*CONSTANZA MOREIRA'

Eradication of poverty was a central objective of the Copen-
hagen Summit. There was general agreement that poverty had
worsened in the world’s most underprivileged groups and com-
munities, in conjunction with social discrimination and exclu-
sion. The Summit particularly emphasised policies to fight pov-
erty. The Beijing Conference also specifically highlighted the
effects of poverty on women and the need for policies to erad-
icate poverty.

How effective have efforts been to overcome poverty in
the various countries that signed these agreements? This arti-
cle critically assesses the results and initiatives of a group of
countries on the issue of poverty eradication, showing their
achievements and shortfalls that have taken place in this field.
They are «lessons from experience» that should be given
special attention.

An examination of the relationship between models for eco-
nomic development, poverty and disparity in countries? that
are moving from closed economies and considerable State
presence to open economies in the framework of structural
adjustment processes will enable us to discuss the connec-
tion between structural adjustment policies and strategies to
fight poverty. It will also be possible to reach important con-
clusions on the limitations of prevailing economic reform to
deal adequately with the problem of poverty.

REDUCTION OF POVERTY AND ECONOMIC
GROWTH: NOT ENOUGH «TRICKLE-DOWN»?

Macro—economic policies have not always been consis-
tent with policies to reduce poverty: in most cases they run
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counter to the needs of social development. There appears to
be a strong relationship between development strategy, mac-
ro—economic policy and anti—poverty policy. Development
models have a direct impact on the incidence of poverty.

A basic assumption about the relationship between growth
and poverty appears in the «trickle—-down theory», the belief
that wealth will automatically «trickle down» to deprived sec-
tors and raise their standard of living. However, the cases ex-
amined below show the deficiencies of this belief and the ambi-
guity of the relationship between growth and poverty reduction.

Over the last two decades, a number of countries have
moved from protected economies with a strong State pres-
ence in the provision of basic services to open market econo-
mies where the State is no longer the main supplier of social
services. This change has taken place with varying results.

Latin American countries changed from import-substi-
tution industrial models to open and de-regulated econo-
mies in the seventies and the eighties. While Chile and Costa
Rica were «successful» in achieving growth objectives,
Mexico has found it difficult to consolidate a self-sufficient
development model. In most cases, the change has brought
high social costs.

The social costs of adjustment are greater in some cases
than in others. The difference is mainly due to key elements of
the development model. One of these elements is greater or
lesser public spending on «human capital» (the presence of
the State in the supply of basic services such as health and
education). Countries such as Chile and Costa Rica have man-
aged to «absorb» or «overcome» the social cost of adjust-
ment, due to a more decisive role of the State in backing hu-
man development.

A second element is the way and degree to which the de-

2 The review includes countries from Latin America (Chile, Costa Rica, Mexico), from the former Socialist block (Bulgaria, Romania, Poland and Hungary; Russian Fed.
And Ukraine; Uzbekistan, Kazajstan,) from Africa (Tunisia, Egypt and Morocco, Ghana, Malawi, Uganda, Tanzania, Zimbabwe, Benin, Burkina Faso, Madagascar,
Cameroon, Ethiopia, Mali, Senegal) and from Asia and the Pacific (Bangladesh, India, Pakistan, Indonesia, Thailand, Malaysia, China, Philippines, Mongolia, Nepal).
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velopment model stimulates job creation, particularly in the
lower income sectors. If exports are labour intensive (the case
of Costa Rica), or require human resources from the rest of
economy (Chile), the development model will have a positive
impact on the rest of society. Free trade has a negative effect
when the export sectors are capital intensive and have weak
links with the other sectors of the economy (Mexico).

The situation of countries of the former Socialist block is
different from that of the countries of Latin America. They
have gone through accelerated economic changes, from to-
tally state-run economies to market economies. They have
also undergone political changes of a wider scope that, in many
cases, have redefined the very limits of the nation states.

In those countries, inequity was very low in relative terms,
«social development» indicators (inter alia life expectancy,
infant mortality, literacy) were good and absolute poverty was
practically nonexistent. Transition to a market economy pro-
duced a general impoverishment as a result of the economic
recession and fall in salaries and real income. Disparity in-
creased between the sectors that were able to «adjust» to the
market and those that could not. «New poverty» appeared
among people who had never been poor before. For these
countries, economic growth is still pending and, without it,
anti-poverty strategies seem doomed to failure. In addition
to poor economic performance and doubtful self-sustain-
ability, they face increasing social costs.

