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FOREWORD

More than 13 million people were uprooted by violence in 2014.
Most left, propelled by conflicts in Syria, Afghanistan, and Somalia.
An average of 42,500 people per day fled their homes in 2014.
Approximately 59.5 million people are displaced by conflict and per-
secution worldwide, the highest level ever recorded.

Increasing numbers of people are being caught in a “conflict
trap” that holds them in poverty. Today, displaced people spend
an average of more than 17 years in camps or with host communi-
ties. Moreover, most of the more than 40 countries affected by inter-
nal conflict since 2000 had already suffered one or more civil wars
over the previous three decades.

Conflict can have ripple effects on human welfare. Countries
that suffer protracted or repeated violent conflict may experience
much higher levels of undernutrition, reduced access to education,
and much higher infant mortality than stable countries of similar
economic standing.

The 2015 Global Hunger Index, jointly published by the
International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI), Concern
Worldwide, and Welthungerhilfe, shows that levels of hunger in the
developing world have declined by more than one-quarter since 2000.
Despite the progress made, the level of hunger in the world remains
unacceptably high, with 795 million people still going hungry, more
than one in four children affected by stunting, and 9 percent of chil-
dren affected by wasting.

This is the tenth year that IFPRI has calculated the Global Hunger
Index (GHI) and analyzed this multidimensional measure of global
hunger. The series of reports tracks the state of hunger worldwide and
country by country, putting a spotlight on those regions and coun-
tries where action is most needed to address hunger.

Because the calculation of the GHI is limited by the data col-
lected by governments and international agencies, this report does
not fully reflect the impact of the latest events. We hope that gov-
ernments and international agencies will enhance their cooperation
and release more timely and complete data on hunger worldwide.

[EASR VU Ny P

Dr. Till Wahnbaeck
Secretary General and

Dr. Shenggen Fan
Director General
Chairperson

Welthungerhilfe Research Institute
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This year's report identifies the countries and regions where hun-
ger is most severe and persistent. It shows that levels of hunger
remain serious or alarming in 52 of the 117 countries with GHI scores.
Among the world’s regions, South Asia and Africa south of the Sahara
continue to experience the highest levels of hunger.

The report also explores the relationship between armed conflict
and hunger. This year’s essay, authored by Alex de Waal, execu-
tive director of the World Peace Foundation and a research profes-
sor at Tufts University, sheds light on an unheralded achievement

”

of the past 50 years. “Calamitous famines,” which are famines
that kill more than one million people, seem to have vanished. De
Waal notes that even if the link between conflict and hunger is
clear, due to the effectiveness of humanitarian responses in the
modern world, conflict need not necessarily lead to the extreme
hunger that is famine.

The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) signal a renewed com-
mitment to end hunger and global poverty by 2030. Under Goal 2,
which is a call “to end hunger, achieve food security and improved
nutrition, and promote sustainable agriculture,” it will be critical to
ensure that all people, in particular the poor and people in vulnerable
situations, have access to sufficient and safe nutritious food all year
round. More needs to be done to help people become more resilient
and help them better withstand the consequences of armed conflict,
as proposed in other SDGs. If the SDGs are to be more than aspi-
rations, we need to find real and lasting solutions to conflict, tackle
growing inequalities within and across borders, mitigate the effects
of climate change, and eliminate the food insecurity that is most pro-
foundly affecting the poorest places on the planet.

In the face of conflicts both new and old, we must intensify our
fight against hunger. In this age of unprecedented mass displace-
ment, a commensurate global response is needed to support those
fleeing conflict and persecution. Looking ahead, the international
community must make conflict prevention, mitigation, and resolu-
tion a much higher political priority.

AaGEA

Dominic MacSorley
Chief Executive
Concern Worldwide
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SUMMARY

The developing world has made progress in reducing hunger since
2000. The 2015 Global Hunger Index (GHI) shows that the level of
hunger in developing countries as a group has fallen by 27 percent.
Yet the state of hunger in the world remains serious.

This marks the tenth year that IFPRI has assessed global hunger
using this multidimensional measure. This report’s GHI scores are
based on a new, improved formula that replaces the child underweight
indicator of previous years with child stunting and child wasting. This
change reflects the latest thinking on the most suitable indicators
for child undernutrition, one of three dimensions of hunger reflected
in the GHI formula.

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. Despite achieving the largest absolute improvements since
2000, these two regions still suffer from serious levels of hunger.

Levels of hunger are alarming or serious in 52 countries. Most
of the eight countries with alarming GHI scores are in Africa south
of the Sahara. While no countries are classified in the extremely
alarming category this year, this high level of hunger could still exist.
Due to insufficient data, 2015 GHI scores could not be calculated
for places that recently suffered from high levels of hunger, includ-
ing Burundi, Comoros, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Eritrea,
Somalia, South Sudan, and Sudan.

From the 2000 GHI to the 2015 GHI, 17 countries reduced their
scores by 50 percent or more. The 10 countries that achieved the big-
gest percentage reductions are Azerbaijan, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Brazil, Croatia, Kyrgyz Republic, Latvia, Mongolia, Peru, Ukraine,
and Venezuela.

In terms of absolute progress, a comparison of 2000 GHI and
2015 GHI scores reveals that Rwanda, Angola, and Ethiopia saw
the biggest improvements in scores. However, despite considerable
declines in GHI scores, their hunger levels remain high.

The countries with the highest 2015 GHI scores, and there-
fore the highest hunger levels, were the Central African Republic,
Chad, and Zambia. It is perhaps not surprising that the first two of
these three countries have been plagued with high hunger levels,
given the violent conflict and instability their people face. Armed
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conflict and hunger are strongly associated. The countries with
the highest GHI scores tend to be those engaged in or recently
emerged from war.

In this year’s essay, Alex de Waal, executive director of the World
Peace Foundation, reveals a historic, but unheralded achievement.
Calamitous famines—those that cause more than 1 million deaths—
have been eliminated. What's more, until recently, great famines—
those that kill more than 100,000 people—were much more common.
Deaths from these famines exceeded 15 million in five separate
decades in the 20th century. In the 21st century, the death toll from
great famines is near 600,000, still cause for concern, yet low by
historical standards.

The end of many Communist regimes, the adoption of interna-
tional human rights norms, and the rise of globalization are among
key factors that may help us eliminate famine forever.

Despite a decrease in wars over recent decades, the number
of violent conflicts and conflict-related deaths has increased from
an all-time low in 2006. While the numbers are still low by historic
standards, they suggest much more must be done to eliminate war
and hunger.

Today’s famines are complex humanitarian emergencies caused
mostly by armed conflict. These “new wars” involve not only state
armies and insurgents, but also paramilitaries and ethnic militia,
criminal gangs, mercenaries, and international forces. Most new
wars are civil wars, which increasingly spill over borders and disrupt
livelihoods and food systems, forcing people to flee.

Although armed conflict and acute hunger have often travelled
hand in hand, history has shown that hunger can be averted. Hunger
need not result from conflict.

While the end of calamitous famines is a tremendous achieve-
ment, our work is not done. Much more must happen before acute
and chronic hunger can be conquered. Economic development, bet-
ter food policy, conflict resolution, and international humanitarian
response must all continue to play important roles in moving us
to the next level. Unless the prevalence and persistence of armed
conflict can be reduced, and preferably ended, and the needs and
rights of both visible and invisible victims of violent conflict can be
addressed, the gains will be lost.
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THE CONCEPT OF THE
GLOBAL HUNGER INDEX

The Global Hunger Index (GHI) is a tool designed to comprehensively
measure and track hunger globally, regionally, and by country.! Each
year, the International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) calcu-
lates GHI scores in order to assess progress, or the lack thereof, in
decreasing hunger. The GHI is designed to raise awareness and under-
standing of regional and country differences in the struggle against
hunger. By calling attention to the issue, we hope that this report
will trigger action to reduce hunger around the world.

Hunger is a multidimensional problem, and a variety of terms
are used to describe its different aspects (Box 1.1). To reflect the

BOX1.1 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 productive
life.l

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 house-
hold food insecurity; inadequate maternal health or child-
care 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, which includes consuming too many cal-
ories in relation to energy 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.

1 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 2015). Each country’s average minimum energy requirement for low phys-
ical activity is used to estimate undernourishment (FAO, IFAD, and WFP 2015).
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multidimensional nature of hunger, the GHI combines the following
four component indicators into one index:

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

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

3. CHILD STUNTING: the proportion of children under the age of five
who suffer from stunting (that is, low height for their age, reflect-
ing 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 multi-
dimensional approach (Figure 1.1). It reflects the nutrition situation
of not only the population as a whole, but also of children—a vul-
nerable 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. It also combines independently measured indicators to reduce
the effects of random measurement errors.3

This year, GHI scores have been calculated using a revised and
improved formula (Box 1.2). The revision replaces child underweight,
previously the sole indicator of child undernutrition, with two indica-
tors of child undernutrition—child wasting and child stunting—which
are equally weighted in the GHI calculation. The revised formula
also standardizes each of the component indicators to balance their
contribution to the overall index and to changes in GHI scores over
time (Box 1.3).

The 2015 GHI has been calculated for 117 countries for which
data on the four component indicators are available and where mea-
suring hunger is considered most relevant. GHI scores are not cal-
culated for some higher-income countries where the prevalence of
hunger is very low. The GHI is only as current as the data for its four

1 For background information on the GHI concept, see Wiesmann (2004) and Wiesmann, von
Braun, and Feldbrigge (2000).

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

3 For a multidimensional measure of poverty, see the index developed by the Oxford Poverty
and Human Development Initiative for the United Nations Development Programme (Alkire
and Santos 2010).



FIGURE 1.1 FEATURES OF THE GLOBAL HUNGER INDEX

Inadequate food supply Undernourishment

FAO

Child undernutrition
UNICEF
WHO
WORLD BANK

Wasting

- Measures insufficient food supply,
an important indicator of hunger

- Refers to the entire population, both
children and adults

- Used as a lead indicator for
international hunger targets

- Goes beyond calorie availability,
considers aspects of diet quality and
utilization

- Children are particularly vulnerable to
nutritional deficiencies

Stunting

Under-five
mortality rate

Child mortality
IGME

Source: Wiesmann et al. (2015).

- Is sensitive to uneven distribution of
food within the household

- Stunting and wasting are the suggested
nutrition indicators for the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs)

- Death is the most serious
consequence of hunger, and children
are most vulnerable

- Improves the GHI's ability to reflect
micronutrient deficiencies

- Wasting and stunting only partially
capture the mortality risk of
undernutrition

Notes: Each indicator is standardized. The child undernutrition indicators include data from additional sources where available. See pp. 10-11 for a list of all child undernutrition data sources

used in this report.

component indicators. This year’s GHI reflects the most recent coun-
try-level data and projections available between 2010 and 2016. It
therefore reflects hunger levels during this period rather than solely
capturing the conditions in 2015.4 For some countries, such as
Burundi, Comoros, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Eritrea,
Papua New Guinea, South Sudan, Sudan, and Syria, lack of data on
undernourishment prevents the calculation of GHI scores.?

The 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 improvements in the data, they also mean that
the GHI scores from different years’ reports are not comparable
with one another. Also, with the use of the revised formula in this
year's report, direct comparisons between this report’s findings

and the scores from previous GHI reports are not possible. This
year’s report contains GHI scores for 2015 and four reference
periods—1990, 1995, 2000, and 2005. All scores were calcu-
lated using the revised formula. This allows for valid comparisons
of hunger levels over time.

The 1990, 1995, 2000, 2005, and 2015 GHI scores presented in
this year’s report reflect the latest revised data for the four component

4 The latest undernourishment estimates from the Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations (FAO) include projections for 2014-2016, which are used in the calculation
of the 2015 GHI (FAO, IFAD, and WFP 2015).

5 FAO stopped publishing country-level estimates of undernourishment for the Democratic
Republic of the Congo in 2011 (FAO, IFAD, and WFP 2011). According to past GHI reports,
the GHI score of the Democratic Republic of the Congo was in the extremely alarming cat-
egory with the highest levels of hunger. For South Sudan, which became independent in
2011, and present-day Sudan, separate undernourishment estimates are not yet available
from FAO (FAO, IFAD, and WFP 2015).

8 The Concept of the Global Hunger Index | Chapter O1 | 2015 Global Hunger Index



BOX1.2 HOW GHI SCORES ARE CALCULATED
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

- 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).

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 indi-
cator between 1988 and 2013.1 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 undernourish-
ment prevalence of 40 percent, its standardized undernourish-
ment score for that year is 50. In other words, that country is
approximately halfway between having no undernourishment
and reaching the maximum observed levels.

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 stunt-
ing—each contribute one-sixth of the score.

This calculation results in GHI scores on a 100-point scale
where O is the best score (no hunger) and 100 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 meet the
thresholds set slightly above the highest levels observed world-
wide in recent decades. A value of zero would mean that a coun-
try 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.

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

STEP 1 Determine values for 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 %)

STEP 2 Standardize component indicators:
Standardized PUN = B2t x 100
Standardized CWA = S x 100
Standardized CST = &1 x 100
Standardized CM = £¥ x 100

STEP 3 Aggregate component indicators:

% x Standardized PUN
+ £ x Standardized CWA

+ é x Standardized CST

+ % x Standardized CM

= GHI Score

1 The thresholds for standardization are set slightly above the highest observed values
in order 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.

