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While legislation and acts of
ratification are important
first steps, the lives of

working children will not change un-
less the world backs its words with
action. As this report has already
made clear, the Convention on the
Rights of the Child, the most widely
ratified human rights agreement in the
history of the United Nations, holds
special promise in this regard, binding
ratifying countries to take concrete
actions to uphold it.

Less than a year after the
Convention was adopted, the World
Summit for Children was held at
the United Nations on 29-30 Sep-
tember 1990. It was the largest ever
gathering of world leaders till that
time. The 159 countries repre-
sented — 71 of them by Heads of
State or Government — strongly
endorsed the Convention. They
jointly signed a World Declaration
on the Survival, Protection and
Development of Children and a
Plan of Action for implementing
the Declaration in the 1990s.

The Declaration is not a legally
binding document, but its moral
force is clear. The world’s leaders
agreed to be guided by the principle
that the essential needs of children
should be given high priority in the
allocation of resources in bad times
as well as good. They affirmed that
all children must be given the
chance to “realize their worth 
in a safe and supportive environ-
ment...”60 They vowed: “We our-
selves hereby make a solemn com-

mitment to give high priority to the
rights of children, to their survival
and to their protection and develop-
ment.”61 Moreover, they made an
explicit pledge: “We will work for
special protection of the working
child and for the abolition of illegal
child labour.”62

The Plan of Action, meanwhile,
includes the following statement:
“More than 100 million children are
engaged in employment, often
heavy and hazardous and in contra-
vention of international conven-
tions which provide for their pro-
tection from economic exploitation
and from performing work that in-
terferes with their education and is
harmful to their health and full de-
velopment. With this in mind, all
States should work to end such
child labour practices and see how
the conditions and circumstances of
children in legitimate employment
can be protected to provide ade-
quate opportunity for their healthy
upbringing and development.”63

The voice of the world is firm
and crystal clear. There is no ambi-
guity or equivocation here. ILO
efforts to establish a new interna-
tional convention on the elimina-
tion of hazardous child labour is an-
other example of continuing global
commitment and has UNICEF’s
full support.

Yet ending hazardous child
labour and protecting children are
not as easy as saying you will do so.
In addition, there are different opin-
ions among those working to end

Ideas and actions

Intolerable forms of child
labour are so grave an abuse
of human rights that the
world must come to regard
them in the way it does
slavery — as something
unjustifiable under any
circumstances. 
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hazardous child labour on how best
to proceed. Some believe that
labour that is damaging to children
has to be treated like slavery: it is
an abuse of civil and political
human rights so fundamental that it
must simply be outlawed without
compromise. Others see hazardous
child labour as primarily an abuse
of social and economic human
rights. While just as committed to
its eradication in the long term, they
are immediately concerned about
protecting children at work, rather
than liberating them into conceiv-
ably more difficult circumstances.

Coherent programmes to combat
hazardous and exploitative child
labour will have to draw from the
expertise and experience of both
camps. Intolerable forms of child
labour are so grave an abuse of
human rights that the world must
come to regard them in the way it
does slavery — as something unjus-
tifiable under any circumstances.
The international community must
invest in public education cam-
paigns that drive home the message
that hazardous child labour will be
as unacceptable in the next century
as slavery has become in this.

Yet it is equally clear that any
programme of elimination that does
not provide reasonable alternatives
for child workers — which from
high moral ground simply casts them
out of a workplace they had only
entered due to extreme poverty —
would trigger an avalanche of nega-
tive consequences.

Schoolchildren parade through their
community to announce Peru’s national
immunization programme beginning the
following day.
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Any comprehensive attack on
hazardous child labour must advance
on several fronts. It must aim to: re-
lease children immediately from the
most damaging situations, such as
bonded labour and prostitution; reha-
bilitate those children who are re-
leased from work through the
provision of adequate services and
facilities, especially education; and
protect working children who cannot
immediately be released, making
their life as safe and as conducive to
development as possible.

But the most important front of
all is prevention: ensuring that new
generations of children are not driven
into the most hazardous forms of work.

There is a vast range of ideas
about how to tackle unacceptable
forms of child labour, and a large and
growing body of experience. The
problem is so huge and diverse that
multiple strategies are needed. Since
the 1990 World Summit, over 150 in-
dustrialized and developing nations
have drawn up national programmes
of action for meeting the World
Summit goals. Countries need to
review their national programmes to
ensure that they include provisions
on child labour and protection of
children from hazardous and exploit-
ative labour.

Any comprehensive attack on
child labour must also mobilize a
wide range of protagonists: govern-
ments and local communities,
NGOs and spiritual leaders, employ-
ers and trade unions, the child labour-
ers themselves and their families.
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Some will be more motivated by pro-
tecting the children involved; others
by enhancing the educational oppor-
tunities that provide a way out of the
cycle of child labour and poverty; and
still others by helping raise global
awareness of this fundamental abuse
of human rights. The important point
is not that one particular strategy
dominates but that maximum energy
and attention are applied to the problem.

Reliable and comparable data on
the extent and nature of child labour
are a key element in the effort to
eliminate the problem, and effective
solutions cannot be fashioned with-
out such information. Governments,
communities, NGOs and UN agen-
cies must together create a system of
data collection that will quantify the
numbers of children now labouring
in hazardous and exploitative condi-
tions — whether on plantations, as
domestic workers, on the streets, in
sweatshops or in factories — and
document the conditions of their
labour. In this context, the participa-
tory learning and action techniques,
involving community members in as-
sessing and devising solutions to the
child labour problem in the glass in-
dustry of Firozabad (India), are prov-
ing particularly valuable.

Most key initiatives being taken
fall into one of five categories: pro-
moting and enhancing the education
alternative; building on national and
international legislation and improv-
ing enforcement; empowering the
poor; mobilizing all levels of society
to combat the exploitative forms of
child labour; and campaigning to
persuade corporations to show greater
responsibility for their actions and
those of their subcontractors.

The power 
of education

A comprehensive strategy to combat

hazardous child labour must begin
with its logical alternative: high-
quality schools and relevant educa-
tional programmes to which families
will want to send their children and in
which children will want to participate.

There are 140 million children be-
tween the ages of 6 and 11 not attend-
ing school — 23 per cent of primary
school age children in developing
countries — and perhaps an equal
number who drop out of school early
(Fig. 7). If all those under 18 are con-
sidered to be children, as the Con-
vention on the Rights of the Child
stipulates, the figure out of school
rises to 404 million, or 38 per cent of
that age group.64 Many of these chil-
dren work, many in jobs that are dis-
abling and dangerous. Millions more
are trying hard to balance the de-
mands of work and schooling, a jug-
gling act that poses particular prob-
lems for girls.

ILO, reflecting a broad consen-
sus, takes the position that the single
most effective way to stem the flow
of school age children into abusive
forms of employment or work is to
extend and improve schooling so that
it will attract and retain them.65

Education and child labour inter-
act profoundly. As we have seen,
work can keep children away from
school. At the same time, poor-qual-
ity education often causes children to
drop out of school and start working
at an early age. Good-quality educa-
tion, on the other hand, can keep
children away from work. The longer
and better the education, the lesser
the likelihood that a child will be
forced into damaging work.

The Convention on the Rights of
the Child insists that primary educa-
tion must be universal and compul-
sory. If governments delivered on
their legal commitment to this, the
extent of exploitative child labour
would be significantly reduced. The

A boy mechanic at work in a street stall
in Nepal.
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Taslima, age 13, began working
in a garment factory when she
was 9 years old. Now she would

like very much to go to school to study
Bangla, maths and English. If school
expenses were provided, she says, it
would be possible to attend classes in
the morning and work in the after-
noon. When asked about the benefit of
education, she says that she will learn
to count and write letters. She would
also like to learn music and sewing.

Shujon, age 8, came to Dhaka with
his mother, brother and grandmother
in search of a living. His mother works
as a domestic servant and earns 100
taka (1 taka is about $0.02) per month.
Shujon and his brother collect plastic
bags, scrap paper and other materials,
which they sell at a shop for 5 to 10
taka per bagful. The boys attend a free
school near the railway station. They
go there every day for several hours
and are taught to read and write. The
school gives them a snack of roti and
banana every day and all the neces-
sary books and writing supplies.

Rakib is 10 years old and is now at-
tending school after he lost his job at a
garment factory for being under age.
Rakib wants to study. He says,
“If I study, I’ll get a good job. I will be
able to help my mother.”

Amina began working to earn
money at the age of 7, collecting waste
paper. Now 10, she spends her days
breaking bricks into small pieces for
construction projects in Dhaka. Amina
is very small. She cannot break many
bricks. She does not know how much
she earns, as her mother keeps track of
those things. Sometimes they decide
to collect scrap paper instead, because
their hands and fingers hurt from the
gashes and blows that happen when
the bricks break in unexpected ways,
or the hammer slips in their hands.
Amina would like to find out what
school is like, if only there were some
way to pay even the minimal costs.

Shilpi is a 14-year-old garment
worker from Mirpur. She found a job as
a helper in a garment factory. She folds
the shirts that are produced by ma-
chine operators. Her salary is 400 taka
per month. She says she would like to
study but that earning a living is the
first priority, “I have to take care of my-
self. How can I study?”  When asked
about her future, she says she wants to
be a teacher. She loves to see teachers
teaching others. She taught her
younger brother to read, she says.

Julekha is 13 years old and has
been a domestic worker from the age
of 10. Her father is paralysed and can-

“How can I study?”

Panel 9

not work. She has three sisters and
four brothers. Her main duty is to look
after the employer’s small child, but
she also assists in all household
chores. If the family goes out, Julekha
is locked in the house. Julekha has
never attended school because of her
family’s poverty, but says she would
like to if it were possible. 

Ruma, age 12, wants to study. She
thinks if she received an education she
would be able to help her parents and
give them advice. And, she says,
“when talk of marriage is going on, I
will have something to say.”  She
would like to learn how to operate a
sewing machine. Then her salary
would increase, and everybody would
suffer less. She hopes she will be able
to study while continuing to work. 

— Adapted from Daily Lives of Working
Children in Bangladesh: Case studies,
by P. Pelto, UNICEF Bangladesh,
(unpublished).

In the opinion of many people, all children should be in school until they are 15 or 16 years
old. But what if the schools are very few, and very poorly equipped? And what if many
families are so poor that even the small amounts earned by children are essential to pay for
the basic necessities of living? What about children who have lost one or both parents? With
whom do they live?  Even where non-governmental and other organizations have established
schools in low-income residential areas, there are distressing numbers of children who simply
cannot afford to go to them. Others seemingly want to work, or at least feel mature doing the
same work as adults. 

Education planners frequently ask the question: “Do working children really want to go to
school?”  Recent interviews with working children in Bangladesh conclude that the large
majority do want to attend school and have clear ideas about the value of education, as the
following synopses show.
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When hardship forced Sadhan
Sarkar’s ageing parents to pull
him out of school and put him

to work long hours in a shop, the seven-
year-old boy cried bitterly. “I was angry
— at my work, my boss, my parents,”
he recalls. Then, field workers for the
Balia Gram Unnayan Samity project
(BGUS), in India’s West Bengal state, in-
tervened and convinced his parents to
let Sadhan quit work and resume his
studies. Now third in his primary school
class, he says, “I have a new life, I can
laugh and play and read again.”

Sadhan is one of hundreds of at-risk
working children helped since 1993 by
BGUS, a non-governmental organiza-
tion (NGO) in Tarakeshwar affiliated
with the Christian Children’s Fund.
Through a support system that provides
school supplies, health services and a
midday meal, BGUS estimates that 370
children have been able to quit work
and continue their education, while an-
other 19 children over age 14 have ob-
tained skilled jobs through vocational
training. 

Scores of organizations similar to
BGUS have sprung up in recent years,

responding to the needs of the world’s
child labourers. Education, essential in
ensuring better opportunities for child
workers, is a common thread through-
out these programmes. The challenge
is to make schooling economically vi-
able, attractive and relevant for working
children and their families. 

Methods used to pursue this goal
vary. As Victor Ordoñez of UNESCO
says: “Do we try and use non-formal ed-
ucation to get children back into the reg-
ular school system, or teach them what
they need to survive day to day?” Like
BGUS, many programmes aim for
community-based, sustainable alterna-
tives that have elements of both, provid-
ing working children with education
and health care. 

A two-year-old programme for chil-
dren released from Nepal’s carpet facto-
ries, operated by the Underprivileged
Children’s Education Programme and
the Asian-American Free Labor Insti-
tute, offers free food, lodging and a mix
of formal and non-formal education. Its
self-described role is as “a way station
to somewhere else — hopefully a better
life,” whether enrolment in school or a

job using new vocational skills. Brazil’s
widely acclaimed Projeto Axé offers pri-
mary school age children remedial
classes to help them enter the formal
system. It also works with teenagers,
teaching everything from dance and
printing techniques to remedial educa-
tion, to provide “a transition from a
street past to a citizen present.” CREDA,
an NGO in India’s Uttar Pradesh state,
has opened 60 schools for former
bonded labourers that compress five
years of basic education into three.

Other projects focus on improving
young workers’ basic literacy or training
them for a new trade altogether. The
Undugu Society of Kenya, for example,
runs five schools for children who earn
their living collecting scrap. The schools
operate half-days to accommodate
work schedules, and classes empha-
size numeracy to enable children to
avoid exploitation by scrap dealers.

In Senegal, the ENDA-Tiers Monde
organization teamed up with the
Ministry for Social Development in 1984
to improve the self-esteem of teenage
girls working as domestics, as well as
giving them professional opportunities.
The programme includes basic literacy
and vocational training to raise their
chances of obtaining better jobs, as well
as counselling on health matters includ-
ing AIDS.

A common problem in dealing with
working children is how to keep the
poorest, whose income is most critical
to their own or their family’s survival, in
school. Relevant curricula, flexible class
schedules and quality education are es-
sential. Scholarships and other ways of
covering the direct costs of schooling,
as well as cash stipends to compensate
families for ‘lost’ income, form impor-
tant parts of several programmes.

At schools opened by the Bangladesh
Independent Garment Workers Union, for
example, children who lost jobs in the
apparel industry receive free books and

Non-formal education:
A bridge for working children  

Panel 10
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resources to create good schools all
over the world could be found if the
will was there. What is more, innov-
ative thinking about how to regener-
ate the education system is well
under way, and successful pro-
grammes exist all over the world
that could serve as models.

Any improvement made to edu-
cation — whether by changing ex-
isting schools, by setting up creative
and flexible approaches to educa-
tion or by targeting working chil-
dren specifically — will have a
positive impact on child labour. The
more we do, the greater will be the
results. What more powerful incen-
tive could there be?

Improving basic education
The 1990 World Conference on
Education for All, held in Jomtien
(Thailand), proclaimed the need for
diverse, flexible approaches within a
unified national system of primary
education. To achieve the goal of qual-
ity primary education for all, educa-
tion systems must:
† Teach useful skills. If schools are
to attract and retain children, their
courses have to be seen as relevant by
both parents and children (Panel 10).
One prerequisite of a successful state
education programme is that it links
the lessons taught to community life.
In places where most children work,
it defies logic to continue teaching as
if they do not. Children must be
taught which kinds of work are partic-
ularly hazardous and be advised on
how to recognize the tactics of ex-
ploitative employers.

Children also need to be taught
general life skills and about their
own rights, so that they understand
child labour laws and what they
mean in practice. “In school they do
not teach us about our rights,” says
Lakshmi, from Kolkere in southern
India. “We cannot wait until later to

hot lunches. In Honduras, more 
than 2,000 young street workers
have benefited from formal and non-
formal education at Project Alterna-
tives & Opportunities, which provides
health care, counselling, school
supplies, uniforms and, when
needed, partial scholarships and
nutritional supplements. Fundación
CISOL, in Loja (Ecuador), pays
weekly stipends that approximate
the earnings of a shoeshine boy,
while teaching handicraft produc-
tion. Participating children must
resume regular schooling.

Cash stipends are considered
controversial by some experts who
think they encourage dependency;
others insist that stipends are the
only way many families can afford to
educate their children.

An innovative programme imple-
mented by the Federal District of
Brazil pays an education grant equal
to the minimum wage to poor fami-
lies whose children do not miss
more than two days of school per
month. The School Savings Pro-
gramme, which also includes a sav-
ings and credit plan, has dramati-
cally lowered the drop-out rate
among poor students. It is also
affordable, accounting for less
than 1 per cent of the annual gov-
ernment budget.

Such programmes point to
growing efforts by governments to
ensure primary education to all chil-
dren — including child labourers.
Governments, together with NGOs,
industries and workers’ organiza-
tions, are forming the social partner-
ships that are necessary to address
the problems of working children. 

Any improvement made to
education — whether by
changing existing schools,
by setting up creative and
flexible approaches to
education or by targeting
working children specifically —
will have a positive impact on
child labour. 

Photo: In a non-formal education
programme, a Kenyan girl learns
carpentry.
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learn about them. To protect our-
selves, we need that information
right now.”66

† Be more flexible. Schools have to
adapt to children’s circumstances.
The annual calendar and daily
timetable of a school can be adjusted
according to the seasonal farming cal-
endar in the area. This has been one of
the strategies adopted by the Indian
state of Kerala, where very low school
drop-out rates are matched by low in-
cidence of child labour.

Schools also have to move towards
children, particularly in rural areas.
Small multigrade classes can bring
education within easy walking dis-
tance. A simplified curriculum and lo-
cally produced learning materials can
ensure that the basics are available to
all; the programme can be enriched
gradually over time. Teachers with
modest formal education have proven
to be effective when given concen-
trated practical training and frequent
in-service upgrades.

Most important, rigid traditional
teaching methods must give way to
child-centred approaches. Children
must enjoy education if it is to have a
powerful effect.

The Escuela Nueva programme in
Colombia exemplifies many of these
flexible approaches. This successful
programme, bringing education to
rural areas since 1975, allows children
to be absent in peak agricultural peri-
ods; promotes practical problem-
solving rather than learning by rote;
and reduces costs by allowing one
teacher to cover five grades in small
rural schools with the help of elected
student leaders (Panel 11).
† Get girls into school. Two thirds
of out-of-school children are girls,
and ensuring their equal participation
requires particular sensitivity to so-
cial, economic and cultural barriers.
As we have seen, this is one of the
most critical areas and one where

rapid improvement would produce
benefits that would flow down, gen-
eration to generation.

Most initiatives aimed at drawing
more children into school will also
help bridge the gender gap. But spe-
cific measures are needed to over-
come the social and cultural barriers
for girls. High proportions of women
teachers were found when UNICEF
studied 10 countries where the gender
gap in primary-school enrolment has
narrowed.67 Both teachers and learn-
ing materials have to be gender sensi-
tive and avoid negative stereotypes
about girls and women. Active com-
munity participation in school life,
particularly by women, is essential. As
experience in India indicates, when
poor women become genuinely em-
powered to take control over their
livelihoods and those of their children,
remarkable changes occur.
† Raise the quality and status of
teachers. Partly because of the crisis
in education funding in many devel-
oping countries, the wages and status
of teachers have diminished, espe-
cially at the all-important primary
level. Thus, the quality of teachers
entering school systems has also
declined. Many have been forced to
abandon teaching, or to take second
and even third jobs, simply to sur-
vive. In these circumstances, many
children do not see school as a place
that will expand their horizons, en-
hance their opportunities or nurture
their individual potential.

Teachers with negative and stereo-
typical ideas need to be retrained or
replaced. Poor, low-caste or working
children often are ill treated and phys-
ically abused. One response, success-
fully adopted by the Bangladesh
Rural Advancement Committee
(BRAC) in its schools, is to recruit
teachers from the same community as
their pupils, and to sensitize them to
the children’s circumstances.68

How the regions compare
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mately $8 billion more that it cannot
pay. In comparison, just about 10 per
cent of that total would provide the
extra educational resources needed
each year to give all the region’s chil-
dren a place in school.70

“We are trapped,” said Albert
Mberio, Minister of Education of
the Central African Republic. “On
the one hand, the Government bor-
rows money to get our education
system to work in order to obtain
social and economic development.
On the other hand, the same donors
expect the Government to pay back
borrowed money long before the
country has achieved a certain level
of development.”71

The Convention on the Rights of
the Child explicitly specifies in article
28 that States parties must promote and
encourage international cooperation in
support of developing countries’ ef-
forts to ensure access to education for
all children. International organiza-
tions are moving in the right direction.
The World Bank has significantly
raised its lending levels for basic edu-
cation in the six years since 1990.
UNICEF’s own medium-term target is
to double its spending on basic educa-
tion by the end of the decade.

There are signs, too, that bilateral
aid donors are starting to place a
higher priority on basic education, al-
though within shrinking overall aid
budgets. In May 1996, the Develop-
ment Assistance Committee of the Or-
ganization for Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD) committed
itself to helping developing countries
to reduce “absolute poverty” by half
and to achieve primary education for
all by the year 2015 at the latest.

Important though this external as-
sistance is, it amounts to only about 2
per cent of the total spent by low- and
middle-income countries themselves
on primary education, conservatively
estimated at some $270 billion annu-

Of course, recruiting teachers from
local communities may mean that they
have less formal training. But there are
creative international examples to fol-
low. Zimbabwe, for example, achieved
universal primary schooling very
quickly after independence by employ-
ing untrained teachers. It therefore in-
troduced the Zimbabwe Integrated
National Teacher Education Course
(ZINTEC), a four-year course in which
only the first and last terms involve col-
lege attendance; the rest is spent at
work in schools. ZINTEC has been
successful in combining quality with
low cost; training a teacher this way
can be done for less than half the
expense of conventional training.69

Learning materials with detailed les-
son plans for daily classroom activities
ensure that teachers with modest for-
mal training perform effectively. This
approach could be valuable for many
poorer countries, where many primary
school teachers themselves have little
more than primary education.
† Cut the family’s school bill. Survey
after survey mentions the costs of
schooling as a major problem for poor
families. Even when there are no tu-
ition fees, there can be myriad other
costs: for books and supplies; uni-
forms and shoes; transportation and
lunch; not to mention the loss of the
child’s income.

Basic education that deters child
labour must be free of such costs for
poor families. But the need for finan-
cial resources goes well beyond the
costs of teachers, school buildings and
administration. The chronic under-
funding of basic education in devel-
oping countries needs to be overcome
and is a matter of global concern and
responsibility, particularly because of
the heavy debt burdens so many de-
veloping countries carry. For exam-
ple, sub-Saharan Africa pays more
than $12 billion in debt-service
charges annually and owes approxi-

The chronic underfunding
of basic education in developing
countries needs to be overcome
and is a matter of global
concern and responsibility.



ally. In other words, developing
countries themselves have to mobi-
lize the resources necessary to tackle
the job that lies ahead.72

At the World Conference on
Education for All in 1990, govern-
ments promised to increase the
resources available for education.
At the moment, the share of the de-
veloping world’s gross national
product (GNP) devoted to educa-
tion expenditure averages 4 per
cent, the same figure as in 1990. 73

In some of the least developed coun-
tries it is believed to have declined.

Both debt burdens and structural
adjustment measures continue to
make it difficult to increase educa-
tion spending. Yet, except for the
very poorest countries, most re-
sources required to achieve univer-
sal primary education could be
found within existing national bud-
gets. A mid-decade review of prog-
ress in achieving education for all,
held in Amman in June 1996, con-
cluded that as many as 50 of the
countries that have not enrolled all
their children in school could do
this quite rapidly if they made better
use of their resources, by redeploy-
ing teaching staff, reallocating bud-
gets and improving efficiency.74

And over a third of developing
countries have committed to in-
crease spending on education.75

Of course, giving priority to educa-
tion is not only a way of combating
child labour, it is a sound economic in-
vestment. According to the World
Bank, the return on investment in edu-
cation in low- and middle-income
countries is high — and still higher for
primary schooling, compared to sec-
ondary or higher education. Primary
education, says the Bank, is the largest
single contributor to the economic
growth rates of the high-performing
Asian economies.76 The Republic of
Korea invests $130 per person per year
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It would cost an estimated $6 billion a year,
on top of what is already spent, to put every
child in school by the year 2000. Here, a girl
breaks stones for road gravel in Nepal.
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in basic education, and Malaysia
spends $128. On the other hand, India
invests just $9 per person, Pakistan $3
and Bangladesh $2.77

Governments must rededicate
themselves to ensuring that all chil-
dren receive high-quality primary
education, regardless of race, gender
or economic status. They can do this
where necessary by adopting an in-
cremental approach, adding a new
cohort of primary school age chil-
dren in phases until the target of uni-
versal primary education is reached
in the shortest possible time.

In India, for example, over 100
districts are implementing a gradual
approach to enrolment and retention
in primary schools. Communities,
district officials and teachers focus
on enrolling all children aged five
and six in grade 1 and increasing re-
tention through improved quality of
the classes and ‘joyful learning’
through grade 6. This is proving to
be a practical and important strategy
for preventing the entry of present
and future generations into the cycle
of child labour and poverty.

International agencies and devel-
opment banks must give the fullest
possible support to national efforts to
re-establish primary education for all
as an absolute priority. UNICEF,
along with other international organi-
zations, has called for governments to
allocate 20 per cent of their budgets
to education and basic social ser-
vices, and for donor governments to
do the same with their aid. Many
countries have already endorsed this
20/20 initiative — it is a simple for-
mula, easily grasped, and if the world
gets behind it, it could work wonders.

Basic education can be afforded if
it is made a priority, as the Convention
on the Rights of the Child demands
that it must be. We say again, this is a
question not of scant resources but of
political choice. It would cost an esti-



mated $6 billion a year, on top of
what is already spent, to put every
child in school by the year 2000. That
may seem an enormous sum. Yet it is
less than 1 per cent of what the world
spends every year on weapons.78

Reaching working children
Working children themselves, when
given the opportunity to speak, have
understandably not shown great en-
thusiasm for returning to an educa-
tion system that has failed them in
the first place. In Bamako (Mali) in
1995, for example, working children
from 21 cities in 9 West African
countries came together to discuss
their situation. They denounced the
inhuman and degrading treatment
that many child workers received but
also affirmed 12 basic rights to im-
prove their lot. Among these were
“the right to be taught a trade,” “the
right to security when working” and
“the right to play... with our friends
on Saturdays and Sundays.” The
right to go to school as their primary
childhood activity was not one of
their chosen 12.79

Studies of street children in Brazil
and Paraguay have shown similar re-
sults, with most saying they would
rather continue working than go back
to school.80 After experiencing dan-
gerous freedom on the streets, these
children are the least likely to respond
to a formal classroom setting. This
makes it all the more difficult to meet
their educational needs.

Almost all attempts to bring edu-
cation to working children have been
through non-formal programmes, in-
dependent of the education system.
One of the best known is that of
BRAC, which caters to poor children
aged 8 to 14 years. Although not la-
belled as a programme for working
children, it recognizes the reality that
poor children devote a major part of
their day to working at home or in the

fields. The BRAC school day, only
two and a half hours, takes into ac-
count the daily and seasonal rhythms
of life. Each small school unit of 30
children, two thirds of them girls, is
located in the neighbourhood. The
learning content, while based on the
regular primary curriculum, empha-
sizes practical skills for the children’s
environment. The school imposes no
charge of any kind on parents. The re-
sult is outstanding, with completion
rates of over 95 per cent for the three-
year course, after which most children
enter fourth grade in the mainstream
primary school.81 By mid-1996, over
30,000 BRAC schools were offering a
basic-education opportunity to close
to 1 million Bangladeshi children, in
urban as well as rural areas.

Another success story, which ap-
plies many of BRAC’s methods, is
the Barabanki project in India’s
Uttar Pradesh state. This caters for
over 3,500 poor working children
from the lowest-caste families, more
than two thirds of them girls. The
project takes into account the con-
cerns of parents about trusting their
girl children to the care of ‘out-
siders’: learning centres are informal
and close to home; hours are flexi-
ble; the curriculum is adapted to
local conditions; and teachers come
from the same caste and participate
in regular in-service training.
Children move from these schools
into the mainstream by taking the
state primary board examination.

Education can be taken to child
workers even more directly. The idea
of the ‘street educator’ has been pio-
neered in Latin America, though it is
now being usefully imitated all over
the world. In Peru, UNICEF supports
a street educator project run by the
National Institute for Family Well-
Being. The 54 educators make contact
with street children, helping them
back into schools, assisting them in
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Education has been part of the child labour
problem and must become part of the
solution. In Burundi, children in a
UNICEF-assisted non-formal school
share pencils, paper and ideas.
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Colombia’s Escuela Nueva (EN)
school programme is proof that
flexible, non-conventional edu-

cation can get rural children into
school and keep them there. More
than just a methodology, Escuela
Nueva is an integrated and compre-
hensive system of curriculum devel-
opment, teacher training, adminis-
tration and community mobilization.
Costing only 5 to 10 per cent more
than conventional schooling, it has
dramatically improved the learning
landscape and the lives of thousands
of often forgotten students in rural
areas of Colombia. 