The main problem for former Socialist block countries is
how to manage the transition towards a market economy in
societies where the State formerly satisfied basic needs. These
countries show that the relationship between growth and pov-
erty is not direct. The Polish case is a «counter—confirmation»
of the belief that growth brings about a decrease in poverty: in
spite of GDP growth, poverty has remained unchanged. It is the
only profile of countries affected by poverty that has varied.

A third set of countries are those of South and Southeast
Asia that performed well in both fields: economic growth and
poverty reduction. These countries have reinforced the belief
that per capita growth is the main force in reducing poverty.
The greatest reduction of poverty took place in the four coun-
tries with the fastest growth: China, Indonesia, Malaysia and
Thailand. The slowest countries in alleviating poverty have been
Bangladesh and India, both also characterised by their poor
economic performance.

However, these same countries show two results that con-
tradict the hypothesis of a linear relationship between growth
and poverty. A fast-growing country may have the same or a
lesser rate of poverty reduction than another country that is
growing at a slower rate. Thus, Malaysia’s performance on
poverty is similar to China’s, although Malaysia has a slower
rate of economic growth than China. A second contradictory
result shows that growth is a necessary, but not sufficient,
condition for reducing poverty. Pakistan grew considerably in

the sixties and its poverty also increased. However, in the sev-
enties poverty decreased although the rate of growth in those
years fell by half relative to the preceding decade. Bangladesh
grew more after the mid—eighties than in previous years, but
its poverty increased. China grew very fast from the mid-eight-
ies onwards, but the rate of poverty reduction fell in the same
period.

These countries show us that, for various reasons, an in-
crease in GDP may not result in an increase in poor people’s
income: a) this increase may be allocated to other purposes
(for instance, an increase of public reserves, as in China); b)
the increase may be concentrated in sectors where poverty is
relatively low (for example, in the urban sector of Bangladesh);
c) the increase may not compensate for the losses of certain
groups, produced by an increase in relative inequity (the case
of India in recent years).

A fourth set of countries are African countries, although a
difference should be made between the situation of the North
African countries (Egypt, Tunisia, and Morocco) and that of
the Sub—-Saharan countries. The latter present the most criti-
cal development problems and some of them are the poorest
countries in the world. Performance on social issues in Africa
is, in most cases, dramatic and adjustment policies have not
shown positive results in reducing poverty. In Sub—Saharan
Africa, economic reform and structural adjustment have not
had a positive impact on poverty reduction and, even worse,
many social indicators in the five countries under consider-
ation have shown significant drops (for instance, life expect-
ancy in Uganda, Zimbabwe and Malawi).

WHO AND HOW MANY HAVE BECOME
IMPOVERISHED?

Poverty trends and profiles vary according to countries
and regions. Poverty has decreased in some countries, in-
creased in others, and remained unchanged in some. Differ-
ences between countries are considerable. Poverty affects
groups, ethnic minorities, the unemployed, and people with a
low educational level. In some countries, it is the old people
who are most affected, in others the children. In some coun-
tries it is a rural phenomenon and in others an urban one. It is
worthwhile considering these differences when assessing strat-
egies against poverty.

In the countries of Latin America that we analysed, pover-
ty has decreased in Chile and Costa Rica, and results are con-
tradictory in the case of Mexico. In the first two countries, the
«lost decade» of the eighties gave rise to an increase in pov-
erty and in both cases the subsequent economic recovery was
accompanied by a reduction of poverty. In the case of Mexico,
poverty seems to have remained unchanged throughout the



84-94 period and adjustment did not contribute towards its
reduction. ECLAC studies for Latin America show that most of
the poor are concentrated in urban zones and that the struc-
ture of the labour market is decisive in this respect. Unem-
ployment and poorly paid, unskilled informal work have in-
creased because of adjustment policies. Furthermore, rural
poverty is still high; the most important problems in rural ar-
eas are access to land, credit, infrastructure and markets.

The countries of the former Socialist block are witnessing
the emergence of a «new poverty.» The first problem to be
faced, as in many countries of Latin America, is unemploy-
ment. Its increase has had a negative impact on poverty. Ev-
erything seems to indicate that if unemployment is here to
stay (which is expected), it will be decisive for the incidence of
poverty in Eastern Europe and Latin America. In Hungary, Po-
land, Russia and Ukraine, households with unemployed mem-
bers show more poverty. In the first two countries, the pres-
ence of an unemployed family member doubles the level of
poverty. In the last two countries, people who live on pen-
sions and other social benefits (such as social assistance) and
those who rely on temporary income show greater levels of
poverty.

