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NOTES: The two bar graphs represent the total value of the PPFI, for value (left) and protein terms (right) for selected countries as a 20162018 average.
The different stacked bars represent the relative contribution of export and domestic diversity, and the balance between the two, to the total value of the
PPFI. Price data were taken from FAOSTAT. Due to the lack of protein content, non-food agricultural commodities are excluded from the PPFI for protein
terms (right) but included when measured for value (left). See Annex 1 for methodology and data sources.

SOURCE: FAO elaboration for this report.
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CONTRIBUTION OF DIVERSITY OF IMPORTS TO THE DSFI (FOR FAT)

NOTES: The graph plots the contribution of the diversity of imports (i.e. diversity of imports and trade partners plus balance of sourcing: internal or
external) against the contribution of the diversity of domestic production (for both domestic market or exports), both to the total value of the DSFI, for fat.
The size of the blue bubbles represents the contribution of the diversity of stocks to the DSFI. Countries placed in the same diagonal line report the same.
value for production and import diversity — 0.4, 0.5 and 0.6, respectively. Results include all crop, fish and livestock commodities for which FAOSTAT new
food balance sheets and trade data were available. Fat conversion factors are based on FAOSTAT data and then used to convert tonnes of food into fat.
Results are the three-year average of 2016, 2017 and 2018. To simplify graphic presentation, 40 countries that overlapped in the graph were dropped.
Results for the full set of countries disageregated by DSFI contributions are available in Annex 3. See Annex 1 for methodology and data sources.
SOURCE: FAO elaboration for this report.
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CCONTRIBUTION OF DIVERSITY OF IMPORTS TO THE DSFI (FOR TONNES OF FRUITS AND VEGETABLES)

NOTES: The graph plots the contribution of the diversity of imports (i.e. diversity of imports and trade partners plus balance of sourcing: internal or

external) against the contribution of the

ersity of domestic production (for both domestic market o exports), both to the total value of the DSF, for

tonnes of fruits and vegetables. The size of the blue bubbles represents the contribution of the diversity of stocks to the DSFI. Countries placed in the

same diagonal line report the same value for production and import diversity — 0.4, 0.5 and 0.6, respectively. Results include all fruits and vegetables for
which FAOSTAT new food balance sheets and trade data were available. To simplify graphic presentation, 40 countries that overlapped in the graph were

dropped. Results are the three-year average of 2016, 2017 and 2018. Results for the full set of countries disaggregated by DSFI contributions are

available in Annex 3. See Annex 1 for methodology and data sources.
'SOURCE: FAO elaboration for this report.
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NOTES: The graph plots the contribution of the diversity of imports (i.e. diver

CCONTRIBUTION OF DIVERSITY OF IMPORTS TO THE DSFI (FOR PROTEIN)

internal or

of imports and trade partners plus balance of sourcin

external) against the contribution of the diversity of domestic production (for both domestic market or exports), both to the total value of the DSFI, for
protein. The size of the blue bubbles represents the contribution of the diversity of stocks to the DSFI. Countries placed in the same diagonal line report the
same value for production and import diversity — 0.4, 0.5 and 0.6, respectively. Resuits include all crop, fish and livestock commodities for which FAOSTAT
new food balance sheets and trade data were available. Protein conversion factors are based on FAOSTAT data and then used to convert tonnes of food

into protein. Results are the three-year average of 2016, 2017 and 2018. To simplify graphic presentation, 40 countries that overlapped in the graph were
dropped. Results for the full set of countries disaggregated by DSFI contributions are available in Annex 3. See Annex 1 for methodology and data sources.
'SOURCE: FAO elaboration for this report.
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CCONTRIBUTION OF DIVERSITY OF EXPORTS AND TRADE PARTNERS TO THE PPFI (FOR PROTEIN)

NOTES: The graph plots the contribution of

rsity of exports and trade partners against the contribution of diversity of dome:

production for the

domestic market, both to the total value of the PPFI, for protein terms. The size of the orange bubbles represents the balance between the two (i.. the
balance between what is exported and what goes to the domestic market). Countries placed in the same diagonal line report the same value for export

and domestic diversity — 0.4, 0.5 and 0.6, respectively. Results include all crop and livestock commo

s for which FAOSTAT product

n and trade data

were available. Fisheries and aquaculture are excluded due to the lack of trade partner data and protein conversion factors for fish species. Due to limited
producer price data, non-food agricultural commodities are also excluded and the protein content of food commodities is a proxy for agricultural value.
Protein conversion factors are calculated based on FAOSTAT data and then used to convert tonnes of food into tonnes of protein. To simplify graphic
presentation, 90 countries that overlapped in the graph were dropped. Results are the three-year average of 2016, 2017 and 2018. Results for the full set
of countries are in Annex 3. See Annex 1 for methodology and data sources.

