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1.  Overail Conception”

The ECA"s Fconomic Report on Africa {999 inwoduces three new composite economic indicators:
sne Economic Sustainabilitv ndex ¢ ESI), the Economic Policy Stance Index (EPSD), and the Annuai
performance Trend index (APTT). The Economic Sustainability Index is designed to measure long-
-arm economic prospects, while the Economic Policy Stance index evaiuates policy effectiveness. The
snnuai Performance Trend Index is constructed as 2 simpie. singie-vear measure of economic
nerformance with respect to particuiar countries’ improvement or decline relative to the previous year.
The purpose of this paper is to give a more detailed accounting of these indicators than that which
ippeared in the £conomic Report. and to eiicir comments and suggestions for refinement of the indices

for use in future appiications.

>. The paper that follows is organized into four sections. Section [ discusses the conceptualization of
the indices. and puts them into perspective with regards to the current literature. Section II elaborates
0 the methodology and results of the initial application of the indices. Section I discusses proposed

‘mprovements for future versions of the composite indices. and Section [V offers some brief
conclusions.

3. A number of previous attempts at the construction of composite indices evaluating various
.conomic criteria have been made. However. the ECA’s composite indices represent a departure from
such previous efforts on a number of leveis. The Economic Sustainability Index is both
comprehensive and broad in focus. Other composite indices tend to be one or the other, but not both.
For example. the UNDP’s Human Development Index is broad in focus, as it seeks to measure overall
well-being, but it is comprised of only three indicators. Conversely, HIID’s Africa Competitiveness
Tndex is comprehensive. as it is derived from surveys covering a large number of variables. However,
it seeks to measure only the business climate in a sample of African countries. In contrast to these
examples, the Economic Sustainability Index is both comprehensive and broad in focus. In its current
form, it aggregates 24 four variabies into a single index. with significantly more variabies to be added
in future applications. Additionaily. the ESI seeks to measure overall long-term economic prospects.
Thus. rather than opting for the methodological simplicity of the Human Development Index or the
arrower focus of the Africa Competitiveness [ndex. the Economic Sustainability Index chooses a

more ambitious approach.

4+ The Economic Policy Stance Index also represents a departure from existing measures. Unlike
previous attempts, such as that made in the Worid Bank’s Adjustment in Africa publication, it clearly
separates policy and performance. Given the vulnerability of African economies to factors which are
beyond the influence of economic policy, such as external shocks, civil strife, drought, etc., such a
separation between policies themseives and the areas which the policies are intended to affect is
necessary. Thus, for instance. trade policies are evaluated on the basis of criteria such as the absence
of tariff levels and quotas, and customs procedures, rather than on the basis of export performance,
which is often strongly affected by non-policy factors. In making this separation, it is thus possible
ot onlv to evaluate policy in a more robust fashion. but also to gain insight into the extent to which
policymakers can exert influence over economic conditions.

2 The Annual Performance Trend Index is an effort to produce a simple, easily understood single
indicator which takes into account the key measures of economic performance. There can be little
Joubt that the broad goals of an economy are increased output. price stability, and a sustainabie
balance of payments. as well as tull empioyment and poverty eradication (Soludo 1998). The APTTis
‘ntended to retlect improvement or decline only from the previous year, so that a country that is
performing weil and continues to perform weil will score lower than a poorly performing country which
has made significant improvements. Thus, this indicator shouid thus be seen as a short-term indication of

the direction in which a particular economy is moving.
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1I. Methodology, Resuits, and Analysis

2.1.

Economic Sustainability Index

5. The sustainability index is an aggregate of five separate category indices: human capital
deveiopment, structural diversity, dependency. transaction costs. and macrogconomic sustainability.
Cach of these categories consists of berween three and six variabies. with each variable assigned a
score from one to ten. The procedures for determining the scores are detailed below, with an example
srovided for each step to ease understanding.

(1

For each variable. the three best performers among the African countries are averaged
to find the “best practices” benchmark. Countries with populations under one million
are excluded from this caicuiation. The “best practices” benchmark is then set as a
score of seven to reflect the observation that by most criteria, even the best performing
African countries could improve significantly.

Ex. For the aduit illiteracy variabie in the Human Capitai Development category, the
top three performers are Zimbabwe, Mauritius, and South Africa, at 15%, 17%, and
18% respectively. Since none of these countries have populations in below of one
million, all three are used in the calcuiation. The average of 16.7% is thus set as the
“best pracrices” benchmark and is given a score of seven.

Next, the mean and standard deviation for each variable is caiculated. If the presence
of outliers or skewing of the distribution causes the standard deviation to be very high
relative to the mean, then the distribution is logarithmicaily transformed. One-haif
standard deviations of either the original distribution or the logarithmic transformation
of the distribution are then used as the boundaries between the scores. The “best
practices” benchmark is set at the midpoint of the range spanning a score of seven
(i.e., the benchmark plus or minus one-quarter of a standard deviation equals a score
of seven), and the scores are assigned such that half-standard deviations in either
direction represent the boundaries for further scores.

Ex. Conninuing with the previous example, the mean and standard deviation of
the distribution of the adult illiteracy rates has a mean of 44.4 and a standard
deviation of 18.4. Since the standard deviation is fairly low, no logarithmic
transformation is needed Since the benchmark in this case was 16.7, and one-
quarter of a standard deviation is equal to 4.6, countries with illiteracy rates
between 12.1% and 21.3% are assigned a score of 7. A score of 6 would
correspond to an illiteracy rate between 21.3% and 30.5%, as 21.3% plus one
half of a standard deviation (9.2) is equal to 30.5%. For further scores, each
additionai 9.6% results in a deduction of one point, so that scoring for this
indicator is as follows:

>69 | 60-69 | 50-59 | 4149 | 3140 22-30 | 13-21 | 3-12 | <3 n/a

| Score

I | 2 | 3 | 4 i 5 6 | 71 | 8 9 | 10

3)

Thus, for example. Liberia's illiteracv rate of 62% falls between 39.3% and 68.9%,
garnering a score of 2.

The scores for the variables that comprise each of the five categories are then
averaged to find the category scores for human capital development, dependency,
macroeconomic sustainability, transaction costs, and structural diversity for each



sountrv. i daa is not available ror ail ot the variables i1 a category for a parucuiar
sounmry. che caregory score s computed as the average of the avaiiable scores.
tHowever. i7 data is unavailable for more than haif of the vanables which comprise a
particular category, then the country does not receive a score for that category. unless
data is available for at least three of the variables in a category. Finaily. the category
scores are averaged to find the Economic Sustainability Index; countries that did not

receive scores for at least three of the five categories were omitted.

Zx. In the Human Capiutal Devetopment category, Botswana receivea a 3 for aduit
iiliteracv, a 7 for gross enrotment ratio. a 3 for naturai and appiied sciences as
sercentage of tertiary earoiment. 2 o for hoth percentage of population with access 10
safe water and popuiation per hospual bed. Data for R&D scientists and technicians
per 1.000 peopie and doctors per 100.000 peopie were unavailable. Since data was
svailable for at feast haif of the indicators comprising the category. Botswana receives
1 score in the Human Capitai Deveiopment category. This score is equai to 5.40. the
average of the scores for ifie rive variables above. Botswana scored 6.5 in the
Dependency category, and 6.00 in the Macroeconomic Sustainability category. The
country did not receive scores for the Transaction Costs or Structural Diversity
categories, as data was unavailable. The average of the three category scores is 3.97,

which is Botswana's overall score for the Economic Sustainability Index.

The country-bv-country resuits are dispiaved in table 1 below. Five countries were excluded due

-5 insuificient data. [n the way Of common Ieatures among the highest and lowest scorers, we note
-hat tive of the top six countries (Equaronai Guinea. South Africa, Botswana, Tunisia. and Egypt) ail
:njoy a high level of resource endowment. At the pottom of the rankings, countries with a history of
-ontlict predominate as Sierra iLeone. Niger. Benin. Uganda. Cenmal Africa Republic. and Rwanda

-ompnse the $ix iowest SCOrers.

Table 1: 1998 Economic Sustainability Index Country Scores and Rankings

Countrv ESI 'Rank Counmy =SI  Rank Country ES] . Rank
Tquat Guinea 6,06 . 1 CongoRep. 1.53 17 Gambia 106 33
SemAmGa | 5.04 | 2 sudan BER {3 SurkinaFaso 393 . 34
Jptswana 3.97 3 cate Llvoire [ 3.44 19 ,Mozambigque 2.92 ‘ 35
Nagrmus S08 | 4 Semesm 1 336 70 jEhiopia 201 ;36
“Tunisia 191 5 Capeverde | 3733 21 {Malaw 290 | 37
Zgypt 374 1§ QumeaBissaw 377 22 Madagascar 287 | 38
Zimbabwe 143 i 7  Congo DR j 3.25 13 éGuinca 279 | 39
Lesotho 442 8§ Zambm 323 | 24  iChad 275 1 40
lorocco 139 . G oOmvous 3733 28 Tome C 272 . 4]
Algera 423 . 10 Ghana ©3.18 z ‘Maurtamia . 2.65 42
Sevchelles +.13 11 Nigena R 27 Uganda 2.50 43
Sabon 304 12 Tenzana iRE T3 Rwanaa 244 34
<wazilano 3.83 i i3 Angoa ©2.07 29 CemaAR 242 45
Nenva 5.80 | l4 Bumwna 303 30  (Bemn 240 | 46
Namibia 356 @ !S5 Comorss . 300 ' 31 Niger 203 1 47
.~ ameroon 1.54 16 Maii bO3.00 32 'Sierra Leone ©2.00 E 48




