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a b s t r a c t

Intrastate conflict generally undermines human development but its effect on global poverty across dif-
ferent income thresholds remains poorly understood. This paper analyzes how many people will live in
poverty due to intrastate civil conflict in 2030, 2050, and 2070 using the International Futures model and
shared socioeconomic pathways, forecasting 12 scenarios for 179 countries. A baseline conflict scenario
leads to an additional 148.2 million (range: 50.7 to 186.0 million) people living in extreme poverty (<
$1.90 per day) due to conflict by 2030 compared with a scenario where conflict is eliminated starting
in 2022. These conflict-attributable poor represent 20.1% of the population in extreme poverty at that
time, with the majority living in South Asia followed by Africa. By 2050 the population living in
conflict-attributable poverty increases to 164.9 million (range: 4.4 to 376.5 million), representing
32.7% of the total extremely poor population at that time with the majority living in Africa. While future
conflict will be responsible for hundreds of millions of people living in poverty, its elimination is not a
panacea for achieving development targets: even in a scenario with no intrastate conflict from 2022 to
2030 the population living in extreme poverty is projected to be 6.9%, well above the target threshold
of 3% for achieving the first Sustainable Development Goal.
� 2023 The Author(s). Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND

license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).

1. Introduction

Intrastate conflict negatively impacts human development,
destroying lives and livelihoods (Akresh et al., 2011; Ghobarah
et al., 2003, 2004; Guerrero Serdan, 2009; Justino, 2012; Swee,
2015), reducing economic activity (Collier, 1999; Costalli et al.,
2017; Gates et al., 2012) and increasing inequality (Bircan et al.,
2017). The future distribution of conflict could significantly impact
the sustainable development agenda, harming the achievement of
the United Nations’ Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) (UN
DESA, 2020) or the African Union’s Agenda 2063 (African Union,
2015). Because conflict is such an important driver of human
development, forecast models have become an important area of
academic research (Baillie et al., 2021; Fearon & Laitin, 2003;
Goldstone et al., 2010; Hegre et al., 2021; Joshi et al., 2015). While
many of the effects of intrastate conflict on human development
are understood, researchers have yet to quantify its impact on pov-
erty, driven earlier by limits in data availability (Gates et al., 2012,
p. 1718) and more recently by the need to place the study of the
impact of conflict on poverty in a more integrated analysis of
human and social development.

The first SDG goal is to ‘‘end poverty in all its forms every-
where”, a ranking that reflects its prominence in the field of devel-
opment1 (UN DESA, 2020). Its importance as an outcome indicator
has directed large volumes of research attempting to understand
poverty alleviation strategies (Azzarri & Signorelli, 2020; Bargain &
Aminjonov, 2021; Caldés et al., 2006; Larsen & Lilleør, 2014;
Loayza & Raddatz, 2010). Understanding the future distribution of
poverty has also become an important area of research (B. B.
Hughes et al., 2009; Kharas, 2020; Lakner et al., 2021; Moyer,
Mapes, et al., 2022; Ravallion, 2013) though approaches to measur-
ing poverty and using this as an indicator of human well-being have
been criticized (Moatsos & Lazopoulos, 2021; Pogge & Reddy, 2005;
Ravallion, 2008).

How much poverty will be driven by conflict in 2030, 2050, and
2070 at a global, regional and country level? If intrastate conflict is
responsible for a very large share of the population living in pov-
erty, eliminating war should be elevated as a development priority
and could represent a silver-bullet for achieving the SDGs. Alterna-
tively, future conflict may have a small effect on increasing levels
of poverty or only in particular locations. This alternative finding

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2023.106188
0305-750X/� 2023 The Author(s). Published by Elsevier Ltd.
This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).

E-mail address: jmoyer@du.edu

1 While the goal is to eliminate poverty the target indicator is typically
operationalized as reducing the share of the population living on less than $1.90
per day (measured in 2011 USD in PPP terms) to less than 3%.
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could shift development policies by requiring more contextualized
choices that highlight the importance of conflict as a driver of pov-
erty in some instances but require very different strategies in coun-
tries with low conflict and high poverty.

To answer these questions, this paper uses the International
Futures (IFs) model (B. B. Hughes, 2019; B. B. Hughes et al.,
2009), an integrated assessment tool with core strengths in model-
ing patterns of human and social dynamics that are embedded in
agricultural, environmental, and energy systems. Here, the IFs
model dynamically forecasts the probability of conflict, economic
growth, the distribution of income, demographics, and levels of
poverty for 179 countries by comparing two scenarios, one in
which conflict is eliminated starting in 2022 and a second in which
conflict continues along a baseline trajectory through 2070. To
frame the uncertainty embedded in this analysis, this paper uses
shared socioeconomic pathways scenarios (SSPs). The SSP scenario
framework presents five alternative scenarios with uncertainty
across dimensions representing future challenges to mitigation
and adaptation in the face of climate change. These scenarios are
meant to frame a broad range of uncertainty and this paper uses
model results from Dellink et al. (2017b), Rao et al. (2019), Hegre
et al. (2016) and KC and Lutz (2017) to model with integration
the same variables and countries to frame uncertainty in the future
magnitude and distribution of conflict, economic growth, income
inequality, population and overall levels of poverty.

2. Background

Intrastate conflict has a well-studied relationship with changing
patterns of economic growth, with literature showing that conflict
reduces economic output during conflict and, in many cases, after
conflict has ended. Collier’s well-known study identified that con-
flict reduces GDP by 2.2 % during conflict years, and that a 15-year
conflict will reduce GDP per capita by 30 % relative to a country
without conflict (1999). Gates et. al (2012) show that conflict
diminishes multiple dimensions of human development, lowering
levels of nutrition, life expectancy, GDP per capita, infant mortality,
schooling, and access to water and sanitation infrastructure. These
authors highlight the impact of conflict on development and show
that a five-year conflict lowers GDP per capita by 10 % relative to a
no-conflict scenario. More recent work has emphasized the
heterogenous nature of the impact of conflict on development,
with Bova et al. showing that conflict reduces GDP by 9.1 %
(2016), Costalli et al. showing that conflict can reduce annual
GDP per capita on average of 17.5 % (2017), and de Groot et al.
showing that the elimination of conflict in 1970 would lead to a
12 % greater GDP by 2012 (2022) (Bove et al., 2016).

While conflict reduces economic activity by destroying the abil-
ity to produce, work and consume, it also changes the distribution
of resources within a society. While not as widely explored as the
effect of conflict on growth, inequality effects were analyzed by
Bircan et al. (2017). These authors find that conflict increases the
level of inequality in countries and that these effects persist for
long periods of time, peaking ten years after the end of the conflict
with a 2.1 % increase relative to pre-conflict levels measured using
the Gini coefficient on income inequality.

Forecasts of domestic conflict have been widely published in
academic literature starting with early work from Fearon and
Laitin (2003) highlighting the importance of levels of development
as a driver of conflict onset. These studies were followed by others
that identify alternative drivers of conflict onset, including work
focusing on the importance of political institutions (Goldstone
et al., 2010), horizontal inequalities (Bahgat et al., 2017;
Cederman et al., 2011a; Stewart, 2005), and social movements
(Cederman et al., 2011b; Forsberg, 2014; Rüegger, 2019). These

models have been shown to be accurate at making out-of-sample
predictions (Goldstone et al., 2010; Hegre et al., 2021) though are
not a panacea for predicting onset (Bowlsby et al., 2019; Moyer,
Mathews, et al., 2022).

Many of these modeling efforts use a two-year time horizon,
though longer-term projections of armed conflict do exist.
Hughes et al. (2014, p. 5) produced a long-term country level pro-
jection using drivers measuring development, governance and
trade. Their base case projection forecasts reductions in future con-
flict driven by general improvements in development across mul-
tiple dimensions (Joshi et al., 2015).

Hegre et al. (2016) produced long-term projections of the prob-
ability of intrastate conflict driven by these scenarios and variables
associated with the SSPs (O’Neill et al., 2014). The five scenarios
(SSP1-SSP5) frame future uncertainty associated with challenges
to adaptation and mitigation associated with climate change.
SSP2 represents a ‘‘middle-of-the-road” scenario that reflects a
continuation of development and moderate challenges to adapta-
tion and mitigation (Moyer & Hedden, 2020). The third scenario,
SSP3, is a world of extremely high challenges to both adaptation
and mitigation, while the first scenario, SSP1, reflects a world of
low challenges to adaptation and mitigation. The fourth scenario,
SSP4, represents high challenges to adaptation and low challenges
to mitigation and is a world characterized by increasing inequality.
The fifth scenario, SSP5, represents a world of low challenges to
adaptation and high challenges to mitigation and is a world of
extremely high economic growth. The SSP scenarios are rooted in
qualitative narratives designed to be used in conjunction with
the representative concentration pathways (RCPs) climate model
scenarios to support research into long-term sustainable human
development (van Vuuren et al., 2011).

Various researchers have operationalized variables across these
five scenarios that can be used as inputs into other research efforts.
Hegre et al. (2016) gathered data that corresponded with previ-
ously forecast SSP series to build a historical predictive model for
intrastate conflict onset and then used the SSP series to forecast
country-level conflict through 2100 (Dellink et al., 2017b; Jiang &
O’Neill, 2017; Kc & Lutz, 2017; Rao et al., 2019).

3. Methodology

This paper undertakes the study of intrastate conflict’s impact
on poverty using two distinct but related modeling steps. The first
step develops two scenarios in the IFs model, one representing a
central tendency for future conflict (IFs Conflict scenario) and the
other representing a world without conflict (IFs No Conflict scenar-
io). The strength of the IFs approach is that it dynamically connects
each model component in an integrated framework, leading to two
main advantages. First, a deeply integrated approach produces
results that have internal logical consistency, where change in
one factor influences all other factors. Second, broadly integrated
approaches to modeling produce much more long-term non-
linear and dynamic behavior, providing unique insights on the
future development compared with more simple and linear mod-
els, adjusting for conflict costs in a single framework (Buhaug &
Vestby, 2019).

The second step frames uncertainty around the drivers of con-
flict and poverty by introducing conflict and no-conflict versions
of the SSP scenarios (see Table 1). The SSPs frame future develop-
ment across five distinct pathways that represent a broad set of
potential socioeconomic outcomes. They use two distinct dimen-
sions of uncertainty for their analysis, namely challenges to mitiga-
tion and adaptation in the face of climate change. The SSP scenarios
are used to exogenously drive poverty within the IFs system.

J.D. Moyer World Development 165 (2023) 106188
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Twelve scenarios are used in this analysis, six representing a
future with conflict and six representing a future without conflict
(see Table 1). The methodology used to develop each of these sce-
narios is outlined further in this section starting with the IFs model
and then further introducing the SSP scenarios used.

3.1. International Futures (IFs) integrated assessment model

Fig. 1 shows the key IFs model structures used in this analysis.
The modeling framework projects the future probability of intras-
tate conflict at the country level driven by structural factors that
include representations of development, governance, and trade
(B. B. Hughes et al., 2014). Changing patterns of intrastate conflict
interact with economic production/consumption models as well as
models of domestic inequality (B. B. Hughes, 2019). Additionally, a
demographic model projects the future of poverty headcounts
(Moyer, Mapes, et al., 2022). Fig. 1 highlights some of the dynamic
interlinkages in IFs, including an interaction between intrastate
conflict and economic systems, between demographic and eco-
nomic systems, and a broader feedback loop between changing
patterns of economic and demographic activity along with the
proximate drivers of intrastate conflict.2

The IFs system is fully integrated and connects models repre-
senting agriculture, climate, conflict, demographics, education,
energy, gender, governance, health, infrastructure, international
relations and technology related sub-modules and has been devel-
oped over many decades led primarily by Barry Hughes (2019;
Hughes et al., 2021). Descriptions of the key model elements that
are included in this manuscript have been previously published
and document representation of the probability of civil war onset
(B. B. Hughes et al., 2014; Joshi et al., 2015), economic growth

(Burgess et al., 2022; B. B. Hughes, 2019; B. B. Hughes & Narayan,
2021), inequality (B. B. Hughes, 2019), demographics (B. B.
Hughes, 2019), and levels of poverty (B. B. Hughes et al., 2009;
Moyer, Mapes, et al., 2022). Model data come from a wide range
of sources including estimates where data are not available.

The intrastate conflict module (B. B. Hughes et al., 2014; Joshi
et al., 2015) forecasts the country-level probability of intrastate
conflict using data measuring conflict onset from the Political
Instability Task Force (PITF) (Schrodt & Ulfelder, 2016) and struc-
tural drivers that have been historically associated with the onset
of significant civil conflict (Baillie et al., 2021; Fearon & Laitin,
2003; Goldstone et al., 2010; Hegre et al., 2016, 2021).

SFINTLWARALLc;t ¼ ð0:142þ 0:0012 � INFMORc;t � 0:006
� TRADEOPENc;t þ F DEMOCPOLITYc;t ;ð
YTHBULGEc;t;GDPRMAc;t; SFINTLWARMAc;tÞÞ

Where SFINTLWARLALL is the probability of state failure (civil war,
politicide, genocide, and revolutionary war), INFMOR is infant mor-
tality, TRADEOPEN is exports plus imports divided by GDP, DEMOC-
POLITY is the Polity measure of regime type, YTHBULGE is the
demographic measure of ‘‘youth bulge”, GDPRMA is a moving aver-
age of GDP growth rates and SFINTLWARMA is a historical moving
average of intrastate conflict onset as measured by PITF (B. B.
Hughes et al., 2014, p. 84) subscript c is the country and t is time.

IFs includes a recursive dynamic computable general equilib-
rium model structure to forecast long-term patterns of economic
growth (Burgess et al., 2022; B. B. Hughes, 2019; B. B. Hughes &
Narayan, 2021; Moyer, Mapes, et al., 2022). It is structured with
a Cobb-Douglas production function (1928), Solow residual
(1956), six capital sectors along with labor by skill level both ini-
tialized using GTAP data (Global Trade Analysis Project, 2018).
All financial flows are tracked following a social accounting matrix
(SAM) (Keuning & de Ruuter, 1988) which includes an input–out-
put table (Adam, 1995).

Table 1
Scenarios used in this analysis.

Scenario Name Description Challenges to
Adaptation

Challenges to
Mitigation

IFs No Conflict The IFs Current Path with the elimination of intrastate conflict starting in 2022. N/A N/A
IFs Conflict A dynamic scenario representing a ‘‘most likely” development future within and across key issue

areas representing agriculture, climate, demographics, economics, education, energy, governance,
health, infrastructure, and international politics. Population growth similar to the UNPD medium
variant, economic growth that remains low for high income countries with convergence
assumptions, slow improvement in inequality and slowly reducing patterns of intrastate conflict
probability.

N/A N/A

SSP1 No Conflict Sustainability–Taking the green road. Moderate economic growth, slowing population growth, and a
reducing threat of intrastate conflict.

Low Low

SSP1 Conflict Same as SSP1 No Conflict but with exogenous change to the GDP per capita (Dellink et al. (2017) and
inequality (Rao et al. (2019) using conflict projections (Hegre et al. (2016)).

Low Low

SSP2 No Conflict The middle-of-the-road. Challenges persist but are not overwhelming leading to moderate outcomes
across all indicators.

Moderate Moderate

SSP2 Conflict Same as SSP2 No Conflict but with exogenous change to the GDP per capita (Dellink et al. (2017) and
inequality (Rao et al. (2019) using conflict projections (Hegre et al. (2016)).

Moderate Moderate

SSP3 No Conflict Regional rivalry: a rocky road. Poor economic outcomes and higher population growth, more
inequality and greater challenges to sustainable development abound.

High High

SSP3 Conflict Same as SSP3 No Conflict but with exogenous change to the GDP per capita (Dellink et al. (2017) and
inequality (Rao et al. (2019) using conlfict projections (Hegre et al. (2016)).

High High

SSP4 No Conflict Inequality: a road divided. High levels of within and across country inequality, with slow economic
convergence and relatively high levels of instability.

