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Abstract
Background
There has been growing interest in understanding the role of agricultural trade policies in diet and nutrition. This cross-country study examines associations between government policies on agricultural trade prices and child nutrition outcomes, particularly undernutrition.

Methods
This study links panel data on government distortions to agricultural incentives to data from 212,258 children aged 6 to 35 months participating in Demographic and Health Surveys from 22 countries between 1991 and 2010. Country fixed-effects regression models were used to examine the association between within-country changes in nominal rates of assistance to tradable agriculture (government price distortions as a percentage of original prices) and child nutritional outcomes (height-for-age, weight-for-age, and weight-for-height Z-scores) while controlling for a range of time-varying country covariates.

Results
Five-year average nominal rates of assistance to tradable agriculture ranged from − 72.0 to 45.5% with a mean of − 5.0% and standard deviation of 18.9 percentage points. A 10-percentage point increase in five-year average rates of assistance to tradable agriculture was associated with improved height-for-age (0.02, 95% CI: 0.00–0.05) and weight-for-age (0.05, 95% CI: 0.02–0.09) Z-scores. Improvements in nutritional status were greatest among children who had at least one parent earning wages in agriculture, and effects decreased as a country’s proportion of tradable agriculture increased, particularly for weight-for-age Z-scores.

Conclusions
Government assistance to tradable agriculture, such as through reduced taxation, was associated with small but significant improvements in child nutritional status, especially for children with a parent earning wages in agriculture when the share of tradable agriculture was not high.


Electronic supplementary material
The online version of this article (https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​s12992-019-0463-0) contains supplementary material, which is available to authorized users.

Keywords
Nutrition statusTradeAgriculturePolicyFood pricesNominal rate of assistanceLiberalization
Abbreviations
BMIBody Mass Index


DHSDemographic and health survey


GDPGross domestic product


HAZsHeight-for-age Z-scores


LMICsLow- and middle-income countries


NRANominal rate of assistance to agriculture


ODAOfficial development assistance


PPPPurchasing power parity


SAPsStructural Adjustment Programs


VOPValue of production


WAZsWeight-for-age Z-scores


WHOWorld Health Organization


WHZsWeight-for-height Z-scores




The original version of this article was revised to correct an error in the Results of the article Abstract, and another error in Table 2; please see the correction note 10.1186/s12992-019-0471-0 for further details.

A correction to this article is available online at https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​s12992-019-0471-0.

Background
Child undernutrition has severe health and social consequences, impacting child mortality, economic productivity, cognitive development, and risk of chronic disease in adulthood [1–5]. Reducing undernutrition has therefore been a long-standing goal of international development policy [3, 6, 7]. Yet, despite many efforts to reduce undernutrition over the past few decades, progress has been less than optimal. As of 2016, nearly one-quarter of the world’s children under age five were stunted [7]. Childhood undernutrition remains the leading risk factor for the burden of disease in Sub-Saharan Africa [8], and Asia is home to the majority of stunted children [7].
Given the suboptimal improvements in nutritional status globally, increasing attention is being paid not only to nutrition-specific interventions, but also to interventions in other sectors, such as agriculture [9–13]. Sustainable Development Goal 2, for example, has renewed the commitment to reduce undernutrition and has also tied this to sustainable agriculture [7]. Agricultural producers, systems, and outputs can all impact undernutrition and other health outcomes through taxes, subsides and other policy interventions. These can affect the incomes and labor of agricultural producers and in turn, household members’ energy expenditure, time use, and ability to afford nutritious food and other health-promoting amenities. They can also have consequences for nutrition through their impacts on the quantity, quality, diversity, price, and distribution of food available for consumers [12, 14].
Agricultural policy, like policies in other sectors, has undergone a process of trade liberalization—policies aimed at increasing free trade by opening markets and reducing trade restrictions—since the mid-1980s. Trade liberalization has been promoted and adopted globally as a means of economic growth and development and a central component of economic globalization [15–17]. Structural adjustment programs, the 1994 General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, and the formation of the World Trade Organization (WTO) in 1995 furthered the cause of trade liberalization. However, these policies, particularly as they relate to agriculture, have also been accused of enhancing social and economic injustices and having potentially negative effects on poverty in low- and middle-income countries (LMICs) [15, 18–25]. The empirical research on trade liberalization’s effects on poverty suggest that, while liberalization may lead to reductions in poverty on average this may only be in the long run, and the poor may not always be able to protect themselves from negative consequences or capitalize on the benefits [15, 18, 21, 26–29]. Furthermore, not all countries may see gains from liberalization [30]. Concerns about global inequities in trade and liberalization policies will likely remain, especially given the recent failure of negotiations for the World Trade Organization’s Doha Round which had aimed to address some of these issues, particularly in relation to agriculture [24, 31, 32].
Trade liberalization, nutrition and health
There are multiple pathways through which agricultural trade policy may affect health and nutrition. Liberalization of agricultural policies can impact food prices, supply and availability, thus directly affecting nutritional status by changing the types and amount of food purchased and consumed. Alternatively, food price changes can affect revenues for agricultural producers, thereby indirectly impacting health and nutrition through household incomes and poverty status [28, 29, 33, 34]. Effects may therefore differ for agricultural consumers and producers [19, 20, 26, 35, 36]. Because agriculture is still the primary employer of the world’s poor, and because of low demand elasticities for food, limited transmission of international to local prices, and limited price changes, income pathways may play a larger role in undernutrition, particularly in economically-disadvantaged groups [12, 28]. Much of the agriculture and nutrition work to date has focused less on these income pathways than on the supply and consumption side, however [12, 13, 28, 37].

Methodological challenges
Isolating the effects of trade policies from those of other simultaneous policies and secular trends is difficult [34, 38]. Some of the early research on trade policies in relation to nutrition consisted of country case studies of specific liberalization programs or food price changes, such as structural adjustment programs (SAPs) [29, 36, 39, 40]. These studies often used time before and after the implementation of SAPs as an indicator of the policies themselves. However, unobserved factors may be responsible for the time patterns observed in these studies. Also, SAPs typically included multiple components, such as reduced government spending, and were often accompanied by development and food aid that may independently affect health. Moreover, the implementation of SAPs and trade liberalization policies in many countries was often precipitated by other factors that may affect health, such as economic crises or low economic growth [29, 38].
Recent work has also turned its attention toward the effects of liberalization of unhealthy products on overnutrition (overweight and obesity) in addition to undernutrition [41–47]. These studies often use trade volumes or tariff rates as measures of trade liberalization. Yet, trade volumes are also influenced by factors other than trade policy, including geography. Furthermore, tariff rate data fail to account for non-tariff barriers that influence trade [48, 49], and they typically only apply to imports to a country, thus ignoring policies directed at exports, which have historically been used in many African countries [50].
When it comes to agricultural trade however, the World Bank’s Updated National and Global Estimates of Distortions to Agricultural Incentives, 1955 to 2011 [51], offer a potential measurement solution in a metric known as the nominal rate of assistance to agriculture (NRA), which may help to evaluate the effects of changes in agricultural trade policy on undernutrition. The NRA is defined as “the percentage by which government policies have raised gross returns to farmers above what they would be without government intervention” [50]. It is expressed as the ratio of the price distortion on the agricultural product (due to policies such as tariffs, taxes, subsidies, etc.) to the undistorted price of the product. This metric incorporates border market measures (tariffs/taxes or subsidies on imports and exports); the effects of quantitative trade restrictions, such as import bans, as well as dual or multiple foreign exchange rate systems; domestic price distorting-measures such as production subsidies or production taxes; as well as government distortions to prices of farm inputs such as fertilizer. NRA values near zero correspond to liberalized policies, while positive values indicate assistance to domestic agriculture (e.g., tariffs on imported agricultural goods or subsidies on local crops), and negative values represent taxes on local agriculture (e.g., export taxes) [52]. NRAs can be calculated and summed for various agricultural products, such as tradable and non-tradable goods, and can also be compared to NRAs for non-agricultural products to measure relative rates of assistance.
In many LMICs, NRAs have typically been negative, reflecting taxation of or bias against local agriculture. This has largely been driven by fairly high taxation of exportables while import-competing crops have generally received some support in the form of subsidies, et cetera. However, since the 1980s, LMICs have seen sizeable declines in taxation of exportables, while positive support of importables has also declined slightly. This has resulted in NRAs generally becoming less negative overall [50, 53].
One study which has used these data to examine pathways from agricultural policy to nutrition is an analysis by Webb and Block [54]. They combined Distortions to Agricultural Incentives data with data from Demographic and Health Surveys and other sources to examine associations between relative rates of assistance to agriculture, rural population share, income per capita, and national nutrition rates. They found government support to agriculture to be associated with increased income and reduced poverty, predictors of nutrition status. The study—like many others on the effects of trade, agricultural policies, and liberalization on poverty, nutrition, and health—did not examine potential differential effects of these policies among different population subgroups. Examining how such policies may affect various segments of the population differentially may help to elucidate the different mechanisms through which the policies act and may shed light on disparities.

