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Children below 5 years (n=5,237)  
by agroecological zone 
(from left to right, means = -2.27, -2.02, -1.89) 



3 

Lancet 2013  
 
 Co-exposure of nutrition threats responsible for 45% of 

child deaths  
 

 Prioritize stunting reduction, but treat wasting and find 
ways to prevent obesity  
 

 1,000 day focus (but more emphasis on SGA-20% role) 
 

 10 known interventions work at 90% scale - would cut 
stunting at 59m by 20% and mortality by 15%  
 

 



Please bear in mind: 
 
a) High bar for standard of proof.  Debate continues 

on “legitimate sources of evidence” 
 

b) ‘The 10’ are not the only interventions possible  
 

c) Not all 10 actions appropriate in every setting 
 

d)   Evidence base still evolving 
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But, that’s only a 20% reduction, leaving 80% of the 
problem to be solved! 
 
 Recent global average rate of reduction in stunting 

has been c. 2.0% per year.   
 
 But in 34 countries with highest burden (including 

Nepal), average has been just 1.7% per year. 
 



Source: Bhutta et al. 2013 
 



Source: Lancet series 2013 
 



Source: Lancet series 2013 
 



Derek Headey (2011) Turning Economic Growth into Nutrition- 
Sensitive Growth (IFPRI 2020 Conference) 

“There is no existing literature that explicitly 
tests whether…nutrition-sensitive growth really 
has a large impact on changes in malnutrition 
over the medium term.”  
 



Source: Webb and Block (2012) 

Share of agriculture in GDP 

29 developing countries, 1980 - 2007 

 
Doubling per capita income through agriculture 

associated with 15-21% point decline in stunting. 
 
 



Systematic review of 
agricultural interventions 
aiming to improve children’s 
nutrition by improving  
the incomes and diet of  
the rural poor. 



Source: Massett et al. (2011) 



Masset et. al. (2011) 
 
 7,000 studies considered. 

 
 Only 23 qualified for final inclusion (i.e. having  
      credible counterfactual and rigor in methods). 

 
 

Masset et. al. (2011) report that agricultural interventions have: 
 
a)  Positive impacts demonstrated on farm output/productivity. 

 
b) “Poor evidence of impact on households’ net income.” 
c) “Little evidence…on changes in diets of the poor.” 

 
d) None assessed improved quality of whole diet (tradeoffs). 
e) 9 studies tested impact on Vitamin A (only 4 were positive). 
f) “No evidence of impact on stunting, wasting.” 
 



New crop 
technology 

Higher 
productivity 

Higher household 
income, sales, 
consumption 

Transfer of labor 
and inputs  

Net return/day of 
labor X3 

Net rise in real 
income 13%/hh 

10% income rise 
= 4.8% rise in 
calorie supply 

Child nutrition 
improved,  

but could have been 
higher 

10% rise in calories =  
2.4% fall in children 

underweight 

Source: von Braun et al. (1989) 
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Suggestive evidence that WASH improves height-for-age 

Cochrance review: 
 - 5 cRCTs involving 4,627 children aged <5 years 

Source: Dangour et al. (Nov 2015) 



Source: Spears (2013) 
International variation in height explained by sanitation 

Wealthiest in India 

Poorest in India 



Stunting (HAZ) by aflatoxin levels  

Stunting (HAZ) by aflatoxin level,  
urban versus rural 

Source: Unpublished data, Timor Leste 



Natamba et al 

AFLATOXIN LEVELS HIGHER IN HIV (+) WOMEN  AND THEIR INFANTS 

Source: Unpublished data, Uganda 



21 

Nepal (DHS 2011)  
Child stunting distribution 

Nepal (DHS 2011)  
Child stunting distribution 
Shifted +1 Standard Deviation 



 
 
 10 Lancet interventions address c.20% of stunting.  

 
 The ‘other 80%’ requires multi-sector actions – 

agriculture, safety nets, health. 
 

 Much research still needed on:  
 
 Cost-effectiveness of packages of interventions. 

 
 Roles of WASH, food safety, microbiome, heavy 

metals and toxins, liver metabolism (drug-nutrient 
interactions), etc. 

 

Conclusions 
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