High Low

SSP4 Conflict Same as SSP4 No Conflict but with exogenous change to the GDP per capita (Dellink et al. (2017) and
inequality (Rao et al. (2019) using conflict projections (Hegre et al. (2016)).

High Low

SSP5 No Conflict Fossil fuel development: taking the highway. Extremely high economic growth that is fossil fuel based
with high income low fertility and low-income high fertility

High High

SSP5 Conflict Same as SSP5 No Conflict but with exogenous change to the GDP per capita (Dellink et al. (2017) and
inequality (Rao et al. (2019) using conflict projections (Hegre et al. (2016)).

High High

2 For example, levels of infant mortality have been found to be a significant driver
of the probability of intrastate conflict. As economic activity changes and demo-
graphic drivers adjust, the IFs Health system (B. Hughes et al., 2011) changes future
levels of infant mortality which then drive the future probability of intrastate conflict.
There are many examples of such dynamic behavior in the IFs system used for this
analysis.
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GDPc;t ¼
XS

½CDAc;s;t¼1 � TEFFc;s � CAPUTc;s � KSc;sAlphaSc;s

� LABSc;s 1�AlphaSc;sð Þ�

Where TEFF, KS, LABS and CAPUT are sector specific values of total
factor productivity, capital, labor and capacity utilization. CDA is a
scaling factor computed in the base year to make model computa-
tions consistent with historical data. Subscript c is country, s is eco-
nomic sector, t is time (Moyer, Mapes, et al., 2022).

Changing patterns of intrastate conflict drive productivity.3

Within the IFs economic model, productivity is calculated in the eco-
nomic production function and includes factors representing human
development (education, health), physical capital (ICT, roads, elec-
tricity, energy prices, water/sanitation access), knowledge systems
(STEM education, R&D spending, technology transfers through
trade), and social capital (security, government capacity, governance
quality, and political inclusion). Conflict is included in the social cap-
ital function of the Solow residual within the production function (B.
B. Hughes et al., 2014; B. B. Hughes & Narayan, 2021; Joshi et al.,
2015).

IFs forecasts the Gini coefficient for income inequality to cap-
ture trends in long-term patterns of the distribution of within-
country resources. The approach computes the area under the
equality curve (Gastwirth, 1972) where the x axis measures the
portion of population and y the portion of income. It uses two cat-
egories of labor broken down by skill and initialized using GTAP
data (Global Trade Analysis Project, 2018). The household earned
income levels are calculated in the SAM and are driven by the labor
share of value added across the six sectors represented in the pro-
duction function. The formulation modifies earned income to cal-
culate disposable income by augmenting or decrementing the
former by government transfers for welfare and pensions, taxation

income (consumption tax as well as pension tax), remittances, and
returns on household investment.

GINIDOMc;t ¼ FðHHINCDISc;t;ls;HHPOPc;t;lsÞ

Where GINIDOM is the domestic gini coefficient for income
inequality, HHINCDIS is household disposable income and HHPOP
is the household size. Subscript c is country, t is time, and ls is labor
by skill level.

The poverty module (B. B. Hughes et al., 2009; Moyer, Mapes,
et al., 2022) uses inputs from the economic growth module and
inequality modules. IFs forecasts poverty by first taking disposable
income, described above, and allocating it to either consumption or
savings driven by three factors. First, the model adjusts the con-
sumption/savings ratio based on long-term changing patterns of
country development. As GDP per capita of countries rise they
slowly increase their share of savings relative to consumption.
Next, the model adjusts consumption and savings shares in
response to changing demographic age structure because both
young and old consume a larger share of disposable income than
does the working-age population. Finally, the model adjusts pat-
terns of consumption/savings based on signals sent from sectoral
prices and interest rates. Both signals are driven by equilibrating
mechanisms connected to underlying inventory stocks.

The demographic module in IFs is a standard cohort component
model using data from the United Nations Population Division
(UNPD) (2019). Fertility is driven by levels of infant mortality, con-
traception use, GDP per capita, and average levels of education (B.
B. Hughes, 2019). Forecast include 21 mortality categories by age
and sex that are driven by both multiple and cause specific distal
and proximate drivers (B. Hughes et al., 2011; B. B. Hughes et al.,
2011; Sellers, 2020). Migration assumptions are exogenously
imposed from the UNPD medium variant projections.

Finally, the IFs model uses a structural approach to estimate
poverty rates at different per capita household consumption levels
(represented in inflation and purchasing power adjusted currency)
that draw on a log-normal distribution of household income,

Fig. 1. Overview of IFs modeling approached used in this analysis (connections are a sub-set of the complete IFs model structure).

3 In IFs, conflict also drives other outcomes such as severe acute malnutrition
(Moyer et al., 2020) but these were not included in this analysis.
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(Bourguignon, 2004; Shorrocks & Wan, 2008). Base poverty rate
values are initialized using data from PovcalNet (World Bank,
2021), which are originally survey based. Changes in the Gini coef-
ficient for household income affect the horizontal shape of the
commonly log-normal distribution of household income (B. B.
Hughes et al., 2009 see Chapter 4). Levels of household income
and consumption are changed by dynamics of the economic mod-
ule and are described above.

3.2. The shared socioeconomic pathways (SSPs) and uncertainty

The SSPs frame uncertainty across future dimensions of socioe-
conomic development characterized by alternative patterns of
challenges to both adaptation and mitigation in the face of future
climate change (O’Neill et al., 2017). Fig. 2 shows how the SSPs
are used in this paper. These include long-term projections of the
country-year probability of intrastate conflict (Hegre et al., 2016),
long-term projections of economic growth and development
(Dellink et al., 2017), future patterns of country-level inequality
(Rao et al., 2019), and demographic forecasts (Kc & Lutz, 2017).
These latter three forecast series do not explicitly include the
effects of intrastate conflict (SSP1-5 No Conflict scenarios listed in
Table 1).

To model the effect of conflict on poverty via the SSPs, the work
of Hegre et al. (2016) was used to adjust future economic growth
and inequality in the SSP1-5 No Conflict projections following logic
established in Bircan et al. (2017) and Gates et al. (2012), described
below.

The IFs No Conflict scenario projects global population growth
and GDP per capita similarly to SSP3, a scenario characterized by
high challenges to adaptation and mitigation. It takes a more
‘‘middle-of-the-road” course (SSP2) in its projection of the Gini
coefficient for income inequality.

3.3. Calibrating key relationships

The relationships in Fig. 2 that were calibrated for this analysis
include (highlighted in red dashed arrows): a) the impact of the
probability of intrastate conflict on GDP per capita; and b) the
effect of intrastate conflict on the Gini coefficient for income
inequality. In IFs, the relationship between conflict and productiv-
ity and on to GDP is described earlier in this paper. That relation-
ship is similar in magnitude to those described in literature, with
Collier (1999) showing that civil war reduces GDP growth by two
percentage points and Gates et al. (2012) identifying a more
dynamic relationship between conflicts of different length and
GDP per capita (see Fig. 3).

The IFs model calibration was taken and used to exogenously
changed the SSP economic production scenarios (Fig. 2). To do this
a simple elasticity was estimated and a decay function created,
shown in the equation below.

SSPConflictðGDPPCPPPÞx;t;c
¼ SSPNoConflict GDPPCPPPð Þx;t;c � SSP CONFLICTð Þx;t;c � �0:4

� �

þ SSPNoConflict GDPPCPPPð Þx;t;c
þ ð SSPConflict GDPPCPPPð Þx;t�1;c � SSPNoConflict GDPPCPPPð Þx;t�1;c

� �
� 0:9Þ

Where x is the SSP number (1–5), t is time, c is country, �0.4 is the
parameter linking conflict and GDP per capita and 0.9 decays the
relationship across time. SSP . . . (CONFLICT) indicates the work of
Hegre et al. (2016) and SSP . . . (GDPPCPPP) indicates the work
of Dellink et al. (2017).

Fig. 3 shows the ratio of GDP per capita for the Gates et al.
(2012) work, IFs and the SSPs for both long and short wars.4

The second relationship that was calibrated was between
intrastate conflict and inequality using work from Bircan et al.
(2017) find that conflict increases the Gini coefficient for income
inequality by 1.9 points on a 100 point scale during war with
effects growing after conflicts end to 2.1 points compared with
countries that did not have conflict (2017, p. 126). The effects of
increased income inequality dissipate 10 to 15 years after a conflict
has ended. The insights of Bircan et al. (2017) were used to identify
appropriate income distribution patterns to be built into the alter-
native conflict scenarios. To calculate alternative inequality trajec-
tories, the country-year estimates of the probability of state failure
are multiplied by 0.02, increasing the country-level Gini coefficient
proportionally to the risk of conflict. To capture the temporal lag,

Fig. 2. SSP modeling approach used in this paper. Red-dashed arrows represent parameters that are turned off and on to simulate the effect of intrastate conflict on economic
production and inequality. (For interpretation of the references to colour in this Fig. legend, the reader is referred to the web version of this article.)

4 To calibrate the conflict-growth relationship in IFs four scenarios were created:a)
Total War: This scenario represents civil conflict in each country-year from 2022 to
2070.b) 13 Year Conflict: This scenario models a conflict starting in 2024 and
extending through 2036 for all countries in the world.c) 5 Year Conflict: This scenario
models a conflict starting in 2028 and extending through 2036 for all countries in the
world.d) No Conflict: This scenario models a world without conflict starting in 2022.e)
The average effect of conflict on GDP growth in IFs is �1.02 percentage points
comparing the Total War scenario with the No Conflict scenario, �2.4 percentage
points when comparing the 13 Year War scenario with the No Conflict scenario, and
�3.06 percentage points when comparing the 5 Year War scenario with the No
Conflict scenario. These variations in the effect of conflict on GDP growth do not
neatly align with Collier’s findings, but this largely speaks to the character of GDP
growth rates as an outcome indicator. GDP growth rates are the year-to-year change
in GDP. If a conflict reduces GDP growth by two percentage points in one year, the
subsequent year’s growth rate will be contingent on the first year’s growth rate. This
makes it difficult to calibrate a model that projects long-term growth rates to conflicts
of various lengths.
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the previous year’s increase in inequality is added to the current
year but decayed by 10 % over time. The equation below was used
to calibrate this relationship exogenously for IFs as well as the
SSPs.

SSPConflictðGINIÞx;t;c
¼ SSPNoConflict GINIð Þx;t;c � SSP CONFLICTð Þx;t;c � 0:02

� �

þ SSPNoConflict GINIð Þx;t;c
þ ð SSPConflict GINIð Þx;t�1;c � SSPNoConflict GINIð Þx;t�1;c

� �
� 0:9Þ

Where x is the SSP number (1–5), t is time, c is country, �0.4 is the
parameter linking conflict and GDP per capita and 0.9 decays the
relationship across time. SSP. . .(GINI) indicates the work of Rao
et al. (2019) and SSP. . .(CONFLICT) indicates the work of Hegre
et al. (2016).

3.4. Baseline model behavior

This section explores the baseline behavior of the variables that
drive the poverty results. Each scenario in this section excludes
conflict effects except for the final graph which introduces the con-
flict scenarios themselves. This sets the stage for the results section
which first introduces the effect of civil conflict on economy pro-
duction and poverty. The results from IFs presented here are from
the fully interconnected modeling framework and the SSPs are
operationalized within IFs using the relative growth rates from
the base year.5 The most optimistic SSP scenarios for the indicators
evaluated in this manuscript are those with few challenges to adap-
tation, notably SSP1 and SSP5. The most pessimistic SSP scenarios
are those with greater challenges to adaptation, namely SSP3 and

SSP4. SSP2—the ‘‘middle of the road” scenario—often splits the dif-
ference between these more and less optimistic scenario groups.

Fig. 4 shows the behavior of the economic projections used in
this analysis. High GDP per capita growth is captured in SSP5
which pushes global economic production and consumption by
2100 to nearly $100,000 per person, an increase from over
$15,000 per person at the beginning of the time horizon.6 Alterna-
tively, SSP3 shows average levels of GDP per capita increasing to just
over $26,000 per person by the end of the century. The IFs No Conflict
scenario also projects a relatively low-growth future reaching just
over $33,000 by the end of the century. This is driven by a variety
of factors, including expectations about long-term low growth pro-
spects in high income countries (Burgess et al., 2022), persistent
structural development challenges in the Global South related to
poor governance and rapid population growth. COVID-19 also con-
tributes significantly to the lower long-term growth future repre-
sented in IFs (Moyer, Mapes, et al., 2022) while the global
pandemic is not represented in the SSPs.

While IFs is more pessimistic about long-term growth in GDP
per capita than most SSP scenarios, its forecasts a ‘‘middle of the
road” development scenario for global average income inequality
(Fig. 5). The Rao et al. (2019) model results show a significant
increase in worlds with greater challenges to adaptation, with
SSP3 and SSP4 showing growth in average global income inequal-
ity, showing a 13% increase in average inequality across time. More
optimistic scenarios—SSP1 and SSP5—show an improvement of
26% through the of the time horizon. The IFs No Conflict scenario
shows a slight reduction from the starting point through 2070
(8%), slightly more optimistic than SSP2 (4%).

Global population is a key driver of poverty headcounts (Fig. 6),
and the IFs No Conflict scenario is more pessimistic than most SSPs,
showing population growth to over 10.4 billion by 2070, only
exceeded by SSP3 growing to over 11.1 billion by the end of the
century. Next, SSP2 and SSP4 have similar global population trajec-
tories, growing to over 9.5 billion by the end of the time horizon.
More optimistic and sustainable development futures—SSP1 and
SSP5—show a peak and decline in global population through

Fig. 3. Comparing model behavior between Gates et al. (2012), International Futures and SSPs for short and long wars for GDP per capita. Both short and long-wars are
simulated starting in t + 5. Short wars are simulated to endure for t = 5 and long wars for t = 13.

5 The original SSP levels are used in the Appendix for further uncertainty analysis.
The base year used in this analysis is 2017. The SSP model results used here differ
from published SSPs in various ways. The SSPs used in IFs are ‘‘chained” to initial
values in the IFs model with a base year of 2017. The original SSP series were
introduced prior to 2017 requiring chaining. To further evaluate the sensitivity of the
results to using the absolute values of the SSPs, the Appendix highlights how using
absolute values of the SSPs adjusts the overall results.

6 All GDP figures are reported in 2011 real US dollars. When measuring overall GDP
market exchange rates are used. When measuring GDP per capita as well as poverty
figures purchasing power parity is used also reported in 2011 US dollars.
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2070. While the IFs projection is higher than four of the five SSPs, it
is similar to the UNPD medium variant projection.

The cumulative outcome of these alternative projections on the
number of people living on less than $1.90 per day is shown in
Fig. 7. The IFs No Conflict scenario estimates poverty to be higher
in earlier years driven primarily by the inclusion of dynamics asso-
ciated with COVID-19 and its impact on economic systems and
their distribution (Moyer, Mapes, et al., 2022). The IFs scenario
then forecasts a decline in extreme poverty from 727.8 million
people living on less than $1.90 per day in 2022 to 590.2 million
by 2030, 339.5 million by 2050, and 114.0 million by 2070.

Poverty as a percent of the total population is also expected to
decline in the IFs No Conflict scenario reducing from 9.2 % in 2022
to 6.9 % by 2030, far higher than the generally accepted 3 % thresh-
old for SDG1 target achievement. From 2022 to 2030 the share of

the population living in extreme poverty is forecast to decline from
33.8 % to 25.9 % in Africa, 4.3 % to 3.8 % in the Americas, 4.4 % to
2.1 % in Asia, 0.4 % to 0.2 % in Europe, and 6.2 % to 3.0 % in Oceania.

Over that same period the share of the population living in
extreme poverty in Low Income countries declines from 42.6 % to
32.1 %, Low-Middle Income from 11.8 % to 7.6 %, Upper-Middle
Income countries from 2.0 % to 1.6 %, and High-Income countries
from 0.6 % to 0.4 %.