Objectives
This study aims to address some of the aforementioned research gaps by combining agricultural distortions data with demographic and health microdata to assess the association between agricultural policy changes and child nutritional outcomes (height-for-age, weight-for-age, and weight-for-height). The cross-country analysis focuses specifically on NRAs to agricultural products that are considered tradable, namely exports and import-competing products [52, 55]. We employ a fixed-effects design, reducing the influence of time-invariant confounding factors, and use microdata to examine potential interactions between the policy measures and children’s parental occupation (e.g., non-agricultural, self-employed in agriculture, wage-earning agriculture). Such interactions of effect by parental occupation may point to the relative importance of income versus consumption pathways linking agricultural trade policies to nutrition. We hypothesized that increases in NRAs to tradable agriculture would lead to larger improvements in nutritional status among children in agricultural households compared to those from non-agricultural households.


Methods
Data sources
Country-level data on agricultural policy measures were drawn from the World Bank’s Updated National and Global Estimates of Distortions to Agricultural Incentives, 1955 to 2011 [51]. Country-level demographic, economic, and governance indicators were derived from the World Development Indicators dataset, the KOF Index of Globalization, and the Polity IV dataset.
Individual-level data on child undernutrition were obtained from the Demographic and Health Surveys (DHS). The DHS are nationally-representative surveys conducted in LMICs and focusing on maternal and child health, nutrition, demographics, HIV, and other health indicators [56].

Sample
Data from the Updated National and Global Estimates of Distortions to Agricultural Incentives, 1955 to 2011 were linked to 85 DHS from 26 countries between 1986 and 2011 for which there were at least two DHS with agricultural distortions data corresponding to the year of the DHS. Surveys were then excluded from the analysis if: a) agricultural distortions estimates were not available for the total agricultural sector or for the five years preceding the DHS sample; b) they did not collect or contain data on household and child characteristics, such as occupational status of women, household wealth data, child illness and vaccination, and maternal and child anthropometry; and c) they did not have corresponding country-level data on agricultural variables or country covariates of interest. If after these exclusions a country still had at least two DHS surveys available for a fixed-effects analysis, those surveys were retained. This resulted in a final sample of 61 DHS surveys from 22 countries between the years 1991 and 2010 (Fig. 1, Table 1).[image: A12992_2019_463_Fig1_HTML.png]
Fig. 1Flowchart of sample selection



Table 1Demographic and Health Surveys included in the sample


	Country
	Survey year (Sample size)

	Bangladesh
	1997 (2342); 2000 (2617); 2004 (2958)

	Benin
	1996 (1992); 2001 (2245)

	Burkina Faso
	1993 (2127); 1999 (2219); 2003 (4148); 2010 (3366)

	Cameroon
	1998 (1442); 2004 (1668)

	Chad
	1997 (2781); 2004 (2125)

	Colombia
	1995 (2289); 2000 (2138); 2005 (5497)

	Cote d’Ivoire
	1994 (2726); 1999 (864)

	Dominican Republic
	1991 (1698); 1996 (1842)

	Egypt
	1992 (3681); 1995 (4704); 2000 (5325); 2003 (3051); 2005 (6334); 2008 (5148)

	Ethiopia
	2000 (4364); 2005 (1898)

	Ghana
	1993 (1553); 1998 (1413); 2003 (1598); 2008 (1233)

	India
	1999 (21,406); 2006 (21,013)

	Kenya
	1993 (2353); 1998 (2413); 2003 (2298)

	Madagascar
	1997 (2411); 2004 (2279); 2009 (2549)

	Mali
	1996 (3667); 2001 (4662); 2006 (5559)

	Mozambique
	1997 (2645); 2003 (3931)

	Nigeria
	1999 (1299); 2003 (2306); 2008 (9506)

	Senegal
	1993 (2212); 2005 (1422)

	Tanzania
	1992 (3335); 1996 (2729); 2005 (3829); 2010 (3434)

	Uganda
	1995 (2932); 2001 (2691); 2006 (1258)

	Zambia
	1992 (2674); 1996 (2954)

	Zimbabwe
	1994 (1702); 1999 (1403)

	Total Sample
	212, 258




At the child level, because several countries changed the ages of children included in their surveys over time, we restricted our sample to children aged 6 months to 35 months in order to have a consistent age range across all surveys. The resulting sample of children for the complete case analysis contained 212,258 children (Table 1).

Measures
Policy variables and country-level covariates
Nominal rate of assistance to tradable agriculture
The analysis used a value-of-production-weighted average of the NRA for covered tradable products and non-covered tradable products, including export products and import-competing products [52, 55].

Country covariates
Covariates at the country level included the NRA for non-tradables, the value of production (VOP) of total agriculture, and the percent of the total VOP of agriculture that was from tradables (exportables or importables). These were derived from the Updated National and Global Estimates of Distortions to Agricultural Incentives, 1955 to 2011 dataset. The NRA for non-tradable products was included to account for the independent effects of policy changes on domestic markets. The VOP of agriculture was included to control for changes in actual agricultural food prices (undistorted) and volumes in order to further isolate the effects of price-distorting agricultural policies. The percent of the VOP of agriculture that was from tradable products (share of tradable agriculture) was included to account for changes in the composition of agriculture and in the importance of tradable agriculture to the economy over time. We deflated VOPs in US dollars using the gross domestic product (GDP) deflator with the year 2000 as the reference year.1
In addition, net official development assistance (ODA) and aid received was included from the World Bank’s World Development Indicators, and a governance index indicating level of democracy versus autocracy was included from the Polity IV dataset based on previous research suggesting that these might impact both policy and child health outcomes [57–59].
Several other country-level covariates were considered, including per capita GDP, total population size, percentage of the population that is female, annual rate of growth in the percentage of the population that is rural, population density, percentage of land area that is agricultural, percentage of the population ages 0–14 years, percentage of the population ages 65 and over, labor force participation rate, and overall globalization index from the KOF Index of Globalization. However, due to high variance inflation indicating partial collinearity between these variables and the fixed effects, they were not included in the final models.


Individual and household-level variables
Nutritional outcomes
Nutrition status in children was measured using height-for-age Z-scores (HAZs), weight-for-height Z-scores (WHZs), and weight-for-age Z-scores (WAZs). According to World Health Organization (WHO) 2006 Child Growth Standards, Z-scores less than − 2 indicate undernutrition in the forms of stunting, wasting, and underweight, respectively. Low HAZ (stunting) reflects long-term undernutrition while low WHZ (wasting) reflects acute undernutrition, and low WAZ (underweight) is a composite measure [3]. The outcomes were analyzed as continuous variables using linear regression.

Child, maternal, and household covariates
Characteristics of the child, child’s mother, and child’s household derived from the DHS were also included in the analysis. These were the following: mother’s age, education, total number of children, marital status, and body mass index (BMI); child’s age, sex, months of breastfeeding, recent history of fever, recent history of diarrhea, receipt of vaccinations in his or her first year, and singleton versus multiple birth status; household wealth quintile, rural/urban residence, availability of improved water source, and availability of improved sanitation. These are variables that have been found to be associated with child undernutrition in previous research and have been used as covariates in other recent studies of child undernutrition [60–63]. While some of these variables such as recent history of fever or diarrhea may also be mediators of a relationship between agricultural policies and undernutrition, because of the possibility that they may be affected by other unobserved factors (environmental, ecological, etc.), we have included them in order to produce conservative estimates of our association of interest.
Additionally, a main variable of interest was the occupation of the child’s parent(s). This was divided into four categories: non-agricultural (at least one working parent but no parent employed in agriculture), at least one parent self-employed in agriculture (but none earning wages in agriculture), at least one parent earning wages in agriculture, or all parents unemployed.



