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FOREWORD

Only one year ago the world united and made history: in
September 2015, global leaders pledged themselves to the 2030
Agenda for Sustainable Development, a political manifesto that com-
mits us all to ending poverty and hunger forever. This new Agenda
is universal: addressing issues of sustainable development for all
countries, while recognizing that each nation will adapt and prior-
itize the goals in accordance with its own needs and policies. It is
transformative: proposing action to end poverty and hunger once and
for all, while safeguarding the planet. It is integrated and indivisible:
requiring policy coherence and cooperation at all levels of government
and across sectors, recognizing that all the goals must be addressed
in an integrated manner to achieve the transformation we seek. At
its heart, and reverberating throughout this Agenda, is the premise
that freedom and fundamental rights belong equally to all human-
ity. Hence, the promise to leave no one behind. But promises don’t
feed hungry people. Action is needed—action that is determined,
focused, and evidence-based—to end finally the scourge of global
hunger in the 21st century.

The 2016 Global Hunger Index report, jointly published by
the International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI), Concern
Worldwide, and Welthungerhilfe (WHH), shows that the level of hun-
ger in the developing world has declined by 29 percent since 2000.
Despite this progress, the level of hunger globally remains distress-
ingly high, with 795 million people still facing hunger, roughly one in
four children affected by stunting, and 8 percent of children affected
by wasting.

This is the eleventh year that IFPRI has calculated the Global
Hunger Index and analyzed this multidimensional measure of global
hunger. The series of reports tracks the state of hunger worldwide
and country by country, and spotlights those regions and countries
where action to address hunger is most urgently needed.

This year’s essay, authored by David Nabarro, Special Adviser
to the United Nations Secretary-General on the 2030 Agenda for
Sustainable Development and Climate Change, presents the 2030
Agenda for Sustainable Development. It is a plan of action for the
next 14 years that sets a clear objective to transform our world to
ensure that the most deprived on our planet overcome poverty and
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hunger, by reaching the most vulnerable first, by prioritizing human
rights and empowering women, and by tackling the adverse impacts
of climate change.

At the heart of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) is a
renewed commitment to end hunger and global poverty by 2030.
Through Goal 2, which is a call “to end hunger, achieve food secu-
rity and improved nutrition, and promote sustainable agriculture,”
and in the other 16 SDGs, the Agenda shows how actions can con-
tribute to social justice, an end to rural poverty, and improvements
in people’s health and well-being—to reach those who have so far
been left behind. Governments must now follow through with politi-
cal will and commitment to action that is both strong and sustained.
Recognizing that the root causes of hunger are complex and inex-
tricably linked with poverty, inequality, violence, conflict, disease,
and climate change, the Agenda’s vision of development is a holis-
tic one that calls for multisectoral and multilevel collaboration. The
Agenda sets out new approaches to agriculture and food systems;
addresses violent conflict, natural disasters, and the impact of cli-
mate change on food security; urges action against the underlying
structural causes of poverty and hunger; and puts a much needed
focus on gender equality and the empowerment of women and girls,
at both national and international levels. Finally, the Agenda under-
scores the role of national governments in achieving these goals by
building required capabilities for implementation, and also by being
accountable to citizens through reliable data collection and open and
comprehensive follow-up and review processes.

Despite progress, we still, and too often, face dire situations
of hunger and undernutrition. Massive disruptions to food systems
caused by climate-related disasters and the destruction and displace-
ment of armed conflict take a severe toll, but so too do the poverty
and hunger of every day, persisting as a way of life generation after
generation, beyond the world’s interest or attention. For these rea-
sons alone, we must embrace the 2030 Agenda and its ambitions to
reach Zero Hunger, leave no one behind, make progress sustainable,
and ensure environmental rights and responsibilities are shared by
all. This is the way forward; we must act.
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SUMMARY

The developing world has made substantial progress in reducing hun-
ger since 2000. The 2016 Global Hunger Index (GHI) shows that
the level of hunger in developing countries as a group has fallen by
29 percent. Yet this progress has been uneven, and great disparities
in hunger continue to exist at the regional, national, and subnational
levels. To achieve Sustainable Development Goal 2 (SDG2) of getting
to Zero Hunger while leaving no one behind, it is essential to iden-
tify the regions, countries, and populations that are most vulnerable
to hunger and undernutrition so progress can be accelerated there.

Across regions and countries, GHI scores vary considerably.
Regionally, the highest GHI scores, and therefore the highest hun-
ger levels, are still found in Africa south of the Sahara and South
Asia. Although GHI scores for these two regions have declined over
time, the current levels are still on the upper end of the serious cat-
egory, closer to the alarming category than to the moderate. Further,
although Africa south of the Sahara has achieved the largest abso-
lute improvement since 2000 and South Asia has also seen a sizable
reduction, the decline in hunger must accelerate in these regions if
the world is to achieve Zero Hunger by 2030.

Levels of hunger are serious or alarming in 50 countries. Most of
the seven countries with alarming GHI scores are in Africa south of
the Sahara. While no countries are classified in the extremely alarm-
ing category this year, this high level of hunger quite possibly could
still exist. Due to insufficient data, 2016 GHI scores could not be
calculated for 13 countries; however, based on available data, as
well as the available information from international organizations
that specialize in hunger and malnutrition, and the existing literature,
10 of these countries are identified as cause for significant concern:
Burundi, the Comoros, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Eritrea,
Libya, Papua New Guinea, Somalia, South Sudan, Sudan, and the
Syrian Arab Republic. In the absence of GHI scores, it is critical to
analyze the available food security and nutrition data to understand
the situation in these countries to the greatest extent possible, par-
ticularly given that levels of child undernutrition and child mortal-
ity in some of these countries are among the highest in the world.

From the 2000 GHI to the 2016 GHI, 22 countries reduced their
scores by 50 percent or more. The three that achieved the biggest
percentage reductions in hunger of all the countries in the serious
and alarming categories are Myanmar, Rwanda, and Cambodia, with
2016 GHI scores for each country down by just over 50 percent rel-
ative to the 2000 scores. Each of these countries has experienced
civil war and political instability in recent decades, and the improve-
ments in part may reflect increased stability.

The countries with the highest 2016 GHI scores, and therefore the
highest hunger levels, as well as relatively low percentage reductions

2016 Global Hunger Index | Summary

in hunger, are the Central African Republic and Chad. The examples
of these countries underscore that despite significant progress in
reducing hunger globally, violent conflict, poor governance, and cli-
mate-related impacts on agriculture ensure that hunger continues
to plague our planet and requires a transformative plan of action.

Examination of individual GHI indicators at the subnational or
state levels reveals disparities within countries, both in terms of abso-
lute values and changes over time. Variations in GHI indicator values
can exist within countries at all levels of the GHI Severity Scale. For
countries that have low hunger and undernutrition levels nationally,
examination of data at the subnational level can help identify areas
of the country that lag behind, such as in Mexico and Jordan where
stunting rates are shown to vary substantially between states. On the
other end of the GHI Severity Scale, subnational data for the alarming
countries can reveal areas that are in crisis. For example, in Zambia
and Sierra Leone, GHI indicators vary widely within each country.
In Cambodia, which has seen impressive reduction in its GHI score
since 2000, improvements have been uneven between provinces.
Such examples of subnational disparities serve as a springboard for
further research into the specific causes, circumstances, and chal-
lenges of hunger at the subnational level.

In this year’s essay, David Nabarro, Special Adviser to the United
Nations Secretary-General on the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development and Climate Change, presents a new plan for transfor-
mative development. The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development,
through its 17 Sustainable Development Goals, addresses the inter-
connected root causes of the most persistent ills we face today and
sets an ambitious target of ending hunger and malnutrition for all
by 2030. It recognizes that a lasting end to hunger and undernutri-
tion cannot be achieved in isolation, but that underlying structural
causes as well as the impacts of climate change, particularly on the
poorest, must too be addressed.

Delivering on the 2030 Agenda offers the best and surest way of
getting to Zero Hunger faster. The 2016 Global Hunger Index report
presents recommendations that emphasize the means to accelerate
toward Zero Hunger within the context of the 2030 Agenda. These
recommendations focus on four areas: whole-of-government commit-
ment to Zero Hunger, transformation of food systems, inclusion and
participation of all members of society, and rigorous monitoring to
hold international organizations and national governments to account.
Reaching Zero Hunger is a tough challenge that requires an ambitious
approach. Together—in will and in action—we can create the momen-
tum to meet this challenge and see this vision transform into reality.
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THE CONCEPT OF THE GLOBAL HUNGER

INDEX

he Global Hunger Index (GHI) is a tool designed to compre-

hensively measure and track hunger at the global, regional,

and country levels.! The International Food Policy Research
Institute (IFPRI) calculates GHI scores each year to assess prog-
ress, or the lack thereof, in combating hunger. The GHI is designed
to raise awareness and understanding of the struggle against hun-
ger. By calling attention to the issue, we hope that this report
will help to increase the commitment and resources dedicated to
ending hunger worldwide. All 17 Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs)—including Goal 2, ending hunger, achieving food secu-
rity and improved nutrition, and promoting sustainable agricul-
ture—should be achieved by 2030. Other global initiatives, like
Compact2025, have set the goal of ending hunger worldwide by
2025. Yet this cannot be achieved without increased effort and
mobilization of resources. We believe there is truth to the adage
that “what gets measured gets done”; thus, we intend to consis-
tently and systematically measure global hunger to help ensure
that it will be eradicated quickly and once and for all.

Because hunger is a complex problem, a variety of terms are used
to describe the different forms it takes (Box 1.1).
To capture the multidimensional nature of hunger, GHI scores are

based on the following four indicators:

1. UNDERNOURISHMENT: the proportion of undernourished people as a
percentage of the population (reflecting the share of the population
with insufficient caloric intake);

2. CHILD WASTING: the proportion of children under the age of five
who are wasted (that is, have low weight for their height, reflecting
acute undernutrition);

3. CHILD STUNTING: the proportion of children under the age of five
who are stunted (that is, have low height for their age, reflecting
chronic undernutrition); and

4. CHILD MORTALITY: the mortality rate of children under the age of
five (partially reflecting the fatal synergy of inadequate nutrition and
unhealthy environments).2

There are several advantages to measuring hunger using this com-
bination of factors (Figure 1.1). This method reflects the nutrition sit-
uation not only of the population as a whole, but also of children—a
particularly vulnerable subset of the population for whom a lack of
dietary energy, protein, or micronutrients (essential vitamins and
minerals) leads to a high risk of illness, poor physical and cognitive
development, or death. The inclusion of both child wasting and child

BOX 1.1 CONCEPTS OF HUNGER

Hunger is usually understood to refer to the distress
associated with lack of food. The Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations (FAO) defines food
deprivation, or undernourishment, as the consumption of
fewer than about 1,800 kilocalories a day—the minimum
that most people require to live a healthy and produc-
tive life.*

Undernutrition goes beyond calories and signifies defi-
ciencies in any or all of the following: energy, protein, or
essential vitamins and minerals. Undernutrition is the result
of inadequate intake of food in terms of either quantity or
quality, poor utilization of nutrients due to infections or
other illnesses, or a combination of these factors. These in
turn are caused by a range of factors including household
food insecurity; inadequate maternal health or childcare
practices; or inadequate access to health services, safe
water, and sanitation.

Malnutrition refers more broadly to both undernutrition
(problems of deficiencies) and overnutrition (problems of
unbalanced diets, such as consuming too many calories
in relation to requirements with or without low intake of
micronutrient-rich foods).

In this report, “hunger” refers to the index based on the
four component indicators. Taken together, the component
indicators reflect deficiencies in calories as well as in micro-
nutrients. Thus, the GHI reflects both aspects of hunger.
Source: Authors.

*FAO considers the composition of a population by age and sex to calculate its
average minimum energy requirement for an individual engaged in low physical
activity. This requirement varies by country—from about 1,650 to more than
1,900 kilocalories per person per day for developing countries in 2014-2016
(FAO 2016c). Each country’s average minimum energy requirement for low phys-
ical activity is used to estimate undernourishment (FAO, IFAD, and WFP 2015).

stunting allows the GHI to reflect both acute and chronic undernutri-
tion. Also, combining multiple, independently measured indicators
in the index minimizes the effects of random measurement errors.
GHI scores are calculated using the process described in Box 1.2.
The current formula was introduced in 2015 and is a revision of the
original formula that was used to calculate GHI scores between 2006
and 2014. The primary differences are that the indicator values are

1 For background information on the GHI concept, see Wiesmann (2006a).

2 According to recent estimates, undernutrition is responsible for 45 percent of deaths among
children younger than five years old (Black et al. 2013).

2016 Global Hunger Index | Chapter 01 | The Concept of the Global Hunger Index 7



FIGURE 1.1 COMPOSITION OF THE GLOBAL HUNGER INDEX
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Note: The values of each of the four component indicators are standardized. See Appendix A for the complete GHI formula. SDGs = Sustainable Development Goals. The source for undernourish-
ment data is the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO); the source for child mortality data is the United Nations Inter-agency Group for Child Mortality Estimation (UN
IGME); and the primary sources for the child undernutrition data are the World Health Organization (WHO), World Bank, and UNICEF.

now standardized, and child underweight has been replaced by child
stunting and child wasting (Wiesmann et al. 2015).

The 2016 GHI has been calculated for 118 countries for which
data on all four component indicators are available and where measur-
ing hunger is considered most relevant. GHI scores are not calculated
for some higher-income countries where the prevalence of hunger is
very low. However, even for some high-income countries, hunger is
a pressing concern among a portion of the population. Unfortunately,
for most high-income countries, nationally representative data are
not regularly collected on the prevalence of undernourishment, child
stunting, and child wasting. While data on child mortality are usu-
ally available for these countries, child mortality does not necessarily
reflect undernutrition in the developed world to the same extent as
in the developing world. For these reasons, GHI scores are not cal-
culated for most high-income countries of the world.

The GHI is only as current as the data for the four component indica-
tors. This year’s GHI reflects the most recent country-level data between
2011 and 2016. The 2016 GHI scores therefore reflect hunger levels
during this period rather than capturing the conditions solely for 2016.

For some countries, such as Burundi, the Comoros, the Democratic
Republic of Congo, Eritrea, Papua New Guinea, South Sudan, Sudan,
and Syria, GHI scores could not be calculated because of lack of data on
undernourishment.® However, all available component indicator data for
these countries are listed in Box 2.1 in Chapter 2 as well as in Appendix
C. In Box 2.1, we have identified the countries with missing data where
we believe the hunger situations are cause for significant concern.

GHI scores are based on source data that are continuously revised by
the United Nations (UN) agencies that compile them, and each year’s GHI
report reflects these revisions. While these revisions result in improve-
ments in the data, they also mean that the GHI scores from different
years' reports are not directly comparable with one another. This year’s
report contains GHI scores for 2016 and three reference periods—1992,
2000, and 2008—all of which have been calculated with revised data.
To track the progress of a country or region over time, the 1992, 2000,
2008, and 2016 scores within this report can be compared.

3 For South Sudan, which became independent in 2011, and present-day Sudan, separate
undernourishment estimates are not yet available from FAO (FAO 2016c).

8 The Concept of the Global Hunger Index | Chapter 01 | 2016 Global Hunger Index



BOX 1.2 OVERVIEW OF GHI CALCULATION
GHI scores are calculated using a three-step process.

First, values for each of the four component indicators are
determined from the available data for each country. The four
indicators are undernourishment, child wasting, child stunting,
and child mortality.

Second, each of the four component indicators is given a
standardized score.

Third, standardized scores are aggregated to calculate the
GHI score for each country.

This calculation results in GHI scores on a 100-point scale,
where O is the best score (no hunger) and 100 is the worst.

10.0-19.9
moderate

20.0-34.9
serious

0 10 20

Source: Authors.

GHI Severity Scale

In practice, neither of these extremes is reached. A value of O
would mean that a country had no undernourished people in the
population, no children younger than five who were wasted or
stunted, and no children who died before their fifth birthday. A
value of 100 would signify that a country’s undernourishment,
child wasting, child stunting, and child mortality levels were
each at approximately the highest levels observed worldwide in
recent decades. (Appendix A provides a detailed guide to cal-
culating and interpreting GHI scores.)

The scale below shows the severity of hunger—from low to
extremely alarming—associated with the range of possible GHI scores.

50.0 <
extremely alarming

35 50

The 1992, 2000, 2008, and 2016 GHI scores presented in this
year's report reflect the latest revised data for the four component indi-
cators of the GHI.* Where original source data were not available, the
estimates for the GHI component indicators were based on the most
recent data available. (Appendix B provides more detailed background
information on the data sources for the 1992, 2000, 2008, and 2016
GHI scores.) The four component indicators used to calculate the GHI
scores in this report draw upon data from the following sources:

UNDERNOURISHMENT: Data from the Food and Agriculture Organization
of the United Nations (FAO) were used for the 1992, 2000, 2008,
and 2016 GHI scores. Undernourishment data and projections for
the 2016 GHI are for 2014-2016 (FAO 2016c; authors’ estimates).

CHILD WASTING AND CHILD STUNTING: The child undernutrition indicators
of the GHI—child wasting and child stunting—include data from the
joint database of UNICEF, the World Health Organization (WHO), and
the World Bank, and additional data from WHQ's continuously updated
Global Database on Child Growth and Malnutrition, the most recent
Demographic and Health Survey (DHS) and Multiple Indicator Cluster
Survey (MICS) reports, and statistical tables from UNICEF. For the
2016 GHI, data on child wasting and child stunting are from the latest
year for which data are available in the period 2011-2015 (UNICEF/

WHO/World Bank 2016; WHO 2016; UNICEF 2016a; UNICEF 2013;
UNICEF 2009; MEASURE DHS 2016; authors’ estimates).

