements climatiques et rendre ce soutien plus accessible aux 
PMA.

• La capacité statistique des PMA doit également être renforcée 
afin de concevoir des politiques fondées sur des données probantes 
et d’améliorer le suivi de la mise en œuvre de divers accords.

• Afin de soutenir la sortie de la catégorie des PMA, des 
mesures de soutien globales dans les domaines de l’Aide Publique 
au Développement (APD), du commerce, de l’investissement, de 
la technologie et de la viabilité de la dette sont nécessaires pour 
assurer la transition en douceur des pays sortant du statut de PMA. 
Afin de renforcer l’efficacité des mesures de transition en douceur, 
la surveillance et le suivi doivent encore être renforcés.

LE FINANCEMENT DES ODD ET DU PAI DANS LES PMA

Le Programme de développement durable à l’horizon 2030 et les 
ODD offrent l’occasion de relever tous les défis de développement 
auxquels sont confrontés les PMA et les aider à progresser sur la voie 
du développement durable. L’accélération de la mise en œuvre du 
Programme d’Action d’Istanbul et du Programme de Développement 

Durable à l’horizon 2030 nécessitera plus de ressources que celles 
actuellement mobilisé. Ainsi, l’amélioration du financement des inves-
tissements pour atteindre les ODD et les objectifs du PAI fait partie 
intégrante des moyens de mise en œuvre, y compris dans le cadre 
du Programme d’Action d’Addis-Abeba. En se concentrant sur les 
conditions spécifiques des PMA, ce rapport contribue à la discussion 
sur le financement du développement durable.

L’un des objectifs spécifiques du PAI, qui est réitéré dans les ODD, 
est d’assurer une croissance économique soutenue, équitable et 
inclusive dans les PMA, à au moins 7% par an. Les estimations utilisant 
le modèle de prévision économique mondiale des Nations Unies 
montrent que, pour atteindre un taux moyen de croissance du PIB 
de 7% par an, le taux moyen de croissance de l’investissement dans 
les PMA dans son ensemble devrait augmenter d’environ 10% par an 
sur la période 2016-2020. Cela suppose une augmentation d’environ 
2,4 points de pourcentage par rapport à la période de référence 
(2011-2015). Certains PMA, en particulier ceux qui ont enregistré un 
faible ratio investissement / PIB au cours de la période de référence, 
nécessiteront une augmentation encore plus forte des investissements 
pour atteindre l’objectif de croissance de 7% du PIB. Le maintien d’un 
tel niveau de croissance de l’investissement contribuerait de manière 
significative à la réalisation de nombreux ODD. Étant donné que le 
Programme de développement durable à l’horizon 2030 équilibre les 
trois dimensions du développement durable (économique, social et en-
vironnemental), il faudrait mobiliser davantage de ressources afin de 
réaliser  tous les ODD.

Mobiliser les ressources financières nécessaires pour financer les 
besoins d’investissement des PMA qui va entrainer une croissance 
rapide demeure un objectif majeur pour la réalisation du PAI et des 
ODD. Afin d’améliorer la mobilisation des ressources intérieures et, 
en même temps, d’accroître la croissance et l’égalité, l’analyse des 
effets de la fiscalité dans les PMA - y compris les coûts de conformité 
- doit être améliorée. En outre, le soutien aux réformes fiscales 
dans les PMA doit être affiné pour s’adapter aux conditions du pays 
et renforcer l’appropriation et le leadership du pays. Les PMA et les 
partenaires au développement doivent travailler ensemble pour 
mener des évaluations des risques et des vulnérabilités liées aux flux 
financiers illicites (FFI) et assurer la reprise et le retour d’avoirs spoliés. 
En définitive, une croissance plus élevée et une capacité de production 
accrue sont nécessaires pour augmenter les recettes du gouvernement.

L’APD est encore la source la plus importante de financement externe 
pour de nombreux PMA et reste cruciale pour les dépenses publiques, 
car la portée de l’augmentation des ressources intérieures est limitée. 
Malgré les améliorations apportées par certains donateurs, l’objectif 
de l’APD du PAI n’a pas été atteint, limitant ainsi la capacité des PMA 
à investir dans les infrastructures et la prestation de services afin 
d’accroître la capacité de production et de réduire la pauvreté. Les 
efforts visant à atteindre l’objectif de l’APD de 0,15 à 0,2% du RNB de 
l’APD des pays de l’OCDE/DAC allant aux PMA devraient être intensifiés 
et l’aide devrait être plus prévisible et plus adaptée aux priorités des 
PMA. En outre, la coopération Sud-Sud doit être renforcée, y compris 
par le partage d’expériences et de bonnes pratiques.
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Une part plus importante des montants totaux des financements 
climatiques des pays développés aux pays en développement doit être 
allouée aux PMA, en particulier pour les projets concrets d’adaptation 
qui entraînent une vulnérabilité réduite. À cet égard, des efforts 
systématiques doivent être faits pour renforcer la capacité d’absorption 
des PMA et rationaliser les processus d’approbation des projets.

Depuis 2011, le niveau de la dette extérieure dans les PMA augmente 
régulièrement. En outre, la composition de la dette publique et garantie 
publique change, par exemple, certains PMA ont commencé à émettre 
des emprunts obligatoires sur les marchés financiers internationaux. 
Compte tenu des risques liés aux emprunts, les ressources provenant 
des prêts devraient être principalement utilisées pour financer les 
investissements nécessaires pour assurer une croissance de la 
productivité à long terme dans les PMA.

Alors que les flux d’investissement direct étranger (IDE) vers les 
PMA ont considérablement augmenté,  leurs niveaux connaissent 
cependant des fluctuations importantes d’une année à une autre.  
Alors que l’IED est passé de 41 à 43 milliards de dollars EU en 2015, ils 
ont diminué de 13% en 2016 pour s’établir à 38 milliards de dollars. En 
dépit de l’amélioration du cadre des affaires dans de nombreux PMA, 
il est encore possible d’améliorer les cadres réglementaires. Même 
s’il est vrai que  les PPP dans les infrastructures peuvent jouer un rôle 
important pour mobiliser des capitaux supplémentaires, leurs coûts et 
leurs avantages doivent être soigneusement évalués. La communauté 
internationale devrait accroître un soutien coordonné aux investisse-
ments dans les PMA avec la contribution de toutes les parties prenantes 
conformément aux décisions du Programme d’Action Addis-Abeba 
(paragraphe 46) pour adopter et mettre en œuvre des régimes de 
promotion des investissements, notamment: a) un soutien financier et 
technique pour la préparation de projets et la négociation des contrats 
, (B) un soutien consultatif dans le règlement des litiges liés à l’inves-
tissement, (c) un accès à l’information sur les facilités d’investissement 
et (d) une assurance risque accrue et des garanties telles que celles 
offertes par l’Agence Multilatérale de Garantie des Investissements 
(AMGI).

Les transferts de fonds aux PMA ont augmenté au cours des dernières 
années et se sont élevés à 4,3% du PIB en 2015, après avoir culminé à 
5,2% en 2002-2003. Les PMA ont mis en place diverses politiques afin 
d’améliorer l’efficacité de leur utilisation. La combinaison de transferts 
de fonds avec un accès plus large à d’autres services financiers peut 
accroître l’impact de ces transferts sur la croissance en facilitant 
l’épargne et les investissements.

Les principaux messages de ce rapport sont les suivants:

• En raison du besoin important d’investissements, y compris 
dans les infrastructures, l’accès à tous les modes de financement 
doit augmenter pour les PMA. Les PMA doivent prioriser les 
secteurs dans lesquels des financements supplémentaires sont les 
plus nécessaires et les pourvoyeurs de ces financements devraient 
accroître leur accessibilité et allouer une part minimale aux PMA.

• Tous les financements ne sont pas adaptés à toutes les fins. 
Alors que le financement privé et la dette peuvent convenir à 
certains investissements d’infrastructure, les finances publiques 
pourraient être plus appropriées pour d’autres. Les PMA doivent 
évaluer si le coût de l’investissement est justifié par ses rendements 
sociaux.

• Les PMA ont besoin d’une capacité accrue pour gérer les in-
vestissements. Une analyse approfondie est nécessaire tant pour 
la conception des projets que pour les différentes options de 
financement, en particulier pour le financement de projets à long 
terme. En outre, un environnement propice est nécessaire pour que 
les investissements prennent corps et qu’ils aient le plus d’impact. 
Le renforcement des capacités—allant de la conception, de la mise 
en œuvre des projets jusqu’aux négociations avec différents types 
de fournisseurs de financement—sera nécessaire.
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CHAPTER 1: PROGRESS IN THE IMPLEMENTATION 
OF THE ISTANBUL PROGRAMME OF ACTION

1. INTRODUCTION

The 2016 report on the State of the Least Developed Countries (LDCs), 
which analysed the coherence and synergies between the Istanbul 
Programme of Action (IPoA) and the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development, found that the challenges and priorities of the LDCs are 
firmly embodied in the latter, and that there is a significant overlap of 
the goals and targets of the IPoA with the Sustainable Development 
Goals (SDG) targets. The IPoA could be understood as the focused 
priorities of LDCs contributing towards achieving the SDGs. There is 
widespread agreement that the SDGs need to be achieved in LDCs in 
order to reach them globally. In addition, major LDC priorities have 
been reflected in the Addis Ababa Action Agenda and the Paris Climate 
Agreement (COP21). This year’s report builds on these findings and 
focusses on how financing for reaching the IPoA targets and SDGs can 
be enhanced. 

Chapter 1 of the report surveys the overall progress made by LDCs 
under the eight priority areas of the IPoA over the six years of its 
implementation, noting both successes and challenges encountered 
in the process1.  The chapter reviews efforts towards the goals and 
targets of the IPoA, identifies challenges ahead and proposes recom-
mendations for further implementation. It analyses how continued, 
coordinated and targeted support to LDCs can contribute to the 
effective implementation of the IPoA, and the unlocking of growth and 
development potentials of LDCs.

Chapter 1 indicates that one year after the comprehensive Midterm 
Review, which was held in May 2016 in Antalya, Turkey, progress towards 
meeting the eight priority areas of the IPoA has continued. However, at 
the current pace, most goals and targets will not be reached by 2020, 
and thus implementation of the IPoA needs to be further accelerated. 
The aspects covered under the IPoA priority area on Mobilising financial 
resources for development and capacity building has been omitted 
from Chapter 1 as it is covered in Chapter 2 of the report.

Chapter 2 of the report covers the different financing options available 
to LDCs reflecting the change in the development financing landscape 
and exploring which options LDCs could tap into. While financial 
resources are not sufficient to reach the goals and targets of the 
IPoA or the SDGs, they are an important factor for accelerating their 
implementation. Chapter 2 starts with an estimation of the investment 
gap for reaching the goal of 7 per cent growth in LDCs to illustrate the 
size of resources needed.

The analysis in Chapter 2 also includes domestic resource mobilization, 
international development cooperation, climate finance, access 
to capital markets and debt, Foreign Direct Investment (FDI), and 

remittances, as referred to in the Addis Agenda and the IPoA. 
South-South collaboration is treated as a cross cutting issue. The 
analysis focuses on the specific challenges of LDCs, including high 
risk perception, aid dependence, limited capacity for regulation and 
contract negotiations; and high vulnerability to shocks and climate 
change. It contributes to the discussion on how access of LDCs 
to additional finance can be enhanced, by not only assessing the 
opportunities of different financing instruments but also related risks 
and limitations. It makes recommendations on how LDC’s access to all 
types of finance could be enhanced so that progress towards reaching 
the SDGs can be accelerated.

2. RECENT ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE AND 
NEAR-TERM PROSPECTS 

In 2015, average annual growth in gross domestic product (GDP) was 
3.8 per cent, the lowest level of economic growth recorded for the 
group in the past two decades. While LDCs experienced subdued 
growth rates, on average, the country-level analysis shows a mixed 
performance. Eight LDCs2  grew at about 7 per cent or faster in 
2015, down from eleven LDCs in 2014. Another seven3  saw their 
economies contract in 2015, up from three LDCs4  in 2014, highlighting 
the economic deterioration that many LDCs are experiencing. The 
economic slowdown and negative growth rate, in some LDCs, pose 
a risk to the labour market and job prospects, funding towards the 
social sector and subsequently, hampering the critical efforts towards 
eradicating poverty and achieving sustainable development. 

One of the forces that shaped the mixed economic performance in 
LDCs was the low commodity prices, in particular fuel, which led to 
slow growth, fiscal imbalances dwindling foreign reserves and currency 
depreciation. Fuel-producing LDCs, in particular, Angola, Chad, 
Equatorial Guinea5, South Sudan and Yemen were adversely affected by 
the decline in oil prices. Growth decelerated in a number of commodity 
exporters, including Zambia and Mozambique. Compounding the 
effect of commodity price shocks, LDCs such as Chad, South Sudan and 
Yemen were subject to elevated domestic political uncertainties. In 
Chad, depletion of oil fields exacerbated the negative effects of low oil 
prices on output (IMF, 2016h). Mitigating these headwinds, commodity 
prices have stabilized and are projected to increase moderately during

1 - Chapter 1 builds on the Secretary-General’s Report on the implementation of 
the IPoA (UN, 2017c). 
2 - Democratic Republic of Congo, Cambodia, Ethiopia, Lao PDR, Mali, Myanmar, 
Rwanda, United Republic of Tanzania.
3 - Afghanistan, Burundi, Equatorial Guinea, Sierra Leone, South Sudan, Vanuatu 
and Yemen. 
4 - Equatorial Guinea, Timor-Leste and Yemen.
5 - While the present report includes Equatorial Guinea in the analysis, note that 
the country graduated from the LDC category on 04 June 2017, bringing the list of 
LDCs to 47 (see box 1.1 for details). 
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2017 to 2019, providing support for commodity-exporting countries 
(see World Bank, 2017e).6 

In general, growth was more resilient in those LDCs with more 
diversified commodity export portfolios, including Ethiopia, Lao PDR, 
United Republic of Tanzania and Myanmar. Growth in these countries 
was also supported in part by strong infrastructure investment. 

The growth experience in Guinea, Liberia, and Sierra Leone, during 
the post-Ebola recovery has remained anaemic. This is partly due to 
the price decline in some of their main exports, including, iron ore, 
but also to limited foreign direct investment inflows. Furthermore, 
weather related shocks could have negative impacts on agriculture in 
LDCs, most of which is rain-fed. This could in-turn, affect the economic 
activities in these countries. In the past year, severe weather conditions 
caused a sharp fall in agricultural production in LDCs, including Ethiopia 
and Malawi (see section 3.2 on agriculture). 

According to growth forecasts by the United Nation’s Department of 
Economic and Social Affairs (UN-DESA), economic prospects for the 
near-term in LDCs are expected to rebound to about 4.7 and 5.3 per 
cent in 2017 and 2018, respectively. If the projections hold, the growth 
rate in 2018 will be slightly above what was observed in 2011 but still 
below 7 per cent, the target set in the IPoA and SDGs.

This positive outlook is however contingent upon containing some of the 
risks and uncertainties. Some of these risks include: LDCs vulnerability 
to external and domestic shocks; sustained low commodity prices, 
in particular oil, copper and other metals; ongoing realignments, 
such as the rebalancing in China. Robust consumption and a further 
shift in activity from industry to services indicate that rebalancing is 
progressing along the dimensions of internal demand and supply-side 
structure; and, the rising policy uncertainty in some major advanced 
economies (IMF, 2016h; UN, 2017a). 

While poverty has been declining in some LDCs, it is far from being 
eradicated. In about a third of the LDCs, the 2013 poverty estimates 
(latest available data)7  show that 50 per cent or more of the population 
were living below US$1.9 per day. 

Thus, growth in LDCs needs to be sufficiently strong (at least 7 per cent 
growth per annum) and diversified enough to meaningfully improve 
economic prospects and reduce poverty significantly. Policies that 
deliver more immediate support to both private and public investment 
should be prioritized, including improvements in physical infrastructure 
and human capital.

3. PROGRESS ON IMPLEMENTING KEY PRIORITIES OF 
THE ISTANBUL PROGRAMME OF ACTION

3.1. Productive capacity building

As indicated in section 2., many LDCs continue to face high levels of 
poverty as well as slow progress in various dimensions of sustainable 
development. Transformation of the economy is one of the core 
principles for achieving sustainable development. Authors such as 
Ocampo (2005) and Ocampo and Vos (2008) define structural change as 
the ability of an economy to constantly generate new dynamic activities 
characterised by higher productivity and increasing returns to scale. 

An assessment of the structure of the LDC economies shows that the 
average share of manufacturing in GDP (figure 1.1.) increased only 
marginally, from 12.1 per cent in 2014 to 12.8 per cent in 2015. In 2011, 
the ratio of manufacturing to GDP was 11.7 per cent, similar to what was 
observed in 1991 (11.2 per cent). As manufacturing tends to experience 
relatively stronger productivity growth over the medium to longer term 
(Rodrik, 2015), it is concerning that in LDCs, the share of manufacturing 
in GDP is not exhibiting a robust upward trend.

The share of agriculture in GDP in 2011 and 2015 was about the same 
at 26.4 and 26.6 per cent, respectively. The ratio declined from 36.6 per 
cent in 1991. Regarding the share of services in GDP, the results show 
an increasing trend from 41.7 per cent in 1991 to 50 per cent in 2015. 
In general, the transformation seems to be between agriculture and 
services. 

Another important indicator for assessing the dynamism of the 
structure of the economy is by assessing the employment share 
of the various sectors. While the data for LDCs is too scanty to be 
generalised, the analysis based on median values suggests that 
employment in manufacturing has been declining. Given that the 
share of manufacturing in GDP has remained constant, the observed 
experience could be a result of labour productivity growth in the 
sector. However, if LDCs do not invest more in manufacturing, there is 
a risk of early de-industrialisation where LDCs begin to experience not 
just the falling manufacturing shares in employment but also, falling 
manufacturing value added as a share of GDP. This is a phenomenon 
that Rodrik (2015) highlighted in his empirical paper where he observed 
that some developing countries were running out of industrialization 
opportunities sooner and at much lower levels of income compared to 
the experience of early industrializers. 

However, Chandra, Lin, and Wang (2012) suggest that the industrial 
upgrading in China — the world’s largest exporter of labour-intensive 
products — has increased wages and is causing China to graduate from 
labour-intensive to more capital- and technology-intensive industries. 
Thus, this may create a significant opportunity for lower wage countries 
to start a phase of labour-intensive industrialization. However, for LDCs 
to benefit from China’s gradual transition from low-cost, labour-in-
tensive manufacturing, they will still need significant investment in 
productive capacity. Hence, accelerating economic growth will require 

6 - https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/25823/9781
464810169.pdf 
7 - Data downloaded on 31 May 2017 from ‘PovcalNet: the on-line tool for poverty 
measurement developed by the Development Research Group of the World Bank’.  
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enhancing various drivers of productive capacity, some of which are 
outlined below.

 3.1.1. INFRASTRUCTURE

Infrastructure offers significant multiplier effects in various sectors 
of the economy. As identified in the IPoA and other global Agendas, 
inadequate physical infrastructure, including information and 
communication technologies (ICT), Transport and energy, is one of 
the critical factors hindering growth and poverty eradication in LDCs. 
Investing in resilient infrastructure is thus, crucial for attaining the IPoA 
objectives and the SDGs (see also Chapter 2). 

Information and communication technology

As the world is becoming more interconnected, ICTs are key to allowing 
individuals and businesses to participate in the knowledge economy. 
In LDCs, the number of Internet users per 100 people continued to 
increase, reaching 12.6 per cent in 2015, up from 10.3 per cent in 2014 
and triple the rate in 2010. Five LDCs had more than 25 internet users 
per 100 people in 2015 — Bhutan (39.8), Sao Tome and Principe (25.8), 
the Sudan (26.6), Tuvalu (42.7) and Yemen (25.1). However, 19 LDCs still 
had internet access rates below 10 per cent, including 11 countries 
below 5 per cent. 

Mobile cellular subscriptions also increased from 63.6 per 100 people 
in 2014 to 68.6 in 2015 (more than double their rate in 2010). Cambodia, 
the Gambia, Lesotho, Mali and Timor-Leste had penetration rates 
above 100 per cent in 2015. However, 12 LDCs still had more than half 
their population without access to mobile telephones. Furthermore, 
rural-urban disparities remain, even in countries with high overall 
mobile access. 

Regarding access to broadband internet, LDCs are lagging further 
behind. Among others, Broadband applications and services can 
contribute to innovative solutions for the LDCs in various areas that 
are important for their development, including e-health, e-education 
e-banking and, e-government. However, in 2015, fixed, higher quality 
broadband penetration in LDCs represented less than 1 per cent of 
subscriptions and mobile phone broadband less than 20 per cent of 
subscriptions. By comparison, in developed countries, the penetration 
rate is about 30 per cent for fixed broadband and 90 per cent for mobile 
broadband (see ITU, 2016).

To promote leveraging of investment in broadband for national 
development, OHRLLS held a regional meeting for African LDCs in 
March 2017 in Dakar, Senegal.8 There was a strong recognition at the 
meeting that stronger partnership between the private sector and 
national governments would lead to effective deployment and use of 
broadband. In addition, the need to subsidize deployment of broadband 
to underserved areas, in particular, rural areas was emphasised.

Railways and roads 

LDCs have been increasing investment in roads and railway, both within 
and across borders. In Mauritania, the construction of a vast network of 
intercity modern roads (about 4,600 km of paved roads) opened up the 
capitals of the regions and almost all sub-districts (Mauritania National 
Report, 2015). Between 2009/10 and 2014/15, the national level road 
length in Ethiopia increased from 48,800 to 58,247 kilometres (Ethiopia 
National Report, 2015). As highlighted by UN-OHRLLS (2016a)9,  Ethiopia, 
which is also landlocked, has experienced remarkably strong economic 
growth driven in part by public infrastructure investment. In addition, 
about 90 per cent of the 656 km railway line project running from 
Sebeta (Addis Ababa) to Dewonle (Djibouti border) were constructed 
(Ethiopia National Report, 2015).
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FIGURE 1.1. Structure of LDC economies
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The overall road network in Lao PDR increased from 39,584 km in 
2010 to 51,597 km in 2014. In addition, tarred roads increased from 
5,427 km in 2010 to 8,272 km in 2014. The Government has also taken 
important steps to develop national highways to link domestic roads to 
neighbouring countries along the economic corridors at the regional 
level, aligned with ASEAN integration (Lao PDR National Report, 2015). 

Given that LDCs face resource constraints, investment from other 
sources, including the private sector and development banks has the 
potential to strengthen productive capacity. Recent examples from the 
World Bank Private Participation in Infrastructure Database include the 
Dakar-Diamniadio Toll Road Extension in Senegal, with an investment 
of US$173 million, and the Kathmandu-Kulekhani-Hetauda Tunnel 
Highway in Nepal, totalling US$350 million. Much more investment 
and regulatory reform, however, are needed for LDCs to bridge their 
infrastructure gap and enable them to participate in global value 
chains.

For LDCs that are also landlocked, their competitiveness is hampered 
not only by infrastructure gaps but also high transport costs. Regional 
projects are therefore key to breaking these barriers to trade. One 
large cross-border infrastructure investment, which may be beneficial 
to some LDCs is the Chinese-led Belt and Road Initiative, which was 
launched in 2013. The Belt and Road covers, but is not limited to, the 
area of the ancient Silk Road. It is open to engagement with all countries, 
and international and regional organizations. So far, about 10 LDCs (9 
in Asia-Pacific and 1 in Africa) are participating in the initiative . The 
challenge for LDCs is that they risk major debt burdens from the loans 
sourced through this initiative.10 To avoid this, LDCs have to ensure 
that the returns of the projects will be adequate to fully cover the 
repayments to the creditors (see also Chapter 2 of this report). 

Air and maritime transport

The share of air freight of LDCs in world transport has marginally 
increased, from 0.8 per cent in 2014 to 0.9 per cent in 2015 (having 
nearly doubled from 0.47 per cent in 2010). Ethiopia and Bangladesh 
account for 85 per cent of the air freight of LDCs (accounting for 74 per 
cent and 11 per cent, respectively), while 12 LDCs have either zero or 
negligible air freight.

Maritime transport constitutes one of the main modes of transport 
through which most LDCs conduct international trade. The low share 
of LDC trade in global trade (see section 3.3.) could partly be a result of 
the high cost of trade. For example, the World Bank data11 shows that 
the average cost of exporting a standard 20-foot container for LDCs 
is about double of what it costs high income countries. In 2015, the 
cost to export a standard container for LDCs was about US$2,084 in 
comparison to US$1,006 for high income countries. 

The Liner Shipping Connectivity Index, which measures how well 
countries are connected to global shipping networks, declined 
slightly from 8.6 in 2015 to 8.2 in 2016, although this level is still 31 
per cent higher than that in 2011. In terms of the quality of maritime 
infrastructure, in 2015, the LDCs scored 2.9 on the World Economic 

Forum Quality of Port Infrastructure measure (which ranges from 1 to 
7), not far behind developing countries as a whole at 3.5.

Some LDCs have been implementing measures that considerably 
reduce trade transaction costs and delays at border crossing points. 
Through initiatives such as the improvement of customs procedures 
and the use of modern container handling equipment, the United 
Republic of Tanzania has been able to reduce average container dwell 
time from 13.3 days as of 2010/11 to 10.3 days in 2014/15 (Tanzania 
National Report, 2015). Another example is the one-stop border post, 
which is at Chirundu Border between Zambia and Zimbabwe. The 
application of an automated system for customs data and one-stop 
border posts at Chirundu has cut the border crossing time from nine 
days to about nine hours (UN, 2014b).

 3.1.2. ENERGY

While there has been some progress in access to electricity in LDCs, the 
vast majority of population in LDCs still do not have access to electricity. 
As depicted in figure 1.2., the percentage of the population in LDCs with 
access to electricity increased, on average, from 32.3 per cent in 2010 
to 38.3 per cent in 2014. In 2000, access to electricity in LDCs, was only 
about 22 per cent. 

Progress in LDCs in the Asia-Pacific region was faster than those LDCs in 
Africa. Remarkable progress was particularly observed in Afghanistan 
where access to electricity more than doubled and reached almost 
90 per cent between 2010 and 2014. According to the World Bank and 
International Energy Agency (2017), with an increase of 10.2 percentage 
points a year between 2012 and 2014, Afghanistan progressed rapidly 
by making greater use of off-grid solar energy. The increase could 
also be attributed to significant investments in the energy sector. 
According to the International Monetary Fund (IMF) (2014a), the 
Asian Development Bank (ADB) has invested around US$883 million 
in Afghanistan’s energy sector, and committed an additional US$950 
million to strengthen the country’s energy supply chain. ADB-assisted 
projects have added 590 km of transmission lines, providing electricity 
to more than five million people. 

Other LDCs in Asia that significantly increased access to electricity, by 
at least 10 percentage points between 2010 and 2014 or more includes 
Lao PDR, Nepal, Bhutan and Cambodia. With this increase, Bhutan 
reached universal access to electricity in 2014. 

8 - More information available at http://unohrlls.org/event/ldcs-regional-meet-
ing-senegal/  
9 - http://www.ipoareview.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/Lessons_
Learned_5years_Implement_IPoA_LDCs_lowres.pdf
10 -The LDCs participating in the initiative are: Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Bhutan, 
Cambodia, Ethiopia, Lao PDR, Myanmar, Nepal, Timor-Leste and Yemen. See: 
https://eng.yidaiyilu.gov.cn/info/iList.jsp?cat_id=10076   
11 - See the Cost to export (US$ per container) data from the World Development 
Indicators. In this measure, all the fees associated with completing the procedures 
to export or import the goods are included. These include costs for documents, 
administrative fees for customs clearance and technical control, customs broker 
fees, terminal handling charges and inland transport. The cost measure does not 
include tariffs or trade taxes.
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Among the African LDCs, the fastest progress (an increase of at least 10 
per cent or more) between 2010 and 2014 was observed in Comoros, 
Rwanda and Guinea Bissau. The growth in access to electricity has 
been uneven. In about 15 African LDCs, access to electricity is less than 
20 per cent. Furthermore, in five LDCs, the percentage of population 
with access to electricity declined in the period from 2010 to 2014. 

Likewise, a disproportionately higher population in urban areas has 
access to electricity relative to the rural residents. In 2014, almost 68 
per cent of the urban population had access to electricity in comparison 
to only 26.5 per cent of the rural population. 

Factors hindering faster growth of access to energy include the slow 
expansion of energy supply, high user fees, owing in part to an energy 
mix that is tilted towards fuel-powered energy plants, and enduring 
losses in the transmission and distribution of electricity as well as the 
lack of investment. The notable improvement in the competitiveness 
of renewable power generation technologies offers new opportunities 
to many LDCs to increase access and make such technologies more 
affordable and accessible.

3.1.3. SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION 

Science, Technology and Innovation (STI) can play an important role 
in stimulating economic growth and improving wellbeing in LDCs. 
However, LDCs are lagging behind these critical areas, which are key 
drivers for the structural transformation of their economies. For 
instance, citizens of LDCs (both residents and non-residents) filed a 
total of 542 patents in 2014, down from 639 in 2010. As a comparison, 
516 patents were filed in Sri Lanka alone in 2013. Furthermore, the 
filing of patents was concentrated in only a few LDCs, with Bangladesh 
accounting for 54 per cent, Cambodia for 12 per cent and Yemen for 

another 10 per cent. Patent filing among the African LDCs was led by 
Madagascar and Zambia, with 6 per cent and 7 per cent of the total, 
respectively. 

In 2013, only 0.3 per cent of the scientific and technical articles published 
in journals worldwide came from LDCs (up from 0.27 per cent in 2010), 
which corresponds to 7.2 articles per 1 million people. The limited data 
relating to expenditure on research and development in LDCs indicates 
that it is probably less than 0.5 per cent of GDP, compared with 1.4 
per cent in developing countries. This low rate of spending explains 
in part the limited use of advanced technology in the economies of 
LDCs. Other obstacles to technological diffusion include isolation from 
global research networks, limited domestic capacities in science and 
technology and the lack of technicians and researchers in research and 
development.

On 23 December 2016, the General Assembly officially established 
the Technology Bank for the LDCs as a new United Nations institution, 
which is a long-standing priority of the LDCs provided for in the Istanbul 
Programme of Action and reiterated in Sustainable Development 
Goal 17. The Bank is a major step forward for LDCs to enhance STI, 
and contribute towards building productive capacity and achieving 
sustainable development. The Technology Bank aims to build national 
and regional capacities in the areas of intellectual property rights 
and technology-related policies, as well as to facilitate the transfer of 
technologies on voluntary and mutually agreed terms and conditions. 
It will however be critical to establish the financial base for the full oper-
ationalisation of the Technology Bank, as called for in SDG target 17.8. 
This will ensure that all LDCs can benefit from the new institution.

FIGURE 1.2. Access to electricity, per cent of population
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Urban, 56.59

Urban, 52.07

Rural, 19.44

Rural, 9.55

Rural, 5.82

Source of Data: WDI.
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12 - See https://www.wfp.org/news/news-release/famine-hits-parts-south-
sudan?_ga=1.71673363.1000305056.1485257737 and http://www.ipcinfo.org/
ipcinfo-detail-forms/ipcinfo-map-detail/en/c/471270/ 
13 - https://www.unicef.org/progressforchildren/2007n6/index_41503.htm 

 3.1.4. PRIVATE SECTOR DEVELOPMENT

There has been some improvement in creating an enabling environment 
for the private sector in LDCs. As highlighted in the Report of the 
Inter-agency Task Force (UN, 2017a), since 2004, the cost of starting 
a business in LDCs has fallen by more than 80 per cent, on average. 
Given that one of the most common obstacles to business operations is 
access to finance, the report emphasises that an enabling environment 
must incorporate inclusive finance as a core component of financial 
and private sector development. 

Several LDCs, including Bhutan (73rd), Rwanda (56th), Vanuatu (83rd) 
and Zambia (98th) are among the top 100 in the overall ranking of the 
Doing Business indicators. Fourteen LDCs were ranked among the top 
100 for starting a business and seven were in the top 100 for trading 
across borders. 

Several obstacles need to be overcome if LDCs are to benefit more 
concretely from FDI, including on infrastructure, employment 
creation, skills transfer and, linkages between foreign-owned and local 
enterprises (UN, 2017a). In the private sector, the prevalence of small 
firms hampers inter-firm linkages and reduces the scope for innovation 
and economies of scale, which is constraining productivity growth in 
LDCs. 

Poor or limited physical infrastructure is one of the most fundamental 
constraints facing LDCs. Other obstacles to private sector development 
are high transport and transaction costs and trade barriers, which limit 
the competitiveness of LDCs in global markets. In general, additional 
investments in the productive sector, in particular, high quality 
infrastructure are needed to spur growth and meet the IPoA objectives 
and the SDGs.

3.2. Agriculture, food security and rural development

The majority of the population in LDCs live in rural areas, 68.6 per cent 
in 2015. As agriculture is the most dominant source of food, income and 
employment in rural areas, it has a direct impact on wellbeing of the 
rural population. In addition, development of agriculture can indirectly 
alleviate rural poverty because the state of agriculture influences that 
of the non-farm rural economy (FAO, 2010). 

One good indicator of assessing agricultural performance is agricultural 
productivity, an FAO index that shows the relative level of the aggregate 
volume of agricultural production for each year in comparison with the 
base period 2004-2006. The results show that in LDCs, agricultural 
productivity remained constant from 2010 to 2014. The index of 
production per capita stood at around 112.3 relative to the baseline 
of 100 from the 2004-2006. Another important indicator is the share 
of agriculture in GDP. As highlighted in section 3.1., the contribution of 
agriculture to GDP in 2011 and 2015 was about the same at 26.4 and 
26.6 per cent, respectively. 

The use of fertilizer increased only marginally for LDCs in Africa, from 
24.1 kg per hectare of arable land in 2013 to 26.7 kg in 2014. For LDCs in 

Asia, the use of fertilizer was much higher, with 81.7 kg in 2014. However, 
this was driven mainly by very high use in Bangladesh and Nepal. Most 
other Asian countries used around 20 kg of fertilizer. Irrigation is also 
the exception in most LDCs, with only 8.3 per cent of total agricultural 
land being irrigated.

Unarguably, increasing the growth of agricultural output and 
productivity is central to boosting incomes in LDCs. This may require 
significant public investment in rural public goods to strengthen 
markets and promote the adoption of new technologies (World Bank, 
2017e). 

It is important to note that some of the LDCs have also been hit by 
non-macroeconomic shocks such as conflict and weather related 
disasters (see section 3.6). The state of conflict and political instability 
can severely undermine crop production and rural livelihoods. Of 
immediate concern in some of the LDCs, including Somalia, South Sudan 
and Yemen is the severe state of food insecurity and in some parts of 
South Sudan, famine has been declared with about 4.9 million (roughly 
42 per cent of the population) estimated to be severely food insecure.12 
In addition and as highlighted in the World Bank (2017e) report, severe 
weather conditions caused a sharp fall in agricultural production in 
some LDCs (Ethiopia, Haiti, Malawi, Mozambique, Rwanda, Uganda) 
and contributed to food insecurity (Ethiopia, Malawi).

Thus, support for the agricultural sector in LDCs needs to be revitalised, 
including through agricultural extension services and urban-rural 
connectivity. Furthermore, support is needed to develop climate-resis-
tant higher-yield varieties of staple foods in LDCs.

Regarding nutrition in LDCs, the prevalence of undernourishment —
which is a measure of the percentage of the population whose food 
intake is insufficient to meet dietary energy requirements continuously 
— has slightly declined. The level of undernourishment declined from 
24.9 per cent to 22.3 per cent in 2010 and 2015, respectively. 

Stunting levels in LDCs are still quite high. Stunting, or low height for 
age, is caused by long-term insufficient nutrient intake and frequent 
infections. While the survey coverage among LDCs is low, the median 
value in 2010 shows that about 40 per cent of the children below five 
were stunted. The effects of stunting are largely irreversible. They 
include delayed motor development, impaired cognitive function and 
poor school performance. Nutrition must be given higher priority in 
national development if the SDGs are to be achieved.13 

3.3. Trade14

The share of LDCs’ export in world trade declined to 0.97 per cent in 
2015 from 1.09 per cent in 2014, for the first time below 1 per cent since 
2007 and further below the IPoA and SDG target of 2 per cent. The 
concentration of LDC merchandise exports has shifted with 67 per cent 
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consisting of primary commodities, precious stones and nonmonetary 
gold in 2015, down from 76 per cent in 2014. This is partly due to the 
recent decline in commodity prices but also the increasing importance 
of clothing exports, mainly from Bangladesh and Cambodia.

In 2015, China was the top destination for LDC merchandise exports, 
followed by the European Union (EU) and the United States, which were 
the top destinations in 2005. Other developing countries like India, 
Thailand, South Africa and Saudi Arabia also feature in the top ten 
export markets in 2015. 

World Trade Organization (WTO) Members continued to provide 
duty-free and quota-free (DFQF) market access for LDC products in 
2016. The preferential LDC schemes of Australia, New Zealand, Norway 
and Switzerland provide full duty-free market access for LDC exports. 
For Canada, Chile, the EU and Japan, 97 per cent or more of their tariff 
lines are free of duty for products originating from LDCs. In 2014, China 
and India considerably improved the duty-free coverage of their LDC 
schemes, with around 95 per cent of their tariff lines being free of 
any import duty. Imports from LDCs were subject to trade-weighted 
average duties of 0.3 per cent and 1.4 per cent in China and India, 
respectively. 

The transparency of rules of origin related to trade preferences has 
further increased. On 1 January 2017, the EU, Norway and Switzerland 
introduced a new system of self-certification of origin for registered 
exporters from LDCs. However, rules of origins and other obstacles still 
constrain the use of trade preferences.

In 2015, LDCs’ exports of commercial services expanded to US$36 
billion, up by 1 per cent. The share of LDCs’ exports in world exports of 
commercial services increased to 0.8 per cent. LDCs’ services exports 
continue to be dominated by low- to middle-skilled services sectors, 
such as travel (tourism) and transport. 

Progress has been registered in the area of preferential treatment for 
LDC services and service suppliers. Following the decision on the LDC 
services waiver at the Nairobi WTO Ministerial Conference, Members 
have continued work on the operationalization of the waiver. As of 
2016, 23 Members have notified their service preferences for LDCs at 
the WTO.

The Midterm Review included the objective of increasing aid for trade 
support, and to strive to allocate an increasing proportion of Aid for 
Trade (AfT) to the LDCs. In 2015, AfT disbursements to LDCs amounted 
to US$10.5 billion, representing a nominal increase of 18 per cent as 
compared to average disbursements during 2009-2011. Economic 
infrastructure projects benefitted from more than half of AfT flows 
to LDCs, while agriculture received more than a quarter of flows. AfT 
flows to LDCs represented 27 per cent of total disbursements in 2015, 
compared to 25 per cent in 2014. The Enhanced Integrated Framework 
(EIF), which assists LDCs at integrating trade into their development 
strategies, provided support for 134 projects with a total allocation of 
US$200.6 million in its first phase from 2009 to 2015. The majority of EIF 
projects are co-financed by the LDCs themselves. Phase Two of the EIF 

will run from 2016 to 2022.15 Resources for AfT including the EIF need to 
be stepped up to overcome trade constraints of LDCs.

The IPoA called for the facilitation and acceleration of accession 
negotiations with LDCs based on the LDC accession guidelines. At 
present, 36 out of 48 LDCs are WTO Members. Two LDCs, Afghanistan 
and Liberia, officially acceded the WTO in July 2016, and accession 
negotiations were initiated for two other LDCs, Somalia and Timor-Leste, 
in December 2016. Six additional LDCs are currently in the process of 
accession (Bhutan, Comoros, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Sudan, Sao 
Tomé and Principe).

The Trade Facilitation Agreement of the WTO entered into force on 22 
February 2017 with ratifications from Chad and Rwanda. According to 
a WTO study, LDCs are likely to see an increase of up to 35 per cent 
of the number of new products exported once the Agreement is fully 
implemented. This could have a positive impact on LDCs terms of trade, 
as the total value of exports from LDCs is likely to increase.

The IPoA called for the acceptance of the amendment to Article 31 
of the Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property 
Rights (TRIPS). The Protocol Amending the TRIPS Agreement entered 
into force on 23 January 2017, allowing LDCs and countries with limited 
manufacturing capacity facing public health problems to import 
generic medicines from third country producers under compulsory 
licensing arrangements.

3.4. Commodities

While LDCs are largely primary commodity exporters, the percentage 
of exports of their primary commodities declined significantly from 
an average of 80 per cent in 2011 to 67 per cent in 2015. The decline 
in merchandise exports was mainly observed in fuels (21 percentage 
points). However, export of manufactured goods increased by about 12 
percentage points during the same time period.  

These changes occurred within a context of continued decline of 
commodity prices post 2011/12 when the last price spikes were 
experienced (see figure 1.3). On account of strong supply from oil 
producing countries, annual crude petroleum prices declined sharply 
by over 50 per cent, between 2011 and 2015. Deteriorating terms of 
trade led to economic contraction in most of the net oil-exporting LDCs 
including Angola, Chad, South Sudan, Equatorial Guinea and Yemen. 

After hitting a 10-year low in January 2016, oil prices modestly 
recovered in 2016 but remained below the 2012 to 2014 prices. The 
slight recovery was mostly due to involuntary production outages that 
brought balance to the oil market (IMF, 2016h). In particular, oil prices 
edged up further following agreements by the Russian Federation and 
the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) to cut 
crude oil production in 2017 (UN-DESA, 2017). Many commodity-ex-
porting countries could have experienced some improvement in terms 

14 - This section is largely based on WTO (2016).
15 - See: http://www.enhancedif.org/ 
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of trade over the course of 2016, as commodity prices recovered from 
the lows reached in early 2016. 

However, as international oil prices are expected to remain relatively 
low for the foreseeable future, and given that the remaining lifetime 
of oil reserves is limited, LDCs should anchor their macroeconomic 
policies on enhancing productive capacities to achieve structural 
transformation.