GHI Severity Scale

10.0-19.9

moderate serious

10 20

20.0-34.9

50.0 <
extremely alarming

35 50
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BOX 1.3 WHY THE GLOBAL HUNGER INDEX WAS REVISED

The Global Hunger Index (GHI) was first released by the
International Food Policy Research Institute and Welthungerhilfe
in 2006.! Since then it has been published with updated data
each year. Previously, the Index included the following three,
equally weighted, nonstandardized indicators:

1. the proportion of the population that is undernourished;
2. the prevalence of underweight in children under five; and
3. the under-five mortality rate.

This year, in order to reflect the current thinking in nutrition
measurement and common practice in index construction, the
formula was revised to replace child underweight with child wast-
ing and child stunting, and to standardize each of the compo-
nent indicators (Wiesmann et al. 2015). Each of these changes
is described here.

The prevalence of underweight in children under five was
previously the preferred indicator of undernutrition in children.
Yet, underweight has been questioned in recent years in terms
of its effectiveness in monitoring child undernutrition. In part,
this is because a child may be of normal weight, or even over-
weight, for his or her age, and yet be stunted (Martorell 2008).
In this scenario, simply measuring underweight would give the
false impression that this child is well-nourished, while failing to
take into account evidence of stunting, an indicator of chronic
undernutrition. To remedy this issue and to bring more nuance

to the GHI, child underweight has been replaced with child wast-
ing and child stunting. The other component indicators—under-
nourishment and child mortality—remain unchanged.

In previous editions of the index, the component indicators
of the GHI were not standardized. However, the values for under-
nourishment and child stunting are typically higher than the val-
ues for child mortality and child wasting, and vary more greatly
across countries. To understand why this is important, imag-
ine that a country historically has had a child mortality rate of
10 percent and an undernourishment prevalence of 50 percent.
If child mortality is reduced to 5 percent and the prevalence of
undernourishment is reduced to 45 percent, this is an absolute
change of 5 percentage points for each indicator. In the previous
GHI formula, both changes would have had the same effect on
the GHI score. However, because the undernourishment indica-
tor has generally higher levels and tends to fluctuate more than
the child mortality indicator, a reduction of 5 percentage points
in the child mortality rate actually represents a more meaning-
ful decline. By using standardized values in the new formula, a
decline of 5 percentage points in the child mortality rate has a
greater effect on the overall GHI score than a change of the same
amount in the prevalence of undernourishment. Thus, by stan-
dardizing the values of the four component indicators, their effects
on GHI scores can be balanced in any given year and over time.

1 Concern Worldwide joined the partnership in 2007.

indicators of the GHI.6 Where original source data were not available,
the estimates for the GHI component indicators were based on the
most recent data available. (See Appendix A for more detailed back-
ground information on the data sources for the 1990, 1995, 2000,
2005, and 2015 GHI scores.)

The four component indicators used to calculate the GHI scores
in this report draw upon data from the following sources:

UNDERNOURISHMENT: Updated data from the Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations (FAO) were used for the 1990,
1995, 2000, 2005, and 2015 GHI scores. Undernourishment data
and projections for the 2015 GHI are for 2014-2016 (FAO 2015;
authors’ estimates).

CHILD WASTING AND CHILD STUNTING: The child undernutrition indi-
cators 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 WHO's contin-
uously updated Global Database on Child Growth and Malnutrition;
the most recent Demographic and Health Survey (DHS) and Multiple
Indicator Cluster Survey (MICS) reports; statistical tables from
UNICEF; and the latest national survey data for India from UNICEF
India.” For the 2015 GHI, data on child wasting and child stunting
are for the latest year for which data are available in the period

6 For previous GHI calculations, see von Grebmer et al. (2014, 2013, 2012, 2011, 2010,
2009, 2008); IFPRI/Welthungerhilfe/Concern (2007); Wiesmann (20064, b); and Wiesmann,
Weingartner, and Schoninger (2006).

7 Data on India’s latest child stunting and wasting rates are provisional.

10 The Concept of the Global Hunger Index | Chapter 01 | 2015 Global Hunger Index



2010-2014 (UNICEF/WHO/World Bank 2015; WHO 2015; UNICEF
2015a; UNICEF 2013; UNICEF 2009a; MEASURE DHS 2015;
India, Ministry of Women and Child Development, and UNICEF
2014; authors’ estimates).

CHILD MORTALITY: Updated data from the UN Inter-agency Group for
Child Mortality Estimation were used for the 1990, 1995, 2000,
2005, and 2015 GHI scores. For the 2015 GHI, data on child mor-
tality are for 2013 (IGME 2014).

Despite the existence of advanced technology to collect and
assess data almost instantaneously, time lags and data gaps persist
in reporting vital statistics on hunger and undernutrition. While recent
improvements have been made and projections of undernourishment
are now available up to 2016, more reliable and extensive country
data are still urgently needed. Further improvements in collecting
high-quality data on hunger and undernutrition will allow for a more
complete and current assessment of the state of global hunger, which
can, in turn, better guide efforts to end hunger.

2015 Global Hunger Index | Chapter 01 | The Concept of the Global Hunger Index 11



= S e

—

S

Two Syrlan glrls of Kurdlsh | origin carry bread to thelr famllles

tent at Domiz Refugee Camp, run by the the United Nations High (§8 !
Commissioner for Refugees in lraqi Kurd|stan some 60 kllometers |
from the Syna/]_igq border. . e 11‘




GLOBAL, REGIONAL,

AND NATIONAL TRENDS

Since 2000, significant progress has been made in the fight against
hunger.! The 2000 Global Hunger Index (GHI) score was 29.9 for
the developing world, while the 2015 GHI score stands at 21.7,
representing a reduction of 27 percent (Figure 2.1).2 To put this
in context, the higher the GHI score, the higher the level of hun-
ger. Scores between 20.0 and 34.9 points are considered serious.
Thus while the GHI scores for the developing world—also referred
to as the global GHI scores—for 2000 and 2015 are both in the
serious category, the earlier score was closer to being categorized
as alarming, while the later score is closer to the moderate cate-
gory. As described in Chapter 1, all GHI calculations in this report,
including those for the reference years 1990, 1995, 2000, and
2005, have been calculated using a revised formula. The severity
scale was adjusted to reflect this change.

Despite the lower hunger level reflected by the 2015 global GHI
score, the number of hungry people in the world remains unaccept-
ably high. According to projections from the Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations (FAO), about 795 million peo-
ple worldwide—roughly one in nine—are estimated to be chron-
ically undernourished in 2014-2016 (FAO, IFAD, and WFP 2015).
As of 2013, 161 million children—approximately one in four—were
stunted, and 51 million children suffered from wasting (UNICEF
2015b). Nearly half of all child deaths under age five are due to
malnutrition, which claims the lives of about 3.1 million children
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per year (Black et al. 2013). Although substantial progress has been
made, one need only look to the countries that still have serious or
alarming hunger levels, the regions in any country that experience
disproportionate hunger, or the children who will suffer lifelong con-
sequences as a result of malnutrition early in life, to see that much
work remains to be done.

In the developing world, the four GHI components (undernour-
ishment, child stunting, child wasting, and child mortality) have
each declined since 2000, although at different rates. The propor-
tion of the population that is undernourished dropped 29 percent,
from 18.5 percent to 13.1 percent. The prevalence of child stunt-
ing declined by 25 percent since 2000, going from 37.5 percent
to 28.2 percent. The proportion of children who suffer wasting
fell by 10 percent, going from 9.8 percent to 8.8 percent. Finally,

1 While the analysis in previous GHI reports focused on comparisons with hunger levels in
1990, the analysis in this year’s report centers on comparisons with hunger levels in 2000.
Many countries experienced fluctuations between 1990 and 2015, and making comparisons
with 2000 captures more recent trends.

2 The regional and global aggregates for each component indicator are calculated as popula-
tion-weighted averages, using the indicator values reported in Appendix B. Provisional esti-
mates for undernourishment for Burundi, Comoros, the Democratic Republic of the Congo,
Eritrea, Libya, Papua New Guinea, Somalia, and Syria were used in the calculation of the
global and regional aggregates only, but are not reported in Appendix B. These estimates are
based on previously published undernourishment data and provisional estimates provided
by FAO in 2014 for the sake of regional and global aggregation only. The regional and global
GHI scores are calculated using the regional and global aggregates for each indicator and
the revised formula described in Chapter 1.

DEVELOPING WORLD AND REGIONAL 1990, 1995, 2000, 2005, AND 2015 GLOBAL HUNGER INDEX SCORES,

= Under-five mortality rate
Prevalence of wasting in children
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= Proportion of undernourished
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the proportion of children dying before the age of five dropped by
40 percent, going from 8.2 percent to 4.9 percent.?

Large Regional Differences

The global averages mask dramatic differences among regions and
countries. Africa south of the Sahara and South Asia have the highest
2015 GHI scores, at 32.2 and 29.4 respectively. Both reflect serious
levels of hunger. In contrast, 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 8.0 and 13.2, and represent low or moderate lev-
els of hunger.

In terms of absolute change, Africa south of the Sahara and
South Asia have experienced the greatest improvements from the
2000 GHI to the 2015 GHI, with reductions of 12.4 and 8.8 points,
respectively. East and Southeast Asia also reduced its GHI score by
a sizeable amount, 7.4 points since the 2000 GHI. 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 4.4 to 5.8 points, despite already having the lowest
2000 GHI scores.

In terms of the percentage change since the 2000 GHI, two
regions—Eastern Europe and the Commonwealth of Independent
States and Latin America and the Caribbean—experienced declines of
just over 40 percent. East and Southeast Asia was not far behind, with
a reduction of 36 percent. Africa south of the Sahara and the Near
East and North Africa each reduced their GHI scores by 28 percent.
Since 2000, South Asia’s GHI score dropped 23 percent. Given that
the hunger level for Africa south of the Sahara stagnated between
1990 and 1995, it is notable that its GHI score has declined at a
rate comparable to other regions’ rates since 2000.

South Asia’s GHI score declined at a moderate rate between
1990 and 2000, but then progress stalled between 2000 and
2005 before hunger levels dropped again between 2005 and 2015.
This closely follows the trend of GHI scores for India, where nearly
three-quarters of South Asia’s population lives. The decrease of more
than 8 points in South Asia’s GHI score since 2005 may be largely
attributed to recent successes in the fight against child undernutrition
in India. According to the most recent data from India, wasting in
children fell from 20 percent to 15 percent between 2005-2006
and 2013-2014, and stunting fell from 48 percent to 39 percent in
the same period (IIPS and Macro International 2007; India, Ministry
of Women and Child Development, and UNICEF 2014).4

The government of India has scaled up nutrition-specific inter-
ventions over the past decade, including (1) a final drive to expand

the Integrated Child Development Services program that aims
to improve the health, nutrition, and development of children in
India; and (2) the creation of the National Rural Health Mission,
a community-based health initiative designed to deliver essen-
tial health services to rural India (Avula et al. 2013). However,
progress in reducing child undernutrition has been uneven across
India’s states. While the reasons for the improvements—or lack
thereof—are not entirely clear, one factor that seems to correlate
with undernutrition in India is open defecation, which contributes
to illnesses that prevent the absorption of nutrients. Additionally,
the low social status of women, which affects women’s health and
nutrition, makes it more likely that babies will be born underweight
(Economist 2015).

Africa south of the Sahara has the highest 2015 GHI score, at
32.2. Overall, since 2000, the region has experienced strong eco-
nomic growth (UNCTAD 2014). It has also benefitted from advances
in public health, including lower transmission levels and better treat-
ment of HIV/AIDS, and fewer cases and deaths from malaria (AVERT
2014; WHO 2013). In some countries, such as Angola, Ethiopia, and
Rwanda, the large-scale civil wars of the 1990s and 2000s have
ended. These countries have become more politically stable and
hunger levels have fallen substantially. On the other hand, countries
such as the Central African Republic and Chad have experienced
conflict more recently and also have experienced higher levels of
hunger, although the causes of hunger are complex and cannot be
attributed to conflict alone. Despite improvements, the high levels
of hunger in Africa south of the Sahara, both regionally and in indi-
vidual countries, are still cause for concern.

An issue of vital importance to Africa south of the Sahara is the
link between agriculture and nutrition. More than two-thirds of the
region’s population relies on agriculture for income, including more
than 90 percent of the region’s extreme poor (O’Sullivan et al. 2014).
Yet the area’s agricultural productivity levels are the lowest of any
region in the world. The solutions for Africa will undoubtedly be com-
plex, in part because ecological conditions and social circumstances
vary throughout the continent. As part of the fight against hunger,
organizations at all levels must continue to find ways to improve agri-
cultural productivity, along with dietary diversity and environmental
sustainability, in order to benefit the most vulnerable.

3 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.