CHILD MORTALITY: Updated data from the United Nations Inter-agency
Group for Child Mortality Estimation (UN IGME) were used for the
1992, 2000, 2008, and 2016 GHI scores. For the 2016 GHI, data
on child mortality are from 2015 (UN IGME 2015).

The GHI incorporates the most up-to-date data that are available.
Nevertheless, time lags and data gaps persist in reporting vital sta-
tistics on hunger and undernutrition. Despite the demand for these
data and the existence of advanced technology to collect and assess
data almost instantaneously, more reliable and extensive country data
are still urgently needed. Improvements in collecting high-quality data
on hunger and undernutrition will allow for a more complete and cur-
rent assessment of the state of global hunger, a better understanding
of the relationship between hunger and nutrition initiatives and their
effects, and more effective coordination among efforts to end global
hunger and malnutrition in all its forms.

4 For previous GHI calculations, see von Grebmer et al. (2015, 2014, 2013, 2012, 2011, 2010,
2009, 2008); IFPRI/WHH/Concern (2007); Wiesmann (2006a, 2006b); and Wiesmann,
Weingértner, and Schéninger (2006).

2016 Global Hunger Index | Chapter 01 | The Concept of the Global Hunger Index 9
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GLOBAL, REGIONAL,
NATIONAL TRENDS

he 2016 Global Hunger Index (GHI) demonstrates substantial

progress in terms of hunger reduction for the developing world.

Whereas the 2000 GHI score for the developing world was
30.0, the 2016 GHI score is 21.3, showing a reduction of 29 percent
(Figure 2.1).! Underlying this improvement are reductions since 2000
in each of the GHI indicators—the prevalence of undernourishment,
child stunting (low height for age), child wasting (low weight for
height), and child mortality. Yet, as this chapter reveals, there are
great disparities in hunger at the regional, national, and subnational
levels, and progress has been uneven. To succeed in the Sustainable
Development Goal 2 (SDG2) of achieving Zero Hunger while leaving
no one behind, it is essential to identify the regions, countries, and
populations that are most vulnerable to hunger and undernutrition,
and accelerate progress in these areas.

In terms of the indicators used in the GHI, the proportion of the
population that is undernourished has declined from 18.5 percent
to 13.1 percent since 2000. Among children under age five,
28.1 percent—just more than one in four—are stunted, down from
the 2000 rate of 37.8 percent; and 8.4 percent suffer from wast-
ing, slightly down from 9.9 percent in 2000. Finally, the under-five
mortality rate dropped from 8.2 percent in 2000 to 4.7 percent in
2015.2 Black et al. (2013) estimate that undernutrition causes almost
half of all child deaths globally.

AND

Large Regional Differences

In terms of the major regions of the developing world, Africa south
of the Sahara and South Asia have the highest 2016 GHI scores, at
30.1 and 29.0, respectively (Figure 2.1). These scores reflect seri-
ous levels of hunger, and while the GHI scores for these regions have
declined over time, the current levels are still on the upper end of the
serious category, closer to the alarming category (35.0-49.9) than
to the moderate (10.0-19.9). The composition of the GHI scores
varies between Africa south of the Sahara and South Asia. In South
Asia, child undernutrition, as measured by child stunting and child
wasting, is higher than in Africa south of the Sahara. On the other
hand, the prevalence of undernourishment, reflecting overall calorie
deficiency for the population, and the child mortality rate are higher
in Africa south of the Sahara than in South Asia.

1 The regional and global aggregates for each component indicator are calculated as popu-
lation-weighted averages, using the indicator values reported in Appendix C. For countries
lacking undernourishment data, provisional estimates provided by the Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations (FAO) were used in the calculation of the global and
regional aggregates only, but are not reported in Appendix C. The regional and global GHI
scores are calculated using the regional and global aggregates for each indicator and the
formula described in Appendix A.

2 The estimates in this paragraph refer to the countries of the developing world for which GHI
data were available. These estimates can vary slightly from estimates published by other
organizations for the same indicators due to the inclusion of different countries.

FIGURE 2.1 DEVELOPING WORLD AND REGIONAL 1992, 2000, 2008, AND 2016 GLOBAL HUNGER INDEX SCORES, WITH CONTRIBUTION OF

COMPONENTS
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Note: See Appendix B for data sources. A 1992 regional score for Eastern Europe and the Commonwealth of Independent States was not calculated because many countries in this region did not

exist in their present borders.
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The GHI scores for East and Southeast Asia, Near East and North
Africa, Latin America and the Caribbean, and Eastern Europe and
the Commonwealth of Independent States range between 7.8 and
12.8, and represent low or moderate levels of hunger. Yet dispari-
ties within each region are important to recognize, and certainly no
conclusions can be drawn about a particular country based on the
overall score of its larger geographical region. For example, Haiti
has a 2016 GHI score of 36.9, which places it in the alarming cate-
gory, despite being in Latin America and the Caribbean—the region
of the developing world with the lowest GHI score. Also, the 2016
GHI score for East and Southeast Asia is 12.8, but this is strongly
influenced by highly populous China, which has a low GHI score of
just 7.7. Examination of the other countries in this grouping without
China shows a GHI score of 19.9—uvery near the threshold between
the moderate and serious categories.®

In terms of absolute change, Africa south of the Sahara has experi-
enced the greatest improvement from the 2000 GHI to the 2016 GHI,
with a reduction of 14.3 points. South Asia and East and Southeast
Asia also reduced their GHI scores by sizable amounts since 2000,
with reductions of 9.2 and 8.0 points, respectively. The Near East
and North Africa, Latin America and the Caribbean, and Eastern
Europe and the Commonwealth of Independent States reduced their
GHI scores by 4.2 to 5.8 points. In terms of the percentage change
relative to the 2000 GHI, Eastern Europe and the Commonwealth of
Independent States, Latin America and the Caribbean, and East and
Southeast Asia experienced declines of between 39 and 43 percent.
Africa south of the Sahara reduced its GHI score by 32 percent, and
the Near East and North Africa and South Asia reduced their scores
by 26 percent and 24 percent, respectively.

The good news is that we do not see evidence of stagnation or
stalled progress in terms of hunger reduction for any region. However,
in the highest hunger regions, South Asia and Africa south of the
Sahara, the rates of improvement must accelerate. If these regions
were to reduce their hunger levels between 2016 and 2030 at the
same pace of reduction they have experienced since 2000, they
would still have GHI scores of roughly 20 to 22 points—at the low
end of the serious category or on the border between moderate and
serious —falling far short of the goal to reach Zero Hunger by 2030.*

Country-Level Results

While we highlight many important findings in the following para-
graphs, we invite the reader to use the facts that are contained
herein to better understand the story of each country. Importantly,
Appendix D shows the 1992, 2000, 2008, and 2016 GHI scores
for each country, alphabetized by country name. Table 2.1 shows

the same information and also gives each country’s numerical rank-
ing; the countries are ranked from best to worst performers based
on their 2016 GHI scores. Appendix C shows the values of the GHI
indicators—the prevalence of undernourishment, child wasting, child
stunting, and child mortality—for each country, which form the basis
of each country-level GHI score.

From the 2000 GHI to the 2016 GHI, 22 countries made
remarkable progress, reducing their GHI scores by 50.0 percent
or more (Figure 2.2). Seventy countries saw a considerable reduc-
tion in their scores, dropping by between 25.0 percent and
49.9 percent, and 22 countries decreased their GHI scores by less
than 25.0 percent. Despite this progress, 50 countries still suffer
from serious or alarming levels of hunger.

Figure 2.3 includes the countries with serious or alarming hun-
ger levels and shows both their 2016 GHI scores and the percent-
age reductions in their GHI scores since 2000. The Central African
Republic and Chad, in the lower right-hand corner of the figure, are
obvious areas of concern. These countries have the highest GHI
scores in this year’s report, coupled with relatively low percentage
reductions in hunger since 2000. In the Central African Republic,
violence and mass displacement resulting from a four-year-long civil
war have taken a heavy toll on food production (FAO 2016a). Chad,
which has also had a long history of civil war, has faced deteriorating
food security, due in part to a recent influx of refugees and extreme
weather events (FAO 2016b). The examples of these countries under-
score that despite significant progress in reducing hunger globally,
violent conflict, poor governance, and climate-related impacts on
agriculture ensure that hunger continues to plague our planet and
requires a transformative plan of action.

Namibia and Sri Lanka stand out for having the lowest percent-
age reductions in GHI scores since 2000. In the case of Sri Lanka,
examination of its GHI indicator values reveals that while the preva-
lence of undernourishment, child stunting, and child mortality have
declined moderately, child wasting has gone up and is the third-high-
est child wasting level in the report (Appendix C). The causes of child
undernutrition in Sri Lanka are not well understood, but studies reveal
multiple micronutrient deficiencies among children, with causes that
include a combination of inadequate intake, as well as diseases that
prevent proper nutrient absorption (Hettiarachchi and Liyanage 2010;
Hettiarachchi and Liyanage 2012; Jayatissa et al. 2014). In the case

3 To better understand how each country fares relative to its neighbors, see Appendix E,
where countries are ranked in order of 2016 GHI scores, relative to the other countries in
each subregion.

4 The 2016 GHI scores are based on data from 2011 through 2016, and the most up-to-date
data are used for each indicator. This calculation treats the 2016 GHI scores as a reflec-
tion of the hunger level in 2015. The average annual percentage change between the 2000
GHI score and the 2016 GHI score is extended for 15 years to reach the estimate for 2030.
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TABLE 2.1 GLOBAL HUNGER INDEX SCORES BY RANK, 1992 GHI, 2000 GHI, 2008 GHI, AND 2016 GHI

Rank® Country 1992 2000 2008 2016 | Rank® Country 1992 2000 2008 2016
Argentina 5.8 5.3 <5 <5 69 Guatemala 28.4 28.0 21.9 20.7
Belarus — <5 <5 <5 70 Gambia, The 33.5 27.9 24.5 20.9
Bosnia & Herzegovina — 9.6 6.7 <5 71 Cambodia 45.3 44.7 26.6 21.7

G, Brazil 16.1 11.8 5.4 <5 72  Nepal 43.1 36.8 29.2 21.9
E g Chile 6.2 <5 <5 <5 72 Kenya 38.5 37.6 29.6 21.9
= L | CostaRica 7.6 6.3 5.0 <5 72 Indonesia 35.8 25,3 28.6 21.9
©3  Croatia — 62 <5 <5 75 Myanmar 55.8 453 320 220
§ § Cuba 8.7 6.1 <5 <5 75 Iraq 19.6 24.9 24.5 22.0
§ % Estonia — 5.3 <5 <5 77 Mauritania 39.7 33.6 23.6 22.1
g g Kuwait 26.0 <5 <5 <5 78 Togo 45.2 38.5 28.2 22.4
o 2 | Latvia — 6.6 <5 <5 79 Lesotho 25.9 32.9 28.0 22.7
§ 8 | Lithuania — 5.2 <5 <5 80 Cameroon 40.4 40.3 30.5 22.9
Montenegro — — 5.1 <5 81 Botswana 32.4 33.0 30.9 23.0
Saudi Arabia 11.8 10.4 9.1 <5 82 Benin 44.6 38.1 31.8 23.2
Turkey 14.3 10.4 5.6 <5 83 Swaziland 24.8 30.9 30.0 24.2
Ukraine — 13.5 <5 <5 84 Nigeria 49.5 40.9 33.6 25.5
17 Slovak Republic — 7.7 6.0 5.3 84  Sri Lanka 31.8 27.0 24.4 25.5
18 Tunisia 13.6 9.0 6.2 5.5 86 Cote d'lvoire 31.8 314 34.1 25.7
18 Romania 9.0 8.6 5.9 5.5 87 Uganda 41.3 394 31.2 26.4
20 Uruguay 10.0 7.6 6.7 5.6 88 Congo, Rep. 37.6 37.2 31.9 26.6
21 Jordan 12.6 9.8 5.9 5.7 89 Malawi 57.6 45.3 31.8 26.9
22 Macedonia, FYR — 7.9 6.2 5.8 90 Bangladesh 52.4 38.5 32.4 27.1
23 lIran, Islamic Rep. 17.5 13.7 8.8 6.7 91 Rwanda 54.6 58.7 379 27.4
24 Russian Federation — 10.5 6.8 6.8 91 Guinea-Bissau 45.2 43.9 31.9 27.4
25 Venezuela, RB 14.9 15.3 8.7 7.0 93 Mali 50.2 43.9 34.4 28.1
26 Lebanon 11.4 9.0 8.3 7.1 93 Lao PDR 52.2 48.8 33.9 28.1
26 Serbia — — 7.8 7.1 93 Guinea 46.1 44.4 33.9 28.1
28 Mexico 14.6 10.8 8.4 7.2 96 Tanzania 42.1 42.4 32.9 28.4
29 China 26.4 15.9 11.5 7.7 97 India 46.4 38.2 36.0 28.5
30 Kazakhstan — 10.7 10.7 7.8 98 North Korea 30.9 40.4 30.1 28.6
31 Jamaica 12.4 8.6 7.4 7.9 99 Zimbabwe 36.1 41.0 35.1 28.8
32 Georgia — 15.2 8.2 8.2 100 Tajikistan — 40.3 32.4 30.0
33 Bulgaria 9.3 9.5 8.8 8.3 101 Liberia 49.7 47.4 38.6 30.7
34 Fiji 11.7 10.2 8.7 8.5 102 Burkina Faso 47.7 48.4 37.1 31.0
34 Trinidad & Tobago 13.9 12.3 10.5 8.5 103 Namibia 35.8 325 29.6 314
34 Colombia 15.1 114 9.3 8.5 104 Mozambique 65.6 49.4 38.2 31.7
37 Peru 28.4 20.8 15.8 8.6 105 Djibouti 61.1 48.5 35.9 32.7
38 Armenia = 17.4 11.7 8.7 106 Angola 65.9 57.8 40.5 32.8
38 Algeria 16.8 14.8 10.8 8.7 107 Ethiopia 70.9 58.5 43.0 33.4
40 Kyrgyz Republic — 19.4 13.1 9.1 107 Pakistan 43.4 37.8 35.1 33.4
41 Moldova — 15.1 11.9 9.2 109 Niger 64.8 53.0 37.1 33.7
42 Panama 21.1 19.9 14.9 €).5) 110 Timor-Leste — — 46.9 34.3
42 Morocco 18.3 15.6 12.0 9.3 111 Afghanistan 49.3 52.4 39.2 34.8
44 Malaysia 20.1 15.5 13.4 9.7 112  Sierra Leone 57.8 53.9 45.3 35.0
45  Azerbaijan — 27.2 15.7 9.8 112 Yemen, Rep. 43.8 43.2 36.5 35.0
46 Suriname 17.5 16.5 11.7 10.1 114 Madagascar 44.6 44.2 37.1 35.4
47 Oman 21.1 14.2 10.7 10.4 115 Haiti 51.6 42.8 43.4 36.9
47  Paraguay 17.1 14.2 11.7 10.4 116 Zambia 47.1 50.4 45.2 39.0
49 Dominican Republic 25.0 19.4 15.6 11.1 117 Chad 62.5 51.9 50.9 44.3
50 EI Salvador 19.1 16.8 12.6 11.2 118 Central African Republic 52.2 51.5 48.0 46.1
51 South Africa 18.5 18.7 16.3 11.8
51 Thailand 26.1 18.3 11.9 11.8 Source: Authors.
53 Albania 20.4 21.1 16.9 11.9 Note: — = Data are not available or not presented. Some countries, such as the
54 Gabon 21.1 18.5 15.6 12.0 post-Soviet states prior to 1991, did not exist in their present borders in the given year or
55 Turkmenistan — 22.2 16.6 123 rifeRrae:::dpaec”cz(:tljin to 2016 GHI scores. Countries that have identical 2016 scores are given
56  Uzbekistan - 21.8 158 13.1 the same rankingg(for example, Tunisi.a and Romania are both ranked 18th). The follogwing
57 Mauritius 17.5 16.2 14.8 13.2 countries could not be included because of lack of data: Bahrain, Bhutan, Burundi, the
57 Honduras 25.8 20.3 16.8 138.2 Comoros, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Eritrea, Libya, Papua New Guinea, Qatar,
59 Nicaragua 36.1 25.6 17.9 13.3 Somalia, South Sudan, Sudan, and the Syrian Arab Republic.
60 Egypt, Arab Rep. 19.3 15.3 16.1 13.7 b The 16 countries with 2016 GHI scores of less than 5 are not assigned individual ranks;
61 Mongolia 34.0 33.0 20.5 13.8 rather, they are collectively ranked 1-16. Differences among their scores are minimal. In
62 Ghana 42.7 29.9 207 13.9 previous GHI reports, these countries were not included in the ranking at all. Because of
62 Ecuador 236 202 17.5 13.9 trt;:lzli:\:fsr);s"tlel:t:;:lii:u;a:lek'::rgt:om this year’s report should not be directly compared to the
64 Guyana 24.1 18.8 16.9 14.5
64 Vietnam 41.5 30.2 22.1 14.5
66 Bolivia 36.7 30.8 23.9 15.4
67 Senegal 37.1 37.7 24.4 16.5
68 Philippines 30.8 26.2 20.4 19.9
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FIGURE 2.2 COUNTRY PROGRESS IN REDUCING GHI SCORES
Percentage change in 2016 GHI compared with 2000 GHI
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of Namibia, child stunting, child wasting, and child mortality have
fallen, but the prevalence of undernourishment has risen since 2000,
dragging down its overall score. Namibia is vulnerable to erratic rain-
fall, including frequent droughts and flooding, and has experienced
drought for the last two to three years, putting downward pressure
on Namibia's cereal and livestock production. Also, poor harvests
within Namibia and in neighboring countries have driven up food
prices (WFP 2016b; FAO GIEWS 2016b).