Some non-fuel commodity prices also weakened, with the price of food 
declining by about 22 per cent between 2011 and 2015. The decline in 
food prices were primarily driven by a drop in cereal prices, owing to 
higher global cereal production. In 2016, food prices increased slightly 
by 4 per cent, on average. Recent decreases in food prices have made 
food less expensive for the urban poor, while negatively affecting the 
incomes of rural food producers. Furthermore, price declines and 
volatility have increased uncertainty and reduced investments in 
agriculture. 

The price of metals have risen from lows in early 2016 on account 
of strong demand, partly from China’s stimulus to the property and 
construction sectors. In general, commodity prices are expected to 
remain low in the near-term, thus, further weakening growth prospects 
for commodity exporters.

Net LDC oil-importers, who are expected to gain from low prices 
resulting from improving terms of trade, exhibited subdued growth 
rates. This suggests that the effect of the declining prices on the 

economic activities in oil-importing LDCs has been limited. 

The deterioration in economic prospects for the majority of the net-oil 
exporters underscores the need for LDCs to develop a wider export 
base. It is essential to develop mechanisms to mitigate and manage 
the risks associated with the commodity price shocks. For example, 
commodity-rich countries could create sovereign wealth funds or 
stabilisation funds that can be utilised during periods of significant 
reduction in commodity revenue. 

3.5. Human and social development

3.5.1. EDUCATION AND TRAINING 

Although substantial progress has been made since the beginning 
of the decade, universal primary education remains a challenge for 
many LDCs. Net primary enrolment stands at 83.2 per cent for 2014, 
compared to 81.9 per cent in 2010. About 32 million children of primary 
age were not attending school in the LDCs for the period 2009-2015. 
The rate of enrolment in secondary education was low compared to 
other developing countries. For the period 2009-2015, 19.4 millions of 
adolescents of lower secondary age were not enrolled.

The cohort of children of primary and secondary education age was 
343 million in 2015, which represents 19.4 per cent of the world total. 
In total, almost 40 per cent of all out-of-school children and adolescent 
in the world are in LDCs (UNESCO, 2016). High pupil-to-teacher ratios, 
poor infrastructure, inadequate training and deficiencies in equipment 
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contributed to subpar educational outcomes. 

The gross enrolment ratio in tertiary education was less than 9 per 
cent in 2013 compared with 33 per cent worldwide. There have been 
important initiatives in the area of tertiary education in various LDCs. 
For instance, Senegal, Malawi and Mali have founded new universities 
in recent years while Afghanistan has doubled its university enrolment 
between 2011 and 2014.

As skills development is crucial for both productive capacity building 
and human and social development, it needs to be prioritized. 
Investment in education infrastructure with an enhanced focus on 
qualifications for which there is high demand is needed. Furthermore, 
understanding the interlinkages between improvements in health 
and nutrition and better educational outcomes should be taken into 
account when designing policy interventions.

3.5.2. POPULATION AND PRIMARY HEALTH 

The LDC population was 954 million in 2015, an increase of 43 per cent 
since 2000. Projections indicate that this trend will persist, with an 
estimated increase of population of 38.9 per cent between 2015 and 
2030. As a result, the population of current LDCs will represent 15.6 
per cent of worldwide population, an increase of 2.6 percentage points 
since 2015 (UN Population Division, 2015).

Maternal mortality continues to be high. The number of maternal 
deaths per 100,000 live births was 435 in 2015 for the LDCs. Less than 
40 per cent of mothers benefit from a postnatal health check within 
two days of birth. In fact, 44.5 per cent of the world’s maternal deaths 
in 2015 occurred in the LDCs, whose population only represents 12.9 
per cent of the total world population.

The large segment of the population living in rural areas, where there is 
limited access to adequate health facilities and skilled personnel, pose 
additional difficulties for the adequate provision of services. 

In order to improve health systems in the LDCs, better infrastructure, 
improved legislation and better coordination are critical. More 
skilled personnel, also in rural areas, constitutes a central element of 
addressing high maternal mortality.

3.5.3. YOUTH DEVELOPMENT 

The LDCs median age in 2015 was 19.7, the lowest of any country 
grouping. The fertility rate, which was 4.27 for the period 2010-2015, 
was also high compared to other developing countries. 

The demographic profile of the LDCs, with higher proportion of 
youth than other country groupings, presents these countries 
with the challenge of providing adequate education and decent 
employment opportunities for a large youth population. Although 
there is limited data available, the International Labour Organization 
(ILO) has found that the incidence of workers who are unable to lift 
themselves out of poverty is higher for the working youth (ILO, 2016). 

The lack of educational opportunities, marginalization and low trust 
in the prospects of a better future are important societal factors that 
contribute to the involvement of young people in violence. Furthermore, 
post-conflict settings, which often see a rise in migration to urban 
areas, lack of opportunities together with the traumatic consequences 
of armed conflicts, can lead to an increase in violence.  

Reducing barriers to skills development and technical and vocational 
education and training, starting from the secondary level, and 
providing lifelong learning opportunities is a centerpiece in the path 
towards sustainable development in the LDCs.

The high population growth in the LDCs is greater than growth in 
enrolment rates in higher education. Students in LDCs account for 4 
per cent of all tertiary students in the world, but 7 per cent of all inter-
nationally mobile students.  

3.5.4. SHELTER 

In 2015, 68.6 per cent of the population of the LDCs lived in rural areas, 
down from 70.6 per cent in 2011. Internal migration from rural areas 
has resulted in an increasing share of the population living in urban 
areas, from 24.4 per cent in 2000 to 31.9 per cent in 2016. Projections 
indicate that the urban population of the LDCs will reach 39.3 per cent 
of their total population by 2030.

Currently, over half (51 per cent) of the urban population of the LDCs 
live in small cities of less than 300,000 inhabitants. These cities will 
experience high population growth, forecasted at 3 per cent per year 
from 2014 to 2030. It is estimated that the number of cities between 
five to ten million inhabitants will increase tenfold in the LDCs. The 
increase in urban population is often not accompanied by necessary 
services and adequate urban infrastructure. As cities grow, inequalities 
in access to essential services, such as health and sanitation, also 
increase. In addition, external shocks, such as epidemic emergencies, 
are compounded by poor infrastructure. 

The following are examples that can help transform cities into engines 
of growth and sustainable development for the LDCs: enhancing 
participation of citizens in the articulation of local-level development 
policies in urban areas; promoting community development and 
strengthening institution and democratic culture can help in being 
more effective at managing urbanization in highly complex situations;  
increasing the linkages between urban and rural areas by better 
integrating activities through enhanced infrastructure; and, enhancing 
access to markets and increasing non-farm sources of income in rural 
areas, which can help to build positive links between rural and urban 
areas.

3.5.5. WATER AND SANITATION 

Between 2011 and 2015, 39 million people have gained access to an 
improved source for drinking water in the LDCs, an increase of 7.8 per 
cent. Yet, 30.8 per cent of the population lacked access in 2015. In rural 
areas, 38.3 per cent of the population doesn’t have access versus 14.3 
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per cent in urban areas.

In 2015, 62.5 per cent of the population did not have access to improved 
sanitation facilities, which represents a decrease of 1 per cent with 
respect to 2014. Since 2011, 62.9 million people have gained access, an 
increase of 21 per cent over the period 2011-2015.

Governance structures at the local level, while taking into account 
context, practices and traditions, should ensure that access of the 
poorest to water and sanitation is prioritized. It should also include 
management enhancements, for example in the areas of conflict 
resolution, billing, meter reading, repairing, and chlorination.

3.5.6. GENDER EQUALITY AND THE EMPOWERMENT OF WOMEN

While eleven LDCs – based on available data – have achieved gender 
parity at the primary level, none of the LDCs has achieved it in enrolment 
at the secondary and tertiary levels. Disparities are larger in secondary 
education, although some countries display significant progress. The 
gender gap for tertiary education remains very wide. 

Women representation in parliament has consistently increased over 
the last 10 years. As of March 2017, 23.25 per cent seats of parliaments 
in LDCs were held by women, up from 20.7 per cent in 2011 and slightly 
over the world average. Six of the top twenty countries by percentage 
of parliamentary seats held by women were LDCs.16  

Resources for family planning in the LDCs remain limited, with only 
36.3 per cent of women in reproductive age, that are married or in a 
union, using modern contraceptive methods and 22 per cent with 
unmet needs for family planning. This constitutes an important 
factor in addressing challenges associated to gender equality in the 
LDCs. In addition, poor access to reproductive health constitutes a 
serious limitation to women’s fundamental rights. Addressing the 
development challenges of the LDCs is inextricably linked to achieving 
gender equality and empowering girls and women to have a productive 
and fulfilling life. For example, facilitating access to land, as well as to 
inputs such as seeds, fertilizers, climate smart technologies, can not 
only dramatically improve the lives of women in rural areas, but also 
contribute to addressing poverty, combat climate change and enhance 
human development.

3.5.7. SOCIAL PROTECTION 

Underemployment and precarious employment constitutes a serious 
challenge for the LDCs, with over a third of the total employed population 
living in extreme poverty. In 2014, employment to population ratio was 
69.4 per cent for the population over 15 years. For those between 15 
and 24 years old, the ratio was 53.4.

The structural features of the economies of many LDCs make the 
creation of decent employment difficult. Employment growth for the 
LDCs between 2000 and 2014 was 2.8 per cent per annum, for adults 
3.3 per cent per annum and for youth only 2.2 per cent, thus lower than 
average growth rates for the same period. 

In the LDCs, coverage of social protection and labor reaching the 
poorest quintile of the population was 20.7 per cent, using the latest 
available value since 2009. Limited domestic resources constrain the 
ability of the public sector to increase social spending (see Chapter 2, 
Section 3).

3.6. Multiple crises and other emerging challenges

3.6.1. ECONOMIC SHOCKS  

Global uncertainties continued to affect LDCs, and, in specific countries, 
there has been significant economic disruption arising from conflicts, 
natural disasters and the Ebola virus outbreak as well as declining 
commodity prices, leading to lower growth (see section 3.4 for a 
discussion on commodities). 

The average ratio of total reserves to external debt in LDCs decreased to 
52.4 per cent from 55 per cent the previous year, with an improvement 
registered only in eight countries. Fourteen LDCs increased their 
foreign exchange reserves over the past year. However, on average, 
debt servicing as a percentage of exports increased in these countries 
to 7.5 per cent from 6 per cent, with four LDCs improving performance. 

The countries most affected by the 2014-2015 Ebola outbreak in West 
Africa were Sierra Leone, Liberia and Guinea, all of which are LDCs, 
with approximately11,310 deaths in the three countries (WHO, 2016). 
The World Bank estimated that the total fiscal impact felt by these 
countries in 2014 was over half a billion dollars, nearly 5 percent of 
their combined GDP. In addition, investor aversion further diminished 
the growth estimates leading to about US$1.6 billion of forgone income 
across the three countries in 2015. 

3.6.2. CLIMATE CHANGE AND ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY  

The past year saw global temperatures reach a record high. Meanwhile 
sea level continued to rise unabated, while sea ice reached exceptionally 
low levels. The strong El Niño event compounded warming from 
long-term climate change caused by greenhouse gas emissions. Severe 
droughts threatened millions across southern and eastern Africa and 
Central America. Tropical storms caused widespread suffering, while 
heavy rains and floods hit eastern and southern Asia. The LDCs were 
severely affected by these events (see table A.6.c.). Food insecurity 
and the threat of famine threatened several of these countries, and 
climate-induced migration was reported to be on the rise in the LDCs 
in the Pacific region. 

Some progress has, however, been made in supporting the LDCs in 
addressing the challenge of climate change. By the end of March 2017, 
the total cumulative donor pledges to the Least Developed Countries 
Fund for National Adaptation Programmes of Actions (NAPAs) 
amounted to US$1.22 billion, while paid contributions totalled US$1.14

16 - Rwanda (61.3%), Senegal (42.7%), Mozambique (39.6%), Ethiopia (38.8%), 
Timor-Leste (38.5%) and Angola (38.20%). These percentages correspond to 
percentage of seats occupied by women in the lower house. Depending on the 
configuration of the political system, some countries also have upper house or 
senate. 
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billion. A total of US$41.7 million from the Fund was made available 
to support national adaptation plans in five LDCs under the National 
Adaptation Plan Global Support Programme. 

In addition, the Green Climate Fund (GCF) has allotted $3 million per 
country towards the formulation of national adaptation plans. Liberia 
and Nepal have already accessed this funding. Furthermore, under the 
Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme of the Fund, for which 
there is an allocation of up to US$1 million per country per year, a total 
of $5.8 million has been committed to 20 LDCs. Many LDCs, however, 
have difficulties accessing and absorbing climate finance owing to 
complicated application and implementation procedures, as well as 
limited institutional capacity. Furthermore, these amounts only meet a 
small fraction of the estimated overall funding required for adaptation. 
A more detailed discussion of climate change finance is available in 
chapter 2 of this report.

Forests contribute to mitigating climate change by sequestering 
carbon dioxide. They also help to preserve biological diversity, combat 
soil erosion and provide ecosystem services and economic benefits. 
Deforestation continues to be an issue of concern in LDCs, with 
forested areas declining over the past year in in all but three of these 
countries. 

3.6.3. DISASTER RISK REDUCTION  

Disasters caused by extreme weather events such as droughts, tropical 
cyclones and severe storms, floods and heat waves lead to significant 
loss of life and socioeconomic impacts. Disasters can significantly 
compromise development and growth, particularly in countries with 
the least capacity to respond. 

In October 2016, the south of Haiti was hit by Hurricane Mathew. Much 
of the area’s infrastructure was destroyed, including communications, 
transport, health facilities and schools. In March 2017, Cyclone Enawo 
affected almost half a million people in Madagascar, destroying more 
than 40,000 houses and up to 85 per cent of the planted subsistence 
crops in some areas. The 2015 Nepal earthquake affected 5.6 million 
people. Rebuilding Nepal required an investment of about US$7 
billion, which is approximately one-third of its annual GDP. In an ag-
riculture-dominated country such as Malawi, a drought would cause 
an estimated annual loss equivalent to 1 per cent of GDP as well as 
result in an additional 2.1 million people falling below the poverty line. 
In Ethiopia, the 2015 drought contributed to a loss of US$1.4 billion to 
the economy (2.5 per cent of GDP), and a serious shortage of food due 
to failure of successive harvests.17 In Vanuatu, the average historical 
annual losses from natural disasters since 2001 exceed 40 per cent of 
annual average public investment (UNISDR, 2015). 

The Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030, 
adopted at the Third United Nations World Conference on Disaster 
Risk Reduction (see General Assembly resolution 69/283, annex II), 
recognizes the special needs faced by LDCs (as well as certain other 
groups of countries), in view of their higher vulnerability and risk 
levels, which often greatly exceed their capacity to respond to and 

recover from disasters. In response to Sendai target 18 (g), the United 
Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction, the World Meteorological 
Organization and the World Bank, together with other partners, 
launched the Climate Risk and Early Warning Systems initiative, which 
aims to increase significantly the capacity for multi-hazard early warning 
systems in Small Island Developing States (SIDS) and LDCs. Under this 
initiative, by 2020, all relevant SIDS and LDCs are expected to have at 
least moderate early warning systems and risk information capacities. 
The initiative aims to mobilize US$100 million by 2020 in order to fill the 
gaps in the exiting bilateral and multilateral cooperation programmes. 
A trust fund hosted by the Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and 
Recovery will support the development of implementing institutions 
and organizations and their activities.

3.7. Good governance at all levels 

There has been some improvement with respect to governance in 
LDCs. In 2016 Bhutan ratified the United Nations Convention against 
Corruption, bringing the total number of LDCs being party to the 
agreement to 43. SDG target 16.5, which focuses on substantially 
reducing corruption and bribery in all their forms, is expected to 
encourage efforts to curb corruption, which could be fostered through 
enhanced participation in Extractive Industry Transparency Initiative 
(EITI) and the spread of e-governance.

As at end of 2015, 14 LDCs were considered compliant with the EITI, 
and eight LDCs were EITI candidate countries. Implementing the EITI 
Standard improves government systems can lead to improved tax 
collection and budgetary planning. It also signals commitment to the 
transparent and accountable management of natural resources. Out of 
the 8 countries found to have made meaningful progress towards the 
new 2016 EITI Standard four are LDCs (Liberia, Mali, Mauritania and Sao 
Tome and Principe).18 

Liberia was the second country in the world and the first in Africa 
to have demonstrated compliance with the EITI Rules back in 2009. 
Liberia underwent the first EITI Validation under the EITI Standard and 
demonstrated meaningful progress despite the Ebola disruption. The 
initial findings of the Validation exercise in 2017 suggest that Liberia 
has taken advantage of the political commitment that arose from the 
devastating civil war to build a platform that has generated real change 
(EITI, 2017).

E-government aims at increasing participation in decision making, 
and making public institutions more transparent and accountable 
through electronic and mobile services. It can contribute to making 
public services delivery more effective, accessible and responsive to 
people’s needs. Bridging the digital divide has been identified as a 
crucial factor for advances in e-government. Making data, for example 
on government spending, available online is also a crucial element of 
enhanced transparency. There is empirical evidence that countries 
with high corruption rates in the public sector generally score poorly on 
their ability to deliver public services via ICTs, including the provision of 
open government data.
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The average E-government Development index (EGDI) for LDCs 
increased somewhat from 0.21 in 2014 to 0.24 in 2016. The number 
of LDCs with EGDI values of less than 0.25 remained constant at 29 
in 2016. Most of these LDCs have extremely low ratings for telecom-
munications infrastructure. Countries that have progressed from 
low- to middle-EGDI levels are Nepal, Togo and Zambia. The highest 
EGDI ratings of more than 0.45 are held by Bangladesh, Bhutan, 
Uganda and United Republic of Tanzania. Meanwhile the Democratic 
Republic of Congo, Madagascar and Yemen have fallen from middle- to 
low-EGDI levels due to adverse political and socio-economic conditions 
(UN-DESA, 2016b).

LDCs are disproportionally affected by armed conflict. Of the 14 
countries with grave violations against children during armed conflict 
on the agenda of the Security Council, 9 were LDCs in 2015. This has 
long-term effects on development outcomes as it destroys productive 
assets and social capital. Children are especially vulnerable in armed 
conflicts and suffer long-term consequences due to lack of education 
and poor health. Children are also most at risk in the three famine 
affected LDCs - Somalia, South Sudan and Yemen - with around 1 
million at imminent risk of death in 2017 from severe malnutrition. 
Furthermore, armed conflicts have resulted in forced displacement, 
internally and externally (UN, 2016b). Thus, LDCs and development 
partners need to put more emphasis on conflict prevention.

The availability of data in the LDCs to monitor progress towards the 
goals and targets of the IPoA has improved since 2011 but in some 
areas large gaps remain. For example on poverty, enrolment in tertiary 
education and remittances, no internationally comparable data are 
available for recent years, in about a quarter or more LDCs. Thus, more 
support needs to be provided to LDCs to collect and process timely 
and accurate data, which could improve their planning and monitoring 
processes.

Concurrently, LDCs need to build strong and independent institutions 
to promote structural transformation and sustainable development, 
based on constitutionalism and the rule of law, including an 
independent judiciary, representative political institutions, effective 
regulatory bodies and law enforcement agencies that uphold property 
rights. Similarly, strong leadership at the political and technical levels 
is crucial to implement the plans and visions for shared growth and 
development (UN-ECA, 2017).

At the same time governance of global systems need to take into 
account the situation of the most vulnerable countries, as progress in 
this area has been very slow. In line with the Addis Agenda, the voice 
of developing countries and especially LDCs in international economic 
decision making and norm-setting processes needs to increase (UN, 
2017a).

4. PERFORMANCE AND PROSPECTS TOWARDS 
GRADUATION  

Progress towards the target of half the number of LDCs meeting the 
criteria for graduation by 2020 has accelerated in recent years, as 

various countries met the graduation threshold for the first time in 
2015.After being part of the LDC category for 34 years, Equatorial 
Guinea graduated in June 2017, three and half years after the adoption 
by the General Assembly of resolution A/RES/68/18, reducing the 
number of LDCs to 47 (see box 1.1.). Nine additional LDCs reached the 
graduation thresholds in 2015. Out of these, Vanuatu is scheduled 
to graduate in 2020 and Angola in 2021. Five LDCs (Bhutan, Nepal, 
Sao Tome and Principe, Solomon Islands and Timor-Leste) met the 
graduation thresholds for the first time in 2015. These five LDCs and 
Kiribati,19  which met the graduation thresholds for the second time in 
2015, will be considered for possible graduation at the next triennial 
review of the Committee for Development Policy in 2018.

The LDCs that are scheduled for graduation are at different stages 
of preparations for a smooth transition.21 The government of Angola 
has started to work on a road map for a smooth transition strategy 
with support of the United Nations system and has established a 
multi-stakeholder Advisory Committee. As part of this process, the 
Government is engaging in a consultative process with relevant 
stakeholders, including development and trading partners as well 
as the private sector. The graduation of Vanuatu, which continues to 
recover from Cyclone Pam, was postponed to 2020,22 which gives it 
more time to prepare a transition strategy. 

With respect to supporting acceleration of efforts towards graduation 
and smooth transition the United Nations development system 
has stepped up its activities, led by OHRLLS. For example in 2016, a 
mission to Angola was undertaken to support the country in the 
development of its road map. The mission provided an opportunity 
to have a dialogue between government officials, development 
partners, the agencies, funds and programmes of the United 
Nations, civil society and the private sector, on the priorities 
and way forward for the sustainable development of Angola. 

It is important that LDCs recommended for graduation start the 
preparations for a smooth transition strategy as early as possible as 
this needs to be based on a detailed analysis of support measures and 
their impact on the country.

With respect to support for smooth transition from development and 
trading partners, little progress has been made. It is noteworthy that 
the Charter of the Technology Bank for LDCs, which was adopted in 
December 2016, has a provision that any LDC that graduates from 
the LDC category shall remain a beneficiary of the activities of the 

17 - http://www.weatherwatch.co.nz/content/earths-29-
18 - See: https://eiti.org/countries
19 - Due to Kiribati scoring the highest on the vulnerability index among all 
countries and associated concerns on the sustainability of its current level of 
income, the Committee for Development Policy decided to defer its decision on 
a recommendation on Kiribati’s graduation to 2018.
20 - Based on data from the World Bank’s World Development Indicators.
21 - The CDP undertakes regular monitoring of the Graduated and Graduating 
Countries from the LDC category, see E/2017/33.
22 - See: General Assembly resolution 70/78. 
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Technology Bank for a period of at least five years after the date of 
graduation.

Such general smooth transition measures, which are automatically 
available to all graduating LDCs, have the advantage to reduce 
uncertainty related to the graduation process, which is crucial given the 
high vulnerability of most graduating countries. Development partners 
should make available timely information about country-specific 
support measures and related smooth transition measures for the LDCs 
in the areas of financial support, technical assistance and trade-related 
measures, including their time frames, characteristics and modalities. 
In order to enhance the effectiveness of smooth transition measures, 
their monitoring and follow-up needs to be further strengthened. The 
Committee for Development Policy (CDP) secretariat is developing 
a diagnostic toolkit to help governments prepare for graduation 
and understand the implications. It will help reduce the uncertainty 
surrounding the graduation process and provide a diagnosis on which 
areas of the economy to target following graduation. 

20 - Based on data from the World Bank’s World Development Indicators.
21 - The CDP undertakes regular monitoring of the Graduated and Graduating 
Countries from the LDC category, see E/2017/33.
22 - See: General Assembly resolution 70/78.

BOX 1.1.

GRADUATION OF EQUATORIAL GUINEA

Equatorial Guinea graduated from the LDC cate-
gory on 4 June 2017, following a transition period 
of three and a half years after the adoption by the 
United Nations General Assembly of resolution A/
RES/68/18 of 4 December 2013, which took note 
of the decision of the Economic and Social Council 
E/RES/2012/32 to endorse the recommendation 
of the Committee for Development Policy on this 
matter.

The impact of Equatorial Guinea’s graduation is ex-
pected to be minimal, given its reliance on oil, which 
implies little preferential treatment, and its high 
level of income. In 2015, Gross National Income 
(GNI) per capita in Equatorial Guinea was US12,820 
in comparison to an LDC average of US$1,566.20  

Among the key concerns on the way forward are the 
imbalance between the relatively high level of per 
capita income and the low level of human assets. 
The decline of international oil prices, points to an 
economic slowdown for the economy of Equatorial 
Guinea.

Picture: Equatorial Guinea. Embassy of Equatorial Guinea/Flickr
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CHAPTER 2: FINANCING THE SDGS AND IPOA 
FOR LDCS

1. INTRODUCTION

Fulfilling the driving principle of the 2030 Agenda of leaving no one 
behind and accomplishing the SDGs globally entails addressing the 
challenges faced by the LDCs. Without achieving the SDGs in the LDCs, 
the promise made by Member States in 2015 and enshrined in the 2030 
Agenda for Sustainable Development remains unattainable. 

While there are significant synergies, the SDGs cover a broader range 
of issues even beyond the scope of the IPoA (see UN-OHRLLS, 2016a). 
As illustrated in Chapter 1, LDCs have not made adequate progress 
towards meeting the key objectives of the IPoA, including eradication 
of poverty and structurally transforming their economies. 

In order to meet the 7 per cent growth rate per annum, one of the 
targets in both the IPoA and SDGs, the estimates in section 2 of this 
chapter show that investment growth in LDCs needs to increase to an 
average of 10 per cent per annum. This entails an increase of about 
2.4 percentage points, relative to the baseline period. While meeting 
the 7 per cent growth would contribute towards meeting some of the 
SDG targets, more resources would be required to meet all the IPoA 
objectives by the target date (2020) and also, to meet the development 
aspirations set through the economic, social and environmental 
dimensions of sustainable development. 

However, the specific circumstances of LDCs, such as the perception 
of being high-risk destinations for investments, aid dependence, 
limited capacity in various areas and high vulnerability to shocks, limit 
the access of LDCs to private investment and also constrain domestic 
resource mobilisation efforts. Furthermore, sluggish global growth 
with decelerated trade and investment growth, as well as volatile 
financial flows are not creating a supportive external environment to 
enhance domestic resource mobilisation and reach the SDGs in LDCs 
(UN, 2017a). 

LDCs struggle to mobilise both domestic and external revenue. Among 
some of the main sources of revenue in LDCs, government revenue 
(as measured by tax revenue to GDP) has been the largest source of 
development revenue in LDCs since the early 2000s and has reached 
around 15 per cent in 2015 (figure 2.1.a). However, the share of ODA 
in GDP in LDCs has significantly declined from around 10 per cent in 
1990 to 4 per cent in 2015. This trend is of major concern to LDCs given 
the combination of low levels of domestic resource mobilisation and 
high levels of vulnerability. Net flows on debt have remained relatively 
constant around 2 per cent. 

Private sources of financing, in particular, Foreign Direct Investment 
(FDI) have been exhibiting an increase in the past few years (figure 
2.1.b). While different kinds of FDI may have different economic, social, 

FIGURE 2.1. Selected financial flows to LDCs, 1990-2015 (as a percentage of GDP)
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FIGURE 2.1A Sources of government revenue FIGURE 2.1B Private flows

Source of data: World Bank, World Development Indicators database. Accessed on 16 June 2017.

Notes: the following indicators were used: Tax= Tax revenue, % of GDP. Due to limited data points, each data point for tax revenue (% of GDP) 
represents the median value. The trends for the other indicators are based on weighted averages. ODA= Net official development assistance received 
(current US$), % of GDP Debt = Net flows on external debt, public and publicly guaranteed (PPG) (NFL, current US$), % of GDP.
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and environmental impacts depending on country circumstances, 
FDI can make a significant contribution to structural transformation 
in LDCs. In 2015, the contribution of remittances (private transfers 
between households) to GDP was slightly higher than that of ODA. If 
transferred through formal channels, remittances can among others, 
increase national income and help stabilize balance of payments 
accounts in the countries receiving them.

In general, LDCs would require large amounts of direct external financing, 
in particular, ODA to meet development needs. But, external financing 
requirements are increasing just when global financial conditions are 
tightening with potential capital outflows from developing countries, 
including from a few LDCs. In the remaining majority of LDCs, the 
challenge will continue to be one of accessing international capital 
markets, irrespective of the global environment. In these countries, 
lack of or poor credit ratings limit access to international capital. 

Increased external financing requirements also need to be considered 
against the backdrop of the burst of the commodity super-cycle and its 
attendant negative effects on government receipts. The combination 
of declining government revenue and relatively robust public spending 
in productive and social sectors has resulted in the widening of fiscal 
deficits— which have been financed in part by increased government 
debt. If the current trends persist, many LDCs face the prospects of 
rapidly rising debt levels, high debt service and crowding-out effects 
on spending in productive and social sectors, which is critical to the 
attainment of the targets of the SDGs.

By focusing on some of the most relevant financing sources available 
for LDCs for which sufficient information is available, this report 
contributes to the discussion on financing for sustainable development 
under the specific conditions of LDCs. The financial flows covered differ 
significantly. They include public finances such as, government revenue 
and ODA as well as private resources, mainly FDI and remittances. 
Climate finance, which, at least in accordance with international 
agreements, should be additional to ODA, comprises both public and 
private flows. While debt can also be public or private, the analysis in 
this report largely focuses on public and publicly guaranteed debt. 
Lastly, the time horizons of flows differ significantly - ranging from 
investment in infrastructure, which requires long-term investment, to 
short-term credits.

Aside from increasing net ODA flows to LDCs, it is imperative that the 
catalytic use of ODA be closely monitored against its effectiveness in 
generating positive outcomes for poverty eradication and sustainable 
development, and not just increasing the volume of finance. 

The role of emerging economies as trading partners, investors and 
providers of development cooperation of LDCs has substantially 
increased over the past decades. South-South cooperation has been 
included in the IPoA in a separate chapter in which its complementary 
role to traditional North-South cooperation has been highlighted. 
South-South cooperation follows a broader approach than cooperation 
from traditional donors. It usually goes beyond the provision of aid and 
is framed as part of a larger set of initiatives that can include trade 

and investment agreements. This has the potential to capitalize on 
economic strengths of recipient countries by supporting the reduction 
of transaction costs (Lin and Wang, 2017).

After an elaboration on the financing needs of the LDCs, this chapter 
covers different financing options, reflecting the transformation in the 
development financing landscape and exploring options that LDCs 
could tap into. The report focuses on domestic resource mobilization, 
international development cooperation, climate finance, access to 
external debt and capital markets, FDI, and remittances, as referred 
to in the Addis Agenda. Issues like South-South collaboration and 
innovative sources of finance are covered as cross-cutting issues. It 
analyses the current state of these sources of development finance 
and offers recommendations on how to further harness these flows to 
support the achievement of SDGs in LDCs. 

2. ESTIMATING INVESTMENT NEEDS IN LDCS

The global community agreed in 2011 to overcome the structural 
challenges faced by the LDCs to enable these countries to eradicate 
poverty, achieve internationally agreed development goals and enable 
graduation from the LDC category. One of the specific objectives for the 
IPoA is to achieve sustained, equitable and inclusive economic growth 
in LDCs, to at least the level of 7 per cent per annum. This important 
target for the LDCs has been reiterated in the 2030 Agenda (SDG 8.1).

2.1. Assessing investment needs in LDCs 

The current report estimates the rate of investment, measured as 
gross fixed capital formation,23 required to reach the 7 per cent target. 
There is substantial empirical evidence that investment has a positive 
and robust correlation with growth (see for example Levine and Renelt, 
1992; Ding and Knight, 2011). Authors such as Bond et al. (2010) who 
conducted a multi-country study, which included 25 LDCs, found that a 
permanent increase in the share of GDP devoted to investment results 
in faster growth rates in the long run as well as a higher level of output 
per worker. These findings were even more robust for the sub-sample 
of non- Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
(OECD) countries.24  

Estimating the magnitude of investment required to achieve and 
sustain a growth rate of 7 per cent could, among others, be the basis for 
national financing strategies and help to support resource mobilization. 
It also provides a basis upon which an accountability framework should 
rest (Schmidt-Traub, 2015). 

LDCs have been persistently characterized by low levels of investment. 
On average, the share of Gross Fixed Capital Formation (GFCF) in GDP 
was about 24 per cent between 2011 and 2015. In some LDCs such as 
Bangladesh, Chad, Ethiopia, Lao PDR and United Republic of Tanzania, 
the ratio of GFCF in GDP has been higher than the group average. In 
Ethiopia for instance, the ratio significantly increased from 25 per cent 
in 2009 to 32 per cent in 2011. By 2015, the ratio had risen to 39 per cent. 
Prior to 2009, the ratio was fairly stable. In comparison, in emerging 
economies such as China, the share of GFCF in GDP has consistently 

FIGURE 2.1B Private flows
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23 - Gross fixed capital formation includes land improvements; plant, machinery, 
and equipment purchases; infrastructure development projects such as the 
construction of roads, railways, schools, offices, hospitals, private residential 
dwellings, commercial and industrial buildings, etc. While investment can be 
in both physical and human capital, in this section, only investment in physical 
capital is considered.
24 - In a recent empirical paper on 13 sub-Saharan African countries — 6 of which 
were LDCs — Uneze (2013) found that causality is bi-directional suggesting that 
higher capital formation results in higher economic growth and in turn, higher 
economic growth leads to higher capital formation. 
25 - This assessment is based on data from the World Development Indicators 
(downloaded on 21 April 2017) as well as from the UNSD Statistical Databases 
(downloaded on 18 May 2017).
26 - The Committee of Experts on Sustainable Development Financing also argued 
that, quantifying needs is complex and necessarily imprecise, since estimates 
are dependent on a host of assumptions, including the macroeconomic and 
policy environment—at the sector and economy-wide levels—and international 
rules, norms and standards. The cost of achieving sustainable development also 
depends on the effective use of resources (UN, 2014a).  For a thorough discussion 
of common criticisms of needs assessments, see Schmidt-Traub (2015).
27 - Note that both these estimates are based on the US$1.25 poverty line per 
day. In October 2015, the World Bank revised the poverty line from US$1.25 to 
US$1.90 per day. In addition, while Chandy and Gertz (2011) acknowledge the 
logistics challenge of distributing cash to poor populations, this is incorporated 
in their analysis.

been over 30 per cent since mid-1980, and about 40 per cent and above 
since 2003. China’s extraordinary rates of GFCF in GDP peaked at 45 
per cent between 2010 and 2014.25 The success stories of China and 
other major emerging economies point to the significant contribution 
of high investment rates to strong and sustained economic growth.

Needs assessments (e.g. estimating investment needs) are not without 
criticism. First, such assessments largely focus on financial resources, 
which alone is not sufficient to achieve long-term development goals. 
Second, needs assessments, which work backwards from ambitious 
long-term development goals to means needed to achieve these goals, 
fail to consider that developing countries’ ability to use or “absorb” 
effectively increased capital is limited (see for example, Clemens 
et al. 2004; Devarajan, 2015; Schmidt-Traub, 2015).26 Third and on a 
more optimistic side, assessments are often driven by countries’ past 
experiences and may not always reflect potential future institutional 
changes that will increase the speed at which countries could absorb 
capital. Thus, it is generally complex to determine financing gaps and 
also, such assessments may rely on assumptions, for example that 
there is no wastage or inefficiency in directing available finance to 
productive investment that may prove to be unrealistic. The sum of the 
above is that needs assessments should be interpreted with caution.

A number of studies have been conducted to estimate the costs of 
attaining some of the SDGs at the sectoral level. These studies use 
various methodologies to assess the resource requirements for meeting 
specific goals. Due to the varying assumptions and methodologies 
utilised, results vary widely. The comparison of results is further 
made challenging by the varying implementation periods, definition of 
goals and, country groupings. For example, the Food and Agriculture 
Organization (FAO), International Fund for Agricultural Development 
(IFAD) and World Food Programme (WFP) (2015) estimated US$143 
billion as the additional income required to end hunger by 2030 in low- 
and middle-income countries. Chandy and Gertz (2011) on the other 
hand estimated US$66 billion, or slightly more than half of all official 
aid, as the cost of a global safety net to end extreme poverty.27  

Another challenge is the paucity of research on investment 
requirements in LDCs. One of the few studies focusing on LDCs found 
that the current average cost of providing the transfer needed to close 
the extreme poverty gap in LDCs by 2030 is US$49 per person per year, 
around 7 per cent of GDP (Development Initiatives, 2015). In addition, 
UNCTAD (2014) found that LDCs require an estimated US$1.6 trillion 
annually to meet SDG investment needs.  

Based on various studies in specific sectors, Schmidt-Traub (2015) 
aggregates annual incremental investment needs for low- and 
middle-income countries showing that for poor countries, relative to 
the size of their economies, financing needs are disproportionately 
larger. For example, investment needs in health are about 3.1-3.6 per 
cent of GDP in low income countries in comparison to 0.4-0.6 per cent 
in lower-middle-income countries. In education, investment needs are 
on average 4.6 per cent and 1.5 per cent of GDP in low income countries 
and lower-middle-income countries, respectively. 

While this report does not provide sector-specific estimates, it will add 
to the knowledge of needs assessments by focusing on investment 
requirements needed in LDCs to achieve the 7 per cent growth target, 
which could under-write success in many of the SDG targets. 

2.1.1. METHODOLOGY FOR ASSESSING INVESTMENT NEEDS IN 
LDCS  

This section draws upon the World Economic Forecasting Model (WEFM) 
of the United Nations to estimate the level of investment required 
for LDCs to meet the 7 per cent growth target identified in the global 
agreements.28 The model comprises 176 individual country models. 
In addition, the WEFM does not rely on a single direction of causality, 
but fully captures the complex interactions between investment and 
GDP, a phenomenon which is in line with some of the recent literature 
identifying the bi-directional relationship between investment and 
economic growth (see for example, Uneze, 2013). 

In order to estimate the investment needs for meeting the 7 per cent 
growth target for the period 2016 to 2020, the following analytical 
procedure was followed: First, the average annual GDP growth rates 
between 2001 to 2010 (representing the decade that the Brussels 
Programme of Action for LDCs was implemented)29 and 2011 to 2015 
were calculated for each of the LDCs. 2011 to 2015 will serve as the 
baseline reference for all estimates of additional investment required. 
Figure 2.1 shows the distance between the annual average GDP growth 
rates in the two sample periods and the targeted 7 per cent growth. 

Through a simple accounting relationship, GDP growth was 
decomposed into the contributions of labour inputs – defined as the 
level of employment in the economy – and the contributions of labour 
productivity – which is defined as the volume of output produced 
per employed person.30 This follows from the following identity 
relationship: 
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where Y is GDP, L is employment and Y/L is labour productivity. A 
deeper growth accounting exercise would further disaggregate 
labour productivity into contributions from capital deepening – which 
is directly related to investment and the accumulation of capital – 
and total factor productivity (TFP), which captures factors such as 
technological change, efficiency improvements and workforce skills.

Next, a baseline scenario for average GDP growth in the period 
2016-2020 was constructed, based on the patterns of productivity 
growth observed between 2011 and 2015 (base period) and population 
projections to 2020. A baseline scenario for investment growth over the 
period 2016-2020 was also constructed, based on patterns observed 
between 2011 and 2015. Finally, the average rate of investment growth 
required to raise GDP growth from the baseline levels to reach the 7 per 
cent GDP growth target was estimated using the WEFM. The WEFM takes 
into account both directions of causality between investment and GDP: 
the level of GDP is equal to the sum of its expenditure components, 
including the level of gross fixed capital formation; and investment is 
modelled through a simple accelerator model, that is in turn driven by 
GDP (see Altshuler et al., 2016 for technical details). 

Since the focus of the analysis in this report has only been physical 
capital31 investment, it is important to note that other types of 
investment, including in human capital, are also important. For 
example, Ding and Knight (2011) found that a one percentage point 
increase in secondary school enrolment rates is associated with a 
higher growth rate of GDP per capita by 1.3 percentage points.32  

2.1.2. RESULTS 

Figure 2.2 illustrates average GDP growth in 46 of the 48  LDCs over the 
periods 2001-2010 and 2011-2015. The results show that on average, 
growth slowed in the latter period, with growth in this set of countries 
as a whole averaging 4.9 per cent between 2011 and 2015, compared 
to 6.8 per cent in the previous decade. At the country level, contrary 
to the average growth, a few LDCs experienced growth of over 7 per 
cent between 2011 and 2015. These were Cambodia, Chad, Democratic 
Republic of the Congo, Ethiopia, Lao PDR, Mali, Myanmar, Mozambique 
and Rwanda. 10 LDCs  that reached at least 7 per cent growth between 
2001 and 2010 regressed in the period between 2011 and 2015.

As reflected in Section 1.2 and the World Economic Situation and 
Prospects (WESP) 2017 (UN-DESA, 2017), aggregate GDP growth in the 
LDCs is projected to remain well below 7 per cent in the near term, 
but is expected to rise modestly from an estimated 4.5 per cent in 
2016 to 5.2 per cent and 5.5 per cent in 2017 and 2018, respectively. 
The below-target growth will constrain the needed acceleration of 
investments in both the social and productive sectors. Ultimately, 
this poses a risk to poverty eradication and achieving internationally 
agreed development goals. 

Figure 2.3 decomposes average GDP growth over the period 2011-2015 
in 46 LDCs35 into the average annual contributions from labour input 
growth and from labour productivity growth. The results show that 
productivity growth has fallen well short of what is needed to reach 
the targeted level of 7 per cent GDP growth in most of the LDCs. The 
results also show that in almost all LDCs  that grew at 6 per cent or 
more between 2011 and 2015, the contribution of productivity to GDP 
was significantly higher than the contribution of labour input. 

In terms of welfare, the contribution of labour productivity to GDP 
growth is particularly important. Labour inputs are largely driven by 
demographic developments, although they may also reflect shifts in 
labour force participation and shifts in the unemployment rate. If GDP 
growth is driven entirely by a rise in labour input from an expansion 
of the population, income per capita remains stagnant. Therefore, in 
order to raise average incomes in the economy, labour productivity 
growth is essential (UN-DESA, 2017).