'SOURCE: FAO elaboration for this report.
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results for the full set of countries.
SOURCE: Nelson et al. (forthcoming).2®
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CCONTRIBUTION OF DIVERSITY OF IMPORTS TO THE DSFI (FOR KILOCALORIES)

NOTES: The graph plots the contribution of the diversity of imports (i.e. diversity of imports and trade partners plus balance of sourcing: internal or
external) against the contribution of the diversity of domestic production (for both domestic market or exports), both to the total value of the DSFI, for
Kilocalories. The size of the blue bubbles represents the contribution of the diversity of stocks to the DSFI. Countries placed in the same diagonal line
report the same value for production and import diversity — 0.4, 0.5 and 0.6, respectively. Results include all crop, fish and livestock commodities for
which FAOSTAT new food balance sheets and trade data were available. Kilocalorie conversion factors are based on FAOSTAT data and then used to
convert tonnes of food into kilacalories. To simplify graphic presentation, 40 countries that overlapped in the graph were dropped. Results are the
three-year average of 2016, 2017 and 2018. Results for the full set of countries disaggregated by DSFI contributions are available in Annex 3. See
Annex 1 for methodology and data sources.

SOURCE: FAO elaboration for this report.
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methodology and data sources and Annex 3 for the results for the full set of countries.

SOURCE: FAO elaboration for this report.
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sectors and levels
» Adopt a One Health approach
FOOD SUPPLY » Allow for a mix of traditional, » Diversify sources of supply » Ensure timely forecasts and
CHAINS AND transitional, and modern food and output markets tools for detecting early risk
ACTORS supply chains, including short, » Enable and invest in stronger signals
local food supply chains rural—urban linkages, » Establish and improve early
» Promote inclusiveness for especially for short supply warning systems
SMAEs chains
» Expand and improve access
toICT
HOUSEHOLDS » Support the diversification of » Expand access to ICT and » Promote access to productive
AND LIVELIHOODS on-and off-farm income agricultural extension assets
(small-scale sources services » Expand access to social
producers and » Promote good agricultural » Support collective action by services and education
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urban poor
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SOURCE: FAO elaboration for this report.
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Indicators of resilience

Productive and non-
productive assets
(e.g. agricultural tools,
land, livestock)

Role in enhancing resilience
Asset ownership is key to ensuring households’
capacity to bounce back after a shock. It plays
an important role not only in sustaining
households’ livelihoods, but also as a buffer in
case of shocks — selling productive and/or non-
productive assets is a common coping strategy.

Policy implications

Interventions should expand access to
productive and non-productive assets, and
support the diversification of income sources,
especially for the poorest households. It is
important to help households avoid negative
coping strategies, which can lead to a low
level of asset holdings and, ultimately, a
poverty trap.

Access to education

When combined with income-generating
activities and diversification strategies,
household members with a higher level of
education can improve their livelihoods as they
are more valued on the labour market. When a
shock negatively affects households’ livelihoods,
they can adapt more easily if they can rely
(temporarily or not) on another source of income.

Policies supported by investments are needed
to expand access to education and post-
education capacity-building programmes,
especially for women.

Access to basic WASH
services (e.g. improved
sanitation and sources of
water) and primary
services (e.g. schools,
hospitals and agricultural
markets)

The harsher the environment in which the
household lives (e.g. arid agroecological zone,
a country affected by a protracted crisis, or
low-income country), the more resilience
depends on access to basic services.

Long-term policies to improve the availability
and quality of infrastructure can sustainably
increase household resilience. Large
infrastructure projects to expand primary
services are especially needed for
households located, for example, in
countries in the Sahel region.

NOTE: WASH: water, sanitation and hygiene.