The SSP scenarios—operationalized within the IFs system—
show a broad range of future outcomes for poverty. In the most
optimistic scenario—those shaped by few challenges to adaptation
(SSP1 and SSP5)—the future of poverty is projected to decline
rapidly, falling below 100 million people in the mid-2030’s. The
middle-of-the-road scenario (SSP2) also declines rapidly, falling
below 100 million people by mid-century. Alternatively, the two

Fig. 4. Global GDP per capita at PPP (2011$) for the IFs No Conflict scenario and SSPs from Dellink et al. (2017).

Fig. 5. Gini index for income inequality for the IFs No Conflict scenario and SSPs using Rao et al. (2019).
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scenarios characterized by high challenges to adaptation show
more persistently high poverty levels, with over 450 million people
living on less than $1.90 per day by mid-century and over 300 mil-
lion people by 2070. As mentioned above, these scenarios are more
optimistic than the IFs scenario in the first two decades of the fore-
cast horizon driven by the effect of the global pandemic.

In addition to the scenarios used to drive future levels of pov-
erty, this analysis also relies on projections of the average
country-year probability of intrastate conflict, shown in Fig. 8.
The IFs Conflict scenario forecasts a decline in the average probabil-
ity of state failure from a peak of 0.148 in 2022, falling to 0.125 in
2030, 0.114 by 2040, 0.101 by 2050, 0.093 by 2060, and 0.084 by
2070. The IFs initial value is higher than the SSPs driven by the
inclusion of COVID-19 pandemic dynamics, which increases the
probability of intrastate conflict (Moyer & Kaplan, 2020).

In terms of regional distribution, the IFs Current Path scenario
shows the highest probability of average civil war onset in Asia,

averaging 0.247 in 2022 and falling to 0.226 in 2030, 0.190 by
2050, and 0.177 by 2070. Next, the average probability of civil
war onset in Africa is 0.185 in 2022 falling to 0.155 by 2030,
0.115 by 2050, and 0.072 by 2070. The average probability of civil
war onset in the Americas begins at 0.065 in 2022 falling to 0.054
by 2030, 0.048 by 2050, and 0.047 by 2070. In Europe, the average
probability falls from 0.050 in 2022, 0.024 by 2030, 0.023 by 2050,
and 0.025 by 2070.

The five SSP scenarios produce a broad range of possible out-
comes, starting with an average probability of civil war onset of
0.107 in 2017. In scenarios with greater challenges to adaptation
(SSP3 and SSP4), the probability of onset grows significantly, peak-
ing in 2070 at 0.157 in SSP4 and 0.181 in 2070. Alternatively, sce-
narios with lower challenges to adaptation (SSP1 and SSP5) show
reductions in the average probability through 2070 declining to
0.072 in SSP1 and 0.066 in SSP5. The IFs Current Path, while starting
at higher values than the middle-of-the-road scenario (SSP2) even-

Fig. 6. Global population for the IFs No Conflict Scenario and SSPs using KC et al. (2017).

Fig. 7. Global population living on less than $1.90 per day (measured in PPP at 2011$) for the IFs No Conflict scenario and SSPs driving the IFs poverty module.
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tually finds itself converging closer to mid-century. SSP2 ends the
time horizon with an average probability of civil war onset of 0.09.

3.5. How many people will be extremely poor because of intrastate
conflict over the next decades?

Ending civil war globally has a significant positive effect on
overall economic activity, summarized in Tables 2 and 3. The IFs
model shows that conflict between 2022 and 2030 will reduce eco-
nomic activity by a cumulative -$28.1 (range: $23.5 to $30.4) tril-
lion globally. The cumulative economic cost of conflict grows to
$292.4 (range: $242.1 to $313.4) trillion by 2050 and $749.2 tril-
lion (range: $714.2 to $877.6) by 2070. This represents a reduction
in global economic activities of 4.8 % by 2030, 9.5 % by 2050 and
8.6 % by 2070 compared to a world without conflict.7 Turning to
the SSPs, the economic cost of conflict ranges from �2.8 % to
�4.6 % in 2030, �4.6 % to �9.8 % by 2050, and �4.9 % to �12.7 %
by 2070. SSP3, characterized by high challenges to both adaptation
and mitigation, show the greatest reduction in the share of economic
activity driven by future intrastate conflict. Notably, the IFs model
results are slightly higher than the mean result across SSP scenarios
caused primarily by the dynamically connected model structure,
where increases in conflict contributes to a vicious cycle of develop-
ment that reduce spending education, health and infrastructure, and
investments in the economy.

The largest conflict-attributable reductions in economic activity
occurs in Asia (a finding that corresponds with the historical anal-
ysis of de Groot et al. (2022)), where conflict between 2022 and
2030 reduces economic activity by 8.6 %, 14.7 % by 2050, and
12.2 % by 2070 (Table 4). In Africa conflict will reduce economic
activity by 7.8 % by 2030, 18.1 % by 2050 and 12.5 % by 2070.
The income groupings that see the largest reduction in their share
of economic activity driven by intrastate conflict are Low-Middle
Income (16.3 % in 2030, 25.4 % in 2050, 14.9 % in 2070) and Low
Income (11.0 % in 2030, 28.4 % in 2050 and 19.6 % in 2070). Finally,
there are large economic costs in Upper-Middle Income countries

where civil war reduces economic activity by 10.0 % by 2030,
16.2 % by 2050, and 14.1 % by 2070.

By 2030, the scenario with the greatest increase in inequality
driven by conflict is the IFs Current Path scenario (Tables 5 and
6). This is primarily driven by higher initial conflict values driven
by the inclusion of data associated with COVID-19. The IFs scenario
projects the conflict attributable portion of inequality to grow
through 2050, increasing the Gini coefficient for income inequality
by 0.026 on a zero-to-one scale and then declining slightly through
2070. The SSP with the greatest increase in income inequality dri-
ven by conflict is SSP3, which shows increases in inequality that
grow from 0.020 in 2030 to 0.029 by 2050 and 0.035 by 2070 com-
pared to a world without conflict. This is followed closely by SSP4,
a world of both high challenges to adaptation and mitigation. The
remaining SSPs show lower overall increases in inequality driven
by conflict, though the Gini coefficient for income increases in each
case. Regionally, when exploring the IFs model results, the greatest
increases inequality driven by conflict occur in Asia followed clo-
sely by Africa.

Table 7 and Fig. 9 show the number of people by region and sce-
nario that are projected to live in extreme poverty due to persistent
intrastate conflict from 2022 forward. By 2030, 148.2 million peo-
ple are projected to live in conflict because of civil conflict from
2022 to 2030. This conflict-attributable population grows to
197.4 million by 2040 and then declines to 164.9 by 2050, 117.7
million by 2060, then 54.1 million by 2070. Across the SSP scenar-
ios, outcomes range from a low estimate of 50.7 million people liv-
ing in poverty because of conflict in 2030 in a scenario with very
high economic growth (SSP5) to a high of 186.0 million in a sce-
nario characterized by significant challenges to both adaptation
and mitigation (SSP3). Across world regions, the largest number
of people living in extreme poverty because of conflict is projected
to be in Africa and Asia. In Africa 60.3 million people are projected
to live in poverty due to conflict by 2030 and over 112.1 million
people by mid-century. In Asia the conflict attributable population
in extreme poverty is 83.8 million by 2030, declining to 49.0 mil-
lion by 2050.

In a middle-of-the-road scenario (SSP2) the conflict-attributable
number of people living on less than $3.20 per day grows to 261.5
million by 2030, 217.6 million by 2050, and declines to 100.9 mil-
lion by 2070. In scenarios with larger challenges to adaptation in
the face of climate change, the conflict attributable numbers are

Fig. 8. Average global probability of intrastate conflict for the IFs No Conflict scenario and SSPs using Hegre et al. (2016).

7 These results are generally in line with other studies such as de Groot et al. (2022)
who estimated that the total magnitude of historical conflict on reduced economic
activities between 1970 and 2012 was 12% of total GDP. Their estimate is larger than
the estimate provided here (a 8.59% reduction over 48 years as compared with a 12%
reduction over 44 years) but the former analysis included all conflict (territorial, civil
and international) while this analysis focuses only on civil conflict.
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greater: 341.9 million by 2030 684.4 million by 2050 and 783.7
million by 2070 (SSP3). In scenarios with fewer challenges to cli-
mate adaptation, the number of conflict-attributable people living

in poverty increases to 155.2 million by 2030, 25.0 million by 2050,
and 2.6 million by 2070 (SSP5). See Appendix for more
information.

Table 2
The effect of conflict on global economic growth. Measured in trillions of 2011 USD at market exchange rates, all tables measure the cumulative differences post 2022 between
SSP scenario and a No Conflict scenario.

IFs SSP1 SSP2 SSP3 SSP4 SSP5

2030 -$28.1 -$23.5 -$25.5 -$30.1 -$30.4 -$23.4
2050 -$292.4 -$242.1 -$254.3 -$294.7 -$313.4 -$265.2
2070 -$749.2 -$714.2 -$715.5 -$809.7 -$877.6 -$849.0

Table 3
The effect of conflict on global economic growth. Measured as differences post 2022 in economic activity in the identified year between the No Conflict and SPP scenario.

IFs SSP1 SSP2 SSP3 SSP4 SSP5

2030 �4.8 % �3.1 % �3.6 % �4.6 % �4.4 % �2.8 %
2050 �9.5 % �5.0 % �6.4 % �9.8 % �8.4 % �4.6 %
2070 �8.6 % �5.4 % �6.6 % �12.7 % �9.7 % �4.9 %

Table 4
The effect of conflict on economic growth for select country groupings. Measured as difference in economic activity in the identified year between the IFs No Conflict and Current
Path scenarios.

Africa Americas Asia Europe Oceania High Income Low Income Low-Middle Income Upper Middle Income

2030 �7.8 % �1.1 % �8.6 % �1.7 % 0.1 % �0.1 % �11.0 % �16.3 % �10.0 %
2050 �18.1 % �1.8 % �14.7 % �2.8 % 0.2 % �0.0 % �28.4 % �25.4 % �16.2 %
2070 �12.5 % �1.7 % �12.2 % �2.9 % 0.2 % �0.0 % �19.6 % �14.9 % �14.1 %

Table 5
Effect of civil war on inequality by scenario, global in 2030, 2050, and 2070 assuming intrastate conflict is eliminated from 2022 to 2070.

IFs SSP1 SSP2 SSP3 SSP4 SSP5

2030 0.018 0.011 0.013 0.015 0.015 0.011
2050 0.025 0.015 0.019 0.029 0.028 0.015
2070 0.022 0.013 0.018 0.035 0.031 0.012

Table 6
Effect of civil war on inequality comparing the IFs No Conflict and IFs Current Path scenarios by region assuming intrastate conflict is eliminated from 2022 to 2070.

Africa Americas Asia Europe Oceania

2030 0.015 0.006 0.024 0.007 0
2050 0.024 0.008 0.032 0.01 0
2070 0.02 0.008 0.029 0.009 0

Table 7
Conflict-attributable populations in extreme poverty (millions living on less than $1.90 per day) for the World and Regions, 2030, 2040, 2050, 2060, and 2070 assuming intrastate
conflict is eliminated from 2022 to 2070.

World IFs SSP1 SSP2 SSP3 SSP4 SSP5 Africa IFs SSP1 SSP2 SSP3 SSP4 SSP5

2030 148.2 60.0 111.8 186.0 166.6 50.7 2030 60.3 30.3 45.1 62.2 59.5 25.3
2040 197.4 28.0 102.5 298.9 257.1 20.1 2040 115.1 16.8 44.4 100.4 99.7 10.0
2050 164.9 7.9 65.7 376.5 305.8 4.3 2050 112.1 5.6 28.2 127.1 133.9 2.5
2060 117.7 2.6 37.8 400.7 311.7 1.5 2060 80.5 1.7 11.9 130.3 148.5 0.7
2070 54.1 1.3 25.5 419.5 285.0 0.9 2070 30.3 0.7 4.9 116.7 138.7 0.2

Americas IFs SSP1 SSP2 SSP3 SSP4 SSP5 Asia IFs SSP1 SSP2 SSP3 SSP4 SSP5
2030 3.8 2.3 3.4 5.4 5.6 1.8 2030 83.8 27.3 63.2 118.1 101.1 23.5
2040 4.2 1.8 3.8 9.9 9.4 1.3 2040 77.9 9.3 54.1 188.1 147.4 8.7
2050 3.8 1.1 2.9 12.8 11.2 0.8 2050 49.0 1.2 34.5 236.0 160.0 1.0
2060 3.0 0.7 2.0 14.8 12.1 0.6 2060 34.0 0.2 23.7 254.7 150.3 0.2
2070 2.5 0.6 1.6 16.3 12.9 0.7 2070 21.2 0.1 18.9 285.6 132.4 0.0

Europe IFs SSP1 SSP2 SSP3 SSP4 SSP5 Oceania IFs SSP1 SSP2 SSP3 SSP4 SSP5
2030 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.1 2030 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0
2040 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.1 2040 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0
2050 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.5 0.5 0.0 2050 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0
2060 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.7 0.7 0.0 2060 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0
2070 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.9 0.0 2070 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0
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For those living on less than $5.50 per day the conflict-
attributable portion in the IFs framework grows to 303.3 million
by 2030, 593.0 million by 2050, and 396.4 million by 2070. In sce-
narios with greater challenges to adaptation in the face of climate
change, the conflict-attributable portion grows to 339.2 million by
2030, 245.3 by 2050, and 980.6 million by 2070 (SSP3). In scenarios
with lower challenges to climate adaptation, the conflict-
attributable portion grows to 232.5 million by 2030, 101.4 million
by 2050, and 13.0 million by 2070 (SSP5).

Eliminating conflict in 2022 would have profound effects on
reducing global poverty, reducing inequality and increasing eco-
nomic production. But this effect is not universal across poverty
thresholds. For example, the effect of eliminating conflict in 2022
on the future distribution of extreme poverty (under $1.90 per
day) eliminates 20.1 % of the in-poverty population by 2030 and
32.7 % of that population by 2050. For higher dollar-per-day
thresholds the effect of eliminating conflict is more muted, with
16.7 % of the under-$3.20 population pulled from poverty by
2030, and 29.8 % by 2050. Of the population living on less than
$5.50 per day, only 9.4 % are pulled from poverty by 2030 and
22.0 % by 2050 if conflict were eliminated in 2022.

Table 8 shows how a middle-of-the-road conflict scenario
impacts poverty distribution byWorld Bank income groups in both
absolute terms and as a ratio with a No Conflict scenario. The lar-
gest share of future poverty attributable to conflict is in Low-
Middle income countries, which see 95.8 million people driven
into poverty by conflict in 2030.

The country with the largest number of conflict attributable
poor from 2022 to 2030 is India, with 61.3 million people in
extreme poverty due to intrastate violence. The conflict attributa-
ble poor in India declines to 44.9 million by 2040, 12.0 million
by 2050, 2.0 million by 2060, and 0.3 million by 2070 in the IFs
model run. Nigeria sees 19.1 million people in poverty from 2022
to 2030 driven by intrastate conflict, a number that grows to
43.8 million by 2040, 61.4 million by 2050, 54.4 million by 2060
and 22.4 million by 2070. The Democratic Republic of Congo sees
15.7 million people in extreme poverty due to conflict by 2030 a
number that grows to 34.6 million by 2040 then declines to 22.6
million by 2050, 8.8 million by 2060 and 1.8 million by 2070. Other
countries with notable numbers of people living in extreme pov-
erty due to future conflict by 2030 are Ethiopia (6.9 million),
Philippines (5.5 million), Afghanistan (4.8 million), Pakistan (4.8

Fig. 9. Projected conflict attributable population living on less than $1.90 per day by scenario comparing the Conflict and No Conflict scenarios.

Table 8
World Bank Income Groupings for IFs No Conflict and IFs Current Path poverty projections (in millions of people) 2020–70 using IFs for $1.90 assuming intrastate conflict is
eliminated from 2022 to 2070.