In order to assess the prospects for GDP growth in the period 2016 to 
2020, a scenario where productivity growth is modelled at the average 
rate observed in 2011-2015 in each LDC was considered. In this scenario, 
labour input is modelled as growing in line with the medium variant of 
the total population projections for ages 15-59 from the United Nations 
Population Division’s World Population Prospects: The 2015 Revision. 
The results, depicted in figure 2.4 show that for the vast majority of 
LDCs, the projection falls below the 7 per cent target line. Only 10 
LDCs36  are expected to reach the 7 per cent target between 2016 and 
2020, on average, if the current growth trajectory is maintained.

While this simple exercise is only one scenario from a large range 
of potential outturns, it is an indication of growth trajectories in the 
absence of an acceleration in productivity growth. 

28 - These individual country models are linked together through a trade matrix 
that reconciles global export and import volumes and export and import prices. 
The model incorporates country-specific factors, such as the dynamics in other 
components of domestic and external demand, the starting values of investment 
to GDP ratios, and the reliance of the economy on imported capital goods (for 
technical details on the model, see Altshuler et al., 2016).
29 - See http://www.un-documents.net/ac191-11.htm 
30 -The WEFM models labour force projections as a function of projections for 
the population aged 15 years and above from the United Nations Population 
Division and labour force participation. 
31 - Authors such as Piketty (2014) argue that while both human and physical 
capital play fundamental and complementary roles in economic growth and 
development, it is advisable to distinguish carefully between human and 
nonhuman capital and treat each one separately, in order to understand the 
growth process.  
32 - A much earlier empirical paper by Barro (1991) also found that human capital 
is extremely important in GDP, as poor countries tend to catch up with rich 
countries if the poor countries have high human capital per person, in relation to 
their level of GDP per capita, but not otherwise. 
33 -Note that South Sudan and Tuvalu have been excluded from the analysis in 
this section due to data limitations.
34 - Angola, Afghanistan, Bhutan, Equatorial Guinea, Liberia, Sierra Leone, 
Timor-Leste, Sudan, Uganda and Zambia. 
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FIGURE 2.2. Average annual GDP growth (per cent), 
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Source: UNSD National Accounts Database

* Sample periods for Kiribati are 2006-2010 and 2011-2015 
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For many LDCs, weak productivity growth, amid poorly diversified 
economic structures and insufficient levels of investment, remains a 
challenge to achieving stronger medium-term growth prospects. If the 
current pattern continues, related shortfalls in essential investment 
also put at risk many other economic, social and environmental 
targets set in the SDGs. Tackling the shortfall in growth will require 
a rise in productivity growth. This in turn requires an increase in the 
rate of investment, in order to upgrade the existing capital stock and 
increase the available capital per worker in the economy. In addition, 
and as highlighted earlier, relevant skills and education would be key to 
enhancing investment.

In order to estimate the investment gaps, the average investment 
growth between 2011 and 2015 is used as a benchmark. The results 
in figure 2.5 show that the average annual rate of investment growth 
between 2011 and 2015 was 7.6 per cent. While investment growth for 
some LDCs was higher than the group average during the same time 
period, in 13 LDCs the level of investment declined over the period. 

Next, a model scenario exercise was undertaken with the WEFM, to 
assess the magnitude of additional investment needed to close the 
productivity gaps, and approach an average GDP growth rate of 7 per 
cent per annum over the period 2016-2020 in the LDCs. 

The scenario suggests that, in order to achieve an average rate of GDP 
growth of 7 per cent per annum, the average rate of investment growth 
in the LDCs as a whole would need to increase to about 10 per cent per 
annum over the period 2016-2020, an increase of about 2.4 percentage 
points, relative to the baseline. As highlighted earlier, the average 
annual rate of investment growth was 7.6 per cent between 2011 and 
2015 (see figure 2.5). 

Therefore, meeting the required growth target would require a 
significant acceleration in investment in the remaining period. Some 
countries will require an even stronger rise in investment to reach 
the 7 per cent GDP growth target – especially countries where the 
investment to GDP ratio is very low. In a few countries, the average 
rate of investment growth would need to increase by more than 20 per 
cent. Furthermore, to sustain the growth target (7 per cent) through to 
2030, the rate of investment growth would have to increase to at least 
the same amount. Sustaining such levels of investment growth would 
significantly contribute to meeting many of the SDG targets.  

While the magnitude of additional investment required to meet the 
IPoA exceeds the average rate of investment growth of 7.6 per cent 
recorded between 2011 and 2015, it is in line with the investment 
rate recorded during the period of rapid growth of 2000-2005 when 
GDP growth in the LDCs as a whole averaged 6.8 per cent per annum. 
However, as observed in the recent WESP report (UN-DESA, 2017), 
the external environment is expected to be much less supportive to 
growth in the LDCs than it was in 2000- 2005, when export growth for 
the group averaged 6.5 per cent per annum.

Expressed in GDP terms, LDCs need to increase their investment, as 
a share of GDP by 2.6 percentage points (approximately US$24 billion 
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FIGURE 2.6. Investment-to-GDP ratios and investment elasticities

additional average investment) annually, on average. 

In general and as depicted in figure 2.6, the LDC data depicts a positive 
relationship between investment-to-GDP ratios and ‘investment 
elasticities’, defined as the expected change in GDP associated with a 1 
per cent rise in investment.37 Therefore, a rise in investment today may 
help generate a virtuous circle, whereby stronger investment boosts 
output, which in turn strengthens investment further.

Accelerating the rate of investments would also facilitate convergence 
between LDCs and other countries. According to the 2017 WESP report, 
accelerating the rate of investment would allow GDP per capita in the 
LDCs to rise from 2 per cent of the developed country average in 2015 
to 3 per cent by 2030 (UN-DESA, 2017). Piketty (2014), who analysed 
historical global growth and inequality found that in order to guarantee 
global convergence of per capita income, the poor catch up with the 
rich to the extent that they achieve the same level of technological 
know-how, skill and education, all of which require investment and 
knowledge transfer. 

2.2. Conclusion

Many LDCs are growing at less than 7 per cent per annum, a target seen 
as necessary for achieving sustained, equitable and inclusive economic 
growth. Using the United Nation’s World Economic Forecasting Model, 
the results show that in order to achieve an average rate of GDP growth 
of 7 per cent per annum, the average rate of investment growth in 
the LDCs as a whole would need to increase to about 10 per cent per 
annum over the period 2016-2020. 

It is clear that high levels of investments in LDCs are crucial to the 
attainment of the IPoA and subsequently contribute towards meeting 
the 2030 Agenda for sustainable development. As the focus of this report 
only pertains to investment required to achieve the 7 per cent growth 
target, more resources would be required to meet the SDGs. Given 

that the 2030 agenda balances the three dimensions of sustainable 
development (economic, social and environmental), the pattern 
and pace of growth needed for LDCs to acquire new technologies to 
decouple growth from environmental degradation while investing in 
social insurance programmes aimed at narrowing inequality required 
to achieve sustainable development may not be the same as before. 
Hence, more resources may be required to meet all the SDGs. 

However, garnering the financial resources required to finance the 
investment needs of the LDCs that would trigger rapid growth path 
remains a key challenge for achieving the IPoA objectives and the SDGs. 
With private financing and domestic resource mobilisation limited 
by structural factors, additional concessional international public 
financing becomes key to close this financing gap.

Investment funds come from various sources, including public 
domestic financing, ODA and other concessional and non-concessional 
international public financing, as well as private sources of finance. The 
following sections will elaborate on the various sources of financing 
development in LDCs.

3. MOBILIZATION OF DOMESTIC PUBLIC RESOURCES 
IN LDCS

Increasing domestic public finance is essential to enhance the ability of 
the LDCs to provide public goods and services, finance infrastructure, 
increase equity (including through social protection), and help manage 
macroeconomic stability. Mobilizing domestic public resources will 
thus contribute to creating an enabling environment for structural 
transformation and accelerated growth, which is necessary to reach 
the SDGs. It can also reduce the aid dependence of LDCs and increase 
accountability of the government towards its own population as 
compared to foreign partners. 

Compared to ODA and FDI, domestic public resources provide a 
more sustainable and less volatile base to finance poverty alleviation 
and better service delivery. This can in turn enhance GDP growth, 
further the tax base and create a virtuous cycle of growth and poverty 
reduction (UN-OHRLLS, 2013). Thus domestic resource mobilization 
features prominently in the IPoA as well as in the Addis Agenda, 
including external support for enhancing revenues through capacity 
building (mainly technical assistance and training) and the provision 
of infrastructure, especially IT systems. Furthermore, curtailing illicit 
financial flows (IFFs) is covered in this context.38

35 - The exception is Niger, which grew at 6 per cent between 2011 and 2015, yet 
the contribution of  labour input to GDP was much higher (4 percentage points) 
than contribution of productivity (2 percentage points).
36 - Cambodia, Chad, Democratic Republic of Congo, Ethiopia, Lao PDR, Mali, 
Mozambique, Myanmar, Rwanda and United Republic of Tanzania.
37 - The relationship suggests that a 10 percentage point rise in the invest-
ment-to-GDP ratio is associated with a 0.06 increase in the investment elasticity 
on average.
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3.1. Recent trends in mobilizing tax revenue

In recent years, most LDCs were able to increase their tax revenue as 
a percentage of GDP, albeit from a very low base. In 2000, the median 
was 10.4 per cent, which increased to 13.8 per cent in 2011 and 14.8 per 
cent in 2014. Performance also differed widely across LDCs with tax 
revenues ranging from 2.4 per cent of GDP in Timor-Leste to 53 per cent 
in Lesotho. The OECD average in 2014 was 34.4 per cent.39  

Fourteen LDCs (for which data is available) increased their tax revenue 
as share of GDP by more than five percentage points from 2004 to 
2014. In 2014, almost half of the LDCs reached tax revenues of 15 
per cent of GDP or above, which is considered to be the minimum 
below which countries face serious difficulties to execute basic state 
functions (IMF, 2015a and IMF et. al., (2016). Most of the LDCs where 
tax revenue as a percent of GDP declined between 2010 and 2014 are 
commodity exporters, most notably Angola where taxes declined by 
8.6 percentage points (see Table A. 7).

The exceptionally low domestic revenues collected by LDC governments 
are the by-product of their economic structures, high poverty rates, 
weak tax administration and the nature of their tax systems as well as 
the role of international tax agreements, financial secrecy jurisdictions 
and tax havens in facilitating tax evasion and illicit tax avoidance that 
involves wealth transfers across borders (UN-ECA, 2015). When the 
share of informal activities, including agriculture, is high in the economy, 
tax collection is usually low partly because of the difficulty in taxing 

these sectors. In addition, resource extraction is often under-taxed 
and multilaterals investing in LDCs use tax avoidance strategies that 
exploit gaps and mismatches in tax rules to artificially shift prof¬its 
to low- or no-tax locations (Moore, 2015; UN, 2017a and World Bank, 
2013). Recent research found that many LDCs collect less tax but exert 
more tax effort than richer countries (Long and Miller, 2017). There is 
evidence that countries with poverty rates above 65 per cent, which 
applies to 8 LDCs, cannot eradicate poverty through redistribution 
(World Bank, 2017b).

The composition of taxes also varies widely among LDCs.40  Indirect 
taxes on goods and services are the highest component of taxes for 
LDCs and have increased fastest since 2007, reaching a median of 6.8 
per cent of GDP in 2014. For at least 12 LDCs they account for more than 
half of total tax revenue for 2011-14. Value-Added Tax (VAT) revenues, 
which are part of the taxes on goods and services, also increased in a 
few LDCs for which data are available.41  While the VAT has potential 
for further increasing tax revenues in many LDCs, it is administratively 
challenging, and in general has a regressive effect, as the poor consume 
a higher share of their income. Excise taxes increased from around 1 
per cent in 2008 to 2.2 per cent in 2014. As for direct taxation, corporate 
income taxes (CIT) increased slowly from 1.1 per cent in 1990 to 2.3 per 
cent in 2014, an outcome related to the issue of tax avoidance. Trade 
taxes were the second largest component in 1990 with 2.7 per cent of 
GDP but declined significantly to 1.6 per cent in 2014 in line with trade 
liberalisation. However, for at least 8 LDCs trade revenue accounted for 
more than 40 per cent of total tax revenue in 2011-14 (see figure 2.7).
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38 - This section will mainly focus on public domestic resource mobilization, 
especially taxation at the central government level as LDCs are facing specific 
challenges in this area. Domestic savings, as well as local revenue mobilization 
(in cities, provinces, and regions) is also critical but beyond the scope of this 
report. See: http://www.uncdf.org/financing-sustainable-urban-develop-
ment-in-the-least-developed-countries
39 - See IMF, WoRLD database.
40 - While data are available for more than 30 LDCs for other types, data for VAT 
are only available for 23 LDCs and a few years for each.
41 - Four LDCs for which data are available increased the share of VAT revenues 
in GDP by 1 percentage point or more, namely Burkina Faso, Cambodia, Lesotho 
and Rwanda.

Personal income tax in most low income countries (most of which are 
LDCs) accounts for less than 10 per cent of all tax revenue, compared 
to 25 per cent in OECD countries. Often, less than 5 per cent of the 
population pay personal income tax, mainly the public sector and 
employees of large enterprises (Fjeldstad, 2014).

Most LDCs lack essential human capacities and infrastructure, including 
computer systems for tax administration, to promote tax compliance. 
The widespread use of tax exemptions and holidays erodes capacities 
to generate substantial additional revenues from natural resources. In 
addition, LDCs face challenges in retaining highly skilled tax officials, 
and their tax administrations make insufficient use of advanced tax 
administration practices, including dedicated units for large taxpayers 
(UN-ECA, 2015 and European Parliament, 2014).

In addition to the low amounts collected, tax revenues are also more 
volatile in LDCs than in other developing countries. This is partly due 
to the high share of revenues from commodity exports with highly 
volatile prices. In addition, one-off government revenues for example 
from privatization or mining concessions, can lead to fluctuations in 
government revenues. The low quality of revenue forecasting, due to 
the weak capacity to analyse and manage fiscal risks, exacerbates the 
challenges for policy makers (IMF, 2016a).

3.2. Improving tax collection in LDCs

A precondition for enhanced domestic revenue collection is that the 
majority of citizens perceive the tax system as legitimate. Thus, it is 
crucial to involve all stakeholders in tax reform efforts. In addition, 
compliance is likely to increase if taxpayers feel that their tax payments 
are not wasted or misdirected (Fjeldstad, 2014).

Many LDCs have undertaken reforms of the tax system in order to 
reduce tax evasion, broaden the tax base and enhance transparency 
(see country examples below). Tax administrations need to ensure 
increased tax compliance and be given greater autonomy from the 
political executive (UN-OHRLLS, 2014). In several LDCs, revenue 
authorities have been removed from ministries and set up as 
autonomous units responsible for a broad range of taxes. Online 
platforms have also been used to improve compliance (ACBF, 2015). 
Several LDCs have established semi-autonomous revenue agencies 
but the results have been mixed, as some did not lead to increased 
government revenues (Fjeldstad, 2014).

The composition of government revenue including taxes is also 
important both in terms of the amount of taxes collected and 
their impact on growth and inequality. For countries with limited 
institutional capacities, taxes need to be simple to administer. This 
can be achieved through using a single or a few rates and by setting 
thresholds to avoid collecting taxes from micro businesses. However, 
there are also tradeoffs. For example, import tariffs are relatively easy 
to collect but might not foster structural transformation and growth. 
In general, tax incentives often have little impact on investment and 
growth (IMF et. al., 2016). Real property taxes are rarely used in LDCs 
and have the potential to increase revenues by around one percentage 

point of GDP and would have the advantage of not taxing the poor. 
Challenges with respect to implementing property taxes in LDCs are 
the lack of property titles for residential premises and underestimated 
land values (IMF, 2015b; UNCDF and UN-DESA, 2017).   

Government revenue from extractive industries poses additional 
challenges. In general, there are high risks due to uncertainties about 
the amount of resources to be extracted and commodity prices which 
tend to be very volatile. In addition, resource extraction usually requires 
high up-front capital investment. Thus, the capacity of government 
institutions dealing with the large investors in extractive industries 
needs to be strengthened and transparency needs to be increased to 
avoid rent seeking (World Bank, 2016d). To reduce the volatility of tax 
revenues, LDCs could build fiscal buffers by accumulating resources in 
stabilization funds in years with high revenue, especially from natural 
resources. They can also diversify revenue sources (IMF, 2016a).

Governments also need to ensure that efforts to increase domestic 
revenue are designed in ways that curb inequality. Thus, the 
distributional implications should be analysed and monitored very 
carefully, especially with respect to consumption taxes, which could 
have detrimental regressive effects.

Often in the debate on domestic resource mobilisation, it is 
recommended to reduce the size of the informal economy as it is 
difficult to tax. Most taxes include a cut-off below which taxes do not 
need to be paid because it is too costly to administer such taxes for 
small enterprises or very low incomes. Thus, a significant part of the 
informal economy would still not pay taxes after formalization (Kanbur 
and Keen, 2015). 

However, with respect to broadening the tax base and building a 
social fiscal contract, finding ways to tax the informal economy can 
be useful. For example, in Mozambique and the United Republic of 
Tanzania, informal entities have been included in the tax system 
through simplified tax procedures for small and micro enterprises, 
taxpayer education and outreach programmes using local languages 
and exchange of information with sub-national authorities (Fjeldstad, 
2014). Likewise, expanded taxation of small firms in Ethiopia triggered 
public engagement and resulted in greater business involvement in 
overseeing the tax regime and increasing accountability ( Joshi et al., 
2014).

Presumptive taxes42 provide one way to tax the informal economy 
without increasing the administrative burden, through taxes that are
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based on easy to measure indicators such as turnover, gross assets, 
floor area or number of employees. For example, Zambia introduced 
several presumptive taxes, including on taxis and minibuses and a 
turnover tax on small enterprises (ACBF, 2015). 

A strategy that was used in several LDCs is explicit earmarking of 
tax revenues. For example, in Guinea the collection of market taxes 
doubled after they were linked to the improvement of facilities for 
marketplaces. In general, taxation needs to be aligned with incentives 
for compliance, which differ by context ( Joshi et al., 2014).

Improvements in revenue collection might not always be the result 
of improved tax policies and administration but the fact that the 
revenue administration is targeting its efforts towards the few tax 
payers that would generate the highest revenues. Thus, performance 
measurements of tax reforms need to strike a balance between revenue 
targets and service targets, such as processing times (Fjeldstad, 2014).

Mauritania has experienced a rapid and significant increase in tax 
revenue collection in recent years. The ratio of tax revenues (excluding 
those from natural resources) to GDP has increased by more than 
half since 2010, reaching an estimated 22 per cent of GDP in 2013. CIT 
doubled to 4 per cent, partially due to the end of the CIT exemption in 
2012. Payroll tax and VAT increased by about 60 per cent. The amount 
of tax revenues generated by mining activities reached 5 per cent of 
GDP in 2013. The coordination between the ministries of finance and 
mining and improvements in the quality of valuation of exported 
minerals were critical in this regard (UN-OHRLLS, 2016b).

In Tuvalu, the contribution of domestic resource mobilisation to 
the Government budget has been continuously rising, from around 
US$10 million in 2012 to at least US$23 million in 2015. This is largely 
due to the Government being more proactive in international fishery 
management. In addition, the Government has continued to deposit 
a portion of excess and windfall revenue into the main investment 
account of the Tuvalu Trust Fund. The fund was set up in 1987 to enable 
the Government to invest in international financial markets, which 
can provide financial returns to buffer and assist financing of national 
budget deficits (UN-OHRLLS, 2016b). 

In Rwanda, annual tax revenue increased from below 10 per cent of 
GDP in 2000 to 15 per cent in 2014. VAT is relatively high with 5.8 per 
cent of GDP (42 per cent of tax revenue) between 2011-14, while CIT 
is low at 1.4 per cent of GDP (10 per cent of tax revenue) (IMF, WoRLD 
Database). The revenue increase was due to major tax reforms 
including widening the tax base, for example by registering informal 
businesses, simplifying compliance processes and establishing a 
Small and Medium Taxpayers Office. This also included automating 
the collection process, which reduced errors and opportunities for 
fraud. Tax authorities strengthened their internal processes leading to 
efficiency improvements and a reduction in the cost of collection. The 
compliance rate of large taxpayers – who account for 75 per cent of 
total domestic tax revenues – reached 97 per cent (UN-OHRLLS, 2016a 

and OECD et al., 2016). 

After already increasing tax revenue as a share of GDP by 6.6 
percentage points from 2004 to 2014 to 14.8 per cent, Cambodia 
started to implement the 2014-2018 Revenue Mobilization Strategy. 
It covers revenue administration, revenue policy, and monitoring 
and evaluation, which includes targets to increase revenue by half a 
percentage point annually. Its main principles are to operate at full 
potential with no new taxes and no tax rate increase but enhancing 
simplicity, equity, efficiency, transparency and accountability (World 
Bank, 2015c). Improved tax administration includes enhanced taxpayer 
registration, filing support, auditing, and arrears management. For 
customs, the focus is on strengthening clearance processes (customs 
declaration, risk management, and audit) and cross border control. 
In the revenue policy, excise taxes, VAT, widening the tax base, 
rationalizing tax incentives and holidays as well as imposing property 
taxes are featured. The strategy resulted in an increase of tax revenue 
by around 1 percentage point in 2015 (IMF, 2016e). 

3.3. Support for domestic public resource mobilization

Target 17.1 of the SDGs proposes to “strengthen domestic resource 
mobilization, including through international support to developing 
countries, to improve domestic capacity for tax and other revenue 
collection”. The aim is for ODA to leverage domestic resource 
mobilisation and start a virtuous cycle of increased revenue and 
increased investment in productive resources, which in turn would lead 
to higher growth. In the past, only in very few LDCs was ODA to domestic 
resource mobilisation significant (i.e. Afghanistan, Mozambique, 
Sierra Leone, Solomon Islands and United Republic of Tanzania), with 
some LDCs having multiple projects and others none (Strawson and 
Ifan, 2014). However, the share of aid specific to tax policy and tax 
administration of total ODA to LDCs by OECD Development Assistance 
Committee (DAC) members increased from 0.06 per cent in 2014 to 
0.30 per cent in 2015.43  

New initiatives such as Tax Inspectors Without Borders and the Addis 
Tax Initiative (ATI) have the potential to step up support in this respect. 
The ATI (in which 10 LDCs were members by end of 2016) included a 
commitment by development partners to double their support for 
capacity building for taxation and revenue mobilization. ATI signatories 
also commit to collaborate to tackle cross-border tax issues, improve 
collection and management of revenue from natural resources and 
integrate developing countries into the global tax debate. However, 
as most of these initiatives are relatively new it is difficult to assess 
their impact. In going forward, coordination of support for domestic 
resource mobilisation and the recognition of the importance of country 
ownership will be crucial.

The joint 2016 report of the IMF, OECD, United Nations, and World 
Bank to the G20 on Enhancing the Effectiveness of External Support in 
Building Tax Capacity identifies five factors that provide an environment 
receptive to tax reform and provides specific recommendations for 
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the role of international organizations, donors and other providers of 
development support in these areas:

• Assisting countries to develop a coherent revenue strategy as part  
 of a development financing plan;

• Coordinating effectively among providers of capacity   
 development;

• Making accessible a strong knowledge and evidence base;

• Promoting regional cooperation and support; and

• Strengthening participation of developing countries in   
 international rule-setting.

External support for tax systems is often delivered through 
stand-alone bilateral projects, which can lead to duplication of efforts, 
fragmentation, inconsistency and higher transaction costs. Technical 
assistance is also provided through in-kind support such as, training, 
equipment and the secondment of tax officials (European Parliament, 
2014). In this respect the provision of modern IT systems including 
related training is crucial.

While support for tax systems currently focuses on government 
activities, donors should consider providing capacity building also 
for relevant civil society organisations as well as parliamentarians. 
Furthermore, tax capacity and knowledge about taxation of small and 
medium enterprises needs to be strengthened (Fjeldstad, 2014).

One issue related to international tax cooperation is the requirement 
of tax exemptions still often included in donor-financed projects, which 
reduces the low tax revenues of LDCs further, puts a strain on weak tax 
administrations and can fuel a tax exemption culture (IMF et. al., 2016 
and Fjeldstad, 2014).

3.4. International tax cooperation

There have been various international and regional initiatives with 
respect to international cooperation on tax issues, including the Base 
Erosion Profit Shifting (BEPS) Project. The United Nations Committee of 
Experts on International Cooperation in Tax Matters (the Committee) 
is an important forum for the discussion of international tax norms 
and development of policy guidance with respect to priority issues for 
developing countries, including the negotiation of bilateral tax treaties 
between developed and developing countries. The United Nations 
Model Double Taxation Convention between developed and developing 
countries, widely used by developing countries in such negotiations, 
is currently on its fourth version (upcoming in 2017). The Committee 
is comprised of 25 Members, drawn from developed and developing 
countries, appointed for four year mandates and selected to reflect an 
adequate equitable geographical distribution, representing different 
tax systems.  

The Committee has, for example, developed, or is developing, guidance 
in the following topics: the extractive industries, dispute avoidance and 
resolution, global exchange of information between tax authorities; 

treaty shopping and other treaty abuses; tax treatment of cross-border 
interest, dividend and royalty income; environmental taxation, 
taxation of international provision of services and taxation aspects of 
an increasingly digitalized economy.

The Global Forum on Transparency and Exchange of Information for 
Tax Purposes has 137 members – including 10 LDCs (as of the end of 
2016) and seeks to ensure the implementation of the internationally 
agreed standards of transparency and exchange of information in the 
tax area. Burkina Faso and Lesotho are rated as compliant and largely 
compliant, respectively, with its international standard.

For LDCs more active participation in global and regional initiatives 
(such as the African Tax Administration Forum44) could provide benefits 
with respect to tax collection. However, their specific circumstances, 
including capacity and financial constraints, need to be taken into 
account. Furthermore, they need flexibility with respect to timelines, 
and compliance costs need to be kept low. Awareness-raising including 
among parliamentarians will also be crucial.

3.5. Illicit financial flows

Illicit financial flows (IFFs) further erode the tax revenue in many LDCs. 
However, measuring and tracking them is extremely challenging 
because of the clandestine nature of related activities and the lack of 
an intergovernmental agreement on its definition (UN, 2017a).

The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) estimates 
suggest that IFFs from the LDCs have increased from US$9.7 billion 
in 1990 to US$26.3 billion in 2008, implying an inflation-adjusted rate 
of increase of 6.2 per cent per annum. The 20 LDCs experiencing the 
highest illicit financial outflows account for nearly 83 per cent of total 
outflows from the LDCs. Trade mispricing accounts for the bulk (65-70 
per cent) of illicit outflows from the LDCs. The ratio of illicit outflows to 
GDP averages about 4.8 per cent (UNDP, 2011a). 

Estimates for African countries, which focus on trade-mispricing, 
indicate that IFFs range from 1 per cent of GDP in Senegal to 20 per 
cent in Chad during 2000 to 2010.45 They confirm the increasing trend in 
IFFs and highlight that while extractive industries have been the major 
targets of IFFs, sectors like fruits and nuts and cocoa have also been 
affected. The largest contributors to IFFs are commercial activities 
followed by organized crime and public sector activities, often 
facilitated by corruption. IFFs contribute to a regressive tax system 
and impose an unfair tax burden on poorer sections of society thereby 
increasing inequality (UN-ECA, 2015). 

In order to reduce IFFs, LDCs and their partners need to enhance their 
efforts. The IPoA encourages LDCs to curtail IFFs at all levels, enhance 
disclosure practices and promote transparency in financial information. 
This needs to be complemented by national and multinational efforts, 
including support to LDCs and technical assistance to enhance their 
capacities and measures to prevent the transfer abroad of stolen 
assets and to assist in their recovery and return (IPoA para 112. 1. (e)). 
Development partners should also eliminate safe havens and create 
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42 - The term presumptive taxation covers a number of procedures under which 
the `desired’ base for taxation (direct or indirect) is not itself measured but is 
inferred from some simple indicators which are more easily measured than the 
base itself.
43 - OECD/DAC database.
44 - The ATAF has the goal to improve the capacity of African tax administrations 
that develop, share and implement best practices, see: www.ataftax.org.
45 - The analysis focuses only on the trade mispricing aspect of commercial 
transactions by multinational corporations.
46 - The IPoA calls on LDCs to integrate and align ODA within their national plans 
and priorities, use it achieve the overall development goals of the IPoA, build 
synergies among all forms of financing for development to enhance quantity and 
quality of support for development effectiveness, and enhance aid transparency 
and combat corruption by making information on aid quantities, sources and 
uses publicly available.

incentives for the return of stolen assets and IFFs (IPoA, paragraph 112. 
2 (c)). 

In addition, the Report of the High Level Panel on Illicit Financial Flows 
out of Africa also recommends introducing new measures to curb trade 
mis-invoicing; creating specialist transfer-pricing units in national tax 
administrations; reviewing double taxation agreements; conducting 
further research on how transnational corporations can be better 
taxed to support LDCs; enhancing anti-corruption efforts; allowing 
civil society’s efforts to shed light on the problem; publication of data 
on international banking assets held by the Bank for International 
Settlements; and improved understanding of how organized crime 
operates in Africa (UN-ECA, 2015). In order to implement such recom-
mendations, better information and an analysis of the areas and nature 
of IFFs as well as specific capacity building is needed for monitoring and 
enforcement efforts (UN, 2017a).

3.6. Conclusion

While government revenues in LDCs have increased, they are still far 
from sufficient to cover basic investment needs in LDCs as identified 
in section 1 of this chapter. LDCs need to further increase the tax 
base and improve their tax administration, but this will take some 
time as it requires structural changes and capacity building. Domestic 
revenues will only reach sufficient amounts once GDP growth increases 
significantly. Thus, LDC governments need to prioritise spending to 
areas with high environmental and social returns. 

In addition to efforts by the LDCs themselves, they need support 
to enhance their tax systems, including through capacity building 
and training. Support needs to be better coordinated and also 
include equipment, especially modern IT systems. International tax 
cooperation has improved recently, but needs to focus more on LDCs. 
Better information and analysis is needed especially with respect to 
curbing IFFs. 

4. INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION

International public finance is one of the most important financing 
sources for LDCs. ODA, in particular, finances significant portions of 
LDCs’ government budgets and supports sectors such as education, 
health, population policies, water and sanitation, and governance 
programs. ODA is also channelled to ICT, energy and infrastructure 
related projects, and recently humanitarian aid has increased in 
importance. The quality and effectiveness of aid as well as correctly 
and accurately reporting on all forms of international development 
cooperation are also important in this context. In addition to 
bilateral flows from OECD-DAC members, support from multilateral 
development banks and South-South cooperation are also important 
sources of investment in the SDGs. It is, thus critical that existing 
commitments on ODA be met, and that ODA be further prioritized in its 
allocation and more effectively used to benefit those furthest behind 
first.

Most recent research concludes that aid supports growth. This link 
has been examined in a large literature, which has grown especially 
since the turn of the millennium (Arndt et al., 2016). The positive impact 
of aid on growth is attributed to its effect on increased investment, 
which in turn facilitates trade, rising productivity and improvements of 
institutions and policies. 

4.1.Overall trends in external public finance

The IPoA highlights ODA as one of the key financial resources which 
needs to be mobilized for development and capacity building (priority 
area G).46  It also flags the complementary role of South-South 
cooperation in its implementation.

The IPoA urges donor countries to provide at least 0.15 of their GNI 
as ODA to LDCs and for those who have done so to reach the 0.20 per 
cent target expeditiously. In addition, they have agreed to provide 
LDC governments with timely information in a transparent manner 
on annual commitments and disbursements; use country systems as 
the first option for aid programmes in support of activities managed 
by the public sector; align aid with national priorities and strengthen 
capacity development; enhance the quality of aid by strengthening 
national ownership, alignment, harmonization, predictability, mutual 
accountability and transparency; improve donor coordination and 
harmonization to avoid fragmentation and duplication; continue to 
make progress on untying aid as encouraged by the 2001 OECD/DAC 
recommendation on untying ODA to LDCs; align the allocation of 
ODA to LDCs’ priorities with particular focus on productive capacity 
development; and, explore new innovative finance mechanisms and 
strengthen and scale up existing ones.

Total ODA from OECD-DAC countries to LDCs declined in nominal 
terms from US$41 billion in 2014 to US$37.3 billion in 2015, whereas 
in real terms it increased by 8 per cent due to the depreciation of the 
currencies of DAC members to the US dollar. However, preliminary data 
available for 2016 show that bilateral net ODA to LDCs decreased by 3.9 
per cent in real terms compared to 2015. 

In 2015, 28 per cent of total ODA was allocated to LDCs down from 30 
per cent in 2014. Seven OECD-DAC donors (Denmark, Finland, Ireland, 
Luxembourg, Norway, Sweden and the United Kingdom) reached the 
goal of providing at least 0.15 per cent of GNI in ODA to LDCs, down 
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from 8 in 2014 and 9 in 2013. The overall share of ODA in donors’ GNI 
remained constant at 0.09, far below the lower bound of 0.15 called 
for in the IPoA and SDGs. Ireland provided the highest share of ODA to 
LDCs with 48 percent (see table A.9). Belgium has committed to spend 
at least half of its ODA to LDCs by 2019.47 In several cases, development 
partners have designated a large share of LDCs as focus countries. For 
example, 11 of the 12 focus countries of Norway are LDCs.48 

ODA is still the most important component of external finance for many 
LDCs. It corresponded to 13 per cent of GNI in 1992 but declined to a 
low of 4.7 per cent in 2015. While this average seems low, it conceals 
large variations between LDCs. Figure 2.8 shows the 17 LDCs which rely 
on ODA for more than 10 per cent of their GNI.

As a percentage of government expenditures,49 however, ODA is even 
more significant in LDCs than as percentage of GNI. As table 2.1. shows, 
five LDCs received net ODA in excess of 100 per cent of their central 
government expenditure,  while for another 11 LDCs, ODA accounted 
for between 50 per cent and 100 per cent of expenditure. LDCs in or 
post-conflict, with small populations and landlocked LDCs are especially 
dependent on ODA as a source of financing government expenditure. 
This is a long-term issue for these countries.

South-South cooperation is prominently mentioned in the IPoA as well 
as the Addis Agenda, highlighting its complementarity to cooperation 
by traditional providers. While it has increased significantly over the 
past years, it is still difficult to provide exact figures given lack of 
standardized sources and important methodological constraints 
arising from the heterogeneity in the definition of development

cooperation among southern providers as well as the emphasis on 
non-financial forms of cooperation where it is more difficult to quantify 
the value, such as capacity building, policy coherence, mutual learning 
and knowledge sharing. The total development cooperation from 
emerging providers is estimated to be around US$32 billion in 2014, 
representing 17 per cent of the global total. This represents a sharp 
increase from the US$11 billion in 2010 (Luijks and Benn, 2017). A large 
number of South-South cooperation initiatives focus on infrastructure 
development. Furthermore, providers of South-South cooperation 
increased their contributions to multilateral organisations (UN, 2016a 
and 2016b) and, in some cases, important institutional developments 
such as the creation of the Asian Investment Infrastructure Bank (AIIB).

FIGURE 2.8. LDCs ODA to GNI ratio, 2015

Source: World Bank national accounts data, and OECD National 
Accounts data files, accessed 18 April 2017.
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TABLE 2.1: TOP 10 LDCS, ODA AS A PERCENTAGE OF CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT EXPENSE

FIRST DATA 
POINT

YEAR LAST DATA 
POINT

YEAR

LDC
Democratic Republic 
of the Congo

64.2 1990         193.0 2010

Sierra Leone 50.1 1999         154.9 2014

Central African 
Republic 

89.7 2004         111.0 2012

Sao Tome and Prin-
cipe 

138.3 2002         110.4 2012

Ethiopia 51.5 1990         103.3 2011

Malawi 54.7 2009           88.2 2015

Rwanda 91.0 1990           80.0 2015

Mali 102.4 2000           74.6 2015

Burkina Faso 122.7 2002           62.6 2014

Afghanistan 206.4 2006           60.8 2013

Benin 99.8 2001           56.5 2013

Mozambique 86.8 2010           55.8 2012

Kiribati 55.9 2011           55.6 2015

Uganda 68.0 1999           53.6 2015

Vanuatu 148.9 1990           52.2 2011

Madagascar 78.8 2000           51.3 2014

Source: OECD stats, accessed 18 April 2017.
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47 - Statement at Annual Ministerial Meeting, 24 Sept 2016.
48 - Norway’s Statement at Annual Ministerial Meeting, 24 Sept 2016.
49 - A percentage above 100 can be due to the fact that not all ODA do not flow 
through the central government. In addition ODA flows also include debt relief.
50 - https://www.eximbankindia.in/
51 - http://www.oecd.org/dac/dac-global-relations/indias-development-co-op-
eration.htm
52 - http://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/develop-
ment-finance-standards/TOSSD per cent20Flyer per cent20crops.pdf

The main providers of South-South cooperation for LDCs include 
China, India, Brazil, Saudi Arabia, United Arab Emirates, and Turkey. 
Some of them explicitly focus on LDCs in their strategies as indicated in 
the following examples: 

The Information Office of the State Council of the People’s Republic 
of China issued its second white paper setting the main guidelines 
of their development cooperation in 2014. The document recognizes 
the LDCs as it pledges to provide “assistance […] to other developing 
countries within the framework of South-South cooperation”. Support 
is provided in three modalities: grants, interest-free loans and 
concessional loans. Concessional loans, which make the largest form 
of assistance according to the paper, are used for medium and large 
infrastructure projects, while interest-free loans and grants are used 
for human development.

The main instruments used to deliver India’s foreign assistance are lines 
of credit, grants, small development projects, technical consultancies, 
disaster relief and humanitarian aid and capacity building programmes 
under the Indian Technical and Economic Cooperation Programme. 
Between 2004 and 2016, the Export Import Bank provided lines of 
credits to 37 LDCs.50  Between 2009 and 2015, Bhutan received 61 
per cent of India’s bilateral development co operation, followed by 
Afghanistan (9 per cent), Nepal (5 per cent), Bangladesh (3 per cent), 
Myanmar (2 per cent) amounting to more than 80 per cent of India’s 
assistance going to LDCs. Recently, co operation with Africa increased. 
The main sectors of India’s development co-operation are health, 
education, energy (hydropower) and information technology.51 

In its paper “Turkey’s Development Cooperation: General Characteris-
tics and the LDC Aspect” it is stated that Turkey is committed, ready and 
willing to do its part in assisting the development process of the LDCs 
(Republic of Turkey Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2015). Between 2011 
and 2015 Turkey provided development assistance to LDCs of US$1.5 
billion, in line with its stated priorities.

To address the fragmentation of reporting on different external financial 
flows, a new international statistical standard, Total Official Support 
for Sustainable Development (TOSSD), is being developed, with the 
Addis Agenda calling for open and inclusive discussions on TOSSD. The 
scope of TOSSD is broader than that of ODA, as “TOSSD includes all of-
ficially-supported resource flows to promote sustainable development 
in developing countries and to support development enablers or 
address global challenges at regional or global levels.”52  Discussions 
on what exactly should be included are ongoing, but it may include 
concessional grants and loans, non-concessional loans, private sector 
instruments such as equity and guarantees, private finance mobilized 
by public-private partnerships, as well as humanitarian aid. There are 
however concerns that it might lead to the inclusion of flows, which do 
not have development as their primary objective or do not leave the 
provider country. Standardization of reporting is especially needed in 
the areas of lending by multilateral development banks, South-South 
cooperation and leveraging of private finance. TOSSD needs to be 
designed in a way that all different flows are separately identifiable and 
the process for defining it needs to be transparent, including recipient 

governments and civil society (UN, 2017a and UN-ECOSOC, 2017).

Senegal is one of the first two pilot countries to undertake a study of 
TOSSD, as part of its national development plan which aims at boosting 
growth, especially through private sector development. One benefit 
of using TOSSD is that it captures aid providers beyond the traditional 
OECD-DAC countries. In Senegal, emerging economies account for 60 
per cent of all financial inflows. The pilot study also found that TOSSD 
can help Senegal capture information on complex financial activities, 
improve decision making in arranging public-private partnership and 
leveraging private finance. It was recommended that TOSSD be a 
complementary measure to ODA rather than replacing it, as well as 
carefully examining the incentive framework of TOSSD to ensure that 
it does not put the country’s debt sustainability at risk (OECD, 2017).

4.2.Development effectiveness and quality of aid

While the quantity of aid has been on a rising trend since the 1960s, 
there have been concerns about the quality and effectiveness of this 
support, in areas such as coordination, time and budget constraints, 
and donors’ self-interest. The 2016 Development Cooperation 
Forum (DCF) emphasized the oversight role of parliamentarians, 
providing capacity support for civil society, and facilitating the 
greater engagement of the public in all spectrums of the development 
processes. Furthermore, development effectiveness was linked to re-
sults-focused, evidence-based and inclusive approaches that facilitate 
knowledge-sharing and mutual learning for sustainable development. 
The Global Partnership for Effective Development Cooperation 
is a multi-stakeholder partnership, based on the principles of re-
sult-orientation, country-led development, transparency and mutual 
accountability, and inclusive partnerships. 

An important aspect of aid quality has been its fragmentation, leading 
to geographical gaps in its distribution. As a result, some countries are 
often referred as ‘donor darlings’ (e.g. Ethiopia and Mozambique are 
priority countries for 16 DAC members), while others are ‘aid orphans’ 
(Madagascar and Togo are priority countries for only 2 DAC members). 
The OECD identifies aid orphans based on both needs-based and per-
formance-based criteria. Most of the aid orphans are LDCs, with three 
– Guinea, Madagascar and Nepal – continuously on that list between 
2006 and 2012 (OECD, 2014). 

LDCs can also use the DCF process to review trends in both the quantity 
and quality of development cooperation, including aid flows as part of 
a larger framework for mutual accountability.53  Progress with respect 
to these aspects of aid quality has been slow according to the progress
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report on making development co-operation more effective (OECD/
UNDP, 2016). The annual predictability of ODA54has not increased 
overall and was still lower in LDCs (79 per cent) than in other developing 
countries (88 per cent) in 2015. The use of country systems  has slightly 
improved but was also much lower in LDCs (45 per cent) than in other 
developing countries (56 per cent). This average, however, masks 
significant improvement in many LDCs. Six LDCs more than doubled 
their use of country systems55 between 2010 and 2015 (see table 2.2). 
In 22 other LDCs, however, less than 50 per cent of ODA is channelled 
through country systems.