In its two decades of existence, EN
has gone from local experiment to
national policy, successfully introduc-
ing innovation within the govern-
ment school network to serve rural
children.

If conventional schooling has
failed in rural areas, it is because of its
inability to captivate students. Class-
rooms, books and supplies don’t
make a school — willing pupils and

motivated teachers do. Too often,
schooling tends to be authoritarian,
inflexible, irrelevant and even hostile
to children, particularly girls. Add to
that the pressure children feel from
families — who, especially in rural
areas, may be sceptical about the
value of education and open about
wishing that their children were
wage-earners. And the teachers often
lack basic pedagogic skills. Dropping
out of school to work becomes an ir-
resistible course for many children.

To have a positive education expe-
rience, students must believe in
themselves and be guided by teach-
ers who are confident in their role.
Children must feel supported by fam-
ily and community and, perhaps
most important, enjoy learning. 

As recently as 10 years ago, half of
Colombia’s rural schools did not offer
complete primary education. Fifty-
five per cent of children between the
ages of 7 and 9 and one quarter of all
10- to 14-year-olds in the countryside
had never attended school. One third

of all first-graders dropped out.
The dismal figures sparked a gov-

ernment push for universal rural pri-
mary education and rapid growth in
Escuela Nueva. From 2,000 schools in
1982, the number sky-rocketed to
almost 18,000 in 1989, reaching
800,000 rural children. Today, the
country has over 10,000 EN schools. 

Their impact has been significant.
When compared with students in reg-
ular schools, EN students have
scored higher on achievement tests
and shown improved self-esteem,
creativity and civic behaviour.

Escuela Nueva’s success is the re-
sult of a number of innovations, in-
cluding multigrade teaching, detailed
teachers’ guides and lesson plans,
continuing teacher training and su-
pervision, and involvement of the
community. There is one instructor
and one classroom for children at all
five levels of primary education.
Multigrade classes make it possible
to have a complete primary school
close to children’s homes in sparsely
populated rural areas. They also
change the intimidating teacher-pupil
relationship. The teacher becomes
more of a facilitator, and the student
a more independent learner. 

Using easy-to-follow lesson guides
prepared to give children an active
role in learning, pupils progress on
their own and with the help of older
students. Learning is dynamic rather
than by rote and involves play and
group study, with an emphasis on
practical applications and nature.
Teachers, specially trained to adapt
lessons to the children’s surround-
ings, take into consideration subjects
like local topography, agriculture and
indigenous customs.

Promotion is flexible, not auto-
matic: students advance from one
grade to the next only when they
achieve set educational objectives.
This means that the school fits the
timetable of the children, benefiting
slower learners and children who
must leave school during busy agri-
cultural seasons. In general, pupils
have more of a voice regarding their
education. They monitor their own at-
tendance and can communicate

Escuela Nueva: Alternative
learning for rural children
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obtaining medical care and support-
ing attempts to reintegrate them with
their families. So far, they have suc-
cessfully reintegrated 1,200 children
into schools.

In the Philippines, NGOs partici-
pating in the National Project on
Street Children have evolved alterna-
tive education strategies for street and
urban working children. Schemes
ranging from ‘mobile schools’ to
‘street schools’ to ‘back-to-school’
programmes have reached over
60,000 street and working children
across 23 cities and 9 municipalities.
Local volunteers and street educators,
including former street children, work
alongside government officials in run-
ning the programme.

In Brazil, Projeto Axé has achieved
international recognition for its imag-
inative educational work with the
street children of Salvador. Its educa-
tors use an approach called the ‘peda-
gogy of desire’ to enable the children
to make plans for the future. “The
most important thing,” says Axé’s
founder Cesare de Florio La Rocca,
“is to stimulate the child to dream
and wish, and to offer a number of
concrete opportunities to help the
child realize those dreams.” Chil-
dren not only learn to read and write.
They can work while they study,
silk-screening T-shirts or making re-
cycled paper products, and studying
in Axé’s literacy programme. They
can even attend Axé’s circus school,
where they learn to juggle, clown or
fly on a trapeze. “Life on the streets
is risky but also fascinating,” says
Mr. La Rocca. “These kids are used
to risk. Here, we create positive risks
and challenges.” Axé has been so
successful that it is now training
other NGOs in its methodology of
working with street children and
with the municipal government to
try to prevent children reaching the
streets in the first place.82

problems and concerns through
suggestion boxes located at the
schools.

The atmosphere also encour-
ages learning. More than just a
collection of classrooms, the
schools are vibrant centres of ac-
tivity that include kitchens, dining-
rooms and washrooms, teacher
housing, vegetable gardens, sports
grounds and community facilities.
Each has a small library and study
corners, which are arranged by
subject and display posters, min-
erals, artifacts, student-made crafts
and other topic-related objects.

Good community relations are
at the heart of the EN programme.
Teachers are trained to bolster the
learning process by involving par-
ents of students and other com-
munity members in school ac-
tivities. The school libraries stock
supplies like agricultural calendars
and monographs that contain
basic information on local history,
geography and culture. They dou-
ble, therefore, as community infor-
mation centres.

Through a strong student-
government programme — in
which elected student council
members decide on school activi-
ties — EN schools introduce chil-
dren to the ideas of democracy
and foster attitudes of coopera-
tion. And by blurring the boundary
between school and community,
EN relieves some of the either/or
pressure children feel when faced
with both school and work.

Through its innovative ap-
proach, EN has turned the tradi-
tional disadvantages of rural areas
into advantages — abundant land,
slower pace, bonds with nature,
community contact. If keeping
children in school is one of the
best ways to prevent them from
having to work, EN is a model sys-
tem for improving the lives of rural
children.

Photo: Children work together on a
writing project in an Escuela Nueva
programme in Colombia.

In Brazil, Projeto Axé has
achieved international
recognition for its imaginative
educational work with the
street children of Salvador. 



Local Scout groups, with
UNICEF support, provide weekly lit-
eracy classes, health services and vo-
cational training to some 150 work-
ing children in an industrial area of
Alexandria (Egypt); the model proj-
ect has been replicated in Cairo. And
in St. Petersburg (Russian Feder-
ation), UNICEF has co-funded a non-
formal education programme for
street children that provides shelter,
regular meals and lessons for over
200 children.

It is sometimes argued that non-
formal education programmes are
somehow inferior. But, as we have
seen, many are successful; other non-
formal approaches have not yet been
fully tried and tested. And those that
fail do so in part because they have
lacked the necessary resources in the
first place.

Bringing working children into the
mainstream of the educational system
is certainly the overall objective.
Alternative programmes do not re-
lieve governments of their obliga-
tions. But so far, most formal educa-
tion systems have proved resistant to
adapting to the circumstances of
working children. The ‘education for
all’ effort has tended to concentrate on
conventional educational approaches,
which bypass those children whom
the system has previously failed. An
inter-agency UN mission to Pakistan,
for example, found that some 20 mil-
lion children and young people,
almost two thirds of those who will be
in the age range of 10 to 18 years
between 1995 and the end of the
decade, have already missed primary
schooling and are growing up virtu-
ally illiterate.83

The choice in fact is not strictly be-
tween special non-formal pro-
grammes and the regular schools.
Flexibility is the key. Education is
more likely to meet the needs of chil-
dren if it reaches out to them through

a range of formal and non-formal
approaches.

Legislation

Just as the Convention on the Rights
of the Child has laid down in interna-
tional law new standards that national
governments must strive to meet, so a
country’s legal code makes an impor-
tant statement about what society con-
siders to be acceptable behaviour. All
countries should establish a coherent
set of child labour laws both as a
statement of intent and as a spring-
board for their wider efforts.

Another challenge confronting
governments is to extend the scope
of their legislation to include the in-
formal sector, which, as this report
has consistently shown, accounts
for the vast majority of child
labourers. More inclusive legisla-
tion would not by itself protect
these children — no labour inspec-
torate could cover all rural areas or
monitor conditions for children
working in their own homes or as
domestics in others’. But such leg-
islation would provide another bench-
mark from which the attitudes of
society could spring. It would also
help establish a legal framework
within which services such as com-
munity-run child care could be sup-
plied, allowing parents to gain an
income without burdening their chil-
dren with the work of running home
and family.

Child labour was sharply reduced
in Western countries at the beginning
of this century in part by combining
legislation and its enforcement with
compulsory primary education. Other
important factors included a rise in
family incomes and technological im-
provements that made children’s
labour less useful to employers. But
legislation had an undeniable impact
far beyond deterrence. It set new stan-
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dards and changed attitudes across so-
ciety. These in turn provided — and
still provide — the best insurance
against a return to high levels of child
labour in industrialized countries.

More recently, Hong Kong has
provided a notable success story, hav-
ing all but eliminated child labour
through:
† regular and persistent inspections
by the Labour Department. In 1986,
over 250,000 inspections were carried
out in industrial and commercial es-
tablishments;
† special annual campaigns to detect
child employment;
† requiring all young workers to
carry identity cards with their photo-
graphs, thus facilitating enforcement;
† introducing welfare benefits, espe-
cially social assistance to poor fam-
ilies, which assured a minimum
income and removed the need to rely
on child labour.84

Of course, Hong Kong is almost
completely urban and has a thriving
economy. A more challenging case
would be India. Legislating child
labour out of existence in India, as in
any other country, would be impossi-
ble in and of itself, and legislation
must always be part of a comprehen-
sive strategy. Yet laws backed by an
independent, incorruptible inspec-
torate would be indispensable to
changing attitudes to child labour
right across Indian society. Such a
body, with inspectors who were
highly valued instead of poorly paid,
undertrained and overworked, as at
present, would certainly be expensive.
But it should not be beyond the re-
sources or the capabilities of India,
which has recently successfully con-
ducted and policed a general election
of vast scale, overcoming enormous
logistical and administrative problems
and potential social turmoil.

Child labour legislation can also be
a means of educating people and pro-

moting debate on the issue. A good
example of legislation being used in
this educative way comes from Brazil,
where children working on the street
were considered a social welfare or
public security problem and deemed
‘delinquents’, to be rounded up peri-
odically in police sweeps. In 1982, the
Government and UNICEF launched
the Alternative Services for Street
Children Project, building upon exist-
ing NGO and community initiatives.
Child-centred policies were devel-
oped, and street children began to be
seen as active and responsible agents
of their own destinies.85

By the late 1980s, it became clear
that it was not enough to rely on local
initiatives. Some 500 local pro-
grammes existed, whereas 50,000
would be needed to deal with all poor
urban children. The Government had
to take on more active responsibility,
and it did so as a result of a national
debate focused on the inclusion of an
article on child rights in the new
Constitution. The Government estab-
lished a commission to draft the arti-
cle. A huge public information
campaign to mobilize support for
strong constitutional guarantees of
children’s rights ensued, resulting in a
petition signed by over 1.4 million
children.

The new article of the Con-
stitution, passed by the Brazilian
Congress in October 1988, read: “It
is the duty of the family, of society
and of the State to assure children
and adolescents, with absolute
priority, the right to life, health,
nutrition, education, recreation, voca-
tional preparation, culture, dignity,
respect, liberty and family and com-
munity solidarity, over and beyond
making them safe from neglect, dis-
crimination, exploitation, cruelty
and oppression.”86

This was followed by the passing
of the Statute on Children and
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Western countries in part by
combining legislation and its
enforcement with compulsory
primary education. Other
factors included a rise in
family incomes and
technological improvements
that made children’s labour
less useful to employers.
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An important initiative to protect
child workers is unfolding in
Bangladesh. The country’s pow-

erful garment industry is committing it-
self to some dramatic new measures
by an agreement signed in 1995. 

The country is one of the world’s
major garment exporters, and the
industry, which employs over a
million workers, most of them
women, also employed child labour.
In 1992, between 50,000 and 75,000 of
its workforce were children under 14,
mainly girls.

The children were illegally em-
ployed according to national law, but
the situation captured little attention, in
Bangladesh or elsewhere, until the gar-
ment factories began to hide the chil-
dren from United States buyers or lay
off the children, following the introduc-
tion of the Child Labor Deterrence Act
in 1992 by US Senator Tom Harkin. The
Bill would have prohibited the importa-
tion into the US of goods made using
child labour. Then, when Senator
Harkin reintroduced the Bill the follow-
ing year, the impact was far more dev-
astating: garment employers dismissed
an estimated 50,000 children from their
factories, approximately 75 per cent of
all children in the industry.

The consequences for the dis-
missed children and their parents were
not anticipated. The children may have
been freed, but at the same time they
were trapped in a harsh environment
with no skills, little or no education, and
precious few alternatives. Schools were
either inaccessible, useless or costly. A
series of follow-up visits by UNICEF,
local non-governmental organizations
(NGOs) and the International Labour
Organization (ILO) discovered that chil-
dren went looking for new sources of
income, and found them in work such
as stone-crushing, street hustling and

prostitution — all of them more haz-
ardous and exploitative than garment
production. In several cases, the moth-
ers of dismissed children had to leave
their jobs in order to look after their chil-
dren. 

Out of this unhappy situation and
after two years of difficult negotiations,
a formal Memorandum of Understan-
ding was signed in July 1995 by the
Bangladesh Garment Manufacturers
and Exporters Association (BGMEA),
and the UNICEF and ILO offices in
Bangladesh. The resulting programme
was to be funded by these three orga-
nizations. BGMEA alone has commit-
ted about $1 million towards the
implementation of the Memorandum
of Understanding.

Under the terms of the agreement,
four key provisions were formulated:
• the removal of all under-age workers

— those below 14 — within a period
of four months;

• no further hiring of under-age
children;

• the placement of those children re-
moved from the garment factories in
appropriate educational pro-
grammes with a monthly stipend;

• the offer of the children’s jobs to
qualified adult family members.
The Memorandum of Under-

standing explicitly directed factory
owners, in the best interests of these
children, not to dismiss any child work-
ers until a factory survey was com-
pleted and alternative arrangements
could be made for the freed children.

In order to determine the extent of
the educational and other rehabilitation
facilities needed, a survey of all BGMEA
members’ factories was undertaken
jointly by the three signatories in coop-
eration with the Government of
Bangladesh. The survey of 1,821 facto-
ries found that half employed child

labour, a total of 10,500 children. Forty
per cent of the children were between
the ages of 10 and 12, and half had no
education.

With financial support from
UNICEF, two NGOs — Gono Shahjjo
Shangstha and the Bangladesh Rural
Advancement Committee (BRAC) —
have been attempting to find places in
schools for these children. As of
October 1996, 135 new schoolrooms
were operational and more than 4,000
children were enrolled. The children are
receiving primary health care,  skills de-
velopment training and a monthly cash
stipend to compensate for their lost
wages. In addition, personal bank ac-
counts and credit facilities for their fam-
ilies are being set up.

The jury is still out on the long-term
effectiveness of the Memorandum of
Understanding. One key issue, for ex-
ample, is whether setting up special
schools for erstwhile child workers and
providing a package of incentives such
as monthly stipends, health care and
skills development is a sustainable
model that could be applied elsewhere
and on a larger scale. Nevertheless, the
events and insights that led up to the
Memorandum must inform the ap-
proach of all those seeking to eliminate
hazardous child labour.

The world owes child workers a
meaningful alternative if they are not to
suffer from some of the very measures
designed to help them.

An agreement in Bangladesh

Panel 12



intensive economic growth, to in-
crease poor people’s access to produc-
tive resources and basic services, and
to ensure the adequate economic and
social protection of all people.88 Such
measures would undoubtedly help re-
duce both the supply of and the de-
mand for child labour.

But poor families — and espe-
cially the children within them pro-
pelled into hazardous work — need
even more direct and urgent support.
One key way of empowering poor
families is to give them other options.
We have already identified quality
compulsory primary education as the
most constructive alternative. But
there are other ways as well.

One is to address the powerless-
ness that often results from class,
caste or gender discrimination against
a social group. In India, under the
73rd Amendment to the Constitution,
community-level governing bodies
are to have one third of seats reserved
for women and lower-caste people,
which will significantly help to cor-
rect the power balances at the village
level.

Another is to provide credit to poor
families in urgent need, since escape
from indebtedness and from high in-
terest rates on loans is a crucial factor
in preventing bonded child labour.
Successful schemes are operating in
many areas of the developing world.
The Grameen Bank in Bangladesh,
for example, has achieved widespread
international recognition for its suc-
cess in providing credit to the poorest
members of society — over 90 per
cent of them women — who would
never receive it from mainstream fi-
nancial institutions. The Bank will ad-
vance only tiny sums, but tiny sums
are often all that are needed to break
the poverty cycle. Grameen charges
current bank interest, rather than the
extortionate percentages demanded
by moneylenders. Today the Grameen

Adolescents in July 1990, which set
child labour in the context of child
rights by clearly stating that the wel-
fare of the child must take precedence
over all other competing interests, in-
cluding those of the family. The prin-
ciple established is ‘children first’.
Responsibility for guarding children’s
rights has been decentralized to the
local level, specifically to watchdog
councils composed equally of local
government officials and NGO or
community representatives.87

It is too early to say how success-
fully the new watchdog councils are
protecting children from hazardous
work — certainly they have not re-
moved the necessity to enforce labour
laws. And the Statute is under heavy
pressure from vested interests that re-
sent incursions on their traditional
areas of influence. But it is clear that
the legislation, and the process of cre-
ating it, has taken Brazilian society to
a new level of debate and action.

Empowering the poor

As we have seen, poverty — and the
unfair advantage that some people
take of it — is a factor propelling poor
children into hazardous work. Its im-
pact can be remorseless and total,
driving people to desperation, particu-
larly when social safety nets and basic
services do not exist to mitigate it.
Enabling poor families to lift them-
selves out of the pit of powerlessness
is a fundamental factor needed to
bring about long-term change.

Global consensus on the need to
reduce and eventually eliminate
poverty was eloquently expressed in
the Plan of Action emerging from the
1995 World Summit for Social
Development held in Copenhagen. To
reduce poverty, broad-based eco-
nomic and social development is
essential. The Summit called spe-
cifically for policies to create labour-
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Poverty cannot be ended immediately, but the
exploitation of poverty must no longer be
tolerated. Protection from hazardous labour
is a non-negotiable right for all children. 
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The Grameen Bank in
Bangladesh, for example,
has achieved widespread
international recognition 
for its success in providing
credit to the poorest members
of society — over 90 per cent
of them women — who would
never receive it from
mainstream financial
institutions. 

There is also a direct link between
the extent and nature of women’s par-
ticipation in labour markets and child
labour, making gender equity in em-
ployment another issue that must be
addressed. Studies have demon-
strated that the incidence of child
labour declines with increases in
women’s incomes.

Where women do not, for a
variety of reasons, hold jobs and the
chances of earning incomes through
other means are limited, additional
pressure builds on children to work
to supplement household income.
Even when women do hold paying
jobs, they tend to earn low wages,
another factor forcing children to
work. Gender equity in employ-
ment can help protect children from
hazardous labour. Improving work-
ing conditions through measures
such as minimum wage legislation,
promotion of gender equity and the
provision of child care can help to
reduce the prevalence of child
labour, all measures called for in
the Convention on the Elimination
of All Forms of Discrimination
against Women.

National economic development
programmes can help stimulate eco-
nomic growth, raise living standards
and protect families. In Mauritius, for
example, the Government committed
itself in the 1960s to generating em-
ployment and improving women’s
opportunities to work. Government
investments in infrastructure created
better roads and transportation and
improved access to electricity, changes
which, in turn, stimulated job growth
and led to improved health care and
education.

In Botswana, the State was simi-
larly committed to creating jobs, mul-
tiplying work opportunities by 100
times. Between 1965 and 1980, the
average annual GNP per capita
growth rate grew by 10 per cent. The

Bank employs 14,000 staff and works
in more than half of Bangladesh’s
68,000 villages. It lends the equiva-
lent of $500 million a year in nearly
4 million small-business advances to
rural clients. Its social development
and education programme reaches
more than 12 million people. The
Bank has also tried to spread its mes-
sage to other parts of the developing
world, and there are now 168 organi-
zations in 44 countries aiming to
replicate its achievements.89

The Child Labour Abolition
Support Scheme (CLASS) is another
example, operating in the Ambedkar
District of India’s Tamil Nadu state
with the objective of eliminating child
labour in the beedi (tobacco) rolling in-
dustry. Local traders, who distribute to
families the leaves to be rolled into cig-
arettes in their homes, have also tradi-
tionally been the main source of
informal credit. Children’s labour is
often the only security for the loan, and
many young children end up in bonded
servitude for years rolling cigarettes.

Begun in 1995, CLASS now oper-
ates in 49 villages, covering nearly
2,500 children and their families.
Mothers’ groups have been formed to
promote the concept of group savings
and to channel loans to members.
Local banks offer subsidized loans,
used to repay loans to the beedi
traders. Primary school teachers are
being retrained to be more participa-
tive and enthusiastic in their tech-
niques, using the simple approach
called ‘joyful learning’. Volunteers
are helping to create awareness
among both the general public and
government officials of the negative
implications of child labour. Laws
against child labour have been in-
voked against beedi traders to release
children from bondage. The arrest of
some traders has helped to convince
others that the situation has truly
changed.90
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Income-generating schemes are urgently
needed to enable poor families trapped in
debt to find new solutions and empower their
lives.  Children, such as this young boy
breaking stones in Peru, have a right to
develop to their full potential.
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rise in income helped produce an in-
crease in private spending for eco-
nomic development, particularly in
health care and education.91

Mobilizing society

The best guarantee that a government
will take its responsibilities seriously
is when all sectors of society become
involved in a genuine national move-
ment. As the implications of child
rights and the principles of the
Convention on the Rights of the Child
start to permeate society, attitudes, as-
sumptions and values will corre-
spondingly change. And with greater
community awareness comes greater
involvement, leading to a powerful, if
informal, labour inspectorate — of
families and neighbours, strangers
and friends. Such a development rep-
resents the best chance of protecting
all children, but especially those far-
thest from official scrutiny, who are
working in the informal sector and in
rural areas.
† NGOs — These organizations have
a vital role to play both in raising lev-
els of public concern and protecting
children. They can monitor the condi-
tions in which children work and help
launch the long, indispensable
process of changing public attitudes.
Their independence allows them to
expose abuse or attack vested interests
without yielding to political pressure.
Some are deeply involved in attempts
to free children from the worst dan-
gers of work.

In India, for example, the South
Asian Coalition on Child Servitude
(SACCS) works with government of-
ficials in raiding sites where children
are known to be working in intolera-
ble circumstances. SACCS takes
credit for either directly or indirectly
being involved in the release of some
29,000 children since its inception in
1983. It bitterly points out, though,

that not a single exploiter of child
labour in India has ever been impris-
oned. Of the 4,000 cases registered,
some 3,500 have been let off with
fines of less than $6, while the rest
continue to languish in the courts.92

NGO, church and community ac-
tivism runs high in the Philippines,
and for many years these groups were
the only ones helping children at risk;
the Marcos dictatorship routinely ig-
nored social problems arising out of
inequality and injustice. With the
change in government, the situation
changed, and in 1986, alarmed by the
extent of child labour and child pros-
titution, then President Corazon
Aquino declared a Year of the
Protection of Filipino Exploited
Children. A joint government-NGO
task force began an intensive public
advocacy campaign to explain the
problems and launched programmes
— ranging from improved-parenting
workshops to schemes generating
extra income for the family — to ad-
dress them.93

One of the newest results of the
continuing collaboration is the
Breaking Ground project, an ambi-
tious undertaking in 66 Filipino com-
munities where hazardous child
labour has been identified. The proj-
ect enables groups of parents in the
communities to meet regularly and
share experiences and information on
the extent of child labour. Social
workers and community organizers
also attend the meetings to explain
child rights issues, particularly child
labour concerns. The project helps
parents gain skills and improve their
economic opportunities so they can
better protect their children, through
activities to generate employment in
the community and programmes for
adults to improve literacy and parent-
ing skills.

In Brazil, the National Forum for
the Prevention and Elimination of



Insistent public pressure can be a pow-
erful catalyst for positive social
change. In response to growing pub-

lic concern over the worst abuses of
child labour, a number of public-
minded enterprises have seized the ini-
tiative, taking steps to ‘put something
back’ into communities where they do
business. While still in a minority, these
firms have demonstrated that the rela-
tionship between the private sector and
activists fighting child labour need not
be adversarial — that constructive co-
operation, even partnership, can some-
times serve the ‘best interests’ of
working children. Raising standards of
employment and working conditions
also serves to create a more efficient,
stable and better-trained workforce.

The controversy over child labour in
the Bangladesh garment industry illus-
trates just how critical a role the private
sector can play — especially in an era of
declining foreign aid. Negotiators seek-
ing to phase out child labour soon real-
ized that the industry would be a critical
partner — on everything from financing

school programmes to monitoring
compliance with labour standards.
In the words of a UNICEF report: “The
success or failure of the project hinged
on their cooperation.”  

Another discovery was that several
Bangladesh companies had already
acted on their own. Among them, two
garment factories — Oppex and
Intersport Ltd. — opened schools on
factory grounds for under-age workers
and offered stipends to compensate
families for the loss of children’s wages.

A similar trend is emerging in
Nepal’s carpet industry, where child
labour has been a recurring problem.
Some 20 major factories have set up
educational incentives, child-care and
other welfare programmes. Samling
Carpet Industries, for example, offers
medical care, day care for their employ-
ees’ youngest children and a literacy
programme for school age children.
Once literate, those children are sent to
government schools, and their parents
receive compensatory ‘incentive fees’
upon presentation of school reports.

Potala Carpets, one of the largest facto-
ries in the Kathmandu Valley, prefers to
work through an NGO, sponsoring 
30 former child weavers at a school 
run by the Underprivileged Children’s
Education Programme and the Asian-
American Free Labor Institute. Another
company, Formation Carpets, is an ac-
tive partner with UNICEF in combating
child labour in the carpet industry. The
company turns over at least 1 per cent
of profits, combined with employee
contributions, to provide its all-adult
workforce with on-site child care, schol-
arships for their children, health insur-
ance, and literacy classes. 

Brazil is home to vigorous cam-
paigns against child labour, many of
them fostered by the National Forum of
Prevention and Eradication of Child
Labour composed of goverment, non-
government and multilateral organi-
zations. For example, the Brazilian
Association of Citric Exporters, which
supplies 80 per cent of the international
market’s orange juice, pledged to elimi-
nate child labour from its production.

Another initiative is the Abrinq
Foundation, a group of nearly 2,000
businessmen and toy manufacturers
formed in 1990 in the interests of child
rights. Abrinq  mounted a public aware-
ness drive, using the mass media and
lobbying large companies and the
Government to stop buying supplies
produced with child labour. One re-
sult is a recent announcement by
Volkswagen, Ford, Mercedes Benz and
General Motors that they will sever
commercial relations with any firm that
employs children. Abrinq  also awards
a special ‘child-friendly’ label to compa-
nies that prove they do not use child
labour at any stage of production. In the
programme’s first 10 months, 150 com-
panies earned Abrinq’s stamp of ap-
proval. “We didn’t expect that, in such a
short time, the companies would not
only agree not to use child labour, but

The private sector:
Part of the solution
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Photo: A girl learns to write using a slate
in a village in India.

would also actually pressure their
providers to do the same,” says Caio
Magri, coordinator of the certifica-
tion programme. 

At the multinational level, the
many huge corporations — most
of them based in industrial coun-
tries — that use cheap child labour
along the chain of production have
only recently come under scrutiny.
But Levi Strauss, a major garment
manufacturer with production facili-
ties in many developing countries,
was looking ahead. In the 1980s, it
became one of the first multination-
als to address the question of social
responsibility overseas, drawing up
‘terms of engagement’ for business
partners covering environmental,
ethical, health and safety standards
— with a clause that bars trade with
companies employing children
under age 14 or below the age of
compulsory schooling. In one case,
Levi Strauss worked out a compro-
mise with two Bangladesh suppliers
found employing under-age work-
ers. According to the agreement, the
children were sent to school and paid
wages and benefits until they were re-
employed at age 14. 

Other multinationals have also
developed strategies to improve
employment practices at the local
level, in some cases asserting the
right to cancel, without compensa-
tion, consignments in which child
labour has been used. 

Employers in the formal sector
have successful models on which to
base their efforts to eliminate child
labour and shift from being a source
of the problem to becoming part of
the solution.