Analysis
Linear regression models were run on the pooled data using Stata versions 13 and 14. Country fixed-effects were included in the models to control for measured and unmeasured time-invariant stable country characteristics, and year fixed-effects were included to control for secular trends due to global processes affecting all countries over time. Thus, models examined only the variation within countries over time. Standard errors were clustered by country to account for non-independence of observations.
For all country-level variables, five-year averages were computed averaging the value of that country-level variable for the concurrent year of the DHS survey with the values of the variable in the four preceding years. This was done to examine the short- to medium-term effects of policy variables, since they may be unlikely to have instantaneous effects on nutrition. In addition, the use of five-year averages for the year of the survey and preceding four years helps to reduce the potential for reverse causation and smooth the country-level indicators.
NRAs and the share of tradable agriculture were divided by 10 so that coefficients corresponded to an increase of 10 percentage points. On average, five-year average NRAs to tradable agriculture changed 17.0 percentage points per country across DHS surveys, with the smallest change being for Mali (0.5 percentage points between 2001 and 2006), the largest change being for Egypt (52.8 percentage points between 1992 and 2005), and the median change being 12.3 percentage points. Thus, there was considerable variation and change in NRAs to tradable agriculture, and a 10-percentage-point change represents a reasonable and observable change at the country level.
The share of tradable agriculture was centered at 50% so that in interaction models, results represented the effect of the NRA and of parental occupation when the share of tradable agriculture was 50%. VOPs, ODA and aid, and other dollar amount variables were entered in the models using the natural log. Models were of the following form:[image: $$ {Undernutrition}_{itc}={\beta}_0+{\beta}_1{NRA}_{tc}+{\beta}_2{Occupation}_{itc}+{\beta}_3{AgricTrad}_{tc}+{\beta}_4{NRA}_{tc}{Occupation}_{itc}+{\beta}_5{NRA}_{tc}{AgricTrad}_{tc}+{\beta}_6{Occupation}_{itc}{AgricTrad}_{tc}+{\beta}_7{NRA}_{tc}{Occupation}_{itc}{AgricTrad}_{tc}+{\beta}_8{Country}_c+{\beta}_9{Year}_t+{\beta}_{10}{Covariates}_{itc}+{\beta}_{11}{Covariates}_{tc}+{e}_{0 itc} $$]



where i represents individuals, t represents year, and c represents country. Undernutritionitc represents the nutritional outcomes for each child. NRAtc are the NRAs for each country and year; Occupationitc represents parental occupation. AgricTradtc represents the share of tradable agriculture for each country and year. NRAtcOccupationitc, NRAtcAgricTradtc, OccupationitcAgricTradtc, and NRAtcOccupationitcAgricTradtc are the interaction terms. Countryc and Yeart are vectors of dummy variables for country and year fixed effects, respectively. Covariatesitc and Covariatestc are vectors of individual-level and country-level covariates, respectively.


Results
Descriptive statistics
Characteristics of the sample are shown in Table 2. On average, children had an HAZ of − 1.64, and 42.1% were stunted. The average WAZ was − 1.15, and 26.4% of children were underweight. Children had an average WHZ of − 0.35, and 12.7% were wasted. There appeared to be positive trends over time for HAZs, while WAZs and WHZs were more variable for the samples (Additional files 1, 2 and 3). Nearly half of the children had at least one parent working in agriculture. Most of those parents were self-employed in agriculture with only 15.4% of all children having any parents earning wages in agriculture. Approximately 2.5% of the children were from households where all parents were unemployed. Children from agricultural households (with a parent self-employed or earning wages in agriculture) had lower HAZs, WAZs, and WHZs and a higher prevalence of stunting, wasting and underweight than children from non-agricultural or unemployed households. They also tended to be of lower socioeconomic status (Table 2).Table 2Sample characteristics, N = 212,258


	 	Total
	Non-agricultural
	≥  1 parent self-employed agriculture
	≥  1 parent earning wages agriculture
	Parents unemployed
	P-valuea

	Mean (Std. Dev) / Proportion

	 Child’s Characteristics

	  Height-for-age Z-score
	−1.64 (1.78)
	−1.41 (1.76)
	− 1.87 (1.74)
	−1.83 (1.85)
	− 1.51 (1.72)
	< 0.001

	  Child is stunted
	42.06%
	35.68%
	48.57%
	47.94%
	38.27%
	< 0.001

	  Weight-for-age Z-scoreb
	−1.15 (1.45)
	−0.90 (1.43)
	−1.39 (1.40)
	− 1.46 (1.47)
	− 0.96 (1.39)
	< 0.001

	  Child is underweightb
	26.44%
	20.72%
	31.30%
	34.41%
	21.18%
	< 0.001

	  Weight-for-height Z-scorec
	−0.35 (1.51)
	−0.18 (1.51)
	− 0.50 (1.48)
	−0.59 (1.53)
	− 0.18 (1.49)
	< 0.001

	  Child is wastedc
	12.71%
	10.40%
	14.44%
	16.53%
	10.11%
	< 0.001

	  Child’s sex (Male)
	50.60%
	50.86%
	50.17%
	50.63%
	51.50%
	0.021

	  Child’s Age (months)
	19.85 (8.63)
	20.00 (8.65)
	19.69 (8.62)
	19.93 (8.59)
	18.55 (8.61)
	< 0.001

	  Child is a multiple birth
	2.16%
	2.17%
	2.32%
	1.81%
	1.99%
	< 0.001

	  Child is first born
	24.33%
	29.47%
	17.67%
	19.35%
	48.58%
	< 0.001

	  Months of breastfeeding
	15.24 (7.13)
	14.60 (7.16)
	15.91 (6.92)
	15.93 (7.36)
	14.09 (6.73)
	< 0.001

	  Fever in last two weeks
	33.50%
	31.12%
	39.08%
	28.09%
	35.93%
	< 0.001

	  Diarrhea in last two weeks
	21.24%
	19.32%
	24.25%
	20.28%
	22.35%
	< 0.001

	  Vaccinations in first year
	46.61%
	48.68%
	47.54%
	37.45%
	50.82%
	< 0.001

	 Mother’s Characteristics

	  Mother’s Age (years)
	27.47 (6.51)
	27.03 (5.96)
	28.18 (7.00)
	27.68 (6.76)
	24.55 (6.37)
	< 0.001

	  Maternal education (years)
	4.16 (4.64)
	6.02 (5.07)
	2.37 (3.23)
	2.20 (3.43)
	5.14 (4.37)
	< 0.001

	  Maternal BMI (kg/m2)
	22.12 (4.29)
	23.10 (4.90)
	21.21 (3.19)
	21.07 (3.67)
	22.37 (4.18)
	< 0.001

	  Mother’s total number of children
	3.54 (2.40)
	3.02 (2.07)
	4.16 (2.61)
	3.90 (2.51)
	2.51 (2.06)
	< 0.001

	 Mother’s marital status
	< 0.001

	  Never married
	2.54%
	2.15%
	1.54%
	0.76%
	35.39%

	  Married
	84.09%
	84.89%
	83.24%
	88.29%
	54.01%

	  Living with partner
	8.90%
	8.52%
	10.35%
	7.39%
	5.39%

	  Widowed
	0.93%
	0.75%
	1.12%
	0.99%
	1.59%

	  Divorced
	1.09%
	0.96%
	1.40%
	0.81%
	0.13%

	  No longer living together
	2.44%
	2.72%
	2.36%
	1.76%
	2.49%

	 Household Characteristics

	  Urban
	31.54%
	54.91%
	8.37%
	8.59%
	44.96%
	< 0.001

	 Wealth quintile
	< 0.001

	  Lowest
	22.04%
	12.14%
	29.41%
	37.09%
	17.12%

	  Second
	21.36%
	15.67%
	26.79%
	27.57%
	17.22%

	  Middle
	20.75%
	19.43%
	23.39%
	19.15%
	19.77%

	  Fourth
	19.50%
	24.83%
	15.16%
	12.22%
	22.11%

	  Highest
	16.34%
	27.92%
	5.25%
	3.97%
	23.79%

	Improved water
	62.73%
	78.85%
	43.31%
	54.75%
	70.38%
	< 0.001

	Improved sanitation
	23.75%
	38.98%
	5.73%
	16.11%
	27.13%
	< 0.001

	 Parental occupation

	  Non-agricultural
	47.80%
	 	 	 	 	 
	  At least one parent self-employed in agriculture
	34.32%
	 	 	 	 	 
	  At least one parent earning wages in agriculture
	15.42%
	 	 	 	 	 
	  Parents unemployed
	2.46%
	 	 	 	 	 

aP-values are for categorical variables are from Pearson’s chi-squared test. P-values for continuous variables are from Kruskal-Wallis test
b Sample size for weight-for-age Z-scores and underweight is 208,691 children
c Sample size for weight-for-height Z-scores and wasting is 205,556