Aid is increasingly used to leverage other resources, including tax 
revenue and private investment as discussed in sections 3 and 7 of this 
chapter. Blended finance could unlock significant new resources for 
development, especially in areas such as infrastructure as detailed in 
a recent UNDP report (UNDP, 2016). However, as the use of modalities 
such as blended finance grows, it is critical that deployment is assessed 
on a case-by-case basis, with risks and returns shared fairly, as called 
for in the Addis Agenda. Careful consideration should be given to the 
overarching principles of development effectiveness, in particular 
strong country ownership, aligning programmes and projects with 
country priorities, and transparency (UN, 2017a).

4.3.Changes in the structure of aid

The difference between what donors commit to providing in terms 
of aid and what is actually delivered can sometimes be significant. 
Donors’ commitments are usually multi-year, and can give a useful 
indication regarding future flows, but they also fluctuate due to 
changes in aid policies. Disbursements are a better description of aid 
flows from a recipient’s point of view, although they may be delayed 
for a variety of reasons. These include “recipients not meeting specific 
procedural requirements for safeguarding aid resources, excessive 
administration, delays in aid bureaucracies, cumbersome approval 
and disbursement processes, and intra-year aid reallocations that 
prevent the timely disbursement of announced aid” (Hudson, 2013). 
The difference between commitments and disbursements means that 
a change in the allocation of aid over time can only been seen in data 
on disbursements with a lag of several years. 

Figure 2.9 shows the trend of DAC commitments and disbursements of 
bilateral ODA to developing countries in general and LDCs in particular 
since the 1960s. The graph shows that the gap between amounts 
committed and disbursed is smaller for LDCs than for other developing 
countries. On average, aid disbursements to LDCs represented 92 
per cent of commitments, compared to 82 per cent for all developing 
countries. 

TABLE 2.2: PERCENTAGE OF ODA TO PUBLIC 
SECTOR USING COUNTRY SYSTEMS

2010 2015

LDC
Chad 6 51 

Congo, Dem. Rep. 12 42 

Mali 33 94 

Madagascar 13 29 

Cambodia 22 48 

Liberia 40 81 

Source: OECD/UNDP (2016)

FIGURE 2.9. Commitments versus disbursements of bilateral ODA 
to LDCs and all developing countries (US$ Millions, 2015)
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53 - Since 2009, the DCF has undertaken, on a biennial basis, a Global 
Accountability Survey for Progress in national mutual accountability, 
transparency and effective development cooperation, see: https://www.un.org/
ecosoc/en/development-cooperation-forum
54 - As measured by the proportion of development co-operation funding that is 
disbursed to a country’s government within the fiscal year in which development 
partners schedule it.
55 - As measured by the proportion of development co-operation disbursed 
for the public sector using the country’s own public financial management and 
procurement systems.
56 - Angola is not IDA eligible due to its per capita GNI exceeding the IDA 
threshold of ($1,215 in fiscal year 2016). Four other LDCs with incomes exceeding 
the threshold are nonetheless IDA-eligible under the small state exception (for 
countries with less than 1.5 million people, significant vulnerability due to size 
and geography, and very limited credit-worthiness and financing options). These 
include Sao Tome and Principe, Kiribati, Tuvalu and Vanuatu.

ODA allocation by sector has also changed over the past years. As 
the figure below shows, disbursed aid to social infrastructure and 
services accounts for the largest share of ODA from DAC to LDCs, rising 
from a quarter to a half of all aid in recent years. Humanitarian aid 
is the second biggest category, and has also seen an increase since 
2013. While aid to the productive sectors is mentioned in the IPoA as 
an enabler of structural transformation, its share in overall ODA has 
remained constant and below 10 per cent, although it has increased in 
absolute terms from US$615 million in 2002 to US$2.3 billion in 2015. 
Social infrastructure and services was the biggest category of bilateral 
aid from OECD-DAC to LDCs in 2015, comprising US$11.9 billion (in 2015 
US$) or 47 per cent of the total (see figure 2.10).

Under the Economic infrastructure and services category, ODA to 
transport and storage as well as to energy projects has risen dramatically 
in the past decade, and these two areas combined comprise 80 per cent 
of all ODA to economic infrastructure and services. By contrast, ODA to 
communications as well as banking services has remained stagnant, 
while ODA for business services has seen a decline since its peak in 
2007 (see figure 2.11).

The alignment of the sectoral composition of ODA with LDC priorities 
as well as the 2030 Agenda and the SDGs is important. The rise in ODA 
to the transport and energy sectors is in line with the IPoA’s focus on 
building productive capacity. At the same time, the increased support to 
water and sanitation, health, and governance/civil society is indicative 
of the broader 2030 Agenda. It is equally important that emerging 
issues such as aid to countries hosting refugees does not come at the 
expense of these developmental goals. In 2015, 9.1 per cent of ODA 
consisted of support for countries hosting or processing refugees, 
nearly double the 2014 ratio of 4.8 per cent when US$6.6 billion was 
spent on refugees (OECD, 2016). About half of OECD-DAC countries 
used funds beyond their aid budget for these refugee-related costs. 
Enhancing the coherence of development and humanitarian action 
and finance is crucial in this respect. For example more investment is 
needed for the prevention of natural disasters (UN, 2017a). In addition, 
LDC governments and their development partners need to consider the 
comparative advantage of each type of development cooperation and 
its suitability for the specific investment purpose (UN-DESA, 2016a).

4.4.Multilateral aid to LDCs

Multilateral development banks are playing an important role in 
the provision of international finance, especially for infrastructure. 
Their contribution towards sustainable development can go beyond 
financing and promote policies that improve the investment climate 
or mitigate sudden changes in policies. Their involvement can also 
enhance confidence and reduce risk premiums for projects, especially 
large infrastructure projects und thus attract capital from the private 
sector (see Section 7). However, they do not recognize the LDC category, 
making it difficult to track their engagement in these countries. 
Emerging countries are expanding their contribution to the financing 
of the multilateral system (Luijkx and Benn, 2017). 

The World Bank’s International Development Association (IDA) is an 
important provider of concessional loans, grants and guarantees to 
most LDCs.56 Guarantees can be valuable tools to enable low-cost credit 
for small and medium-sized enterprises, as well as providing incentives 
for investment in riskier sectors (UNDP, 2016). IDA is funded through 
contributions from donor countries and is currently the largest provider 
of multilateral finance in Sub-Saharan Africa, where 34 of the 48 LDCs 
are located. The 18th IDA replenishment, completed in December 2016, 
focuses on climate change; gender and development; governance and 
institutions; jobs and economic transformation; and fragility, conflict 
and violence, under the heading “Towards 2030: Investing in growth, 
resilience and opportunity”.

In terms of its overall financial envelope, IDA 18 has mobilized a record 
US$75 billion, 44 per cent more than IDA 17. IDA has a triple-A rating from 
credit agencies, due to the strong and continued support of donors. 
Thus a major innovation in IDA 18 involves leveraging its balance sheet 
to access private capital, in line with the Addis Agenda. For every US$1 
contributed by donors, US$3 in financing will be available through IDA 
18, which aims at supporting the 2030 Agenda.

IDA 18 includes an enhanced crisis response window totalling US$3 
billion, which is meant to help build resilience to and preparedness for 
natural disasters, health emergencies and economic crises. Financing 
for countries affected by conflict will be doubled in IDA 18 to over 
US$14 billion in the next three years, with an additional US$2 billion 
dedicated to helping refugees and their host countries in addressing 
the challenges of forced displacement. A dedicated Private Sector 
Window totalling US$2.5 billion will also focus on countries affected 
by conflict, by scaling up private investments, facilitating the creation 
of sustainable jobs, enhancing integration through trade into global 
markets, and creating investible markets. 

Other sources of multilateral aid for LDCs include the regional 
development banks. The Asian Development Bank (ADB) is planning 
to increase its overall financial support to US$20 billion by 2020, and 
increase assistance to poor countries in Asia by up to 70 per cent. It 
also aims to leverage private finance to these countries by helping 
them broaden their fiscal space, strengthen their financial markets and 
enhance their access to climate funds (ADB, 2015).
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The African Development Bank (AfDB) likewise supports LDCs in various 
ways. It provides grants for preparatory activities for infrastructure 
projects through the Infrastructure Project Preparation Facility 
(IPPF). This has helped leverage both public and private financing for 
investments in water, energy, transport and ICT, as well as enable 
blended financing, e.g. debt or equity financing at or below market 
rates. 

4.5. Conclusion

LDCs remain highly reliant on ODA, which is still the most important 
source of external development finance. However, the ODA targets 
of the IPoA and SDGs have not been met. The trend of declining ODA 
to LDCs needs to be reversed immediately and ODA providers need 
to implement their commitments. The catalytic use of ODA should 
be closely monitored against its effectiveness in generating positive 
outcomes for poverty eradication and sustainable development, and 
not just increasing the volume of finance. 

South-South cooperation with LDCs has increased over the past 
years and should be further leveraged to strengthen the means of 
implementation of the IPoA and the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development. Careful consideration should be given to the overarching 
principles of development effectiveness, in particular strong country 
ownership, aligning programmes and projects with country priorities, 
use of country systems and transparency. Thus, the measurement of 
development finance should only include cross-border resources that 
have the recipient countries’ development priorities as their primary 
purpose (UN-ECOSOC, 2017).

5. CLIMATE CHANGE FINANCE

Climate change poses an unprecedented threat to sustainable 
development. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC) has affirmed that the negative impacts of climate change are 
already being observed across all continents (IPCC, 2014). Impacts 
from recent climate-related extremes, such as heat waves, droughts, 
floods, cyclones, and wildfires, reveal significant vulnerability and 
exposure of some ecosystems and many human systems to current 
climate variability. Impacts of such climate-related extremes include 
alteration of ecosystems, disruption of food production and water 
supply, damage to infrastructure and settlements, and consequences 
for human well-being. 

Differences in vulnerability and exposure to climate change risk arise 
when people are socially, economically, or otherwise marginalized. 
The LDCs are especially vulnerable to the negative impacts of climate 
change, as they are not only among the most exposed but also have 
the least capacity to withstand these impacts. The international 
community has given high priority to tackling climate change, as 
reflected in international agreements on sustainable development 
adopted by Member States, including the recent package adopted in 
2015. The need for special treatment for LDCs is explicitly recognized 

in all of them, including the provision of financial assistance, capaci-
ty-building support and technology transfer.  

The Istanbul Programme of Action highlights the need to reduce 
the vulnerability of LDCs to climate change and other shocks, and to 
strengthen their resilience. It also calls for mainstreaming climate 
policies into national development policies and strategies. It outlines 
actions for the LDCs as well as for development partners.

Under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 
(UNFCCC), developed country Parties (Annex II Parties) shall provide 
financial resources to assist developing country Parties in implementing 
the Convention, through a Financial Mechanism established for this 
purpose. The decision adopting the Paris Agreement in 2015 urged 
developed countries to scale-up their level of support with a concrete 
roadmap to achieve the goal of mobilising US$100 billion per year by 
2020 for climate action in developing countries. At the COP 21, it was 
also decided that developed countries intend to continue their existing 
collective mobilization goal through 2025 and that the Conference of 
the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement 
shall set a new collective quantified goal from a floor of US$100 billion 
per year, taking into account the needs and priorities of developing 
countries.

The 2030 Agenda, and especially SDG 13 on climate change, includes 
language related to  these commitments, including the US$100 billion 
target. The SDGs are inter-connected - progress on one SDG can help 
to advance others. Likewise, financing towards other sustainable 
development goals helps to address climate change. Several sources 
of data on climate change finance include in their totals development 
projects with climate-related objectives or aspects owing to their 
climate co-benefits. 

Climate change finance covers adaptation and mitigation, as well 
as activities which are cross-cutting. Sources of finance to LDCs 
are comprised of private and public flows, both from developed 
countries to LDCs and from developing countries to LDCs (South-South 
cooperation), as well as climate change finance from domestic 
sources. Public climate change finance flows to LDCs includes bilateral, 
multilateral and other sources. 

There is no single comprehensive reporting system for total climate 
change finance, which must be estimated by compiling data from a 
variety of authoritative sources. There is considerable variation in 
the completeness and quality of data for each source, as well as in 
the related uncertainty, with greater gaps for private sector funding, 
South-South cooperation and domestic finance. Furthermore, different 
sources have used varying approaches and definitions when compiling 
their data.  

The discussion below provides an assessment of the flows of climate 
change finance to developing countries and, to the extent that data 
are also available, to LDCs in particular. Where reliable aggregate data 
for LDCs are not available, the discussion is qualitative using specific 
examples. Key recommendations on climate change finance for LDCs 
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are contained in the final section on conclusions.

The 2014 and 2016 Biennial Assessments of the Standing Committee on 
Finance under the UNFCCC estimated the total volume of public climate 
change finance mobilized by developed countries for all developing 
countries at US$28.75 billion in 2011, US$28.92 billion in 2012, US$40.5 
billion in 2013  and US$43.8 billion in 2014 (table 2.3.). On average 
in 2013-2014, private finance flows from developed to developing 
countries has been estimated at US$2 billion for renewable energy 
projects, US$24 billion in FDI, and US$14.8 billion in mobilized private 
finance (UNFCCC, 2014 and 2016a).

In October 2016, a group of developed countries published a paper 
Roadmap to US$100 Billion (OECD, 2016) which outlines their progress 
made in scaling up climate change finance. The paper found that 
combined public and climate change finance from developed countries 
was US$52 billion in 2013 and US$62 billion in 2014. An OECD study 
projects that, based on pledges made as at September 2016, total 
public climate change finance will be US$66.8 billion in 2020 (OECD, 
2016).  

The OECD also reports an overall trend of an increase in ODA targeting 
climate-related interventions in LDCs, with, for example, bilateral cli-
mate-related ODA for LDCs rising from 1 per cent of aid received during 
the period 2002-2005 to 14 per cent in the period 2012-14 (OECD, 2017).

5.1. Public flows from developed to developing 
countries: multilateral sources

Climate change finance for LDCs is provided through several multilateral 
channels, including instruments established by the Conference of 
Parties to the UNFCCC, multilateral development banks and regional 
channels.

The Global Environment Facility (GEF), established in 1991, serves as the 
financial mechanism for five environmental conventions, including the 
UNFCCC. The GEF also manages two climate change funds established 
under the UNFCCC: the Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF) and the 
Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF). The latest cycle, GEF-6, raised 

US$4.43 billion dollars for the period 2014-2018 for its 6 focal areas 
and administration. Of this amount, the focal area on climate change 
received pledges amounting to US$1.1 billion. Based on calculations 
from the GEF secretariat’s project database, US$ 630 million were 
made available from the GEF Trust Fund for national projects on 
climate change by LDCs (see Figure 2.12). In addition, the GEF Trust 
Fund has financed regional and global projects on climate change of 
which LDCs are beneficiaries along with other developing countries. 
Since its establishment the GEF has mobilized a total of US$14.3 billion 
for climate change from all its funds (GEF, 2017a). If the estimated 
contribution to LDCs from regional and global climate change projects 
is included, LDC received at least US$1.74 billion, or equivalent to 
approximately 12.2 per cent of total climate change funding. These 
funds were primarily for mitigation, with a substantial share going to 
energy generation, distribution and efficiency (GEF, 2017b).

The Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF) supports a work programme 
to assist LDCs carry out the preparation and implementation of National 
Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs), which are country-driven 
strategies that identify the most immediate needs of LDCs to adapt to 
climate change. The LDCF focuses on reducing the vulnerability of key 
sectors identified through the NAPA process, financing on-the-ground 
adaptation activities that provide concrete results in support of 
vulnerable communities. In 2010, in Cancun, the Parties decided 
to establish a process to enable LDCs to formulate and implement 
National Adaptation Plans (NAPs), building on their experience with 
NAPAs to address the medium- and long-term adaptation needs, and 
later decided to provide funding for NAP preparation from the LDCF. All 
the LDCs have prepared NAPAs and started implementing adaptation 
projects, but only a few have started to formulate their NAPs.

By the end of March 2017, the total cumulative donor pledges to the 
LDCF amounted to US$1.22 billion, and paid contributions totaled 

TABLE 2.3: PUBLIC CLIMATE CHANGE FINANCE PROVIDED BY 
DEVELOPED COUNTRIES TO DEVELOPING COUNTRIES

2013 2014

(BILLION US$)
UNFCCC funds 0.6 0.8

Multilateral climate funds (including UNFCCC funds) 1.9 2.5

Climate-specific finance through bilateral, regional 
and other channels

23.1 23.9

Of which grant and concessional loans 11.7 12.4

MDB climate finance attributed to developed countries 
(own resources only)

14.9 16.6

Total public resources 40.5 43.8

Source: UNFCCC, 2016.

19
93

19
95

19
96

19
97

19
98

19
99

20
00

20
01

20
02

20
03

20
04

20
05

20
06

20
07

20
08

20
09

20
10

20
11

20
12

20
13

20
14

20
15

20
16

20
17

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

FIGURE 2.12. GEF Trust Fund: grants provided to LDCs for national 
projects on climate change (in US$ millions)

Source: compiled from http://www.thegef.org/projects 

Note: graphs depict cumulative amounts of grants disbursed to LDCs from the GEF 
Trust Fund. The annual aggregate figures are comprised of grants to individual 
countries . The graph does not include  grants that countries receive from regional 
and global projects.
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FIGURE 2.13. Cumulative amount of funds to LDCs from the Least 
Developed Countries Fund (LDCF): 2013 to 2016 in US$ millions

Source of data: Annual GEF Progress Reports on the LDCs Fund

Note: graph depicts cumulative amounts disbursed to LDCs

US$1.17 billion (or 96 per cent) (GEF, 2016). Figure 2.13 below shows 
the pledged and disbursed amounts from the LDCF between 2013 and 
2016.  As at April 10, 2017, 51 LDCs57  had accessed US$12.20 million 
in support of the preparation of their national adaptation programs 
of action (NAPA). Of the 50 countries that had completed their NAPAs, 
49 current or former LDCs had accessed a total of US$1,147 million 
for 195 projects in support of the implementation of their NAPAs. In 
total, US$1,160 million had been approved for NAPA implementation, 
the NAP process and other elements of the LDC Work Program at the 
end of the reporting period, which represents an increase of US$118.9 
million or about eleven per cent. US$41.7 million from the LDCF was 
made available to support National Adaptation Plans in five LDCs under 
the NAP Global Support Program. The largest amount of resources 
was approved in the area of environmental policy and administrative 
management (30.61 per cent) as part of multisector projects, followed 
by disaster prevention and preparedness (18.09 per cent), and 
agricultural development (15.69 per cent).

The GEF Secretariat has reported that the demand for LDCF resources 
continues to exceed the funds available for new approvals. As at March 
31, 2017, the funds available for new funding decisions amounted to 
US$62.2 million; whereas resources amounting to US$156.1 million 
were sought for 24 full-sized projects that had been technically cleared. 
In addition, another US$84.7 million was sought towards 11 project 
proposals that had been endorsed by countries’ operational focal 
points and formally submitted for review (GEF, 2017b).

According to one estimate, over US$5 billion per year is needed merely to 
fund the LDCs’ NAPAs (IIED, 2017b). The total amount of climate change 
finance that is needed to fund both the mitigation and adaptation 
measures post-2020 in the LDCs has been estimated at US$93 billion 
per year, based on the Intended Nationally Determined Contributions 
(INDCs) submitted by 44 LDCs in the lead-up to the COP 21 (IIED, 2017a). 

Almost half of this amount would be required for adaptation, which so 
far has only received a small share of total climate change funding to 
LDCs. Consequently, significant increases are required for adaptation 
finance in order to address the vulnerability of LDCs.

The Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF) was established under the 
UNFCCC in 2001 to finance projects relating to: adaptation; technology 
transfer and capacity building; energy, transport, industry, agriculture, 
forestry and waste management; and economic diversification. This 
fund complements other funding mechanisms for the implementation 
of the Convention. 

As at March 31, 2017, cumulative pledges to the SCCF amounted to 
US$351.8 million, reflecting no changes since August 31, 2016. Of the 
total resources pledged, US$346.8 million or 99 per cent had been 
paid. As at April 10, 2017, 81 countries had accessed a total of US$348.6 
million for 77 projects under the SCCF. Of the total resources approved, 
US$287.9 million were for 66 projects under the SCCF Adaptation 
Program (SCCF-A), while twelve projects had been approved under 
the SCCF Program for Technology Transfer (SCCF-B), with total grant 
resources amounting to US$60.68 million. 

The Adaptation Fund was established under the Kyoto Protocol in 2001 
and launched in 2007. It is administered by its own Adaptation Fund 
Board. The Adaptation Fund is financed through voluntary pledges 
as well as a levy of 2 per cent raised on the sale of Certified Emission 
Reductions under the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM). At COP-22 
in Marrakesh, Morocco, CMA.1 decided that the Adaptation Fund 
should serve the Paris Agreement subject to decisions being taken by 
forthcoming meetings of the competent intergovernmental bodies.

As at November 2016, the Adaptation Fund had cumulatively approved 
US$358 million for projects and programmes. At COP-22, the Adaptation 
Fund received US$81 million in additional funding. However, operation 
of the Adaptation Fund with regard the Paris Agreement will be 
discussed at COP24. The Adaptation Fund allocates resources through 
national, regional and multilateral implementation entities. For direct 
access, national entities must first undergo an accreditation process, 
and thereafter may submit proposals. As at May 2017, the Adaptation 
Fund had allocated grants worth US$101.79 million to activities in 
fourteen LDCs, equivalent to 29.2 per cent of all allocations (Climate 
Funds Update, 2017). Most funding has been allocated to projects on 
food security and rural development. The Adaptation Fund also has a 
Readiness Programme for Climate Finance to strengthen the capacity 
of national and regional implementing entities to receive and manage 
climate financing, particularly through its direct access modality.

The Green Climate Fund (GCF) was first proposed in 2009 at the Climate 
Change COP15 in Copenhagen, formally established at the COP16 in 
Cancún a year later, “an operating entity of the financial mechanism 
of the Convention under article 11”, and launched at COP17 in Durban 
in 2011. The GCF is governed by the GCF Board and it is accountable 
to and functions under the guidance of the COP to support projects, 
programmes, policies and other activities in developing country Parties 
using thematic funding windows. The World Bank serves as the Interim 
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Trustee. At COP21 in Paris, Parties decided that the Green Climate 
Fund and the Global Environment Facility, the entities entrusted with 
the operation of the Financial Mechanism of the Convention, as well as 
the LDCF and the SCCF, administered by the GEF, shall serve the Paris 
Agreement. The GCF aims to mobilize climate change finance to support 
scaled-up mitigation and adaptation action in developing countries. It 
is committed to aim for balance between mitigation and adaptation 
investments over time, and to ensure that at least 50 per cent of 
adaptation funding goes to the most vulnerable countries, including 
LDCs, SIDS, and African States. Article 9.9 of the Paris Agreement calls 
for the operating entities of the Financial Mechanism of the Convention 
to aim to ensure efficient access to financial resources through 
simplified approval procedures and enhanced readiness support for 
developing country Parties, in particular for the LDCs and SIDS, in the 
context of their national climate strategies and plans.

As at October 2016, the GCF has received pledges amounting to US$10.3 
billion, which makes it the largest dedicated climate fund. Of pledged 
resources, US$9.9 billion have been deposited and US$1.17 billion (11.8 
per cent of deposited funds) approved for 44 projects. LDCs received 18 
per cent of approved funding in the form of grants (US$176.66 million) 
and equity (US$35 million) (Climate Funds Update, 2017). 

The GCF has allotted US$3 million per country towards the formulation 
of NAPs. Liberia and Nepal have already accessed this funding. 
Furthermore, under the GCF Readiness and Preparatory Support 
Programme, for which there is an allocation of up to US$1 million per 
country per year, a total of US$5.8 million has been committed to 20 
LDCs. Nine LDCs have also accessed funding from the GCF for the 
implementation of adaptation projects. Many LDCs, however, have 
difficulties accessing directly and absorbing climate change finance due 
to complicated application and implementation procedures, as well as 
limited data, and institutional capacity. These challenges will need to 
be addressed, in order to better support LDCs in implementing the 
Paris Agreement and in their efforts towards implementing the SDGs. 
The LDC Expert Group (LEG) under the UNFCCC is working closely with 
the GCF and the GEF to support LDCs in accessing funding and technical 
support for the formulation and implementation of their NAPAs and 
NAPs. The LEG is actively promoting coherence in achieving adaptation 
goals through the NAPs with efforts to achieve the SDGs.

The Clean Technology Fund is one of the Climate Investment Funds (CIFs) 
administered by the World Bank and operated in partnership with the 
regional development banks. It finances the deployment and transfer of 
low-carbon technologies that have substantial potential for long-term 
GHG emissions savings. Of its US$4.96 billion of funding approved, only 
a US$16 million have been allocated in the LDCs for one project in the 
hydropower sector in Haiti. 

The Strategic Climate Funds, also operated under the umbrella of 
the Climate Investment Funds, constitutes the framework for three 
targeted programmes: The Forest Investment Programme, the Pilot 
Programme for Climate Resilience (PPCR) and Scaling Up Renewable 
Energy in Low Income Countries Programme. 

The PPCR supports national efforts to integrate climate risk assessment 
mechanisms and resilience building as part of the national development 
strategy. Funding is channelled through multilateral institutions, which 
include, in the case of the LDCs, the African Development Bank (AfDB), 
the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD), 
the International Finance Corporation (IFC) and the Asian Development 
Bank (ADB). The PPCR allocated US$595.1 million, or 61 per cent of 
its approved funding, to projects in 8 LDCs, mostly for multisector 
projects in general environmental protection as well as in agriculture 
and humanitarian aid. Over 41 per cent of the allocated funds are 
concessional loans. As of October 2016, only 18 per cent of allocated 
funding has been disbursed (Climate Funds Update, 2017). 

Nepal formed part of the group of pilot countries and prepared its 
Strategic Programme for Climate Resilience with support from the 
PPCR and building on priorities established in its NAPA. In total, the 
three programmes under the Strategic Climate Fund, approved 
US$963.43 million to LDCs, most of it in the form of grants (US$617.93 
million or 71 per cent) and concessional loans (US$245.5 million). As 
of October 2016, only US$127.84 million has been disbursed (Climate 
Funds Update, 2017).

Other funds such as the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility, the Bio 
Carbon Fund and the Partnership for Market Readiness, which are 
managed by the World Bank, channel targeted financial support. The 
African Development Bank administers the Congo Basin Forest Fund 
while the European Investment Bank administers the Global Energy 
Efficiency, the Renewable Energy Fund and the African Climate Change 
Fund. 

5.2. Public flows from developed to developing 
countries: bilateral sources

Total climate finance from Annex II Parties to non-Annex I Parties 
through bilateral, regional and other channels as reported in the 
biennial report common tabular formats amounted to US$23.15 billion 
and US$23.86 billion in 2013 and 2014 respectively (UNFCCC, 2016a). 
Disaggregated data is not available for most LDCs.

The International Climate Initiative is an instrument administered 
by the Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation, 
Building and Nuclear Safety (BMUB) of Germany. The Initiative funds 
mitigation and adaptation projects, including in various LDCs.

Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative (NICFI) focuses on 
actions to combat deforestation and forest degradation in developing 
countries. A substantial amount of its resources is channelled through 
the UN-REDD+ programme, a joint United Nations initiative whose 
main objective is the reduction of emissions from deforestation and 
forest degradation. The NICFI also contributes to other climate funds, 
notably the Brazilian Amazon Fund, its largest recipient. It also provides 
funding to the Congo Basin, fundamentally to the Central African Forest 
Initiative, a fund administered by UNDP which includes among others

57 - This includes four LDCs who subsequently graduated: Cape Verde, Equatorial 
Guinea, Maldives and Samoa.
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Equatorial Guinea, Central African Republic and Democratic Republic 
of the Congo. NICFI also provides funding to Ethiopia to support its 
Climate Resilient Green Economy Strategy (CRGE). The fund supports 
the national efforts to foster green growth, mostly supporting 
forest protection. The fund also supports deforestation prevention 
programmes in the United Republic of Tanzania. In Liberia, the Fund 
supports forest governance and rural development programmes to 
prevent deforestation. Norway has committed to support Liberia with 
up to US$150 million until 2020. 

The International Climate Fund (ICF) is managed by the Department for 
International Development (DFID), the Department for Business, Energy 
and Industrial Strategy, and the Department for Environment and Rural 
Affairs of the Government of the United Kingdom (UK). The lifespan 
of the fund was from 2011 to 2016 and was the primary instrument 
of the United Kingdom to deliver funding for international action on 
climate change. The majority of its funding has been dedicated to 
climate change mitigation. Three quarters of its funding is delivered 
through multilateral channels, mainly through the Climate Investment 
Funds (CIFs). The UK pledged approximately US$6 billion to the fund, 
committing US$1.79 billion for projects and disbursed US$1.32 billion. 
The ICF also approved funding to be channelled directly to developing 
countries, including the following LDCs: Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Nepal, 
Rwanda, United Republic of Tanzania and Uganda.

5.3. Private climate change finance from developed to 
developing countries

There are considerable data gaps in estimating private flows of climate 
change finance from developed to developing countries. These annual 
private flows over the period 2013-2014 have been estimated at US$2 
billion of private investment for renewable energy projects, US$24 
billion in private FDI in greenfield alternative and renewable energy, 
and US$14.8 billion in mobilized private finance, the latter figure 
including international as well as some domestically mobilised private 
finance. The lack of availability of disaggregated data for LDCs makes it 
difficult to estimate this amount for the group as a whole. 

5.4. Climate change finance flows between developing 
countries

Cooperation between developing countries, including the provision 
of finance for development and climate change, has been increasing 
considerably over recent years. There is limited data available on these 
flows as compared to developed to developing country flows, especially 
as developing countries do not have commitments to provide such 
financing under the UNFCCC, and nor to report on them. The technical 
report of the 2014 Biennial Assessment and Overview of Climate 
Finance Flows has compiled data from several sources to estimate 
South-South cooperation on climate change. Finance flows have been 
estimated at US$2.6 billion in 2013 and US$3.5 billion in 2014. Included 
in these estimates are an annual estimated amount provided by China 
of US$72 million of climate change finance to developing nations, and 
data reported to OECD DAC of bilateral climate change finance from the 
Republic of Korea totalling US$263 million in 2013, and from the United 
Arab Emirates totalling US$513 million. Brazil, Chile, Colombia, India, 

Kuwait, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, South Africa and Thailand also provide 
climate change finance to other developing countries. Triangular 
cooperation among developing countries also holds potential for 
scaling up climate change finance to LDCs (UN, 2017a). 

5.5. Conclusion

Gaps and uncertainties in data on flows of climate change finance 
to LDCs, especially the private sector and domestic finance, make it 
difficult to make an overall assessment of the amounts available to 
LDCs over time.  Given the specific commitments to provide support 
for LDCs, it would be useful for different entities to collect information 
and report more systematically on finance flows that are specific to 
this group.  Only a small percentage of total climate finance from the 
GEF Trust Fund has been received by LDCs. The establishment of the 
LDCF has increased the amount of climate change finance for LDCs 
significantly, but it is imperative that donors continue to contribute 
since demand now exceeds the funds available for new approvals. The 
Green Climate Fund will play a critical role in years to come, but priority 
should be given to financing concrete adaptation projects that result in 
decreased vulnerability, and to strengthening the absorption capacity 
of LDCs.

6. EXTERNAL DEBT AND ACCESS TO CAPITAL MARKETS

Sovereign borrowing is an important source of revenue for financing 
investment to achieve sustainable development, particularly in the case 
of capital-scarce countries such as LDCs, which are heavily dependent 
on external financing to either smooth national consumption or finance 
domestic investment projects. As highlighted in section 3, most LDCs 
struggle to mobilise domestic resources. About half of the LDCs in 2014 
had tax revenues of less than 15 per cent of GDP, making it challenging 
for them to execute basic state functions (IMF, 2015a and IMF et. al., 
2016). 

At low levels of debt, additional foreign borrowing could stimulate 
growth, to the extent that the additional capital financed by this new 
borrowing enhances the country’s productive capacity (Clements, 
Bhattacharya and Nguyen, 2005). Higher GDP growth would make it 
easier for a country to service its debt. However, if not well managed, 
sovereign borrowing can lead to significant debt burden as experienced 
by many LDCs. The inability to service the accumulated official debt in 
the 1990s and early 2000s led most LDCs to turn to the internationally 
agreed debt restructuring and relief mechanisms through the Heavily 
Indebted Poor Countries (HIPC) and Multilateral Debt Relief Initiative 
(MDRI),58  to help them regain sustainable debt levels. These debt relief 
mechanisms led to a significant reduction of external debt in LDCs in 
the mid-2000s. 

In recent years, a few LDCs have managed to access the international 
capital markets through sovereign bonds. While this represents an 
improvement in balance sheets, international sovereign bonds carry 
risks, including an increase in aggregate debt ratios and accompanying 
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risks to debt sustainability. 

6.1. External debt trends in LDCs

Total external debt is debt owed to non-residents repayable in 
currency, goods, or services. It represents borrowing by both the public 
sector and private companies. However, public borrowing from private 
creditors in LDCs plays a small role in overall debt, despite a slight 
increase in recent years (UN, 2017a). 

Figure 2.14 charts total external debt stocks as a share of GNI. Results 
in this graph show a significant drop in the ratio of external debt to 
GNI for LDCs,59 from an average of 62 per cent of GNI in 2004 to about 
36 per cent of GNI by 2006, representing a period when many LDCs 
experienced debt relief. Between 2000 and 2006, about 15 LDCs had 
qualified for debt relief under HIPC and MDRI (IMF 2016a). As of April 
2017, there were three countries, all of which are LDCs (Eritrea, Somalia 
and Sudan) in HIPC pre-decision point.60 The status of these three LDCs 
was a result of either not having met the decision-point qualifications 
or not taken steps to enter the process because of on-going conflict 
(IMF, 2017a; World Bank, 2014). Furthermore, not all LDCs were 
eligible for the international debt relief initiatives. It is important that 
these countries are assisted through coordinated policies aimed at 
fostering debt financing, debt relief, debt restructuring and sound debt 
management, as agreed in the Addis Agenda. 

Despite LDCs external debt exhibiting a declining trend since the 
mid-1990s, it is important to note that the average debt-GNI ratio 
masks disparities among countries. As a share of GNI, external debt for 
at least eight LDCs was over 50 per cent in 2014.61 The ratio for Lao PDR 
and Bhutan was as high as 92 and 101 per cent, respectively, largely 

reflecting a scaling-up of public investment.62  

Nevertheless, the debt to GNI ratio does not necessarily correlate with 
the risk of debt distress. The IMF and World Bank definition of debt 
distress is based on indicative debt burden thresholds that depend on 
the quality of the country’s policies and institutions.63 LDCs with better 
policies and institutions can sustain a higher level of external debt. The 
recent debt sustainability analysis completed in May 2017 shows that of 
the eight LDCs mentioned above, with high external debt to GDP ratios, 
only Mauritania, Lao PDR and Sao Tome and Principe were considered 
to be at high risk of debt distress (IMF, 2017a). In total, eleven LDCs 
are at high risk of debt distress. This number increased from nine 
LDCs at the end of 2016, and five at the end of 2014. In addition, after 
conducting baseline scenario and stress tests, more LDCs showed 
protracted breach of debt or debt-service thresholds, although these 
countries are not currently facing any repayment difficulties. As of 1 
May, 2017, two LDCs (Sudan and South Sudan) were in debt distress.64  
Despite moderate levels of external debt, the combined impact of a 
decline in oil prices, civil war, and high levels of fiscal spending has left 
South Sudan in debt distress (IMF, 2017b).

It is worth noting that while external debt to GNI of the LDC group as 
a whole is still below 30 per cent, the ratio exhibited a slightly upward 
trend between 2011 and 2015 (figure 2.14). The increase is likely a result 
of growing access to international capital markets (details below). In 
addition, since LDCs mostly rely on income from their natural resources, 
factors outside their control, such as declines in commodity prices, are 
likely to have an indirect but adverse effect on LDCs current-account 
deficits, leading to an accumulation of foreign debt in some countries. 
According to the IMF (2016c), the decline in commodity revenue in 
oil-exporting and other resource-intensive countries has driven their 
debt dynamics, as fiscal gaps have been increasingly filled with debt 
creating flows.

Similar to the trend of the debt to GNI ratio, debt-service relative to 
exports of goods, services and primary income (another important 
indicator for assessing debt burden) has been declining. The results 
in figure 2.18 show that, between 2004 and 2008, the share declined 
from 9.4 per cent to 3.9 per cent. However, since 2011, debt-service has 
steadily increased to reach 7.3 per cent in 2015. 

Given that most LDCs are highly dependent on exports of primary 
commodities and that most LDCs do not have access to international 
capital markets, the recent rise in debt service could be primarily 
attributed to the decline in export revenue in the context of a decline in 
commodity prices. In addition, a reduction in concessional borrowing 
may have contributed to the rise in debt service. UN-OHRLLS’ 
calculations (figure 2.18) using World Bank data from 1990 to 2015 
shows that of the total external debt stocks for LDCs, about 60 per cent 
or more is concessional debt. Disparities across countries exist. For 
some LDCs, for example, Angola, Bhutan, Liberia, Sudan and Zambia, 
the ratio of concessional debt to external debt in the past decade 
has generally been low (at most 45 per cent).65 The ratio in Angola is 
consistently around 20 per cent or lower. In general, the share of

20
40

60
80

10
0

12
0

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

External Debt Stocks (as a share of GNI)
1990-2015

Year

LDCs MICS

Ex
t.

 d
eb

t t
o 

G
N

I (
%

)

FIGURE 2.14. Total external debt stocks, as a share of Gross 
National Income (LDCs and Middle Income Countries)

Source: WDI, World Bank

36Page No



19
90

19
91

19
92

19
93

19
94

19
95

19
96

19
97

19
98

19
99

20
00

20
01

20
02

20
03

20
04

20
05

20
06

20
07

20
08

20
09

20
10

20
11

20
12

20
13

20
14

20
15

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Bilateral Commercial Banks Multilateral Other private creditors Bond

FIGURE 2.15. Composition of external public and publicly 
guaranteed debt in LDCs (percentage), 1990-2015

Source: WDI, World Bank

19
90

19
91

19
92

19
93

19
94

19
95

19
96

19
97

19
98

19
99

20
00

20
01

20
02

20
03

20
04

20
05

20
06

20
07

20
08

20
09

20
10

20
11

20
12

20
13

20
14

20
15

60%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

50%

Comm. Bank loans, 
LDCs

Comm. Bank loans, 
Developing
countries

Bonds, Developing 
countries

Bonds, LDCs

FIGURE 2.16. Composition of external public and publicly 
guaranteed debt in LDCs and Other Developing Countries 
(percentage), 1995, 2005, 2015

Source of data: WDI, World Bank.

0 1 2 3 4

Senegal Zambia
Angola Tanzania
Rwanda Mozambique

Ethiopia Lao PDR

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016
.7

1.25 1.5 .54

.5 1 .16

.6 .4 .85 .14

.75 1.05

.5

FIGURE 2.17. Public and publicly guaranteed bond disbursements 
in LDCs, 2011-16 (US$, million)

Source: International Debt Statistics, World Bank (2017 a); IMF (2015a, 2015c and, 
2017d).73 Note: Data on the United Republic of Tanzania is based on a 2015 World 
Bank blog post.74  

concessional debt to total external debt stocks has declined from a high 
of 68 per cent in 2005 to 57.5 per cent in 2015. While the debt situation 
for LDCs remains benign overall, any non-concessional external 
borrowing poses risks to LDCs, and should be monitored carefully.

Another important consideration for LDCs is whether a loan is short 
or long-term. In general, short-term debt66 is of concern since it makes 
an economy vulnerable to roll-over risks. The majority (about 80 per 
cent or more) of LDCs’ external debt is long-term debt. The share of 
long-term external debt within the total external debt stock declined 

from 87 per cent in 2005 to as low as 79 per cent in 2012 (figure 2.18). 
This may be a result of increased borrowing from private sources, 
including commercial banks and accessing the international capital 
markets. 

6.2. Composition of external debt in LDCs and access to 
international capital markets

Historically, the external debt portfolio in LDCs has mostly been made 
up of bilateral and multilateral sources (see figure 2.15). Since the 
mid-2000s, the share of the debt owed to commercial banks is slightly 
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larger than that owed to ‘other private creditors’,67 a phenomenon 
that contrasts the debt composition in the 1990s. While bank lending 
continues to play an important and growing role, LDCs increasingly 
accessed bond markets as well. Given the growing dominance of 
commercial bank loans among private external financing sources, 
further work on commercial bank loan contracts is warranted (UN, 
2017a).  

As a result of some LDCs accessing international capital markets, figure 
2.15 shows that with recent bond issuances in frontier markets, the 
composition of LDCs external debt is diversifying. Despite the recent 
increase in international issuance however, bonds still account for only 
a small fraction (4 per cent in 2015) of LDCs external debt. Sovereign 
bonds are appealing, as they do not hold the conditionalities of bilateral 
and multilateral loans, and they typically have a longer maturity and 
carry lower interest rates than debt issued in domestic currency 
(Stiglitz and Rashid, 2013; Gevorkyan and Kvangraven, 2016).68  In Other 
developing countries69 (figure 2.16), sovereign access to capital markets 
through bonds has been exhibiting a steep increase since early 1990s 
while commercial bank lending significantly dropped in the early 1990s 
and has since remained relatively low. 

The recent access of LDCs to the international market represents an 
improvement in balance sheets. In addition, the participation of the 
majority of the LDCs in the HIPC and MDRI improved the debt outlook 
for some LDCs, giving them more flexibility to borrow at non-conces-
sional terms. However, given the short-term nature of capital markets, 
they carry associated risks, which can be high. These risks include 
currency mismatch, high volatility and market herding (see details 
below). 