Figure !: Frequency Distriburtion of 1999
Ecooomic Sustainability Index Scores
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3. Another notable feature of the scores is the disparity between the top scorers and the rest ot the
group. Figure 1 shows a reasonably smooth. normal distribution of scores, with the exception of the
top three countries. Equatorial Guinea, South Africa, and Botswana, with an average score of 6.02.
sreatly exceed the rest of the countries’ average of 3.31. Additionally, the average of these three
countries’ scores is not far from the “best practices” benchmark score of seven. This suggests that
these three countries tend to consistently outperform the rest of Africa in terms of the variables used to
compute the economic sustainability index,

2.2, Economic Policy Stance Index

., The initial implementation of the economic policy stance index was in an extremely limited form,
1s it was limited to those variables which are quantifiable. Accordingly, the index was limited to the
two categories of monetary policy and fiscai poiicy, consisting of 3 and 4 variables respectively. The
scores were determined using the same procedures as in the Economic Sustainability Index, as the
average of the three best performing countries was set at seven, and further scores were determined by
one-half standard deviations (see section 2.1 above for details). :

10. Scores were obtained for 33 of the 53 African countries. Table 2 below shows the scores and
country rankings for the 1998 Economic Policy Stance Index. As was the case for the Economic
Sustainability Index, the bottom of the rankings is dominated by countries with a history of conflict
(Sierra Leone, Guinea-Bissau, Rwanda, Mozambique). At the top of the rankings, it is notable that four of
the five highest scorers (Ethiopia, Egypt, Seychelles. and South Africa) garner reiatively high approvai
ratings from the Worid Bank.

Table 2: 1998 Economic Policy Stance Country Scores and Rankings

Counwy EPSI  |Rank | Country | EPSI .Rank [Counumy EPSI Rank
'Seycheiles 5.33 1 Gambia 3.92 12 [Nigena 3.33 22
‘South Afica | 5.29 R Namibia | 3 75 {3 |Cameroon 3.25 24
Congorep. 488 3 Zampia | 375 ; |3 |Sencgal 3.25 24
‘Ethiopra 483 | 4 | Zimbabwe | 375 | |3 (SsoT.&Pr 3.21 26
Egypt 475 | 5 | Swamiand | 371 | |6 (Chad 3.17 27
"Gumea | 458 | 6 lesotho | 3,58 ; 17  Mozambique 3.00 28
‘Equat Gumea | 442 | - Tanzama | 358 | 17 |GuineaBissau 2.96 29
Kenva 142 |7 | Sl | 350 {19 Madagmcar T 2.79 30
Gabon | 438 1 9 | Cmma 350 ¢ (9 Rwada . 275 31
Boswana | 433 | {0 | CmAR | 342 21 Maiawn 2.58 32
Mmrmes | 404 | 11 | Cevee | 333 | 2 [Semlene 2.2 33
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Figure 2: Frequency Distribution of 1999
Economic Poiicy Stance index Scores
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"1 The distribution of the scoring, as shown in figure 2. reveals that as in the Economic Sustainability
“ndex. the marority of the scores are iow. with a smail group of countries obtaining higher scores.
Jowever, the difference berween the high and low scorers is not nearly as pronounced as in the
srevious case. This is interesting, as given the smaiier number of variables used to compute the policy
.rance index. one would expect greater variance than in the sustainability index. In contrast to the
sustainability index, the average score of the inree highest scorers (Seychelles, South Africa, and the
Republic of Congo) is 5.17, well below the benchmark of seven. The conclusion that can be drawn is
:hat rather than a few countries consistentty getting the standard for performance, as was the case in
-he sustainability index. the best performers in one policy area may perform pooriy in others.

2.3 Annual Performance Trend Index

‘= The 1998 Annual Performance Trend index was computed using three measures of change in
.098: change in output per head (i.e., per capita GDP growth), change in the rate of inflation, and
-hange in the current account balance as percentage of GDP. For each variable, countries are assigned

scores between —10 and +10. The scores are determined as follows:

(N For each variable. no change is set at a score of zero. For change in per capita output
and inflation. scores of plus and minus 10 are set at plus and minus two standard
deviations of the distributions respectively. For the change in current account
balance, plus and minus 10 correspond to plus and minus three standard deviations of
the distribution. Equal intervais are used to determine further scores.

Ex. The standard deviation of the distribution of per capita GDP growth rates was
2.97. Therefore. a growth rate of 5.94% (twice the standard deviation of 2.97) garners
a score of ten. while a growth rate of —3.94% receives a minus 10. Equal intervais
between the scores correspond to 0.59% per capita GDP growth per point, so that a
country with a per capita GDP growth rate of 0.59% receives a score of 1, a 1.18%
growth rate recetves a 2, eic.

) The scores are then weighted so that change in per capita output accounts for half of
the final score. while change in current account balance and change inflation account
for one-quarter of the final score each.

Ex. In 1998. Cameroon's per capita GDP grew by 2.4%. earning a score of +3.9, its
e L a9 erreenpnding to 2 score of +0.6. and the current



account talance worsenea by i.1% of GDP for a score of ~i. Cameroon's tinal score
sthus (12X 2IH~ 13 X060+ i/ 4 X=-i.01=~i.7.

e 10 iack of data. Of the top scoring countries, it is notabie that most benetited from temporary or
sxternai conditions in 1998. sucn as oil discovery, tavorable agricuitural conditions. or the cessation of
sivii unrest. The countries that received high negative scores tended to suffer rom failing oii prices.
>r damaging conflicts.

*3. The scores and countrv rankings are displayed in table 3 below. Three countries were excluded

Tabie 3: 1998 Annual Performance Trend Index Country Scores and Rankings

Counmy | APTI | Rank ICountry | APTI [Rank [Country | APTI |Rank i
[Equat Guinea | 6.4 | Tunsia 2 18 [Niger -0.1 35
Maunuus 4.6 2 Nammbia | | 8§ 20 (Madagascar 03 36
CongoRep. | 4.5 3 Semegat i [ § | |9 iAngoa b -0.5 37
.Sudan N 4 Cameroon | |7 { 22 (Algena -0.8 38
Guinea 3.7 S (Gambia | {7 | 23 [SownhAfrica -0.8 39
Moroceo 3.4 6 Ghama | 17 | 21 iGabon -1.4 40

Chad 33 ¢ 3 Boswama « |3 ; 24 |Swaziand 1.8 41

Cote U'lvoire 33 ¢ 7 ;;rao T & E i3 | 25 Ethiopa 2.3 42
ConeBma | 33 0 Semm . 14 . 26 Dibom 2.4 43

Zgypt 29 10 oo L4 27 Malaw -2.5 44
3urxina Faso 2.7 {2 ,samaa . .8 . 18 jComoms i 3 A5

om0 57 11 Zamom | 08 | 30 [Semien | 3] 26
CentA.R. 2.2 13 .Zimbabwe | (3 § : 2g  Nigena 33 47
 Maii 2.1 14 Kenya 0.6 1 31 |Libya -3.4 48
;Tanzama 21 | 15 icaeVemder (4 | 32 |Seyemelies -3.9 49
:Burundi 2 16 | Maurtama 0 [ 33 jRwanda 4.1 50
Mozambigue 2 ¢ 17 Conga DR .01 i 34

14 Closer scrutinization of the scores reveais that though African economic performance in 1998
provides some grounds for optimism. overall performance in the year was far from exempiary.
Although 32 of the 50 countries received positive scores, indicating improvement in the year, many of
the more populous African countries backslid in 1998, while progress was led by the North African
subregion. The 17 countries which received negative scores account for 49.6% of the African
population, while the aggregate score for the continent was a modest +0.21, with an alarming —0.37 for

sub-Saharan Africa.

2.4 Correlations with other indices

:3. Having obtained scores for the 1998 Economic Sustainability, Policy Stance, and Annual
Performance Trend Indices, we now examine the relationship between the ECA’s composite indices
and other selected indicators. To this end. we employ correlation analysis to determine what links, if
any, exist between our indices and the following existing composite indicators: HIID’s Africa
Competitiveness index, the UNDP’s Human Development and Human Poverty Indices, Institutional
tnvestor's Country Risk Ratings, and Transparency International’s Corruption Perception Index.
Additionally, we examine the correlation between the ECA indices and per capita income.



~ipie 4: Spearman (Rank) Curreiation Coetlicients
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e 1*\ indicate that ihe coerficients are stanstically insigmuricant at 3 percent. The rest of the coefficients are statisticatly
:gmficant at ar bejow 3 percent.

‘5. Table 3 above dispiavs the Spearman Rank correiation coetficients between the variables. The
Z:onomic Sustainability Index shows moderate-to-high, statistically significant correiation with all of
the other variables. This impiies that investment in long term sustainability is linked to improved
standards of living, reduced poverty and corruption. and an environment more conducive to
nvestment. The Economic Policy Stance Index shows significant correiation with the sustainability,
zompetitiveness, and human development indices. suggesting that policy improvements lead to
:mprovements in these areas as well. It is difficult to draw conclusions from the observed correlations
between per capila income and the policy and sustainability indicators. Clearly, good performance in
:he areas of policy and sustainability should lead to rising levels of income; however, it is also to be
expected that higher incomes wouid lead to investment in these areas as well. Thus, it is impossible to
determine which exerts a stronger effect on the other. The lack of correlation between the Annual
Sarformance Trend Index and the other indices highiichts the difficuity in assessing the overail heaith

ol

~T 4n economy based on 11S PErIOTMAnce 0 & singie year.

i1l. Proposed Improvements

i 7. Significant refinement is pianned for future applications of the composite indicators discussed
sbove. which are to become a reguiar feature m ECA’s annual Economic Report on Africa. The
foilowing section discusses pianned and proposed improvernents for the Economic Sustainability,
Tconomic Policy Stance. and Annual Performance Trend Indices.