Age is also a factor associated with poverty. In Eastern
Europe, Russia and Ukraine, poverty is concentrated amongst
the youngest. In Eastern Europe, poverty rates are higher for
children than for adults or middle-aged people. However, in
some of these countries, poverty mainly affects older people
(Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, and Kyrgyzstan) who are used to a
more egalitarian society and are not able to be «recycled»
into the new market economy. Finally, an additional and polit-
ically explosive factor in these countries is the income gap
between ethnic groups (for example, Europeans and Turks,
Gypsies, indigenous women) and their differentiated access
to skilled jobs and to education.

Poverty is a new phenomenon in the former Socialist block
countries. This creates opportunities that are not open to so-
cieties in which a segment of the population has lived in pov-
erty from generation to generation. Members of the «new poor
class» are only poor for short periods (the societies lack a
strongly differentiated class structure), membership is fluid
and people are constantly «entering and leaving» poverty.

South Asia and Southeast Asia have performed well re-
garding poverty reduction. From 1985-1995, poverty fell in
the eight countries under consideration. However, the differ-
ence between periods and groups makes the magnitude of
this decrease relative: in the Philippines at the beginning of
the nineties, poverty was higher than at the beginning of the
eighties and in China, urban poverty did not fall between 1988
and 1995.

In South Asia and Southeast Asia poverty is a rural phe-
nomenon with a strong ethnic dimension (either a minority
ethnic group or a majority ethnic group, as in Malaysia). In

rural areas, there is more poverty among small farmers and
landless workers. In Thailand, there is more poverty among
agricultural households. In Bangladesh, India and Pakistan,
poverty is greater among non—peasant rural groups. In the
urban sector, poverty is concentrated among informal work-
ers.

Trends towards an increase of poverty in Africa seem hard
to overcome in the mid-term and have specific characteris-
tics. Poverty is generally concentrated in rural areas and relat-
ed to the scant development of «<human capital> in these coun-
tries. It fluctuates highly, often depending on circumstances
to do with the physical environment (such as drought or epi-
demics).

In spite of the similarity of programmes, the evolution of
growth and poverty in African countries is not the same. This
is due to differences introduced before the adjustment period.
Thus, the situation in North Africa is different and in general, a
decrease of poverty is to be noted. Even in this region, pover-
ty is distributed differentially in rural and urban areas. In Mo-
rocco, it is basically rural, while in Tunisia it is urban. In Egypt,
poverty is equally distributed among rural and urban areas. In
Tunisia, it is extreme among the unemployed, farmers and
those lacking education. In Morocco, unemployment and illit-
eracy are the main factors associated with poverty.

In Sub—Saharan Africa, the impact of structural adjustment
has been marginal in terms of available poverty indicators. In
these countries, poverty is widespread among the whole pop-
ulation and does not correspond to marginal or specific seg-
ments. Therefore, it is alleged that measures to redistribute
income to eliminate significant segments of poverty would
imply very high transfers of total income. Poverty in urban
areas is due to the loss of formal jobs because of adjustment
policies. However, in the Sub—Saharan African countries, pov-
erty is mainly rural, and is associated with scant infrastruc-
ture, low agricultural productivity, low levels of education and
income, deficient basic health care and lack of access to cred-
it. Poverty mainly affects rural landowners, large families and
those with many dependents, people living in places isolated
from urban centers, illiterate people, and women and young
people who are heads of households.

HOW TO FIGHT POVERTY

The effectiveness of instruments and strategies to fight
poverty depend, as was stated earlier, on the specific context
of application, the type of poverty and trends over time. How-
ever, comparative studies make it possible to draw some gen-
eral conclusions.

In the first place, the most successful cases of poverty
reduction show that the link between aggregate growth and
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improvement of poor people’s standard of living depends on a
reasonably equal distribution of income.

In the second place, it has been confirmed that support for
training of «human capital» and strong public spending on
health and education are highly effective in the achievement
of social development objectives related to the fight against
poverty.

In the third place, strategies that benefit economic de-
velopment of those sectors where poverty is concentrated
(either in the agricultural sector, or in the informal urban
sector), based on models that highlight the intensive use of
human resources, provide a sound path to poverty reduc-
tion.

The Latin American experience can teach us some impor-
tant lessons. The three countries studied differ in the way they
have used social public spending to train human capital. They
also have different approaches to sectoral development based
on intensive use or not of human resources.

