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Global, Regional and National Human Development reports

Human Development Reports: �e annual global Human Development Reports (HDRs) have been published by UNDP 
since 1990 as intellectually independent and empirically grounded analyses of development issues, trends, progress and 
policies. Resources related to the 2011 Report and earlier HDRs are available free of charge at hdr.undp.org, including full 
texts and summaries in major UN languages, summaries of consultations and network discussions, the Human Develop-
ment Research Paper Series and HDR news bulletins and other public information materials. Also available are statistical 
indicators, other data tools, interactive maps, country fact sheets and additional information associated with the HDRs.

Regional Human Development Reports: More than 40 editorially autonomous HDRs with a regional focus have been 
produced in the past two decades with support from UNDP’s regional bureaus. With o�en provocative analyses and 
policy advocacy, these reports have examined such critical issues as civil liberties and the empowerment of women in the 
Arab States, corruption in Asia and the Paci�c, treatment of the Roma and other minorities in Central Europe and the 
inequitable distribution of wealth in Latin America and the Caribbean.

National Human Development Reports: Since the release of the �rst National HDR in 1992, National HDRs have been 
produced in 140 countries by local editorial teams with UNDP support. �ese reports—more than 650 have been 
published to date—bring a human development perspective to national policy concerns through locally managed consul-
tations and research. National HDRs o�en focus on issues of gender, ethnicity or rural-urban divides to help identify 
inequality, measure progress and detect early warning signs of potential con�ict. Because these reports are grounded in 
national needs and perspectives, many have had substantial in�uence on national policies, including strategies for achiev-
ing the Millennium Development Goals and other human development priorities.

For more information on National and Regional HDRs, including related training and reference resources, see
hdr.undp.org/en/nhdr/.

Human Development Reports 1990–2010

 1990 Concept and Measurement of Human Development
 1991 Financing Human Development
 1992 Global Dimensions of Human Development
 1993 People’s Participation
 1994 New Dimensions of Human Security
 1995 Gender and Human Development
 1996 Economic Growth and Human Development
 1997 Human Development to Eradicate Poverty
 1998 Consumption for Human Development
 1999 Globalization with a Human Face
 2000 Human Rights and Human Development
 2001 Making New Technologies Work for Human Development
 2002 Deepening Democracy in a Fragmented World
 2003 Millennium Development Goals: A Compact among Nations to End Human Poverty
 2004 Cultural Liberty in Today’s Diverse World
 2005 International Cooperation at a Crossroads: Aid, Trade and Security in an Unequal World
 2006 Beyond Scarcity: Power, Poverty and the Global Water Crisis
 2007/2008 Fighting Climate Change: Human Solidarity in a Divided World
 2009 Overcoming Barriers: Human Mobility and Development
 2010 �e Real Wealth of Nations: Pathways to Human Development

For more information visit:
http://hdr.undp.org
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The great development challenge of the 21st century is to safeguard the right of generations today and in the future to 
live healthy and fulfilling lives. The 2011 Human Development Report offers important new contributions to the global 
dialogue on this challenge, showing how sustainability is inextricably linked to equity—to questions of fairness and 
social justice and of greater access to a better quality of life. 

Forecasts suggest that continuing failure to reduce the grave environmental risks and deepening inequalities threat-
ens to slow decades of sustained progress by the world’s poor majority—and even to reverse the global convergence 
in human development. Our remarkable progress in human development cannot continue without bold global steps to 
reduce both environmental risks and inequality. This Report identifies pathways for people, local communities, coun-
tries and the international community to promote environmental sustainability and equity in mutually reinforcing ways.

New analysis shows how power imbalances and gender inequalities at the national level are linked to reduced access 
to clean water and improved sanitation, land degradation and illness and death due to air pollution, amplifying the 
effects associated with income disparities. Gender inequalities also interact with environmental outcomes and make 
them worse. At the global level governance arrangements often weaken the voices of developing countries and 
exclude marginalized groups.

But there are alternatives to inequality and unsustainability. Investments that improve equity—for example, in access 
to renewable energy, water and sanitation, and reproductive healthcare—could advance both sustainability and 
human development. Stronger accountability and democratic processes can also improve outcomes. Successful 
approaches rely on community management, broadly inclusive institutions and attention to disadvantaged groups. 
Beyond the Millennium Development Goals, the world needs a development framework that reflects equity and 
sustainability. This Report shows that approaches that integrate equity into policies and programmes and that 
empower people to bring about change in the legal and political arenas hold enormous promise. 

The financing needed for development are many times greater than current official development assistance. Today’s 
spending on low-carbon energy sources, for example, is less than 2 percent of even the lowest estimate of need. 
Financing flows need to be channeled towards the critical challenges of unsustainability and inequity. While market 
mechanisms and private funding will be vital, they must be supported and leveraged by proactive public investment. 
Closing the financing gap requires innovative thinking, which this Report provides.

The Report also advocates reforms to promote equity and voice. We have a collective responsibility towards the least 
privileged among us today and in the future around the world—and a moral imperative to ensure that the present is 
not the enemy of the future. This Report can help us see the ways forward. 

This Report explores the integral links between environmental sustainability and equity and shows that these 
are critical to expanding human freedoms for people today and in generations to come. The point of departure 
is that the remarkable progress in human development over recent decades that the Human Development 
Report has documented cannot continue without bold global steps to reduce environmental risks and 
inequality. We identify pathways for people, communities, countries and the international community to 
promote environmental sustainability and equity in mutually reinforcing ways.

The cover diagram symbolizes how different policies can have different implications for sustainability and 
equity. Whenever available, we should prefer solutions that are good for the environment while also promot-
ing equity and human development. Pursuing sustainability and equity jointly does not require that they be 
mutually reinforcing. In many instances they will not be. Sometimes the most feasible alternative involves 
trade-offs between sustainability and equity and requires explicit and careful consideration. No trade-off is 
isolated from a society’s structural and institutional conditions, and so we must address the underlying 
constraints and identify positive synergies between sustainability and equity. This Report is aimed not only at 
finding positive synergies but also at identifying ways to build them.

LEAST

GREATEST

LEAST

EQ
UIT

Y

SUSTAINABILITY
EQ

UIT
Y

SUSTAINABILITY

Unsustainable
and inequitable

Human capabilities
supported equitably

and sustainably

Unsustainable
and inequitable

Sustainable
but not equitable

Equitable,
but not sustainable

Sustainable
but not equitable

Equitable
but not sustainable

ISBN 978-0-230-36331-1



H
D

R 2
0

1
1

  Su
stain

ab
ility an

d
 Eq

u
ity:

A
 B

etter Fu
tu

re fo
r A

ll

Human Development
Report 2011
Sustainability and Equity:
A Better Future for All

Cover ICover IV
Cover IV flap

spine

Bulk estimated as .383

Cover II Cover III Cover III flap

www.palgrave.com

NOTE
Arrows indicate upward or downward movement in the country’s ranking over 2005–2011 using consistent data and methodology; a blank indicates no change.

Global, Regional and National Human Development reports

Human Development Reports: �e annual global Human Development Reports (HDRs) have been published by UNDP 
since 1990 as intellectually independent and empirically grounded analyses of development issues, trends, progress and 
policies. Resources related to the 2011 Report and earlier HDRs are available free of charge at hdr.undp.org, including full 
texts and summaries in major UN languages, summaries of consultations and network discussions, the Human Develop-
ment Research Paper Series and HDR news bulletins and other public information materials. Also available are statistical 
indicators, other data tools, interactive maps, country fact sheets and additional information associated with the HDRs.

Regional Human Development Reports: More than 40 editorially autonomous HDRs with a regional focus have been 
produced in the past two decades with support from UNDP’s regional bureaus. With o�en provocative analyses and 
policy advocacy, these reports have examined such critical issues as civil liberties and the empowerment of women in the 
Arab States, corruption in Asia and the Paci�c, treatment of the Roma and other minorities in Central Europe and the 
inequitable distribution of wealth in Latin America and the Caribbean.

National Human Development Reports: Since the release of the �rst National HDR in 1992, National HDRs have been 
produced in 140 countries by local editorial teams with UNDP support. �ese reports—more than 650 have been 
published to date—bring a human development perspective to national policy concerns through locally managed consul-
tations and research. National HDRs o�en focus on issues of gender, ethnicity or rural-urban divides to help identify 
inequality, measure progress and detect early warning signs of potential con�ict. Because these reports are grounded in 
national needs and perspectives, many have had substantial in�uence on national policies, including strategies for achiev-
ing the Millennium Development Goals and other human development priorities.

For more information on National and Regional HDRs, including related training and reference resources, see
hdr.undp.org/en/nhdr/.

Human Development Reports 1990–2010

 1990 Concept and Measurement of Human Development
 1991 Financing Human Development
 1992 Global Dimensions of Human Development
 1993 People’s Participation
 1994 New Dimensions of Human Security
 1995 Gender and Human Development
 1996 Economic Growth and Human Development
 1997 Human Development to Eradicate Poverty
 1998 Consumption for Human Development
 1999 Globalization with a Human Face
 2000 Human Rights and Human Development
 2001 Making New Technologies Work for Human Development
 2002 Deepening Democracy in a Fragmented World
 2003 Millennium Development Goals: A Compact among Nations to End Human Poverty
 2004 Cultural Liberty in Today’s Diverse World
 2005 International Cooperation at a Crossroads: Aid, Trade and Security in an Unequal World
 2006 Beyond Scarcity: Power, Poverty and the Global Water Crisis
 2007/2008 Fighting Climate Change: Human Solidarity in a Divided World
 2009 Overcoming Barriers: Human Mobility and Development
 2010 �e Real Wealth of Nations: Pathways to Human Development

For more information visit:
http://hdr.undp.org

Afghanistan 172
Albania 70 ↑ 1
Algeria 96
Andorra 32
Angola 148
Antigua and Barbuda 60 ↑ 1
Argentina 45 ↑ 1
Armenia 86
Australia 2
Austria 19
Azerbaijan 91
Bahamas 53
Bahrain 42
Bangladesh 146
Barbados 47
Belarus 65
Belgium 18
Belize 93 ↓ –1
Benin 167
Bhutan 141 ↓ –1
Bolivia, Plurinational State of 108
Bosnia and Herzegovina 74
Botswana 118 ↓ –1
Brazil 84 ↑ 1
Brunei Darussalam 33
Bulgaria 55 ↑ 1
Burkina Faso 181
Burundi 185
Cambodia 139 ↑ 2
Cameroon 150 ↑ 1
Canada 6
Cape Verde 133
Central African Republic 179
Chad 183 ↓ –1
Chile 44
China 101
Colombia 87 ↑ 1
Comoros 163
Congo 137
Congo, Democratic Republic of the 187
Costa Rica 69 ↓ –1
Côte d’Ivoire 170
Croatia 46 ↓ –1
Cuba 51
Cyprus 31
Czech Republic 27
Denmark 16
Djibouti 165 ↓ –1
Dominica 81 ↓ –1
Dominican Republic 98 ↑ 2
Ecuador 83
Egypt 113 ↓ –1
El Salvador 105
Equatorial Guinea 136 ↓ –1
Eritrea 177
Estonia 34
Ethiopia 174
Fiji 100 ↓ –3
Finland 22
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 78 ↓ –2
France 20
Gabon 106
Gambia 168

Georgia 75
Germany 9
Ghana 135 ↑ 1
Greece 29
Grenada 67
Guatemala 131
Guinea 178
Guinea-Bissau 176
Guyana 117 ↑ 2
Haiti 158 ↑ 1
Honduras 121 ↓ –1
Hong Kong, China (SAR) 13 ↑ 1
Hungary 38
Iceland 14 ↓ –1
India 134
Indonesia 124 ↑ 1
Iran, Islamic Republic of 88 ↓ –1
Iraq 132
Ireland 7
Israel 17
Italy 24
Jamaica 79 ↓ –1
Japan 12
Jordan 95 ↓ –1
Kazakhstan 68 ↑ 1
Kenya 143 ↑ 1
Kiribati 122
Korea, Republic of 15
Kuwait 63 ↓ –1
Kyrgyzstan 126
Lao People’s Democratic Republic 138 ↑ 1
Latvia 43
Lebanon 71 ↓ –1
Lesotho 160
Liberia 182 ↑ 1
Libya 64 ↓ –10
Liechtenstein 8
Lithuania 40 ↑ 1
Luxembourg 25
Madagascar 151 ↓ –2
Malawi 171
Malaysia 61 ↑ 3
Maldives 109
Mali 175
Malta 36
Mauritania 159 ↓ –1
Mauritius 77
Mexico 57
Micronesia, Federated States of 116
Moldova, Republic of 111
Mongolia 110
Montenegro 54 ↑ 1
Morocco 130
Mozambique 184
Myanmar 149 ↑ 1
Namibia 120 ↑ 1
Nepal 157 ↓ –1
Netherlands 3
New Zealand 5
Nicaragua 129
Niger 186
Nigeria 156 ↑ 1
Norway 1

Occupied Palestinian Territory 114
Oman 89
Pakistan 145
Palau 49
Panama 58 ↑ 1
Papua New Guinea 153 ↓ –1
Paraguay 107
Peru 80 ↑ 1
Philippines 112 ↑ 1
Poland 39
Portugal 41 ↓ –1
Qatar 37
Romania 50
Russian Federation 66
Rwanda 166
Saint Kitts and Nevis 72
Saint Lucia 82
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 85 ↓ –1
Samoa 99
São Tomé and Príncipe 144 ↓ –1
Saudi Arabia 56 ↑

↑

2
Senegal 155
Serbia 59 1
Seychelles 52
Sierra Leone 180
Singapore 26
Slovakia 35
Slovenia 21
Solomon Islands 142
South Africa 123 ↑ 1
Spain 23
Sri Lanka 97 ↑ 1
Sudan 169
Suriname 104
Swaziland 140 ↓ –2
Sweden 10
Switzerland 11
Syrian Arab Republic 119 ↓ –1
Tajikistan 127
Tanzania, United Republic of 152 ↑ 1
Thailand 103
Timor-Leste 147
Togo 162
Tonga 90
Trinidad and Tobago 62 ↑ 1
Tunisia 94 ↓ –1
Turkey 92 ↑ 3
Turkmenistan 102
Uganda 161
Ukraine 76 ↑ 3
United Arab Emirates 30
United Kingdom 28
United States 4
Uruguay 48
Uzbekistan 115
Vanuatu 125 ↓ –2
Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 73
Viet Nam 128
Yemen 154
Zambia 164 ↑ 1
Zimbabwe 173

KEY TO COUNTRIES

2011 HDI rank and change in rank from 2005 to 2011

The great development challenge of the 21st century is to safeguard the right of generations today and in the future to 
live healthy and fulfilling lives. The 2011 Human Development Report offers important new contributions to the global 
dialogue on this challenge, showing how sustainability is inextricably linked to equity—to questions of fairness and 
social justice and of greater access to a better quality of life. 

Forecasts suggest that continuing failure to reduce the grave environmental risks and deepening inequalities threat-
ens to slow decades of sustained progress by the world’s poor majority—and even to reverse the global convergence 
in human development. Our remarkable progress in human development cannot continue without bold global steps to 
reduce both environmental risks and inequality. This Report identifies pathways for people, local communities, coun-
tries and the international community to promote environmental sustainability and equity in mutually reinforcing ways.

New analysis shows how power imbalances and gender inequalities at the national level are linked to reduced access 
to clean water and improved sanitation, land degradation and illness and death due to air pollution, amplifying the 
effects associated with income disparities. Gender inequalities also interact with environmental outcomes and make 
them worse. At the global level governance arrangements often weaken the voices of developing countries and 
exclude marginalized groups.

But there are alternatives to inequality and unsustainability. Investments that improve equity—for example, in access 
to renewable energy, water and sanitation, and reproductive healthcare—could advance both sustainability and 
human development. Stronger accountability and democratic processes can also improve outcomes. Successful 
approaches rely on community management, broadly inclusive institutions and attention to disadvantaged groups. 
Beyond the Millennium Development Goals, the world needs a development framework that reflects equity and 
sustainability. This Report shows that approaches that integrate equity into policies and programmes and that 
empower people to bring about change in the legal and political arenas hold enormous promise. 

The financing needed for development are many times greater than current official development assistance. Today’s 
spending on low-carbon energy sources, for example, is less than 2 percent of even the lowest estimate of need. 
Financing flows need to be channeled towards the critical challenges of unsustainability and inequity. While market 
mechanisms and private funding will be vital, they must be supported and leveraged by proactive public investment. 
Closing the financing gap requires innovative thinking, which this Report provides.

The Report also advocates reforms to promote equity and voice. We have a collective responsibility towards the least 
privileged among us today and in the future around the world—and a moral imperative to ensure that the present is 
not the enemy of the future. This Report can help us see the ways forward. 

This Report explores the integral links between environmental sustainability and equity and shows that these 
are critical to expanding human freedoms for people today and in generations to come. The point of departure 
is that the remarkable progress in human development over recent decades that the Human Development 
Report has documented cannot continue without bold global steps to reduce environmental risks and 
inequality. We identify pathways for people, communities, countries and the international community to 
promote environmental sustainability and equity in mutually reinforcing ways.

The cover diagram symbolizes how different policies can have different implications for sustainability and 
equity. Whenever available, we should prefer solutions that are good for the environment while also promot-
ing equity and human development. Pursuing sustainability and equity jointly does not require that they be 
mutually reinforcing. In many instances they will not be. Sometimes the most feasible alternative involves 
trade-offs between sustainability and equity and requires explicit and careful consideration. No trade-off is 
isolated from a society’s structural and institutional conditions, and so we must address the underlying 
constraints and identify positive synergies between sustainability and equity. This Report is aimed not only at 
finding positive synergies but also at identifying ways to build them.

LEAST

GREATEST

LEAST

EQ
UIT

Y

SUSTAINABILITY
EQ

UIT
Y

SUSTAINABILITY

Unsustainable
and inequitable

Human capabilities
supported equitably

and sustainably

Unsustainable
and inequitable

Sustainable
but not equitable

Equitable,
but not sustainable

Sustainable
but not equitable

Equitable
but not sustainable

ISBN 978-0-230-36331-1





































































































































































































91Chapter 5  Rising to the policy challenges

But the contributions still do not meet the 
world’s development challenges. The $129 bil-
lion committed in 2010 was 76 percent of the 
estimated cost of achieving the Millennium 
Development Goals—and not all aid goes to 
achieving the goals.80 Rich countries have con-
sistently failed to meet their stated pledges, 
including that of the G-8 at Gleneagles in 2005 
(to increase aid by $50 billion a year by 2010), 
the European Union (to increase aid from 0.43 
percent of gross national income to 0.56 percent) 
and the United Nations (the long-standing tar-
get of 0.7 percent of gross national income).

Developed countries have pledged $100 
billion a year by 2020 to finance climate change 
mitigation and adaptation in developing 

countries. It is unclear, however, whether the 
funding would really be additional—one con-
cern is that current aid will simply be diverted 
to meet the new targets.81

Access to energy and climate change 

investments

As this Report has already noted, providing 
clean energy to the 1.5 billion people who lack 
electricity and the 2.6 billion who rely on tra-
ditional biomass for cooking is a major win-
win-win. Clean energy offers the potential to 
alleviate poverty, reduce health impacts from 
indoor air pollution and drive social and eco-
nomic development, while mitigating energy’s 
impact on the climate.

FIGURE 5.2

Official development assistance falls far short of needs
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Though large, the 

amounts needed to 

address climate change 

are below current 

spending on defence, 

on recent financial 

sector bailouts and on 

perverse subsidies, 

indicating the scope for 

reassessing priorities

International financial institutions have 
overseen sweeping reforms of the energy sec-
tor in many parts of the world, with a view to 
opening markets and guaranteeing equitable 
access to funds. And countries have positioned 
themselves to mobilize and attract private 
investments to the energy sector. But policy-
makers have yet to steer energy finance towards 
tackling energy poverty82 or climate change on 
a larger scale, especially in places less attractive 
to the private sector.

Redirecting energy finance will require 
greater political will and exceptional leader-
ship. Moreover, addressing energy poverty 
needs to stay at the head of the agenda because 
doing so is central to maintaining public sup-
port and development assistance for achiev-
ing the Millennium Development Goals and 
beyond.

A key dimension of climate policy discus-
sions relates to the size, direction and source of 
financing. The World Bank recently outlined 
the difficulties in tracking such investments, 
including limited and inconsistent informa-
tion in reporting systems, the ambiguous pur-
pose of some flows, the confidential nature 
of some transactions and double counting.83 
Costing is difficult, in both theory and prac-
tice, and the scope of the estimates differs 
along with the methods. Underlying assump-
tions matter—especially those regarding the 
discount rate. So do assumed consumption 
and production elasticities to changing prices. 
With these caveats in mind, we review the 
available evidence and find:
•	 Recent estimates of the investments needed 

to reduce the concentration of greenhouse 
gases (mitigation costs) range widely, from 
0.2 percent of annual global GDP to 1.2 
percent by 2030.84

•	 Estimating adaptation costs is even harder, 
and it is difficult to distinguish them 
from related development investments. 
This Report’s updated estimates of annual 
investment requirements for adaptation are 
of the order of $105 billion,85 within the 
$49–$171 billion range proposed by the 
United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change by 2030. Other estimates, 
which account for the costs of adaptating to 

the impact of climate change on ecosystems, 
are two to three times higher.86

•	 Estimates of total annual mitigation and 
adaptation costs to address climate change 
by 2030 range from $249 billion to $1,371 
billion. Why the large difference? Because 
the costs of integrating renewable energies 
are context- and site-specific and thus dif-
ficult to estimate globally.
The amounts needed are clearly large, if 

uncertain. But they are below current spend-
ing on defence, on recent financial sector bail-
outs and on perverse subsidies, indicating the 
scope for reassessing priorities. In 2009 global 
military expenditure neared 3 percent of world 
GDP, while some countries spent much more, 
including the United States (4.7 percent of 
GDP) and the Russian Federation (4.3 per-
cent of GDP).87 The bailouts in the wake of the 
recent financial crisis were close to $700 bil-
lion in the United States under the Troubled 
Asset Relief Program, while EU commitments 
were close to $1 trillion (about 6  percent of 
annual GDP in both cases).

As the previous chapter shows, there is 
enormous scope for reducing environmentally 
harmful subsidies. Uzbekistan, for example, 
spends over 10 times more on fossil fuel con-
sumption subsidies than on health (32 percent 
of GDP, compared with 2.5  percent), while 
Iran spends 20 percent of GDP on fossil fuel 
consumption subsidies, compared with less 
than 5 percent on education.88

Are developed countries meeting the financ-
ing commitment implied by their “common 
but differentiated responsibilities” under the 
Framework Convention on Climate Change? 
No. Almost $32 billion has been pledged for 
climate change actions (about 19 percent of 
total official development assistance).89 But the 
pledges fall well short of estimated needs, and 
disbursements fall well short of pledges: most 
of the “new and additional” funds pledged at 
the 2009 UN Climate Change Conference in 
Copenhagen have not been delivered, and less 
than 8 percent of pledges for climate change 
were disbursed in 2010. Governments have yet 
to agree how to track spending or determine 
whether funding is truly additional—accurate 
monitoring requires an aid baseline.
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Some 24 special climate change funds 
already exist, ranging from international 
sources of funding such as the Hatoyama Ini-
tiative (which has received 48 percent of total 
pledges to date—35 percent from public sources 
and 13 percent from private sources) to national 
trust funds that can receive donor funds, such 
as the Indonesia Climate Change Trust Fund 
(0.06 percent of pledges). The funds differ in 
structure and include both bilateral and multi-
lateral arrangements, making reliable monitor-
ing of spending very difficult.

Given this fragmentation, climate finance 
must incorporate the lessons of aid delivery 
to improve how assistance is organized and 
delivered. The 2005 Paris Declaration on Aid 
Effectiveness and the 2008 Accra Agenda for 
Action agreed on principles to promote coun-
try ownership, aid alignment and harmoniza-
tion, results, and mutual accountability. The 
2007 Bali Action Plan shows how these prin-
ciples can be incorporated into climate change 
finance. This state of affairs does not imply that 
there should be one global superfund, which is 
neither feasible nor desirable, but it did show 
the scope for reducing complexity and enhanc-
ing access and transparency. Equally impor-
tant is avoiding parallelism in funding, as far as 
possible, instead integrating provisions for cli-
mate change in national planning and budgets.

Water supply and sanitation

How much will it cost to meet the Millennium 
Development Goal targets for safe drinking 
water and basic sanitation? Assessments depend 
on baseline and demographic assumptions and 
on whether they include maintenance costs and 
use low-technology options. Moreover, defini-
tions of “water supply” and “basic sanitation” 
differ, and consistent data are often lacking.

The 2010 Global Annual Assessment of 
Sanitation and Drinking Water (GLAAS) esti-
mates for achieving the Millennium Develop-
ment Goal water and sanitation targets, which 
take several earlier cost estimates into account, 
range from $6.7 billion to $75 billion a year.90 
Much more would be needed to achieve uni-
versal access.

The amounts now being spent from domes-
tic and international sources are much lower. 

For 20 developing countries reporting drink-
ing water and sanitation expenditures, GLAAS 
2010 estimates median government domestic 
spending at $65 million in 2008 (0.48 percent 
of GDP). For 2009, the most recent year with 
data, aid commitments totalled $14.3 billion 
and disbursements $7.8 billion.

Investor belief that the water and sanita-
tion sector in developing countries is a high-
risk, low-return investment makes market-
based financing difficult to mobilize. And 
while reforms in governance, institutions and 
tariffs are critical to the sector’s financial sus-
tainability, innovative schemes are bridging 
the financing gaps in the interim (box 5.2).91

Again, greater efforts are needed. Gov-
ernment clearly is important, but reliance on 
financial aid is high, covering much national 
spending on sanitation and drinking-water
—in some countries, near 90 percent. And 
even with cost-effective innovative approaches, 
as in community sanitation, public commit-
ment is too low. Refocusing assistance is called 
for, alongside mobilizing more domestic and 
private resources for scaling up investments. 
Although the gap in aid allocations between 
high HDI and low HDI countries is smaller 
for water and sanitation than for low-carbon 
energy, the disparities are still large. Part of 
the constraint relates to capacity, though more 
predictable donor funding would help.92

BOX 5.2

Innovative financing schemes for water and sanitation

A review of financing schemes to promote investment in water and sanitation reveals some 
promising new avenues. Some schemes supported by donors encourage private investment. 
Indonesia’s Master Meter Scheme uses microcredit to connect the urban poor to water, and 
the Coca-Cola Company and the United States Agency for International Development spon-
sored the installation of locally made rope pumps in Zinder, Niger. In Kenya an innovative 
combination of commercial finance (through a microcredit institution) and a subsidy that ties 
public funding to achieving specified goals has improved water supply and connected poor 
households to piped water.

Other financing schemes include blended grants and repayable financing (as funded by the 
World Bank in Senegal and the European Investment Bank in Mozambique), revolving funds for 
water and sanitation (as funded by the World Bank, Denmark and Finland in Viet Nam and by 
UFUNDIKO, a small nongovernmental organization, in Tanzania) and pooled funds (as in Tamil 
Nadu, India), which disbursed bond-issue funds to municipalities as subloans. Market-based 
finance is also becoming more common. For instance, several US cities and Johannesburg, 
South Africa, have used municipal bonds to fund water infrastructure.

Source: Nelson 2011; Coca-Cola Company 2010; World Bank 2010a; International Water and Sanitation Centre and 

Netherlands Water Partnership (2009); OECD 2010c.
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Social protection

Estimates put global allocations to social pro-
tection at a sizeable 17 percent of GDP.93 But 
much of this spending bypasses the most dis-
advantaged groups. High-income countries 
spend on average nearly 20 percent of GDP, 
while low-income countries spend around 4 
percent.94 Clearly, there is enormous scope 
for increasing the coverage of social protec-
tion schemes in the poorest countries, as part 
of national and global efforts. It makes sense, 
then, to take these needs into account in dis-
cussions on financing the sustainability and 
equity agenda.

Setting a social protection floor—a set of 
essential social transfers, in cash and in kind, 
to provide a minimum income and secure 
livelihood—is promising. Such programmes 
need not be expensive. Brazil’s Bolsa Familia 
and Mexico’s Oportunidades cost their gov-
ernments about 0.4 percent of GDP and cover 
about a fifth of their populations. India’s 
Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employ-
ment Guarantee Act cost about 0.5 percent of 
GDP in 2009 and benefited 45 million house-
holds, about a tenth of the labour force.95 For 
several African and Asian countries the Inter-
national Labour Organization (ILO) esti-
mated in 2008 that a scheme guaranteeing 
workers 100 days of employment a year could 
cost less than 1 percent of GDP on average.96

The ILO estimates that less than 2 percent 
of global GDP would provide all the world’s 
poor with a minimum package of social ben-
efits and services—defined as access to basic 
healthcare, basic education and basic income 
transfers in case of need.97 Broadening the 
scope to include adaptation to climate change 
by bolstering local resilience and supporting 
livelihood diversification strategies would cost 
more.98 Based on admittedly heroic assump-
tions, this could increase the cost to a still 
manageable 2.5 percent of global GDP.99

*      *      *
In sum, the financing challenges loom large, 
but there is cause for optimism. The priorities 
for governments around the world are clear:
•	 Ensure that appropriate institutional and 

regulatory features are in place to enable 

scaling up private investments, especially 
in poorer countries, which have largely 
missed out on private finance.

•	 Have all governments re-examine their 
spending priorities so that sustainability 
and equity objectives are well reflected in 
budget allocations.

•	 Mobilize additional resources to narrow 
the large gaps in addressing the environ-
mental deprivations facing billions of poor 
people around the world and to solve the 
major global collective action problem pre-
sented by climate change.

•	 Ensure that national and community part-
ners have the capability to define policies 
and budgets and implement programmes 
that promote and support sustainability, 
equity and inclusiveness.

Innovations at the global level

Environmental sustainability and equity chal-
lenges have major implications at the global 
level, including for financing and governance, 
the two key areas addressed here.

Innovative new sources to meet the 
financing gap
As outlined above, massive new investments 
are needed to avoid business-as-usual trajecto-
ries, but sufficient funding has not been forth-
coming, especially for poor countries. And 
the fiscal outlook is difficult. Many govern-
ment budgets are under pressure in the wake 
of the 2008 global financial crisis and given 
longer term structural problems, while cli-
mate change is intensifying the development 
challenges facing poor countries. Domestic 
commitments are important, though the scale 
of the investments needed suggests that more 
international public funds will be required to 
attract large additional private funds. It fol-
lows that innovative sources of financing are 
vital, alongside stronger commitments and 
concrete actions from developed countries.

The prime candidate to close the financ-
ing gap is a currency transaction tax. Origi-
nally proposed and promoted in the 1994 
Human Development Report (HDR), the idea 
is increasingly being accepted as a practical 



95Chapter 5  Rising to the policy challenges

policy option. What is new today is its greater 
feasibility. The infrastructure for global real-
time settlements, introduced after the most 
recent global financial crisis, makes it straight-
forward to implement. The foreign exchange 
settlement infrastructure is now more organ-
ized, centralized and standardized (box 5.3). 
Recent innovations—notably real-time gross 
settlement and measures to reduce settlement 
risk—mean that existing systems now capture 
individual transactions.

The tax can be a simple proportional levy 
on individual foreign exchange transactions 
assessed on foreign exchange dealers and col-
lected through existing financial clearing or 
settlement systems. Because the financial infra-
structure is now in place, a currency transac-
tion tax can be implemented relatively quickly 
and easily. The tax has high-level endorse-
ment from the Leading Group on Innovative 
Financing for Development.100 Belgium and 
France already have legislative frameworks in 
place for instituting a currency transaction tax. 
And Brazil, Chile, Japan, Norway and Spain 
have started to move in that direction. The 
tax also enjoys broader support from nongov-
ernmental stakeholders, such as the Bill and 
Melinda Gates Foundation and the Citizen’s 
Coalition for Economic Justice.

Such a tax could address a major anomaly 
in the financial sector: many of its transactions 
are not taxed.101 That, along with the large scale 
of financial activity, makes a strong case for a 
small levy on foreign exchange transactions to 
fund global public goods, such as mitigating 
and adapting to climate change in poor coun-
tries. The incidence of the tax would be pro-
gressive, as the countries with larger currency 
transactions tend to be more developed. The 
allocation of revenues should also be progres-
sive, as discussed below. Distributional issues, 
such as a potential minimum tax threshold, 
need to be considered, so as not to unduly 
burden individual remittance transfers. Such 
details need to be examined during design and 
monitoring.

The tax could also substantially reduce 
the macroeconomic volatility caused by the 
high volume of short-term speculative funds 
f lowing through world financial markets. 

Appropriately designed and monitored, the 
tax would allow those who benefit most from 
globalization to help those who benefit least—
and help finance the global public goods that 
can sustain globalization.

The tax rate should not impose too heavy 
a burden but should reduce speculative flows. 
Estimates of revenue generation depend 
on, among other things, assumptions about 
the effect of the tax on trading volumes. In 
updated analysis prepared for this Report, the 
North–South Institute estimates that a tax of 
0.005 percent would yield around $40 billion 
a year.102 The revenue potential is thus huge. 
The Center for Global Development esti-
mates donor spending on global public goods 
at around $11.7 billion in 2009. The bulk of 
the spending is on UN peacekeeping; exclud-
ing this important function lowers global pub-
lic good expenditure to about $2.7 billion.103 
The currency transaction tax would mobilize 
nearly 15 times as much each year. Even a uni-
lateral currency transaction tax (limited to 
the Euro) could mobilize $4.2–$9.3 billion 
in additional financing. Clearly, then, a cur-
rency transaction tax could, even under very 

BOX 5.3

The currency transaction tax: newfound feasibility

Today, there are many ways to trade foreign currency in the wholesale market: on an ex-
change, online, through a human or electronic broker or by phone or fax. But there are just two 
ways to make the payments to settle a deal. One is by sending both payments to a continu-
ous linked settlement bank, which matches and exchanges them simultaneously. The other is 
by sending them to the Society for Worldwide Interbank Financial Communication (SWIFT), 
where they are matched and then forwarded to the correspondent banks in the two currency-
issuing countries. These two highly organized clearing and settlement systems are the core 
infrastructure of today’s foreign exchange industry. They keep detailed records of nearly every 
foreign exchange transaction around the world.

How would a tax work? SWIFT keeps itemized records of the details of global foreign 
exchange trading activity in the world’s frequently traded currencies as it clears or settles 
foreign exchange transactions. A copy of the transaction details would be sent to the usual 
tax authority or its agent. The authority would calculate the tax due from each trader and add 
it to a running tally. Traders would pay their currency transaction tax obligations to the tax 
authority periodically.

Incentive and compliance issues are surmountable. It is unlikely that trading banks would 
opt out of SWIFT’s communications platform to avoid paying the tax. Doing so would cost 
more than the tax. Further, there are only a few large traders in the wholesale market for 
foreign exchange, so they could easily be audited for tax purposes. There would be no intru-
sion on individual privacy, because the currency tax would be assessed on the large banks, 
investment funds and corporations participating in the wholesale foreign exchange market.

Source: Schmidt and Bhushan 2011.
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conservative assumptions, dramatically scale 
up global public good expenditure.

This is also an occasion to reconsider a 
broader financial transaction tax. The Interna-
tional Monetary Fund (IMF) recently pointed 
out that many G-20 countries have already 
implemented some form of financial trans-
action tax.104 While the revenue potential 
depends on the tax’s design and the response of 
traders, a broad-based, low-rate financial trans-
actions tax of 0.01–0.05 percent could generate 
nearly €200 billion a year at the European level 
and $650 billion at the global level.105 Other 
estimates suggest that in the United States alone 
the tax could raise more than 1 percent of GDP 
(about $150 billion in 2011), even with very sub-
stantial reductions in trading volume.106

Taxes on currency and financial transactions 
would not have prevented the recent financial 
crisis, which originated in the United States and 
spread to the rest of the world. But in addition 
to the revenue potential, such taxes are tools for 
discouraging the short-term reckless behaviour 
that drove the global economy into crisis.

Transaction taxes need not be the only 
instrument to close the financing gap. Using the 
IMF’s Special Drawing Rights (SDRs) for inno-
vative financing and climate change adaptation 
is another avenue worth exploring.107 Monetiz-
ing part of the IMF’s surplus could raise up to 
$75 billion at little or no budgetary cost for 
contributing governments.108 IMF analysis of 
the possible role of SDRs as seed finance for 
a new global green fund suggests that issuing 
additional SDRs and other reserve assets could 
mobilize $100 billion a year by 2020. The SDRs 
have the added appeal of acting as a monetary 
rebalancing instrument; demand is expected to 
come from emerging market economies looking 
to diversify their reserve holdings. Because the 
SDR is not a sovereign currency, it would not 
be subject to the currency transaction tax, thus 
avoiding double taxation.

Several public and private sources could 
also be tapped to close the financing gap. 
Already, innovative financing instruments—
such as the Clean Technology Fund and the 
Strategic Climate Fund—are blending fund-
ing from multilateral development banks, gov-
ernments, climate finance instruments and the 

private sector. They have raised an additional 
$3.7 billion for development and can leverage 
substantial additional funds.109 Considerable 
private funding has also been leveraged.

Ensuring equity and voice in 
governing and in access to finance
Bridging the gap separating policy-makers, 
negotiators and decision-makers from the peo-
ple most vulnerable to environmental degra-
dation requires closing the accountability gap 
in global environmental governance. Account-
ability alone cannot meet the challenge, but 
it is fundamental for building a socially and 
environmentally effective global governance 
system that delivers for people.

Private resources are critical, but because 
most financial flows into the energy sector, 
for example, are private, the greater risks and 
lower returns of some regions of the world 
affect the patterns of flows. In the absence of 
reform, access to financing across countries 
will remain unevenly distributed, and indeed 
add to existing inequalities.110 This underlines 
the importance of ensuring that flows of pub-
lic investments are equitable and create condi-
tions to attract future private flows.

Failing to ensure equitable access to cli-
mate finance would also constrain the capac-
ity of industries to capitalize on low-cost 
opportunities to improve efficiency and reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions cost-effectively. The 
building sector, for example, could not take 
advantage of cost-effective energy efficiency 
improvements. This is particularly important 
over the next 5–10 years as low-income coun-
tries invest in long-lived power generation and 
urban infrastructure. Limited access to cli-
mate financing would lock these countries into 
high-emission development paths, constrain-
ing the world’s capacity to limit increases in 
global temperature.

The implications are clear. Principles of 
equity should guide and encourage interna-
tional financial flows. Support for institution 
building should help developing countries 
establish appropriate policies and incentives. 
And the associated governance mechanisms 
for international public financing must allow 
for voice and social accountability.
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Any truly transformational effort to scale up 
climate change mitigation and adaptation will 
require blending resources—domestic and inter-
national, private and public, and grant and loan. 
To facilitate both equitable access and efficient 
use of international financial flows, this Report 
advocates empowering national stakeholders to 
blend climate finance at the country level.

Bringing about long-term, efficient results 
and accountability to local populations 
and partners will require four sets of tools 
(figure 5.3):
•	 Low-emission, climate-resilient strategies

—to align human development, equity 
and climate change goals.

•	 Public-private partnerships—to catalyse 
capital from businesses and households.

•	 Climate deal-flow facilities—for equitable 
access to international public finance.

•	 Coordinated implementation and moni-
toring, reporting and verification systems.
Most climate control activities today are 

discrete and incremental mitigation or adapta-
tion projects. But broader strategic approaches 
are also needed. Low-emission, climate-
resilient development strategies could prove a 
critical institutional innovation for incorpo-
rating equity and climate change into devel-
opment planning. Involving all stakeholders, 
such strategies can help manage uncertainty by 
identifying development trajectories resilient 
to a range of climate outcomes. These strategies 
can incorporate priorities for win-win mitiga-
tion and adaptation initiatives. And they can 
assess the policy changes and capacity develop-
ment required to implement them.111 A com-
prehensive strategy to attract investments in 
green and equitable development must come 
to grips with the large distortions in energy 
markets—in favourable tax treatment, regu-
latory privileges and legacy monopolies. The 
investment climate can be improved by reduc-
ing risks (say, through greater policy predict-
ability or guarantee instruments) and increas-
ing rewards (say, through tax credits).112

Strategies need to involve municipalities: 
since cities account for the majority of green-
house gas emissions, actions by subnational 
governments will be key to reining in tem-
perature change. This calls for coordinated 

planning and robust collaboration with a vari-
ety of traditional and new development actors, 
including national and regional technical cen-
tres of expertise, the private sector, communi-
ties and civil society organizations.

A second key institutional innovation 
could be market-making public-private part-
nerships. These partnerships aim at market 
transformation and apply to both climate 
change mitigation (renewable energy tech-
nologies, energy efficiency appliances and the 
like) and adaptation (weather indices, climate-
resilient agricultural commodities, climate-
resilient buildings and the like). They would 
build on recent experience but go beyond tra-
ditional service delivery and infrastructure to 
bring together the potentially diverging inter-
ests of a wide range of stakeholders and blend 
various sources of finance. The public policies 
and measures underlying such partnerships 
will need to provide incentives and support to 
improve the risk and reward profile of climate 
investments, consistent with national develop-
ment goals.

The third set of tools involves establish-
ing climate deal-flow facilities to help national 
and subnational project proponents assemble 
bankable projects and tap international pub-
lic climate finance. Carbon finance, as in the 
Clean Development Mechanism, has shown 
that limited capacity to prepare bankable pro-
jects can be a major barrier to catalysing private 
climate finance in many locations. Similarly, 
the complexity of application and reporting 
requirements for international public funds 
makes it difficult to determine eligibility and 
appropriateness, posing obstacles to use, moni-
toring and evaluation. So, the climate deal-flow 
facilities should enhance the capacity of coun-
tries to gain access to international sources of 
both private and public finance.

The fourth set of tools in the proposed 
framework for equitable and efficient cli-
mate finance addresses the need for coordi-
nated implementation and reporting. Climate 
finance on a scale sufficient to rein in tempera-
ture changes to 2°C demands unprecedented 
efforts to implement, monitor, verify and 
report—over several decades, with multiple 
actors, diverse sets of actions and a variety of 

FIGURE 5.3
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Source: Adapted from Glemarec and others 2010.
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financing sources. National climate funds can 
facilitate the operational blending and moni-
toring of domestic and international, private 
and public, and grant and loan resources—
essential to ensuring domestic accountability 
and positive distributional effects.

Enabling universal access to energy
Central to moving to universal access in energy 
is addressing the barriers to investing in clean 
energy. While potentially earning an attrac-
tive return, most technologies for renewable 
energy and energy efficiency require substan-
tial upfront investment. Even if offset by lower 
operational costs, these upfront capital costs 
can be prohibitive. The financial constraints 
that businesses and consumers face are often 
more severe than those implied by national 
discount rates or long-term interest rates. And 
they are usually compounded by behavioural, 
technical, regulatory or administrative barri-
ers. Take wind power: no country will attract 
private investment if independent power pro-
ducers face barriers in access to grids, uncer-
tain licensing processes, limited local expertise 
or lack of long-term price guarantees.

Achieving universal energy access requires 
a response strategy on multiple levels from 
various partners—here again, there is no one-
size-fits-all solution. National and local gov-
ernments must set the stage for other players 
ranging from civil society and the private sec-
tor at the national and subnational levels to 
global finance and energy companies.

It is time to launch a high-profile global 
initiative for universal access to energy in 
developing countries. It could have two parts: 
first, a global advocacy and awareness-rais-
ing campaign; second, investments on the 
ground through dedicated support to sectoral 
approaches in clean energy. Together, they can 
kick-start a shift from incremental to trans-
formative change.

A global campaign to promote a participa-
tory and informed initiative, key in both donor 
and developing countries, can harness existing 
capacities for advocacy, analysis, planning, 
knowledge management and communications. 

The time is right for such a campaign. The UN 
General Assembly has designated 2012 as the 
International Year of Sustainable Energy For 
All while the Rio+20 conference will pro-
vide a unique opportunity to define a global 
approach for universal access to energy, bring-
ing together the energy, green economy and 
climate agendas. This global approach can then 
be developed through regional and national 
energy dialogues.

Complementing the campaign, support 
to developing countries for climate-resilient 
development strategies could identify barri-
ers, benefits and impacts for disadvantaged 
groups—and create favourable investment 
conditions. Major market failures heighten 
the importance of public policies to attract 
private finance. Such policies can improve 
clean energy investment risk-reward profiles by 
reducing risks (stable regulatory context, local 
supply of expertise, streamlined administra-
tive arrangements, guarantee instruments and 
the like) and by increasing rewards (premium 
prices, tax credits and the like). For example, 
a commercially unattractive renewable energy 
investment could become profitable by guaran-
teeing independent power producers access to 
the grid and a price premium.

Support from the Universal Energy Access 
Initiative could include assistance for deter-
mining priority energy access technologies, 
ideally in the context of formulating a low-
emission, climate-resilient strategy; identify-
ing key barriers to technology diffusion; select-
ing an appropriate mix of policy instruments 
to remove barriers; and accessing funding 
options to deploy the selected mix of policies.

*      *      *
This Report calls for a new vision that jointly 
considers equity and environmental sustain-
ability. It elaborates ways to attain synergies 
between the two objectives that are crucial for 
shaping our understanding of how to move 
forward and guide policy. Taking up this 
challenge will expand choices for people today 
and in the future—the hallmark of human 
development.
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Readers guide

The 10 statistical tables provide an overview of 
key aspects of human development at the coun-
try and regional levels as well as for key country 
groupings. The tables include composite indices 
estimated by the Human Development Report 
Office (HDRO), using the methods detailed 
in Technical notes 1–4. Data in the tables are 
those available to the HDRO as of 15 May 2011, 
unless otherwise noted. 

The tables include data for as many of the 
192 UN member states as possible as well as 
Hong Kong Special Administrative Region of 
China and the Occupied Palestinian Territory. 
Data availability determines Human Develop-
ment Index (HDI) country coverage. Where 
reliable data are unavailable or there is signifi-
cant uncertainty about the validity of the data, 
countries are excluded from calculations in order 
to ensure the statistical credibility of the HDR.