:§. Next year's Economic Sustainability index wil be revised in a number of ways. Most
‘mportantiy, significant amount of additionai data will be coliected, particularly in the area of
.nfrastructural development unger the fransactions cOsts category. Much of this data will be
unavailable from other sources. .Appendix Table | provides a compiete list of the data of which the
sustainability index wilil ultimately be comprised. '

"9, Secondly, additional categories are planned. [n any measure of long-term economic sustainability,
-he role of the environment must be accounted tor. Thus, a new category covering natural resource
Jepletion. poilution, and other environmentai factors will be included. A planned category accounting
for market and institutional deveiopment was not impiemented due to data constraints. This category
il include measures of the formalization of the economy. as weil as the effectiveness of property
rights. A final area of importance which was not inciuded in the index is that of regionai integration.
It is the position of the ECA that strengthening economic ties on a regional basis is a crucial element
of long-term development. However. the extent of a particular country’s “regionalization” is difficult
ra measure. If some basis for evaiuating countries in this regard can be established. an additional
category will be added.

~0. Finaily, changes are pianned with regards to the manner in which the variables are aggregated. In
‘he original formulation. no weigiting scheme was used. as there is little theoretical guidance on the
subject. However, future versions of the index wiil inciude some attempt to ensure that more
important variables are given more influence than less important ones. Additionally, some of the more
olatile variables may be considered on the basis of three-to-five year averages, in order to smooth out




“he erfects of singie-vear “spike  aberranions. Lastiv. certain varables may be evaiuated on the basis
-f levei rather than change.

1. In order to assess how some of these changes will improve the Economic Sustainability Index, we
consider the case of the top scoring country, Equatorial Guinea. This is perhaps the most curious
-esuit of the exercise: though the Equatoguinean economy has made great strides in recent years, few
wouid argue that it has the best prospects for long-term deveiopment in all of Africa. Table 4 displays
:he composition of Equatoriai Guinea’s final score of 6.06. The influence of two factors explains the
:nslated score: first. data was insurficient to obtain a score for the Structural Diversification index.
Given that the recent growth expiosion in the counwry is due aimost entirely to oil exports, one wouid
axpect a poor score in this category. [mproved data collection will correct this problem. Second, the
score of 10 in the category of Macroeconomic Sustainability is surprising. Table 4 shows that this
<core results trom scores of 10 in both investment and export growth, with no score recorded for
savings. The aforementioned oii boom accounts for the fact that investment in Equatorial Guinea in
1097 was 93.9% of GDP. Using a three-to-five year average of the levei of investment, rather than a
single year value, wouid ameliorate the effects of this sort of aberrant, temporary situation, and serve
1s a better indicator of investument as it pertains to long-term economic prospects. Similarly, growth
exports may fluctuate wildly from year to year due to temporary shocks, as was the case for Equatorial
Guinea in 1997. when real per capita exports grew by no iess than 205%. Again, using a three-to-five
vear average, or, alternatively, the ievel of reai per capita exports, would provide more robust resuits.

Table 5: Economic Sustainability Index, Equatoriai Guinea

- Jveral Score: .06

“yman Capitat Development index Jepengency index 1 index of Macrocconomic Sustamnabitity
. inavole v Lever - 3core : “arapie o ievel : Icore Variabie Level Score
1 Gross 0d% i b ¢ Rauoof ODAto foal ¢ 08% | 2 Real Per Capita 205% 10
| Enroiment ! | Gov't Revenue Expont Growth
! Ratio f | (exctuding grants)
[ Popwanon % | 95% . 7 { Total External Debtas | 84% | 3 Gross Private 94% 10
! with Access to ' I % of GDP Investmentas a % of | -
i Safe Water i l GDP
“ Doctors per 21 P4 !
i 100.000 !
[ Total I © 567 ¢ ot 123 Total 10.0
: H | }

22, The Economic Policy Stance index will be significantiy expanded in future applications. As was
the case for the sustainability index. a significant amount of the data which comprises the original
conception of the index was unavailable (see Appendix Table 2). More importantly, the majority of
the components of the policy stance index consist of qualitative assessments of various policy areas.
Time constraints limited the initial computation of the index to those variables which are quantifiable.
1n the future, attempts will be made to subjectively assess a broad range of the economic policies of
African countries, combining both quantitative and quailitative measures to produce a far more
comprehensive indicator of economic policy stance. Such qualitative assessment may be carried out
through evaluation and discussion by ECA staif members with expertise in the relevant regions and
policy areas. Alternatively, surveys of businesses, poiicymakers, and/or other informed sources may

be undertaken.

1. The Annual Performance Trend Index wiil be improved in later years as reliable annual data
hecomes available in further areas. To the goais of GDP growth, price stability, and a sustainable
haiance of payments, we can add full employment, and in the African context, poverty eradication.
Unfortunately, reliabie annuai data on empioyment and poverty does not exist at this time for the vast
majority of African countries. As such data becomes available. measures of employment and poverty
reduction witl be included in the Annuai Performance Trend Index.



1¥. Conciusions

. The initiai appiication of the Economic Sustainability and Policy Stance indices has produced
Jserul and interesting resuits as exempiified by the correiation coefficients between the indices and
srher measures of economic conditions and performance. These soong and significant correiations
iemonstrate not cniy the links berween sustainapility, poiicy stance. and the other indicators. but aiso
intuitivelv indicate the veracity of our composite indicators themselves. However, perhaps the most
intriguing part of the exercise has been that these results were derived from a limited form ot the
overail conception if the indices. With the preposed refinements, the Economic Sustainability Index
sromises to be an authoritative and exhaustive measure of long- term economic prospects. Additional
data will make the category indices ( Human Capital Deveiopment. Transactions Costs, etc.) of interest
in and of themseives. The Economic Policy Stance Index. once fuily implemented. will be a unique
.nd detailed indicator of the etfectiveness of economic policy. The Annual Performance Trend Index
Jrovides a convenient singie indicator measuring overail economic performance, and will become
more robust as empiovment and poverty data improve. Such measures should prove to be of great
interest to policymakers. academics. and other observers of the African economies.
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.ppenuix Table i: List of Yaraples, seonomic Sustainabiiity (naex

Tlote: [ralics indicate vanables wnicn have not vet been impiemented
) Juman Capitai Deveiopment Index
cducation

< Aggregaie school enroiment rauo

= Adult illiteracy rate

“ Naturai and appiied sciences as cercentage of total teruary enroiment
< R&D scientists and technicians per 1.000 people)

* Toral number o7 universitv graduates in the civil service

* Total number of engineers and sciennsis in the civil service

Heaith

* Population per hospitai bed
* Doctors per 100.000 people.
“ Parcentage of popuiation with access o sare water supply

i Structurai Diversification (ndex

< Share in manuracturing as a 7% ui total cutow

= Diversification index

* Concentration [ndex

* Iargest share of total exports 2oing 0 u single traaing partner

Il Dependency index

< Ratio of ODA 10 t01al government =xpenditure exciuding grants
~ Total external debt stock to GDP

* Debt service ratio

*« Food imports as a %% o7 total imports

IAA) Transaction Costs Index
Communicaton

« Number of telephone tines per {.000 peopie

T 'nmet telephone demand as ¥» of total

* Internet hosts per 1.000 peopie

* Average cost per minute of locali teiephone call

= iverage cost of telephone call per minute o London. Paris. and Brussels.
=~ Number of post otfices per 100.000 peopte

“ Number of davs reauired for ordinary surrace maii to be delivered within a distance
ot 300 kilometres

* Number of davs ror orainary surjace maii [0 be delivered to/from Europe
Transportation

* Ratio of paved roads 1o the country’s effective land area.

* iverage cosi of overland shipping per kg ™ km

»




ilities

* Per capita electricity consumption

* Electric power transmission and distribution losses as % of total

* Cost per unit oI elecmicity consumption

* Percentage of popuiation with access to eleciriciry

“ Numper of davs per montn there is eleciricity suppiy in main ciries

* dverage cost per (ilre oy gasoline

= {verage number of days there is water supply in major industrial cities

Cost of doing business

= qverage number or days it takes domestic investor to process documents/license to
sel up factory

* {verage number of davs i1 takes joreign investor to process documents/license to set
up jacrory

* dverage cost per piot of land to set up jactory in major industrial cities

* dverage number of weeks/months/vears it takes to procure land for business

* Average number of days it takes a manufacturer 1o process bank documents to
import necessary inputs

* iverage number of davs i1 takes to clear merchandise al the seaporyairport

* Average houriy wage jor unskilled labor

* 4verage hourlv wage Jor skilled labor

« Estimated number ot man-hours (ost due (o labor unrest (work stoppages)

* Total number or weeks/ months there is civil war in any part of the country

* Total number of vioient political protests in the year

Capacity utilization

V)

v

* Inaustrial capaciry uilization rate
Macroeconomic indicators of sustainability
* Real per capita export growth rate

* Gross domestic savings as a % of GDP

* Gross private investment as a % ot GDP

Market and Institutionai Deveiopment index

Financial depth and extent of formalization of the economy

* Ratio of M2/GDP

* Ratio of currencv in circulation to M2 (indicator of pervasiveness of informal sector
or lack of use of formai financial svstem!