Since 2000, Rwanda, Cambodia, and Myanmar, positioned at
the top of Figure 2.3, have seen the largest percentage reductions

14

South  Lesotho

country’s hunger situation. A decrease in the GHI indicates
an improvement in a country’s hunger situation. GHI scores
were not calculated for countries with very small populations.
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in hunger of all the countries categorized as serious or alarming, with
2016 GHI scores down by just over 50 percent relative to the 2000
scores in each country. Each of these countries has experienced civil
war and political instability in recent decades, and the improvements
may in part reflect increased stability. In the case of Myanmar, the
improved score is driven by the falling prevalence of undernourish-
ment, which has declined by nearly 75 percent since 2000. It will
be important to ensure that comparable gains in child nutrition are
also realized. In Rwanda, child mortality and child wasting saw the
biggest reductions, decreasing by approximately 75 percent each;
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FIGURE 2.3 HOW COUNTRIES HAVE FARED SINCE 2000
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Note: The countries included are those with 2016 GHI scores equal to or greater than 20, reflecting either serious or alarming hunger levels. This figure features countries where data were avail-

able to calculate GHI scores. Some likely poor performers may not appear due to missing data.

the prevalence of undernourishment fell by nearly half; and stunt-
ing only went down by 20 percent. In Cambodia, the child mortality
rate went down the most, dropping by 73 percent, while again child
stunting decreased the least, falling by 34 percent, which is still a
strong improvement.

Only one country—Kuwait—experienced an increase in its GHI
score between 2000 and 2016. However, the increase is small in

absolute terms, and Kuwait’s hunger level is still categorized as low.
Most importantly, Kuwait’s 2016 score of 4.9 represents a dramatic
improvement compared to its 1992 score, which rose to 26.0 in the
wake of the Gulf War.

Seven countries still suffer from levels of hunger that are alarming.
The majority of these are in Africa south of the Sahara: the Central
African Republic, Chad, Madagascar, Sierra Leone, and Zambia. The
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exceptions are Haiti and the Republic of Yemen. While no countries
had extremely alarming levels of hunger (GHI scores of 50 points or
more) according to 2016 GHI scores, nine countries had extremely
alarming hunger levels as recently as 2000: Afghanistan, Angola,
the Central African Republic, Chad, Ethiopia, Niger, Rwanda, Sierra
Leone, and Zambia. As in past years, GHI scores for several coun-
tries could not be included because data on undernourishment, and
in some cases child stunting and child wasting, were not available.
However, the hunger and/or undernutrition situations in many of these
countries are cause for significant concern (Box 2.1) and in some
cases could fall in the extremely alarming category.

In terms of the GHI components, Haiti, Zambia, and the Central
African Republic have the highest proportion of undernourished
people—between 47.7 percent and 53.4 percent of the population.
Timor-Leste, Burundi, and Papua New Guinea have the highest prev-
alence of stunting, with approximately 50 percent or more of chil-
dren under age five suffering from stunting. South Sudan, Djibouti,
and Sri Lanka have the highest prevalence of wasting, with between
21.4 percent and 23.8 percent of children under age five affected.
Somalia, Chad, and Angola have the highest under-five mortality
rates, ranging between 13.7 percent and 15.7 percent.

Subnational Hunger and Undernutrition

The 2030 Agenda emphasizes the importance of using data disag-
gregated by income, gender, age, and geographic location, among
other variables, to ensure that no one is left behind in the develop-
ment process (UN 2015). While the GHI series provides scores at the
national, regional, and global levels, examination of individual GHI
indicators at the subnational or state levels reveals disparities within
countries, in terms of both absolute values and changes over time.
A comprehensive review of subnational differences is not within the
scope of this report, nor is it possible given data constraints. Child
stunting, child wasting, and child mortality estimates at the subna-
tional level are available irregularly for the countries in this report,
and subnational undernourishment estimates are rarely calculated.
However, examples of subnational disparities are provided in this
section to demonstrate the geographic variation that exists within
countries and to serve as a springboard for further research into hun-
ger and undernutrition—and their causes—at the subnational level.

Variations in GHI indicator values can exist within countries at
all levels of the GHI Severity Scale, from low to extremely alarming.®
For countries that have low hunger and undernutrition levels at the
national level, examination of data at the subnational level can help
identify areas of the country that lag behind. For example, Mexico
has a low 2016 GHI score, at 7.2 points, and an overall stunting level

of 13.6 percent, according to the most recent survey data. However,
nearly one-third (31.4 percent) of children in the southern state of
Chiapas are stunted (WHO 2013). Child undernutrition in the state
has been well documented (Stahl 2014; Garcia-Parra et al. 2016),
and Martinez-Rodriguez et al. (2014) find high levels of food insecu-
rity in Chiapas. Also, Gutierrez-Jimenez et al. (2013) show an associ-
ation between child malnutrition and intestinal parasites in Chiapas.
Juarez and Gonzalez (2010) note the lack of proper sanitation in the
homes in Chiapas and other states in Mexico, which they suggest
may decrease the bioavailability of nutrients—meaning they are not
properly absorbed as a result of infection and disease.

Jordan similarly has a low 2016 GHI score at 5.7 points, and its
national stunting rate is 7.8 percent, according to a 2012 survey
(WHO 2014). Yet, in the southern state of Ma'an, nearly one-fifth
(19.0 percent) of children under age five are estimated to be stunted
(WHO 2014). In fact, Krafft and El-Kogali (2014) show that Jordan
has the highest inequality of child stunting rates out of 12 countries
in the Middle East and North Africa, while having the lowest national
stunting level of these countries.

On the other end of the GHI Severity Scale, examination of the
subnational data for the countries categorized as alarming can reveal
areas that are in crisis and demonstrate extremely high levels of hunger
and undernutrition. Zambia, which has a 2016 GHI score of 39.0—
characterized as alarming—shows substantial differences in terms of
the GHI indicators between provinces. According to a 2013-2014 sur-
vey, the under-five mortality rate was 7.5 percent for the nation, but
ranged from 6.3 percent in Copperbelt Province to 11.5 percent in
Eastern Province. To put this in perspective, at the national level, child
mortality rates in 2015 are at or exceed 10.0 percent for only 8 out of
131 countries with data in this report. Zambia's national stunting rate is
40.1 percent, but is highest in Northern Province, at 48.5 percent, and
lowest in Copperbelt, Lusaka, and Western Provinces, at 36 percent
each. In terms of the wasting rate, the national average is 6.0 percent,
yet Luapula’s is more than twice the national average at 13.0 percent
(Zambia, MOH, CSO, and ICF International 2014).

Sierra Leone, also in the GHI's alarming category, has an even
wider spread in terms of stunting, whereby its Kono district has
the highest stunting level, at 51.6 percent according to 2013 data,
while Bombali district has a stunting level of 28.2 percent. On the
other hand, Bombali has the highest wasting level in the country, at
25.5 percent, whereas Kono has the second-lowest wasting level,
at 4.3 percent (SSL and ICF International 2014). To address the

5 No country has a 2016 GHI score in the extremely alarming range, although it is possible
that a country or countries that lack data for calculating scores would be in this range if
data were available.
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BOX 2.1

For this report, 2016 GHI scores could not be calculated for
13 countries because data on the prevalence of undernourish-
ment, and in some cases data or estimates on child stunting and
child wasting, were not available. In the absence of GHI scores, it
is critical to analyze the available food security and nutrition data
to understand the situation in these countries to the greatest extent
possible, particularly given that the levels of child undernutrition and
child mortality in some of these countries are among the highest in
the world. Furthermore, it is vitally important that up-to-date data
are made available for these countries without delay.

The table below shows the data and estimates for the GHI indi-
cators that are available for the countries without GHI scores. Based
on these data, as well as the available information from international
organizations that specialize in hunger and malnutrition, and the
existing literature, we have identified the countries that are cause
for significant concern. For each of these countries, a summary of
the available information is provided in the following paragraphs.

Country-Level Summaries

BURUNDI: At 57.5 percent, according to a 2010-2011 survey,
Burundi has the highest child stunting level of all the countries
with data and estimates for the 2011-2015 reference period. In
the 2014 GHI report, the last year for which adequate data were
available to calculate full GHI scores, Burundi had the highest GHI
score of all the countries in the report for which GHI scores could
be computed, characterized as extremely alarming (von Grebmer
et al. 2014). Burundi was embroiled in a civil war between 1993
and 2005, and the legacy of the war has contributed to the poor
food security and nutrition situation of the population, along with
challenging agro-ecological conditions and economic hardship
(Verwimp 2012; WFPUSA 2015). The level of unrest in Burundi
was increasingly problematic in early 2016, prompting UNICEF to
express concern that a “major nutrition crisis” might be possible
(UNICEF 2016b).

COUNTRIES WITH INSUFFICIENT DATA, YET SIGNIFICANT CONCERNS

THE COMOROS: In the Comoros, 32 percent of children are stunted,
11 percent of children are wasted, and more than 7 percent of chil-
dren die before their fifth birthday. The 2014 Global Hunger Index
report was the last in which GHI scores could be calculated for
the Comoros, and at that point the country had the fourth-highest
hunger level out of the 120 countries with GHI scores. Since its
independence from France in 1975, the Comoros has experienced
at least 20 coups (CSIS 2008). The World Bank reports improved
political stability in recent years, yet deteriorating economic con-
ditions continue to plague the already impoverished, natural disas-
ter—prone nation (World Bank 2016).

THE DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF CONGO (DRC): The DRC’s 43 percent
stunting level according to a 2013-2014 survey is very high, and
has remained virtually unchanged since 2001, when survey data
showed the level to be 44 percent (UNICEF/WHO/World Bank 2016).
The 9.8 percent child mortality rate is one of the top 10 highest
child mortality levels of the 131 countries in this report. Further,
8 percent of children suffer from wasting. According to the United
States Agency for International Development (USAID), “Recurrent
conflict and subsequent internal displacement of persons, lack of
improved agricultural inputs and techniques, pervasive crop and
livestock diseases, poor physical infrastructure, gender inequity,
and a rising fertility rate are among the many factors challenging
food security in DRC” (USAID 2016).

ERITREA: The last GHI report containing complete data for Eritrea
was the 2014 report. At that point, Eritrea had the second-high-
est GHI score of all the countries in the world for which scores
were calculated (von Grebmer et al. 2014). The latest estimates
of child stunting and child wasting are high, at 49.1 percent and
12.5 percent, respectively. Exacerbating the situation, there is evi-
dence based on satellite imagery of serious drought conditions and
low vegetative cover in 2015-2016. Thus, while data are lacking,

(continued)

EXISTING GHI INDICATOR VALUES AND IDENTIFICATION OF SIGNIFICANT CONCERNS

CHILD STUNTING

CHILD WASTING

T e ooy St ooy
2011-2015 (%) 2011-2015 (%)

Bahrain 9.0* 5.2* 0.6 NO
Bhutan 26.9* 4.4* 8.8 NO
Burundi 57.5 6.1 8.2 YES
Comoros 32.1 11.1 7.4 YES
Congo, Dem. Rep. 42.6 8.1 9.8 YES
Eritrea 49.1* 12.5* 4.7 YES
Libya 23.3* 6.4* 1.3 YES
Papua New Guinea 49.5 14.3 5.7 YES
Qatar 1.0* 2.0* 0.8 NO
Somalia — — 13.7 YES
South Sudan 33.7* 23.8* 9.3 YES
Sudan 38.2 16.3 7.0 YES
Syrian Arab Republic — — 1.3 YES

Source: Authors.

Note: * indicates IFPRI estimates; — = not available; undernourishment estimates, and therefore GHI scores, are not available for the countries on this list.
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Box 2.1 (continued)

there is reason to believe that hunger and undernutrition are very

serious and ongoing concerns in Eritrea.

LIBYA: Stunting and wasting levels in Libya are estimated to be
23.3 percent and 6.4 percent, respectively, and the child mortality
rate for children under age five is low, at 1.3 percent. Updated data
are urgently needed, particularly so that the international commu-
nity can more fully understand the food security challenges facing
the population in light of Libya’s civil war of 2011 and the second
civil war that began in 2014. Conflict and instability have dimin-
ished agricultural production in the country and compromised its
food distribution infrastructure (FAO GIEWS 2016a). Out of a total
population of 6.41 million, 1.28 million people in Libya are esti-
mated to be food insecure (UN OCHA 2015).! While food insecu-
rity in Libya was quite low prior to the 2011 and 2014 conflicts,
the disruption to political and economic institutions has introduced
new challenges and is likely to worsen if the country is not able to
stabilize (WFP 2016a).

PAPUA NEW GUINEA: The 49.5 percent stunting level for children
under age five in Papua New Guinea is the third highest of the
129 countries with stunting data or estimates for the 2011-2015 ref-
erence period. The country’s child wasting level—at 14.3 percent—
is also very high and cause for concern. Inequalities in society,
poverty, and a heavy reliance on staple crops leave much of the
population without access to diverse and nutritious food (Hou 2016).
Moreover, drought and frosts brought on by EI Nifio in 2015-2016
have negatively affected food production and increased concerns
about the food security of one-third of the country’s population
(FAO 2015).

SOMALIA: Child mortality is the only GHI indicator for which data
are available for Somalia, and this, at 13.7 percent is the third high-
est of all the child mortality rates included in this report. Reports
from UNICEF Somalia and the International Committee of the Red
Cross indicate that child undernutrition is widespread (UNICEF
2015; ICRC 2015). Famine in Somalia in 2011 led to the deaths
of 250,000 people (WFP 2015). Meanwhile, an El Nifio-related
drought that began in 2015 has again left Somalia in a critical situ-
ation. The FAO-managed Food Security and Nutrition Analysis Unit
(FSNAU) and the Famine Early Warning Systems Network (FEWS
NET) issued a joint statement in February 2016 stating that the
proportion of severely food-insecure people remains alarmingly
high, including people who are unable to meet their daily food
needs (UN 2016a).

SOUTH SUDAN: Survey data from 2010 indicated that 31 percent of
children under five were stunted and 23 percent of children were
wasted, and the latest estimates show no sign of improvement.
To put this in context, South Sudan’s child wasting estimate is
the highest out of 129 countries with child wasting data and esti-
mates for the 2011-2015 reference period. The 2015 child mor-
tality estimate for the country is also high at 9.3 percent. In 2013,
a struggle for power between opposing groups erupted in violent

conflict that continues in 2016. As of April 2016, 4.3 million South
Sudanese people out of a population of approximately 12.3 million
were facing crisis-level food insecurity or worse, indicating signifi-
cant difficulty meeting basic food needs (UN OCHA 2016b; FAO/
UNICEF/WFP 2016). Households in some parts of the country are
facing “emergency” and “catastrophic” levels of food insecurity
(FEWS NET 2016).

SUDAN: A 2014 survey showed worrisome levels of child undernu-
trition in Sudan, with stunting and wasting of children under five at
38.2 percent and 16.3 percent, respectively. Sudan’s hunger and
undernutrition issues are related to widespread poverty; challenging
agro-ecological conditions, including the 2015-2016 EI Nifio—driven
drought; and violent conflict and political instability in the country.
There has been an influx of refugees from South Sudan and mas-
sive internal displacement of people resulting from conflict within
Sudan itself, exacerbating the hunger and undernutrition situation.
The most severely affected regions in terms of food insecurity are
the conflict-affected states of Blue Nile, Darfur, West Kordofan, and
South Kordofan (FEWS NET 2015; UN OCHA 2016a).

SYRIAN ARAB REPUBLIC: Given the continuing devastation wreaked
by Syria's civil war, now in its sixth year, current data and statistics
are extremely limited. Up-to-date data and estimates on the prev-
alence of undernourishment, child stunting, and child wasting are
not available for this year’s report. A current estimate is available
for child mortality. While this estimate, at 1.5 percent, is not high,
given the challenges of collecting data from the conflict-ridden,
inaccessible regions of Syria (Save the Children 2014), its reliability
is questionable. However, on-the-ground reports suggest that sub-
stantial portions of the population in this war-torn country face food
shortages. The World Food Programme reports that food produc-
tion in Syria has dropped by 40 percent relative to precrisis levels
(WFP 2016c). In early 2016, UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon
accused all sides in the war of violating international humanitarian
law, including using starvation as a weapon of war (UN 2016b).

1n the 2015 UN OCHA report, the number of people facing food insecurity is derived
from the proportion of households reporting difficulties in accessing food due to
lack of resources.

18

Global, Regional, and National Trends | Chapter 02 | 2016 Global Hunger Index



particular needs of these populations, it is critical to consider the
specific circumstances and challenges facing each area.
Cambodia has seen one of the most impressive reductions in hun-
ger between the 2000 and 2016 scores among the countries classi-
fied as serious or alarming, dropping by 51 percent from 44.7 points
to 21.7 points. Nationally, the stunting rate fell from 49.2 percent
to 32.4 percent according to surveys from 2000 and 2014—a drop
of 34 percent. Yet, some provinces experienced far more impressive
reductions in stunting than others. For example, Kandal province saw
stunting decline by nearly 50 percent, dropping from 55.2 percent
to 28.1 percent in this period. However, in Kampong Speu province,
stunting declined by only 18 percent between 2000 and 2014, going
from 49.5 percent to 40.5 percent (Cambodia, NIS, DGH, and ICF
International 2015; WHO 2012). Similarly, comparing the child mor-
tality estimates from the same surveys, Cambodia’s national under-five
child mortality estimate fell substantially in the same period, going
from 12.4 percent to 3.5 percent—a fall of 72 percent.® While sev-
eral provinces saw their under-five child mortality levels decrease by
more than 70 percent, Kampong Thom'’s rate fell by only 39 percent,
from 9.9 percent to 6.0 percent, which was one of the highest provin-
cial under-five mortality levels in the country (Cambodia, NIS, DGH,
and ICF International 2015; Cambodia, NIS, DGH, and ORC Macro

2001). Jimenez-Soto, Durham, and Hodge (2014) examine the 2000,
2005, and 2010 under-five child mortality rates for Cambodia and
find persistent, and in some cases increasing, inequality of child mor-
tality in terms of geography.