2021 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

High Income IFs No Conflict 6.7 4.5 3 1.6 0.9 0.6
IFs Current Path 6.7 4.5 3 1.6 0.9 0.6
Difference – 0 0 0 0 0
Ratio – 1 1 1 0 1

Low Income IFs No Conflict 299.6 279.8 218.6 154.7 97.4 52.8
IFs Current Path 299.6 325.1 299.1 219.6 142.0 76.4
Difference – 45.3 80.5 64.9 44.6 23.6
Ratio – 1.2 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.4

Low-Middle Income IFs No Conflict 366.9 255.7 202.7 151.7 85.0 39.8
IFs Current Path 366.9 351.5 313.4 246.8 154.2 67.6
Difference – 95.8 110.7 95.1 69.2 27.8
Ratio – 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.8 1.7

Upper-Middle Income IFs No Conflict 62.16 50.2 38.4 31.5 26.2 20.9
IFs Current Path 62.16 57.3 44.7 36.5 30.0 23.6
Difference – 7.1 6.4 5.0 3.8 2.7
Ratio – 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.1 1.1
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million), Sudan (4.4 million), Somalia (3.7 million), and Uganda
(3.3 million).

One notable finding from this analysis is that future patterns of
intrastate conflict driving increases in extreme poverty are highly
concentrated in a handful of countries. The ten countries with
the largest number of people in extreme poverty due to future con-
flict represent 87.3 % of the global population in extreme poverty
due to future conflict by 2030 and 87.5 % by 2040. This suggests
that policy interventions could be targeted in a handful of coun-
tries and, if successful, could have a positive ameliorating effect
on these dynamics moving ahead.

4. Discussion

This research contributes in various ways to our understanding
of conflict-poverty dynamics, policy strategies related to sustain-
able development, and methodology. The work shows that the
impact of future conflict on future levels of poverty is large—if con-
flict continues between 2022 and 2030, 148.2 (range: 50.7 to
186.0) million people will live in extreme poverty driven by con-
flict. Eliminating conflict would significantly improve our ability
to achieve the SDGs and interventions in particularly vulnerable
states may pay large dividends (the number of conflict-
attributable people in poverty in the ten most affected countries
is 129.4 million people in 2030 and 172.8 million people by 2040).

This paper also shows that eliminating intrastate conflict is not
a panacea for achieving the SDGs. First, even in the IFs No Conflict
scenario the world is projected to have 6.9 % of the population liv-
ing on less than $1.90 per day, a far cry from the 3 % target value.
Comparatively, the IFs Conflict scenario estimates that 8.6 % of the
global population will live on less than $1.90 per day by 2030, an
increase of 1.7 percentage points driven by intrastate conflict.
While eliminating violent conflict could play a significant role in
reducing poverty, additional policies are needed, including increas-
ing governance quality and capacity (B. B. Hughes et al., 2014; Joshi
et al., 2015), achieving gender equality (Meinzen-Dick et al., 2019),
improving access to health and education (Ngoma & Mayimbo,
2017), increasing access to infrastructure (Rothman et al., 2014),
and building sustainable food systems (Larsen & Lilleør, 2014).

Methodologically, this work highlights the value of using inte-
grated assessment models to better understand dynamics in the
field of sustainable development. Models that integrate across a
broad range of integrated and dynamically connected systems
can provide a framework for thinking strategically about how
development patterns are unfolding around the world. While com-
parative statistical, econometric, and other more traditional quan-
titative techniques will remain essential, large structural/
algorithmic models can fill gaps in particular areas where data
gaps limit our ability to understand key relationships. Such tools
have been used to make estimates for policy-relevant audiences
in areas where data availability is limited, such as the conflict in
Yemen (Hanna et al., 2021; Moyer, Bohl, et al., 2019; Moyer,
Hanna, et al., 2019).

While integrated approaches to modeling future trends can be
used to estimate dynamics and relationships that are obscured
by historical gaps in data, they are also limited in various ways.
First, the analysis conducted here assumes a constant relationship
between intrastate conflict and economic growth and inequality.
As the nature of civil conflict changes with shifting norms, technol-
ogy and other factors, so will this relationship and evidence sug-
gests that conflict models have important temporal dimensions
that must be considered (Bowlsby et al., 2019). Next, the
approaches used here are at the country-level while most intras-
tate conflict dynamics occur within countries and have spatial
dimensions that country-level analysis obscure. Third, large mod-

els are not intended to make simple point predictions about what
will or will not happen in the future and the ability to frame and
communicate uncertainty remains a persistent challenge. For
example, in the forecast of the probability of intrastate conflict evi-
dence suggests that a variety of factors may play roles at different
points in time and that single models may have limitations (Moyer,
Mathews, et al., 2022). Finally, some SSP scenarios forecast eco-
nomic growth and development patterns that are very optimistic
(SSP5, SSP1) (Buhaug & Vestby, 2019) and produce unreasonably
low projections of future levels of poverty considering the devas-
tating and lasting effects of war.

The historical relationship between conflict and poverty is diffi-
cult to ascertain because of gaps in data (Gates et al., 2012, p.
1718). More recent data estimation projects like PovcalNet
(World Bank, 2021) have made significant strides at filling these
gaps using estimation techniques, though significant limitations
remain because wartime poverty surveys largely do not exist. Gaps
in poverty data are not the only limiting factor in helping better
understand the relationship between conflict and poverty. Mea-
surements of intrastate conflict are coarse-grained and do a poor
job of capturing the magnitude of conflict across both space and
time. While some projects have emerged to provide more granular-
ity (Raleigh et al., 2010; Tollefsen et al., 2012), and other projects
do capture conflict thresholds (Gleditsch et al., 2002), these mea-
sures remain quite coarse with an over-emphasis on conflict-
driven mortality. The field would benefit from measures that help
track conflict at a more granular level across space and time and
that could be used to provide more detailed assessments of the
impact of conflict on development.

While more data collection that improves measurement quality
and granularity, there remain systematic issues with how we mea-
sure poverty and human well-being more generally. Poverty mea-
sures have been criticized for a variety of reasons. The PPP
approach to adjusting GDP at market exchange rates has been
called into question (Allen, 2020; Moatsos & Lazopoulos, 2021;
Pogge & Reddy, 2005) with variations in measurement significantly
changing estimates of historical improvements in poverty
(Moatsos & Lazopoulos, 2021). More broadly, the use of GDP as a
driver of development has been a concern for various reasons,
including its inability to accurately capture the cost of many envi-
ronmental externalities. Even more broadly, the approach to using
consumption-based measures of poverty to capture trends in
human development is called into question because human well-
being is a multidimensional concept that requires a much broader
set of inputs that involve health, education, inclusion, recreation,
and human relationships (Schmelzer, 2022).

The models used in this analysis do not factor in how changing
patterns of poverty will impact future conflict, an omitted dynamic
that is important. While poverty may be a driver of conflict, this
has not been shown broadly and most studies focus on levels of
development (Baillie et al., 2021; Fearon & Laitin, 2003;
Goldstone et al., 2010), horizontal inequalities (Gurr, 2000), and
governance institutions (Goldstone et al., 2010). Not including
these dynamics may reduce some ‘‘vicious cycle” dynamics that
cause conflict to increase poverty and then poverty to further
increase the probability of conflict in the future.

There is no explicit role for climate change in this analysis,
another limitation. The SSPs present alternative development tra-
jectories that frame future challenges to adaptation and mitigation
of climate change excluding direct environmental effects. The role
of climate change in this analysis is limited to its contextual role in
shaping the questions the SSPs are asking as well as their potential
future role in shaping a broad research agenda related to how
humans contribute to and live within a changing global environ-
mental system. Climate dynamics in the IFs model were turned
off for this research.
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Increasing consumption to improve human development driven
by a fossil-fuel based energy system will increase greenhouse gas
emissions and lead to a worsening climate future for every-one
(Hickel, 2019; Hickel & Kallis, 2020). To overcome this develop-
ment practitioners must find multidimensional ways of transform-
ing how humans produce and consume so that those who find
themselves with acute shortages of material resources can be sup-
ported while those with excess material resources can find ways of
living within environmental constraints. Our ability to navigate
these broader sets of challenges will define the next century and
have direct effects on the lives of billions.

This paper has attempted to push forward an integrated frame-
work for analyzing the relationship between intrastate conflict and
poverty. These integrated approaches to analyzing development
challenges can be used more broadly to evaluate potential policy
trade-offs and synergies helping to further our understanding of
grand challenges and effects of human responses. Using integrated
and systems frameworks to further our understanding of key rela-
tionships and define broad policy pathways will increasingly be
needed as we wrestle with global challenges that are increasingly
characterized by complexity and dynamics that cross academic
disciplines.

5. Conclusion

The goal of this research is to improve our understanding of the
relationship between intrastate conflict and poverty in the future.
Conflict is shown to directly increase the proportion of the global
population in poverty, with a small set of countries at higher risk
for conflict-attributable poverty. Policymakers should take these
findings and build strategies that emphasize the interlinkages
across sustainable development goals and targets, finding ways
to prioritize both poverty alleviation and conflict mitigation. The
SDGs are an ambitious set of targets for human development with
the stated objective of ‘‘leaving no one behind”. To achieve this, the
elimination of intrastate conflict must be a focal point of global
development efforts.
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Appendix

Appendix:. Further sensitivity analysis

To further assess the uncertainty inherent in this long-term
forecast analysis more scenarios were created. These additional
scenarios vary assumptions about the relationship between con-
flict and economic growth as well as conflict and inequality. This
Appendix a) introduces those scenarios; b) demonstrates how
these change core behavior related to economic growth and
inequality, and c) show how these impact findings.

Introducing the scenarios

The scenarios created for this sensitivity analysis varied the
parameters connecting changing patterns of intrastate conflict to
both economic growth and inequality in the IFs model as well as
the SSP scenarios. To do this alternative conflict and no-conflict
scenarios were created that both double and cut in-half the rela-
tionship between conflict and growth as well as inequality. In total,
34 additional scenarios were created (in addition to the 12 pre-

Table 9
Full list of scenarios used in paper and sensitivity analysis.

Scenario Name Name in Replication Material Conflict to
GDPPC

Conflict to
Inequality

Using SSP Levels
or Rates?

Conflict
On?

IFs Conflict CPConflict.sce �0.5 0.02 N/A Yes
IFs No Conflict ICE.sce �0.5 N/A N/A No
IFs Conflict High CPHiConflict.sce �0.75 0.04 N/A Yes
IFs Conflict Low CPLoConflict.sce �0.25 0.01 N/A Yes
IFs No Conflict High ICEHi.sce �0.75 N/A N/A No
IFs No Conflict Low ICELo.sce �0.5 N/A N/A No
SSP1-5 No Conflict S1.sce, S2.sce, S3.sce, S4.sce, S5.sce N/A N/A Relative No
SSP1-5 Conflict S1Conflict.sce, S2Conflict.sce, S3Conflict.sce, S4Conflict.sce, S5Conflict.

sce
�0.04 0.02 Relative Yes

SSP1-5 Conflict High S1HiConflict.sce, S2HiConflict.sce, S3HiConflict.sce, S4HiConflict.sce,
S5HiConflict.sce

�0.08 0.04 Relative Yes

SSP1-5 Conflict Low S1LoConflict.sce, S2LoConflict.sce, S3LoConflict.sce, S4LoConflict.sce,
S5LoConflict.sce

�0.02 0.01 Relative Yes

SSP1-5 No Conflict Absolute S1ABS.sce, S2ABS.sce, S3ABS.sce, S4ABS.sce, S5ABS.sce N/A N/A Absolute No
SSP1-5 Conflict Absolute S1ABSConflict.sce, S2ABSConflict.sce, S3ABSConflict.sce, S4ABSConflict.

sce, S5ABSConflict.sce
�0.4 0.02 Absolute Yes

SSP1-5 Conflict Absolute High S1ABSHiConflict.sce, S2ABSHiConfllict.sce, S3ABSHiConflict.sce,
S4ABSHiConflict.sce, S5ABSHiConflict.sce

�0.8 0.04 Absolute Yes

SSP1-5 Conflict Absolute Low S1ABSLoConflict.sce, S2ABSLoConflict.sce, S3ABSLoConflict.sce,
S4ABSLoConflict.sce, S5ABSLoConflict.sce

�0.02 0.01 Absolute Yes
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sented in the main findings of the paper and the four used for
model calibration, described in a footnote).

In the IFs system the baseline model behavior includes conflict
and no-conflict scenarios that each have independent effects on
economic growth, dynamically calculated through the economic
module described in the manuscript. This is distinct from the treat-
ment of the SSP scenarios which do not include a direct relation-
ship with a no-conflict scenario (they are taken directly from
Dellink et al. (2017) which explicitly state that they do not include
conflict dynamics). Because of this, there are IFs conflict and no-

conflict scenarios with alternative sensitivity, while the SSPs only
include conflict related scenarios in the sensitivity analysis.

Baseline model behavior

The model results shown below include graphs and tables that
describe core behavior for variables measuring average economic
output, its distribution, and the effects that these variables have
on the future distribution of poverty. The results show a broader

Fig. 10. All scenarios for global GDP per capita at PPP.
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range of possible outcomes than described in the manuscript with
some more extreme scenarios suggesting that conflict could
increase the number of people in extreme poverty by over half a
billion before the end of the time horizon, though these are a small
handful (a total of three scenarios) of the total tested. Results also

suggest that the IFs Conflict scenario (labeled as CPConflict in the
graphs below) produces results that are generally in the middle
of the broader distribution (this scenario is highlighted in dark
black in all graphs below with a square marker).

Table 10
All scenarios for GDP per capita at PPP (2011$).

2022 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

ICE 16.2 18.73 21.7 24.79 28.41 33.11
CPConflict 16.1 17.84 19.96 22.62 25.97 30.48
ICEHi 16.15 18.26 20.77 23.55 26.9 31.38
CPHiConflict 16.1 17.81 19.89 22.44 25.62 29.97
ICELo 16.25 19.2 22.64 26.08 29.95 34.9
CPLoConflict 16.1 17.86 20.02 22.82 26.32 31.02
S1 18.62 25.05 35.01 45.84 57.55 70.7
S1Conflict 18.5 24.17 33.37 43.46 54.43 66.86
S1HiConflict 18.39 23.3 31.73 41.08 51.32 63.02
S1LoConflict 18.56 24.61 34.19 44.65 55.99 68.78
S1ABS 16.53 21.87 29.97 38.5 47.5 57.48
S1ABSConflic 16.44 21.16 28.65 36.61 45.06 54.51
S1ABSHiConfl 16.34 20.44 27.32 34.72 42.61 51.53
S1ABSLoConfl 16.48 21.52 29.31 37.55 46.28 56
S2 18.26 22.67 28.12 34.01 40.9 49.44
S2Conflict 18.14 21.81 26.62 32.02 38.45 46.49
S2HiConflict 18.02 20.95 25.13 30.04 36 43.53
S2LoConflict 18.2 22.24 27.37 33.02 39.68 47.96
S2ABS 16.13 19.75 24.12 28.75 34.08 40.63
S2ABSConflic 16.03 19.05 22.93 27.18 32.16 38.34
S2ABSHiConfl 15.94 18.36 21.73 25.61 30.24 36.05
S2ABSLoConfl 16.08 19.4 23.53 27.96 33.12 39.48
S3 17.91 20.81 22.99 24.3 25.32 26.65
S3Conflict 17.77 19.82 21.28 22.08 22.71 23.65
S3HiConflict 17.64 18.83 19.57 19.86 20.09 20.66
S3LoConflict 17.84 20.32 22.14 23.19 24.01 25.15
S3ABS 15.69 18 19.63 20.49 21.13 22
S3ABSConflic 15.58 17.2 18.26 18.75 19.09 19.68
S3ABSHiConfl 15.47 16.4 16.9 17 17.05 17.37
S3ABSLoConfl 15.64 17.6 18.95 19.62 20.11 20.84
S4 18.22 22.68 27.91 32.44 36.65 40.94
S4Conflict 18.09 21.65 26.03 29.89 33.51 37.26
S4HiConflict 17.96 20.63 24.16 27.34 30.38 33.58
S4LoConflict 18.16 22.17 26.97 31.17 35.08 39.1
S4ABS 16.06 19.74 24 27.61 30.92 34.27
S4ABSConflic 15.95 18.9 22.49 25.57 28.43 31.37
S4ABSHiConfl 15.84 18.07 20.97 23.52 25.95 28.47
S4ABSLoConfl 16.01 19.32 23.24 26.59 29.68 32.82
S5 18.94 27.17 41.27 57.47 76.25 98.89
S5Conflict 18.82 26.26 39.42 54.63 72.4 93.98
S5HiConflict 18.71 25.35 37.56 51.8 68.56 89.07
S5LoConflict 18.88 26.72 40.34 56.05 74.33 96.44
S5ABS 16.87 23.76 35.3 48.23 63.02 80.78
S5ABSConflic 16.77 23.02 33.82 46 60.04 77
S5ABSHiConfl 16.67 22.27 32.33 43.77 57.05 73.23
S5ABSLoConfl 16.82 23.39 34.56 47.12 61.53 78.89
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Fig. 11. All scenarios for the Gini coefficient for income inequality.
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Table 11
All scenarios for Gini coefficient for income inequality.