Successful efforts to reduce poverty have reallocated sig-
nificant resources to primary education and preventive health
care (the example of Costa Rica is forceful in this respect).
Chile and Costa Rica have traditions of universal coverage of
basic social services that effectively reached the poorest. Eco-
nomic reforms have reduced public expenditures in both coun-
tries, but suitable reallocation of resources for health and pri-
mary education has made it possible to maintain historical
funding levels. In Mexico, on the contrary, spending is geared
to higher education and curative (not preventative) health care,
with a negative or insufficient impact on poverty indices.

Labour—intensive development in the most dynamic eco-
nomic sectors also differentiates Costa Rica and Chile from
Mexico. In Costa Rica, support for the agricultural sector and
for tourism has achieved economic integration of peasants
and unskilled workers. Chile has expanded employment
through labour—intensive industrial development. Mexico,
which is strongly dependent on foreign capital, has not man-
aged to consolidate sustainable development. Creation of
employment in agriculture and manufacturing (sectors with
high concentration of poverty) has proven precarious. The
impacts of poverty reduction strategies in Mexico are limited
and short-lived.

South Asian and Southeast Asian countries can also teach
us important lessons. These countries have used various strat-
egies with positive impact on poverty reduction: a) growth
based on intensive use of human resources; b) support for
the rural economy; c) investments in basic social services.
The countries analysed have combined these measures in var-
ious specific ways, with different impacts on the reduction of
poverty.

Growth based on intensive use of human resources seems
to require institutional incentives to encourage investment in
labour- intensive sectors and prevent concentration of invest-

ment in capital-intensive sectors. The reduction of poverty in
India in the seventies and eighties was due to the labour—in-
tensity of the rural economy and the same may be said of
China, Bangladesh, Indonesia and Malaysia in the mid—eight-
ies. Some countries, such as Bangladesh and India, have used
public programmes for rural work to provide employment to
the poorest people. The Philippines is an exception in this re-
spect, with a system of incentives and institutions «hostile
to employment. »

Support for growth of the rural economy is another strate-
gy used to fight poverty. There is increasing disparity between
urban and rural sectors in South Asia and Southeast Asia. Coun-
tries have therefore been obliged to prevent discrimination
against agriculture as a solution to rural poverty. Some of the
measures are: regulation of agricultural exports, prices and
markets (China); policies to prevent rural to urban migration
(China); and increase of public spending on the rural econo-
my (Indonesia). Support for «human capital» is another fac-
tor of considerable importance in strategies for the reduction
of poverty in these countries.

The rapid reduction of poverty impacts in Southeast Asia
did not happen because of specific anti-poverty plans or pol-
icies for the redistribution of income. It is rather due to public
provision of social services such as primary education and
basic health care. A big difference between these countries
and the South Asian countries is their investment in basic so-
cial services. It has been much easier for the poor in South-
east Asia to improve their productivity and escape from pov-
erty than for their peers in South Asia, with a different impact
on poverty reduction.

Finally, measures for redistribution, such as the agrarian
reform in China, Malaysia, Pakistan and the Philippines, have
also been important.

Studies of African countries, which have performed poorly
(with the exception of North African countries) in poverty re-
duction, show that, as in the other cases, support for the ag-
ricultural sector and reallocation of spending to universalise
basic services (education and health) are the most effective
strategies. An additional problem in these countries is the lack
of information on the impact of on—-going programmes and
the absence of data needed to assess the profile and inci-
dence of poverty.

In North African countries, a better performance in pov-
erty reduction went hand in hand with measures that favour
access by the poorest people to productive resources and
essential social services. Some specific programmes and
public spending on education and health have had a posi-
tive impact.

In Sub—Saharan Africa, anti-poverty programmes and the
expansion of existing basic services have proven insufficient
and were applied late, following the structural adjustment pol-
icies. Some reasons given for relative failures are lack of re-



sources, a poor approach that on balance benefits the non—
poor more than the poor (particularly in urban zones), and a
high degree of centralisation whereby institutions «absorb» a
major part of the resources.

The countries of the former Socialist block will also leave
their legacy. They show that «transition with equity» to a
market economy may be possible, minimising the social costs
of adjustment and maximising the benefits of economic sta-
bility in favour of the poorest.

The former Socialist block countries warrant special treat-
ment, as poverty reduction strategies in these countries are
based on reestablishment of existing «social protection net-
works. » Unlike the Asian countries considered here, they have
a legacy of strong support for the development of «human
capital.» They are dealing with effects that do not go back
very far (such as poverty) and are consequently little under-
stood. However, the transition to a market economy may dis-
mantle the achievements of preceding decades.