Countries and areas are ranked by their 
2011 HDI value. The Key to countries on the 
inside back cover of the Report lists countries 
alphabetically with their HDI ranks. 

All the indicators are available online in 
several formats at http://hdr.undp.org/en/
statistics, which includes interactive tools, 
maps of all the human development indices and 
selected animations, descriptive materials such 
as country factsheets, and guidance on how to 
calculate the indices. These materials are also 
available in French and Spanish.

Sources and definitions 

The HDRO is primarily a user, not a producer, 
of statistics. It relies on international data agen-
cies with the mandate, resources and expertise 
to collect and compile national data on specific 
indicators. Where data are not available from 
international data suppliers, data from other 
credible sources are used.

Definitions of indicators and sources for 
original data components are given at the end 
of each table, with full references in the Statisti-
cal references. For more detailed technical infor-
mation about the indicators, the websites of the 
respective source agencies should be consulted; 
links to these sources are at http://hdr.undp.
org/en/statistics.

Comparisons over time and 
across editions of the Report 

Because international data agencies continu-
ally improve their data series, the data—
including the HDI values and ranks—
presented in this Report are not comparable 
to those published in earlier editions. For the 
HDI, trends using consistent data—calculated 
at five-year intervals for 1980–2011—are pre-
sented in table 2. 

Discrepancies between national 
and international estimates 

When compiling data series, international agen-
cies apply international standards and harmoni-
zation procedures to make national data compa-
rable across countries. When data for a country 
are missing, an international agency may pro-
duce an estimate if other relevant information is 
available. In some cases international data series 
may not incorporate the most recent national 
data. All these factors can lead to discrepancies 
between national and international estimates. 

When HDRO becomes aware of discrep-
ancies, these are brought to the attention of 
national and international data authorities. The 
HDRO continues to advocate for improving 
international data and actively supports efforts 
to enhance data quality. 
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Country groupings and aggregates 

In addition to country-level data, several pop-
ulation-weighted aggregates are presented. In 
general, an aggregate is shown for a country 
grouping only when the relevant data are avail-
able for at least half the countries and represent 
at least two-thirds of the available population in 
that classification. Aggregates for each classifica-
tion represent only the countries for which data 
are available, unless otherwise noted. Occasion-
ally aggregates are those from the original source 
rather than weighted averages; these values are 
indicated with a superscript “T”. 

Human development classification 
HDI classifications are relative—based on quar-
tiles of HDI distribution across countries and 
denoted very high, high, medium and low HDI. 
Because there are 187 countries, the four groups 
do not have the same number of countries: the 
very high, high and medium HDI groups have 
47 countries each, and the low HDI group has 
46 countries.

Country groupings 
Countries are grouped based on UNDP regional 
classification. Other groupings are based on 
UN classifications such as Least Developed 
Countries and Small Island Developing States. 
The composition of each region is presented in 
Regions.

Country notes

Data for China do not include Hong Kong  
Special Administrative Region of China, Macao 
Special Administrative Region of China or  
Taiwan Province of China, unless otherwise 
noted. Data for Sudan include South Sudan 
unless otherwise noted but are often based on 
information collected from the northern part of 
the country only. 

Symbols 

A dash between two years, as in 2005–2011, 
indicates that the data are the most recent year 
available in the period specified, unless other-
wise noted. Growth rates are usually average 
annual rates of growth between the first and last 
years of the period shown.

A slash between years such as 2005/2011 
indicates average for the years shown, unless 
otherwise noted.

The following symbols are used in the tables: 
..	 Not available
0 or 0.0	 Nil or negligible
—	 Not applicable
<	 Less than
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Statistical tables

Composite measures

1	 Human Development Index and its components

2	 Human Development Index trends, 1980–2011

3	 Inequality-adjusted Human Development Index

4	 Gender Inequality Index and related indicators

5	 Multidimensional Poverty Index 

Dimensions of human development

6	 Environmental sustainability

7	 Human development effects of environmental threats

8	 Perceptions about well-being and the environment

9	 Education and health

10	 Population and economy
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Key to HDI countries and ranks, 2011
Afghanistan 172
Albania 70
Algeria 96
Andorra 32
Angola 148
Antigua and Barbuda 60
Argentina 45
Armenia 86
Australia 2
Austria 19
Azerbaijan 91
Bahamas 53
Bahrain 42
Bangladesh 146
Barbados 47
Belarus 65
Belgium 18
Belize 93
Benin 167
Bhutan 141
Bolivia, Plurinational State of 108
Bosnia and Herzegovina 74
Botswana 118
Brazil 84
Brunei Darussalam 33
Bulgaria 55
Burkina Faso 181
Burundi 185
Cambodia 139
Cameroon 150
Canada 6
Cape Verde 133
Central African Republic 179
Chad 183
Chile 44
China 101
Colombia 87
Comoros 163
Congo 137
Congo, Democratic Republic of the 187
Costa Rica 69
Côte d’Ivoire 170
Croatia 46
Cuba 51
Cyprus 31
Czech Republic 27
Denmark 16
Djibouti 165
Dominica 81
Dominican Republic 98
Ecuador 83
Egypt 113
El Salvador 105
Equatorial Guinea 136
Eritrea 177
Estonia 34
Ethiopia 174
Fiji 100
Finland 22
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 78
France 20
Gabon 106
Gambia 168

Georgia 75
Germany 9
Ghana 135
Greece 29
Grenada 67
Guatemala 131
Guinea 178
Guinea-Bissau 176
Guyana 117
Haiti 158
Honduras 121
Hong Kong, China (SAR) 13
Hungary 38
Iceland 14
India 134
Indonesia 124
Iran, Islamic Republic of 88
Iraq 132
Ireland 7
Israel 17
Italy 24
Jamaica 79
Japan 12
Jordan 95
Kazakhstan 68
Kenya 143
Kiribati 122
Korea, Republic of 15
Kuwait 63
Kyrgyzstan 126
Lao People’s Democratic Republic 138
Latvia 43
Lebanon 71
Lesotho 160
Liberia 182
Libya 64
Liechtenstein 8
Lithuania 40
Luxembourg 25
Madagascar 151
Malawi 171
Malaysia 61
Maldives 109
Mali 175
Malta 36
Mauritania 159
Mauritius 77
Mexico 57
Micronesia, Federated States of 116
Moldova, Republic of 111
Mongolia 110
Montenegro 54
Morocco 130
Mozambique 184
Myanmar 149
Namibia 120
Nepal 157
Netherlands 3
New Zealand 5
Nicaragua 129
Niger 186
Nigeria 156
Norway 1

Occupied Palestinian Territory 114
Oman 89
Pakistan 145
Palau 49
Panama 58
Papua New Guinea 153
Paraguay 107
Peru 80
Philippines 112
Poland 39
Portugal 41
Qatar 37
Romania 50
Russian Federation 66
Rwanda 166
Saint Kitts and Nevis 72
Saint Lucia 82
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 85
Samoa 99
São Tomé and Príncipe 144
Saudi Arabia 56
Senegal 155
Serbia 59
Seychelles 52
Sierra Leone 180
Singapore 26
Slovakia 35
Slovenia 21
Solomon Islands 142
South Africa 123
Spain 23
Sri Lanka 97
Sudan 169
Suriname 104
Swaziland 140
Sweden 10
Switzerland 11
Syrian Arab Republic 119
Tajikistan 127
Tanzania, United Republic of 152
Thailand 103
Timor-Leste 147
Togo 162
Tonga 90
Trinidad and Tobago 62
Tunisia 94
Turkey 92
Turkmenistan 102
Uganda 161
Ukraine 76
United Arab Emirates 30
United Kingdom 28
United States 4
Uruguay 48
Uzbekistan 115
Vanuatu 125
Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 73
Viet Nam 128
Yemen 154
Zambia 164
Zimbabwe 173
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ta
b

le 1
HDI rank

Human 
Development 
Index (HDI)

Value

Life expectancy 
at birth
(years)

Mean years of 
schooling

(years)

Expected years 
of schooling

(years)

Gross national 
income (GNI) 

per capita
(constant 2005  

PPP $)
GNI per capita rank 

minus HDI rank

Nonincome 
HDI

Value

2011 2011 2011a 2011a 2011 2011 2011
VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

1 Norway 0.943 81.1 12.6 17.3 47,557 6 0.975
2 Australia 0.929 81.9 12.0 18.0 34,431 16 0.979
3 Netherlands 0.910 80.7 11.6 b 16.8 36,402 9 0.944
4 United States 0.910 78.5 12.4 16.0 43,017 6 0.931
5 New Zealand 0.908 80.7 12.5 18.0 23,737 30 0.978
6 Canada 0.908 81.0 12.1 b 16.0 35,166 10 0.944
7 Ireland 0.908 80.6 11.6 18.0 29,322 19 0.959
8 Liechtenstein 0.905 79.6 10.3 c 14.7 83,717 d –6 0.877
9 Germany 0.905 80.4 12.2 b 15.9 34,854 8 0.940

10 Sweden 0.904 81.4 11.7 b 15.7 35,837 4 0.936
11 Switzerland 0.903 82.3 11.0 b 15.6 39,924 0 0.926
12 Japan 0.901 83.4 11.6 b 15.1 32,295 11 0.940
13 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 0.898 82.8 10.0 15.7 44,805 –4 0.910
14 Iceland 0.898 81.8 10.4 18.0 29,354 11 0.943
15 Korea, Republic of 0.897 80.6 11.6 b 16.9 28,230 12 0.945
16 Denmark 0.895 78.8 11.4 b 16.9 34,347 3 0.926
17 Israel 0.888 81.6 11.9 15.5 25,849 14 0.939
18 Belgium 0.886 80.0 10.9 b 16.1 33,357 2 0.914
19 Austria 0.885 80.9 10.8 b 15.3 35,719 –4 0.908
20 France 0.884 81.5 10.6 b 16.1 30,462 4 0.919
21 Slovenia 0.884 79.3 11.6 b 16.9 24,914 11 0.935
22 Finland 0.882 80.0 10.3 16.8 32,438 0 0.911
23 Spain 0.878 81.4 10.4 b 16.6 26,508 6 0.920
24 Italy 0.874 81.9 10.1 b 16.3 26,484 6 0.914
25 Luxembourg 0.867 80.0 10.1 13.3 50,557 –20 0.854
26 Singapore 0.866 81.1 8.8 b 14.4 e 52,569 –22 0.851
27 Czech Republic 0.865 77.7 12.3 15.6 21,405 14 0.917
28 United Kingdom 0.863 80.2 9.3 16.1 33,296 –7 0.879
29 Greece 0.861 79.9 10.1 b 16.5 23,747 5 0.902
30 United Arab Emirates 0.846 76.5 9.3 13.3 59,993 –27 0.813
31 Cyprus 0.840 79.6 9.8 14.7 24,841 2 0.866
32 Andorra 0.838 80.9 10.4 f 11.5 36,095 g –19 0.836
33 Brunei Darussalam 0.838 78.0 8.6 14.1 45,753 –25 0.819
34 Estonia 0.835 74.8 12.0 15.7 16,799 13 0.890
35 Slovakia 0.834 75.4 11.6 14.9 19,998 8 0.875
36 Malta 0.832 79.6 9.9 14.4 21,460 4 0.866
37 Qatar 0.831 78.4 7.3 12.0 107,721 –36 0.757
38 Hungary 0.816 74.4 11.1 b 15.3 16,581 11 0.862
39 Poland 0.813 76.1 10.0 b 15.3 17,451 7 0.853
40 Lithuania 0.810 72.2 10.9 16.1 16,234 10 0.853
41 Portugal 0.809 79.5 7.7 15.9 20,573 1 0.833
42 Bahrain 0.806 75.1 9.4 13.4 28,169 –14 0.806
43 Latvia 0.805 73.3 11.5 b 15.0 14,293 12 0.857
44 Chile 0.805 79.1 9.7 14.7 13,329 14 0.862
45 Argentina 0.797 75.9 9.3 15.8 14,527 9 0.843
46 Croatia 0.796 76.6 9.8 b 13.9 15,729 5 0.834
47 Barbados 0.793 76.8 9.3 13.4 h 17,966 –3 0.818

HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
48 Uruguay 0.783 77.0 8.5 b 15.5 13,242 12 0.828
49 Palau 0.782 71.8 12.1 i 14.7 9,744 j,k 29 0.853
50 Romania 0.781 74.0 10.4 14.9 11,046 20 0.841
51 Cuba 0.776 79.1 9.9 17.5 5,416 l 52 0.904
52 Seychelles 0.773 73.6 9.4 m 13.3 16,729 –4 0.794
53 Bahamas 0.771 75.6 8.5 m 12.0 23,029 n –15 0.768
54 Montenegro 0.771 74.6 10.6 13.7 h 10,361 o 20 0.831
55 Bulgaria 0.771 73.4 10.6 b 13.7 11,412 14 0.822
56 Saudi Arabia 0.770 73.9 7.8 13.7 23,274 –19 0.765
57 Mexico 0.770 77.0 8.5 13.9 13,245 2 0.808

Human Development Index and its components
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table

1

Human Development Index and its components

HDI rank

Human 
Development 
Index (HDI)

Value

Life expectancy 
at birth
(years)

Mean years of 
schooling

(years)

Expected years 
of schooling

(years)

Gross national 
income (GNI) 

per capita
(constant 2005  

PPP $)
GNI per capita rank 

minus HDI rank

Nonincome 
HDI

Value

2011 2011 2011a 2011a 2011 2011 2011

58 Panama 0.768 76.1 9.4 13.2 12,335 7 0.811
59 Serbia 0.766 74.5 10.2 b 13.7 10,236 16 0.824
60 Antigua and Barbuda 0.764 72.6 8.9 h 14.0 15,521 –8 0.786
61 Malaysia 0.761 74.2 9.5 12.6 13,685 –5 0.790
62 Trinidad and Tobago 0.760 70.1 9.2 12.3 23,439 p –26 0.750
63 Kuwait 0.760 74.6 6.1 12.3 47,926 –57 0.705
64 Libya 0.760 74.8 7.3 16.6 12,637 q 0 0.795
65 Belarus 0.756 70.3 9.3 r 14.6 13,439 –8 0.785
66 Russian Federation 0.755 68.8 9.8 14.1 14,561 –13 0.777
67 Grenada 0.748 76.0 8.6 16.0 6,982 30 0.829
68 Kazakhstan 0.745 67.0 10.4 15.1 10,585 4 0.786
69 Costa Rica 0.744 79.3 8.3 11.7 10,497 4 0.785
70 Albania 0.739 76.9 10.4 11.3 7,803 18 0.804
71 Lebanon 0.739 72.6 7.9 m 13.8 13,076 –10 0.760
72 Saint Kitts and Nevis 0.735 73.1 8.4 12.9 11,897 –4 0.762
73 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 0.735 74.4 7.6 b 14.2 10,656 –2 0.771
74 Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.733 75.7 8.7 r 13.6 7,664 16 0.797
75 Georgia 0.733 73.7 12.1 r 13.1 4,780 36 0.843
76 Ukraine 0.729 68.5 11.3 14.7 6,175 24 0.810
77 Mauritius 0.728 73.4 7.2 13.6 12,918 –14 0.745
78 Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 0.728 74.8 8.2 r 13.3 8,804 2 0.776
79 Jamaica 0.727 73.1 9.6 13.8 6,487 19 0.802
80 Peru 0.725 74.0 8.7 12.9 8,389 2 0.775
81 Dominica 0.724 77.5 7.7 m 13.2 7,889 6 0.779
82 Saint Lucia 0.723 74.6 8.3 13.1 8,273 2 0.773
83 Ecuador 0.720 75.6 7.6 14.0 7,589 9 0.776
84 Brazil 0.718 73.5 7.2 13.8 10,162 –7 0.748
85 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 0.717 72.3 8.6 13.2 8,013 1 0.766
86 Armenia 0.716 74.2 10.8 12.0 5,188 22 0.806
87 Colombia 0.710 73.7 7.3 13.6 8,315 –4 0.752
88 Iran, Islamic Republic of 0.707 73.0 7.3 12.7 10,164 –12 0.731
89 Oman 0.705 73.0 5.5 m 11.8 22,841 –50 0.671
90 Tonga 0.704 72.3 10.3 b 13.7 4,186 26 0.808
91 Azerbaijan 0.700 70.7 8.6 m 11.8 8,666 –10 0.733
92 Turkey 0.699 74.0 6.5 11.8 12,246 –25 0.704
93 Belize 0.699 76.1 8.0 b 12.4 5,812 9 0.766
94 Tunisia 0.698 74.5 6.5 14.5 7,281 2 0.745

MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
95 Jordan 0.698 73.4 8.6 13.1 5,300 9 0.773
96 Algeria 0.698 73.1 7.0 13.6 7,658 –5 0.739
97 Sri Lanka 0.691 74.9 8.2 12.7 4,943 12 0.768
98 Dominican Republic 0.689 73.4 7.2 b 11.9 8,087 –13 0.720
99 Samoa 0.688 72.4 10.3 m 12.3 3,931 s 22 0.788

100 Fiji 0.688 69.2 10.7 b 13.0 4,145 18 0.781
101 China 0.687 73.5 7.5 11.6 7,476 –7 0.725
102 Turkmenistan 0.686 65.0 9.9 i 12.5 h 7,306 –7 0.724
103 Thailand 0.682 74.1 6.6 12.3 7,694 –14 0.714
104 Suriname 0.680 70.6 7.2 r 12.6 7,538 –11 0.712
105 El Salvador 0.674 72.2 7.5 12.1 5,925 –4 0.724
106 Gabon 0.674 62.7 7.5 13.1 12,249 –40 0.667
107 Paraguay 0.665 72.5 7.7 12.1 4,727 5 0.729
108 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 0.663 66.6 9.2 13.7 4,054 11 0.742
109 Maldives 0.661 76.8 5.8 b 12.4 5,276 –3 0.714
110 Mongolia 0.653 68.5 8.3 14.1 3,391 17 0.743
111 Moldova, Republic of 0.649 69.3 9.7 11.9 3,058 21 0.746
112 Philippines 0.644 68.7 8.9 b 11.9 3,478 11 0.725
113 Egypt 0.644 73.2 6.4 11.0 5,269 –6 0.686
114 Occupied Palestinian Territory 0.641 72.8 8.0 m 12.7 2,656 k,t 23 0.750
115 Uzbekistan 0.641 68.3 10.0 r 11.4 2,967 19 0.736
116 Micronesia, Federated States of 0.636 69.0 8.8 i 12.1 u 2,935 v 19 0.729
117 Guyana 0.633 69.9 8.0 11.9 3,192 11 0.715
118 Botswana 0.633 53.2 8.9 12.2 13,049 –56 0.602
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table

1

Human Development Index and its components

HDI rank

Human 
Development 
Index (HDI)

Value

Life expectancy 
at birth
(years)

Mean years of 
schooling

(years)

Expected years 
of schooling

(years)

Gross national 
income (GNI) 

per capita
(constant 2005  

PPP $)
GNI per capita rank 

minus HDI rank

Nonincome 
HDI

Value

2011 2011 2011a 2011a 2011 2011 2011

119 Syrian Arab Republic 0.632 75.9 5.7 b 11.3 4,243 –5 0.686
120 Namibia 0.625 62.5 7.4 11.6 6,206 –21 0.643
121 Honduras 0.625 73.1 6.5 11.4 3,443 4 0.694
122 Kiribati 0.624 68.1 7.8 12.1 3,140 8 0.701
123 South Africa 0.619 52.8 8.5 b 13.1 9,469 –44 0.604
124 Indonesia 0.617 69.4 5.8 13.2 3,716 –2 0.674
125 Vanuatu 0.617 71.0 6.7 10.4 3,950 –5 0.668
126 Kyrgyzstan 0.615 67.7 9.3 12.5 2,036 19 0.734
127 Tajikistan 0.607 67.5 9.8 11.4 1,937 20 0.726
128 Viet Nam 0.593 75.2 5.5 10.4 2,805 8 0.662
129 Nicaragua 0.589 74.0 5.8 10.8 2,430 10 0.669
130 Morocco 0.582 72.2 4.4 10.3 4,196 –15 0.606
131 Guatemala 0.574 71.2 4.1 10.6 4,167 –14 0.595
132 Iraq 0.573 69.0 5.6 9.8 3,177 –3 0.616
133 Cape Verde 0.568 74.2 3.5 i 11.6 3,402 –7 0.603
134 India 0.547 65.4 4.4 10.3 3,468 –10 0.568
135 Ghana 0.541 64.2 7.1 10.5 1,584 20 0.633
136 Equatorial Guinea 0.537 51.1 5.4 r 7.7 17,608 –91 0.458
137 Congo 0.533 57.4 5.9 10.5 3,066 –6 0.555
138 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 0.524 67.5 4.6 9.2 2,242 4 0.569
139 Cambodia 0.523 63.1 5.8 9.8 1,848 11 0.584
140 Swaziland 0.522 48.7 7.1 10.6 4,484 –27 0.512
141 Bhutan 0.522 67.2 2.3 r 11.0 5,293 –36 0.500

LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
142 Solomon Islands 0.510 67.9 4.5 i 9.1 1,782 10 0.567
143 Kenya 0.509 57.1 7.0 11.0 1,492 15 0.584
144 São Tomé and Príncipe 0.509 64.7 4.2 i 10.8 1,792 7 0.564
145 Pakistan 0.504 65.4 4.9 6.9 2,550 –7 0.526
146 Bangladesh 0.500 68.9 4.8 8.1 1,529 11 0.566
147 Timor-Leste 0.495 62.5 2.8 i 11.2 3,005 –14 0.499
148 Angola 0.486 51.1 4.4 r 9.1 4,874 –38 0.455
149 Myanmar 0.483 65.2 4.0 9.2 1,535 7 0.536
150 Cameroon 0.482 51.6 5.9 10.3 2,031 –4 0.509
151 Madagascar 0.480 66.7 5.2 i 10.7 824 26 0.605
152 Tanzania, United Republic of 0.466 58.2 5.1 9.1 1,328 10 0.523
153 Papua New Guinea 0.466 62.8 4.3 5.8 2,271 –12 0.475
154 Yemen 0.462 65.5 2.5 8.6 2,213 –11 0.471
155 Senegal 0.459 59.3 4.5 7.5 1,708 –2 0.488
156 Nigeria 0.459 51.9 5.0 r 8.9 2,069 –12 0.471
157 Nepal 0.458 68.8 3.2 8.8 1,160 8 0.524
158 Haiti 0.454 62.1 4.9 7.6 u 1,123 12 0.520
159 Mauritania 0.453 58.6 3.7 8.1 1,859 –10 0.472
160 Lesotho 0.450 48.2 5.9 b 9.9 1,664 –6 0.475
161 Uganda 0.446 54.1 4.7 10.8 1,124 7 0.506
162 Togo 0.435 57.1 5.3 9.6 798 16 0.526
163 Comoros 0.433 61.1 2.8 i 10.7 1,079 9 0.488
164 Zambia 0.430 49.0 6.5 7.9 1,254 0 0.469
165 Djibouti 0.430 57.9 3.8 r 5.1 2,335 –25 0.420
166 Rwanda 0.429 55.4 3.3 11.1 1,133 1 0.477
167 Benin 0.427 56.1 3.3 9.2 1,364 –6 0.456
168 Gambia 0.420 58.5 2.8 9.0 1,282 –5 0.450
169 Sudan 0.408 61.5 3.1 4.4 1,894 –21 0.402
170 Côte d'Ivoire 0.400 55.4 3.3 6.3 1,387 p –10 0.412
171 Malawi 0.400 54.2 4.2 8.9 753 8 0.470
172 Afghanistan 0.398 48.7 3.3 9.1 1,416 –13 0.407
173 Zimbabwe 0.376 51.4 7.2 9.9 376 n 11 0.529
174 Ethiopia 0.363 59.3 1.5 i 8.5 971 0 0.383
175 Mali 0.359 51.4 2.0 b 8.3 1,123 –6 0.366
176 Guinea-Bissau 0.353 48.1 2.3 r 9.1 994 –3 0.366
177 Eritrea 0.349 61.6 3.4 4.8 536 6 0.421
178 Guinea 0.344 54.1 1.6 w 8.6 863 –2 0.364
179 Central African Republic 0.343 48.4 3.5 6.6 707 2 0.379



130 human development report 2011

table

1

Human Development Index and its components

HDI rank

Human 
Development 
Index (HDI)

Value

Life expectancy 
at birth
(years)

Mean years of 
schooling

(years)

Expected years 
of schooling

(years)

Gross national 
income (GNI) 

per capita
(constant 2005  

PPP $)
GNI per capita rank 

minus HDI rank

Nonincome 
HDI

Value

2011 2011 2011a 2011a 2011 2011 2011

180 Sierra Leone 0.336 47.8 2.9 7.2 737 0 0.365
181 Burkina Faso 0.331 55.4 1.3 r 6.3 1,141 –15 0.323
182 Liberia 0.329 56.8 3.9 11.0 265 5 0.504
183 Chad 0.328 49.6 1.5 i 7.2 1,105 –12 0.320
184 Mozambique 0.322 50.2 1.2 9.2 898 –9 0.325
185 Burundi 0.316 50.4 2.7 10.5 368 0 0.412
186 Niger 0.295 54.7 1.4 4.9 641 –4 0.311
187 Congo, Democratic Republic of the 0.286 48.4 3.5 8.2 280 –1 0.399

OTHER COUNTRIES OR TERRITORIES
Korea, Democratic People’s Rep. of .. 68.8 .. .. .. .. ..
Marshall Islands .. 72.0 9.8 i 10.8 .. .. 0.752
Monaco .. 82.2 .. 17.5 .. .. ..
Nauru .. 79.9 .. 9.3 .. .. ..
San Marino .. 81.8 .. .. .. .. ..
Somalia .. 51.2 .. 2.4 .. .. ..
Tuvalu .. 67.2 .. 10.8 .. .. ..

Human Development Index groups
Very high human development 0.889 80.0 11.3 15.9 33,352 — 0.918
High human development 0.741 73.1 8.5 13.6 11,579 — 0.769
Medium human development 0.630 69.7 6.3 11.2 5,276 — 0.658
Low human development 0.456 58.7 4.2 8.3 1,585 — 0.478

Regions
Arab States 0.641 70.5 5.9 10.2 8,554 — 0.643
East Asia and the Pacific 0.671 72.4 7.2 11.7 6,466 — 0.709
Europe and Central Asia 0.751 71.3 9.7 13.4 12,004 — 0.785
Latin America and the Caribbean 0.731 74.4 7.8 13.6 10,119 — 0.767
South Asia 0.548 65.9 4.6 9.8 3,435 — 0.569
Sub-Saharan Africa 0.463 54.4 4.5 9.2 1,966 — 0.467

Least developed countries 0.439 59.1 3.7 8.3 1,327 — 0.467
Small island developing states 0.640 69.6 7.3 10.8 5,200 — 0.675
World 0.682 69.8 7.4 11.3 10,082 — 0.683

NOTES
a.	 Data refer to 2011 or the most recent year available.
b.	 Updated by HDRO based on UNESCO (2011) data.
c.	 Assumes the same adult mean years of schooling as Switzerland before the most recent update.
d.	 Estimated using the purchasing power parity (PPP) and projected growth rate of Switzerland.
e.	 Calculated by the Singapore Ministry of Education.
f.	 Assumes the same adult mean years of schooling as Spain before the most recent update.
g.	 Estimated using the PPP and projected growth rate of Spain.
h.	 Based on cross-country regression.
i.	 Based on data on years of schooling of adults from household surveys from World Bank (2010).
j.	 Based on UNESCAP (2011) and UNDESA (2011) projected growth rates.
k.	 Based on unpublished estimates from the World Bank.
l.	 PPP estimate based on cross-country regression; projected growth rate based on ECLAC (2011) and 

UNDESA (2011) projected growth rates.
m.	Based on UNESCO (2011) estimates of education attainment distribution.
n.	 Based on PPP data from IMF (2011).
o.	 Based on EBRD (2011) and UNDESA (2011) projected growth rates.
p.	 Based on World Bank (2011b).
q.	 Based on OECD and others (2011) and UNDESA (2011) projected growth rates.
r.	 Based on data from UNICEF (2000–2010).
s.	 Based on ADB (2011) projected growth rate.
t.	 Based on UNESCWA (2011) and UNDESA (2011) projected growth rates.
u.	 Refers to primary and secondary education only. United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 

Organization Institute for Statistics estimate.
v.	 Based on ADB (2011) and UNDESA (2011) projected growth rates.
w.	Based on data from ICF Macro (2011).

DEFINITIONS
Human Development Index (HDI): A composite index measuring average achievement in three basic 
dimensions of human development—a long and healthy life, knowledge and a decent standard of living. 
See Technical note 1 for details on how the HDI is calculated.
Life expectancy at birth: Number of years a newborn infant could expect to live if prevailing patterns of 
age-specific mortality rates at the time of birth stay the same throughout the infant’s life.
Mean years of schooling: Average number of years of education received by people ages 25 and older, 
converted from education attainment levels using official durations of each level.
Expected years of schooling: Number of years of schooling that a child of school entrance age can 
expect to receive if prevailing patterns of age-specific enrolment rates persist throughout the child’s life.
Gross national income (GNI) per capita: Aggregate income of an economy generated by its production 
and its ownership of factors of production, less the incomes paid for the use of factors of production 
owned by the rest of the world, converted to international dollars using purchasing power parity (PPP) 
rates, divided by midyear population.
GNI per capita rank minus HDI rank: Difference in rankings by GNI per capita and by the HDI. A negative 
value means that the country is better ranked by GNI than by the HDI.
Nonincome HDI: Value of the HDI computed from the life expectancy and education indicators only.

MAIN DATA SOURCES
Column 1: HDRO calculations based on data from UNDESA (2011), Barro and Lee (2010b), UNESCO 
Institute for Statistics (2011), World Bank (2011a), UNSD (2011) and IMF (2011).
Column 2: UNDESA (2011).
Column 3: HDRO updates of Barro and Lee (2010b) estimates based on UNESCO Institute for Statistics 
data on education attainment (2011) and Barro and Lee (2010a) methodology.
Column 4: UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2011).
Column 5: HDRO calculations based on data from World Bank (2011a), IMF (2011) and UNSD (2011).
Column 6: Calculated based on data in columns 1 and 5.
Column 7: Calculated based on data in columns 2, 3 and 4.
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ta
b

le 2
HDI rank

Human Development Index (HDI)

Value

HDI rank

Changea

Average annual 
HDI growth

(%)

1980 1990 2000 2005 2009 2010 2011 2006–2011 2010–2011 1980–2011 1990–2011 2000–2011
VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

1 Norway 0.796 0.844 0.913 0.938 0.941 0.941 0.943 0 0 0.55 0.53 0.29
2 Australia 0.850 0.873 0.906 0.918 0.926 0.927 0.929 0 0 0.29 0.30 0.23
3 Netherlands 0.792 0.835 0.882 0.890 0.905 0.909 0.910 5 0 0.45 0.41 0.29
4 United States 0.837 0.870 0.897 0.902 0.906 0.908 0.910 –1 0 0.27 0.21 0.13
5 New Zealand 0.800 0.828 0.878 0.899 0.906 0.908 0.908 0 0 0.41 0.44 0.31
6 Canada 0.817 0.857 0.879 0.892 0.903 0.907 0.908 3 0 0.34 0.28 0.30
7 Ireland 0.735 0.782 0.869 0.898 0.905 0.907 0.908 –3 0 0.68 0.71 0.40
8 Liechtenstein .. .. .. .. .. 0.904 0.905 .. 0 .. .. ..
9 Germany 0.730 0.795 0.864 0.895 0.900 0.903 0.905 –2 0 0.69 0.62 0.43

10 Sweden 0.785 0.816 0.894 0.896 0.898 0.901 0.904 –2 0 0.45 0.49 0.09
11 Switzerland 0.810 0.833 0.873 0.890 0.899 0.901 0.903 1 0 0.35 0.38 0.30
12 Japan 0.778 0.827 0.868 0.886 0.895 0.899 0.901 1 0 0.47 0.41 0.33
13 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 0.708 0.786 0.824 0.850 0.888 0.894 0.898 14 1 0.77 0.64 0.78
14 Iceland 0.762 0.807 0.863 0.893 0.897 0.896 0.898 –3 –1 0.53 0.51 0.36
15 Korea, Republic of 0.634 0.742 0.830 0.866 0.889 0.894 0.897 3 0 1.13 0.91 0.72
16 Denmark 0.783 0.809 0.861 0.885 0.891 0.893 0.895 –2 0 0.43 0.48 0.35
17 Israel 0.763 0.802 0.856 0.874 0.884 0.886 0.888 –1 0 0.49 0.49 0.34
18 Belgium 0.757 0.811 0.876 0.873 0.883 0.885 0.886 –1 0 0.51 0.42 0.10
19 Austria 0.740 0.790 0.839 0.860 0.879 0.883 0.885 1 0 0.58 0.55 0.48
20 France 0.722 0.777 0.846 0.869 0.880 0.883 0.884 –1 0 0.66 0.62 0.40
21 Slovenia .. .. 0.805 0.848 0.876 0.882 0.884 4 0 .. .. 0.85
22 Finland 0.759 0.794 0.837 0.875 0.877 0.880 0.882 –7 0 0.49 0.51 0.48
23 Spain 0.691 0.749 0.839 0.857 0.874 0.876 0.878 0 0 0.77 0.76 0.42
24 Italy 0.717 0.764 0.825 0.861 0.870 0.873 0.874 –3 0 0.64 0.64 0.52
25 Luxembourg 0.728 0.788 0.854 0.865 0.863 0.865 0.867 –3 0 0.56 0.45 0.13
26 Singapore .. .. 0.801 0.835 0.856 0.864 0.866 3 0 .. .. 0.71
27 Czech Republic .. .. 0.816 0.854 0.863 0.863 0.865 –1 0 .. .. 0.53
28 United Kingdom 0.744 0.778 0.833 0.855 0.860 0.862 0.863 0 0 0.48 0.50 0.33
29 Greece 0.720 0.766 0.802 0.856 0.863 0.862 0.861 –5 0 0.58 0.56 0.64
30 United Arab Emirates 0.629 0.690 0.753 0.807 0.841 0.845 0.846 3 0 0.96 0.97 1.06
31 Cyprus .. 0.747 0.800 0.809 0.837 0.839 0.840 5 0 .. 0.56 0.44
32 Andorra .. .. .. .. .. 0.838 0.838 .. 0 .. .. ..
33 Brunei Darussalam 0.750 0.784 0.818 0.830 0.835 0.837 0.838 –2 0 0.36 0.32 0.22
34 Estonia .. 0.717 0.776 0.821 0.828 0.832 0.835 –2 0 .. 0.73 0.66
35 Slovakia .. 0.747 0.779 0.810 0.829 0.832 0.834 0 0 .. 0.53 0.62
36 Malta 0.703 0.753 0.799 0.825 0.827 0.830 0.832 –3 0 0.54 0.48 0.37
37 Qatar 0.703 0.743 0.784 0.818 0.818 0.825 0.831 –1 0 0.54 0.54 0.53
38 Hungary 0.700 0.706 0.775 0.803 0.811 0.814 0.816 0 0 0.50 0.70 0.48
39 Poland .. .. 0.770 0.791 0.807 0.811 0.813 2 0 .. .. 0.50
40 Lithuania .. .. 0.749 0.793 0.802 0.805 0.810 0 1 .. .. 0.70
41 Portugal 0.639 0.708 0.778 0.789 0.805 0.808 0.809 2 –1 0.76 0.64 0.35
42 Bahrain 0.651 0.721 0.773 0.795 0.805 0.805 0.806 –3 0 0.69 0.54 0.38
43 Latvia .. 0.693 0.732 0.784 0.798 0.802 0.805 –1 0 .. 0.72 0.87
44 Chile 0.630 0.698 0.749 0.779 0.798 0.802 0.805 3 0 0.79 0.68 0.65
45 Argentina 0.669 0.697 0.749 0.765 0.788 0.794 0.797 3 1 0.57 0.64 0.57
46 Croatia .. .. 0.748 0.780 0.793 0.794 0.796 0 –1 .. .. 0.57
47 Barbados .. .. .. 0.787 0.790 0.791 0.793 –2 0 .. .. ..

HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
48 Uruguay 0.658 0.686 0.736 0.748 0.773 0.780 0.783 5 0 0.56 0.63 0.56
49 Palau .. .. 0.774 0.788 0.777 0.779 0.782 –5 0 .. .. 0.09
50 Romania .. 0.700 0.704 0.748 0.778 0.779 0.781 2 0 .. 0.52 0.95
51 Cuba .. 0.677 0.681 0.725 0.770 0.773 0.776 10 0 .. 0.65 1.19
52 Seychelles .. .. 0.764 0.766 0.767 0.771 0.773 –3 0 .. .. 0.11
53 Bahamas .. .. 0.752 0.766 0.769 0.770 0.771 –3 0 .. .. 0.23
54 Montenegro .. .. .. 0.757 0.768 0.769 0.771 –3 1 .. .. ..
55 Bulgaria .. 0.698 0.715 0.749 0.766 0.768 0.771 0 1 .. 0.48 0.68
56 Saudi Arabia 0.651 0.693 0.726 0.746 0.763 0.767 0.770 0 2 0.55 0.50 0.55
57 Mexico 0.593 0.649 0.718 0.741 0.762 0.767 0.770 2 0 0.85 0.82 0.64

Human Development Index trends, 1980–2011
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table

2

HDI rank

Human Development Index (HDI)

Value

HDI rank

Changea

Average annual 
HDI growth

(%)

1980 1990 2000 2005 2009 2010 2011 2006–2011 2010–2011 1980–2011 1990–2011 2000–2011

58 Panama 0.628 0.660 0.718 0.740 0.760 0.765 0.768 2 1 0.65 0.73 0.62
59 Serbia .. .. 0.719 0.744 0.761 0.764 0.766 –2 1 .. .. 0.58
60 Antigua and Barbuda .. .. .. .. .. 0.763 0.764 .. 1 .. .. ..
61 Malaysia 0.559 0.631 0.705 0.738 0.752 0.758 0.761 2 3 1.00 0.90 0.69
62 Trinidad and Tobago 0.673 0.676 0.701 0.728 0.755 0.758 0.760 2 1 0.40 0.56 0.74
63 Kuwait 0.688 0.712 0.754 0.752 0.757 0.758 0.760 –8 –1 0.32 0.31 0.07
64 Libya .. .. .. 0.741 0.763 0.770 0.760 –5 –10 .. .. ..
65 Belarus .. .. .. 0.723 0.746 0.751 0.756 1 0 .. .. ..
66 Russian Federation .. .. 0.691 0.725 0.747 0.751 0.755 –1 0 .. .. 0.81
67 Grenada .. .. .. .. .. 0.746 0.748 .. 0 .. .. ..
68 Kazakhstan .. .. 0.657 0.714 0.733 0.740 0.745 2 1 .. .. 1.15
69 Costa Rica 0.614 0.656 0.703 0.723 0.738 0.742 0.744 –1 –1 0.62 0.60 0.51
70 Albania .. 0.656 0.691 0.721 0.734 0.737 0.739 –1 1 .. 0.57 0.61
71 Lebanon .. .. .. 0.711 0.733 0.737 0.739 3 –1 .. .. ..
72 Saint Kitts and Nevis .. .. .. .. .. 0.735 0.735 .. 0 .. .. ..
73 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 0.623 0.629 0.656 0.692 0.732 0.734 0.735 7 0 0.54 0.74 1.04
74 Bosnia and Herzegovina .. .. .. 0.717 0.730 0.731 0.733 –2 0 .. .. ..
75 Georgia .. .. .. 0.707 0.724 0.729 0.733 1 0 .. .. ..
76 Ukraine .. 0.707 0.669 0.712 0.720 0.725 0.729 –3 3 .. 0.15 0.78
77 Mauritius 0.546 0.618 0.672 0.703 0.722 0.726 0.728 1 0 0.93 0.78 0.73
78 Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia .. .. .. 0.704 0.725 0.726 0.728 1 –2 .. .. ..
79 Jamaica 0.607 0.637 0.680 0.702 0.724 0.726 0.727 –2 –1 0.59 0.64 0.62
80 Peru 0.574 0.612 0.674 0.691 0.714 0.721 0.725 4 1 0.75 0.81 0.67
81 Dominica .. .. 0.699 0.709 0.722 0.723 0.724 –7 –1 .. .. 0.33
82 Saint Lucia .. .. .. .. .. 0.720 0.723 .. 0 .. .. ..
83 Ecuador 0.591 0.636 0.668 0.695 0.716 0.718 0.720 0 0 0.64 0.59 0.69
84 Brazil 0.549 0.600 0.665 0.692 0.708 0.715 0.718 3 1 0.87 0.86 0.69
85 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines .. .. .. .. .. 0.715 0.717 .. –1 .. .. ..
86 Armenia .. .. 0.643 0.689 0.712 0.714 0.716 –3 0 .. .. 0.99
87 Colombia 0.550 0.594 0.652 0.675 0.702 0.707 0.710 4 1 0.83 0.85 0.77
88 Iran, Islamic Republic of 0.437 0.534 0.636 0.671 0.703 0.707 0.707 2 –1 1.57 1.35 0.97
89 Oman .. .. .. 0.694 0.703 0.704 0.705 –2 0 .. .. ..
90 Tonga .. 0.649 0.681 0.696 0.701 0.703 0.704 –5 0 .. 0.39 0.30
91 Azerbaijan .. .. .. .. .. 0.699 0.700 .. 0 .. .. ..
92 Turkey 0.463 0.558 0.634 0.671 0.690 0.696 0.699 2 3 1.34 1.08 0.90
93 Belize 0.619 0.651 0.668 0.689 0.696 0.698 0.699 –3 –1 0.39 0.34 0.42
94 Tunisia 0.450 0.542 0.630 0.667 0.692 0.698 0.698 3 –1 1.43 1.21 0.94

MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
95 Jordan 0.541 0.591 0.646 0.673 0.694 0.697 0.698 1 –1 0.83 0.80 0.70
96 Algeria 0.454 0.551 0.624 0.667 0.691 0.696 0.698 2 0 1.40 1.13 1.03
97 Sri Lanka 0.539 0.583 0.633 0.662 0.680 0.686 0.691 2 1 0.80 0.81 0.80
98 Dominican Republic 0.532 0.577 0.640 0.658 0.680 0.686 0.689 2 2 0.83 0.84 0.67
99 Samoa .. .. 0.657 0.676 0.685 0.686 0.688 –6 0 .. .. 0.43

100 Fiji 0.566 0.624 0.668 0.678 0.685 0.687 0.688 –5 –3 0.63 0.47 0.27
101 China 0.404 0.490 0.588 0.633 0.674 0.682 0.687 6 0 1.73 1.62 1.43
102 Turkmenistan .. .. .. 0.654 0.677 0.681 0.686 1 0 .. .. ..
103 Thailand 0.486 0.566 0.626 0.656 0.673 0.680 0.682 –1 0 1.10 0.89 0.78
104 Suriname .. .. .. 0.659 0.674 0.677 0.680 –3 0 .. .. ..
105 El Salvador 0.466 0.524 0.619 0.652 0.669 0.672 0.674 –1 0 1.20 1.21 0.79
106 Gabon 0.522 0.605 0.621 0.648 0.664 0.670 0.674 0 0 0.83 0.52 0.75
107 Paraguay 0.544 0.572 0.612 0.635 0.651 0.662 0.665 1 0 0.65 0.71 0.76
108 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 0.507 0.560 0.612 0.649 0.656 0.660 0.663 –3 0 0.87 0.81 0.73
109 Maldives .. .. 0.576 0.619 0.650 0.658 0.661 2 0 .. .. 1.27
110 Mongolia .. 0.540 0.555 0.611 0.642 0.647 0.653 4 0 .. 0.91 1.49
111 Moldova, Republic of .. .. 0.586 0.631 0.638 0.644 0.649 –2 0 .. .. 0.92
112 Philippines 0.550 0.571 0.602 0.622 0.636 0.641 0.644 1 1 0.51 0.58 0.62
113 Egypt 0.406 0.497 0.585 0.611 0.638 0.644 0.644 2 –1 1.50 1.24 0.88
114 Occupied Palestinian Territory .. .. .. .. .. 0.640 0.641 .. 0 .. .. ..
115 Uzbekistan .. .. .. 0.611 0.631 0.636 0.641 2 0 .. .. ..
116 Micronesia, Federated States of .. .. .. 0.633 0.635 0.635 0.636 –5 0 .. .. ..
117 Guyana 0.501 0.489 0.579 0.606 0.624 0.629 0.633 1 2 0.76 1.23 0.81
118 Botswana 0.446 0.594 0.585 0.601 0.626 0.631 0.633 1 –1 1.14 0.30 0.71
119 Syrian Arab Republic 0.497 0.548 0.583 0.621 0.630 0.631 0.632 –6 –1 0.78 0.68 0.73
120 Namibia .. 0.564 0.577 0.593 0.617 0.622 0.625 2 1 .. 0.49 0.72
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table

2

HDI rank

Human Development Index (HDI)

Value

HDI rank

Changea

Average annual 
HDI growth

(%)

1980 1990 2000 2005 2009 2010 2011 2006–2011 2010–2011 1980–2011 1990–2011 2000–2011

121 Honduras 0.451 0.513 0.569 0.597 0.619 0.623 0.625 –1 –1 1.06 0.94 0.86
122 Kiribati .. .. .. .. .. 0.621 0.624 .. 0 .. .. ..
123 South Africa 0.564 0.615 0.616 0.599 0.610 0.615 0.619 –1 1 0.30 0.03 0.05
124 Indonesia 0.423 0.481 0.543 0.572 0.607 0.613 0.617 2 1 1.23 1.19 1.17
125 Vanuatu .. .. .. .. .. 0.615 0.617 .. –2 .. .. ..
126 Kyrgyzstan .. .. 0.577 0.595 0.611 0.611 0.615 –1 0 .. .. 0.59
127 Tajikistan .. .. 0.527 0.575 0.600 0.604 0.607 –1 0 .. .. 1.30
128 Viet Nam .. 0.435 0.528 0.561 0.584 0.590 0.593 1 0 .. 1.50 1.06
129 Nicaragua 0.457 0.473 0.533 0.566 0.582 0.587 0.589 –1 0 0.83 1.05 0.92
130 Morocco 0.364 0.435 0.507 0.552 0.575 0.579 0.582 0 0 1.52 1.39 1.26
131 Guatemala 0.428 0.462 0.525 0.550 0.569 0.573 0.574 2 0 0.95 1.04 0.81
132 Iraq .. .. .. 0.552 0.565 0.567 0.573 –1 0 .. .. ..
133 Cape Verde .. .. 0.523 0.543 0.564 0.566 0.568 –1 0 .. .. 0.75
134 India 0.344 0.410 0.461 0.504 0.535 0.542 0.547 1 0 1.51 1.38 1.56
135 Ghana 0.385 0.418 0.451 0.484 0.527 0.533 0.541 5 1 1.10 1.23 1.66
136 Equatorial Guinea .. .. 0.488 0.516 0.534 0.534 0.537 –2 –1 .. .. 0.88
137 Congo 0.465 0.502 0.478 0.506 0.523 0.528 0.533 0 0 0.44 0.28 0.99
138 Lao People’s Democratic Republic .. 0.376 0.448 0.484 0.514 0.520 0.524 3 1 .. 1.59 1.44
139 Cambodia .. .. 0.438 0.491 0.513 0.518 0.523 –1 2 .. .. 1.62
140 Swaziland .. 0.526 0.492 0.493 0.515 0.520 0.522 –1 –2 .. –0.03 0.54
141 Bhutan .. .. .. .. .. 0.518 0.522 .. –1 .. .. ..

LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
142 Solomon Islands .. .. 0.479 0.502 0.504 0.507 0.510 –5 0 .. .. 0.58
143 Kenya 0.420 0.456 0.443 0.467 0.499 0.505 0.509 2 1 0.62 0.52 1.27
144 São Tomé and Príncipe .. .. .. 0.483 0.503 0.506 0.509 –1 –1 .. .. ..
145 Pakistan 0.359 0.399 0.436 0.480 0.499 0.503 0.504 –1 0 1.10 1.12 1.33
146 Bangladesh 0.303 0.352 0.422 0.462 0.491 0.496 0.500 1 0 1.63 1.69 1.55
147 Timor-Leste .. .. 0.404 0.448 0.487 0.491 0.495 1 0 .. .. 1.86
148 Angola .. .. 0.384 0.445 0.481 0.482 0.486 1 0 .. .. 2.18
149 Myanmar 0.279 0.298 0.380 0.436 0.474 0.479 0.483 2 1 1.78 2.32 2.21
150 Cameroon 0.370 0.427 0.427 0.449 0.475 0.479 0.482 0 1 0.85 0.58 1.11
151 Madagascar .. .. 0.427 0.465 0.483 0.481 0.480 –5 –2 .. .. 1.07
152 Tanzania, United Republic of .. 0.352 0.364 0.420 0.454 0.461 0.466 7 1 .. 1.35 2.27
153 Papua New Guinea 0.313 0.368 0.423 0.435 0.457 0.462 0.466 1 –1 1.29 1.12 0.87
154 Yemen .. .. 0.374 0.422 0.452 0.460 0.462 4 0 .. .. 1.93
155 Senegal 0.317 0.365 0.399 0.432 0.453 0.457 0.459 –2 0 1.20 1.10 1.28
156 Nigeria .. .. .. 0.429 0.449 0.454 0.459 –4 1 .. .. ..
157 Nepal 0.242 0.340 0.398 0.424 0.449 0.455 0.458 0 –1 2.08 1.43 1.30
158 Haiti 0.332 0.397 0.421 0.429 0.449 0.449 0.454 –2 1 1.02 0.64 0.68
159 Mauritania 0.332 0.353 0.410 0.432 0.447 0.451 0.453 –4 –1 1.01 1.20 0.92
160 Lesotho 0.418 0.470 0.427 0.417 0.440 0.446 0.450 1 0 0.24 –0.22 0.47
161 Uganda .. 0.299 0.372 0.401 0.438 0.442 0.446 3 0 .. 1.93 1.65
162 Togo 0.347 0.368 0.408 0.419 0.429 0.433 0.435 0 0 0.73 0.80 0.58
163 Comoros .. .. .. 0.428 0.430 0.431 0.433 –3 0 .. .. ..
164 Zambia 0.401 0.394 0.371 0.394 0.419 0.425 0.430 2 1 0.23 0.42 1.37
165 Djibouti .. .. .. 0.402 0.425 0.427 0.430 0 –1 .. .. ..
166 Rwanda 0.275 0.232 0.313 0.376 0.419 0.425 0.429 2 0 1.44 2.97 2.92
167 Benin 0.252 0.316 0.378 0.409 0.422 0.425 0.427 –4 0 1.71 1.44 1.10
168 Gambia 0.272 0.317 0.360 0.384 0.413 0.418 0.420 –1 0 1.41 1.35 1.41
169 Sudan 0.264 0.298 0.357 0.383 0.403 0.406 0.408 0 0 1.41 1.52 1.23
170 Côte d'Ivoire 0.347 0.361 0.374 0.383 0.397 0.401 0.400 0 0 0.45 0.50 0.61
171 Malawi 0.270 0.291 0.343 0.351 0.387 0.395 0.400 0 0 1.27 1.52 1.41
172 Afghanistan 0.198 0.246 0.230 0.340 0.387 0.394 0.398 0 0 2.28 2.32 5.10
173 Zimbabwe 0.366 0.425 0.372 0.347 0.349 0.364 0.376 0 0 0.09 –0.58 0.11
174 Ethiopia .. .. 0.274 0.313 0.353 0.358 0.363 2 0 .. .. 2.57
175 Mali 0.174 0.204 0.275 0.319 0.352 0.356 0.359 2 0 2.37 2.74 2.47
176 Guinea-Bissau .. .. .. 0.340 0.348 0.351 0.353 –2 0 .. .. ..
177 Eritrea .. .. .. .. .. 0.345 0.349 .. 0 .. .. ..
178 Guinea .. .. .. 0.326 0.341 0.342 0.344 –2 0 .. .. ..
179 Central African Republic 0.283 0.310 0.306 0.311 0.334 0.339 0.343 0 0 0.62 0.48 1.05
180 Sierra Leone 0.248 0.241 0.252 0.306 0.329 0.334 0.336 0 0 0.99 1.61 2.65
181 Burkina Faso .. .. .. 0.302 0.326 0.329 0.331 1 0 .. .. ..
182 Liberia 0.335 .. 0.306 0.300 0.320 0.325 0.329 1 1 –0.06 .. 0.64
183 Chad .. .. 0.286 0.312 0.323 0.326 0.328 –2 –1 .. .. 1.26
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table

2

HDI rank

Human Development Index (HDI)

Value

HDI rank

Changea

Average annual 
HDI growth

(%)

1980 1990 2000 2005 2009 2010 2011 2006–2011 2010–2011 1980–2011 1990–2011 2000–2011

184 Mozambique .. 0.200 0.245 0.285 0.312 0.317 0.322 0 0 .. 2.28 2.49
185 Burundi 0.200 0.250 0.245 0.267 0.308 0.313 0.316 0 0 1.49 1.12 2.33
186 Niger 0.177 0.193 0.229 0.265 0.285 0.293 0.295 0 0 1.67 2.05 2.33
187 Congo, Democratic Republic of the 0.282 0.289 0.224 0.260 0.277 0.282 0.286 0 0 0.05 –0.04 2.25

Human Development Index groups
Very high human development 0.766 0.810 0.858 0.876 0.885 0.888 0.889 — — 0.48 0.44 0.33
High human development 0.614 b 0.648 b 0.687 0.716 0.734 0.739 0.741 — — 0.61 0.64 0.70
Medium human development 0.420 b 0.480 0.548 0.587 0.618 0.625 0.630 — — 1.31 1.30 1.28
Low human development 0.316 0.347 0.383 0.422 0.448 0.453 0.456 — — 1.19 1.31 1.59

Regions
Arab States 0.444 0.516 0.578 0.609 0.634 0.639 0.641 — — 1.19 1.04 0.94
East Asia and the Pacific 0.428 b 0.498 b 0.581 0.622 0.658 0.666 0.671 — — 1.46 1.43 1.31
Europe and Central Asia 0.644 b 0.680 b 0.695 0.728 0.744 0.748 0.751 — — 0.50 0.47 0.71
Latin America and the Caribbean 0.582 0.624 0.680 0.703 0.722 0.728 0.731 — — 0.73 0.76 0.66
South Asia 0.356 0.418 0.468 0.510 0.538 0.545 0.548 — — 1.40 1.31 1.45
Sub-Saharan Africa 0.365 0.383 0.401 0.431 0.456 0.460 0.463 — — 0.77 0.90 1.31

Least developed countries 0.288 b 0.320 b 0.363 0.401 0.431 0.435 0.439 — — 1.37 1.51 1.73
Small island developing states 0.529 b 0.565 b 0.596 b 0.616 0.635 0.638 0.640 — — 0.62 0.59 0.65
World 0.558 b 0.594 0.634 0.660 0.676 0.679 0.682 — — 0.65 0.66 0.66

NOTES 
a. A positive value indicates improvement in rank. 
b. Based on less than half the countries in the group or region.

DEFINITION
Human Development Index (HDI): A composite index measuring average achievement in three basic 
dimensions of human development—a long and healthy life, knowledge and a decent standard of living. 
See Technical note 1 for details on how the HDI is calculated.

MAIN DATA SOURCES
Columns 1–7: HDRO calculations based on data from UNDESA (2011), Barro and Lee (2010b), UNESCO 
Institute for Statistics (2011), World Bank (2011a), UNSD (2011) and IMF (2011).
Columns 8–12: Calculated based on Human Development Index values in the relevant year.
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le 3 Inequality-adjusted Human Development Index

HDI rank

Human 
Development 
Index (HDI)

Value

Inequality-adjusted HDI
Inequality-adjusted 

life expectancy 
index

Inequality-adjusted 
education index

Inequality-adjusted 
income index Quintile 

income 
ratio

Income 
Gini 

coefficientValue
Overall 
loss (%)

Change 
in ranka Value Loss (%) Value Loss (%) Value Loss (%)

2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2000–2011b 2000–2011b

VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
1 Norway 0.943 0.890 5.6 0 0.928 3.7 0.964 2.2 0.789 10.6 3.9 25.8
2 Australia 0.929 0.856 7.9 0 0.931 4.7 0.964 1.7 0.698 16.6 7.0 ..
3 Netherlands 0.910 0.846 7.0 –1 0.917 4.3 0.895 3.9 0.739 12.5 5.1 ..
4 United States 0.910 0.771 15.3 –19 0.863 6.6 0.905 3.7 0.587 32.4 8.5 40.8
5 New Zealand 0.908 .. .. .. 0.907 5.2 .. .. .. .. 6.8 ..
6 Canada 0.908 0.829 8.7 –7 0.914 5.0 0.897 3.2 0.696 17.1 5.5 32.6
7 Ireland 0.908 0.843 7.2 0 0.915 4.3 0.933 3.2 0.701 13.8 5.7 34.3
8 Liechtenstein 0.905 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
9 Germany 0.905 0.842 6.9 0 0.915 4.0 0.911 1.8 0.717 14.5 4.3 28.3

10 Sweden 0.904 0.851 5.9 5 0.937 3.3 0.869 3.9 0.756 10.3 4.0 25.0
11 Switzerland 0.903 0.840 7.0 0 0.943 4.1 0.854 2.0 0.735 14.3 5.4 33.7
12 Japan 0.901 .. .. .. 0.965 3.5 .. .. .. .. 3.4 ..
13 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 0.898 .. .. .. 0.961 2.9 .. .. .. .. 9.6 43.4
14 Iceland 0.898 0.845 5.9 5 0.945 3.0 0.888 2.6 0.718 11.8 .. ..
15 Korea, Republic of 0.897 0.749 16.5 –17 0.916 4.3 0.696 25.5 0.659 18.4 4.7 ..
16 Denmark 0.895 0.842 6.0 4 0.887 4.4 0.895 3.1 0.751 10.2 4.3 ..
17 Israel 0.888 0.779 12.3 –8 0.934 3.9 0.835 7.9 0.607 23.7 7.9 39.2
18 Belgium 0.886 0.819 7.6 –1 0.905 4.4 0.825 6.5 0.735 11.7 4.9 33.0
19 Austria 0.885 0.820 7.4 1 0.920 4.2 0.838 2.4 0.715 15.1 4.4 29.1
20 France 0.884 0.804 9.1 0 0.930 4.2 0.791 9.1 0.705 13.9 5.6 ..
21 Slovenia 0.884 0.837 5.3 7 0.898 4.1 0.904 3.1 0.723 8.5 4.8 31.2
22 Finland 0.882 0.833 5.6 7 0.909 3.9 0.858 2.1 0.740 10.6 3.8 26.9
23 Spain 0.878 0.799 8.9 2 0.929 4.1 0.826 5.5 0.666 16.7 6.0 34.7
24 Italy 0.874 0.779 10.9 –2 0.938 3.9 0.758 11.4 0.665 16.8 6.5 36.0
25 Luxembourg 0.867 0.799 7.8 3 0.913 3.5 0.724 6.2 0.771 13.5 .. ..
26 Singapore 0.866 .. .. .. 0.936 2.9 .. .. .. .. 9.8 ..
27 Czech Republic 0.865 0.821 5.0 9 0.874 3.9 0.912 1.3 0.695 9.6 3.5 ..
28 United Kingdom 0.863 0.791 8.4 4 0.903 4.8 0.797 2.2 0.688 17.3 7.2 ..
29 Greece 0.861 0.756 12.2 –2 0.900 4.8 0.738 14.3 0.649 17.1 6.2 34.3
30 United Arab Emirates 0.846 .. .. .. 0.836 6.3 .. .. .. .. .. ..
31 Cyprus 0.840 0.755 10.1 –2 0.901 4.1 0.678 15.0 0.704 10.9 .. ..
32 Andorra 0.838 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
33 Brunei Darussalam 0.838 .. .. .. 0.862 5.8 .. .. .. .. .. ..
34 Estonia 0.835 0.769 7.9 2 0.813 6.0 0.891 2.7 0.627 14.5 6.3 36.0
35 Slovakia 0.834 0.787 5.7 7 0.825 5.7 0.861 1.6 0.686 9.6 4.0 ..
36 Malta 0.832 .. .. .. 0.892 5.1 .. .. .. .. .. ..
37 Qatar 0.831 .. .. .. 0.854 7.2 .. .. .. .. 13.3 41.1
38 Hungary 0.816 0.759 7.0 3 0.809 5.7 0.831 4.0 0.650 11.2 4.8 31.2
39 Poland 0.813 0.734 9.7 0 0.834 5.8 0.768 6.6 0.619 16.3 5.6 34.2
40 Lithuania 0.810 0.730 9.8 0 0.765 7.2 0.847 4.1 0.601 17.5 6.7 37.6
41 Portugal 0.809 0.726 10.2 0 0.893 4.9 0.697 5.6 0.616 19.3 7.9 ..
42 Bahrain 0.806 .. .. .. 0.815 6.2 .. .. .. .. .. ..
43 Latvia 0.805 0.717 10.9 –1 0.782 7.1 0.840 3.8 0.561 21.0 6.3 35.7
44 Chile 0.805 0.652 19.0 –11 0.871 6.6 0.688 13.7 0.462 34.1 3.6 52.1
45 Argentina 0.797 0.641 19.5 –13 0.796 9.7 0.708 12.1 0.468 34.4 12.3 45.8
46 Croatia 0.796 0.675 15.1 –3 0.844 5.5 0.697 10.4 0.523 27.8 5.2 33.7
47 Barbados 0.793 .. .. .. 0.814 9.2 .. .. .. .. .. ..

HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
48 Uruguay 0.783 0.654 16.4 –7 0.815 9.3 0.681 10.8 0.505 27.8 8.7 42.4
49 Palau 0.782 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
50 Romania 0.781 0.683 12.6 1 0.770 9.6 0.789 5.0 0.524 22.2 4.9 31.2
51 Cuba 0.776 .. .. .. 0.883 5.4 .. .. .. .. .. ..
52 Seychelles 0.773 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 2.7 19.0
53 Bahamas 0.771 0.658 14.7 –3 0.782 10.9 0.618 7.9 0.588 24.5 .. ..
54 Montenegro 0.771 0.718 6.9 7 0.803 6.8 0.782 2.5 0.589 11.3 4.6 30.0
55 Bulgaria 0.771 0.683 11.4 3 0.776 7.8 0.754 5.9 0.543 19.9 10.2 45.3
56 Saudi Arabia 0.770 .. .. .. 0.753 11.5 .. .. .. .. .. ..
57 Mexico 0.770 0.589 23.5 –15 0.801 10.9 0.567 21.9 0.451 35.6 14.4 51.7
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Development 
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2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2000–2011b 2000–2011b

58 Panama 0.768 0.579 24.6 –15 0.776 12.4 0.611 17.8 0.410 40.5 15.8 52.3
59 Serbia 0.766 0.694 9.5 9 0.788 8.3 0.712 9.9 0.595 10.3 4.1 28.2
60 Antigua and Barbuda 0.764 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
61 Malaysia 0.761 .. .. .. 0.798 6.7 .. .. .. 0.0 11.4 46.2
62 Trinidad and Tobago 0.760 0.644 15.3 –2 0.659 16.6 0.665 6.6 0.610 21.9 8.3 ..
63 Kuwait 0.760 .. .. .. 0.803 6.7 .. .. .. .. .. ..
64 Libya 0.760 .. .. .. 0.781 9.7 .. .. .. .. .. ..
65 Belarus 0.756 0.693 8.3 10 0.736 7.4 0.735 5.4 0.617 12.1 4.0 27.2
66 Russian Federation 0.755 0.670 11.3 7 0.687 10.8 0.696 11.2 0.628 11.9 8.2 42.3
67 Grenada 0.748 .. .. .. 0.798 9.6 .. .. .. .. .. ..
68 Kazakhstan 0.745 0.656 11.9 5 0.621 16.2 0.790 5.3 0.576 13.8 4.6 30.9
69 Costa Rica 0.744 0.591 20.5 –7 0.863 7.8 0.543 17.7 0.442 33.7 13.2 50.3
70 Albania 0.739 0.637 13.9 0 0.797 11.2 0.635 11.9 0.510 18.3 5.3 34.5
71 Lebanon 0.739 0.570 22.8 –9 0.718 13.5 0.528 24.1 0.489 30.0 .. ..
72 Saint Kitts and Nevis 0.735 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
73 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 0.735 0.540 26.6 –16 0.753 12.2 0.567 18.1 0.368 44.9 10.0 43.5
74 Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.733 0.649 11.6 7 0.794 9.6 0.685 5.2 0.502 19.3 6.4 36.2
75 Georgia 0.733 0.630 14.1 2 0.720 15.1 0.812 3.3 0.428 22.7 8.9 41.3
76 Ukraine 0.729 0.662 9.2 14 0.684 10.5 0.806 6.1 0.526 10.9 3.9 27.5
77 Mauritius 0.728 0.631 13.3 5 0.760 9.8 0.570 13.5 0.581 16.6 .. ..
78 Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 0.728 0.609 16.4 2 0.784 9.4 0.574 17.5 0.502 21.8 9.3 44.2
79 Jamaica 0.727 0.610 16.2 4 0.710 15.3 0.704 8.3 0.454 24.1 9.8 45.5
80 Peru 0.725 0.557 23.2 –5 0.726 14.8 0.535 24.0 0.444 30.0 13.5 48.0
81 Dominica 0.724 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
82 Saint Lucia 0.723 .. .. .. 0.773 10.4 .. .. .. .. .. 42.6
83 Ecuador 0.720 0.535 25.8 –10 0.753 14.1 0.535 22.1 0.379 38.8 12.8 49.0
84 Brazil 0.718 0.519 27.7 –13 0.723 14.4 0.492 25.7 0.392 40.7 17.6 53.9
85 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 0.717 .. .. .. 0.710 14.0 .. .. .. .. .. ..
86 Armenia 0.716 0.639 10.8 13 0.728 14.9 0.710 6.5 0.504 10.8 4.5 30.9
87 Colombia 0.710 0.479 32.5 –24 0.731 13.7 0.515 22.8 0.292 53.9 24.8 58.5
88 Iran, Islamic Republic of 0.707 .. .. .. 0.701 16.1 .. .. .. .. 7.0 38.3
89 Oman 0.705 .. .. .. 0.776 7.2 .. .. .. .. .. ..
90 Tonga 0.704 .. .. .. 0.712 13.8 .. .. .. .. .. ..
91 Azerbaijan 0.700 0.620 11.4 11 0.636 20.6 0.615 8.3 0.610 4.5 5.3 33.7
92 Turkey 0.699 0.542 22.5 –2 0.742 12.8 0.423 27.4 0.506 26.5 8.0 39.7
93 Belize 0.699 .. .. .. 0.776 12.2 .. .. .. .. 17.2 ..
94 Tunisia 0.698 0.523 25.2 –7 0.751 12.6 0.396 38.7 0.480 21.8 8.0 40.8

MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
95 Jordan 0.698 0.565 19.0 5 0.732 13.1 0.551 22.4 0.449 21.1 6.3 37.7
96 Algeria 0.698 .. .. .. 0.716 14.5 .. .. .. .. 6.1 ..
97 Sri Lanka 0.691 0.579 16.2 9 0.785 9.4 0.558 17.9 0.442 20.8 6.9 40.3
98 Dominican Republic 0.689 0.510 25.9 –9 0.707 16.0 0.451 26.8 0.417 33.8 12.2 48.4
99 Samoa 0.688 .. .. .. 0.717 13.4 .. .. .. .. .. ..

100 Fiji 0.688 .. .. .. 0.676 13.0 .. .. .. .. .. ..
101 China 0.687 0.534 22.3 –1 0.730 13.5 0.478 23.2 0.436 29.5 8.4 41.5
102 Turkmenistan 0.686 .. .. .. 0.520 26.7 .. .. .. .. 7.9 ..
103 Thailand 0.682 0.537 21.3 2 0.768 10.1 0.490 18.0 0.411 34.0 15.0 53.6
104 Suriname 0.680 0.518 23.8 –3 0.678 15.0 0.508 20.1 0.403 34.9 .. 52.8
105 El Salvador 0.674 0.495 26.6 –11 0.698 15.2 0.431 32.4 0.403 31.1 12.1 46.9
106 Gabon 0.674 0.543 19.5 8 0.486 27.8 0.612 7.3 0.536 22.1 7.9 41.5
107 Paraguay 0.665 0.505 24.0 –4 0.680 17.8 0.515 19.8 0.368 33.4 14.9 52.0
108 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 0.663 0.437 34.1 –12 0.550 25.1 0.542 27.6 0.280 47.2 21.8 57.3
109 Maldives 0.661 0.495 25.2 –6 0.832 7.3 0.334 41.2 0.436 23.2 6.8 37.4
110 Mongolia 0.653 0.563 13.8 15 0.622 18.8 0.680 5.8 0.422 16.4 6.2 36.5
111 Moldova, Republic of 0.649 0.569 12.2 18 0.691 11.2 0.673 6.1 0.397 18.9 6.7 38.0
112 Philippines 0.644 0.516 19.9 4 0.652 15.2 0.592 13.5 0.356 30.0 9.0 44.0
113 Egypt 0.644 0.489 24.1 –5 0.723 13.9 0.331 40.9 0.487 14.2 4.6 32.1
114 Occupied Palestinian Territory 0.641 .. .. .. 0.725 13.1 .. .. .. .. .. ..
115 Uzbekistan 0.641 0.544 15.1 17 0.577 24.3 0.701 1.4 0.399 17.9 6.2 36.7
116 Micronesia, Federated States of 0.636 0.390 38.6 –12 0.624 19.2 0.534 22.4 0.179 63.1 .. ..
117 Guyana 0.633 0.492 22.3 –1 0.616 21.7 0.574 11.7 0.337 32.1 .. 43.2
118 Botswana 0.633 .. .. .. 0.396 24.3 .. .. .. .. 21.0 ..
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119 Syrian Arab Republic 0.632 0.503 20.4 4 0.793 10.0 0.366 31.5 0.439 18.3 5.7 35.8
120 Namibia 0.625 0.353 43.5 –14 0.528 21.1 0.445 27.8 0.187 68.3 52.2 ..
121 Honduras 0.625 0.427 31.7 –3 0.693 17.4 0.392 31.8 0.287 43.4 30.4 57.7
122 Kiribati 0.624 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
123 South Africa 0.619 .. .. .. 0.370 28.4 0.558 20.8 .. .. 20.2 57.8
124 Indonesia 0.617 0.504 18.3 8 0.648 16.8 0.465 20.4 0.426 17.7 5.9 36.8
125 Vanuatu 0.617 .. .. .. 0.679 15.6 .. .. .. .. .. ..
126 Kyrgyzstan 0.615 0.526 14.4 17 0.604 19.8 0.637 11.1 0.379 12.2 4.9 33.4
127 Tajikistan 0.607 0.500 17.6 8 0.546 27.2 0.638 9.4 0.360 15.3 4.2 29.4
128 Viet Nam 0.593 0.510 14.0 14 0.754 13.4 0.417 17.1 0.423 11.4 6.2 37.6
129 Nicaragua 0.589 0.427 27.5 3 0.734 13.9 0.350 33.3 0.303 33.6 15.0 52.3
130 Morocco 0.582 0.409 29.7 2 0.685 16.7 0.242 45.8 0.412 23.0 7.4 40.9
131 Guatemala 0.574 0.393 31.6 1 0.657 18.6 0.280 36.1 0.329 38.5 17.0 53.7
132 Iraq 0.573 .. .. .. 0.617 20.3 .. .. .. .. .. ..
133 Cape Verde 0.568 .. .. .. 0.746 12.7 0.295 30.7 .. .. .. 50.4
134 India 0.547 0.392 28.3 1 0.522 27.1 0.267 40.6 0.433 14.7 5.6 36.8
135 Ghana 0.541 0.367 32.2 –1 0.506 27.5 0.339 40.9 0.288 27.2 9.3 42.8
136 Equatorial Guinea 0.537 .. .. .. 0.268 45.4 0.303 29.2 .. .. .. ..
137 Congo 0.533 0.367 31.1 –1 0.371 37.0 0.390 25.4 0.342 30.3 10.6 47.3
138 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 0.524 0.405 22.8 6 0.586 21.7 0.300 30.5 0.376 15.5 5.9 36.7
139 Cambodia 0.523 0.380 27.2 3 0.484 28.8 0.346 31.1 0.328 21.4 7.8 44.4
140 Swaziland 0.522 0.338 35.4 –4 0.295 35.0 0.406 29.8 0.322 40.9 12.4 50.7
141 Bhutan 0.522 .. .. .. 0.565 24.1 0.185 44.8 .. .. .. 46.7

LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
142 Solomon Islands 0.510 .. .. .. 0.599 20.7 .. .. .. .. .. ..
143 Kenya 0.509 0.338 33.6 –2 0.386 34.1 0.403 30.7 0.248 36.0 11.3 47.7
144 São Tomé and Príncipe 0.509 0.348 31.5 1 0.502 28.8 0.365 19.1 0.231 44.2 10.8 50.8
145 Pakistan 0.504 0.346 31.4 1 0.485 32.3 0.207 46.4 0.413 11.0 4.7 32.7
146 Bangladesh 0.500 0.363 27.4 5 0.593 23.2 0.252 39.4 0.321 17.7 4.3 31.0
147 Timor-Leste 0.495 0.332 32.9 –1 0.468 30.2 0.195 47.4 0.401 17.8 4.6 31.9
148 Angola 0.486 .. .. .. 0.264 46.1 .. .. 0.278 50.0 31.0 58.6
149 Myanmar 0.483 .. .. .. 0.533 25.3 .. .. .. .. .. ..
150 Cameroon 0.482 0.321 33.4 –2 0.284 43.0 0.336 35.3 0.345 19.9 9.1 44.6
151 Madagascar 0.480 0.332 30.7 2 0.548 25.6 0.347 30.1 0.193 36.1 8.6 47.2
152 Tanzania, United Republic of 0.466 0.332 28.8 1 0.407 32.4 0.305 32.8 0.294 20.6 6.6 37.6
153 Papua New Guinea 0.466 .. .. .. 0.505 25.2 .. .. .. .. 12.5 ..
154 Yemen 0.462 0.312 32.3 0 0.537 25.1 0.155 49.8 0.365 17.6 6.3 37.7
155 Senegal 0.459 0.304 33.8 0 0.430 30.7 0.211 45.1 0.309 23.9 7.4 39.2
156 Nigeria 0.459 0.278 39.3 –6 0.283 43.8 0.247 44.2 0.309 28.8 9.5 42.9
157 Nepal 0.458 0.301 34.3 0 0.620 19.5 0.201 43.6 0.220 37.4 8.9 47.3
158 Haiti 0.454 0.271 40.2 –9 0.459 30.9 0.241 40.7 0.180 47.9 25.2 59.5
159 Mauritania 0.453 0.298 34.2 1 0.389 36.2 0.208 43.2 0.329 21.5 7.4 39.0
160 Lesotho 0.450 0.288 35.9 –1 0.292 34.3 0.384 24.3 0.213 47.0 18.8 52.5
161 Uganda 0.446 0.296 33.6 2 0.328 39.1 0.322 32.2 0.246 29.1 8.7 44.3
162 Togo 0.435 0.289 33.5 2 0.367 37.2 0.277 41.5 0.238 20.0 8.7 34.4
163 Comoros 0.433 .. .. .. 0.437 32.6 0.193 47.4 .. .. .. 64.3
164 Zambia 0.430 0.303 29.5 7 0.266 41.9 0.366 23.8 0.287 20.8 15.3 50.7
165 Djibouti 0.430 0.275 35.9 0 0.377 36.9 0.156 47.0 0.355 21.3 .. 39.9
166 Rwanda 0.429 0.276 35.7 2 0.328 41.3 0.282 30.7 0.228 34.5 13.9 53.1
167 Benin 0.427 0.274 35.8 1 0.340 40.3 0.212 42.0 0.286 23.6 6.7 38.6
168 Gambia 0.420 .. .. .. 0.402 33.9 .. .. .. .. 11.0 47.3
169 Sudan 0.408 .. .. .. 0.438 33.0 .. .. .. .. .. ..
170 Côte d'Ivoire 0.400 0.246 38.6 –3 0.347 37.8 0.173 43.2 0.247 34.4 11.0 46.1
171 Malawi 0.400 0.272 32.0 2 0.324 39.9 0.267 34.7 0.232 19.7 6.6 39.0
172 Afghanistan 0.398 .. .. .. 0.222 50.9 0.223 39.3 .. .. .. ..
173 Zimbabwe 0.376 0.268 28.7 1 0.343 30.6 0.452 20.1 0.124 34.5 12.1 ..
174 Ethiopia 0.363 0.247 31.9 1 0.400 35.4 0.146 38.2 0.258 20.8 4.2 29.8
175 Mali 0.359 .. .. .. 0.266 46.3 0.170 36.9 .. .. 7.1 39.0
176 Guinea-Bissau 0.353 0.207 41.4 –4 0.221 50.1 0.181 40.3 0.222 32.5 6.0 35.5
177 Eritrea 0.349 .. .. .. 0.481 26.6 .. .. .. .. .. ..
178 Guinea 0.344 0.211 38.8 –2 0.308 42.7 0.143 42.0 0.213 31.1 7.2 39.4
179 Central African Republic 0.343 0.204 40.6 –3 0.242 46.0 0.174 45.9 0.201 28.1 9.5 43.6
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table

HDI rank

Human 
Development 
Index (HDI)

Value

Inequality-adjusted HDI
Inequality-adjusted 

life expectancy 
index

Inequality-adjusted 
education index

Inequality-adjusted 
income index Quintile 

income 
ratio

Income 
Gini 

coefficientValue
Overall 
loss (%)

Change 
in ranka Value Loss (%) Value Loss (%) Value Loss (%)

2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2011 2000–2011b 2000–2011b

180 Sierra Leone 0.336 0.196 41.6 –3 0.240 45.3 0.160 47.4 0.197 31.0 8.1 42.5
181 Burkina Faso 0.331 0.215 35.1 3 0.326 41.7 0.117 37.3 0.260 25.3 6.7 39.6
182 Liberia 0.329 0.213 35.3 3 0.362 37.6 0.235 46.4 0.113 19.0 7.0 52.6
183 Chad 0.328 0.196 40.1 –1 0.224 52.0 0.124 43.4 0.272 21.0 7.4 39.8
184 Mozambique 0.322 0.229 28.9 7 0.282 40.8 0.181 18.2 0.233 25.8 9.9 45.6
185 Burundi 0.316 .. .. .. 0.261 45.6 .. .. .. .. 4.8 33.3
186 Niger 0.295 0.195 34.2 0 0.314 42.6 0.107 39.5 0.218 17.9 5.2 34.0
187 Congo, Democratic Republic of the 0.286 0.172 39.9 0 0.224 50.0 0.245 31.2 0.093 36.8 9.2 44.4

OTHER COUNTRIES OR TERRITORIES
Korea, Democratic People’s Rep. of .. .. .. .. 0.640 16.9 .. .. .. .. .. ..
Marshall Islands .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Monaco .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Nauru .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
San Marino .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Somalia .. .. .. .. 0.260 47.1 .. .. .. .. .. ..
Tuvalu .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Human Development Index groups
Very high human development 0.889 0.787 11.5 — 0.897 5.2 0.838 6.2 0.648 22.2 — —
High human development 0.741 0.590 c 20.5 c — 0.734 12.4 0.580 c 18.9 c 0.482 28.2 c — —
Medium human development 0.630 0.480 23.7 — 0.633 19.2 0.396 29.4 0.441 22.3 — —
Low human development 0.456 0.304 33.3 — 0.393 35.6 0.238 39.2 0.300 24.2 — —

Regions
Arab States 0.641 0.472 c 26.4 c — 0.654 18.0 0.307 c 40.8 c 0.524 c 17.8 c — —
East Asia and the Pacific 0.671 0.528 c 21.3 c — 0.709 14.3 0.477 c 21.9 c 0.435 c 26.8 c — —
Europe and Central Asia 0.751 0.655 12.7 — 0.715 11.7 0.681 10.7 0.578 15.7 — —
Latin America and the Caribbean 0.731 0.540 26.1 — 0.743 13.4 0.528 23.2 0.401 39.3 — —
South Asia 0.548 0.393 28.4 — 0.529 26.9 0.266 40.9 0.430 15.1 — —
Sub-Saharan Africa 0.463 0.303 34.5 — 0.331 39.0 0.276 35.6 0.306 28.4 — —

Least developed countries 0.439 0.296 32.4 — 0.403 34.7 0.233 36.8 0.277 25.3 — —
Small island developing states 0.640 0.458 c 28.4 c — 0.633 19.1 0.417 c 29.6 c 0.364 c 35.6 c — —
World 0.682 0.525 23.0 — 0.637 19.0 0.450 26.2 0.506 23.4 — —

NOTES
a.	 Change in rank is based on countries for which the Inequality-adjusted Human Development Index 

is calculated.
b.	 Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified.
c.	 Based on less than half the countries in the group or region.

DEFINITIONS
Human Development Index (HDI): A composite index measuring average achievement in three basic 
dimensions of human development—a long and healthy life, knowledge and a decent standard of living. 
See Technical note 1 for details on how the HDI is calculated.
Inequality-adjusted HDI (IHDI): HDI value adjusted for inequalities in the three basic dimensions of 
human development. See Technical note 2 for details on how the IHDI is calculated.
Overall loss: The loss in potential human development due to inequality, calculated as the percentage 
difference between the HDI and the IHDI.
Inequality-adjusted life expectancy index: The HDI life expectancy index adjusted for inequality in 
distribution of expected length of life based on data from life tables listed in Main data sources.
Inequality-adjusted education index: The HDI education index adjusted for inequality in distribution of 
years of schooling based on data from household surveys listed in Main data sources.
Inequality-adjusted income index: The HDI income index adjusted for inequality in income distribution 
based on data from household surveys listed in Main data sources.
Quintile income ratio: Ratio of the average income of the richest 20 percent of the population to the 
average income of the poorest 20 percent of the population.

Income Gini coefficient: Measure of the deviation of the distribution of income (or consumption) among 
individuals or households within a country from a perfectly equal distribution. A value of 0 represents 
absolute equality, a value of 100 absolute inequality.

MAIN DATA SOURCES
Column 1: HDRO calculations based on data from UNDESA (2011), Barro and Lee (2010b), UNESCO 
Institute for Statistics (2011), World Bank (2011a) and IMF (2011).
Column 2: Calculated as the geometric mean of the values in columns 5, 7 and 9 using the methodology 
in Technical note 2.
Column 3: Calculated based on data in columns 1 and 2.
Column 4: Calculated based on HDI rank and data in column 2.
Columns 5, 7 and 9: HDRO calculations based on data from United Nations Department of Economic and 
Social Affairs life tables, the Luxembourg Income Study, Eurostat’s European Union Survey of Income 
and Living Conditions, the World Bank’s International Income Distribution Database, the United Nations 
Children’s Fund’s Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys, ICF Macro Demographic and Health Surveys, the 
World Health Organization’s World Health Survey and the United Nations University’s World Institute for 
Development Economics Research’s World Income Inequality Database using the methodology in Techni-
cal note 2. The list of surveys and years of surveys used for each index are available at http://hdr.undp.org.
Column 6: Calculated based on data in column 5 and the unadjusted life expectancy index.
Column 8: Calculated based on data in column 7 and the unadjusted education index.
Column 10: Calculated based on data in column 9 and the unadjusted income index.
Columns 11 and 12: World Bank (2011a).
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HDI rank

Gender 
Inequality 

Index Maternal 
mortality 

ratio
Adolescent 
fertility rate

Seats in 
national 

parliament
(% female)

Population 
with at least 
secondary 
education
(% ages 25 
and older)

Labour force 
participation rate

(%)

Reproductive health

Total 
fertility 

rate

Contraceptive 
prevalence 

rate, any 
method

(% of married 
women ages 

15–49)

At least 
one 

antenatal 
visit
(%)

Births 
attended 
by skilled 

health 
personnel

(%)Rank Value Female Male Female Male

2011 2011 2008 2011a 2011 2010 2010 2009 2009 2005–2009b 2005–2009b 2005–2009b 2011a

VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
1 Norway 6 0.075 7 9.0 39.6 99.3 99.1 63.0 71.0 88.0 .. .. 2.0
2 Australia 18 0.136 8 16.5 28.3 95.1 97.2 58.4 72.2 71.0 100.0 100.0 2.0
3 Netherlands 2 0.052 9 5.1 37.8 86.3 89.2 59.5 72.9 69.0 .. 100.0 1.8
4 United States 47 0.299 24 41.2 16.8 c 95.3 94.5 58.4 71.9 73.0 .. 99.0 2.1
5 New Zealand 32 0.195 14 30.9 33.6 71.6 73.5 61.8 75.7 75.0 95.0 100.0 2.1
6 Canada 20 0.140 12 14.0 24.9 92.3 92.7 62.7 73.0 74.0 .. 98.0 1.7
7 Ireland 33 0.203 3 17.5 11.1 82.3 81.5 54.4 73.0 89.0 .. 100.0 2.1
8 Liechtenstein .. .. .. 7.0 24.0 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
9 Germany 7 0.085 7 7.9 31.7 91.3 92.8 53.1 66.8 75.0 .. .. 1.5

10 Sweden 1 0.049 5 6.0 45.0 87.9 87.1 60.6 69.2 .. .. .. 1.9
11 Switzerland 4 0.067 10 4.6 27.6 63.6 73.8 60.6 73.7 82.0 .. .. 1.5
12 Japan 14 0.123 6 5.0 13.6 80.0 82.3 47.9 71.8 54.0 .. 100.0 1.4
13 Hong Kong, China (SAR) .. .. .. 3.2 .. 67.3 71.0 52.2 68.9 84.0 .. .. 1.1
14 Iceland 9 0.099 5 14.6 42.9 66.3 57.7 71.7 83.1 .. .. .. 2.1
15 Korea, Republic of 11 0.111 18 2.3 14.7 79.4 91.7 50.1 72.0 80.0 .. 100.0 1.4
16 Denmark 3 0.060 5 6.0 38.0 59.0 65.6 60.3 70.6 .. .. .. 1.9
17 Israel 22 0.145 7 14.0 19.2 78.9 77.2 51.9 62.5 .. .. .. 2.9
18 Belgium 12 0.114 5 14.2 38.5 75.7 79.8 46.7 60.8 75.0 .. .. 1.8
19 Austria 16 0.131 5 12.8 28.3 67.3 85.9 53.2 68.1 51.0 100.0 100.0 1.4
20 France 10 0.106 8 7.2 20.0 79.6 84.6 50.5 62.2 71.0 99.0 99.0 2.0
21 Slovenia 28 0.175 18 5.0 10.8 60.6 d,e 81.9 d,e 52.8 65.4 74.0 98.0 100.0 1.5
22 Finland 5 0.075 8 9.3 42.5 70.1 70.1 57.0 64.9 .. 100.0 100.0 1.9
23 Spain 13 0.117 6 12.7 34.7 70.9 75.7 49.1 68.5 66.0 .. .. 1.5
24 Italy 15 0.124 5 6.7 20.3 67.8 78.9 38.4 60.6 60.0 .. .. 1.5
25 Luxembourg 26 0.169 17 10.1 20.0 66.4 73.9 48.0 63.3 .. .. 100.0 1.7
26 Singapore 8 0.086 9 4.8 23.4 57.3 64.7 53.7 75.6 62.0 .. 100.0 1.4
27 Czech Republic 17 0.136 8 11.1 21.0 85.5 87.6 48.8 67.6 72.0 99.0 100.0 1.5
28 United Kingdom 34 0.209 12 29.6 21.0 68.8 67.8 55.3 69.5 84.0 .. 99.0 1.9
29 Greece 24 0.162 2 11.6 17.3 64.4 72.0 42.9 65.0 61.0 .. .. 1.5
30 United Arab Emirates 38 0.234 10 26.7 22.5 76.9 77.3 41.9 92.1 28.0 97.0 99.0 1.7
31 Cyprus 21 0.141 10 6.6 12.5 61.8 73.2 54.3 70.8 .. .. .. 1.5
32 Andorra .. .. .. 8.4 53.6 49.3 d,e 49.5 d,e .. .. .. .. .. ..
33 Brunei Darussalam .. .. 21 25.1 .. 66.6 61.2 59.7 74.8 .. 100.0 99.0 2.0
34 Estonia 30 0.194 12 22.7 19.8 94.4 94.6 54.8 69.0 70.0 .. 100.0 1.7
35 Slovakia 31 0.194 6 20.2 16.0 80.8 87.1 51.2 68.5 80.0 .. 100.0 1.4
36 Malta 42 0.272 8 17.3 8.7 64.4 73.5 31.6 67.5 86.0 .. 98.0 1.3
37 Qatar 111 0.549 8 16.2 0.0 f 62.1 54.7 49.9 93.0 43.0 .. 99.0 2.2
38 Hungary 39 0.237 13 16.5 9.1 93.2 96.7 42.5 58.8 77.0 .. 100.0 1.4
39 Poland 25 0.164 6 14.8 17.9 79.7 83.9 46.2 61.9 49.0 .. 100.0 1.4
40 Lithuania 29 0.192 13 19.7 19.1 91.9 95.7 50.2 62.1 47.0 .. 100.0 1.5
41 Portugal 19 0.140 7 16.8 27.4 40.4 41.9 56.2 69.4 67.0 .. 100.0 1.3
42 Bahrain 44 0.288 19 14.9 15.0 74.4 80.4 32.4 85.0 62.0 97.0 98.0 2.4
43 Latvia 36 0.216 20 18.0 20.0 94.8 96.2 54.3 70.2 48.0 .. 100.0 1.5
44 Chile 68 0.374 26 58.3 13.9 67.3 69.8 41.8 73.4 58.0 95.0 100.0 1.8
45 Argentina 67 0.372 70 56.9 37.8 57.0 54.9 52.4 78.4 78.0 99.0 95.0 2.2
46 Croatia 27 0.170 14 13.5 23.5 57.4 72.3 46.3 60.3 .. .. 100.0 1.5
47 Barbados 65 0.364 64 42.6 19.6 89.5 87.6 65.8 78.0 55.0 100.0 100.0 1.6

HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
48 Uruguay 62 0.352 27 61.1 14.6 56.6 51.7 53.8 75.5 78.0 96.0 100.0 2.0
49 Palau .. .. .. 13.8 6.9 .. .. .. .. 21.0 100.0 100.0 ..
50 Romania 55 0.333 27 32.0 9.8 83.8 90.5 45.4 60.0 70.0 94.0 99.0 1.4
51 Cuba 58 0.337 53 45.2 43.2 73.9 80.4 40.9 66.9 78.0 100.0 100.0 1.5
52 Seychelles .. .. .. 51.3 23.5 41.2 d,e 45.4 d,e .. .. .. .. .. ..
53 Bahamas 54 0.332 49 31.8 17.9 48.5 d,e 54.5 d,e 68.3 78.7 45.0 98.0 99.0 1.9
54 Montenegro .. .. 15 18.2 11.1 79.7 d,e 69.5 d,e .. .. 39.0 97.0 99.0 g 1.6
55 Bulgaria 40 0.245 13 42.8 20.8 69.1 70.6 48.2 61.2 63.0 .. 100.0 1.6

Gender Inequality Index and related indicators
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Index Maternal 
mortality 
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Adolescent 
fertility rate

Seats in 
national 
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with at least 
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Labour force 
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Reproductive health

Total 
fertility 

rate

Contraceptive 
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rate, any 
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15–49)

At least 
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antenatal 
visit
(%)

Births 
attended 
by skilled 

health 
personnel

(%)Rank Value Female Male Female Male

2011 2011 2008 2011a 2011 2010 2010 2009 2009 2005–2009b 2005–2009b 2005–2009b 2011a