2022 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

ICE 0.378 0.378 0.374 0.366 0.359 0.351
CPConflict 0.38 0.397 0.399 0.392 0.383 0.373
ICEHi 0.377 0.378 0.374 0.367 0.36 0.352
CPHiConflict 0.383 0.416 0.424 0.417 0.405 0.394
ICELo 0.378 0.379 0.374 0.366 0.359 0.35
CPLoConflict 0.379 0.387 0.386 0.379 0.371 0.362
S1 0.378 0.373 0.359 0.338 0.321 0.306
S1Conflict 0.38 0.384 0.374 0.353 0.335 0.318
S1HiConflict 0.382 0.395 0.389 0.368 0.349 0.331
S1LoConflict 0.379 0.379 0.367 0.346 0.328 0.312
S1ABS 0.412 0.406 0.39 0.367 0.347 0.33
S1ABSConflic 0.414 0.418 0.406 0.383 0.362 0.343
S1ABSHiConfl 0.416 0.429 0.422 0.399 0.376 0.357
S1ABSLoConfl 0.413 0.412 0.398 0.375 0.354 0.337
S2 0.383 0.385 0.383 0.378 0.371 0.363
S2Conflict 0.385 0.398 0.401 0.397 0.39 0.382
S2HiConflict 0.387 0.411 0.419 0.417 0.409 0.4
S2LoConflict 0.384 0.392 0.392 0.388 0.38 0.373
S2ABS 0.425 0.428 0.425 0.419 0.411 0.402
S2ABSConflic 0.427 0.442 0.445 0.441 0.432 0.422
S2ABSHiConfl 0.429 0.456 0.465 0.462 0.453 0.443
S2ABSLoConfl 0.426 0.435 0.435 0.43 0.421 0.412
S3 0.387 0.397 0.405 0.413 0.421 0.43
S3Conflict 0.389 0.412 0.429 0.442 0.454 0.465
S3HiConflict 0.392 0.428 0.453 0.471 0.486 0.5
S3LoConflict 0.388 0.405 0.417 0.427 0.437 0.447
S3ABS 0.437 0.449 0.459 0.468 0.478 0.488
S3ABSConflic 0.44 0.467 0.486 0.501 0.515 0.529
S3ABSHiConfl 0.442 0.484 0.514 0.534 0.552 0.569
S3ABSLoConfl 0.438 0.458 0.472 0.485 0.497 0.508
S4 0.389 0.404 0.416 0.424 0.428 0.427
S4Conflict 0.392 0.419 0.44 0.452 0.458 0.458
S4HiConflict 0.394 0.434 0.463 0.479 0.488 0.489
S4LoConflict 0.39 0.411 0.428 0.438 0.443 0.443
S4ABS 0.442 0.459 0.473 0.482 0.486 0.485
S4ABSConflic 0.445 0.476 0.5 0.514 0.52 0.521
S4ABSHiConfl 0.447 0.494 0.527 0.545 0.555 0.557
S4ABSLoConfl 0.443 0.467 0.487 0.498 0.503 0.503
S5 0.377 0.371 0.358 0.335 0.321 0.31
S5Conflict 0.379 0.382 0.373 0.349 0.334 0.323
S5HiConflict 0.381 0.393 0.388 0.364 0.348 0.335
S5LoConflict 0.378 0.377 0.365 0.342 0.328 0.317
S5ABS 0.411 0.403 0.387 0.361 0.345 0.333
S5ABSConflic 0.413 0.415 0.403 0.377 0.359 0.346
S5ABSHiConfl 0.415 0.427 0.419 0.392 0.373 0.358
S5ABSLoConfl 0.412 0.409 0.395 0.369 0.352 0.339
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Fig. 12. All scenarios for millions living on less than $1.90 per day at PPP (2011$).
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Table 12
All scenarios for population living on less than $1.90 per day at PPP (2011$).

2022 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

ICE 727.8 590.2 462.7 339.5 209.5 114
CPConflict 757.8 738.3 660.1 504.4 327.1 168.1
ICEHi 733.1 617.8 504.3 380.9 243.4 128.7
CPHiConflict 772.7 839.7 801.6 626 419.6 229.3
ICELo 721.7 566.4 430.6 309.5 186.6 104.6
CPLoConflict 750.8 693.6 599.7 451.9 284.7 141.3
S1 488.7 219.3 73.45 21 7.794 3.694
S1Conflict 508.1 279.3 101.5 28.94 10.43 5.009
S1HiConflict 528.9 374.2 156.7 46.41 15.94 7.129
S1LoConflict 498.2 245.6 85.21 24.32 8.94 4.297
S1ABS 904.2 416.1 167.5 60.42 18.56 6.071
S1ABSConflic 939.1 519.1 225.5 81.27 25.68 8.584
S1ABSHiConfl 975.7 668.5 335.7 122.8 40.69 13.69
S1ABSLoConfl 921.4 462 192.1 69.36 21.59 7.173
S2 535.9 331.9 195.3 97.55 42.2 21.01
S2Conflict 559.5 443.7 297.7 163.2 79.98 46.49
S2HiConflict 584.8 613 499.1 318.6 178.2 116.4
S2LoConflict 547.5 381.8 237.5 123.3 56.26 30.2
S2ABS 981.2 600.6 402.7 246.9 126.8 67.83
S2ABSConflic 1,021 778 600.2 396.6 224.1 135.5
S2ABSHiConfl 1,064 1,012 913.5 673.7 411 272.5
S2ABSLoConfl 1,001 682 488.2 308.7 166 94.83
S3 586.1 482.8 465.2 438.7 376.8 305.9
S3Conflict 614.5 668.8 764.1 815.2 777.5 725.4
S3HiConflict 644.9 934.6 1,260 1,497 1,574 1,567
S3LoConflict 600.1 566.3 592.5 594.7 542.2 475.1
S3ABS 1,060 831.3 852.2 916.7 870.6 776.8
S3ABSConflic 1,107 1,096 1,288 1,494 1,491 1,467
S3ABSHiConfl 1,155 1,415 1,856 2,291 2,488 2,545
S3ABSLoConfl 1,083 955.7 1,051 1,175 1,145 1,073
S4 588 488.4 489 473.7 402.4 302.6
S4Conflict 614.7 655 746 779.5 714.1 587.6
S4HiConflict 643.1 889.3 1,149 1,285 1,262 1,132
S4LoConflict 601.1 564.2 601.5 605.4 533 419.1
S4ABS 1,051 820.6 854.8 915.5 876.5 757.1
S4ABSConflic 1,093 1,055 1,221 1,367 1,366 1,255
S4ABSHiConfl 1,138 1,340 1,697 1,969 2,023 1,964
S4ABSLoConfl 1,072 930.5 1,023 1,120 1,097 975.2
S5 475.1 181 47.64 12.37 5.514 3.954
S5Conflict 493.9 231.6 67.77 16.71 7.024 4.897
S5HiConflict 514.1 313.4 111.2 27.72 10.26 6.24
S5LoConflict 484.3 203.5 55.81 14.14 6.181 4.398
S5ABS 880.8 355.6 114 30.19 8.913 4.315
S5ABSConflic 914.7 442.9 156.7 41.86 12.14 5.596
S5ABSHiConfl 950.3 573.4 240.5 68.2 20.04 8.119
S5ABSLoConfl 897.6 394.8 131.8 35.03 10.27 4.89
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Fig. 13. All scenarios for the marginal effect of conflict on poverty in millions of people on less than $1.90 per day at PPP (2011$).
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Appendix: $3.20 and $5.50 Results

Table 13
All scenarios for increase in poverty driven by conflict.

2022 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

CPConflict-ICE 29.99 148.2 197.4 164.9 117.7 54.06
CPHiConflict-ICEHi 39.6 221.9 297.3 245.1 176.2 100.6
CPLoConflict-ICELo 29.18 127.2 169.2 142.5 98.1 36.61
S1Conflict-S1 19.46 60.04 28.03 7.942 2.637 1.315
S1HiConflict-S1 40.25 155 83.27 25.41 8.15 3.435
S1LoConflict-S1 9.551 26.36 11.76 3.322 1.147 0.603
S1ABSConflic-S1ABS 34.91 103 57.95 20.84 7.125 2.514
S1ABSHiConfl-S1ABS 71.57 252.4 168.1 62.34 22.13 7.616
S1ABSLoConfl-S1ABS 17.28 45.9 24.52 8.939 3.034 1.102
S2Conflict-S2 23.63 111.8 102.5 65.65 37.77 25.48
S2HiConflict-S2 48.94 281.2 303.9 221 136 95.37
S2LoConflict-S2 11.61 49.9 42.27 25.76 14.06 9.189
S2ABSConflic-S2ABS 40.08 177.4 197.4 149.7 97.33 67.63
S2ABSHiConfl-S2ABS 82.63 411.9 510.8 426.8 284.2 204.6
S2ABSLoConfl-S2ABS 19.84 81.43 85.48 61.74 39.19 27.01
S3Conflict-S3 28.33 186 298.9 376.5 400.7 419.5
S3HiConflict-S3 58.73 451.8 795.2 1,058 1,197 1,261
S3LoConflict-S3 13.92 83.52 127.3 156 165.4 169.2
S3ABSConflic-S3ABS 46.75 265.1 435.6 576.8 620.4 690
S3ABSHiConfl-S3ABS 94.47 583.4 1,004 1,374 1,617 1,768
S3ABSLoConfl-S3ABS 22.86 124.3 198.8 258.6 274.6 296
S4Conflict-S4 26.63 166.6 257.1 305.8 311.7 285
S4HiConflict-S4 55.02 400.9 659.8 811.4 859.2 829.5
S4LoConflict-S4 13.09 75.8 112.5 131.7 130.6 116.4
S4ABSConflic-S4ABS 42.48 234.5 366.5 451.7 489.3 498.3
S4ABSHiConfl-S4ABS 87.38 519.8 842 1,054 1,146 1,207
S4ABSLoConfl-S4ABS 21.04 109.9 167.7 204.9 220.1 218.1
S5Conflict-S5 18.82 50.67 20.13 4.345 1.511 0.942
S5HiConflict-S5 38.98 132.4 63.56 15.36 4.744 2.286
S5LoConflict-S5 9.251 22.48 8.168 1.772 0.667 0.444
S5ABSConflic-S5ABS 33.94 87.3 42.71 11.66 3.23 1.281
S5ABSHiConfl-S5ABS 69.54 217.8 126.5 38 11.13 3.804
S5ABSLoConfl-S5ABS 16.75 39.22 17.75 4.838 1.356 0.575

Table 14
Millions of people living on less than $3.20 per day by scenario and region due to intrastate conflict.

World IFs SSP1 SSP2 SSP3 SSP4 SSP5 Africa IFs SSP1 SSP2 SSP3 SSP4 SSP5

2030 296.1 177.3 261.5 341.9 300.9 155.2 2030 56.34 46.85 58.01 68.7 63.88 42.96
2050 383.2 38.64 217.6 684.4 519.9 24.98 2050 175.6 18.07 65.47 173.7 165.6 9.1
2070 179.3 4.251 100.9 783.7 544.8 2.609 2070 97.88 2.297 14.7 218.8 235 0.97
Americas IFs SSP1 SSP2 SSP3 SSP4 SSP5 Asia IFs SSP1 SSP2 SSP3 SSP4 SSP5
2030 8.268 4.683 6.523 9.382 9.533 3.848 2030 230.9 125.5 196.6 263.1 226.8 108.1
2050 9.612 2.025 5.797 21.62 17.25 1.336 2050 197.5 18.47 146 488.1 335.9 14.52
2070 7.116 0.795 2.997 27.83 18.85 0.811 2070 74.15 1.146 83.12 535.6 289.5 0.825
Europe IFs SSP1 SSP2 SSP3 SSP4 SSP5 Oceania IFs SSP1 SSP2 SSP3 SSP4 SSP5
2030 0.655 0.219 0.325 0.541 0.515 0.166 2030 0.009 0.052 0.075 0.093 0.099 0.055
2050 0.408 0.054 0.189 0.824 0.814 0.026 2050 0.046 0.012 0.071 0.234 0.281 0.006
2070 0.261 0.011 0.076 1.319 1.266 0.002 2070 �0.052 0.001 0.008 0.182 0.226 0.001
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Appendix: Results by country

Table 15
Millions of people living on less than $5.50 per day by scenario and region due to intrastate conflict.

World IFs SSP1 SSP2 SSP3 SSP4 SSP5 Africa IFs SSP1 SSP2 SSP3 SSP4 SSP5

2030 303.3 253.2 303.4 339.2 306.8 232.5 2030 30.31 42.95 44.91 47.88 42.83 42.73
2050 593 144.9 404.9 745.3 557.1 101.4 2050 192.4 41.89 102.3 156.4 128.6 24.98
2070 396.4 21.65 226.4 980.6 689.5 12.99 2070 174.3 6.385 38.49 278.9 247 2.78
Americas IFs SSP1 SSP2 SSP3 SSP4 SSP5 Asia IFs SSP1 SSP2 SSP3 SSP4 SSP5
2030 14.44 8.541 11 14.15 14.46 7.586 2030 254.4 200.6 246.2 275.1 247.7 181.4
2050 20.72 4.693 12.11 32.64 25.13 3.03 2050 376.9 97.99 289.7 553.7 401.2 73.31
2070 17.82 1.6 6.321 43.69 25.6 1.179 2070 202.3 13.6 181.2 654.6 414.4 9.014
Europe IFs SSP1 SSP2 SSP3 SSP4 SSP5 Oceania IFs SSP1 SSP2 SSP3 SSP4 SSP5
2030 4.176 1.006 1.217 1.978 1.691 0.649 2030 0.008 0.067 0.085 0.099 0.102 0.076
2050 2.909 0.249 0.675 2.268 1.805 0.101 2050 0.072 0.046 0.162 0.331 0.355 0.027
2070 2.153 0.064 0.308 2.924 2.13 0.014 2070 �0.121 0.002 0.037 0.365 0.384 0.001

Table 16
Probability of intrastate conflict by country and year for IFs Current Path scenario, 2022, 2030, 2040, 2050, 2060 and 2070.