4 Data on India’s child stunting and wasting rates in 2013-2014 were provisional and were
obtained in 2014 through personal communication with India’s Ministry of Women and
Child Development.
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FIGURE 2.2 COUNTRY PROGRESS IN REDUCING GHI SCORES
Percentage change in 2015 GHI compared with 2000 GHI
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Best and Worst Country-Level Results

From the 2000 GHI to the 2015 GHI, 17 countries made remarkable
progress, reducing their GHI scores by 50 percent or more (Figure 2.2).
Sixty-eight countries made considerable progress with scores that
dropped by between 25.0 percent and 49.9 percent, and 28 countries
decreased their GHI scores by less than 25 percent. Despite this prog-
ress, b2 countries still suffer from serious or alarming levels of hunger.

Of the countries that achieved the 10 biggest percentage reduc-
tions in GHI scores from the 2000 GHI to the 2015 GHI, three are in
South America (Brazil, Peru, and Venezuela), one is in Asia (Mongolia),
four are former Soviet republics (Azerbaijan, Kyrgyz Republic, Latvia,
and Ukraine), and two are former Yugoslav republics (Bosnia and
Herzegovina plus Croatia). The GHI scores for each of these coun-
tries have declined significantly—between 53 and 71 percent since
the 2000 GHI.

Brazil reduced its 2000 GHI score by roughly two-thirds. Its
impressive progress was partially due to the government’s Zero
Hunger program, which included Bolsa Familia—a large-scale condi-
tional cash transfer program. Bolsa Familia contributed to decreased
child mortality in Brazil, in part via improved nutrition, by requiring
families to participate in health-related activities, including nutrition
education, for pregnant and lactating women (Rasella et al. 2013).
The Zero Hunger program also included programs to support family

South  Lesotho [ |
Africa

Note: An increase in the GHI indicates a worsening of a country’s Il
hunger situation. A decrease in the GHI indicates an improve-
ment in a country’s hunger situation. GHI scores were not calcu- | ]
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GHI of less than 5

No data
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New Zealand

farms and increase the availability of fruits and vegetables (Rocha
2009). In 2009, Brazil met its Millennium Development Goal of
reducing poverty and malnutrition by half—several years before
the 2015 deadline. Yet, poor diet quality, overweight, and obesity
remain challenges.

Peru made impressive progress by cutting its 2000 GHI score
by 56 percent. Besides being one of Latin America’s fastest growing
economies (World Bank 2015b), the country has gained recognition in
recent years for its dedication to fighting hunger and undernutrition
(Gillespie et al. 2013). During the 2006 and 2011 Peruvian presi-
dential campaigns, the Initiative against Child Malnutrition (IDI), a
broad alliance led by civil society organizations, put fighting chronic
undernutrition on the campaign agenda, making all candidates pledge,
if elected, to reduce child stunting by at least five percentage points
in five years.

Consequently, President Alan Garcia established a multisectoral
agenda that helped reduce child stunting by nearly 10 percentage
points to 18 percent between 2006 and 2011 (Acosta and Haddad
2014). After taking office in 2011 with a vow to eradicate poverty,
President Ollanta Humala implemented the national Include to Grow
strategy and established the Ministry of Development and Social
Inclusion to facilitate intersectoral coordination on issues including
undernutrition. Despite recent progress, inequality is an ongoing
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challenge. In the last decade, in a sample of 53 countries in the
developing world, Peru stood out as the country where child under-
nutrition levels were the most highly correlated with family socio-
economic status (Bredenkamp, Buisman, and Van de Poel 2014).

Mongolia also saw a 56 percent drop between its 2000 and 2015
GHI scores. In the period between 2000 and 2015, Mongolia experi-
enced steady economic growth, with the exception of a brief downturn
during the 2008 global financial crisis. The combination of economic
growth, driven by rising mining and quarrying revenues, and social wel-
fare programs, including a comprehensive national nutrition strategy
to tackle undernutrition (UNICEF 2009b), coincided with decreased
poverty and hunger levels in the period between 2000 and 2015, as
well as reductions in the values of all the GHI component indicators.
Yet poverty and undernutrition have persisted in Mongolia’s rural areas,
particularly for small-scale livestock herders and their families, who
are vulnerable to extreme weather patterns and environmental deg-
radation (Mongolia 2013).

For the former Communist countries, the situation in each country
is unique, yet certain trends emerge. For many of the former Soviet
and Yugoslav states, the transition out of Communism to capitalism
was rocky and characterized by recessions in the 1990s. Yet in the
2000s, economic growth was strong until the 2008 global finan-
cial crisis, which hit these countries particularly hard. The former
Communist states have mostly recovered from the recession and
reestablished modest economic growth, although negative impacts
of the 2008 recession persist (Roaf et al. 2014).

For each of these countries, the relationship between macro-
economic growth, poverty, and hunger levels has differed. For exam-
ple, in recent years, Azerbaijan’s economic growth has been driven
by oil revenues. Government programs to boost wages, provide social
protection, and invest in the public sector helped ensure that the
economic benefits were dispersed throughout the population (UNDP
2012). Ukraine, too, has seen a reduction in poverty and hunger as
GDP increased since 2000, yet significant inequality has left margin-
alized groups such as women, children, and the elderly vulnerable to
hunger and poverty (Ukraine, Ministry of Economy 2010). Also, unrest
in Ukraine between 2013 and early 2015 reportedly contributed to
food shortages in the country (Lambers 2015; WFP 2015a). The
effect of the unrest on hunger levels in the future remains to be seen.

Since 2000, Rwanda, Angola, and Ethiopia have seen the biggest
reductions in hunger, with GHI scores down by between 25 and 28
points in each country. Despite these improvements, the hunger lev-
els in these countries are still serious. In fact, among the countries
for which data were available, Rwanda, Angola, and Ethiopia had the
three highest GHI scores in 2000 (58.5, 58.3, and 58.6, respec-
tively), which explains why hunger levels are still high (30.3, 32.6,

and 33.9), despite the remarkable reductions. These countries are
also recovering from a legacy of civil war, and although it is not pos-
sible to directly attribute their hunger levels to the previous conflicts,
they undoubtedly contributed to the challenges these countries face.

In Rwanda, poverty and hunger spiked after the country’s deadly
civil war (1990-1993), which culminated in the Rwandan genocide
in 1994. However, in the postwar period, Rwanda’s government
has intentionally designed policies to promote inclusive economic
growth, and the country has experienced increasing Gross Domestic
Product (GDP) levels along with decreasing inequality, particularly
since 2005-2006 (UNDP 2015). Rwanda'’s child mortality rate was
down to 5.2 percent as of 2013, and child wasting was 3.0 percent
according to a 2010-2011 survey, suggesting that acute malnutrition
has waned. However, child stunting was still high, at 44.3 percent.

Angola, too, is recovering from civil war. The country endured
a 27-year struggle that ended in 2002 (World Bank 2015a). The
country’s GDP increased substantially after the war’s end, primarily
driven by increased oil revenues. The prevalence of undernourishment
has decreased from 63.5 percent in 1990-1992 to 14.2 percent
in 2014-2016 (FAO 2015). Yet, child mortality was still high, at
16.7 percent in 2013. Some claim that Angola’s problem is not a
lack of food, but rather its dependence on food with little nutritional
value, which in turn leads to child undernutrition and high child mor-
tality (McClelland and Soque 2015).

Ethiopia experienced multiple, simultaneous civil wars between
1974 and 1991, along with severe famines during this period, includ-
ing the worst famine in current history between 1983 and 1985
(Africa Watch 1991; von Braun and Olofinbiyi 2007). Its hunger
situation remains serious, particularly for women and children. The
government of Ethiopia has established several programs to address
the issue, yet recurring droughts and the population’s heavy depen-
dence on rainfed agriculture, which is plagued by low productivity
levels, present ongoing challenges for food security (USAID 2014).

Only one country—Kuwait—experienced an increase in its score
between 2000 and 2015. However, the increase, from a 4.2 score
to a 5.0 score between the 2000 GHI and 2015 GHI, is small in
absolute terms and Kuwait’s hunger level is still categorized as low.
Most importantly, Kuwait’s 2015 score of 5.0 represents a dramatic
improvement compared to 1990 and 1995, when its GHI scores were
24.3 (serious) and 16.1 (moderate) respectively. In fact, according to
the 2014 GHI report, which compared 2014 scores with 1990 scores,
Kuwait was the biggest “winner,” given that it experienced the largest
percentage reduction in GHI scores among all the countries for which
scores were calculated. The unusually high score in 1990 was due to
Irag’s invasion of Kuwait, which precipitated the first Gulf War. The
evolution of Kuwait’s hunger levels should be evaluated in that context.
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FIGURE 2.3 HOW COUNTRIES FARED SINCE 2000
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Eight countries still suffer from levels of hunger that are alarming.
The majority of those are in Africa south of the Sahara. The three
exceptions are Afghanistan, Haiti, and Timor-Leste. In last year's
GHI report, based on the previous GHI formula, two countries had
extremely alarming 2014 GHI scores—Burundi and Eritrea. Scores
could not be calculated for these countries this year due to lack of
data on undernourishment, but it is likely that they persist as hun-
ger hot spots.

While no countries had extremely alarming levels of hunger
(GHI scores of 50 points or more) according to 2015 GHI scores,
many countries crossed this threshold in the reference years of this
report—1990, 1995, 2000, and 2005. Examples of countries
with extremely alarming hunger levels as recently as 2000 include
Afghanistan, Niger, and Sierra Leone, to name but a few. That many
countries now have less severe hunger ratings than they did in the
past testifies to the progress made.

The Central African Republic, Chad, and Zambia have the highest
2015 GHI scores. Coupled with low percentage reductions in hunger
levels since 2000, these countries merit our attention (Figure 2.3).
The Central African Republic has been plagued by instability, dicta-
torships, and repeated coups since its independence from France in

1960. Most recently, beginning in 2013, fighting between disparate
groups resulted in sizeable casualties and internal displacement of
nearly 20 percent of the population (Arieff 2014).

Chad, too, has experienced instability in recent decades, due
in part to conflicts with its neighbors and the influx of refugees
from neighboring countries, such as Sudan and the Central African
Republic (IDMC 2014). Zambia, on the other hand, has been rela-
tively peaceful and democratic in recent history. Yet economically, the
country is extremely poor and is heavily dependent on copper mining,
which has led researchers to describe Zambia as an example of a
country beset by the “resource curse” (Boos and Holm-Mdiller 2015).
Resource curse theory posits that countries with abundant natural
resources are plagued by slow growth (Sachs and Warner 2001), as
well as inequality and poverty (Humphreys, Sachs, and Stiglitz 2007).

In terms of the GHI components, Haiti, Zambia, and the Central
African Republic have the highest proportion of undernourished peo-
ple, between 48 percent and 53 percent of the population. Timor-
Leste, Burundi, and Eritrea have the highest prevalence of stunting
(low height for age), with more than 50 percent of children under
age five suffering from stunting. South Sudan, Djibouti, and Sri
Lanka have the highest prevalence of wasting (low weight for height),
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TABLE 2.1 COUNTRY GLOBAL HUNGER INDEX SCORES BY RANK, 1990 GHI, 1995 GHI, 2000 GHI, 2005 GHI, AND 2015 GHI

Rank Country 1990 1995 2000 2005 2015 | Rank Country 1990 1995 2000 2005 2015
1 Kuwait 24.3 16.0 <5 <5 5.0 63 Botswana 31.3 343 332 312 231
2 Saudi Arabia 158 143 104 11.8 5.1 64 Senegal 36.8 369 379 285 232
2 Turkey 145 134 105 7.6 5.1 65 Lesotho 25,8 28,5 327 30.2 235
4 Slovak Republic = 8.2 8.0 7.4 5.2 65 Myanmar 56.3 53.3 451 374 235
5 Romania 9.1 9.6 8.6 6.1 5.3 67 Kenya 348 40.0 379 366 240
6 Tunisia 115 14.2 8.9 6.7 5.6 68 Cameroon 39.8 4377 404 340 24.2
7 Uruguay 12.2 9.4 7.6 8.1 5.7 69 Sri Lanka 31.3 29.7 27.0 259 255
8 Jordan 12.8 10.5 9.8 6.5 5.8 70 Swaziland 228 258 304 274 260
9 Macedonia, FYR - 11.2 7.9 8.6 5.9 71 Cote d’lvoire 33.8 32.1 314 327 263