Figure 2.17 shows that an increasing number of LDCs issued one or 
more sovereign bonds between 2011 and 2016. During this period, the 
stock gradually increased. The type of bonds issued differed across 
the LDCs. For example, Ethiopia, Rwanda, Senegal and Zambia issued 
Eurobonds, while public entities in Angola and Mozambique issued 
government-guaranteed loans.70 Lao PDR issued multiple bonds on the 
Thai market. These are: a US$50-million bond in May 2013, two bonds 
totalling around US$100 million were issued in December 2013, and a 
US$170 million bond was issued in October 2014.71 Unlike other LDCs 
that issued international bonds through public offerings, the United 
Republic of Tanzania issued an instrument via private placement.72

Except for the United Republic of Tanzania, LDCs that accessed the 
international market belonged to a group of countries with a credit 
rating,75 a condition for possible issuance. At the time of issuing the 
international sovereign bonds, almost all the LDCs76 that accessed the 
international credit markets had sovereign credit ratings of at least BB- 
(IMF, 2013). As observed by Gelos et al. (2004), the perceived quality of 
a country’s policies and institutions are important determinants of its 
government’s credit rating, and its ability to tap the international credit 
markets, as are macroeconomic and political stability, among others. 
The features of the United Republic of Tanzania’s issuance (e.g. absence 
of a rating, and private placement) resulted in higher borrowing costs 
than would otherwise be the case (Mecagni, 2014). 

Most of the LDC debut issuers tapped international markets to access 
long-term financing largely for infrastructure investments that may 
otherwise not be available at the required volume in the local markets 
(see also Box 2.1 in Section 7 of this Chapter). Ethiopia, Lao PDR, 
Senegal and Zambia issued sovereign bonds to help finance energy 
and, road and rail projects (IMF 2013; World Bank, 2016a). The US$500 
million Eurobond issued by Senegal in the first half of 2011 also helped 
to lower Senegal’s debt servicing costs by substituting outstanding 
public external debt instruments contracted at higher interest rates 
with sovereign bonds with lower coupon rates, longer maturities and 
no amortization for a significant time (IMF, 2013; Mecagni, 2014). 

An initial analysis of public investment after bond issuance however, 
reveals that countries that issued international sovereign bonds for 
infrastructure building did not experience a sizable increase in public 
investment. This suggests the impact of possible time lags between 
bond issuance and putting the proceeds into actual use or the issue of 
fungibility of funds as the proceeds of additional debt may be used for 
other budgetary purposes (see Mecagni et al., 2014). 

58 - The World Bank, the IMF and other multilateral, bilateral and commercial 
creditors began the HIPC Initiative in 1996. Of the 36 completion point HIPCs, 28 
are LDCs. The MDRI was launched in 2006 to provide countries that reached the 
completion point under HIPC with 100 per cent cancellation of debt owed to the 
three multilateral institutions: IMF, the International Development Association 
and the African Development Fund (World Bank, 2016b; International 
Development Association, 2005; IMF, 2016b).
59 - The graph also shows the external debt stocks as a share of GNI, for middle 
income countries. The results for this group of countries remained relatively low 
and stable, in comparison to LDCs.
60 - These are countries not yet being considered for HIPC Initiative assistance. 
For more information, see IMF (2016b).
61 - Bhutan, Cambodia, Gambia, Lao PDR, Mauritania, Mozambique, Sao Tome 
and Principe and Somalia. Among these countries, five (Bhutan, Cambodia, Lao 
PDR, Mozambique and Somali) had data for 2015. Of the five with available data, 
only Somalia registered a slight decline in the debt to GNI ratio (from 56.2 per 
cent to 52.7 per cent in 2014 and 2015, respectively. The others registered a rise 
in external debt stock, as a percentage of GNI.
62 - In Lao PDR, Investment in energy with private participation increased from 
US$451 million in 2011 to US$2 billion in 2014.
63 - See for example: http://siteresources.worldbank.org/EXTDEBTDEPT/
Resources/DSFLeafletEng.PDF
64 - Among the LDCs, only Sudan was in debt distress prior to end of 2016.
65 - An exception is Zambia in 2005 when the ratio of concessional loan in total 
debt was about 60 per cent, slightly lower than the LDC average in that year 
(68 per cent). In subsequent years, the ratio was around 30 per cent or lower. 
In Angola, the highest was recorded in 2009 and 2010 (about 26 per cent). This 
analysis is based on data from 2005 and 2015. 
66 - In this report, the World Bank’s International Debt Statistics on short-term 
debt will be utilised. The World Bank defines short-term debt as any debt with an 
original maturity of one year or less. For LDCs however, debt over 1 year (but less 
than 5 or 10) is also relatively short-term and poses similar risks as short-term 
debt. 
68 - The average return for most of these bond issuances is about 6.6 per cent, 
with an average maturity of 10 years (World Bank, 2015a).
69 - The list of ‘Other developing countries’ excludes LDCs.
70 - In the case of Ethiopia, the 10-year, 6.63 per cent debut Eurobond issued by 
the country ($1 billion) were over-subscribed, and the same applied for countries 
returning to the market, such as Zambia (World Bank, 2016a). See also, Guscina 
et al. (2014). The government of Mozambique tapped global capital markets by 
guaranteeing for Loan Participation Notes of US$850 million (6 per cent of GDP in 
2013) by the newly created enterprise EMATUM (tuna fishing), IMF (2014b). 
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6.3. Managing the risks of issuing international 
sovereign bonds

Accessing the international markets through a sovereign bond can 
support economic growth and transformation. It can also provide 
a benchmark for pricing corporate bonds in international markets. 

However, as the borrowing costs are significantly higher than official 
debt, such debt carries considerable risks for LDCs. These risks include: 
currency mismatch arising from country’s assets being denominated 
in its domestic currency, whereas external debt obligations are 
denominated in a foreign currency (Burger and Warnock, 2006). 
A problem may arise when bonds, most of which have a bullet77  
repayment structure, have to be rolled over at a time when the currency 
is weaker. 

Other challenges include: roll-over risks and greater macroeconomic 
volatility, such as the on-going drop in commodity prices; and the risk 
that increased public investment spending may be accompanied by a 
rise in recurrent primary spending, which could be difficult to reverse. 
Sovereign bonds also carry risks due to volatility and more difficult 
restructuring in the case of insolvency. As argued by United Nations 
(2017a), nascent markets could attract speculative capital, leading to 
short-term bubbles, which can reverse when global investor sentiment 
changes, causing negative shocks to the real economy. As such, capital 
market volatility can fuel volatility in the real economy, rather than 
contribute to long-term growth.

Therefore, implementing improved prudential frameworks to monitor 
all relevant risks (for example, foreign exchange risks, currency 
mismatch, liquidity and interest rates risks) may increase the capacity of 
the banking system to intermediate the inflows effectively (IMF, 2013). 
In addition, LDCs should consider setting limits on debt accumulation 
to avoid rollover risks and the bunching of repayments. Any such limit 
must remain consistent with sustaining the low risk of debt distress 
rating. This is especially so for bonds issued in the international 
markets, which are exposed to refinancing risks, among others. 
Domestic borrowing could help reduce currency risk and volatility in 
LDCs. However, it typically carries a higher interest rate than external 
borrowing (UN, 2017a). 

Even though the resulting risks have not yet risen to systemic 
levels, given LDCs’ vulnerability to debt and previous restructuring 
cases, LDCs must start to prepare themselves ahead of time for the 
redemption of these instruments when the first bonds start to mature 
in about a decade. Mitigating policy actions are needed to prepare for 
redemption, secure adequate debt management capacity and support 
debt sustainability (IMF, 2013). As a starting point, LDCs should ensure 
that the market-based borrowed funds are used in projects with 
appropriate levels of return or those that increase productive capacity. 
If the proceeds of debt-generating transactions are invested in a way 
that relieves growth constraints, then the long-term economic payoffs 
are higher than the borrowing costs. This would help them manage 
their debt sustainably. 

Bond issuers have to maintain robust growth rates to prevent the debt 
ratios from rising in case of exchange rate shocks (Guscina et al., 2014). 
However, the heavy reliance on commodity exports and resulting 
vulnerability to external shocks makes it challenging for LDCs to 
maintain robust growth and ensure debt sustainability. For instance and 
as expected, given the lag between borrowing for investment purposes 
and resulting GDP growth, external debt to GNI ratios between 2011 
and 2015 increased in the LDCs that issued bonds. In Ethiopia, Lao PDR, 
Rwanda and Tanzania, the ratio rose by about six percentage points 
or less while in the other LDCs,78  the share rose by 10 percentage 
points or more. In order to ensure debt sustainability in Zambia, the 
government decided to slow down on capital infrastructure projects 
which are debt financed and instead utilise public-private partnerships 
and joint ventures to finance Government projects (Government of 
Zambia, 2016). However, there are concerns that PPPs could be used 
to subsidize the profits of the private sector, and keep investment and 
contingent liabilities “off balance sheet” (for a more detailed discussion, 
see UN, 2017a).

Overall, it is important for LDCs to understand the risk factors associated 
with issuing international sovereign bonds and incorporate them in 
their comprehensive debt management strategies, which would among 
others, guide governments in coming up with an optimal composition 
and size of public debt. Additionally, the international community 
should further strengthen mechanisms for sovereign debt resolution 
(Uy and Zhou, 2016). As reflected in the Addis Agenda, Member States 
agreed to support the maintenance of debt sustainability in those 
countries that have received debt relief and achieved sustainable debt 
levels.

Furthermore, and in light of the adoption of the 2030 Agenda, it is 
important that while conducting the on-going review of the debt 
sustainability assessments, the IMF extends the applicability of the 
new debt sustainability frameworks to all LDCs, given the growing 
development finance requirements of such vulnerable countries (see 
Chapter 1 of this report).  

6.4. Other innovative sources of finance

Several innovative state-contingent financial instruments have been 
either discussed or implemented in recent years. One example is the 
GDP-linked bonds where the coupon and/ or the principal of sovereign 
bonds are indexed to GDP growth. GDP-linked bonds automatically 
trigger a downward adjustment in debt service during shocks, and 
can among others, raise the maximum sustainable level of debt of 
a sovereign, provide fiscal space during downturns and reduce the 
probability of default.79 The welfare gains from such an instrument 
far outweigh any additional costs associated with issuing such debt, 
especially for countries with volatile GDP, such as LDCs (see for example, 
UN, 2017a and Barr et al., 2014). 

In addition and against the backdrop of renewed interest, the IMF is 
taking a fresh look at the role State Contingent Debt Instruments 
(SCDIs)80 can play in preventing and resolving sovereign debt crises 
(IMF, 2017c; UN, 2017a). A major challenge is how to establish investor 
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confidence in these instruments. One solution could be for public 
creditors to increase the use of state-contingent instruments in their 
lending.81 Nevertheless, given LDCs vulnerability to systemic shocks, 
these debt instruments should be scaled up and made accessible to 
LDCs. 

An additional innovative mechanism relevant to the LDCs are green 
bonds, which were created to fund projects with positive environmental 
and/or climate benefits. One of the issuers of these green bonds is the 
World Bank. As of June 30, 2016, the World Bank had issued 125 Green 
Bonds in 18 currencies to promote the transition to low-carbon and 
carbon resilient growth in client countries targeting climate change 
mitigation and adaptation. One of the approved projects is a US$15 
million loan to rehabilitate and improve the climate resilience of the 
100 kilometers Dili-Ainaro road corridor in Timor-Leste (World Bank, 
2016c). Given the severe natural disasters and limited resilience, 
subsequent bonds should mainly target LDCs to help them reduce their 
exposure and vulnerability to climate-related extreme events. 

6.5. Conclusion

Since 2011, the level of external debt in LDCs has been steadily rising. 
The composition of public and publicly guaranteed debt is changing. 
While commercial bank lending continues to play an important role, 
the increase in international sovereign bond issuances has been more 
remarkable. 

Access to a diverse portfolio of external finance can contribute 
to financing long-term investments and ultimately, stimulate the 
economy. However, debt build-up especially from private sources also 
pose risks, including those related to currency mismatch and foreign 
exchange risks. As such, LDCs need to balance these opportunities and 
risks to avoid reverting to unsustainable debt levels. 

Given the risks that borrowing carries, it is important that resources 
from loans are mainly used to finance necessary investments to ensure 
long-term productivity growth in LDCs. Due to an increase in bond 
issuances in frontier markets, public creditors should increase the 
use of state-contingent instruments, (for example, GDP-linked official 
sector lending and countercyclical lending contracts) in their lending 
(UN, 2017a). LDCs would significantly benefit from such instruments.  

7. FOREIGN DIRECT INVESTMENT IN LDCS

Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) can provide many benefits to host 
countries, including productivity improvements, enhanced exports, 
more and better jobs, government revenue and knowledge transfer. In 
LDCs it can make a significant contribution to structural transformation. 
However, different kinds of FDI may have different economic, social, and 
environmental impacts depending on country circumstances (Echandi 
et al., 2015). Thus, the IPoA aims to attract and retain increased FDI in 
LDCs with the aim of diversifying the production base and enhancing 
productive capacity.

7.1. Recent developments of FDI to LDCs

While FDI flows to the LDCs increased significantly in 2015 to US$44 
billion, led by greenfield investment projects, they declined by 13  per 
cent in 2016 to US$38 billion. Around half of all greenfield investment 
in these countries originated from developing countries. However, FDI 
flows to LDCs account only for 2 per cent of world FDI and 5 per cent of 
FDI to developing countries.

FDI inflows are still dominated by a few mineral and oil extracting 
countries, despite a declining trend. Angola became the largest FDI 
recipient among LDCs in 2015 (US$8.7 billion), followed by Mozambique 
(US$ 3.7 billion) and Myanmar (US$ 2.8 billion). Bangladesh and Ethiopia 
(US$ 2.2 billion each) attracted FDI in labour intensive manufacturing. 
These 5 countries accounted for 64 per cent of the total in 2015. Ethiopia 
became the second largest LDC host country in 2016 and Bangladesh 
the fourth largest, due to large electricity projects. FDI to LDCs remains 
mainly resource seeking, especially in the extractive sectors, with 
investment in manufacturing often hampered by small populations, 
limited access to regional or global markets and modest availability of 
a skilled workforce (UNCTAD, 2016a and 2017).

However, in 2015 and early 2016, FDI inflows also increased in the 
services sector (electricity, gas and water, construction and transport) 
in several LDCs, as well as in light manufacturing, including food and 
beverages. This applies to several countries in East Africa (Ethiopia, 
Rwanda and United Republic of Tanzania), as well as Mozambique, 
Zambia, Myanmar and Bhutan. Proximity to major markets and 
inclusion in global value chains played a role in these developments 
(UNCTAD, 2016b).

71 - See also IMF (2015a).
72 - A private placement is a sale of bonds to a relatively small number of select 
investors as a way of raising capital.
73 - Note that while IMF, 2015a reports that a 170 million USD bond was issued by 
Lao PDRs in October 2014, the International Debt Statistics 2017 report (World 
Bank, 2017a) indicates that a 157 million USD bond was issued by the country in 
2014. Therefore, the Lao PDRs data in figure 2.15 is based on the International 
Debt Statistics 2017 Report.
74 - http://blogs.worldbank.org/opendata/sub-saharan-africa-s-sover-
eign-bond-issuance-boom.
75 - A credit rating is used by investors to gauge the credit worthiness of a country. 
As such, credit ratings have a big impact on the country’s borrowing costs.
76 - Except United Republic of Tanzania (see for example, Bloomberg, 2013). 
According to the IMF (2016g), the authorities of the United Republic of Tanzania 
are also considering issuing a Eurobond and are in the process of obtaining 
sovereign rating.
77 - A bullet bond is a debt instrument whose entire principal value is paid all at 
once on the maturity date, as opposed to amortizing the bond over its lifetime.
78 - Angola, Mozambique, Senegal and Zambia. For Zambia, the ratio initially 
declined from 23.2 per cent in 2012 (year of first bond issuance) to 21.7 per cent 
in 2013 but significantly increased to 43.6 per cent by 2015. 
79 - During an economic crisis, a default is replaced by a contracted decline in the 
redemption value of the bond. Hence, the likelihood of sovereign default, with 
all the associated spill-over costs to other sectors and countries, will decline. In 
addition, the country is less likely to be forced to undertake damaging pro-cyclical 
fiscal policies (see Barr et al., 2014).
80 - State-contingent debt instruments tie a sovereign’s net payment obligations 
to its payment capacity.
81 - See detailed discussion in UN (2017a).
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The sources of FDI also changed over the past years with a reduced 
share by developed country firms. Greenfield FDI projects from 
developed countries amounted to US$17.5 billion in 2015 as compared 
to US$28 billion from developing economies. Most FDI originated 
in Asian countries but African investors also provided a significant 
amount of US$4.9 billion. The largest greenfield project announced 
in 2015 was a petroleum refinery in Uganda financed by a company 
from the Russian Federation, followed by 2 electric power projects 
in Myanmar financed by investors from Thailand. However, growth 
in FDI from multinational enterprises (MNEs) based in developing 
Asian economies in the services sector is also expected to grow. The 
estimated capital spending on greenfield projects announced by Asian 
investors more than doubled in 2015 to US$23 billion (UNCTAD, 2016a).

Among the top 10 investor economies by FDI stock in 2015, six were 
emerging economies, namely China, Thailand, Republic of Korea, Hong 
Kong Special Administrative Region of China, Singapore and South 
Africa. Between 2010 and 2015, the stock of Chinese FDI in LDCs more 
than tripled to US$31 billion, making it by far the largest investor. 
More than a third of this Chinese investment went to three Asian 
LDCs: Cambodia, Lao PDR and Myanmar. Other Asian countries like 
India, Republic of Korea and Thailand have also increased FDI in LDCs, 
including African LDCs such as Liberia, Madagascar and Mozambique. 
It is expected that LDCs will continue to benefit from FDI from Asian 
MNEs including in infrastructure development (UNCTAD, 2016a and 
2017).

7.2. FDI in infrastructure

To meet the acute need of LDCs for rapid industrialization, energy 
generation, infrastructure development (including transport and ICT) 
and technology and innovation, more investment is required. Only few 
LDCs have been able to attract FDI for infrastructure development at 
a significant scale and some faced mixed results partly due to limited 
capacity to prepare bankable projects (UN-ESCAP, 2017).

Private sector participation in infrastructure provision in many LDCs is 
largely done through PPPs, with the highest share going to the energy 
sector (see also box 2.1.) in line with the picture in other developing 
countries. The share of PPPs in transport has been low.  In the water 
and sanitation sector, it has been extremely rare, implying that most 
investment in these sectors was through public funds (IMF, 2016d). 
For mobile telecommunications, where private investment has 
been growing fast, private investment has occurred without direct 
government involvement. In terms of the number of projects as well as 
amount of investments PPPs have declined between the period 2011 
- 2013 and 2014-2016, especially in the energy sector (see figures 2.19 
and 2.20).

The five LDCs with the most PPPs between 2011 and 2015 are Lao PDR 
(18 projects, US$8.1 billion), Bangladesh (22 projects, US$2.7 billion), 
Nepal (12 projects, US$1.2 billion), Zambia (3 projects, US$1.2 billion) 
and Senegal (6 projects, US$0.7 billion). PPPs also play an important 
role in regional projects. For example, the Central Corridor connects 5 
African LDCs (Burundi, DRC, Rwanda, Uganda and United Republic of

 Tanzania) with an investment of US$18 billion. 

However, the use of PPPs to finance the SDGs is controversial due to 
concerns, for example that PPPs will be used to privatize public services 
or subsidize the profits of the private sector (UN, 2017a). In order for PPPs 
to efficiently provide services including infrastructure, governments 
need to have institutional capacity to manage and evaluate them, 
including identification of viable projects, ensuring appropriate pricing 
and transfer of risks to private partners, establishing a comprehensive 
and transparent fiscal accounting and reporting standard and 
establishing legal, regulatory and monitoring frameworks to ensure 

2011-2013 2014-2016

Energy ICT Transport Water and Sewage
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2,060

580
330

1,314
276

FIGURE 2.19. PPPs in LDCs by sector (in US$ million): total amount 
of investments in LDCs by sectors (2011 - 2016)

Source: WB PPI website, own calculations

Note: Includes the total value of projects, not only the share attributable to the 
private sector, in current year dollars.
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FIGURE 2.20. PPPs in LDCs by sector (in US$ million): total number 
of projects in LDCs by sectors (2011 - 2016)

Source: WB PPI website, own calculations
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appropriate pricing and quality of service. Otherwise, PPPs can be more 
expensive than the alternative of public procurement if all related costs 
and benefits are taken into account. In general, sectors where user fees 
can be collected, creating strong positive cash flows are better suited 
for private investment. Performance assessments of PPPs also need to 

BOX 2.1.

INVESTMENT IN SUSTAINABLE ENERGY

LDCs, especially in Africa, are far behind other developing 
countries in the level of access to electricity and access to 
finance remains a key challenge for them. Most LDCs have 
large untapped potentials for renewable energy production 
for which costs are expected to decline further. Financing 
of energy in LDCs comes from various sources and differs 
significantly by country. 

Cross Border Mergers and Acquisitions (M&A) in LDCs in the 
electricity, gas, water and waste management sector was 
only US$19 million in 2015, which is less than 2 per cent of 
total M&A that year. By contrast, announced greenfield FDI 
projects in the electricity, gas and water sector in LDCs were 
US$13,834 million in 2015, which accounts for 28 per cent 
of the total. However, in 2014 the amount was only US$948 
million. Electricity generation was also the purpose of 4 out 
of the 10 largest greenfield projects in LDCs announced in 
2015, with two fossil fuel and hydroelectric power projects 
by Thai investors in Myanmar and two fossil fuel electric 
power projects by Indian companies in Bangladesh (UNCTAD, 
2016a). China contributes a significant share in greenfield 
investments in the power sector in LDCs. It has established 
projects, focusing on hydro as well as oil and coal, in three 
quarters of African LDCs largely through public lending.

According to the World Bank database on Private Participa-
tion in Infrastructure (PPI), half of the projects in electricity 
generation in LDCs during 2014 – 2016 were in renewable 
energies, mainly hydropower. In Ethiopia a wind energy 
project and in Rwanda and Uganda, solar power projects 
were established. Both solar projects were supported by the 
Emerging Africa Infrastructure Fund (EAIF).83 The 10 mega-
watts Soroti power plant in Uganda provides a good example 
how various bilateral donors and private investors joined 
forces to build the largest grid connected solar project in 
East Africa, blending grants with a mix of debt and equity 
involving local and international stakeholders.84 

ODA for renewable energy generation in LDCs by DAC donors 
has grown over the past 5 years from US$68 million in 2010 
to 194 million in 2014 followed by a decline to 141 million in 
2015.85 However this represents only a small share of total 
ODA to energy in LDCs, which was US$1,224 million in 2015 
(11.5 per cent). In addition, ODA for renewable energy gen-
eration is highly concentrated in a few LDCs, namely Liberia, 
Bangladesh, Mozambique and Uganda, which account for 86 
per cent of ODA for renewable energy for LDCs in 2015.  In 
some cases, ODA is used to leverage private investment.

At a Regional Meeting on Financing Sustainable Energy for 

African LDCs organised by United Nations Office of the 
High Representative for the LDCs, Landlocked Developing 
Countries and Small Island Developing States (UN-OHRLLS) 
in Dar es Salaam, United Republic of Tanzania, from 5 to 6 
December 2016, the challenges of attracting investment were 
discussed, as summarized below.86 The main constraints 
LDCs are facing for accessing finance for expanding modern 
energy include lack of scale, lack of substantial local invest-
ment, institutional capacity constraints, poor or non-existent 
credit ratings, as well as low project preparation capacities to 
prepare bankable projects and limited skills to deploy financ-
ing models that encourage blended finance to attract more 
funds. In this regard, national energy investment plans play a 
critical role in paving the way forward. 

The main success conditions for creating investment pro-
spectuses include: involving all stakeholders (including 
women’s groups), sensitization of population, coordination of 
partner support and availability of reliable data for planning. 
Focusing on creating an enabling environment and a support-
ive investment climate is a vital aspect for ensuring success-
ful implementation of the national investment prospectuses.

There is a need to unlock domestic finance to enable project 
developers carry out pre-investment activities like feasibility 
studies, socio-economic and market analysis studies, en-
vironmental and social impact assessment, prepare bank-
able business plans, and to carry out training and capacity 
building, which are all vital elements for a transformation of 
the energy sector. Increased budget allocation for renewable 
energy demonstrates country ownership and leadership. 
In this context, the effects of subsidies and taxes/tariffs for 
renewable energy equipment need to be carefully examined.

In order to attract private investors with some concessional 
finance, projects need to be both economically and financial-
ly viable. In addition to access to capital, the availability of 
technical, legal and other skills is also crucial. Sector reforms 
have been crucial to create an enabling environment for pri-
vate investment. Rules and regulatory framework need to be 
clear and predictable in order to enable private investment. 
The issue of setting electricity tariffs is very sensitive. Tariffs 
should balance the need for revenues that allow for expen-
diture on maintenance and investment but at the same time 
allow for access of the poor to electricity. In general, in a high 
risk environment, tariffs need to be higher to attract private 
sector involvement. Regional collaboration in energy genera-
tion, trade and transmission can help to increase efficiency in 
energy production and reduce costs.

Picture: Afghanistan. Robert Foster, USAID/Flickr
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take into account their impact on poverty, inequality and sustainable 
development ( Jomo et al., 2016 and UN-ESCAP, 2017).82 

7.3. Improvements in investment climate in LDCs

LDCs have made efforts to attract more FDI through improvements 
in the investment climate. However, conflict, violence, including 
terrorist activities, and political instability pose serious challenges to 
investment, both domestic and foreign. In general, more needs to be 
done to increase both the amount and quality of FDI to LDCs, especially 
its alignment with the SDGs (UN, 2017a).

Many LDCs have liberalized their national investment policies and 
improved rules and regulations with respect to the business sector. 
Several LDCs provide fiscal and other incentives to foreign investors, 
which might also have negative effects (see Section 3). Many have 
also entered into bilateral and international investment agreements 
and double taxation treaties. A majority of LDCs have established 
Investment Promotion Agencies (IPAs) providing foreign investors with 
information and assistance and several of them providing one-stop 
shops for investors. Some LDCs still have restrictions in place for 
example, for foreign investment in specific sectors or foreign land 
ownership (Mallampally and Sauvant, 2015 and UN, 2017a). 

Examples for changes in investment policies in 2015 and 2016 include 
the following: Myanmar passed a new investment law, which simplifies 
investment approval and authorization procedures for foreign and 
domestic investors, while reserving some special treatment for local  
Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) in the areas of land lease, market 
access and technical support. The new law also added some human 
rights protection requirements to future foreign investment projects. It 
also allowed trade of specific farming and medical products, provided 
that foreign investors engage in such activities in joint ventures with 
local firms. Guinea adopted a new investment code providing reformed 
tax and customs exemptions, as well as protections for investments. 
Rwanda enacted a new investment code which includes additional tax 
incentives. The code also includes the principles of national treatment, 
free transfer of funds and protection in case of expropriation. Several 
countries created Special Economic Zones (SEZs) or revised policies 
related to existing SEZs. Djibouti established a free trade zone to attract 
investments and stimulate economic activities in the manufacturing 
and services sectors (UNCTAD, 2016a and 2016c; UN-OHRLLS, 2016b).

There is some evidence that investment promotion and facilitation can 
help to increase both domestic and foreign investment and to enhance 
their contribution to sustainable development.87 The presence of an 
investment promotion agency is correlated with higher FDI inflows 
in developing countries especially in places with higher information 
asymmetry like LDCs. Services by investment promotion agencies tend 
to be more valuable for smaller and less productive firms for which 
access to information is more costly. With respect to tax incentives, 
there is evidence that they are less effective under unattractive 
investment climate conditions (e.g. ease of establishing a firm and 
changes in regulation) despite high costs that reduce the availability of 
domestic resources for other purposes. Furthermore, incentives can 

discriminate against local firms with negative effects on employment 
and market shares (Echandi et al., 2015).

The spillovers of FDI to the local economy depend on the type and 
sector. Some sectors like food and wood products seem to create more 
linkages than others. Thus, in order to maximise benefits from FDI policy 
interventions, including a strengthening of investment promotion 
agencies can be beneficial if they take into account country and sector 
characteristics (Echandi et al., 2015). Furthermore, LDCs should also 
provide assistance to local firms to enable them to participate in such 
linkages (Mallampally and Sauvant, 2015).

7.4. External investment support for LDCs

Many developed and some developing countries have policies, 
programmes and measures in place to encourage outward FDI 
flows, including the following: information services on the business 
environment and opportunities in host countries; financial support for 
pre-investment activities; fiscal measures; and, political risk insurance. 
In general these measures aim to advance strategic interests of the 
home country and enhance the international competitiveness of its 
firms, but some are also supposed to encourage FDI flows to developing 
countries to foster their development. Eligibility conditions for home 
country support include preferential sectors, additional support for 
SMEs and requirements like environmental and social sustainability 
criteria and meeting the ILO’s workers’ rights standards, which might 
improve host-country benefits from FDI in LDCs. Some home countries 
also focus support on SMEs, which often might be more responsive to 
home country support (Mallampally and Sauvant, 2015).

Several developed countries have specialised agencies to provide 
long-term financing for private sector development by providing loan 
and equity financing for FDI projects. However, only 8 per cent of private 
finance mobilized by ODA targeted LDCs between 2012 and 2014. For 
example, the United States’ Overseas Private Investment Corporation 
provides medium to long-term financing and the provision of political 
risk insurance. However, in 2015, only 12 of the 140 projects were in 
LDCs (UN, 2017a). 

South-South cooperation also plays an increasing role in investment 
promotion. The Asian Infrastructure Development Bank (AIIB), which 
was established in 2016, provides loans for infrastructure projects, 
mainly in partnership with other Multilateral Development Banks 
(MDBs). Since its start until April 2017, it has approved financing for 3 
energy projects in LDCs (2 in Bangladesh and one in Myanmar) out of 
a total of 12 projects.88 Another example is the Industrial Development 
Corporation of South Africa, which provides equity, guarantees and 
other forms of finance for investment in more than 10 African LDCs.89 

Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency (MIGA) insures FDI projects 
against losses due to political risks. MIGA guarantees can make an 
investment more attractive to potential investors and lenders by 
lowering its overall risk profile and also signalling to other potential 
investors. Although IDA eligible countries as well as fragile and conflict 
affected countries are priorities, the  share of MIGA outstanding gross 

Picture: Afghanistan. Robert Foster, USAID/Flickr
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exposure for projects in LDCs has been below 10  per cent in the past 
years (2010 to 2016), with the exception of 2013 where this share was 30 
per cent due to a few large projects. The share of the number of MIGA 
projects in LDCs is larger and has increased from 10.5 per cent in 2010 
to 29.4 per cent in 2016 (see table 2.4). Between 2005 and 2016, MIGA 
projects were active in 22 LDCs.90 Other providers also allocate relative 
small shares of their support to LDCs.

The lack of bankable projects has been identified as a major bottleneck 
for investment in infrastructure in LDCs. While there is a large number 
of facilities supporting project preparation in this area, a small share 
goes to LDCs as in the examples described above. For example the U.S. 
Trade and Development Agency (USTDA) supports the preparation 
of bankable projects for infrastructure, including feasibility studies 
by US firms, technical assistance to meet industry requirements and 
project preparation assistance. In 2016, seven activities were carried 
out in LDCs (3 in Ethiopia, 2 in Lao PDR and one each in Sierra Leone 
and Myanmar) out of more than 100 country specific activities (USTDA, 
2016).  The ADB has an Asia Pacific Project Preparation Facility (AP3F), 
which incubates business models from start-up to sustainability and 
helps to refine start-ups into bankable investment opportunities.91 

Africa50 is an infrastructure fund launched in July 2015 and owned 
by African states, the African Development Bank and institutional 
investors such as pension and sovereign wealth funds, insurance 
companies and other private sector entities. Its’ mission is to mobilize 
long term savings from within and outside Africa and private sector 
funding to promote infrastructure development in Africa. It operates 
as a commercial financial institution, seeking to provide an attractive 
return to investors. Africa50 invests equity in projects in the form of 
PPPs or in private projects with predictable cash flow. Capital at the 
end of 2016 was US$830 million and is expected to reach US$1 billion in 
early 2017. The medium-term target has been raised to US$3 billion. 90 
per cent of the financial pledges were earmarked for project financing 
and the remainder for project development.92  

A number of United Nations system organisations are providing 
support for FDI mainly through the provision of information and data, 
advisory services and capacity building. Most of these programmes are 
not specifically designed for LDCs but cover several LDCs. The United 

Nations Chief Executives Board has approved recommendations on 
enhancing the overall effectiveness of United Nations system support 
that can contribute to enhancing the flow of FDI to the LDCs and the 
ability of those countries to attract such investment. This includes 
exchange of information, partnerships among relevant United Nations 
entities, creation of a dedicated investment monitor as well as creation 
of an inter-agency technical committee to advise further on how to 
enhance the effectiveness of United Nations support. 

Partnerships between IPAs of LDCs and Outward Investment Agencies 
(OIAs) in partner countries can encourage and facilitate investment 
that will advance the SDGs through information sharing, technical 
cooperation and marketing of investment opportunities (UNCTAD, 
2015).

7.5. Conclusion

While FDI to LDCs has increased significantly over the past years, 
including from emerging economies, the nature of this investment is still 
largely in extraction of natural resources and thus has limited effects 
on reaching the SDGs. PPPs should be used to improve the coverage, 
access and quality of services in a cost-efficient manner. Stakeholder 
participation in decisions on PPPs is critical to ensure accountability 
and they should meet social and environmental standards in line with 
the Addis Agenda.

The international community should increase coordinated investment 
support for the countries with the contribution of all stakeholders, in 
line with the pledge made in the Addis Agenda and the Midterm Review 
of the IPoA to adopt and implement investment promotion regimes for 
the LDCs. In that regard, key measures could include (a) financial and 
technical support for project preparation and contract negotiation, (b) 
advisory support in investment-related dispute resolution, (c) access 
to information on investment facilities and (d) enhanced risk insurance 

TABLE 2.4: MIGA PROJECTS IN LDCS AND TOTAL

LDCS TOTAL LDC SHARE (IN  PER CENT)

NO. OF PROJECTS EXPOSURE (US$ M) NO. OF PROJECTS EXPOSURE (US$ M NO. OF PROJECTS EXPOSURE (US$ M

YEAR
2010 2 109 19 1464 10.5 7.4

2011 6 38.9 38 2099 15.8 1.9

2012 5 262.8 50 2657 10.0 9.9

2013 10 837.5 30 2781 33.3 30.1

2014 4 105.7 24 3155 16.7 3.4

2015 9 188.2 40 2828 22.5 6.7

2016 5 361.7 17 4258 29.4 8.5

Source: MIGA website, own calculations.

88 - https://www.aiib.org
89 - https://www.idc.co.za/
90 - https://www.miga.org/projects
91 - https://www.adb.org/site/funds/funds/asia-pacific-project-preparation-fa-
cility
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TABLE 2.5: COUNTRIES WITH HIGHEST SHARE OF REMITTANCES 
IN GDP, 2015

REMITTANCES AS  PER CENT OF GDP

COUNTRY
Nepal* 32 

Liberia* 31 

Tajikistan 29 

Kyrgyz Republic 26 

Haiti* 25 

Moldova 23 

Gambia, The* 22 

Samoa 20 

Comoros* 20 

Honduras 18 

Source: World Bank blog, Trends in Remittances, 2016: A New Normal of Slow Growth.
Note: LDCs are marked with an asterisk.

and guarantees. LDCs will need to further improve their business and 
regulatory environment to attract larger and more diversified FDI flows.

8. REMITTANCES
The Istanbul Programme of Action (IPoA) recognized the importance of 
remittances as private flows to countries where migrants come from. It 
called for further reducing transaction costs and creating opportunities 
to channel them to development oriented investment. Likewise, both 
the Addis Agenda and the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development 
commit to reducing remittances’ transaction costs to less than 3 per 
cent, as well as eliminating corridors charging more than 5 per cent.

Remittances, which are private transfers between households, could 
increase national income, enhance the international creditworthiness 
of recipient countries, and help stabilize balance of payments accounts 
in the countries receiving them, if they are transferred through formal 
channels. Possible negative impacts include currency appreciation 
(leading to lower exports) due to large inflows, increased inflation, 
higher regional inequalities between areas receiving remittances and 
others (EU, 2014). This section reviews recent trends in remittance 
flows to LDC, their associated costs, and a range of policies to maximize 
the positive impacts and minimize potential risks of remittances.

8.1. Recent trends in remittances

The global flow of officially recorded remittances has slowed down 
recently, with total remittances growing at 0.4 per cent in 2015, down 
from 3.2 per cent in 2014 (UN-DESA, 2017). This was largely due to weak 
economic conditions in the countries sending remittances, although 
part of the decline in remittances valued in US dollars was due to the 
weakening of the Euro, British Pound and Russian rouble against the

dollar (World Bank, 2017b). In LDCs, the slowdown was less pronounced, 
with remittance flows growing by 4.5 per cent in 2015, down from 9.3 
per cent in 2014.

As a percentage of their GDP, LDCs are among the countries where 

remittances are the most important. Five of the top ten countries in 
the world in this regard are LDCs (see table 2.5).

The importance of remittances for LDCs as a group has increased over 
the years, from 1.6 per cent of GDP in 1977 to 4.3 per cent in 2015, 
after peaking at 5.2 per cent in 2002-2003. By contrast, remittances 
accounted on average for less than one per cent of GDP (over 
2013-2015) in Angola, Bhutan, Lao PDR, Malawi, South Sudan, Sudan, 
United Republic of Tanzania and Zambia. For developing countries as a 
whole, remittances are less important, rising from 1.2 per cent of GDP 
in 1979 to 1.6 per cent in 2015.

In current US$, remittances to LDCs increased from US$18 million 
in 1971 to US$40 billion in 2015. Bangladesh alone received US$14.9 
billion in 2016, making it the eighth largest destination for remittances. 
This increase was dwarfed, however, by the rise of remittances to all 
developing countries, from US$285 million in 1971 to US$423 billion 
in 2015 (see figure 2.21). In relative terms, LDCs’ share of global 
remittances has increased from 0.7 per cent in 1971 to 7.3 per cent in 
2015, while that of developing countries as a whole rose much faster, 
from 12.8 per cent to 76.5 per cent over the same period.

8.2. Uses of remittances

Remittances serve to increase household income, and have the 
potential to smooth consumption, reduce poverty and increase welfare 
through both multiplier and macroeconomic effects (Ratha, 2007). 
Remittances are also correlated with more household investments in 
health, education and entrepreneurship, which in turn generate high 
social returns (UNDP, 2011b). 

While research on the effect of remittances on overall economic growth 
has mixed conclusions, it is clear that they support consumption or 
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investment, and thus play a key role in economic development (Fayissa 
and Nsiah, 2008; UN-ESCAP, 2007; Ratha, 2007). Remittances constitute 
an important source of foreign-exchange reserves, therefore enabling 
countries to service their debts and to cover their import bills. As such, 
remittances enable countries to increase their resilience to external 
shocks (Das and Serieux, 2010).

The amounts remitted by migrants are often under-reported as 
households understate their real income. This can occur if households 
fear reporting the true amounts received would disqualify them 
from receiving other benefits (from either the government or aid 
organizations), or in order to limit potential demands for loans and 
support from relatives and neighbours (IMF, 2008). 

8.3. Remittance costs

The average costs of sending remittances to LDCs (including a 
transaction fee and an exchange rate margin) have declined somewhat, 
from 11.5 per cent in 2012 to 9.6 per cent in 2015. However, this is still 
much higher than the cost of sending remittances to middle income 

countries (7.6 per cent in 2015). There is also a wide variation by region, 
with sub-Saharan Africa facing 10.2 per cent compared to 5.6 per cent 
in South Asia. The cost spectrum among LDCs is even wider, ranging 
from around 4 per cent in Bangladesh, Nepal and Yemen to around 17 
per cent in Angola, Mozambique and Zambia (see table 2.6).

Some of the largest reductions in transaction costs over this period 
have taken place in Eritrea (32 per cent), Ethiopia (26 per cent), Mali 
(47 per cent), Senegal (38 per cent), Sierra Leone (40 per cent), Somalia 
(26 per cent) and Nepal (24 per cent). Despite this progress, remaining 
constraints to reducing transaction costs include a lack of competition 
(including due to exclusivity agreements that money transmitters 

sign with local agents and banks) and transparency in the remittance 
market, cost inefficiencies in South-South corridors, paucity of suitable 
infrastructure, and increasing complexity in the regulation of money 
transfers (EU, 2014). In addition, the termination of correspondent 
banking relationships, which enable the provision of domestic and 
cross-border payments, has affected several LDCs. This can negatively 
affect financial services, including trade finance and remittances, 
and has the potential to undermine financial stability, inclusion, and 
development goals (IMF, 2016f).

Policies to reduce the cost of transferring remittances include 
enhancing competition in the remittance markets, improvement in 
payment systems and increasing the transparency of transfers ( Julca, 
2013). Bilateral, Regional, and Multilateral agreements may also be 
implemented to put policies, which require cooperation among sending 
and receiving countries, into effect. 

At the global level, the G-8 and G-20 endorsed the “5x5 objective”, 
meant to reduce the cost of remittances by 5 percentage points from 
2009 to 2014. The G20 reiterated the need for cost reduction in 2014, 
followed by the 2030 Agenda’s inclusion of this issue under Target 10.c, 
which calls for reducing transaction costs to less than 3 per cent by 
2030 and eliminating any corridors which have remittance costs in 
excess of 5 per cent.93 

8.4. Mainstreaming remittances into development 
finance

Given that remittances are private flows mostly transferred among 
family members, a main challenge is how to harness them as a source 
of financing for development. This is particularly important for LDCs, 
given their acute resource needs as well as the large and growing share 
of GDP which these flows represent. Julca (2013) provides a systematic 
typology of remittance policies in terms of their aim – increase the flow 
of remittances or improve their use – and macroeconomic channel - 
financial/monetary policies, institutional and fiscal policies.