2022 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Afghanistan 0.998 0.975 0.903 0.864 0.822 0.766
Albania 0 0 0 0 0 0
Algeria 0.351 0.322 0.304 0.184 0.131 0.124
Angola 0.262 0.253 0.24 0.201 0.056 0
Argentina 0 0 0 0 0 0
Armenia 0 0 0 0 0 0
Australia 0 0 0 0 0 0
Austria 0 0 0 0 0 0
Azerbaijan 0 0 0 0 0 0.003
Bahrain 0 0 0 0 0.017 0.051
Bangladesh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Belarus 0.025 0.007 0.038 0.04 0.067 0.094
Belgium 0 0 0 0 0 0
Benin 0.0001 0 0 0 0 0
Bhutan 0.005 0 0 0 0 0
Bolivia 0.012 0 0 0 0 0
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0 0 0 0 0 0
Botswana 0 0 0 0 0 0
Brazil 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bulgaria 0 0 0 0 0 0
Burkina Faso 0.002 0 0 0 0 0
Burundi 0.365 0.312 0.269 0.201 0.05 0.014
Cabo Verde 0.027 0 0 0 0 0
Cambodia 0.026 0 0 0 0 0
Cameroon 0.004 0 0 0 0 0
Canada 0 0 0 0 0 0
Central African Republic 0.677 0.658 0.554 0.406 0.37 0.314
Chad 0.334 0.287 0.242 0.183 0.122 0.052
Chile 0 0 0 0 0 0
China 0.378 0.379 0.396 0.404 0.425 0.44
Colombia 0.958 0.874 0.822 0.804 0.785 0.772
Comoros 0.005 0 0 0 0 0
Congo 0.13 0.098 0.086 0.067 0.054 0.003
Congo, Dem. Republic of the 0.995 0.981 0.961 0.94 0.923 0.814
Costa Rica 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cote D’Ivoire 0.244 0.212 0.066 0.027 0 0
Croatia 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cuba 0 0 0.017 0.037 0.06 0.074
Cyprus 0 0 0 0 0 0
Czech Republic 0 0 0 0 0 0
Denmark 0 0 0 0 0 0
Djibouti 0.009 0 0 0 0 0
Dominican Republic 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ecuador 0.009 0.003 0 0 0 0
Egypt 0.42 0.39 0.353 0.331 0.315 0.269
El Salvador 0.006 0 0 0 0 0
Equatorial Guinea 0 0 0.006 0.019 0.03 0.035
Eritrea 0.035 0.023 0.008 0 0.004 0
Estonia 0 0 0 0 0 0
Eswatini 0.01 0.002 0 0 0 0
Ethiopia 0.656 0.634 0.606 0.554 0.486 0.182
Fiji 0.003 0 0 0 0 0
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Table 16 (continued)

2022 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Finland 0 0 0 0 0 0
France 0 0 0 0 0 0
Gabon 0 0 0 0 0 0
Gambia 0.017 0 0 0 0 0
Georgia 0 0 0 0 0 0
Germany 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ghana 0.006 0 0 0 0 0
Greece 0 0 0 0 0 0
Guatemala 0.001 0 0 0 0 0
Guinea 0.099 0 0 0 0 0
Guinea Bissau 0.116 0.059 0.029 0 0 0
Guyana 0 0 0 0 0 0
Haiti 0.023 0 0 0 0 0
Honduras 0.033 0 0 0 0 0
Hungary 0 0 0 0 0 0
India 0.978 0.936 0.795 0.481 0.47 0.466
Indonesia 0.373 0.319 0.263 0.238 0.228 0.227
Iran 0 0 0 0 0 0
Iraq 0.786 0.738 0.695 0.641 0.592 0.546
Ireland 0.004 0 0 0 0 0
Israel 0.99 0.983 0.966 0.913 0.887 0.871
Italy 0 0 0 0 0 0
Jamaica 0.004 0 0 0 0 0
Japan 0 0 0 0 0 0
Jordan 0.001 0 0 0 0 0
Kazakhstan 0 0 0.042 0.022 0.032 0.03
Kenya 0.01 0 0 0 0 0
Korea, Dem. People’s Republic 0.006 0 0.009 0.033 0.046 0.065
Korea, Republic of 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kosovo 0.08 0.054 0.061 0.052 0.036 0.041
Kuwait 0 0.002 0.019 0.007 0.025 0.05
Kyrgyzstan 0.044 0 0 0 0 0
Lao People’s Dem. Republic 0.002 0 0 0 0 0
Latvia 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lebanon 0.105 0.103 0.059 0 0 0
Lesotho 0.069 0 0 0 0 0
Liberia 0.225 0 0 0 0 0
Libya 0.242 0.233 0.232 0.218 0.237 0.228
Lithuania 0 0 0 0 0 0
Luxembourg 0 0 0 0 0 0
Macedonia, North 0 0 0 0 0 0
Madagascar 0.083 0 0 0 0 0
Malawi 0.01 0 0 0 0 0
Malaysia 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mali 0.313 0.277 0.22 0 0 0
Mauritania 0.011 0 0 0 0 0
Mauritius 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mexico 0.53 0.485 0.436 0.397 0.383 0.37
Moldova, Republic of 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mongolia 0.012 0 0 0 0 0
Montenegro 0 0 0 0 0 0
Morocco 0.004 0 0 0 0 0
Mozambique 0.028 0.001 0 0 0 0
Myanmar 0.991 0.948 0.887 0.879 0.865 0.855
Namibia 0.001 0 0 0 0 0
Nepal 0.482 0.384 0.261 0.221 0.076 0.053
Netherlands 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Zealand 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nicaragua 0.002 0 0 0 0 0
Niger 0.044 0.037 0.011 0 0 0
Nigeria 0.607 0.598 0.56 0.418 0.359 0.245
Norway 0 0 0 0 0 0
Oman 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pakistan 0.731 0.675 0.632 0.592 0.552 0.491
Panama 0 0 0 0 0 0
Papua New Guinea 0.02 0 0 0 0 0
Paraguay 0 0 0 0 0 0
Peru 0.002 0 0 0 0 0
Philippines 0.983 0.939 0.84 0.744 0.713 0.692
Poland 0 0 0 0 0 0
Portugal 0 0 0 0 0 0
Qatar 0 0 0 0 0 0
Romania 0 0 0 0 0 0
Russian Federation 0.851 0.852 0.864 0.822 0.824 0.826
Rwanda 0.139 0.071 0.051 0.003 0 0

(continued on next page)

J.D. Moyer World Development 165 (2023) 106188

23



Table 16 (continued)

2022 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Saudi Arabia 0 0 0.001 0 0.006 0.028
Senegal 0.088 0.068 0.03 0 0 0
Serbia 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sierra Leone 0.219 0 0 0 0 0
Singapore 0 0 0 0 0 0
Slovakia 0 0 0 0 0 0
Slovenia 0 0 0 0 0 0
Solomon Islands 0.168 0.025 0.024 0 0 0
Somalia 1 0.992 0.936 0.893 0.832 0.58
South Africa 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spain 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sri Lanka 0.59 0.524 0.416 0.378 0.368 0.355
Sudan 1 0.992 0.97 0.959 0.95 0.827
Suriname 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sweden 0 0 0 0 0 0
Switzerland 0 0 0 0 0 0
Syrian Arab Republic 0.405 0.337 0.306 0.316 0.322 0.322
Taiwan 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tajikistan 0.078 0 0.005 0 0 0
Tanzania 0 0 0 0 0 0
Thailand 0.7 0.693 0.683 0.655 0.631 0.606
Timor-Leste 0.115 0 0 0 0 0
Togo 0.001 0.001 0 0 0 0
Trinidad and Tobago 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tunisia 0.055 0.016 0 0 0 0
Turkey 0.845 0.836 0.828 0.823 0.79 0.756
Turkmenistan 0 0 0.005 0 0 0.008
Uganda 0.435 0.399 0.325 0.257 0.088 0
Ukraine 1 0.041 0.029 0 0 0
United Arab Emirates 0 0 0 0 0 0.013
United Kingdom 0 0 0 0 0 0
United States of America 0 0 0 0 0 0
Uruguay 0 0 0 0 0 0
Uzbekistan 0 0 0 0 0 0
Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic 0.114 0.043 0.04 0.012 0 0
Viet Nam 0 0 0 0 0.012 0.032
Yemen 0.75 0.601 0.551 0.512 0.473 0.433
Zambia 0.019 0 0 0 0 0
Zimbabwe 0.045 0 0 0 0 0

Table 17
GDP per capita at PPP (2011$) by country and year for IFs Current Path scenario, 2022, 2030, 2040, 2050, 2060 and 2070.

2022 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Afghanistan 1.84 2.108 2.595 3.426 4.67 6.583
Albania 12.63 14.5 17.85 22.83 28.89 35.93
Algeria 13.29 13.44 14.17 15.22 16.91 18.15
Angola 5.473 5.988 7.116 8.895 11.46 14.87
Argentina 17.53 18.7 20.1 21.48 22.7 23.85
Armenia 10.38 12.3 15.02 17.89 20.78 24.68
Australia 49.93 57.18 67.44 78.29 89.26 101.7
Austria 45.9 48.74 50.76 54.72 60.32 69.88
Azerbaijan 15.04 17.41 21.31 24.98 28.54 32.98
Bahrain 45.74 46.89 44.63 40.68 37.69 36.92
Bangladesh 4.221 5.392 7.182 9.486 12.28 15.64
Belarus 15.82 17.33 19 20.84 23.3 26.96
Belgium 45.1 49.92 55.42 62.84 72.05 83.03
Benin 3.092 3.711 5.217 8.006 12.86 20.44
Bhutan 8.316 9.405 9.962 10.74 11.79 13.59
Bolivia 6.535 7.436 9.223 11.78 15.03 19.22
Bosnia and Herzegovina 13.39 15.51 19.22 23.55 30 37.48
Botswana 16.68 18.97 22.82 27.56 33.97 42.69
Brazil 14.28 15.44 16.97 18.62 20.15 21.59
Bulgaria 19.4 22.46 24.67 25.91 27.48 29.95
Burkina Faso 2.028 2.45 3.333 4.799 7.094 10.36
Burundi 0.619 0.701 0.865 1.186 1.842 2.815
Cabo Verde 6.106 7.305 8.683 10.26 12.25 14.93
Cambodia 3.763 4.712 6.49 9.121 12.48 16.61
Cameroon 3.371 3.733 4.332 5.283 6.665 8.479
Canada 46.06 49.98 55.29 61.96 68.9 77.5
Central African Republic 0.825 0.943 1.159 1.604 2.484 3.989
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Table 17 (continued)

2022 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Chad 1.622 1.83 2.295 3.247 5.009 8.006
Chile 23.01 24.66 26.77 29.36 32.11 36.31
China 17.64 22.42 28.5 35.23 43.41 55.17
Colombia 13.98 15.55 17.51 19.47 21.56 24.01
Comoros 2.493 2.774 3.362 4.34 5.86 8.117
Congo 3.749 4.582 6.5 9.672 15.44 24.44
Congo, Dem. Republic of the 0.9 1.198 2.005 3.617 6.333 10.46
Costa Rica 16.44 18.62 22.28 27.17 33.15 40.15
Cote D’Ivoire 5.327 6.415 8.634 12.05 16.89 23.15
Croatia 25.3 29.45 34.7 41.51 49.49 58.6
Cuba 18.81 20.04 21.35 23.62 25.89 28.6
Cyprus 35.34 37.92 42.23 47.16 52.08 60.35
Czech Republic 33.35 36.58 38.9 40.17 43.44 49.15
Denmark 52.37 58.93 68.29 82.44 98.1 115.2
Djibouti 3.717 4.659 6.304 8.212 10.19 12.17
Dominican Republic 16.8 19.75 24.57 30.05 36.75 44.72
Ecuador 9.656 10.29 11.29 12.45 13.57 14.88
Egypt 11.08 12.48 14.99 17.93 21.19 24.61
El Salvador 7.39 8.491 10.46 12.56 14.61 16.61
Equatorial Guinea 16.41 15.09 17.18 19.27 21.62 24.28
Eritrea 1.292 1.721 2.872 5.223 9.587 15.87
Estonia 32.6 35.34 42.8 53.13 68.3 87.69
Eswatini 8.98 10.44 13.61 17.85 23.33 29.86
Ethiopia 1.895 2.425 3.576 5.573 8.736 13.61
Fiji 8.809 10.72 12.86 15.64 19.16 23.47
Finland 43.67 46.76 51.07 57.93 66.94 78.39
France 40.96 43.76 46.84 51.84 58.92 67.77
Gabon 14.9 15.5 16.67 18.18 20.34 23.39
Gambia 2.32 2.756 3.51 4.986 7.114 10.1
Georgia 11.83 14.31 17.24 20.35 24.2 29.78
Germany 45.77 48.95 52.14 57.75 65.01 75.36
Ghana 4.358 5.285 7.19 10.41 15.63 23.02
Greece 25.77 28.22 31.28 35.36 42.31 51.05
Guatemala 8 8.9 10.68 12.82 14.95 16.96
Guinea 2.444 2.822 3.484 4.512 5.848 7.537
Guinea Bissau 1.529 1.743 2.222 3.117 4.672 7.43
Guyana 28.57 57.96 79.83 91.26 100.9 109.1
Haiti 2.677 2.934 3.429 4.243 5.432 7.079
Honduras 4.574 5.281 6.761 8.816 11.45 14.82
Hungary 30.08 34.05 37.78 42.44 47.71 54.21
India 6.823 8.596 11.31 15.3 19.94 24.84
Indonesia 12.16 13.66 15.1 16.46 18.01 19.94
Iran 16.97 17.54 18.11 17.7 17.46 18.41
Iraq 14.83 16.72 20.51 26.02 32.44 40.89
Ireland 90.73 114.2 132 145.8 161.1 172.9
Israel 38.39 45.99 57.68 72.13 88.63 105.6
Italy 36.09 39.64 43.06 48.14 55.57 65.71
Jamaica 7.924 8.591 9.546 10.96 12.75 15.06
Japan 40.78 45.49 49.4 54.16 61.28 71.12
Jordan 8.304 9.219 10.12 11.28 12.9 14.67
Kazakhstan 23.76 27.21 31.61 35.53 40.35 46.44
Kenya 3.296 3.902 5.112 7.089 9.873 13.19
Korea, Dem. People’s Republic 2.18 2.323 2.589 3.026 3.65 4.699
Korea, Republic of 40.71 46.65 53.58 63.18 76.22 91.69
Kosovo 11.02 12.77 15.59 18.84 22.8 28.49
Kuwait 58.96 57.57 50.74 42.76 38.4 35.17
Kyrgyzstan 3.581 3.937 4.39 5.019 5.859 7.069
Lao People’s Dem. Republic 5.987 7.525 10.85 15.78 22.43 30.79
Latvia 27.02 31.21 37.37 48.35 62.77 83.16
Lebanon 8.716 9.337 11.1 13.07 14.39 15.59
Lesotho 2.336 2.654 3.243 4.118 5.315 6.861
Liberia 1.114 1.333 1.85 2.945 5.056 8.861
Libya 36.27 45.09 54.29 62.74 75.44 89.21
Lithuania 33.97 39.8 52.74 68.7 85.65 104.8
Luxembourg 100.9 103.2 103.6 105.6 108.3 110.9
Macedonia, North 13.72 15.47 17.67 20.17 23.34 27.99
Madagascar 1.58 1.748 2.057 2.538 3.289 4.297
Malawi 1.174 1.467 2.14 3.396 5.569 8.877
Malaysia 27.09 30.61 33.81 36.85 39.58 44.52
Mali 1.958 2.203 2.687 3.638 5.238 7.614
Mauritania 4.776 5.3 6.102 7.39 9.238 11.62
Mauritius 19.58 21.87 23.31 25.9 29.05 32.57
Mexico 16.86 17.46 18.06 18.74 19.28 19.72
Moldova, Republic of 9.571 11 13.07 14.61 15.98 18.54
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Table 17 (continued)