Five-year averages of the NRA to tradable agriculture for the total sample of country-years included in the analysis ranged from − 72.0 to 45.5% with a mean of − 5.0% and standard deviation of 18.9 percentage points (Table 3). These price distortions generally decreased with time (Additional file 4).Table 3Descriptive statistics for country-level variables (5-year averages), N = 61 surveys (country-years)


	Variable
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Min
	Max

	NRA for tradable agricultural products, (% price distortion)
	−5.05
	18.89
	−71.97
	45.51

	NRA for non-tradable agricultural products (% price distortion)
	−0.32
	4.76
	−22.98
	20.54

	Share of tradable agriculture (%)
	55.28
	20.41
	16.63
	96.97

	Per capita GDP PPP
	2773.75
	2293.01
	411.35
	8719.08

	Total population size
	6.93E+ 07
	1.88E+ 08
	5,781,883
	1.13E+ 09

	Percent of population that is female
	50.04
	0.79
	48.05
	52.26

	Annual rate of growth in percentage of the population that is rural
	2.05
	0.79
	0.27
	3.73

	Percent of population that is rural
	67.11
	14.18
	27.02
	88.50

	Population density
	110.88
	209.20
	5.57
	1045.91

	Percent of land area that is agricultural
	44.02
	20.72
	2.70
	79.98

	Net official development assistance and aid received
	1.27E+ 09
	1.07E+ 09
	8.86E+ 07
	5.68E+ 09

	Percent of population between ages 0 and 14
	43.18
	4.79
	29.95
	49.43

	Percent of population ages 65+
	3.36
	0.76
	2.51
	5.08

	Overall globalization index (KOF)
	38.80
	8.89
	23.10
	58.11

	Index of governance −10 (strongly autocratic) to + 10 (strongly democratic)
	0.73
	5.31
	−6.8
	9

	Value of production total agriculture, constant year 2000 USD
	8.42E+ 09
	1.85E+ 10
	3.72E+ 08
	1.12E+ 11

	Labor force participation rate
	70.43
	12.92
	45.82
	89.44





Fixed-effects regressions
Tables 4, 5 and 6 and Additional files 5, 6 and 7 show the results from the fixed-effects regression models. Model 1 includes the NRA to tradable agriculture; time-varying individual-level and country-level covariates, and country and year fixed-effects. Model 2 adds an interaction between the NRA to tradable agriculture and parental occupation. Model 3 adds interactions with the share of tradable agriculture, including a three-way interaction with the NRA to tradable agriculture and parental occupation.Table 4Fixed-effects models for HAZs, n = 212,258


	Height-for-age Z scores
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	NRA tradable agriculture (10%)
	
                              0.02*
                            

                              (0.00, 0.05)
                            
	
                              0.02
                            

                              (− 0.00, 0.04)
                            
	0.02
(− 0.02, 0.05)

	 Parental occupation

	  Non-agricultural
	Ref

	  At least one parent self-employed in agriculture
	
                              −0.06*
                            

                              (− 0.12, − 0.01)
                            
	
                              −0.07*
                            

                              (− 0.12, − 0.01)
                            
	
                              −0.07*
                            

                              (− 0.13, − 0.01)
                            

	  At least one wage-earning parent
	
                              − 0.06*
                            

                              (− 0.11, − 0.00)
                            
	
                              − 0.06**
                            

                              (− 0.08, − 0.03)
                            
	−0.03
(− 0.09, 0.03)

	  Parents unemployed
	− 0.03
(− 0.09, 0.04)
	−0.02
(− 0.08, 0.03)
	−0.04
(− 0.09, 0.02)

	Share of tradable agriculture (10%)
	
                              0.06*
                            

                              (0.01, 0.10)
                            
	
                              0.06*
                            

                              (0.01, 0.10)
                            
	
                              0.05*
                            

                              (0.01, 0.10)
                            

	 Parental occupation*NRA tradable agriculture (10%)

	  Non-agricultural
	Ref

	  At least one parent self-employed in agriculture
	 	−0.00
(− 0.03, 0.02)
	− 0.02
(− 0.07, 0.02)

	  At least one wage-earning parent
	 	
                              0.03
                            

                              (− 0.00, 0.07)
                            
	
                              0.06**
                            

                              (0.03, 0.09)
                            

	  Parents unemployed
	 	0.01
(−0.02, 0.03)
	0.02
(− 0.02, 0.06)

	Share tradable agriculture (10%)*NRA tradable agriculture (10%)
	 	 	0.00
(−0.01, 0.01)

	 Parental occupation*Share tradable agriculture (10%)

	  Non-agricultural
	Ref

	  At least one parent self-employed in agriculture
	 	 	0.01
(−0.02, 0.03)

	  At least one wage-earning parent
	 	 	−0.02
(− 0.05, 0.01)

	  Parents unemployed
	 	 	0.01
(−0.01, 0.03)

	 Parental occupation*Share tradable agriculture (10%)*NRA tradable agriculture (10%)

	  Non-agricultural
	Ref

	  At least one parent self-employed in agriculture
	 	 	0.01
(−0.00, 0.03)

	  At least one wage-earning parent
	 	 	
                              −0.02**
                            

                              (− 0.03, − 0.01)
                            

	  Parents unemployed
	 	 	−0.00
(− 0.02, 0.01)


Notes: Model 1 controls for child’s age, sex, singleton/multiple birth status, birth order, vaccination status, months of breastfeeding, recent fever, and recent diarrhea; mother’s age, number of children, education, BMI, and marital status; household residence (rural/urban), wealth quintile, improved water, and improved sanitation; country-level share of tradable agriculture, log of the value of production of agriculture, NRA for non-tradable agriculture, log of official development assistance and aid, and governance (democratization); country fixed-effects and year fixed-effects. Model 2 adds an interaction between the NRA to tradable agriculture and parental occupation. Model 3 adds interaction terms with the share of tradable agriculture, including a three-way interaction with the NRA to tradable agriculture and parental occupation. Share of tradable agriculture is centered at 50%. Standard errors are clustered by country. Estimates in italics represent p-values < 0.10. * represents p-values < 0.05. ** represents p-values < 0.01. *** represents p-values < 0.001


Table 5Fixed-effects models for WAZs, n = 208,691


	Weight-for-age Z scores
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	NRA tradable agriculture (10%)
	
                              0.05**
                            

                              (0.02, 0.09)
                            
	
                              0.05**
                            

                              (0.02, 0.08)
                            
	
                              0.10***
                            

                              (0.06, 0.13)
                            

	 Parental occupation

	  Non-agricultural
	Ref

	  At least one parent self-employed in agriculture
	
                              −0.05
                            

                              (− 0.10, 0.01)
                            
	
                              − 0.05
                            

                              (− 0.11, 0.00)
                            
	
                              −0.06
                            

                              (− 0.13, 0.00)
                            

	  At least one wage-earning parent
	
                              − 0.06**
                            

                              (− 0.10, − 0.02)
                            
	
                              −0.06**
                            

                              (− 0.10, − 0.03)
                            
	−0.03
(− 0.08, 0.01)

	  Parents unemployed
	− 0.01
(− 0.06, 0.05)
	−0.01
(− 0.06, 0.05)
	−0.02
(− 0.07, 0.03)

	Share of tradable agriculture (10%)
	0.02
(− 0.04, 0.08)
	0.02
(− 0.04, 0.08)
	− 0.02
(− 0.08, 0.03)

	 Parental occupation*NRA tradable agriculture (10%)

	  Non-agricultural
	Ref

	  At least one parent self-employed in agriculture
	 	−0.00
(− 0.03, 0.02)
	−0.01
(− 0.05, 0.03)

	  At least one wage-earning parent
	 	
                              0.04*
                            

                              (0.01, 0.07)
                            
	
                              0.04**
                            

                              (0.01, 0.08)
                            

	  Parents unemployed
	 	0.01
(−0.01, 0.02)
	0.02
(−0.01, 0.06)

	Share tradable agriculture (10%)*NRA tradable agriculture (10%)
	
                              −0.03***
                            

                              (− 0.05, − 0.02)
                            

	 Parental occupation*Share tradable agriculture (10%)

	  Non-agricultural
	Ref

	  At least one parent self-employed in agriculture
	 	 	0.02
(−0.01, 0.05)

	  At least one wage-earning parent
	 	 	−0.02
(− 0.06, 0.02)