Conclusion

This year's GHI results demonstrate that the developing world has
made great progress in the fight against hunger and undernutrition.
At the same time, this report identifies various areas of vulnerabil-
ity that must be recognized, and data gaps, including at the subna-
tional level, that must be addressed, to ensure that no one is left
behind on the path to meeting the goal of Zero Hunger by 2030. In
every instance of a region that lags behind the rest of the world, a
country that does not keep pace with its neighbors, a country in cri-
sis for which data are inadequate, or a population that is severely
disadvantaged within a single country, it is essential that we iden-
tify these areas of need and ensure they have the proper support to
reach Zero Hunger by 2030.

6 The DHS under-five child mortality estimates differ somewhat from the estimates from the
United Nations Inter-agency Group for Child Mortality Estimation (UN IGME), which are used
for calculating GHI scores. UN IGME reports the under-five child mortality rates for 2000
and 2014 to be 10.8 percent and 3.1 percent, respectively. However, the percentage change
between the 2000 and 2014 values calculated using the DHS and UN IGME estimates is
virtually the same, at 71.8 percent and 71.3 percent, respectively.
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TRANSFORMING OUR WORLD: HOW THE
SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT GOALS
WILL HELP US ACHIEVE ZERO HUNGER

David Nabarro

s a young doctor beginning my career in Nepal, India, and

Bangladesh, | saw first-hand the crushing effects of hunger

and malnutrition on the lives of the poorest and most vul-
nerable. Hunger and malnutrition undermined people’s health, often
leading to the needless grief of a child’s preventable death or the cat-
astrophic loss of a mother in childbirth. The communities | worked
with carried forward the burden of undernutrition from generation to
generation, as stunting compromised the ability of individuals and
communities to reach their full potential. Why then did responding
to undernutrition not receive the attention it deserved?

By listening to the women and their families, those of us working
with these communities began to understand the complex interlink-
ages between the challenges they faced and how these contributed
to malnutrition. Optimum infant and young child feeding takes time
and is a luxury for most poor people; breastfeeding requires space
and privacy, which are often not available; and good feeding means
access to nutritious foodstuffs and is often undermined by illness.
It became clear that people do not live in compartments, but rather
in complicated spaces where the challenges—in food, in health, in
sanitation, and in livelihoods—all come together. It was also clear
that in responding there must be more integrated approaches—a
new way of doing business that puts the individual at the center.

The year 2015 heralded a major shift in the dimensions of interna-
tional development. In an unprecedented, inclusive, transparent, and
open process, the 193 member states of the United Nations adopted,
by consensus, the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. This
contains the 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and the 169
targets that relate to them. Together with the Sendai Framework for
Disaster Risk Reduction, the Addis Ababa Action Accord, and the
Paris Climate Agreement, the 2030 Agenda constitutes a truly trans-
formative plan for people, planet, prosperity, partnership, and peace.

The 2030 Agenda represents a political manifesto for the world
over the next 14 years. It sets a clear objective for all people,
nations, institutions, organizations, and enterprises: Transform our
world to ensure that people and our planet thrive by ending pov-
erty and hunger, reaching the most vulnerable first; by prioritizing
human rights, addressing injustice and empowering women; and
by building resilience and tackling the impacts of adverse climate
events. It addresses the interconnected root causes of poverty, hun-
ger, pandemics, inequalities, environmental degradation, climate
change, forced migration, violence, and extremism. The 17 SDGs
oblige developed and developing countries alike. They are truly a

blueprint for action across all three pillars of the United Nations’
work—peace and security, development, and human rights—inte-
grating the social, economic, and environmental dimensions of sus-
tainable development.

Moreover, at a time when conflicts rage and divisions are pro-
nounced, the series of agreements reached in 2015 demonstrate that
inclusive multilateralism can work. Inclusivity has been at the heart
of the process to develop the 2030 Agenda. The SDGs were agreed
on through negotiations among all member states with an unprece-
dented level of engagement from civil society, the business commu-
nity, and other stakeholders. This was the most open and participatory
multilateral process in history, with direct engagement of more than
7 million people from all over the world. They represented a wide
range of interests, each bringing his or her unique perspective and
contribution to solving the challenges facing humanity.

How Does the 2030 Agenda Differ from What Came
Before?

The 2030 Agenda is grounded in a number of principles that set it
apart from what came before. The Agenda is universal—it applies to
all countries, regardless of their level of development and irrespec-
tive of their political or socioeconomic status. This sets it apart from
the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), which principally applied
to developing countries. The 2030 Agenda sees every country as a
developing country, in that every country needs to change the way
it operates, considering the wider impact of its policies and actions
beyond its own national borders, to contribute toward a sustainable
future for the world.

The Agenda is transformative, seeking to end poverty and hun-
ger once and for all, while safeguarding the planet. In its determina-
tion to leave no one behind, the Agenda is people-centered, putting
human rights and social justice at its core. It emphasizes that the
needs of people who are missed out because they are hard to reach
or displaced or because they cannot easily participate in development
activities must be specifically targeted. The persistence of armed
conflict and its impact on the fight against hunger, and on those who
flee and those who are left behind were brought into sharp relief in
the 2015 Global Hunger Index (GHI) report, which asserted that the
needs and rights of both visible and invisible victims of violent con-
flict must be addressed.

Note: The views expressed in this chapter are those of the author. They do not necessarily reflect the views of IFPRI, Welthungerhilfe, or Concern Worldwide.
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By realizing the rights that underpin the 2030 Agenda, we can
ensure peace and prosperity for individuals, communities, countries,
and the world.

The Agenda is also integrated and indivisible, as it recognizes that
people do not live in discrete silos or sectors but in a continuum of
interrelated communities and ecosystems. It therefore demands a
complete revolution in the way we organize ourselves and in the way
we work. It is not acceptable that one or other of the SDGs is treated
in isolation. Without addressing all of the goals in an integrated man-
ner, we will not be able to achieve the transformation foreseen by
the member states.

From Ambition to Action: Implementation of
the Agenda

The 2030 Agenda will only have meaning for our world and its
people if it is fully implemented by all. The level of ambition agreed
upon by national leaders and reflected internationally needs to be
matched by a level of investment sufficient to deliver this agenda—a
scale-up in finances that has been described as a move “from billions
to trillions.” The ambition also needs to be nurtured in local commu-
nities so that it takes root everywhere. Just as in the development of
the Agenda, member states will take the lead in its implementation
by making it relevant to their national contexts, making sure that
this Agenda really is the center of all thinking, and trying to build in
the capability necessary for whole-of-society support for develop-
ment action. They will do this by putting in place ambitious, locally
owned national development plans that are aligned with the Agenda
and support implementation at all levels. This work is already hap-
pening: 22 countries presented updates of their progress in imple-
menting the 2030 Agenda during the High-Level Political Forum on
Sustainable Development in July 2016.

Tackling climate change and delivering on the 2030 Agenda
are two sides of the same coin. The actions needed to reduce
emissions and build climate resilience are the very same actions
that are needed to set the world on a sustainable footing for gen-
erations to come. These agendas must be linked in national plan-
ning processes.

The interconnected nature of the SDGs requires new thinking
when it comes to implementation. Long-term planning for sus-
tainable development that forgoes short-term political gain is the
basis of the new political consensus reflected in the 2030 Agenda.
Policy coherence will be an essential requirement in planning at
all levels and for all countries. This will sometimes be uncomfort-
able, as institutions and individuals are challenged to work beyond
their silos, to share information and pool or share funds. It may
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even call for new arrangements at the cabinet level in countries.
However, success will lie in having the courage and vision to do
things differently.

Adjusting to the new agenda will also have implications for the way
the United Nations system works. The 2030 Agenda has increased
the demand from member states for the United Nations to pro-
vide integrated and coordinated policy support. This support must
be brought closer to countries and communities, providing tailored
responses and policy coherence across the United Nations’ work on
peace and security, human rights, and development. Those working
in humanitarian contexts must also recognize the relevance of the
Agenda, particularly its focus on human rights, resilience, and leav-
ing no one behind. The United Nations’ ability to work at the inter-
faces between sectors and disciplines is critical—the 2030 Agenda
demands it.

The 2030 Agenda will have to be owned by citizens, communities,
local and national governments, civil society organizations at all levels,
and enterprises of all sizes. Experience with the MDGs shows that
strong proactive leadership is needed across all strata to ensure that
the goals form a key component of national strategies and budgets.

The Global Hunger Index initiative can support these efforts and
help ensure that hunger remains part of the discussion. This project
acts as an effective interface between researchers and nongovern-
mental organizations (NGOs), and produces an evidence-based mea-
surement of hunger to inform sound policymaking. The GHI reports
can focus media attention on the effects of hunger on the individual
and society, driving both public and political debate.

Hunger in the 2030 Agenda

With the 2030 Agenda, member states have shown their commit-
ment to a comprehensive, integrated, and universal transformation
that includes ending hunger and malnutrition. This ambition is cap-
tured in Sustainable Development Goal 2 (SDG2), which includes
the achievement of food security, improved nutrition, and sustainable
agriculture as part of a comprehensive set of interwoven actions that
will contribute to social justice, an end to rural poverty, and improve-
ments in people’s health and well-being.

The MDG target of halving the percentage of the population expe-
riencing chronic hunger was met by 73 of 129 countries, and the
number of the chronically hungry has fallen by 210 million. However,
almost 800 million people still do not have enough food to eat to
lead healthy and fulfilling lives. The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development provides the pathways to reach those who have so far
been left behind. Through its goal of “Zero Hunger,” the Agenda com-
mits to ending hunger and malnutrition for all by 2030.
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While this target is ambitious, it is also essential for delivering
on the vision of the 2030 Agenda. The cost of hunger is measured
not only in lost lives but also in unrealized potential for individuals.
It affects the ability of communities, countries, and regions to meet
their own social development goals, and it stunts their economic
prosperity. How we choose to grow, process, distribute, and con-
sume the food we eat will have a profound effect on people, planet,
prosperity, and peace.

Delivering on the promise of the 2030 Agenda, therefore, will not
be possible without rapid progress toward ending hunger and mal-
nutrition; at the same time, a lasting end to hunger and undernutri-
tion cannot be achieved in isolation. Without ending rural poverty
and empowering women, without transforming agriculture (includ-
ing smallholder farmers, fishers, pastoralists, forest collectors, and
traditional and indigenous communities) and food systems in a way
that makes them inclusive, resilient, and sustainable, and without
preserving ecosystems and natural resources, we cannot achieve
Zero Hunger. This also means addressing the underlying structural
maintainers of poverty and hunger.

The Paris Climate Change Agreement underlines the links between
safeguarding food security and ending hunger and the impacts of
climate change. Poor nations and poor people across all nations
will suffer first—and suffer most—from adverse changes in climate.
The rural population, particularly women, children, small-scale pro-
ducers, and laborers, are the worst affected. It is imperative that
we factor the impact of climate into our thinking and actions as
we work to implement the 2030 Agenda and deliver Zero Hunger.
New approaches to agriculture and food systems that are peo-
ple-centered, economically viable, and sustainable will be essen-
tial. Innovative approaches that make farming part of the solution
to climate change, through adaptation and mitigation, can increase
smallholder productivity and income while helping to meet coun-
tries’ climate commitments.

Many of those suffering from hunger and malnutrition are trapped
in protracted crises, caught up in recurrent natural disasters or con-
flicts. With almost 130 million hungry people living in countries
affected by protracted crises, it is clear that when it comes to Zero
Hunger, the promise to “leave no one behind” cannot be realized if
the needs of these people are not met. The 2030 Agenda commits
to addressing the needs of the most vulnerable first. The Sendai
Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction underlines that disasters,
many of which are exacerbated by climate change and increasing in
frequency and intensity, significantly impede progress toward sustain-
able development. Building resilience among individuals (particularly
women) and communities will give them the capabilities needed to
respond to shocks and stresses in a way that does not undermine
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their longer-term development and ecosystem sustainability. However,
people cannot be resilient if they are hungry and malnourished.

Innovative Approaches

Former UN Secretary-General Dag Hammarskjold said, “I cannot do
everything—but everybody can do something.” The interconnected
and transformative nature of the 2030 Agenda is ambitious and also
achievable; however, it will not be realized by individual actors work-
ing alone. The full potential of the Agenda can only be borne out
if the capacities of all segments of society are marshalled through
new and innovative approaches that bring multiple actors together to
align behind the common goal of ending poverty and hunger for all,
and for good. This challenge is most acute in the hardest-to-reach
populations and the most difficult contexts, but here too the resolve
of all stakeholders must be harnessed. The United Nations system,
governments, civil society, and the business community will have to
cross traditional institutional boundaries, establish new partnerships,
and pioneer new ways of working.

To engage actors at all levels, it is crucial to communicate the
potential of the 2030 Agenda to transform the lives of individuals in
both developing and developed countries, ensuring that all people
understand what their governments have committed to, and allow-
ing them to hold their leaders accountable. Individuals must be the
drivers of the Agenda and not its passive subjects.

The experience of those working on food security, nutrition, and
sustainable agriculture can provide examples of the type of inno-
vative approaches needed to deliver on the 2030 Agenda. The last
decade has witnessed the rise of different platforms, partnerships,
and movements aimed at ending hunger and malnutrition in all its
forms, from calorie deficiency and undernutrition to obesity, and at
creating sustainable, resilient, and inclusive food systems. These
experiments in partnership, collective impact, and multistakeholder
stewardship provide lessons for our broader work in implementing
the 2030 Agenda.

Zero Hunger Challenge

UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon’s Zero Hunger Challenge was
launched in 2012 at the United Nations Conference on Sustainable
Development (Rio+20). Since then, it has galvanized a growing move-
ment of multiple actors committed to making the vision of Zero
Hunger and zero malnutrition a reality. The mission of the Zero Hunger
Challenge is (1) to bring together all stakeholders to communicate the
importance of food security; nutrition; and inclusive, sustainable, and
resilient agriculture in fulfilling the promise of the 2030 Agenda; and
(2) to encourage, engage, accelerate, and amplify collective action
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to create food systems that deliver for all people. The Zero Hunger
Challenge has inspired action at the country level and has ensured
that food and nutrition security and sustainable agriculture remain
high on the global development agenda.

Mirroring the nature of the 2030 Agenda, the Zero Hunger
Challenge promotes integrated approaches that respond to the mul-
tiple, interconnected causes of hunger and malnutrition. The com-
prehensiveness of the approach reflects the reality of the challenges
people face everywhere as they seek better agriculture and food sys-
tems that bring about improved nutrition and sustainable and resil-
ient rural communities. It appreciates the role of food systems in
safeguarding ecosystems and biodiversity and in minimizing nega-
tive impacts on climate. Grounded in the right of everyone to have
access to adequate, safe, and nutritious food, the Zero Hunger vision
can significantly contribute to the massive transformations needed
to achieve this ambitious Agenda.

The Zero Hunger Challenge provides a principle-based platform
for all actors—cities; governments; NGOs; businesses; the UN agen-
cies, funds, and programs; research institutions; faith communities;
philanthropies; chefs; students; and others—to align behind the
common vision of ending hunger and poverty. Those supporting the
Zero Hunger Challenge are encouraged to work to become Champions
for Zero Hunger: to adopt innovative and visionary approaches at
an institutional level to effect the transformative change envisaged.

The Zero Hunger Challenge also seeks to engage citizens in a Global
Movement for Zero Hunger—harnessing the power of individuals to
drive change and hold their leaders to account for their commitments.
The Zero Hunger Challenge, with all its components, illustrates the
kind of shift in thinking needed to end hunger and malnutrition and to
achieve the transformations at the heart of the 2030 Agenda.

Compact2025
Another platform that exemplifies this shift in thinking is
Compact2025, led by the International Food Policy Research Institute
(IFPRI). Compact2025 underlines the importance of research and
knowledge to deliver and accelerate development gains. It includes a
global knowledge and innovation hub to experiment, learn, and share
evidence for pragmatic, action-oriented strategies. The focus is on
stimulating innovation, communicating research on what works, syn-
thesizing lessons, collecting data, and monitoring progress. In doing
so, the initiative provides a multisectoral and multistakeholder space
that complements and leverages existing initiatives and networks.
Compact2025 can assist countries to refine and implement effec-
tive roadmaps for action by creating a network of researchers and
policymakers who identify evidence and gaps, with a focus on imple-
mentation at the national and subnational levels. Success stories
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provide a strong base from which to learn. For example, expanding
effective social protection programs and nutrition interventions has
led to a dramatic drop in poverty, hunger, and undernutrition in Brazil.
In China, helping smallholder farmers produce and purchase nutri-
tious foods has boosted the income of the rural population. Such
experiences of social protection—led strategies in Brazil or smallholder
agriculture—led strategies in China shorten the learning curve and
provide us with models that can be adapted and replicated for other
countries. Complementing Compact2025, other IFPRI projects, such
as Nourishing Millions: Stories of Change in Nutrition and the Global
Nutrition Report, showcase success stories in nutrition, encouraging
cross-border learning between countries and regions.

This type of knowledge-sharing provides far-reaching insight and
value for the achievement of Zero Hunger and the 2030 Agenda. These
projects highlight the potential of innovative approaches that bring
together multiple actors in support of country-led action.