Given that the former Socialist block countries’ main goal
is to regain economic growth and stability, anti—-poverty ob-
jectives that are independent of growth objectives are not high
on their agendas. In some of these countries (Uzbekistan,
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan) governments have declared them-
selves formally committed to the eradication of poverty. In the
Eastern European countries, there is no record of a compre-
hensive approach to anti-poverty policies with explicit objec-
tives and programmes. The main options for dealing with pov-
erty have included, first of all, support for growth through eco-
nomic reform — with the belief that growth and market will go
hand in hand and that growth will inevitably bring about the
reduction of poverty. The second option has been to support
rearrangement of social protection networks to cover those
most affected by transition to a market economy.

Is «transition with equity» possible? In these countries,
the different ways of handling structural adjustment and the
search for growth, on the one hand, and social objectives, on
the other, enable us to formulate some answers to this ques-
tion. Some of the countries (Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan) have giv-
en priority to macro—economic stability and establishment of
a market economy to generate future growth and benefit poor
people through the «trickle-down» effect. No redistribution
mechanisms have been established due to budgetary costs or
the expected negative impact on economic benefits. Other
countries (like Uzbekistan) have sought more consistently to
maintain a standard of living through increased outlays for
health and education, even at the cost of a slower transition.
Of the three countries, Uzbekistan is considered to be the
most interested in an anti-poverty approach. It may provide
a model for «fransition with equity.»

However, it is not the slowness of economic transition but
the kind of transition that explains the relative «success» of
Uzbekistan. For instance, in Eastern Europe there was a de-

bate between those who supported a quick transition and those
who believed that a slower transition would enable people to
adapt to the new rules and reduce social costs. Hungary and
Poland adopted the first option and Bulgaria and Rumania the
second. The results in all four countries were not positive but
negative for disparity and poverty issues. However, Uzbeki-
stan shows us that other variables come into play along with
the pace of transition. These include the reallocation of re-
sources to health and education. Contrary to Uzbekistan, their
«slow transition» was accompanied by growth in spending in
these areas.

A CRITICAL APPROACH TO
FOCUSING EFFORTS

All the studies highlight the advantages of focusing efforts
to fight poverty. They stress the need to clearly identify spe-
cific groups that suffer from poverty and design strategies
that will maximise advantages to them and prevent benefits
from being appropriated by others. Latin America, with its more
or less successful experiences in focusing efforts (Chile and
Costa Rica), and the former Socialist block countries with their
experiences of rebuilding «social protection networks», pro-
vide important lessons on advantages and disadvantages of
focusing efforts.

Chile and Costa Rica show that focusing is positive where
there is a pre—existing network of universal coverage. In Chile,
for example, focused social policies had a positive impact where
universal coverage programmes already existed. In Costa Rica,
focusing was supported by a broad-based social policy in
matters relating to education and health.

The Chilean, Mexican and Costa Rican experiences, together
with those of Malaysia and Indonesia, show that success in
the eradication of poverty is possible when these programmes
are initiated with a reallocation of resources to provide univer-
sal coverage of basic social services, as mentioned earlier.
Only after this coverage is ensured will focusing have positive
results. The lessons from experience indicate that in the
context of cutbacks, strict focusing affects the quality and
extension of coverage of basic services and increases the
vulnerability of major segments of the population. The ideal
situation is to start with universal coverage and focus pro-
grammes later, finally gearing efforts towards improving qual-
ity and equal access to basic services.

For former Socialist block countries, the need for focusing
has become preeminent. In Russia and Ukraine, the absence
of «social protection networks» covering the most vulnera-
ble groups during the transition is due to the former univer-
sality of service coverage. This absence was reflected in a
lack of policies based on redistributive taxes and the provision
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of focused services. Prior to the transition, everything that
was needed was provided by universal coverage of basic ser-
vices that did not differentiate between the poor and the non-
poor, guaranteed employment, fixed prices, and non—commer-
cial distribution of health, education and social security pro-
grammes. Transfer of government resources did not differen-
tiate between poor and non—poor, and in many cases the non-
poor absorbed the most.