Child Labour, an initiative sponsored
by UNICEF and ILO that involves the
Government and NGOs, was estab-
lished in 1994. It monitors govern-
ment efforts to regulate and supervise
conditions in the most grievous child
labour situations, with an emphasis on
children working in charcoal camps.
One state-level forum has been
established in Mato Grosso do Sul.
And a project for children working in
coal mines jointly sponsored by
UNICEF and the Colombian Gov-
ernment has been replicated with the
participation of NGOs and state agen-
cies in other municipalities where
coal is produced.
† The media — Reports on child
labour carried in print and electronic
media often focus on the most ap-
palling stories of all. This is under-
standable and, indeed, helps to
galvanize people into passionate ac-
tion. The media can also be invaluable
in explaining to the public the wider
problems of child labour and in
spreading the word about how indi-
vidual initiatives have worked.

A celebrated example is that of
Pagsanjan in the Philippines, which
had by 1985 become a centre for 
child prostitution serving Western
tourists. A local community organiza-
tion called ROAD (Rural Organization
and Assistance for Development)
launched a media campaign, focusing
first on Australian magazines and
television stations. Over the next four
years, ROAD put the issue on both 
the national and the international
agenda. ROAD’s experience is being
used by the National Project on 
Street Children in other major cities.
The Project continues to advocate
media involvement in child protec-
tion issues. During the first Asian
Conference on Street Children in
Manila in May 1989, a national 
media advocacy group known as
PRESSHOPE was formally launched
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under the auspices of the National
Project on Street Children.94

The importance of mobilizing the
media is now being widely recog-
nized throughout Asia. The Asian
Summit on Child Rights and the
Media (Manila, July 1996) involved
ministers of information, education,
welfare and social development from
27 Asian countries, as well as NGO
and media representatives. It declared
that the media covering children’s is-
sues should address all forms of eco-
nomic, commercial and sexual ex-
ploitation of children in the region —
and should ensure that their own cov-
erage does not violate child rights.

In Sri Lanka, where some haz-
ardous child labour still persists
despite a good record in school atten-
dance, the Government launched an
island-wide multimedia campaign in
1993 against the exploitation of child
workers. The campaign focused par-
ticularly on child prostitution and
children in domestic service. The
campaign generated over 1,000 re-
ports of abuse, compared with only 32
cases reported the year before.95

† Trade unions — The aims of the
International Confederation of Free
Trade Unions (ICFTU) are the pro-
motion of the ILO Convention on
Minimum Age for Employment and
the adoption of multilateral and uni-
lateral legal instruments to stop trade
in goods produced by children.96

The European Trade Union Com-
mittee: Textiles, Clothing and Leather
launched a campaign in 1994 to end
child labour, and in 1995 the German
Textile and Clothes Union followed
suit. In February 1996, the Italian
Committee for UNICEF, in cooper-
ation with ILO and the Italian Min-
istry of Labour, launched the Labour
Project, a fund- and awareness-rais-
ing campaign, with broad social sup-
port including that of trade unions
and corporations. Over 15 million

workers were asked to donate one
hour’s wages from the extra day in the
year, 29 February, to help support pro-
jects benefiting children in
Bangladesh, Nepal and Pakistan. In
Finland, a similar ‘leap-year’ cam-
paign was launched.

In countries where labour unions
are weak or non-existent, collective
bargaining between workers and em-
ployers can still be effective, as
improvements in the working condi-
tions of adults reduce the pressure
on children to work. Furthermore,
collective bargaining can also serve
the interests of working children in
matters such as remuneration.
† Employers — Employers’ associa-
tions are often neglected when it
comes to building a broad alliance
against exploitative child labour. They
can be a valuable conduit for bringing
influence to bear upon individual em-
ployers or sections of industry.

The Federation of Kenyan Em-
ployers, like several counterparts in
other countries, implemented a pro-
gramme to raise awareness among its
members about the acceptable limits
of child labour. It set up a plan of ac-
tion to prevent and eliminate child
labour among its members and to reg-
ulate working conditions, requesting
members to withdraw all children
from night work.97

UNICEF’s own experience in
working with the private sector has
shown that corporations can be recep-
tive to change. One initiative to which
UNICEF is a major contributor is the
Memorandum of Understanding con-
cluded with employers in Bangla-
desh’s garment industry (Panel 12).
† Children — Their role is large and
growing, both in scale and influence.
The story of one child, Iqbal Masih,
seized the imagination and con-
science of people around the world.
At a very young age this Pakistani boy
was given into bondage to a carpet

In countries where labour
unions are weak or non-
existent, collective bargaining
between workers and
employers can still be
effective, as improvements 
in the working conditions 
of adults reduce the pressure
on children to work.
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maker. After several years of long
hours and exploitative conditions, he
managed one day to free himself and
become part of a campaign to liberate
other children. He spoke out against
child labour from his own unique per-
spective, inspiring adults and children
alike around the world.98

A 13-year-old Canadian, Craig
Keilburger, has had a comparable im-
pact on the North American media.
When still in primary school, he set
up an international organization
called Free the Children, one of
whose creative demands is that com-
panies release children from work and
hire an unemployed adult family
member instead.

Working closely with the South
Asian Coalition on Child Servitude,
Craig Keilburger and Free the
Children are now raising funds for a
rehabilitation/education/vocational
centre for freed bonded child labour-
ers from carpet and glass factories in
India’s Uttar Pradesh state.99

Workshops and conferences in
which child workers gather to ex-
change experiences are increasingly
common. This is a welcome develop-
ment, as article 15 of the Convention
stipulates: “States Parties recognize
the rights of the child to freedom of as-
sociation.” At their 1995 meeting in
Bamako, working children from nine
West African countries produced their
own newspaper. Its editorial was writ-
ten by Romaine Dieng, a domestic ser-
vant from Senegal: “The fight to
obtain acceptable status in all our
countries must continue. The lessons
drawn from our various meetings are a
reflection of [our determination]. With
the daily worsening situation produced
by structural adjustment and rapidly
expanding poverty, self-employment
[by young people] can provide a future
if, and only if, it is combined with a
fight for the defence of their rights by
the individuals concerned.”100

Children have the right to free-
dom of association, and they are ex-
ercising it. Child labourers have
also formed their own organizations
in the Philippines, aimed at sharing
experiences, training themselves in
advocacy and communicating with
other child workers and the wider
community through community
theatre. In Olongapo City, children
have formed their own separate as-
sociations for news vendors, bag
sellers, scavengers, pushcart opera-
tors and bus washers. The associa-
tions also cooperate to run leadership
seminars and take part in sports and
recreation and in tree planting. The
groups are run on democratic lines,
with secret ballots at their twice-
yearly meetings.

In January 1996, hundreds of chil-
dren, some of them freed bonded
labourers, demonstrated in front of the
Indian Labour Ministry in New Delhi
to demand the eradication of child
servitude.101 A month later, in a his-
toric scene, 40 freed bonded labourers
from India and Nepal, together with
25 South Asian child rights activists,
marched from Calcutta to Kathmandu,
holding public meetings along the
route. The week-long journey ended
with a large rally in Kathmandu,
where they called for a mass move-
ment aimed at the total elimination of
child labour and free, compulsory,
high-quality education for all children
up to 14 years of age.102

Corporate 
responsibility

The accelerating impact of a liberal-
ized international economy, led by
transnational corporations, makes its
own contribution to the problem of
exploitative child labour.

In the global economy, many cor-
porations locate their factories and
plantations in countries with the

Workshops and conferences
in which child workers gather
to exchange experiences are
increasingly common. This is
a welcome development, as
article 15 of the Convention
stipulates: “States Parties
recognize the rights of the
child to freedom of
association.”
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Rugmark: Helping to keep children off the looms

The Rugmark label, which pic-
tures a smiling face on a carpet,
has become the trademark for a

promising new initiative to identify —
and promote — products made with-
out illegal child labour. Chartered in
1994 in India and recently extended to
Nepal, the independent Rugmark
Foundation provides a voluntary certi-
fication programme for carpet ex-
porters. Rugmark awards licences —
and the right to use its distinctive ‘smil-
ing carpet’ logo — to carpet exporters
who submit to a monitoring system
that includes surprise inspections and
cross-checking of export records and
looms. 

In addition to its monitoring and la-
belling activities, Rugmark is involved in
children’s education and rehabilitation.
The first Rugmark school was opened
in Bhadohi (India) in August 1996. A re-
habilitation centre in Mirzapur was
scheduled to open in October, modelled
on the Mukti Ashram Rehabilitation pro-
ject, run by the South Asian Coalition on
Child Servitude (SACCS).

According to non-governmental or-

ganizations (NGOs) working in the car-
pet sector of Mirzapur-Bhadohi in India,
the value of export earnings of the
hand-knotted carpet industry in India
has grown tenfold between 1979 and
1993. At the same time, they claim that
the number of children working at the
looms increased from 100,000 in 1975
to 300,000 in 1990. Another study, for
the International Labour Organization
(ILO), put the total at 420,000. Alarmed
by the situation, as well as the possible
threat to the carpet industry from exter-
nal boycotts, a grass-roots movement
of like-minded NGOs, under the direc-
tion of Kailash Satyarthi, organized in
1989 to form SACCS. In 1991, a United
Nations Human Rights Commission re-
port recommended that “products such
as carpets whose manufacture is liable
to involve child labour should bear a
special mark guaranteeing that they
have not been produced by children,”
giving a boost to the efforts of SACCS.
Consumer groups, carpet manufactur-
ers and international organizations
joined together, with support from
UNICEF and from the German Agency

for Technical Cooperation (GTZ). The re-
sult was Rugmark. 

In the first 20 months of operation,
Rugmark-India issued licences to more
than 100 exporters operating 13,000
looms, while well over 270,000 carpets
were certified, labelled and put on the
market. Most of these were exported
to Germany, the world’s largest im-
porter of oriental carpets, and today
approximately one third of all carpets
imported into Germany from India
bear the Rugmark label. Meanwhile, a
growing number of importers in other
countries, including Canada, the
Netherlands, Switzerland and the
United States, are asking suppliers for
Rugmark-labelled carpets.

In the first year, spot checks by inde-
pendent Rugmark inspectors found 760
children working illegally on 408 looms
licensed by Rugmark. As of September
1996, 164 looms were decertified; most
of the others were able to pass subse-
quent inspections. Further, according to
Satish Sondhi, Executive Director of
Rugmark-India, a number of newly
licensed exporters have started inspec-
tions of their own. The Indian Govern-
ment has also set up an inspection and
certification system for the carpet indus-
try known as Kaleen.

Importers of Rugmark carpets
agree to contribute 1 per cent of the
market value of carpets imported to-
wards schools and training pro-
grammes. The exporters also pay a 
fee — 0.25 per cent of the value of their
carpets — which goes towards financ-
ing inspections. With these funds, it is
projected that by 1998 Rugmark will
pay for itself.

Rugmark operations have not been
free of problems — or critics. Even
strong supporters concede that surprise
factory checks are not foolproof. There
is a potential for corruption, along with
the difficulty of inspecting 13,000 looms,
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Photo: Rugmark  Foundation is soon to
begin operations in Nepal. These two girls
work on a loom at a Kathmandu carpet
factory.

cheapest labour or the weakest trade
unions. Some avoid even owning
factories or plantations, subcon-
tracting production to local enter-
prises or workshops. 

All workers, communities and
countries have effectively become
competitors for the favours of transna-
tional corporations. Efforts by na-
tional governments or workers to
improve pay and conditions, or to re-
strict a foreign corporation’s activi-
ties, may prompt the corporation to
simply move elsewhere.

An example from South Africa il-
lustrates the point. Encouraged by the
election of Nelson Mandela’s Gov-
ernment, the black women who
worked in a Taiwanese-owned sweater
factory asked for improved wages and
the right to join a union. The com-
pany’s response was to close down all
seven of its South African factories,
putting 1,000 people out of work.
The wages they had to pay in South
Africa may have been low, but they
were higher than those in China or
Thailand.103

The worldwide drive for competi-
tiveness draws children into the work-
force. In India, which has only in
recent years opened up fully to the
global economy, international compe-
tition has already led some sectors of
industry to seek an advantage by re-
cruiting cheap child labour — chil-
dren’s wages in Indian industry are
less than half those of adults for the
same output. Increases in child labour
are reported in sericulture, fish pro-
cessing, food processing and the ge-
netic engineering of seeds.104

Corporate behaviour is best influ-
enced at the international level. A
fierce debate currently rages over
whether a social clause should be in-
cluded in the rules of the World
Trade Organization and in regional
trading agreements. Such a clause
would lay down minimum standards

All workers, communities 
and countries have effectively
become competitors for the
favours of transnational
corporations.

in what is essentially a decentralized
cottage industry. In addition, there is
a pressing need to ensure that chil-
dren identified by inspectors are
placed in educational programmes
and do not return to the looms. 

To meet the challenges, Rug-
mark has put together a team of a
dozen independent and competent
inspectors, with checks and bal-
ances to minimize the possibility
of corruption. In addition, each
Rugmark-labelled carpet has its
own number, identifying the loom
and exporter. The Rugmark labels
are prepared individually, corre-
sponding to the purchase order of
the carpet. The network of controls
is, therefore, highly organized and
advocates say that so far not one
falsely labelled carpet has been
identified by critics.

When Rugmark-Nepal begins its
operation, it will be two-pronged,
focusing on inspecting looms, as
well as on ensuring that children re-
leased from the looms are placed
immediately in schools and not left
to fend for themselves in risky situ-
ations. As of September 1996, 30
large manufacturers, representing
70 per cent of Nepal’s carpet ex-
ports, have committed to obtain-
ing Rugmark licences.

Christian Salazar-Volkmann of
the German Committee for UNICEF
believes Rugmark’s initiative is one
way of reviving consumer interest.
“What has happened is a turn-
around,” he says. “Now they are
seeing Rugmark as a marketing op-
portunity.”
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of corporate behaviour as a condition
of doing business globally. And it
would include prohibitions on using
child labour.

Developing countries, especially
those in Asia and Latin America, have
dismissed the social clause as dis-
guised protectionism. Their main ar-
gument has been that wage levels and
social protection depend on each
country’s level of development and
that a social clause would stifle the
development of low-wage countries
by depriving them of their main com-
parative advantage in international
trade. Many employers in industrial-
ized countries — together with some
European governments — also reject
the social clause. France and the US
are strongly in favour.

Religious, consumer, environmen-
tal and human rights groups are tak-
ing more direct measures to influence
transnationals, pressuring them to
adopt, for themselves and their sub-
contractors, codes of conduct for op-
erations in poorer countries.

The Interfaith Center on Corporate
Responsibility (ICCR), for example,
has been campaigning for 25 years in
favour of corporate accountability. In
recent years, ICCR members filed
shareholder resolutions with a range
of companies, including well-known
clothing and shoe manufacturers,
calling on them to adopt or amend
codes of conduct for themselves and
their suppliers. Several provisions are
essential for effective company codes,
according to ICCR. They should
specifically prohibit child labour and
contain provisions on freedom of as-
sociation, sustainable wage and com-
pliance and monitoring.

Some corporations have already
adopted codes, guaranteeing that nei-
ther they nor their subcontractors will
employ children in conditions that vi-
olate national laws or that adversely
affect children’s rights, development

or education (Panel 13). In 1992, for
example, Levi Strauss found that two
of its Bangladeshi contractors em-
ployed children under the age of 14.
This was legal in Bangladesh but
contravened the company’s own
guidelines. They arranged for the
children concerned to be paid while
they attended school, and promised
them jobs when they turned 14.105

Another example is the code
adopted by the British retailer C&A,
which states: “Exploitation of child
labour or the exploitation of any
other vulnerable group — for exam-
ple, illegal immigrants — is ab-
solutely unacceptable.”106

In another case, the retail clothing
giant Gap came under considerable
public pressure in the US when the
fact emerged that girls as young as 13
were making garments for the com-
pany, working up to 70 hours a week
in dismal El Salvador sweatshops,
and being paid less than $0.60 an
hour. Gap agreed to insist that its local
contractors respect basic workers’
rights and to allow independent moni-
toring of its own code of conduct.107

The Independent Monitoring Working
Group, formed in January 1996 by
ICCR, Business for Social Respon-
sibility and the US-based National
Labor Committee, is responsible for
coordinating the monitoring of Gap
suppliers and recruited four respected
religious, labour and human rights
groups in El Salvador to conduct fac-
tory checks.108

Successes like these have led to
closer scrutiny of clothing, footwear
and toy corporations that have shifted
a great deal of their production over-
seas. The challenge now is to extend
this notion of corporate responsibility
for child labour — and the campaign-
ing that can bring it about — to na-
tional companies. The Abrinq Foun-
dation for the Rights of Children in
Brazil is one organization — financed

It is time morality prevailed.
As we step into the next
millennium, hazardous child
labour must be left behind,
consigned to history as
completely as those other
forms of slavery that it so
closely resembles.
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by the private sector — that is already
hard at work on this. Abrinq has re-
ceived considerable media attention
for its accusation that giant interna-
tional automobile makers used char-
coal produced by a particularly
hazardous form of child labour. But
the Foundation also keeps watch on
domestic companies, and its child-
friendly company programme calls
positive attention to Brazilian busi-
nesses that do not employ children
and that support child-development
activities (Panel 13).109

All companies — even those that
do not hire or exploit children — can
be harmed by the negative publicity
and global criticism associated with
hazardous child labour practices.
Clearly, it is in the interests of all
companies to lend their weight to the
movement to abolish child labour.

A break with the past

Growing children are eager to learn
about the world — about its mechan-
ics and its wonders, its customs and
its rules. They soak up information
with miraculous ease, as if knowledge
itself were fuelling their development,
learning from the world around them,
from school, from play, from parents,
from teachers, from other children
and sometimes also from work.

What kind of learning, however, is
a child to derive from work in domes-
tic service, labouring in isolation from
family and community? What new
mental horizons are opened by the
working experience of a child sold

into bonded labour? What terrifying
lessons is a child prostitute required to
learn every day? These most unrelent-
ing, punishing forms of child labour
violate most of the rights in the
Convention on the Rights of the Child
and the basic humanity of all of us.

The same grotesque skewing of
priorities that leaves so many children
without adequate nutrition, immu-
nization and health care also leads to
children being exploited and damaged
by work. Those priorities must now
change: the world’s governments
have recognized children’s absolute
right to unfettered physical, social and
emotional development and must be
held to their word. As this report has
repeatedly stated, basic primary edu-
cation for all children is a keystone of
these rights, and in some ways a con-
dition for the exercise of other rights.

Child labour is so emotive an issue
precisely because it brings people
face to face with the human conse-
quences of a world that is becoming
ever more unequal. The emotion it
provokes must fuel a charge against
the unrelenting oppression and mal-
treatment of girls, the denial of educa-
tion to 140 million of the world’s
children, and the economic system
that demands that the poorest must
tighten their belts to pay off debts in-
curred by a previous generation.

It is time morality prevailed. As we
step into the next millennium, haz-
ardous child labour must be left
behind, consigned to history as com-
pletely as those other forms of slavery
that it so closely resembles.

The most important action is prevention:

ensuring that today’s children, like this

Vietnamese boy, and future generations of

children are not driven into hazardous labour. 
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Ending child labour:
The next steps

1. Immediate elimination of 
hazardous and exploitative 
child labour

Hazardous and exploitative forms of child

labour, including bonded labour,

commercial sexual exploitation and work

that hampers the child’s physical, social,

cognitive, emotional or moral development,

must not be tolerated, and governments

must take immediate steps to end them.

2. Provision of free 
and compulsory education

Governments must fulfil their responsibility
to make relevant primary education free
and compulsory for all children (article 28
of the Convention) and ensure that all
children attend primary school on a 
full-time basis until completion.
Governments must budget the necessary
resources for this purpose, with donors
ensuring adequate resources from existing
development aid budgets.

Hazardous and exploitative child labour violates child rights as enshrined in the Convention

on the Rights of the Child. Immediate action to eliminate such labour must be guided by

the best interests of the child. Concern for the well-being of families whose survival may

depend upon the earnings of their children must include efforts to expand job opportunities for adults.

Since the causes of child labour are complex and include poverty, economic exploitation, social

values and cultural circumstances, solutions must be comprehensive and must involve the widest pos-

sible range of partners in each society.

Some specific actions that are urgently needed are as follows:
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3. Wider legal protection
Laws on child labour and education should
be consistent in purpose and implemented
in a mutually supportive way. National
child labour laws must accord with both the
spirit and letter of the Convention and with
relevant ILO conventions. Such legislation
must encompass the vast majority of child
work in the informal sector of the economy,
including work on the streets and farms,
domestic work or work within the child’s
own household.

4. Birth registration 
of all children
All children should be registered at birth
(article 7 of the Convention). Registration
is essential to permit the exercise of the
child’s rights, such as access to education,
health care and other services, as well as to
provide employers and labour inspectors
with evidence of every child’s age.

5. Data collection 
and monitoring
Data on child labour are scarce. National
and international systems must be put in
place to gather and analyse globally
comparable data on child labour, if the
problem is to be addressed effectively.
Special attention must be paid to the
forgotten or ‘invisible’ areas of child
labour, such as within the home, on the
family farm or in domestic service.
Monitoring by communities themselves is
important, and working children should
actively participate in assessing their
situations and in proposing ways to
improve their conditions.

6. Codes of conduct 
and procurement policies
National and international corporations are
urged to adopt codes of conduct
guaranteeing that neither they nor their
subcontractors will employ children in
conditions that violate their rights.
Procurement policies must be developed to
take into account the best interests of the
child and include measures to protect those
interests. UNICEF reaffirms its
commitment to its own procurement policy,
through which it undertakes not to buy
from any supplier that exploits children.
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The data provided in these tables are accom-
panied by definitions, sources, and explana-
tions of symbols. Tables derived from so many
sources - 13 major sources are listed in the ex-
planatory material — will inevitably cover a
wide range of data quality. Official government
data received by the responsible United
Nations agency have been used whenever
possible. In the many cases where there are no
reliable official figures, estimates made by the
responsible United Nations agency have been
used. Where such internationally standardized
estimates do not exist, the tables draw on
other sources, particularly data received from
the appropriate UNICEF field office. Where
possible, only comprehensive or representa-
tive national data have been used.

Data quality is likely to be adversely af-
fected for countries that have recently suf-
fered from man-made or natural disasters.
This is particularly so where basic country in-
frastructure has been fragmented or major
population movements have occurred.

Data for life expectancy, crude birth and
death rates, infant mortality rates, etc. are part
of the regular work on estimates and projec-
tions undertaken by the United Nations Popu-
lation Division. These and other internationally

produced estimates are revised periodically,
which explains why some of the data will dif-
fer from those found in earlier UNICEF publica-
tions. 

The statistical tables in the present report
include a substantial amount of new data, par-
ticularly for ORT use and maternal mortality. In
addition, a new indicator, the percentage of
households consuming iodized salt, has been
included in table 2.

The ORT data reflect UNICEF and WHO
support for the development of timely, reliable
national estimates. While there are still many
data gaps, ORT figures are reported for coun-
tries covering almost 90% of the world’s
under-five population.

The maternal mortality data represent a
major first step in deriving more consistent
estimates. Data used in past reports lacked
consistency, both in adjustments to national
data for biases, and for country estimates
where no national coverage data were avail-
able. The present estimates result from a dual
approach by UNICEF and WHO, where na-
tional data are adjusted for misclassification
and underreporting, and a consistent approach
used to predict values for countries lacking
reliable national data.

General note 
on the data

Explanation of 
symbols

Since the aim of this statistics chapter is to
provide a broad picture of the situation of
children and women worldwide, detailed data
qualifications and footnotes are seen as more
appropriate for inclusion elsewhere. Only two
symbols are used in the tables.

.. Data not available.
x Indicates data that refer to years or 

periods other than those specified in 
the column heading, differ from the
standard definition, or refer to only part
of a country.

Note: Child mortality estimates for individual countries are primarily de-
rived from data reported by the United Nations Population Division.  In
some cases, these estimates may differ from the latest national figures.  In
general, data released during approximately the last year are not incorpo-
rated in these estimates.
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Index to countries Poland 114
Portugal 123
Romania 94
Russian Federation 93
Rwanda 32
Saudi Arabia 87
Senegal 43
Sierra Leone 3
Singapore 148
Slovakia 116
Slovenia 134
Somalia 10
South Africa 59
Spain 129
Sri Lanka 110
Sudan 40
Sweden 150
Switzerland 142
Syrian Arab Rep. 84
Tajikistan 51
Tanzania , U. Rep. of 25
TFYR Macedonia 91
Thailand 89
Togo 36
Trinidad and Tobago 112
Tunisia 82
Turkey 71
Turkmenistan 50
Uganda 18
Ukraine 100
United Arab Emirates 111
United Kingdom 141
United States 125
Uruguay 105
Uzbekistan 61
Venezuela 101
Viet Nam 74
Yemen 44
Yugoslavia 102
Zaire 19
Zambia 12
Zimbabwe 56

* Colony

Greece 128
Guatemala 58
Guinea 7
Guinea-Bissau 6
Haiti 37
Honduras 81
Hong Kong* 147
Hungary 119
India 39
Indonesia 53
Iran, Islamic Rep. of 79
Iraq 57
Ireland 143
Israel 132
Italy 136
Jamaica 121
Japan 146
Jordan 98
Kazakstan 73
Kenya 49
Korea, Dem. Peo. Rep. 92
Korea, Rep. of 130
Kuwait 120
Kyrgyzstan 66
Lao Peo. Dem. Rep. 34
Latvia 97
Lebanon 80
Lesotho 26
Liberia 9
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 60
Lithuania 109
Madagascar 24
Malawi 8
Malaysia 122
Mali 11
Mauritania 15
Mauritius 103
Mexico 88
Moldova 85
Mongolia 55
Morocco 54
Mozambique 4
Myanmar 29
Namibia 52
Nepal 41
Netherlands 137
New Zealand 133
Nicaragua 64
Niger 1
Nigeria 16
Norway 138
Oman 99
Pakistan 33
Panama 107
Papua New Guinea 48
Paraguay 86
Peru 65
Philippines 67

In the following tables, countries
are ranked in descending order
of their estimated 1995 under-
five mortality rate. The reference
numbers indicating that rank are
given in the alphabetical list of
countries below.

Afghanistan 5
Albania 76
Algeria 62
Angola 2
Argentina 95
Armenia 90
Australia 135
Austria 140
Azerbaijan 70
Bangladesh 38
Belarus 106
Belgium 127
Benin 31
Bhutan 17
Bolivia 47
Bosnia and Herzegovina 113
Botswana 68
Brazil 63
Bulgaria 108
Burkina Faso 23
Burundi 20
Cambodia 21
Cameroon 46
Canada 139
Central African Rep. 22
Chad 27
Chile 117
China 72
Colombia 83
Congo 45
Costa Rica 115
Côte d’Ivoire 28
Croatia 118
Cuba 124
Czech Rep. 126
Denmark 145
Dominican Rep. 75
Ecuador 77
Egypt 69
El Salvador 78
Eritrea 13
Estonia 104
Ethiopia 14
Finland 149
France 131
Gabon 30
Gambia 42
Georgia 96
Germany 144
Ghana 35



Table 1: Basic indicators

Under-5
mortality

rate

1960 1995

Infant
mortality

rate
(under 1)

1960 1995

Total
population
(millions)

1995

Annual
no. of
births

(thousands)
1995

Annual
no. of

under-5 
deaths

(thousands)
1995

GNP
per capita

(US$)
1994

Life
expectancy

at birth
(years)
1995

Total
adult

literacy
rate
1995

Primary
school

enrolment
ratio

(gross)
1990-95

% share
of household

income
1990-94

lowest highest
40% 20%

80

1 Niger 320 320 191 191 9.2 472 151 230 48 14 29 19 44
2 Angola 345 292 208 170 11.1 555 162 700x 48 42x 88 . . . .
3 Sierra Leone 385 284 219 164 4.5 216 61 160 40 31 51 . . . .
4 Mozambique 331 275 190 158 16.0 711 196 90 47 40 60 . . . .
5 Afghanistan 360 257 215 165 20.1 1041 268 280x 45 32 31 . . . .

6 Guinea-Bissau 336 227 200 134 1.1 45 10 240 45 55 60x 9 59
7 Guinea 337 219 203 128 6.7 331 73 520 46 36 46 11 50
8 Malawi 365 219 206 138 11.1 540 118 170 45 56 80 . . . .
9 Liberia 288 216 192 144 3.0 140 30 450x 56 38 35x . . . .
10 Somalia 294 211 175 125 9.3 461 97 120x 48 24x 11x . . . .