* Proportion of labor yorce in subsistence farming

* Number of commercial bank branches per 100.000 people

* 4ssets of merchant banks ro GDP ratio

* 4ssets of insurance companies to GDP ratio

* Capitalization ratio of the capital marker



sdician svslem ang suarantes of Croperty rignts

* Numoper o7 court houses per 100,000 peopie
“ Ngmber 07 davs weeks/montis: vears 1t jakes (¢ get judgement in a civil suir

VII) Regionat [ntegration Index

YIIT) Environmentai Index




Appendix Iable 2: List of Variables, £conomic Policy Stance index

Note: [talics indicate variables which have not vet been imptemented. underline indicates
jualitative indicators which must be subiectively assessed (and thus have also not vet been

implemented)
D Macroeconomic Policy {ndex
Fiscal Policy

* Ratio of budgert deticit to GDP

* Taxes on income and prorits (i.e.. low-distortion} as a % of total government
revenue. with higher percentages getting higher scores

* Taxes on trade and international transactions as a o of total government revenue.
with lower percentages gettng higher scores

* Indirect (i.e.. high-distortion) taxes as a % of total government revenue. with lower
percentages gerting higher scores

* Proportion or total government expenditure devoted fo capital spending and
maintenance.

* Fxtra-budgetary expenditures as a % of GDP

Monetary Policy

* Growth rate or reai money suopiy 1 M2)

* Spread berween the prime lending (nominai) interest rate and the savings deposit
rate

* Real savings interest rate

* Proportion of banking secror credit going to the government ‘

* Extent of reforms and conduct of monetarv policy through the indirect instruments

{eg. market determined interest rates. market-based allocation of credit, etc) rather

than solely on directed credit, fixed interest rates. etc.

Exchange rate policy

* Spread between official exchange rate and parailel market rate
* Percentage spread between mean exchange rate and highest or lowest rate Jor the

vear {exchange rate voiatility)
* Extent of foreien exchange restrictions on jong-term capital inflows

* Extent of interference in the administration of foreign exchange with full current
account convertbility: extent to which exchange rate is market determined

Macroeconomic policy coordination

* Effectiveness of coordination of monetary. fiscal and exchange rate policies

D Policies for sustainable growth and structurai transformation
Trade Policy
* Average tariff rate on imports

* Spread between the highest and mean import taniff
* Average tariff rate on exports



Csessment o7 trade DOLCY F2emme i [Crms 0] Aaving Msignizicant or 1o quantiraiive
oSIFICIIONS. osence o Jdiscriminarory or 2a-A0C ¢xemprions ana vaiuarions on the
qart of the customs officials. ana erficiency i1 terms of timeiy ciearance of goods ar the

customs ofrice. £1€

Tinancial SeCor rolicy

< assessment of financial sector poiicies with regards to the effectiveness of the

~rudentiai and sUpervisorv roies of covernment and independent agencies and their
capacitv to identify institutions at risk; sxtent of diversification and competitiveness ot
‘We rfinancial sector: absence of dominance by monopoiies; corporate governance
~olicies/laws that protect minoritv shareholders. etc.

Product market policy

* Assessment of government policies 1o minimize or ensure the absence of state-

imposed or sanctioned prohibitions or barriers to entry or exit in major productive and

trade activities: ie, the absence of state-supported mongpoiies and firms having equal

access to entry and exit in ail products and sectors.

Tactor market poiicy

< Agsessment of policies 10 enhance the efficiency of the factor markets- whether there
are controls on wages and labor mobilitv: restrictions on land transfers/transactions:

requirements for prior government approval for most investments; stgnificant tax on

capital imports; etc.

Administration of public enterprises

= Assessment of policies regarding public enterprise administration on the basis of the
sxtent to which thev are run on commercial/ competitive terms, ie, fully seif-financing
and not dependent on government subsidies. as weil as the extent to which they enjoy
considerable speciai privileges. crowd out the private sector with regards to access to
yank credit, and guality of management,

E ffectiveness of sectoral policies

* Assessment of effectiveness of poiicies directed towards the development of
agriculture (provision of farm inputs- rertlizer, improved seedlings-, marketing
arrangements, extension services. irrigation programs, etc) and to indusiry such as
industrial targeting, promotion of competition, and export promotion rpeasures.

Pro-poor policies and targeting

« Agsessment of the extent and effectiveness of poiicies specifically targeted at the
poor and vulnerable groups e.2. micro finance programs, rural development programs,

urban housing programs. aduit literacv programs. and programs targeted at

empowering women.




Privare and pupiic sector coordination

* Cvajuation of the erfectiveness of the mechanisms for. and extent of. coordination
herween public and private sectors in formulating and implementing public policies.

IID)  Policies for Market and Institutionai Deveiopment

* Government expenditure on the Judiciary (as % of total expenditure}

* Assessment of the degree of independence of the Central Bank in its conduct of
MONELAry poiicy

* Assessment of the degree of independence of the judiciarv

* Assessment of the crime and theft rates as indicator of efféctiveness of policies

towards crime prevention
* Agssessment of policies regarding property rights and rule-based governance in the

sense of whether; property rights are weil defined by law(s); contracts can be enforced
through formal mechanisms; business jaws/government regulations are applied
selectively or changed unpredictably.

* Agsessment of the budget process in terms of whether public expenditure and
investment priorities are established bv svstematic and objective criteria. and whether

svstems exist to ensure that expenditurgs match budget allocations.

* Assessment of whether there are adequate provisions for in-service training of civil
service personnel: competitive incentive structure to attract and retain highly gualified
staff in the civil service: and whether promotion in the civil service is merit-based.

* Assessment as 1o whether externaily audited actual expenditures of government are

avaiiable within twelve months of the end of the fiscal year.

IV)  Policies for Human Capital Development

* Government expenditure on heaith as % of GDP
* Government expenditure on education as % of GDP
* Government expenditure on research and deveiopment as % of GDP

V) Policies for Regional Integration

* Assessment of the extent to which government policies and actions promote regional
integration, evaluated on the basis of: impiementaton of community protocols

regarding trade and movement of persons, payment of dues to regional organizations,

investment in infrastructure designed to facilitate regional trade, participation in

regional security arrangements, harmonization of macro and sectoral policies with
other community members

VD)  Policies for environmental/ecoiogicai balance

* Assessment of the effectiveness of government policies with regards to sewage and

rubbish disposai facilities, clear separation of industrial districts from residential areas,
re-forestation programs. pollution control, and policies/incentives for population

control




Appendix Table 3.

Cconomic Sustamabiiity index

Human i : : Economic
! Canpitat I Strucural mepenaency | Transactions | Macroeconomic | Sustainability
. Development | Diversiy i : Costs Sustainapility Index
- Algena "6.00 13.00 13.87 417 433 423
_Angola ©3.00 ©1.33 1257 2.00 5.33 307
{Aenin ©2.43 ; 2.50 -2.00 2.87 2.40
. Botswana -5.40 ! 3.50 i 6.00 5.97
. Burkina raso -2.00 12,00 4.67 :1.87 3,33 2.93
{ Burunay (287 267 12.00 4.50 3.33 3.03
; Cameroon [ 4.20 13.00 13.33 317 4.00 154
, Cape Verde 5.00 i (267 233 333
P Cent AR 3.00 ! 1 2.67 12.00 2.00 2.42
1 Chad 2.00 , 13.67 12.33 3.00 2.75
1 Comoros 4.00 ; 1267 | 2.33 3.00
| Congo DR 425 13.00 : .32 3.00 1.67 3.25
: Congo Rep. 3.80 12.33 . 3.87 :4.50 3.33 3.53
Cote D'ivoire 1 3.60 +4.00 12,33 {3.60 367 344
Djiboun 420 300 2.50 | 3.23
Tzypt 557 5.33 4.00 T4.80 3.00 4.74
' Equat. Guinea 5.67 : "2.80 ‘ 10.00 6.06
| Eritrea i EC ;
| Ethiopia 1.67 167 | 2.67 13.20 5.33 29
i Gabon 14,80 157 433 -4.40 5.00 404
Gamoia 12,20 367 ; 3.00 2.96
Ghana 3.75 2.87 4.00 1 3.50 2.00 3.18
Guinea 2.50 3.00 267 3.00 279
Guinea Bissau 3.80 i1.00 3.60 4.67 327
Kenva 4.80 ;4.33 i 4.00 3.40 2.67 180
Lesotho 4.00 13.50 3.50 6.67 4.42
Liberia i :
Libva ! 7.00 (150 .
Madagascar :3.00 14.33 13,32  1.67 2.00 2.87
Malawi 3.50 1233 ;3.00 3.00 2.67 2.90
Mali 2.00 : i 2.67 1.67 5.67 .00
Mauntania 3.25 :2.33 12.00 :3.00 2.67 285
Maunius 6.50 5.00 |5.C0 525 167 508
Morocco 4,17 5.67 |4.00 4.60 3.00 4.29
Mozamoique 3.60 : i2.67 12.40 3.00 2.92
| Namibia 2.67 : 15.33 2.67 3.56
Niger 1.60 | 2.00 [2.50 2.00 2.03
Nigeria 4.33 11.33 | 4.67 12.20 3a3 3.17
Rwanda 13.33 1 2.C0 ' 2.00 244
Sao T. & Princioe 5.67 : 133
Senegal 2.80 3.67 3.7 13.33 333 3.26
Seycheiles 8.23 1.50 467 i 4.00 413
Sierra Leone 2.00 12.00 11.23 2.33 233 2.00
Somaha i
South Atrica 7.20 16.00 8.67 i .33 4.00 6.04
{ Sudan 3.40 '3.50 | 1 3.67 352
“Swazland 14.50 : 433 0 267 3.8
i Tanzania 37 ;400 3.32 12.17 3.7
Togo 3.33 g 3.00 2.00 2.25 3.00 2.72