As to concrete focusing strategies, the difference between
Latin American and the countries of the former Socialist block
warrants mentioning. The studies show four types of focusing
strategies used by the countries in their anti-poverty pro-
grammes. The first is what the authors call «self-focusing».
The poor «self-select» themselves for some programmes
that are not attractive for generally better—off sectors (for ex-
ample, in Chile). The second is focusing based on demand:
the nature of the programmes is determined by the communi-
ties rather than by the government. A problem regarding this
type of focusing is that frequently the poor have no voice and
are not well-organised. Mexico used this type of mechanism,
as did Chile. The third option is focusing on resources for spe-
cific economic groups or economic activities. This was suc-
cessfully undertaken in Malaysia, Indonesia, Chile and Costa
Rica. Finally, under the fourth option, the government focuses
on groups at which specific policies are aimed. In this case,
problems arise because the government is not always able to
distinguish the poor from the non-poor and programmes are
subject to the arbitrariness of decision—-makers.

Effectiveness of focused social policies varies in the coun-
tries of Latin America. Chile implemented a package of mea-
sures that included decentralisation, participation of affected
groups, increased complementary measures for economic
growth and reduction of poverty, and focusing. Among the
instruments used in Costa Rica was focusing on women heads
of households, low—income children and traditional produc-
ers. In Mexico, the specific anti-poverty programmes did not
offset the negative effects of economic fluctuations and in-
come contraction.

The adjustment of social protection systems in Eastern Eu-
rope was based on four instruments: a) social public assis-
tance focused on the most underprivileged sectors; b) unem-
ployment benefits; ¢) improvement of the efficiency of pen-
sion, health and social security programmes; d) implementa-
tion of minimum pensions, minimum wages, etc.; e) strength-
ening of the role of local authorities; f) recognition and strength-
ening of the role of NGOs; g) design of pro—poor programmes
(support to the homeless and socially excluded). In some cas-
es, such as Uzbekistan, decentralisation of certain networks
has successfully been applied, for example, social security.

In these countries, focused anti—poverty programmes have
been difficult to implement. On the one hand, urgent prob-
lems of a fiscal nature, linked to pressure by international fund-

ing organisations, have not allowed for long—term planning in
order to create the new institutions required by transition. On
the other hand, focused programmes do not build popular
support, as the middle classes and the non—poor who are the
most politically active in these transitions lose benefits.

LESSONS FROM EXPERIENCE

Studies coincide in recommending joint action in equity
and poverty issues, given that in the context of unequal distri-
bution the benefits of growth are minimised for the poor. Such
action likewise reduces the probability of widespread social
conflict.

The success of Latin American and Asian countries in re-
ducing poverty depends on the development model selected.
Increased disparity has a negative impact on the relationship
between economic growth and poverty. At the same time, la-
bour—intensive growth combined with expanded access to
basic services is the best guarantee for egalitarian growth.
Experience shows that support for building «human capital»
(reallocation of public spending to health and education ser-
vices), for the development of sectors where poverty is con-
centrated, and for labour—intensive growth models contrib-
utes to a positive result when dealing with poverty reduction.

Social protection measures are needed during the transi-
tion period to prevent the initial distortions produced by mac-
ro—economic policies from adversely affecting the poor. The
countries of the former Socialist block show that support for
the reconstruction of social protection networks and for the
prevention of serious poverty impacts (in countries where
they were previously nonexistent), together with policies to
protect the most vulnerable sectors of a market economy,
appear to be the most appropriate in the prevailing context.
At the same time, note should be taken of the appearance of a
kind of poverty that is different from the chronic poverty seen
in other situations (such as in Latin America). This «new pov-
erty» needs to be understood, studied and assessed in order
to develop effective strategies to fight it.

Experience in Africa shows the importance of macro—eco-
nomic policies for agriculture (especially of the effects of ad-
justment and stabilisation policies on the primary sector) and,
therefore, for poverty insofar as it is rural in origin. The need
to strengthen public investment in «social capital» (education
and health) is also given priority in order to achieve sustained
reduction of poverty in these countries. But none of this will
be achieved with the present growth rate, which is insuffi-
cient to eradicate widespread poverty. Current adjustment
and economic transition policies appear unable to solve two
problems: rural development and employment generation. Both
are crucial to overcome poverty and the exclusion of impor-



tant segments of the population from the goods and services
market.