10 Lebanon 12.1 9.4 9.0 104 6.4 72 Congo, Rep. 389 41.1 381 335 266
11 Russian Federation - 11.7 104 7.2 6.6 73 Bangladesh 522 50.3 385 31.0 27.3
12 lIran, Islamic Rep. 185 16.5 13.7 9.5 6.8 73 Malawi 589 559 453 39.1 273
13 Venezuela, RB 16.3 153 152 13.1 7.0 75 Uganda 398 409 393 322 276
14  Serbia — = - — 7.1 76 Lao PDR 529 b51.1 487 36.9 285
15 Mexico 16.8 169 10.8 8.9 7.3 77 Tanzania 422 452 425 364 287
16 Kazakhstan - 154 10.7 123 8.0 78 Guinea 478 458 444 38.0 288
17 Jamaica 125 10.7 8.8 8.2 8.1 78 North Korea 30.1 359 404 324 288
18 Trinidad & Tobago 13.7 147 123 114 8.3 80 India 48.1 423 382 385 29.0
19 Bulgaria 8.1 10.2 9.4 9.2 8.5 81 Mali 51.9 51.3 439 383 296
19 Georgia = 31.8 152 10.2 8.5 82 Guinea-Bissau 46.1 421 442 418 303
21 China 25.1 232 159 13.2 8.6 82 Rwanda 539 66.3 585 445 303
22 Algeria 17.1 180 148 122 8.7 82 Tajikistan = 40.3 404 36.5 303
22 Fiji 125 11.2 10.1 9.3 8.7 85 Liberia 54.4 552 46.8 415 30.8
24 Colombia 16.7 13.0 114 10.7 8.8 85 Zimbabwe 333 38.1 40.8 39.2 308
25 Moldova - 16.0 153 15.7 9.1 87 Burkina Faso 53.0 46.1 484 496 31.8
25 Peru 30.7 25,0 209 1838 9.1 87 Namibia 358 37.0 325 288 318
27 Kyrgyz Republic - 24.1 20.2 14.3 9.4 89 Mozambique 64.5 63.2 49.2 424 325
28 Morocco 18.7 188 157 17.7 9.5 90 Angola 67.3 66.8 583 453 326
29 Panama 21,5 184 20.1 18.1 9.6 91 Nigeria 47.7 47.1 41.0 352 328
30 Azerbaijan = 283 272 16.7 10.0 92 Djibouti 56.1 b56.1 485 46.1 33.2
31 Malaysia 20.4 17.4 155 146 103 93 Ethiopia 71.7 673 586 485 339
32 Suriname 185 165 165 13.1 10.4 93 Pakistan 43,6 409 379 383 339
33 Paraguay 17.2 15,8 13,5 120 105 95 Yemen, Rep. 444 444 429 421 342
34 Dominican Republic 26.3 203 194 181 10.8 96 Niger 64.7 627 53.0 428 345
35 El Salvador 224 186 16.8 13.1 11.1 97 Afghanistan 47.4 559 525 449 354
36 Armenia - 21.8 17.4 14.1 11.2 98 Madagascar 448 451 441 444 363
37 Thailand 284 223 176 136 119 99 Haiti 52.1 521 428 454 373
38 South Africa 18.7 16,5 186 21.0 124 100 Sierra Leone 58.8 56.0 535 524 389
39 Gabon 23.2 208 185 16.2 12.5 101 Timor-Leste - - - 42.7  40.7
40 Mauritius 182 17.0 16.1 152 129 102 Zambia 47.0 49.0 509 46.7 41.1
40 Turkmenistan - 245 222 175 129 103 Chad 65.0 60.6 52.0 531 46.4
42 Albania 214 19.1 21.1 17.1 13.2 104 Central African Republic 51.9 51.0 514 51.0 46.9
43 Uzbekistan - 23.7 219 185 133
44 Honduras 265 247 204 178 134
45 Egypt, Arab Rep. 205 189 151 131 135 COUNTRIES WITH 2015 GHI SCORES LESS THAN 5
46 Nicaragua 383 322 256 17.8 13.6 |Country ‘90 ‘95 ‘00 ‘05 ‘15 |Country ‘90 ‘95 ‘00 ‘05 ‘15
47  Ecuador 23.8 19.7 20.2 19.0 14.0 | Argentina 77 72 53 50 <5 | Estonia - 100 68 56 <5
48 Guyana 264 227 19.0 17.3 14.4 | Belarus - <5 <5 <5 <5 | latvia - 77 83 54 <5
49 Mongolia 320 393 33.1 27.0 14.7 |Bosnia&Herzegovina - 10.8 9.6 6.8 <5 | Lithuania - 94 67 51 <5
49 Vietnam 446 388 30.3 246 14.7 | Brazil 18.2 15.0 120 6.7 <5 | Montenegro = = = - <5
51 Ghana 45.7 36.8 299 23.3 15.5 | chile 6.8 <5 <5 <5 <5 Ukraine - 7.1 134 <5 <5
52 Bolivia 389 351 305 27.2 16.9 |CostaRica 75 70 61 57 <5
53 Philippines 30.7 289 26.2 221 20.1 |Croata - 86 61 <5 <5
54  Guatemala 288 278 280 239 21.1 |Cuba 80 135 61 <5 <5
55 Gambia, The 36.4 354 279 263 215
56 Benin 46.1 426 38.2 333 218
57 Indonesia 348 325 253 265 221 - = Data are not available or not presented. Some countries, such as the post-Soviet states
58 Iraq 17.4 24.3 24.9 23.6 222 prior to 1991, did not exist in their present borders in the given year or reference period.
58 NEpal 44.5 40.3 36.9 31.6 22.2 goatree: r'?:tn:(:cdl uadcefc(lJ rﬂlq%et 0ra2n?<i1n5g,G:1|dS§(i)frfzsr.er?(?eusntbr::/;velr:htseizroslcirgsH l!rsemr)r:ien?rfnL:T.SSCZ)huz:j
60 Cambodia 46.9 45.2 45.0 29.8 22.6 tries that have identical 2015 scores are given the same ranking (for example, Bulgaria and
o Georgia both ranked 19th). The following countries could not be included because of lack of
60 Mauritania 40.0 36.6 33.5 29.6 22.6 | data: Bahrain, Bhutan, Burundi, Comoros, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Eritrea, Libya,
62 Togo 425 44.1 38.6 36.4 23.0 Oman, Papua New Guinea, Qatar, Somalia, South Sudan, Sudan, and Syrian Arab Republic.
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with between 21 percent and 23 percent of children under age five
affected. Angola, Sierra Leone, and Chad have the highest under-
five mortality rates, ranging between 15 percent and 17 percent.
This year’s report does not include GHI scores for several coun-
tries that had very high (alarming or extremely alarming) GHI scores
in the 2014 report, including Burundi, Comoros, Eritrea, South Sudan,
and Sudan, because current data on undernourishment were not
available.5 In addition, while the Democratic Republic of the Congo
had the highest GHI score of all countries in the 2011 GHI report, it
has not been possible to calculate a GHI score for the country since

2011 due to missing data. GHI scores have never been calculated
for Somalia due to data constraints, yet the World Food Programme
considers it one of the most food insecure countries in the world
(WFP 2015b). Although the lack of data obscures their hunger lev-
els, the situations in these countries still merit great concern and
must not be forgotten.

5 |n the 2014 GHI, scores for South Sudan and Sudan were calculated together as the former
Sudan. In the 2015 GHI, Sudan and South Sudan are reported separately because all organi-
zations that provide data on the component indicators now report them as separate countries.
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FIGURE 2.4 2015 GLOBAL HUNGER INDEX BY SEVERITY :
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ARMED CONFLICT AND THE CHALLENGE
OF HUNGER: IS AN END IN SIGHT?

Alex de Waal

War and famine, two fearsome horsemen, have long ridden side by
side. Armed conflict disrupts food systems, destroys livelihoods, dis-
places people, and leaves those who do not flee both terrified and
unsure when they will eat their next meal.

News stories and scholarly articles on conflict and hunger are
usually pessimistic, assuming both are inevitable parts of the human
condition. But a review of trends offers cause for optimism: a potential
end to famine and conflict-induced starvation by 2030. This chapter
examines those trends, identifies vulnerable populations, explores the
complex relationship between conflict and hunger, and underscores
what must be done to eliminate famine for good.

Invisible Victims

When famine or acute hunger occurs today, it is usually the result of
armed conflict. The best estimate for the number of people currently
affected by conflict is 172 million (CRED 2013). Although refugees
are more visible, 87 percent of those affected by conflict are actually
residents who do not flee their homes—and who tend to fare even
worse than those displaced (CRED 2013). Beyond the reach of aid
agencies, they suffer in silence.

Victims of violence in ostensibly peaceable countries are a more
vast and less visible group of hungry people. They include victims of
violent crime, gang violence, brutality by state enforcement bodies, and
intimate partner violence—which together account for the vast major-
ity of violence globally (Geneva Declaration 2011). Of the estimated
780,000 people who died worldwide from violence and its immediate
effects each year between 2004 and 2009, 66 percent were killed
in nonconflict settings (mainly due to crimes), 27 percent died from
hunger and disease due to conflict, and just 7 percent died as a direct
consequence of war. Of the 14 countries with annual rates of violent
deaths of more than 30 per 100,000, just six were engaged in war.
The other eight—with EI Salvador topping the list—suffer high rates
of violent crime. The impact of all of these forms of violence on devel-
opment is major and severe; their victims are poorer, more vulnerable,
and hungrier than others (World Bank 2011).

Survivors of war are another under-recognized population that is
vulnerable to food insecurity. Violent deeds live on, not only in the
psychological trauma suffered by survivors and their family members,
but also in basic well-being. Recent studies from Uganda on the long-
term impact of war wounds and trauma show that affected house-
holds are hungrier, sicker, and less well off than others (Mazurana
et al. 2014). Meeting the needs of survivors constitutes another vast
and often overlooked welfare and food policy challenge.

The End of Calamitous Famines

While more must be done to address the unique situations these invis-
ible groups face, great progress has been made. Yet we are often so
focused on the problems of the present, it is easy to overlook vast
changes that have occurred over the long term. For example, the his-
toric declines in all kinds of violence (Pinker 2012) and the reduc-
tion in the frequency and lethality of armed conflict (Human Security
Report Project 2013) are often obscured by crises of the moment.

Much the same is true for famine. Indeed it is all too easy to
overlook historic, but unheralded achievements of the last 50 years:
the elimination of calamitous famines (those that cause more than
1 million deaths) and the reduction almost to a vanishing point of
great famines, or those that cause more than 100,000 deaths (Howe
and Devereux 2004).

Until the middle of the 20th century, the drumbeat of starva-
tion was constant, with millions dying every decade. Between 1870
and 2014, 106 episodes of famine and mass starvation each killed
100,000 people or more (Mallory 1926; Newman 1990; Devereux
2000; Dyson and O Grada 2002).

The trends are striking (Figures 3.1 and 3.2). During the 20th
century, the death toll from great famines zigzagged, ranging from a
10-year high of 27 million in 1900-1909; to more than 15 million in
each of the 1920s, 1940s, 1950s, and 1960s; to a low of 1.4 million
during the 1990s. In the 21st century thus far, the death toll is near
600,000.

FIGURE 3.1 GLOBAL DEATH TOLL FROM GREAT FAMINES, 1870s-2010s
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Note: Each great famine killed more than 100,000 people.
Source: World Peace Foundation (2015).

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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Taking a closer look at the history behind the graphs, we see
famines associated with the Age of Empire from the 1870s to World
War | (Hobsbawm 1989). Famines killed tens of millions in South
Asia and China, millions in Africa, and smaller numbers in Brazil.
The causes: drought and havoc wreaked by imperial conquest and
predation, including practices such as dismantling local production
systems and imposing a regime of forced labor to produce export
crops such as rubber and cotton. With the passing of the most ruth-
less era of imperial expansion, these famines, also known as “Late
Victorian Holocausts,” ceased (Davis 2002).

During what historian Eric Hobsbawm (1996) called the “Age of
Extremes” from World War | to the end of the Cold War, calamitous
famines were caused by totalitarian systems: German and Japanese
militarism, Stalinism, and Maoism. Wartime leaders routinely used
starvation as a weapon.

Forced collectivization in Ukraine and southern Russia in 1932-
1933—a possibly genocidal campaign known to Ukrainians as the
“Holodomor”—was perhaps the most terrible example of famine as
state policy (Conquest 1987). Had the Nazi Hunger Plan to starve
20-30 million Belorussians, Poles, and Ukrainians been fully carried
out, it would have been worse still (Lowe 2012). Asian war famines
killed many millions from 1936 to 1945 in Bengal, China, Indonesia,
and Vietnam.

After World War I, Communist policies caused horrific famines.
Thirty million people died in the Chinese famine of 1958-1962,
caused by Mao Zedong's Great Leap Forward (Becker 1996). The
Khmer Rouge starved 1.5 million Cambodians in the 1970s (Kiernan
2008). These calamitous famines ended along with “faminogenic”
regimes, such as totalitarian governments and wars of extermination
(Marcus 2003). The last great Communist famines were in Ethiopia
in 1983-1985, when collectivization and hunger as a weapon of war
collided with drought, killing up to 1 million (de Waal 1997), and
in North Korea in 1996-1997, when a food crisis killed 500,000
600,000 (Goodkind, West, and Johnson 2011).

In the 20th century, Europe and Asia accounted for the vast
majority of famine deaths (Figure 3.2). Only two African famines in
the last 100 years—Biafra and Ethiopia—have killed as many as
1 million each. Since famine has disappeared from Europe and mostly
vanished from Asia, it has lost most of its menace.

And finally, the downward slope of the famines graph (Figure 3.3)
contrasts with the upward slope of world population, which rose from
about 1.7 billion in 1900 to 7.3 billion today. This surely refutes the
pessimism of the early 19th century scholar and cleric Reverend
Thomas Malthus, who feared that world population was outpacing
the food supply. More than two centuries ago he wrote that “gigantic
inevitable famine stalks in the rear [of population growth], and with
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FIGURE 3.2 DEATH TOLL FROM GREAT FAMINES, 1870s-2010,
BY CONTINENT
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Note: Each great famine killed more than 100,000 people.
Source: World Peace Foundation (2015).

one mighty blow, could level the population” (Malthus 1798, 140).
In fact, the converse is actually happening.