11 Mali 400 210 233 117 10.8 532 112 250 47 31 31 . . . .
12 Zambia 220 203 135 114 9.5 409 83 350 48 78 92 12 50
13 Eritrea 294 195 175 114 3.5 147 29 100x 52 . . 47 . . . .
14 Ethiopia 294 195 175 114 55.1 2597 506 100 49 36 23 21 41
15 Mauritania 321 195 191 112 2.3 89 17 480 53 38 69 14x 47x

16 Nigeria 204 191 122 114 111.7 4915 939 280 51 57 93 13 49
17 Bhutan 324 189 203 122 1.6 64 12 400 52 42 25x . . . .
18 Uganda 218 185 129 111 21.3 1071 198 190 44 62 67 17 48
19 Zaire 286 185 167 119 43.9 2035 377 220x 52 77 68 . . . .
20 Burundi 255 176 151 106 6.4 283 50 160 51 35 69 . . . .

21 Cambodia 217 174 146 110 10.3 414 72 200x 53 35x . . . . . .
22 Central African Rep. 294 165 174 106 3.3 135 22 370 50 60 71x . . . .
23 Burkina Faso 318 164 183 86 10.3 471 77 300 47 19 38 . . . .
24 Madagascar 364 164 219 100 14.8 628 103 200 58 80x 73 16 50
25 Tanzania, U.Rep.of 249 160 147 100 29.7 1252 200 140 52 68 70 18 45

26 Lesotho 204 154 138 105 2.1 74 11 720 62 71 98 9x 60x
27 Chad 325 152 195 94 6.4 273 42 180 49 48 59 . . . .
28 Côte d’Ivoire 300 150 195 90 14.3 697 105 610 50 40 69 18x 44x
29 Myanmar 237 150 158 105 46.5 1468 220 220x 59 83 105 . . . .
30 Gabon 287 148 171 89 1.3 51 8 3880 55 63 . . . . . .

31 Benin 310 142 184 85 5.4 257 37 370 48 37 66 . . . .
32 Rwanda 191 139 115 80 8.0 346 48 80 47 61 77 23x 39x
33 Pakistan 221 137 137 95 140.5 5513 755 430 63 38 44 21 40
34 Lao Peo. Dem. Rep. 233 134 155 91 4.9 211 28 320 52 57 107 23 40
35 Ghana 213 130 126 76 17.5 708 92 410 57 65 76 20 42

36 Togo 264 128 155 80 4.1 180 23 320 56 52 102 . . . .
37 Haiti 260 124 170 71 7.2 250 31 230 58 45 56 . . . .
38 Bangladesh 247 115 151 85 120.4 4149 477 220 57 38 79 23 38
39 India 236 115 144 76 935.7 26106 3002 320 62 52 102 21 43
40 Sudan 292 115 170 69 28.1 1099 126 480x 54 46 52 . . . .

41 Nepal 290 114 190 81 21.9 833 95 200 55 28 109 22x 40x
42 Gambia 375 110 213 80 1.1 47 5 330 46 39 67 . . . .
43 Senegal 303 110 174 70 8.3 350 39 600 50 33 58 11 59
44 Yemen 340 110 230 76 14.5 687 76 280 51 39x 78 . . . .
45 Congo 220 108 143 81 2.6 113 12 620 51 75 . . . . . .

46 Cameroon 264 106 156 66 13.2 532 56 680 57 63 87 . . . .
47 Bolivia 252 105 152 73 7.4 257 27 770 60 83 95 15 48
48 Papua New Guinea 248 95 165 67 4.3 141 13 1240 57 72 74 . . . .
49 Kenya 202 90 120 61 28.3 1231 111 250 55 78 91 10 62
50 Turkmenistan . . 85 . . 69 4.1 124 11 1230x 66 98x . . 18 43

51 Tajikistan . . 79 . . 61 6.1 214 17 360 71 98x 89 . . . .
52 Namibia 206 78 129 61 1.5 56 4 1970 60 136 . . . .
53 Indonesia 216 75 127 50 197.6 4716 354 880 64 84 114 21 41
54 Morocco 215 75 133 61 27.0 740 56 1140 65 44 73 17 46
55 Mongolia 185 74 128 57 2.4 64 5 300 65 83 97 . . . .

56 Zimbabwe 181 74 109 50 11.3 423 31 500 52 85 119 10 62
57 Iraq 171 71 117 57 20.4 762 54 1036x 67 58 91 . . . .
58 Guatemala 205 67 137 49 10.6 400 27 1200 66 56 85 8x 63x
59 South Africa 126 67 89 51 41.5 1260 84 3040 64 82 111 9 63
60 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 269 63 160 52 5.4 222 14 5310x 64 76 110 . . . .

61 Uzbekistan . . 62 . . 50 22.8 680 42 960 70 97x 80 . . . .
62 Algeria 243 61 148 51 27.9 786 48 1650 68 62 103 18x 46x
63 Brazil 181 60 118 51 161.8 3822 229 2970 67 83 111 7x 68x
64 Nicaragua 209 60 140 46 4.4 170 10 340 68 66 103 12 55
65 Peru 236 55 143 41 23.8 631 35 2110 67 89 119 14 50

66 Kyrgyzstan . . 54 . . 45 4.7 129 7 630 70 97x . . 10 57
67 Philippines 102 53 73 40 67.6 1975 105 950 67 95 111 17x 48x
68 Botswana 170 52 117 41 1.5 54 3 2800 66 70 116 11 59
69 Egypt 258 51 169 40 62.9 1737 89 720 65 51 97 21 41
70 Azerbaijan . . 50 . . 34 7.6 157 8 500 71 97x 89 . . . .

71 Turkey 217 50 161 44 61.9 1609 81 2500 68 82 103 . . . .
72 China 209 47 140 38 1221.5 21726 1021 530 69 82 118 17 44
73 Kazakstan . . 47 . . 40 17.1 323 15 1160 70 98x 86 20 40
74 Viet Nam 219 45 147 34 74.5 2195 99 200 66 94 111 19 44
75 Dominican Rep. 152 44 104 37 7.8 199 9 1330 70 82 97 12x 56x



Countries listed in descending order of their 1995 under-five mortality rates (shown in bold type).
a: Range US$726 to US$2895.  b: Range US$725 or less.

Under-5
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rate

1960 1995

Infant
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rate
(under 1)

1960 1995

Total
population
(millions)

1995

Annual
no. of
births

(thousands)
1995
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under-5 
deaths

(thousands)
1995

GNP
per capita

(US$)
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Life
expectancy

at birth
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1995

Total
adult

literacy
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Primary
school

enrolment
ratio

(gross)
1990-95

% share
of household

income
1990-94

lowest highest
40% 20%
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76 Albania 151 40 112 34 3.4 79 3 380 72 . . 96 . . . .
77 Ecuador 180 40 115 31 11.5 309 12 1280 69 90 123 14 53
78 El Salvador 210 40 130 34 5.8 189 8 1360 67 72 79 . . . .
79 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 233 40 145 35 67.3 2261 90 1033x 69 69 105 . . . .
80 Lebanon 85 40 65 33 3.0 76 3 2150x 69 92 115 . . . .

81 Honduras 203 38 137 31 5.7 200 8 600 69 73 112 11 57
82 Tunisia 244 37 163 30 8.9 215 8 1790 69 67 118 16 46
83 Colombia 132 36 82 30 35.1 806 29 1670 70 91 119 11 56
84 Syrian Arab Rep. 201 36 136 30 14.7 588 21 1160x 68 71 105 . . . .
85 Moldova . . 34 . . 30 4.4 68 2 870 68 96x 77 19 42

86 Paraguay 90 34 66 28 5.0 156 5 1580 71 92 112 . . . .
87 Saudi Arabia 292 34 170 29 17.9 634 22 7050 71 63 75 . . . .
88 Mexico 148 32 103 27 93.7 2463 79 4180 71 90 112 12 55
89 Thailand 146 32 101 27 58.8 1124 36 2410 69 94 98 14 53
90 Armenia . . 31 . . 26 3.6 69 2 680 73 99x 90 . . . .

91 TFYR Macedonia 177 31 120 26 2.2 32 1 820 72 . . 87 . . . .
92 Korea, Dem. Peo. Rep. 120 30 85 23 23.9 558 17 970x 72 . . 104x . . . .
93 Russian Federation . . 30 . . 27 147.0 1519 46 2650 68 98x 109 12 54
94 Romania 82 29 69 23 22.8 253 7 1270 70 97x 86 24 35
95 Argentina 68 27 57 24 34.6 689 19 8110 73 96 107 . . . .

96 Georgia . . 26 . . 22 5.5 84 2 580x 73 99x . . . . . .
97 Latvia . . 26 . . 22 2.6 28 1 2320 69 99x 83 23 37
98 Jordan 149 25 103 21 5.4 206 5 1440 69 87 94 16 50
99 Oman 300 25 180 20 2.2 93 2 5140 70 . . 85 . . . .
100 Ukraine . . 24 . . 20 51.4 574 14 1910 69 98x 87 24 35

101 Venezuela 70 24 53 20 21.8 570 14 2760 72 91 96 11 58
102 Yugoslavia 120 23 87 20 10.8 150 4 a 72 93x 72 . . . .
103 Mauritius 84 23 62 19 1.1 23 1 3150 71 83 106 . . . .
104 Estonia . . 22 . . 19 1.5 16 0 2820 69 100x 83 17 46
105 Uruguay 47 21 41 19 3.2 54 1 4660 73 97 109 . . . .

106 Belarus . . 20 . . 17 10.1 117 2 2160 70 98x 96 26 33
107 Panama 104 20 67 18 2.6 62 1 2580 73 91 105 8x 60x
108 Bulgaria 70 19 49 16 8.8 90 2 1250 71 98x 86 21 39
109 Lithuania . . 19 . . 16 3.7 48 1 1350 70 98x 92 20 42
110 Sri Lanka 130 19 90 15 18.4 365 7 640 73 90 106 22 39

111 United Arab Emirates 240 19 160 16 1.9 41 1 21430x 74 79 110 . . . .
112 Trinidad and Tobago 73 18 61 16 1.3 26 1 3740 72 98 94 . . . .
113 Bosnia and Herzegovina 155 17 105 15 3.5 48 1 b 73 . . . . . . . .
114 Poland 70 16 62 14 38.4 501 8 2410 71 99x 98 23 37
115 Costa Rica 112 16 80 14 3.4 86 1 2400 77 95 105 13x 51x

116 Slovakia . . 15 . . 13 5.4 77 1 2250 71 . . 101 28 31
117 Chile 138 15 107 13 14.3 299 5 3520 74 95 98 10 61
118 Croatia 98 14 70 12 4.5 50 1 2560 72 97x 87 . . . .
119 Hungary 57 14 51 13 10.1 121 2 3840 69 99x 95 24 37
120 Kuwait 128 14 89 12 1.5 40 1 19420 75 79 65 . . . .

121 Jamaica 76 13 58 11 2.4 50 1 1540 74 85 109 16 48
122 Malaysia 105 13 73 11 20.1 543 7 3480 71 84 93 13x 54x
123 Portugal 112 11 81 9 9.8 117 1 9320 75 85x 120 . . . .
124 Cuba 50 10 39 9 11.0 177 2 1170x 76 96 104 . . . .
125 United States 30 10 26 8 263.3 4041 40 25880 76 . . 107 16x 42x

126 Czech Rep. . . 10 . . 9 10.3 138 1 3200 71 . . 99 24 37
127 Belgium 35 10 31 8 10.1 121 1 22870 77 . . 99 22x 36x
128 Greece 64 10 53 8 10.5 102 1 7700 78 95x 98 . . . .
129 Spain 57 9 46 8 39.6 382 4 13440 78 95x 104 22x 37x
130 Korea, Rep. of 124 9 88 8 45.0 736 7 8260 72 98 98 20 42

131 France 34 9 29 7 58.0 734 7 23420 77 . . 106 17x 42x
132 Israel 39 9 32 7 5.6 113 1 14530 77 92x 95 18x 40x
133 New Zealand 26 9 22 7 3.6 60 1 13350 76 . . 102 16x 45x
134 Slovenia 45 8 37 7 1.9 20 0 7040 73 . . 97 23 38
135 Australia 24 8 20 7 18.1 263 2 18000 78 . . 108 16x 42x

136 Italy 50 8 44 7 57.2 557 4 19300 78 97x 98 19x 41x
137 Netherlands 22 8 18 6 15.5 198 2 22010 78 . . 97 21x 37x
138 Norway 23 8 19 6 4.3 62 1 26390 77 . . 99 19x 37x
139 Canada 33 8 28 6 29.5 432 3 19510 78 97x 105 18x 40x
140 Austria 43 7 37 6 8.0 94 1 24630 77 . . 103 . . . .

141 United Kingdom 27 7 23 6 58.3 773 6 18340 77 . . 112 15x 44x
142 Switzerland 27 7 22 6 7.2 91 1 37930 78 . . 101 17x 45x
143 Ireland 36 7 31 6 3.6 52 0 13530 76 . . 103 . . . .
144 Germany 40 7 34 6 81.6 775 5 25580 76 . . 97 19x 40x
145 Denmark 25 7 22 6 5.2 64 0 27970 76 . . 98 17x 39x

146 Japan 40 6 31 4 125.1 1278 8 34630 80 . . 102 22x 38x
147 Hong Kong* 52 6 38 5 5.9 61 0 21650 79 92 102 16x 47x
148 Singapore 40 6 31 5 2.8 43 0 22500 75 91 107 15x 49x
149 Finland 28 5 22 4 5.1 66 0 18850 76 . . 100 18x 38x
150 Sweden 20 5 16 4 8.8 123 1 23530 79 . . 100 21x 37x
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% of under-fives (1990-96) suffering from:

underweight

% of
infants

with low
birth

weight
1990-94

% of children (1990-96) who are:

moderate
& severe severe

wasting

moderate
& severe

stunting

moderate
& severe

Total
goitre rate
(6-11 years)

(%)
1985-94

% of
households 
consuming

iodized
salt

1992-96

Daily 
per capita

calorie 
supply 

as a % of 
requirements

1988-90

exclusively
breastfed

(0-3 months)

breastfed with
complementary

food
(6-9 months)

still
breastfeeding

(20-23 months)

Table 2: Nutrition

1 Niger 15 1 73 60 36 12 16 32 9 0 95
2 Angola 19 3 83 53 . . . . . . . . 7 0 80
3 Sierra Leone 11 . . 94 41 29 . . 9 35 7 75 83
4 Mozambique 20 . . . . . . 27 11 5 55 20 62 77
5 Afghanistan 20 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 . . 72

6 Guinea-Bissau 20 . . . . . . 23x . . . . . . 19 0 97
7 Guinea 21 . . . . . . 26 9 12 32 19 . . 97
8 Malawi 20 11 78 68 30 9 7 48 13 58 88
9 Liberia . . 15x 17 25 . . . . . . . . 6 . . 98
10 Somalia 16 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 . . 81

11 Mali 17 12 39 44x 31x 9x 11x 24x 29 20 96
12 Zambia 13 13 88 34 28 9 6 53 51x 90 87
13 Eritrea 13 65 54 . . 41 . . 10 66 . . 80 . .
14 Ethiopia 16 74 . . 35 48 16 8 64 22 0 73
15 Mauritania 11 59 39 58 23 9 7 44 . . 3 106

16 Nigeria 16 2 52 43 36 12 9 43 10 83 93
17 Bhutan . . . . . . . . 38x . . 4x 56x 25 96 128
18 Uganda . . 70 64 40 23x 5x 2x 45x 7 50 93
19 Zaire 15 32 40 64 34 10 10 45 9 12 96
20 Burundi . . 89x 66x 73x 37 11 9 43 42 80 84

21 Cambodia . . . . . . . . 40 7 8 38 15 0 96
22 Central African Rep. 15 4 93 52 27 8 7 34 63 28 82
23 Burkina Faso 21 3 44 81 30 8 13 29 16 22 94
24 Madagascar 17 47 80 45 34 10 7 50 24 1 95
25 Tanzania , U. Rep. of 14 73 94 48 29 7 6 47 37 74 95

26 Lesotho 11 . . . . . . 21 2x 2 33 43 . . 93
27 Chad . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 31 73
28 Côte d’Ivoire 14 3 65 45 24 6 8 24 6 0 111
29 Myanmar 16 30 40 56 43 16 8 45 18 14 114
30 Gabon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 . . 104

31 Benin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24x 35 104
32 Rwanda 17 90 68 85 29 6 4 48 49 90 82
33 Pakistan 25 16 31 56 38 13 9 50 32 19 99
34 Lao Peo. Dem. Rep. 18 36 . . 31 44 14 10 48 25 . . 111
35 Ghana 7 19 63 48 27 8 11 26 10 0 93

36 Togo 20 10x 86x 68x 24x 6x 5x 30x 22 0 99
37 Haiti 15 3 83 25 28 8 8 32 4x 10 89
38 Bangladesh 50 54 30 87 67 25 17 63 11x 44 88
39 India 33 51 31 67 53 21 18 52 9 67 101
40 Sudan 15 14x 45x 44x 34 11 13 34 20 . . 87

41 Nepal . . 36 . . . . 49 31 6 63 44 68 100
42 Gambia . . . . . . 61 . . . . . . . . . . 0 . .
43 Senegal 11 7 41 48 20 5 9 22 12 10 98
44 Yemen 19 15 51 31 39 13 13 39 32 21 . .
45 Congo 16 43x 95x 27x 24x 3x 4x 21x 8 . . 103

46 Cameroon 13 7 77 35 14 3 3 24 26 86 95
47 Bolivia 12 53 78 36 16 4 4 28 21 92 84
48 Papua New Guinea 23 . . . . . . 35x . . . . . . 30 . . 114
49 Kenya 16 17 90 54 23 6 8 34 7 100 89
50 Turkmenistan 5 54 . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 0 . .

51 Tajikistan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 20 . .
52 Namibia 16 22 65 23 26 6 9 28 35 80 . .
53 Indonesia 14 47 85 63 35 . . . . . . 28 50 121
54 Morocco 9 31 33 20 9 2 2 23 20 . . 125
55 Mongolia 6 . . . . . . 12 . . 2 26 7 . . 97

56 Zimbabwe 14 16 93 26 16 3 6 21 42 80 94
57 Iraq 15 . . . . . . 12 2 3 22 7 50 128
58 Guatemala 14 50 56 43 27 6 3 50 20 93 103
59 South Africa . . . . . . . . 9 1 3 23 2 40 128
60 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya . . . . . . . . 5 . . 3 15 6 90 140

61 Uzbekistan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 0 . .
62 Algeria 9 48 29 21 13 3 9 18 9 92 123
63 Brazil 11 4x 27x 13x 7x 1x 2x 16x 14x 79 114
64 Nicaragua 15 11 48 17 12 1 2 24 4 79 99
65 Peru 11 40 62 36 11 2 1 37 36 90 87

66 Kyrgyzstan . . 38 50 25 . . . . . . . . 20 . . . .
67 Philippines 15 33 52 18 30 5 8 33 15 40 104
68 Botswana 8 41x 82x 23x 15x . . . . 44x 8 27 97
69 Egypt 10 68 52 . . 9 2 3 24 5 90 132
70 Azerbaijan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 . . . .

71 Turkey 8 14 17 14 10 2 3 21 36 31 127
72 China 9 64 . . . . 16 3x 4 32 9 51 112
73 Kazakstan . . 12 61 21 . . . . . . . . 20 14 . .
74 Viet Nam 17 . . . . . . 45 11 12 47 20 42 103
75 Dominican Rep. 11 10 32 7 10 2 1 19 5 40 102
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Countries listed in descending order of their 1995 under-five mortality rates (table 1).
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76 Albania 7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41 . . 107
77 Ecuador 13 29 52 34 17x 0x 2x 34x 10 90 105
78 El Salvador 11 20 71 28 11 1 1 23 25 91 102
79 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 9 53 . . . . 16 3 7 19 30 82 125
80 Lebanon 10 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 92 127

81 Honduras 9 11 . . . . 18 3 2 40 9 85 98
82 Tunisia 8 12 53x 16 9 2x 4 22 4x . . 131
83 Colombia 10 16 61 17 8 1 1 15 10 90 106
84 Syrian Arab Rep. 11 . . 50 . . 12 3 8 27 73 21 126
85 Moldova 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

86 Paraguay 5 7 61 8 4 1 0 17 49 64 116
87 Saudi Arabia 7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 121
88 Mexico 8 38x 36x 21x 14x . . 6x 22x 15 87 131
89 Thailand 13 4x 69x 34x 26x 4x 6x 22x 12 50 103
90 Armenia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 . . . .

91 TFYR Macedonia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100 . .
92 Korea, Dem. Peo. Rep. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 121
93 Russian Federation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30 . .
94 Romania 11 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 . . 116
95 Argentina 7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 90 131

96 Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 . . . .
97 Latvia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
98 Jordan 7 32 48 13 9 1 2 16 . . 75 110
99 Oman 8 . . . . . . 12 . . . . 12 10 . . . .
100 Ukraine . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 4 . .

101 Venezuela 9 . . . . . . 6x . . 2x 6x 11 65 99
102 Yugoslavia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70 . .
103 Mauritius 13 16 29 . . 16 2 15 10 . . 0 128
104 Estonia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
105 Uruguay 8 . . . . . . 7x 2x . . 16x . . . . 101

106 Belarus . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22 37 . .
107 Panama 9 32 38 21 7 1 1 9 13 92 98
108 Bulgaria 6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 . . 148
109 Lithuania . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
110 Sri Lanka 25 24 60 66 38 7 16 24 14 7 101

111 United Arab Emirates 6 . . . . 26 . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
112 Trinidad and Tobago 10 10x 39x 16x 7x 0x 4x 5x . . . . 114
113 Bosnia and Herzegovina . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
114 Poland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 . . 131
115 Costa Rica 6 35 47 12 2 0 2 8 3 91 121

116 Slovakia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
117 Chile 5 . . . . . . 1 . . 0 3 9x 90 102
118 Croatia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100 . .
119 Hungary 9 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 137
120 Kuwait 7 . . . . . . 6x . . 3x 12x . . . . . .

121 Jamaica 10 . . . . . . 10 1 4 6 . . 100 114
122 Malaysia 8 . . . . . . 23 1 . . . . 20 . . 120
123 Portugal 5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 . . 136
124 Cuba 9 . . . . . . . . . . 1x . . 10 0 135
125 United States 7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 138

126 Czech Rep. 6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
127 Belgium 6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 . . 149
128 Greece 6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 . . 151
129 Spain 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 . . 141
130 Korea, Rep. of 9 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 120

131 France 5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5x . . 143
132 Israel 7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 125
133 New Zealand 6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 131
134 Slovenia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
135 Australia 6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 124

136 Italy 5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 . . 139
137 Netherlands . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 . . 114
138 Norway 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 120
139 Canada 6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 122
140 Austria 6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 133

141 United Kingdom 7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 130
142 Switzerland 5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 130
143 Ireland 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 157
144 Germany . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 . . . .
145 Denmark 6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 . . 135

146 Japan 7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 125
147 Hong Kong* 8 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 125
148 Singapore 7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 136
149 Finland 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 113
150 Sweden 5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 111



Table 3: Health
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pregnant
women
tetanus

% fully immunized 1992-95

1-year-old children ORT
use rate
1990-96

84

1 Niger 54 46 55 15 71 4 99 32 . . 32 18 18 18 57 20
2 Angola 32 69 15 16 34 8 . . . . . . 40 21 23 32 14 . .
3 Sierra Leone 34 58 21 11 17 8 38 90 20 60 43 43 46 61 . .
4 Mozambique 63 . . . . 54 . . . . 39x 100x 30x 58 46 46 40 61 83
5 Afghanistan 12 39 5 . . 13 . . 29x 80x 17x 31 41 56 41 3 . .

6 Guinea-Bissau 59 32 67 30 24 32 40 . . . . 100 100 98 82 53 . .
7 Guinea 55 50 56 21 84 10 80 100 70 86 73 73 69 56 38
8 Malawi 37 80 32 6 22 4 35 81 29 91 76 80 70 77 78
9 Liberia 46 79 13 30 56 4 39x 50x 30x 92 62 62 68 77 94
10 Somalia 31 . . 28 12 6 2 . . . . . . 37 28 28 45 11 97

11 Mali 45 46 43 31 58 21 40 . . . . 75 46 46 49 19 . .
12 Zambia 27 50 17 64 89 43 . . . . . . 63 72 72 69 44 99
13 Eritrea . . . . 7 . . . . . . . . . . . . 57 45 45 45 19 38
14 Ethiopia 25 91 19 19 97 7 46 . . . . 63 51 48 43 22 95
15 Mauritania 66x 67x 65x . . 34x . . 63 . . . . 93 50 50 53 28 31

16 Nigeria 51 84 40 58 84 48 51 . . . . 57 27 27 40 21 . .
17 Bhutan 58 75 54 70 90 66 65x . . . . 98 87 86 85 70 85
18 Uganda 38 60 35 64 96 47 49 99 42 98 79 78 79 76 46
19 Zaire 42 89 26 18 53 6 26x 40x 17x 46 26 27 39 33 90
20 Burundi 59 93 54 51 60 51 80 100 79 77 63 62 50 30 . .

21 Cambodia 36 65 33 14 81 8 53x 80x 50x 95 79 80 75 36 . .
22 Central African Rep. 38 59 23 52 83 36 52 89 30 73 38 37 36 50 34
23 Burkina Faso 78 . . . . 18 42 11 90 100 89 78 47 47 55 39 100
24 Madagascar 29 83 10 3 12 3 38 81 19 77 64 63 60 33 85
25 Tanzania , U. Rep. of 38 73 29 86 96 84 42 . . . . 92 88 86 82 71 76

26 Lesotho 56 44 58 28 42 25 80x . . . . 59 58 59 74 12 42
27 Chad 24 48 17 21 73 7 30 64 . . 36 17 16 26 50 . .
28 Côte d’Ivoire 75 . . . . 43 . . . . . . . . . . 48 40 40 57 22 18
29 Myanmar 60 78 50 43 56 36 60 100 47 82 72 72 75 83 96
30 Gabon 68x 90x 50x . . . . . . . . . . . . 73 56 57 56 29 . .

31 Benin 50 41 53 20 54 6 18x . . . . 91 79 79 72 77 60
32 Rwanda . . . . 79 . . . . 85 80 . . . . 86 57 57 50 88 47
33 Pakistan 74 82 69 47 77 22 55x 99x 35x 75 35 37 53 36 97
34 Lao Peo. Dem. Rep. 52 60 51 28 98 16 67x . . . . 59 53 64 68 35 . .
35 Ghana 65 88 52 55 62 44 60x 92x 45x 70 55 55 46 64 93

36 Togo 63 74 58 23 56 10 . . 80 . . 81 73 71 65 43 . .
37 Haiti 28 37 23 24 42 16 60 . . 39 68 34 34 31 49 31
38 Bangladesh 97 99 96 48 79 44 45 . . . . 94 69 69 79 78 96
39 India 81 85 79 29 70 14 85 100 80 96 89 98 78 79 31
40 Sudan 60 84 41 22 79 4 70 . . . . 88 76 77 74 65 . .

41 Nepal 63 88 60 18 58 12 . . . . . . 61 63 62 57 11 27
42 Gambia 48 67 . . 37 51 50 93 . . . . 98 90 92 87 93 . .
43 Senegal 52 85 28 58 83 40 90 100 85 90 80 80 80 39 18
44 Yemen 61 88 55 24 47 17 38 81 32 87 37 36 40 3 92
45 Congo 34 53 7 69 . . . . 83x 97x 70x 94 79 79 70 75 41

46 Cameroon 50 57 43 50 64 36 80 96 69 54 46 46 46 12 . .
47 Bolivia 66 87 36 55 72 32 67 77 52 85 85 86 80 65 43
48 Papua New Guinea 28 84 17 22 82 11 96x . . . . 78 50 55 63 31 . .
49 Kenya 53 67 49 77 69 81 77 . . . . 92 84 84 73 72 76
50 Turkmenistan 74 . . . . 90 . . . . 100 . . . . 88 80 83 66 . . 98

51 Tajikistan . . 82 49 . . 46 . . . . . . . . 96 93 96 80 . . . .
52 Namibia 57 87 42 34 77 12 59 87 42 94 76 74 69 72 66
53 Indonesia 62 79 54 51 73 40 93 99 91 86 78 79 70 74 99
54 Morocco 55 94 18 41 69 18 70x 100x 50x 93 90 90 88 37 29
55 Mongolia 80 100 58 74 100 47 95x . . . . 94 88 86 85 . . . .