These are just two examples, however; many others exist, includ-
ing the Committee on World Food Security (CFS), with its innovative
multistakeholder mechanism, which allows all stakeholders to work
together to develop and endorse policy recommendations and guid-
ance on a wide range of food security and nutrition topics with a
view to ensuring food security and nutrition for all. Additionally, the
Scaling Up Nutrition (SUN) Movement brings together 57 countries,
whose leaders are prioritizing efforts to address malnutrition. Since
its inception in 2010, the SUN Movement has helped create a space
for interaction between SUN countries and an increasingly diverse
set of stakeholders, reflecting the multiplicity of tactics needed to
fight malnutrition. Strong national movements have emerged that
are taking their own country-led approaches and putting the systems
in place that will effectively address their own unique challenges.

Role of Data

The UN Secretary-General believes that technology underpins the
success of sustainable development and is urging the technology
industry to help close the digital divide. Accessible, reliable data and
information are essential for both decision-making and accountability.
The SDGs demand a data revolution that delivers new technologies
and innovations in data and data collection, which can complement
traditional statistics. Ensuring no one is left behind will require data
that are fully disaggregated by, among other things, age, gender, and
income group. The Global Partnership for Sustainable Development
Data supports data-driven decision-making by initiating more open,
new, and usable data to help end extreme poverty, combat climate
change, and ensure a healthy life for all.
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Mobile technology has already transformed societies around the
globe, including the poorest communities and countries. In many
instances, it is empowering women, creating jobs, spurring finan-
cial independence, improving education, boosting agricultural pro-
duction, and promoting better health. Mobile phones have enabled
people to monitor elections, track and hold governments accountable,
and even save lives in natural disasters. Now, through big data col-
lection and analysis, the mobile industry is uniquely placed to help
national governments work successfully toward achieving the SDGs.

The UN’s Global Pulse initiative has demonstrated how data pro-
duced by mobile phones can help map and curb the spread of hun-
ger and disease, inform crisis response, and understand the impact
of climate change. By working with governments and the interna-
tional community to expand connectivity, lower barriers to access,
and ensure that tools and applications are developed with vulnera-
ble communities in mind, the technology industry can significantly
help in the implementation of the 2030 Agenda. This can happen
through the responsible use of data for humanitarian and develop-
ment purposes, while protecting individual privacy.

Accountability

Data and information are not only important means for implementation
of the SDGs, but will also contribute to accountability. Aggregating
high-quality, timely, and reliable data at all levels will be crucial for
monitoring progress over the next 14 years. The Inter-Agency and
Expert Group on Sustainable Development Goal Indicators has agreed
on a set of indicators that will enable progress to be monitored across
all SDGs, including Zero Hunger. National plans for their implemen-
tation need to include indicators relevant to national contexts.

The relationship between citizens and their leaders sits at the
heart of SDG accountability. National follow-up and review processes
should be comprehensive, participatory, open, and transparent. Civil
society will have a central role in supporting citizens to hold govern-
ments to account.

2016 Global Hunger Index | Chapter 03 | Transforming Our World

For SDG2 and the other goals and targets that fall within its man-
date, the Committee on World Food Security, structured to facilitate
inclusive multistakeholder dialogue, can play an important role in
global follow-up and review of the 2030 Agenda. The CFS is well
placed to feed into the High-Level Political Forum on Sustainable
Development in reviewing global progress, identifying lessons learned,
providing recommendations and guidance, and identifying emerging
issues and trends.

Conclusion

It is time to reinvent cooperation for development that builds on
the important role of development assistance, while also engaging
the whole of society in development work, to make sure that this
Agenda really is at the center of all thinking and has the support of
citizens that is so necessary for its implementation. Achieving the
goal of Zero Hunger will require action that makes human dignity
central to the 2030 Agenda. It will require sustainable and resil-
ient climate-compatible agriculture and food systems that deliver
for people and planet. It will require a renewed focus on how to
respond to crises, while all the time building capabilities and resil-
ience within individuals and communities. The comprehensive and
universal nature of the Zero Hunger vision, grounded in the right
of everyone to have access to safe and nutritious food, can signifi-
cantly contribute to the massive transformations needed to realize
this ambitious Agenda.

Given the complex and interconnected nature of the root causes
of poverty and of hunger, delivering on the 2030 Agenda provides
the best and surest way of getting to Zero Hunger faster. With collab-
oration at all levels and by utilizing advances in technology, employ-
ing innovative approaches, and ensuring that honesty, fairness, and
justice are the underpinning principles of all our actions, we can
transform our world and eradicate poverty and hunger for all, and for
good. The goals are ambitious but by no means impossible. Together
we can see this vision transform into reality.
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POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

he 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) in the 2030

Agenda are inextricably linked with one another. To reach

Goal 2: End hunger, achieve food security and improved nutri-
tion, and promote sustainable agriculture, there must also be progress
on the 16 other SDGs. With that in mind, the following recommen-
dations emphasize the ways we can accelerate toward Zero Hunger
in the context of the 2030 Agenda.

Make a Whole-of-Government Commitment to
Zero Hunger

- Integrate actions to deliver Zero Hunger into national develop-
ment plans, with targets and indicators for hunger, food security,
nutrition, and sustainable agriculture that are ambitious, appro-
priate to national contexts, and adequately financed.

- Work with finance and planning ministries to estimate national
budget requirements for investments to deliver Zero Hunger, and
provide long-term funding pipelines to ensure that the investment
plans can be sustainably delivered.

- Prioritize policy coherence for sustainable development at national
and international levels, so the intended impacts on reducing
poverty and malnutrition are achieved.

- Coordinate across key sectors and programs, including agriculture,
nutrition, health, social protection, education, and water, sanita-
tion and hygiene (WASH), to realize Zero Hunger.

- Focus on poverty eradication and food and nutrition security
within the national agricultural policies of countries affected
by hunger.

- Promote healthy, diversified, and sustainable diets through agri-
cultural, environmental, and social policies that influence what
food is produced and consumed.

Transform Our Food Systems to Transform Our World

- Promote innovative approaches that are people-centered, eco-
nomically viable, and sustainable to make farming part of the
solution to climate change.

- Improve infrastructure, technology, transportation, and distribu-

tion systems to minimize food loss, and develop effective policies
to reduce food waste and conserve natural resources.
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-> Prioritize agricultural production for food and nutrition security
over the production of biomass for energy and material use in
all agricultural policies.

-> Significantly reformulate agricultural policies in the Global North
so they do not hinder the development of agricultural markets
in the Global South.

- Sustainably increase the agricultural productivity of smallholder
farmers by securing access to land, markets, knowledge, and
financial services.

Leave No One Behind

- Address the structural inequalities that exist within international
trade and financial systems.

- Ensure national and international policies and programs are
designed to improve the food and nutrition security of the most
excluded population groups.

- Strengthen the political, economic, and social participation of
women and other excluded groups. Governments must abolish any
discriminatory laws, policies, and practices leading to inequali-
ties in access to education, health services, productive resources,
and decision-making processes.

Measure, Monitor, and Hold to Account

- International organizations and national governments must sup-
port the collection of independent, open, reliable, and timely
data that are fully disaggregated by age, gender, income, race,
ethnicity, migratory status, disability, and geographic location
to enable inequalities to be tracked and addressed for disadvan-
taged populations.

= In industrialized countries, indicators need to be developed to
assess the impact of their policies at a global level, particularly
in the Global South.

- International organizations and civil society must hold gov-
ernments to account by holding participatory and transparent
national follow-up and review processes. This requires a free
and enabling environment for civil society that is supported by
all governments.

29



n APPENDIXES

30

FORMULA FOR CALCULATION OF GLOBAL HUNGER INDEX SCORES
GHI scores are calculated using a three-step process:

First, values for the four component indicators are determined
from the available data for each country. The indicators are

- the percentage of the population that is undernourished,

- the percentage of children under five years old who suffer
from wasting (low weight for height),

- the percentage of children under five years old who suffer
from stunting (low height for age), and

- the percentage of children who die before the age of five
(child mortality).

STEP 1 Determine values for each of the
component indicators:

PUN: proportion of the population that is
undernourished (in %)

CWA: prevalence of wasting in children
under five years old (in %)

CST: prevalence of stunting in children
under five years old (in %)

CM: proportion of children dying before

the age of five (in %)

Second, each of the four component indicators is given a
standardized score based on thresholds set slightly above
the highest country-level values observed worldwide for that
indicator between 1988 and 2013.! For example, the
highest value for undernourishment estimated in this period
is 76.5 percent, so the threshold for standardization was set a
bit higher, at 80 percent.? In a given year, if a country has an
undernourishment prevalence of 40 percent, its standardized
undernourishment score for that year is 50. In other words,
that country is approximately halfway between having no
undernourishment and reaching the maximum observed levels.

STEP 2 Standardize component indicators:

Standardized PUN = PYN 100

80
Standardized CWA = % x 100
Standardized CST = % x 100

: CcM
Standardized CM = 35

x 100

Third, the standardized scores are aggregated to calculate
the GHI score for each country. Undernourishment and child
mortality each contribute one-third of the GHI score, while
the child undernutrition indicators—child wasting and child
stunting—each contribute one-sixth of the score.

STEP 3 Aggregate component indicators:

% x Standardized PUN
+ é x Standardized CWA
+ é x Standardized CST
+ % x Standardized CM

= GHI score

This calculation results in GHI scores on a 100-point scale, where
0 is the best score (no hunger) and 100 is the worst. In practice,
neither of these extremes is reached. A value of 100 would signify that
a country’s undernourishment, child wasting, child stunting, and child
mortality levels each exactly meets the thresholds set slightly above
the highest levels observed worldwide in recent decades. A value of
0 would mean that a country had no undernourished people in the
population, no children younger than five who were wasted or stunted,
and no children who died before their fifth birthday.

1 The thresholds for standardization are set slightly above the highest observed values
to allow for the possibility that these values could be exceeded in the future.

2 The threshold for undernourishment is 80, based on the observed maximum of
76.5 percent; the threshold for child wasting is 30, based on the observed maxi-
mum of 26.0 percent; the threshold for child stunting is 70, based on the observed
maximum of 68.2 percent; and the threshold for child mortality is 35, based on the
observed maximum of 32.6 percent.
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DATA SOURCES FOR THE GLOBAL HUNGER INDEX COMPONENTS, 1992, 2000, 2008, AND 2016

Number of
GHI countries with | Indicators Reference years Data sources
GHI
1992 96 Percentage of undernourished in the population? 1991-93¢° FAO 2016c and authors' estimates
Percentage of wasting in children under five 1990-94¢ UNICEF/WHO/World Bank 2016; WHO 2016;¢ and authors' estimates
Percentage of stunting in children under five 1990-94¢ UNICEF/WHO/World Bank 2016; WHO 2016;¢ and authors' estimates
Under-five mortality 1992 UN IGME 2015
2000 115 Percentage of undernourished in the population® 1999-01° FAO 2016c and authors' estimates
Percentage of wasting in children under five 1998-02¢ UNICEF/WHO/World Bank 2016; WHO 2016;¢ and authors' estimates
Percentage of stunting in children under five 1998-02¢ UNICEF/WHO/World Bank 2016; WHO 2016;¢ and authors' estimates
Under-five mortality 2000 UN IGME 2015
2008 118 Percentage of undernourished in the population? 2007-09° FAO 2016c and authors' estimates
Percentage of wasting in children under five 2006-10° UNICEF/WHO/World Bank 2016; WHO 2016;¢ and authors' estimates
Percentage of stunting in children under five 2006-10" UNICEF/WHO/World Bank 2016; WHO 2016;4 and authors' estimates
Under-five mortality 2008 UN IGME 2015
2016 118 Percentage of undernourished in the population® 2014-16° FAO 2016c and authors' estimates
Percentage of wasting in children under five 2011-15¢ UNICEF/WHO/World Bank 2016; WHO 2016;¢ and authors' estimates
Percentage of stunting in children under five 2011-15¢ UNICEF/WHO/World Bank 2016; WHO 2016;¢ and authors' estimates
Under-five mortality 2015 UN IGME 2015

a Proportion of the population with chronic calorie deficiency.

b Average over a three-year period. Data for 2014-2016 are provisional estimates.

¢ Data collected from the years closest to 1992; where data from 1990 and 1994 or 1991 and 1993 were available, an average was used.

d UNICEF/WHO/World Bank 2016 data are the primary data sources; and WHO 2016; UNICEF 2016a, 2013, and 2009; and MEASURE DHS 2016 are complementary data sources.
e Data collected from the years closest to 2000; where data from 1998 and 2002 or 1999 and 2001 were available, an average was used.

f Data collected from the years closest to 2008; where data from 2006 and 2010 or 2007 and 2009 were available, an average was used.

e The latest data gathered in this period.
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DATA UNDERLYING THE CALCULATION OF THE 1992, 2000, 2008, AND 2016 GLOBAL HUNGER INDEX SCORES

Country Proportion of undernourished Prevalence of wasting in Prevalence of stunting in Under-five mortality rate (%)
in the population (%) children under five years (%) children under five years (%)