Talzena —Suman Strucwiral ¢ Transacuons | Macroeconormici Econcmic
! Capitat | Oiversny | i Costs Sustainability | Sustainapdity
‘ . Ceveiopment | ! index ,
Tunisia - 5.57 18.33 200 :4.00 3.67 4.91 :
‘Tganaa T2.67 .2.00 Z.50 12.00 233 2.50 .
“Zamomn 1 3.67 7333 238 13.50 233 |3.23
" Zimbabwe . 4.67 1533 A 87 |4.17 3.33 14.43 1
; : i 1 | !
i Mean |3.88 13.28 3.28 i3.27 3.5 13.43 j
Human Capital Development index
| Enrot: Gross enroiment ratio. ages 6-23. 1995 (7R.67 | Swaziiand 72, Botswana 71, Egypt 69
| Natsci: Natural & appuied science as % of tertiary, 1995 J g3 'S Africa 57, Algena 52, Mozambique 50
/RAD: R & D Scientists ana technicians per 1000, 19806 ;0.8 'S Africa 1.2, Egypt .7, Mauritius .5
'Docs: Doctors per 100,000, 1993 1 141.33 TEgypt 202, Libya 137, Mauntius 85
[Water: % of pop. with access to saie water. 1990-8 T 'S, Africa 99, Mauritius 98, Tunisia 98
[Geas: Popuiation per nospnal bed, 19804 736 TUibya 240, Cango 306, Gabon 313
i { ot | Score | Enral | Score | Nalsoi | Score 1 R&D | Score | Water | Score | Docs Ln Score | Bads | Score
, | 28 5 | 88 | 3 2 1 7 , 73 5 a3 | 44188 8 a5 { 7
" Alpena : | ! i : :
| Angola i {31 2 i : i EE i 774 3
MSemn R R T 3 T T oz & | %0 3 5 117997 2 |4381] 1
- Jotswana EE] 3 . T T 24 B ; 93 8 835 6
 Burkina Faso 3] Tl 1 8 A 78 5 3a3g2)
Turmna: 55 2 Y z o511 2 52 3 7917 2 [1519( 4
Cameroon 37 3 36 4 ! 50 3 19458 f 2 a2 | 7
Tape verde 28 & a4 6 : 51 3 79 | 3.3872] 4 B3| 8
Cem. AR 20 3 a7 3 a1 3 38 1 8 | 17917 Z  |1,140] 5
Thad 5 3 25 1 a1 24 1 7 | 0.e93t 1 1373 5
Tmoros 3 3 38 3 H I 53 3 10 |2.3025 3 362 | 7
[Congo DR ) 3 38 3 ; T a2 2 702 ] 6
. Congo Rep. 2 3 | H I T 1 27 (32958 4 306 7
} Cote D'Ivoire 80 2 39 3 26 3o 82 5 1,268 5
Diibout: T4 3 p 3 H 90 B 20 | 2.9957 4 304 | 7
Egypt 49 3 89 7 75 Tl or | 7 CH ) 202 | 5.3082 ) 8] 7
Equat. Gumes 54 5 T 95 7 21 | 30846 | 4
| Eritrea ; i 22 1 2 |08 1
"Etbiova 35 T 18 7 3% E 25 7 2 | 1388z 7 23a1] 1
Gabon 7 5 L2 4 68 4 i9 2.9444 4 313 7
Gambia 31 7 34 2 5 ; 48 2 2 |0.6931 1 1838 4
 Goana 44 4 ! : 65 4 4 1.3862 1 888 8
“Guea 74 : 8 3 15 | 2.7080 3 |1818| 4
Guinea Bissau pr3 3 8 F ‘ 59 3 8 |28908| 4 (611 8
Kenva 3 55 3 ! ) 3 15 | 2.7080 3 82| o
Lesotho 29 5 58 5 285 3 82 7] 5 | to094| 2
Livema 32 2 I
Libva 1 g7 7 137 [ 49199 7 40
M iadaeascar 13 z 23 SR 3 7] 1 24 31780 4 |1.072
“Nialaw vy 3 1 &7 T 18 T 37 1 Z | 06831 1 846
T & ] ; @ | 7 [1de82] 1
[ urvana 38 3 8 ! 74 3 o
Mammus 17 7 51 B 351 © ET) 7 B8 | 4.4426| & 285§ 7
*Moroeco 3 3 48 r! 29 3 G5 ! 34 | 3.5209 5 -

18




“ozampiaue B 2 & TRt B | 23 I : 1T183¢ 3 .
- Namiond i : £ 7, 3| I3 31354 4 :
Nirger - T : R Tr #8 ) 2 1 & 10986l :
Tgerma =3 <+, 0 B 1 3 o3 21 1304451 ¢ se8 | &
"Iwanaa 0 1 4 ! ; ; @ 608 | 3
~10 U, % Prineipe | | ] i j 82 3 32 |3.465 ’ 3 212 i N
Sonega L : HEEE 1T 948 T
i i ! 9 1
SEVCneties .21 ; o} i L 45 3 104 |4.644 7 :
i ! ! ! i 1 :
%ierra Leone EEFIE 28 1 2 Q0 4 4 5 ! }
Scmana | i ; | 1,47 4
; | I i ! 2 i
Scutn Athca ;181 7 g Pa7 L 7 i o3 T 59 4077 ‘i 5
! i 1 | i ' 5 H
Suaan 34 } 3 31 P ; ; 30 3 10 ]2.302 ‘ 3 819 5
; i | ! 3 i
i Swaziand r 23 | 8 7 o} o2 iz i 80 3 ;
" Tanzania AR 34 2 38 | 5 38 1 4 11.386 ! 112 5
! < : : 2 3 :
| Togo | 48 3 50 4 16 2 &5 3 8 |1.791 i 664 | 6 |
! : 7 1
“Tumsia 3 5 67 7 24 3 104 5 a8 7 87 14.204 3 568 | 6
t ; . .- l
T anaa . 28 | 3 T 4B 2 a 11.286 g 1081 3
: : i | i | P2 0 2 i
Zzmpia 12200 8 <8 | 4 P27 i :
- Zimpaowe I 23 i 8 5 14 12.639 3 1,95 3
| I i i ' 3 9
"STRUCTURAL DIVERSIFICATION INDEX [
Bencnmarks | :
“ianur Manufacturing as % of output, 1995 | 28.33 Zampia 30, Egypt 25, S.Africa 24

Div: Diversification inaex. 19921

58841 Tunisia .200, Egypt .361, S. Africa .378

Conc: Concentraton index, 1992 |

3.208 | Morocco .16, Tunisia .209, Tanzania .248

i T Manut | SCORE | __Oiv SCORE Conc | SCORE
Algena ; 3 : 2 1.883 2 0.546 4
Angoia ! =) i 2 3.906 1 0.912 1
Benmn ) i 2
Botswana ! 4 ] 1
Burkina Faso {19 Z 5.823 1 0.623 3
Burumndi 1 18 3 .96 1 Q.667 2
Cameroon R 3 70.891 2 0.485 4
Cape Verde !

{Cent AR ; 3 I 2 3

| Chad ! ! |

i Comoros ! : ! }

! Congo D.R ! 3 2 7.868 2 0.371 5
Conga Rep. v 3 2 N 892 2 (3.636 3
Cote D'lvoire [ I 3 1.861 2 0.368 S
Diibouts ! % 0852 3 0.55 3

Egypt T s 7 268 7 0.381 5

: Equat. Guinea

| Eritrea

{ Ethioma 2 : 2 941 1 0.557 3

' Gabon R 2.918 1 0.743 2

i GamDia o2
Ghana i 3 | 3 ! 3.9 1 0.455 4
Guinea t 5 ) 2 !

Quinea Bissau 7 i 2
' Kenva IEE 2.808 4 0.305 8




| Lesotho - B :
i Libena :
i Libva | 2.887 r (.809
{ Madaeascar | 12 B 3.739 & 2.285 3
 Maiawi L 14 + 2.623 1 3.704 2
TMial N 2 |
Mauntania 10 3 0.971 | i 0.6805 3
Maunus 23 3 0,834 ¢ 2 P 0332 3
Morocco 7 35 2784 1 S ! 3,16 -
i Mozamoigue
I Namiota 2 2
Niger 7 2
Nigeria ' 3 2 3.807 1 (.934 1
Rwanda 19 3 .85 1 0.508 4
Sao T. & Principe | !
Senegal 12 3 . 0,865 2 (0.258 ]
Sevenetles | © (.978 1 3.721 2
Sierma Leone 3 2 . D.824 1 0.586 3
Somaua i i
South Africa {24 5 | 0693 7 0.378 5
Sudan ' i 1.888 2 0.373 5
Swanland :
Tamzanta 7 2 y 9.858 3 0,248 7
Togo g 3 0 089 2 0.491 4
Tunisia . 18 5 i D67 7 0.208 7
Uganaa i 3 2 ;o 0.831 1 0.561 3
Zampia 20 3 3832 1 0.787 4
| Zunbapwe g 3 2742 5 0,329 3
SEPENDENCY INDEX
Zencnmarks
i |
; i ,
"ODA: ODA as a % of total government revenue exciuding grants. | 1.7} S. Africa 02-9. Nigeria 2.0,
11996 ! Algeria 2. :
i Dabt: Total externat debt as a % of GDP. 1996 ; 13.86 | Namibia 11.78, Botswana
! : 11.79, South Africa 18.02
-Fooo: Fooo imports as a % of total impons, 1996 i 0|Congo D.R 0. Eritrea 0,
i : Burkina Faso 0
. CDA in Score Debt in Scora Food Score
i algena 2.2 Q.78 7 58.9 4.08 3 23.2% 1
{ Angola 16.0 2.77 4 169.8 5.13 1 5.3% [:]
| Benin 26.8 4.46 2 70.1 4.25 3
"Botswana 3.2 1.16 6 11.8 2.47 7
; Burkina Faso 134.1 4.90 2 277 3.32 5 0.0% 7
! Burundi i 1455 4.98 1 130.8 4 87 1 11.3% 4
{ Cameroon 326 | 348 3 104.1 465 2 7.2% 5
' ape Verde 708.0 4.58 2 56.8 +.04 3 16.5% 3
CCoatAR. 281.7 5.68 1 32.1 441 3 10.9% 4
‘ 262.0 5.57 1 75.0 4.32 3 0.7% 7
: 136.2 491 2 39.5 4.49 2 12.6% 4
i 51.8 3.95 3 73.9 4.30 3 0.0% 7
. 61.6 412 3 2371 5.47 1 0.8% 7
- Zote D'Ivorre 4.0 358 3 184.4 5.22 [ 15.0% 3
Dijboun 8.1 422 2 56.9 4,20 3
Zavpt 2.5 2.52 5 4.8 3.80 4 17.0% 3
SGuar Lwinea . or.8 4.22 z 33.7 443 3
. Tritrea 773 4 35 2 0.0% 7
~:hiopia ;5.6 434 Z 35.3 + 45 2 13.0% 4
CUrzbon 3.4 2.13 5 58.2 4.22 3 2.1% 5
t Gambda -y 3.96 3 a7.4 4 .47 2 3.1% [:
' Ghana | 33.6 138 3 81.7 4 40 3 2.7% [:
| Gumea b 743 431 2 39.8 4.50 2 8.7% -3
: Truinea Bissau © 3320 5.28 ] 341.4 5.83 1 25.6% 1