56 Zimbabwe 77 99 64 66 99 48 85 96 80 95 80 80 74 46 60
57 Iraq 78 92 44 70 85 37 93x 97x 78x 99 91 91 95 72 . .
58 Guatemala 64 87 49 59 72 52 57 . . . . 78 59 56 75 55 22
59 South Africa 99 99 53 53 85 12 . . . . . . 95 73 72 76 26 . .
60 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 97 97 97 98 99 94 95 100 85 99 96 96 92 45 49

61 Uzbekistan 62 82 49 22 46 . . . . . . . . 95 89 99 81 . . . .
62 Algeria 78 91 64 91 99 80 98 100 95 93 83 83 77 52 98
63 Brazil 73 85 69 44 55 4 . . . . . . 100 83 83 88 70 . .
64 Nicaragua 53 84 29 60 77 34 83x 100x 60x 100 85 96 81 49 54
65 Peru 72 75 18 57 58 25 44 . . . . 96 95 93 98 21 92

66 Kyrgyzstan . . 84 . . 30 60 10 . . . . . . 90 82 81 80 . . 98
67 Philippines 86 92 80 77 88 66 71 . . . . 91 85 86 86 48 63
68 Botswana 93x 100x 91x 55 91 41 . . . . . . 81 78 78 68 56 . .
69 Egypt 79 . . . . 32 . . . . 99 100 99 95 90 91 90 64 43
70 Azerbaijan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 93 93 98 97 . . . .

71 Turkey 80 91 59 . . . . . . . . . . . . 42 51 51 42 38 16
72 China 67 97 56 24 74 7 88 100 83 92 92 94 93 11 85
73 Kazakstan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 89 93 94 95 . . . .
74 Viet Nam 43 47 42 22 47 16 90 100 80 96 93 94 95 82 . .
75 Dominican Rep. 65 80 . . 78 76 83 78 84 67 74 83 80 85 52 . .
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76 Albania . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 97 97 98 91 . . . .
77 Ecuador 68 80 49 76 95 49 . . 70x 20x 91 72 70 62 21 64
78 El Salvador 69 85 46 81 91 65 40 . . . . 100 100 94 93 80 69
79 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 90 98 82 81 86 74 88 100 75 99 97 97 95 82 37
80 Lebanon 94 96 88 63 81 8 95 98 85 . . 92 92 88 . . 82

81 Honduras 87 96 79 87 97 78 69 86 55 99 96 96 90 48 32
82 Tunisia 98 100 95 80 96 52 . . . . . . 89 92 92 91 49 . .
83 Colombia 85 97 56 85 97 56 81 86 72 99 93 95 84 57 45
84 Syrian Arab Rep. 85 92 78 83 84 82 90 96 84 100 100 100 98 76 36
85 Moldova 55 98 18 50 90 8 . . . . . . 98 96 99 98 . . . .

86 Paraguay 42 70 10 41 65 14 63x 90x 38x 92 79 79 75 66 33
87 Saudi Arabia 95x 100x 74x 86x 100x 30x 97x 100x 88x 93 97 97 94 62 58
88 Mexico 83 92 57 72 85 32 93 . . . . 98 92 92 90 42 81
89 Thailand 89 94 88 96 98 95 90x 90x 90x 98 94 94 90 93 95
90 Armenia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 83 83 92 95 . . . .

91 TFYR Macedonia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 96 88 91 86 91 . .
92 Korea, Dem. Peo. Rep. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 99 96 99 98 95 . .
93 Russian Federation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 96 93 92 94 . . . .
94 Romania . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100 98 94 93 . . . .
95 Argentina 71 77 29 68 73 37 71x 80x 21x 96 66 70 76 . . . .

96 Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30 58 82 63 . . . .
97 Latvia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100 65 70 85 . . . .
98 Jordan 98 . . . . 77 . . . . 97x 98x 95x . . 100 99 92 59 41
99 Oman 82 . . . . 78 . . . . 96 100 94 96 99 99 98 95 85
100 Ukraine . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 92 94 95 96 . . . .

101 Venezuela 79 80 75 59 64 30 . . . . . . 91 68 85 67 18 . .
102 Yugoslavia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68 92 93 81 . . . .
103 Mauritius 99 95 100 99 99 99 100x 100x 100x 87 89 89 85 78 . .
104 Estonia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 99 84 89 81 . . . .
105 Uruguay 75x 85x 5x 61x 60x 65x 82x . . . . 99 86 86 80 13 . .

106 Belarus . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 93 90 93 97 . . . .
107 Panama 93 . . . . 83 . . . . 70 . . . . 100 86 86 84 24 94
108 Bulgaria . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 98 100 94 93 . . . .
109 Lithuania . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 97 96 89 94 . . . .
110 Sri Lanka 57 88 52 63 68 62 . . . . . . 90 93 92 88 81 34

111 United Arab Emirates 95 . . . . 77 93 22 99 . . . . 98 90 90 90 . . . .
112 Trinidad and Tobago 97 99 91 79 99 98 100 100 99 . . 89 90 84 19 . .
113 Bosnia and Herzegovina . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 85 67 69 57 . . . .
114 Poland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 94 95 95 91 . . . .
115 Costa Rica 96 100 92 84 95 70 . . . . . . 99 85 86 94 90 31

116 Slovakia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 98 99 98 99 . . . .
117 Chile . . 98 81 . . 86 . . 97x . . . . 96 92 92 96 . . . .
118 Croatia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 98 90 90 92 93 . .
119 Hungary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100 100 100 100 . . . .
120 Kuwait . . . . . . . . 100x . . 100x . . . . . . 100 100 93 21 . .

121 Jamaica 86 . . . . 89 100 80 90x . . . . 100 92 92 89 82 . .
122 Malaysia 78 96 66 94 . . . . . . . . . . 97 90 90 81 79 . .
123 Portugal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 94 93 95 94 . . . .
124 Cuba 89 96 69 92 95 82 100 . . . . 99 100 93 100 61 . .
125 United States . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 94 84 89 . . . . 

126 Czech Rep. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 96 98 96 . . . .
127 Belgium . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 97 94 70 . . . .
128 Greece . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50 78 95 70 . . . .
129 Spain . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 88 88 90 . . . .
130 Korea, Rep. of 93 100 76 100 100 100 100 100 100 93 93 93 92 . . . .

131 France . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 78 89 92 76 . . . .
132 Israel . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 92 93 94 . . . .
133 New Zealand 97 100 82 . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 84 84 87 . . . .
134 Slovenia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 99 98 98 91 . . . .
135 Australia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

136 Italy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50 98 50 . . . .
137 Netherlands . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 97 97 95 . . . .
138 Norway . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 92 92 93 . . . .
139 Canada . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 93 89 98 . . . .
140 Austria . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 90 90 60 . . . .

141 United Kingdom . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 92 94 92 . . . .
142 Switzerland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
143 Ireland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
144 Germany . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45 80 75 . . . .
145 Denmark . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 89 100 88 . . . .

146 Japan 97 100 85 . . 85 . . . . . . . . 91 85 91 68 . . . .
147 Hong Kong* 100 100 96 . . . . . . . . . . . . 100 83 84 77 . . . .
148 Singapore 100x 100x . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 97 95 93 88 . . . .
149 Finland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100 100 100 98 . . . .
150 Sweden . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 99 99 96 . . . .
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Table 4: Education

Primary school enrolment ratio

1960 (gross) 1990-94 (gross) 1990-95 (net)

Adult literacy rate

1980 1995

male female male female

No. of sets
per 1000

population
1993

radio television male female male female male female

% of primary
school

children
reaching
grade 5
1990-95

Secondary school
enrolment ratio

1990-94
(gross)

male female

1 Niger 14 3 21 7 61 5 8 3 35 21 32 18 82 9 4
2 Angola 16x 7x 56x 29x 29 7 30 14 95 87 . . . . 34 . . . .
3 Sierra Leone 30 9 45 18 233 11 30 15 60 42 . . . . . . 22 12
4 Mozambique 44 12 58 23 48 4 71 43 69 51 46 35 35 9 6
5 Afghanistan 33 6 47 15 118 10 14 2 46 16 42 14 43x 22 8

6 Guinea-Bissau 53 26 68 43 40 . . 35 15 77x 42x 58x 32x 20x 9x 4x
7 Guinea 34 11 50 22 43 8 27 9 61 30 36x 18x 80 17 6
8 Malawi 64 28 72 42 226 . . 50 26 84 77 50 54 37 6 3
9 Liberia 38 11 54 22 227 19 40 13 51x 28x . . . . . . 31x 12x
10 Somalia 8x 1x 36x 14x 41 13 6 2 15x 8x 11x 6x . . 9x 5x

11 Mali 20 9 39 23 44 1 13 5 38 24 23 14 85 12 6
12 Zambia 65 43 86 71 82 27 61 40 100x 92x 82x 80x . . 25x 14x
13 Eritrea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52 41 27 24 79 17 13
14 Ethiopia 32 14 46 25 197 3 9 3 27 19 33x 24x 58 12 11
15 Mauritania 41 19 50 26 147 23 12 3 76 62 . . . . 72 19 11

16 Nigeria 47 23 67 47 196 38 54 31 105 82 . . . . 92 32 27
17 Bhutan 41 15 56 28 17 . . 5 . . 31x 19x . . . . 82 7x 2x
18 Uganda 62 32 74 50 107 11 39 18 74 59 58x 51x 55 14 8
19 Zaire 75 45 87 68 97 2 89 32 78 58 60 47 64 33 15
20 Burundi 37 12 49 23 62 2 33 10 76 62 56 47 74 8 5

21 Cambodia 74x 23x 48x 22x 108 8 . . . . . . . . . . . . 50 . . . .
22 Central African Rep. 41 19 69 52 72 5 50 11 88x 55x 71x 46x 65x 17x 6x
23 Burkina Faso 19 4 30 9 27 6 12 5 47 30 38 24 61 11 6
24 Madagascar 56x 43x 88x 73x 192 20 74 57 75 72 64x 63x 28 14 14
25 Tanzania , U. Rep. of 66 34 79 57 26 2 33 16 71 69 50 51 83 6 5

26 Lesotho 71 45 81 62 32 7 73 109 90 105 59 71 60 22 31
27 Chad 47 19 62 35 245 1 29 4 80 38 52x 23x 46 13 2
28 Côte d’Ivoire 34 14 50 30 143 60 62 22 80 58 . . . . 73 33 17
29 Myanmar 86 68 89 78 82 3 60 53 107 104 . . . . . . 23 23
30 Gabon 54 28 74 53 147 38 . . . . . . . . . . . . 50x . . . .

31 Benin 28 10 49 26 91 6 39 15 88 44 71 35 55 17 7
32 Rwanda 55 30 70 52 66 . . 65 29 78 76 71 71 60 11 9
33 Pakistan 38 15 50 24 88 18 39 11 57 30 . . . . 48 28 13
34 Lao Peo. Dem. Rep. 56 28 69 44 126 7 43 20 123 92 75 61 53 31 19
35 Ghana 59 31 76 54 269 16 58 31 83 70 . . . . 80 44 28

36 Togo 49 18 67 37 211 7 64 25 122 81 80 58 50 34 12
37 Haiti 36 29 48 42 48 5 50 39 58 54 25 26 47 22 21
38 Bangladesh 41 17 49 26 47 6 80 31 84 73 74 66 47x 25 13
39 India 55 25 66 38 80 40 83 44 113 91 . . . . 62 59 38
40 Sudan 43 17 58 35 257 80 29 11 59 45 . . . . 94 24 19

41 Nepal 31 7 41 14 35 3 19 3 130 87 80x 41x 52 46 23
42 Gambia 37 13 53 25 162 . . . . . . 79 56 64 46 87 25 13
43 Senegal 31 12 43 23 116 37 37 18 67 50 55 42 88x 21 11
44 Yemen 14x 3x 53x 26x 30 28 . . . . 111 43 . . . . . . 47 10
45 Congo 65 40 83 67 115 7 . . . . . . . . . . . . 53 . . . .

46 Cameroon 59 30 75 52 146 25 77 37 109 93 81x 71x 66 32 23
47 Bolivia 81 59 91 76 669 113 70 43 99 90 95 87 60 40 34
48 Papua New Guinea 70 45 81 63 75 3 24 15 80 67 79x 67x 71 15 10
49 Kenya 72 44 86 70 87 11 62 29 92 91 92x 89x 77 28 23
50 Turkmenistan . . . . 99x 97x . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

51 Tajikistan . . . . 99x 97x . . . . . . . . 91 88 . . . . . . 98 101
52 Namibia . . . . . . . . 140 23 . . . . 134 138 86 93 82 49 61
53 Indonesia 78 58 90 78 148 62 78 58 116 112 99 95 92 48 39
54 Morocco 42 16 57 31 219 79 69 28 85 60 73 53 80 40 29
55 Mongolia 82 63 89 77 136 41 80 80 95 100 . . . . . . 85x 97x

56 Zimbabwe 83 68 90 80 86 27 82 65 123 114 . . . . 76 51 40
57 Iraq 55 25 71 45 217 75 94 36 98 83 83 74 72x 53 34
58 Guatemala 56 41 63 49 68 53 48 39 89 78 . . . . . . 25 23
59 South Africa 77 75 82 82 314 101 . . . . 111 110 90 93 76 71 84
60 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 73 31 88 63 226 100 . . . . 110 110 98 96 . . 95 95

61 Uzbekistan . . . . 98x 96x . . . . . . . . 80 79 . . . . . . 96 92
62 Algeria 55 24 74 49 236 79 55 37 111 96 99 89 92 66 55
63 Brazil 76 73 83 83 390 209 58 56 101x 97x . . . . 70 31x 36x
64 Nicaragua 61 61 65 67 261 67 57 59 101 105 79 81 54 39 44
65 Peru 89 71 95 83 253 99 98 74 123x 118x . . . . . . 66x 60x

66 Kyrgyzstan . . . . 98x 96x . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
67 Philippines 91 89 95 94 143 47 98 93 108x 107x 97x 96x 67 64x 65x
68 Botswana 70 43 81 60 119 17 38 43 113 120 93 100 84 49 55
69 Egypt 54 26 64 39 307 113 79 52 105 89 95 82 98 81 69
70 Azerbaijan . . . . 99x 96x . . . . . . . . 91 87 . . . . . . 89 88

71 Turkey 81 50 92 72 162 176 90 58 107 98 . . . . 89 74 48
72 China 79 53 90 73 184 38 131 90 120 116 97 95 88 60 51
73 Kazakstan . . . . 99x 96x . . . . . . . . 86 86 . . . . . . 89 91
74 Viet Nam 90 78 97 91 104 42 103 74 106x 100x . . . . . . 44x 41x
75 Dominican Rep. 75 74 82 82 172 90 75 74 95 99 79 83 58 30 43
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male female
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Countries listed in descending order of their 1995 under-five mortality rates (table1).

76 Albania . . . . . . . . 177 89 102 86 95 97 . . . . 92 84 72
77 Ecuador 86 79 92 88 326 88 82 75 124 122 . . . . 67x 54 56
78 El Salvador 66 60 74 70 413 94 59 56 79 80 70 71 58 27 30
79 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 61 37 78 59 230 63 59 28 109 101 100 93 90 74 58
80 Lebanon 91 82 95 90 887 346 112 105 117 114 . . . . . . 73 78

81 Honduras 64 61 73 73 408 78 68 67 111 112 89 91 . . 29 37
82 Tunisia 61 32 79 55 198 81 88 43 123 113 94 89 92 55 49
83 Colombia 87 87 91 91 177 118 74 74 118 120 . . . . 59 57 68
84 Syrian Arab Rep. 72 34 86 56 257 62 89 39 111 99 100 91 92 52 42
85 Moldova . . . . 99x 94x . . . . . . . . 78 77 . . . . . . 67 72

86 Paraguay 90 84 94 91 170 83 106 94 114 110 97 96 76 36 38
87 Saudi Arabia 60 32 72 50 293 255 32 3 78 73 65 57 94 54 43
88 Mexico 86 80 92 87 255 150 80 75 114 110 . . . . 84 57 58
89 Thailand 92 84 96 92 189 113 97 88 98 97 . . . . 88 38 37
90 Armenia . . . . 99x 98x . . . . . . . . 87 93 . . . . . . 80 90

91 TFYR Macedonia . . . . . . . . 180 165 . . . . 88 87 85 84 95 53 55
92 Korea, Dem. Peo. Rep. . . . . . . . . 124 19 . . . . 108x 101x . . . . . . . . . .
93 Russian Federation . . . . 100x 98x 338 372 . . . . 109 108 94 94 . . 84 91
94 Romania 98x 93x 99x 95x 202 200 101 95 87 86 77 76 93 83 82
95 Argentina 94 94 96 96 672 220 99 99 108 107 95 95 . . 70 75

96 Georgia . . . . 99x 98x . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
97 Latvia . . . . 100x 99x 651 460 . . . . 83 82 82 80 . . 84 90
98 Jordan 82 54 93 79 243 76 . . . . 94 95 89 89 98 52 54
99 Oman . . . . 71 46 580 653 . . . . 87 82 74 72 96 64 57
100 Ukraine . . . . 99x 97x 809 339 . . . . 87 87 . . . . . . 65 95

101 Venezuela 86 82 92 90 443 163 98 99 95 97 87 90 78 29 41
102 Yugoslavia . . . . 98x 89x 207 179 . . . . 72 73 69 70 . . 64 65
103 Mauritius 82 67 87 79 366 222 96 90 107 106 94 94 100 58 60
104 Estonia . . . . 100x 100x 449x 361 . . . . 84 83 79 79 100 87 96
105 Uruguay 94 95 97 98 604 232 117 117 109 108 94 95 94 61x 62x

106 Belarus . . . . 99x 97x 313 272 . . . . 96 95 . . . . 99 89 96
107 Panama 86 85 91 90 227 169 89 86 108 104 91 92 82 60 65
108 Bulgaria . . . . 99x 97x 450 260 94 92 87 84 83 81 93 66 70
109 Lithuania . . . . 99x 98x 385 383 . . . . 95 90 . . . . 94 76 79
110 Sri Lanka 91 80 93 87 201 49 107 95 106 105 . . . . 92 71 78

111 United Arab Emirates 72 64 79 80 311 106 . . . . 112 108 100 99 99 84 94
112 Trinidad and Tobago 97 93 99 97 489 317 111 108 94 94 88 88 95 74 78
113 Bosnia and Herzegovina . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
114 Poland 99x 97x 99x 98x 439 298 110 107 98 97 96 96 100 82 87
115 Costa Rica 92 91 95 95 258 142 94 92 106 105 87 88 88 45 49

116 Slovakia . . . . . . . . 567 474 . . . . 101 101 . . . . 97 87 90
117 Chile 92 91 95 95 345 211 87 86 99 98 88 87 95 65 70
118 Croatia . . . . 99x 95x 301 338 . . . . 87 87 80 80 98 80 86
119 Hungary 98x 98x 99x 98x 617 427 103 100 95 95 91 92 98 79 82
120 Kuwait 73 59 82 75 408 346 132 99 65 65 46 44 99 60 60

121 Jamaica 73 81 81 89 433 141 78 79 109 108 100 100 96 62 70
122 Malaysia 80 60 89 78 430 151 108 79 93 93 . . . . 98 56 61
123 Portugal 78x 65x 89x 81x 232 190 132 129 122 118 100 100 . . 63 74
124 Cuba 91 87 96 95 346 170 109 110 104 104 99 100 95 73 81
125 United States 99x 99x . . . . 2120 816 . . . . 107 106 99 100 . . 98 97

126 Czech Rep. . . . . . . . . 631 476 . . . . 99 100 . . . . 98 85 88
127 Belgium 99x 99x . . . . 771 453 111 108 99 100 95 97 . . 103 104
128 Greece 93x 76x 98x 93x 416 202 104 101 97 98 93 94 100 100 98
129 Spain 94x 86x 97x 93x 311 400 106 116 104 105 99 100 96 107 120
130 Korea, Rep. of 97 90 99 97 1013 215 108 94 97 99 95 97 100 97 96

131 France 99x 98x . . . . 890 412 144 143 107 105 99 99 96 104 107
132 Israel 93x 83x 95x 89x 478 272 99 97 95 96 . . . . 100 84 91
133 New Zealand . . . . . . . . 935 451 110 106 102 101 99 98 94 103 104
134 Slovenia . . . . . . . . 377 297 . . . . 97 97 . . . . 100 88 90
135 Australia . . . . . . . . 1290 489 103 103 108 107 98 99 99 83 86

136 Italy 95x 92x 98x 96x 802 429 112 109 98 99 . . . . 100 81 82
137 Netherlands . . . . . . . . 907 491 105 104 96 99 92 96 . . 126 120
138 Norway . . . . . . . . 798 427 100 100 99 99 99 99 100 118 114
139 Canada . . . . . . . . 992 618 108 105 106 104 98 97 97 104 103
140 Austria . . . . . . . . 618 479 106 104 103 103 89 91 97 109 104

141 United Kingdom . . . . . . . . 1146 435 92 92 112 113 95 96 . . 91 94
142 Switzerland . . . . . . . . 832 400 118 118 100 102 93 95 100 93 89
143 Ireland . . . . . . . . 636 301 107 112 103 103 89 90 100 101 110
144 Germany . . . . . . . . 890 559 . . . . 97 98 80 83 100 101 100
145 Denmark . . . . . . . . 1035 538 103 103 97 98 97 98 100 112 115

146 Japan 100x 99x . . . . 911 618 103 102 102 102 100 100 100 95 97
147 Hong Kong* 94 77 96 88 671 286 88 72 106x 105x 95x 96x . . 69x 73x
148 Singapore 92 74 96 86 644 381 120 101 109x 107x 100x 100x 100x 69x 71x
149 Finland . . . . . . . . 996 504 100 95 100 100 . . . . 100 110 130
150 Sweden . . . . . . . . 879 470 95 96 100 100 100 99 98 99 100
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Table 5: Demographic indicators
Population
(millions)

1995

under under
18 5

Population
annual

growth rate
(%)

1965-80 1980-95 

Crude
death rate

1960 1995

Crude
birth rate

1960 1995

Life
expectancy

1960 1995

Total
fertility

rate
1995

% of
population
urbanized

1995

Average
annual

growth rate
of urban

population (%)

1965-80 1980-95

1 Niger 5.0 1.9 2.8 3.3 29 18 54 52 36 48 7.3 17 6.8 5.4
2 Angola 5.9 2.2 2.0 3.1 31 18 49 50 33 48 6.9 32 5.5 5.9
3 Sierra Leone 2.3 0.8 1.9 2.2 33 24 48 48 32 40 6.3 36 5.0 4.8
4 Mozambique 8.2 2.9 2.5 1.9 26 18 47 44 38 47 6.3 34 9.5 8.3
5 Afghanistan 9.4 3.6 1.9 1.5 30 21 52 52 34 45 6.6 20 5.3 3.1

6 Guinea-Bissau 0.5 0.2 2.8 2.0 29 20 40 42 35 45 5.6 22 3.9 3.8
7 Guinea 3.6 1.3 1.6 2.7 31 19 53 49 34 46 6.8 30 4.9 5.6
8 Malawi 5.9 2.1 2.9 3.9 28 20 54 49 38 45 6.9 14 7.1 6.5
9 Liberia 1.6 0.6 3.0 3.2 25 13 50 46 42 56 6.6 45 6.1 4.9
10 Somalia 5.0 1.8 3.1 2.1 28 18 50 50 36 48 6.8 26 3.9 3.1

11 Mali 5.8 2.1 2.2 3.0 29 18 52 49 35 47 6.9 27 4.8 5.5
12 Zambia 5.1 1.7 3.1 3.3 23 16 50 43 42 48 5.7 43 6.6 3.9
13 Eritrea 1.8 0.6 2.6 2.6 25 14 49 42 39 52 5.6 17 4.8 4.2
14 Ethiopia 29.0 10.5 2.4 2.8 28 17 51 47 36 49 6.8 13 4.5 4.4
15 Mauritania 1.1 0.4 2.3 2.6 26 14 46 39 39 53 5.2 54 10.1 6.7

16 Nigeria 58.0 20.6 2.6 2.9 24 15 52 44 40 51 6.2 39 5.7 5.4
17 Bhutan 0.8 0.3 1.9 1.9 26 15 42 39 38 52 5.7 6 4.1 5.2
18 Uganda 11.8 4.4 3.3 3.2 21 20 50 50 43 44 7.0 13 5.3 5.6
19 Zaire 23.9 8.6 2.9 3.2 23 14 47 46 42 52 6.5 29 3.5 3.3
20 Burundi 3.4 1.2 1.7 2.9 23 15 46 44 42 51 6.5 8 6.2 6.6

21 Cambodia 5.1 1.8 0.4 3.0 21 13 45 40 42 53 5.1 21 1.3 6.5
22 Central African Rep. 1.6 0.6 2.1 2.4 26 16 43 41 39 50 5.5 39 4.0 3.2
23 Burkina Faso 5.3 1.9 2.3 2.6 28 18 49 46 36 47 6.3 27 5.5 10.4
24 Madagascar 7.8 2.6 2.6 3.3 24 11 49 43 41 58 5.9 27 5.2 5.9
25 Tanzania , U. Rep. of 15.6 5.3 3.0 3.1 23 14 51 42 41 52 5.7 24 9.9 6.5

26 Lesotho 1.0 0.3 2.2 2.8 24 9 43 36 43 62 5.0 23 7.1 6.6
27 Chad 3.2 1.1 2.0 2.3 30 17 46 43 35 49 5.7 21 6.9 3.2
28 Côte d’Ivoire 7.9 2.9 4.0 3.7 25 15 53 49 39 50 7.1 44 6.7 5.2
29 Myanmar 20.2 6.5 2.2 2.1 21 11 42 32 44 59 4.0 26 3.1 2.7
30 Gabon 0.6 0.2 3.3 3.3 24 15 31 38 41 55 5.5 50 6.7 5.5

31 Benin 2.9 1.1 2.4 3.0 33 17 47 48 35 48 6.9 31 7.1 4.5
32 Rwanda 4.2 1.4 3.2 2.9 22 17 50 44 43 47 6.3 6 6.8 4.5
33 Pakistan 70.8 24.0 2.7 3.3 23 9 49 39 44 63 5.9 35 3.8 4.7
34 Lao Peo. Dem. Rep. 2.5 0.9 1.8 2.8 23 14 45 43 40 52 6.4 22 5.1 6.0
35 Ghana 9.0 3.0 2.1 3.2 19 11 48 41 45 57 5.7 36 3.3 4.3

36 Togo 2.2 0.8 3.2 3.1 26 12 48 43 40 56 6.3 31 7.9 5.0
37 Haiti 3.3 1.1 1.7 2.0 23 11 42 35 43 58 4.7 32 3.7 3.9
38 Bangladesh 55.9 17.4 2.8 2.1 22 11 47 35 40 57 4.1 18 6.7 5.3
39 India 384.9 117.4 2.2 2.0 21 9 43 28 44 62 3.6 27 3.6 3.0
40 Sudan 14.2 4.7 2.8 2.7 25 13 47 39 40 54 5.6 25 5.6 4.1

41 Nepal 10.7 3.6 2.4 2.6 26 12 44 38 39 55 5.2 14 6.6 7.5
42 Gambia 0.5 0.2 3.1 3.7 32 18 50 42 33 46 5.4 26 5.0 6.0
43 Senegal 4.3 1.4 2.8 2.7 27 15 50 42 38 50 5.8 42 3.4 3.8
44 Yemen 7.8 2.8 2.3 3.8 28 14 53 47 36 51 7.4 34 6.3 7.2
45 Congo 1.3 0.5 2.7 2.9 23 15 45 44 42 51 6.1 59 4.3 5.3

46 Cameroon 6.7 2.3 2.6 2.8 24 12 44 40 40 57 5.5 45 6.9 5.2
47 Bolivia 3.5 1.1 2.4 2.2 22 10 46 35 43 60 4.6 61 3.2 4.1
48 Papua New Guinea 2.0 0.6 2.4 2.2 23 10 44 33 41 57 4.8 16 8.6 3.6
49 Kenya 15.5 5.3 3.6 3.5 22 12 53 44 45 55 6.0 28 7.7 7.1
50 Turkmenistan 1.9 0.6 2.8 2.4 15 7 44 30 56 66 3.8 45 2.8 2.1

51 Tajikistan 3.0 1.0 3.0 2.9 13 6 47 35 59 71 4.7 32 2.9 2.5
52 Namibia 0.7 0.2 2.6 2.7 22 10 44 36 43 60 5.1 37 4.6 6.0
53 Indonesia 77.9 21.9 2.3 1.8 23 8 44 24 42 64 2.8 35 4.6 4.9
54 Morocco 11.6 3.4 2.5 2.2 21 8 50 27 47 65 3.4 48 4.2 3.3
55 Mongolia 1.1 0.3 2.8 2.5 18 7 43 27 47 65 3.4 61 4.2 3.5