‘91-'93 ‘99-'01 ‘07-'09 ‘14-'16 A '90-'94 '98-'02 '06-'10 '11-'15 | '90-'94 '98-'02 '06-'10 '11-'15 | 1992 2000 2008 2015
Afghanistan 35.6 45.2 27.7 26.8 11.4* 13.5* 8.9*% 95 51.1* 54.7* 51.3* 40.9 16.8 13.7 11.0 9.1
Albania 6.6* 6.1* 10.6* 8.5* 9.3* 12.2 9.4 6.0* 7.5 39.2 23.1 15.7* 3.7 2.6 1.8 1.4
Algeria 7.4 8.7 6.1 2.9* 7.1 3.1 4.2* 4.1 22.9 23.6 13.2* 11.7 4.5 4.0 2.9 2.6
Angola 64.5 51.1 25.8 14.2 8.8* 8.6* 8.2 7.2% 52.8*  46.6* 29.2 335" 22.6 21.7 19.2 15.7
Argentina 1.7* 0.9* 1.5% 0.2* 1.6 1.7* 1.2 1.6* 7.1 8.7* 8.2 8.1* 2.6 2.0 1.5 1.3
Armenia — 21.4 6.1 5.8 4.6* 2.5 4.2 3.3* 24.0* 17.7 20.8 12.9* 4.5 3.0 2.0 1.4
Azerbaijan — 22.5 3.5 1.7* 5.8* 9.0 6.8 3.1 29.1* 24.1 26.8 18.0 9.5 7.4 4.3 3.2
Bahrain — — — — 7.0% 6.7*% 5 5.2* 15,8 13.7* 9.2* 9.0* 2.2 1.3 0.9 0.6
Bangladesh 33.2 23.1 17.0 16.4 16.1 13.8 17.5 14.3 71.5 54.0 43.2 36.4 13.2 8.8 5.6 3.8
Belarus — 2.2* 1.5* 0.8* 2.9* 2.3* 2.1* 2.2* 6.7* 5.4* 3.9* 3.7* 1.7 1.4 0.7 0.5
Benin 27.7 23.9 13.0 7.5 11.5*% 9.0 8.4 4.5 43.9* 39.1 44.7 34.0 17.0 14.5 11.6 10.0
Bhutan — — — — 5.9* 2.5 4.7 4.4* 60.3* 47.7 34.9 26.9* 12.2 8.0 4.8 3.3
Bolivia 35.9 34.6 28.0 15.9 3.6 1.6 1.4 1.6 37.1 33.1 27.2 18.1 11.5 8.0 5.2 3.8
Bosnia & Herzegovina — 4.1* 2.2* 0.9* 5.8 7.4 4.0 2.3 18.4* 12.1 11.8 8.9 — 0.9 0.8 0.5
Botswana 26.7 35.6 32.5 24.1 12.2* 6.0 7.2 5.8* 7.5 29.1 314 23.2* 5.8) 8.3 6.2 4.4
Brazil 14.3 12.3 2.6* 1.6* 2.7* 2.2* 1.6 1.6* 14.2*  10.1* 7.1 6.1* 5.5 3.2 1.8 1.6
Bulgaria 5.8 7.7* 8.8* 9.0* 3.8* 3.4* 3.3* 3.2* 11.7* 9.9* 8.1* 7.5% 2.3 2.1 1.4 1.0
Burkina Faso 24.5 26.6 24.2 20.7 155 15.7 11.3 10.9 40.7 45.5 35.1 32.9 20.2 18.6 13.0 8.9
Burundi — — — — 7.2*% 8.2 7.3% 6.1 59.1* 63.1 58.0* 57.5 17.4 15.2 10.9 8.2
Cambodia 29.7 32.0 17.5 14.2 13.9*% 16.9 8.9 9.6 58.6* 49.2 39.5 32.4 11.8 10.8 5.2 2.9
Cameroon 37.5 32.3 16.9 9.9 4.5 6.2 7.3 5.2 36.3 38.2 36.4 31.7 14.3 15.0 11.3 8.8
Central African Republic 47.6 44.1 37.1 47.7 9.8* 10.5 12.2 7.4 42.8* 44.6 45.1 40.7 17.6 17.5 15.8 13.0
Chad 56.4 40.1 40.8 34.4 15.2* 13.9 15.7 13.0 44.6* 2.3 38.7 28,8 20.9 19.0 16.8 13.9
Chile 8.1 4.7* 4.0* 2.5% 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.3 4.2 2.9 2.0 1.8 1.6 1.1 0.9 0.8
China 24.5 16.2 14.1 9.3 3.9 2.5 2.6 2.1* 38.0 17.8 9.8 6.8* 5.2 3.7 1.9 1.1
Colombia 13.8 9.9 9.2 8.8 1.6* 1.1 0.9 1.0* 22.4* 18.1 12.7 11.5*% 3.3 2.5 2.0 1.6
Comoros — — — — 583 13,3 9.2* 11.1 38.5 46.9 39.8* 32.1 11.7 10.1 9.1 7.4
Congo, Dem. Rep. — — — — 11.4* 20.9 14.0 8.1 44.1* 44.4 45.8 42.6 18.2 16.1 12.5 9.8
Congo, Rep. 43.3 358 333 30.5 6.5* 6.9* 7.3* 8.2 28.2*  28.7* 29.5* 21.2 9.7 12.2 7.3 4.5
Costa Rica 5.4 5.2 5.2 3.8* 2.1* 1.7* 1.0 1.1* 11.3* 8.0* 5.6 3.5 1.6 1.3 1.0 1.0
Céte d'lvoire 10.8 14.9 14.1 18.8) 8.3 6.9 14.0 7.6 34.2 L5 39.0 29.6 15.3 14.6 11.7 ©.3
Croatia — 10.5* 1.8* 2.5% 1.6 1.3* 1.2* 1.2* 1.3 1.4* 1.0* 1.1* 1.1 0.8 0.6 0.4
Cuba 9.0 5.6 2.2% 0.8* 3.3 2.4 2.4* 2.1* 8.3* 7.0 6.0* 4.9* 1.2 0.8 0.6 0.6
Djibouti 76.8 52.4 26.2 15.9 18.1* 19.4 17.0 21.5 34.1* 26.5 33.0 3 11.5 10.1 8.1 6.5
Dominican Republic 32.1 30.7 20.5 12.3 2.2 1.5 2.3 2.4 21.2 8.0 10.1 7.1 5.6 4.1 35 3.1
Ecuador 19.4 17.8 17.1 10.9 3.0* 3.2 2.5% 2.3 37.3* 32.5 27.1* 25.2 5.2 3.4 2.7 2.2
Egypt, Arab Rep. 3.9* 2.7* &5 1.9* 4.3 6.9 7.9 9.5 33.1 24.6 30.7 22.3 7.8 4.7 3.1 2.4
El Salvador 15.1 12.5 11.2 12.4 1.4 1.5 1.6 2.0 29.5 32.3 20.6 14.0 B 3.2 2.2 1.7
Eritrea — — — — 11.8 14.9 15.3 12.5% 69.6 43.7 50.3 49.1* — 8.9 6.0 4.7
Estonia — 4.2* 2.7* 2.0* 4.9*% 2.7% 2.5* 2.6* 9.3* 4.3 3.6* 8.2 1.9 1.1 0.6 0.3
Ethiopia 75.2 57.9 41.1 32.0 9.2 12.4 10.7* 8.7 66.9 57.4 48.8* 40.4 19.5 14.5 8.7 5.8
Fiji 6.1 4.7* 4.5% 4.5% 9.8 8.0* 6.5* 6.6* 4.3 5.8* 4.1*% 3.7* 2.8 2.5 2.4 2.2
Gabon ©5 4.3*% 4.2* 2.7* 3.9*% 4.3 3.9 3.4 26.7* 26.3 21.6* 17.5 9.1 8.5 6.9 5.1
Gambia, The 18,5 14.1 13.1 5.3} 9.4* 8.9 8.4 11.1 S 24.1 25.5 25.0 15.9 11.9 8.7 6.9
Georgia — 14.8 6.8 7.4 3.6* 3.1 1.6 2.4* 22.6* 16.1 11.3 10.9* 4.7 3.6 1.9 1.2
Ghana 36.9 17.5 8.3 2.3* 10.9 9.9 8.7 4.7 41.2 3.3 28.6 18.7 12.0 10.1 8.0 6.2
Guatemala 15.4 22.1 15.1 15.6 2.2* 3.7 1.1 0.7 58.2* 50.0 48.0 46.5 7.3 5.1 3.7 2.9
Guinea 22.8 27.2 19.8 16.4 10.1* 10.3 8.3 7.8 39.9* 46.9 40.0 BSiG 22.6 17.0 12.1 9.4
Guinea-Bissau 21.8 28.4 25.1 20.7 9.0* 11.8 4.8 6.0 42.6* 36.1 27.7 27.6 22.0 17.8 12.8 9.3
Guyana 22.0 10.4 11.2 10.6 9.2* 12.1 6.8 6.4 18.4* 13.8 18.9 12.0 5.7 4.7 4.2 3.9
Haiti 61.5 55.2 54.4 53.4 5.9 5.6 10.3 5.2 40.1 28.3 29.7 21.9 13.8 10.5 8.3 6.9
Honduras 22.7 19.0 5.3 12.2 2.1 1.2 1.4 1.4 425 34.5 29.9 22.7 5.3 3.7 2.7 2.0
India 22.2 17.0 17.2 15.2 20.0 17.1 20.0 15.1 61.9 54.2 47.9 38.7 11.9 9.1 6.6 4.8
Indonesia 19.0 17.2 17.7 7.6 14.1* 5.5 14.8 1815 53.3* 42.4 40.1 36.4 7.7 5.2 3.6 2.7
Iran, Islamic Rep. 4.2* 5.2 6.6 3.2* 9.2* 6.1 4.0* 4.0 23.9* 20.4 7.8* 6.8 5.2 35 2.1 1.6
Iraq 13.5 24.6 26.6 22.8 4.4 6.6 5.8 7.4 27.6 28.3 27.5 22.6 5.2 4.5 3.8 3.2
Jamaica 10.5 7.8 7.6 8.1 3.2 3.0 2.1 3.0 14.7 6.6 5.2 5.7 2.9 2.2 1.9 1.6
Jordan 5.8 7.0 2.2* 1.8* 3.8 2.5 1.6 2.4 20.5 12.0 8.3 7.8 3.4 2.8 2.2 1.8
Kazakhstan — 4.4* 3.2* 2.5% 4.9*% 2.5 4.9 4.1 20.7* 13.9 17.5 13.1 5.8 4.4 2.6 1.4
Kenya 5.8 2.8 25.7 21.2 7.1 7.4 7.0 4.0 40.2 41.0 5.2 26.0 10.8 10.8 7.0 4.9
Kuwait 43.6 1.9*% 1.7* 3.1* B, 11 2.2 2.2 2.4 14.5* 4.0 5.1 5.8 1.6 1.3 1.1 0.9
Kyrgyz Republic — 15.2 9.1 6.0 8.5 3.5* 1.3 2.8 27.4% 27.1% 22.6 12.9 6.5 4.9 3.4 2.1
Lao PDR 43.6 39.2 24.7 18.5 11.8 17.5 7.3 6.4 53.6 48.2 47.6 43.8 15.4 11.8 8.6 6.7
Latvia — 5.4*% 1.3*% 1.4% 5.4* 2.8*% 2.5% 2.4 7.1%* 5.0* 3.5* 3.2* 2.3 1.7 1.1 0.8
Lebanon 2.1* 1.8* 3.7* 3.0* 5.1* 4.6* 4.3* 4.0* 20.1* 15.8* 13.8* 12.0* 3.0 2.0 1.1 0.8
Lesotho 15.2 13.0 11.2 11.2 3.2 6.7 3.9 2.8 39.2 53.0 42.0 33.2 8.9 11.7 11.7 9.0
Liberia 27.6 36.5 36.6 31.9 6.7* 7.4 7.8 5.6 42.7* 45.3 39.4 32.1 25,5 18.2 10.1 7.0
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DATA UNDERLYING THE CALCULATION OF THE 1992, 2000, 2008, AND 2016 GLOBAL HUNGER INDEX SCORES

Country Proportion of undernourished Prevalence of wasting in Prevalence of stunting in Under-five mortality rate (%)
in the population (%) children under five years (%) children under five years (%)
‘91-'93 ‘99-'01 ‘07-09 ‘14-'16 | '90-'94 '98-'02 '06-'10 ‘'11-'15 | '90-'94 '98-'02 '06-'10 '11-'15 | 1992 2000 2008 2015
Libya — — — — — 7.4% 6.5 6.4*% — 26.2* 21.0 233 3.8 2.8 19 1.3
Lithuania — 3.2* 2.1* 1.4* 5.8* 2.7* 2.5*% 2.4% ©)38 5.2* 3.6* 3.1* 2.0 1.2 0.8 0.5
Macedonia, FYR — 8.4* 3.7 2.4% SO 1.7 2.8% 4.3 12.0* 8.0 8.2* 7.7 3.4 1.6 1.2 0.6
Madagascar 29.1 34.8 31.9 33.0 6.4 10.9* 10.3* Oi5g 60.9 55.6* 49.2 48.6* 15.1 10.9 6.7 5.0
Malawi 45.7 28.6 23.1 20.7 6.6 6.8 1.8 3.8 55.8 54.6 48.8 42.4 22.7 17.4 10.0 6.4
Malaysia 4.1* 2.6* S 2.0* 18.2* 15,3 12.4* 10.2* | 28.7* 20.7 17.2 10.8* 1.5 1.0 0.8 0.7
Mali 17.3 13.9 6.3 4.1* 15.1* 12.6 15,3 11.6* | 46.4* 42.7 38.5 37.7* 24.7 22.0 14.8 115
Mauritania 14.4 11.5 9.2 5.6 17.4 15.3 8.1 11.6 54.8 9. 23.0 22.0 11.5 11.4 10.3 8.5
Mauritius 8.0 7.1 5.2 4.9* 15.8* 15.0* 14.9* 13.3* 14.1* 12.9* 11.8* 10.2* 2.1 1.9 1.6 1.4
Mexico 6.8 4.4 4.6* 4.3* 3.4 2.3 2.0 1.6 24.5* 21.7 15,5 13.6 4.2 2.6 1.8 1.3
Moldova — 17.0* 15.2* 12.2* 5.2* 3.9* 8.3 1.9 13.6* 12.3* 8.4* 6.4 3.4 SH) 1.8 1.6
Mongolia 37.1 38.2 30.1 20.5 2.4 7.1 1.7 1.0 33.1 29.8 15,5 10.8 9.8 6.3 85 2.2
Montenegro — — 0.2* 0.3* — — 4.2 2.8 — — 7.9 9.4 — — 0.8 0.5
Morocco 6.7 6.5 5.4 4.4* 2.6 4.2* 3.5 2.3 29.9 24.3* 18.3* 14.9 7.3 5.0 3.6 2.8
Mozambique 58.8 42.0 35.0 25.3 10.5*% 6.8 4.2 6.1 55,3 49.6 43.7 43.1 23.2 17.1 11.4 7.9
Myanmar 62.7 52.4 26.4 14.2 12.7 10.7 7.9 7.1* 53.6 40.8 35.1 31.0* 10.4 8.2 8.7 5.0
Namibia 36.7 30.4 30.5 423 9.6 10.0 73 7.1 257 29.5 29.6 23.1 7.0 7.6 6.0 4.5
Nepal 23.4 22.2 13.3 7.8 11.9* 11.3 12.7 113 61.6* 57.1 49.3 37.4 12.7 8.1 5.1 3.6
Nicaragua 52.7 34.8 21,5 16.6 2.4 2.3 1.5 1.1* 29.6 25.2 23.0 155+ 6.1 4.0 2.8 2.2
Niger 31.0 22.8 12.8 €5 18.9 16.2 12.9 18.7 48.3 54.2 47.0 43.0 31.4 22.7 14.1 9.6
Nigeria 17.9 9.2 510 7.0 20.6 17.6 14.4 7.8 43.8 39.7 41.0 829 21.2 18.7 14.1 10.9
North Korea 24.7 37.9 9.5 41.6 9.1* 12.2 5.2 4.0 43.5*% 51.0 32.4 27.9 BY5 6.0 3.2 2.5
Oman 19.0 13.2 7.9 4.1* 7.8 7.3 7.1 7.5 24.2 12.9 9.8 14.1 3.2 1.7 1.2 1.2
Pakistan 25.7 224 22.2 22.0 12,5 14.2 12.6* 10.5 54.5 41.5 40.6* 45.0 13.4 11.2 9.6 8.1
Panama 25.9 27.4 18.4 €5 1.6* 1.3* 1.2 0.9* 28.0* 22.3* 19.1 13.6* 2.9 2.6 2.1 1.7
Papua New Guinea — — — — 8.6* 8.3* 8.1* 14.3 50.1*  48.0* 47.2* 49.5 8.7 7.9 7.0 5.7
Paraguay 19.9 133 11.9 10.4 0.6 2.2 1.7 2.6 18.3 17.7*  14.1* 10.9 4.3 3.4 2.6 2.1
Peru 28.1 21.6 15.4 7.5 1.9 1.1 0.8 0.6 37.3 31.3 28.2 14.6 7.1 3 2.3 1.7
Philippines 27.0 21.3 13.8 1815 8.8 8.0 6.9 7.9 40.9 38.3 323 30.3 5.2 4.0 &3 2.8
Qatar — — — — — 2.7 2.0* 2.0* — 3.1* 1.1* 1.0* 1.8 1.2 1.0 0.8
Romania 2.9* 1.4* 0.6* 0.8* 83 4.3 83" 8.3 11.2 12.8 9.8* 9.5 85 2.7 1.6 1.1
Russian Federation — 4.9* 1.3* 0.7* 5.6* 4.4* 3.8* 4.5*% 17.8* 15.9* 12.0* 12.8* 2.6 2.3 1.4 1.0
Rwanda £3.9 60.6 42.8 31.6 5.0 8.3 4.3* 2.2 56.8 47.5 43.0* 37.9 16.6 18.4 7.8 4.2
Saudi Arabia 3.8* 1.2* 2.9*% 1.2* 29 7.3* 6.1* 3.6* 21.4 15.5*  11.9* 3.4 3.7 2.3 1.8 1.5
Senegal 25,5 29.4 16.6 10.0 9.0 10.0 8.3* 5.8 34.4 29.5 23.8* 19.4 13.9 185 7.6 4.7
Serbia — — 7.4*% 6.9* — — 4.0 39 — — 7.4 6.0 — — 0.8 0.7
Sierra Leone 41.7 38.0 32.4 22.3 10.2 11.6 10.5 9.4 40.9 38.4 37.4 379 26.3 23.6 17.9 12.0
Slovak Republic — 5.4* 5.1*% 4.8*% IS 39" 32 2.5 10.1* 9.0* 52" 4.2* — 1.2 0.9 0.7
Somalia — — — — — 19,3 14.9 — — 29.2 25.9 — 175 17.4 16.9 18,7
South Africa 5.3~ 4.6* 7 1.7* B 4.5 4.7 3.4 SINb) 30.1 239 22.2* 5.8 7.3 6.8 4.1
South Sudan — — — — — — — 23.8* — — — 33.7* — — — ©3
Sri Lanka 313 29.9 27.6 22.0 17.5 155 13,3 214 29.7 18.4 18.3 14.7 2.1 1.6 1.2 1.0
Sudan — — — — — — — 16.3 — — — 38.2 — — — 7.0
Suriname 14.5 14.1 10.1 8.0 7.0* 7.0 4.9 4.9* 14.0* 14.5 9.8 8.6* 4.5 3.4 2.6 2.1
Swaziland 16.6 21.7 213 26.8 2.2 1.7 1.1 2.0 38.2* 36.6 40.4 259 7.9 12.8 11.4 6.1
Syrian Arab Republic — — — — 10.0 4.9 115 — 329 24.3 27.5 — 3.4 23 1.7 1.3
Tajikistan — 38.8 38.2 33.2 11.0* 9.4 5, 9.9 41.1* 42.1 34.0 26.8 11.6 €3 5.6 4.5
Tanzania 24.8 36.8 33.8 32.1 7.9 5.6 2.7 3.8 49.7 48.3 43.0 34.7 16.3 13.1 7.4 4.9
Thailand 33.2 19.0 9.7 7.4 7.3 6.4* 4.7 6.7 21.1 19.5* 15.7 16.3 8.3 2.3 1.6 1.2
Timor-Leste — — SSHll 26.9 — 13.7 245 11.0 — 55.7 53:9; 50.2 — — 7.0 5.3
Togo 41.3 29.2 22.3 11.4 11.6* 12.4 6.0 6.7 33.8* .2 26.9 275 14.2 12.1 9.6 7.8
Trinidad & Tobago 13.2 13.0 10.7 7.4 6.6* 5.2 4.9* 4.7 8.0* 5.3 3.9* 3.6* 3.0 2.9 2.5 2.0
Tunisia 1.0* 0.8* 0.9* 0.4* 5,35 2.9 3.4 2.8 21.7* 16.8 9.0 10.1 5.3 3.2 1.9 1.4
Turkey 0.5* 0.8* 0.3* 0.2* 3.8 3.0 0.8 1.7 24.1 19.1 12.3 9.5 6.6 4.0 2.2 1.4
Turkmenistan — 9.0 4.9* 3.2* 8.4* 7.1 7.2 5.5+ 28.8* 28.1 18.9 12.9* 9.0 8.2 6.4 5.1
Uganda 24.4 28.4 24.8 25,5 6.0* 5.0 6.3 4.3 44.7* 44.8 38.7 34.2 18.0 14.8 8.6 5.5
Ukraine — 4.1* 1.8 1.2* 2.0* 8.2 1.5 1.6* 9.8*% 22.9 7.5 7.6* 2.0 1.8 1.3 0.9
Uruguay 6.4 4.0* 3.7 33 2.7* 2.3 243 1.3 15.7* 12.8 10.8 10.7 2.2 1.7 1.3 1.0
Uzbekistan — 1L 9.4 4.2*% 7.6* 8.9 4.5 5.8*% 29.8* 25,3 19.6 18.7* 7.1 6.3 4.9 SiI)
Venezuela, RB 132 16.6 2.6* 1.3 4.3 Si9) 4.5 3.5*% 18.3 17.4 14.6 12.8* 2.8 2.2 1.7 15
Vietnam 44.8 28.1 16.8 11.0 6.7 9.0 9.7 5.7 61.4 43.0 30.5 19.4 4.7 3.4 2.6 2.2
Yemen, Rep. 28.6 29.6 27.7 26.1 14.3 15.8*  14.4* 16.2 52.4 54.6*  47.0* 46.8 12.0 €5 6.1 4.2
Zambia 34.9 42.9 535 47.8 6.3 5.7 5.6 6.3 46.4 57.9 45.8 40.0 18.9 16.3 ©.3 6.4
Zimbabwe 44.4 43.7 873 33.4 6.3 8.5 3.8 3.2 285 33.7 35.1 26.8 8.3 10.6 9L 7.1
Note: Undernourishment data for 2014-2016 are provisional estimates; — = data not available or not presented. Some countries, such as the post-Soviet states prior to 1991, did not exist in the
present borders in the given year or reference period.
* IFPRI estimates.
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Country 1992 2000 2008 2016 Country 1992 2000 2008 2016
with data from '90-'94 '98-'02 '06-'10 "11-'16 with data from '90-'94 '98-'02 '06-'10 "11-'16
Afghanistan 49.3 52.4 39.2 34.8 Liberia 49.7 47.4 38.6 30.7
Albania 20.4 21.1 16.9 11.9 Libya — — — —
Algeria 16.8 14.8 10.8 8.7 Lithuania — 5.2 <5 <5
Angola 65.9 57.8 40.5 32.8 Macedonia, FYR — 7.9 6.2 5.8
Argentina 5.8 5.3 <5 <5 Madagascar 44.6 44.2 37.1 35.4
Armenia — 17.4 11.7 8.7 Malawi 57.6 45.3 31.8 26.9
Azerbaijan — 27.2 15.7 9.8 Malaysia 20.1 155 13.4 9.7
Bahrain — — — — Mali 50.2 43.9 34.4 28.1
Bangladesh 52.4 38.5 324 27.1 Mauritania 39.7 33.6 23.6 22.1
Belarus — <5 <5 <5 Mauritius 17.5 16.2 14.8 13.2
Benin 44.6 38.1 31.8 23.2 Mexico 14.6 10.8 8.4 7.2
Bhutan — — — — Moldova — 15.1 11.9 9.2
Bolivia 36.7 30.8 239 15.4 Mongolia 34.0 33.0 20.5 13.8
Bosnia & Herzegovina — 9.6 6.7 <5 Montenegro — — 5.1 <5
Botswana 32.4 33.0 30.9 23.0 Morocco 18.3 15.6 12.0 €3
Brazil 16.1 11.8 5.4 <5 Mozambique 65.6 49.4 38.2 3.7
Bulgaria ©).3) €5 8.8 8.3 Myanmar 55.8 45.3 32.0 22.0
Burkina Faso 47.7 48.4 37.1 31.0 Namibia 35.8 32.5 29.6 31.4
Burundi — — — — Nepal 43.1 36.8 29.2 21.9
Cambodia 45.3 44.7 26.6 21.7 Nicaragua 36.1 25.6 17.9 18,3
Cameroon 40.4 40.3 30.5 22.9 Niger 64.8 53.0 37.1 33.7
Central African Republic 52.2 515 48.0 46.1 Nigeria 49.5 40.9 33.6 25.5
Chad 62.5 51.9 50.9 44.3 North Korea 30.9 40.4 30.1 28.6
Chile 6.2 <5 <5 <5 Oman 21.1 14.2 10.7 10.4
China 26.4 15.9 11.5 7.7 Pakistan 43.4 37.8 85,1 334
Colombia 15.1 11.4 9.3 8.5 Panama 21.1 19.9 14.9 9.3
Comoros — — — — Papua New Guinea — — — —
Congo, Dem. Rep. — — — — Paraguay 17.1 14.2 11.7 10.4
Congo, Rep. 37.6 37.2 31.9 26.6 Peru 28.4 20.8 15.8 8.6
Costa Rica 7.6 6.3 5.0 <5 Philippines 30.8 26.2 20.4 19.9
Cote d'lvoire 31.8 31.4 34.1 25.7 Qatar — — — —
Croatia — 6.2 <5 <5 Romania 9.0 8.6 By 515
Cuba 8.7 6.1 <5 <5 Russian Federation — 10.5 6.8 6.8
Djibouti 61.1 48.5 5.9 32.7 Rwanda 54.6 58.7 7.9 27.4
Dominican Republic 25.0 19.4 15.6 11.1 Saudi Arabia 11.8 10.4 9.1 <5
Ecuador 23.6 20.2 7.5 139 Senegal &7/l &7 24.4 16.5
Egypt, Arab Rep. 19.3 15.3 16.1 13.7 Serbia — — 7.8 7.1
El Salvador 19.1 16.8 12.6 11.2 Sierra Leone 57.8 539 45.3 35.0
Eritrea — — — — Slovak Republic — 7.7 6.0 5.3}
Estonia — 5,3} <5 <5 Somalia — — — —
Ethiopia 70.9 58.5 43.0 334 South Africa 18.5 18.7 16.3 11.8
Fiji 11.7 10.2 8.7 8.5 South Sudan — — — —
Gabon 21.1 18.5 15.6 12.0 Sri Lanka 31.8 27.0 24.4 255
Gambia, The 33.5 27.9 24.5 20.9 Sudan — — — —
Georgia — 15.2 8.2 8.2 Suriname 17.5 16.5 11.7 10.1
Ghana 42.7 29.9 22.7 13.9 Swaziland 24.8 30.9 30.0 24.2
Guatemala 28.4 28.0 21.9 20.7 Syrian Arab Republic — — — —
Guinea 46.1 44.4 33.9 28.1 Tajikistan — 40.3 324 30.0
Guinea-Bissau 45.2 43.9 31.9 27.4 Tanzania 42.1 42.4 32.9 28.4
Guyana 24.1 18.8 16.9 14.5 Thailand 26.1 18.3 11.9 11.8
Haiti 51.6 42.8 43.4 36.9 Timor-Leste — — 46.9 34.3
Honduras 25.8 20.3 16.8 13.2 Togo 45.2 38.5 28.2 22.4
India 46.4 38.2 36.0 28.5 Trinidad & Tobago 139 12.3 10.5 8.5
Indonesia 35.8 25,3 28.6 21.9 Tunisia 13.6 9.0 6.2 B
Iran, Islamic Rep. 17.5 13.7 8.8 6.7 Turkey 14.3 10.4 5.6 <5
Iraq 19.6 24.9 24.5 22.0 Turkmenistan — 22.2 16.6 12.3
Jamaica 12.4 8.6 7.4 7.9 Uganda 41.3 39.4 31.2 26.4
Jordan 12.6 9.8 59 5.7 Ukraine — 133 <5 <5
Kazakhstan — 10.7 10.7 7.8 Uruguay 10.0 7.6 6.7 5.6
Kenya 38.5 37.6 29.6 21.9 Uzbekistan — 21.8 15.8 13.1
Kuwait 26.0 <5 <5 <5 Venezuela, RB 14.9 15.3 8.7 7.0
Kyrgyz Republic — 19.4 13.1 9.1 Vietnam 41.5 30.2 22.1 14.5
Lao PDR 52.2 48.8 33.9 28.1 Yemen, Rep. 43.8 43.2 36.5 35.0
Latvia — 6.6 <5 <5 Zambia 47.1 50.4 45.2 39.0
Lebanon 11.4 9.0 8.3 7.1 Zimbabwe 36.1 41.0 85,1 28.8
Lesotho 25.9 329 28.0 22.7
Note: — = Data are not available or not presented. Some countries, such as the post-Soviet states prior to 1991, did not exist in their present borders in the given year or reference period.
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COUNTRY TRENDS FOR THE 1992, 2000, 2008, AND 2016 GLOBAL HUNGER INDEX SCORES