D aenva .237 1 318 2 39.9 <25 H 3 5.6% i 3 i
i [_es0Lno ©oz28 27 4 : 31.8 440 i 2 i i
D Litena : ' ‘ \ |
: Libva H H ! 4 |
T \Madagascar 104.5 4 65 z w070 £ 7 { 2 5.8% | 3
% jalaw 128.7 4 86 2 - ‘033 1754 | z 5.7% ! 3
I Mai 125.8 | 4.83 2 (8.4 4 59 P Z 12.3% ) 4
| Mauntama 806 i 438 2 2142 5.37 ; * 14.3% . 3
. Maurmuus 2.7 .98 3 : 27.7 3.32 i 3 13.1% i 4
i Morocco L7 1.99 5 i 59.4 i 4.38 | 3 11.7% i 4
“\oramoique 289.3 5.70 1 | 5422 5.30 [ 3.0% , B
{Namiba T 11.8 i 2.47 7
P Niger 166.7 5.12 { i 78.7 i 4.37 3
i Nigena [ 2.0 0.71 71 041 465 2 7.3% 5
| Rwanga £27.2 5.27 1 i 34.0 1.43 ! 2 14.1% 3
i Sap T. & Principe 780.6 6.66 1 | 388.2 | £.53 i 18.0% 2
1 Seneeal 75.6 4.33 2 i 2.2 i 4.28 3 3.3% 6
| Sevcheiles 3.6 2.15 5 29.6 3.68 4 9.6% 5
! Sierra Leone 213.3 5.36 1 119.1 478 2 25.9% 1
| Somatia
{ South Africa 0.9 | -0.06 3 80 2.89 5 5.6% 6
| Sudan 452 | 3.81 3 i
Swanland g2 | 210 5 19.6 1 2.98 <] 20.6% 2
Tanzaria I 115.9 475 2 153.6 : 5.03 1 1.3% 7
{Togo | 378 4.47 7 59.8 ! 4.60 2 20.7% 2
STamsia -3 | 085 - : 37 : e : 3 T.4% 5
. Uganaa 110.9 471 Z : 37.4 . U5 ; 3 i
" Zamma I 805 4,51 | 2 ! 173.2 : 3.15 i 1 1.9% | 7
. Zimpapwe | 184 279 1 4 i 3802 o | 3 1.7% ! 7
'TRANSACTION COSTS/SUPPLY SIDE INDEX
| Bencnmarks i
: Phone: Telephone main lines per 1,000 people, 1996 © 108.67 | Mauntius 162, S. Africa 100, Tunisia 64
intnet: Intemet hosts per 1000 peopie, 1997 . 11.56 | S. Africa 30.67, Namibia 2.18, Mauritius 1.84
: Pheost: Average cast of locai phone cail, 1994-6 0.02 [ Egypt .01, Algernia .02. Botswana .03
“Phdem: Unmet telepnona dermand as % of totai, 1996 1.08 | Burundi @, Congo .28, S. Africa 3
TElcons: Elecinc power consumption per capita, 1995 T 2770.9] S. Africa 3874.1, Libya 3569.3, Egypt 896.3
| Elloss: Eiectnc power wansmission and distripution loss as % of total, {995 | 2| Conga Rep. 0, Congo 3.R. 3, Ethiopia 3
! | Phone 'n Score intnet Seore Slcons In Score | Eloss | Score | Phcost | Scors | Phdem In Sceore
1 |44 3.7841 8 0.01 1 512.8 6.2398 5 17 4 0.02 7 5694 | 4.0243 Z
Aicena
Angoia 5 1.6004 2 0,02 1 39.9 40926 2 28 3
Remn 5 17917 2 0.02 1 433 3.7681 1 50 1 0.13 3 14.80 | 2.6047 3
Rotswana 1 0.03 8
Burkina Faso I 1.0988 1 004 ! H i 012 3
Surundi 2 0.6931 1 o0 ! * ' ; 0.04 [ 0.00 [
- ameroon 5 1.6094 2 0.05 | ' C6.4 | 52801 3 4 7 0.08 4 61.31 | 4.1180
Cape Verde ] i i .05 5
CanLAR. 3 1 0986 1 002 ! 1 i 0.2 2 9.95 | 2.2975 4
{ Thad 1 2 ! o ! i . 0.2 2 1513 | 27165 p
| Comoros : i { 1 0.2 2
| ungo DR, 1 3 1 S 12 13828 3 3 7 22140 | 5.3009 :
T ango Reo. 3 2.0794 3 0.02 | 1 206.6 3.3307 3 [0 7 0.13 3 0,28 | -1.2884 19
"Cote Lyivows 5 2.1972 3 a7 1 3 158.3 | 5.0707 3 4 7 5742 | 4.0503 z
" iiboun ! 0.2 F
“Tgpt 50 3.9120 5 0.31 ! 31 5963 37982 5 0,03 [ 44.20 | 37888 2
! Zguat. Luinea . ! ! ! 3.01 1
! Eritrea { ! ! i ' 0,03 g _
" Ethiooia 3 1 0988 1 I T 2109 | 30884 1 3 7 0.04 8 (11184 47170
" 75abon 32 3.4657 5 1 A i T 7368 | 56023 3 10 B 0,18 2 11.06 | 2.4035 3
Gamo : ! ! ‘ 0.08 4 —
" Zhana T4 1.38682 2 01§ N 318.2 5.7628 4 4 7 0.08 4 30.83 | 3.e87 2
| Guinea 2 0.6931 1 f) 0.12 3 4756 | 26011 1
Guinea Bissau 7 1.9450 3 .09 2 18 5 0.09 4 3.1 2 5730 1
Lenya 3 2.0784 3 318 3 122.8 48105 3 0.08 5 3246 | 34798 3
Lisotng 3 2.1972 3 0.08 2 0.04 8 27.50 | 33142 K]
Libena ! i —_
M —————— e e #