56 Zimbabwe 5.7 1.9 3.1 3.1 20 13 53 38 46 52 4.8 32 6.0 5.5
57 Iraq 10.2 3.4 3.3 3.0 20 6 49 37 49 67 5.5 75 5.0 3.9
58 Guatemala 5.4 1.8 2.8 2.9 19 7 49 38 46 66 5.1 42 3.4 3.5
59 South Africa 18.1 5.7 2.6 2.3 17 8 42 30 49 64 4.0 51 2.7 2.7
60 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 2.8 1.0 4.2 3.8 19 8 49 41 47 64 6.2 86 10.4 5.2

61 Uzbekistan 10.5 3.2 2.9 2.4 13 6 43 30 60 70 3.7 41 3.9 2.5
62 Algeria 12.8 3.6 3.0 2.7 20 6 51 28 47 68 3.6 56 4.0 4.3
63 Brazil 62.1 17.8 2.4 1.9 13 7 43 24 55 67 2.8 78 4.3 3.0
64 Nicaragua 2.4 0.8 3.1 3.1 19 6 51 38 47 68 4.8 63 4.6 4.1
65 Peru 9.9 2.9 2.7 2.1 19 7 47 27 48 67 3.3 72 4.2 2.9

66 Kyrgyzstan 2.0 0.6 2.2 1.8 14 7 38 27 59 70 3.5 39 2.7 1.9
67 Philippines 30.2 9.3 2.7 2.2 15 6 46 29 53 67 3.8 54 3.9 4.7
68 Botswana 0.7 0.2 3.3 3.3 20 6 52 36 47 66 4.7 28 12.5 7.4
69 Egypt 27.9 8.1 2.2 2.4 21 8 45 28 46 65 3.7 45 2.7 2.6
70 Azerbaijan 2.8 0.8 2.0 1.4 10 6 40 21 64 71 2.4 56 2.5 1.7

71 Turkey 24.5 7.5 2.4 2.2 18 7 45 26 50 68 3.2 69 4.0 5.2
72 China 379.3 104.8 2.1 1.3 19 7 37 18 48 69 2.0 30 2.6 4.2
73 Kazakstan 6.0 1.6 1.5 0.9 12 7 34 19 60 70 2.4 60 2.4 1.6
74 Viet Nam 32.7 10.2 2.2 2.2 23 8 41 29 44 66 3.7 21 3.3 2.7
75 Dominican Rep. 3.2 1.0 2.7 2.1 16 5 50 26 52 70 2.9 65 5.1 3.8
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Countries listed in descending order of their 1995 under-five mortality rates (Table 1).
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76 Albania 1.3 0.4 2.4 1.7 10 6 41 23 62 72 2.8 37 2.9 2.4
77 Ecuador 4.9 1.4 2.9 2.4 16 6 44 27 53 69 3.3 58 4.5 3.9
78 El Salvador 2.8 0.9 2.7 1.6 16 7 48 33 51 67 3.8 45 3.2 2.2
79 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 33.9 10.5 3.1 3.6 21 6 47 34 50 69 4.8 59 4.9 4.8
80 Lebanon 1.2 0.4 1.4 0.8 14 7 43 25 60 69 2.9 87 4.1 1.9

81 Honduras 2.9 0.9 3.1 3.1 19 6 52 35 47 69 4.6 44 5.1 4.6
82 Tunisia 3.7 1.0 2.1 2.2 19 6 47 24 49 69 3.0 57 3.9 2.9
83 Colombia 13.8 3.9 2.4 1.9 12 6 45 23 57 70 2.6 73 3.6 2.7
84 Syrian Arab Rep. 7.9 2.7 3.3 3.5 18 5 47 40 50 68 5.6 52 4.3 4.2
85 Moldova 1.4 0.3 1.2 0.7 13 11 26 15 62 68 2.1 52 3.7 2.4

86 Paraguay 2.3 0.7 2.8 3.1 9 5 43 31 64 71 4.1 53 3.8 4.6
87 Saudi Arabia 8.7 2.8 4.6 4.1 23 5 49 36 45 71 6.2 80 8.3 5.4
88 Mexico 39.6 11.8 2.9 2.2 13 5 45 26 58 71 3.0 75 4.2 3.1
89 Thailand 20.2 5.3 2.8 1.5 15 7 44 19 53 69 2.1 20 4.7 2.6
90 Armenia 1.3 0.4 2.2 1.1 9 6 35 19 68 73 2.5 69 3.3 1.4

91 TFYR Macedonia 0.6 0.2 1.3 1.2 12 7 32 15 61 72 2.0 60 3.2 2.0
92 Korea, Dem. Peo. Rep. 8.1 2.7 2.6 1.8 13 5 42 23 54 72 2.3 61 4.1 2.3
93 Russian Federation 37.5 7.8 0.6 0.4 8 13 22 10 69 68 1.5 76 1.8 1.0
94 Romania 5.8 1.2 1.0 0.2 9 11 20 11 66 70 1.5 55 2.8 1.0
95 Argentina 12.0 3.3 1.5 1.4 9 8 24 20 65 73 2.7 88 2.1 1.8

96 Georgia 1.5 0.4 0.8 0.5 12 9 25 15 65 73 2.1 59 1.7 1.3
97 Latvia 0.6 0.1 0.7 0.1 10 13 16 11 70 69 1.6 73 1.7 0.5
98 Jordan 2.7 0.9 2.7 4.1 23 5 50 38 47 69 5.4 72 4.4 5.3
99 Oman 1.2 0.4 3.7 4.5 28 5 51 43 40 70 6.9 13 7.6 8.1
100 Ukraine 12.5 2.9 0.6 0.2 9 14 19 11 70 69 1.6 70 1.9 1.1

101 Venezuela 9.3 2.8 3.4 2.5 10 5 45 26 60 72 3.1 93 4.6 3.2
102 Yugoslavia 2.9 0.7 0.8 0.9 11 9 22 14 64 72 2.0 57 3.0 2.2
103 Mauritius 0.4 0.1 1.7 1.0 10 7 44 20 59 71 2.3 41 2.6 0.7
104 Estonia 0.4 0.1 0.9 0.2 11 13 16 11 69 69 1.6 73 1.8 0.5
105 Uruguay 0.9 0.3 0.5 0.6 10 10 22 17 68 73 2.3 90 0.9 1.0

106 Belarus 2.6 0.6 0.7 0.3 10 12 23 12 69 70 1.7 71 3.4 1.9
107 Panama 1.0 0.3 2.7 2.0 10 5 40 24 61 73 2.8 53 3.4 2.5
108 Bulgaria 2.0 0.4 0.5 -0.1 9 13 18 10 69 71 1.5 71 2.4 0.9
109 Lithuania 1.0 0.2 1.0 0.5 8 12 21 13 69 70 1.8 72 3.1 1.6
110 Sri Lanka 6.7 1.8 1.9 1.4 9 6 36 20 63 73 2.4 22 2.4 1.7

111 United Arab Emirates 0.7 0.2 13.0 4.2 19 3 46 22 53 74 4.1 84 15.6 5.3
112 Trinidad and Tobago 0.5 0.1 1.3 1.3 9 6 38 20 64 72 2.3 72 1.2 2.1
113 Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.9 0.2 0.9 -0.8 10 8 33 14 60 73 1.6 49 3.9 1.3
114 Poland 10.7 2.5 0.8 0.5 8 11 24 13 67 71 1.9 65 1.8 1.2
115 Costa Rica 1.4 0.4 2.9 2.7 10 4 47 25 62 77 3.0 50 3.7 3.6

116 Slovakia 1.5 0.4 0.9 0.5 8 11 22 14 70 71 1.9 59 3.1 1.3
117 Chile 4.9 1.5 1.8 1.6 13 6 38 21 57 74 2.5 84 2.6 1.9
118 Croatia 1.0 0.2 0.4 0.2 11 12 19 11 66 72 1.7 64 2.8 1.9
119 Hungary 2.3 0.6 0.4 -0.4 10 15 16 12 68 69 1.7 65 1.8 0.5
120 Kuwait 0.7 0.2 7.1 0.8 10 2 44 26 60 75 3.0 97 8.1 1.3

121 Jamaica 0.9 0.3 1.3 0.9 9 6 39 20 63 74 2.2 54 2.7 1.8
122 Malaysia 8.8 2.7 2.5 2.5 15 5 44 27 54 71 3.4 54 4.7 4.2
123 Portugal 2.3 0.6 0.4 0.0 11 11 24 12 63 75 1.6 36 1.8 1.3
124 Cuba 3.0 0.9 1.5 0.9 9 7 31 16 64 76 1.8 76 2.6 1.6
125 United States 68.6 20.4 1.1 1.0 9 9 23 15 70 76 2.1 76 1.2 1.2

126 Czech Rep. 2.5 0.7 0.4 0.0 11 13 15 13 70 71 1.8 65 2.1 0.2
127 Belgium 2.2 0.6 0.3 0.2 12 11 17 12 71 77 1.7 97 0.4 0.3
128 Greece 2.2 0.5 0.8 0.5 8 10 19 10 69 78 1.4 65 2.1 1.4
129 Spain 8.4 1.9 1.1 0.4 9 9 21 10 69 78 1.2 77 2.2 0.7
130 Korea, Rep. of 12.9 3.5 1.9 1.1 14 6 43 16 54 72 1.8 81 5.7 3.5

131 France 13.7 3.7 0.7 0.5 12 10 18 13 71 77 1.7 73 1.3 0.4
132 Israel 1.9 0.6 2.8 2.5 6 7 27 20 69 77 2.8 91 3.4 2.6
133 New Zealand 1.0 0.3 1.1 0.9 9 8 26 17 71 76 2.1 86 1.5 1.1
134 Slovenia 0.4 0.1 0.8 0.4 10 11 18 10 69 73 1.5 64 3.4 2.3
135 Australia 4.6 1.3 1.6 1.4 9 7 22 15 71 78 1.9 85 1.9 1.4

136 Italy 10.8 2.8 0.5 0.1 10 10 18 10 70 78 1.3 67 1.0 0.1
137 Netherlands 3.4 1.0 0.9 0.6 8 9 21 13 73 78 1.6 89 1.2 0.7
138 Norway 1.0 0.3 0.6 0.4 9 11 18 14 73 77 2.0 73 2.0 0.6
139 Canada 7.3 2.2 1.5 1.2 8 8 26 15 71 78 1.9 77 1.7 1.3
140 Austria 1.7 0.5 0.3 0.4 13 10 18 12 69 77 1.6 56 0.8 0.4

141 United Kingdom 13.5 3.9 0.2 0.2 12 11 17 13 71 77 1.8 90 0.4 0.3
142 Switzerland 1.5 0.4 0.5 0.9 10 9 18 13 72 78 1.6 61 1.0 1.3
143 Ireland 1.1 0.3 1.1 0.3 12 9 21 15 70 76 2.1 58 2.0 0.5
144 Germany 15.8 4.0 0.2 0.3 12 11 17 10 70 76 1.3 87 0.6 0.6
145 Denmark 1.1 0.3 0.5 0.1 9 12 17 12 72 76 1.7 85 1.0 0.2

146 Japan 25.3 6.2 1.1 0.5 8 8 18 10 68 80 1.5 78 1.9 0.6
147 Hong Kong* 1.4 0.3 2.1 1.0 7 6 35 10 67 79 1.2 95 2.5 1.3
148 Singapore 0.8 0.2 1.7 1.1 8 6 38 15 65 75 1.7 100 1.7 1.1
149 Finland 1.2 0.3 0.3 0.4 9 10 19 13 69 76 1.9 63 2.4 0.8
150 Sweden 2.0 0.6 0.5 0.4 10 11 15 14 74 79 2.1 83 1.0 0.4
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Table 6: Economic indicators

GNP per
capita
(US$)
1994

% of
population

below absolute
poverty level

1980-89

urban rural

% of central government
expenditure allocated to

1990-95

health education defence

ODA inflow
in millions

US$
1994

ODA inflow
as a % of
recipient

GNP
1994

Debt service
as a % of
exports of

goods and services

1970 1994

GNP per capita
average annual
growth rate (%)

1965-80 1985-94

90

Rate of
inflation

(%)
1985-94

1 Niger 230 -2.5 -2.1 0 . . 35x . . . . . . 376 18 4 9
2 Angola 700x . . -6.8 6 . . . . 6x 15x 34x 451 6 . . 3
3 Sierra Leone 160 0.7 -0.4 68 . . 65x 10 13 10 276 39 11 16
4 Mozambique 90 . . 3.8 53 50 67 5x 10x 35x 1231 88 . . 19
5 Afghanistan 280x 0.6 . . . . 18x 36x . . . . . . 228 4 . . . .

6 Guinea-Bissau 240 -2.7 2.2 66 . . . . 1x 3x 4x 177 70 . . 11
7 Guinea 520 1.3 1.3 19 . . . . 3x 11x 29x 360 11 . . 13
8 Malawi 170 3.2 -0.7 19 25 85 7x 12x 5x 470 26 8 16
9 Liberia 450x 0.5 . . . . . . 23x 5x 11x 9x 63 5 8 . .
10 Somalia 120x -0.1 -2.3 75 40x 70x 1x 2x 38x 538 49 2 7

11 Mali 250 2.1x 1.0 3 27x 48x 2x 9x 8x 442 17 1 25
12 Zambia 350 -1.2 -1.4 92 25 . . 14 15 . . 719 22 6 26
13 Eritrea 100x . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 158 46 . . . .
14 Ethiopia 100 0.4 -0.6 6 60 65 3 11 40 1070 20 11 11
15 Mauritania 480 -0.1 0.2 7 . . . . 4x 23x . . 269 25 3 21

16 Nigeria 280 4.2 1.2 30 . . . . 1x 3x 3x 190 1 4 19
17 Bhutan 400 . . 4.4 8 . . . . 8 11 . . 77 12 . . 7
18 Uganda 190 -2.2 2.3 75 . . . . 2x 15x 26x 753 19 3 36
19 Zaire 220x -1.3 -1.0 . . . . 80x 1 1 3 245 3 5 6
20 Burundi 160 2.4 -0.7 5 55x 85x 4x 16x 16x 310 31 4 21

21 Cambodia 200x . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 337 17 . . 0
22 Central African Rep. 370 0.8 -2.7 4 . . 91 . . . . . . 166 14 5 9
23 Burkina Faso 300 1.7 -0.1 2 . . . . 7 17 14 435 14 4 7
24 Madagascar 200 -0.4 -1.7 16 50x 50x 7 17 8 289 10 32 6
25 Tanzania , U. Rep. of 140 0.8 0.8 23 . . . . 6x 8x 16x 968 24 1 18

26 Lesotho 720 6.8 0.6 14 50x 55x 12 22 7 117 8 1 4
27 Chad 180 -1.9 0.7 2 30x 56x 8x 8x . . 215 19 4 7
28 Côte d’Ivoire 610 2.8 -4.6 0 30 26 4x 21x 4x 1594 19 7 21
29 Myanmar 220x 1.6 . . 25 40x 40x 5 15 39 162 2 18 15
30 Gabon 3880 5.6 -3.7 3 . . . . . . . . . . 182 4 6 8

31 Benin 370 -0.3 -0.8 3 . . . . 6x 31x 17x 257 13 2 10
32 Rwanda 80 1.6 -6.6 4 30 90x 5x 26x . . 713 115 1 11
33 Pakistan 430 1.8 1.3 9 32x 29x 1 2 31 1606 3 22 29
34 Lao Peo. Dem. Rep. 320 . . 2.1 24 . . . . . . . . . . 218 14 . . 8
35 Ghana 410 -0.8 1.4 28 59 37 7 22 5 546 8 5 16

36 Togo 320 1.7 -2.7 4 42x   . . 5x 20x 11x 126 10 3 4
37 Haiti 230 0.9 -5.0 13 65 80 . . . . . . 601 37 5 0
38 Bangladesh 220 -0.3 2.0 7 86x 86x 5x 11x 10x 1757 7 0 14
39 India 320 1.5 2.9 10 29 33 2 2 15 2324 1 21 20
40 Sudan 480x 0.8 -0.2 55 . . 85x . . . . . . 412 3 11 0

41 Nepal 200 . . 2.3 12 55x 61x 5 11 6 448 10 3 12
42 Gambia 330 . . 0.5 11 . . . . 7 12 4 70 20 1 16
43 Senegal 600 -0.5 -0.7 3 . . . . . . . . . . 644 13 4 11
44 Yemen 280 . . . . . . . . . . 5 21 30 172 4 . . 4
45 Congo 620 2.7 -2.9 0 . . . . . . . . . . 362 23 11 49

46 Cameroon 680 2.4 -6.9 1 15x 40x 5 18 9 731 8 3 13
47 Bolivia 770 1.7 1.7 20 . . . . 7 19 8 578 10 11 24
48 Papua New Guinea 1240 . . 2.2 4 10x 75x 9 18 3 326 6 1 10
49 Kenya 250 3.1 0.0 12 10x 55x 5 19 6 676 10 6 27
50 Turkmenistan 1230x . . -1.5 46 . . . . . . . . . . 19 0 . . 4

51 Tajikistan 360 . . -11.4 104 . . . . . . . . . . 49 2 . . . .
52 Namibia 1970 . . 3.3 11 . . . . 10 22 7 138 5 . . . .
53 Indonesia 880 5.2 6.0 9 20 16 3 10 6 1642 1 7 19
54 Morocco 1140 2.7 1.2 5 28x 45x 3 18 14 631 2 8 30
55 Mongolia 300 . . -3.2 46 . . . . 4 7 12 184 26 . . 9

56 Zimbabwe 500 1.7 -0.5 20 . . . . 8x 24x 17x 561 10 2 20
57 Iraq 1036x . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 259 1 . . . .
58 Guatemala 1200 3.0 0.9 20 17 51 11 19 15 224 2 7 9
59 South Africa 3040 3.2 -1.3 14 . . . . . . . . . . 294 0 . . . .
60 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 5310x 0.0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 0 . . . .

61 Uzbekistan 960 . . -2.3 93 . . . . . . . . . . 23 0 . . 3
62 Algeria 1650 4.2 -2.5 22 20x . . . . . . . . 420 1 3 53
63 Brazil 2970 6.3 -0.4 913 9 34 5 4 3 336 0 12 17
64 Nicaragua 340 -0.7 -6.1 1315 21x 19x 13 16 6 600 41 11 36
65 Peru 2110 0.8 -2.0 495 46 83 5 16 11 416 1 12 16

66 Kyrgyzstan 630 . . -5.0 101 . . . . . . . . . . 154 5 . . 4
67 Philippines 950 3.2 1.7 10 52 64 3 16 11 1057 2 8 14
68 Botswana 2800 9.9 6.6 12 40 55 5 20 12 89 2 1 4
69 Egypt 720 2.8 1.3 16 34 34 2 12 9 2695 6 26 12
70 Azerbaijan 500 . . -12.2 123 . . . . . . . . . . 70 2 . . . .

71 Turkey 2500 3.6 1.4 66 . . . . 3 14 10 163 0 16 23
72 China 530 4.1 7.8 10 . . 13 0 3 19 3232 1 0x 8
73 Kazakstan 1160 . . -6.5 150 . . . . . . . . . . 48 0 . . 2
74 Viet Nam 200 . . . . 103 . . . . . . . . . . 897 6 . . 5
75 Dominican Rep. 1330 3.8 2.2 29 45x 43x 11 10 5 68 1 4 18
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76 Albania 380 . . -6.0 33 . . . . . . . . . . 164 13 . . 2
77 Ecuador 1280 5.4 0.9 48 40 65 11 18 13 217 2 9 19
78 El Salvador 1360 1.5 2.2 16 20 32 8 13 8 316 4 4 14
79 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 1033x 2.9 -1.0 22 . . . . 9 16 7 131 0 . . 19
80 Lebanon 2150x . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 235 4 . . 8

81 Honduras 600 1.1 0.5 12 31 70 10x 19x 7x 298 9 3 31
82 Tunisia 1790 4.7 2.1 6 20x 15x 7 18 5 105 1 18 17
83 Colombia 1670 3.7 2.4 25 32 70 5 19 9 127 0 12 26
84 Syrian Arab Rep. 1160x 5.1 -2.1 22 . . . . 2 10 31 745 5 11 3
85 Moldova 870 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

86 Paraguay 1580 4.1 1.0 26 19x 50x 7 22 11 103 1 12 9
87 Saudi Arabia 7050 4.0x -1.7 3 . . . . 6x 14x 36x 20 0 . . . .
88 Mexico 4180 3.6 0.9 40 . . . . 2 14 2 431 0 24 21
89 Thailand 2410 4.4 8.6 5 10 25 8 21 17 578 0 3 5
90 Armenia 680 . . -13.0 134 . . . . . . . . . . 142 6 . . 2

91 TFYR Macedonia 820 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11
92 Korea, Dem. Peo. Rep. 970x . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 0 . . . .
93 Russian Federation 2650 . . -4.1 124 . . . . 1 3 16 . . . . . . 6
94 Romania 1270 . . -4.5 64 . . . . 8 10 7 . . . . 0x 4
95 Argentina 8110 1.7 2.0 317 . . . . 3 9 7 225 0 22 22

96 Georgia 580x . . -18.6 234 . . . . . . . . . . 105 3 . . 3
97 Latvia 2320 . . -6.0 70 . . . . 6 15 3 . . . . . . 2
98 Jordan 1440 5.8 -5.6 7 14x 17x 7 16 21 370 5 4 11
99 Oman 5140 9.0 0.5 0 . . . . 6 13 37 95 1 . . 10
100 Ukraine 1910 . . -8.0 160 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

101 Venezuela 2760 2.3 0.7 37 . . . . 10x 20x 6x 31 0 3 12
102 Yugoslavia a . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1716 . . . . . .
103 Mauritius 3150 3.7 5.8 9 12x 12x 9 17 2 14 0 3 5
104 Estonia 2820 . . -6.1 78 . . . . 17 9 3 . . . . . . 1
105 Uruguay 4660 2.5 2.9 74 22 . . 6 7 7 86 1 22 12

106 Belarus 2160 . . -1.9 138 . . . . 3 18 4 . . . . . . 4
107 Panama 2580 2.8 -1.2 2 21x 30x 20 20 5 40 1 8 5
108 Bulgaria 1250 . . -2.7 42 . . . . 3 3 6 . . . . . . 12
109 Lithuania 1350 . . -8.0 102 . . . . 5 7 2 . . . . . . 2
110 Sri Lanka 640 2.8 2.9 11 . . . . 6 11 12 595 5 11 9

111 United Arab Emirates 21430x . . 0.4 . . . . . . 7 17 37 -7 0 . . . .
112 Trinidad and Tobago 3740 3.1 -2.3 7 . . 39x . . . . . . 21 0 5 27
113 Bosnia and Herzegovina b . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
114 Poland 2410 . . 0.8 102 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13
115 Costa Rica 2400 3.3 2.8 18 8 20 21 23 . . 76 1 10 11

116 Slovakia 2250 . . -3.0 10 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7
117 Chile 3520 0.0 6.5 19 12 20 12 14 9 157 0 19 8
118 Croatia 2560 . . . . . . . . . . 14 7 19 . . . . . . 2
119 Hungary 3840 5.1 -1.2 20 . . . . 8 3 4 . . . . . . 43
120 Kuwait 19420 0.6x 1.1 . . . . . . 6 11 22 6 0 . . . .

121 Jamaica 1540 -0.1 3.9 28 . . 80 7x 11x 8x 114 3 3 18
122 Malaysia 3480 4.7 5.6 3 13 38 6 22 13 68 0 4 6
123 Portugal 9320 4.6 4.0 12 . . . . 9x 11x 6x . . . . 7 16
124 Cuba 1170x . . . . . . . . . . 23x 10x . . 47 0 . . . .
125 United States 25880 1.8 1.3 3 . . . . 18 2 18 . . . . . . . . . .

126 Czech Rep. 3200 . . -2.1 12 . . . . 17 11 6 . . . . . . 6
127 Belgium 22870 3.6 2.3 3 . . . . 2x 12x 5x . . . . . . . .
128 Greece 7700 4.8 1.3 16 . . . . 7 9 9 44x 0x 9 . .
129 Spain 13440 4.1 2.8 7 . . . . 6 4 4 . . . . . . . .
130 Korea, Rep. of 8260 7.3 7.8 7 18x 11x 1 20 18 -114 0 20 4

131 France 23420 3.7 1.6 3 . . . . 16 7 6 . . . . . . . .
132 Israel 14530 3.7 2.3 18 . . . . 6 14 19 1237 2 3 . .
133 New Zealand 13350 1.7 0.7 5 . . . . 16 15 4 . . . . . . . .
134 Slovenia 7040 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2
135 Australia 18000 2.2 1.2 4 . . . . 13 8 8 . . . . . . . .

136 Italy 19300 3.2 1.8 6 . . . . 11x 8x 4x . . . . . . . .
137 Netherlands 22010 2.7 1.9 2 . . . . 14 10 4 . . . . . . . .
138 Norway 26390 3.6 1.4 3 . . . . 10 10 7 . . . . . . . .
139 Canada 19510 3.3 0.3 3 . . . . 6 3 7 . . . . . . . .
140 Austria 24630 4.0 2.0 3 . . . . 13 10 2 . . . . . . . . 

141 United Kingdom 18340 2.0 1.3 5 . . . . 14 3 10 . . . . . . . . 
142 Switzerland 37930 1.5 0.5 4 . . . . 13x 3x 10x . . . . . . . . 
143 Ireland 13530 2.8 5.0 2 . . . . 14 13 3 . . . . . . . . 
144 Germany 25580 3.0x 1.9 3 . . . . 17 1 7 . . . . . . . . 
145 Denmark 27970 2.2 1.3 3 . . . . 1 11 5 . . . . . . . . 

146 Japan 34630 5.1 3.2 1 . . . . 2 6 4 . . . . . . . . 
147 Hong Kong* 21650 6.2 5.3 9 . . . . 8x 17x . . 27 0 . . . .
148 Singapore 22500 8.3 6.1 4 . . . . 6 25 25 17 0 1 . .
149 Finland 18850 3.6 -0.3 4 . . . . 3 11 4 . . . . . . . .  
150 Sweden 23530 2.0 -0.1 6 . . . . 0 5 6 . . . . . . . . 



