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AResource and environmental constraints
AClimate chang®, weatherA harvests
AFood prices increasing, more volatile
ABio-fuel mandates

AFood commodities as financial asset class
AMore financial speculation

AEconomic slowdown after 2008

A Growing unemployment, underemploymer
AFiscal austerity vs social protection



Recent Hunger Trends

A SOFI115~795 million undernourished, down from
>1bnin 1991, ~900m in 2000

AMDG 1c hungetargetto halveshareof hungry
A WFS global go#d halvenumberof hungry
A Uneven Progress:

E,SEAsia, LAGIgnificant progress

SubSaharan Africhighest prevalence of unde!
nourishment,modest progress

West Asiano progress
South Asia, North Africalow progress



APoverty line supposed to be mainly defined
by income level to avoid being hungry

ABut official poverty rate has declined much
faster than hunger rate since 1990

AWB: MDG1 for poverty achieved by 2010
AHunger decline slower since 2006

Aln SThunger can only be reduceadth much
better social protectiorfnon-market
entitlements),international cooperation



Hungerdecline slower

U About 795 million peoplesuffer chronic hunger,
down >100 million from 2000, >200 million since 1991
U Vast majority live imleveloping countries

The trajectory of undermourishment in developing regions:

actual and projected progress tovvards the MDG and VWFS
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Over time
A Progress in 20C2H with lower food prices

A Progress since due to economic growth
A Slower growth, progress since 2007

By region

A Progress mainly in LAC, East and SE Asia
A Number of hungry increased in SS Africa
A Poor progress in Arab region, South Asia



Progress In most regions,
but very une/en

Undernourishment trends: progress made in almost all regions, but at very different rates

Sub-Saharan Africa # 332

Caribbean 198 27.0
: 239
Southern Asia 15.7
Oceania 15.7

14,2

Eastern Asia

South-Eastern Asia

i 6.4
Western Asia 8.4
aucasus and Central Asia 70 14.1
i i 13.0
Latin America <5.0
; <5.0
Northern Africa 22
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Changing regional distribution
of world hunger, 19992014

The changing distribution of hunger in the world: numbers and shares of undernourished people by region,

1990-92 and 2014-16

2014-16 Number Regional share
(millions) (%)
1990-92 201416  1990-92 2014-16
D Developed regions 20 15 2.0 18
() Southern Asia 291 281 28.8 354
(@ Sub-Saharan Africa 176 220 174 21.7
() Eastern Asia 295 145 29.2 183
South-Eastern Asia 138 61 136 16
(9 Latin America
and the Caribbean 66 34 6.5 43
Western Asia 8 19 0.8 24
(i} Northern Africa 6 4 0.6 05
{) Caucasus and
Central Asia 10 6 0.9 0.7
! Oceania 1 1 0.1 0.2

Gntal =101 mIIIInD G'D‘tal =795 mllllna Total 1011 795 100 100
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Food prices rise,

more volatile after 2006

FAO Food Price Index
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Food Price Index

Biofuels, speculation

U T ! 1 T T T T T

240 + . Speculators B
- & and ethanol
220 ] (original)
180 - = Speculators —
Food prices (data) and ethanol
160 (new)
140 o - R y
120 Price changes due to corn ethanol |
production (equilibrium model)
I L l I L | I I L
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012



Cereal pricesleclined during 20CH?2

Food pricesose from 2006especially
20072008

Food prices rose again during 2010,
then in 2012

Greater price volatility not well

captured by trend data, but affects
farm investment decisioimaking



Major Immediate causes

Of higher cereal prices:
ABiofuels
AHigher oil prices

Of greater cereal price volatility:

AQil price volatility

AFinancializatio® New financial assets
A More Investments, geculation
A Asset diversification
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stortsfood prices

Monthly average of dynamic conditional correlations between the returns

onthe WTI and the #nini S&P 500 futures by frequency, 20072(14m3
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Butinvestmentsdecl

Monthly average of dynamic conditional correlations between
the returns on the selected soft commodities and thenkni

S&P 500 futures overiinute intervals2007mXx2014m3
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— Live cattle
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Volatility receding?

Changes in volatility are visually apparent

Figure 1.1: Implied wheat price volatility*

Figure 1.2: Realized wheat price volatility
(Chicago No. 2 SRW Wheat)
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Chicago: Higher wheat price
volatility, 2006.032012.07

Estimation results indicate a phase of higher wheat price volatility from March 2006 to July 2012

for Chicago No. 2 SRW wheat

Figure 2.1: Chicago No.2 SRW Figure 2.2: Volatility estimates Figure 2.3: : Volatility estimates
Wheat price based on weekly data based on daily data
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|GC: Higher wheat price
volatility, 2006.032012.07