2022 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Mongolia 11.46 14.37 18.64 24.27 31.06 41.09
Montenegro 16.96 18.63 20.93 24.34 29.01 36.46
Morocco 7.458 8.279 9.436 10.79 12.49 14.79
Mozambique 1.239 1.55 2.191 3.333 5.103 7.587
Myanmar 4.095 4.767 5.332 5.947 6.598 7.388
Namibia 8.52 9.914 12.98 18.66 27.25 38.78
Nepal 3.144 3.717 4.628 5.931 7.628 9.791
Netherlands 53 57.07 63.15 72.92 83.2 93.92
New Zealand 40.89 47.01 55.04 65.75 77.08 89.27
Nicaragua 5.219 5.498 6.174 6.887 7.826 9.122
Niger 1.316 1.617 2.165 3.178 4.807 7.205
Nigeria 4.84 5.262 6.284 8.107 11.2 15.55
Norway 71.03 79.66 88.04 99.72 112.6 127.1
Oman 39.77 39.57 39.19 35.96 33.42 34.96
Pakistan 4.748 5.129 5.825 6.924 8.451 10.46
Panama 21.37 24.21 27.5 30.77 34.11 39.65
Papua New Guinea 3.943 4.619 5.717 7.293 9.215 11.29
Paraguay 12.11 13.34 15.05 16.92 18.57 20.36
Peru 12.26 13.68 15.48 17.45 19.67 22.19
Philippines 8.014 9.673 11.9 14.88 18.21 21.88
Poland 30.05 34.55 41.89 50.25 58.96 70.97
Portugal 29.38 31.71 34.19 38.36 45.4 54.5
Qatar 117.9 124.7 124.1 112.4 99.06 96.58
Romania 25.35 28.99 32.26 35.25 38.48 44.76
Russian Federation 22.28 24.46 27.05 29.09 30.09 32
Rwanda 2.069 2.706 4.019 6.302 9.757 14.11
Saudi Arabia 55.01 55.98 54.96 52.17 50.41 50.13
Senegal 3.355 4.346 6.024 8.698 12.5 17.46
Serbia 17.29 20.08 23.7 27.57 31.7 36.97
Sierra Leone 1.384 1.59 2.036 2.84 4.203 6.453
Singapore 97.7 111.4 123.2 133.2 140.8 151
Slovakia 30.77 34.56 37.27 39.21 41.4 45.58
Slovenia 35.1 39.89 45.59 51.24 59.99 72.85
Solomon Islands 2.182 2.511 3.133 3.928 5.111 6.762
Somalia 0.969 1.164 1.784 3.301 6.653 13.9
South Africa 12.81 13.39 14.22 15.05 15.75 16.6
Spain 34.97 39.02 40.84 42.73 47.77 55.13
Sri Lanka 11.57 12.99 15.23 18.11 21.89 26.49
Sudan 3.31 3.467 3.671 4.097 4.744 5.608
Suriname 11.06 12.14 12.96 14.37 16.22 18.61
Sweden 51.26 59.92 71.1 84.3 98.13 115.3
Switzerland 64.8 70.24 77.59 87.25 98.71 113.2
Syrian Arab Republic 4.381 3.692 3.54 3.573 3.686 3.93
Taiwan 41.6 47.13 54.95 62.16 70.57 80.1
Tajikistan 3.671 4.313 5.919 8.2 11.42 15.83
Tanzania 2.818 3.326 4.333 6.001 8.795 13.28
Thailand 16.02 17.77 18.93 20.6 23.24 26.63
Timor-Leste 2.497 2.992 4.141 6.067 9.421 14.13
Togo 1.611 2.028 2.942 4.622 7.662 12.84
Trinidad and Tobago 26.23 28.53 30.7 33.2 35.81 41.81
Tunisia 10.39 11.04 12.13 13.55 15.4 18.04
Turkey 27.02 31.34 37.05 44.18 52.94 61.86
Turkmenistan 16.68 19.09 23.98 29.69 36.83 47.01
Uganda 2.529 3.046 4.262 6.479 9.647 14.33
Ukraine 5.743 6.612 7.241 7.893 8.387 9.144
United Arab Emirates 78.03 82.45 75.08 61.53 49.68 49.34
United Kingdom 41.85 44.36 47.58 52.16 58.25 66.62
United States of America 59.28 64.62 72.41 81.95 91.19 100.8
Uruguay 20.37 23.63 30.25 40.77 53.92 67.96
Uzbekistan 8.443 9.88 12.3 15.12 18.54 23.21
Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic 4.178 4.184 4.416 5.236 6.554 8.218
Viet Nam 6.842 8.638 11.09 13.83 17.05 21.55
Yemen 1.734 1.997 2.472 3.21 4.267 5.819
Zambia 3.494 4.001 4.801 5.706 6.907 8.704
Zimbabwe 2.411 2.806 3.804 5.333 7.831 11.29
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Table 18
Gini coefficient for income inequality by country and year for IFs Current Path scenario, 2022, 2030, 2040, 2050, 2060 and 2070.

2022 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Afghanistan 0.463 0.525 0.564 0.571 0.573 0.57
Albania 0.328 0.323 0.319 0.312 0.305 0.299
Algeria 0.272 0.279 0.275 0.269 0.263 0.256
Angola 0.517 0.544 0.547 0.537 0.521 0.507
Argentina 0.416 0.412 0.403 0.395 0.39 0.385
Armenia 0.336 0.344 0.347 0.349 0.354 0.356
Australia 0.341 0.336 0.33 0.327 0.324 0.322
Austria 0.294 0.29 0.284 0.28 0.278 0.277
Azerbaijan 0.262 0.259 0.249 0.238 0.23 0.222
Bahrain 0.357 0.334 0.302 0.27 0.246 0.23
Bangladesh 0.324 0.319 0.308 0.294 0.277 0.259
Belarus 0.245 0.239 0.229 0.224 0.224 0.228
Belgium 0.273 0.272 0.269 0.269 0.27 0.271
Benin 0.488 0.508 0.526 0.534 0.532 0.525
Bhutan 0.351 0.351 0.359 0.346 0.336 0.325
Bolivia 0.432 0.416 0.4 0.387 0.376 0.366
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.331 0.345 0.351 0.359 0.372 0.358
Botswana 0.525 0.508 0.483 0.466 0.45 0.431
Brazil 0.53 0.525 0.512 0.5 0.489 0.48
Bulgaria 0.403 0.403 0.4 0.397 0.397 0.398
Burkina Faso 0.359 0.381 0.399 0.406 0.405 0.399
Burundi 0.385 0.382 0.369 0.355 0.333 0.314
Cabo Verde 0.428 0.443 0.462 0.481 0.499 0.493
Cambodia 0.444 0.434 0.421 0.407 0.392 0.375
Cameroon 0.466 0.467 0.468 0.466 0.461 0.455
Canada 0.331 0.329 0.327 0.324 0.323 0.323
Central African Republic 0.579 0.636 0.655 0.646 0.636 0.624
Chad 0.433 0.442 0.436 0.42 0.398 0.371
Chile 0.439 0.431 0.421 0.409 0.4 0.391
China 0.385 0.397 0.395 0.381 0.369 0.36
Colombia 0.505 0.539 0.548 0.545 0.539 0.533
Comoros 0.452 0.454 0.452 0.448 0.441 0.431
Congo 0.477 0.469 0.457 0.435 0.415 0.391
Congo, Dem. Republic of the 0.436 0.479 0.486 0.485 0.478 0.461
Costa Rica 0.479 0.472 0.462 0.453 0.444 0.435
Cote D’Ivoire 0.42 0.439 0.437 0.426 0.412 0.4
Croatia 0.301 0.3 0.295 0.292 0.291 0.29
Cuba 0.419 0.422 0.412 0.407 0.401 0.393
Cyprus 0.303 0.294 0.283 0.275 0.269 0.264
Czech Republic 0.25 0.254 0.254 0.254 0.256 0.257
Denmark 0.283 0.277 0.271 0.265 0.261 0.258
Djibouti 0.412 0.409 0.403 0.394 0.382 0.37
Dominican Republic 0.418 0.41 0.4 0.39 0.382 0.373
Ecuador 0.443 0.436 0.425 0.413 0.403 0.397
Egypt 0.324 0.351 0.366 0.373 0.376 0.374
El Salvador 0.374 0.371 0.367 0.364 0.358 0.352
Equatorial Guinea 0.519 0.531 0.517 0.5 0.479 0.456
Eritrea 0.445 0.426 0.397 0.374 0.357 0.338
Estonia 0.302 0.301 0.295 0.291 0.291 0.29
Eswatini 0.531 0.511 0.496 0.483 0.47 0.456
Ethiopia 0.361 0.396 0.408 0.398 0.377 0.348
Fiji 0.364 0.361 0.357 0.354 0.351 0.347
Finland 0.274 0.272 0.268 0.268 0.268 0.27
France 0.315 0.313 0.308 0.306 0.305 0.304
Gabon 0.379 0.383 0.377 0.363 0.361 0.355
Gambia 0.357 0.363 0.368 0.37 0.369 0.366
Georgia 0.368 0.355 0.333 0.317 0.312 0.31
Germany 0.318 0.315 0.312 0.309 0.307 0.307
Ghana 0.434 0.442 0.449 0.45 0.445 0.437
Greece 0.341 0.334 0.326 0.321 0.317 0.317
Guatemala 0.482 0.482 0.478 0.472 0.467 0.462
Guinea 0.342 0.347 0.349 0.344 0.335 0.325
Guinea Bissau 0.504 0.523 0.549 0.574 0.591 0.597
Guyana 0.456 0.413 0.402 0.403 0.393 0.375
Haiti 0.404 0.408 0.411 0.419 0.428 0.435
Honduras 0.498 0.509 0.522 0.536 0.547 0.535
Hungary 0.306 0.305 0.302 0.3 0.299 0.298
India 0.364 0.402 0.408 0.39 0.368 0.35
Indonesia 0.378 0.381 0.371 0.357 0.346 0.336
Iran 0.406 0.402 0.391 0.374 0.363 0.351
Iraq 0.295 0.314 0.312 0.299 0.281 0.263
Ireland 0.307 0.304 0.294 0.289 0.287 0.283
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Table 18 (continued)

2022 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Israel 0.393 0.424 0.43 0.425 0.42 0.415
Italy 0.357 0.354 0.347 0.343 0.34 0.337
Jamaica 0.451 0.449 0.443 0.438 0.432 0.426
Japan 0.326 0.321 0.313 0.306 0.306 0.306
Jordan 0.329 0.309 0.306 0.307 0.308 0.308
Kazakhstan 0.273 0.282 0.278 0.268 0.265 0.263
Kenya 0.398 0.389 0.375 0.364 0.353 0.344
Korea, Dem. People’s Republic 0.387 0.38 0.378 0.378 0.376 0.368
Korea, Republic of 0.304 0.294 0.281 0.271 0.262 0.254
Kosovo 0.287 0.289 0.284 0.283 0.281 0.278
Kuwait 0.375 0.368 0.356 0.344 0.329 0.316
Kyrgyzstan 0.278 0.298 0.307 0.313 0.321 0.323
Lao People’s Dem. Republic 0.382 0.371 0.359 0.34 0.319 0.299
Latvia 0.349 0.343 0.336 0.331 0.331 0.332
Lebanon 0.309 0.293 0.293 0.297 0.299 0.297
Lesotho 0.444 0.446 0.452 0.46 0.467 0.47
Liberia 0.352 0.357 0.366 0.367 0.36 0.354
Libya 0.349 0.331 0.34 0.334 0.332 0.326
Lithuania 0.365 0.359 0.353 0.35 0.351 0.354
Luxembourg 0.344 0.34 0.328 0.321 0.314 0.307
Macedonia, North 0.339 0.334 0.324 0.318 0.315 0.312
Madagascar 0.424 0.433 0.434 0.432 0.436 0.434
Malawi 0.44 0.419 0.407 0.397 0.383 0.369
Malaysia 0.408 0.407 0.402 0.394 0.384 0.376
Mali 0.324 0.344 0.366 0.378 0.382 0.383
Mauritania 0.321 0.337 0.349 0.356 0.359 0.358
Mauritius 0.365 0.353 0.325 0.299 0.27 0.24
Mexico 0.454 0.471 0.465 0.454 0.445 0.437
Moldova, Republic of 0.263 0.276 0.278 0.279 0.28 0.279
Mongolia 0.316 0.314 0.308 0.289 0.273 0.261
Montenegro 0.369 0.343 0.318 0.301 0.294 0.295
Morocco 0.39 0.39 0.388 0.387 0.388 0.387
Mozambique 0.534 0.529 0.523 0.518 0.51 0.501
Myanmar 0.3 0.337 0.359 0.365 0.363 0.361
Namibia 0.57 0.546 0.519 0.493 0.464 0.437
Nepal 0.326 0.352 0.342 0.334 0.324 0.313
Netherlands 0.285 0.283 0.28 0.282 0.284 0.285
New Zealand 0.352 0.346 0.338 0.333 0.329 0.326
Nicaragua 0.457 0.454 0.449 0.443 0.437 0.431
Niger 0.344 0.365 0.382 0.387 0.383 0.378
Nigeria 0.35 0.379 0.399 0.401 0.384 0.358
Norway 0.267 0.263 0.257 0.254 0.253 0.253
Oman 0.373 0.37 0.363 0.354 0.347 0.342
Pakistan 0.32 0.356 0.367 0.374 0.377 0.378
Panama 0.497 0.496 0.488 0.477 0.467 0.458
Papua New Guinea 0.419 0.421 0.423 0.422 0.423 0.422
Paraguay 0.48 0.474 0.466 0.458 0.453 0.447
Peru 0.429 0.422 0.415 0.408 0.401 0.397
Philippines 0.429 0.474 0.488 0.487 0.482 0.474
Poland 0.294 0.292 0.286 0.28 0.278 0.277
Portugal 0.334 0.326 0.315 0.305 0.295 0.29
Qatar 0.395 0.384 0.376 0.368 0.356 0.338
Romania 0.357 0.353 0.345 0.338 0.333 0.327
Russian Federation 0.371 0.409 0.421 0.417 0.413 0.412
Rwanda 0.433 0.433 0.428 0.417 0.403 0.389
Saudi Arabia 0.371 0.363 0.351 0.339 0.329 0.32
Senegal 0.399 0.398 0.388 0.378 0.365 0.349
Serbia 0.361 0.356 0.35 0.347 0.345 0.343
Sierra Leone 0.352 0.352 0.362 0.374 0.38 0.381
Singapore 0.383 0.381 0.379 0.377 0.374 0.372
Slovakia 0.249 0.252 0.252 0.25 0.249 0.248
Slovenia 0.249 0.247 0.243 0.239 0.238 0.237
Solomon Islands 0.378 0.384 0.378 0.366 0.356 0.349
Somalia 0.376 0.377 0.344 0.311 0.281 0.255
South Africa 0.629 0.629 0.625 0.621 0.617 0.613
Spain 0.344 0.338 0.329 0.322 0.316 0.312
Sri Lanka 0.39 0.402 0.391 0.376 0.364 0.351
Sudan 0.338 0.36 0.371 0.368 0.358 0.343
Suriname 0.576 0.581 0.574 0.565 0.554 0.544
Sweden 0.287 0.286 0.283 0.281 0.28 0.279
Switzerland 0.324 0.321 0.317 0.315 0.314 0.314
Syrian Arab Republic 0.378 0.391 0.394 0.396 0.4 0.402
Taiwan 0.263 0.258 0.252 0.243 0.234 0.227
Tajikistan 0.348 0.368 0.384 0.392 0.398 0.402
Tanzania 0.403 0.407 0.408 0.401 0.388 0.371
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Table 18 (continued)

2022 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Thailand 0.362 0.372 0.365 0.35 0.332 0.313
Timor-Leste 0.284 0.288 0.288 0.283 0.277 0.271
Togo 0.434 0.449 0.464 0.474 0.478 0.475
Trinidad and Tobago 0.397 0.378 0.353 0.337 0.324 0.313
Tunisia 0.325 0.328 0.331 0.336 0.325 0.312
Turkey 0.419 0.45 0.457 0.454 0.447 0.438
Turkmenistan 0.406 0.414 0.423 0.423 0.425 0.422
Uganda 0.428 0.442 0.435 0.418 0.4 0.377
Ukraine 0.236 0.243 0.241 0.236 0.235 0.236
United Arab Emirates 0.258 0.254 0.243 0.232 0.221 0.21
United Kingdom 0.351 0.349 0.344 0.34 0.337 0.335
United States of America 0.411 0.406 0.397 0.394 0.396 0.397
Uruguay 0.387 0.377 0.362 0.349 0.337 0.326
Uzbekistan 0.356 0.367 0.368 0.37 0.38 0.382
Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic 0.475 0.491 0.488 0.486 0.473 0.459
Viet Nam 0.354 0.355 0.347 0.335 0.322 0.307
Yemen 0.363 0.39 0.4 0.4 0.396 0.388
Zambia 0.57 0.568 0.563 0.553 0.54 0.531
Zimbabwe 0.425 0.422 0.423 0.418 0.408 0.393

Table 19
Millions of people living in poverty (under $1.90 per day at PPP in 2011$) for the IFs Current Path scenario in 2022, 2030, 2040, 2050, 2060, and 2070.