	  Parents unemployed
	 	 	0.01
(−0.00, 0.03)

	 Parental occupation*Share tradable agriculture (10%)*NRA tradable agriculture (10%)

	  Non-agricultural
	Ref
	 	 
	  At least one parent self-employed in agriculture
	 	 	0.00
(−0.01, 0.02)

	  At least one wage-earning parent
	 	 	
                              −0.01
                            

                              (− 0.03, 0.00)
                            

	  Parents unemployed
	 	 	−0.01
(− 0.01, 0.01)


Notes: Model 1 controls for child’s age, sex, singleton/multiple birth status, birth order, vaccination status, months of breastfeeding, recent fever, and recent diarrhea; mother’s age, number of children, education, BMI, and marital status; household residence (rural/urban), wealth quintile, improved water, and improved sanitation; country-level share of tradable agriculture, log of the value of production of agriculture, NRA for non-tradable agriculture, log of official development assistance and aid, and governance (democratization); country fixed-effects and year fixed-effects. Model 2 adds an interaction between the NRA to tradable agriculture and parental occupation. Model 3 adds interaction terms with the share of tradable agriculture, including a three-way interaction with the NRA to tradable agriculture and parental occupation. Share of tradable agriculture is centered at 50%. Standard errors are clustered by country. Estimates in italics represent p-values < 0.10. * represents p-values < 0.05. ** represents p-values < 0.01. *** represents p-values < 0.001


Table 6Fixed-effects models for WHZs, n = 205,556


	Weight-for-age Z scores
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	NRA tradable agriculture (10%)
	
                              0.04
                            

                              (−0.01, 0.08)
                            
	
                              0.04
                            

                              (− 0.01, 0.08)
                            
	
                              0.09***
                            

                              (0.05, 0.14)
                            

	 Parental occupation

	  Non-agricultural
	Ref

	  At least one parent self-employed in agriculture
	−0.02
(−0.07, 0.03)
	− 0.02
(− 0.07, 0.02)
	−0.03
(− 0.09, 0.02)

	  At least one wage-earning parent
	
                              − 0.04
                            

                              (− 0.08, 0.01)
                            
	−0.04
(− 0.09, 0.01)
	−0.00
(− 0.04, 0.04)

	  Parents unemployed
	0.01
(− 0.04, 0.05)
	0.01
(− 0.04, 0.06)
	0.01
(− 0.05, 0.07)

	Share of tradable agriculture (10%)
	−0.00
(− 0.08, 0.08)
	−0.00
(− 0.08, 0.07)
	−0.06
(− 0.13, 0.01)

	 Parental occupation*NRA tradable agriculture (10%)

	  Non-agricultural
	Ref

	  At least one parent self-employed in agriculture
	 	−0.01
(− 0.02, 0.01)
	0.01
(− 0.02, 0.03)

	  At least one wage-earning parent
	 	0.02
(−0.01, 0.05)
	
                              0.03
                            
(− 0.00, 0.05)

	  Parents unemployed
	 	0.01
(−0.01, 0.02)
	0.03
(−0.00, 0.06)

	Share tradable agriculture (10%)*NRA tradable agriculture (10%)
	 	 	
                              −0.04***
                            

                              (− 0.06, − 0.02)
                            

	 Parental occupation*Share tradable agriculture (10%)

	  Non-agricultural
	Ref

	  At least one parent self-employed in agriculture
	 	 	0.02
(−0.00, 0.04)

	  At least one wage-earning parent
	 	 	−0.03
(− 0.07, 0.01)

	  Parents unemployed
	 	 	0.00
(−0.02, 0.02)

	 Parental occupation*Share tradable agriculture (10%)*NRA tradable agriculture (10%)

	  Non-agricultural
	Ref

	  At least one parent self-employed in agriculture
	 	 	−0.00
(−0.01, 0.01)

	  At least one wage-earning parent
	 	 	−0.01
(− 0.03, 0.01)

	  Parents unemployed
	 	 	−0.01
(− 0.02, 0.00)


Notes: Model 1 controls for child’s age, sex, singleton/multiple birth status, birth order, vaccination status, months of breastfeeding, recent fever, and recent diarrhea; mother’s age, number of children, education, BMI, and marital status; household residence (rural/urban), wealth quintile, improved water, and improved sanitation; country-level share of tradable agriculture, log of the value of production of agriculture, NRA for non-tradable agriculture, log of official development assistance and aid, and governance (democratization); country fixed-effects and year fixed-effects. Model 2 adds an interaction between the NRA to tradable agriculture and parental occupation. Model 3 adds interaction terms with the share of tradable agriculture, including a three-way interaction with the NRA to tradable agriculture and parental occupation. Share of tradable agriculture is centered at 50%. Standard errors are clustered by country. Estimates in italics represent p-values < 0.10. * represents p-values < 0.05. ** represents p-values < 0.01. *** represents p-values < 0.001



Children whose parents were employed in agriculture generally had worse nutritional status (lower HAZs and WAZs) than children from non-agricultural households, even when controlling for other socioeconomic, demographic, and health characteristics. The results showed a positive association between the NRA to tradable agriculture and child nutritional status. Each 10-percentage point increase in the NRA to tradable agriculture was associated with a small but significant increase of 0.02 (95% CI: 95% CI: 0.00–0.05) in HAZs and of 0.05 (95% CI: 0.02–0.09) in WAZs, with a marginally significant increase (p < 0.10) of 0.04 (95% CI: -0.01-0.08) for WHZs (Model 1). The effect sizes observed for each 10-percentage point increase in NRA to tradable agriculture were of a similar magnitude to the effect size for each additional year of maternal education on children’s nutritional status (Additional files 5, 6 and 7).
When examining whether the association between the NRA to tradable agriculture differs for children according to the occupational status of their parents, some interaction effects were observed (Model 2). The positive association that was observed between the NRA to tradable agriculture and nutritional status in the overall sample was still present among children from non-agricultural households for WAZs and marginally significant for HAZs and WHZs. However, the association was more positive (stronger) for children who had at least one parent earning wages in agriculture. Figures 2, 3 and 4 show the associations between NRA to tradable agriculture and HAZs, WAZs, and WHZs, respectively for the overall sample (from Model 1) and by parental occupation based on the two-way interactions in Model 2 when all covariates are set to the reference group or zero. The figures illustrate that the positive associations between the NRA to tradable agriculture and child nutritional status are strongest for children with a parent earning wages in agriculture, as indicated by the slopes and their p-values. The interaction models showed that the difference in association for children with at least one wage-earning agricultural parent compared to children from non-agricultural households was marginally significant for HAZs (coefficient = 0.03, p-value = 0.06), statistically significant for WAZs (coefficient = 0.04, p = 0.01), but not significant for WHZs (coefficient = 0.02, p = 0.12) (Tables 4, 5 and 6, Model 2).[image: A12992_2019_463_Fig2_HTML.png]
Fig. 2Association between NRA to tradable agriculture and HAZs by parental occupation (two-way interaction model)
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Fig. 3Association between NRA to tradable agriculture and WAZs by parental occupation
(two-way interaction model)
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Fig. 4Association between NRA to tradable agriculture and WHZs by parental occupation (two-way interaction model)




Effects of assistance to tradable agriculture on nutrition may also differ based on the level of trade in a country’s agricultural sector. To assess this, in Model 3, we incorporated interactions with the share of tradable agriculture and observed significant interactions for WAZs and WHZs. As the share of tradable agriculture increased, the beneficial effect of increases in the NRA to tradable agriculture on WAZs and WHZs decreased.

Sensitivity analyses
In sensitivity analyses using country-level variables from only the year of the DHS survey rather than five-year averages, the positive coefficient for NRA to tradable agriculture was no longer statistically significant in main effects models for the overall sample or among children of non-agricultural parents. However, for HAZs and WAZs there was still a significant positive interaction among children who had at least one parent working in wage agriculture compared to children from non-agricultural households. Thus, though some results were less pronounced, there were overall similarities to our main results even when using short-term or concurrent NRA values.
Sensitivity analyses adding the square of child’s age to examine potential nonlinear relationships also produced similar results to those presented here, with some associations for our variables of interest being even stronger.. Analyses examining only African countries, and thus excluding large samples such as India, also produced similar results to those reported here.
Sensitivity analyses were also conducted using the dichotomous undernutrition outcomes of stunting, underweight, and wasting based on HAZs, WAZs, and WHZs, less than − 2, respectively. These logistic models again produced similar results, showing reduced odds of stunting (marginally significant; OR: 0.97, 95% CI: 0.935–1.006) and underweight (OR: 0.96, 95% CI: 0.930–0.996) with increases in the NRA to tradable agriculture in main effects models for the overall sample, and a greater reduction in odds of stunting (OR: 0.96, 95% CI: 0.92–1.00), underweight (OR: 0.93, 95% CI: 0.91–0.96), and wasting (OR: 0.93, 95% CI: 0.90–0.96) among children with a parent earning wages in agriculture compared to children from non-agricultural households in interaction models. Finally, in sensitivity analyses using mixed-effects models (random effects for survey and country) rather than country fixed effects, and controlling for all the additional time-varying country-level covariates initially considered (see Methods and Table 3), we continued to observe significant increases in nutritional Z-scores with increases in the NRA to tradable agriculture and a significant interaction for children with a parent earning wages in agriculture compared to those from non-agricultural households.