Positive Developments

The end of the Cold War, the adoption of international human rights
norms, and the rise of globalization are among the key factors that make
it possible to eliminate famine for the first time in history. Governments
no longer wield the grotesque sovereign privilege to starve their people
and tell the rest of the world to mind its own business. Unparalleled
global prosperity and interconnectedness, the legitimacy of interna-
tional concern over domestic violations, and far more information-
sharing mean people are less likely to starve in silence because their
rulers, or the international community, do not know what is going on.

And the single most important reason an end to famine is within
reach? China, once the “land of famine” (Mallory 1926), which suf-
fered more than 80 million famine deaths between 1870 and 1970,
or more than half of the global total of 149 million such deaths
(World Peace Foundation 2015), has been free of that scourge for
half a century.

Most trends are moving in the right direction. In 2013, the Centre
for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters (CRED) reported
“encouraging news in terms of lower death rates, indicating that peri-
ods of stabilization and humanitarian efforts have succeeded in sav-
ing lives” (CRED 2013, 23-24).
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FIGURE 3.3 WORLD POPULATION GROWTH AND DEATH TOLL FROM GREAT FAMINES, 1900-2015
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Source: US Census Bureau (2013a, 2013b); World Peace Foundation (2015).

Warning Signs

Malnutrition trends, however, have not been so favorable, with global
levels of acute malnutrition (wasting or nutritional edema) rising since
2008, according to CRED’s People Affected by Conflict report. This
recent upswing coincides with another worrying trend: the reduc-
tion in wars has also stalled (Apps 2015; PS21 2015). According to
the global think tank, Project for the Study of the 21st Century, the
number of conflicts and conflict-related deaths has increased from
an all-time low in 2006, but remains well below long-term averages.
Between 2013 and 2014, the 20 most conflict-afflicted countries
saw violent fatalities rise by 28.7 percent, from 127,134 to 163,562.
Syria is by far the largest contributor, with more than 70,000 deaths
in that one year alone. These numbers are still low by historic stan-
dards, but they show that much more must be done to win the bat-
tle against war and hunger.

New Wars, New Famines

Today’s famines are “complex humanitarian emergencies,” caused
mostly by armed conflict and exacerbated by natural disasters or
international policies (Keen 2008). These “new wars” (Kaldor 1999)
involve not only state armies and insurgents, but also paramilitaries
and ethnic militia, criminal gangs, mercenaries, and international

World population (billions)

1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s 2000s 2010s

forces. Most new wars are civil wars, which increasingly spill over
borders, disrupt livelihoods and food systems, and force people to
flee. They tend to be less lethal than old wars, both in violence and
in hunger (Human Security Report Project 2013). But they are often
intractable and display persistent, seemingly patternless violence
from which no one is safe.

In previous eras, governments and rebels controlled humanitarian
access. They either permitted it and protected aid workers, or they
blocked access. Today, humanitarian workers face greater personal
dangers as they navigate a more dangerous micro-terrain of warfare,
village by village. Under these circumstances, getting food aid to
those in need demands exceptional skills, and the riskier conditions
can result in “new famines” (Devereux 2007). A selection of cases
illustrates how such famines arise:

- SUDAN. In 2003-2004, armed conflict between the Sudanese
military and various rebel groups in Darfur led to an estimated
200,000 civilian deaths through hunger, disease, and displace-
ment (US GAO 2006). An extreme case occurred in the small
village of Keilak in April 2004, where a visiting UN team found
that overall death rates were more than 40 times the standard
threshold for declaring an emergency. This episode was thankfully
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isolated. And as soon as the UN raised the alarm, the local com-
mander’s siege was ended and aid provided.

-> SOMALIA. The famine in Somalia in 2011-2012 was the worst of
the century thus far, costing an estimated 250,000 lives (Maxwell
and Majid 2015). It was a complex emergency: drought, economic
crisis, and war all contributed. Politics complicated the dynamics
of the hunger situation. Humanitarian agencies had to contend
not only with restrictions on access and the risks of kidnapping
and violence, but also US counterterrorism legislation impeded
their operations in insurgent-controlled areas. The UN did not
raise the alarm until famine conditions were already widespread.
In 2014-2015, similar factors resulted in acute hunger in the
parts of Syria and Iraq that are controlled by the Islamic State,
and the starvation of the Yazidi minority.

- DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF THE CONGO. Since 1996, wars in the
Democratic Republic of the Congo have led to an immense
humanitarian disaster, with estimates of deaths ranging as high
as 5.4 million people (International Rescue Committee 2008).
These deaths are overwhelmingly caused by hunger and dis-
ease associated with the collapse of health services and other
basic infrastructure, along with disruptions to employment and
food markets.

- IRAQ. In the 1990s the Iragi people suffered from a lethal combi-
nation of Saddam Hussein’s depredations, comprehensive sanc-
tions, and Hussein’s use of the food rationing system to reward
his loyal followers and thereby maintain his power base (Alnasrawi
2000). Between 250,000 and 500,000 children died of hunger
and disease (UNICEF 1999).

Even when food was used as a weapon, recent conflicts did not
necessarily result in major famine. For example, in its final offensive
against the Tamil Tigers in 2009, the Sri Lankan government withheld
aid to a besieged and hungry civilian population (International Crisis
Group 2010). Nonetheless, the government’s final victory was swift and
the possibility of a protracted Biafra-style siege was foreclosed. At its
peak in 2008-20009, the Israeli siege of Gaza involved tight control of
basic supplies to the territory. The UN was permitted to transport just
a fraction of the assistance it considered necessary for humanitarian
purposes (Cook 2012). The deprivation suffered by the Gazans was
extreme, but apparently stopped short of crossing the line into mass
starvation. Dov Weisglass, an adviser to Ehud Olmert, the Israeli Prime
Minister, reportedly said, “The idea is to put the Palestinians on a diet,
but not to make them die of hunger” (Urquhart 2006).

Does Hunger Lead to Conflict?

Conflict and hunger are strongly associated. The countries with the
lowest levels of food security, according to the 2014 Global Hunger
Index, are engaged in or recently emerged from war, including Burundi,
Comoros, Eritrea, Sudan and South Sudan, and Timor Leste (von
Grebmer et al. 2014).12 More strikingly, while most countries have
marked significant 25-year gains in objective hunger measures, a hand-
ful have stagnated or deteriorated—notably Burundi, Comoros, Iraq,
and Sudan (all conflict-affected) and Swaziland, scarred by the world’s
worst HIV/AIDS epidemic (Whiteside and Henry 2011). In contrast,
hunger is retreating in Ghana and Rwanda, which are relatively peaceful.

It is clear that conflict is the main cause of persistent severe hun-
ger. Might hunger—whether in the form of famine, chronic malnu-
trition, or general deprivation—also be a factor that drives conflict?
Possibly, but it's less likely.

Synthesizing more than a decade of controversy about the
causes of armed conflict—a debate widely known as “greed or griev-
ance” (Collier and Hoeffler 2004)—the World Bank’s 2011 World
Development Report concluded that there is no simple causal expla-
nation for conflict (World Bank 2011). Conflict has many sources
(Box 3.1). Many economic factors make countries vulnerable to laps-
ing into civil war. The good news is that as governance improved over
the past few decades, conflict, poverty, and hunger have all consis-
tently declined. Unfortunately, the trajectories have been uneven.
Worse yet, more recent evidence suggests that progress has stalled.

While major famine and war have virtually disappeared in East
Asia and Southeast Asia, the Middle East has seen an increase in
both armed violence and hunger over the last five years. Africa—
the poorest and most conflict-prone continent—faces the greatest
risk. Many affected countries are prone to authoritarianism and vio-
lent competition, due to “resource curse” economies that rely heav-
ily on the exploitation of natural resources, especially minerals, to
speed up economic growth (Kaldor, Karl, and Said 2007). The “great
African land-grab” (Cotula 2013)—in which local elites and foreign
corporations are taking the land from millions of smallholders—is
contributing to deep human insecurity and grievance, which has led
to both nonviolent and violent resistance in countries as diverse as
Ethiopia and Sierra Leone.

Hunger’s Destabilizing Effect
Hunger is somehow different from other human stresses. Food and
famine strike a deep emotive chord, even among people who have never

1The 2014 GHI score could be calculated for only former Sudan as one entity, because sepa-
rate undernourishment estimates for 2011-2013 were not available for South Sudan, which
became independent in 2011, and present-day Sudan.

2 For most of these war-torn countries, 2015 GHI scores could not be calculated due to lack
of data.
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BOX3.1 MULTIPLE SOURCES OF CONFLICT
The causes of conflict are complex, nonlinear, and mediated
by a host of factors, including political institutions and eco-
nomic structures (World Bank 2011). A spectrum of threats
to human security—assaults on community, livelihoods,
and basic welfare—provide a common thread that explains
why people resort to violence. Hunger certainly figures
among the causes, but how it plays out varies by context.
Such complexity means we must be exceptionally care-
ful when drawing conclusions about any one driver of con-
flict. In countries such as Afghanistan, Colombia, Congo,
Sudan, or Yemen, patterns of violence are turbulent. Like
the waters of a fast-flowing mountain stream, they are
chaotic from one moment to the next, but retain a recog-
nizable structure over time. If a researcher takes the data
for violence in any particular country over any particular
period of time, feeds them into a computer, and looks for
correlations with weather patterns, market prices, malnu-
trition levels—or any other indicator—some correlation
will always arise. However, most of these associations fade
away upon closer scrutiny (Buhaug et al. 2014). Too often,
though, researchers’ disclaimers about the uncertainty of
their findings are set aside when their findings are synthe-
sized or popularized.

personally faced starvation. Around the world, people believe that a
government that cannot feed its people has forfeited its legitimacy.

High bread prices famously brought out revolutionary mobs in
Paris in 1789 (Grove 1998; Neely 2007). The 1943 Bengal famine
discredited the British Raj, undermining its promise to prevent star-
vation (Dréze 1991). Famine in Wollo Province undermined the rule
of Ethiopia’s Emperor Haile Selassie in 1973-1974, and Sudanese
President Jaafar Nimeiri's failure to provide drought relief in 1985
helped bring down his government (Article 19 1990; de Waal 1997).
After Cyclone Bhola, the deadliest storm in the last 100 years, struck
East Bengal in 1970, the slow and inadequate response of Pakistan’s
Ayub Khan government to hunger and deprivation helped mobilize
the Bangladesh independence movement (Sommer and Mosley 1972;
Hossain 2010).

More recently, food protests helped bring down the Haitian gov-
ernment in 2008, and food price rises coincided with protests during
the Arab Spring of 2011 (Brinkman and Hendrix 2011). Protests are

more likely to lead to political violence in fragile states (World Bank
2011). The pathways from food scarcity to protest are complex and
unique to each case, but a common thread runs through these exam-
ples. Food security is not only an essential component of human
well-being, but also a foundation for political stability. Governments
jeopardize food security at their peril.

Standing Firm

Despite failing to keep hunger at bay, some governments carry on
regardless. The Myanmar government presided over devastation
caused by Cyclone Nargis in 2008, which drowned an estimated
138,000 people and left nearly 2 million without shelter, drinking
water, or basic food items (Guha-Sapir and Vogt 2009). Fearing an
increased international presence during a referendum on the new
constitution, Myanmar refused to initiate or allow substantive aid
into the country for two weeks (Zarni 2015). Rulers such as China’s
Mao Zedong, North Korea's Kim Jong-Il, and Ethiopia’s Mengistu
Haile Mariam stayed in power, oblivious to human suffering. They
even used deprivation and controlled food supplies to consolidate
power (Becker 1996; Natsios 2001; de Waal 1997). While failing to
address severe hunger and deprivation does not necessarily lead to
the downfall of governments, a sound food security policy is good
political insurance.

From these threads we can underline the generally positive con-
clusion that hunger may pose less of a threat to peace than it has in
the past. And there is no reason why natural disasters must cause
either famine or political crisis (Box 3.2).

Looking Ahead

The last decades of the 20th century saw the end of calamitous fam-
ines, which kill one million or more people. But what will it take to
eliminate famine and acute hunger, or starvation, by 20307

Two tasks stand out for eliminating conflict-related hunger. First,
we need stronger mechanisms to prevent and resolve conflicts. With
wars becoming fewer and less lethal, the long-term trends for violent
conflict are actually encouraging (Human Security Report Project
2013). But progress appears to have stalled, and the challenges of
the day—for example in South Sudan, Syria, and Yemen—are formi-
dable. Second, we must activate the international emergency relief
system to dispatch large-scale food aid where it is needed most.

Political Commitment

We need political leadership to strengthen international food secu-
rity policy. This depends on political decisions in western capitals—
and these are not always easy to make. While the United Nations
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B0OX3.2 GLOBAL WARMING, CONFLICT, AND HUNGER

There is no question that climate-related disasters are increasing
in number and severity (Guha-Sapir, Hoyois, and Below 2014).
As a consequence, should we expect to see more conflicts, and
therefore more hunger?