92

Table 7: Women

Life expectancy
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primary school secondary school

1 Niger 107 33 60 44 4 57 15 1200
2 Angola 107 52x 92 . . 1x 14 15x 1500
3 Sierra Leone 108 40 70 55 4x 61 25x 1800
4 Mozambique 107 40 74 67 4x 61 25x 1500
5 Afghanistan 102 32 35 36 2x 3 9x 1700

6 Guinea-Bissau 107 63 55x 44x 1x 53 27x 910
7 Guinea 102 44 49 35 2 56 31 1600
8 Malawi 103 58 92 50 13 77 55 560
9 Liberia 105 41 55x 39x 6x 77 58x 560
10 Somalia 107 39x 53x 56x 1x 11 2x 1600

11 Mali 107 59 63 50 7 19 24 1200
12 Zambia 103 83 92x 56x 15 44 51 940
13 Eritrea 106 . . 79 76 8 19 21 1400
14 Ethiopia 107 54 70 92 4 22 14x 1400
15 Mauritania 106 52 82 58 4 28 40 930

16 Nigeria 106 70 78 84 6 21 31 1000
17 Bhutan 107 50 61x 29x 19 70 15 1600
18 Uganda 105 68 80 57 15 76 38 1200
19 Zaire 106 78 74 45 8 33 . . 870
20 Burundi 107 47 82 63 9x 30 19x 1300

21 Cambodia 105 46x . . . . . . 36 47x 900
22 Central African Rep. 110 75 63x 35x 15 50 46 700
23 Burkina Faso 107 30 64 55 8 39 42 930
24 Madagascar 105 83x 96 100 17 33 57 490
25 Tanzania , U. Rep. of 106 72 97 83 20 71 53 770

26 Lesotho 108 77 117 141 23 12 40x 610
27 Chad 107 56 48 15 1x 50 15 1500
28 Côte d’Ivoire 105 60 73 52 11 22 45 810
29 Myanmar 106 88 97 100 17 83 57x 580
30 Gabon 106 72 . . . . . . 29 80x 500

31 Benin 107 53 50 41 9x 77 45x 990
32 Rwanda 106 74 97 82 21 88 26 1300
33 Pakistan 103 48 53 46 12 36 19 340
34 Lao Peo. Dem. Rep. 106 64 75 61 19 35 . . 650
35 Ghana 107 71 84 64 20 64 44 740

36 Togo 107 55 66 35 12x 43 54x 640
37 Haiti 106 88 93 95 18 49 21 1000
38 Bangladesh 100 53 87 52 45 78 14 850
39 India 100 58 81 64 41 79 34 570
40 Sudan 105 60 76 79 8 65 69 660

41 Nepal 99 34 67 50 23 11 7 1500
42 Gambia 107 47 71 52 12 93 44 1100
43 Senegal 104 53 75 52 7 39 46 1200
44 Yemen 101 49x 39 21 7 3 16 1400
45 Congo 109 81 . . . . . . 75 . . 890

46 Cameroon 105 69 85 72 16 12 64 550
47 Bolivia 106 84 91 85 45 65 47 650
48 Papua New Guinea 103 78 84 67 4x 31 20x 930
49 Kenya 105 81 99 82 33 72 45 650
50 Turkmenistan 111 98x . . . . . . . . . . 55

51 Tajikistan 108 98x 97 103 . . . . . . 130
52 Namibia 104 . . 103 124 29 72 68 370
53 Indonesia 106 87 97 81 55 74 36 650
54 Morocco 106 54 71 73 50 37 40 610
55 Mongolia 104 87 105 114x . . . . 99x 65

56 Zimbabwe 105 89 93 78 48 46 69 570
57 Iraq 105 63 85 64 18x 72 54x 310
58 Guatemala 108 78 88 92 31 55 35 200
59 South Africa 110 100 99 118 50x 26 82 230
60 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 106 72 100 100 . . 45 76x 220

61 Uzbekistan 109 98x 99 96 . . . . . . 55
62 Algeria 104 66 86 83 57 52 77 160
63 Brazil 107 100 96x 116x 66x 70 81 220
64 Nicaragua 106 103 104 113 49 49 61 160
65 Peru 106 87 96x 91x 59 21 52 280

66 Kyrgyzstan 111 98x . . . . . . . . . . 110
67 Philippines 106 99 99x 102x 40 48 53 280
68 Botswana 106 74 106 112 33x 56 78x 250
69 Egypt 104 61 85 85 48 64 46 170
70 Azerbaijan 112 97x 96 99 . . . . . . 22

71 Turkey 106 78 92 65 63 38 76 180
72 China 105 81 97 85 83 11 84 95
73 Kazakstan 113 97x 100 102 59 . . 99 80
74 Viet Nam 107 94 94x 93x 65 82 95x 160
75 Dominican Rep. 106 100 104 143 56 52 92 110
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Life expectancy
females as a
% of males

1995

Adult literacy rate
females as a
% of males

1995

Contraceptive
prevalence

(%)
1990-96

% of
pregnant women

immunized against
tetanus
1992-95

% of births
attended
by trained

health
personnel
1990-96

Maternal
mortality

rate
1990

Enrolment ratios
females as a % of males

1990-94

primary school secondary school

Countries listed in descending order of their 1995 under-five mortality rates (table 1).

76 Albania 108 . . 102 86 . . . . 99x 65
77 Ecuador 108 96 98 104 57 21 64 150
78 El Salvador 108 95 101 111 53 80 87 300
79 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 102 76 93 78 73 82 77 120
80 Lebanon 106 95 97 107 55x . . 45x 300

81 Honduras 107 100 101 128 47 48 88 220
82 Tunisia 103 70 92 89 60 49 69x 170
83 Colombia 109 100 102 119 72 57 85 100
84 Syrian Arab Rep. 106 65 89 81 36 76 67 180
85 Moldova 113 95x 99 107 . . . . . . 60

86 Paraguay 105 97 96 106 48 66 66 160
87 Saudi Arabia 105 69 94 80 . . 62 82x 130
88 Mexico 109 95 96 102 53x 42 77 110
89 Thailand 109 96 99 97 74 93 71x 200
90 Armenia 109 99x 107 113 . . . . . . 50

91 TFYR Macedonia 109 . . 99 104 . . 91 . . . .
92 Korea, Dem. Peo. Rep. 109 . . 94x . . . . 95 100x 70
93 Russian Federation 119 98x 99 108 . . . . . . 75
94 Romania 110 96x 99 99 57 . . 100x 130
95 Argentina 110 100 99 107 74x . . 97 100

96 Georgia 112 99x . . . . . . . . . . 33
97 Latvia 118 99x 99 107 . . . . . . 40
98 Jordan 106 85 101 104 35 59 87 150
99 Oman 106 65 94 89 9x 95 87x 190
100 Ukraine 115 98x 100 146 . . . . 100x 50

101 Venezuela 108 98 102 141 49x 18 69x 120
102 Yugoslavia 107 91x 101 102 . . . . . . . .
103 Mauritius 110 91 99 103 75 78 97 120
104 Estonia 117 100x 99 110 70 . . . . 41
105 Uruguay 109 101 99 102x . . 13 96x 85

106 Belarus 116 98x 99 108 50 . . 100x 37
107 Panama 106 99 96 108 58x 24 86 55
108 Bulgaria 110 98x 97 106 76x . . 100x 27
109 Lithuania 117 99x 95 104 . . . . . . 36
110 Sri Lanka 106 94 99 110 66 81 94 140

111 United Arab Emirates 103 101 96 112 . . . . 96x 26
112 Trinidad and Tobago 107 98 100 105 53x 19 98x 90
113 Bosnia and Herzegovina 108 . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
114 Poland 113 99x 99 106 75x . . 99x 19
115 Costa Rica 106 100 99 109 75 90 93x 60

116 Slovakia 113 . . 100 103 74 . . . . . .
117 Chile 110 100 99 108 43x . . 98x 65
118 Croatia 113 96x 100 108 . . 93 . . . .
119 Hungary 114 99x 100 104 73x . . 99x 30
120 Kuwait 105 91 100 100 35x 21 99x 29

121 Jamaica 106 110 99 113 62 82 82x 120
122 Malaysia 106 88 100 109 48x 79 94 80
123 Portugal 110 91x 97 117 66x . . 90x 15
124 Cuba 105 99 100 111 70x 61 90x 95
125 United States 109 . . 99 99 74x . . 99x 12

126 Czech Rep. 110 . . 101 104 69 . . . . 15
127 Belgium 109 . . 101 101 79 . . 100x 10
128 Greece 107 95x 101 98 . . . . 97x 10
129 Spain 108 96x 101 112 59x . . 96x 7
130 Korea, Rep. of 111 98 102 99 79 . . 98 130

131 France 110 . . 98 103 75 . . 99 15
132 Israel 105 94x 101 108 . . . . 99x 7
133 New Zealand 108 . . 99 101 70x . . 99x 25
134 Slovenia 114 . . 100 102 . . . . . . 13
135 Australia 108 . . 99 104 76x . . 100 9

136 Italy 109 98x 101 101 78x . . . . 12
137 Netherlands 108 . . 103 95 80 . . 100x 12
138 Norway 109 . . 100 97 76x . . 100x 6
139 Canada 109 . . 98 99 73x . . 99x 6
140 Austria 108 . . 100 95 71x . . 100 10

141 United Kingdom 107 . . 101 103 82 . . 100x 9
142 Switzerland 109 . . 102 96 71x . . 99x 6
143 Ireland 108 . . 100 109 . . . . . . 10
144 Germany 109 . . 101 99 75 . . 99 22
145 Denmark 108 . . 101 103 78x . . 100x 9

146 Japan 108 . . 100 102 59 . . 100x 18
147 Hong Kong* 108 92 99x 106x 81x . . 100x 7
148 Singapore 107 90 98x 103x 74x . . 100x 10
149 Finland 111 . . 100 118 80x . . 100 11
150 Sweden 108 . . 100 101 78x . . 100x 7



Table 8: Basic indicators on less populous countries

Under-5
mortality

rate

1960 1995

Infant
mortality

rate
(under 1)

1960 1995

Total
population
(thousands)

1995

Annual
no. of
births

(thousands)
1995

Annual
no. of

under-5
deaths

(thousands)
1995

GNP
per capita

(US$)
1994

Life
expectancy

at birth
(years)
1995

Total
adult

literacy
rate
1995

% of
age group
enrolled in

primary school
(gross)

1990-93

% of
children

immunized
against
measles
1992-95

94

1 Equatorial Guinea 316 175 188 113 400 17.0 3.0 430 49 79 149x 61
2 Djibouti 289 158 186 113 577 22.0 3.5 780x 49 46 36 42
3 Comoros 248 124 165 85 653 31.0 3.8 510 57 57 75 59
4 Swaziland 233 107 157 74 855 32.0 3.4 1100 59 77 120 93
5 Marshall Islands . . 92 . . 63 54 1.4x 0.1 1680 . . 91x 95 59

6 Sao Tome/Principe . . 81 . . 63 133 4.6 0.4 250 69 57x . . 47
7 Kiribati . . 77 . . 57 79 2.2 0.2 740 60 93x 91 96
8 Maldives 258 77 158 55 254 10.0 0.8 950 63 93 134 62
9 Cape Verde 164 73 110 54 392 14.0 1.0 930 66 72 123 66
10 Guyana 126 59 100 44 835 20.0 1.2 530 66 98 112x 84

11 Vanuatu 225 58 141 44 169 6.0 0.4 1150 66 64x 106 53
12 Tuvalu . . 56 . . 40 10 . . . . 650x . . 99x 101 94
13 Samoa 210 54 134 43 171 6.0 0.3 1000 69 98x 100 98
14 Belize 104 40 74 32 215 7.0 0.3 2530 74 70x 109 83
15 Saint Kitts/Nevis . . 40 . . 32 41 0.8 0.0 4760 69 90x . . 99

16 Palau . . 35 . . 25 17 0.3x 0.0 790x . . 98x 103 100
17 Grenada . . 33 . . 26 92 2.1 0.1 2630 72 98x 88x 84
18 Suriname 96 32 70 26 423 10.0 0.3 860 71 93 127x 69
19 Solomon Islands 185 31 120 25 378 14.0 0.4 810 71 62x 94 68
20 Turks/Caicos Islands . . 31 . . 25 14 0.2x 0.0 780x . . 98x . . 100

21 Bahamas 68 28 51 23 276 5.0 0.1 11800 74 98 97 88
22 British Virgin Islands . . 28 . . 24 19 0.2x 0.0 8500x . . 98x . . 100
23 Cook Islands . . 28 . . 26 19 0.4x 0.0 1550x . . 99x 98 96
24 Micronesia, Fed. States of . . 28 . . 22 124 4.1 0.1 1890 64 81x 100 90
25 Fiji 97 25 71 21 784 18.0 0.5 2250 72 92 128 94

26 Tonga . . 24 . . 20 98 2.6 0.1 1590 69 99x 98x 94
27 Qatar 239 23 145 18 551 11.0 0.3 12820 71 79 90 86
28 Saint Vincent/Grenadines . . 23 . . 19 112 2.3 0.1 2140 72 82x 95x 100
29 Antigua/Barbuda . . 22 . . 18 66 1.0 0.0 6770 75 95x 100x 94
30 Saint Lucia . . 22 . . 18 142 3.6 0.1 3130 71 82x 95x 94

31 Dominica . . 21 . . 17 71 1.5 0.0 2800 73 94x . . 92
32 Bahrain 203 20 130 17 564 15.0 0.3 7460 72 85 111 89
33 Seychelles . . 20 . . 16 73 1.6 0.0 6680 72 88x 102x 99
34 Montserrat . . 14 . . 11 11 0.2 0.0 3330x 73 97x 100x 100
35 Malta 42 12 37 10 366 5.0 0.1 7970x 77 86x 108 90

36 Barbados 90 10 74 9 262 4.0 0.0 6560 76 97 90 92
37 Cyprus 36 10 30 9 742 13.0 0.1 10260 77 94x 101 83
38 Brunei Darussalam 87 10 63 8 285 6.0 0.1 14240 75 88 107 100
39 Luxembourg 41 9 33 8 406 5.0 0.1 39600 76 . . 91 80
40 Iceland 22 5 17 5 269 5.0 0.0 24630 79 . . 100 98



If development in the 1990s is to assume a
more human face then there arises a corre-
sponding need for a means of measuring
human as well as economic progress. From
UNICEF’s point of view, in particular, there is a
need for an agreed method of measuring the
level of child well-being and its rate of
change.

The under-five mortality rate (U5MR) is
used in table 9 (next page) as the principal in-
dicator of such progress.

The U5MR has several advantages. First,
it measures an end result of the development
process rather than an ‘input’ such as school
enrolment level, per capita calorie availability,
or the number of doctors per thousand popu-
lation — all of which are means to an end.

Second, the U5MR is known to be the re-
sult of a wide variety of inputs: the nutritional
health and the health knowledge of mothers;
the level of immunization and ORT use; the
availability of maternal and child health ser-
vices (including prenatal care); income and
food availability in the family; the availability
of clean water and safe sanitation; and the
overall safety of the child’s environment.

Third, the U5MR is less susceptible than,
say, per capita GNP to the fallacy of the aver-
age. This is because the natural scale does
not allow the children of the rich to be one
thousand times as likely to survive, even if the
man-made scale does permit them to have
one thousand times as much income. In other
words, it is much more difficult for a wealthy
minority to affect a nation’s U5MR, and it
therefore presents a more accurate, if far from
perfect, picture of the health status of the ma-
jority of children (and of society as a whole).

For these reasons, the U5MR is chosen by
UNICEF as its single most important indicator
of the state of a nation’s children. That is why

the statistical annex lists the nations of the
world not in ascending order of their per
capita GNP but in descending order of their
under-five mortality rates.

The speed of progress in reducing the
U5MR can be measured by calculating its av-
erage annual reduction rate (AARR). Unlike
the comparison of absolute changes, the
AARR reflects the fact that the lower limits to
U5MR are approached only with increasing
difficulty. As lower levels of under-five mor-
tality are reached, for example, the same ab-
solute reduction obviously represents a
greater percentage of reduction. The AARR
therefore shows a higher rate of progress for,
say, a 10-point reduction if that reduction hap-
pens at a lower level of under-five mortality.
(A fall in U5MR of 10 points from 100 to 90
represents a reduction of 10 per cent, whereas
the same 10-point fall from 20 to 10 repre-
sents a reduction of 50 per cent).

When used in conjunction with GNP
growth rates, the U5MR and its reduction rate
can therefore give a picture of the progress
being made by any country or region, and over
any period of time, towards the satisfaction of
some of the most essential of human needs.

As table 9 shows, there is no fixed rela-
tionship between the annual reduction rate of
the U5MR and the annual rate of growth in
per capita GNP. Such comparisons help to
throw the emphasis on to the policies, priori-
ties, and other factors which determine the
ratio between economic and social progress.

Finally, the table gives the total fertility
rate for each country and its average annual
rate of reduction. It will be seen that many of
the nations that have achieved significant re-
ductions in their U5MR have also achieved
significant reductions in fertility. 

Measuring human development
An introduction to table 9
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Table 9: The rate of progress
Total fertility rateUnder-5 mortality rate

average annual rate of
reduction (%)

1960 1980 1995 1960-80 1980-95
required*
1995-2000 1960 1980 1995

GNP per capita
average annual

growth rate
(%)

1965-80 1985-94

average annual
rate of

reduction (%)

1960-80 1980-95

96

1 Niger 320 320 320 0.0 0.0 30.4 -2.5 -2.1 7.3 8.1 7.3 -0.5 0.7
2 Angola 345 261 292 1.4 -0.7 28.6 . . -6.8 6.4 6.9 6.9 -0.4 0.0
3 Sierra Leone 385 301 284 1.2 0.4 28.0 0.7 -0.4 6.2 6.5 6.3 -0.2 0.2
4 Mozambique 331 269 275 1.0 -0.1 27.4 . . 3.8 6.3 6.5 6.3 -0.2 0.2
5 Afghanistan 360 280 257 1.3 0.6 26.0 0.6 . . 6.9 7.1 6.6 -0.1 0.5

6 Guinea-Bissau 336 290 227 0.7 1.6 23.5 -2.7 2.2 5.1 5.7 5.6 -0.6 0.1
7 Guinea 337 276 219 1.0 1.5 22.8 1.3 1.3 7.0 7.0 6.8 0.0 0.2
8 Malawi 365 290 219 1.1 1.9 22.8 3.2 -0.7 6.9 7.6 6.9 -0.5 0.6
9 Liberia 288 235 216 1.0 0.6 22.5 0.5 . . 6.6 6.8 6.6 -0.1 0.2
10 Somalia 294 246 211 0.9 1.0 22.1 -0.1 -2.3 7.0 7.0 6.8 0.0 0.2

11 Mali 400 310 210 1.3 2.6 22.0 2.1x 1.0 7.1 7.1 6.9 0.0 0.2
12 Zambia 220 160 203 1.6 -1.6 21.3 -1.2 -1.4 6.6 7.1 5.7 -0.4 1.5
13 Eritrea 294 260 195 0.6 1.9 20.5 . . . . 6.6 6.1 5.6 0.4 0.6
14 Ethiopia 294 260 195 0.6 1.9 20.5 0.4 -0.6 6.9 6.9 6.8 0.0 0.1
15 Mauritania 321 249 195 1.3 1.6 20.5 -0.1 0.2 6.5 6.3 5.2 0.2 1.3

16 Nigeria 204 196 191 0.2 0.2 20.1 4.2 1.2 6.5 6.5 6.2 0.0 0.3
17 Bhutan 324 249 189 1.3 1.8 19.9 . . 4.4 6.0 5.9 5.7 0.1 0.2
18 Uganda 218 181 185 0.9 -0.2 19.4 -2.2 2.3 6.9 7.0 7.0 -0.1 0.0
19 Zaire 286 204 185 1.7 0.6 19.4 -1.3 -1.0 6.0 6.6 6.5 -0.5 0.1
20 Burundi 255 193 176 1.4 0.6 18.4 2.4 -0.7 6.8 6.8 6.5 0.0 0.3

21 Cambodia 217 330 174 -2.1 4.3 18.2 . . . . 6.3 4.6 5.1 1.6 -0.7
22 Central African Rep. 294 202 165 1.9 1.4 17.1 0.8 -2.7 5.6 5.8 5.5 -0.2 0.4
23 Burkina Faso 318 246 164 1.3 2.7 17.0 1.7 -0.1 6.4 6.5 6.3 -0.1 0.2
24 Madagascar 364 216 164 2.6 1.8 17.0 -0.4 -1.7 6.6 6.6 5.9 0.0 0.7
25 Tanzania , U. Rep. of 249 180 160 1.6 0.8 16.5 0.8 0.8 6.8 6.8 5.7 0.0 1.2

26 Lesotho 204 173 154 0.8 0.8 15.8 6.8 0.6 5.8 5.7 5.0 0.1 0.9
27 Chad 325 206 152 2.3 2.0 15.5 -1.9 0.7 6.0 5.9 5.7 0.1 0.2
28 Côte d’Ivoire 300 170 150 2.8 0.8 15.2 2.8 -4.6 7.2 7.4 7.1 -0.1 0.3
29 Myanmar 237 146 150 2.4 -0.2 15.2 1.6 . . 6.0 5.1 4.0 0.8 1.6
30 Gabon 287 194 148 2.0 1.8 15.0 5.6 -3.7 4.1 4.4 5.5 -0.4 -1.5

31 Benin 310 176 142 2.8 1.4 14.1 -0.3 -0.8 6.9 7.1 6.9 -0.1 0.2
32 Rwanda 191 222 139 -0.8 3.1 13.7 1.6 -6.6 7.5 8.3 6.3 -0.5 1.8
33 Pakistan 221 151 137 1.9 0.6 13.4 1.8 1.3 6.9 7.0 5.9 -0.1 1.1
34 Lao Peo. Dem. Rep. 233 190 134 1.0 2.3 13.0 . . 2.1 6.2 6.7 6.4 -0.4 0.3
35 Ghana 213 155 130 1.6 1.2 12.4 -0.8 1.4 6.9 6.5 5.7 0.3 0.9

36 Togo 264 175 128 2.0 2.1 12.1 1.7 -2.7 6.6 6.6 6.3 0.0 0.3
37 Haiti 260 195 124 1.4 3.0 11.4 0.9 -5.0 6.3 5.3 4.7 0.9 0.8
38 Bangladesh 247 211 115 0.8 4.0 9.9 -0.3 2.0 6.7 6.4 4.1 0.2 3.0
39 India 236 177 115 1.4 2.9 9.9 1.5 2.9 5.9 4.7 3.6 1.1 1.8
40 Sudan 292 200 115 1.9 3.7 9.9 0.8 -0.2 6.7 6.5 5.6 0.2 1.0

41 Nepal 290 180 114 2.4 3.0 9.8 . . 2.3 5.7 6.4 5.2 -0.6 1.4
42 Gambia 375 250 110 2.0 5.5 9.0 . . 0.5 6.4 6.5 5.4 -0.1 1.2
43 Senegal 303 221 110 1.6 4.6 9.0 -0.5 -0.7 7.0 6.9 5.8 0.1 1.2
44 Yemen 340 210 110 2.4 4.3 9.0 . . . . 7.6 7.6 7.4 0.0 0.2
45 Congo 220 125 108 2.8 1.0 8.7 2.7 -2.9 5.9 6.3 6.1 -0.3 0.2

46 Cameroon 264 173 106 2.1 3.3 8.3 2.4 -6.9 5.8 6.4 5.5 -0.5 1.0
47 Bolivia 252 170 105 2.0 3.2 8.1 1.7 1.7 6.7 5.6 4.6 0.9 1.3
48 Papua New Guinea 248 95 95 4.8 0.0 8.1 . . 2.2 6.3 5.7 4.8 0.5 1.1
49 Kenya 202 112 90 2.9 1.5 8.1 3.1 0.0 8.0 7.8 6.0 0.1 1.7
50 Turkmenistan . . 126 85 . . 2.6 3.9 . . -1.5 6.4 5.1 3.8 1.1 2.0

51 Tajikistan . . 125 79 . . 3.1 5.1 . . -11.4 6.3 5.7 4.7 0.5 1.3
52 Namibia 206 114 78 3.0 2.5 6.7 . . 3.3 6.0 5.9 5.1 0.1 1.0
53 Indonesia 216 128 75 2.6 3.5 3.4 5.2 6.0 5.5 4.4 2.8 1.1 3.0
54 Morocco 215 145 75 2.0 4.4 5.6 2.7 1.2 7.2 5.5 3.4 1.3 3.2
55 Mongolia 185 112 74 2.5 2.8 5.4 . . -3.2 6.0 5.4 3.4 0.5 3.1

56 Zimbabwe 181 125 74 1.8 3.5 6.6 1.7 -0.5 7.5 6.4 4.8 0.8 1.9
57 Iraq 171 83 71 3.6 1.0 15.9 . . . . 7.2 6.5 5.5 0.5 1.1
58 Guatemala 205 136 67 2.0 4.7 3.4 3.0 0.9 6.9 6.3 5.1 0.5 1.4
59 South Africa 126 91 67 1.6 2.1 6.4 3.2 -1.3 6.5 4.9 4.0 1.4 1.4
60 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 269 118 63 4.1 4.2 3.9 0.0 . . 7.1 7.3 6.2 -0.1 1.1

61 Uzbekistan . . 98 62 . . 3.1 3.3 . . -2.3 6.3 4.9 3.7 1.3 1.9
62 Algeria 243 145 61 2.6 5.7 2.9 4.2 -2.5 7.3 6.8 3.6 0.4 4.2
63 Brazil 181 93 60 3.3 2.9 5.3 6.3 -0.4 6.2 3.9 2.8 2.3 2.2
64 Nicaragua 209 143 60 1.9 5.8 3.6 -0.7 -6.1 7.4 6.2 4.8 0.9 1.7
65 Peru 236 130 55 3.0 5.7 2.2 0.8 -2.0 6.9 5.0 3.3 1.6 2.8

66 Kyrgyzstan . . 90 54 . . 3.4 4.1 . . -5.0 5.1 4.1 3.5 1.1 1.1
67 Philippines 102 70 53 1.9 1.8 5.0 3.2 1.7 6.9 4.9 3.8 1.7 1.7
68 Botswana 170 94 52 3.0 3.9 4.6 9.9 6.6 6.8 6.1 4.7 0.5 1.7
69 Egypt 258 180 51 1.8 8.4 -0.9 2.8 1.3 7.0 5.2 3.7 1.5 2.3
70 Azerbaijan . . 59 50 . . 1.1 9.4 . . -12.2 5.5 3.3 2.4 2.6 2.1

71 Turkey 217 141 50 2.2 6.9 -1.3 3.6 1.4 6.3 4.3 3.2 1.9 2.0
72 China 209 65 47 5.9 2.1 8.1 4.1 7.8 5.5 2.9 2.0 3.2 2.5
73 Kazakstan . . 71 47 . . 2.8 3.9 . . -6.5 4.5 3.0 2.4 2.0 1.5
74 Viet Nam 219 105 45 3.7 5.6 4.2 . . . . 6.1 5.1 3.7 0.9 2.1
75 Dominican Rep. 152 94 44 2.4 5.0 3.3 3.8 2.2 7.4 4.3 2.9 2.7 2.6



Total fertility rateUnder-5 mortality rate

average annual rate of
reduction (%)

1960 1980 1995 1960-80 1980-95
required*
1995-2000 1960 1980 1995

GNP per capita
average annual

growth rate
(%)

1965-80 1985-94

average annual
rate of

reduction (%)

1960-80 1980-95

*The average annual reduction rate required to achieve an under-five mortality rate in all countries of 70 per 1000 live births or of two thirds the 1990 rate, whichever is the less.
Countries listed in descending order of their 1995 under-five mortality rates. (table 1) 97

76 Albania 151 57 40 4.9 2.4 7.7 . . -6.0 5.9 3.8 2.8 2.2 2.0
77 Ecuador 180 101 40 2.9 6.2 3.7 5.4 0.9 6.7 5.1 3.3 1.4 2.9
78 El Salvador 210 120 40 2.8 7.3 2.1 1.5 2.2 6.8 5.4 3.8 1.2 2.3
79 Iran, Islamic Rep. of 233 126 40 3.1 7.6 0.4 2.9 -1.0 7.2 6.7 4.8 0.4 2.2
80 Lebanon 85 40 40 3.8 0.0 8.1 . . . . 6.3 4.0 2.9 2.3 2.1

81 Honduras 203 100 38 3.6 6.4 2.2 1.1 0.5 7.5 6.3 4.6 0.9 2.1
82 Tunisia 244 102 37 4.4 6.7 2.1 4.7 2.1 7.1 5.3 3.0 1.5 3.8
83 Colombia 132 59 36 4.1 3.2 7.1 3.7 2.4 6.8 3.8 2.6 2.9 2.5
84 Syrian Arab Rep. 201 73 36 5.1 4.7 4.0 5.1 -2.1 7.3 7.4 5.6 -0.1 1.9
85 Moldova . . 49 34 . . 2.4 5.9 . . . . 3.3 2.5 2.1 1.4 1.2

86 Paraguay 90 61 34 1.9 3.9 6.4 4.1 1.0 6.8 4.8 4.1 1.7 1.1
87 Saudi Arabia 292 90 34 5.9 6.5 2.5 4.0x -1.7 7.2 7.3 6.2 -0.1 1.1
88 Mexico 148 87 32 2.7 6.7 4.2 3.6 0.9 6.8 4.7 3.0 1.8 3.0
89 Thailand 146 61 32 4.4 4.2 5.5 4.4 8.6 6.4 3.6 2.1 2.9 3.6
90 Armenia . . 34 31 . . 0.6 6.2 . . -13.0 4.5 2.4 2.5 3.1 -0.3

91 TFYR Macedonia 177 69 31 4.7 5.3 2.5 . . . . 4.2 2.6 2.0 2.4 1.7
92 Korea, Dem. Peo. Rep. 120 43 30 5.1 2.5 5.1 . . . . 5.8 3.1 2.3 3.1 2.0
93 Russian Federation . . 43 30 . . 2.4 5.6 . . -4.1 2.6 2.0 1.5 1.3 1.9
94 Romania 82 36 29 4.1 1.4 5.5 . . -4.5 2.3 2.4 1.5 -0.2 3.1
95 Argentina 68 41 27 2.5 2.8 8.2 1.7 2.0 3.1 3.3 2.7 -0.3 1.3

96 Georgia . . 40 26 . . 2.9 4.6 . . -18.6 2.9 2.3 2.1 1.2 0.6
97 Latvia . . 36 26 . . 2.2 8.1 . . -6.0 1.9 2.0 1.6 -0.3 1.5
98 Jordan 149 66 25 4.1 6.4 1.6 5.8x -5.6 7.7 7.1 5.4 0.4 1.8
99 Oman 300 95 25 5.7 8.9 1.4 9.0 0.5 7.2 7.2 6.9 0.0 0.3
100 Ukraine . . 31 24 . . 1.7 8.1 . . -8.0 2.2 2.0 1.6 0.5 1.5