Discussion
In fixed-effects analyses, we observed a small but significant positive association between increases in rates of assistance to tradable agriculture and child nutritional status, particularly for WAZs. The magnitude of these associations was greatest among children who had a parent earning wages in agriculture. We also observed in interactions that the association between the NRA and child WAZs and WHZs diminished as the share of tradable agriculture in the value of production increased.
On average, children from agricultural households had worse nutritional status than those from non-agricultural households. This result, as well as the associations between child nutritional status and household wealth and urban location (Additional files 5, 6 and 7), indicate that socioeconomic health disparities remain a significant problem.
Similar to our findings, Webb and Block [54] observed in their cross-country study that declines in stunting prevalence as rural population shares decreased were more rapid among countries supporting agriculture (positive relative rates of assistance) than among those that were not. Support for agriculture indicated by positive rates of assistance, sometimes occurs in the form of trade protection such as through import tariffs or export subsidies. These would result in increased consumer food prices which one might expect to lead to reduced food security and nutritional status. However, there have been some indications that while increases in food prices predict greater poverty in the short run in microeconomic (household) models in LMICs, macroeconomic models allowing changes in agricultural supply and wages often predict reductions in poverty. Headey [64] observed that although food price increases may be detrimental to poverty in the short run, increased food prices result in reductions in poverty and inequality in the long run (one to five years), as higher prices are passed on to producers. This suggests the importance of income, which Shankar [28] suggests may be the most important pathway linking trade and diet.
However, other studies examining links between macroeconomic factors and nutrition have instead found trade liberalization, and not trade protections, to be associated with improved nutrition. Atkin [65] argued that liberalized trade increases consumption and improves the nutrition of the poor, but this may only occur in the long run, when preferences change to favor lower-priced imported food. In their dynamic panel analysis, Dithmer and Abdulai [49] found that trade openness—as measured by trade volumes as a percentage of GDP, reductions in tariff rates, or globalization—was associated with improved dietary consumption, quality, and diversity. Nandi and colleagues [66] similarly observed that trade liberalization as measured by lower mean tariff rates, was associated with decreased odds of underweight compared to normal weight. These studies suggest that agricultural assistance in the form of import tariffs may not be beneficial for undernutrition but detrimental.
In the context of our findings, this may imply that improvements in nutrition due to increases in the NRA are more likely to result from agricultural support in the form of reduced taxation on exports (liberalization) rather than from increased protection. Supporting this hypothesis, Olper and colleagues [67] observed greater reductions in child mortality in trade reforming countries that had larger reductions in taxation of agriculture. As previously mentioned, in the present sample during the time period studied, many countries had mostly negative NRAs due to taxation of exports, which decreased toward zero over time, becoming more liberalized. Effects of increases in NRAs on nutrition in this case might therefore reflect this mechanism of liberalization through reduced taxation. Indeed, a check of this by interacting the NRA to tradable agriculture with an indicator for positive NRAs confirmed that increases in the NRA to tradable agriculture were associated with higher HAZs and WAZs when the NRAs were negative (and increases therefore reflected reduced taxation and liberalization), but not when they were positive (where increases implied further price distortions).
If the associations observed in our study are causal, the results would imply that government assistance to tradable agriculture, through measures such as tax reduction, results in minor improvements to nutritional status, particularly for children whose parents earn wages in agriculture. Given that children from agricultural households tended to be more likely to be undernourished, this would suggest that policies that result in increased assistance to tradable agriculture could in theory contribute to reducing disparities in undernutrition. However, as a country’s agriculture sector becomes more integrated in the global economy (the share of tradable agriculture increases), government assistance to tradable agriculture may become less relevant.
Our result of slight increases in nutritional Z-scores, particularly WAZs, in the overall sample, along with greater increases among children with a parent earning wages in agriculture, could imply that the positive effects of government assistance to tradable agriculture are potentially operating on nutritional outcomes by contributing to overall improvements in the economy, as well as through additional positive income effects (higher returns or earnings) for households employed in wage-earning agriculture. It should also be noted, however, that in many of these countries the agricultural population is decreasing with time while urban populations are increasing. One might therefore expect that the impacts observed here may become less pronounced as economies shift away from agriculture as well.
Alternative explanations
It is possible that these results were confounded by other simultaneous changes that accompany changes in the NRA to tradable agriculture. Although the use of country and year fixed-effects controlled for time-constant country-level differences that may be confounding the results, and for global trends, respectively, they cannot account for time-varying country-level confounders that may cause both changes in policy and changes in nutrition. We attempted to control for some such factors by including covariates such as the VOP of agriculture, the NRA for non-tradable agriculture, the share of tradable agriculture, ODA and aid, and governance (democratization). Nevertheless, there could be other policy and non-policy variables confounding the results. For example, NRAs are correlated with factors such as GDP per capita [50]. Due to partial collinearity between several time-varying country-level variables and the fixed effects, the results presented here do not report estimates for many of the country-level covariates considered, since estimates for these variables would be unreliable and potentially unstable. However, even in models including controls for variables such as log per capita GDP, annual rate of growth in percentage of the population that is rural, population density, percentage of land area that is agricultural, proportion of the population that is agricultural, labor force participation rate, and globalization index, et cetera, our main results were qualitatively similar. There was still a small but significant positive association between the NRA to tradable agriculture and nutritional status which was more pronounced among children whose parents earned wages in agriculture. Still, the possibility of endogeneity or residual time-varying confounding by unobserved variables remains because of the observational nature of the study. Factors such as climate shocks (flood, drought, etc.) and conflict may be related to changes in government rates of assistance for instance, and it is possible that countries that increase assistance to agriculture are also more likely to enact redistribution policies that may impact nutrition. These were not accounted for in this analysis and future studies may seek to expand on this work by attempting to capture such data.

A note on overnutrition
It is important to note that many LMICs are facing a “double burden of malnutrition” with persistent undernutrition alongside an increasing burden of overnutrition in the form of overweight and obesity. A growing body of research suggests that trade liberalization and agricultural policies may also be contributing to the rise in overnutrition [41, 42, 45–47, 66]. While an explicit examination of overnutrition was beyond the aims of this paper, it is an area that deserves further attention. Given that our results showed increases in Z-scores with increased assistance to tradable agriculture, which during this time period was largely in the form of reduced taxation, it is plausible that such policy changes are also associated with overnutrition.