56 Saudi Arabia 135 0.646 24 11.6 0.0 f 50.3 57.9 21.2 79.8 24.0 90.0 91.0 2.6
57 Mexico 79 0.448 85 70.6 25.5 55.8 61.9 43.2 80.6 73.0 94.0 93.0 2.2
58 Panama 95 0.492 71 82.6 8.5 63.5 60.7 48.4 80.7 .. 72.0 92.0 2.4
59 Serbia .. .. 8 22.1 21.6 61.7 70.7 .. .. 41.0 98.0 99.0 g 1.6
60 Antigua and Barbuda .. .. .. 55.5 19.4 .. .. .. .. 53.0 100.0 100.0 ..
61 Malaysia 43 0.286 31 14.2 14.0 66.0 72.8 44.4 79.2 55.0 79.0 99.0 2.6
62 Trinidad and Tobago 53 0.331 55 34.7 27.4 67.6 66.6 55.1 78.1 43.0 96.0 98.0 1.6
63 Kuwait 37 0.229 9 13.8 7.7 52.2 43.9 45.4 82.5 52.0 95.0 98.0 2.3
64 Libya 51 0.314 64 3.2 7.7 55.6 44.0 24.7 78.9 45.0 81.0 94.0 g 2.4
65 Belarus .. .. 15 22.1 32.1 .. .. 54.8 66.5 73.0 99.0 100.0 g 1.5
66 Russian Federation 59 0.338 39 30.0 11.5 90.6 95.6 57.5 69.2 80.0 .. 100.0 1.5
67 Grenada .. .. .. 42.4 21.4 .. .. .. .. 54.0 100.0 99.0 2.2
68 Kazakhstan 56 0.334 45 30.0 13.6 92.2 95.0 65.7 76.3 51.0 100.0 100.0 g 2.5
69 Costa Rica 64 0.361 44 65.6 38.6 54.4 52.8 45.1 79.9 80.0 90.0 99.0 1.8
70 Albania 41 0.271 31 17.9 16.4 83.2 89.2 49.3 70.4 69.0 97.0 99.0 1.5
71 Lebanon 76 0.440 26 16.2 3.1 32.4 33.3 22.3 71.5 58.0 96.0 98.0 1.8
72 Saint Kitts and Nevis .. .. .. 42.6 6.7 .. .. .. .. 54.0 100.0 100.0 ..
73 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 78 0.447 68 89.9 17.0 33.4 29.6 51.7 80.3 77.0 94.0 95.0 2.4
74 Bosnia and Herzegovina .. .. 9 16.4 15.8 .. .. 54.9 68.3 36.0 99.0 100.0 g 1.1
75 Georgia 73 0.418 48 44.7 6.5 63.8 d,e 58.9 d,e 55.1 73.8 47.0 96.0 98.0 1.5
76 Ukraine 57 0.335 26 30.8 8.0 91.5 96.1 52.0 65.4 67.0 99.0 99.0 1.5
77 Mauritius 63 0.353 36 35.4 18.8 45.2 52.9 40.8 74.8 76.0 .. 98.0 1.6
78 Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 23 0.151 9 22.0 32.5 55.6 d 40.2 d 42.9 65.2 14.0 94.0 100.0 g 1.4
79 Jamaica 81 0.450 89 77.3 16.0 74.0 71.1 56.1 74.0 69.0 91.0 97.0 g 2.3
80 Peru 72 0.415 98 54.7 27.5 h 57.6 76.1 58.2 76.0 73.0 94.0 83.0 g 2.4
81 Dominica .. .. .. 20.0 12.5 11.2 d,e 10.3 d,e .. .. 50.0 100.0 100.0 ..
82 Saint Lucia .. .. .. 61.7 20.7 .. .. 51.0 75.8 47.0 99.0 100.0 1.9
83 Ecuador 85 0.469 140 82.8 32.3 44.2 45.8 47.1 77.7 73.0 84.0 98.0 g 2.4
84 Brazil 80 0.449 58 75.6 9.6 48.8 46.3 60.1 81.9 81.0 97.0 97.0 1.8
85 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines .. .. .. 58.9 14.3 .. .. 56.0 78.8 48.0 100.0 99.0 2.0
86 Armenia 60 0.343 29 35.7 9.2 94.1 94.8 59.6 74.6 53.0 93.0 100.0 1.7
87 Colombia 91 0.482 85 74.3 13.8 48.0 47.6 40.7 77.6 78.0 94.0 96.0 g 2.3
88 Iran, Islamic Republic of 92 0.485 30 29.5 2.8 39.0 57.2 31.9 73.0 79.0 98.0 97.0 1.6
89 Oman 49 0.309 20 9.2 9.0 26.7 28.1 25.4 76.9 32.0 100.0 99.0 2.2
90 Tonga .. .. .. 22.3 3.6 i 84.0 87.8 54.6 74.7 23.0 .. 95.0 3.8
91 Azerbaijan 50 0.314 38 33.8 16.0 65.4 d,e 61.9 d,e 59.5 66.8 51.0 77.0 88.0 g 2.2
92 Turkey 77 0.443 23 39.2 9.1 27.1 46.7 24.0 69.6 73.0 92.0 91.0 2.0
93 Belize 97 0.493 94 78.7 11.1 35.2 32.8 47.4 80.6 34.0 94.0 95.0 g 2.7
94 Tunisia 45 0.293 60 5.7 23.3 33.5 48.0 25.6 70.6 60.0 96.0 95.0 1.9

MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
95 Jordan 83 0.456 59 26.5 12.2 57.1 74.2 23.3 73.9 59.0 99.0 99.0 2.9
96 Algeria 71 0.412 120 7.3 7.0 36.3 49.3 37.2 79.6 61.0 89.0 95.0 2.1
97 Sri Lanka 74 0.419 39 23.6 5.3 56.0 57.6 34.2 75.1 68.0 99.0 99.0 2.2
98 Dominican Republic 90 0.480 100 108.7 19.1 49.7 41.8 50.5 79.8 73.0 99.0 98.0 2.5
99 Samoa .. .. .. 28.3 4.1 64.2 d,e 60.0 d,e 37.9 75.4 25.0 .. 100.0 3.8

100 Fiji .. .. 26 45.2 .. 86.6 88.6 38.7 78.4 35.0 .. 99.0 2.6
101 China 35 0.209 38 8.4 21.3 54.8 70.4 67.4 79.7 85.0 91.0 99.0 1.6
102 Turkmenistan .. .. 77 19.5 16.8 .. .. 62.4 74.0 48.0 99.0 100.0 2.3
103 Thailand 69 0.382 48 43.3 14.0 25.6 33.7 65.5 80.7 77.0 98.0 97.0 1.5
104 Suriname .. .. 100 39.5 9.8 .. .. 38.5 66.0 46.0 90.0 90.0 g 2.3
105 El Salvador 93 0.487 110 82.7 19.0 40.5 47.5 45.9 76.7 73.0 94.0 96.0 2.2
106 Gabon 103 0.509 260 89.9 16.1 53.8 34.7 70.0 81.1 33.0 94.0 86.0 3.2
107 Paraguay 87 0.476 95 72.3 13.6 45.4 50.4 57.0 86.6 79.0 96.0 82.0 2.9
108 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 88 0.476 180 78.2 30.1 55.1 67.9 62.1 82.0 61.0 86.0 71.0 3.2
109 Maldives 52 0.320 37 12.2 6.5 31.3 37.3 57.1 77.0 39.0 81.0 84.0 1.7
110 Mongolia 70 0.410 65 20.8 3.9 83.0 81.8 67.8 78.2 55.0 100.0 99.0 2.5
111 Moldova, Republic of 46 0.298 32 33.8 18.8 85.8 92.3 46.5 53.1 68.0 98.0 100.0 g 1.5
112 Philippines 75 0.427 94 54.1 21.5 65.9 63.7 49.2 78.5 51.0 91.0 62.0 3.1
113 Egypt .. .. 82 46.6 .. j 43.4 59.3 22.4 75.3 60.0 74.0 79.0 2.6
114 Occupied Palestinian Territory .. .. .. 53.5 .. 36.5 d,e 29.0 d,e 16.5 68.4 50.0 99.0 99.0 4.3
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115 Uzbekistan .. .. 30 13.8 19.2 .. .. 58.4 71.0 65.0 99.0 100.0 g 2.3
116 Micronesia, Federated States of .. .. .. 25.4 0.0 .. .. .. .. 45.0 .. 88.0 3.3
117 Guyana 106 0.511 270 68.3 30.0 42.6 43.7 44.7 81.2 43.0 92.0 92.0 g 2.2
118 Botswana 102 0.507 190 52.1 7.9 73.6 77.5 72.3 80.9 53.0 94.0 95.0 g 2.6
119 Syrian Arab Republic 86 0.474 46 42.8 12.4 24.7 24.1 21.1 79.5 58.0 84.0 93.0 g 2.8
120 Namibia 84 0.466 180 74.4 25.0 49.6 46.1 51.8 62.6 55.0 95.0 81.0 3.1
121 Honduras 105 0.511 110 93.1 18.0 31.9 36.3 40.1 80.2 65.0 92.0 67.0 g 3.0
122 Kiribati .. .. .. 22.2 4.3 .. .. .. .. 22.0 88.0 63.0 ..
123 South Africa 94 0.490 410 59.2 42.7 66.3 68.0 47.0 63.4 60.0 92.0 91.0 2.4
124 Indonesia 100 0.505 240 45.1 18.0 24.2 31.1 52.0 86.0 57.0 93.0 75.0 g 2.1
125 Vanuatu .. .. .. 54.0 3.8 .. .. 79.3 88.3 38.0 84.0 74.0 3.8
126 Kyrgyzstan 66 0.370 81 34.1 23.3 81.0 81.2 54.8 79.1 48.0 97.0 98.0 g 2.6
127 Tajikistan 61 0.347 64 28.4 17.5 93.2 85.8 57.0 77.7 37.0 89.0 88.0 g 3.2
128 Viet Nam 48 0.305 56 26.8 25.8 24.7 28.0 68.0 76.0 80.0 91.0 88.0 g 1.8
129 Nicaragua 101 0.506 100 112.7 20.7 30.8 44.7 47.1 78.4 72.0 90.0 74.0 2.5
130 Morocco 104 0.510 110 15.1 6.7 20.1 36.3 26.2 80.1 63.0 68.0 63.0 2.2
131 Guatemala 109 0.542 110 107.2 12.0 15.6 21.0 48.1 87.9 54.0 93.0 51.0 3.8
132 Iraq 117 0.579 75 98.0 25.2 22.0 42.7 13.8 68.9 50.0 84.0 80.0 4.5
133 Cape Verde .. .. 94 81.6 20.8 .. .. 53.5 81.3 61.0 98.0 78.0 g 2.3
134 India 129 0.617 230 86.3 10.7 26.6 50.4 32.8 81.1 54.0 75.0 53.0 g 2.5
135 Ghana 122 0.598 350 71.1 8.3 33.9 83.1 73.8 75.2 24.0 90.0 57.0 4.0
136 Equatorial Guinea .. .. 280 122.9 10.0 .. .. 39.7 92.0 .. 86.0 65.0 g 5.0
137 Congo 132 0.628 580 118.7 9.2 43.8 48.7 62.9 82.6 44.0 86.0 83.0 4.4
138 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 107 0.513 580 39.0 25.0 22.9 36.8 77.7 78.9 38.0 35.0 20.0 g 2.5
139 Cambodia 99 0.500 290 41.8 19.0 11.6 20.6 73.6 85.6 40.0 69.0 44.0 2.4
140 Swaziland 110 0.546 420 83.9 21.9 49.9 46.1 53.1 74.9 51.0 85.0 69.0 g 3.2
141 Bhutan 98 0.495 200 50.2 13.9 16.2 d,e 19.4 d,e 53.4 70.6 35.0 88.0 71.0 2.3

LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
142 Solomon Islands .. .. 100 70.3 0.0 .. .. 24.2 50.0 27.0 74.0 70.0 4.0
143 Kenya 130 0.627 530 100.2 9.8 20.1 38.6 76.4 88.1 46.0 92.0 44.0 4.6
144 São Tomé and Príncipe .. .. .. 66.1 18.2 .. .. 44.5 76.0 38.0 98.0 82.0 3.5
145 Pakistan 115 0.573 260 31.6 21.0 23.5 46.8 21.7 84.9 30.0 61.0 39.0 g 3.2
146 Bangladesh 112 0.550 340 78.9 18.6 30.8 39.3 58.7 82.5 53.0 51.0 24.0 g 2.2
147 Timor-Leste .. .. 370 65.8 29.2 .. .. 58.9 82.8 22.0 61.0 18.0 5.9
148 Angola .. .. 610 171.1 38.6 .. .. 74.5 88.4 6.0 80.0 47.0 g 5.1
149 Myanmar 96 0.492 240 16.3 4.0 18.0 17.6 63.1 85.1 41.0 80.0 64.0 1.9
150 Cameroon 134 0.639 600 127.8 13.9 21.1 34.9 53.5 80.7 29.0 82.0 63.0 4.3
151 Madagascar .. .. 440 134.3 12.1 .. .. 84.2 88.7 40.0 86.0 44.0 g 4.5
152 Tanzania, United Republic of 119 0.590 790 130.4 36.0 5.6 9.2 86.3 90.6 26.0 76.0 43.0 g 5.5
153 Papua New Guinea 140 0.674 250 66.9 0.9 12.4 24.4 71.6 74.2 32.0 79.0 53.0 3.8
154 Yemen 146 0.769 210 78.8 0.7 7.6 24.4 19.9 73.5 28.0 47.0 36.0 4.9
155 Senegal 114 0.566 410 105.9 29.6 10.9 19.4 64.8 88.6 12.0 87.0 52.0 g 4.6
156 Nigeria .. .. 840 118.3 7.3 .. .. 39.2 73.4 15.0 58.0 39.0 g 5.4
157 Nepal 113 0.558 380 103.4 33.2 17.9 39.9 63.3 80.3 48.0 44.0 19.0 2.6
158 Haiti 123 0.599 300 46.4 4.2 22.5 36.3 57.5 82.9 32.0 85.0 26.0 g 3.2
159 Mauritania 126 0.605 550 79.2 19.2 8.0 20.8 59.0 81.0 9.0 75.0 61.0 g 4.4
160 Lesotho 108 0.532 530 73.5 22.9 24.3 20.3 70.8 77.7 47.0 92.0 62.0 g 3.1
161 Uganda 116 0.577 430 149.9 37.2 9.1 20.8 78.3 90.6 24.0 94.0 42.0 5.9
162 Togo 124 0.602 350 65.3 11.1 15.3 45.1 63.6 85.7 17.0 84.0 62.0 g 3.9
163 Comoros .. .. 340 58.0 3.0 .. .. 73.7 85.4 26.0 75.0 62.0 g 4.7
164 Zambia 131 0.627 470 146.8 14.0 25.7 44.2 59.5 79.2 41.0 94.0 47.0 g 6.3
165 Djibouti .. .. 300 22.9 13.8 .. .. 61.5 78.7 23.0 92.0 93.0 g 3.6
166 Rwanda 82 0.453 540 38.7 50.9 7.4 8.0 86.7 85.1 36.0 96.0 52.0 g 5.3
167 Benin 133 0.634 410 111.7 8.4 11.3 25.9 67.4 77.9 17.0 84.0 74.0 g 5.1
168 Gambia 127 0.610 400 76.6 7.5 16.9 31.4 70.6 85.2 18.0 98.0 57.0 g 4.7
169 Sudan 128 0.611 750 61.9 24.2 12.8 18.2 30.8 73.9 8.0 64.0 49.0 g 4.2
170 Côte d'Ivoire 136 0.655 470 129.4 8.9 13.6 25.2 50.8 82.1 13.0 85.0 57.0 4.2
171 Malawi 120 0.594 510 119.2 20.8 10.4 20.4 75.0 78.8 41.0 92.0 54.0 6.0
172 Afghanistan 141 0.707 1,400 118.7 27.6 5.8 34.0 33.1 84.5 10.0 16.0 14.0 6.0
173 Zimbabwe 118 0.583 790 64.6 17.9 48.8 62.0 60.0 74.3 65.0 93.0 60.0 3.1
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Gender 
Inequality 

Index Maternal 
mortality 

ratio
Adolescent 
fertility rate

Seats in 
national 

parliament
(% female)

Population 
with at least 
secondary 
education
(% ages 25 
and older)

Labour force 
participation rate

(%)

Reproductive health

Total 
fertility 

rate

Contraceptive 
prevalence 

rate, any 
method

(% of married 
women ages 

15–49)

At least 
one 

antenatal 
visit
(%)

Births 
attended 
by skilled 

health 
personnel

(%)Rank Value Female Male Female Male

2011 2011 2008 2011a 2011 2010 2010 2009 2009 2005–2009b 2005–2009b 2005–2009b 2011a

174 Ethiopia .. .. 470 72.4 25.5 .. .. 80.7 90.3 15.0 28.0 6.0 3.9
175 Mali 143 0.712 830 186.3 10.2 3.2 8.4 37.6 67.0 8.0 70.0 49.0 g 6.1
176 Guinea-Bissau .. .. 1,000 111.1 10.0 .. .. 59.6 83.8 10.0 78.0 39.0 g 4.9
177 Eritrea .. .. 280 66.6 22.0 .. .. 62.5 83.4 8.0 70.0 28.0 g 4.2
178 Guinea .. .. 680 157.4 .. k .. .. 79.2 89.2 9.0 88.0 46.0 g 5.0
179 Central African Republic 138 0.669 850 106.6 9.6 h 10.3 26.2 71.6 86.7 19.0 69.0 44.0 g 4.4
180 Sierra Leone 137 0.662 970 143.7 13.2 9.5 20.4 65.4 67.5 8.0 87.0 42.0 g 4.7
181 Burkina Faso 121 0.596 560 124.8 15.3 34.7 d,e 35.1 d,e 78.2 90.8 17.0 85.0 54.0 5.8
182 Liberia 139 0.671 990 142.6 13.8 15.7 39.2 66.6 75.8 11.0 79.0 46.0 5.0
183 Chad 145 0.735 1,200 164.5 14.3 0.9 d,e 9.9 d,e 62.7 78.2 3.0 39.0 14.0 5.7
184 Mozambique 125 0.602 550 149.2 39.2 1.5 6.0 84.8 86.9 16.0 92.0 55.0 g 4.7
185 Burundi 89 0.478 970 18.6 36.1 5.2 9.2 91.0 87.5 9.0 92.0 34.0 4.1
186 Niger 144 0.724 820 207.1 13.1 2.5 7.6 38.9 87.5 11.0 46.0 33.0 6.9
187 Congo, Democratic Republic of the 142 0.710 670 201.4 9.4 10.7 36.2 56.5 85.6 21.0 85.0 74.0 g 5.5

OTHER COUNTRIES OR TERRITORIES
Korea, Democratic People’s Rep. of .. .. 250 0.7 15.6 .. .. 55.1 77.5 69.0 97.0 97.0 2.0
Marshall Islands .. .. .. 53.5 3.0 .. .. .. .. 45.0 81.0 86.0 ..
Monaco .. .. .. 1.6 26.1 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Nauru .. .. .. 31.2 0.0 .. .. .. .. 36.0 95.0 97.0 ..
San Marino .. .. .. 2.5 16.7 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Somalia .. .. 1,200 70.1 6.8 .. .. 56.5 84.7 15.0 26.0 33.0 g 6.3
Tuvalu .. .. .. 23.3 0.0 .. .. .. .. 31.0 97.0 98.0 ..

Human Development Index groups
Very high human development .. 0.224 16 23.8 21.5 82.0 84.6 52.8 69.8 69.5 98.6 99.2 1.8
High human development .. 0.409 51 51.6 13.5 61.0 64.6 47.8 75.0 72.4 94.4 96.1 1.9
Medium human development .. 0.475 135 50.1 17.3 41.2 57.7 51.1 80.0 67.7 85.1 78.1 2.1
Low human development .. 0.606 532 98.2 18.2 18.7 32.4 54.6 82.7 27.8 64.9 39.6 4.2

Regions
Arab States .. 0.563 192 44.4 12.0 32.9 46.2 26.0 77.1 46.1 76.4 76.1 3.1
East Asia and the Pacific .. .. 79 19.8 20.2 48.1 61.3 64.2 80.3 76.9 90.7 91.9 1.8
Europe and Central Asia .. 0.311 29 28.0 13.4 78.0 83.3 49.7 67.8 67.7 95.3 97.9 1.7
Latin America and the Caribbean .. 0.445 80 73.7 18.7 50.5 52.2 51.7 79.9 74.8 94.8 92.0 2.2
South Asia .. 0.601 252 77.4 12.5 27.3 49.2 34.6 81.2 52.1 71.3 50.5 2.6
Sub-Saharan Africa .. 0.610 619 119.7 19.8 22.2 34.9 62.9 81.2 24.3 73.6 47.7 4.8

Least developed countries .. 0.594 537 106.1 20.3 16.8 27.4 64.4 84.0 28.7 63.7 38.2 4.1
Small island developing states .. .. .. 66.4 20.6 50.3 54.9 52.6 75.8 53.3 90.8 74.3 2.7
World .. 0.492 176 58.1 17.7 50.8 61.7 51.5 78.0 61.6 82.7 76.4 2.4

NOTES
a.	 Annual average for 2010–2015.
b.	 Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified.
c.	 The denominator of the calculation refers to voting members of the House of Representatives only.
d.	 UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2011).  
e.	 Refers to an earlier year than that specified.
f.	 For purposes of calculating the Gender Inequality Index, a value of 0.1 percent was used.
g.	 Includes deliveries by cadres of health workers other than doctors, nurses and midwives.
h.	 Data are for 2010.
i.	 No women were elected in 2010; however, one woman was appointed to the cabinet.
j.	 The People’s Assembly and the Shoura Assembly were dissolved by the Egypt Supreme Council of 

Armed Forces on 13 February 2011.
k.	 The parliament was dissolved following the December 2008 coup.

DEFINITIONS
Gender Inequality Index: A composite measure reflecting inequality in achievements between women 
and men in three dimensions: reproductive health, empowerment and the labour market. See Technical 
note 3 for details on how the Gender Inequality Index is calculated.
Maternal mortality ratio: Ratio of the number of maternal deaths to the number of live births in a given 
year, expressed per 100,000 live births.
Adolescent fertility rate: Number of births to women ages 15–19 per 1,000 women ages 15–19.
Seats in national parliament: Proportion of seats held by women in a lower or single house or an upper 
house or senate, expressed as percentage of total seats.
Population with at least secondary education: Percentage of the population ages 25 and older that 
have reached secondary education.

Labour force participation rate: Proportion of a country’s working-age population that engages in 
the labour market, either by working or actively looking for work, expressed as a percentage of the 
working-age population.
Contraceptive prevalence rate, any method: Percentage of women of reproductive age (ages 15–49) 
who are using, or whose partners are using, any modern or traditional form of contraception.
At least one antenatal visit: Percentage of women who used antenatal care provided by skilled health 
personnel for reasons related to pregnancy at least once during pregnancy, as a percentage of live births.
Births attended by skilled health personnel: Percentage of deliveries attended by personnel (including 
doctors, nurses and midwives) trained to give the necessary care, supervision and advice to women 
during pregnancy, labour and postpartum; to conduct deliveries on their own; and to care for newborns.
Total fertility rate: Number of children that would be born to each woman if she were to live to the end 
of her child-bearing years and bear children at each age in accordance with prevailing age-specific 
fertility rates.

MAIN DATA SOURCES
Columns 1 and 2: HDRO calculations based on UNICEF (2011), UNDESA (2011), IPU (2011), Barro and Lee 
(2010b), UNESCO (2011) and ILO (2011).
Column 3: WHO, UNICEF, UNFPA and World Bank (2010).
Columns 4 and 13: UNDESA (2011).
Column 5: IPU (2011).
Columns 6 and 7: HDRO updates of Barro and Lee (2010b) estimates based on UNESCO Institute for 
Statistics data on education attainment (2011) and Barro and Lee (2010a) methodology.
Columns 8 and 9: ILO (2011).
Columns 10–12: UNICEF (2011).
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HDI rank

Multidimensional 
Poverty Index

Population in 
multidimensional povertya

Population 
vulnerable 
to poverty

(%)

Population 
in severe 
poverty

(%)

Share of multidimensional 
poor with deprivations in 
environmental services

Population below 
income poverty line

Headcount Intensity of 
deprivation

(%)

Clean 
water

(%)

Improved 
sanitation

(%)

Modern 
fuels
(%)

PPP $1.25 
a day

(%)

National 
poverty 

line
(%)Yearb Valuea (%) (thousands)

2000–2009c 2000–2009c

VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
21 Slovenia 2003 (W) 0.000 d 0.0 d 0 d 0.0 d 0.4 d 0.0 d 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ..
27 Czech Republic 2003 (W) 0.010 3.1 316 33.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 .. ..
30 United Arab Emirates 2003 (W) 0.002 0.6 20 35.3 2.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 .. ..
34 Estonia 2003 (W) 0.026 7.2 97 36.5 1.3 0.2 0.3 0.6 2.4 0.0 ..
35 Slovakia 2003 (W) 0.000 d 0.0 d 0 d 0.0 d 0.0 d 0.0 d 0.0 0.0 0.0 .. ..
38 Hungary 2003 (W) 0.016 4.6 466 34.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ..
39 Poland .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 0.0 16.6
40 Lithuania .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 0.0 ..
43 Latvia 2003 (W) 0.006 e 1.6 e 37 e 37.9 e 0.0 e 0.0 e 0.0 0.8 0.1 0.0 5.9
44 Chile .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 0.8 15.1
45 Argentina 2005 (N) 0.011 f 3.0 f 1,160 f 37.7 f 5.7 f 0.2 f 0.2 f 2.2 f 2.2 f 0.9 ..
46 Croatia 2003 (W) 0.016 4.4 196 36.3 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.3 1.2 0.0 11.1

HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
48 Uruguay 2003 (W) 0.006 1.7 56 34.7 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 20.5
50 Romania .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 0.5 13.8
52 Seychelles .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 0.3 ..
54 Montenegro 2005 (M) 0.006 1.5 9 41.6 1.9 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.9 0.0 4.9
55 Bulgaria .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 1.0 12.8
57 Mexico 2006 (N) 0.015 4.0 4,313 38.9 5.8 0.5 0.6 2.1 2.8 3.4 47.4
58 Panama .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 9.5 32.7
59 Serbia 2005 (M) 0.003 0.8 79 40.0 3.6 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.7 0.1 6.6
61 Malaysia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 0.0 3.8
62 Trinidad and Tobago 2006 (M) 0.020 5.6 74 35.1 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.0 .. ..
65 Belarus 2005 (M) 0.000 0.0 0 35.1 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.4
66 Russian Federation 2003 (W) 0.005 e 1.3 e 1,883 e 38.9 e 0.8 e 0.2 e 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.0 11.1
68 Kazakhstan 2006 (M) 0.002 0.6 92 36.9 5.0 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.5 0.2 15.4
69 Costa Rica .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 0.7 21.7
70 Albania 2009 (D) 0.005 1.4 45 37.7 7.4 0.1 0.3 0.4 1.1 0.6 12.4
73 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 3.5 29.0
74 Bosnia and Herzegovina 2006 (M) 0.003 0.8 30 37.2 7.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.0 14.0
75 Georgia 2005 (M) 0.003 0.8 36 35.2 5.3 0.0 0.4 0.3 0.8 14.7 23.6
76 Ukraine 2007 (D) 0.008 2.2 1,018 35.5 1.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.1 7.9
78 Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 2005 (M) 0.008 1.9 39 40.9 6.7 0.3 0.4 0.8 1.5 0.3 19.0
79 Jamaica .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 0.2 9.9
80 Peru 2004 (D) 0.086 19.9 5,421 43.2 16.9 6.0 14.1 19.4 19.2 5.9 34.8
83 Ecuador 2003 (W) 0.009 2.2 286 41.6 2.1 0.6 0.7 0.6 0.3 5.1 36.0
84 Brazil 2006 (N) 0.011 2.7 5,075 39.3 7.0 0.2 1.0 1.1 .. 3.8 21.4
86 Armenia 2005 (D) 0.004 1.1 34 36.2 3.9 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.3 1.3 26.5
87 Colombia 2010 (D) 0.022 5.4 2,500 40.9 6.4 1.1 2.4 2.6 3.6 16.0 45.5
88 Iran, Islamic Republic of .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 1.5 ..
91 Azerbaijan 2006 (D) 0.021 5.3 461 39.4 12.5 0.6 3.1 2.4 1.6 1.0 15.8
92 Turkey 2003 (D) 0.028 6.6 4,378 42.0 7.3 1.3 2.0 3.2 .. 2.7 18.1
93 Belize 2006 (M) 0.024 5.6 16 42.6 7.6 1.1 1.9 2.5 4.1 .. 33.5
94 Tunisia 2003 (W) 0.010 e 2.8 e 272 e 37.1 e 4.9 e 0.2 e 1.2 1.4 0.5 2.6 3.8

MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
95 Jordan 2009 (D) 0.008 2.4 145 34.4 1.3 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.4 13.3
97 Sri Lanka 2003 (W) 0.021 e 5.3 e 1,027 e 38.7 e 14.4 e 0.6 e 3.0 2.6 5.3 7.0 15.2
98 Dominican Republic 2007 (D) 0.018 4.6 438 39.4 8.6 0.7 1.5 2.7 2.9 4.3 50.5

100 Fiji .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 31.0
101 China 2003 (W) 0.056 12.5 161,675 44.9 6.3 4.5 3.0 7.7 9.1 15.9 2.8
103 Thailand 2005 (M) 0.006 1.6 1,067 38.5 9.9 0.2 0.5 0.5 1.2 10.8 8.1
104 Suriname 2006 (M) 0.039 8.2 41 47.2 6.7 3.3 5.2 6.5 5.3 .. ..
105 El Salvador .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 5.1 37.8
106 Gabon 2000 (D) 0.161 d 35.4 d 437 d 45.5 d 22.4 d 13.2 d 19.4 32.6 26.9 4.8 32.7
107 Paraguay 2003 (W) 0.064 13.3 755 48.5 15.0 6.1 8.8 11.2 12.4 5.1 35.1
108 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 2008 (D) 0.089 20.5 1,972 43.7 18.7 5.8 8.2 19.8 17.7 14.0 60.1
109 Maldives 2009 (D) 0.018 5.2 16 35.6 4.8 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.9 1.5 ..



144 human development report 2011

Multidimensional Poverty Index

5
table

HDI rank

Multidimensional 
Poverty Index

Population in 
multidimensional povertya

Population 
vulnerable 
to poverty

(%)

Population 
in severe 
poverty

(%)

Share of multidimensional 
poor with deprivations in 
environmental services

Population below 
income poverty line

Headcount Intensity of 
deprivation

(%)

Clean 
water

(%)

Improved 
sanitation

(%)

Modern 
fuels
(%)

PPP $1.25 
a day

(%)

National 
poverty 
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(%)Yearb Valuea (%) (thousands)

2000–2009c 2000–2009c

110 Mongolia 2005 (M) 0.065 15.8 402 41.0 20.6 3.2 11.6 13.7 15.7 22.4 35.2
111 Moldova, Republic of 2005 (D) 0.007 1.9 72 36.7 6.4 0.1 0.5 1.0 1.5 1.9 29.0
112 Philippines 2008 (D) 0.064 13.4 12,083 47.4 9.1 5.7 2.9 6.1 11.0 22.6 26.5
113 Egypt 2008 (D) 0.024 6.0 4,699 40.7 7.2 1.0 0.3 1.0 .. 2.0 22.0
114 Occupied Palestinian Territory 2007 (N) 0.005 0.4 52 37.3 8.8 0.1 0.6 0.2 0.1 .. 21.9
115 Uzbekistan 2006 (M) 0.008 2.3 603 36.2 8.1 0.1 0.6 0.1 0.9 46.3 ..
117 Guyana 2005 (D) 0.053 13.4 100 39.5 6.7 2.1 1.6 4.6 2.5 .. ..
118 Botswana .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 30.6
119 Syrian Arab Republic 2006 (M) 0.021 d 5.5 d 1,041 d 37.5 d 7.1 d 0.5 d 1.7 1.0 0.1 1.7 ..
120 Namibia 2007 (D) 0.187 39.6 855 47.2 23.6 14.7 14.7 36.4 37.5 .. 38.0
121 Honduras 2006 (D) 0.159 32.5 2,281 48.9 22.0 11.3 11.9 23.0 29.6 23.3 60.0
123 South Africa 2008 (N) 0.057 13.4 6,609 42.3 22.2 2.4 4.6 9.6 8.0 17.4 23.0
124 Indonesia 2007 (D) 0.095 20.8 48,352 45.9 12.2 7.6 10.2 13.2 15.5 18.7 13.3
125 Vanuatu 2007 (M) 0.129 30.1 67 42.7 33.5 6.5 7.9 20.1 29.5 .. ..
126 Kyrgyzstan 2006 (M) 0.019 4.9 249 38.8 9.2 0.9 1.6 1.0 2.8 1.9 43.1
127 Tajikistan 2005 (M) 0.068 17.1 1,104 40.0 23.0 3.1 10.5 3.4 10.1 21.5 47.2
128 Viet Nam 2002 (D) 0.084 17.7 14,249 47.2 18.5 6.0 15.3 10.0 .. 13.1 14.5
129 Nicaragua 2006 (D) 0.128 28.0 1,538 45.7 17.4 11.2 20.4 27.7 27.4 15.8 46.2
130 Morocco 2007 (N) 0.048 e 10.6 e 3,287 e 45.3 e 12.3 e 3.3 e 4.4 6.5 4.9 2.5 9.0
131 Guatemala 2003 (W) 0.127 e 25.9 e 3,134 e 49.1 e 9.8 e 14.5 e 3.7 6.6 23.0 16.9 51.0
132 Iraq 2006 (M) 0.059 14.2 3,996 41.3 14.3 3.1 6.4 5.1 2.7 4.0 22.9
133 Cape Verde .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 21.0 26.6
134 India 2005 (D) 0.283 53.7 612,203 52.7 16.4 28.6 11.9 48.2 51.1 41.6 27.5
135 Ghana 2008 (D) 0.144 31.2 7,258 46.2 21.6 11.4 12.2 29.9 31.0 30.0 28.5
137 Congo 2009 (D) 0.208 40.6 1,600 51.2 17.7 22.9 17.2 38.9 35.9 54.1 50.1
138 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 2006 (M) 0.267 47.2 2,757 56.5 14.1 28.1 27.8 38.6 47.1 33.9 27.6
139 Cambodia 2005 (D) 0.251 52.0 6,946 48.4 21.3 22.0 28.6 48.3 51.6 28.3 30.1
140 Swaziland 2007 (D) 0.184 41.4 469 44.5 24.4 13.0 24.0 37.8 37.8 62.9 69.2
141 Bhutan 2010 (M) 0.119 27.2 197 43.9 17.2 8.5 2.6 16.9 22.1 26.2 23.2

LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
143 Kenya 2009 (D) 0.229 47.8 18,863 48.0 27.4 19.8 30.8 42.6 47.6 19.7 45.9
144 São Tomé and Príncipe 2009 (D) 0.154 34.5 56 44.7 24.3 10.7 9.4 29.6 31.3 28.6 53.8
145 Pakistan 2007 (D) 0.264 e 49.4 e 81,236 e 53.4 e 11.0 e 27.4 e 6.9 32.1 40.5 22.6 22.3
146 Bangladesh 2007 (D) 0.292 57.8 83,207 50.4 21.2 26.2 2.5 48.2 56.7 49.6 40.0
147 Timor-Leste 2009 (D) 0.360 68.1 749 52.9 18.2 38.7 35.7 47.6 67.6 37.4 49.9
148 Angola 2001 (M) 0.452 77.4 11,137 58.4 10.7 54.8 51.3 68.5 71.0 54.3 ..
149 Myanmar 2000 (M) 0.154 e 31.8 e 14,297 e 48.3 e 13.4 e 9.4 e 25.2 19.1 .. .. ..
150 Cameroon 2004 (D) 0.287 53.3 9,149 53.9 19.3 30.4 32.5 48.5 52.5 9.6 39.9
151 Madagascar 2009 (D) 0.357 66.9 13,463 53.3 17.9 35.4 49.4 66.5 66.9 67.8 68.7
152 Tanzania, United Republic of 2008 (D) 0.367 65.2 27,559 56.3 23.0 43.7 47.3 64.1 65.0 67.9 33.4
154 Yemen 2006 (M) 0.283 52.5 11,176 53.9 13.0 31.9 31.9 25.7 28.4 17.5 34.8
155 Senegal 2005 (D) 0.384 66.9 7,273 57.4 11.6 44.4 31.7 51.4 53.2 33.5 50.8
156 Nigeria 2008 (D) 0.310 54.1 81,510 57.3 17.8 33.9 35.7 39.6 52.8 64.4 54.7
157 Nepal 2006 (D) 0.350 64.7 18,008 54.0 15.6 37.1 14.4 56.3 63.4 55.1 30.9
158 Haiti 2006 (D) 0.299 56.4 5,346 53.0 18.8 32.3 35.6 52.2 56.2 54.9 77.0
159 Mauritania 2007 (M) 0.352 e 61.7 e 1,982 e 57.1 e 15.1 e 40.7 e 45.4 54.5 53.4 21.2 46.3
160 Lesotho 2009 (D) 0.156 35.3 759 44.1 26.7 11.1 18.4 31.2 32.8 43.4 56.6
161 Uganda 2006 (D) 0.367 72.3 21,235 50.7 19.4 39.7 60.3 69.1 72.3 28.7 24.5
162 Togo 2006 (M) 0.284 54.3 3,003 52.4 21.6 28.7 33.4 52.9 54.2 38.7 61.7
163 Comoros 2000 (M) 0.408 d 73.9 d 416 d 55.2 d 16.0 d 43.8 d 45.0 72.8 72.3 46.1 44.8
164 Zambia 2007 (D) 0.328 64.2 7,740 51.2 17.2 34.8 49.8 57.4 63.0 64.3 59.3
165 Djibouti 2006 (M) 0.139 29.3 241 47.3 16.1 12.5 6.7 16.3 8.8 18.8 ..
166 Rwanda 2005 (D) 0.426 80.2 7,380 53.2 14.9 50.6 63.5 65.7 80.2 76.8 58.5
167 Benin 2006 (D) 0.412 71.8 5,652 57.4 13.2 47.2 33.2 69.5 71.3 47.3 39.0
168 Gambia 2006 (M) 0.324 60.4 935 53.6 17.6 35.5 20.8 32.1 60.3 34.3 58.0
170 Côte d'Ivoire 2005 (D) 0.353 61.5 11,083 57.4 15.3 39.3 25.0 51.9 .. 23.8 42.7
171 Malawi 2004 (D) 0.381 72.1 8,993 52.8 20.0 40.4 44.0 71.6 72.0 73.9 52.4
172 Afghanistan .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 36.0
173 Zimbabwe 2006 (D) 0.180 39.7 4,974 45.3 24.0 14.8 24.2 31.6 39.0 .. 72.0
174 Ethiopia 2005 (D) 0.562 88.6 65,798 63.5 6.1 72.3 53.8 83.7 88.3 39.0 38.9
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175 Mali 2006 (D) 0.558 86.6 11,771 64.4 7.6 68.4 43.7 79.5 86.5 51.4 47.4
176 Guinea-Bissau .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 48.8 64.7
178 Guinea 2005 (D) 0.506 82.5 7,459 61.3 9.3 62.3 37.7 75.6 82.5 43.3 53.0
179 Central African Republic 2000 (M) 0.512 86.4 3,198 59.3 11.8 55.4 53.6 53.3 86.1 62.8 62.0
180 Sierra Leone 2008 (D) 0.439 77.0 4,321 57.0 13.1 53.2 50.3 71.1 76.9 53.4 66.4
181 Burkina Faso 2006 (M) 0.536 82.6 12,078 64.9 8.6 65.8 43.0 69.6 82.4 56.5 46.4
182 Liberia 2007 (D) 0.485 83.9 2,917 57.7 9.7 57.5 33.5 78.9 83.9 83.7 63.8
183 Chad 2003 (W) 0.344 62.9 5,758 54.7 28.2 44.1 42.9 58.4 61.3 61.9 55.0
184 Mozambique 2009 (D) 0.512 79.3 18,127 64.6 9.5 60.7 44.1 63.2 78.7 60.0 54.7
185 Burundi 2005 (M) 0.530 84.5 6,127 62.7 12.2 61.9 51.6 63.1 84.3 81.3 66.9
186 Niger 2006 (D) 0.642 92.4 12,437 69.4 4.0 81.8 64.1 89.3 92.3 43.1 59.5
187 Congo, Democratic Republic of the 2007 (D) 0.393 73.2 44,485 53.7 16.1 46.5 55.5 62.0 72.8 59.2 71.3

OTHER COUNTRIES OR TERRITORIES
Somalia 2006 (M) 0.514 81.2 6,941 63.3 9.5 65.6 70.0 69.1 81.0 .. ..

NOTES
a.	 Not all indicators were available for all countries; caution should thus be used in cross-country com-

parisons. Where data are missing, indicator weights are adjusted to total 100 percent. For details on 
countries missing data, see Alkire and others (2011).

b.	 D indicates data are from Demographic and Health Surveys, M indicates data are from Multiple 
Indicator Cluster Surveys, W indicates data are from World Health Surveys and N indicates data 
are from national surveys.

c.	 Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified.
d.	 Upper bound estimate.
e.	 Lower bound estimate.
f.	 Refers to only part of the country.

DEFINITIONS
Multidimensional Poverty Index: Percentage of the population that is multidimensionally poor adjusted 
by the intensity of the deprivations. See Technical note 4 for details on how the Multidimensional Poverty 
Index is calculated.
Multidimensional poverty headcount: Percentage of the population with a weighted deprivation score 
of at least 33 percent.
Intensity of deprivation of multidimensional poverty: Average percentage of deprivation experienced 
by people in multidimensional poverty.
Population vulnerable to poverty: Percentage of the population at risk of suffering multiple 
deprivations—that is, those with a deprivation score of 20–33 percent.
Population in severe poverty: Percentage of the population in severe multidimensional poverty—that 
is, those with a deprivation score of 50 percent or more.
Share of multidimensional poor with deprivations in clean water: Percentage of the multidimensionally 
poor population without access to clean water that is less than a 30 minute walk from home. Clean water 
is defined using the Millennium Development Goal definition and includes piped water into dwelling, plot 

or yard; public tap/standpipe; borehole/tube well; protected dug well; protected spring; rainwater collec-
tion; and bottled water (if a secondary available source is also improved). It does not include unprotected 
well, unprotected spring, water provided by carts with small tanks/drums, tanker truck-provided water 
and bottled water (if secondary source is not an improved source); or surface water taken directly from 
rivers, ponds, streams, lakes, dams or irrigation channels.
Share of multidimensional poor with deprivations in improved sanitation: Percentage of the multidi-
mensionally poor population without access to an improved sanitation facility. Improved sanitation facili-
ties are defined using the Millennium Development Goal definition and include flush or pour-flush to piped 
sewer system or septic tank, ventilated improved pit latrine, pit latrine with slab and composting toilet. 
Facilities are not considered improved when they are shared with other households or open to the public.
Share of multidimensional poor with deprivations in modern fuels: Percentage of the multidimension-
ally poor population without access to modern fuels. Households are considered deprived of modern 
fuels if they cook with wood, charcoal or dung.
Population below PPP $1.25 a day: Percentage of the population living below the international poverty 
line $1.25 (in purchasing power parity terms) a day.
Population below national poverty line: Percentage of the population living below the national poverty 
line, which is the poverty line deemed appropriate for a country by its authorities. National estimates 
are based on population-weighted subgroup estimates from household surveys.