One area in which methodological sobriety is much needed
is conflict and the environment. The big picture on climate
change, hunger, and conflict is encouraging thus far. Over the
past five decades, even as global warming has advanced and
natural disasters have become more frequent and damaging,
both wars and hunger have decreased.

At the country level, despite fears that the coming century
would be marked by “water wars,” transboundary river basins rang-
ing from the Indus to the Jordan, in fact, show more cooperation
than conflict (Islam and Susskind 2013). The March 2015 agree-
ment between Ethiopia, Egypt, and Sudan that defined principles
for sharing the Nile waters illustrates this positive turn of events.

At the local level, the picture is not encouraging. East African
data show that extreme rainfall variation in either direction—
both too much or too little—increases conflict risks (Raleigh and
Kniverton 2012). Fluctuations in livestock prices and changes in
local seasonal migrations, which are both influenced by rainfall,
are associated with risks of violence (Maystadt, Calderone, and
You 2014; Maystadt and Ecker 2014). But to extrapolate these
findings to wider predictions is not warranted. The effects are
arguably well within the turbulent parameters of normal local con-
flict and should not be seen as harbingers of bigger wars to come.

Recent attempts to identify climate change as a driver of
large-scale armed conflict have been effectively criticized, with
the plea that connections are complicated (Raleigh, Linke, and
O’Loughlin 2014). Recent studies disagree on both the magni-
tude of the impact of climate change on conflict and the direc-
tion of the effect. One noted that “research to date has failed to

and the European Union can do much to unlock a humanitarian
response, the role of the US government is pivotal, especially in
politically controversial cases. With its continuing cereal surpluses,
which are the backbone of global food aid, its agenda-setting role
at the UN Security Council, and its power to impose financial and
legal sanctions on those who violate its counterterrorism legislation,
the United States remains the “veto holder” with regard to global
famine response.

28

converge on a specific and direct association between climate
and violent conflict” (Buhaug et al. 2014, 394-395).

To understand the dynamics of extreme weather and con-
flict, we should not lose sight of the role of political leaders. For
example, did the protracted drought in Syria from 2006-2010
help spark the conflict that erupted in 20117 One researcher,
Francesca de Chatel, argues that government policies, including
bureaucrats’ long-term mismanagement of natural resources,
were to blame (de Chatel 2014). Their focus on dam construc-
tion and irrigation projects in the northeast meant that small
farmers in that area were neglected, impoverished, and angry.

Another problem was the government’s failure to respond
to the humanitarian crisis and food price increases. This was
one of many grievances that triggered protests in March 2011.
De Chatel vigorously challenges those who see a strong causal
link, writing: “The possible role of climate change in this chain
of events is not only irrelevant, it is also an unhelpful distraction
and a damaging alibi for the Assad regime’s failings” (de Chatel
2014, 532). Other climate researchers’ findings on Syria detail
the gravity of drought and groundwater depletion, and suggest
that these elements might have contributed to the 2011 unrest
(Kelley et al. 2015).

The relationship between environmental disasters and con-
flict is highly nuanced. According to researchers at London’s
Overseas Development Institute, “natural disasters reduce some
conflict drivers while exacerbating others” (Harris, Keen, and
Mitchell 2013). Disaster and government failures to respond
can deepen existing societal tensions, while disruption presents
economic opportunities for criminal activities. Crisis often offers
opportunities to advance militant or divisive political agendas.
And disasters can make conflicts more likely by altering the bal-
ance of power or a warring party’s ability to misappropriate aid.

When the first signs of famine in North Korea became apparent
to the world in 1997, a vigorous debate took place in US newspa-
pers. Some argued that it would be wrong to condition aid on pol-
icy change by the regime, notwithstanding its culpability for the
famine. Others implicitly made the case for starving North Korea
into collapse, claiming that aid would ultimately be used to support
the military apparatus of a government hostile to both its own peo-
ple and to the United States. In the pro-aid group, Andrew Natsios,
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who later became administrator of the US Agency for International
Development (USAID) in 2001-2006, observed that US aid helped
make the regime more open to the international community and that
no totalitarian dictator has ever been overturned during or after a
famine (Natsios 2001).

Natsios was tasked with making good on President George W.
Bush's promise of “no famine on my watch.” Perhaps USAID’s most
remarkable but under-recognized act in those years was initiating a
relief program for Darfur in September 2003—six months before the
humanitarian crisis became headline news. Natsios made this deci-
sion well aware that he would be open to the same critique made when
the United States aided North Korea. Regardless, he did the right
thing. Food aid undoubtedly saved many thousands of Darfurian lives.

While the United Nations and powerful governments can predict
and stop major food crises, ultimately the decision is always political.
Faced with an imminent famine in Somalia in 2011, the US govern-
ment failed to override its antipathy to al-Shabab and waited until
famine was well advanced to authorize assistance (Maxwell and Majid
2015). Behind the scenes, US counterterrorism legislation made it

impossible for UN agencies and nongovernmental organizations to
operate in al-Shabab-controlled areas. To do so would be to risk being
accused of supporting a terrorist organization. Only when the United
Nations moved to declare famine in Somalia was the United States
ready to respond and allow others to do so without automatically run-
ning afoul of its prohibition on supporting terrorism.

The lesson is clear: Political commitment at the highest levels
to prevent famine, no matter what the political context, is needed.
Countries in need should be aided, regardless of their standing with
any other government.

In closing, while the elimination of calamitous famines and the
foreseeable end of great famines are tremendous achievements,
the work of conquering acute and chronic hunger is not finished.
Economic development, better food policy, conflict resolution, and
international humanitarian response will all continue to play roles
in this venture. Unless armed conflicts can be reduced—and pref-
erably ended—and the many invisible victims of violence can be
reached with better humanitarian action and welfare policy, the
gains will not last.
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n APPENDIXES

DATA SOURCES FOR THE GLOBAL HUNGER INDEX COMPONENTS, 1990, 1995, 2000, 2005, AND 2015

Number of
GHI countries with | Indicators Reference years Data sources
GHI
1990 96 Percentage of undernourished in the population? 1990-1992° FAO 2015 and authors’ estimates
o ) ) UNICEF/WHO/World Bank 2015;
Percentage of wasting in children under five 1988-1992¢ i
WHO 2015;¢ and authors’ estimates
o ) ) UNICEF/WHO/World Bank 2015;
Percentage of stunting in children under five 1988-1992¢ .
WHO 2015;¢ and authors’ estimates
Under-five mortality 1990 IGME 2014
1995 115 Percentage of undernourished in the population® 1994-1996° FAO 2015 and authors’ estimates
o ) ) UNICEF/WHO/World Bank 2015;
Percentage of wasting in children under five 1993-1997¢ .
WHO 2015; UNICEF 2009;¢ and authors’ estimates
o ) ) UNICEF/WHO/World Bank 2015;
Percentage of stunting in children under five 1993-1997¢ .
WHO 2015; UNICEF 2009;¢ and authors’ estimates
Under-five mortality 1995 IGME 2014
2000 115 Percentage of undernourished in the population® 1999-2001° FAO 2015 and authors’ estimates
o ) ) UNICEF/WHO/World Bank 2015;
Percentage of wasting in children under five 1998-2002f .
WHO 2015;¢ and authors’ estimates
o ) ) UNICEF/WHO/World Bank 2015;
Percentage of stunting in children under five 1998-2002f i
WHO 2015;¢ and authors’ estimates
Under-five mortality 2000 IGME 2014
2005 116 Percentage of undernourished in the population? 2004-2006° FAO 2015 and authors’ estimates
o . . UNICEF/WHO/World Bank 2015; UNICEF 2013; UNICEF 2009;¢ and authors’
Percentage of wasting in children under five 2003-2007¢ i
estimates
o . . UNICEF/WHO/World Bank 2015; UNICEF 2013; UNICEF 2009;¢ and authors’
Percentage of stunting in children under five 2003-2007¢ X
estimates
Under-five mortality 2005 IGME 2014
2015 117 Percentage of undernourished in the population? 2014-2016P FAO 2015 and authors’ estimates
UNICEF/WHO/World Bank 2015;
Percentage of wasting in children under five 2010-2014h WHO 2015; Measure DHS 2015; UNICEF 2015; India, Ministry of Women and
Child Development, and UNICEF, India 2014;4 and authors’ estimates
UNICEF/WHO/World Bank 2015;
Percentage of stunting in children under five 2010-2014h WHO 2015; Measure DHS 2015; UNICEF 2015; India, Ministry of Women and
Child Development, and UNICEF, India 2014;¢ and authors’ estimates
Under-five mortality 2013 IGME 2014

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 year closest to 1990; where data for 1988 and 1992, or 1989 and
1991, were available, an average was used.

d UNICEF/WHO/World Bank 2015 data are the primary data sources, and WHO 2015; UNICEF
2015, 2013, and 2009; and MEASURE DHS 2015 are complementary data sources. For
India’s 2015 GHI score, data on stunting and wasting in children were provided by India,
MInistry of Women and Child Development, and UNICEF, India.

e Data collected from the year closest to 1995; where data for 1993 and 1997, or 1994 and
1996, were available, an average was used.

f Data collected from the year closest to 2000; where data for 1998 and 2002, or 1999 and
2001, were available, an average was used.

¢ Data collected from the year closest to 2005; where data for 2003 and 2007, or 2004 and
2006, were available, an average was used.

h The latest data gathered in this period.
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DATA UNDERLYING THE CALCULATION OF THE 1990, 1995, 2000, 2005, AND 2015 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 (%)