Limitations
There are some limitations to this study. This analysis does not take into account the effect of trade policies of other countries (particularly high-income countries) on welfare and nutrition of children in the sample. While LMICs generally liberalized prices for agriculture from the 1980s to 2000s, particularly through reducing taxation on exports, there was little change or reduction in OECD countries’ support or subsidization of agricultural producers during the same period, though the nature of support has changed. Full liberalization, particularly of high-income-country agriculture, is expected to have net benefits to LMICs; however, such progress may be stalled with the failure of the Doha Rounds [25, 28, 30, 53]. While we did not account for high-income country policies in our models, our use of time-fixed effects should account for changes in global trade policies, though not bilateral or multilateral agreements.
Although the interaction between the NRA and parental occupation is suggestive of income pathways as a main mechanism linking agricultural trade policy and nutrition in these countries, our analysis was unable to directly examine income and consumption pathways. The DHS data do not include income or consumption data; therefore, we could not look at the association between the agricultural policies and incomes or consumption among different types of households (agricultural, non-agricultural) to link them with child nutritional outcomes. Other datasets such as the Living Standards Measurement Surveys may enable one to link policy data to incomes and consumption and help to illuminate these potential pathways. However, these surveys typically do not include measurements of health status. Qualitative research examining various case studies of globalization and policy change, such as demonstrated by Brown and Labonté [68], may be a useful way to understand the pathways through which these policies can impact nutrition. Further work using such methods would benefit this field of research.
It is possible that several covariates used in the analysis (recent history of fever or diarrhea, share of tradable agriculture, total VOP of agriculture, etc.) may actually mediate the relationship between agricultural trade policies and child undernutrition. By including them in our models, we may therefore be attenuating our effect of interest. However, because such variables could in theory also change as a result of simultaneous changes in other unobserved factors, we felt it necessary to control for them to attempt to isolate the effects of our policy variable as best as possible. Therefore, it is likely that our results represent conservative estimates of the associations between NRAs to tradable agriculture and child nutritional status. Additionally, it should be noted that children with a parent missing occupational information were classified according to the parent for whom occupation was given. Thus, if some of these children receive support from another parent who is employed in a different sector, they may have been misclassified.
The relevant etiological period for policy effects on child nutrition may also be unknown. We examined effects of policy measures averaged over the year of the survey and the preceding four years, and we simultaneously controlled for the age of the child. We also explored potentially instantaneous effects in sensitivity analyses using country-level variables from only the year of the survey. However, future analyses may wish to explore other time lags or potential effects of policies in the year of birth of the child, such that the each child in a survey may have a different policy exposure. On another note, it has been observed that malnutrition in young children tends to be unresponsive to economic growth [63]. Therefore, results among our sample which includes children ages 6 to 35 months could actually be more conservative than what might be observed in an older sample of children.


Conclusions
Our cross-national analysis shows that socioeconomic disparities in child nutrition remain a significant issue to be addressed. We observed that government support to tradable agriculture through measures such as reduced taxation may be associated with small increases in child nutritional status, particularly for children with parents earning wages in agriculture. Such interventions, if causal, could therefore contribute to reducing disparities in undernutrition. However, as agricultural markets for countries become more globalized or less dominated by non-tradable staple crops, such interventions may become less important. Understanding how agricultural and trade policies impact undernutrition may help to promote health and development and reduce inequality worldwide. Nevertheless, such impacts may be modest and are just one of several interventions needed to improve nutrition.

Acknowledgments
The authors would like to acknowledge William Masters (Tufts University), S. V. Subramanian (Harvard University), Samuel Codjoe (University of Ghana), and Ichiro Kawachi (Harvard University) for their comments on this project.
Funding
This work was supported by the Innovative Methods and Metrics for Agriculture and Nutrition Actions (IMMANA) Fellowships program which was funded by the UK government’s Department for International Development. The IMMANA program provided feedback on the project proposal, some of which was considered in the study design.

Availability of data and materials
The datasets supporting the conclusions of this article are available in: the Measure DHS repository, https://​dhsprogram.​com/​data/​; the World Bank repositories, https://​www.​worldbank.​org/​en/​research/​brief/​distortions-to-agricultural-incentives and https://​data.​worldbank.​org/​products/​wdi; the Integrated Network for Societal Conflict Research repository, http://​www.​systemicpeace.​org/​inscrdata.​html; and the KOF Swiss Economic Institute repository, https://​www.​kof.​ethz.​ch/​en/​forecasts-and-indicators/​indicators/​kof-globalisation-index.​html.


Authors’ contributions
KA conceived of the study, analyzed the data, and drafted the manuscript. KH harmonized and compiled the DHS datasets. MA, KH, and SV contributed to the study design and edited and revised drafts of the manuscript. All authors approved the final version.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
This study was determined to be exempt from ethical approval by the Harvard T. H. Chan School of Public Health Institutional Review Board.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.


[image: Creative Commons]Open AccessThis article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (http://​creativecommons.​org/​licenses/​by/​4.​0/​), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The Creative Commons Public Domain Dedication waiver (http://​creativecommons.​org/​publicdomain/​zero/​1.​0/​) applies to the data made available in this article, unless otherwise stated.

References
1.
Hoddinott J. The economics of reducing malnutrition in sub-Saharan Africa. Global Panel on Agriculture and Food Systems for Nutrition Working Paper: Global Panel on Agriculture and Food Systems for Nutrition; 2016.

2.
Global Panel. Managing food price volatility: policy options to support healthy diets and nutrition in the context of uncertainty. London: Global Panel on Agriculture and Food Systems for Nutrition; 2016.

3.
United Nations Children’s Fund. Improving child nutrition: the achievable imperative for global progress. New York: UNICEF; 2013.

4.
Scaling up nutrition: a framework for action 2011.

5.
Nugent R. Bringing agriculture to the table: how agriculture and food policy can play a role in preventing chronic disease. Chicago: The Chicago Council on Global Affairs; 2011.

6.
United Nations Economic Commission for Africa. MDG report 2015: assessing progress in africa toward the millennium development goals. Addis Ababa: United Nations Economic Commission for Africa, African Union, African Development Bank and United Nations Development Programme; 2015.

7.
Development Initiatives. Global nutrition report 2017: nourishing the SDGs. Bristol, UK: Development Initiatives; 2017.

8.
GBD 2015 Risk Factors Collaborators. Global, regional, and national comparative risk assessment of 79 behavioural, environmental and occupational, and metabolic risks or clusters of risks, 1990–2015: a systematic analysis for the Global Burden of Disease Study 2015. Lancet. 2016;388:1659–724.Crossref

9.
Ruel MT, Alderman H. Nutrition-sensitive interventions and programmes: how can they help to accelerate progress in improving maternal and child nutrition? Lancet. 2013;382(9891):536–51.Crossref

10.
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. Synthesis of guiding principles on agriculture programming for nutrition. Rome: FAO; 2013.

11.
Masters WA, Webb P, Griffiths JK, Deckelbaum RJ. Agriculture, nutrition, and health in global development: typology and metrics for integrated interventions and research. Ann N Y Acad Sci. 2014;1331:258–69.Crossref

12.
Gillespie S, van den Bold M. Agriculture, food systems, and nutrition: meeting the challenge. Glob Chall. 2017;1(3):1600002.Crossref

13.
Hawkes C, Turner R, Waage J. Current and planned research on agriculture for improved nutrition: a mapping and a gap analysis. London: Leverhulme Centre for Integrative Research on Agriculture and Health, Centre for Sustainable International Development, University of Aberdeen; 2012.

14.
Hawkes C, Ruel M. The links between agriculture and health: an intersectoral opportunity to improve the health and livelihoods of the poor. Bull World Health Organ. 2006;85:985–91.

15.
Harrison A, Tang H. Trade liberalization: why so much controversy? In: World Bank Poverty Reduction and Economic Management Network, editor. Economic growth in the 1990s: learning from a decade of reform. Washington, D.C.: The World Bank; 2005. p. 131–56.

16.
Dreher A. Does globalization affect growth? Evidence from a new index of globalization. Appl Econ. 2006;38(10):1091–110.Crossref

17.
Kawachi I, Wamala S. Globalization and health: challenges and prospects. In: Kawachi I, Wamala S, editors. Globalization and health. Oxford: Oxford University Press; 2007. p. 3–15.

18.
Kawachi I, Wamala S. Poverty and inequality in a globalizing world. In: Kawachi I, Wamala S, editors. Globalization and health. Oxford: Oxford University Press; 2007. p. 122–37.

19.
Gonzalez CG. Trade liberalization, food security, and the environment: the neoliberal threat to sustainable rural development. Transnatl L & Contemp Probs. 2004;14(2):419–98.

20.
Pérez M, Wise TA, Schlesinger S. The promise and the perils of agricultural trade liberalization: lessons from Latin America. Washington, DC: Washington Office on Latin America; 2008.

21.
Winters LA, McCulloch N, McKay A. Trade liberalization and poverty: the evidence so far. J Econ Lit. 2004;42(1):72–115.Crossref

22.
Watkins K, Fowler P. Rigged rules and double standards: trade, globalisation, and the fight against poverty. Oxford: Oxfam; 2002.

23.
Azevedo MJ, Johnson BH. The impact of globalization determinants and the health of the world’s population. In: Pachura P, editor. New knowledge in a new era of globalization. London: InTech; 2011. p. 165–82.

24.
Garmann S. Does globalization influence protectionism? Empirical evidence from agricultural support. Food Policy. 2014;49:281–93.Crossref

25.
Rakotoarisoa MA. The impact of agricultural policy distortions on the productivity gap: evidence from rice production. Food Policy. 2011;36(2):147–57.Crossref

26.
Hertel TW, Reimer JJ. Predicting the poverty impacts of trade reform. J Int Trade Econ Dev. 2005;14(4):377–405.Crossref

27.
Loewenson R, Nolen LB, Wamala S. Globalisation and women’s health in sub-Saharan Africa: would paying attention to women’s occupational roles improve nutritional outcomes? Scand J Public Health. 2010;38(4 Suppl):6–17.Crossref

28.
Shankar B. The influence of agricultural, trade and food policies on diets. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations: Trade Policy Technical Notes; 2017.