MAIN DATA SOURCES
Columns 1 and 2: Calculated from various household surveys, including ICF Macro Demographic and 
Health Surveys, United Nations Children’s Fund Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys and World Health 
Organization World Health Surveys conducted between 2000 and 2010.
Columns 3–10: Calculated based on data on household deprivations in education, health and living 
standards from various household surveys as listed in column 1.
Columns 11 and 12: World Bank (2011a).
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VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

1 Norway 12.8 5.6 81.1 58.6 45.3 10.5 1.0 5.8 16 10.6 0.8 32.4 8.6 7
2 Australia 1.7 6.8 65.7 94.6 5.4 19.0 1.3 9.6 14 5.1 .. 19.7 –2.2 22
3 Netherlands 11.6 6.2 66.4 92.5 4.4 10.5 –0.1 2.4 31 0.8 11.7 10.8 5.8 5
4 United States –0.8 8.0 63.5 85.0 5.4 17.3 –0.6 3.7 19 0.7 15.6 33.2 2.3 21
5 New Zealand 8.0 4.9 73.4 66.7 33.1 7.8 1.2 10.0 12 0.9 .. 31.5 7.3 25
6 Canada 5.8 7.0 66.4 74.9 17.0 16.4 0.1 4.7 15 2.3 .. 34.1 0.0 7
7 Ireland –1.1 6.3 67.1 90.2 3.8 9.8 1.1 5.8 13 0.1 .. 10.5 55.1 7
8 Liechtenstein .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 17 .. .. 43.1 6.2 1
9 Germany 11.4 5.1 73.2 80.1 8.9 9.6 .. 1.9 16 0.1 21.0 31.8 3.1 9

10 Sweden 16.0 5.9 86.0 33.1 32.4 5.3 –2.0 2.1 11 0.2 1.5 68.7 3.4 5
11 Switzerland 21.6 5.0 89.1 52.7 20.6 5.3 –0.5 1.2 22 .. .. 30.8 6.9 6
12 Japan 12.1 4.7 72.5 83.0 3.4 9.5 0.7 1.0 27 0.0 .. 68.5 0.0 15
13 Hong Kong, China (SAR) .. .. .. 94.9 0.4 5.5 2.6 0.5 .. .. .. .. .. 9
14 Iceland 4.1 .. 93.5 17.1 82.9 7.1 0.1 3.3 14 .. 0.1 0.3 c 223.0 9
15 Korea, Republic of 20.0 4.9 57.0 81.2 1.5 10.6 5.0 1.2 31 0.0 .. 64.3 –2.1 10
16 Denmark 10.7 8.3 69.2 80.4 18.9 8.4 –1.1 2.9 16 1.5 10.8 12.7 21.3 6
17 Israel 12.2 4.8 62.4 96.6 4.9 5.4 –0.1 1.1 28 0.2 101.9 7.1 17.0 12
18 Belgium 13.2 8.0 58.1 73.8 4.2 9.9 –0.7 1.8 21 0.0 34.0 22.3 .. 5
19 Austria 15.0 5.3 78.1 71.6 27.1 8.1 0.5 1.9 29 0.1 .. 47.0 2.7 11
20 France 7.0 5.0 78.2 51.0 7.6 6.1 –0.9 2.3 13 0.0 15.0 29.0 9.1 14
21 Slovenia 13.6 5.3 65.0 69.4 11.2 8.5 .. 2.6 29 0.2 3.0 62.0 .. 13
22 Finland 8.1 6.2 74.7 48.0 26.1 10.7 0.5 3.4 15 0.1 1.5 72.9 1.2 4
23 Spain 9.7 5.4 70.6 81.7 7.9 7.4 2.0 1.7 28 0.0 29.0 35.7 29.0 16
24 Italy 6.1 5.0 73.1 89.9 8.2 7.5 0.8 1.4 23 0.1 .. 30.6 18.5 14
25 Luxembourg 7.6 9.4 67.8 88.0 3.0 21.9 –1.6 3.5 13 .. .. 33.5 .. 2
26 Singapore 33.0 5.3 69.6 100.0 0.0 7.0 –0.6 1.4 31 .. .. 3.3 0.0 17
27 Czech Republic 11.3 5.7 71.6 81.2 5.4 11.3 .. 2.1 18 0.3 14.8 34.3 .. 5
28 United Kingdom 2.2 4.9 74.2 90.2 2.8 8.5 –0.8 1.8 13 1.2 8.8 11.8 9.8 10
29 Greece –7.9 5.4 60.9 92.8 5.6 8.8 3.1 1.4 32 0.2 12.7 29.8 16.5 16
30 United Arab Emirates .. 10.7 40.7 100.0 0.0 34.6 –1.8 6.2 89 .. 2,032.0 3.8 28.7 9
31 Cyprus 0.4 .. 56.3 96.0 4.0 9.9 3.4 1.3 34 .. 19.3 18.7 7.4 8
32 Andorra .. .. .. .. .. 6.4 .. .. 17 .. .. 34.0 0.0 3
33 Brunei Darussalam –1.8 .. 60.8 100.0 0.0 27.0 –2.2 17.9 51 .. .. 72.8 –7.1 9
34 Estonia 14.4 7.9 63.8 88.3 12.0 13.6 .. 2.3 13 0.7 14.0 52.6 .. 3
35 Slovakia 19.8 4.1 74.5 70.0 5.7 7.0 .. 1.4 13 0.3 1.4 40.2 .. 5
36 Malta .. .. 76.3 99.9 0.1 6.3 3.0 0.9 .. .. .. 0.9 0.0 7
37 Qatar .. 10.5 48.9 100.0 0.0 53.5 –0.6 18.0 35 .. 455.2 0.0 0.0 8
38 Hungary 4.5 3.0 69.1 77.8 6.3 5.5 –0.6 1.6 16 0.2 5.4 22.4 11.6 8
39 Poland 9.7 4.3 63.1 93.8 6.3 8.3 –0.3 2.7 35 1.0 19.4 30.5 4.5 5
40 Lithuania 6.0 4.7 68.3 60.8 9.3 4.5 .. 2.5 17 0.2 9.6 34.2 .. 4
41 Portugal –1.8 4.5 73.0 78.3 18.3 5.3 3.1 1.8 21 0.1 .. 37.7 3.6 19
42 Bahrain 10.6 .. 42.0 100.3 0.0 29.0 2.4 4.3 49 .. 219.8 0.6 145.0 8
43 Latvia 20.4 5.6 72.5 64.3 30.8 3.4 .. 2.3 13 0.3 .. 53.6 .. 4
44 Chile 3.2 3.2 73.3 77.6 22.1 4.4 1.4 1.6 62 10.0 .. 21.7 5.8 10
45 Argentina 10.6 2.6 61.0 89.8 7.1 4.8 0.9 3.9 68 4.9 .. 10.9 –14.1 9
46 Croatia 12.3 3.7 68.7 85.1 8.7 5.3 .. 1.5 27 0.8 0.6 34.2 .. 13
47 Barbados .. .. .. .. .. 5.3 2.9 .. 38 .. .. 19.4 0.0 8

HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
48 Uruguay 6.1 5.1 59.1 64.9 33.2 2.5 0.5 8.1 160 0.4 .. 9.5 79.8 12
49 Palau .. .. .. .. .. 10.4 .. .. .. .. .. 87.6 .. 13
50 Romania 18.8 2.7 67.0 79.4 14.1 4.4 –0.8 1.7 12 1.3 3.2 28.3 2.0 9
51 Cuba .. 1.9 78.1 89.9 10.1 2.8 0.7 1.4 21 .. .. 26.3 36.1 18
52 Seychelles .. .. .. .. .. 8.1 7.4 .. .. .. .. 88.5 0.0 18
53 Bahamas .. .. .. .. .. 6.4 –2.3 .. .. .. .. 51.4 0.0 10
54 Montenegro .. .. .. .. .. 3.1 .. .. .. .. .. 40.4 .. 11
55 Bulgaria 6.1 4.1 62.5 76.2 5.3 6.7 –0.2 2.0 51 1.1 28.7 35.1 14.7 9
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56 Saudi Arabia –3.9 5.1 55.3 100.0 0.0 17.2 2.1 2.5 104 28.9 943.3 0.5 c 0.0 9
57 Mexico 9.1 3.0 67.3 88.8 9.9 4.4 1.8 1.7 33 5.4 17.5 33.5 –7.4 17
58 Panama 28.4 2.9 71.4 75.7 24.1 2.0 0.9 1.4 34 .. .. 44.0 –13.6 6
59 Serbia .. 2.4 .. 89.5 10.5 5.1 .. 2.3 .. 0.4 .. 29.6 .. 7
60 Antigua and Barbuda .. .. 69.8 .. .. 5.2 –0.7 .. 13 .. .. 22.3 –4.9 8
61 Malaysia 15.4 4.9 65.0 95.1 5.0 7.7 4.7 2.4 20 7.9 .. 62.8 –7.8 18
62 Trinidad and Tobago –32.4 3.1 54.2 99.9 0.1 37.3 3.7 7.8 105 28.2 .. 44.4 –5.3 6
63 Kuwait 15.7 6.3 51.1 100.0 0.0 26.3 –0.6 6.3 95 .. .. 0.3 c 70.6 9
64 Libya .. 3.1 50.1 99.1 0.9 9.3 –1.5 2.7 76 30.5 .. 0.1 c 0.0 9
65 Belarus 16.9 3.8 65.4 92.1 5.5 6.5 .. 2.4 7 0.9 .. 42.2 .. 4
66 Russian Federation –0.8 4.4 61.2 90.9 3.0 12.1 .. 4.9 16 14.5 .. 49.4 .. 9
67 Grenada .. .. .. .. .. 2.4 4.4 .. 21 .. .. 50.0 0.0 10
68 Kazakhstan –1.2 4.5 57.3 98.8 1.1 15.3 .. 4.3 15 22.0 .. 1.2 .. 8
69 Costa Rica 15.2 2.7 86.4 45.6 54.5 1.8 2.5 0.9 32 0.2 .. 50.1 –0.2 7
70 Albania 8.2 1.9 71.4 63.7 26.2 1.3 –0.7 1.1 46 1.3 .. 28.4 –1.3 15
71 Lebanon 2.7 2.9 57.9 95.4 3.7 4.1 2.5 0.4 36 .. 28.1 13.4 4.4 10
72 Saint Kitts and Nevis .. .. .. .. .. 4.9 .. .. 17 .. .. 42.3 0.0 8
73 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 2.9 2.9 62.9 87.6 12.5 6.0 –0.4 3.0 9 9.8 .. 53.1 –9.9 8
74 Bosnia and Herzegovina .. 2.7 55.9 92.8 9.6 8.3 .. 1.2 19 1.6 0.9 42.7 .. 10
75 Georgia –7.1 1.8 63.6 66.6 33.7 1.2 .. 1.4 49 0.1 2.6 39.5 .. 9
76 Ukraine 5.6 2.9 58.2 81.8 1.4 7.0 .. 2.1 18 3.8 .. 16.7 .. 8
77 Mauritius 8.0 4.3 80.6 .. .. 3.1 4.4 .. 18 0.0 26.4 17.2 –9.9 18
78 Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 11.6 5.7 60.6 84.2 8.2 5.8 .. 1.0 20 0.1 16.1 39.2 .. 14
79 Jamaica 6.9 1.9 58.0 88.5 11.5 4.5 1.4 0.7 37 0.7 .. 31.2 –1.9 15
80 Peru 8.6 1.5 69.3 76.1 23.9 1.4 0.1 0.9 51 5.9 .. 53.4 –2.7 8
81 Dominica .. .. .. .. .. 1.9 4.4 .. 22 0.0 .. 60.3 –9.6 9
82 Saint Lucia .. .. .. .. .. 2.3 3.4 .. 34 .. .. 77.0 7.3 9
83 Ecuador 4.4 1.9 69.3 83.9 15.7 2.0 2.7 1.7 20 9.9 .. 41.3 –25.7 12
84 Brazil 4.6 2.9 63.4 52.6 44.5 2.1 2.0 4.0 21 3.1 0.7 61.9 –8.9 10 d

85 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines –8.8 .. .. .. .. 1.9 4.7 .. 24 .. .. 68.1 4.9 8
86 Armenia 9.6 1.8 60.4 73.5 5.2 1.8 .. 1.3 69 0.5 36.4 9.5 .. 7
87 Colombia 5.4 1.9 76.8 72.7 27.7 1.5 0.3 1.8 20 6.2 .. 54.7 –2.9 11
88 Iran, Islamic Republic of .. 2.7 60.0 99.4 0.7 7.3 2.2 2.1 55 17.9 67.7 6.8 0.0 9
89 Oman –7.9 5.0 45.9 100.0 0.0 16.4 11.0 7.1 94 .. 86.6 0.0 c 0.0 9
90 Tonga .. .. .. .. .. 1.7 5.0 .. .. 0.0 .. 12.5 0.0 10
91 Azerbaijan 5.4 1.9 59.1 98.9 1.5 5.4 .. 4.7 33 32.7 35.2 11.3 .. 8
92 Turkey 2.9 2.7 60.4 90.6 9.5 3.9 3.2 1.4 37 0.2 18.8 14.4 14.6 15
93 Belize 9.2 .. 69.9 .. .. 1.4 0.9 .. 13 .. .. 61.9 –11.0 6
94 Tunisia 14.6 1.9 60.6 86.3 13.7 2.5 3.2 1.0 26 4.6 .. 6.3 51.4 11

MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
95 Jordan 3.0 2.1 56.1 98.0 1.7 3.5 3.3 0.5 33 1.1 99.4 1.1 0.0 10
96 Algeria .. 1.6 67.4 99.8 0.2 3.2 2.9 1.8 69 16.9 .. 0.6 –9.4 13
97 Sri Lanka 16.4 1.2 63.7 43.4 56.6 0.6 1.9 0.6 74 0.5 24.5 30.1 –19.6 19
98 Dominican Republic 0.4 1.5 68.4 79.2 20.8 2.2 3.1 0.9 16 0.5 .. 40.8 43.3 17
99 Samoa .. .. .. .. .. 0.9 3.9 .. .. 0.3 .. 60.4 31.5 12

100 Fiji 3.4 .. 65.9 .. .. 1.5 1.1 .. 19 .. .. 55.1 5.7 15
101 China 39.7 2.2 49.0 86.9 12.3 5.2 4.6 1.5 66 3.1 19.5 21.6 28.1 12
102 Turkmenistan .. 3.9 38.4 100.7 0.0 9.5 .. 6.7 65 30.4 .. 8.8 .. 8
103 Thailand 20.5 2.4 62.2 80.6 19.3 4.3 6.3 1.6 55 3.2 13.1 37.1 –3.1 14
104 Suriname .. .. 68.2 .. .. 4.7 0.2 .. 24 .. .. 94.6 –0.1 3
105 El Salvador 3.7 2.0 69.1 38.4 61.6 1.0 2.5 0.8 28 0.5 .. 14.3 –21.5 3
106 Gabon 1.8 1.4 56.4 43.8 56.2 1.7 –2.1 6.4 7 29.2 .. 85.4 0.0 6
107 Paraguay 5.2 3.2 63.5 28.2 163.1 0.7 2.1 4.1 67 .. .. 45.2 –15.2 4
108 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 6.2 2.6 44.3 82.1 17.9 1.3 2.1 4.9 74 11.2 .. 53.4 –7.9 4
109 Maldives 31.4 .. 65.9 .. .. 3.0 .. .. 29 .. 15.7 3.0 0.0 10
110 Mongolia 24.9 .. 42.8 96.2 3.3 4.1 1.6 3.7 111 11.1 .. 7.1 –11.8 7
111 Moldova, Republic of 16.2 1.4 58.8 89.1 2.8 1.3 .. 1.1 36 0.2 .. 11.5 .. 6
112 Philippines 28.0 1.3 65.7 56.9 43.1 0.9 0.8 0.8 19 1.0 17.0 25.3 15.0 19
113 Egypt 3.1 1.7 62.0 96.1 4.0 2.6 3.9 0.9 97 7.3 .. 0.1 c 56.4 10
114 Occupied Palestinian Territory .. .. .. .. .. 0.5 .. .. .. .. 49.9 1.5 1.0 ..
115 Uzbekistan .. 1.7 42.3 98.1 1.9 4.6 .. 1.9 40 17.8 .. 7.7 .. 7
116 Micronesia, Federated States of .. .. .. .. .. 0.6 .. .. .. .. .. 91.5 .. 15
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area
(% of 
land 
area)

Change 
in forest 

area
(%)

Endan
gered 

species
(% of all 
species)(tonnes)

(average 
annual % 
growth)

2005–2009b 2007 2010 2007 2007 2008 1970/2008 2005 2008 2009 2003–2010b 2008 1990–2008 2010
117 Guyana –0.4 .. 59.2 .. .. 2.0 –0.3 .. 22 3.4 .. 77.2 0.0 3
118 Botswana 9.6 2.7 41.3 67.2 22.3 2.5 .. 4.1 69 2.8 .. 20.4 –15.5 2
119 Syrian Arab Republic –14.1 1.5 64.6 98.7 1.3 3.4 3.1 0.9 69 10.2 99.8 2.6 28.8 13
120 Namibia 21.9 2.2 59.3 71.6 18.1 1.9 .. 4.4 48 0.3 .. 9.0 –15.1 5
121 Honduras 9.5 1.9 49.9 54.1 45.9 1.2 2.2 1.2 42 0.4 .. 48.5 –33.2 7
122 Kiribati .. .. .. .. .. 0.3 –0.8 .. .. .. .. 15.0 0.0 14
123 South Africa 0.4 2.3 50.8 87.2 10.5 8.8 0.7 1.9 22 5.4 .. 7.6 0.0 15
124 Indonesia 11.0 1.2 44.6 65.6 34.4 1.8 4.8 1.5 72 6.5 .. 52.9 –19.2 16
125 Vanuatu 12.4 .. .. .. .. 0.4 –0.4 .. 15 .. .. 36.1 0.0 14
126 Kyrgyzstan 9.4 1.2 59.7 69.2 32.4 1.1 .. 1.0 26 0.5 .. 4.8 .. 6
127 Tajikistan 6.2 1.0 51.3 42.3 54.7 0.5 .. 0.9 43 0.2 .. 2.9 .. 6
128 Viet Nam 16.6 1.4 59.0 54.0 45.6 1.5 2.1 1.3 53 7.2 9.3 43.6 44.3 12
129 Nicaragua 3.4 1.6 57.1 38.5 61.5 0.8 0.7 1.7 23 0.8 .. 27.0 –27.9 4
130 Morocco 25.0 1.2 65.6 93.6 3.9 1.5 3.1 0.5 27 1.4 .. 11.5 1.2 16
131 Guatemala 4.0 1.8 54.0 42.9 57.2 0.9 1.9 1.1 60 1.2 .. 35.2 –20.6 8
132 Iraq .. 1.3 41.0 99.4 0.2 3.4 1.0 0.7 138 45.7 .. 1.9 2.6 9
133 Cape Verde .. .. .. .. .. 0.6 4.1 .. .. .. .. 21.0 46.1 13
134 India 24.1 0.9 48.3 71.1 28.1 1.5 3.8 0.7 59 4.2 40.1 22.9 6.6 13
135 Ghana –4.7 1.8 51.3 27.8 72.5 0.4 0.5 0.6 24 6.9 .. 22.7 –30.6 5
136 Equatorial Guinea .. .. 41.9 .. .. 7.3 11.3 .. 7 66.0 .. 58.8 –11.3 6
137 Congo –44.7 1.0 54.0 43.5 53.7 0.6 0.7 2.7 68 50.6 .. 65.7 –1.3 4
138 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 17.8 1.3 59.6 .. .. 0.3 0.5 .. 39 .. .. 68.9 –8.1 9
139 Cambodia 13.0 1.0 41.7 29.7 69.7 0.3 1.8 1.9 41 0.2 0.5 58.6 –20.0 13
140 Swaziland –0.9 1.5 54.4 .. .. 1.0 0.4 .. 35 0.1 .. 32.2 17.4 2
141 Bhutan .. .. 68.0 .. .. 1.1 12.5 .. 22 5.3 0.4 84.1 6.3 7
LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
142 Solomon Islands –3.7 .. 51.1 .. .. 0.4 1.0 .. 26 10.9 .. 79.5 –4.3 17
143 Kenya 13.1 1.1 51.4 16.2 83.8 0.3 –0.2 0.9 30 1.2 8.9 6.1 –5.9 8
144 São Tomé and Príncipe .. .. 57.3 .. .. 0.8 3.8 .. 29 1.0 .. 28.1 0.0 ..
145 Pakistan 10.7 0.8 48.0 61.8 37.7 0.9 2.2 1.1 109 3.1 81.5 2.3 –29.8 9
146 Bangladesh 27.1 0.6 44.0 68.4 31.6 0.3 .. 0.7 134 2.6 3.0 11.1 –3.1 9
147 Timor-Leste .. 0.4 .. .. .. 0.2 .. .. .. .. .. 51.4 –20.9 5
148 Angola –29.2 1.0 36.3 33.5 66.5 1.4 2.2 5.1 55 29.1 .. 47.1 –3.7 4
149 Myanmar .. 1.8 51.3 31.0 69.0 0.3 1.0 2.2 46 .. .. 49.6 –17.4 8
150 Cameroon 6.8 1.0 44.6 23.9 76.1 0.3 3.1 1.6 47 4.8 .. 43.1 –16.3 11
151 Madagascar 3.9 1.8 49.2 .. .. 0.1 –0.8 .. 33 0.2 .. 21.8 –7.5 23
152 Tanzania, United Republic of 13.5 1.2 47.9 10.6 89.4 0.1 0.3 1.4 22 2.5 .. 38.6 –17.5 12
153 Papua New Guinea .. 2.1 44.3 .. .. 0.3 0.5 .. 18 19.9 .. 64.1 –8.0 12
154 Yemen .. 0.9 48.3 99.0 1.0 1.0 .. 0.5 67 13.2 .. 1.0 0.0 10
155 Senegal 7.8 1.1 42.3 57.3 42.4 0.4 0.7 1.0 81 0.3 .. 44.4 –8.5 6
156 Nigeria .. 1.4 40.2 18.3 81.7 0.6 1.3 1.1 46 15.0 .. 10.8 –42.8 7
157 Nepal 29.1 3.6 68.2 10.9 89.1 0.1 4.7 1.0 32 4.2 .. 25.4 –24.5 6
158 Haiti .. 0.7 39.5 28.3 71.7 0.3 3.1 0.6 35 .. .. 3.7 –11.6 19
159 Mauritania .. 2.6 33.7 .. .. 0.6 1.4 .. 68 18.8 .. 0.2 c –39.3 7
160 Lesotho 24.4 1.1 .. .. .. .. .. .. 46 1.4 .. 1.4 9.0 3
161 Uganda 8.6 1.5 49.8 .. .. 0.1 –0.9 .. 12 4.7 .. 16.1 –33.4 7
162 Togo .. 1.0 36.4 14.3 83.4 0.2 1.4 0.8 29 3.6 .. 6.0 –52.3 4
163 Comoros .. .. .. .. .. 0.2 .. .. 34 1.0 .. 2.0 –68.3 13
164 Zambia 1.4 0.9 47.0 7.5 92.3 0.1 –4.7 3.8 .. 11.5 .. 67.0 –5.7 3
165 Djibouti .. .. 60.5 .. .. 0.6 –0.8 .. 49 0.3 .. 0.2 c 0.0 9
166 Rwanda 8.8 1.0 44.6 .. .. 0.1 4.2 .. 26 2.4 .. 16.8 30.5 6
167 Benin 4.1 1.2 39.6 37.1 61.0 0.5 4.1 0.9 45 1.2 .. 42.1 –19.1 4
168 Gambia 12.9 3.4 50.3 .. .. 0.3 2.2 .. 62 1.0 .. 47.6 7.8 4
169 Sudan –7.1 1.7 47.1 31.2 68.8 0.3 0.1 3.0 159 11.1 .. 29.5 –8.3 5
170 Côte d'Ivoire 7.3 1.0 54.3 25.0 75.5 0.3 –0.9 1.0 32 3.1 .. 32.7 1.8 7
171 Malawi .. 0.7 51.4 .. .. 0.1 –0.8 .. 35 0.9 .. 35.1 –15.2 9
172 Afghanistan .. 0.6 .. .. .. 0.0 –3.5 .. 37 .. .. 2.1 0.0 5
173 Zimbabwe .. 1.2 47.8 26.1 69.1 0.7 –2.0 1.3 .. 3.5 .. 42.1 –26.6 3
174 Ethiopia 8.3 1.1 43.1 6.7 93.3 0.1 0.7 1.1 59 4.5 .. 12.6 .. 7
175 Mali 13.5 1.9 39.4 .. .. 0.0 0.2 .. 112 .. .. 10.4 –10.1 2
176 Guinea-Bissau .. 1.0 44.7 .. .. 0.2 1.2 .. 47 .. .. 72.6 –7.9 5
177 Eritrea .. 0.9 54.6 19.9 80.1 0.1 .. 0.8 71 0.8 9.2 15.3 .. 8
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HDI rank

Composite measures 
of sustainability

primary 
energy 
supplya

Carbon dioxide 
emissions Pollution

Natural resource depletion 
and biodiversity

Adjusted 
net savings
(% of GNI)

Ecological 
footprint
(hectares 

per capita)

Environ
mental 

performance 
index
(0–100)

Fossil 
fuels
(% of 
total)

Renew
ables
(% of 
total)

Per capita

Green
house gas 
emissions 
per capita

(tonnes 
of carbon 
dioxide 

equivalent)

Urban 
pollution

(micro
grams 

per cubic 
metre)

Natural 
resource 
depletion
(% of GNI)

Fresh water 
with

drawals
(% of total 
renewable 

water 
resources)

Forest 
area
(% of 
land 
area)

Change 
in forest 

area
(%)

Endan
gered 

species
(% of all 
species)(tonnes)

(average 
annual % 
growth)

2005–2009b 2007 2010 2007 2007 2008 1970/2008 2005 2008 2009 2003–2010b 2008 1990–2008 2010
178 Guinea –4.2 1.7 44.4 .. .. 0.1 –0.9 .. 53 6.6 .. 26.9 –8.9 8
179 Central African Republic .. 1.3 33.3 .. .. 0.1 –1.2 .. 34 0.0 .. 36.4 –2.3 1
180 Sierra Leone 1.2 1.1 32.1 .. .. 0.3 –0.6 .. 38 2.1 .. 38.6 –11.3 7
181 Burkina Faso 2.3 1.3 47.3 .. .. 0.1 3.9 .. 64 1.6 .. 21.1 –15.7 3
182 Liberia –18.3 1.3 .. .. .. 0.1 –5.0 .. 31 11.0 .. 45.6 –11.0 8
183 Chad .. 1.7 40.8 .. .. 0.0 0.2 .. 81 25.2 .. 9.3 –10.9 3
184 Mozambique 2.0 0.8 51.2 7.3 95.9 0.1 –2.7 1.1 26 3.8 .. 50.2 –9.1 7
185 Burundi –6.8 0.9 43.9 .. .. 0.0 1.9 .. 31 10.6 .. 6.8 –39.2 5
186 Niger 16.2 2.3 37.6 .. .. 0.1 1.0 .. 96 1.2 .. 1.0 –36.8 3
187 Congo, Democratic Republic of the .. 0.8 51.6 4.0 96.2 0.0 –3.3 1.9 40 10.7 .. 68.3 –3.5 6
OTHER COUNTRIES OR TERRITORIES

Korea, Democratic People’s Rep. of .. 1.3 41.8 88.9 11.1 3.3 –1.2 1.0 59 .. .. 49.2 –27.8 9
Marshall Islands .. .. .. .. .. 1.6 .. .. .. .. .. 70.2 .. 12
Monaco .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 8
Nauru .. .. .. .. .. 14.2 .. .. .. .. .. 0.0 0.0 14
San Marino .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 8 .. .. 0.0 0.0 0
Somalia .. 1.4 .. .. .. 0.1 0.5 .. 31 .. 22.4 11.0 –16.7 7
Tuvalu .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 33.3 0.0 15

Human Development Index groups
Very high human development 6.6 5.9 68.2 81.9 7.2 11.3 0.3 2.7 24 0.8 .. 5.8 1.2 14
High human development 5.0 3.1 63.5 81.2 15.9 5.9 1.8 2.9 30 8.7 .. 10.2 –3.4 11
Medium human development 27.2 1.6 50.3 77.3 22.2 3.2 3.9 1.2 61 4.4 .. 2.9 8.3 13
Low human development .. 1.2 46.3 .. .. 0.4 0.6 .. 69 8.7 .. 1.6 –13.9 8

Regions
Arab States .. 2.1 56.4 88.9 10.9 4.6 2.3 1.5 89 .. .. 1.1 1.8 10
East Asia and the Pacific .. .. .. .. .. 4.2 4.2 .. .. .. .. 8.5 12.6 13
Europe and Central Asia 4.7 3.5 60.4 87.7 6.7 7.8 .. 2.9 25 6.8 .. 24.3 .. 9
Latin America and the Caribbean 6.2 2.6 65.2 69.2 30.4 2.9 1.5 2.7 33 .. .. 12.2 –7.5 11
South Asia 22.9 1.0 49.0 69.8 29.7 1.5 3.4 0.8 70 6.2 30.1 5.5 –1.3 12
Sub-Saharan Africa 4.7 1.3 45.7 .. .. 0.9 0.2 .. 43 9.8 .. 1.6 –13.8 7

Least developed countries .. 1.2 46.7 .. .. 0.2 0.1 .. 68 10.0 .. 2.0 –12.2 8
Small island developing states .. .. .. .. .. 2.6 1.9 .. .. .. .. 14.2 1.1 15
World 18.3 2.4 54.4 72.3 25.1 4.4 2.5 1.7 52 2.4 .. 1.7 –1.2 12

NOTES
a.	 The sum of the shares of fossil fuels and renewable energy resources may be greater than 100 

percent because some countries generate more electricity than they consume and export the excess. 
b.	 Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified.
c.	 Less than 1 percent.
d.	 For certain amphibian species endemic to Brazil, there was not time for the Global Amphibian As-

sessment (GAA) Coordinating Team and the experts on the species in Brazil to reach agreement on 
the Red List Categories. The data for amphibians included in the data displayed here are those that 
were agreed at the GAA Brazil workshop in April 2003. However, a subsequent GAA check found 
that many of the assessments were inconsistent with the approach adopted elsewhere in the world, 
and a “consistent Red List Category” was also assigned to these species. Therefore, data displayed 
here may not match data in the Global Species Assessment.

DEFINITIONS
Adjusted net savings: Rate of savings in an economy that takes into account investments in human 
capital, depletion of natural resources and damage caused by pollution (including particulate emissions), 
expressed as a percentage of gross national income (GNI). A negative value implies an unsustainable path.
Ecological footprint: Amount of biologically productive land and sea area that a country requires to 
produce the resources it consumes and to absorb the waste it generates.
Environmental performance index: Index comprising 25 performance indicators across 10 policy cat-
egories covering both environmental public health and ecosystem vitality.
Primary energy supply, fossil fuels: Percentage of total energy supply that comes from natural resources 
formed from biomass in the geological past (such as coal, oil and natural gas).
Primary energy supply, renewables: Percentage of total energy supply that comes from constantly 
replenished natural processes, including solar, wind, biomass, geothermal, hydropower and ocean re-
sources and some waste. Nuclear energy is not included.
Carbon dioxide emissions, per capita: Human-originated carbon dioxide emissions stemming from 
the burning of fossil fuels, gas flaring and the production of cement, divided by midyear population.
Greenhouse gas emissions per capita: Emissions from methane, nitrous oxide and other greenhouse 
gases, including hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride, divided by midyear popula-
tion. Carbon dioxide emissions are not included.

Urban pollution: Particulate matter concentrations in terms of fine suspended particulates of human-
made or natural origin less than 10 microns (PM10) in diameter that are capable of penetrating deep into 
the respiratory tract. Data are urban population–weighted PM10 levels in residential areas of cities with 
more than 100,000 residents. The estimates represent the average annual exposure level of an urban 
resident to outdoor particulate matter.
Natural resource depletion: Monetary expression of energy, mineral and forest depletion, expressed 
as a percentage of total gross national income (GNI).
Fresh water withdrawals: Total fresh water withdrawn in a given year, expressed as a percentage of 
total renewable water resources.
Forest area: Percentage of total land area spanning more than 0.5 hectares with trees higher than 5 
metres and a canopy cover of more than 10 percent, or trees able to reach these thresholds, unless under 
agricultural or urban land use.
Change in forest area: Percentage change in area under forest cover.
Endangered species: Percentage of animal species (including mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, fish 
and invertebrates) classified as either critically endangered, endangered or vulnerable by the International 
Union for the Conservation of Nature.

MAIN DATA SOURCES
Columns 1 and 9: World Bank (2011a).
Column 2: Global Footprint Network (2010).
Column 3: Emerson and others (2010).
Columns 4 and 5: HDRO calculations based on data on total primary energy supply from IEA (2011).
Columns 6 and 7: HDRO calculations based on data from Boden, Marland and Andres (2009).
Column 8: HDRO calculations based on data from World Bank (2011a) and UNDESA (2011).
Column 10: HDRO calculations based on World Bank (2011a).
Column 11: FAO (2011a).
Columns 12 and 13: HDRO calculations based on data on forest and total land area from FAO (2011a).
Column 14: IUCN (2010).
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le 7 Human development effects of environmental threats

HDI rank

Population under 
age 5 suffering from

Impact of natural 
disasters

Deaths due to
Population 

living on 
degraded 

land
(%)

Number of 
deaths
(average 

annual per 
million people)

Population 
affected
(average 

annual per 
million people)

Water 
pollution
(per million 

people)

Indoor air 
pollution
(per million 

people)

Outdoor air 
pollution
(per million 

people)

Malaria
(per million 

people)

Dengue
(per million 

people)
Stunting

(%)
Wasting

(%)

2000–2009a 2000–2009a 2001/2010 2001/2010 2004 2004 2004 2009 2001–2010a 2010
VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

1 Norway .. .. 0 33 .. .. 65 .. .. 0.2 b

2 Australia .. .. 3 1,378 .. .. 35 .. 0 9.0
3 Netherlands .. .. 12 0 b .. .. 203 .. .. 5.4
4 United States 3.9 1.3 1 6,689 .. .. 138 .. .. 1.1
5 New Zealand .. .. 0 175 .. .. 0 b .. .. 5.3
6 Canada .. .. 0 54 .. .. 85 .. .. 2.7
7 Ireland .. .. 0 b 11 .. .. 0 b .. .. 0.5 b

8 Liechtenstein .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
9 Germany 1.3 1.1 12 404 .. .. 124 .. .. 8.1

10 Sweden .. .. 0 0 .. .. 56 .. .. 0.3 b

11 Switzerland .. .. 14 77 .. .. 109 .. .. 0.5 b

12 Japan .. .. 1 709 .. .. 196 .. .. 0.3 b

13 Hong Kong, China (SAR) .. .. 0 271 .. .. .. .. .. ..
14 Iceland .. .. .. .. .. .. 0 b .. .. ..
15 Korea, Republic of .. .. 1 1,158 .. .. 152 0.0 .. 2.9
16 Denmark .. .. 0 0 .. .. 111 .. .. 8.5
17 Israel .. .. 1 270 .. .. 216 .. .. 12.9
18 Belgium .. .. 20 31 .. .. 203 .. .. 10.5
19 Austria .. .. 4 735 .. .. 147 .. .. 2.7
20 France .. .. 34 891 .. .. 81 .. .. 3.9
21 Slovenia .. .. 15 52 .. .. 150 .. .. 8.4
22 Finland .. .. 0 7 .. .. 19 .. .. 0.0 b

23 Spain .. .. 33 14 .. .. 136 .. .. 1.4
24 Italy .. .. 33 29 .. .. 137 .. .. 2.2
25 Luxembourg .. .. 34 0 .. .. .. .. .. ..
26 Singapore 4.4 3.3 .. .. .. .. 264 .. 5 ..
27 Czech Republic 2.6 2.1 5 2,098 .. .. 167 .. .. 4.2
28 United Kingdom .. .. 1 617 .. .. 189 .. .. 2.7
29 Greece .. .. 1 112 .. .. 224 .. .. 1.1
30 United Arab Emirates .. .. .. .. .. .. 55 .. .. 1.9
31 Cyprus .. .. 0 4 .. .. 197 .. .. 11.4
32 Andorra .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
33 Brunei Darussalam .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
34 Estonia .. .. 0 7 .. 0 b 74 .. .. 5.0
35 Slovakia .. .. 2 212 .. .. 74 .. .. 9.1
36 Malta .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
37 Qatar .. .. .. .. .. .. 0 b .. .. 0.1 b

38 Hungary .. .. 7 467 .. .. 208 .. .. 17.1
39 Poland .. .. 3 318 .. .. 162 .. .. 13.2
40 Lithuania .. .. 1 0 .. .. 204 .. .. 4.8
41 Portugal .. .. 26 1,418 .. .. 190 .. .. 2.3
42 Bahrain .. .. .. .. .. .. 0 b .. .. ..
43 Latvia .. .. 3 0 .. .. 0 b .. .. 1.8
44 Chile 2.0 0.5 1 3,051 12 .. 149 .. 0 1.1
45 Argentina 8.2 2.3 0 1,790 8 .. 342 0.0 0 1.7
46 Croatia .. .. 18 59 .. 0 b 225 .. .. 17.5
47 Barbados .. .. 0 1,968 .. .. .. .. 0 ..

HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
48 Uruguay 13.9 6.0 1 4,548 .. 0 b 422 .. 0 5.7
49 Palau .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 49 ..
50 Romania 12.8 3.5 3 764 .. 18 439 .. .. 13.5
51 Cuba 4.6 3.9 0 87,392 18 53 160 .. 0 17.0
52 Seychelles .. .. 0 7,860 .. .. .. .. .. ..
53 Bahamas .. .. 4 5,979 .. .. .. 0.0 0 ..



151STATISTICAL tables

Human development effects of environmental threats

table

7

HDI rank

Population under 
age 5 suffering from

Impact of natural 
disasters

Deaths due to
Population 

living on 
degraded 

land
(%)

Number of 
deaths
(average 

annual per 
million people)

Population 
affected
(average 

annual per 
million people)

Water 
pollution
(per million 

people)

Indoor air 
pollution
(per million 

people)

Outdoor air 
pollution
(per million 

people)

Malaria
(per million 

people)

Dengue
(per million 

people)
Stunting

(%)
Wasting

(%)

2000–2009a 2000–2009a 2001/2010 2001/2010 2004 2004 2004 2009 2001–2010a 2010

54 Montenegro 7.9 2.2 0 1,249 .. .. .. .. .. 8.0
55 Bulgaria 8.8 1.6 1 179 .. 0 b 437 .. .. 7.8
56 Saudi Arabia 9.3 5.3 1 86 .. .. 108 0.0 .. 4.3
57 Mexico 15.5 3.4 1 7,097 43 41 88 0.0 0 3.8
58 Panama 19.1 3.9 2 3,612 63 63 63 0.0 0 4.1
59 Serbia 8.1 1.8 0 213 .. .. .. .. .. 18.5
60 Antigua and Barbuda .. .. 0 34,720 0 .. .. .. 0 ..
61 Malaysia .. .. 0 1,573 35 0 b 23 0.0 4 1.2
62 Trinidad and Tobago 5.3 4.4 0 131 .. 0 b 0 b .. 9 ..
63 Kuwait .. .. .. .. .. .. 137 .. .. 0.6
64 Libya 21.0 5.6 .. .. .. 0 b 318 .. .. 8.5
65 Belarus 4.5 1.3 0 19 .. 10 .. .. .. 4.7
66 Russian Federation .. .. 40 1,332 5 4 231 0.0 c .. 3.1
67 Grenada .. .. 38 59,003 .. .. .. .. 0 ..
68 Kazakhstan 17.5 4.9 1 442 193 7 159 .. .. 23.5
69 Costa Rica .. .. 2 7,367 24 47 47 0.2 0 1.3
70 Albania 27.0 6.6 0 19,215 32 0 b 64 .. .. 5.7
71 Lebanon 16.5 4.2 0 b 414 50 .. 100 .. .. 1.2
72 Saint Kitts and Nevis .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 0 ..
73 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 15.6 3.7 1 704 61 8 .. 0.0 0 1.9
74 Bosnia and Herzegovina 11.8 1.6 0 10,673 .. 0 b 79 .. .. 6.1
75 Georgia 14.7 2.3 0 b 94 89 44 288 0.0 .. 1.9
76 Ukraine 22.9 4.1 2 1,421 2 6 305 .. .. 6.2
77 Mauritius .. .. 0 81 .. .. 80 .. .. ..
78 Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 11.5 1.8 2 53,874 .. 0 b 148 .. .. 7.1
79 Jamaica 3.7 2.2 3 15,757 75 188 75 0.0 0 3.3
80 Peru 29.8 5.4 6 20,752 92 37 117 0.1 0 0.7
81 Dominica .. .. 7 11,372 .. .. .. .. 0 ..
82 Saint Lucia .. .. 6 1,721 .. .. .. .. 0 ..
83 Ecuador 29.0 6.2 1 3,769 83 0 b 38 0.0 0 1.6
84 Brazil 7.1 2.2 1 3,440 137 58 74 0.4 0 7.9
85 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines .. .. 4 918 .. .. 0 b .. 0 ..
86 Armenia 18.2 4.2 0 0 33 131 882 0.0 .. 9.6
87 Colombia 16.2 5.1 4 14,482 50 57 61 0.3 0 2.0
88 Iran, Islamic Republic of .. .. 1 2,156 .. 4 132 0.0 .. 25.1
89 Oman .. .. 5 722 .. .. 126 0.7 .. 5.8
90 Tonga .. .. 0 15,857 .. .. .. .. .. ..
91 Azerbaijan 26.8 8.4 0 1,159 212 130 177 0.0 .. 3.8
92 Turkey 15.6 3.5 0 224 97 51 299 0.0 c .. 5.5
93 Belize 22.2 4.9 13 28,239 .. .. .. 0.0 0 1.1
94 Tunisia 9.0 3.3 0 320 82 10 82 .. .. 36.7

MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
95 Jordan 12.0 3.6 0 0 77 .. 134 .. .. 22.0
96 Algeria 15.9 3.7 4 564 247 12 65 0.0 .. 28.8
97 Sri Lanka 17.3 21.1 2 22,652 41 219 51 0.0 2 21.1
98 Dominican Republic 10.1 3.4 9 3,480 142 33 88 1.4 1 7.0
99 Samoa .. .. 5 0 .. 0 b .. .. .. ..

100 Fiji .. .. 8 10,511 0 b 0 b .. .. 0 ..
101 China 21.8 6.8 1 93,151 42 422 230 0.0 c 0 8.6
102 Turkmenistan .. .. .. .. 532 .. 170 0.0 .. 11.1
103 Thailand 15.7 7.0 2 58,220 121 159 61 1.0 1 17.0
104 Suriname .. .. 1 6,013 0 b .. .. 0.0 0 ..
105 El Salvador 24.6 6.1 7 9,436 116 50 50 0.0 0 6.3
106 Gabon 26.3 8.8 0 149 298 74 .. 133.3 .. ..
107 Paraguay .. .. 0 7,307 86 52 86 0.0 1 1.3
108 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 27.1 4.3 5 18,429 378 145 111 0.0 0 2.0
109 Maldives 31.9 25.7 0 522 0 b 0 b 0 b .. 0 ..
110 Mongolia 27.5 5.3 4 59,135 199 119 .. .. .. 31.5
111 Moldova, Republic of 11.3 3.2 1 6,532 0 b 78 261 .. .. 21.8
112 Philippines 33.8 20.7 10 48,370 182 86 54 0.3 5 2.2
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HDI rank

Population under 
age 5 suffering from

Impact of natural 
disasters

Deaths due to
Population 

living on 
degraded 

land
(%)

Number of 
deaths
(average 

annual per 
million people)

Population 
affected
(average 

annual per 
million people)

Water 
pollution
(per million 

people)

Indoor air 
pollution
(per million 

people)

Outdoor air 
pollution
(per million 

people)

Malaria
(per million 

people)

Dengue
(per million 

people)
Stunting

(%)
Wasting

(%)

2000–2009a 2000–2009a 2001/2010 2001/2010 2004 2004 2004 2009 2001–2010a 2010

113 Egypt 30.7 6.8 0 5 137 8 213 0.0 c .. 25.3
114 Occupied Palestinian Territory .. .. 0 12 .. .. .. .. .. ..
115 Uzbekistan 19.6 4.4 0 5 335 241 148 0.0 .. 27.0
116 Micronesia, Federated States of .. .. 43 7,771 0 b .. .. .. .. ..
117 Guyana 18.2 10.8 5 54,311 269 0 b .. 0.0 0 ..
118 Botswana 29.1 10.7 0 499 486 270 0 b 3.0 .. 22.0
119 Syrian Arab Republic 28.6 10.0 1 6,371 89 39 100 0.0 .. 33.3
120 Namibia 29.6 17.5 7 40,481 98 49 0 b 20.5 .. 28.5
121 Honduras 29.9 8.6 4 13,628 178 119 89 0.1 1 15.0
122 Kiribati .. .. 0 85 .. .. .. .. .. ..
123 South Africa .. .. 1 30,398 260 68 23 0.9 .. 17.5
124 Indonesia 40.1 19.6 2 1,364 141 202 144 3.8 5 3.1
125 Vanuatu .. .. 2 24,519 0 b 0 b .. 8.6 .. ..
126 Kyrgyzstan 18.1 2.7 2 37,899 259 418 80 0.0 .. 9.7
127 Tajikistan 33.1 14.9 3 47,642 751 516 47 0.0 .. 10.5
128 Viet Nam 30.5 20.2 3 19,794 72 289 81 0.3 1 8.0
129 Nicaragua 18.8 4.3 7 11,487 168 131 19 0.0 2 13.9
130 Morocco 23.1 9.9 1 419 140 17 30 0.0 c .. 39.1
131 Guatemala 54.3 17.7 14 26,888 314 113 40 0.0 0 9.1
132 Iraq 27.5 7.1 0 226 879 23 387 0.0 .. 4.5
133 Cape Verde .. .. 1 6,048 214 0 b 0 b 4.1 .. ..
134 India 47.9 43.5 2 41,245 405 435 107 0.9 0 9.6
135 Ghana 28.6 14.3 1 2,925 961 308 33 141.8 .. 1.4
136 Equatorial Guinea 35.0 10.6 .. .. 1,187 .. .. 33.8 .. ..
137 Congo 31.2 11.8 0 2,102 435 290 145 29.4 .. 0.1 b

138 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 47.6 31.6 1 15,096 406 459 0 b 0.8 1 4.1
139 Cambodia 39.5 28.8 1 34,829 826 500 23 20.0 1 39.3
140 Swaziland 29.5 6.1 0 117,337 456 274 0 b 11.1 .. ..
141 Bhutan 37.5 12.0 2 0 467 311 .. 5.6 0 0.1 b

LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
142 Solomon Islands 32.8 11.5 4 4,672 219 219 .. 101.1 .. ..
143 Kenya 35.8 16.5 2 27,446 683 412 17 0.0 .. 31.0
144 São Tomé and Príncipe 29.3 13.1 .. .. 665 0 b .. 141.5 .. ..
145 Pakistan 41.5 31.3 3 18,218 380 360 192 0.0 .. 4.5
146 Bangladesh 43.2 41.3 6 47,203 469 356 68 0.3 0 11.3
147 Timor-Leste 55.7 40.6 0 1,177 308 .. .. 48.2 35 ..
148 Angola 50.8 27.5 2 4,989 3,014 2,099 169 567.5 .. 3.3
149 Myanmar 40.6 29.6 290 6,551 432 393 96 20.4 3 19.2
150 Cameroon 36.4 16.6 0 204 1,066 664 128 257.8 .. 15.3
151 Madagascar 52.8 36.8 5 17,121 1,175 732 35 8.6 .. 0.0 b

152 Tanzania, United Republic of 44.4 16.7 0 13,270 865 500 32 18.8 .. 25.0
153 Papua New Guinea 43.9 18.1 4 3,987 471 269 .. 90.1 0 ..
154 Yemen 57.7 43.1 2 135 734 335 55 1.6 .. 32.4
155 Senegal 20.1 14.5 0 7,377 1,219 595 170 47.4 .. 16.2
156 Nigeria 41.0 26.7 0 1,295 1,304 699 136 48.7 .. 11.5
157 Nepal 49.3 38.8 7 9,738 520 326 30 0.3 0 2.3
158 Haiti 29.7 18.9 66 12,565 619 402 65 0.0 .. 15.2
159 Mauritania 24.2 16.7 1 41,693 776 405 67 26.9 .. 23.8
160 Lesotho 45.2 16.6 0 45,203 195 98 0 b .. .. 63.6
161 Uganda 38.7 16.4 2 9,460 988 716 4 194.5 .. 23.5
162 Togo 26.9 20.5 1 4,972 908 605 38 263.6 .. 5.1
163 Comoros 46.9 25.0 0 381 479 160 0 b 0.0 .. ..
164 Zambia 45.8 14.9 1 32,196 1,135 777 98 303.5 .. 4.6
165 Djibouti 32.6 29.6 6 82,450 630 0 b 252 0.0 .. 7.5
166 Rwanda 51.7 18.0 1 9,919 1,854 1,387 33 78.5 .. 10.1
167 Benin 44.7 20.2 1 12,662 1,271 770 54 159.9 .. 1.6
168 Gambia 27.6 15.8 1 4,106 753 411 137 142.7 .. 17.9
169 Sudan 37.9 31.7 1 13,909 477 371 141 32.9 .. 39.9
170 Côte d'Ivoire 40.1 16.7 0 96 1,246 705 51 938.3 .. 1.3
171 Malawi 53.2 15.5 4 64,924 1,459 1,042 48 451.9 .. 19.4
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Stunting

(%)
Wasting
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2000–2009a 2000–2009a 2001/2010 2001/2010 2004 2004 2004 2009 2001–2010a 2010

172 Afghanistan 59.3 32.9 11 9,799 2,499 2,023 15 1.0 .. 11.0
173 Zimbabwe 35.8 14.0 0 78,319 532 302 48 1.1 .. 29.4
174 Ethiopia 50.7 34.6 2 35,049 1,546 998 b 34 13.8 .. 72.3
175 Mali 38.5 27.9 0 11,678 1,769 1,198 78 156.3 .. 59.5
176 Guinea-Bissau 28.1 17.2 0 12,575 2,088 1,268 149 248.6 .. 1.0
177 Eritrea 43.7 34.5 0 32,492 741 440 46 4.5 .. 58.8
178 Guinea 40.0 20.8 0 3,355 1,080 641 67 60.0 .. 0.8
179 Central African Republic 44.6 21.8 0 1,696 1,088 759 0 b 154.5 .. ..
180 Sierra Leone 37.4 21.3 3 361 3,271 2,181 141 302.1 .. ..
181 Burkina Faso 44.5 37.4 1 2,723 1,733 1,197 87 499.4 .. 73.2
182 Liberia 39.4 20.4 0 924 2,134 1,261 32 444.7 .. ..
183 Chad 44.8 33.9 2 33,141 1,509 1,013 84 20.2 .. 45.4
184 Mozambique 47.0 21.2 1 25,059 840 548 44 163.9 .. 1.9
185 Burundi 63.1 38.9 2 29,916 2,088 1,449 43 87.4 .. 18.5
186 Niger 54.8 39.9 0 96,596 3,212 2,192 80 144.2 .. 25.0
187 Congo, Democratic Republic of the 45.8 28.2 0 325 1,924 1,356 72 329.7 .. 0.1 b

OTHER COUNTRIES OR TERRITORIES
Korea, Democratic People’s Rep. of 43.1 20.6 5 7,513 191 .. 242 0.0 .. 2.9
Marshall Islands .. .. 0 1,110 .. .. .. .. 0 ..
Monaco .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Nauru .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
San Marino .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Somalia 42.1 32.8 2 69,471 2,068 1,383 36 4.9 .. 26.3
Tuvalu 10.0 1.6 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

Human Development Index groups
Very high human development .. .. 8 2,331 .. .. 150 .. .. 3.2
High human development .. .. 7 4,890 .. .. 159 .. .. 7.4
Medium human development 35.7 24.7 2 54,444 212 357 156 1.8 .. 10.0
Low human development 43.8 28.3 14 19,221 1,035 696 91 92.5 .. 18.8

Regions
Arab States 29.8 15.2 1 4,529 .. .. 146 .. .. 24.9
East Asia and the Pacific .. .. 9 69,648 84 .. .. .. .. ..
Europe and Central Asia .. .. 13 2,357 .. .. 240 .. .. 8.6
Latin America and the Caribbean 15.8 4.4 3 8,741 104 .. 103 0.2 0 5.3
South Asia 46.8 41.2 2 36,336 443 424 109 0.7 0 9.9
Sub-Saharan Africa 42.9 24.5 1 16,966 1,286 798 70 143.7 .. 22.1

Least developed countries 45.5 29.6 20 23,357 1,151 794 63 99.0 .. 23.3
Small island developing states .. .. 16 25,300 .. .. .. .. .. ..
World .. .. 6 32,575 .. .. 145 .. .. 10.1

NOTES
a.	 Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified.
b.	 Less than 1.
c.	 Less than 0.05.