8.4.1. POLICIES AIMED AT INCREASING THE INFLOW OF 
REMITTANCES  

Some LDCs have used a mixture of financial and monetary policies to 
facilitate the flow of remittances through formal channels and enhance 
their multiplier effect. Bangladesh promotes inclusive finance, seed 
investment and home ownership by providing preferential interest 
rates for savings and credit (while exempting interest from income 
tax). Good results were reported on offering migrants preferential 
exchange rates, reduced commissions and special units in banks 
to monitor remittances. Several LDCs allow the creation of foreign 
currency accounts which allow remittances to be linked to development 

TABLE 2.6: CAVERAGE COST OF REMITTANCES, PER CENT OF 
TOTAL AMOUNT REMITTED, 2015

COUNTRY COUNTRY
Nepal 4.0 Haiti 8.9

Yemen, Rep. 4.0 Eritrea 9.1

Bangladesh 4.1 United Republic of Tanzania 10.4

Mali 5.2 Sudan 10.7

Liberia 5.3 Uganda 12.2

Sierra Leone 5.5 Cambodia 12.2

Senegal 5.6 Rwanda 13.1

Somalia 6.6 Lao PDR 13.1

Myanmar 7.4 Lesotho 14.6

Afghanistan 7.6 Malawi 15.6

Ethiopia 7.8 Vanuatu 15.7

Madagascar 7.9 Zambia 16.7

Togo 8.1 Angola 16.9

Gambia, The 8.1 Mozambique 17.3

Source: World Development Indicators, July 2016.

93 - The World Bank manages a database for monitoring global efforts 
towards cost-reduction – Remittance Prices Worldwide (RPW) – which 
has information on 34 corridors to LDCs as recipient countries, 
s e e : h t t p : // r e m i t t a n c e p r i c e s .w o r l d b a n k . o r g /e n /c o u n t r y c o r r i d o r s
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objectives through the banking system (rather than be informally sent 
to families outside the banking system), which have also been found to 
have a positive effect. 

Countries hosting migrants and those from which they originate can 
collaborate in order to reduce the transaction costs of remittances 
and thus increase their flows. One example is a bilateral agreement 
between the central bank of Mexico and the Federal Reserve Bank of 
Atlanta. The program connected the payment infrastructure already 
existing in the US and Mexico, reducing the costs of transferring funds 
between the countries ( Julca, 2013).

Another policy used to link migrants and their families and thus support 
the flow of remittance flows is allowing citizens to have dual nationality. 
This helps a country’s diaspora participate in its investment, trade and 
technology transfer activities, and facilitates travel, remittances and 
land purchase in the home country (Ratha et al., 2011). LDCs which have 
utilized this policy include Angola, Benin, Burkina Faso, Central African 
Republic and the Gambia.

Furthermore, mobile money is enabling transfers between more than 
20 countries globally, including Rwanda and Senegal, and thus can be 
a tool in the transfer of remittances (UN, 2017a). In some countries 
mobile money services have partnered with traditional remittance 
providers and digital-first start-ups, providing an alternative to 
traditional cash-to-cash models and offering instant online money 
transfers to mobile accounts (World Bank, 2017b).

8.4.2. POLICIES AIMED AT IMPROVING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF 
REMITTANCES’ USE  

Governments can provide technical assistance to entrepreneurs 
and start-up businesses, which could enhance the investment of 
remittances in creating new businesses. This strategy has been found 
to be effective at the local level.

Other successful financial policies used, for example, in Haiti and 
Nepal, are the use of electronic transfers, certificates of deposits, 
micro-finance, partnership of banks and bilateral remittance-market 
agreements. Bangladesh has used a Development Immigrant Bank 
as well as immigrant welfare funds under its national development 
strategy, thus leveraging the use of remittances and enhancing their 
multiplier effect (Ratha et al., 2011). 

Despite limited demand, Haiti and other countries strengthened 
financial literacy using information and education programmes, 
training for the creation of micro-businesses, and a National Action 
Plan on Remittances. The latter includes objectives such as improving 
data, expanding banking and developing the collaboration with banks. 
Other developing countries effectively used immigrant resource 
centres to provide information on the various options available for the 
transfer of remittances, help migrants negotiate lower fees and faster 
transfers with money transfer organizations, provide information 
on opportunities for investment and provide funding for social 
infrastructure such as the construction of schools ( Julca, 2013). 

8.5. Conclusion

Remittances present LDCs both an opportunity and a challenge. For 
many LDCs, these flows represent a significant share of their GDP, 
and help households with everything from consumption smoothing, 
coping with emergencies, investing in education and health to starting 
a business. Remittances also have potential positive macroeconomic 
and developmental effects, by increasing social returns, reducing 
poverty and increasing aggregate consumption and investment. Unlike 
other external financial flows, however, remittances are essentially 
household to household transfers, and as such are not directly 
available to finance development projects. Other challenges include 
the sensitivity of remittance flows to conditions in the countries from 
which they are sent, as well as high remittance costs for many LDCs.

Remittances to LDCs have increased over the past years and LDCs 
have implemented policies in order to enhance the effectiveness of 
their use. The outcome document of the Midterm Review of the IPoA 
stresses that combining remittance receipts with broader access to 
other financial services can increase the impact of remittances on 
growth by facilitating savings and investments. Measures to promote 
the productive investment of remittances, such as in micro-, small 
and medium-sized enterprises, and ensure that women and men are 
engaged as equal partners and beneficiaries need to be implemented. 
Furthermore, adequate and affordable financial services need to be 
made available to migrants and their families in both home and host 
countries.

9. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Six years into the implementation of the IPoA, it is clear that LDCs are 
still vulnerable to shocks resulting from their structural weaknesses. 
Low commodity prices and weather-related shocks contributed to 
the drop of average GDP growth in LDCs to 3.8 per cent in 2015, the 
lowest level recorded for the group in the past two decades, and well 
below the 7 per cent target. Growth was more resilient in those LDCs 
with more diversified commodity export portfolios. In addition, strong 
infrastructure investment contributed to positive and more resilient 
growth.

The majority of LDCs are experiencing GDP growth of less than 7 per 
cent per annum, a target seen as the minimum required for achieving 
sustainable development and poverty eradication. The present report 
estimated that an additional rate of investment growth of around 2.4 
percentage points per annum is required to reach this GDP growth 
target.  

However, more resources would be required to meet all the SDGs, which 
cover not only economic dimensions of sustainable development, but 
also social and environmental ones. 

While available financing that is relevant to the IPoA and SDG 
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implementation in LDCs has been increasing in absolute terms over 
the past decade, there is still a gap to the investment needs. Some of 
the key findings and recommendations of the report, on the individual 
sources of finance are summarised below: 

DOMESTIC RESOURCE MOBILISATION

Most LDCs have made progress in increasing tax revenue through 
enhancing the tax base as well as compliance with payment of taxes and 
reduction of tax exemptions. It is also worth noting that tax revenue 
has been the largest source of development revenue in LDCs since the 
early 2000s and has reached about 15 per cent of GDP on average. 

In several LDCs the low levels of tax revenue have been due to capacity 
constraints. As such, a simple tax system would be easier to administer. 
Although the content of tax reforms across LDCs will depend on 
country circumstances, it is important that such reforms balance 
considerations about enhancing resource mobilisation and those of 
reducing or, at least, not exacerbating inequality.

Furthermore, in order to enhance domestic resource mobilization and 
at the same time enhance growth and equality, the analysis of effects 
of taxation in LDCs - including compliance costs - need to be enhanced. 
Options include reducing tax exemptions that benefit mostly the well-off 
and favouring forms of taxation that are both growth supportive and 
progressive.

Support for tax reforms in LDCs needs to be stepped up. It should 
also be customised to fit country conditions and strengthen country 
ownership and leadership. Furthermore, parliamentarians and 
relevant civil society organisations should be included as important 
stakeholders, in support for tax reforms.

Progress has been made on international tax cooperation in the past 
years, although further efforts are needed especially in the areas of 
exchange of tax information and monitoring, without over-burdening 
LDC administrations. Country ownership is critical in this area.

Illicit financial flows constitute significant outflows from LDCs. LDCs 
and development partners need to work together to conduct risk 
and vulnerability assessments and ensure the recovery and return of 
stolen assets.

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION

ODA is still the most important source of external financing for many 
LDCs. However, it’s contribution to LDC GDP, on average, has significantly 
declined, compared to levels in the 1990s. While it is important to 
mobilize other sources of finance such as FDI and domestic resources, 
ODA remains critical - for both short-term resilience to economic and 
other shocks, as well as for meeting basic expenditure of governments 
in many LDCs. 

In this context, it is crucial that a greater number of development 

partners meet or exceed their commitments to provide 0.15 to 0.2 
per cent of GNI in ODA to LDCs as agreed in the IPoA, Addis Agenda 
and SDGs. The 18th replenishment of IDA is a welcome step forward, 
but more needs to be done both to scale up disbursements and 
commitments. Likewise, a greater contribution of partners from the 
South has the potential to accelerate the implementation of the IPoA 
and achieving the SDGs.

It is equally important to further improve the quality of aid to 
LDCs, enhancing its predictability and the use of country systems. 
Furthermore, aid fragmentation needs to be addressed, with a more 
equitable and consistent distribution of ODA to all LDCs. In addition, 
access to concessional finance should be made easier through 
simplified application and management procedures.

With respect to the sectoral allocation of ODA, the alignment with 
LDC priorities as outlined in the IPoA is crucial. ODA to humanitarian 
needs, refugees and adaptation to climate change should be additional 
and complementary to ODA for developmental goals, especially 
for the productive sector. As mentioned in the IPoA, ODA should be 
used catalytically to build the productive capacity of LDCs and enable 
them to do more on their own. Emerging countries are providing 
increasing amounts of finance to LDCs, particularly in critical areas 
such as infrastructure. These developments have been backed by 
the commercial relationships between large emerging economies 
and the LDCs. For South-South cooperation to be truly impactful, 
assisting LDCs in moving up in global value chains and facilitating the 
transformation of their economies should be a priority.  Coordination 
among the different actors engaging in a bilateral relationship needs 
to be strengthened to ensure that high-level stated objectives are 
consistent with results delivered on the ground.

Development cooperation should also be used to improve the 
institutional and regulatory frameworks in LDCs to attract more private 
financing. The new TOSSD measure can be helpful in tracking these 
additional and important funds. However, its main purpose should 
be to increase the level of transparency and accountability among 
providers and help LDCs to better understand the actual and potential 
sources of their development finance.

CLIMATE CHANGE FINANCE

LDCs are especially vulnerable to the negative impacts of climate 
change, as they are not only among the most exposed, but also have 
the least capacity to withstand these impacts. Therefore, a greater 
share of the total amounts of climate finance flowing from developed to 
developing countries needs to be allocated to LDCs. Given the particular 
vulnerability of LDCs, multilateral entities and governments responsible 
for overseeing the management of the climate funds should consider 
tracking the amounts flowing to LDCs, set recommended targets and 
keep these under review, in line with international agreements.

While funding for LDCs from the LDCFs has increased steadily through 
to the GEF Phase 5, it is a source of concern, however, that demand for 
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LDCF resources now exceeds the funds available for new approvals. 
There is a considerable shortfall - according to some estimates, up to 
US$4 billion – of funds provided to date as compared to the amounts 
that are required to fund the NAPAs of all LDCs. Donors should increase 
the level of funding to close these gaps for priority adaptation activities. 
Aside from NAPAs, the funding requirements for adaptation overall in 
LDCs are far greater.

Systematic efforts need to be made to strengthen the absorption 
capacity of LDCs as part of the overall funding, in keeping with Article 9.9 
of the Paris Agreement. To increase access to climate change funding, 
support for capacity building provided to LDCs needs to be stepped 
up to facilitate the preparation and submission of bankable proposals. 
Given capacity constraints in LDCs and the need for efficiency and 
expediency, project approval and disbursement processes should 
be streamlined and simplified, as well as harmonized across bilateral 
donors to the extent possible.

The GCF’s objective of balance in investment between mitigation and 
adaptation needs to be given high priority.  Steps need to be taken to 
expedite pending administrative arrangements so the GCF funding can 
flow smoothly to LDCs. Adaptation projects need to go beyond capacity 
building and institutional strengthening to result in concrete gains in 
terms of reduced vulnerability in LDCs and contribute towards the 
achievement of the IPoA and SDGs.

ACCESS TO CAPITAL MARKETS AND EXTERNAL DEBT

Since 2011, the level of external debt in LDCs has been steadily rising. 
The share of long-term external debt to total external debt is, however, 
slightly lower than the level prior to 2008. Furthermore, the composition 
of the public and publicly guaranteed debt is changing. For example, 
some LDCs have started issuing bonds in the international capital 
markets, a phenomenon that is novel for these countries. While access 
to a diverse portfolio of external finance can contribute to financing 
long-term investments and ultimately, stimulate the economy, debt 
build-up especially from private sources also pose risks. Some of the 
risks include those related to currency mismatch and foreign exchange 
risks. As such, LDCs need to balance these opportunities against risks 
to avoid reverting to unsustainable debt levels. 

Looking ahead, it is important that resources from loans are mainly 
used to finance necessary investments to ensure long-term productivity 
growth in LDCs (see details in chapter 1). Due to an increase in bond 
issuances in frontier markets, public creditors should increase the 
use of state-contingent instruments, (for example, GDP-linked official 
sector lending and countercyclical lending contracts) in their lending 
(UN, 2017a). LDCs would significantly benefit from such instruments.

FOREIGN DIRECT INVESTMENT

FDI to LDCs has been increasing over the past years, especially 
from emerging economies. While much FDI is still concentrated in 
commodities, inflows have also increased in the services sector and 
light manufacturing. FDI promotion efforts have to take into account 

the changes in the origin and sector of FDI.

While many LDCs have improved their business environments, there 
is still room for improvements of the regulatory frameworks. Likewise 
the perception of risk in LDCs can be changed through collaboration of 
Investment Promotion Agencies (IPAs) in LDCs and Outward Investment 
Agencies (OIAs) in partner countries. Investment promotion efforts 
by both host and home countries should focus on sectors with high 
development impacts on job creation, skills development and access 
to technology in order to contribute to the achievement of the SDGs. 

FDI promotion can be undertaken by host countries with support from 
development partners and FDI home countries and can take several 
forms including, provision of information on investment opportunities, 
risk sharing, well-designed investment incentives, international 
investment agreements (mainstreaming SDGs), harmonization of 
regional standards, enabling environment for FDI and technical 
assistance as well as guarantees. While several partner countries 
and international organisations provide support for investment in 
developing countries, the share of such support going to LDCs is 
usually very small and should be increased. Thus, specific investment 
promotion regimes for LDCs need to be adopted and implemented, as 
highlighted in the Addis Agenda.

Political will and support to develop infrastructure projects is also 
needed. Involvement of all stakeholders, coordination of support, 
market analysis and environmental and social impact assessments 
are crucial to create bankable projects. With respect to PPPs in 
infrastructure, while they can play an important role to mobilise 
additional capital, their costs and benefits (including the allocation of 
related risks as well as affordability for people living in remote areas 
and the poor) need to be carefully assessed.

REMITTANCES

Unlike other external financial flows, remittances are essentially 
household to household transfers, and as such are not directly 
available to finance development projects. Other challenges include 
the sensitivity of remittance flows to conditions in the countries from 
which they are sent, as well as high remittance costs for many LDCs 
and the prevalence of under-reporting. Thus, efforts to further reduce 
remittance costs, including at the global level, need to be stepped up.

LDCs have several policy options, some of which have proven effective 
in both increasing the flow of remittances and enhancing their 
macroeconomic and development impact. These include; fiscal and 
institutional policies such as bilateral agreements between sending 
and receiving countries; allowing migrants to hold dual nationalities; 
providing education and training to enhance financial literacy and 
support SMEs; and, the use of immigrant resource centres to inform 
migrants of their options for both remitting the funds as well as 
investment opportunities in their countries of origins. Broader access 
to financial services by recipients of remittances can increase their 
impact on individual households̀  budgets and economic development 
in general by enabling savings and investments.
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Based on the results from the individual sources of finance, it is clear 
that there are untapped opportunities to leverage and combine the 
different sources of finance. For example, more investment – both public 
and private as well as domestic and external - should be channelled into 
productive capacity-building, including private sector development, in 
order to enhance the tax base in the long-term. Incentives need to be 
created to align private flows with the SDGs. Furthermore, building 
infrastructure, especially in ICT and energy, would greatly facilitate 
reaching all of the SDGs, and thus financing such infrastructure from 
all sources needs to increase rapidly.

The high dependence of many LDCs on commodity exports also 
affects financing in various ways. Falling commodity prices put a strain 
on domestic resource mobilisation, which in turn may lead to higher 
levels of debt. As the majority of FDI to LDCs is still in natural resource 
extraction, it is also affected by declining prices. Thus diversification of 
LDCs economies needs to be given priority.

In all the areas discussed in this report, there is a need to enhance 
capacity to attract and manage financial flows. This ranges from tax 
administrations and debt management to attracting FDI and preparing 
bankable projects for climate change adaptation and mitigation, 
including sustainable energy. Likewise data gaps that are especially 
prevalent with respect to climate change finance, illicit financial 
flows and remittances need to be addressed. Improved governance, 
especially with respect to transparency and accountability, is a 
precondition for attracting most of the flows discussed above.

South-South cooperation provides important opportunities for LDCs 
with respect to finance, especially for infrastructure. Engaging with 
partners that have faced some of the same challenges can bring 
critical knowledge to address poverty eradication and structural 
transformation in the LDCs. Expanding the range of partners has also 
the additional advantage of increasing the leverage that LDCs have in 
negotiating with traditional partners and expand their pool of available 
options, especially at a time when ODA faces competing claims from 
humanitarian crises. Regional cooperation also provides potential 
gains for resource mobilization and use. For example, accepted 
standards for tax incentives can prevent harmful competition in the 
effort to attract foreign investment. 

Cohesive nationally owned sustainable development strategies and 
mainstreaming the SDGs, are critical for country ownership. National 
development cooperation policies articulate the vision and objectives 
of development cooperation, identify the roles of different actors, and 
make clear the lines of accountability (UN, 2017a).
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STATISTICAL
ANNEX

DATA  

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

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

EXPLANATORY NOTES FOR TABLES

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

2. Figures may not add to totals, owing to rounding. 
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TABLE A1: ECONOMIC GROWTH AND POVERTY

ANNUAL GROWTH RATE OF GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT (PERCENTAGE)

PERCENTAGE OF 
POPULATION BELOW 

INTERNATIONAL 
POVERTY LINE OF 

$1.90 PER DAY (2011 
PPP PRICES)

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016a 2017b 2018b
LATEST 
DATA 

POINT

SURVEY 
YEAR

AFRICA
Angola 4.7 3.5 8.5 5.0 4.1 3.0 0.8 1.8 2.8 30.1 2008

Benin 2.1 3.0 4.6 6.9 6.5 5.2 4.2 4.8 5.3 53.1 2011

Burkina Faso 8.4 6.6 6.5 5.8 4.4 4.1 4.6 5.1 5.5 43.7 2014

Burundi 5.1 4.0 4.4 4.9 4.7 -4.1 2.0 3.0 5.0 77.7 2006

Central African Republic 3.6 2.0 2.9 -36.7 1.0 4.8 5.1 5.0 5.1 66.3 2008

Chad 13.4 -2.4 10.1 7.4 23.1 6.6 1.1 3.4 4.2 38.4 2011

Comoros -0.7 4.1 4.2 9.5 3.7 4.8 2.2 3.5 3.8 13.5 2004

Democratic Republic of the Congo 7.1 6.9 7.1 8.5 9.5 7.0 4.0 4.5 5.2 77.1 2012

Djibouti 3.5 4.5 4.8 5.0 6.0 6.5 6.7 6.8 6.8 22.5 2013

Equatorial Guinea -8.9 6.5 8.3 -4.1 -0.5 -7.4 -4.5 -2.2 1.5 - -

Eritrea 2.2 8.7 7.0 3.1 5.0 4.8 3.6 3.2 3.7 - -

Ethiopia 12.6 13.2 8.6 10.6 10.3 9.6 5.4 7.0 7.4 33.5 2010

Gambia (Islamic Republic of the) 6.5 -4.3 5.9 4.8 0.9 4.7 2.1 3.4 4.0 45.3 2003

Guinea 4.2 5.6 6.6 4.4 1.1 0.1 4.7 4.4 4.6 35.3 2012

Guinea Bissau 4.6 8.1 -1.7 3.3 0.2 4.8 3.9 4.0 4.1 67.1 2010

Lesotho 7.9 4.0 5.0 4.5 3.6 2.8 2.2 3.5 4.1 59.7 2010

Liberia 10.8 5.8 8.2 8.1 0.7 0.3 2.3 3.0 5.0 68.6 2007

Madagascar 0.4 1.5 3.0 2.3 3.3 3.1 2.6 3.8 4.4 77.8 2012

Malawi 6.9 4.9 1.9 5.2 5.7 3.0 2.4 3.5 4.5 70.9 2010

Mali 10.9 7.7 11.2 7.0 7.8 7.6 4.5 4.6 4.7 49.3 2009

Mauritania 4.8 4.4 6.0 5.7 6.6 1.2 4.3 4.4 3.9 5.9 2014

Mozambique 6.7 7.1 7.2 7.1 7.4 6.6 4.2 5.5 6.2 68.7 2008

Niger 8.4 2.3 11.8 5.3 7.0 3.6 4.1 4.5 4.8 45.7 2014

Rwanda 7.3 7.9 8.8 4.7 7.0 6.9 6.7 6.8 6.9 60.4 2013

Sao Tome and Principe 6.6 4.5 3.3 5.1 6.8 4.0 5.5 5.5 5.5 32.3 2010

Senegal 4.2 1.8 4.4 3.5 4.3 6.5 6.3 6.2 6.6 38.0 2011

Sierra Leone 5.3 6.3 15.2 20.7 4.6 -20.3 4.7 5.1 4.8 52.3 2011

Somalia 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.6 3.7 2.7 3.4 3.7 3.9 - -

South Sudan 5.5 -4.6 -46.1 13.1 3.4 -6.3 -13.1 -6.1 -2.7 42.7 2009

Sudan 6.9 -0.3 -2.2 5.3 1.6 4.9 4.2 4.2 4.0 14.9 2009

Togo 4.0 4.9 5.8 5.1 6.1 5.5 5.5 4.7 5.1 54.2 2011

Uganda 8.2 5.9 3.2 4.7 4.9 5.4 5.0 5.4 5.8 34.6 2012

Tanzania (United Republic of) 6.4 7.9 5.1 7.3 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.1 6.9 46.6 2011

Zambia 10.3 5.6 7.6 5.1 5.0 2.9 3.0 4.1 4.6 64.4 2010

Average, Africa 6.2 4.8 6.0 5.5 5.8 4.6 1.7 4.3 4.9 - -

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Afghanistan 3.2 8.7 10.9 6.5 2.2 -2.4 3.0 3.7 4.3 - -

Bangladesh 5.6 6.5 6.5 6.0 6.1 6.6 7.0 6.8 6.6 18.5 2010

Bhutan 11.7 7.9 5.1 2.1 5.5 5.2 6.3 6.5 7.0 2.2 2012

Cambodia 6.0 7.1 7.3 7.4 7.1 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.1 2.2 2012

Kiribati -1.6 0.5 5.2 5.8 2.4 3.7 2.0 2.0 2.1 14.1 2006
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TABLE A1: ECONOMIC GROWTH AND POVERTY
Lao People’s Democratic Republic 8.1 8.0 7.9 8.0 7.6 7.6 7.0 7.5 7.5 16.7 2012

Myanmar 10.2 5.6 7.3 8.4 8.0 7.3 8.0 8.0

Nepal 4.8 3.4 4.8 4.1 6.0 2.7 2.2 3.8 4.5 15.0 2010

Solomon Islands 10.6 6.4 2.6 3.0 2.0 3.2 2.4 2.5 3.0 45.6 2005

Timor-Leste -1.3 10.6 1.9 -12.8 -27.8 4.3 4.6 5.1 5.6 46.8 2007

Tuvalu -2.7 8.5 0.2 1.3 2.2 2.6 4.0 2.3 2.3 2.7 2010

Vanuatu 1.6 1.2 1.8 2.0 2.3 -1.0 3.3 3.6 3.9 15.4 2010

Yemen 5.7 -12.8 2.0 -1.6 -9.6 -28.1 -4.0 5.0 4.0 - -

Average, Asia and the Pacific 5.9 3.6 6.2 5.0 3.8 2.4 5.9 6.5 6.4 - -

THE AMERICAS
Haiti -5.5 5.5 2.9 4.2 2.8 1.7 1.5 1.4 2.1 53.9 2012

Average, All LDCs 6.0 4.4 6.0 5.4 5.1 3.8 3.3 5.2 5.5

Source: United Nations Statistics Division (http://unstats.un.org/unsd/databases.htm) and World Bank, Development Research Group 
(http://iresearch.worldbank.org/PovcalNet/index.htm); United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs; International Monetary Fund.

Notes:
a Estimated.
b Forecast, based in part on Project LINK.

TABLE A2.A: PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY 

VALUE-ADDED SHARE OF MANUFACTURING, AGRICULTURE AND SERVICES, GROSS CAPITAL FORMATION
VALUE ADDED SHARE 
OF MANUFACTURING 
(PERCENTAGE OF GDP)

VALUE ADDED SHARE 
OF AGRICULTURE 

(PERCENTAGE OF GDP)

VALUE ADDED SHARE OF 
SERVICES (PERCENTAGE 

OF GDP

GROSS CAPITAL 
FORMATION (PERCENTAGE 

OF GDP)

2011 2013 2015 2011 2013 2015 2011 2013 2015 2011 2013 2015

AFRICA
Angola - - - - - - - - - 12.9 14.7 9.1

Benin 14.94 14.61 13.72 25.64 24.12 25.32 50.13 52.32 51.44 24.1 27.8 26

Burkina Faso 7.71 5.91 6.51 33.85 35.61 34.21 39.00 43.39 45.60 28 32.4 31.8

Burundi 9.67 9.46 9.57 40.35 39.83 42.98 42.75 42.44 39.49 27.6 28.7 16.9

Central African Republic 6.60 8.61 7.20 54.50 46.43 42.36 31.62 36.67 41.21 14.9 8.7 13.9

Chad 1.79 2.82 2.89 53.11 51.92 52.39 33.81 34.25 33.42 28.5 29.3 28.6

Comoros 6.13 7.01 - 39.77 37.03 - 48.54 51.56 - 15.6 21.8 -

Democratic Republic of the Congo 17.58 17.65 19.03 24.04 22.17 20.63 42.20 44.28 46.91 16.2 21.6 15.6

Djibouti - - - - - - - - - - - -

Equatorial Guinea 13.65 13.10 14.91 1.05 1.19 2.08 21.08 26.27 37.86 32 30.3 21.7

Eritrea - - - - - - - - - 10 - -

Ethiopia 3.99 4.03 4.08 44.67 44.90 40.97 44.86 43.19 42.77 32.1 34.1 39.3

Gambia (Islamic Republic of the) 6.05 6.05 5.13 24.61 23.64 21.10 60.01 60.61 64.04 25.4 21.9 20.9

Guinea 7.24 6.48 6.74 22.06 20.24 20.15 33.10 42.09 42.87 17.6 15 13.2

Guinea Bissau - - - 46.42 43.68 - 40.33 42.65 - 5.3 7 11.8

Lesotho 13.23 11.98 10.74 5.83 6.61 5.67 59.62 62.48 62.28 - - -

Liberia 3.53 3.04 3.51 44.30 37.23 35.00 47.40 47.01 52.60 19.5 19.5 20

Madagascar - - - 28.37 26.42 25.56 55.64 57.55 58.75 17.6 15.6 16.5

Malawi 10.94 10.26 10.59 31.25 30.77 29.49 52.01 53.37 54.62 12.4 12.7 11.3

Mali - - - 37.59 39.84 40.97 39.95 39.97 39.76 19.7 18.4 17.9

Mauritania 7.26 7.55 - 18.26 19.71 - 33.35 35.08 - 43.4 56 -

Mozambique 11.18 9.52 10.03 28.56 26.57 25.20 52.16 54.70 53.22 25.7 54.5 42.3
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TABLE A2.A: PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY 

VALUE-ADDED SHARE OF MANUFACTURING, AGRICULTURE AND SERVICES, GROSS CAPITAL FORMATION
Niger 4.76 7.15 6.26 38.25 38.44 39.86 45.66 38.33 40.86 38.4 36.2 38.8

Rwanda 5.69 5.47 5.10 34.67 35.11 34.63 57.08 54.40 50.28 23.5 26.5 26.4

Sao Tome and Principe 8.89 7.69 6.59 12.06 12.73 12.56 70.15 70.63 72.55 - - -

Senegal 14.86 13.88 - 14.66 15.66 17.49 60.73 60.78 59.15 25.5 27.5 23.7

Sierra Leone 2.34 1.70 1.85 56.72 49.72 61.33 35.11 28.28 33.90 42 13.8 15.4

Somalia - - - - - - - - - - - -

South Sudan - - - - - - - - - 9.5 10.6 11.2

Sudan 6.33 - - 25.44 41.73 39.32 47.21 54.94 58.08 21.6 19.5 16.6

Tanzania (United Republic of) 8.14 6.88 5.63 31.29 33.29 31.08 44.42 42.48 42.87 33.2 30.3 27.9

Togo 8.09 6.41 4.93 30.76 39.72 40.66 53.70 41.30 40.67 18.3 24.6 20.7

Uganda 10.37 10.05 9.20 26.88 27.07 25.82 51.70 51.05 52.80 27.1 27.9 24.3

Zambia 7.96 6.59 7.93 10.21 8.76 5.25 53.33 56.53 59.44 33.6 34 42.8

Average, Africa 8.75 8.62 8.31 27.65 31.03 31.50 45.36 47.12 49.45 22.5 24.4 22.1

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Afghanistan 14.22 12.03 12.02 24.51 23.89 21.72 52.02 54.96 55.00 16.6 17.2 19.8

Bangladesh 16.86 17.27 17.61 17.71 16.28 15.51 55.90 56.09 56.35 27.4 28.4 28.9

Bhutan 8.69 8.79 8.35 17.12 16.99 17.43 39.92 38.33 39.36 67.7 45.9 54

Cambodia 16.11 16.43 17.02 36.68 33.51 28.25 39.81 40.85 42.33 17.1 19.7 22.5

Kiribati 5.46 4.82 - 25.48 23.01 - 68.45 70.03 - - - -

Lao PDR 7.54 8.22 9.37 29.59 26.39 27.38 35.81 40.43 41.67 26.5 29.2 32.8

Myanmar 19.72 19.92 20.67 32.50 29.53 26.75 36.21 38.10 38.71 - - -

Nepal 6.45 6.58 6.30 38.30 35.05 33.00 46.26 49.22 51.55 38 37.3 38.8

Solomon Islands - - - - - - - - - - - -

Timor-Leste 0.96 0.90 - 16.85 20.81 - 60.56 61.92 - 66.2 40 37.1

Tuvalu 1.10 - - 27.59 22.16 21.66 62.91 69.11 68.80 - - -

Vanuatu 4.72 3.61 - 25.63 27.98 - 63.48 63.22 - 27.5 25.9 -

Yemen, Rep. - - - - - - - - - 5.5 8.1 1.7

Average, Asia and the Pacific 16.04 16.14 16.74 24.68 22.38 20.27 48.63 50.15 51.20 24.1 24.7 25.6

THE AMERICAS
Haiti - - - - - - - - - 27.9 30 32.3

Average, All LDCs 11.90 12.17 12.77 26.41 27.52 26.61 46.72 48.35 50.22 23.1 24.6 23.5

Source: International Telecommunication Union, World Telecommunication/ICT Development Report and database, and World Bank estimates.

TABLE A2.B: PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY 

INTERNET AND MOBILE CELLULAR SUBSCRIPTIONS

INTERNET USERS (PER 100 PEOPLE) MOBILE CELLULAR SUBSCRIPTIONS (PER 100 PEOPLE)

2010 2011 2015 2010 2011 2015

AFRICA

Angola 2.8 3.1 12.4 48.1 59.8 60.8

Benin 3.1 4.1 6.8 74.4 79.4 85.6

Burkina Faso 2.4 3 11.4 36.7 48 80.6

Burundi 1 1.1 4.9 18.2 20.1 46.2

Central African Republic 2 2.2 4.6 22.5 22.4 20.4

Chad 1.7 1.9 2.7 24.5 30.3 40.2

Comoros 5.1 5.5 7.5 24.2 30.9 54.8
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TABLE A2.B: PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY 

INTERNET AND MOBILE CELLULAR SUBSCRIPTIONS
Democratic Republic of the Congo 0.7 1.2 3.8 19 24.5 53

Djibouti 6.5 7 11.9 19.9 22.8 34.7

Equatorial Guinea 6 11.5 21.3 57.4 66.9 66.7

Eritrea 0.6 0.7 1.1 3.2 4.1 7

Ethiopia 0.8 1.1 11.6 7.9 15.8 42.8

Gambia (Islamic Republic of the) 9.2 10.9 17.1 88 80.8 131.3

Guinea 1 1.3 4.7 36.8 43.5 87.2

Guinea Bissau 2.5 2.7 3.5 42.7 45.1 69.3

Lesotho 3.9 4.2 16.1 49.2 60.7 105.5

Liberia 2.3 2.5 5.9 39.7 49.5 81.1

Madagascar 1.7 1.9 4.2 36.6 40 46

Malawi 2.3 3.3 9.3 20.8 25.6 35.3

Mali 2 2.2 10.3 53.2 75.1 139.6

Mauritania 4 4.5 15.2 76.9 89.5 89.3

Mozambique 4.2 4.3 9 30.1 32 74.2

Niger 0.8 1.3 2.2 23.1 28.7 46.5

Rwanda 8 7 18 32.7 39.9 70.5

Sao Tome and Principe 18.8 20.2 25.8 57.6 62.8 65.1

Senegal 8 9.8 21.7 64.4 70.2 99.9

Sierra Leone 0.6 0.9 2.5 34.8 36.4 89.5

Somalia  NA 1.3 1.8 6.7 18.2 52.5

South Sudan 7  NA 17.9 14.4 17.3 23.9

Sudan 16.7 17.5 26.6 41.5 68.8 70.5

Tanzania (United Republic of) 2.9 3.2 5.4 46.7 55.4 75.9

Togo 3 3.5 7.1 41.3 41.6 64.9

Uganda 12.5 13 19.2 37.7 47.5 50.4

Zambia 10 11.5 21 41.2 59.9 74.5

Average, Africa 4.1 4.4 10.6 30.7 39.5 61.5

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Afghanistan 4 5 8.3 36 47.4 61.6

Bangladesh 3.7 4.5 14.4 44.9 55.2 83.4

Bhutan 13.6 14.4 39.8 55 66.4 87.1

Cambodia 1.3 3.1 19 56.7 94.2 133

Kiribati 9.1 10 13 10.8 13.9 38.8

Lao PDR 7 9 18.2 62.6 84 53.1

Myanmar 0.3 1 21.8 1.1 2.4 76.7

Nepal 7.9 9 17.6 34.3 49.2 96.7

Solomon Islands 5 6 10 21.9 51.1 72.7

Timor-Leste 0.2 0.9 13.4 43.8 56 117.4

Tuvalu 25 30 42.7 16.3 21.6 40.3

Vanuatu 8 9.2 22.4 71.9 56.6 66.2

Yemen, Rep. 12.4 14.9 25.1 48.7 50.1 68

Average, Asia and the Pacific 4.2 5.2 16.5 36.9 47.1 81.8

THE AMERICAS
Haiti 8.4 9 12.2 40.4 41.9 69.9

Average, All LDCs 4.2 4.8 12.6 33.1 42.3 68.6

Source: International Telecommunication Union, World Telecommunication/ICT Development Report and database, and World Bank estimates.
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TABLE A2.C: PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY 

CONNECTIVITY
AIR TRANSPORT, FREIGHT 

(MILLION TON-KM)
AIR TRANSPORT, PASSENGERS 

CARRIED (PER 1000 PEOPLE) LINER SHIPPING CONNECTIVITY INDEX

2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015 2016

AFRICA
Angola 70.4 65.5 46 56.4 58.2 49.7 13.8 19.3 19.6 29.7

Benin 1.3 0.6 0.8 13.3 5.7 10.3 14.3 17.2 17.7 18.3

Burkina Faso 0.1 0.1 0.1 8.1 6.7 6.8 - - - -

Burundi - - - - - - - - - -

Central African Republic - - - - - - - - - -

Chad 0.5 0.5 0 2.1 2.1 0 - - - -

Comoros - - - - - - 5.2 6.8 6.8 5.4

Democratic Republic of the Congo 0.1 0.1 0.1 6.3 6.1 6.2 4 4.1 4.3 4.1

Djibouti - - - - - - 20.3 20.2 20.8 29.4

Equatorial Guinea 0.4 0.3 0.5 504 369.1 474.2 4 8.4 9.2 9

Eritrea - - 0  - - 4 4 3.5 3.5

Ethiopia 790.7 950.2 1228.7 60 64.7 71.2     

Gambia (Islamic Republic of the) 2.2 2.2 0.1 78.6 78.7 1.5 5.9 5.6 8.2 6

Guinea  -  -  - - - - 8.1 5.8 9 8.9

Guinea Bissau  -  -  -  -  - - 4 4 4 4

Lesotho - - - - - - - - - -

Liberia - - - - - - 5.9 6 8.5 7.8

Madagascar 34.6 31.1 30.5 23.5 22.1 22.6 11.9 11.4 11.4 10.7

Malawi 0 0 0 0.4 0.4 0.3 - - - -

Mali 1.2 0 0 2 0 0  -  - -  -

Mauritania 0 0 0 67.6 68.3 61 6.5 6 8.6 6.3

Mozambique 5.9 5.7 5.1 26.5 27.6 24.6 10.2 9 10.9 9.5

Niger 1.1 0 0 4.8 0.7 0.8 - - - -

Rwanda 20 20.7 21.4 55.2 55.3 55.6 - - - -

Sao Tome and Principe - - - - - - 6.9 6.1 6 6

Senegal 4.5 3.6 3.1 15.5 9 7.6 11.1 12.9 12.2 12.8

Sierra Leone - - - - - - 5.2 5.6 8.3 7.6

Somalia 1.4 1.4 0 25.2 23.9 0 4.2 5.5 5.4 6.5

South Sudan - - - - - - - - - -

Sudan 12.4 11.9 13.2 14.1 12.8 12.3 8.4 13.1 14.6 18.4

Tanzania (United Republic of) 0 0.6 2.3 23.4 20.7 23.2 11.1 11.8 10.6 9.7

Togo 32.4 34 0 121.4 109.5 105.4 14.8 19.1 20.4 30.3

Uganda 0.9 0.7 0 5.4 4.3 1.1 - - - -

Zambia 93.4 83.4 79.1 0.7 0.5 0.7 - - - -

Total, Africa 1073.3 1212.3 1431 - - - - - - -

Average, African LDCs - - - 26.5 25.9 25.8 8.6 9.6 10.5 11.6

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Afghanistan 84.6 34.3 33.1 66.6 69.9 59.3 - - - -

Bangladesh 225.2 207.7 182.7 17.7 17.4 18.1 8 8.4 9.3 12.6

Bhutan 0.6 0.9 0.5 275.6 395 210.2     

Cambodia 1.1 1.8 2.3 40.8 69.9 70.9 5.3 5.6 6.7 5.6

Kiribati - - - 0 0 0 2.9 2.9 2.9 2.9

Lao PDR 1.4 1.4 1.4 224.4 195.9 173.7  -  - -  -
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TABLE A2.C: PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY 

CONNECTIVITY
Myanmar 2.9 3.9 3.4 29.7 35.5 37.6 6 6.3 6.2 6.4

Nepal 5.8 4.6 4.5 23.1 18.4 17.9  -  -  -  -

Solomon Islands 3.1 3.2 3.7 539.4 577.5 640.4 6 6.9 6.6 6.6

Timor-Leste - - - 0 0 0 - - - -

Tuvalu - - - 0 0 0 - - - -

Vanuatu - - - - - - - - - -

Yemen, Rep. 0 0 0 65.2 63.6 51.7 19 18.5 24.2 5.8

Total, Asia and the Pacific 326.6 259.7 233.1  -  -  -  -  -  -  -

Average, Asia and the Pacific - - - 36.7 38.5 36.3 7.2 7.8 8.9 6.6

THE AMERICAS
Haiti - - - - - - 5.1 5.1 6.5 6.3

Total, All LDCs 1399.8 1472 1664.1  -  -  - -  - -  -

Average, All LDCs  -  -  - 30.3 30.6 29.7 7 7.5 8.6 8.2

Source: World Development Indicators (http://databank.worldbank.org), United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, Review of Maritime Transport 2010

TABLE A2.D: PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY 

ENERGY

ACCESS TO ELECTRICITY (PER CENT OF POPULATION)

TOTAL URBAN RURAL

1990 2000 2014 1990 2000 2014 1990 2000 2014

AFRICA
Angola 47.83 41.79 32 - - 51.00 20.09 13.33 3.00

Benin 7.23 20.58 34.1 - 45.87 57.59 - 4.87 16.00

Burkina Faso 2.75 9.2 19.2 - 47.75 58.00 - 0.83 3.00

Burundi 1.45 3.94 7 - 38.71 52.10 - 0.81 2.00

Central African Republic 0.4 6 12.33 - 15.60 26.32 - 0.70 3.10

Chad - 2.94 8.02 - 12.31 20.15 - 0.35 4.53

Comoros 14.42 39.43 73.76 - 65.83 96.10 3.44 29.13 64.99

Democratic Republic of the 
Congo

- 6.7 13.5 - 20.00 42.00 1.10 1.00 0.40

Djibouti 63.36 56.72 46.73 - 70.87 57.41 10.61 10.57 10.42

Equatorial Guinea 54.83 60.43 67.56 - - 100.00 29.56 35.97 44.84

Eritrea 17.06 29.34 45.83 - 100.00 100.00 0.09 3.08 7.18

Ethiopia - 12.7 27.2 - 76.20 91.98 .. 0.40 12.20

Gambia (Islamic Republic of 
the)