Our analysis shows that the success of efforts to eradi-
cate poverty depends very largely on the development mod-
el selected. Betting solely on economic growth is not enough.
Concern with growth, coupled with application of adjust-
ment policies and curtailing of public social spending, has
proven negative in terms of eradicating poverty. Specific
plans will only yield results insofar as they are tied to a
strategy for growth with equity that gives priority to wide-
spread access to health and education by the lowest income
sectors. This should go hand in hand with the creation of
employment and economic opportunities for the sectors most
affected by the economic changes that are taking place in
most countries.
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INFORMATION POVERTY

Countries for which no up-to-date statistical data on key social indicators is available

Safe water Sanitation Malnutrition | Malnutrition . Unemployment
Health services |  Births Income Dif. Public
UNDP / World Bank Moderate* Severe Expenditure® ILO
Latest year for which information is available

Afghanistan 1990/96 1990 1990/96 | 1990/96 1990/96 1993
Albania 1990 1990/96 1994 1995 1991
Algeria 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 *1992 1994 1992
Angola 1990/96 1990/96 1991 1990/96 *1989
Antigua 1988,00 1988
Argentina 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1988 1994 1993
Australia 1990 1990 1988 1988 1994 1995 1994
Austria 1990 1988 1994 1995 1993
Azerbaijan 1988 1994 1994
Bahamas 1988 1990 1988 1994 1994
Bahrain 1988 1988 1990 1994 1994
Bangladesh 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1996/96 1994
Barbados 1988 1988 1994 1994
Belarus 1990 1988 1990/96 1994 1994 1994
Belgium 1988 1990 1988 1990/96 1994 1995 1994
Belize 1990 1991 1990 1994
Benin 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 *1995 1994
Bhutan 1990/96 1990/95 1988 | 1990/96
Bolivia 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1995 1992
Botswana 1990/96 1988 1990/96 | 1990/96 1994 1995
Brazil 1990/96 1988 1988 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1995 1990
Brunei Darussalam 1990
Bulgaria 1988 1990 1988 1990/96 1995 1994
Burkina Faso 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1994
Burundi 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1992
Cambodia 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 | 1990/96 1990/96
Cameroon 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1995
Canada 1990 1990 1990/96 1994 1994 1994
Cape Verte 1990 1990 1990 *1986 1994
Central African Rep. 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1988 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1993
Colombia 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1988 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1995 1994
Comoros 1990 1990 1988 1994
Congo, D.R. 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 1990/96
Congo, R 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 1990/96
Costa Rica 1990/96 1990/96 1990/96 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1995 1994
Cote d’lvoire 1990/96 1988 1988 1988 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1992
Croatia 1990 1994 1995 1993
Cuba 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 1994
Cyprus 1990 1990 1991 1990 1994 1994
Czech Republic 1988 1994 1995 1994
Chad 1990 1990/96 1990/95 1990 1994
Chile 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 | 1990/96 1994 1995 1994
China 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1994 1994
Denmark 1988 1990 1988 1990/96 1994 1995 1994
Djibouti 1990 1988
Dominica 1988 1988
Dominican Republic|  1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1995
Ecuador 1990/96 1990/96 1988 1988 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1994
Egypt 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1995 1992
El Salvador 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1995 1992
Equatorial Guinea 1988 1994
Eritrea 1990/96 1990/96
Ethiopia 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1993
Fiji 1988 1991 1988 1994 1994
Finland 1990 1988 1988 1994 1995 1994
France 1990 1994 1995 1994
Gabon 1990/96 1988 1990/96 *1988 1994
Gambia 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 1994
Germany 1988 1990 1994 1994

+  World Bank data does not differentiate moderate from severe.
1980 data available. No intermediate data have been found, which might be available in WB reports prior to 1996.



INFORMATION POVERTY (cont.)

Countries for which no up-to-date statistical data on key social indicators is available

Safe water Sanitation Malnutrition | Malnutrition . Unemployment
Health services | Births Income Dif. Public
UNDP / World Bank Moderate* Severe Expenditure® ILO
Latest year for which information is available