DEFINITIONS
Population under age 5 suffering from stunting: Percentage of children under age 5 falling two standard 
deviations or more below the median height-for-age of the reference population.
Population under age 5 suffering from wasting: Percentage of children under age 5 falling two standard 
deviations or more below the median weight-for-height of the reference population.
Number of deaths due to natural disasters: People confirmed as dead, or missing and presumed dead, 
as a result of natural disasters, which include drought, extreme temperature, flood, mass movement, 
wet storm and wildfire.
Population affected by natural disasters: People requiring immediate assistance during a period of 
emergency as a result of a natural disaster (as defined above), including displaced, evacuated, homeless 
and injured people.
Deaths due to water pollution: Deaths due to diarrhoea attributable to poor water, sanitation or hygiene.
Deaths due to indoor air pollution: Deaths due to acute respiratory infections (children under age 5), 
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (adults over age 30) and lung cancer (adults over age 30) attribut-
able to indoor smoke from solid fuels.

Deaths due to outdoor air pollution: Deaths due to respiratory infections and diseases, lung cancer and 
selected cardiovascular diseases attributable to outdoor air pollution.
Deaths due to malaria: Deaths due to malaria.
Deaths due to dengue: Deaths due to dengue fever, dengue haemorrhagic fever and dengue shock 
syndrome.
Population living on degraded land: Percentage of the population living on severely and very severely 
degraded land. Land degradation estimates consider biomass, soil health, water quantity and biodiversity, 
and range in severity.

MAIN DATA SOURCES
Columns 1 and 2: WHO (2010b).
Columns 3 and 4: WHO Collaborating Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters (2011)  
and UNDESA (2011).
Columns 5–7: HDRO calculations based on WHO (2009) and UNDESA (2011).
Column 8: WHO (2010c).
Column 9: HDRO calculations based on WHO (2011) and UNDESA (2011).
Column 10: FAO (2011b).
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HDI rank

Well-being Environment

Overall life 
satisfaction

(0, least satisfied; 
10, most satisfied)

Humans 
cause 

global warming
(% yes)

Global warming 
threat

(% seriousa)

Active in 
environmental 

group
(% yes)

Satisfaction 
with government 

to reduce 
emissions
(% satisfied)

Satisfaction 
with actions 
to preserve 

the environment
(% satisfied)

Satisfaction 
with 

air quality
(% satisfied)

Satisfaction 
with 

water quality
(% satisfied)

2006–2010b 2006–2010b 2006–2010b 2006–2010b 2006–2010b 2006–2010b 2006–2010b 2006–2010b

VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
1 Norway 7.6 46.8 43.7 11.6 .. 51.5 89.3 95.3
2 Australia 7.5 45.1 70.5 19.5 .. 63.8 93.1 93.4
3 Netherlands 7.5 43.6 52.6 15.5 .. 66.1 81.5 94.2
4 United States 7.2 35.9 54.7 17.6 43.9 57.8 87.8 89.5
5 New Zealand 7.2 41.1 59.0 24.6 .. 74.8 93.0 89.0
6 Canada 7.7 55.8 73.9 19.3 34.0 61.7 84.5 91.3
7 Ireland 7.3 47.6 58.7 .. .. 58.9 94.8 90.6
8 Liechtenstein .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
9 Germany 6.7 59.7 60.4 12.8 49.1 61.8 86.3 95.0

10 Sweden 7.5 50.1 48.6 11.4 47.6 62.9 89.3 96.7
11 Switzerland 7.5 .. .. .. 54.4 63.9 83.7 96.1
12 Japan 6.1 83.7 77.3 14.1 33.0 46.8 78.2 87.8
13 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 5.6 80.0 68.6 .. 21.6 41.4 27.8 78.4
14 Iceland 6.9 37.9 34.4 12.5 .. 56.0 85.2 96.9
15 Korea, Republic of 6.1 85.3 82.8 9.4 29.3 36.4 72.0 81.6
16 Denmark 7.8 45.3 32.8 18.1 33.5 64.3 91.6 97.4
17 Israel 7.4 40.9 67.4 14.3 .. 37.7 58.4 55.7
18 Belgium 6.9 42.6 63.1 21.4 .. 56.0 74.0 84.7
19 Austria 7.3 52.7 60.4 .. 41.3 63.9 88.0 97.1
20 France 6.8 58.6 65.5 10.0 .. 57.5 76.6 83.9
21 Slovenia 6.1 65.1 69.2 .. .. 55.9 80.2 90.0
22 Finland 7.4 55.1 41.7 .. .. 57.3 89.7 95.0
23 Spain 6.2 63.2 70.9 10.4 .. 46.0 82.0 83.6
24 Italy 6.4 57.0 87.0 14.6 .. 29.7 69.8 80.6
25 Luxembourg 7.1 53.7 62.1 15.5 .. 76.8 85.7 92.3
26 Singapore 6.5 57.2 72.7 19.8 69.8 80.5 91.1 92.9
27 Czech Republic 6.2 45.2 35.5 13.0 26.6 56.6 69.0 89.2
28 United Kingdom 7.0 38.5 58.8 17.2 .. 66.8 88.8 94.8
29 Greece 5.8 81.3 95.5 6.0 16.0 19.8 68.7 64.7
30 United Arab Emirates 7.1 29.2 71.0 .. .. 89.7 81.5 84.4
31 Cyprus 6.4 79.4 89.4 .. .. 45.7 63.0 67.4
32 Andorra .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
33 Brunei Darussalam .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
34 Estonia 5.1 44.3 36.0 6.8 16.8 45.2 75.0 66.8
35 Slovakia 6.1 56.9 54.7 .. .. 42.8 70.4 86.0
36 Malta 5.8 66.8 85.8 13.0 .. 53.8 44.4 64.0
37 Qatar 6.8 39.3 67.4 .. .. 87.1 80.6 79.6
38 Hungary 4.7 51.0 74.5 6.1 .. 32.7 83.5 86.2
39 Poland 5.8 43.2 55.1 6.2 17.5 43.6 80.3 79.6
40 Lithuania 5.1 51.4 49.7 4.3 11.0 29.9 70.2 69.7
41 Portugal 4.9 61.5 90.7 10.0 28.5 37.2 85.7 90.0
42 Bahrain 5.9 35.4 74.3 .. .. 65.3 85.6 85.0
43 Latvia 4.7 49.2 39.6 3.9 21.2 38.9 75.1 65.3
44 Chile 6.6 68.5 93.1 7.6 26.8 42.1 69.5 84.5
45 Argentina 6.4 80.4 97.4 4.2 7.0 33.9 75.0 73.8
46 Croatia 5.6 61.5 .. .. .. 38.1 75.0 81.2
47 Barbados .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
48 Uruguay 6.1 72.9 85.6 4.1 32.7 70.5 85.6 92.9
49 Palau .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
50 Romania 4.9 44.9 74.3 3.5 17.4 14.3 71.4 69.5
51 Cuba 5.4 .. .. .. .. 54.5 52.8 59.3
52 Seychelles .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
53 Bahamas .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
54 Montenegro 5.5 59.9 .. .. .. 50.1 66.2 78.2
55 Bulgaria 4.2 49.3 66.0 .. 10.9 19.4 69.3 60.8
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2006–2010b 2006–2010b 2006–2010b 2006–2010b 2006–2010b 2006–2010b 2006–2010b 2006–2010b

56 Saudi Arabia 6.3 34.6 78.6 10.6 .. 53.3 55.5 60.4
57 Mexico 6.8 70.9 94.5 6.1 22.7 46.8 78.0 67.7
58 Panama 7.3 66.6 97.0 9.2 16.5 44.1 85.2 75.9
59 Serbia 4.5 64.1 .. .. .. 28.1 61.9 60.2
60 Antigua and Barbuda .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
61 Malaysia 5.6 65.5 71.1 27.3 17.1 64.2 82.3 82.9
62 Trinidad and Tobago 6.7 75.8 98.2 6.2 .. 26.3 75.8 74.0
63 Kuwait 6.8 33.3 58.8 .. .. 69.2 55.7 67.8
64 Libya 4.9 22.8 64.3 .. .. .. 65.0 69.9
65 Belarus 5.5 48.7 48.6 5.0 20.0 50.6 65.1 62.6
66 Russian Federation 5.4 48.0 48.9 5.7 9.4 18.3 57.6 52.8
67 Grenada .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
68 Kazakhstan 5.5 43.8 57.2 8.7 14.3 37.4 61.6 55.7
69 Costa Rica 7.3 80.5 92.2 13.0 33.2 59.6 86.3 88.7
70 Albania 5.3 30.7 .. .. .. 27.4 54.5 50.2
71 Lebanon 5.0 68.2 79.7 .. .. 23.7 50.5 47.3
72 Saint Kitts and Nevis .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
73 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 7.5 61.4 97.9 5.8 27.2 59.8 77.1 67.9
74 Bosnia and Herzegovina 4.7 66.4 .. .. .. 22.1 71.2 71.7
75 Georgia 4.1 40.8 78.2 3.6 15.2 38.0 67.4 66.4
76 Ukraine 5.1 60.9 68.2 5.1 3.2 8.8 55.4 51.0
77 Mauritius .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
78 Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 4.2 54.8 .. .. .. 39.8 73.0 69.7
79 Jamaica 6.2 .. .. .. .. 32.9 85.8 88.8
80 Peru 5.6 66.5 96.0 10.7 15.5 35.5 64.7 67.8
81 Dominica .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
82 Saint Lucia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
83 Ecuador 5.8 58.6 97.7 9.1 33.0 39.1 60.7 62.4
84 Brazil 6.8 81.3 94.9 7.2 29.6 48.2 68.2 83.1
85 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
86 Armenia 4.4 31.6 80.0 9.8 12.4 27.8 58.9 61.3
87 Colombia 6.4 73.1 96.1 12.5 30.6 53.5 73.7 80.2
88 Iran, Islamic Republic of 5.1 61.7 77.6 9.2 .. 55.2 66.6 58.4
89 Oman .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
90 Tonga .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
91 Azerbaijan 4.2 37.3 85.2 13.0 21.1 28.1 65.4 51.0
92 Turkey 5.5 55.1 86.0 12.4 12.9 41.9 72.3 64.1
93 Belize 6.5 59.0 85.7 20.3 .. 30.3 70.7 63.3
94 Tunisia 5.1 33.0 58.6 .. .. 66.7 66.7 50.3

MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
95 Jordan 5.6 60.2 68.7 2.9 .. 59.4 71.1 59.0
96 Algeria 5.3 39.4 59.6 .. .. 42.4 57.1 60.7
97 Sri Lanka 4.0 56.5 76.3 10.0 40.1 61.7 91.7 88.0
98 Dominican Republic 4.7 54.6 92.0 15.8 14.7 53.1 69.2 69.7
99 Samoa .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

100 Fiji .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
101 China 4.7 47.5 31.7 11.6 33.4 73.0 75.1 73.3
102 Turkmenistan 6.6 29.4 .. .. .. .. 80.8 71.2
103 Thailand 6.2 74.9 66.7 43.8 28.7 75.5 83.0 82.8
104 Suriname .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
105 El Salvador 6.7 72.0 92.8 12.9 23.3 39.7 74.0 70.4
106 Gabon .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
107 Paraguay 5.8 72.4 95.2 8.6 13.5 45.5 87.7 83.9
108 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 5.8 72.5 95.6 11.6 20.1 45.5 72.8 74.4
109 Maldives .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
110 Mongolia 4.6 58.6 65.5 11.4 .. 16.7 55.4 59.7
111 Moldova, Republic of 5.6 48.6 83.2 11.3 4.5 15.5 62.8 60.1
112 Philippines 4.9 76.2 92.9 30.4 26.8 86.2 82.4 83.4
113 Egypt 4.7 45.1 66.7 4.1 .. 25.7 83.2 76.1
114 Occupied Palestinian Territory 4.7 47.4 58.0 11.8 .. 28.4 62.3 58.4
115 Uzbekistan 5.1 16.9 67.0 6.2 44.5 71.4 86.5 82.1
116 Micronesia, Federated States of .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
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117 Guyana 6.0 36.2 83.3 27.8 .. 34.1 78.7 53.8
118 Botswana 3.6 25.6 79.9 26.1 .. 76.1 70.1 72.4
119 Syrian Arab Republic 4.5 53.2 50.0 .. .. 50.4 55.7 49.8
120 Namibia 4.9 48.6 75.4 17.6 .. 57.9 76.4 81.6
121 Honduras 5.9 54.1 88.9 25.3 12.2 39.3 74.4 69.7
122 Kiribati .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
123 South Africa 4.7 37.2 70.4 26.8 34.5 55.7 85.7 53.4
124 Indonesia 5.5 75.5 88.1 18.9 28.7 48.2 82.1 86.9
125 Vanuatu .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
126 Kyrgyzstan 5.0 46.4 68.9 15.5 5.7 27.7 87.3 82.9
127 Tajikistan 4.4 16.7 66.7 24.9 31.4 42.8 84.0 65.0
128 Viet Nam 5.3 71.3 68.8 16.8 14.9 67.6 62.9 62.3
129 Nicaragua 5.7 70.6 94.8 14.7 21.5 56.2 82.4 68.5
130 Morocco 4.7 67.4 89.0 3.2 .. 32.6 57.9 63.9
131 Guatemala 6.3 74.9 94.6 16.9 14.7 39.1 82.4 66.8
132 Iraq 5.1 40.1 62.3 .. .. 15.8 61.5 44.4
133 Cape Verde .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
134 India 5.0 49.4 83.4 11.6 41.6 45.4 79.1 62.7
135 Ghana 4.6 58.6 69.0 27.8 33.9 59.9 89.1 72.0
136 Equatorial Guinea .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
137 Congo 3.8 58.3 75.4 12.9 .. 27.8 65.5 33.5
138 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 5.0 71.6 63.3 47.9 .. 72.5 88.6 82.7
139 Cambodia 4.1 41.4 89.6 8.6 42.8 85.5 83.1 73.0
140 Swaziland .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
141 Bhutan .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
142 Solomon Islands .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
143 Kenya 4.3 62.8 82.9 23.7 17.9 63.2 86.0 51.8
144 São Tomé and Príncipe .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
145 Pakistan 5.8 32.4 71.6 10.1 24.9 21.1 77.6 55.0
146 Bangladesh 4.9 66.7 92.1 11.9 45.2 47.3 83.1 69.5
147 Timor-Leste .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
148 Angola 4.2 70.0 89.2 32.0 .. 69.9 59.9 47.4
149 Myanmar 5.3 .. .. .. .. .. 88.4 ..
150 Cameroon 4.6 57.2 68.2 14.6 15.7 44.2 82.9 51.4
151 Madagascar 4.6 66.8 94.0 6.4 .. 43.8 81.0 52.6
152 Tanzania, United Republic of 3.2 52.9 83.5 47.1 30.6 51.3 61.7 34.7
153 Papua New Guinea .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
154 Yemen 4.4 65.7 65.8 .. .. 30.1 80.0 56.4
155 Senegal 4.4 41.0 72.0 17.3 15.3 30.8 77.9 67.3
156 Nigeria 4.8 37.5 67.5 39.6 10.9 32.2 73.9 46.8
157 Nepal 4.3 59.7 88.6 24.9 19.3 42.4 87.9 81.8
158 Haiti 3.8 12.6 79.6 32.6 .. 24.9 38.8 26.0
159 Mauritania 4.8 51.2 74.2 15.9 .. 32.1 64.2 57.4
160 Lesotho .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
161 Uganda 4.2 52.8 73.1 25.6 33.7 47.9 81.4 59.6
162 Togo 2.8 43.1 77.3 16.7 .. 23.4 52.4 33.8
163 Comoros 3.8 34.4 82.1 .. .. 36.6 76.7 55.8
164 Zambia 5.3 63.0 66.5 31.4 22.1 45.0 82.4 53.9
165 Djibouti 5.0 51.9 82.4 55.4 .. 54.0 69.0 63.5
166 Rwanda 4.0 48.1 74.4 31.2 76.8 90.3 78.5 54.5
167 Benin 3.7 45.7 71.3 12.0 .. 34.6 78.1 55.6
168 Gambia .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
169 Sudan 4.4 58.5 80.1 19.0 .. 38.9 80.3 62.4
170 Côte d'Ivoire 4.2 79.8 .. .. 5.8 32.1 74.8 52.1
171 Malawi 5.1 46.9 .. .. 60.8 82.3 91.1 61.8
172 Afghanistan 4.8 31.2 75.6 12.2 14.2 45.5 67.1 60.7
173 Zimbabwe 4.7 36.5 53.5 .. 10.2 50.1 73.1 62.3
174 Ethiopia 4.4 .. .. .. .. 36.6 72.0 29.2
175 Mali 3.8 64.6 93.9 21.4 26.2 44.7 79.5 57.0
176 Guinea-Bissau .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
177 Eritrea .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
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178 Guinea 4.3 39.8 78.4 30.8 .. 22.7 54.9 38.3
179 Central African Republic 3.6 67.2 77.3 .. .. 63.5 87.0 41.2
180 Sierra Leone 4.1 52.1 74.0 50.8 .. 29.8 72.7 36.6
181 Burkina Faso 4.0 52.5 96.3 14.3 .. 48.5 73.8 39.4
182 Liberia 4.2 32.1 71.8 43.2 .. 34.4 79.4 50.7
183 Chad 3.7 55.0 96.0 29.9 12.9 56.8 57.1 34.9
184 Mozambique 4.7 53.0 87.8 8.4 .. 53.6 79.1 71.4
185 Burundi 3.8 45.8 91.6 16.1 28.1 55.7 84.9 52.1
186 Niger 4.1 .. .. 14.4 25.9 58.3 90.9 63.0
187 Congo, Democratic Republic of the 4.0 47.7 .. .. 16.3 31.0 70.5 22.1

Human Development Index groups
Very high human development 6.7 54.4 66.3 .. .. 52.4 81.7 87.2
High human development 5.9 62.3 .. .. .. 40.9 67.5 67.0
Medium human development 4.9 52.1 62.2 .. .. 58.2 77.2 69.8
Low human development 4.7 49.6 78.4 .. .. 39.9 76.7 51.8

Regions
Arab States 5.0 48.2 69.1 .. .. 37.3 69.7 62.8
East Asia and the Pacific .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
Europe and Central Asia 5.3 47.6 62.8 .. .. 30.8 67.1 63.2
Latin America and the Caribbean 6.5 72.8 94.8 8.8 .. 46.3 71.8 74.6
South Asia 5.0 49.7 82.6 11.6 39.2 43.6 78.8 62.9
Sub-Saharan Africa 4.4 49.5 .. .. .. 44.5 75.7 46.6

Least developed countries 4.4 .. .. .. .. 45.5 76.8 52.6
Small island developing states .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
World 5.3 53.5 67.9 .. .. 51.6 76.5 69.2

NOTES
�The typical World Poll survey includes at least 1,000 surveys of randomly selected individuals. In some 
countries oversamples are collected in major cities or areas of special interest. Additionally, in some 
large countries, such as China and the Russian Federation, sample sizes of at least 2,000 are collected. 
Although rare, in some instances the sample size is between 500 and 1,000. Quality control procedures 
are used to validate that correct samples are selected and that the correct person is randomly selected 
in each household. Gallup’s methodology ensures that the reported data are representative of 95 percent 
of the world’s adult population (ages 15 and older). For further information, see https://worldview.gallup.
com/content/methodology.aspx.
a.	 Very serious and somewhat serious.
b.	 Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified.

SURVEY QUESTIONS
Overall life satisfaction: Please imagine a ladder, with steps numbered from zero at the bottom to ten at 
the top. Suppose we say that the top of the ladder represents the best possible life for you, and the bottom 
of the ladder represents the worst possible life for you. On which step of the ladder would you say you 
personally feel you stand at this time, assuming that the higher the step the better you feel about your 
life, and the lower the step the worse you feel about it? Which step comes closest to the way you feel?

Humans cause global warming: Temperature rise is a part of global warming or climate change. Do you 
think rising temperatures are a result of human activities? (Asked of those who said they know something 
or a great deal about global warming and climate change.)
Global warming threat: How serious of a threat is global warming to you and your family? (Asked of those 
who said they know something or a great deal about global warming and climate change.)
Active in environmental group: Which of these, if any, have you done in the past year? Been active in 
a group or organization that works to protect the environment.
Satisfaction with government to reduce emissions: Do you think the government of this country is doing 
enough to reduce emissions of gases released by motor vehicles and factories, or not?
Satisfaction with actions to preserve the environment: In this country, are you satisfied or dissatisfied 
with the efforts to preserve the environment?
Satisfaction with air quality: In the city or area where you live, are you satisfied or dissatisfied with 
the quality of air?
Satisfaction with water quality: In the city or area where you live, are you satisfied or dissatisfied with 
the quality of water?

MAIN DATA SOURCE
Columns 1–8: Gallup (2011).
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VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

1 Norway .. 98.7 110.4 73.5 .. .. 8 8 3 50 83 <0.1 <0.1 73
2 Australia .. 106.4 132.7 82.3 .. .. 8 6 5 45 79 0.1 0.1 74
3 Netherlands .. 106.9 120.8 61.6 .. .. 3 4 4 56 75 <0.1 0.1 73
4 United States .. 98.2 93.6 85.9 13.9 .. 5 8 8 78 134 0.2 0.3 70
5 New Zealand .. 101.2 126.3 83.5 14.6 .. 8 11 6 57 86 <0.1 <0.1 73
6 Canada .. 98.4 102.2 62.3 .. .. 20 7 6 53 87 0.1 0.1 73
7 Ireland .. 104.6 118.1 60.6 15.8 .. 7 11 4 57 97 0.1 0.1 73
8 Liechtenstein .. 108.9 105.0 34.7 6.5 .. .. .. 2 .. .. .. .. ..
9 Germany .. 103.6 101.7 .. 13.0 .. 7 4 4 53 99 <0.1 0.1 73

10 Sweden .. 96.2 102.6 71.5 9.3 .. 2 3 3 47 74 <0.1 <0.1 74
11 Switzerland .. 103.4 96.0 51.2 .. .. 5 10 4 43 74 0.1 0.2 75
12 Japan .. 102.3 101.0 58.6 18.1 .. 2 6 3 42 86 <0.1 <0.1 76
13 Hong Kong, China (SAR) .. 104.0 82.1 56.6 15.9 95.1 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
14 Iceland .. 98.3 108.3 74.3 .. .. 4 8 3 43 65 0.1 0.1 74
15 Korea, Republic of .. 104.3 97.2 100.0 22.4 .. 6 7 5 46 109 <0.1 <0.1 71
16 Denmark .. 98.6 118.4 77.0 .. .. 11 16 4 65 107 0.1 0.1 72
17 Israel .. 111.1 89.1 62.5 13.1 .. 7 4 4 45 78 <0.1 0.1 73
18 Belgium .. 103.4 107.5 66.3 11.1 .. 1 6 5 59 105 <0.1 <0.1 72
19 Austria .. 98.7 100.4 59.3 11.4 .. 17 17 4 50 102 0.2 0.3 72
20 France .. 108.7 113.0 55.3 18.7 .. 1 10 4 54 117 0.1 0.2 73
21 Slovenia 99.7 98.4 96.8 87.6 17.2 .. 4 5 3 54 131 <0.1 <0.1 71
22 Finland .. 97.4 109.0 90.9 13.6 .. 1 2 3 56 124 <0.1 0.1 72
23 Spain 97.7 107.2 120.8 73.4 12.6 .. 4 2 4 43 94 0.1 0.2 74
24 Italy 98.9 103.3 100.5 67.2 10.3 .. 4 9 4 41 77 <0.1 <0.1 74
25 Luxembourg .. 100.4 96.0 10.0 11.9 .. 1 4 3 57 95 0.1 0.1 73
26 Singapore 94.7 .. .. .. 17.4 94.3 3 5 3 42 76 <0.1 <0.1 73
27 Czech Republic .. 103.5 95.1 60.9 18.5 .. 1 2 4 63 138 <0.1 <0.1 70
28 United Kingdom .. 106.4 99.0 59.0 18.3 .. 7 14 6 58 95 0.1 0.2 72
29 Greece 97.2 101.2 101.8 90.8 10.3 .. 1 1 3 44 106 0.1 0.1 72
30 United Arab Emirates 90.0 105.4 95.2 30.4 15.6 100.0 8 8 7 66 84 .. .. 68
31 Cyprus 97.9 105.4 98.4 52.0 14.2 .. 1 13 4 41 81 .. .. 70
32 Andorra .. 89.0 80.8 10.3 10.3 100.0 1 2 4 44 94 .. .. 74
33 Brunei Darussalam 95.3 106.5 98.2 17.1 11.9 84.1 1 1 7 82 105 .. .. 66
34 Estonia 99.8 100.2 99.3 63.7 12.2 .. 5 5 6 77 234 0.2 0.3 66
35 Slovakia .. 102.1 92.0 55.8 15.7 .. 1 1 7 74 184 <0.1 <0.1 67
36 Malta 92.4 98.6 100.3 32.2 10.5 .. 27 18 7 44 76 <0.1 <0.1 72
37 Qatar 94.7 105.9 85.2 10.2 11.2 48.9 1 1 11 48 69 <0.1 <0.1 67
38 Hungary 99.4 99.7 98.8 62.5 10.5 .. 1 1 6 99 229 <0.1 <0.1 66
39 Poland 99.5 97.1 98.9 71.4 9.6 .. 1 2 7 76 197 <0.1 <0.1 67
40 Lithuania 99.7 97.2 99.2 79.5 12.8 .. 2 4 6 95 274 <0.1 <0.1 63
41 Portugal 94.9 112.3 106.8 61.2 11.2 .. 4 5 4 54 123 0.2 0.3 71
42 Bahrain 91.4 106.6 96.4 51.2 .. .. 2 1 12 87 127 .. .. 66
43 Latvia 99.8 98.7 92.7 67.3 10.4 .. 5 4 8 105 284 0.1 0.2 64
44 Chile 98.6 106.4 90.4 54.8 24.6 .. 3 4 9 59 116 0.1 0.2 70
45 Argentina 97.7 116.7 85.9 69.4 16.3 .. 6 1 14 88 160 0.2 0.3 67
46 Croatia 98.8 95.3 95.2 48.9 14.8 .. 4 2 5 60 153 <0.1 <0.1 68
47 Barbados .. .. .. .. 14.1 58.1 7 6 11 80 136 1.1 0.9 67

HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
48 Uruguay 98.3 113.6 87.9 64.9 15.0 .. 5 6 13 84 156 0.2 0.3 67
49 Palau .. 101.4 95.7 37.9 12.5 .. 51 25 15 110 229 .. .. 64
50 Romania 97.7 99.3 93.5 67.1 15.8 .. 3 3 12 90 219 <0.1 0.1 65
51 Cuba 99.8 103.6 89.6 117.8 9.4 100.0 4 4 6 78 120 0.1 0.1 69
52 Seychelles 91.8 106.2 105.0 .. 13.8 99.4 1 3 12 108 227 .. .. 63
53 Bahamas .. 103.4 93.3 .. 15.8 91.1 4 2 12 126 202 3.1 1.4 65
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54 Montenegro .. 106.1 102.1 .. .. .. 8 14 9 85 161 .. .. 65
55 Bulgaria 98.3 101.5 87.6 53.6 17.3 .. 6 4 10 86 205 <0.1 <0.1 66
56 Saudi Arabia 86.1 98.9 96.8 32.8 11.4 91.5 2 2 21 102 186 .. .. 62
57 Mexico 93.4 116.6 90.2 27.9 28.1 95.6 11 5 17 88 157 0.1 0.2 67
58 Panama 93.6 109.0 72.7 45.1 23.6 91.5 16 15 23 82 145 0.3 0.4 67
59 Serbia 97.8 97.7 91.5 49.8 16.2 94.2 5 5 7 90 184 0.1 0.1 65
60 Antigua and Barbuda 99.0 99.8 110.5 14.7 16.2 57.1 1 1 12 158 197 .. .. 66
61 Malaysia 92.5 94.6 68.7 36.5 14.6 .. 5 5 6 95 175 <0.1 0.1 64
62 Trinidad and Tobago 98.7 104.2 88.8 11.6 17.6 88.0 10 6 35 120 225 0.7 1 62
63 Kuwait 93.9 94.8 89.9 18.9 8.6 100.0 2 3 10 50 66 .. .. 69
64 Libya 88.9 110.3 93.5 55.7 .. .. 2 2 19 101 175 .. .. 64
65 Belarus 99.7 99.0 90.1 77.0 15.0 99.9 4 1 12 117 324 0.1 <0.1 62
66 Russian Federation 99.6 96.8 84.8 77.2 17.4 .. 2 2 12 144 391 0.3 0.2 60
67 Grenada .. 107.2 99.1 53.5 17.1 68.8 1 1 15 143 248 .. .. 61
68 Kazakhstan 99.7 108.8 98.5 39.5 16.2 .. 2 1 29 185 432 0.2 0.1 56
69 Costa Rica 96.1 109.9 96.1 25.3 18.4 87.6 14 19 11 69 115 0.1 0.2 69
70 Albania 95.9 118.9 72.4 19.3 20.2 .. 2 3 15 88 126 .. .. 64
71 Lebanon 89.6 103.2 82.1 52.5 13.9 .. 26 47 12 85 166 <0.1 0.1 62
72 Saint Kitts and Nevis .. 95.7 96.3 18.4 14.3 61.6 1 1 15 90 185 .. .. 64
73 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 95.2 103.2 82.1 78.2 14.5 86.3 17 17 18 92 196 .. .. 66
74 Bosnia and Herzegovina 97.8 108.9 91.2 37.0 .. .. 10 7 14 67 145 .. .. 67
75 Georgia 99.7 107.8 87.5 25.8 8.9 94.6 12 17 29 97 235 <0.1 <0.1 64
76 Ukraine 99.7 97.5 94.5 81.1 15.6 99.9 10 6 15 148 395 0.3 0.2 60
77 Mauritius 87.9 100.0 87.2 25.9 21.6 100.0 1 1 17 99 219 0.2 0.3 63
78 Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 97.1 88.9 83.2 40.6 16.4 .. 4 4 11 79 144 .. .. 66
79 Jamaica 86.4 93.3 91.2 24.2 27.7 .. 10 12 31 131 224 0.7 1 64
80 Peru 89.6 109.1 89.1 34.5 20.9 .. 7 9 21 96 123 0.1 0.2 67
81 Dominica .. 112.3 105.5 3.5 16.1 57.8 1 1 10 103 192 .. .. 66
82 Saint Lucia .. 96.7 95.8 16.0 20.0 87.6 5 1 20 90 188 .. .. 66
83 Ecuador 84.2 117.5 75.4 42.4 19.2 77.9 25 34 24 96 173 0.2 0.2 64
84 Brazil 90.0 127.5 100.8 34.4 23.0 .. 1 1 21 102 205 .. .. 64
85 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines .. 106.9 109.1 .. 17.0 79.6 1 1 12 110 204 .. .. 63
86 Armenia 99.5 98.5 93.1 50.1 19.3 77.5 7 4 22 103 246 <0.1 <0.1 61
87 Colombia 93.2 120.2 94.6 37.0 29.3 100.0 8 5 19 80 166 0.1 0.2 66
88 Iran, Islamic Republic of 85.0 102.8 83.1 36.5 20.3 98.4 1 1 31 90 144 <0.1 <0.1 61
89 Oman 86.6 83.9 91.3 26.4 11.8 100.0 2 3 12 85 157 <0.1 <0.1 65
90 Tonga 99.0 111.8 102.7 6.4 22.3 .. 1 1 19 233 135 .. .. 63
91 Azerbaijan 99.5 95.1 99.4 19.1 11.1 99.9 27 33 34 134 221 0.1 <0.1 59
92 Turkey 90.8 99.3 82.0 38.4 .. .. 4 3 20 73 134 <0.1 <0.1 66
93 Belize .. 121.9 75.6 11.2 22.6 42.5 3 3 18 129 202 1.8 0.7 60
94 Tunisia 77.6 108.2 90.2 34.4 17.0 .. 1 2 21 70 129 <0.1 <0.1 66

MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
95 Jordan 92.2 96.8 88.2 40.7 .. .. 2 5 25 111 195 .. .. 63
96 Algeria 72.6 107.7 96.5 30.6 23.0 99.3 7 12 32 105 135 <0.1 0.1 62
97 Sri Lanka 90.6 96.9 87.0 .. 23.1 .. 3 4 15 82 275 <0.1 <0.1 63
98 Dominican Republic 88.2 106.2 76.8 33.3 25.2 83.6 18 21 32 149 172 0.7 0.3 63
99 Samoa 98.8 100.3 76.1 7.4 31.7 .. 28 51 25 167 198 .. .. 61

100 Fiji .. 94.2 80.9 15.4 26.0 97.8 1 6 18 157 263 0.1 0.1 62
101 China 94.0 112.7 78.2 24.5 17.2 .. 3 6 19 87 142 .. .. 66
102 Turkmenistan 99.6 .. .. .. .. .. 4 1 45 212 380 .. .. 55
103 Thailand 93.5 91.1 77.0 45.0 16.0 .. 1 2 14 139 270 .. .. 62
104 Suriname 94.6 113.8 75.4 12.3 16.0 100.0 13 12 26 124 217 0.4 0.6 61
105 El Salvador 84.1 115.0 63.6 24.6 32.6 93.2 9 5 17 128 281 0.3 0.4 61
106 Gabon 87.7 134.3 53.1 .. .. .. 55 45 69 262 321 3.5 1.4 52
107 Paraguay 94.6 99.4 66.8 36.5 26.5 .. 8 9 23 98 168 0.1 0.2 64
108 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 90.7 107.2 81.3 38.3 24.2 .. 15 14 51 132 203 0.1 0.1 58
109 Maldives 98.4 111.0 83.7 — 12.7 74.1 2 2 13 70 97 <0.1 <0.1 64
110 Mongolia 97.5 110.1 92.2 52.7 30.4 100.0 5 6 29 141 305 <0.1 <0.1 58
111 Moldova, Republic of 98.5 93.6 88.6 38.3 15.7 .. 15 10 17 134 309 0.1 0.1 61
112 Philippines 95.4 110.1 82.5 28.7 33.7 .. 13 12 33 130 240 <0.1 <0.1 62
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113 Egypt 66.4 101.1 67.2 28.5 27.2 .. 3 5 21 130 215 <0.1 <0.1 60
114 Occupied Palestinian Territory 94.6 78.9 87.1 45.7 28.0 100.0 .. .. 30 .. .. .. .. ..
115 Uzbekistan 99.3 91.8 103.5 9.8 17.1 100.0 2 5 36 139 220 <0.1 <0.1 59
116 Micronesia, Federated States of .. 110.3 90.5 .. 16.6 .. 9 14 39 161 183 .. .. 62
117 Guyana .. 103.0 103.4 11.2 25.6 63.7 2 3 35 224 286 0.8 0.6 53
118 Botswana 84.1 109.4 81.5 7.6 25.2 97.4 4 6 57 324 372 11.8 5.2 49
119 Syrian Arab Republic 84.2 122.2 74.7 .. 17.8 .. 20 19 16 95 159 .. .. 63
120 Namibia 88.5 112.1 64.7 8.9 30.1 95.6 17 24 48 357 540 5.8 2.3 52
121 Honduras 83.6 116.0 64.5 18.7 33.3 36.4 2 1 30 134 237 0.2 0.3 62
122 Kiribati .. 116.5 84.8 .. 25.0 85.4 14 18 46 173 325 .. .. 58
123 South Africa 88.7 101.2 93.9 .. 30.7 87.4 31 38 62 479 521 13.6 4.5 48
124 Indonesia 92.2 120.8 79.5 23.5 16.6 .. 18 18 39 143 234 <0.1 0.1 60
125 Vanuatu 82.0 108.1 47.3 4.8 23.8 100.0 32 48 16 159 200 .. .. 61
126 Kyrgyzstan 99.2 95.2 84.1 50.8 24.0 65.7 5 1 37 162 327 0.1 0.1 57
127 Tajikistan 99.7 102.2 84.4 19.8 22.7 88.3 7 11 61 160 183 <0.1 <0.1 57
128 Viet Nam 92.8 104.1 66.9 9.7 19.5 99.6 4 3 24 107 173 0.1 0.1 64
129 Nicaragua 78.0 116.9 67.9 18.0 29.2 72.7 2 1 26 122 210 0.1 0.1 64
130 Morocco 56.1 107.4 55.8 12.9 26.6 100.0 1 2 38 87 126 0.1 0.1 62
131 Guatemala 74.5 113.6 56.6 17.7 29.4 .. 8 8 40 151 280 0.3 0.5 60
132 Iraq 78.1 102.5 51.5 15.5 17.0 .. 35 31 44 145 292 .. .. 54
133 Cape Verde 84.8 98.1 81.5 14.9 23.9 86.5 1 4 28 111 272 .. .. 61
134 India 62.8 116.9 60.0 13.5 .. .. 34 29 66 169 250 0.1 0.1 56
135 Ghana 66.6 105.2 57.2 8.6 33.1 47.6 6 7 69 253 402 1.3 0.5 50
136 Equatorial Guinea 93.3 83.2 26.2 .. 27.2 45.3 67 49 145 355 373 5 1.9 46
137 Congo .. 119.5 43.1 6.4 64.4 89.0 9 24 128 320 409 2.6 1.2 48
138 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 72.7 111.8 43.9 13.4 30.5 96.9 43 41 59 251 289 0.2 0.1 54
139 Cambodia 77.6 116.5 40.4 7.0 49.1 99.5 6 8 88 190 350 0.1 0.1 53
140 Swaziland 86.9 107.9 53.3 4.4 32.4 94.0 5 5 73 560 674 15.6 6.5 42
141 Bhutan 52.8 109.1 61.7 6.6 27.7 91.5 4 2 79 194 256 <0.1 0.1 55

LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
142 Solomon Islands .. 107.3 34.8 .. .. .. 19 40 36 119 170 .. .. 59
143 Kenya 87.0 112.7 59.5 4.1 46.8 96.8 25 26 84 282 358 4.1 1.8 48
144 São Tomé and Príncipe 88.8 130.4 51.0 4.4 26.2 48.1 2 10 78 104 161 .. .. 53
145 Pakistan 55.5 85.1 33.1 5.2 39.7 85.2 15 20 87 189 225 <0.1 0.1 55
146 Bangladesh 55.9 95.1 42.3 7.9 45.8 58.4 6 11 52 222 246 <0.1 <0.1 56
147 Timor-Leste 50.6 112.5 51.2 15.2 29.1 .. 28 30 56 154 233 .. .. 53
148 Angola 70.0 127.7 23.0 2.8 .. .. 27 23 161 353 377 1.6 0.6 45
149 Myanmar 92.0 115.8 53.1 10.7 28.4 98.9 10 13 71 188 275 0.3 0.3 50
150 Cameroon 70.7 113.8 41.5 9.0 46.3 61.8 20 26 154 409 420 3.9 1.6 45
151 Madagascar 64.5 160.4 31.5 3.6 47.9 .. 22 36 58 198 273 0.1 0.1 52
152 Tanzania, United Republic of 72.9 104.9 27.4 1.4 53.7 100.0 15 9 108 311 456 3.9 1.7 45
153 Papua New Guinea 60.1 54.9 .. .. 35.8 .. 36 42 68 221 274 0.8 0.3 56
154 Yemen 62.4 85.4 45.7 10.2 .. .. 34 42 66 180 237 .. .. 54
155 Senegal 49.7 83.7 30.1 8.0 34.7 .. 14 21 93 218 266 0.7 0.3 51
156 Nigeria 60.8 89.5 30.5 10.1 46.3 51.2 58 59 138 365 377 2.9 1.2 42
157 Nepal 59.1 114.9 43.5 5.6 31.9 73.7 18 21 48 159 234 0.1 0.2 55
158 Haiti 48.7 .. .. .. .. .. 41 41 87 227 278 1.3 0.6 54
159 Mauritania 57.5 104.4 24.5 3.8 39.1 100.0 36 41 117 262 315 0.3 0.4 51
160 Lesotho 89.7 104.4 45.0 3.6 33.8 57.6 17 15 84 573 676 14.2 5.4 40
161 Uganda 73.2 121.6 27.4 4.1 49.3 89.4 36 32 128 348 539 4.8 2.3 42
162 Togo 56.9 115.2 41.3 5.3 41.3 14.6 11 16 98 278 338 2.2 0.9 51
163 Comoros 74.2 119.4 45.8 5.2 30.2 57.4 17 21 104 229 284 <0.1 <0.1 56
164 Zambia 70.9 112.9 .. .. 60.5 .. 19 15 141 477 580 8.9 4.2 40
165 Djibouti .. 54.5 30.5 3.5 34.1 100.0 11 27 94 271 326 1.9 0.8 48
166 Rwanda 70.7 150.7 26.7 4.8 68.3 93.9 3 8 111 258 304 1.9 1.3 43
167 Benin 41.7 121.9 36.3 5.8 44.9 71.8 17 28 118 246 385 0.7 0.3 50
168 Gambia 46.5 84.7 55.7 4.6 36.6 .. 2 4 103 246 296 2.4 0.9 51
169 Sudan 70.2 74.0 38.0 .. 38.4 59.7 16 18 108 275 291 1.3 0.5 50
170 Côte d'Ivoire 55.3 73.6 26.3 8.4 42.1 100.0 19 33 119 456 528 1.5 0.7 47
171 Malawi 73.7 119.3 29.5 — .. .. 7 8 110 496 691 6.8 3.1 44
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172 Afghanistan .. 103.9 43.8 3.6 42.8 .. 17 24 199 352 440 .. .. 36
173 Zimbabwe 91.9 .. .. .. .. .. 27 24 90 574 672 6.9 3.3 39
174 Ethiopia 29.8 102.5 34.4 3.6 57.9 84.6 21 25 104 379 445 .. .. 50
175 Mali 26.2 97.2 41.6 6.0 50.1 50.0 26 29 191 218 357 0.5 0.2 42
176 Guinea-Bissau 52.2 119.7 35.9 2.9 62.2 .. 32 24 193 369 431 2 0.8 42
177 Eritrea 66.6 48.3 31.8 2.0 38.5 92.2 1 5 55 179 249 0.4 0.2 55
178 Guinea 39.5 89.8 37.0 9.2 43.7 73.1 43 49 142 337 474 0.9 0.4 47
179 Central African Republic 55.2 91.3 12.4 2.5 84.3 .. 46 38 171 470 461 2.2 1 42
180 Sierra Leone 40.9 85.1 26.5 2.0 .. .. 25 29 192 363 414 1.5 0.6 35
181 Burkina Faso 28.7 79.2 21.4 3.4 47.8 86.1 18 25 166 262 443 0.8 0.5 43
182 Liberia 59.1 90.6 .. .. 24.3 40.2 36 36 112 337 389 0.7 0.3 48
183 Chad 33.6 89.7 24.1 2.0 60.9 34.6 77 77 209 384 412 2.5 1 40
184 Mozambique 55.1 115.7 25.5 1.5 58.5 75.9 24 23 142 434 557 8.6 3.1 42
185 Burundi 66.6 146.6 21.2 2.7 51.4 91.2 8 9 166 407 424 2.1 1 43
186 Niger 28.7 66.6 13.3 1.4 38.6 96.7 30 27 160 224 229 0.5 0.2 44
187 Congo, Democratic Republic of the 66.8 90.3 36.7 6.0 37.3 93.4 23 24 199 331 442 .. .. 45

OTHER COUNTRIES OR TERRITORIES
Korea, Democratic People’s Rep. of 100.0 .. .. .. .. .. 7 2 33 126 207 .. .. 59
Marshall Islands .. 90.3 78.2 15.9 .. .. 7 6 35 386 429 .. .. 52
Monaco .. 127.7 153.4 .. .. .. 1 1 4 51 112 .. .. 73
Nauru .. 93.0 62.9 .. 22.4 74.2 1 1 44 303 448 .. .. 55
San Marino .. 92.9 95.6 .. 6.2 .. 8 8 2 48 57 .. .. 75
Somalia .. 32.6 7.7 — 35.5 .. 69 76 180 350 382 0.6 0.4 45
Tuvalu .. 100.1 79.5 .. .. .. 11 10 35 280 255 .. .. 58

Human Development Index groups
Very high human development .. 102.7 99.7 72.9 0.0 .. 5 7 6 60 114 .. .. 72
High human development 93.2 110.3 90.4 49.3 0.0 .. 6 5 19 106 223 .. .. 64
Medium human development 81.9 113.3 69.7 20.5 0.0 .. 19 18 44 131 204 .. .. 61
Low human development 59.8 96.5 35.0 6.2 0.0 .. 26 28 117 287 346 .. .. 48

Regions
Arab States 72.9 95.0 66.5 25.8 0.0 .. 16 18 49 139 198 .. .. 59
East Asia and the Pacific 93.5 112.3 76.9 24.9 0.0 .. 7 9 26 103 168 .. .. 64
Europe and Central Asia 98.0 98.5 90.7 57.1 0.0 .. 4 4 19 118 281 .. .. 62
Latin America and the Caribbean 91.0 116.8 90.7 42.7 0.0 91.7 8 7 22 99 181 .. .. 65
South Asia 62.8 109.8 55.9 13.1 0.0 77.1 27 25 69 173 245 .. .. 56
Sub-Saharan Africa 61.6 100.2 35.3 5.9 0.0 76.0 30 32 129 355 430 .. .. 45

Least developed countries 59.2 99.6 35.6 5.7 0.0 .. 21 23 120 282 357 .. .. 49
Small island developing states .. 95.1 76.9 51.6 0.0 .. 24 26 57 155 207 .. .. 61
World 80.9 106.9 68.4 27.6 0.0 .. 18 18 58 137 211 .. .. 61

NOTES
a.	 Based on methods described in the statistical annex of WHO (2007). Estimates for 2007 have been 

revised to take into account the Global Burden of Disease estimates for 2004 and may not be entirely 
comparable with those for 2002 published in WHO (2004).

b.	 Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified.