NEAR EAST AND NORTH AFRICA

70
B GHI 1992
60 GHI 2000
GHI 2008
GHI 2016
50
40
30
20
0
s | ¢ | & |5 | 8|2 |8 |s|8/|s|8|s/|¢s
5 = 5 5 S 8 S & s < 3 < =
> § < o) - = N4 <£ =
= °
>
©
wn
WEST AFRICA
70
M GHI 1992

GHI 2000
GHI 2008
GHI 2016

60

50

4
S
2
1
0

2016 Global Hunger Index | Appendix E | 35

o

o

o

o

Sierra Leone
Niger
Burkina Faso
Liberia

Mali

Guinea
Guinea-Bissau
Cote d'lvoire
Nigeria
Benin

Togo
Mauritania
Gambia
Senegal
Ghana



CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN AFRICA

70
B GHI 1992
60 GHI 2000
GHI 2008
M GHI 2016
50
40
30
20
10
0
= B o = ) E o = 2 = :
£3 S 2 -‘g 5 S g S 3 3 S
e < © © 5 n 2 (4] (O] <
=8 z 5 S ° = - =
g o 173 o &} é
z 2
[0}
o
EAST AFRICA
70
W GHI 1992
60 GHI 2000
GHI 2008
M GHI 2016
50
40
30
20
10
0
oo 5 o = o) o © © s © S @
5 3 = 3 g 2 = 2 s 2 s 2
§ 5 = 2 2 3 g g g 5 < s
A t: & 5 E E kS & = & g
© g N
= =

36 Country Trends for the 1992, 2000, 2008 and 2016 GHI Scores | Appendix E | 2016 Global Hunger Index



SOUTH AMERICA

70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0
8 < S = Q > 3 O 8 © =) =
= & el S £ 5} - = a ) £ N
= > © an © o T O = ~ oo =
o 5 > @© c o O o N S m
m < = © = 28 ks} 5] =)
(| ¥ S = Q o )
%) 1= © >

CENTRAL AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

W GHI 1992
GHI 2000
GHI 2008

B GHI 2016

Argentina
Chile

W GHI 1992
GHI 2000
GHI 2008

B GHI 2016

mims

s S 3 5 e = 8 8
< = — =
g on 5 o Qa © © %
] = o > == c = (3]
= © c © = © © >
© o S IS o
S = 2 S -

=z T —
o o a

2016 Global Hunger Index | Appendix E | Country Trends for the 1992, 2000, 2008 and 2016 GHI Scores

Costa Rica

Cuba

37




SOUTH, EAST, AND SOUTHEAST ASIA

70

W GHI 1992

GHI 2000
GHI 2008

B GHI 2016

60

50

40

30

20

10

eulyo

HIE|

eisAe|e|\

puejieyy

eljo3uon

Wweulain

sauiddijiyd

e|poqwie)

eisauopu|

jedaN

JewueAy

eyue] us

ysope|Sueg

ddd oen

elpuj

©2J0Y YHON

ueisiyed

?)soT-Jowl |

uelsiueysy

EASTERN EUROPE AND THE COMMONWEALTH OF INDEPENDENT STATEST

70

B GHI 1992

GHI 2000
GHI 2008

B GHI 2016

60

50

40

30

20

10

e13e01)
sniejeg
BIUENY1IT
eiuoisy
einje

aulenn

eUINOS0ZIoH
B eIUSOYg

0438UBJUOA
aljgnday %eno|s
eluewoy

YAd ‘eluopadepy
‘pa4 ueissny
elqiss
ueisyyezey|
131095
eued|ing

BlUB WY
a1jgnday zA3IAy)
BAOP|OI\
uellequazy
elueq|y
uelsiuawIN|
uesifaqgzn

uejsiyife]

Country Trends for the 1992, 2000, 2008 and 2016 GHI Scores | Appendix E | 2016 Global Hunger Index

38



BIBLIOGRAPHY

B

Black, R. E., C. G. Victora, S. P. Walker, Z. A. Bhutta, P. Christian, M. de Onis, M. Ezzati, S.
Grantham-McGregor, J. Katz, R. Martorell, and R. Uauy. 2013. “Maternal and Child Undernutrition
and Overweight in Low-Income and Middle-Income Countries.” The Lancet 832 (9890): 427-451.

C

Cambodia, NIS, DGH, and ICF International (Cambodia National Institute of Statistics,
Directorate General for Health, and ICF International. 2015. Cambodia Demographic and Health
Survey 2014. Phnom Penh, Cambodia, and Rockville, MD, US.

Cambodia, NIS, DGH, and ORC Macro (National Institute of Statistics, Directorate General for
Health, and ORC Macro). 2001. Camhodia Demographic and Health Survey 2000. Phnom Penh,
Cambodia, and Calverton, MD, US.

CSIS (Center for Strategic and International Studies). 2008. “Comoros: Big Troubles
on Some Small Islands.” Accessed on July 5, 2016. https://www.csis.org/analysis/

comoros-big-troubles-some-small-islands.

F

FAO (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations). 2015. “In Papua New Guinea
One-Third of the Population Is Affected by Drought and Frost.” Accessed on July 1, 2016. http://
www.fao.org/emergencies/fao-in-action/stories/stories-detail/en/c/357764/.

———. 2016a. “FAO and Emergencies: Central African Republic.” Accessed on July 19, 2016.
http://www.fao.org/emergencies/countries/detail/en/c/161545/.

. 2016b. “FA0 and Emergencies: Chad.” Accessed on July 19, 2016. http://www.fao.org/

emergencies/countries/detail/en/c/159495/.

. 2016c¢. Food Security Indicators. (Updated February 9, 2016). Accessed on May 4,
2016. http://faostat3.fao.org/download/D/*/E.

FAO GIEWS (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Global Information and
Early Warning System). 2016a. “GIEWS Country Briefs. Libya. Food Security Snapshot: Conflict
Continues to Threaten Agricultural Production.” Accessed on May 29, 2016. http://www.fao.

org/giews/countrybrief/country.jsp?code=LBY.

. 2016b. “GIEWS Country Briefs. Namibia.” Accessed on July 19, 2016. http://www.fao.
org/giews/countrybrief/country.jsp?code=NAM.

FAO/IFAD/WFP (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, International Fund
for Agricultural Development, and United Nations World Food Programme). 2015. The State of
Food Insecurity in the World 2015. Meeting the 2015 International Hunger Targets: Taking Stock
of Uneven Progress. Rome: FAO. http://bit.ly/1PNrNA4.

FAO/UNICEF/WFP (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations/UNICEF/United
Nations World Food Programme). 2016. “Unprecedented Level of Food Insecurity in South
Sudan, UN Agencies Warn.” Accessed on July 17, 2016. http://www.fao.org/news/story/en/
item/418045/icode/.

FEWS NET. 2015. “Sudan Food Security Outlook.” Accessed on August 9, 2016. http://www.
fews.net/sites/default/files/documents/reports/Sudan%20FSO_04_2015.pdf.

——. 2016. “Food Security Deteriorates to Emergency (IPC Phase 4) in Northern Bahr el Ghazal.”
Accessed on June 1, 2016. http://www.fews.net/east-africa/south-sudan.

G

Garcia-Parra, E., H. Ochoa-Diaz-Lépez, R. Garcia-Miranda, L. Moreno-Altamirano, R. Solis-
Hernéndez, and R. Molina-Salazar. 2016. “Are There Changes in the Nutritional Status of Children
of Oportunidades Families in Rural Chiapas, Mexico? A Cohort Prospective Study.” Journal of
Health, Population and Nutrition 35 (1): 1.

2016 Global Hunger Index | Bibliography

Gutierrez-Jimenez, J., M. G. Torres-Sanchez, L. P. Fajardo-Martinez, M. A. Schlie-Guzman,
L. M. Luna-Cazares, A. R. Gonzalez-Esquinca, S. Guerrero-Fuentes, and J E. Vidal. 2013.
“Malnutrition and the Presence of Intestinal Parasites in Children from the Poorest Municipalities
of Mexico.” The Journal of Infection in Developing Countries 7 (10): 741-747.

H

Hettiarachchi, M., and C. Liyanage. 2010. “Dietary Macro- and Micro-Nutrient Intake among a
Cohort of Pre-School Children from Southern Sri Lanka.” Ceylon Medical Journal 55 (2).

. 2012. “Coexisting Micronutrient Deficiencies among Sri Lankan Pre-School Children: A
Community-Based Study.” Maternal & Child Nutrition 8 (2): 259-266.

Hou, X. 2016. “Stagnant Stunting Rate despite Rapid Economic Growth—An Analysis of Cross-
Sectional Survey Data of Undernutrition among Children under Five in Papua New Guinea.” AIMS
Public Health 3 (1): 25-39.

ICRC (International Committee of the Red Cross). 2015. “Helping Mothers Improve Child
Nutrition in Somalia.” Accessed on July 13, 2016. https://www.icrc.org/en/document/
helping-mothers-improve-child-nutrition-somalia.

IFPRI/WHH/Concern (International Food Policy Research Institute/Welthungerhilfe/Concern
Worldwide). 2007. The Challenge of Hunger 2007: Global Hunger Index: Facts, Determinants,
and Trends. Washington, DC, Bonn, and Dublin.

J

Jayatissa, R., M. M. Gunathilaka, P. Herath, and D. N. Fernando. 2014. National Nutrition
and Micronutrient Survey Part Il: Iron, Zinc, and Calcium Deficiency among Children Aged 6-59
Months. Colombo, Sri Lanka: Ministry of Health and UNICEF Sri Lanka.

Jimenez-Soto, E., J. Durham, and A. Hodge. 2014. “Entrenched Geographical and Socioeconomic
Disparities in Child Mortality: Trends in Absolute and Relative Inequalities in Cambodia.” PLoS
ONE 9 (10): €109044.

Juarez, B., and C. Gonzalez. 2010. Food Security and Nutrition in Mexico. Global Agricultural
Information Network Report No. MX0043. Washington, DC: United States Department of
Agriculture, Foreign Agricultural Service.

K

Krafft, C., and S. El-Kogali. 2014. Inequalities in Early Childhood Development in the Middle East
and North Africa. Economic Research Forum Working Paper 856. Giza, Egypt: The Economic
Research Forum.

M

Martinez-Rodriguez, J. C., N. R. Garcia-Chong, L. E. Trujillo-Olivera, and L. Noriero-Escalante.
2014. “Food Insecurity and Social Vulnerability in Chiapas: The Face of Poverty.” Nutricion
Hospitalaria 31 (1): 475.