2022 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Afghanistan 15.74 21.48 26.3 27.39 25.33 14.98
Albania 0.028 0.014 0.006 0.001 0 0
Algeria 0.155 0.279 0.137 0.02 0.004 0.001
Angola 18.31 20.49 23.48 25.78 21.96 15.09
Argentina 2.324 1.702 1.11 0.736 0.574 0.465
Armenia 0.027 0.018 0.009 0.005 0.003 0.001
Australia 0.087 0.048 0.017 0.007 0.003 0.002
Austria 0.033 0.014 0.006 0.002 0.001 0.001
Azerbaijan 0.004 0 0 0 0 0
Bahrain 0.0016 0.0002 0 0 0 0
Bangladesh 11.55 4.639 1.313 0.179 0.011 0
Belarus 0.008 0.002 0 0 0 0
Belgium 0.02 0.007 0.003 0.001 0 0
Benin 5.622 6.14 5.92 4.276 2.269 0.933
Bhutan 0.019 0.022 0.022 0.01 0.006 0.002
Bolivia 0.677 0.378 0.149 0.055 0.017 0.003
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.006 0.012 0.003 0.002 0.001 0
Botswana 0.362 0.317 0.208 0.103 0.038 0.012
Brazil 8.925 6.773 3.838 2.098 1.357 1.005
Bulgaria 0.075 0.031 0.015 0.011 0.009 0.006
Burkina Faso 7.282 6.415 5.234 3.248 1.167 0.295
Burundi 9.999 11.78 13.03 14.8 13.07 2.526
Cabo Verde 0.026 0.018 0.016 0.017 0.015 0.008
Cambodia 3.883 2.391 1.207 0.45 0.116 0.021
Cameroon 6.365 6.601 6.98 6.586 4.602 2.566
Canada 0.091 0.069 0.056 0.035 0.022 0.013
Central African Republic 3.637 4.443 5.487 5.88 4.915 3.177
Chad 7.787 8.432 9.094 6.548 2.424 0.359
Chile 0.05 0.03 0.015 0.006 0.003 0.001
China 1.891 0.582 0.088 0.015 0.003 0
Colombia 2.071 2.453 2.429 1.92 1.338 0.926
Comoros 0.177 0.192 0.191 0.146 0.073 0.027
Congo 2.866 2.368 1.492 0.605 0.119 0.009
Congo, Dem. Republic of the 65.82 70.62 52.48 25.89 9.124 1.838
Costa Rica 0.044 0.024 0.011 0.004 0.001 0
Cote D’Ivoire 5.776 5.52 4.112 2.08 0.676 0.142
Croatia 0.013 0.003 0.001 0 0 0
Cuba 0.179 0.112 0.078 0.03 0.017 0.011
Cyprus 0.0011 0.0006 0.0004 0.0001 0 0
Czech Republic 0.016 0.006 0.002 0.001 0.001 0
Denmark 0.004 0.001 0 0 0 0
Djibouti 0.192 0.103 0.029 0.01 0.003 0.001
Dominican Republic 0.049 0.022 0.007 0.002 0.001 0
Ecuador 0.683 0.39 0.233 0.141 0.091 0.065
Egypt 3.264 4.702 4.408 2.639 1.555 1.07
El Salvador 0.112 0.071 0.034 0.015 0.006 0.002
Equatorial Guinea 0.049 0.056 0.037 0.024 0.013 0.005
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Table 19 (continued)

2022 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Eritrea 1.599 1.436 0.711 0.063 0.001 0
Estonia 0.003 0.001 0 0 0 0
Eswatini 0.319 0.252 0.186 0.118 0.057 0.026
Ethiopia 25.04 21.29 13.25 4.019 0.369 0.01
Fiji 0.004 0.002 0.001 0 0 0
Finland 0.005 0.003 0.002 0.001 0 0
France 0.081 0.038 0.022 0.011 0.005 0.002
Gabon 0.065 0.024 0.016 0.015 0.006 0.002
Gambia 0.227 0.184 0.128 0.053 0.015 0.003
Georgia 0.143 0.05 0.011 0.003 0.001 0
Germany 0.088 0.044 0.024 0.011 0.006 0.003
Ghana 3.538 2.797 2.048 0.916 0.24 0.053
Greece 0.076 0.045 0.021 0.006 0.003 0.001
Guatemala 1.285 1.214 0.971 0.653 0.417 0.272
Guinea 2.561 1.968 1.397 0.66 0.276 0.076
Guinea Bissau 1.348 1.502 1.678 1.741 1.491 0.996
Guyana 0.004 0 0 0 0 0
Haiti 3.484 3.506 3.595 3.259 2.501 1.584
Honduras 1.901 1.881 1.759 1.511 1.249 0.752
Hungary 0.039 0.012 0.006 0.002 0.001 0
India 126.7 91.02 50.76 13.08 2.233 0.356
Indonesia 8.838 5.171 2.843 1.482 0.723 0.262
Iran 0.382 0.351 0.209 0.136 0.093 0.041
Iraq 0.621 0.395 0.078 0.008 0.001 0
Ireland 0.001 0 0 0 0 0
Israel 0.017 0.024 0.014 0.005 0.002 0.001
Italy 0.869 0.485 0.244 0.113 0.06 0.032
Jamaica 0.066 0.063 0.051 0.032 0.017 0.007
Japan 0.827 0.503 0.301 0.125 0.062 0.02
Jordan 0.015 0.002 0.001 0.001 0 0
Kazakhstan 0.018 0.004 0.001 0 0 0
Kenya 16.68 13.44 8.846 3.719 0.897 0.194
Korea, Dem. People’s Republic 7.857 6.61 7.995 2.863 2.097 0.839
Korea, Republic of 0.069 0.013 0.001 0 0 0
Kosovo 0.011 0.021 0.006 0.001 0 0
Kuwait 0.007 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 0
Kyrgyzstan 0.171 0.193 0.214 0.164 0.076 0.022
Lao People’s Dem. Republic 0.56 0.265 0.057 0.006 0 0
Latvia 0.01 0.004 0.001 0 0 0
Lebanon 0.737 0.633 0.377 0.115 0.099 0.133
Lesotho 0.767 0.896 0.893 0.674 0.412 0.267
Liberia 2.591 2.966 2.175 1.083 0.16 0.01
Libya 0.007 0 0 0 0 0
Lithuania 0.013 0.006 0.002 0 0 0
Luxembourg 0.0014 0.0005 0.0002 0.0001 0 0
Macedonia, North 0.101 0.084 0.046 0.023 0.008 0.002
Madagascar 22.42 24.49 28.24 30.36 25.38 17.96
Malawi 13.85 13.53 10.78 6.126 1.266 0.163
Malaysia 0.042 0.02 0.009 0.003 0.001 0
Mali 10.23 10.95 11.95 9.726 4.824 1.981
Mauritania 0.346 0.374 0.317 0.211 0.103 0.04
Mauritius 0.005 0.005 0.003 0 0 0
Mexico 2.909 3.59 3.229 2.496 2.029 1.616
Moldova, Republic of 0.007 0.014 0.006 0.002 0.001 0
Mongolia 0.024 0.005 0 0 0 0
Montenegro 0.006 0.003 0.001 0 0 0
Morocco 0.253 0.147 0.091 0.052 0.024 0.01
Mozambique 21.5 24.2 22.71 15.3 8.374 4.249
Myanmar 0.873 0.579 0.529 0.539 0.455 0.202
Namibia 0.453 0.407 0.216 0.059 0.012 0.001
Nepal 1.449 1.405 0.699 0.205 0.027 0.003
Netherlands 0.02 0.007 0.003 0.001 0 0
New Zealand 0.003 0.001 0 0 0 0
Nicaragua 0.137 0.1 0.062 0.051 0.03 0.012
Niger 10.52 10.14 9.358 5.98 1.886 0.383
Nigeria 98.44 115.9 137.1 134.1 89.43 31.9
Norway 0.011 0.004 0.001 0 0 0
Oman 0.007 0.004 0.001 0.001 0.001 0
Pakistan 5.642 9.992 12.82 13.26 6.128 2.512
Panama 0.117 0.064 0.038 0.025 0.015 0.007
Papua New Guinea 2.187 1.139 0.772 0.692 0.316 0.172
Paraguay 0.067 0.04 0.021 0.013 0.009 0.005
Peru 1.149 0.609 0.32 0.211 0.134 0.074
Philippines 7.103 9.007 8.167 4.931 3.005 1.705
Poland 0.061 0.013 0.003 0 0 0
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Table 19 (continued)

2022 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Portugal 0.033 0.014 0.006 0.001 0 0
Qatar 0.003 0 0 0 0 0
Romania 0.408 0.223 0.117 0.057 0.034 0.017
Russian Federation 0.172 0.293 0.205 0.168 0.147 0.099
Rwanda 6.989 6.252 4.394 1.892 0.52 0.124
Saudi Arabia 0.03 0.006 0.002 0 0 0
Senegal 4.946 4.172 2.448 0.839 0.169 0.023
Serbia 0.297 0.13 0.062 0.029 0.013 0.006
Sierra Leone 3.817 3.789 3.793 3.277 1.419 0.309
Singapore 0.005 0.001 0 0 0 0
Slovakia 0.066 0.024 0.012 0.006 0.005 0.003
Slovenia 0.001 0.0001 0 0 0 0
Solomon Islands 0.213 0.157 0.132 0.131 0.071 0.013
Somalia 7.647 8.079 4.526 0.315 0.001 0
South Africa 11.96 12.16 11.86 11.54 11.12 10.38
Spain 0.301 0.118 0.042 0.017 0.008 0.004
Sri Lanka 0.147 0.105 0.037 0.009 0.002 0
Sudan 8.141 8.252 8.574 7.081 4.665 2.761
Suriname 0.128 0.083 0.05 0.037 0.026 0.016
Sweden 0.021 0.008 0.002 0.001 0 0
Switzerland 0.007 0.004 0.002 0.001 0 0
Syrian Arab Republic 6.632 12.32 16.39 17.75 17.12 15.8
Taiwan 0.006 0.001 0 0 0 0
Tajikistan 0.211 0.192 0.088 0.043 0.014 0.003
Tanzania 28.53 24.24 19.5 13.3 4.734 0.643
Thailand 0.09 0.028 0.01 0.003 0.001 0
Timor-Leste 0.165 0.064 0.009 0.001 0 0
Togo 3.882 3.807 3.281 1.984 0.744 0.199
Trinidad and Tobago 0.006 0.001 0 0 0 0
Tunisia 0.056 0.101 0.115 0.037 0.014 0.006
Turkey 0.099 0.126 0.081 0.039 0.014 0.005
Turkmenistan 0.035 0.005 0.002 0.001 0 0
Uganda 18.35 17.89 14.04 6.471 1.669 0.212
Ukraine 0.154 0.09 0.006 0.001 0.001 0.001
United Arab Emirates 0.013 0.004 0.001 0 0 0
United Kingdom 0.157 0.159 0.11 0.045 0.026 0.017
United States of America 2.965 2.488 1.872 1.086 0.606 0.458
Uruguay 0.004 0.001 0 0 0 0
Uzbekistan 3.563 2.688 1.853 1.039 0.526 0.255
Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic 15.7 19.25 15.95 14.28 11.68 8.166
Viet Nam 0.993 0.255 0.029 0.004 0 0
Yemen 18.54 18.59 18.42 15.76 11.2 5.53
Zambia 11.23 11.56 11.08 12.25 11.83 8.365
Zimbabwe 5.184 4.722 3.347 2.079 0.771 0.168

Table 20
Millions of people removed from poverty with the elimination of intrastate war from 2022 to 2070.

2022 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Afghanistan 0.7 4.8 9.4 12.7 14.8 10.6
Albania 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Algeria 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Angola 0.2 1.4 3.1 4.5 3.5 1.3
Argentina 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Armenia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Australia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Austria 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Azerbaijan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bahrain 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bangladesh 0.0 �0.1 �0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Belarus 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Belgium 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Benin 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bhutan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bolivia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Botswana 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Brazil 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bulgaria 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Burkina Faso 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Burundi 0.1 0.4 1.0 1.5 3.0 1.0
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Table 20 (continued)

2022 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Cabo Verde 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cambodia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cameroon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 �0.1
Canada 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Central African Republic 0.0 0.3 0.7 1.2 1.4 1.1
Chad 0.1 0.8 1.7 1.9 0.9 0.1
Chile 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
China 0.3 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Colombia 0.4 1.7 2.0 1.7 1.2 0.9
Comoros 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Congo 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0
Congo, Dem. Republic of the 1.1 15.7 34.6 22.6 8.8 1.8
Costa Rica 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cote D’Ivoire 0.1 0.7 0.6 0.3 0.1 0.0
Croatia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cuba 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cyprus 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Czech Republic 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Denmark 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Djibouti 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dominican Republic 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ecuador 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Egypt 0.3 1.8 2.4 1.6 0.9 0.6
El Salvador 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Equatorial Guinea 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Eritrea 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Estonia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Eswatini 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ethiopia 1.3 6.9 8.2 3.3 0.3 0.0
Fiji 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Finland 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
France 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Gabon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Gambia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Georgia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Germany 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ghana 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Greece 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Guatemala 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Guinea 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Guinea Bissau 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Guyana 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Haiti 0.0 0.0 �0.1 0.0 0.0 �0.1
Honduras 0.0 0.0 �0.1 �0.1 �0.1 0.0
Hungary 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
India 15.8 61.3 44.9 12.0 2.0 0.3
Indonesia 0.6 2.0 1.5 0.9 0.5 0.2
Iran 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Iraq 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ireland 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Israel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Italy 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Jamaica 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Japan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Jordan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Kazakhstan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Kenya 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Korea, Dem. People’s Republic 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1
Korea, Republic of 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Kosovo 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Kuwait 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Kyrgyzstan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lao People’s Dem. Republic 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Latvia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lebanon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lesotho 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Liberia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Libya 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lithuania 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Luxembourg 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Macedonia, North 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Madagascar 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.5 �0.3
Malawi 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0
Malaysia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mali 0.2 0.9 1.9 1.7 0.6 0.2
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Table 20 (continued)

2022 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070

Mauritania 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mauritius 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mexico 0.4 1.9 2.1 1.7 1.4 1.2
Moldova, Republic of 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mongolia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Montenegro 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Morocco 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mozambique 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.7 0.4 0.2
Myanmar 0.2 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.2
Namibia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nepal 0.1 0.5 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.0
Netherlands 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
New Zealand 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nicaragua 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Niger 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.0
Nigeria 3.1 19.1 43.8 61.4 54.4 22.4
Norway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Oman 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pakistan 0.7 4.8 8.3 10.1 5.2 2.1
Panama 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Papua New Guinea 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Paraguay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Peru 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Philippines 1.1 5.5 6.5 4.2 2.6 1.5
Poland 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Portugal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Qatar 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Romania 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Russian Federation 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1
Rwanda 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.0
Saudi Arabia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Senegal 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Serbia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sierra Leone 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0
Singapore 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Slovakia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Slovenia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Solomon Islands 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Somalia 0.4 3.7 4.1 0.3 0.0 0.0
South Africa 0.0 0.0 �0.1 0.0 0.0 �0.1
Spain 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sri Lanka 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sudan 0.8 4.4 6.5 6.2 4.4 2.7
Suriname 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sweden 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Switzerland 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Syrian Arab Republic 0.1 0.7 0.8 1.5 2.3 2.7
Taiwan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tajikistan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tanzania 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.0
Thailand 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Timor-Leste 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Togo 0.0 0.0 �0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Trinidad and Tobago 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tunisia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Turkey 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Turkmenistan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Uganda 0.5 3.3 5.2 3.3 0.9 0.1
Ukraine 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
United Arab Emirates 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
United Kingdom 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
United States of America 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Uruguay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Uzbekistan 0.0 0.0 �0.1 �0.1 0.0 0.0
Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.6
Viet Nam 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Yemen 0.5 3.0 5.5 6.8 6.0 3.4
Zambia 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 �0.1 �0.6
Zimbabwe 0.0 0.0 �0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2023.106188.
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