DEFINITIONS
Adult literacy rate: Percentage of the population ages 15 and older who can, with understanding, both 
read and write a short simple statement on their everyday life.
Gross enrolment ratio: Total enrolment in a given level of education (primary, secondary or tertiary), 
regardless of age, expressed as a percentage of the official school-age population for the same level 
of education.
Pupil–teacher ratio: Average number of pupils (students) per teacher in primary education in a given 
school year.
School teachers trained to teach: Percentage of primary school teachers who have received the mini-
mum organized teacher training (pre-service or in-service) required for teaching at the primary level of 
education.

One-year-olds lacking immunization against DTP: Percentage of one-year-olds who have not received 
three doses of the combined diphtheria, tetanus toxoid and pertussis (DTP) vaccine.
One-year-olds lacking immunization against measles: Percentage of one-year-olds who have not 
received at least one dose of a measles vaccine.
Under-five mortality: Probability of dying between birth and exactly age 5, expressed per 1,000 live births.
Adult mortality: Probability that a 15-year-old person will die before reaching age 60, expressed per 
1,000 adults.
HIV prevalence: Percentage of the population ages 15–24 who are infected with HIV.
Health-adjusted life expectancy at birth: Average number of years that a person can expect to live in 
“full health” taking into account years lived in less than full health due to disease and injury.

MAIN DATA SOURCES
Columns 1–6: UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2011).
Columns 7, 8, 10, 11 and 14: WHO (2010a).
Columns 9, 12 and 13: UNICEF (2011).
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VERY HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

1 Norway 4.9 c 5.6 c 0.5 c 0.7 c 79.8 c 38.7 50.7 56,214 3.0 .. 0.2 9.7 9.7
2 Australia 22.6 d 27.8 d 1.2 d 1.3 d 89.3 d 36.9 48.6 39,539 2.4 .. 0.4 8.5 8.5
3 Netherlands 16.7 17.3 0.7 0.3 83.3 40.7 49.8 40,676 4.2 .. 0.5 10.8 10.8
4 United States 313.1 361.7 1.0 0.9 82.6 36.9 50.1 45,989 1.0 .. 0.0 16.2 16.2
5 New Zealand 4.4 5.2 1.6 1.0 86.2 36.6 50.9 28,993 –1.0 .. 0.5 9.7 9.7
6 Canada 34.3 39.8 1.1 0.9 80.7 39.9 44.5 37,808 1.5 .. .. 10.9 10.9
7 Ireland 4.5 5.4 0.4 1.1 62.3 34.7 50.0 40,697 11.1 .. 0.3 9.7 9.7
8 Liechtenstein 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.8 14.3 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
9 Germany 82.2 79.5 0.7 –0.2 74.0 44.3 51.5 36,338 1.2 .. 0.3 11.3 11.3

10 Sweden 9.4 10.4 0.6 0.6 84.8 40.7 54.2 37,377 2.8 .. 0.2 9.9 9.9
11 Switzerland 7.7 8.1 1.0 0.4 73.7 41.4 47.4 45,224 5.6 .. 0.5 11.3 11.3
12 Japan 126.5 120.2 0.4 –0.1 67.0 44.7 57.9 32,418 0.2 .. 0.0 8.3 8.3
13 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 7.1 8.5 1.2 1.0 100.0 41.8 32.1 43,229 24.9 .. 0.2 .. ..
14 Iceland 0.3 0.4 1.0 1.2 93.5 34.8 49.2 36,795 0.5 .. 0.2 8.2 8.2
15 Korea, Republic of 48.4 50.3 0.8 0.4 83.3 37.9 38.1 27,100 0.2 .. 0.3 6.5 6.5
16 Denmark 5.6 5.9 0.4 0.3 87.1 40.6 53.3 37,720 0.9 .. 0.3 11.2 11.2
17 Israel 7.6 9.8 3.4 1.7 91.9 30.1 61.0 27,656 2.0 .. 0.6 7.6 7.6
18 Belgium 10.8 11.2 0.3 0.3 97.4 41.2 52.7 36,313 –8.2 .. 2.2 11.8 11.8
19 Austria 8.4 8.6 0.7 0.2 67.8 41.8 47.9 38,818 2.3 .. 0.9 11.0 11.0
20 France 63.1 68.5 0.4 0.5 85.9 39.9 54.9 33,674 2.3 .. 0.6 11.7 11.7
21 Slovenia 2.0 2.1 0.4 0.2 49.5 41.7 44.3 27,133 –1.2 .. 0.6 9.1 9.1
22 Finland 5.4 5.6 0.5 0.3 85.4 e 42.0 52.1 35,265 0.0 .. 0.4 9.7 9.7
23 Spain 46.5 50.0 0.3 0.6 77.6 40.1 47.6 32,150 0.4 .. 0.7 9.7 9.7
24 Italy 60.8 60.9 0.0 0.2 68.6 43.2 53.1 32,430 1.4 .. 0.1 9.5 9.5
25 Luxembourg 0.5 0.6 1.3 1.4 85.4 38.9 46.1 83,820 372.6 .. 3.0 7.8 7.8
26 Singapore 5.2 6.0 2.9 1.1 100.0 37.6 35.6 50,633 9.2 .. .. 3.9 3.9
27 Czech Republic 10.5 10.8 0.0 0.3 73.6 39.4 41.6 25,581 1.4 .. 0.6 7.6 7.6
28 United Kingdom 62.4 69.3 0.3 0.6 79.8 39.8 52.0 35,155 3.4 .. 0.3 9.3 9.3
29 Greece 11.4 11.6 1.0 0.2 61.7 41.4 50.1 29,617 0.7 .. 0.6 10.6 10.6
30 United Arab Emirates 7.9 10.5 5.2 2.2 84.4 30.1 21.0 57,744 .. .. .. 2.8 2.8
31 Cyprus 1.1 1.3 2.2 1.1 70.5 34.2 41.4 30,848 23.6 .. 0.6 6.0 6.0
32 Andorra 0.1 0.1 4.1 1.5 87.6 .. .. .. .. .. .. 7.5 7.5
33 Brunei Darussalam 0.4 0.5 2.8 1.7 76.1 28.9 41.9 .. .. .. .. 3.0 3.0
34 Estonia 1.3 1.3 –1.7 –0.1 69.5 39.7 49.1 19,693 9.2 .. 1.7 7.0 7.0
35 Slovakia 5.5 5.5 0.4 0.2 54.9 36.9 37.6 22,882 0.0 .. 1.9 8.5 8.5
36 Malta 0.4 0.4 1.0 0.3 94.8 39.5 41.4 24,814 11.2 0.3 f 0.6 7.5 7.5
37 Qatar 1.9 2.4 1.1 2.9 95.9 31.6 17.7 91,379 .. .. .. 2.5 2.5
38 Hungary 10.0 9.6 –0.1 –0.2 68.5 39.8 45.8 20,312 2.2 .. 1.7 7.3 7.3
39 Poland 38.3 37.8 0.2 0.0 60.9 38.0 40.0 18,905 3.2 .. 1.9 7.1 7.1
40 Lithuania 3.3 3.1 –0.4 –0.4 67.1 39.3 44.9 17,308 0.6 .. 3.1 6.6 6.6
41 Portugal 10.7 10.3 0.4 0.0 61.3 41.0 49.6 24,920 1.2 .. 1.5 11.3 11.3
42 Bahrain 1.3 1.7 2.5 2.1 88.7 30.1 28.8 .. 1.2 0.5 f .. 4.5 4.5
43 Latvia 2.2 2.1 –1.3 –0.4 67.7 40.2 46.8 16,437 0.4 .. 2.3 6.5 6.5
44 Chile 17.3 19.5 1.8 0.9 89.2 32.1 45.4 14,311 7.8 0.1 0.0 8.2 8.2
45 Argentina 40.8 46.8 1.3 0.9 92.6 30.4 54.7 14,538 1.3 0.0 0.2 9.5 9.5
46 Croatia 4.4 4.2 0.7 –0.2 58.0 41.5 47.6 19,986 4.7 0.3 2.3 7.8 7.8
47 Barbados 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.2 45.1 37.5 40.2 .. 8.3 –0.1 3.2 6.8 6.8

HIGH HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
48 Uruguay 3.4 3.6 0.7 0.3 92.6 33.7 56.6 13,189 4.0 0.2 0.3 7.4 7.4
49 Palau 0.0 0.0 2.7 0.8 84.3 .. .. .. .. 27.9 .. 11.2 11.2
50 Romania 21.4 20.3 –0.5 –0.2 58.0 38.5 43.3 14,278 3.9 .. 3.1 5.4 5.4
51 Cuba 11.3 11.0 0.6 0.0 75.2 38.4 42.0 .. .. 0.2 f .. 11.8 11.8
52 Seychelles 0.1 0.1 1.0 0.3 55.9 .. .. 19,587 32.5 3.5 1.6 4.0 4.0
53 Bahamas 0.3 0.4 1.8 1.1 84.3 30.9 41.3 .. .. .. .. 7.2 7.2
54 Montenegro 0.6 0.6 1.1 0.1 61.5 35.9 46.4 13,086 32.0 1.8 .. 9.3 9.3
55 Bulgaria 7.4 6.5 –1.1 –0.7 71.7 41.6 46.3 13,870 9.4 .. 3.2 7.4 7.4

Population and economy
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56 Saudi Arabia 28.1 38.5 2.7 2.1 82.3 25.9 49.5 23,480 2.8 0.0 f 0.1 5.0 5.0
57 Mexico 114.8 135.4 1.8 1.1 78.1 26.6 54.1 14,258 1.7 0.0 2.5 6.5 6.5
58 Panama 3.6 4.5 2.1 1.5 75.5 27.3 54.7 13,057 7.2 0.3 0.7 8.3 8.3
59 Serbia 9.9 9.5 1.3 –0.1 56.4 37.6 46.7 11,893 4.5 1.4 12.6 9.9 9.9
60 Antigua and Barbuda 0.1 0.1 2.0 1.0 30.4 .. .. 18,778 11.4 0.6 2.2 5.1 5.1
61 Malaysia 28.9 37.3 2.6 1.6 73.0 26.0 53.4 14,012 0.7 0.1 0.6 4.8 4.8
62 Trinidad and Tobago 1.3 1.4 0.7 0.3 14.2 30.8 38.3 25,572 3.3 0.0 0.5 5.7 5.7
63 Kuwait 2.8 4.0 –5.0 2.4 98.4 28.2 41.3 .. .. .. .. 3.3 3.3
64 Libya 6.4 7.8 1.9 0.8 78.1 25.9 54.1 16,502 2.7 0.1 0.0 3.9 3.9
65 Belarus 9.6 8.9 0.0 –0.3 75.2 38.3 40.2 13,040 3.8 0.2 0.7 5.8 5.8
66 Russian Federation 142.8 136.4 0.1 –0.1 73.2 37.9 39.1 18,932 3.0 .. 0.4 5.4 5.4
67 Grenada 0.1 0.1 0.8 0.4 39.7 25.0 52.6 8,362 14.5 8.3 8.6 7.4 7.4
68 Kazakhstan 16.2 18.9 –0.7 1.0 58.8 29.0 46.4 11,510 11.8 0.3 0.1 4.5 4.5
69 Costa Rica 4.7 5.7 2.4 1.4 64.9 28.4 45.1 11,106 4.6 0.4 1.8 10.5 10.5
70 Albania 3.2 3.3 –0.9 0.3 52.9 30.0 46.9 8,716 8.1 3.0 11.0 6.9 6.9
71 Lebanon 4.3 4.7 3.2 0.7 87.4 29.1 46.3 13,070 13.9 1.8 21.9 8.1 8.1
72 Saint Kitts and Nevis 0.1 0.1 1.1 1.2 32.6 .. .. 14,527 24.5 1.1 7.4 6.0 6.0
73 Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 29.4 37.0 2.3 1.5 93.6 26.1 53.6 12,323 –1.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 6.0
74 Bosnia and Herzegovina 3.8 3.5 –5.1 –0.2 49.2 39.4 40.8 8,578 1.4 2.4 12.2 10.9 10.9
75 Georgia 4.3 3.8 –1.5 –0.6 52.8 37.3 44.6 4,774 6.1 8.6 6.6 10.1 10.1
76 Ukraine 45.2 40.5 –0.2 –0.5 69.1 39.3 42.5 6,318 4.2 0.6 4.5 7.0 7.0
77 Mauritius 1.3 1.4 1.4 0.5 41.9 g 32.4 39.8 12,838 3.0 1.8 2.5 5.7 5.7
78 Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 2.1 2.0 0.6 0.1 59.4 35.9 41.4 11,159 2.7 2.2 4.1 6.9 6.9
79 Jamaica 2.8 2.8 0.8 0.4 52.1 27.0 57.4 7,633 4.5 1.3 15.8 5.1 5.1
80 Peru 29.4 35.5 1.9 1.1 77.3 25.6 55.7 8,629 3.7 0.4 1.8 4.6 4.6
81 Dominica 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 67.4 .. .. 8,883 13.3 10.1 6.1 6.4 6.4
82 Saint Lucia 0.2 0.2 1.3 1.0 28.1 27.4 47.7 9,605 16.5 4.7 2.9 8.1 8.1
83 Ecuador 14.7 17.9 2.1 1.3 67.6 25.5 57.0 8,268 0.6 0.4 4.4 6.1 6.1
84 Brazil 196.7 220.5 1.6 0.8 86.9 29.1 47.3 10,367 1.6 0.0 0.3 9.0 9.0
85 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 49.8 27.9 49.1 9,154 18.9 5.5 5.1 5.6 5.6
86 Armenia 3.1 3.1 –1.9 0.3 64.3 32.1 45.2 5,279 8.9 5.9 8.8 4.7 4.7
87 Colombia 46.9 56.9 1.9 1.3 75.4 26.8 51.9 8,959 3.1 0.5 1.8 6.4 6.4
88 Iran, Islamic Republic of 74.8 84.4 1.7 1.0 71.3 27.1 38.9 11,558 0.9 0.0 0.3 5.5 5.5
89 Oman 2.8 3.6 3.6 1.9 73.3 25.3 42.4 .. 4.8 0.1 f 0.1 f 3.0 3.0
90 Tonga 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.4 23.5 21.3 76.4 4,466 4.7 12.4 27.9 6.2 6.2
91 Azerbaijan 9.3 10.8 1.5 1.2 52.1 29.5 38.0 9,638 1.1 0.6 3.0 5.8 5.8
92 Turkey 73.6 86.7 1.7 1.1 70.1 28.3 47.3 13,668 1.4 0.2 0.2 6.7 6.7
93 Belize 0.3 0.4 2.9 2.0 52.7 21.8 62.3 6,628 7.0 2.0 f 5.9 4.9 4.9
94 Tunisia 10.6 12.2 1.7 1.0 67.7 28.9 43.4 8,273 4.0 1.3 5.0 6.2 6.2

MEDIUM HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
95 Jordan 6.3 8.4 5.0 1.9 78.6 20.7 69.0 5,597 9.5 3.0 14.3 9.3 9.3
96 Algeria 36.0 43.5 2.2 1.4 67.1 26.2 45.8 8,172 2.0 0.2 1.5 5.8 5.8
97 Sri Lanka 21.0 23.1 1.0 0.8 14.3 30.7 49.9 4,772 1.0 1.7 8.0 4.0 4.0
98 Dominican Republic 10.1 12.1 1.9 1.2 69.8 25.1 58.8 8,433 4.4 0.3 7.4 5.9 5.9
99 Samoa 0.2 0.2 0.8 0.5 20.1 20.9 73.8 4,405 0.6 16.1 25.1 7.0 7.0

100 Fiji 0.9 1.0 1.3 0.8 52.3 26.4 51.5 4,526 2.0 2.5 5.4 3.4 3.4
101 China 1,347.6 h	1,393.1 h	 1.2 h 0.4 h 47.8 h 34.5 37.9 6,828 1.6 0.0 1.0 4.6 4.6
102 Turkmenistan 5.1 6.2 2.7 1.2 50.0 24.5 49.0 7,242 6.8 0.2 .. 2.3 2.3
103 Thailand 69.5 73.3 0.9 0.5 34.4 34.2 41.3 7,995 1.9 0.0 0.6 4.3 4.3
104 Suriname 0.5 0.6 1.4 0.9 69.8 27.6 53.1 .. .. 3.7 f 0.1 7.6 7.6
105 El Salvador 6.2 7.1 1.4 0.6 64.8 23.2 62.4 6,629 2.0 1.4 16.5 6.4 6.4
106 Gabon 1.5 2.1 3.1 1.9 86.4 21.6 64.9 14,419 0.3 0.8 0.1 3.5 3.5
107 Paraguay 6.6 8.7 2.4 1.7 62.1 23.1 62.1 4,523 1.4 1.1 4.3 7.1 7.1
108 Bolivia, Plurinational State of 10.1 13.4 2.3 1.6 67.0 21.7 67.7 4,419 2.4 4.4 6.2 5.0 5.0
109 Maldives 0.3 0.4 2.5 1.3 41.3 24.6 45.0 5,476 7.6 2.4 0.3 8.0 8.0
110 Mongolia 2.8 3.5 1.0 1.5 62.5 25.4 46.8 3,522 14.8 9.4 4.8 4.7 4.7
111 Moldova, Republic of 3.5 3.1 –0.1 –0.7 47.7 35.2 38.7 2,854 2.4 4.3 22.4 11.9 11.9
112 Philippines 94.9 126.3 2.3 1.7 49.1 22.2 63.2 3,542 1.2 0.2 12.3 3.8 3.8
113 Egypt 82.5 106.5 1.8 1.7 43.5 24.4 57.4 5,673 3.6 0.5 3.8 5.0 5.0
114 Occupied Palestinian Territory 4.2 6.8 4.4 2.8 74.4 18.1 81.0 .. .. 25.3 f 17.6 .. ..
115 Uzbekistan 27.8 33.4 2.2 1.1 36.3 24.2 49.8 2,875 2.3 0.6 .. 5.2 5.2
116 Micronesia, Federated States of 0.1 0.1 2.1 0.5 22.8 20.8 66.2 3,088 .. 42.0 .. 13.8 13.8



164 human development report 2011

Population and economy

10
table

HDI rank

POpulation Economy

Total
(millions)

Average annual 
growth

(%)

Urbana

(% of 
total)

Median 
age

(years)

Dependency 
ratio
(%)

GDP 
per 

capita
(PPP $)

Foreign 
direct 

investment 
net inflows
(% of GDP)

Net official 
development 
assistance 
received
(% of GDP)

Remittance 
inflows

(% of GDP)

Public 
expenditure 

on 
education
(% of GDP)

Total 
expenditure 

on health
(% of GDP)

2011 2030 1990/1995 2010/2015 2011 2010 2011 2009 2009 2009 2009 2006–2009b 2009

117 Guyana 0.8 0.8 0.1 0.2 28.7 23.8 58.2 3,240 7.1 8.5 12.5 8.1 8.1
118 Botswana 2.0 2.3 2.7 1.1 61.8 22.9 57.2 13,384 2.1 2.5 0.7 10.3 10.3
119 Syrian Arab Republic 20.8 27.9 2.8 1.7 56.2 21.1 67.1 4,730 2.7 0.5 2.6 2.9 2.9
120 Namibia 2.3 3.0 3.1 1.7 38.6 21.2 65.9 6,410 5.3 3.6 0.1 5.9 5.9
121 Honduras 7.8 10.7 2.6 2.0 52.2 21.0 68.3 3,842 3.5 3.3 17.6 6.0 6.0
122 Kiribati 0.1 0.1 1.5 1.5 44.0 .. .. 2,432 1.7 15.6 6.4 12.2 12.2
123 South Africa 50.5 54.7 2.4 0.5 62.2 24.9 53.0 10,278 1.9 0.4 0.3 8.5 8.5
124 Indonesia 242.3 279.7 1.6 1.0 44.6 27.8 47.8 4,199 0.9 0.2 1.3 2.4 2.4
125 Vanuatu 0.2 0.4 2.8 2.4 26.0 20.6 70.8 4,438 5.3 16.5 1.0 4.0 4.0
126 Kyrgyzstan 5.4 6.7 0.9 1.1 34.5 23.8 52.3 2,283 4.1 7.1 21.7 6.8 6.8
127 Tajikistan 7.0 9.0 1.7 1.5 26.4 20.4 66.6 1,972 0.3 8.3 35.1 5.3 5.3
128 Viet Nam 88.8 101.5 2.0 1.0 31.0 28.2 41.3 2,953 8.4 4.4 7.4 7.2 7.2
129 Nicaragua 5.9 7.2 2.4 1.4 57.6 22.1 62.7 2,641 7.1 13.1 12.5 9.5 9.5
130 Morocco 32.3 37.5 1.7 1.0 58.8 26.3 49.8 4,494 2.2 1.0 6.9 5.5 5.5
131 Guatemala 14.8 22.7 2.3 2.5 49.9 18.9 83.4 4,720 1.6 1.0 10.8 7.1 7.1
132 Iraq 32.7 55.3 3.1 3.1 66.1 18.3 85.6 3,548 1.6 4.5 0.1 f 3.9 3.9
133 Cape Verde 0.5 0.6 2.5 0.9 61.8 22.8 58.1 3,644 7.7 13.1 9.4 3.9 3.9
134 India 1,241.5 1,523.5 2.0 1.3 30.3 25.1 54.4 3,296 2.5 0.2 3.6 4.2 4.2
135 Ghana 25.0 36.5 2.8 2.3 52.2 20.5 73.3 1,552 6.4 6.1 0.4 6.9 6.9
136 Equatorial Guinea 0.7 1.1 3.4 2.7 39.9 20.3 72.5 31,779 15.7 0.5 .. 3.9 3.9
137 Congo 4.1 6.2 2.7 2.2 62.5 19.6 79.4 4,238 21.7 4.1 0.1 3.0 3.0
138 Lao People’s Democratic Republic 6.3 7.8 2.7 1.3 34.3 21.5 60.3 2,255 5.4 7.2 0.6 4.1 4.1
139 Cambodia 14.3 17.4 3.2 1.2 20.4 22.9 54.3 1,915 5.4 7.7 3.4 5.9 5.9
140 Swaziland 1.2 1.5 2.2 1.4 21.3 19.5 70.5 4,998 2.2 2.0 3.1 6.3 6.3
141 Bhutan 0.7 0.9 –1.5 1.5 35.5 24.6 50.7 5,113 2.9 9.6 .. 5.5 5.5

LOW HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
142 Solomon Islands 0.6 0.8 2.8 2.5 18.9 19.9 74.7 2,547 17.9 42.9 0.4 5.4 5.4
143 Kenya 41.6 65.9 3.1 2.7 22.5 18.5 82.1 1,573 0.5 6.1 5.7 4.3 4.3
144 São Tomé and Príncipe 0.2 0.2 1.9 2.0 63.0 19.3 77.4 1,820 3.9 15.8 1.0 f 7.1 7.1
145 Pakistan 176.7 234.4 2.6 1.8 36.2 21.7 64.7 2,609 1.5 1.7 5.4 2.6 2.6
146 Bangladesh 150.5 181.9 2.2 1.3 28.6 24.2 54.4 1,416 0.8 1.3 11.8 3.4 3.4
147 Timor-Leste 1.2 2.0 2.8 2.9 28.6 16.6 95.3 805 .. 9.5 .. 12.3 12.3
148 Angola 19.6 30.8 3.2 2.7 59.4 16.6 95.1 5,812 2.9 0.4 0.1 f 4.6 4.6
149 Myanmar 48.3 54.3 1.4 0.8 34.3 28.2 43.8 .. .. .. .. 2.0 2.0
150 Cameroon 20.0 28.8 2.7 2.1 59.2 19.3 78.6 2,205 1.5 2.9 0.7 5.6 5.6
151 Madagascar 21.3 35.3 3.0 2.8 30.6 18.2 84.9 1,004 6.3 5.2 0.1 4.1 4.1
152 Tanzania, United Republic of 46.2 81.9 3.2 3.1 26.9 17.5 92.2 1,362 1.9 13.7 0.1 5.1 5.1
153 Papua New Guinea 7.0 10.2 2.5 2.2 12.6 20.4 71.3 2,281 5.4 5.3 0.2 3.1 3.1
154 Yemen 24.8 41.3 4.7 3.0 32.4 17.4 87.1 2,470 0.5 2.0 4.4 5.6 5.6
155 Senegal 12.8 20.0 2.9 2.6 42.7 17.8 85.0 1,817 1.6 8.0 10.6 5.7 5.7
156 Nigeria 162.5 257.8 2.4 2.5 50.5 18.5 86.1 2,203 3.3 1.0 5.5 5.8 5.8
157 Nepal 30.5 39.9 2.5 1.7 19.2 21.4 65.8 1,155 0.3 6.7 23.8 5.8 5.8
158 Haiti 10.1 12.5 2.0 1.3 53.6 21.5 66.6 1,151 0.6 .. 21.2 6.1 6.1
159 Mauritania 3.5 5.2 2.8 2.2 41.7 19.8 73.7 1,929 –1.3 9.4 0.1 2.5 2.5
160 Lesotho 2.2 2.6 1.8 1.0 27.6 20.3 70.3 1,468 4.0 6.4 26.2 8.2 8.2
161 Uganda 34.5 59.8 3.3 3.1 13.5 15.7 103.5 1,217 3.8 11.4 4.7 8.2 8.2
162 Togo 6.2 8.7 2.2 2.0 44.1 19.7 74.6 850 1.8 17.5 10.7 5.9 5.9
163 Comoros 0.8 1.2 2.4 2.5 28.3 18.9 83.0 1,183 1.7 9.5 2.1 3.4 3.4
164 Zambia 13.5 24.5 2.5 3.0 35.9 16.7 98.4 1,430 5.5 11.1 0.3 4.8 4.8
165 Djibouti 0.9 1.3 2.2 1.9 76.3 21.4 63.5 2,319 9.2 14.5 3.1 7.0 7.0
166 Rwanda 10.9 17.6 –4.9 2.9 19.2 18.7 83.6 1,136 2.3 18.0 1.8 9.0 9.0
167 Benin 9.1 14.6 3.4 2.7 42.5 17.9 87.4 1,508 1.4 10.3 3.6 4.2 4.2
168 Gambia 1.8 2.8 3.1 2.7 58.9 17.8 84.8 1,415 5.4 18.5 10.9 6.0 6.0
169 Sudan 44.6 66.9 2.6 2.4 40.8 19.7 76.7 2,210 4.9 4.6 5.5 7.3 7.3
170 Côte d'Ivoire 20.2 29.8 3.2 2.2 51.3 19.2 80.1 1,701 1.6 10.6 0.8 5.1 5.1
171 Malawi 15.4 28.2 1.0 3.2 20.3 16.9 96.0 794 1.3 16.6 0.0 6.2 6.2
172 Afghanistan 32.4 53.3 8.4 3.1 22.9 16.6 93.9 1,321 1.3 45.7 f .. 7.4 7.4
173 Zimbabwe 12.8 17.6 2.2 2.2 38.8 19.3 73.6 .. 1.1 14.1 .. .. ..
174 Ethiopia 84.7 118.5 3.3 2.1 16.8 18.7 79.2 934 0.8 13.4 0.9 4.3 4.3
175 Mali 15.8 26.8 2.5 3.0 36.6 16.3 97.6 1,185 1.2 11.0 4.5 5.6 5.6
176 Guinea-Bissau 1.5 2.3 2.0 2.1 30.2 19.0 80.2 1,071 1.7 17.6 5.6 6.1 6.1
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Population and economy

table

10

HDI rank

POpulation Economy

Total
(millions)

Average annual 
growth

(%)

Urbana

(% of 
total)

Median 
age

(years)

Dependency 
ratio
(%)

GDP 
per 

capita
(PPP $)

Foreign 
direct 

investment 
net inflows
(% of GDP)

Net official 
development 
assistance 
received
(% of GDP)

Remittance 
inflows

(% of GDP)

Public 
expenditure 

on 
education
(% of GDP)

Total 
expenditure 

on health
(% of GDP)

2011 2030 1990/1995 2010/2015 2011 2010 2011 2009 2009 2009 2009 2006–2009b 2009

177 Eritrea 5.4 8.4 0.3 2.9 22.1 19.0 78.9 581 0.0 7.8 .. 2.2 2.2
178 Guinea 10.2 15.9 5.5 2.5 35.9 18.3 85.6 1,048 1.2 5.8 1.6 5.7 5.7
179 Central African Republic 4.5 6.4 2.5 2.0 39.2 19.4 78.9 757 2.1 11.9 .. 4.3 4.3
180 Sierra Leone 6.0 8.5 –0.4 2.1 38.8 18.4 81.4 808 3.8 23.0 2.4 13.1 13.1
181 Burkina Faso 17.0 29.1 2.7 3.0 26.5 17.1 90.6 1,187 2.1 13.5 1.2 6.4 6.4
182 Liberia 4.1 6.5 –0.3 2.6 48.2 18.2 86.2 396 24.9 78.3 6.2 13.2 13.2
183 Chad 11.5 18.4 3.0 2.6 28.2 17.1 93.1 1,300 6.8 9.2 .. 7.0 7.0
184 Mozambique 23.9 35.9 3.2 2.2 39.2 17.8 89.5 885 9.0 20.8 1.1 5.7 5.7
185 Burundi 8.6 11.4 1.7 1.9 11.3 20.2 68.2 392 0.0 41.2 2.1 13.1 13.1
186 Niger 16.1 30.8 3.3 3.5 17.2 15.5 104.9 690 13.7 8.9 1.7 6.1 6.1
187 Congo, Democratic Republic of the 67.8 106.0 3.8 2.6 35.9 16.7 95.0 319 9.0 23.9 .. 9.5 9.5

OTHER COUNTRIES OR TERRITORIES
Korea, Democratic People’s Rep. of 24.5 26.2 1.6 0.4 60.3 32.9 47.4 .. .. .. .. .. ..
Marshall Islands 0.1 0.1 1.5 1.6 72.1 .. .. .. .. 32.1 .. 16.5 16.5
Monaco 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 100.0 .. .. .. .. .. .. 3.9 3.9
Nauru 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.6 100.0 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..
San Marino 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.6 94.1 .. .. .. .. .. .. 7.1 7.1
Somalia 9.6 16.4 –0.2 2.6 37.9 17.5 91.2 .. .. .. .. .. ..
Tuvalu 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.2 50.9 .. .. .. .. .. .. 9.9 9.9

Human Development Index groups
Very high human development 1,129.5 1,218.5 0.7 0.5 78.3 39.3 49.9 35,768 1.8 .. 0.3 11.9 11.2
High human development 972.9 1,082.5 1.1 0.8 75.7 30.5 46.7 12,861 2.5 0.3 1.2 6.5 6.7
Medium human development 3,545.5 4,087.6 1.6 1.0 41.3 28.9 48.1 5,077 2.2 0.5 2.2 4.6 4.5
Low human development 1,259.7 1,857.2 2.8 2.2 33.9 19.8 77.7 1,671 2.7 8.7 5.1 5.0 5.1

Regions
Arab States 360.7 496.9 2.4 2.0 56.7 23.2 61.9 8,256 3.2 1.9 2.7 5.0 5.3
East Asia and the Pacific 1,978.5 2,135.3 1.3 0.6 46.1 32.3 41.5 6,227 1.9 0.4 1.4 4.4 4.3
Europe and Central Asia 480.5 491.3 0.3 0.2 64.6 34.9 43.3 14,244 3.4 .. 1.4 6.4 6.3
Latin America and the Caribbean 591.2 696.0 1.7 1.1 79.8 27.5 53.0 10,739 2.1 0.4 1.5 7.7 7.6
South Asia 1,728.5 2,141.8 2.1 1.4 32.0 24.6 55.7 3,368 2.1 1.4 4.5 4.0 4.1
Sub-Saharan Africa 877.6 T 1,353.8 T 2.7 T 2.4 T 37.7 T 18.6 T 83.5 T 2,181 3.7 9.9 2.2 6.4 6.2

Least developed countries 851.1 T 1,256.8 T 2.7 T 2.2 T 29.7 T 19.7 T 76.3 T 1,379 3.2 12.0 5.2 5.4 5.6
Small island developing states 53.2 63.8 1.5 1.1 52.0 26.6 59.0 5,241 3.9 3.7 6.7 5.6 7.0
World 6,974.0 T 8,321.4 T 1.5 T 1.1 T 50.8 T 29.2 T 52.2 T 10,715 2.3 2.2 0.7 10.2 6.0

NOTES
a.	 Because data are based on national definitions of what constitutes a city or metropolitan area, cross-

country comparison should be made with caution.
b.	 Data refer to the most recent year available during the period specified.
c.	 Includes Svalbard and Jan Mayen Islands.
d.	 Includes Christmas Island, Cocos (Keeling) Islands and Norfolk Island.
e.	 Includes Åland Islands.
f.	 Refers to an earlier year than that specified.
g.	 Includes Agalega, Rodrigues and Saint Brandon.
h.	 Includes Taiwan Province of China and excludes Hong Kong Special Administrative Region and Macao 

Special Administrative Region.

DEFINITIONS
Total population: De facto population in a country, area or region as of 1 July.
Average annual population growth: Average annual exponential growth rate for the period indicated.
Urban population: De facto population living in areas classified as urban according to the criteria used 
by each area or country as of 1 July.
Median age: Age that divides the population distribution into two equal parts—that is, 50 percent of 
the population is above that age and 50 percent is below it.
Dependency ratio: Ratio of the sum of the population ages 0–14 and that ages 65 and older to the 
population ages 15–64.

GDP per capita: Gross domestic product (GDP) expressed in purchasing power parity international dollar 
terms, divided by midyear population.
Foreign direct investment net inflows: Sum of equity capital, reinvestment of earnings, other long-term 
capital and short-term capital, expressed as a percentage of gross domestic product (GDP).
Net official development assistance received: Disbursements of loans made on concessional terms (net 
of repayments of principal) and grants by official agencies to promote economic development and welfare 
in countries and territories in part I of the Development Assistance Committee list of aid recipients, 
expressed as a percentage of the recipient country’s gross national income (GNI).
Remittance inflows: Earnings and material resources transferred by international migrants or refugees 
to recipients in their country of origin or countries in which the migrant formerly resided, expressed as 
a percentage of the receiving country’s GDP.
Public expenditure on education: Total public expenditure (current and capital) on education, expressed 
as a percentage of gross domestic product (GDP).
Total expenditure on health: The sum of public and private health expenditure. It includes the provision 
of health services (preventive and curative), family planning activities, nutrition activities and emergency 
aid designated for health but does not include provision of water and sanitation.

MAIN DATA SOURCES
Columns 1–4, 6 and 7: UNDESA (2011).
Column 5: UNDESA (2010).
Columns 8–13: World Bank (2011a).
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Calculating the human development indices—graphical presentation

Technical notes 
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Technical note 1. Calculating the Human Development Index

The Human Development Index (HDI) is a summary measure 
of human development. It measures the average achievements in a 
country in three basic dimensions of human development: a long 
and healthy life, access to knowledge and a decent standard of liv-
ing. The HDI is the geometric mean of normalized indices mea-
suring achievements in each dimension. For a full elaboration of 
the method and its rationale, see Klugman, Rodriguez and Choi 
(2011). This technical note describes the steps to create the HDI, 
data sources and the methodology used to express income.

Steps to estimate the Human Development 
Index
There are two steps to calculating the HDI.

Step 1. Creating the dimension indices
Minimum and maximum values (goalposts) are set in order 
to transform the indicators into indices between 0 and 1. The 
maximums are the highest observed values in the time series 
(1980–2011). The minimum values can be appropriately con-
ceived of as subsistence values. The minimum values are set at 
20 years for life expectancy, at 0 years for both education vari-
ables and at $100 for per capita gross national income (GNI). 
The low value for income can be justified by the considerable 
amount of unmeasured subsistence and nonmarket production 
in economies close to the minimum, not captured in the offi-
cial data.

Goalposts for the Human Development Index in this Report
Dimension Observed maximum Minimum
Life expectancy 83.4

(Japan, 2011)
20.0

Mean years of schooling 13.1
(Czech Republic, 2005)

0

Expected years of schooling 18.0
(capped at)

0

Combined education index 0.978
(New Zealand, 2010)

0

Per capita income (PPP $) 107,721
(Qatar, 2011)

100

Having defined the minimum and maximum values, the sub-
indices are calculated as follows:

Dimension index = actual value – minimum value
maximum value – minimum value

 
.� (1)

For education, equation 1 is applied to each of the two subcom-
ponents, then a geometric mean of the resulting indices is created 
and finally, equation 1 is reapplied to the geometric mean of the 
indices using 0 as the minimum and the highest geometric mean 
of the resulting indices for the time period under consideration as 

the maximum. This is equivalent to applying equation 1 directly 
to the geometric mean of the two subcomponents.

Because each dimension index is a proxy for capabilities 
in the corresponding dimension, the transformation func-
tion from income to capabilities is likely to be concave (Anand 
and Sen 2000). Thus, for income the natural logarithm of the 
actual minimum and maximum values is used.

Step 2. Aggregating the subindices to produce the Human 
Development Index
The HDI is the geometric mean of the three dimension indices:

            (ILife 1/3 . IEducation 1/3 . IIncome 1/3).� (2)

Example: Viet Nam
Indicator Value

Life expectancy at birth (years) 75.2

Mean years of schooling (years) 5.5

Expected years of schooling (years) 10.4

GNI per capita (PPP $) 2,805

Note: Values are rounded.

Life expectancy index = 75.2 – 20
83.4 – 20

 = 0.870

Mean years of schooling index = 5.5 – 0
13.1 – 0

 = 0.478

Expected years of schooling index = 10.4 – 0
18 – 0

 = 0.576

Education index = 0.478 . 0.576 – 0
0.978 – 0  = 0.503

Income index =  
ln(2,805) – ln(100)

ln(107,721) – ln(100)  = 0.478

Human Development Index = 3  0.870 . 0.503 . 0.478 = 0.593  

Data sources
•	 Life expectancy at birth: UNDESA (2011)
•	 Mean years of schooling: HDRO updates (http://hdr.

undp.org/en/statistics/) based on UNESCO data on edu-
cation attainment (http://stats.uis.unesco.org/unesco) 
using the methodology outlined in Barro and Lee (2010a)

•	 Expected years of schooling: UNESCO Institute for  
Statistics (2011)

•	 GNI per capita: World Bank (2011a), IMF (2011), UNSD 
(2011) and UNDESA (2011)
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Methodology used to express income
GNI is traditionally expressed in current terms. To make GNI 
comparable across time, GNI is converted from current to con-
stant terms by taking the value of nominal GNI per capita in 
purchasing power parity (PPP) terms for the base year (2005) 
and building a time series using the growth rate of real GNI 
per capita, as implied by the ratio of current GNI per capita in 
local currency terms to the GDP deflator.

Official PPPs are produced by the International Compari-
son Program (ICP), which periodically collects thousands of 
prices of matched goods and services in many countries. The 
last round of this exercise refers to 2005 and covers 146 coun-
tries. The World Bank produces estimates for years other than 
the ICP benchmark based on inflation relative to the United 
States. Because other international organizations—such as the 
World Bank and the International Monetary Fund (IMF)—
quote the base year in terms of the ICP benchmark, the HDRO 
does the same.

To obtain the income value for 2011, IMF-projected GDP 
growth rates (based on constant terms) are applied to the most 

recent GNI values. The IMF-projected growth rates are calcu-
lated in local currency terms and constant prices rather than 
in PPP terms. This avoids mixing the effects of the PPP conver-
sion with those of real growth of the economy.

Estimating missing values
For a small number of countries that were missing one out of 
four indicators, the HDRO filled the gap by estimating the 
missing value using cross-country regression models. The 
details of the models used are available at http://hdr.undp.org/
en/statistics/understanding/issues/.

In this Report, the PPP conversion rates were estimated 
for three countries (Cuba, Occupied Palestinian Territory 
and Palau), expected years of schooling were estimated for five 
countries (Barbados, Haiti, Montenegro, Singapore and Turk-
menistan) and mean years of schooling were estimated for eight 
countries (Antigua and Barbuda, Eritrea, Grenada, Kiribati, 
St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia, St. Vincent and the Grenadines, 
and Vanuatu). This brought the total number of countries in 
the HDI in 2011 up to 187, from 169 in 2010.

Technical note 2. Calculating the Inequality-adjusted Human Development Index

The Inequality-adjusted Human Development Index (IHDI) 
adjusts the Human Development Index (HDI) for inequality 
in the distribution of each dimension across the population. It 
is based on a distribution-sensitive class of composite indices 
proposed by Foster, Lopez-Calva, and Szekely (2005), which 
draws on the Atkinson (1970) family of inequality measures. 
It is computed as a geometric mean of geometric means, calcu-
lated across the population for each dimension separately (for 
details, see Alkire and Foster 2010).

The IHDI accounts for inequalities in HDI dimensions by 
“discounting” each dimension’s average value according to its 
level of inequality. The IHDI equals the HDI when there is 
no inequality across people but falls further below the HDI 
as inequality rises. In this sense, the IHDI is the actual level 
of human development (taking into account inequality), while 
the HDI can be viewed as an index of the “potential” human 
development that could be achieved if there was no inequality. 
The “loss” in potential human development due to inequality 
is the difference between the HDI and the IHDI and can be 
expressed as a percentage.

Data sources
Since the HDI relies on country-level aggregates such as 
national accounts for income, the IHDI must draw on alter-
native sources of data to obtain insights into the distribution. 
The distributions have different units—life expectancy is 

distributed across a hypothetical cohort, while years of school-
ing and income are distributed across individuals.

Inequality in the distribution of HDI dimensions is esti-
mated for:
•	 Life expectancy, using data from abridged life tables pro-

vided by UNDESA (2011). This distribution is grouped in 
age intervals (0–1, 1–5, 5–10, ... , 85+), with the mortality 
rates and average age at death specified for each interval.

•	 Mean years of schooling, using household survey data har-
monized in international databases, including the Luxem-
bourg Income Study, EUROSTAT’s European Union Sur-
vey of Income and Living Conditions, the World Bank’s 
International Income Distribution Database, the United 
Nations Children’s Fund’s Multiple Indicators Cluster 
Survey, ICF Macro’s Demographic and Health Survey, the 
World Health Organization’s World Health Survey and 
the United Nations University’s World Income Inequal-
ity Database.