B




b bt i e e i

v i | f 3589.3 | 31801 ) 7 0.03 3
" “iagaygascar 1 © 0986 H 203 | E | 22.71 3 1858
ialawn 4 © 2862 z 3 : ‘ 0.04 3 74.93 | 43164
M t 2 5.6931 : 003 | . ! i 0.17 B
" {auntania 4 13682 z 3 i ' ‘ 013 3 10.73 | 2.3730
“aunuos 152 5.0875 3 184 | 5 ; : ‘ 0.08 5 19.49 | 2.5700
1orocco P45 3.8088 3 032 | T D86 50078 1 4 0.09 2 394 1 13716
\fpzamoigue 3 * 0986 : 202 ! T 1 ‘g8 ¢ 42017 ' 2 0.04 3 2624 | 3.8338
amima Y] 3.9889 3 216 i : : : 586 | 1.7581
Tier 2 T 0.8931 " 0.04 : ! : J 0.15 $38 | 158787
“igena i4 882 2 B 248 | 24402 | 2 1 32 2 a.28 2 | 2142 | 3.0841
Twapaa i3 10986 7 0.0t : i v i
<10 v, & Princioe i i 002 | 7
Senegal 11 T 2.3978 3 031 1 3 368 : 45088 | 2 13 3 0.1 4 18.81 { 2.9343
TTavchedes ; i ; 017 ] —
Tiemra Leone T4 T 1.3862 2 0 I 0.07 4 7558 | 4.3253
‘omaha : ‘ ! :
sun Aftea | 100 3.6051 7 1 3067 3 3874 ¢ | 42620 T B 6 0.08 4 3.00 | 1.0975
Judan : i 7.4 38218 T 4 0.03 5
' Swwaziiand 1 : 1 0.14 3
(T ipzama B i D988 4 .02 1 52.4 39589 | 1 13 5 0.08 4 1118.07] 4.7712 1
"o '5 117817 2 0.01 1 i , 0.12 3 31.52 | 3.4508 3
"Tunisia "534 | 4.1588 3 0.02 1 G814 1 54943 | 3 0.07 4 1402 | 2.6403 3
_ganda :2 ' £.6931 : 2.01 i ? . 0.19 3 |21} 27291 ;
Zambia 9 | 21972 3 0.27 3 5743 | 33531 | 5 11 5 0.25 2 20.28 | 3.4087 3
. Zimbabwe 115 | 27080 3 0.24 3 7281 | 56040 | 5 | 7 3 0.03 5 87.20 1 4.2077 1
INDEX OF MACROECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY
3enchrnarxks
[Expgr: Real Per Capita Export Growth %. 1997 I 657.1C | Guinea Bissau 111.7. Mali 46.2, Ethicpia 43.5 |
TSav: Gross Comestic Savings as % of GGP, 1097 | <4.8] Gabon 45.7. Angoia 44.2, Botswana 43.5 !
j inv: Gross Private Investment as % of GDP. 1897 | 37.97Lasotno 70. Ertrea 22. Cango Reo. 21.9 '
I =xogr | Score | Sav Score Inv SCom
! 5.8 4 | 28 4 19.5 5
' Algeria : !
{ Angosa 7.0 4 i 44 2 7 20.5 !
Benin 32 3 v 1.9 2 10.0
| Botswana 13.8 3 3.8 7
Burkina Faso 11.3 ! 4 3.3 2 5.5 4
Burundt 24.9 | 7 ] 1 17 2
 Cameroon 3.3 : k) -] 4 15.8 4
Cape Verae 38 3 5.2 1 5 3
Cent AR 3.8 2 2.4 1 3.5 3
Chad 13.9 3 5.7 1
Comoros 1.0 2 3.1 1 14,8 4
Congo D.R. -14.4 i 50 1 4.8 3
Congo Rep. 9.0 4 -2.4 1 21.9 5
Cota DTvoire 10.4 4 18.4 3 112 4
Diibowts
E 13 i 2 ! 44 3 13.3 4
uat, (uines 205.0 i ) : 93.8 10
Eritres ! | 22.0 5
| Ethiopts 438 12 ! 2.3 2 114 4
Gabont 1.8 3 45.7 7 19.1 5
Gambis 25 3 9.3 3
Ghans -&.5 t 1 >4 ) 2 3.7 3
Guinea 9.4 ' 4 1 10.0 ! 2 7.7 3
Guipes Bissau 111.7 1Q 5.3 1 6.1 3
rx_g.yl -14.2 1 15.3 3 11.3 4
[ Lesotho 17.1 5 30.5 5 70.0 10
Libena
[Libva
Madagascll <19 1 2 47 1 5.5 1 3
) 30 i 2 0.0 2 5.2 3
‘Mali 38.2 ; 10 138 3 12.7 4
Maurrania 177 : i 35 3 15.2 4
Mamtus 34 i 3 78 3 20.0 5
M 48 1 15.7 3
[ Mozamingue 8.2 i 142 3 19.5 5
| Narmibia 1.7 2 3.7 2 11,8 4
| Niger 8.2 1 48 k
[ Nigena -18 F] 28.7 5 0.7 3
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P znegan ) < 13 2 141 4
{ S gvehetles “2.8 =z 37 2 5.8 5
36178 Leone 32 ) -23.9 i 5.0 E]
Somaina
1 South AdTica 155 3 | 78 ! 3
i Sudan J |
* swarnand PR z , ) ; ‘ i1 ER
' Tanzama 35 H : t
T 4 M ) 2 2.3 3
. Tulisia -1.0 N 5.5 i 4 19.7 3
i ganga 3.8 3 3.1 ! . 10 4 4
;. Zampoia 0.8 - ! 1.5 : 2 3.5 3
© Jimbagwe 22 % 3.5 i 2.5 4 !
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Appenaix Tabie 4: Economic Policy Stance index

ZCONOMIC POLICY STANCE iNDEX

! Figcal “Aonetary ¢ Zconomic Pohey )
| Paolicy Palicy Stancs index
Algena ! 4 50
Angola : 70Q
-3enmn 125
. Botswana 4.867 +.00 2.33
: Burkina Faso i 2.25 :
" Burunai i 3.25 i :
“Cametoon i 3.50 3.00 ! 3.25 ;
Cape Verde | 2.00 467 | 3.33 i
- CentAR. 2.50 4,33 31.42 |
: Chad 3.00 3.33 3.17
" Zomoros ! 2.00
 Congo O.R. 1 3.00 ]
Congo Rep. 3.75 4 GO 4.88
Cote D'lvoire 3.25
Cjibouti 4 00 |
Zgypt 250 3.00 { 475
: Equat. Guinea 3.50 .33 4.42
| Eritrea 4.50
i Ethiopia 3.687 3.00 4.83
IGaban 475 4.00 4,38
! Gamoia 2.50 233 3.92
; 3hana 3.00
i Guinea 2.50 3.67 4.58
| Guinea Bissau : 2.25 1587 2.96
! Kenva : 4.50 4 33 i 4.42
- L2sotho 280 487 3.58
: Libena
: Libya
i Madagascar 2.25 31.33 2.7%
i Malawt 3.50 t 67 2.58
I Mati 2.25
: Maurtania ’ 450
| Maurntius ! 275 5.33 4.04
T Morocce i 3,50 3.50
| Mozambigue ] 3.00 2.00
| Namipoia 3.50 4.66 175
| Niger 2.25
Niger:a 3.33 3.33
Rwanada 2.75 2.75
Sao 1. & Principe 3.75 2.67 3.21
Seneqgal 3.25 3.25
Saychelies 5.33 5.33
Eiarra Leone ! .28 2.33 2.29
Somatia :
Soutn Africa | 3.25 .33 5.29
Sudan i _
Swaziand ! 2.75 4.67 3.7%
[Tanzama ) 3.50 3.67 3.58
{ Tego ) 2.75
| Tunisia 3.00
| Uganda 33 4.67 3.50
i Zamoa 3.50 4.00 3.75
i Zimbapwe t 4 50 3.00 3.75
mean : 2.45 4.13 i 1.75




MONETARY FOLICY ;

: 3encnmanks
1SGr Growin rate of money supply (2}, 12986 .i1 iNiger-19. CAR.-9. Chad -5
Sawinr Commercial bank depgsit interest rate. 1995-6 718 | Kenya 22, Gambia 18. Guinea 15
“Spreaa: Soread cetween depesit ang lencing intarest rates, 1555-7 (4.2 | Egypt4. Guinea 4. Ethiopwa. Guinea Bissau 4.5

ASGr ! n Scora | cawnt | Score | Spread Scere

' Algena i -386 | | : |
.Angoia P ! * | ; ]
i Berin 13 , 2.5649 1 4 1 : '
. Botswana 204 . 34144 0 2 < 3 5 7 .
: Burkina Faso 3.2 * 5486 i 3 i i
i Bunina) . j I 1 i
Cameroon 10.1 | T 2 10.5 4 -
 Cape Verde 3 ©2.3025 4 - ; 4 7 5
‘Cent.AR. i 1.3 i 15882 | 2] < | 3 10.5 4 ]
: Chaa 27.9 33286 2 ¢ 5 3 4 10.5 4 ;
: Comoros 9.8 2.2823 4 | ;
i Congo D.R. 147.9 4.9965 i : i
: Congo Reo. 15,7 2.7535 3 t 3 10.5 4
: Cote O'lvoire 3.9 1.3609 3 ‘

Djibouti 7.4 I

Egypt 10.8 2.3795 4 ;i 3 4 4 7

| Equat, Guinea 428 1 3.7565 10 5 10.5 4 |
Critrea ! ] ! 1
Ethiopia 3.4 Z.2407 ¢ S 3 3 4.5 T
i Gabon 17.2 @ 2.B449 | 3 0 5 10.5 4 i
 Gamopia 58 : 17578 | 8 ‘3 7 13 3 ]
Ghana 32.8 ¢ 14843 Z ; |
. Guinea 3.6 p 12809 1 ” 5 ) 4 7 ‘
' Guinea Bissau 48.4 i 3.87%4 i I 3 4.5 7
i Kenya 28.2 3.2657 2 2 i 8 12.6 3

[ Lesotho 8.1 2.8859 3 3 4 5 7
‘Libena . ! | .

Libva 1.8 0.5877 | 8 7

Madagascar 16.2 2.7850 3 3 5 15.6 2
i Malaw 39.6 3.6788 ) i ! 3 19 1

- Mali 24.5 3.1986 2 ! !