16.77 34.3 47.21 - 51.16 71.00 21.39 18.19 12.96

Guinea 8.83 16.96 27.64 - 50.67 68.51 0.18 1.80 3.96

Guinea Bissau - - 17.2 - - 33.10 - 1.64 4.00

Lesotho - 0.41 27.8 - - 61.50 - - 11.80

Liberia - - 9.14 - - 16.78 - 0.01 1.71

Madagascar 10.55 13.45 16.82 - 35.42 28.52 1.35 5.28 10.67

Malawi 1.9 4.8 11.9 - 28.70 46.10 0.28 1.00 4.70

Mali - 10.37 27.29 - 31.70 51.33 - 1.92 11.83

Mauritania 2.18 17.26 38.8 - - 76.90 1.58 2.24 2.30

Mozambique - 6.95 21.22 - 20.53 53.73 - 1.38 5.97

Niger 2.95 7.97 14.31 - 41.62 53.48 - 1.47 5.44

Rwanda - 6.2 19.8 - 38.90 71.80 - 0.90 9.10
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TABLE A2.D: PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY 

ENERGY
Sao Tome and Principe 42.48 52.9 68.6 - 64.09 75.80 29.35 38.97 54.80

Senegal 19.55 36.81 61 - 77.09 85.00 - 9.57 32.70

Sierra Leone 18.36 16.46 13.1 - - 31.56 1.66 1.43 1.01

Somalia - 5.64 19.06 - - 31.31 - 0.09 11.20

South Sudan - - 4.53 - - 8.39 - - 3.65

Sudan 32.8 34.6 44.9 66.10 69.59 76.30 13.20 17.75 31.70

Tanzania (United Republic of) 5.33 9.85 15.5 - 37.75 41.16 0.21 1.84 4.03

Togo - 16.97 45.7 - 35.91 83.20 - 7.68 16.30

Uganda 2.96 8.38 20.4 - 50.20 51.40 - 2.63 10.30

Zambia 13.9 16.7 27.9 34.70 44.10 61.50 1.80 2.20 3.80

Average, Africa 13.48 14.14 23.14 54.82 43.85 55.10 4.33 3.30 9.17

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Afghanistan - 0.16 89.5 - - 98.70 - - 87.80

Bangladesh 7.58 32 62.4 - 81.20 90.70 - 20.50 51.40

Bhutan - 32.05 100 - - 100.00 - 21.43 95.98

Cambodia - 16.6 56.1 - 60.60 96.90 - 9.00 49.20

Kiribati 95.15 75.83 48.08 - - 80.78 94.51 64.42 22.20

Lao PDR 17.69 43.14 78.09 - 93.60 94.71 0.88 28.93 68.10

Myanmar 41.32 45.89 52 - - 85.50 - 11.67 49.00

Nepal - 27.24 84.9 - 74.11 97.70 - 19.96 81.70

Solomon Islands - 9.52 35.11 - 54.83 39.36 - 1.01 33.93

Timor-Leste 8.61 24.22 45.38 - - 63.04 - - 37.02

Tuvalu 90.66 94.23 98.53 - - 99.44 91.04 93.66 97.23

Vanuatu 12.97 22.22 34.47 - 48.20 100.00 17.44 15.03 11.54

Yemen, Rep. 35.17 50.82 72.04 - 88.66 97.35 21.81 37.34 58.99

Average, Asia and the Pacific 18.47 32.44 66.05 0.00 80.66 91.54 16.37 19.51 58.69

THE AMERICAS
Haiti 28.44 33.7 37.94 - 81.90 53.31 0.38 5.20 17.19

Average, All LDCs 16.3 21.67 38.29 54.82 56.59 67.74 5.49 9.55 26.53

Source: Sustainable Energy for All Global Tracking Framework (www.se4all.org/tracking-progress/).
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TABLE A2.E: PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY 

SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL JOURNAL ARTICLES

SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL JOURNAL ARTICLES

2010 2011 2012 2013

AFRICA
Angola 15.7 17.8 21.8 22.6 

Benin 111.3 147.2 159.0 187.1 

Burkina Faso 134.1 168.5 214.8 177.0 

Burundi 12.8 9.0 10.8 16.3 

Central African Republic 14.3 13.4 10.5 11.8 

Chad 6.3 8.9 6.0 7.0 

Comoros 2.2 3.9 1.6 13.9 

Democratic Republic of the Congo 18.3 13.7 21.4 16.4 

Djibouti 6.9 4.4 6.5 7.8 

Equatorial Guinea 4.2 3.2 3.0 2.4 

Eritrea 12.2 16.7 - -

Ethiopia 475.1 581.5 718.7 801.7 

Gambia (Islamic Republic of the) 45.4 35.6 37.9 45.1 

Guinea 11.3 10.6 11.9 11.5 

Guinea Bissau 5.8 10.4 13.1 12.0 

Lesotho 8.6 10.3 18.2 12.4 

Liberia 3.9 9.6 7.8 8.3 

Madagascar 80.9 95.1 93.9 113.2 

Malawi 148.0 170.9 170.3 156.5 

Mali 61.7 77.2 84.3 64.2 

Mauritania 6.6 14.6 13.7 16.2 

Mozambique 44.6 72.9 60.4 67.8 

Niger 67.5 33.1 31.2 35.7 

Rwanda 54.2 55.8 62.7 91.1 

Sao Tome and Principe 2.2 -   0.5 1.2 

Senegal 198.8 275.0 298.0 295.8 

Sierra Leone 12.2 13.9 16.3 15.0 

Somalia 3.2 2.9 1.4 6.3 

South Sudan - - - -

Sudan 309.8 341.9 312.4 375.1 

Tanzania (United Republic of) 369.0 414.5 374.6 378.9 

Togo 49.9 52.6 54.2 69.1 

Uganda 410.7 443.8 454.7 473.9 

Zambia 92.0 107.7 108.8 117.3 

Articles per 1,000.000 people, Africa 5.4 6.0 6.2 6.4

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Afghanistan 29.3 43.2 35.0 26.5 

Bangladesh 1,546.8 1,585.6 2,085.9 1,970.6 

Bhutan 17.2 17.3 17.2 28.6 

Cambodia 57.9 67.4 76.2 84.0 

Kiribati 0.3 -   -   1.1 

Lao PDR 43.7 48.2 60.4 69.0 

Myanmar 55.5 96.4 48.9 38.2 

Nepal 356.2 350.7 404.8 442.1 
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TABLE A2.E: PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY 

SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL JOURNAL ARTICLES
Solomon Islands 7.8 7.4 5.0 4.3 

Timor-Leste - - - -

Tuvalu 1.0 -   -   0.3 

Vanuatu 6.3 7.9 6.4 7.1 

Yemen, Rep. 106.3 119.0 118.7 127.1 

Articles per 1.000.000 people, Asia and the Pacific 7.3 7.6 9.1 8.8 

THE AMERICAS
Haiti 13.3 17.1 16.5 27.8 

Articles per 1.000.000 people, All LDCs  6.0 6.5 7.2 7.2 

Source: World Development Indicators (http://databank.worldbank.org).

TABLE A2.F: PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY 

NUMBER OF PATENTS FILED

NUMBER OF PATENTS FILED, AGGREGATE FOR RESIDENTS & NON RESIDENTS

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

AFRICA
Angola 0 0 0 0 0

Benin 0 0 0 0 0

Burkina Faso 2 0 0 0 0

Burundi 0 0 0 0 0

Central African Republic 0 0 0 0 0

Chad 0 0 0 0 0

Comoros 0 0 0 0 0

Democratic Republic of the Congo 0 0 0 0 0

Djibouti 0 0 0 3 4

Equatorial Guinea 0 0 0 0 0

Eritrea 0 0 0 0 0

Ethiopia 0 0 0 0 0

Gambia (Islamic Republic of the) 0 0 0 0 0

Guinea 0 0 0 0 0

Guinea Bissau 0 0 0 0 0

Lesotho 0 0 0 0 0

Liberia 0 0 0 0 0

Madagascar 43 61 44 51 34

Malawi 0 0 0 0 0

Mali 0 0 0 0 0

Mauritania 0 0 0 0 0

Mozambique 0 0 0 0 0

Niger 0 0 0 0 0

Rwanda 0 0 70 0 12

Sao Tome and Principe 1 2 0 8 3

Senegal 0 0 0 0 0

Sierra Leone 0 0 0 0 0

Somalia 0 0 0 0 0

South Sudan 0 0 0 0 0
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TABLE A3.A: AGRICULTURE, FOOD SECURITY AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

NUTRITION, IRRIGATION AND CHANGE IN VALUE ADDED SHARE OF AGRICULTURE
CHILDREN AGED <5 YEARS 

UNDERWEIGHT
CHILDREN AGED <5 YEARS 

STUNTED
CHILDREN AGED <5 YEARS 

WASTED
AGRICULTURAL 

IRRIGATED LAND 
(% OF TOTAL 

AGRICULTURAL 
LAND)

2000/2009 2010/2015 2000/2009 2010/2015 2000/2009 2010/2015

AFRICA
Angola 15.6 - 29.2 - 8.2 - - 

Benin 20.2 18 44.7 34 8.4 4.5  0.3 

Burkina Faso 37.6 26.2 42.4 35.1 24.4 15.4 - 

Burundi 35.2 29.1 57.7 57.5 9 6.1 - 

Central African Republic 28 23.5 45.1 40.7 12.2 7.4 - 

Chad 33.9 30.3 44.8 39.9 16.1 13 - 

Comoros 25 16.9 46.9 32.1 13.3 11.1 - 

Democratic Republic of the Congo 28.2 24.2 45.8 42.6 14 8.1 - 

Djibouti 29.6 29.8 32.6 33.5 26 21.5 - 

Equatorial Guinea 10.6 5.6 35 26.2 2.8 3.1 - 

Eritrea 34.5 38.8 43.7 50.3 14.9 15.3 - 

Ethiopia 34.6 25.2 50.7 40.4 12.3 8.7  0.5 

Gambia (Islamic Republic of the) 15.4 16.4 27.6 25 7.4 11.1 - 

Guinea 22.5 18.7 39.3 31.3 8.3 9.9 - 

Guinea Bissau 18.1 17 27.7 27.6 4.8 6 - 

Sudan 0 0 0 0 8

Tanzania (United Republic of) 0 0 0 0 0

Togo 0 0 0 0 0

Uganda 0 0 0 14 8

Zambia 17 24 38 39 39

Total Africa 63 87 152 115 108

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Afghanistan 0 0 0 0 0

Bangladesh 342 306 354 303 293

Bhutan 0 0 4 7 0

Cambodia 26 43 53 75 67

Kiribati 0 0 0 18 0

Lao PDR 0 0 0 0 0

Myanmar 0 0 0 0 0

Nepal 0 23 17 30 0

Solomon Islands 0 0 0 0 0

Timor-Leste 0 0 0 0 0

Tuvalu 0 0 0 0 0

Vanuatu 0 0 0 0 0

Yemen, Rep. 75 44 85 80 53

Total, Asia and the Pacific 443 416 513 513 413

THE AMERICAS
Haiti 0 14 17 11 21

Total, All LDCs 506 517 682 639 542

Source: World Development Indicators (http://databank.worldbank.org).
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TABLE A3.A: AGRICULTURE, FOOD SECURITY AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

NUTRITION, IRRIGATION AND CHANGE IN VALUE ADDED SHARE OF AGRICULTURE
Lesotho 15 10.3 45.2 33.2 - -  0.1 

Liberia 20.4 15.3 39.4 32.1 7.8 5.6 - 

Madagascar 36.8 - 49.2 - 15.2 -  2.2 

Malawi 15.5 16.7 52.5 42.4 6.3 3.8  0.5 

Mali 27.9 - 38.5 - 15.3 - - 

Mauritania 15.9 19.5 23 22 8.1 11.6 - 

Mozambique 18.3 15.6 43.7 43.1 4.2 6.1 - 

Niger 39.9 37.9 54.8 43 12.4 18.7  0.2 

Rwanda 18 11.7 51.7 44.3 4.8 3 - 

Sao Tome and Principe 14.4 8.8 28.9 17.2 11.2 4 - 

Senegal 14.5 12.8 20.1 19.4 8.7 5.7  0.7 

Sierra Leone 21.3 18.1 37.4 37.9 10.5 9.4 -

Somalia 23 - 25.3 - 15 - -

South Sudan 32.5 27.6 36.2 31.1 24.6 22.7 -

Sudan 31.7 33 37.9 38.2 21 16.3  1.4 

Togo 20.5 16.2 29.8 27.5 6 6.7 - 

Uganda 16.4 14.1 38.7 33.7 6.3 4.8  0.1 

Tanzania (United Republic of) 15.9 13.6 43 34.8 2.7 6.6 - 

Zambia 23.3 14.8 45.8 40 5.6 6.3 - 

Average, Africa - - - - - -  0.7 

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Afghanistan 32.9 - 59.3 - 8.6 -  5.5 

Bangladesh 41.3 32.6 43.2 36.1 17.5 14.3  52.6 

Bhutan 10.4 12.8 34.9 33.6 4.7 5.9  6.7 

Cambodia 28.8 23.9 39.5 32.4 8.9 9.6 - 

Kiribati 14.9 - - - - - - 

Lao People’s Democratic Republic 31.6 26.5 47.6 43.8 7.3 6.4 - 

Myanmar 29.6 22.6 40.6 35.1 7.9  24.8 

Nepal 38.8 30.1 49.3 37.4 12.7 11.3  29.7 

Solomon Islands 11.5 - 32.8 - 4.3 - - 

Timor-Leste 48.6 37.7 54.8 50.2 24.5 11 - 

Tuvalu 1.6 - 10 - 3.3 - - 

Vanuatu 11.7 10.7 25.9 28.5 5.9 4.4 - 

Yemen 43.1 39.9 57.7 46.8 15.2 16.2  3.3 

Average, Asia and the Pacific - - - - - -  20.4 

THE AMERICAS
Haiti 13.9 11.6 29.7 21.9 10.3 5.2  4.3 

Average, All LDCs - - - - - -  8.3 

Source: World Health Organization, Global Database on Child Growth and Malnutrition (http://www.who.int/nutgrowthdb/en/); Food and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations (http://www.fao.org/statistics/en/); World Bank national accounts data (http://databank. worldbank.org/data/home.aspx).

Note: The aggregate for Agricultural irrigated land (percentage of total agricultural land) reflects the Median.
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TABLE A3.B: AGRICULTURE, FOOD SECURITY AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT  

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTIVITY

GROSS PER CAPITA PRODUCTION INDEX NUMBER (2004-2006 = 100)

2000 2005 2010 2011 2013 2014

AFRICA
Angola 74.7 102.2 141 149.5 157.3 129.43

Benin 105.4 101.7 99.3 106.3 112.9 116.85

Burkina Faso 75.3 104.1 101.5 89.2 98.7 99.75

Burundi 101.1 91.7 90.5 82.8 97 79.71

Central African Republic 104.4 101.4 105.6 107.6 106.9 96.05

Chad 100.5 107.4 130 90.1 111.8 108.12

Comoros 109.1 96.2 94.6 91.8 88.2 85.94

Democratic Republic of the Congo 119.4 100 90 91 85.3 78

Djibouti 91 94.8 108.7 121.5 120.4 118.59

Equatorial Guinea 110.2 100.6 94.1 92.6 90.3 88.89

Eritrea 96.5 108 94 95.4 93.9 89.55

Ethiopia 82.5 102.2 120.1 118.3 123.7 125.01

Gambia (Islamic Republic of the) 116 93.8 116.2 73.2 75.7 61.49

Guinea 93.9 100.6 105.4 106.8 107.3 102.49

Guinea Bissau 97.5 100.6 115.5 111 116.4 111.74

Lesotho 106.6 102.6 107.4 104.6 102.5 92.01

Liberia 113.4 102.9 86.2 86 84 77.24

Madagascar 102.4 103.2 106.2 103.5 93.6 92.55

Malawi 112.1 85.9 134.7 137.9 146.7 113.91

Mali 84.2 102.1 119.9 118.7 108.4 115.99

Mauritania 104.3 100.3 97.8 94.9 98.2 99.49

Mozambique 93.8 95.8 131.2 136.2 103.4 106.03

Niger 86.5 101.8 120.7 102.8 106.2 104.96

Rwanda 93.7 100.9 123.1 129.8 135.4 110.36

Sao Tome and Principe 107.4 100.6 96.1 88.3 93.7 97.78

Senegal 122.8 109.6 131.7 91.7 96 96.86

Sierra Leone 55.8 93.5 128.5 133.8 138.8 135.18

Somalia 105.3 101.5 92.5 93.2 96.5 90.03

South Sudan - - - - - -

Sudan - - - - - -

Tanzania (United Republic of) 81.6 98.2 110.1 114.8 130.1 132.69

Togo 102.2 96.9 107.9 116.5 100.6 109.91

Uganda 102.8 100.4 86 79.8 71.9 68.68

Zambia 89.6 100.9 146 150.8 146.9 137.59

Average, Africa 98.2 100.1 110.4 106.6 107.5 102.3

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Afghanistan 104.7 106.5 101.8 94.5 95.7 96.32

Bangladesh 97.6 102.8 121.9 123.8 124.3 126.41

Bhutan 81.4 105.8 85.5 97.7 82.3 83.15

Cambodia 81.8 105 138 154.4 154.8 152.61

Kiribati 81.5 95.6 54.3 53.7 51.8 50.95

Lao PDR 90 100.4 121.3 130 144.5 165.65

Myanmar 71.6 99.2 130.9 127.7 120.6 121.85

Nepal 92.6 100.3 108.1 115.3 120.8 125.93

63Page No



TABLE A3.B: AGRICULTURE, FOOD SECURITY AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT  

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTIVITY
Solomon Islands 92.9 103.2 98.7 97.8 96.6 96.63

Timor-Leste 103.6 97.6 112.8 95.4 97.1 95.05

Tuvalu 96.7 100.4 103.5 104.3 108 107.8

Vanuatu 112.9 100.3 113.8 108.1 111 99.07

Yemen, Rep. 95.4 97.7 118.5 113.1 111.3 106.61

Average, Asia and the Pacific 92.5 101.1 108.4 108.9 109.1 109.8

THE AMERICAS
Haiti 102.7 101.6 125.5 131 141.4 143.16

Average, All LDCs 96.7 100.4 110.2 107.8 108.7 105.3

Source: Food and Agricultural Organization of the United Nations (http://www.fao.org/home/en/).

TABLE A3.C: AGRICULTURE, FOOD SECURITY AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT  

FERTILIZER CONSUMPTION

FERTILIZER CONSUMPTION (KILOGRAMS PER HECTARE OF ARABLE LAND)

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

AFRICA
Angola 1.7 1.8 4.5 2.3 3.7 3.3 8.3 5.5 8.4 12.0 13.6 14.4 

Benin 16.4 0.8 0.1 0.5 0.0 0.2  0.3 6.7 9.0 4.3 9.9 4.8 

Burkina Faso 0.4 10.4 12.5 15.2 13.4 10.1 9.5 9.5 9.4 10.7 11.0 15.3 

Burundi 1.3 0.3 1.1 3.5 3.3 2.0  2.2 1.9 3.6 5.6 5.7 7.4 

Central African Republic  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 0.4 0.3 0.3 

Chad  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Comoros  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Democratic Republic of the Congo -   0.3 0.2 0.1 0.5 0.6 0.9 0.8 1.1 1.0 0.7 1.2 

Djibouti -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Equatorial Guinea -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Eritrea 6.2 1.6 0.0 2.3 0.0 3.5 -    2.8  0.4 0.8 1.3   0.8 

Ethiopia 17.0 5.7 10.3 10.9 11.1 16.0 17.2 17.7 21.8 20.8 23.8 19.2 

Gambia (Islamic Republic of the) -   9.4 8.1 9.8 10.8 9.0 4.3 6.3 7.3 10.3 6.0 0.6 

Guinea 1.0 0.8 1.0 0.9 0.9 1.2 1.3 0.6 0.9 3.6 2.5 1.3 

Guinea Bissau  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Lesotho  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Liberia  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Madagascar 2.1 2.1 2.2 5.5 2.5 3.2  4.1 2.3 2.4 3.2 2.4   2.8 

Malawi 29.7   31.1 34.4 30.5 36.8  41.7 34.9 30.8 35.4 29.5 39.9 45.6 

Mali -   -   52.0 15.7 17.5 31.1 22.5 6.1 19.6 22.0 26.0 31.5 

Mauritania  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Mozambique 6.0 0.7 2.3 1.4 4.6 2.7 11.4 4.0 8.2 7.4 6.0 10.6 

Niger 0.6 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.9 0.7 

Rwanda -   2.2 1.8 3.1 3.5 7.9 9.6    1.3   0.1   0.1 4.1 10.1 

Sao Tome and Principe  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Senegal 11.8 10.9 12.7 9.9 2.3 2.1 2.3 6.3 8.1 6.7 11.3 8.6 

Sierra Leone  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Somalia  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

South Sudan  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Sudan 3.5 3.5 4.6 2.7 2.6 3.6 3.8 8.4 10.8 9.4 10.6 12.8 

64Page No



TABLE A4.A: TRADE AND COMMODITIES  

PERCENTAGE OF EXPORTS IN WORLD TOTAL EXPORTS

PERCENTAGE OF EXPORTS IN WORLD TOTAL EXPORTS

2000 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

AFRICA
Angola 0.12 0.33 0.37 0.38 0.36 0.31 0.20

Benin 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02

Burkina Faso 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

Burundi 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Central African Republic 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Chad 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02

Comoros 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Democratic Republic of the Congo 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04

Djibouti 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Equatorial Guinea 0.02 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.06 0.04

Eritrea 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Ethiopia 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03

Gambia (Islamic Republic of the) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Guinea 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

Guinea Bissau 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

TABLE A3.C: AGRICULTURE, FOOD SECURITY AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT  

FERTILIZER CONSUMPTION
Tanzania (United Republic of) 3.7 4.5 5.3 5.8 5.4 5.1 4.7 7.5 8.8 8.6 7.7 4.7 

Togo 5.2     7.5    3.4 9.7 5.5 6.3 0.0 6.2 9.0 10.2 5.0 12.0 

Uganda 1.3    1.6    1.5 1.0 1.3 1.2 2.9 2.1 1.7 1.8 1.8 2.3 

Zambia 26.1 26.2  29.9 28.0 25.7 32.3 38.7 25.8 29.2 46.1 33.9 42.3 

Average, Africa 5.6 4.5 8.1 6.3 6.4 7.9 8.1 7.7 10.2 10.4 11.1 11.6 

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Afghanistan 3.4 3.3 4.5 4.2 6.3 3.6 3.0 4.5 4.3 6.6 28.1 14.9 

Bangladesh 188.6 160.3 170.7 197.7 193.2 184.4 200.1 188.9 213.0 255.8 260.4 254.6 

Bhutan 9.8 9.9 7.4 7.6 7.6 9.0 11.7 24.0 10.0 13.1 10.7 15.2 

Cambodia 5.8 3.9 5.4 8.1 7.8 8.8 7.2 9.6 11.5 15.5 16.6 14.2 

Kiribati  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Lao PDR  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Myanmar 4.3 10.3 19.9 6.5 9.0 15.8 7.6 6.2 6.6 15.0 15.8 17.1 

Nepal 16.7 5.1 8.0 3.6 5.6 1.6 1.4 18.2 25.1 35.8 26.7 54.4 

Solomon Islands  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Timor-Leste  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Tuvalu  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Vanuatu  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Yemen, Rep. 8.2 4.5 13.7 3.8 8.4 21.4 14.6 12.0 19.5 12.4 9.7  21.5 

Average, Asia and the Pacific             50.9             44.5             50.4             51.4             51.2             50.5           50.8           49.4           55.7           69.2           74.7           72.6 

THE AMERICAS
Haiti  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

Average, All LDCs 16.9 14.1 18.2 16.8 16.9 17.7 17.6 16.9 20.1 22.9 24.1 24.5 

Source: Food and Agricultural Organization of the United Nations (http://www.fao.org/home/en/).
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TABLE A4.A: TRADE AND COMMODITIES  

PERCENTAGE OF EXPORTS IN WORLD TOTAL EXPORTS
Lesotho 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01

Liberia 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Madagascar 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

Malawi 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

Mali 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02

Mauritania 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

Mozambique 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02

Niger 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

Rwanda 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Sao Tome and Principe 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Senegal 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02

Sierra Leone 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00

Somalia 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

South Sudan - - - - - - -

Sudan - - - 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02

Tanzania (United Republic of) 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.04

Togo 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

Uganda 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

Zambia 0.01 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.04

Total, Africa 0.29 0.69 0.75 0.81 0.79 0.74 0.59

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Afghanistan 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Bangladesh 0.10 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.15 0.16 0.20

Bhutan 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Cambodia 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.07

Kiribati 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Lao PDR 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02

Myanmar 0.03 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.07

Nepal 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Solomon Islands 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Timor-Leste - 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Tuvalu 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Vanuatu 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Yemen, Rep. 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.05 -

Total, Asia and the Pacific 0.23 0.29 0.30 0.30 0.34 0.35 0.37

THE AMERICAS
Haiti 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01

Total, All LDCs 0.53 0.99 1.05 1.11 1.13 1.09 0.96

Source: UNCTAD (http://unctadstat.unctad.org).
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TABLE A4.B: TRADE AND COMMODITIES  

EXPORTS OF PRIMARY COMMODITIES, PRECIOUS STONES AND NON-MONETARY GOLD,PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL MERCHANDISE EXPORTS
EXPORTS OF PRIMARY COMMODITIES, PRECIOUS STONES AND NON-MONETARY GOLD, PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 

MERCHANDISE EXPORTS

2000 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

AFRICA
Angola 99.68 99.20 99.41 98.85 98.40 99.83 99.06

Benin 85.19 91.29 88.78 88.29 86.11 87.03 86.63

Burkina Faso 78.71 93.39 95.49 94.31 96.14 94.44 93.86

Burundi 97.51 93.69 87.97 82.77 90.28 84.76 86.92

Central African Republic 97.58 90.02 95.94 91.15 89.50 90.55 89.98

Chad 92.35 98.31 98.36 99.17 98.72 98.88 97.07

Comoros 79.34 50.96 68.81 74.93 71.10 76.16 77.97

Democratic Republic of the Congo 94.79 93.43 94.25 96.03 93.87 94.95 94.42

Djibouti 47.32 74.37 76.18 59.31 69.09 64.23 66.57

Equatorial Guinea 99.22 95.79 95.96 95.87 95.73 95.80 95.76

Eritrea 70.41 49.40 - - - 89.78 88.64

Ethiopia 90.78 90.16 90.41 91.52 92.00 92.20 91.63

Gambia (Islamic Republic of the) 75.29 84.49 85.05 79.94 79.43 79.70 79.56

Guinea 91.53 97.98 97.22 96.98 95.39 96.20 95.81

Guinea Bissau 98.94 98.96 98.99 98.95 98.99 99.00 98.96

Lesotho 7.84 35.32 37.78 36.27 37.07 36.87 35.96

Liberia 41.95 59.64 66.86 78.31 69.74 73.61 71.72

Madagascar 48.70 52.68 62.51 64.25 64.84 69.74 70.55

Malawi 90.53 89.46 85.54 87.52 85.01 81.31 87.72

Mali 89.97 92.31 88.45 93.78 92.05 91.53 91.56

Mauritania 86.10 96.48 79.20 99.35 99.16 98.45 98.27

Mozambique 89.43 95.61 93.70 91.58 91.27 91.73 95.20

Niger 85.00 54.99 68.81 68.20 68.50 66.43 59.70

Rwanda 83.24 85.58 89.02 90.09 92.94 83.76 80.47

Sao Tome and Principe 61.03 42.24 45.40 55.06 76.68 66.18 70.68

Senegal 74.47 67.72 65.92 69.75 73.67 73.29 70.52

Sierra Leone 19.16 70.17 72.62 - - 96.66 - 

Somalia 97.03 98.69 96.60 97.58 93.57 95.61 94.58

Sudan  -  - - 96.98 98.59 98.34 97.26

Tanzania (United Republic of) 88.49 83.37 84.06 85.64 86.11 87.34 81.89

Togo 74.68 61.08 61.11 68.99 62.69 65.61 64.05

Uganda 92.99 73.08 70.78 65.94 68.13 69.76 68.40

Zambia 82.20 89.48 89.20 85.84 84.08 86.99 85.47

Average, Africa 89.40 93.30 93.10 92.80 91.70 93.60 90.70

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Afghanistan 85.83 59.49 71.12 64.03 65.23 64.68 64.94

Bangladesh 8.89 7.26 6.59 6.75 6.65 6.92 6.30

Bhutan 51.25 28.85 32.21 44.62 39.01 36.45 35.72

Cambodia 6.27 10.30 12.32 13.38 11.50 13.40 10.34

Kiribati 84.98 79.56 93.70 91.19 96.93 94.26 95.52

Lao PDR 41.16 82.36 85.70 84.48 86.72 85.60 86.11

Myanmar 52.88 82.92 90.70 90.95 91.27 91.13 91.20

Nepal 9.39 28.10 26.15 31.42 26.75 31.94 32.01
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TABLE A5.A: HUMAN DEVELOPMENT  

EDUCATION AND TRAINING
NET ENROLMENT IN 

PRIMARY EDUCATION 
(PERCENTAGE)

PUPIL/TEACHER RATIO IN 
PRIMARY EDUCATION

GROSS ENROLMENT IN 
SECONDARY EDUCATION 

(PERCENTAGE)

PUPIL/TEACHER RATIO IN 
SECONDARY EDUCATION

2010 2014 2010 2014 2010 2014 2010 2014

AFRICA
Angola 81.3  - 45.6 - 28.8  - - -

Benin 94.1 95.9 46.4 45.9  - 54.4 - 9.9

Burkina Faso 59.8 67.5 52.4 44.5 21.9 30.3 30.3 27.1

Burundi 91.4 95.4 50.6 43.7 22.8 37.9 29.9 37.2

Central African Republic 69.3 - 84.3 -  - - - -

Chad  -  - 62.2 - 22.7  - 32.5 -

Comoros  -  - - -  -  - - -

Democratic Republic of the Congo  -  - 37 35.3 39.4 43.5 16 14.6

Djibouti  - 58.8 - 33.2 - 46.4 - 24.5

Equatorial Guinea 53  - 27.2 -  -  - - -

Eritrea 36.7  - 38 - 34.1  - 38.7 -

Ethiopia 73.6 85.8 54.1 64.3 34.8  - 43.1 -

Gambia (Islamic Republic of the) 66.9 67.9 - 36.8 57.5  - - -

Guinea 68.9 75.7 42.2 45.6  - 38.8 - -

Guinea Bissau 68.2 - 51.9 -  -  - - -

Lesotho 78.5 80.2 33.8 32.8 50.4 52.2 24.5 -

Liberia  - 37.7 - 26.5  - 37.9 - 14.9

Madagascar - - 40.1 41.7  - 38.4 - 23.1

Malawi  -  - 79.3 61.4 33.1 39.5 43.2 70.4

Mali 64 59.4 50.4 42.5 38.8 43.5 - 18.9

Mauritania 69.9 74.4 37.2 34.4 20.3 29.9 - 33.1

Mozambique 86.9 87.6 58.5 54.5 24.2 24.5 34.1 -

Niger 54.7 61 38.6 35.8 13.5 18.8 30.8 25.1

Rwanda 98.5  - 64.6 58.2 32.8 39.1 - -

Sao Tome and Principe 94.7 95.1 - 32.7 53 76.9 - 24.4

Senegal 69.8 71.1 33.7 31.6 35.6  - - -

Sierra Leone - - - - - - - -

Somalia - - - - - - - -

TABLE A4.B: TRADE AND COMMODITIES  

EXPORTS OF PRIMARY COMMODITIES, PRECIOUS STONES AND NON-MONETARY GOLD,PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL MERCHANDISE EXPORTS
Solomon Islands 96.41 97.77 93.24 98.70 89.55 71.38 81.65

Timor-Leste - 82.92 73.32 99.06 98.74 98.95 98.84

Tuvalu 24.35 39.40 79.28 66.90 76.89 71.89 74.39

Vanuatu 46.26 41.49 54.38 57.67 86.38 69.53 75.94

Yemen, Rep. 97.94 98.24 97.68 97.18 94.07 95.52 94.75

Average, Asia and the Pacific 39.90 42.70 42.70 40.40 39.90 38.40 29.40

THE AMERICAS
Haiti 11.07 11.36 11.83 10.72 11.26 11.78 10.65

Average, All LDCs 67.10 77.80 78.40 78.50 75.90 75.70 66.60

Source: UNCTAD (http://unctadstat.unctad.org).
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TABLE A5.B: HUMAN DEVELOPMENT   

POPULATION AND PRIMARY HEALTH

UNDER-FIVE RATE 
(DEATHS PER 1,000 

LIVE BIRTHS)

INFANT MORTALITY 
RATE (DEATHS PER 
1,000 LIVE BIRTHS)

MATERNAL 
MORTALITY RATE 

(DEATHS PER 
1000,000 BIRTHS)

CONTRACEPTIVE 
PREVALENCE (PER 
CENT OF WOMEN 

AGED 15-49

HIV PREVALENCE 
(PER CENT OF 

POPULATION AGED 
15-49)

2011 2015 2011 2015 2000 2015 YEAR 2011 2015

AFRICA
Angola 177.3 156.9 106.8 96 924 477 - - 2.2 2.2

Benin 109.3 99.5 69.8 64.2 572 405 17.9 2014 1.2 1.1

Burkina Faso 106.9 88.6 67.3 60.9 547 371 17 2014 1 0.8

Burundi 94.9 81.7 61.6 54.1 954 712 21.9 2010 1.4 1

Central African Republic 146.2 130.1 99.7 91.5 1,200 882 15.2 2011 4.5 3.7

Chad 156 138.7 91.9 85 1,370 856 5.7 2015 2.6 2

Comoros 83.3 73.5 61.3 55.1 499 335 19.4 2012 - -

Democratic Republic of the Congo 112.2 98.3 82.6 74.5 874 693 20.4 2014 1.1 0.8

Djibouti 73.9 65.3 60.5 54.2 401 229 19 2012 1.8 1.6

Equatorial Guinea 107.3 94.1 76.6 68.2 702 342 12.6 2011 6.3 4.9

Eritrea 53.5 46.5 38.2 34.1 733 501 8.4 2010 0.7 0.6

TABLE A5.A: HUMAN DEVELOPMENT  

EDUCATION AND TRAINING
South Sudan - - - - - - - -

Sudan - - - - 41.2 - - -

Tanzania (United Republic of) 88.7  - 50.8 - 31.1  - - -

Togo  - 91.2 40.6 41.1  -  - - -

Uganda 90.2  48.6 - 27.1  - 19.1 -

Zambia 85.3  - 53 -  -  - - -

Average, Africa 78.7 79.6 48 45.5 32.2 37.6 25.6 18.1

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Afghanistan  -  - 44.4 - 53.2 55.7 - -

Bangladesh 90  - 43 - 50.1  - 28.3 -

Bhutan 87.2 85.6 25.9 26.7 66.1 84.2 21.4 14.3

Cambodia 93.3 94.7 48.4 44.6 - - - -

Kiribati  - 96.4 - 26.4 - - - -

Lao PDR 94.1 95.1 28.8 25.2 46.1 57.2 20.2 18.3

Myanmar 87.7 94.5 28.2 27.6 48.1 51.3 34.1 31.8

Nepal  - 94.5 31.9 23.9 58.8 66.9 32 28.8

Solomon Islands - - 19.9 20.3 48.6  28.1 -

Timor-Leste 95.7 96.6 30.2 - 67.5 73.1 23 -

Tuvalu  - 84.6 - -  - 80.8 - -

Vanuatu  -  - 21.7 - 59.5  - - -

Yemen, Rep. 80.7  - 30.8 - 43.4  - - -

Average, Asia and the Pacific 88.7 94.5 37.2 27.6 50.5 57.6 29.3 28.3

THE AMERICAS
Haiti - - - - - - - -

Average, All LDCs 81.9 83.2 43.9 41.1 39.8 44.1 27.6 21.1

Source: Inter-agency Group for Child Mortality Estimation (http://www.childmortality.org); Maternal Mortality Estimation Inter-agency Group (http://www.maternalmortalitydata.
org); World Development Indicators (http://databank.worldbank.org); UNAIDS estimates (http://www.unaids.org/en/dataanalysis/datatools/aidsinfo).
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TABLE A5.B: HUMAN DEVELOPMENT   

POPULATION AND PRIMARY HEALTH
Ethiopia 71.3 59.2 48.3 41.4 897 353 34.2 2014 - -

Gambia (Islamic Republic of the) 78.6 68.9 50.9 47.9 887 706 9 2013 2 1.8

Guinea 107.7 93.7 68.9 61 976 679 5.6 2012 1.6 1.6

Guinea Bissau 110.4 92.5 70.3 60.3 800 549 16 2014 - -

Lesotho 96.8 90.2 71.9 69.2 649 487 60.2 2014 23.1 22.7

Liberia 84.5 69.9 62.1 52.8 1270 725 20.2 2013 1.3 1.1

Madagascar 57.8 49.6 40.6 35.9 536 353 39.8 2013 0.3 0.4

Malawi 84.5 64 53.8 43.4 890 634 58.6 2014 10.8 9.1

Mali 131.7 114.7 81 74.5 834 587 10.3 2013 1.3 1.3

Mauritania 95.4 84.7 69.2 65.1 813 602 11.4 2011 0.7 0.6

Mozambique 97.5 78.5 68.1 56.7 915 489 11.6 2011 11.1 10.5

Niger 116.1 95.5 63.7 57.1 794 553 13.9 2012 0.6 0.5

Rwanda 57.7 41.7 40 31.1 1020 290 53.2 2015 3.1 2.9

Sao Tome and Principe 54.4 47.3 38.7 34.6 222 156 40.6 2014 - -

Senegal 60 47.2 45.3 41.7 488 315 22.2 2014 0.7 0.5

Sierra Leone 150.6 120.4 102.3 87.1 2650 1360 16.6 2013 1.6 1.3

Somalia 155.3 136.8 95.1 85 1080 732 - - 0.5 0.5

South Sudan 106.7 92.6 68.3 60.3 1310 789 4 2010 2.7 2.5

Sudan 78.2 70.1 52.2 47.6 544 311 12.2 2014 0.2 0.3

Tanzania (United Republic of) 58.9 48.7 40.4 35.2 842 398 34.4 2010 5.4 4.7

Togo 88.3 78.4 57.9 52.3 491 368 19.9 2014 2.9 2.4

Uganda 69.8 54.6 46.3 37.7 620 343 27.2 2014 7.1 7.1

Zambia 78.6 64 51.1 43.3 541 224 49 2014 13.4 12.9

Average, Africa 95 80.8 62.9 55.5 839 496 25.4 - 3.5 3.2

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Afghanistan 102.3 91.1 73.4 66.3 1,100 396 21.2 2011 0.1 0.1

Bangladesh 46.7 37.6 37.2 30.7 399 176 62.4 2014 0.1 0.1

Bhutan 39.9 32.9 32.3 27.2 423 148 65.6 2010 - -

Cambodia 39.3 28.7 33.6 24.6 484 161 56.3 2014 0.8 0.6

Kiribati 61.7 55.9 47.5 43.6 166 90 - - - -

Lao PDR 76.7 66.7 57.1 50.7 546 197 49.8 2012  -  -

Myanmar 57.2 50 44.5 39.5 308 178 46 2010 0.8 0.8

Nepal 43.1 35.8 34.6 29.4 548 258 49.6 2014 0.3 0.2

Solomon Islands 31.4 28.1 26.1 23.6 214 114 - - - -

Timor-Leste 61.1 52.6 51.1 44.7 694 215 22.3 2010  -  -

Tuvalu 30.7 27.1 25.6 22.8 - - - - - -

Vanuatu 28.6 27.5 24 23.1 144 78 49 2013 - -

Yemen, Rep. 51.1 41.9 40.3 33.8 440 385 33.5 2013 0.1 0.1

Average, Asia and the Pacific 56.9 47.7 44 37.5 502 240 52.7 - 0.3 0.2

THE AMERICAS
Haiti 77.2 69 57.5 52.2 505 359 34.5 2012 2.5 1.7

Average, All LDCs 85.1 72.8 58.1 51.2 734 435 36.3 - 2.1 1.9

Source: Inter-agency Group for Child Mortality Estimation (http://www.childmortality.org); Maternal Mortality Estimation Inter-agency Group (http://www.maternalmortalitydata.
org); World Development Indicators (http://databank.worldbank.org); UNAIDS estimates (http://www.unaids.org/en/dataanalysis/datatools/aidsinfo).
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TABLE A5.C: HUMAN DEVELOPMENT   

YOUTH DEVELOPMENT
YOUTH LITERACY             

(% OF POPULATION AGED 
15-24)

FEMALE YOUTH LITERACY 
(% OF FEMALES AGED 

15-24)
GROSS ENROLMENT IN TERTIARY EDUCATION (%)