•	 Disposable household income or consumption per 
capita using the above listed databases and household 
surveys—or for a few countries, income imputed based 
on an asset index matching methodology using house-
hold survey asset indices (Harttgen and Vollmer 2011).
A full account of data sources used for estimating 

inequality in 2011 is given at http://hdr.undp.org/en/
statistics/ihdi/.
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Computing the Inequality-adjusted Human 
Development Index
There are three steps to computing the IHDI.

Step 1. Measuring inequality in the dimensions of the 
Human Development Index
The IHDI draws on the Atkinson (1970) family of inequality 
measures and sets the aversion parameter ε equal to 1.1 In this 
case the inequality measure is A = 1 – g/µ, where g is the geo-
metric mean and µ is the arithmetic mean of the distribution. 
This can be written as:

                Ax = 1 –  
n  X1 …Xn

X
– � (1)

where {X1 …, Xn} denotes the underlying distribution in the 
dimensions of interest. Ax is obtained for each variable (life 
expectancy, mean years of schooling and disposable income or 
consumption per capita).2

The geometric mean in equation 1 does not allow zero val-
ues. For mean years of schooling one year is added to all valid 
observations to compute the inequality. Income per capita 
outliers—extremely high incomes as well as negative and zero 
incomes—were dealt with by truncating the top 0.5 percentile 
of the distribution to reduce the influence of extremely high 
incomes and by replacing the negative and zero incomes with 
the minimum value of the bottom 0.5 percentile of the distri-
bution of positive incomes. Sensitivity analysis of the IHDI is 
given in Kovacevic (2010).

Step 2. Adjusting the dimension indices for inequality
The mean achievement in an HDI dimension, X

–
, is adjusted 

for inequality as follows: 

X
–

 . (1 – Ax) = n  X1 …Xn .

Thus the geometric mean represents the arithmetic mean 
reduced by the inequality in distribution.

The inequality-adjusted dimension indices are obtained 
from the HDI dimension indices, Ix, by multiplying them by 
(1 – Ax), where Ax , defined by equation 1, is the corresponding 
Atkinson measure:

I *
x = (1 – Ax) . Ix .

The inequality-adjusted income index, I *
Income, is based on 

the unlogged GNI index, IIncome*. This enables the IHDI to 
account for the full effect of income inequality.

Step 3. Combining the dimension indices to calculate the 
Inequality-adjusted Human Development Index
The IHDI is the geometric mean of the three dimension indi-
ces adjusted for inequality. First, the IHDI that includes the 
unlogged income index (IHDI*) is calculated:

IHDI * =  3  I *
Life 

. I*
Education . I *

Income =

3   (1– ALife) . ILife . (1– AEducation) . IEducation  . (1– AIncome) . IIncome*
  
.

The HDI based on unlogged income index (HDI*) is then 
calculated:

HDI * =  3  ILife . IEducation . IIncome*   
 
.

The percentage loss to the HDI* due to inequalities in each 
dimension is calculated as:

Loss = 1 – IHDI *
HDI *

  = 1 – 3  (1–ALife) . (1–AEducation) . (1–AIncome) .

Assuming that the percentage loss due to inequality in 
income distribution is the same for both average income and 
its logarithm, the IHDI is then calculated as:

IHDI  = IHDI *
HDI *  . HDI =  3 (1–ALife) . (1–AEducation) . (1–AIncome) . HDI .

Notes on methodology and caveats
The IHDI is based on an index that satisfies subgroup con-
sistency. This ensures that improvements or deteriorations 
in the distribution of human development within a certain 
group of society (while human development remains con-
stant in the other groups) will be ref lected in changes in the 
overall measure of human development. This index is also 
path independent, which means that the order in which 
data are aggregated across individuals, or groups of indi-
viduals, and across dimensions yields the same result—so 
there is no need to rely on a particular sequence or a single 
data source. This allows estimation for a large number of 
countries.

The main disadvantage is that the IHDI is not associa-
tion sensitive, so it does not capture overlapping inequali-
ties. To make the measure association-sensitive, all the data 
for each individual must be available from a single survey 
source, which is not currently possible for a large number of 
countries.
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Example: Peru

Indicator
Dimension 

index

Inequality  
measure 

(A1)
Inequality-adjusted 

index

Life expectancy 74.0 0.852 0.148 (1–0.148) ∙ 0.852 = 0.728

Mean years of schooling 8.7 0.662

Expected years of 
schooling 

12.9 0.717

Education index 0.704 0.240 (1–0.240) ∙ 0.704 = 0.535

Logarithm of gross 
national income

9.03 0.634

Gross national income       8,389 0.077 0.300 (1–0.300) ∙ 0.077 = 0.054

Human Development  
Index

Inequality-adjusted Human 
Development Index

Loss 
%

HDI with 
unlogged 
income

3  0.852 . 0.704 . 0.077 = 0.359 3  0.728 . 0.535 . 0.054 = 0.275 1 – 0.275 / 0.359  
= 0.232

HDI 3  0.852 . 0.704 . 0.634 = 0.725 (0.275 / 0.359) . 0.725 = 0.557

Note: Values are rounded.

Technical note 3. Calculating the Gender Inequality Index 

The Gender Inequality Index (GII) reflects  gender-based 
disadvantage in three dimensions—reproductive health, 
empowerment and the labour market—for as many countries 
as data of reasonable quality allow. The index shows the loss 
in potential human development due to inequality between 
female and male achievements in these dimensions. It var-
ies between 0—when women and men fare equally—and 1, 
where one gender fares as poorly as possible in all measured 
dimensions. 

It is computed using the association-sensitive inequality 
measure suggested by Seth (2009). The index is based on the 
general mean of general means of different orders—the first 
aggregation is by the geometric mean across dimensions; these 
means, calculated separately for women and men, are then 
aggregated using a harmonic mean across genders. 

Data sources
•	 Maternal mortality ratio (MMR): WHO, UNICEF, 

UNFPA and World Bank (2010) 
•	 Adolescent fertility rate (AFR): UNDESA (2011) 
•	 Share of parliamentary seats held by each sex (PR): Inter-

parliamentary Union’s Parline database (2011) 
•	 Attainment at secondary and higher education (SE) levels: 

HDRO (2011) updates of Barro and Lee (2010b) estimates 
based on UNESCO Institute for Statistics data on educa-
tion attainment (http://stats.uis.unesco.org/unesco/)  

•	 Labour market participation rate (LFPR): ILO (2011)

Computing the Gender Inequality Index
There are five steps to computing the GII.

Step 1. Treating zeros and extreme values
Because a geometric mean cannot have a zero value, a mini-
mum value must be set for all component indicators. The mini-
mum is set at 0.1 percent for adolescent fertility rate, share of 

parliamentary seats held by women, attainment at secondary 
and higher education levels, and labour market participation 
rate. Female parliamentary representation of countries report-
ing zero is coded as 0.1 percent because even in countries with-
out female members of the national parliaments, women have 
some political influence.

Because higher maternal mortality suggests poorer maternal 
health, for the maternal mortality ratio the maximum value is 
truncated at 1,000 deaths per 100,000 births and the minimum 
value is truncated at 10. It is assumed that countries where mater-
nal mortality ratios exceed 1,000 do not differ in their inability 
to create conditions and support for maternal health and that 
countries with 1–10 deaths per 100,000 births are performing at 
essentially the same level and that differences are random.

Sensitivity analysis of the GII is given in Gaye et al. (2010).

Step 2. Aggregating across dimensions within each gender 
group, using geometric means
Aggregating across dimensions for each gender group by the 
geometric mean makes the GII association sensitive (see Seth 
2009).

For women and girls, the aggregation formula is

GF = 3    10
MMR   

1
AFR   

.  1/2 . (PRF . SEF) 1/2 . LFPRF  ,

and for men and boys the formula is

GM =  3 1 . (PRM . SEM) 1/2 . LFPRM .

The rescaling by 0.1 of the maternal mortality ratio in the 
aggregation formula for women and girls is needed to account 
for the truncation of the maternal mortality ratio minimum 
at 10. This is a new adjustment introduced in Human Develop-
ment Report 2011.3
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Step 3. Aggregating across gender groups, using a 
harmonic mean
The female and male indices are aggregated by the harmonic 
mean to create the equally distributed gender index

HARM (GF , GM) = 
(GF)–1 + (GM)–1

2
 
–1

 .

Using the harmonic mean of geometric means within 
groups captures the inequality between women and men and 
adjusts for association between dimensions.

Step 4. Calculating the geometric mean of the arithmetic 
means for each indicator
The reference standard for computing inequality is obtained by 
aggregating female and male indices using equal weights (thus 
treating the genders equally) and then aggregating the indices 
across dimensions:

GF, M = 3   Health . Empowerment . LFPR

where  Health =   10
MMR   

1
AFR   

. + 1   /2,

Empowerment = (   PRF . SEF +    PRM . SEM)/2,  and

LFPR = LFPRF + LFPRM
2    .

Health should not be interpreted as an average of corre-
sponding female and male indices but as half the distance 
from the norms established for the reproductive health 
indicators—fewer maternal deaths and fewer adolescent 
pregnancies.

Step 5. Calculating the Gender Inequality Index
Comparing the equally distributed gender index to the refer-
ence standard yields the GII,

1 – Harm (GF , GM )
GF, M   – –

  
.

Example: Lesotho
Health Empowerment Labour market

Maternal 
mortality  

ratio 

Adolescent 
fertility  

rate 
Parliamentary 
representation

Attainment at 
secondary 
and higher 
education

Labour market 
participation 

rate

Female 530 73.5 0.229 0.243 0.719

Male na na 0.771 0.203 0.787

F + M
2

 
	 2	

+ 1
 = 0.508

0.229 . 0.243  +    0.771 . 0.203
2

= 0.316

0.719 + 0.787
2

= 0.743

na is not applicable.

Using the above formulas, it is straightforward to obtain:

GF    0.134 = 3   10
530   

1
73.5   

.       0.229 . 0.243 . 0.719

GM    0.675 = 3   1 .    0.771 . 0.203 . 0.787

GF, M    0.492 = 3  0.508 . 0.316 . 0.743– –

		 Harm (GF , GM )     0.230= 1
0.134

1
2   

1
0.675+  

–1

GII	 1 – (0.230/0.492) = 0.532.

Technical note 4. Calculating the Multidimensional Poverty Index 

The Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI) identifies multiple 
deprivations at the individual level in education, health and 
standard of living. It uses micro data from household surveys, 
and—unlike the Inequality-adjusted Human Development 
Index—all the indicators needed to construct the measure 
must come from the same survey. More details can be found in 
Alkire and Santos (2010).

Methodology 
Each person is assigned a deprivation score according to his or 
her household’s deprivations in each of the 10 component indi-
cators. The maximum score is 100 percent, with each dimen-
sion equally weighted (thus the maximum score in each dimen-
sion is 33.3  percent). The education and health dimensions 

have two indicators each, so each component is worth 5/3 (or 
16.7 percent). The standard of living dimension has six indica-
tors, so each component is worth 5/9 (or 5.6 percent).

The thresholds are as follows: 
•	 Education: having no household member who has com-

pleted five years of schooling and having at least one 
school-age child (up to grade 8) who is not attending 
school. 

•	 Health: having at least one household member who is mal-
nourished and having had one or more children die. 

•	 Standard of living: not having electricity, not having access 
to clean drinking water, not having access to adequate sani-
tation, using “dirty” cooking fuel (dung, wood or charcoal), 
having a home with a dirt floor, and owning no car, truck 

10
530   ( ) 1

73.5( )
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or similar motorized vehicle while owning at most one of 
these assets: bicycle, motorcycle, radio, refrigerator, tele-
phone or television. 
To identify the multidimensionally poor, the deprivation 

scores for each household are summed to obtain the household 
deprivation, c. A cut-off of 33.3 percent, which is the equivalent 
of one-third of the weighted indicators, is used to distinguish 
between the poor and nonpoor. If c is 33.3 percent or greater, 
that household (and everyone in it) is multidimensionally poor. 
Households with a deprivation score greater than or equal to 
20 percent but less than 33.3 percent are vulnerable to or at 
risk of becoming multidimensionally poor. Households with 
a deprivation score of 50 percent or higher are severely multi-
dimensionally poor.

The MPI value is the product of two measures: the multi-
dimensional headcount ratio and the intensity (or breadth) of 
poverty. 

The headcount ratio, H, is the proportion of the population 
who are multidimensionally poor: 

H = 
q
n   

    

where q is the number of people who are multidimensionally 
poor and n is the total population.

The intensity of poverty, A, reflects the proportion of the 
weighted component indicators in which, on average, poor peo-
ple are deprived. For poor households only, the deprivation scores 
are summed and divided by the total number of poor persons: 

A = 
∑ 1

qc
q

 ,
 

where c is the deprivation score that the poor experience.

Weighted count of deprivations in household 1: 

 1 .   1 .      +
5
3

5
9

  = 2.22,

which is equal to a deprivation score of 2.22/10 = 0.222, or 
22.2 percent.

Example using hypothetical data

Indicators

Household

Weights1 2 3 4

Household size 4 7 5 4

Education

No one has completed five years of schooling 0 1 0 1 5/3 or 16.7%

At least one school-age child not enrolled in 
school 0 1 0 0 5/3 or 16.7%

Health

At least one member is malnourished 0 0 1 0 5/3 or 16.7%

One or more children have died 1 1 0 1 5/3 or 16.7%

Living conditions

No electricity 0 1 1 1 5/9 or 5.6%

No access to clean drinking water 0 0 1 0 5/9 or 5.6%

No access to adequate sanitation 0 1 1 0 5/9 or 5.6%

House has dirt floor 0 0 0 0 5/9 or 5.6%

Household uses “dirty” cooking fuel (dung, 
firewood or charcoal) 1 1 1 1 5/9 or 5.6%

Household has no car and owns at most one 
of: bicycle, motorcycle, radio, refrigerator, 
telephone or television 0 1 0 1 5/9 or 5.6%

Results

Household deprivation score, c (sum of 
each deprivation multiplied by its weight) 22.2% 72.2% 38.9% 50.0%

Is the household poor (c > 33.3%)? No Yes Yes Yes

Note: 1 indicates deprivation in the indicator; 0 indicates nondeprivation.

Headcount ratio (H) = 

7 + 5 + 4
4 + 7 + 5 + 4    = 0.800

(80 percent of people live in poor households)

Intensity of poverty (A) = 

(7.22/10 . 7) + (3.89/10 . 5) + (5.00/10 . 4)
( 7 + 5 + 4 )

  = 0.5625

(the average poor person is deprived in 56  percent of the 
weighted indicators). 

MPI = H . A = 0.450

NOTES
1	 The inequality aversion parameter affects the degree to which lower achievements are 

emphasized and higher achievements are de-emphasized.

2	 Ax is estimated from survey data using the survey weights,

	 Âx = 1 – 
X 1

w1 … X n
wn

∑1
n wi Xi

 ,  where   ∑1
n wi  = 1. 

However, for simplicity and without loss of generality, equation 1 is referred to as the 

Atkinson measure.

3	 The GII trends calculated at five-year intervals for 1995–2011 using consistent data and 

methodology are available at http://hdr.undp.org/en/statistics/gii.
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Regions

Arab States (20 countries or areas)
Algeria, Bahrain, Djibouti, Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, Occupied Palestinian Territory, Oman, Qatar, Saudi 
Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates, Yemen

East Asia and the Pacific (24 countries)
Cambodia, China, Fiji, Indonesia, Kiribati, Democratic People’s Rep. of Korea, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Malaysia, Marshall 
Islands, Federated States of Micronesia, Mongolia, Myanmar, Nauru, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Philippines, Samoa, Solomon Islands, 
Thailand, Timor-Leste, Tonga, Tuvalu, Vanuatu, Viet Nam

Europe and Central Asia1 (30 countries)
Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Georgia, Hungary, 
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lithuania, Republic of Moldova, Montenegro, Poland, Romania, Russian Federation, Serbia, Slovakia, 
Slovenia, Tajikistan, The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Turkey, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, Uzbekistan

Latin America and the Caribbean (33 countries)
Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Plurinational State of Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, 
Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Grenada, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, 
Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Uruguay, Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela

South Asia (9 countries)
Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Islamic Republic of Iran, Maldives, Nepal, Pakistan, Sri Lanka

Sub-Saharan Africa (45 countries)
Angola, Benin, Botswana, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Comoros, Congo, Democratic 
Republic of the Congo, Côte d’Ivoire, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Kenya, 
Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mozambique, Namibia, Niger, Nigeria, Rwanda, São Tomé and 
Príncipe, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, South Africa, Swaziland, United Republic of Tanzania, Togo, Uganda, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Note: Countries included in aggregates for Least Developed Countries and Small Island Developing States follow UN classifications, which are available at http://www.unohrlls.org/. 
HDRO does not include Bahrain, Barbados or Singapore in the aggregates for Small Island Developing States.

1. The former socialist countries of Europe and Central Asia that have undergone a political and economic transformation since 1989–1991 as well as Cyprus and Turkey.
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NOTE
Arrows indicate upward or downward movement in the country’s ranking over 2005–2011 using consistent data and methodology; a blank indicates no change.

Global, Regional and National Human Development reports

Human Development Reports: �e annual global Human Development Reports (HDRs) have been published by UNDP 
since 1990 as intellectually independent and empirically grounded analyses of development issues, trends, progress and 
policies. Resources related to the 2011 Report and earlier HDRs are available free of charge at hdr.undp.org, including full 
texts and summaries in major UN languages, summaries of consultations and network discussions, the Human Develop-
ment Research Paper Series and HDR news bulletins and other public information materials. Also available are statistical 
indicators, other data tools, interactive maps, country fact sheets and additional information associated with the HDRs.

Regional Human Development Reports: More than 40 editorially autonomous HDRs with a regional focus have been 
produced in the past two decades with support from UNDP’s regional bureaus. With o�en provocative analyses and 
policy advocacy, these reports have examined such critical issues as civil liberties and the empowerment of women in the 
Arab States, corruption in Asia and the Paci�c, treatment of the Roma and other minorities in Central Europe and the 
inequitable distribution of wealth in Latin America and the Caribbean.

National Human Development Reports: Since the release of the �rst National HDR in 1992, National HDRs have been 
produced in 140 countries by local editorial teams with UNDP support. �ese reports—more than 650 have been 
published to date—bring a human development perspective to national policy concerns through locally managed consul-
tations and research. National HDRs o�en focus on issues of gender, ethnicity or rural-urban divides to help identify 
inequality, measure progress and detect early warning signs of potential con�ict. Because these reports are grounded in 
national needs and perspectives, many have had substantial in�uence on national policies, including strategies for achiev-
ing the Millennium Development Goals and other human development priorities.

For more information on National and Regional HDRs, including related training and reference resources, see
hdr.undp.org/en/nhdr/.

Human Development Reports 1990–2010

 1990 Concept and Measurement of Human Development
 1991 Financing Human Development
 1992 Global Dimensions of Human Development
 1993 People’s Participation
 1994 New Dimensions of Human Security
 1995 Gender and Human Development
 1996 Economic Growth and Human Development
 1997 Human Development to Eradicate Poverty
 1998 Consumption for Human Development
 1999 Globalization with a Human Face
 2000 Human Rights and Human Development
 2001 Making New Technologies Work for Human Development
 2002 Deepening Democracy in a Fragmented World
 2003 Millennium Development Goals: A Compact among Nations to End Human Poverty
 2004 Cultural Liberty in Today’s Diverse World
 2005 International Cooperation at a Crossroads: Aid, Trade and Security in an Unequal World
 2006 Beyond Scarcity: Power, Poverty and the Global Water Crisis
 2007/2008 Fighting Climate Change: Human Solidarity in a Divided World
 2009 Overcoming Barriers: Human Mobility and Development
 2010 �e Real Wealth of Nations: Pathways to Human Development

For more information visit:
http://hdr.undp.org

Afghanistan 172
Albania 70 ↑ 1
Algeria 96
Andorra 32
Angola 148
Antigua and Barbuda 60 ↑ 1
Argentina 45 ↑ 1
Armenia 86
Australia 2
Austria 19
Azerbaijan 91
Bahamas 53
Bahrain 42
Bangladesh 146
Barbados 47
Belarus 65
Belgium 18
Belize 93 ↓ –1
Benin 167
Bhutan 141 ↓ –1
Bolivia, Plurinational State of 108
Bosnia and Herzegovina 74
Botswana 118 ↓ –1
Brazil 84 ↑ 1
Brunei Darussalam 33
Bulgaria 55 ↑ 1
Burkina Faso 181
Burundi 185
Cambodia 139 ↑ 2
Cameroon 150 ↑ 1
Canada 6
Cape Verde 133
Central African Republic 179
Chad 183 ↓ –1
Chile 44
China 101
Colombia 87 ↑ 1
Comoros 163
Congo 137
Congo, Democratic Republic of the 187
Costa Rica 69 ↓ –1
Côte d’Ivoire 170
Croatia 46 ↓ –1
Cuba 51
Cyprus 31
Czech Republic 27
Denmark 16
Djibouti 165 ↓ –1
Dominica 81 ↓ –1
Dominican Republic 98 ↑ 2
Ecuador 83
Egypt 113 ↓ –1
El Salvador 105
Equatorial Guinea 136 ↓ –1
Eritrea 177
Estonia 34
Ethiopia 174
Fiji 100 ↓ –3
Finland 22
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 78 ↓ –2
France 20
Gabon 106
Gambia 168

Georgia 75
Germany 9
Ghana 135 ↑ 1
Greece 29
Grenada 67
Guatemala 131
Guinea 178
Guinea-Bissau 176
Guyana 117 ↑ 2
Haiti 158 ↑ 1
Honduras 121 ↓ –1
Hong Kong, China (SAR) 13 ↑ 1
Hungary 38
Iceland 14 ↓ –1
India 134
Indonesia 124 ↑ 1
Iran, Islamic Republic of 88 ↓ –1
Iraq 132
Ireland 7
Israel 17
Italy 24
Jamaica 79 ↓ –1
Japan 12
Jordan 95 ↓ –1
Kazakhstan 68 ↑ 1
Kenya 143 ↑ 1
Kiribati 122
Korea, Republic of 15
Kuwait 63 ↓ –1
Kyrgyzstan 126
Lao People’s Democratic Republic 138 ↑ 1
Latvia 43
Lebanon 71 ↓ –1
Lesotho 160
Liberia 182 ↑ 1
Libya 64 ↓ –10
Liechtenstein 8
Lithuania 40 ↑ 1
Luxembourg 25
Madagascar 151 ↓ –2
Malawi 171
Malaysia 61 ↑ 3
Maldives 109
Mali 175
Malta 36
Mauritania 159 ↓ –1
Mauritius 77
Mexico 57
Micronesia, Federated States of 116
Moldova, Republic of 111
Mongolia 110
Montenegro 54 ↑ 1
Morocco 130
Mozambique 184
Myanmar 149 ↑ 1
Namibia 120 ↑ 1
Nepal 157 ↓ –1
Netherlands 3
New Zealand 5
Nicaragua 129
Niger 186
Nigeria 156 ↑ 1
Norway 1

Occupied Palestinian Territory 114
Oman 89
Pakistan 145
Palau 49
Panama 58 ↑ 1
Papua New Guinea 153 ↓ –1
Paraguay 107
Peru 80 ↑ 1
Philippines 112 ↑ 1
Poland 39
Portugal 41 ↓ –1
Qatar 37
Romania 50
Russian Federation 66
Rwanda 166
Saint Kitts and Nevis 72
Saint Lucia 82
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 85 ↓ –1
Samoa 99
São Tomé and Príncipe 144 ↓ –1
Saudi Arabia 56 ↑

↑

2
Senegal 155
Serbia 59 1
Seychelles 52
Sierra Leone 180
Singapore 26
Slovakia 35
Slovenia 21
Solomon Islands 142
South Africa 123 ↑ 1
Spain 23
Sri Lanka 97 ↑ 1
Sudan 169
Suriname 104
Swaziland 140 ↓ –2
Sweden 10
Switzerland 11
Syrian Arab Republic 119 ↓ –1
Tajikistan 127
Tanzania, United Republic of 152 ↑ 1
Thailand 103
Timor-Leste 147
Togo 162
Tonga 90
Trinidad and Tobago 62 ↑ 1
Tunisia 94 ↓ –1
Turkey 92 ↑ 3
Turkmenistan 102
Uganda 161
Ukraine 76 ↑ 3
United Arab Emirates 30
United Kingdom 28
United States 4
Uruguay 48
Uzbekistan 115
Vanuatu 125 ↓ –2
Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 73
Viet Nam 128
Yemen 154
Zambia 164 ↑ 1
Zimbabwe 173
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2011 HDI rank and change in rank from 2005 to 2011

The great development challenge of the 21st century is to safeguard the right of generations today and in the future to 
live healthy and fulfilling lives. The 2011 Human Development Report offers important new contributions to the global 
dialogue on this challenge, showing how sustainability is inextricably linked to equity—to questions of fairness and 
social justice and of greater access to a better quality of life. 

Forecasts suggest that continuing failure to reduce the grave environmental risks and deepening inequalities threat-
ens to slow decades of sustained progress by the world’s poor majority—and even to reverse the global convergence 
in human development. Our remarkable progress in human development cannot continue without bold global steps to 
reduce both environmental risks and inequality. This Report identifies pathways for people, local communities, coun-
tries and the international community to promote environmental sustainability and equity in mutually reinforcing ways.

New analysis shows how power imbalances and gender inequalities at the national level are linked to reduced access 
to clean water and improved sanitation, land degradation and illness and death due to air pollution, amplifying the 
effects associated with income disparities. Gender inequalities also interact with environmental outcomes and make 
them worse. At the global level governance arrangements often weaken the voices of developing countries and 
exclude marginalized groups.

But there are alternatives to inequality and unsustainability. Investments that improve equity—for example, in access 
to renewable energy, water and sanitation, and reproductive healthcare—could advance both sustainability and 
human development. Stronger accountability and democratic processes can also improve outcomes. Successful 
approaches rely on community management, broadly inclusive institutions and attention to disadvantaged groups. 
Beyond the Millennium Development Goals, the world needs a development framework that reflects equity and 
sustainability. This Report shows that approaches that integrate equity into policies and programmes and that 
empower people to bring about change in the legal and political arenas hold enormous promise. 

The financing needed for development are many times greater than current official development assistance. Today’s 
spending on low-carbon energy sources, for example, is less than 2 percent of even the lowest estimate of need. 
Financing flows need to be channeled towards the critical challenges of unsustainability and inequity. While market 
mechanisms and private funding will be vital, they must be supported and leveraged by proactive public investment. 
Closing the financing gap requires innovative thinking, which this Report provides.

The Report also advocates reforms to promote equity and voice. We have a collective responsibility towards the least 
privileged among us today and in the future around the world—and a moral imperative to ensure that the present is 
not the enemy of the future. This Report can help us see the ways forward. 

This Report explores the integral links between environmental sustainability and equity and shows that these 
are critical to expanding human freedoms for people today and in generations to come. The point of departure 
is that the remarkable progress in human development over recent decades that the Human Development 
Report has documented cannot continue without bold global steps to reduce environmental risks and 
inequality. We identify pathways for people, communities, countries and the international community to 
promote environmental sustainability and equity in mutually reinforcing ways.

The cover diagram symbolizes how different policies can have different implications for sustainability and 
equity. Whenever available, we should prefer solutions that are good for the environment while also promot-
ing equity and human development. Pursuing sustainability and equity jointly does not require that they be 
mutually reinforcing. In many instances they will not be. Sometimes the most feasible alternative involves 
trade-offs between sustainability and equity and requires explicit and careful consideration. No trade-off is 
isolated from a society’s structural and institutional conditions, and so we must address the underlying 
constraints and identify positive synergies between sustainability and equity. This Report is aimed not only at 
finding positive synergies but also at identifying ways to build them.
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NOTE
Arrows indicate upward or downward movement in the country’s ranking over 2005–2011 using consistent data and methodology; a blank indicates no change.

Global, Regional and National Human Development reports

Human Development Reports: �e annual global Human Development Reports (HDRs) have been published by UNDP 
since 1990 as intellectually independent and empirically grounded analyses of development issues, trends, progress and 
policies. Resources related to the 2011 Report and earlier HDRs are available free of charge at hdr.undp.org, including full 
texts and summaries in major UN languages, summaries of consultations and network discussions, the Human Develop-
ment Research Paper Series and HDR news bulletins and other public information materials. Also available are statistical 
indicators, other data tools, interactive maps, country fact sheets and additional information associated with the HDRs.

Regional Human Development Reports: More than 40 editorially autonomous HDRs with a regional focus have been 
produced in the past two decades with support from UNDP’s regional bureaus. With o�en provocative analyses and 
policy advocacy, these reports have examined such critical issues as civil liberties and the empowerment of women in the 
Arab States, corruption in Asia and the Paci�c, treatment of the Roma and other minorities in Central Europe and the 
inequitable distribution of wealth in Latin America and the Caribbean.

National Human Development Reports: Since the release of the �rst National HDR in 1992, National HDRs have been 
produced in 140 countries by local editorial teams with UNDP support. �ese reports—more than 650 have been 
published to date—bring a human development perspective to national policy concerns through locally managed consul-
tations and research. National HDRs o�en focus on issues of gender, ethnicity or rural-urban divides to help identify 
inequality, measure progress and detect early warning signs of potential con�ict. Because these reports are grounded in 
national needs and perspectives, many have had substantial in�uence on national policies, including strategies for achiev-
ing the Millennium Development Goals and other human development priorities.

For more information on National and Regional HDRs, including related training and reference resources, see
hdr.undp.org/en/nhdr/.

Human Development Reports 1990–2010

 1990 Concept and Measurement of Human Development
 1991 Financing Human Development
 1992 Global Dimensions of Human Development
 1993 People’s Participation
 1994 New Dimensions of Human Security
 1995 Gender and Human Development
 1996 Economic Growth and Human Development
 1997 Human Development to Eradicate Poverty
 1998 Consumption for Human Development
 1999 Globalization with a Human Face
 2000 Human Rights and Human Development
 2001 Making New Technologies Work for Human Development
 2002 Deepening Democracy in a Fragmented World
 2003 Millennium Development Goals: A Compact among Nations to End Human Poverty
 2004 Cultural Liberty in Today’s Diverse World
 2005 International Cooperation at a Crossroads: Aid, Trade and Security in an Unequal World
 2006 Beyond Scarcity: Power, Poverty and the Global Water Crisis
 2007/2008 Fighting Climate Change: Human Solidarity in a Divided World
 2009 Overcoming Barriers: Human Mobility and Development
 2010 �e Real Wealth of Nations: Pathways to Human Development

For more information visit:
http://hdr.undp.org

Afghanistan 172
Albania 70 ↑ 1
Algeria 96
Andorra 32
Angola 148
Antigua and Barbuda 60 ↑ 1
Argentina 45 ↑ 1
Armenia 86
Australia 2
Austria 19
Azerbaijan 91
Bahamas 53
Bahrain 42
Bangladesh 146
Barbados 47
Belarus 65
Belgium 18
Belize 93 ↓ –1
Benin 167
Bhutan 141 ↓ –1
Bolivia, Plurinational State of 108
Bosnia and Herzegovina 74
Botswana 118 ↓ –1
Brazil 84 ↑ 1
Brunei Darussalam 33
Bulgaria 55 ↑ 1
Burkina Faso 181
Burundi 185
Cambodia 139 ↑ 2
Cameroon 150 ↑ 1
Canada 6
Cape Verde 133
Central African Republic 179
Chad 183 ↓ –1
Chile 44
China 101
Colombia 87 ↑ 1
Comoros 163
Congo 137
Congo, Democratic Republic of the 187
Costa Rica 69 ↓ –1
Côte d’Ivoire 170
Croatia 46 ↓ –1
Cuba 51
Cyprus 31
Czech Republic 27
Denmark 16
Djibouti 165 ↓ –1
Dominica 81 ↓ –1
Dominican Republic 98 ↑ 2
Ecuador 83
Egypt 113 ↓ –1
El Salvador 105
Equatorial Guinea 136 ↓ –1
Eritrea 177
Estonia 34
Ethiopia 174
Fiji 100 ↓ –3
Finland 22
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 78 ↓ –2
France 20
Gabon 106
Gambia 168

Georgia 75
Germany 9
Ghana 135 ↑ 1
Greece 29
Grenada 67
Guatemala 131
Guinea 178
Guinea-Bissau 176
Guyana 117 ↑ 2
Haiti 158 ↑ 1
Honduras 121 ↓ –1
Hong Kong, China (SAR) 13 ↑ 1
Hungary 38
Iceland 14 ↓ –1
India 134
Indonesia 124 ↑ 1
Iran, Islamic Republic of 88 ↓ –1
Iraq 132
Ireland 7
Israel 17
Italy 24
Jamaica 79 ↓ –1
Japan 12
Jordan 95 ↓ –1
Kazakhstan 68 ↑ 1
Kenya 143 ↑ 1
Kiribati 122
Korea, Republic of 15
Kuwait 63 ↓ –1
Kyrgyzstan 126
Lao People’s Democratic Republic 138 ↑ 1
Latvia 43
Lebanon 71 ↓ –1
Lesotho 160
Liberia 182 ↑ 1
Libya 64 ↓ –10
Liechtenstein 8
Lithuania 40 ↑ 1
Luxembourg 25
Madagascar 151 ↓ –2
Malawi 171
Malaysia 61 ↑ 3
Maldives 109
Mali 175
Malta 36
Mauritania 159 ↓ –1
Mauritius 77
Mexico 57
Micronesia, Federated States of 116
Moldova, Republic of 111
Mongolia 110
Montenegro 54 ↑ 1
Morocco 130
Mozambique 184
Myanmar 149 ↑ 1
Namibia 120 ↑ 1
Nepal 157 ↓ –1
Netherlands 3
New Zealand 5
Nicaragua 129
Niger 186
Nigeria 156 ↑ 1
Norway 1

Occupied Palestinian Territory 114
Oman 89
Pakistan 145
Palau 49
Panama 58 ↑ 1
Papua New Guinea 153 ↓ –1
Paraguay 107
Peru 80 ↑ 1
Philippines 112 ↑ 1
Poland 39
Portugal 41 ↓ –1
Qatar 37
Romania 50
Russian Federation 66
Rwanda 166
Saint Kitts and Nevis 72
Saint Lucia 82
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 85 ↓ –1
Samoa 99
São Tomé and Príncipe 144 ↓ –1
Saudi Arabia 56 ↑

↑

2
Senegal 155
Serbia 59 1
Seychelles 52
Sierra Leone 180
Singapore 26
Slovakia 35
Slovenia 21
Solomon Islands 142
South Africa 123 ↑ 1
Spain 23
Sri Lanka 97 ↑ 1
Sudan 169
Suriname 104
Swaziland 140 ↓ –2
Sweden 10
Switzerland 11
Syrian Arab Republic 119 ↓ –1
Tajikistan 127
Tanzania, United Republic of 152 ↑ 1
Thailand 103
Timor-Leste 147
Togo 162
Tonga 90
Trinidad and Tobago 62 ↑ 1
Tunisia 94 ↓ –1
Turkey 92 ↑ 3
Turkmenistan 102
Uganda 161
Ukraine 76 ↑ 3
United Arab Emirates 30
United Kingdom 28
United States 4
Uruguay 48
Uzbekistan 115
Vanuatu 125 ↓ –2
Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of 73
Viet Nam 128
Yemen 154
Zambia 164 ↑ 1
Zimbabwe 173
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The great development challenge of the 21st century is to safeguard the right of generations today and in the future to 
live healthy and fulfilling lives. The 2011 Human Development Report offers important new contributions to the global 
dialogue on this challenge, showing how sustainability is inextricably linked to equity—to questions of fairness and 
social justice and of greater access to a better quality of life. 

Forecasts suggest that continuing failure to reduce the grave environmental risks and deepening inequalities threat-
ens to slow decades of sustained progress by the world’s poor majority—and even to reverse the global convergence 
in human development. Our remarkable progress in human development cannot continue without bold global steps to 
reduce both environmental risks and inequality. This Report identifies pathways for people, local communities, coun-
tries and the international community to promote environmental sustainability and equity in mutually reinforcing ways.

New analysis shows how power imbalances and gender inequalities at the national level are linked to reduced access 
to clean water and improved sanitation, land degradation and illness and death due to air pollution, amplifying the 
effects associated with income disparities. Gender inequalities also interact with environmental outcomes and make 
them worse. At the global level governance arrangements often weaken the voices of developing countries and 
exclude marginalized groups.

But there are alternatives to inequality and unsustainability. Investments that improve equity—for example, in access 
to renewable energy, water and sanitation, and reproductive healthcare—could advance both sustainability and 
human development. Stronger accountability and democratic processes can also improve outcomes. Successful 
approaches rely on community management, broadly inclusive institutions and attention to disadvantaged groups. 
Beyond the Millennium Development Goals, the world needs a development framework that reflects equity and 
sustainability. This Report shows that approaches that integrate equity into policies and programmes and that 
empower people to bring about change in the legal and political arenas hold enormous promise. 

The financing needed for development are many times greater than current official development assistance. Today’s 
spending on low-carbon energy sources, for example, is less than 2 percent of even the lowest estimate of need. 
Financing flows need to be channeled towards the critical challenges of unsustainability and inequity. While market 
mechanisms and private funding will be vital, they must be supported and leveraged by proactive public investment. 
Closing the financing gap requires innovative thinking, which this Report provides.

The Report also advocates reforms to promote equity and voice. We have a collective responsibility towards the least 
privileged among us today and in the future around the world—and a moral imperative to ensure that the present is 
not the enemy of the future. This Report can help us see the ways forward. 

This Report explores the integral links between environmental sustainability and equity and shows that these 
are critical to expanding human freedoms for people today and in generations to come. The point of departure 
is that the remarkable progress in human development over recent decades that the Human Development 
Report has documented cannot continue without bold global steps to reduce environmental risks and 
inequality. We identify pathways for people, communities, countries and the international community to 
promote environmental sustainability and equity in mutually reinforcing ways.

The cover diagram symbolizes how different policies can have different implications for sustainability and 
equity. Whenever available, we should prefer solutions that are good for the environment while also promot-
ing equity and human development. Pursuing sustainability and equity jointly does not require that they be 
mutually reinforcing. In many instances they will not be. Sometimes the most feasible alternative involves 
trade-offs between sustainability and equity and requires explicit and careful consideration. No trade-off is 
isolated from a society’s structural and institutional conditions, and so we must address the underlying 
constraints and identify positive synergies between sustainability and equity. This Report is aimed not only at 
finding positive synergies but also at identifying ways to build them.
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Global, Regional and National Human Development reports

Human Development Reports: �e annual global Human Development Reports (HDRs) have been published by UNDP 
since 1990 as intellectually independent and empirically grounded analyses of development issues, trends, progress and 
policies. Resources related to the 2011 Report and earlier HDRs are available free of charge at hdr.undp.org, including full 
texts and summaries in major UN languages, summaries of consultations and network discussions, the Human Develop-
ment Research Paper Series and HDR news bulletins and other public information materials. Also available are statistical 
indicators, other data tools, interactive maps, country fact sheets and additional information associated with the HDRs.

Regional Human Development Reports: More than 40 editorially autonomous HDRs with a regional focus have been 
produced in the past two decades with support from UNDP’s regional bureaus. With o�en provocative analyses and 
policy advocacy, these reports have examined such critical issues as civil liberties and the empowerment of women in the 
Arab States, corruption in Asia and the Paci�c, treatment of the Roma and other minorities in Central Europe and the 
inequitable distribution of wealth in Latin America and the Caribbean.

National Human Development Reports: Since the release of the �rst National HDR in 1992, National HDRs have been 
produced in 140 countries by local editorial teams with UNDP support. �ese reports—more than 650 have been 
published to date—bring a human development perspective to national policy concerns through locally managed consul-
tations and research. National HDRs o�en focus on issues of gender, ethnicity or rural-urban divides to help identify 
inequality, measure progress and detect early warning signs of potential con�ict. Because these reports are grounded in 
national needs and perspectives, many have had substantial in�uence on national policies, including strategies for achiev-
ing the Millennium Development Goals and other human development priorities.

For more information on National and Regional HDRs, including related training and reference resources, see
hdr.undp.org/en/nhdr/.

Human Development Reports 1990–2010

 1990 Concept and Measurement of Human Development
 1991 Financing Human Development
 1992 Global Dimensions of Human Development
 1993 People’s Participation
 1994 New Dimensions of Human Security
 1995 Gender and Human Development
 1996 Economic Growth and Human Development
 1997 Human Development to Eradicate Poverty
 1998 Consumption for Human Development
 1999 Globalization with a Human Face
 2000 Human Rights and Human Development
 2001 Making New Technologies Work for Human Development
 2002 Deepening Democracy in a Fragmented World
 2003 Millennium Development Goals: A Compact among Nations to End Human Poverty
 2004 Cultural Liberty in Today’s Diverse World
 2005 International Cooperation at a Crossroads: Aid, Trade and Security in an Unequal World
 2006 Beyond Scarcity: Power, Poverty and the Global Water Crisis
 2007/2008 Fighting Climate Change: Human Solidarity in a Divided World
 2009 Overcoming Barriers: Human Mobility and Development
 2010 �e Real Wealth of Nations: Pathways to Human Development

For more information visit:
http://hdr.undp.org
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Albania 70 ↑ 1
Algeria 96
Andorra 32
Angola 148
Antigua and Barbuda 60 ↑ 1
Argentina 45 ↑ 1
Armenia 86
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Austria 19
Azerbaijan 91
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Barbados 47
Belarus 65
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Belize 93 ↓ –1
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Bhutan 141 ↓ –1
Bolivia, Plurinational State of 108
Bosnia and Herzegovina 74
Botswana 118 ↓ –1
Brazil 84 ↑ 1
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Bulgaria 55 ↑ 1
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Burundi 185
Cambodia 139 ↑ 2
Cameroon 150 ↑ 1
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Cape Verde 133
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Chad 183 ↓ –1
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Czech Republic 27
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Dominican Republic 98 ↑ 2
Ecuador 83
Egypt 113 ↓ –1
El Salvador 105
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France 20
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Guyana 117 ↑ 2
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Hong Kong, China (SAR) 13 ↑ 1
Hungary 38
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Indonesia 124 ↑ 1
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Kazakhstan 68 ↑ 1
Kenya 143 ↑ 1
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Korea, Republic of 15
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Lao People’s Democratic Republic 138 ↑ 1
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Liberia 182 ↑ 1
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Moldova, Republic of 111
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Mozambique 184
Myanmar 149 ↑ 1
Namibia 120 ↑ 1
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Netherlands 3
New Zealand 5
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Papua New Guinea 153 ↓ –1
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Peru 80 ↑ 1
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Qatar 37
Romania 50
Russian Federation 66
Rwanda 166
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Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 85 ↓ –1
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United Arab Emirates 30
United Kingdom 28
United States 4
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Uzbekistan 115
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Viet Nam 128
Yemen 154
Zambia 164 ↑ 1
Zimbabwe 173
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The great development challenge of the 21st century is to safeguard the right of generations today and in the future to 
live healthy and fulfilling lives. The 2011 Human Development Report offers important new contributions to the global 
dialogue on this challenge, showing how sustainability is inextricably linked to equity—to questions of fairness and 
social justice and of greater access to a better quality of life. 

Forecasts suggest that continuing failure to reduce the grave environmental risks and deepening inequalities threat-
ens to slow decades of sustained progress by the world’s poor majority—and even to reverse the global convergence 
in human development. Our remarkable progress in human development cannot continue without bold global steps to 
reduce both environmental risks and inequality. This Report identifies pathways for people, local communities, coun-
tries and the international community to promote environmental sustainability and equity in mutually reinforcing ways.

New analysis shows how power imbalances and gender inequalities at the national level are linked to reduced access 
to clean water and improved sanitation, land degradation and illness and death due to air pollution, amplifying the 
effects associated with income disparities. Gender inequalities also interact with environmental outcomes and make 
them worse. At the global level governance arrangements often weaken the voices of developing countries and 
exclude marginalized groups.

But there are alternatives to inequality and unsustainability. Investments that improve equity—for example, in access 
to renewable energy, water and sanitation, and reproductive healthcare—could advance both sustainability and 
human development. Stronger accountability and democratic processes can also improve outcomes. Successful 
approaches rely on community management, broadly inclusive institutions and attention to disadvantaged groups. 
Beyond the Millennium Development Goals, the world needs a development framework that reflects equity and 
sustainability. This Report shows that approaches that integrate equity into policies and programmes and that 
empower people to bring about change in the legal and political arenas hold enormous promise. 

The financing needed for development are many times greater than current official development assistance. Today’s 
spending on low-carbon energy sources, for example, is less than 2 percent of even the lowest estimate of need. 
Financing flows need to be channeled towards the critical challenges of unsustainability and inequity. While market 
mechanisms and private funding will be vital, they must be supported and leveraged by proactive public investment. 
Closing the financing gap requires innovative thinking, which this Report provides.

The Report also advocates reforms to promote equity and voice. We have a collective responsibility towards the least 
privileged among us today and in the future around the world—and a moral imperative to ensure that the present is 
not the enemy of the future. This Report can help us see the ways forward. 

This Report explores the integral links between environmental sustainability and equity and shows that these 
are critical to expanding human freedoms for people today and in generations to come. The point of departure 
is that the remarkable progress in human development over recent decades that the Human Development 
Report has documented cannot continue without bold global steps to reduce environmental risks and 
inequality. We identify pathways for people, communities, countries and the international community to 
promote environmental sustainability and equity in mutually reinforcing ways.

The cover diagram symbolizes how different policies can have different implications for sustainability and 
equity. Whenever available, we should prefer solutions that are good for the environment while also promot-
ing equity and human development. Pursuing sustainability and equity jointly does not require that they be 
mutually reinforcing. In many instances they will not be. Sometimes the most feasible alternative involves 
trade-offs between sustainability and equity and requires explicit and careful consideration. No trade-off is 
isolated from a society’s structural and institutional conditions, and so we must address the underlying 
constraints and identify positive synergies between sustainability and equity. This Report is aimed not only at 
finding positive synergies but also at identifying ways to build them.
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