MEASURE DHS. 2016. “Demographic and Health Surveys.” Calverton, MD, US. Accessed on
June 6, 2016. www.dhsprogram.com.

S

Save the Children. 2014. “A Devastating Toll: The Impact of Three Years of War on the Health
of Syria’s Children.” Accessed on May 23, 2016. http:/reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/
resources/SAVE_THE_CHILDREN_A_DEVASTATING_TOLL.PDF.

39



SSL and ICF International (Statistics Sierra Leone and ICF International). 2014. Sierra Leone
Demographic and Health Survey 2013. Freetown, Sierra Leone, and Rockville, MD, US.

Stahl, R. 2014. “Starving, Stunted... Obese?” Berkeley Review of Latin American Studies,
Spring: 24-26.

U

UN (United Nations). 2015. “Transforming Our World: The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development.” Accessed on July 3, 2016. https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/
documents/21252030%20Agenda%20for%20Sustainable%20Development%20web.pdf.

. 2016a. “Office of the Resident and Humanitarian Coordinator for Somalia. Somalia: Food
Security and Malnutrition Situation Alarming.” Accessed on May 25, 2016. http://reliefweb.int/
sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/Press%20release.pdf.

———. 2016b. “UN News Centre: Starvation ‘as a Weapon’ Is a War Crime, UN Chief Warns
Parties to Conflict in Syria.” Accessed on May 26, 2016. http://www.un.org/apps/news/story.
asp?News|D=53003#.VOM-85ErKM8.

UN IGME (United Nations Inter-agency Group for Child Mortality Estimation). 2015. “Child
Mortality Estimates Info, Under-five Mortality Estimates.” (Updated September 9, 2015).
Accessed on May 16, 2016. www.childmortality.org.

UN OCHA (United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs). 2015. 2015
Libya. Humanitarian Needs Overview. Accessed on July 19, 2016. http://reliefweb.int/sites/
reliefweb.int/files/resources/Libya_HNO_Final_English.pdf.

. 2016a. “Sudan: South Sudanese Influx into East Darfur.” Fact Sheet, Issue 4. Accessed
on July 17, 2016. http://www.unocha.org/aggregator/sources/78?page=1.

. 2016b. “Under-Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs and Emergency Relief
Coordinator, Stephen 0'Brien Statement to the Security Council on South Sudan.” Accessed on
May 27, 2016. https://docs.unocha.org/sites/dms/Documents/USG_ERC%20Stephen%20
OBrien%20Statement%200n%20South%20Sudan%20SecC0%2031March2016_CAD.pdf.

UNICEF. 2009. “Childinfo: Nutritional Status.” (Updated November 2009). Accessed on June 14,
2015. http://data.unicef.org/nutrition/malnutrition.

———. 2013. “Childinfo: Nutritional Status.” (Updated February 2013). Accessed on March 26,
2014. www.childinfo.org/malnutrition_nutritional_status.php.

———. 2015. “Nearly 56,000 Somali Children Still Suffering from Severe Acute Malnutrition.”
Accessed on July 13, 2016. http://www.unicef.org/somalia/nutrition_17449.htm.

——. 2016a. “Childinfo: Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys (MICS).” Accessed on June 6,
2016. www.childinfo.org/mics_available.html.

. 2016b. “NOW is the Time to Invest in Burundi’s Children.” Accessed on May 23, 2016.

https://blogs.unicef.org/blog/now-is-the-time-to-invest-in-burundis-children/.

UNICEF/WHO/World Bank (UNICEF, World Health Organization, and World Bank). 2016. Levels
and Trends in Child Malnutrition: UNICEF-WHO-The World Bank: Joint Malnutrition Estimates,
May 2016. New York, Geneva, and Washington, DC. http://data.unicef.org/nutrition/malnutrition.

USAID. 2016. “Country Specific Information: Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) Multi-Year
Development Food Assistance Projects Fiscal Years 2016-2020.” Accessed on May 25, 2016.
https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1866/2016%20Final%20DRC%20CSI.pdf.

vV

Verwimp, P. 2012. “Undernutrition, Subsequent Risk of Mortality and Civil War in
Burundi.” Economics & Human Biology 10 (3): 221-231.

40

von Grebmer, K., H. Fritschel, B. Nestorova, T. Olofinbiyi, R. Pandya-Lorch, and Y. Yohannes.
2008. Global Hunger Index: The Challenge of Hunger 2008. Bonn, Washington, DC, and Dublin:
Deutsche Welthungerhilfe, International Food Policy Research Institute, and Concern Worldwide.

von Grebmer, K., B. Nestorova, A. Quisumbing, R. Fertziger, H. Fritschel, R. Pandya-Lorch,
and Y. Yohannes. 2009. 2009 Glohal Hunger Index: The Challenge of Hunger: Focus on Financial
Crisis and Gender Inequality. Bonn, Washington, DC, and Dublin: Deutsche Welthungerhilfe,
International Food Policy Research Institute, and Concern Worldwide.

von Grebmer, K., M. T. Ruel, P. Menon, B. Nestorova, T. Olofinbiyi, H. Fritschel, Y. Yohannes,
C. von Oppeln, O. Towey, K. Golden, and J. Thompson. 2010. 2010 Global Hunger Index:
The Challenge of Hunger: Focus on the Crisis of Child Undernutrition. Bonn, Washington, DC,
and Dublin: Deutsche Welthungerhilfe, International Food Policy Research Institute, and
Concern Worldwide.

von Grebmer, K., M. Torero, T. Olofinbiyi, H. Fritschel, D. Wiesmann, Y. Yohannes, L. Schofield,
and C. von Oppeln. 2011. 2011 Global Hunger Index: The Challenge of Hunger: Taming Price
Spikes and Excessive Food Price Volatility. Bonn, Washington, DC, and Dublin: Deutsche
Welthungerhilfe, International Food Policy Research Institute, and Concern Worldwide.

von Grebmer, K., C. Ringler, M. W. Rosegrant, T. Olofinbiyi, D. Wiesmann, H. Fritschel, O.
Badiane, M. Torero, Y. Yohannes, J. Thompson, C. von Oppeln, and J. Rahall. 2012. 2012 Global
Hunger Index: The Challenge of Hunger: Ensuring Sustainable Food Security under Land, Water,
and Energy Stresses. Bonn, Washington, DC, and Dublin: Welthungerhilfe, International Food
Policy Research Institute, and Concern Worldwide.

von Grebmer, K., D. Headey, C. Béné, L. Haddad, T. Olofinbiyi, D. Wiesmann, H. Fritschel,
S. Yin, Y. Yohannes, C. Foley, C. von Oppeln, and B. Iseli. 2013. 2013 Global Hunger Index:
The Challenge of Hunger: Building Resilience to Achieve Food and Nutrition Security. Bonn,
Washington, DC, and Dublin: Welthungerhilfe, International Food Policy Research Institute,
and Concern Worldwide.

von Grebmer, K., A. Saltzman, E. Birol, D. Wiesmann, N. Prasai, S. Yin, Y. Yohannes, P. Menon,
J. Thompson, and A. Sonntag. 2014. 2014 Global Hunger Index: The Challenge of Hidden Hunger.
Bonn, Washington, DC, and Dublin: Welthungerhilfe, International Food Policy Research Institute,
and Concern Worldwide.

von Grebmer, K., J. Bernstein, A. de Waal, N. Prasai, S. Yin, and Y. Yohannes. 2015. 2015
Global Hunger Index: Armed Conflict and the Challenge of Hunger. Bonn, Washington, DC, and
Dublin: Welthungerhilfe, International Food Policy Research Institute, and Concern Worldwide.

W

WFP (United Nations World Food Programme). 2015. “10 Facts About Hunger in Somalia.”
Accessed on May 25, 2016. https://www.wfp.org/stories/10-facts-about-hunger-somalia.

———. 2016a. “Assistance to People Affected by the Crisis in Libya.” Accessed on May 26,
2016. https://www.wfp.org/operations/200925-assistance-people-affected-crisis-libya.

——. 2016b. “WFP Namibia Country Brief.” Accessed on July 3, 2016. http://documents.wfp.
org/stellent/groups/public/documents/ep/wfp273493.pdf.

. 2016c. “10 Facts About Hunger in Syria.” Accessed on May 25, 2016. https://www.wfp.

org/stories/10-facts-about-hunger-syria.

WFPUSA (World Food Program USA). 2015. “10 Facts About Conflict & Hunger in Burundi.”
Accessed on May 24, 2016. http://wfpusa.org/blog/10-facts-about-conflict-hunger-burundi.

WHO (World Health Organization). 2012. “Global Database on Child Growth and Malnutrition:

Cambodia.” Accessed on June 29, 2016. http://www.who.int/nutgrowthdb/database/countries/
khm/en/.

Bibliography | 2016 Global Hunger Index



—— 2013. “Global Database on Child Growth and Malnutrition: Mexico.” Accessed on June 24,
2016. http://www.who.int/entity/nutgrowthdb/database/countries/mex/en.

———. 2014. “Global Database on Child Growth and Malnutrition: Jordan.” Accessed on July 3,
2016. http://www.who.int/entity/nutgrowthdb/database/countries/jor/en.

——— 2016. The WHO Global Database on Child Growth and Malnutrition. Accessed on May 30,
2016. www.who.int/nutgrowthdb/en/.

Wiesmann, D. 2006a. A Global Hunger Index: Measurement Concept, Ranking of Countries,
and Trends. Food Consumption and Nutrition Division Discussion Paper 212. Washington, DC:

International Food Policy Research Institute.

———.2006b. 2006 Globhal Hunger Index: A Basis for Cross-Country Comparisons. Washington,
DC: International Food Policy Research Institute.

2016 Global Hunger Index | Bibliography

Wiesmann, D., L. Weingértner, and |. Schéninger. 2006. The Challenge of Hunger: Global Hunger
Index: Facts, Determinants, and Trends. Bonn and Washington, DC: Deutsche Welthungerhilfe
and International Food Policy Research Institute.

Wiesmann, D., H.-K. Biesalski, K. von Grebmer, and J. Bernstein. 2015. Methodological
Review and Revision of the Global Hunger Index. ZEF Working Paper 139. Bonn: Zentrum
fur Entwicklungsforschung (Center for Development Research). http://www.zef.de/fileadmin/
webfiles/downloads/zef_wp/zef_wp_139.pdf.

World Bank. 2016. “Comoros Overview: Political Context.” Accessed on July 3, 2016. http://
www.worldbank.org/en/country/comoros/overview.

y4

Zambia, MOH, CSO, and ICF International (Zambia, Ministry of Health, Central Statistical Office,
and ICF International). 2014. Zambia Demographic and Health Survey 2013-14. Rockville, MD,
US: MOH, CSO and ICF International.

41



PARTNERS

INTERNATIONAL Who we are

FOOD POLICY
RESEARCH
A INSTITUTE

The International Food Policy Research

A

IFPRI

Institute (IFPRI) identifies and analyzes

alternative strategies and policies for
meeting the food needs of the devel-
oping world, with particular emphasis on low-income countries and
on providing evidence for policy solutions that sustainably reduce
poverty and end hunger and malnutrition.

What we do

Our research focuses on six strategic areas: ensuring sustainable food
production, promoting healthy food systems, improving markets and
trade, transforming agriculture, building resilience, and strengthen-
ing institutions and governance. The role of gender is a crosscutting
theme, embedded in the research of all six areas.

Our vision
A world free of hunger and malnutrition.

Who we are

CoﬂC.ER“

worldwide

Founded in Ireland in 1968, Concern
Worldwide is a nongovernmental,
international humanitarian organiza-
tion dedicated to reducing suffering and working toward the ultimate
elimination of extreme poverty. We work in 28 of the world’s poorest
countries, with offices in Ireland, the United Kingdom, the United
States of America, and the Republic of Korea, and more than 3,500
committed and talented staff.

What we do

Our mission is to help people living in extreme poverty achieve major
improvements that last and spread without ongoing support from
Concern Worldwide. To this end, Concern Worldwide will work with
the poor themselves, and with local and international partners who
share our vision, to create just and peaceful societies where the poor
can exercise their fundamental rights. To achieve this mission, we
engage in long-term development work, respond to emergency situ-
ations, and seek to address the root causes of poverty through our
development education and advocacy work.

Our vision

A world where no one lives in poverty, fear, or oppression; where all
have access to a decent standard of living and the opportunities and
choices essential to a long, healthy, and creative life; and where
everyone is treated with dignity and respect.

42

Who we are
i
' Welthungerhilfe is one of the largest nongov-
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hilfe

ernmental aid agencies in Germany. It was
founded in 1962 under the umbrella of the
Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations (FAO). At that time, it was the German section of
the Freedom from Hunger Campaign, one of the first global initia-
tives to fight hunger.

What we do

We fight hunger and poverty. Our goal is to make ourselves redundant.
We provide integrated aid, from rapid disaster aid to long-term devel-
opment cooperation projects. We supported people in 40 countries
through 387 overseas projects in 2015.

How we work

Help to self-help is our basic principle; it allows us to strengthen
structures from the bottom up together with local partner organiza-
tions and ensures the long-term success of project work. In addi-
tion, we inform the public and take an advisory role with regard to
national and international policy. This is how we fight to change the
conditions that lead to hunger and poverty.

Our vision

A world in which all people can exercise their right to lead a
self-determined life with dignity and justice, free from hunger
and poverty.
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11 YEARS OF TRACKING WORLD HUNGER

Since 2006, the Global Hunger Index has been reporting on the state of
hunger globally, by region, and by country
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GHI resources for researchers and developers include: You can download the report from Google Books, Google
- Interactive maps Play, Amazon, and iTunes.
-> Dataverse data files
- Global Hunger Index Linked Open Data (LOD) available in both
Resource Description Format (RDF) and Web Ontology Language
(OWL) for reuse in new applications and analyses
- Global Hunger Index SPARQL Endpoint



IMPRINT

Deutsche Welthungerhilfe e.V.
Friedrich-Ebert-StraBe 1
53173 Bonn, Germany

Tel. +49 228-2288-0

Fax +49 228-2288-333
www.welthungerhilfe.de

Chief Executive Officer:
Dr. Till Wahnbaeck

International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI)
2033 K Street, NW

Washington, DC 20006-1002, USA

Tel. +1 202-862-5600

Fax +1 202-467-4439

www.ifpri.org

Director General:
Dr. Shenggen Fan

Concern Worldwide

52-55 Lower Camden Street
Dublin 2, Ireland

Tel. +353 1-417-7700

Fax +353 1-475-7362
www.concern.net

Chief Executive Officer:
Dominic MacSorley

Editors: Andrea Sonntag (Senior Adviser Right to Food and Nutrition Policy,
Welthungerhilfe), Fraser Patterson (Policy and External Relations, Welthungerhilfe),
Olive Towey (Head of Advocacy, Ireland & EU, Concern Worldwide), Jennifer
Thompson (Advocacy Officer for Hunger, Concern Worldwide), Klaus von Grebmer
(Research Fellow Emeritus, IFPRI), and Shazia Amin (Editor, IFPRI)

Recommended citation: K. von Grebmer, J. Bernstein, D. Nabarro, N. Prasai,
S. Amin, Y. Yohannes, A. Sonntag, F. Patterson, O. Towey, and J. Thompson.
2016. 2016 Global Hunger Index: Getting to Zero Hunger. Bonn, Washington, DC,
and Dublin: Welthungerhilfe, International Food Policy Research Institute, and
Concern Worldwide.

VA
FSC

wwwfscorg

MIX

Design: David Popham (Designer, IFPRI)

Design development: Original design by muelhausmoers corporate
communications gmbh, Cologne, Germany

per fror
responsible sources

FSC*® C004978

Printing: DFS Druck, Cologne

Authors:

International Food Policy Research Institute: Klaus von Grebmer (Research Fellow
Emeritus), Jill Bernstein (Independent Consultant), Nilam Prasai (Data Curator),
Shazia Amin (Editor), Yisehac Yohannes (Research Analyst); United Nations: David
Nabarro (Special Adviser to the United Nations Secretary-General on the 2030
Agenda for Sustainable Development and Climate Change); Welthungerhilfe: Andrea
Sonntag (Senior Adviser Right to Food and Nutrition Policy) and Fraser Patterson
(Policy and External Relations); Concern Worldwide: Olive Towey (Head of Advocacy,
Ireland & EU) and Jennifer Thompson (Advocacy Officer for Hunger)

Ordering number: 460-9509
ISBN: 978-0-89629-226-0
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.2499/9780896292260

Cover photography: Men gather straw on their farm in the rural area of Sokota,
Ethiopia. Panos/Sven Torfinn 2008.

Other photo credits:

Page 2: Welthungerhilfe/Eva Haeberle 2011; page 6: Panos/Sven Torfinn 2016;
page 10: NOOR/Pep Bonet 2011; page 22: Welthungerhilfe/Bernhard Huber 2013;
page 28: Welthungerhilfe/Florian Kopp 2007.

Acknowledgments:

Special thanks go to Doris Wiesmann (Independent Consultant) for her conceptual
guidance and her careful eye for detail. We are grateful to the Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations (FAO) and its Statistics Division (ESS), and to
the World Health Organization (WHO) for cooperation throughout the data compila-
tion process. We wish to recognize IFPRI’s Peer Review Committee, led by Gershon
Feder, for reviewing this report. Thanks also go to Sandra Yin for her important
contributions to this report in its earlier stages.

Disclaimer:

The boundaries and names shown and the designations used on the maps herein
do not imply official endorsement or acceptance by the International Food Policy
Research Institute (IFPRI), Welthungerhilfe (WHH), or Concern Worldwide.



RELATED PUBLICATIONS

2016 Global Nutrition Report

The only independent and comprehensive annual review of the state of the world’s nutrition, the
Global Nutrition Report is a multipartner initiative that holds a mirror up to our successes and
failures at meeting intergovernmental nutrition targets. It documents progress on commitments
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