29.
Pinstrup-Andersen P. Macroeconomic adjustment and human nutrition. Food Policy. 1988;13(1):37-46.Crossref

30.
Anderson K, Cockburn J, Martin W. Would freeing up world trade reduce poverty and inequality? The vexed role of agricultural distortions. World Econ. 2011;34(4):487–515.Crossref

31.
World Trade Organization: The Doha Round. https://​www.​wto.​org/​english/​tratop_​e/​dda_​e/​dda_​e.​htm (2017). Accessed 21 Nov 2017.

32.
World Trade Organization: Agriculture: negotiating modalities. https://​www.​wto.​org/​english/​tratop_​e/​dda_​e/​status_​e/​agric_​e.​htm (2017). Accessed 21 Nov 2017.

33.
Breman A, Shelton C. Structural adjustment and health: a literature review of the debate, its role-players and presented empirical evidence. Geneva: World Health Organization Commission on Macroeconomics and Health; 2001.

34.
Breman A, Shelton C. Structural adjustment programs and health. In: Kawachi I, Wamala S, editors. Globalization and health. Oxford: Oxford University Press; 2007. p. 219–33.

35.
Ivanic M, Martin W. Implications of higher global food prices for poverty in low-income countries. Agric Econ. 2008;39(s1):405–16.Crossref

36.
Cornu A, Massamba J, Traissac P, Simondon F, Villeneuve P, Delpeuch F. Nutritional change and economic crisis in an urban congolese community. Int J Epidemiol. 1995;24(1):155–64.Crossref

37.
Turner R, Hawkes C, Waage J, Ferguson E, Haseen F, Homans H, et al. Agriculture for improved nutrition: the current research landscape. Food Nutr Bull. 2013;34(4):369–77.Crossref

38.
Wacziarg R, Welch KH. Trade liberalization and growth: new evidence. World Bank Econ Rev. 2008;22(2):187–231.Crossref

39.
Onah H. Declining fetal growth standards in Enugu, Nigeria. Int J Gynecol Obstet. 2000;68(3):219–24.Crossref

40.
Handa S, King D. Adjustment with a human face? Evidence from Jamaica. World Dev. 2003;31(7):1125–45.Crossref

41.
Mendez Lopez A, Loopstra R, McKee M, Stuckler D. Is trade liberalisation a vector for the spread of sugar-sweetened beverages? A cross-national longitudinal analysis of 44 low- and middle-income countries. Soc Sci Med. 2017;172:21–7.Crossref

42.
Schram A, Labonte R, Baker P, Friel S, Reeves A, Stuckler D. The role of trade and investment liberalization in the sugar-sweetened carbonated beverages market: a natural experiment contrasting Vietnam and the Philippines. Glob Health. 2015;11:41.Crossref

43.
McNamara C. Trade liberalization and social determinants of health: a state of the literature review. Soc Sci Med. 2016;176:1–13.Crossref

44.
Costa-Font J, Mas N. ‘Globesity’? The effects of globalization on obesity and caloric intake. Food Policy. 2016;64:121–32.Crossref

45.
Hawkes C, Friel S, Lobstein T, Lang T. Linking agricultural policies with obesity and noncommunicable diseases: a new perspective for a globalising world. Food Policy. 2012;37(3):343–53.Crossref

46.
Friel S, Gleeson D, Thow AM, Labonte R, Stuckler D, Kay A, et al. A new generation of trade policy: potential risks to diet-related health from the trans pacific partnership agreement. Glob Health. 2013;9:46.Crossref

47.
Goryakin Y, Lobstein T, James WP, Suhrcke M. The impact of economic, political and social globalization on overweight and obesity in the 56 low and middle income countries. Soc Sci Med. 2015;133:67–76.Crossref

48.
Dollar D, Kraay A. Trade, growth, and poverty. Econ J. 2004;114(493):F22–49.Crossref

49.
Dithmer J, Abdulai A. Does trade openness contribute to food security? A dynamic panel analysis. Food Policy. 2017;69:218–30.Crossref

50.
Anderson K, Masters WA. Introduction and summary. In: Anderson K, Masters WA, editors. Distortions to agricultural incentives in Africa. Washington, D.C.: The World Bank; 2009. p. 3–67.

51.
Anderson K, Nelgen S. Updated national and global estimates of distortions to agricultural incentives, 1955 to 2011: The World Bank; 2013. https://​www.​worldbank.​org/​en/​research/​brief/​distortions-to-agricultural-incentives
                        

52.
Anderson K, Kurzweil M, Martin W, Sandri D, Valenzuela E. Methodology for measuring distortions to agricultural incentives. In: Anderson K, Masters WA, editors. Distortions to agricultural incentives in Africa. Washington, D.C.: The World Bank; 2009. p. 507–37.

53.
The World Bank. World development report 2008: agriculture for development. Washington, D.C.: The International Bank for Reconstruction and Development/The World Bank; 2007.Crossref

54.
Webb P, Block S. Support for agriculture during economic transformation: impacts on poverty and undernutrition. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2012;109(31):12309–14.Crossref

55.
Anderson K, Kurzweil M, Martin W, Sandri D, Valenzuela E. Methodology for measuring distortions to agricultural incentives. The World Bank: Washington, D.C; 2006.

56.
ICF International: The DHS program: Demographic and Health Surveys. https://​dhsprogram.​com/​data/​ (2013). Accessed 25 Oct 2013.

57.
Hu B, Mendoza RU. Public health spending, governance and child health outcomes: revisiting the links. J Hum Dev Capabil. 2013;14(2):285–311.Crossref

58.
Kudamatsu M. Has democratization reduced infant mortality in sub-Saharan Africa? Evidence from micro data. J Eur Econ Assoc. 2012;10(6):1294–317.Crossref

59.
Welander A, Lyttkens CH, Nilsson T. Globalization, democracy, and child health in developing countries. Soc Sci Med. 2015;136–137:52–63.Crossref

60.
Vollmer S, Harttgen K, Subramanyam MA, Finlay J, Klasen S, Subramanian SV. Association between economic growth and early childhood undernutrition: evidence from 121 demographic and health surveys from 36 low-income and middle-income countries. Lancet Glob Health. 2014;2(4):e225–e34.Crossref

61.
Subramanyam MA, Kawachi I, Berkman LF, Subramanian S. Is economic growth associated with reduction in child undernutrition in India? PLoS Med. 2011;8(3):e1000424.Crossref

62.
Harttgen K, Misselhorn M. A multilevel approach to explain child mortality and undernutrition in South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa. Goettingen: Discussion papers//Ibero America Institute for Economic Research; 2006.

63.
Harttgen K, Klasen S, Vollmer S. Economic growth and child undernutrition in sub-Saharan Africa. Popul Dev Rev. 2013;39(3):397–412.Crossref

64.
Headey D. Food prices and poverty reduction in the long run. IFPRI discussion paper 01331. International Food Policy Research Institute: Washington, D.C; 2014.

65.
Atkin D. Trade, tastes and nutrition in India. Center discussion paper no 986. New Haven: Economic Growth Center, Yale University; 2010.

66.
Nandi A, Sweet E, Kawachi I, Heymann J, Galea S. Associations between macrolevel economic factors and weight distributions in low-and middle-income countries: a multilevel analysis of 200 000 adults in 40 countries. Am J Public Health. 2014;104(2):e162–e71.Crossref

67.
Olper A, Curzi D, Swinnen J. Trade liberalization and child mortality: a synthetic control method. World Dev. 2018;110:394–410.Crossref

68.
Brown GW, Labonte R. Globalization and its methodological discontents: contextualizing globalization through the study of HIV/AIDS. Glob Health. 2011;7:29.Crossref



Footnotes
1For years after 2005, VOPs for non-covered products did not include a breakdown by importables, exportables, and non-tradables. Therefore, we estimated the share of VOPs for non-covered importables and exportables for the years 2006 onward by assuming the same proportions of importables, exportables, and non-tradables among non-covered products as in previous years. These proportions were then multiplied by the total VOP for non-covered products to estimate VOPs by product type, and these estimates were used in calculations of share of tradable agriculture.
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