2015 2015 2010 2011/2015

AFRICA
Angola 72.9 67.3 - 9.9

Benin 52.5 42.5 13.3 15.4

Burkina Faso 52.5 46.7 3.6 4.8

Burundi 87.6 87.8 3.1 4.4

Central African Republic 36.4 27.0 2.6 2.8

Chad 52.7 50.2 2.1 3.4

Comoros 87.5 88.1 5.7 8.9

Democratic Republic of the Congo 86.1 80.5 - 6.6

Djibouti - - 3.4 5.0

Equatorial Guinea 98.3 98.8 - -

Eritrea 93.3 91.9 2.3 2.6

Ethiopia 69.5 67.8 7.3 8.1

Gambia (Islamic Republic of the) 73.2 70.9 2.2 3.1

Guinea 45.2 47.5 10.3 -

Guinea Bissau 77.1 73.5 - -

Lesotho 85.1 93.4 - 9.8

Liberia 54.5 44.0 9.3 11.6

Madagascar 65.1 64.8 3.6 4.2

Malawi 75.1 75.2 0.7 0.8

Mali 49.4 39.2 6.0 6.9

Mauritania 62.6 55.0 4.4 5.6

Mozambique 76.8 69.8 4.5 6.0

Niger 26.6 17.1 1.5 1.7

Rwanda 85.0 87.0 5.6 7.5

Sao Tome and Principe 97.3 97.2 4.3 13.4

Senegal 69.8 63.6 7.4 -

Sierra Leone 67.4 59.2 - -

Somalia - - - -

South Sudan 44.4 41.8 - -

Sudan 70.9 70.4 15.0 16.9

Tanzania (United Republic of) 87.3 87.2 2.1 3.6

Togo 85.2 81.4 9.1 10.1

Uganda 87.0 86.6 4.0 4.5

Zambia 91.5 90.6 - -

Average, Africa 72.0 69.0 6.0 7.0

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Afghanistan 58.2 46.1 - 8.7

Bangladesh 83.2 85.9 - 13.4

Bhutan 92.0 90.4 7.0 10.9

Cambodia 91.5 92.0 14.1 15.9

Kiribati - - - -

Lao PDR 90.2 87.3 16.4 17.3

Myanmar 96.3 96.3 - 13.5
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TABLE A5.D: HUMAN DEVELOPMENT   

SHELTER, WATER AND SANITATION

PERCENTAGE OF POPULATION USING AN IMPROVED DRINKING WATER SOURCE

TOTAL URBAN RURAL

2010 2015 2010 2015 2010 2015

AFRICA
Angola 47.1 49 71.9 75.4 30.6 28.2

Benin 74.5 77.9 83.2 85.2 68.3 72.1

Burkina Faso 78.2 82.3 95.3 97.5 72.3 75.8

Burundi 74.7 75.9 91.9 91.1 72.6 73.8

Central African Republic 67.2 68.5 88.6 89.6 53.6 54.4

Chad 49.7 50.8 69.8 71.8 44.1 44.8

Comoros 90.1 90.1 93.1 92.6 88.9 89.1

Democratic Republic of the Congo 50.7 52.4 82.3 81.1 29.7 31.2

Djibouti 89.2 90 96.6 97.4 64.5 64.7

Equatorial Guinea 47.5 47.9 69.3 72.5 33.5 31.5

Eritrea 56.4 57.8 72.3 73.2 52.3 53.3

Ethiopia 47.8 57.3 91.1 93.1 38.7 48.6

Gambia (Islamic Republic of the) 88.9 90.2 93.5 94.2 83 84.4

Guinea 72.8 76.8 91.7 92.7 62.7 67.4

Guinea Bissau 69.8 79.3 88.4 98.8 54.6 60.3

Lesotho 80.8 81.8 94.1 94.6 76.5 77

Liberia 71.1 75.6 84.5 88.6 58.9 62.6

Madagascar 46.9 51.5 79.6 81.6 31.5 35.3

Malawi 81 90.2 94.8 95.7 78.5 89.1

Mali 66.9 77 87.8 96.5 55.1 64.1

Mauritania 54.3 57.9 55.4 58.4 52.9 57.1

Mozambique 48.5 51.1 79.2 80.6 34.8 37

Niger 54 58.2 94.8 100 45.3 48.6

Rwanda 73.1 76.1 86.2 86.6 68.9 71.9

Sao Tome and Principe 95.3 97.1 97.7 98.9 91.5 93.6

Senegal 74.8 78.5 92.2 92.9 62.1 67.3

Sierra Leone 57.4 62.6 81.9 84.9 42.3 47.8

Somalia 31.4 - 69.6 - 8.8 -

TABLE A5.C: HUMAN DEVELOPMENT   

YOUTH DEVELOPMENT
Nepal 89.9 87.4 14.4 15.8

Solomon Islands - - - -

Timor-Leste 82.2 82.7 18.1 -

Tuvalu - - - -

Vanuatu 95.7 96.0 - -

Yemen 90.2 82.7 10.6 10.0

Average, Asia and the Pacific 84.1 83.5 13.2 13.1

THE AMERICAS
Haiti 82.1 81.6 - -

Average, All LDCs 76.3 74.1 7.2 9.4

Source: UNESCO Institute for Statistics (http://www.uis.unesco.org)..
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TABLE A5.E: HUMAN DEVELOPMENT   

GENDER EQUALITY AND EMPOWERMENT OF WOMEN

PERCENTAGE OF 
PARLIAMENTARY SEATS 

HELD BY WOMEN

PERCENTAGE OF FEMALE 
STUDENTS IN PRIMARY 

EDUCATION

PERCENTAGE OF 
STUDENTS IN SECONDARY 

EDUCATION WHO ARE 
FEMALE (%)

PERCENTAGE OF FEMALE 
STUDENTS IN TERTIARY 

EDUCATION

2011 2016 2011 2015 2011 2015 2011 2015

AFRICA
Angola 38.2 38.2 38.9 - 39.4 - 27.4 -

Benin 8.4 7.2 46.6 47.5 37.9 41 21.2 -

Burkina Faso 15.3 11 47.2 48.4 43 47.1 32.6 -

Burundi 30.5 36.4 50.1 50.6 42.5 48.4 31.8 -

Central African Republic 12.5 8.6 42.4 - 35.9 - - -

Chad 12.8 12.8 42.6 - 30.2 - 19.1 -

Comoros 3 6.1 45 - - - 43.3 -

Democratic Republic of the Congo 0 8.9 47 46.4 36.8 - 30.8 -

Djibouti 13.8 10.8 49.3 49.1 44 43.9 39.9 -

Equatorial Guinea 10 24 44.8 45.3 - - - -

Eritrea 22 22 47.4  43.7 45.2 -

Ethiopia 27.8 38.8 50.6 51.2 46.3 - 30.2 -

Gambia (Islamic Republic of the) 7.5 9.4 45.6 - - - 38.4 -

TABLE A5.D: HUMAN DEVELOPMENT   

SHELTER, WATER AND SANITATION
South Sudan - 58.7 - 66.7 - 56.9

Sudan 54.9 - 66 - 50.2 -

Tanzania (United Republic of) 55.2 55.6 80.1 77.2 45.5 45.5

Togo 59.8 63.1 89 91.4 42.3 44.2

Uganda 72.5 79 92.6 95.5 69.1 75.8

Zambia 61.4 65.4 86.2 85.6 45.8 51.3

Average, Africa 57.4 62.6 82.5 85.3 47.2 52.4

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Afghanistan 48 55.3 70.7 78.2 40.5 47

Bangladesh 83.5 86.9 85.4 86.5 82.6 87

Bhutan 96 100 99.5 100 94.1 100

Cambodia 64.2 75.5 86.1 100 58.8 69.1

Kiribati 65.4 66.9 86.2 87.3 49.3 50.6

Lao PDR 67.5 75.7 81.8 85.6 60.4 69.4

Myanmar 78.1 80.6 91.4 92.7 72 74.4

Nepal 87 91.6 92 90.9 86 91.8

Solomon Islands 80.4 80.8 93.2 93.2 77.2 77.2

Timor-Leste 68.2 71.9 90.8 95.2 58.7 60.5

Tuvalu 97.7 97.7 98.3 98.3 97 97

Vanuatu 88.4 94.5 97.8 98.9 85.4 92.9

Yemen, Rep. 54.6 - 72 - 46.5 -

Average, Asia and the Pacific 76.1 81.9 84.6 87.7 72.7 79.2

THE AMERICAS
Haiti 59.3 57.7 69.7 64.9 48.1 47.6

Average, All LDCs 64.2 69.2 83 85.7

Source: UNESCO Institute for Statistics (http://www.uis.unesco.org).
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TABLE A5.E: HUMAN DEVELOPMENT   

E:  GENDER EQUALITY AND EMPOWERMENT OF WOMEN
Guinea - 21.9 - - 38.2 - 25.8 -

Guinea Bissau 10 13.7 48.9 48.9 - - - -

Lesotho 24.2 25 46.9 46.5 58 57.1 - -

Liberia 9.6 12.3 49.4 49.7 44.3 42.9 - -

Madagascar 12.5 19.2 50.5 50.3 48.8 - 48.2 -

Malawi 22.3 16.7 45.8 46.5 47.4 47.2 39.2 -

Mali 10.2 8.8 50.6 50.5 40.6 43.6 31 -

Mauritania 22.1 25.2 47.4 47.7 45.1 47.5 28.7 32.7

Mozambique 39.2 39.6 44.2 45 46.4 47.9 38.7 -

Niger 13.3 17 50.9 - 39.1 41.5 30.4 -

Rwanda 56.3 61.3 48.8 48.5 51.5 - 43.2 -

Sao Tome and Principe 18.2 18.2 51.1 52.3 52.9 52.2 - 50.4

Senegal 22.7 42.7 48.8 50.4 47.4 49.1 37 37.6

Sierra Leone 12.9 12.4 - - 42.9 46.7 - -

Somalia 6.8  24.4 39.3 40.9 - - - -

South Sudan 26.5 28.5 46.3 - - 34.5 - -

Sudan 24.6 30.5 47.6 48.5 47.2 - 50.7 -

Tanzania (United Republic of) 36 36.4 50.1 50.1 - - - -

Togo 11.1 17.6 49.6 - - - - 29.9

Uganda 35 34.3 46.3 - 45.9 - 43.7 -

Zambia 11.5 18  - 50.8 - - - -

Average, Africa 22 25.3 47.1 49.1 42.2 45.9 34.8 35

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Afghanistan 27.7 27.7 40.5 39.7 34.5 34.7 24.3 -

Bangladesh 19.7 20.3 50.4 50.9 52.5 51.9 40.5 -

Bhutan 8.5 8.5 49.7 - 50.4 - 39.8 -

Cambodia 20.3 20.3 47.6 49.1 - - 37.6 43.7

Kiribati 8.7 6.5 - 49.7 - - - -

Lao PDR 25 27.5 - - 45.2 47.3 41.8 48.3

Myanmar 3.5 10.2 50.4 50.8 - - 57.5 -

Nepal 33.2 29.6 47.7 48.1 49.4 50.6 41.6 51.7

Solomon Islands 0 2 47.9 48.6 45.9 - - -

Timor-Leste 32.3 38.5 - 47.5 49.5 50.6 - -

Tuvalu 6.7 6.7 - - - 53.5 - -

Vanuatu 1.9 0 43.9 - - - - -

Yemen, Rep. 0.3 0 47.4 48 37.9 - 29.9 -

Average, Asia and the Pacific 18.1 17.5 48 48.5 48.5 49.4 42.3 48.9

THE AMERICAS
Haiti 4.2 0 - - - - - -

Average, All LDCs 20.7 23.25 47.4 48.9 45.1 48.3 39.1 45.7

Source: Inter-Parliamentary Union (http://www.ipu.org); UNESCO Institute for Statistics (http://www.uis.unesco.org).
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TABLE A6.A: MULTIPLE CRISES AND EMERGING CHALLENGES  

DEBT

TOTAL RESERVES (PERCENTAGE OF EXTERNAL DEBT) TOTAL DEBT SERVICE (PERCENTAGE OF EXPORTS OF 
GOODS, SERVICES AND INCOME)

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

AFRICA
Angola 116.5 149.2 158.3 131.1 97.3 85.0 4.5 4.2 5.8 7.0 10.4 15.6

Benin 75.0 47.5 34.6 34.5 35.5 33.6 3.3 4.0 4.3 3.4 2.6 3.6

Burkina Faso 49.7 41.8 40.7 24.5 11.7 9.9 2.5 2.3 2.1 2.4 2.7 4.4

Burundi 53.5 48.9 46.3 48.2 46.0 21.7 2.4 4.2 8.9 13.8 13.3 13.5

Central African Republic 29.5 28.1 29.4 34.8 40.4 32.3 - - - - - -

Chad 29.3 40.5 48.9 40.4 44.9 22.8 - - - - - -

Comoros 52.1 56.2 76.3 115.2 118.0 150.3 4.7 3.8 12.8 0.4 0.6 -

Democratic Republic of the Congo 21.1 23.0 29.0 27.2 28.2 22.4 3.1 2.5 3.1 3.3 3.2 3.7

Djibouti 32.0 31.3 30.6 51.3 41.4 29.9 7.9 8.6 8.6 8.0 7.1 7.2

Equatorial Guinea - - - - - - - - - - - -

Eritrea 11.0 10.9 - - - - - - - - - -

Ethiopia - - - - - - 3.9 6.1 7.2 - - -

Gambia (Islamic Republic of the) 36.6 43.5 43.1 38.0 30.4 - 8.5 8.4 7.6 - - -

Guinea - 3.4 12.1 13.0 21.2 23.8 6.3 12.8 8.0 4.2 3.5 4.1

Guinea Bissau 13.8 77.6 58.9 67.1 105.7 105.5 9.5 1.7 4.4 0.8 0.7 0.8

Lesotho 137.5 114.5 119.3 118.9 121.8 102.8 2.1 2.0 2.3 2.8 3.1 3.8

Liberia 111.2 114.4 102.1 93.0 73.3 62.5 1.4 0.2 0.6 0.8 2.4 8.2

Madagascar 37.9 40.4 35.9 27.0 27.1 27.9 2.7 1.8 2.5 2.5 2.7 -

Malawi 31.9 17.9 18.4 27.5 37.3 - 1.7 1.4 2.1 3.2 4.0 4.3

Mali 54.7 47.2 43.9 38.1 25.1 17.0 2.5 2.4 1.7 3.0 3.0 4.2

Mauritania 10.7 17.8 29.3 - - - 4.9 3.9 4.9 5.6 9.9 12.6

Mozambique 54.8 55.7 54.0 42.5 37.0 25.7 3.3 2.0 1.8 3.3 4.5 9.5

Niger 49.1 30.1 43.1 43.9 48.0 35.9 1.8 2.4 2.2 2.7 3.4 7.5

Rwanda 89.7 86.4 67.2 63.2 52.7 45.9 2.3 2.1 2.2 3.2 4.5 7.7

Sao Tome and Principe 26.6 22.6 25.6 29.8 29.8 29.1 6.3 5.3 33.5 11.0 13.4 2.8

Senegal 52.4 45.0 42.4 43.1 36.3 34.1 8.9 8.9 7.6 8.9 7.8 10.5

Sierra Leone 43.9 41.8 42.5 38.2 48.5 45.0 2.7 3.4 1.7 1.5 2.3 -

Somalia - - - - - - - - - - - -

South Sudan - - - - - - - - - - - -

Sudan 4.6 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.8 4.2 4.8 7.0 4.9 4.3 10.5

Tanzania (United Republic of) 43.9 37.2 35.0 35.6 30.6 27.1 2.9 1.9 1.8 1.8 2.7 3.6

Togo 55.9 124.5 59.1 56.6 51.4 54.3 2.6 0.7 1.1 2.3 2.7 3.5

Uganda 91.0 80.2 83.9 69.5 66.4 50.5 1.8 1.5 1.4 1.5 2.1 1.8

Zambia 47.8 45.6 52.0 45.3 40.8 33.8 1.9 2.3 2.2 2.8 3.6 6.2

Average, Africa 48.8 53.5 57.6 52.7 45.6 38.4 3.9 3.8 4.6 5.0 6.8 9.7

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Afghanistan 212.9 242.4 263.0 282.9 291.8 280.4 0.4 0.3 0.7 1.4 1.8 2.9

Bangladesh 41.6 33.6 44.7 53.2 62.6 71.2 5.1 5.9 5.6 5.7 5.4 4.1

Bhutan 107.2 73.7 65.9 61.8 67.8 56.4 14.4 11.2 17.4 11.3 12.2 17.8

Cambodia 103.6 96.1 78.5 70.1 77.2 78.4 1.1 4.1 6.2 6.1 5.8 6.2

Kiribati - - - - - - - - - - - -

Lao PDR 16.9 15.6 15.6 11.3 12.0 9.0 13.1 12.8 9.1 10.8 10.7 10.9

Myanmar 73.6 89.9 93.8 - - - 0.0 0.0 9.7 0.5 0.5 0.5

Nepal 79.3 96.7 113.6 132.9 155.0 196.0 10.6 9.2 10.3 8.8 8.3 8.3
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TABLE A6.B: MULTIPLE CRISES AND EMERGING CHALLENGES   

DEFORESTATION

FOREST AREA (PERCENTAGE OF LAND AREA)

1990 2000 2011 2014 2015

AFRICA
Angola 48.9 47.9 46.8 46.5 46.4

Benin 51.1 44.9 40 38.7 38.2

Burkina Faso 25 22.8 20.4 19.8 19.6

Burundi 11.3 7.7 10 10.6 10.7

Central African Republic 36.2 36 35.7 35.6 35.6

Chad 5.3 5 4.3 4 3.9

Comoros 26.3 24.2 20.7 20.1 19.9

Democratic Republic of the Congo 70.7 69.4 67.9 67.4 67.3

Djibouti 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2

Equatorial Guinea 66.3 62.1 57.6 56.3 55.9

Eritrea - 15.6 15.1 15 15

Ethiopia 15.2 13.7 12.3 12.5 12.5

Gambia (Islamic Republic of the) 43.7 45.6 47.6 48.1 48.2

Guinea 29.6 28.1 26.5 26 25.9

Guinea Bissau 78.8 75.4 71.6 70.5 70.1

Lesotho 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.6

Liberia 51.2 48.1 44.6 43.7 43.4

Madagascar 23.5 22.4 21.5 21.5 21.4

Malawi 41.3 37.8 34.1 33.6 33.4

Mali 5.5 4.8 4.1 3.9 3.9

Mauritania 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2

Mozambique 55.2 52.4 49.3 48.5 48.2

Niger 1.5 1 0.9 0.9 0.9

Rwanda 12.9 13.9 18.4 19.2 19.5

Sao Tome and Principe 58.3 58.3 55.8 55.8 55.8

Senegal 48.6 46.2 43.8 43.2 43

Sierra Leone 43.2 40.5 38.6 41.3 42.2

Somalia 13.2 12 10.6 10.3 10.1

South Sudan - - - - -

Sudan 12.9 12.2 8.4 8.2 8.1

Tanzania (United Republic of) 63.1 58.6 53.7 52.4 52

TABLE A6.A: MULTIPLE CRISES AND EMERGING CHALLENGES  

DEBT
Solomon Islands 115.2 160.1 218.7 255.2 264.7 250.4 6.2 2.7 4.6 7.3 2.8 2.4

Timor-Leste - - - - - - - - - - - -

Tuvalu - - - - - - - - - - - -

Vanuatu 92.6 101.8 52.3 101.0 106.8 158.1 1.6 1.5 2.1 1.4 1.3 1.4

Yemen, Rep. 91.5 70.5 79.7 70.6 - - 2.8 2.6 2.7 2.8 3.8 18.8

Average, Asia and the Pacific 63.5 61.2 67.9 65.8 72.4 77.1 3.8 4.4 6.1 4.7 4.7 4.4

THE AMERICAS
Haiti 197.9 244.2 187.4 161.5 104.9 94.9 12.5 0.4 0.3 0.7 1.4 2.0

Average, All LDCs 55.3 57.3 62.3 58.3 55.0 52.4 3.9 3.9 5.0 4.9 6.0 7.5

Source: World Bank: International Debt Statistics (http://databank.worldbank.org).
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TABLE A6.C: MULTIPLE CRISES AND EMERGING CHALLENGES   

CLIMATE CHANGE AND ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY

INCIDENCE
IMPACT

TOTAL DEATHS TOTAL AFFECTED DAMAGE (THOUSANDS US$)

YEAR
2010 Earthquake in Haiti 222,570 3,700,000 8,000,000

2011 Drought, Afghanistan - 1,750,000 142,000

2011 Droughts in Ethiopia, Uganda and Somalia - 9,474,679 -

2011-2013 Riverine flood, Cambodia 447 3,140,023 1,021,000

2012- 2013 Floods, Niger 123 711,981 248,839

2013 Floods in Mozambique 136 315,986 30,000

2013 Riverine flood 23 574,253 121,000

2014 Floods in Solomon Islands 47 52,000 24,000 [Caused economic loss-
es equivalent to 4.7% of GDP]

2013-2015 Riverine flood, Bangladesh - 4,212,348 200,000

2014-2015 Ebola Outbreak in Guinea, Liberia and 
Sierra-Leone

90 28,610 
[confirmed, probable and suspect-

ed cases reported in the 3 LDCs]

-

2015 (March) Cyclone in Vanuatu 11, 308 188,000 449,400

2015 (April) Earthquake in Nepal 11 5,642,150 5,174,000

2015 Riverine Flood, Myanmar 8,969 9,014,000 119,000

2015 Floods in Malawi 117 638,645 390,000

TABLE A6.B: MULTIPLE CRISES AND EMERGING CHALLENGES   

DEFORESTATION
Togo 12.6 8.9 4.9 3.8 3.5

Uganda 23.8 19.4 13.1 11 10.4

Zambia 71 68.8 66.3 65.6 65.4

Average, Africa 30.4 29.1 27.3 26.9 26.8

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Afghanistan 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1

Bangladesh 11.5 11.3 11.1 11 11

Bhutan 53.7 65.5 71.2 72 72.3

Cambodia 73.3 65.4 56.5 54.3 53.6

Kiribati 15 15 15 15 15

Lao PDR 76.5 71.6 78 80.5 81.3

Myanmar 60 53.4 47.8 45.3 44.5

Nepal 33.7 27.2 25.4 25.4 25.4

Solomon Islands 83 81 78.9 78.3 78.1

Timor-Leste 65 57.4 49.1 46.9 46.1

Tuvalu 33.3 33.3 33.3 33.3 33.3

Vanuatu 36.1 36.1 36.1 36.1 36.1

Yemen, Rep. 1 1 1 1 1

Average, Asia and the Pacific 32.2 29.3 27.7 27.1 26.9

THE AMERICAS
Haiti 4.2 4 3.6 3.5 3.5

Average, All LDCs 30.6 29.1 27.3 26.9 26.8

Source: World Bank, World Development Indicators (http://databank.worldbank.org).
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TABLE A6.C: MULTIPLE CRISES AND EMERGING CHALLENGES   

CLIMATE CHANGE AND ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY
2015 Floods, Sudan 278 927,834 7,000

2015 Drought in Ethiopia 206 10,200,000 1,400,000

2016 Food insecurity (Population in Crisis, Emer-
gency and Famine)

- 8,500,000 (Afghanistan), 6,700,000 
(Malawi), 2,900,000 (Soma-

lia), 4,900,000 (South Sudan), 
4,400,000 (Sudan), 14,100,000 

(Yemen)

-

2016 Extra-topical storm, Haiti - 2,100,438 2,000,000

2016 Earthquake 546 139,601 458,000

2017 (March) Cyclone, Madagascar 17 250,000 [number of displaced 
people]

760,000 [expected]

155,000

2017 Famine in Somalia, South Sudan and Yemen - People who need urgent food 
assistance: Somalia (2,900,000), 

South Sudan (5,000,000) and 
Yemen (7,300,000)

Immediate requirements (as of 
14 March): Somalia (700,000), 
South Sudan (1,300,000) and 

Yemen (1,700,000)

Source: EM-DAT: the International Disaster Database. Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters- CRED; WHO Ebola Situation Report, 2016; UNOCHA & Humanitarian 
Response; Food Security Information Network (2017), Global Report on Food Crises 2017.

TABLE A7.A: MOBILIZING FINANCIAL RESOURCES FOR DEVELOPMENT AND CAPACITY-BUILDING   

DOMESTIC SAVINGS AND REVENUE

GROSS DOMESTIC SAVINGS (PERCENTAGE OF GDP) GOVERNMENT REVENUE, EXCLUDING GRANTS 
(PERCENTAGE OF GDP)

2000-2009 2011 2015 2000-2009 2013 2014

AFRICA
Angola 32 36 7 42 38 32

Benin 10 11 14 15 16 16

Burkina Faso 7 20 17 12 16 15

Burundi -7 -1 -7 13 12 12

Central African Republic 3 4 -8 8 5 4

Chad 14 26 21 8 15 11

Comoros -8 -19 - 11 12 12

Democratic Republic of the Congo 7 12 10 5 9 10

Djibouti 6 - - 20 20 20

Equatorial Guinea 61 68 36 10 11 13

Eritrea -21 1 - 15 8 8

Ethiopia - 17 22 11 12 13

Gambia (Islamic Republic of the) 3 11 10 12 14 16

Guinea 15 0 -11 12 18 17

Guinea Bissau -5 1 6 6 7 8

Lesotho - - - 46 51 53

Liberia -65 -81 -45 13 19 19

Madagascar 9 2 6 10 9 10

Malawi 4 5 5 13 17 17

Mali 13 11 11 14 15 15

Mauritania 11 37 - 12 18 18

Mozambique 5 4 6 11 23 24

Niger 7 12 17 11 16 16

Rwanda 2 8 10 11 15 15

Sao Tome and Principe - - - 15 16 14
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TABLE A.7 MOBILIZING FINANCIAL RESOURCES FOR DEVELOPMENT AND CAPACITY-BUILDING   

DOMESTIC SAVINGS AND REVENUE
Senegal 8 7 7 18 18 19

Sierra Leone -5 -6 -13 8 10 9

Somalia - - - - -

South Sudan 43 48 -37 - - -

Sudan 24 24 14 7 6 6

Tanzania (United Republic of) 16 18 23 9 12 12

Togo 0 1 -5 14 16 16

Uganda 10 12 13 10 11 12

Zambia 38 33 15 15 16

Average, Africa 17 24 12.7  -  -  -

Median, Africa  -  - 12 15 15

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Afghanistan -24 -22 -23 5 7 7

Bangladesh 20 20 21 7 8 -

Bhutan 35 38 27 9 14 13

Cambodia 11 12 18 9 12 15

Kiribati - - - 19 15 14

Lao PDR 13 21 18 11 15 15

Myanmar - - - 2 - -

Nepal 11 14 9 9 15 16

Solomon Islands -5 - - 18 32 29

Timor-Leste -89 -50 - 2 2 2

Tuvalu - - - 17 19 18

Vanuatu 18 22 - 16 - -

Yemen, Rep. 17 3 -11 7 7 7

Average, Asia and the Pacific 16 13 13.5  - -  -

Median, Asia and the Pacific -  - - 9 14 14

THE AMERICAS
Haiti 1 -14 2    

Average, All LDCs 17 20 12.9 - -  -

Median, All LDCs  -  -  - 11 15 14.8

Source: World Bank national account data (http://databank.worldbank.org), International Monetary Fund, Government Finance Statistics Yearbook and data files (http://www.imf.
org/external/data.htm).

Note: Aggregate figures for the Government revenue, excluding grants (percentage of GDP) are not averages but reflect the median due to limited data availability. This is based on 
the assumption of a normal distribution for government revenues across all countries.

79Page No



TABLE A8: EXTERNAL DEBT AND DEBT FORGIVENESS

EXTERNAL DEBT STOCK (PERCENTAGE OF GNI) EXTERNAL DEBT STOCK (PERCENTAGE 
POINT DIFFERENCE)

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2010-2015

AFRICA
Angola 22.8 20.4 20.5 22.2 25.3 31.1 5.8

Benin 23.1 24.1 25.6 22.3 21.5 25.8 4.3

Burkina Faso 23.3 22.0 23.5 21.5 20.9 24.0 3.1

Burundi 30.8 25.8 27.1 25.2 22.3 20.3 -2.0

Central African Republic 30.8 24.7 24.5 37.1 37.8 43.8 6.0

Chad 20.9 19.8 19.6 23.7 18.1 15.3 -2.8

Comoros 54.4 49.2 46.5 25.3 23.3 - -2.0

Democratic Republic of the Congo 31.3 24.4 21.7 22.7 18.6 16.8 -1.8

Djibouti - - - - - - -

Equatorial Guinea - - - - - - -

Eritrea 49.7 40.8 - - - - -

Ethiopia 24.6 27.0 24.2 26.4 29.9 33.3 3.4

Gambia (Islamic Republic of the) 58.3 57.7 61.3 62.8 63.8 - 1.0

Guinea 78.6 72.0 26.4 24.3 23.1 22.3 -0.8

Guinea Bissau 133.4 25.7 28.1 27.0 24.6 29.9 5.3

Lesotho 30.0 25.7 30.1 31.0 33.7 - 2.7

Liberia 37.6 31.6 33.1 32.2 40.5 47.2 6.7

Madagascar 31.3 28.9 30.5 27.9 26.6 31.1 4.5

Malawi 14.9 15.4 22.6 29.1 28.2 27.3 -0.8

Mali 23.9 23.3 25.6 26.7 24.5 28.9 4.4

Mauritania 62.9 56.2 65.6 64.8 67.8 - 3.0

Mozambique 42.1 35.9 37.9 49.5 51.9 69.5 17.6

Niger 27.3 35.1 34.5 35.6 33.0 40.8 7.9

Rwanda 16.0 19.1 17.7 22.9 26.1 28.4 2.3

Sao Tome and Principe 93.0 96.4 76.6 70.7 63.7 - -7.0

Senegal 30.5 30.3 35.4 35.8 36.4 43.5 7.1

TABLE A8: EXTERNAL DEBT AND DEBT FORGIVENESS
Sierra Leone 35.2 34.4 32.6 28.6 25.7 31.4 5.7

Somalia - - - 62.0 56.2 52.7 -3.5

South Sudan - - - - - - -

Sudan 36.8 32.8 36.2 35.3 30.6 26.0 -4.6

Tanzania (United Republic of) 28.6 29.8 30.1 29.9 30.2 34.1 3.9

Togo 46.3 19.5 22.8 26.1 24.5 29.1 4.6

Uganda 15.0 16.4 16.6 19.8 19.0 22.4 3.5

Zambia 23.2 22.9 23.2 21.7 28.7 43.6 14.9

Average, Africa 28.7 26.6 26.7 27.4 28.1 31.0 2.9

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Afghanistan 15.2 14.5 12.6 12.0 12.5 12.6 0.1

Bangladesh 21.6 19.6 19.7 21.0 19.3 18.6 -0.7

Bhutan 62.4 62.8 86.2 95.3 100.7 105.8 5.2

Cambodia 34.3 34.6 47.2 48.9 50.0 54.6 4.6

Kiribati - - - - - -

Lao PDR 97.2 98.1 93.5 89.3 91.5 99.6 8.1

Myanmar - - 10.6 12.6 10.1 - -2.6

Nepal 23.5 20.1 20.5 21.1 20.1 19.6 -0.5

80Page No



TABLE A9: AID FROM DAC COUNTRIES TO THE LDCS

NET DISBURSEMENTS

2004-2005 2014 2015

US$ 
MILLION

PER CENT 
OF DONOR’S 

TOTAL

PER CENT 
OF DONOR’S 

GNI

USD 
MILLION

PER CENT 
OF DONOR’S 

TOTAL

PER CENT 
OF DONOR’S 

GNI

USD 
MILLION

PER CENT 
OF DONOR’S 

TOTAL

PER CENT 
OF DONOR’S 

GNI

DAC COUNTRY
Australia 388 25 0.06 1,219 28 0.09 931 27 0.08

Austria 208 18 0.07 362 29 0.08 222 17 0.06

Belgium 636 37 0.17 829 34 0.16 610 32 0.13

Canada 930 29 0.09 1,398 33 0.08 1,561 36 0.10

Czech Republic 26 21 0.02 52 24 0.03 41 21 0.02

Denmark 814 39 0.33 900 30 0.26 610 24 0.20

Finland 235 30 0.12 568 35 0.21 429 33 0.18

France 2,843 31 0.14 2,553 24 0.09 2,378 26 0.10

Germany 2,145 24 0.08 3,833 23 0.10 2,596 14 0.08

Greece 73 21 0.03 50 20 0.02 38 16 0.02

Iceland 9 35 0.06 15 41 0.09 16 41 0.10

Ireland 354 53 0.22 397 49 0.18 345 48 0.15

Italy 1,132 30 0.07 961 24 0.04 870 22 0.05

Japan 2,243 20 0.05 3,649 38 0.08 3,659 40 0.08

Korea 173 29 0.02 714 38 0.05 28 38 0.05

Luxembourg 84 34 0.27 172 41 0.43 154 42 0.40

Netherlands 1,678 36 0.28 1,120 20 0.13 1,036 18 0.14

New Zealand 64 26 0.07 139 28 0.07 138 31 0.08

Norway 983 39 0.36 1,424 28 0.28 1,098 26 0.27

Poland 46 29 0.02 130 29 0.02 125 28 0.03

Portugal 507 72 0.30 119 28 0.05 90 29 0.05

Slovak Republic 19 45 0.05 18 21 0.02 19 22 0.02

Slovenia - - - 11 18 0.02 10 15 0.02

Spain 669 25 0.06 487 26 0.03 314 23 0.03

Sweden 977 32 0.28 1,628 26 0.29 1,473 21 0.29

Switzerland 411 25 0.10 872 25 0.12 928 26 0.14

United Kingdom 2,930 31 0.13 6,615 34 0.24 6,117 33 0.23

United States 5,303 22 0.04 10,846 33 0.06 10,737 35 0.06

DAC-EU Countries 63.5 61.2 67.9 65.8 72.4 77.1 3.8 4.4 6.1

TOTAL DAC 15,375 31 0.12 20,804 28 0.12 17,477 24 0.11

Source: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development aid statistics (http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats).  

Solomon Islands 46.5 38.3 24.5 19.4 17.0 18.0 0.9

Timor-Leste - - - - - - -

Tuvalu - - - - - - -

Vanuatu 25.8 22.2 47.4 22.3 21.1 - -1.1

Yemen, Rep. 22.2 22.2 25.0 21.8 - - 0.9

Average, Asia and the Pacific 24.8 23.4 21.7 22.6 21.6 24.7 3.1

THE AMERICAS
Haiti 14.4 10.2 14.5 18.4 22.1 23.5 1.4

Average, All LDCs 27.2 25.3 24.6 25.3 25.6 28.8 3.2

 Source: World Bank: International Debt Statistics (http://databank.worldbank.org).
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TABLE A10: DOING BUSINESS
EASE OF DOING BUSINESS INDEX 

(1=MOST BUSINESS-FRIENDLY 
REGULATIONS)

TRADING ACROSS BORDERS INDEX STARTING A BUSINESS INDEX

2016 2017 2016 2017 2016 2017
RANK INDEX RANK INDEX RANK INDEX RANK INDEX RANK INDEX RANK INDEX

AFRICA
Angola 181.0 38.5 182.0 38.4 183.0 19.3 183.0 19.3 139.0 76.8 144.0 77.3

Benin 153.0 47.5 155.0 48.5 130.0 60.3 133.0 59.9 117.0 81.4 57.0 90.6

Burkina Faso 142.0 51.1 146.0 51.3 104.0 66.6 104.0 66.6 77.0 86.7 72.0 88.1

Burundi 155.0 47.3 157.0 47.4 160.0 47.4 160.0 47.4 14.0 94.5 18.0 94.5

Central African Republic 186.0 36.3 185.0 36.3 136.0 58.6 138.0 58.6 190.0 31.4 190.0 31.4

Chad 183.0 38.3 180.0 39.1 170.0 40.1 171.0 40.1 186.0 41.9 182.0 51.9

Comoros 152.0 47.9 153.0 48.7 106.0 66.2 107.0 66.2 157.0 72.9 161.0 71.6

Democratic Republic of the Congo 184.0 37.5 184.0 37.6 188.0 1.3 188.0 1.3 85.0 85.5 96.0 85.5

Djibouti 168.0 44.4 171.0 44.5 155.0 51.9 155.0 51.9 171.0 66.5 172.0 66.9

Equatorial Guinea 175.0 41.4 178.0 39.8 174.0 32.1 174.0 32.1 188.0 36.6 187.0 36.9

Eritrea 189.0 27.9 189.0 28.1 189.0 0.0 189.0 0.0 185.0 46.2 186.0 46.4

Ethiopia 159.0 46.9 159.0 47.3 168.0 42.4 167.0 42.4 181.0 53.6 179.0 56.0

Gambia (Islamic Republic of the) 150.0 49.3 145.0 51.7 109.0 65.3 112.0 65.3 169.0 67.3 168.0 69.4

Guinea 161.0 46.2 163.0 46.2 162.0 46.2 162.0 46.2 123.0 80.0 133.0 80.2

Guinea Bissau 177.0 40.9 172.0 41.6 154.0 52.9 153.0 52.9 178.0 60.0 176.0 63.9

Lesotho 112.0 57.6 100.0 60.4 39.0 91.6 39.0 91.6 110.0 82.9 117.0 83.0

Liberia 174.0 41.5 174.0 41.4 185.0 17.8 185.0 17.6 33.0 92.5 37.0 92.5

Madagascar 169.0 44.2 167.0 45.1 134.0 59.4 129.0 61.0 126.0 79.6 113.0 83.5

Malawi 141.0 51.1 133.0 54.4 115.0 63.3 118.0 63.3 160.0 69.7 150.0 76.7

Mali 143.0 50.7 141.0 53.0 88.0 70.8 89.0 70.8 172.0 66.1 108.0 84.1

Mauritania 165.0 45.6 160.0 47.2 139.0 57.8 137.0 58.8 73.0 86.9 80.0 86.9

Mozambique 134.0 53.8 137.0 53.8 105.0 66.3 106.0 66.3 121.0 80.2 134.0 79.9

Niger 158.0 47.1 150.0 49.6 148.0 55.7 132.0 60.5 132.0 77.6 88.0 86.2

Rwanda 59.0 68.6 56.0 69.8 131.0 59.9 87.0 71.2 109.0 82.9 76.0 87.2

Sao Tome and Principe 160.0 46.7 162.0 46.8 119.0 62.8 122.0 62.8 36.0 92.4 35.0 92.6

Senegal 146.0 50.0 147.0 50.7 125.0 60.9 130.0 60.9 82.0 86.0 90.0 86.1

Sierra Leone 145.0 50.1 148.0 50.2 169.0 42.1 169.0 42.1 99.0 84.7 87.0 86.5

Somalia 190.0 20.2 190.0 20.3 156.0 51.6 156.0 51.6 183.0 48.3 184.0 48.7

South Sudan 187.0 33.5 186.0 33.5 177.0 26.2 177.0 26.2 180.0 54.0 181.0 54.0

Sudan 164.0 45.8 168.0 44.8 184.0 19.2 184.0 19.2 148.0 75.1 156.0 73.8

Tanzania (United Republic of) 144.0 50.6 132.0 54.5 180.0 20.2 180.0 20.2 127.0 78.9 135.0 79.1

Togo 154.0 47.4 154.0 48.6 127.0 60.4 117.0 63.7 130.0 78.4 123.0 81.7

Uganda 116.0 57.1 115.0 57.8 141.0 57.8 136.0 58.9 162.0 69.3 165.0 71.3

Zambia 94.0 60.8 98.0 60.5 161.0 47.0 161.0 47.0 96.0 84.9 105.0 85.0

Average, Africa 155.0 46.0 154.0 46.7 144.4 48.3 142.6 48.9 130.6 72.1 126.0 74.4

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Afghanistan 182.0 38.4 183.0 38.1 176.0 28.9 175.0 30.6 38.0 92.2 42.0 92.1

Bangladesh 178.0 40.7 176.0 40.8 173.0 34.9 173.0 34.9 115.0 81.7 122.0 81.7

Bhutan 71.0 65.4 73.0 65.4 26.0 94.3 26.0 94.3 84.0 85.6 94.0 85.6

Cambodia 128.0 54.5 131.0 54.8 101.0 67.3 102.0 67.3 179.0 58.9 180.0 54.9

Kiribati 151.0 48.5 152.0 49.2 120.0 62.1 124.0 62.1 141.0 76.5 140.0 78.2

Lao PDR 136.0 52.4 139.0 53.3 116.0 63.0 120.0 63.0 168.0 67.4 160.0 72.4

Myanmar 171.0 44.0 170.0 44.6 149.0 55.1 159.0 47.4 170.0 66.6 146.0 77.1
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TABLE A10: DOING BUSINESS
Nepal 100.0 59.4 107.0 58.9 72.0 79.3 69.0 79.8 105.0 83.5 109.0 83.8

Solomon Islands 105.0 58.8 104.0 59.2 152.0 53.5 151.0 53.5 91.0 85.1 97.0 85.5

Timor-Leste 173.0 42.0 175.0 40.9 92.0 69.9 94.0 69.9 104.0 83.6 145.0 77.1

Vanuatu 88.0 61.5 83.0 63.7 145.0 56.3 145.0 56.3 147.0 75.5 126.0 81.2

Yemen, Rep. 179.0 39.9 179.0 39.6 189.0 0.0 189.0 0.0 154.0 73.4 161.0 71.6

Average, Asia and the Pacific 138.5 50.5 139.3 50.7 125.9 55.4 127.3 54.9 124.7 77.5 126.8 78.4

THE AMERICAS
Haiti 180.0 38.5 181.0 38.7 77.0 76.1 76.0 76.7 189.0 33.5 188.0 33.6

Average, All LDCs 151.3 47.0 150.9 47.6 138.3 50.7 137.3 51.0 130.3 72.7 127.6 74.5

Source: Doing business (http://www.doingbusiness.org/).
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AFRICA [33]
Angola
Benin
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Central African Republic
Chad
Comoros
Democratic Republic of the Congo
Djibouti
Eritrea
Ethiopia
Gambia
Guinea
Guinea-Bissau
Lesotho
Liberia

Madagascar
Malawi
Mali
Mauritania
Mozambique
Niger
Rwanda
Sao Tome and Principe
Senegal
Sierra Leone
Somalia
South Sudan
Sudan
Togo
Uganda
United Republic of Tanzania
Zambia

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC [13]
Afghanistan
Bangladesh
Bhutan
Cambodia
Kiribati
Lao People’s Democratic Republic
Myanmar
Nepal
Solomon Islands
Timor-Leste
Tuvalu
Vanuatu
Yemen

LATIN AMERICA AND THE 
CARIBBEAN [1]
Haiti 
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