Ghana 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1992
Greece 1990 1990/96 1994 1995 1993
Grenada 1988
Guatemala 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1995 1993
Guinea 1990/96 1996/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994
Guinea Bissau 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 | 1990/96 1994
Guyana 1988 1988 *1991 1994 1993
Haiti 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1990
Honduras 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994
Hungary 1990 1990/96 1994 1994
Iceland 1990 1994 1994
India 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1995 1992
Indonesia 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1988 | 1990/96 1994 1995 1992
Iran 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994
Iraq 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994
Ireland 1990 1994 1995 1994
Israel 1988 1988 1988 1990/96 1994 1995 1994
Italy 1990 1994 1994
Jamaica 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1992
Japan 1990/96 1990 1991 1990/96 *1990 1994 1994 1993
Jordania 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1995
Kenya 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1995
Kiribati 1991 1990
Korea, PDR 1988 1990 1988 1990/96
Korea, Rep. 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 1994 1995 1994
Kuwait 1988 1988 1990/95 1990/96 | 1990/96 1994 1995
Kyrgyzstan 1990/96 1994 1994
Lao, PDR 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 1990/96 1994
Lebanon 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 1994
Lesotho 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994
Liberia 1990/96 1988 1990/96
Libya 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 | 1990/96 1994
Luxembourg 1988 1990 1988 1988 1994 1993
Madagascar 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1995 1989
Malawi 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994
Malaysia 1990/96 1990/96 1991 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1995 1993
Maldives 1988 1994
Mali 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 1990/96 1994
Malta 1990 1990 1994 1993
Mauritania 1990/96 1990 1990/95 1990/96 1990/96 1994
Mauritius 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1995 1994
Mexico 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1994 1995 1993
Micronesia 1990 1990 1991 1990
Moldova 1990/96 1994 1994
Monaco 1990 1990
Mongolia 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 | 1990/96 1994 1995
Morocco 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1988 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1992
Mozambique 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994
Myanmar 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1994 1994
Namibia 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96
Nauru 1990/96 1990/96
Nepal 1990/96 1990/96 1988 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994
Netherlands 1990 1988 1990/96 1994 1995 1994
New Caledonia 1991 1993
New Zealand 1990/96 1991 1990/96 1994 1995 1994
Nicaragua 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1995 1991
Niger 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1991
Nigeria 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1993
Norway 1990 1990 1988 1990/96 1994 1995 1994

+  World Bank data does not differentiate moderate from severe.
1980 data available. No intermediate data have been found, which might be available in WB reports prior to 1996.
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INFORMATION POVERTY (cont.)

Countries for which no up-to-date statistical data on key social indicators is available

Safe water Sanitation Malnutrition | Malnutrition . Unemployment
Health services |  Births Income Dif. Public
UNDP / World Bank Moderate* Severe Expenditure® IL0
Latest year for which information is available

Oman 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 | 1990/96 1990/96
Pakistan 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1994
Panama 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1995 1994
Papua New Guinea 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 | 1990/96 1994 1995
Paraguay 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1988 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1995 1994
Peru 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1988 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1995 1994
Philippines 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 21994 1995 1994
Poland 1990 1988 1990/96 1994 1994
Portugal 1990 1990/96 1994 1993
Qatar 1990 1990 1991 1990 1994
Romania 1990/96 1994 1995 1993
Rwanda 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96
Saint Kitts 1988
Saint Lucia 1988
Saint Vincent 1988
Samoa 1990
Sao Tome and Prince 1988 1990 *1986
Saudi Arabia 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 1994
Senegal 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1988 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1993
Seychelles 1990 1990 *1988
Sierra Leone 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 | 1990/96 1994
Singapore 1990/96 1990 1988 1990/96 *1994 1994 1995 1994
Slovakia 1990 1994 1994
Solomon Islands 1988 1990
Somalia 1990/96 1990/96
South Africa 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1993
Spain 1990 1990/96 1994 1995 1994
Sri Lanka 1990/96 1990/96 1988 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1995 1994
Sudan 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1988 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1992
Suriname 1988 1988 1993
Swaziland 1990 1990 1991 1990 1994
Sweden 1988 1990 1988 1990/96 1994 1995 1994
Switzerland 1990 1990 1988 1990/96 1994 1995 1994
Syria 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1995 1991
Tanzania 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 1990/96 1994
Tajikistan 1990/96 1994
Thailand 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1995 1991
Togo 1990/96 1990/96 1990/96 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994
Tonga 1990 1991 1990
Trinidad & Tobago 1990/96 1990/96 1988 1990/96 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1993
Tunisia 1990/96 1990/96 1992 1990/96 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1994 1989
Turkey 1990/96 1990 1988 1988 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1995 1993
Turkmenistan 1990/96 1994
Uganda 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 1990/96 1994
Ukraine 1988 1990/96 1994
United Arab Emirates 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 1994 1995
United Kingdom 1990 1990 1990/96 1994 1995 1993
United States 1990 1990 1990/96 1994 1995 1994
Uruguay 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1995 1993
Uzbekistan 1990/96 1994
Vanuatu 1990 1991 1990
Vatican
Venezuela 1990/96 1990/96 1990/96 | 1990/96 1994 1993
Viet Nam 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994
Yemen 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1990/96 1990/96 1995
Yugoslavia 1990
Zambia 1990/96 1990/96 1988 1990 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994 1995
Zimbabwe 1990/96 1990/96 1990/95 1988 | 1990/96 1990/96 1994

+  World Bank data does not differentiate moderate from severe.
1980 data available. No intermediate data have been found, which might be available in WB reports prior to 1996.