- Mauntana ) -9.1 ; :

: Mauntius 7.6 | 2.02871 @ 3 : 4 5 2.8 5
[Morocco 8.6 1.8870 5 |

i Mozambigue 19 2.89444 3 ;

 Namizia 29 33672 P 4 7.5 5§

Niger -5.6

Nigena 20.1 3.0007 3 .24 1 6.7 ]
Rwanda 10.9 2.3887 4

iSago0 7. & Principe 84.5 443687 | 1 -3 1 7 8§

i Sanegai 7.7 | 2.4595 i 3 ' 3,5 5

| Seycnelles 148 | 25946 @ 4 | 4 5 6.3 &
I'Sierra Leone 29.6 33877 ¢ 2 1 3 4 18.1 1
FSomaua ) i ! i

TSouth Airica 14.3 25602 | - 3 . 5 3.6 7

i Sudan 6§53 . 41789 i ! i

Swaziiand 16.3 2. 7911 3 C 5 7.5 6
Tanzania 8.4 2.1282 5 i1 12 5 21.4 1

Togo -6.3 '

Tunisia 133 2.5877 4 .

i Uganaa i7.3 2.8507 3 4 3 3.6 &

; Zamoia 35 3.55853 | 2 3 g 11.7 | 4

' Zimbapwe 3133 28065 | 2 e 5 15.6 ] 2




FISCAL FOLICY

Senchmarxs
| Budget: Government oudgat aeficit/surpius exciuaing grants, 1897 + .3 |Maurmania 4.2, Lesotho 2.7, Nigeria 1.4
[inctax: 7 2xE8 an INcome and icrs. % of gov't revenus, 1997 36.1 | Angola 86.9. Conga Rep. 61.5, 5. Africa 49.8

Trotax: Taxes on trade and int'l trans. as % of govt revenue. 1997 | 5.81S. Africa 3.4, ota 5.6, Congo Rep. 8.5
Cinaotax: Narect (Saies, excise) taxes as Y% of gov't revenue, 1997 ! 18.2 | Angoia 10.7. Bemin 18.4, Gabon 256

i Bugget { Score ! inctax n - Scere ¢ Trdtax | Score { Indtax | In | Score
Algena B 7 1 314 ! 344681 4 13.9 5 66.8 | 4.2017 1
“Angoia T -17.8 2 ' BB.9 1446471 3 5.6 7 10.7 | 23702 | 10
: Banin 1.2 g 235 1315701 2 45.5 1 184 | 29123 7
Botswana -2 5 i i 1123 8 53.5 | 3.97%6 2
" Buriina Faso -8.2 35 20.9 130397 | 2 46.9 1 69.1 | 4.2355 1
" Burundi N 5 23 131354+ 3 24 4 66 | 4.1896 1
Cameroon -1.2 5 13,7 1261731 1 17.3 5 52.4 | 3.9589 2
.Cape Verde -27.7 1 | 27.8 | 3.3280 3 41,8 2 47.2 | 3.8543 2
"Cent.A.R. 5.5 5 19.3 | 2.9601 2 38 2 74.9 | 4.3161 1
: Chad -5.9 4 32.8 1 3.4904 4 30.3 3 55.2 | 4.0109 1
| Comoros t-12.5 4 112 124159 . 43.1 2 82.1 | 44079 1
i Congo D.R. P-14.4 4 22 [ 309101 2 23.1 5 78 | 4.3567 1
Congo Reo. L 7.7 5 615 411801 7 8.5 7 341 135202 | 4
Cota O'lvoire -2.8 [ 22.8 | 3.1311 3 38,5 3 60.9 | 4.1092 1
Dijibouti -5.8 5 41 3.7135 5 48.5 | 3.8394 2
'Egypt -0.9 6 225 | 3.1135 3 12.6 5 402 | 3.6063 3
" Equat. Guinga -1.1 3 519 {41288 ¢ 7 | 198 5 30.9 | 3.4307 4
_Eritrea L 132 1 1228 131267'¢! 3 | 152 6 26 1325801 5
" Ethiopia T 48 3 239 | 3.1738! 3 431 | 3.7635 3
; Gabon 5 3 107 1237021 ¢ 18.8 5 256 ] 3.2425 5
cGambia 78 | 3 23.1 13,1398+ 2 £8.3 1 68.3 | 4.2239 1
i Ghana I 748 | 321081 3 27.2 4 59.8 | 40910 1
Guinea -5.9 3 9.5 1226121 1 45.4 1 41.8 | 37328 3
Guinea 8issau -30.9 1 3.4 2.1282 1 28 4 43.8 | 3.7796 3
Kenva -2.5 =) 32.3 1 3.4750 4 14.1 § 53.4 | 3.9778 2
Lesotne 2.7 7 151 [ 271461 1 50.4 1 8§29 | 41415 1
Liberia . -
Libya ‘
Madagascar -7.8 5 18.7 1292851 2 52.9 1 _78 | 43567 1
Malaw -7.8 5 A7.5 1362431 5 36.9 3 57.4 4.0_5__00 1
Mali T 7.8 3 203 1301061 2 1 49 1 65.2 | 41774 1
Mauntania 42 7 193 {29601 2 12 [:] 38.7 | 3.8558 3
Mauntius -3.2 5 196 | 297851 2 34.3 3 656.6 | 4.1987 1
Moroceo 3.3 5 247 [ 320681 3 27.6 4 61.9 | 4,1255 1
Mozambigque -14.2 4 19.2 [ 2.8549 1 2 17.7 5 73.2 | 42931 1
Namibia 4.7 5 28.7 | 335681 4 29.9 4 60 | 4.0943 1
Niger -5.1 5 211 [ 30482 | 2 47.7 1 649 | 417281 1
Nigeria 1.4 7 [
Rwanda -11.2 4 246 132027 3 2.1 3 70.1 | 4.2499 1
Sao T. & Principe | -54.5 1 355 1 3.5695 ' 4 11.8 8 344 | 3.5380 4
Sanegai -1.5 5 218 1208191 2 20 4 72.7 | 4.2883 1
Seycheiles | )
{ Sierra Leone 7.4 5 171 1283801 1 42.2 2 79 | 43654 1
| Somaiia i :
‘ South Africa -5.2 5 498 1390801 3 3.4 7 374 [ 3.6216 3
: Sudan
I Swaziland 2.8 8 27.2 | 3.3032 3 511 1 634 (41494} 1
1 Tanzana -1.6 8 4.7 | 3.5467 4 30.4 3 55.2 | 4.0109 1
‘Togo -3.4 3 28.7 13,2846 3 44.3 1 83.3 | 41478 1
: Tunisia 18.3 | 2.9069 2 15.2 8 59.1 | 40792 1
. Uganda -3 5 14 2.6380 1 80.1 | 43832 1
| Zambra L 71 3 31.8 345941 < 28.2 4 629 {41418} 1
| Zimbabwe R 47 1885010 3 . 187 5 443 | 3.7909 3

Jold ingicates 1596 data




Aopenaix Tabie 5: Annual Pertormanca Trend inuex
ANNUAL PERFORIMANCE TREND INDEX

: FerCapia | \ : { I )
| 20P Growtn. + Ssare i Change n Seore  : Changewn Cur. Score | Anmual Performance |
- ~aaucn. 238 1 . Acct Sai. 1998 i Trepa Ingex. 1598
Aizena . -3 : o P 6.3 : -7 3 : - a .
“Angoia -1 3% L T8 31 37 . -5 : .58 —
Senin C s y . - s . 3.0 ' il i T4
Zotswana : -7 S04 .06 HEEEEE 5
Surkwia Faso Sl -3 . '3 i ] -7
" 3urno : it 2.0 N = © 38 H
- Sameraan 1% ! : 26 <32 -1 | .1 | 7
“Zape verce : 3.3 HE 2.7 Foue 3.4
. JantAR. | 3 P -1 . -18 ¢ 22
, Shaa : % K] FER 3.0 8 13
Comaros 1 -5.2% ! B -3.2 EEE 2.2 1.9 B j
TSongo 2R, % 50 SR oK -
- Congo Reo. ; < 1 EY ) ! 1.7 15 15 .
Cete O'lvare : 16 P9 23 a 3.7 0.8 13
: Djibout : 1 D% 18 t | -2 -1.8 24
1 Egypt ! 26% 39 | 2 : -J.2 -0.2 2.9
 Zquat. Guinea i 12.0% R 2 EY 3.4 1
! Sthiooia : T A8 | P B 3.4 0.4 2.3
Gabon 2 4% T >4 =31 i -3.5 231 -4
Gams : ;6% 7 ] 23| 1.0 a8 1.
: Ghana P 0.9% "B | 7 coo 19 2.0 1.8 1.7
_Swnea : 2 2% T sz 05 0.4 37
Sunea dissau DA, 33 o -3 6 e 213
Lenya -o% 3 25 22 2.7 T 3.6
Les0thn : i 3% P2 3 R -3.0 BT .4
-Libya 8% | 53 | 8.2 N 7.3 54 | 3.4
. *Aacaqascar 3% I 53 3 KK] ] -1 23
Yalaw L% 3 3.9 ER-1 -5.4 AT -2.5
- Mai T L% 38 3 -5 1.8 [ 2
: Maurtania i ).4% 07 ! 28 SR -0.5 0.4 p]
i Maunuus : 52% P37 L2 37 1.9 1.7 48
" Morocco 0% L £2 4| 4.7 -1.5 . 34
T Mozamoique 3.30% P2 i I SER 3.7 .32 - 2
UNamubia | 0% 1 4.3 B 16 2.1 0.1 18
" Niger i 3 0% o T2 4 0.3 -0.3 0.1
! Nigena i ). 5% FEE ik 2.4 -10.7 -3.4 -3.3
: Rwanga T -3.3% = 1 -2.8 -1.2 1.1 4.1
Sag §. & Pnocios w L% EE o 17 1.5
Seneqal i 1% LT .3 3.1 0.1 3.1 1.8
' Seycneies i 34% .57 -5 2.5 .3.8
_Siemra Leona i 2.2% 35 | 5.8 ] 5.4 % KX
"South Africa ! T 23 | o2 57 0.6 0.5 0.8
| Sudan i 3.6% 3 150 %9 -0.8 0.7 ]
- Swaziand v 1% 38 1 0.2 34 -3.1 2.7 -1.8
‘Tanzama i 1.8% EEER i ' 2.2 -1.8 2.1
Togo : ! LB 22 1 2.0 3 2.7
Tunisia ! e .3 3 ; 1.0 Y 0.9 2
i liganga P24 6.3 a7 i -2.5 -2.2 2.8
Zampia 19 ! - -5.7 -5 0.8
Zimbaowe J 475 EE 1 S 3. 0.6 28