101 Venezuela 70 42 24 2.6 3.8 6.2 2.3 0.7 6.6 4.2 3.1 2.3 2.0
102 Yugoslavia 120 44 23 5.0 4.3 2.8 . . . . 2.7 2.3 2.0 0.8 0.9
103 Mauritius 84 42 23 3.4 4.1 5.7 3.7 5.8 5.8 2.8 2.3 3.6 1.3
104 Estonia . . 30 22 . . 2.1 7.3 . . -6.1 2.0 2.1 1.6 -0.2 1.8
105 Uruguay 47 42 21 0.6 4.6 5.8 2.5 2.9 2.9 2.7 2.3 0.4 1.1

106 Belarus . . 32 20 . . 3.1 5.4 . . -1.9 2.7 2.1 1.7 1.3 1.4
107 Panama 104 31 20 6.0 2.9 7.3 2.8 -1.2 5.9 3.8 2.8 2.2 2.0
108 Bulgaria 70 25 19 5.1 1.8 9.2 . . -2.7 2.2 2.1 1.5 0.2 2.2
109 Lithuania . . 28 19 . . 2.6 7.1 . . -8.0 2.5 2.1 1.8 0.9 1.0
110 Sri Lanka 130 52 19 4.6 6.7 4.3 2.8 2.9 5.3 3.5 2.4 2.1 2.5

111 United Arab Emirates 240 64 19 6.6 8.1 3.4 . . 0.4 6.9 5.4 4.1 1.2 1.8
112 Trinidad and Tobago 73 40 18 3.0 5.3 2.2 3.1 -2.3 5.1 3.3 2.3 2.2 2.4
113 Bosnia and Herzegovina 155 38 17 7.0 5.4 4.9 . . . . 4.0 2.1 1.6 3.2 1.8
114 Poland 70 24 16 5.3 2.7 6.0 . . 0.8 3.0 2.3 1.9 1.3 1.3
115 Costa Rica 112 29 16 6.8 3.8 8.2 3.3 2.8 7.0 3.7 3.0 3.2 1.4

116 Slovakia . . 23 15 . . 2.7 8.5 . . -3.0 3.1 2.4 1.9 1.3 1.6
117 Chile 138 35 15 6.9 5.6 2.1 0.0 6.5 5.3 2.8 2.5 3.2 0.8
118 Croatia 98 23 14 7.2 3.1 8.1 . . . . 2.3 2.0 1.7 0.7 1.1
119 Hungary 57 26 14 3.9 4.2 4.7 5.1 -1.2 2.0 2.0 1.7 0.0 1.1
120 Kuwait 128 35 14 6.6 6.2 4.4 0.6x 1.1 7.3 5.4 3.0 1.5 3.9

121 Jamaica 76 39 13 3.4 7.2 4.1 -0.1 3.9 5.4 3.8 2.2 1.8 3.6
122 Malaysia 105 42 13 4.6 7.8 -1.0 4.7 5.6 6.8 4.2 3.4 2.4 1.4
123 Portugal 112 31 11 6.4 6.9 0.6 4.6 4.0 3.1 2.2 1.6 1.7 2.1
124 Cuba 50 26 10 3.3 6.0 3.6 . . . . 4.2 2.0 1.8 3.7 0.7
125 United States 30 15 10 3.3 2.8 6.3 1.8 1.3 3.5 1.8 2.1 3.3 -1.0

126 Czech Rep. . . 20 10 . . 4.8 3.9 . . -2.1 2.3 2.2 1.8 0.2 1.3
127 Belgium 35 15 10 4.3 3.0 8.2 3.6 2.3 2.6 1.6 1.7 2.4 -0.4
128 Greece 64 23 10 5.2 5.8 5.0 4.8 1.3 2.2 2.1 1.4 0.2 2.7
129 Spain 57 16 9 6.2 3.7 7.8 4.1 2.8 2.8 2.2 1.2 1.2 4.0
130 Korea, Rep. of 124 18 9 9.8 4.4 5.3 7.3 7.8 5.7 2.6 1.8 3.9 2.5

131 France 34 13 9 4.9 2.3 7.6 3.7 1.6 2.8 1.9 1.7 1.9 0.7
132 Israel 39 19 9 3.6 5.3 2.2 3.7 2.3 3.9 3.3 2.8 0.8 1.1
133 New Zealand 26 16 9 2.5 4.0 0.7 1.7 0.7 3.9 2.1 2.1 3.1 0.0
134 Slovenia 45 18 8 4.6 5.2 4.0 . . . . 2.4 2.1 1.5 0.7 2.2
135 Australia 24 13 8 3.0 3.5 4.5 2.2 1.2 3.3 2.0 1.9 2.5 0.3

136 Italy 50 17 8 5.3 5.3 3.6 3.2 1.8 2.5 1.7 1.3 1.9 1.8
137 Netherlands 22 11 8 3.4 2.4 5.8 2.7 1.9 3.1 1.5 1.6 3.6 -0.4
138 Norway 23 11 8 3.8 2.2 3.4 3.6 1.4 2.9 1.8 2.0 2.4 -0.7
139 Canada 33 13 8 4.8 3.6 5.5 3.3 0.3 3.8 1.7 1.9 4.0 -0.7
140 Austria 43 17 7 4.6 5.6 3.2 4.0 2.0 2.7 1.6 1.6 2.6 0.0

141 United Kingdom 27 14 7 3.1 4.3 3.9 2.0 1.3 2.7 1.8 1.8 2.0 0.0
142 Switzerland 27 11 7 4.5 2.7 3.6 1.5 0.5 2.4 1.5 1.6 2.4 -0.4
143 Ireland 36 14 7 4.6 4.6 3.6 2.8 5.0 3.8 3.2 2.1 0.9 2.8
144 Germany 40 16 7 4.7 5.5 3.1 3.0x 1.9 2.4 1.5 1.3 2.4 1.0
145 Denmark 25 10 7 4.4 2.8 2.5 2.2 1.3 2.6 1.6 1.7 2.4 -0.4

146 Japan 40 11 6 6.6 3.5 8.3 5.1 3.2 2.0 1.8 1.5 0.5 1.2
147 Hong Kong* 52 13 6 6.9 5.2 4.1 6.2 5.3 5.0 2.1 1.2 4.3 3.7
148 Singapore 40 13 6 5.6 5.7 0.7 8.3 6.1 5.5 1.8 1.7 5.6 0.4
149 Finland 28 9 5 5.9 3.6 2.5 3.6 -0.3 2.7 1.7 1.9 2.3 -0.7
150 Sweden 20 9 5 4.1 3.9 1.7 2.0 -0.1 2.3 1.6 2.1 1.8 -1.8
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Table 1: Basic indicators

Under-5 mortality rate 1960 256 244 238 200 159 . . 37 216 283 191
Under-5 mortality rate 1995 175 60 121 55 47 38 8 99 173 90
Infant mortality rate 1960 153 154 146 133 106 . . 31 138 172 123
Infant mortality rate 1995 106 46 82 42 38 33 7 67 109 61

Total population (millions) 564 309 1259 1786 474 474 830 4526 586 5696
Annual no. of births (thousands) 24710 10187 38071 35975 11865 7298 10518 124197 24513 138624
Annual no. of under-5 deaths (thousands) 4323 616 4616 1984 554 282 90 12278 4243 12465
GNP per capita (US$) 503 1662 325 962 3139 2121 24300 1023 233 4498
Life expectancy at birth (years) 51 65 61 67 69 69 77 62 52 64

Total adult literacy rate (%) 57 59 49 84 86 96 95 71 49 74
% enrolled in primary school 72 92 91 114 108 97 104 98 66 99
% share of household income, lowest 40% . . . . 21 18 10 18 18 15 . . . .
% share of household income, highest 20% . . . . 42 45 61 45 41 51 . . . .

Table 2: Nutrition

% with low birth weight 16 11 33 11 10 . . 6 19 23 18
% of children who are exclusively breastfed, 0-3 months 29 43 46 . . 21 . . . . 42 43 42
% of children who are breastfed with food, 6-9 months 64 45 31 . . 41 . . . . 45 53 45
% of children who are still breastfeeding, 20-23 months 48 . . 68 . . 20 . . . . 52 57 52

% of children suffering from underweight, moderate & severe 30 16 52 23 11 . . . . 32 42 32
% of children suffering from underweight, severe 9 4 20 4 2 . . . . 10 14 10
% of children suffering from wasting, moderate & severe 8 7 16 5 3 . . . . 9 10 9
% of children suffering from stunting, moderate & severe 41 24 53 34 20 . . . . 39 50 39

Total goitre rate (%) 16 20 13 13 15 20 . . 15 19 14
% of households consuming iodized salt 47 75 58 48 80 26 . . 55 33 54
Calorie supply as % of requirements 93 123 99 112 114 128 134 107 90 112

Table 3: Health

% with access to safe water, total 51 79 80 67 75 . . . . 71 55 71
% with access to safe water, urban 80 95 85 93 86 . . . . 88 77 89
% with access to safe water, rural 36 59 78 57 55 . . . . 61 48 61

% with access to adequate sanitation, total 44 60 33 35 61 . . . . 40 35 40
% with access to adequate sanitation, urban 73 86 71 76 71 . . . . 74 63 75
% with access to adequate sanitation, rural 32 44 19 18 32 . . . . 22 27 22

% with access to health services, total 53 87 77 87 79 . . . . 80 48 80
% with access to health services, urban 80 99 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 97
% with access to health services, rural . . 79 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 76

% of 1-year-olds immunized against TB 68 95 90 91 96 82 . . 87 73 87
% of 1-year-olds immunized against DPT 51 88 77 89 84 83 86 77 58 78
% of 1-year-olds immunized against polio 50 88 84 90 84 84 88 80 58 81
% of 1-year-olds immunized against measles 53 86 73 88 85 80 83 76 59 77
% of pregnant women immunized against tetanus 39 62 69 35 53 . . . . 50 49 50
ORT use rate (%) 73 51 48 87 64 . . . . 65 81 65

Table 4: Education

Adult literacy rate 1980, male (%) 51 55 52 81 82 . . . . 69 47 74
Adult literacy rate 1980, female (%) 30 27 24 58 78 . . . . 46 24 56
Adult literacy rate 1995, male (%) 67 70 63 91 88 98 . . 79 59 81
Adult literacy rate 1995, female (%) 48 47 36 76 85 94 . . 62 38 66

No. of radio sets per 1000 population 148 252 79 197 346 392 1255 177 96 355
No. of television sets per 1000 population 24 98 33 49 164 313 594 59 10 157

Primary school enrolment ratio (%) 1960 (gross), male 47 67 77 120 75 . . 109 93 47 95
Primary school enrolment ratio (%) 1960 (gross), female 24 35 39 85 71 . . 109 62 23 68
Primary school enrolment ratio (%) 1990-94 (gross), male 80 99 102 116 106 98 104 103 74 103
Primary school enrolment ratio (%) 1990-94 (gross), female 66 84 80 112 103 96 104 92 59 93
Primary school enrolment ratio (%) 1990-95 (net), male 58 92 . . 97 86 . . 97 86 56 88
Primary school enrolment ratio (%) 1990-95 (net), female 50 82 . . 95 86 . . 97 81 45 84

% reaching grade 5, primary school 71 91 59 87 73 94 99 75 57 76
Secondary school enrolment ratio, male (%) 26 62 51 57 45 80 97 51 21 57
Secondary school enrolment ratio, female (%) 21 49 32 49 49 82 99 41 12 49
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Table 5: Demographic indicators

Population under 18 (millions) 293 148 539 603 190 141 191 1827 294 2106
Population under 5 (millions) 103 46 168 171 56 36 53 560 101 633
Population annual growth rate 1965-80 (%) 2.7 2.9 2.3 2.2 2.5 1.1 0.8 2.3 2.5 2.0
Population annual growth rate 1980-95 (%) 2.9 3.0 2.2 1.5 2.0 0.8 0.6 2.0 2.6 1.7

Crude death rate 1960 24 21 21 19 13 10 10 20 25 17
Crude death rate 1995 15 7 9 7 6 11 9 9 14 9
Crude birth rate 1960 49 48 44 39 42 25 20 42 48 36
Crude birth rate 1995 44 33 30 20 25 15 13 28 42 24

Life expectancy 1960 (years) 40 47 44 48 56 65 70 47 39 51
Life expectancy 1995 (years) 51 65 61 67 69 69 77 62 52 64
Total fertility rate 6.1 4.6 3.9 2.3 3.0 2.1 1.7 3.4 5.6 3.1

% of population urbanized 31 54 27 33 74 66 77 37 22 45
Urban population annual growth rate 1965-80 (%) 5.2 4.8 3.8 3.3 3.8 2.3 1.3 3.8 5.4 2.8
Urban population annual growth rate 1980-95 (%) 5.0 4.1 3.4 4.1 2.9 1.8 0.8 3.8 5.0 2.8

Table 6: Economic indicators

GNP per capita (US$) 503 1662 325 962 3139 2121 24300 1023 233 4498
GNP per capita annual growth rate 1965-80 (%) 2.7 3.1 1.5 4.9 4.0 . . 2.9 3.7 -0.1 3.1
GNP per capita annual growth rate 1985-94 (%) -0.9 -0.7 2.6 7.1 0.9 -3.1 1.9 2.9 -0.1 1.9

Annual rate of inflation (%) 16 15 10 9 392 103 3 139 22 30
% below absolute poverty level, urban . . . . 33 . . 18 . . . . 27 55 . .
% below absolute poverty level, rural 62 . . 39 16 48 . . . . 31 70 . .

% of government expenditure to health 4 6 2 2 5 . . 12 4 5 10
% of government expenditure to education 13 15 3 12 10 . . 4 11 12 6
% of government expenditure to defence 11 21 17 17 5 . . 10 13 19 10

ODA inflow (US$ millions) 17285 6296 7035 8637 5112 . . . . 45138 15676 48299
ODA inflow as % of recipient GNP 6 1 2 1 0 . . . . 1 12 1
Debt service, % of goods & services exports 1970 6 12 17 6 13 . . . . 11 6 11
Debt service, % of goods & services exports 1994 85 383 291 367 205 2109 . . 254 53 286

Table 7: Women

Life expectancy, females as % of males 106 104 101 106 108 112 109 104 104 105
Adult literacy, females as % of males 71 67 57 84 97 96 . . 78 63 81
Enrolment, females as % of males, primary school 83 85 79 97 97 98 100 89 79 90
Enrolment, females as % of males, secondary school 80 79 63 87 109 102 101 81 59 87

Contraceptive prevalence (%) 15 44 38 75 60 . . 72 54 18 57
Pregnant women immunized against tetanus (%) 39 62 69 35 53 . . . . 50 49 50
% of births attended by trained health personnel 38 62 29 75 76 . . 99 53 29 57
Maternal mortality rate 980 323 607 214 190 88 13 477 1052 428

Table 9: The rate of progress

Under-5 mortality rate 1960 256 244 238 200 159 . . 37 216 283 191
Under-5 mortality rate 1980 202 142 179 81 88 63 15 137 221 122
Under-5 mortality rate 1995 175 60 121 55 47 38 8 99 173 90

Under-5 mortality annual reduction rate 1960-80 (%) 1.2 2.7 1.4 4.5 3.0 . . 4.7 2.3 1.2 2.2
Under-5 mortality annual reduction rate 1980-95 (%) 1.0 5.7 2.6 2.5 4.2 3.3 3.6 2.2 1.6 2.1
Under-5 mortality annual reduction rate required 1995-2000 (%) 18.9 5.0 11.1 7.6 5.1 3.3 5.7 11.8 18.1 11.6

GNP per capita annual growth rate 1965-80 (%) 2.7 3.1 1.5 4.9 4.0 . . 2.9 3.7 -0.1 3.1
GNP per capita annual growth rate 1985-94 (%) -0.9 -0.7 2.6 7.1 0.9 -3.1 1.9 2.9 -0.1 1.9

Total fertility rate 1960 6.6 7.1 6.1 5.6 6.0 3.0 2.8 6.0 6.6 4.9
Total fertility rate 1980 6.6 6.2 5.1 3.3 4.1 2.5 1.8 4.4 6.5 3.8
Total fertility rate 1995 6.1 4.6 3.9 2.3 3.0 2.1 1.7 3.4 5.6 3.1

Total fertility annual reduction rate 1960-80 (%) 0.0 0.7 0.9 2.7 1.8 0.9 2.2 1.5 0.0 1.3
Total fertility annual reduction rate 1980-95 (%) 0.6 2.0 1.7 2.4 2.2 1.4 0.2 1.7 1.0 1.4

Figures in this table are totals or weighted averages.
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Country Groupings for table 10

Middle East and 
North Africa

Algeria
Egypt
Iran, Islamic Rep. of
Iraq

Jordan
Kuwait
Lebanon
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya

Morocco
Oman
Saudi Arabia
Sudan

Syrian Arab Rep.
Tunisia
United Arab Emirates
Yemen

South Asia Afghanistan
Bangladesh

Bhutan
India

Nepal
Pakistan

Sri Lanka

East Asia and Pacific Cambodia
China
Hong Kong*
Indonesia

Korea, Dem. Peo. Rep.
Korea, Rep. of
Lao Peo. Dem. Rep.
Malaysia

Mongolia
Myanmar
Papua New Guinea
Philippines

Singapore
Thailand
Viet Nam

Latin America 
and Caribbean

Argentina
Bolivia
Brazil
Chile
Colombia
Costa Rica

Cuba
Dominican Rep.
Ecuador
El Salvador
Guatemala
Haiti

Honduras
Jamaica
Mexico
Nicaragua
Panama
Paraguay

Peru
Trinidad and Tobago
Uruguay
Venezuela

Central and Eastern 
Europe, Commonwealth 
of Independent States, 
and Baltic States

Albania
Armenia
Azerbaijan
Belarus
Bosnia and

Herzegovina
Bulgaria
Croatia

Czech Rep.
Estonia
Georgia
Hungary
Kazakstan 
Kyrgyzstan
Latvia
Lithuania

Moldova
Poland
Romania
Russian Federation
Slovakia
Tajikistan
TFYR Macedonia
Turkey

Turkmenistan
Ukraine
Uzbekistan
Yugoslavia

Angola
Benin
Botswana
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cameroon
Central African Rep.
Chad
Congo
Côte d’Ivoire

Eritrea
Ethiopia
Gabon
Gambia
Ghana
Guinea
Guinea-Bissau
Kenya
Lesotho
Liberia

Madagascar
Malawi
Mali
Mauritania
Mauritius
Mozambique
Namibia
Niger
Nigeria
Rwanda

Senegal
Sierra Leone
Somalia
South Africa
Tanzania , U. Rep. of
Togo
Uganda
Zaire
Zambia
Zimbabwe
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Industrialized 
countries

Australia
Austria
Belgium
Canada
Denmark
Finland

France
Germany
Greece
Ireland
Israel
Italy

Japan
Netherlands
New Zealand
Norway
Portugal
Slovenia

Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
United Kingdom
United States

Least developed 
countries

Afghanistan
Angola
Bangladesh
Benin
Bhutan
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cambodia
Central African Rep.
Chad

Eritrea
Ethiopia
Gambia
Guinea
Guinea-Bissau
Haiti
Lao Peo. Dem. Rep.
Lesotho
Liberia
Madagascar

Malawi
Mali
Mauritania
Mozambique
Myanmar
Nepal
Niger
Rwanda
Sierra Leone
Somalia

Sudan
Tanzania , U. Rep. of
Togo
Uganda
Yemen
Zaire
Zambia

Developing 
countries

Afghanistan
Algeria
Angola
Argentina
Armenia
Azerbaijan
Bangladesh
Benin
Bhutan
Bolivia
Botswana
Brazil
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cambodia
Cameroon
Central African Rep.
Chad
Chile
China
Colombia
Congo
Costa Rica
Côte d’Ivoire
Cuba
Dominican Rep.
Ecuador
Egypt

El Salvador
Eritrea
Ethiopia
Gabon
Gambia
Georgia
Ghana
Guatemala
Guinea
Guinea-Bissau
Haiti
Honduras
Hong Kong*
India
Indonesia
Iran, Islamic Rep. of
Iraq
Jamaica
Jordan
Kazakstan 
Kenya
Korea, Dem. Peo. Rep.
Korea, Rep. of
Kuwait
Kyrgyzstan
Lao Peo. Dem. Rep.
Lebanon
Lesotho

Liberia
Libyan Arab

Jamahiriya
Madagascar
Malawi
Malaysia
Mali
Mauritania
Mauritius
Mexico
Mongolia
Morocco
Mozambique
Myanmar
Namibia
Nepal
Nicaragua
Niger
Nigeria
Oman
Pakistan
Panama
Papua New Guinea
Paraguay
Peru
Philippines
Rwanda
Saudi Arabia

Senegal
Sierra Leone
Singapore
Somalia
South Africa
Sri Lanka
Sudan
Syrian Arab Rep.
Tajikistan
Tanzania , U. Rep. of
Thailand
Togo
Trinidad and Tobago
Tunisia
Turkey
Turkmenistan
Uganda
United Arab Emirates
Uruguay
Uzbekistan
Venezuela
Viet Nam
Yemen
Zaire
Zambia
Zimbabwe



Under-five mortality rate
Probability of dying between birth and exactly
five years of age expressed per 1,000 live
births.

Infant mortality rate
Probability of dying between birth and exactly
one year of age expressed per 1,000 live
births.

GNP
Gross national product, expressed in current
United States dollars. GNP per capita growth
rates are average annual growth rates that
have been computed by fitting trend lines to
the logarithmic values of GNP per capita at
constant market prices for each year of the
time period.

Life expectancy at birth
The number of years newborn children would
live if subject to the mortality risks prevailing
for the cross-section of population at the time
of their birth.

Adult literacy rate
Percentage of persons aged 15 and over who
can read and write.

Primary and secondary 
enrolment ratios
The gross enrolment ratio is the total number
of children enrolled in a schooling level —
whether or not they belong in the relevant
age group for that level — expressed as a
percentage of the total number of children in
the relevant age group for that level. The net
enrolment ratio is the total number of children
enrolled in a schooling level who belong in
the relevant age group, expressed as a
percentage of the total number in that age
group.

Income share
Percentage of income received by the 20 per
cent of households with the highest income
and by the 40 per cent of households with the
lowest income.

Low birth weight
Less than 2,500 grams.

Underweight
Moderate and severe – below minus two
standard deviations from median weight for
age of reference population; severe — below
minus three standard deviations from median
weight for age of reference population.

Wasting
Moderate and severe – below minus two
standard deviations from median weight for
height of reference population.

Stunting
Moderate and severe – below minus two
standard deviations from median height for
age of reference population.

Total goitre rate
Percentage of children aged 6-11 with
palpable or visible goitre. This is an indicator
of iodine deficiency, which causes brain
damage and mental retardation.

Access to health services
Percentage of the population that can reach
appropriate local health services by the local
means of transport in no more than one hour.

DPT
Diphtheria, pertussis (whooping cough) and
tetanus.

ORT use
Percentage of all cases of diarrhoea in
children under five years of age treated with
oral rehydration salts or recommended home
fluids.

Children reaching grade 5 of 
primary school
Percentage of the children entering the first
grade of primary school who eventually reach
grade 5.

Crude death rate
Annual number of deaths per 1,000
population.

Crude birth rate
Annual number of births per 1,000 population.

Total fertility rate
The number of children that would be born
per woman if she were to live to the end of
her child-bearing years and bear children at
each age in accordance with prevailing
agespecific fertility rates.

Urban population
Percentage of population living in urban areas
as defined according to the national definition
used in the most recent population census.

Absolute poverty level
The income level below which a minimum
nutritionally adequate diet plus essential non-
food requirements is not affordable.

ODA
Official development assistance.

Debt service
The sum of interest payments and
repayments of principal on external public
and publicly guaranteed long-term debts.

Contraceptive prevalence
Percentage of married women aged 15-49
years currently using contraception.

Births attended
Percentage of births attended by physicians,
nurses, midwives, or primary health care
workers trained in midwifery skills.

Maternal mortality rate
Annual number of deaths of women from
pregnancy-related causes per 100,000 live
births.
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Under-five and 
infant mortality
United Nations Population Division, 
UNICEF, United Nations Statistical 
Division, World Bank and US Bureau 
of the Census.

Total population
United Nations Population Division.

Births
United Nations Population Division, United
Nations Statistical Division and World Bank.

Under-five deaths
UNICEF.

GNP per capita
World Bank.

Life expectancy
United Nations Population Division.

Adult literacy
United Nations Educational, Scientific and
Cultural Organization (UNESCO).

School enrolment 
and reaching grade 5
United Nations Educational, Scientific and
Cultural Organization (UNESCO).

Household income
World Bank.

Low birth weight
World Health Organization (WHO).

Breastfeeding
Demographic and Health Surveys (Macro
International), Multiple Indicator Cluster
Surveys (MICS) and World Health
Organization (WHO).

Underweight, 
wasting and stunting
Demographic and Health Surveys, Multiple
Indicator Cluster Surveys (MICS) and World
Health Organization (WHO).

Salt iodization
UNICEF and Multiple Indicator Cluster
Surveys (MICS).

Goitre rate
World Health Organization (WHO).

Calorie intake
Food and Agricultural Organization of the
United Nations (FAO).

Access to safe drinking water and
adequate sanitation facilities
UNICEF, World Health Organization (WHO)
and Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys (MICS).

Access to health services
UNICEF and Demographic and Health
Surveys.

Immunization
World Health Organization (WHO) and
UNICEF.

ORT use
Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys (MICS),
Demographic and Health Surveys and World
Health Organization (WHO).

Radio and television
United Nations Educational, Scientific and
Cultural Organization (UNESCO).

Child population
United Nations Population Division.

Crude death and birth rates
United Nations Population Division.

Fertility
United Nations Population Division.

Urban population
United Nations Population Division and
World Bank

Inflation and absolute poverty
level
World Bank.

Expenditure on health, education
and defense
International Monetary Fund (IMF).

ODA
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD).

Debt service
World Bank.

Contraceptive prevalence
United Nations Population Division and
Demographic and Health Surveys.

Births attended
World Health Organization (WHO).

Maternal mortality

World Health Organization (WHO) 
and UNICEF.
Several of the maternal mortality rates in
table 7 are substantially different from
official government estimates. These
and other rates are being reviewed by
WHO and UNICEF and will be revised
where necessary, as part of the ongoing
process of improving maternal mortality
estimates.

Main sources



murder of street children in, 40-41
National Children’s Movement in, 43

National Forum for the Prevention and
Elimination of Child Labour in, 63-65
street children in, 55, 57

Burkina Faso, 12

C
Canada

child labour in, 31
IPEC funded by, 23

C & A (firm; Britain), 70
carpet industry, 35, 44, 64, 68-69
cash stipends for education, 51
Central African Republic, 53
Central America, 40
Central Europe, 26
Centre for Rural Education and Development

Association (CREDA; India), 22-23, 50
Child Labor Deterrence Act (Harkin Bill; U.S.,

1992), 23-24, 60
child labour, 17-18, 71

age of children engaged in, 25-26
agricultural, 20, 38-39, 40
cuts in educational funding and, 29
definitions of, 24-25
domestic, 30-35
education and, 48
family work as, 43-44
forced and bonded, 35-36
by girls, 44-45
income of adult women and, 62
industrial and plantation work, 37-40
International Programme on the Elimination
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AIDS
acquired immune deficiency 
syndrome

BGMEA
Bangladesh Garment 
Manufacturers and Exporters
Association

BGUS
Balia Gram Unnayan Samity project

BRAC
Bangladesh Rural Advancement
Committee

CEE/CIS
Central and Eastern
Europe/Commonwealth of
Independent States

CLASS
Child Labour Abolition Support Scheme

CREDA
Centre for Rural Education and
Development Association

EN
Escuela Nueva

ENDA-Tiers Monde
Environment and Development 
Action in the Third World

GNP
gross national product
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German Agency for Technical
Cooperation

HIV
human immunodeficiency virus

ICCR
Interfaith Center on Corporate
Responsibility

ICFTU
International Confederation of Free
Trade Unions

ILO
International Labour Organization

IMF
International Monetary Fund

IPEC
International Programme on the
Elimination of Child Labour (ILO)

NGO
non-governmental organization

ODA
official development assistance

OECD
Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development

ROAD
Rural Organization and Assistance for
Development

SAARC
South Asian Association for Regional
Cooperation

SACCS
South Asian Coalition on Child Servitude

UN
United Nations

UNDP
United Nations Development Programme

UNESCO
United Nations Educational, Scientific
and Cultural Organization

UNICEF
United Nations Children’s Fund

ZINTEC
Zimbabwe Integrated National Teacher
Education Course
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