’90-'92 '94-'96 '99-'01 '04-'06 '14-'16 '88-'92 ’'93-'97 '98-'02 '03-'07 '10-'14 '88-'92 '93-'97 '98-'02 '03-'07 '10-'14 1990 1995 2000 2005 2013
Afghanistan 29.5 454 452 352 268 |11.0* 182 13.7* 86 9.5 | 50.0 * 53.2 55.2* 59.3 409 | 179 149 136 11.9 9.7
Albania 85* 41* 6.1* 11.2* 85* 88* 93* 122 78 7.2* 379 * 383 * 39.2 27.0 178 * 4.1 33 26 20 1.5
Algeria 7.7 7.7 8.7 7.0 29* 7.1 9.6 3.1 4.0 4.1 229 225 23.6 15.9 11.7 4.7 43 40 34 25
Angola 63.5 62.2 51.1 34.2 14.2 85 * 86 9.0* 82 59 * 61.1 * 61.7 478 * 29.2 315* 226 225 21.7 205 16.7
Argentina 22* 12* 09* 19* 02* 21* 29 1.7* 1.2 1.6 * 122 * 12.0 88 * 8.2 7.7 * 2.8 23 20 1.7 1.3
Armenia - 22.7 21.4 10.9 5.8 - 46 * 25 5.5 4.2 - 25.6 * 17.7 182 20.8 - 39 30 23 1.6
Azerbaijan - 25.4 225 3.7* 17* - 3.8 9.0 6.8 3.1 - 28.0 24.1 26.8 18.0 - 94 74 52 34
Bahrain - - - - - 6.8 6.6 6.7* 6.0* 287%* 139 13.6 139 * 11.4* 85* 23 1.8 1.3 1.1 0.6
Bangladesh 328 369 231 171 164 175 151 138 11.8 143 | 634 658 540 459 36.1 144 114 88 6.7 4.1
Belarus - 1.1* 21* 30* 08* - 25* 23* 22 22~ - 55* 47 * 45 3.7 * - 18 14 09 05
Benin 28.1 275 239 159 7.5 | 11.9 * 12.3 9.0 8.4 45 | 449 * 39.1 39.1 447 340 179 157 146 119 85
Bhutan - - - - - 5.2 58 * 25 6.0* 59 | 609 59.2* 47.7 414* 336 134 105 79 59 3.6
Bolivia 38.0 353 346 31.1 159 1.5 3.6 1.6 1.7 16 * 440 371 331 325 238* 123 100 7.7 58 39
Bosnia & Herzegovina - 73* 41* 25* 09* - 52* 7.4 4.0 2.3 - 153* 12.1 11.8 8.9 - 13 09 08 07
Botswana 251 30.1 356 328 241 11.0* 13.2 6.0 8.0* 55* 418 * 351 29.1 29.2* 231* 50 64 85 64 4.7
Brazil 148 138 123 47* 16* 28* 28 23* 16 1.8 * 194 135 105* 7.1 6.0* 6.2 47 33 23 14
Bulgaria 45* 87* 77* 91* 9.0* 38* 36* 35* 32 3.2* 83* 102* 94* 88 76* 22 23 21 16 1.2
Burkina Faso 26.0 21.1 26.6 259 20.7 205 * 1565 157 244 109 | 486 * 40.7 455 424 329 |20.2 20.0 186 159 9.8
Burundi - - - - - 7.2* 75* 82 9.0 6.1 | 581 * 59.6 * 63.1 57.7 575 ' 17.1 17.0 149 11.9 83
Cambodia 321 293 320 208 142 144 * 134 169 8.3 9.6 | 60.0 * 58.6 49.2 43.7 324 118 122 11.1 6.4 3.8
Cameroon 37.8 380 323 231 9.9 4.5 7.1 % 6.2 6.8 58 | 36.3 40.1* 382 359 326 |13.6 151 151 126 9.5
Central African Republic | 47.3 496 44.1 41.8 47.7 9.6 * 83 10.5 12.2 7.4 42.2 * 38.0 446 451 40.7 17.7 175 174 169 13.9
Chad 59.1 51.5 40.1 39.7 344 162 * 16.4 13.9 16.1 15.7 456 * 450 393 448 38.7 215 203 19.1 17.8 1438
Chile 9.0 5.8 47* 40* 25* 05* 05 0.5 0.5 0.3 4.1 * 3.9 2.9 2.3 1.8 1.9 1.3 1.1 09 0.8
China 23.9 20.1 16.2 15.6 9.3 4.2 5.0 2.5 2.9 2.3 32.3 31.2 17.8 11.7 9.4 54 48 37 24 13
Colombia 14.6 10.7 9.9 €5 8.8 3.8 1.7 1.1 1.5 0.9 21.8 19.7 18.1 16.2 12.7 35 30 25 22 1.7
Comoros - - - - - 5.3 10.7 138 9.6 11.1 38.5 40.0 469 498 321 12,5 10.8 10.1 9.7 7.8
Congo, Dem. Rep. - - - - - 10.8 * 11.4 20.9 14.0 8.1 456 * 51.0 444 458 426 176 176 17.6 156 11.9
Congo, Rep. 43.2 450 359 30.2 305 79* 78* 77* 80 5.8 32.7 * 329 * 309 * 31.2 250 9.2 10.7 12.1 9.5 4.9
Costa Rica 5.2 5.4 5.2 6.0 38* 21* 24 16* 15* 1.1* 105* 82 77* 61* 35* 17 15 13 10 1.0
Céte d'lvoire 10.7 116 149 148 133 103 * 83 6.9 8.4 7.6 | 385 * 342 315 40.1 296 | 152 152 14.6 129 10.0
Croatia - 1561* 105* 27* 25* - 1.7 12* 11* 12* - 1.6 1.3* 10* 1.0* - 10 08 07 05
Cuba 5.7 20.7 5.6 1.6 * 08* 40* 32* 24 2.7 21* 91* 87* 7.0 7.5 49* 13 1.1 08 07 06
Djibouti 748 715 524 372 159 125 149 194 260 215 | 280 31.7 265 326 335 |11.9 11.0 10.1 88 7.0
Dominican Republic 343 269 307 269 123 2.2 2.0 1.5 1.9 24 | 21.2 139 8.0 10.5 7.1 6.0 49 41 35 28
Ecuador 19.4 147 17.8 193 109 33* 3.0* 3.2 2.3 23 | 355 * 32,6 * 325 29.0 252 57 44 34 29 23
Egypt, Arab Rep. 39* 32* 27* 38* 19* 45 5.7 6.9 5.3 9.5 | 349 349 246 238 223 85 64 45 31 22
El Salvador 16.2 15,6 125 102 124 2.2 1.4 1.5 1.3 2.0 | 367 295 323 246 140 6.0 45 32 24 16
Eritrea - - - - - - 170 149 129* 153 - 47.8 437 49.6 * 50.3 - 11.7 89 7.0 5.0
Estonia - 6.2* 42* 36* 20* - 63* 42* 36* 24~ - 99* 70* 59* 36* - 16 11 07 03
Ethiopia 74.8 714 579 459 32.0 9.2 126 * 124 123 8.7 | 669 582* 57.4 50.7 404 | 205 175 146 11.0 6.4
Fiji 6.6 5.3 47 * 43* 45* 97 * 98 81* 6.3 6.6 * 63 * 43 59* 75 3.7 * 3.0 26 24 23 24
Gabon 11.7 Ol5 43* 39* 27* 41* 40* 43 38* 34 30.1 * 26.3* 26.3 22.0* 17.5 9I3 88 85 76 56
Gambia, The 13.3 17.3 14.1 15.0 53 /11.3 * 11.0* 89 7.4 11.5 354 * 36.1 24.1 276 245 | 17.0 142 119 98 7.4
Georgia - 464 14.8 6.3 7.4 - 4.1 * 3.1 80 2.4 * - 25.2 * 16.1 14.7 11.8 * - 44 36 25 1.3
Ghana 47.3 24.2 17.5 11.6 23* 79 10.9 €8 6.1 4.7 39.7 41.2 313 28.1 188 | 128 11.4 10.1 88 7.8
Guatemala 149 155 22.1 16.2 15.6 36 * 38 3.7 24 * 21* 541 * 554 50.0 50.1 * 44.0 * 8.1 6.3 51 4.1 3.1
Guinea 23.2 23.9 27.2 23.1 16.4 | 10.2 * 14.0 10.3 10.8 7.8 41.1 * 3563 469 393 335 238 206 17.0 13.7 10.1
Guinea-Bissau 23.1 21.3 28.4 254 20.7 85 * 7.8* 11.8 8.9 6.0 43.3 * 39.7 * 36.1 47.7 27.6 | 225 204 181 157 124
Guyana 228 164 104 101 106 | 11.4 * 133 121 8.3 6.4 | 158 * 140 138 182 120 6.1 54 49 44 37
Haiti 61.1 628 552 57.6 534 5.9 9.4 56 10.3 52 | 40.1 37.2 283 297 219 |145 124 104 90 7.3
Honduras 23.0 205 19.0 16.7 122 2.1 2.0 1.2 1.4 14 | 425 445 345 299 227 59 47 38 31 22
India 237 216 170 212 152 203 191 171 20.0 150 | 627 51.8 542 479 388 126 109 9.1 75 53
Indonesia 19.7 1565 17.2 188 7.6 | 11.9 * 14.9 55 144 135 | 50.3 * 48.1 424 286 36.4 84 66 52 41 29
Iran, Islamic Rep. 5.1 45* 5.2 6.5 32* 83* 81 6.1 4.8 4.0 267 * 244 204 7.1 6.8 57 45 35 26 17
Iraq 79 21.0 246 251 228 4.4 6.7 * 6.6 6.4 7.4 | 276 29.9* 283 238 226 53 49 45 41 34
Jamaica 10.4 8.4 7.8 6.8 8.1 4.9 4.5 3.0 3.9 3.5 | 10.8 9.5 6.6 5.1 4.8 30 26 24 21 1.7
Jordan 6.5 8.3 7.0 1.9* 1.8* 3.8 2.4 2.5 21* 24 | 205 11.1 120 95* 7.8 3.7 32 28 24 19
Kazakhstan - 29* 44* 55 2.5 * - 6.4 2.5 4.9 4.1 - 233 139 175 131 - 53 44 33 1.6
Kenya 324 353 323 318 212 5.5 9.4 7.4 7.7 40 | 370 39.8 41.0 409 26.0 9.9 11.1 11.1 98 7.1
Kuwait 39.4 10.8 1.9* 15* 3.1* 5.0* 12.0 2.2 3.3 24 | 147 * 14.9 4.0 4.5 5.8 1.7 14 13 12 1.0
Kyrgyz Republic - 15.7 15.2 10.4 6.0 - 5.7 39* 34 2.8 - 36.2 29.4 * 18.1 129 - 6.1 49 40 24
Lao PDR 42.8 440 39.2 29.5 185 | 11.3 * 123 17.5 78 6.4 56.1 * 529 482 476 438 162 140 11.7 9.7 7.1
Latvia - 22* 54* 19* 14* - 49* 45* 36* 25* - 76* 81* 58* 29* - 24 1.7 1.3 0.8
Lebanon 20* 20* 18* 35* 3.0* 55* 36 45* 6.6 35* 218 * 17.2 16.2 * 16.5 9.9 * 3.2 26 20 1.4 09
Lesotho 15.6 16.0 13.0 11.0 11.2 3.2 7.3* 6.7 5.6 2.8 39.2 378 53.0 452 332 86 93 115 123 9.8
Liberia 29.0 384 36,5 39.7 319 84 * 88* 7.4 7.8 5.6 59.0 * 52.4 * 453 394 32.1 | 248 229 175 11.8 7.1
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DATA UNDERLYING THE CALCULATION OF THE 1990, 1995, 2000, 2005, AND 2015 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 (%)

'90-'92 '94-'96 '99-'01 '04-'06 '14-'16 '88—'92 '93-'97 '98-'02 '03-'07 '10-'14 '88-'92 '93-'97 '98-'02 '03-'07 '10-'14 1990 1995 2000 2005 2013
Libya - - - - - - 3.7 73* 6.5 6.7 * - 209 243* 210 218* 42 34 28 23 15
Lithuania - 46 * 32* 25* 14~ - 6.2* 44* 32* 26* - 101* 75* 56* 29* - 17 12 10 05
Macedonia, FYR - 11.0* 84* 63* 24* - 40* 1.7 3.4 4.3 - 84* 80 115 7.7 - 25 16 14 07
Madagascar 273 327 348 374 33.0 6.4 9.0 10.6 * 15.2 9.8 * 609 552 55.1* 528 49.3* 16.1 140 11.1 82 56
Malawi 447 432 286 27.7 20.7 6.6 8.5 6.8 6.3 3.8 | 558 53.8 546 525 424 245 214 174 121 6.8
Malaysia 5.1 24* 26* 39* 20* 178 * 17.0* 153 14.7* 10.7 * 285 * 239* 207 172 11.2* 17 13 10 08 09
Mali 16.7 183 139 10.1 4.1 * 158 * 174 126 153 127 | 504 * 47.0 427 385 383 254 240 220 17.2 123
Mauritania 146 141 115 114 56 |17.4 16.1 * 1563 134 116 | 548 463* 395 289 220 |11.8 11.3 11.3 11.0 9.0
Mauritius 8.1 7.1 7.1 5.6 49 * 16.6 * 157 150* 154 * 128 * 145 * 136 127* 119* 10.1* 23 22 19 16 14
Mexico 6.9 6.4 44 * 53 43 * 6.1 8.5 2.3 2.0 16 | 26.0 258 21.7 155 136 46 35 26 20 15
Moldova - 17.1* 17.0* 184 * 122 * - 45* 39* 58 1.9 - 125* 128 * 11.3 6.4 - 36 31 22 15
Mongolia 299 51.7 382 349 205 2.4 39* 7.1 2.7 1.0 | 331 315* 298 275 108 108 85 65 46 3.2
Montenegro - - - - 0.3 * - - - 4.2 2.8 - - - 7.9 9.4 - - - - 0.5
Morocco 5.8) 7.7 6.5 5.5 4.4 % 26 4.7 4.3 * 10.8 23 1299 290 243* 231 149 81 64 51 41 3.0
Mozambique 56.1 56.1 420 373 253 9.4 * 96 6.8 5.4 6.1 | 56.0* 59.9 49.6 47.0 43.1 23.7 21.2 169 133 87
Myanmar 62.6 60.6 524 369 142 | 127 9.2 10.7 10.7 79 | 536 587 40.8 406 351 109 94 80 6.7 5.1
Namibia 359 399 304 254 423 9.6 10.1 * 10.0 7.5 7.1 | 357 340* 295 296 231 74 70 76 73 50
Nepal 228 249 222 17.0 78 | 116 * 60 11.3 127 113 |63.2* 682 571 493 374 |142 109 82 6.0 40
Nicaragua 544 451 348 243 16.6 20* 24 2.3 0.3 1.1 * 341 * 296 252 188 159* 67 53 40 32 24
Niger 27.7 349 228 15.4 95 189 165* 16.2 124 187 | 483 52.0* 542 548 43.0 |327 279 227 17.3 104
Nigeria 21.3 127 9.2 7.2 70 | 11.8 206 176 123 181 | 505 438 39.7 429 364 |21.3 209 188 159 11.7
North Korea 233 314 379 342 416 99 * 9.0* 122 8.5 40 | 454 * 458 * 51.0 43.1 279 43 73 60 33 27
Oman 15.1 169 104 8.6 - 7.8 7.2 7.3 63* 37%* 242 211 129 13.0* 50* 39 24 17 13 1.1
Pakistan 251 221 224 247 220 (125 172 142 141* 105 | 545 427 415 445* 450 139 126 11.3 101 86
Panama 26.4 235 274 238 9.5 1.5* 14 14* 13* 10* 281* 215 227* 222 143* 31 28 26 23 18
Papua New Guinea - - - - - 88 * 82* 83* 44 143 | 516 * 47.8* 48.1* 439 495 89 83 78 75 6.1
Paraguay 195 165 133 107 104 0.6 16* 14* 1.1 27 183 182* 164 * 175 10.8 46 39 34 29 22
Peru 316 265 216 203 7.5 1.9 1.6 1.1 1.0 04 | 373 316 313 298 175 80 58 40 28 17
Philippines 263 246 213 176 135 6.9 9.1 8.0 6.0 7.9 | 433 389 383 338 303 59 46 40 36 3.0
Qatar - - - - - - 2.1 26* 25* 19* - 116 36* 30* 16* 21 15 12 10 08
Romania 24* 24* 14* 06* 08* 33 42* 43 3.0* 29* 11.2 135* 12.8 93* 95* 38 32 27 21 1.2
Russian Federation - 53* 49* 20* 07* - 5.1 45* 35* 44* - 176 154 * 116 * 123 * - 26 23 17 1.0
Rwanda 55.6 60.8 60.6 46.7 31.6 50 11.0 8.3 4.8 3.0 | 568 454 475 51.7 443 152 253 182 106 5.2
Saudi Arabia 32* 38* 12* 28* 12* 92* 79 7.2* 11.8 4.0* 21.7 * 235 156 * 9.3 34* 44 29 23 20 16
Senegal 245 28,6 294 229 246 9.0 82 10.0 8.7 59 | 344 288 295 201 187 |14.1 143 137 9.8 55
Serbia - - - - 6.9 * - - - 4.5 3.9 - - - 8.1 6.0 - - - - 0.7
Sierra Leone 428 36.7 380 393 223 |10.2 11.1* 11.6 10.2 9.4 | 409 427 * 384 469 379 268 256 232 20.2 16.1
Slovak Republic - 34* 54* 54* A48* - 50* 43* 40* 29* - 11.1* 94* 84* 37* - 14 12 10 07
Somalia - - - - - - - 19.3 13.2 - - - 29.2 421 - 18.0 17.4 17.4 17.4 146
South Africa 5.0 * 5.2 46 * 36* 17* 56* 33 4.5 7.4 3.6* 324 * 287 301 328 229* 61 60 74 80 44
South Sudan - - - - - - - - - 22.7 - - - - 31.1 - - - - 9.9
Sri Lanka 30,6 313 299 295 220 185 * 153 155 147 214 265 * 26.1 184 173 14.7 21 20 16 14 1.0
Sudan - - - - - - - - - 16.3 - - - - 38.2 - - - - 7.7
Suriname 155 142 141 122 8.0 71* 63* 7.0 4.9 50 | 147 * 13.3* 145 10.7 8.8 48 41 35 29 23
Swaziland 159 194 217 158 26.8 16* 16* 1.7 2.9 20 | 345 * 348* 36.6 295 255 74 9.0 123 128 8.0
Syrian Arab Republic - - - - - - 104 49 103 - - 265 243 286 - 37 30 23 19 15
Tajikistan - 306 388 423 332 - 103* 9.4 8.7 9.9 - 435* 4211 331 268 - 120 94 65 48
Tanzania 242 321 368 367 321 7.9 8.5 5.6 35 3.8 | 49.7 49.7 483 444 347 16.7 16.0 132 9.0 5.2
Thailand 346 278 190 134 7.4 85 * 6.7 59 * 4.7 6.7 | 243 * 181 17.8* 1567 16.3 37 28 23 18 13
Timor-Leste - - - 338 26.9 - - 13.7 143 189 - - 55.7 548 57.7 - - - 80 55
Togo 379 368 29.2 253 114 57 11.2* 124 163 6.5 | 40.3 40.2 332 278 275 146 13.6 122 10.7 85
Trinidad & Tobago 126 158 13.0 120 7.4 6.4 * 64* 52 50* 43* 83* 76* 53 43* 36* 31 29 29 27 21
Tunisia 09* 11* 08* 11* 04* 3.1 4.5 2.9 3.4 28 | 185 309 16.8 9.0 10.1 52 41 31 23 15
Turkey 05* 06* 08* 08* 02* 23* 38 3.0 1.1 1.7 | 252 * 241 19.1 156 Ok5 74 56 42 31 19
Turkmenistan - 9.2 9.0 5.5 3.2* - 86* 7.1 7.1 5.5 * - 308* 281 188 138* - 90 82 71 55
Uganda 232 264 284 219 255 3.1 5.9 5.0 6.3 48 | 476 457 448 387 33.7 179 165 147 109 6.6
Ukraine - 39* 41* 13* 12* - 1.7 * 82 13* 13* - 10.8* 229 75*% 74* - 21 18 15 1.0
Uruguay 8.6 5.0 40* 42* 33* 36* 31* 23 3.0 1.3 | 185 * 152 * 128 139 10.7 23 21 17 14 11
Uzbekistan - 4.1* 115 147 4.2 * - 107 8.9 4.5 5.8 * - 395 253 196 179* - 70 64 55 43
Venezuela, RB 141 148 16.6 11.7 1.3* 5.7 3.8 3.9 4.8 35* 186 189 174 162 128* 3.0 26 21 18 15
Vietnam 456 354 281 190 11.0 |11.1 135 9.0 10.7 5.7 | 61.3 525 43.0 332 194 51 42 35 3.0 24
Yemen, Rep. 289 293 296 306 26.1 (143 174 154* 152 133 | 524 504 542* 57.7 466 125 11.1 96 75 5.1
Zambia 33.8 343 429 494 4738 6.3 5.4 5.7 5.6 6.0 | 464 581 579 458 40.1 |19.3 188 169 12.7 8.7
Zimbabwe 427 463 437 416 334 1.7 5.3 8.5 7.3 33 | 31.0 285 337 358 276 75 95 103 9.7 89