SOURCE: d'Errico ef 2/ 2021 12
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Number of people at risk of unaffordability
of a healthy diet if incomes are reduced by

Number of people unable to afford
a healthy diet in 2019

one-third
Percent Total number (millions) Percent Total number (millions)

WORLD 419 3000.5 134 956.4
Central Asia 16.9 5.8 18.1 6.2
Eastern and South-eastern Asia 23.9 530.0 18.0 398.0
Europe 17 12.0 31 22.0
Latin America and the Caribbean 19.3 113.0 145 85.0
Northern Africa and Western Asia 45.0 178.0 15.1 60.0
Northern America 14 5.1 0.5 1.7
Oceania 1.8 0.5 0.9 0.2
Southern Asia 713 1282.0 16.8 303.0
Sub-Saharan Africa 84.7 875.0 7.8 81.0
COUNTRY INCOME GROUPS

Low-income 87.6 463.0 6.9 37.0
Lower-middle-income 69.6 1953.0 15.9 447.0
Upper-middle-income 21.1 568.0 17.1 460.0
High-income 1.4 16.0 1.1 12.0

NOTES: The table shows the number and share of people who cannot afford a healthy diet, or who are at risk of not being able to afford one if a
shock reduces their income by one-third, by region and income group in 2019. The 2019 cost of a healthy diet is taken from FAO et al. (2021).
See Annex 1 for methodology and data sources and Annex 3 for the results for the full set of countries.

SOURCE: FAO elaboration for this report.
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resilience redundancy (local impact)  (aggregate impact)

Democratic Republic of the Congo
Haiti

Madagascar
Mali

Niger

Low-income

Somalia

South Sudan

Sudan

Bangladesh

India

Myanmar

Nigeria

Pakistan

Papua New Guinea

Philippines

Senegal

Zambia

Brazil

China

Indonesia

Russian Federation
South Africa
Thailand

Upper-middie-income

Australia

Canada
Chile

High-income

France

United States of America

Food transport network resilience

Low High
Medium Very high
NOTE: Proximity-based resilience is measured as follows: low when values are less than or equal to 0.02; medium when values range between 0.02 and

0.05; high for between 0.05 and 0.2; and very high when it surpasses 0.2. Route redundancy is measured as follows: low when values are less than or
equal to 70; medium when values range between 70 and 80; high for between 80 and 90; and very high when it surpasses 90. Relative detour cost (local
impact) is measured as follows: low (resilience) when values surpass 30; medium when values range between 15 and 30; high for between 5 and 15; and
very high when values are less than or equal to 5. Finally, relative detour cost (aggregate impact) is measured as follows: low (resilience) when values
surpass 10; medium when values range between 5 and 10; high for between 2 and 5; and very high when values are less than or equal to 2. Proximity-
based resilience is corrected for tonnage. Countries were selected based on population (more than 5 million), income group and region, so as to capture
as much differentiation as possible. See Annex 1 for methodology and Annex 3 for the results for the full set of countries.

SOURCE: Nelson et al. (forthcoming).2®






OPS/images/CB4476EN_SOFA_eqa2.jpg
PPF’—ZP. Zp.,[ ip.,k lag(p.m]

=1

2

n
= sz,‘- log(pij)| — Z pi-log(p:)
i=1






OPS/images/CB4476EN_SOFA_eqa1.jpg
LA
i- log (p:)
H =_Zp‘ 0,






OPS/images/CB4476EN_SOFA_eqa4.jpg
Nzj )| -
§ " [* E ' Pejte- 10g (Pjtc
i =1
Pz[ }_=1P11 i

" Pzj- log(pz,)]
-2





OPS/images/CB4476EN_SOFA_eqa3.jpg
p1 (X241 P1j |— 2k, Piji- log i) — Zif





OPS/images/CB4476EN_SOFA_box13.jpg
ars of resilience

Adaptive capacity

The ability of a household to adapt to a new situation and develop new livelihood strategies.

Social safety nets

The ability of a household to seek help from relatives and friends, support from government,
and timely and reliable assistance from international agencies, charities and non-
governmental organizations (NGOs).

Productive assets are key livelihood elements, enabling households to produce consumable or
tradable goods (e.g. land, livestock and durables). Context-specific sets of productive assets

Assets that determine household income are evaluated.
Non-productive assets such as a house, vehicle or household amenities reflect living
standards and wealth.

Accoss tobasicservices The ability of a household to meet basic needs, and to access and make effective use of basic

services (e.g. schools, health facilities, infrastructure and markets).

SOURCE: d’Errico ef 2l 2021 12
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