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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2015 GLOBAL HUNGER INDEX SCORES

Country 1990 1995 2000 2005 2015 Country 1990 1995 2000 2005 2015
with data from  '88-'92 '93-'97 '98-'02 '03-'07 '10-'16 with data from  '88-'92 '93-'97 '98-'02 '03-'07 '10-'16
Afghanistan 47.4 5589 5245) 44.9 35.4 Liberia 54.4 5.2 46.8 41.5 30.8
Albania 21.4 19.1 21.1 17.1 13.2 Libya - - - - -
Algeria 17.1 18.0 14.8 12.2 8.7 Lithuania - 9.4 6.7 5.1 <5
Angola 67.3 66.8 58.3 45.3 32.6 Macedonia, FYR - 11.2 7.9 8.6 5.8
Argentina 7.7 7.2 5.3 5.0 <5 Madagascar 44.8 45.1 44.1 44.4 S6S
Armenia - 21.8 17.4 14.1 11.2 Malawi 58.9 5458 45.3 39.1 27.3
Azerbaijan - 28.3 27.2 16.7 10.0 Malaysia 20.4 17.4 155 14.6 10.3
Bahrain - - - - - Mali 51.9 51.3 43.9 38.3 29.6
Bangladesh 52.2 50.3 38.5 31.0 27.3 Mauritania 40.0 36.6 &89 29.6 22.6
Belarus - <5 <5 <5 <5 Mauritius 18.2 17.0 16.1 15.2 12.9
Benin 46.1 42.6 38.2 833 21.8 Mexico 16.8 16.9 10.8 8.9 7.3
Bhutan - - - - - Moldova - 16.0 15,3 15.7 9.1
Bolivia 38.9 SHA 30.5 27.2 16.9 Mongolia 32.0 39:3 33.1 27.0 14.7
Bosnia & Herzegovina - 10.8 9.6 6.8 <5 Montenegro - - - - <5
Botswana 1.3 34.3 33.2 31.2 23.1 Morocco 18.7 18.8 15.7 17.7 9.5
Brazil 18.2 15.0 12.0 6.7 <5 Mozambique 64.5 63.2 49.2 42.4 325
Bulgaria 8.1 10.2 9.4 9.2 8.5 Myanmar 56.3 533 45.1 37.4 28.5
Burkina Faso 53.0 46.1 48.4 49.6 31.8 Namibia 35.8 37.0 32.5 28.8 31.8
Burundi - - - - - Nepal 445 40.3 36.9 31.6 22.2
Cambodia 46.9 45.2 45.0 29.8 22.6 Nicaragua 38.3 32.2 25.6 17.8 13.6
Cameroon 39.8 43.7 40.4 34.0 24.2 Niger 64.7 62.7 53.0 42.8 34.5
Central African Republic B9 51.0 51.4 51.0 46.9 Nigeria 47.7 47.1 41.0 5.2 32.8
Chad 65.0 60.6 52.0 631 46.4 North Korea 30.1 B9 40.4 32.4 28.8
Chile 6.8 <5 =5 <5 <5 Oman 20.1 18.4 13,1 11.4 -
China 25.1 23.2 15.9 13.2 8.6 Pakistan 43.6 40.9 37.9 38.3 239
Colombia 16.7 13.0 11.4 10.7 8.8 Panama 21.5 18.4 20.1 18.1 9.6
Comoros - - - - - Papua New Guinea - - - - -
Congo, Dem. Rep. - - - - - Paraguay 17.2 15.8 185 12.0 10.5
Congo, Rep. 38.9 41.1 38.1 S5 26.6 Peru 30.7 25.0 20.9 18.8 9.1
Costa Rica 7.5 7.0 6.1 5.7 <5 Philippines 30.7 28.9 26.2 22.1 20.1
Cote d’lvoire 33.8 32.1 31.4 32.7 26.3 Qatar = = = = =
Croatia - 8.6 6.1 <5 <5 Romania 9.1 9.6 8.6 6.1 5.3
Cuba 8.0 185 6.1 <5 <5 Russian Federation - 11.7 10.4 7.2 6.6
Djibouti 56.1 56.1 48.5 46.1 382 Rwanda 53.9 66.3 58.5 445 30.3
Dominican Republic 26.3 20.3 19.4 18.1 10.8 Saudi Arabia 15.8 14.3 10.4 11.8 5.1
Ecuador 23.8 19.7 20.2 19.0 14.0 Senegal 36.8 36.9 37.9 28.5 23.2
Egypt, Arab Rep. 20.5 18.9 15.1 13.1 135 Serbia - - - - 7.1
El Salvador 22.4 18.6 16.8 131 1 Sierra Leone 58.8 56.0 535 52.4 38.9
Eritrea - - - - - Slovak Republic - 8.2 8.0 7.4 5.2
Estonia - 10.0 6.8 5.6 <5 Somalia - - - - -
Ethiopia 71.7 67.3 58.6 48.5 339 South Africa 18.7 16.5 18.6 21.0 12.4
Fiji 125 11.2 10.1 93 8.7 South Sudan - - - - -
Gabon 282 20.8 18.5 16.2 125 Sri Lanka 3.3 29.7 27.0 259 255
Gambia, The 36.4 35.4 27.9 26.3 215 Sudan - - - - -
Georgia - 31.8 15.2 10.2 8.5 Suriname 18.5 16.5 16.5 13.1 10.4
Ghana 45.7 36.8 29.9 233 155 Swaziland 22.8 25.8 30.4 27.4 26.0
Guatemala 28.8 27.8 28.0 23.9 21.1 Syrian Arab Republic - - - - -
Guinea 47.8 45.8 44.4 38.0 28.8 Tajikistan - 40.3 40.4 36.5 30.3
Guinea-Bissau 46.1 42.1 44.2 41.8 30.3 Tanzania 42.2 45.2 42.5 36.4 28.7
Guyana 25.4 22.7 19.0 17.3 14.4 Thailand 28.4 22.3 17.6 13.6 11.9
Haiti 52.1 52.1 42.8 45.4 37.3 Timor-Leste - - - 42.7 40.7
Honduras 26.5 24.7 20.4 17.8 13.4 Togo 42.5 44.1 38.6 36.4 23.0
India 48.1 42.3 38.2 38.5 29.0 Trinidad & Tobago 13.7 14.7 12.3 11.4 8.3
Indonesia 34.8 B285) 25.3) 26.5 22.1 Tunisia 11.5 14.2 8.9 6.7 5.6
Iran, Islamic Rep. 18.5 16.5 13.7 9.5 6.8 Turkey 14.5 13.4 10.5 7.6 5.1
Iraq 17.4 24.3 24.9 23.6 22.2 Turkmenistan - 245 22.2 17.5 12.9
Jamaica 12.5 10.7 8.8 8.2 8.1 Uganda 39.8 40.9 BUA 32.2 27.6
Jordan 12.8 10.5 9.8 6.5 5.8 Ukraine - 7.1 13.4 <5 <5
Kazakhstan - 15.4 10.7 12.3 8.0 Uruguay 12.2 9.4 7.6 8.1 5.7
Kenya 34.8 40.0 7.9 36.6 24.0 Uzbekistan - 23.7 21.9 18.5 133
Kuwait 24.3 16.0 <5 <5 5.0 Venezuela, RB 16.3 15 3 15.2 13.1 7.0
Kyrgyz Republic - 24.1 20.2 14.3 9.4 Vietnam 44.6 38.8 30.3 24.6 14.7
Lao PDR 629 B} 48.7 36.9 285 Yemen, Rep. 44.4 44.4 42.9 42.1 34.2
Latvia - 7.7 8.3 5.4 <5 Zambia 47.0 49.0 50.9 46.7 41.1
Lebanon 12.1 9.4 9.0 10.4 6.4 Zimbabwe 8.3 38.1 40.8 39.2 30.8
Lesotho 25.8 285 32.7 30.2 235
— = Data are not available or not presented. Some countries, such as the post-Soviet states Note: The range of years from which the data are drawn for the 2015 GHI scores extends to 2016
prior to 1991, did not exist in their present borders in the given year or reference period. because provisional undernourishment projections for 2014-2016 are included in the calculation.
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COUNTRY TRENDS FOR THE 1990, 1995, 2000, 2005, AND 2015 GLOBAL HUNGER INDEX SCORES
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SOUTH AMERICA
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have access to a decent standard of living and the opportunities and
choices essential to a long, healthy and creative life; a world where
everyone is treated with dignity and respect.
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