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Executive summary
In Global Health 2050, the Lancet Commission on 
Investing in Health concludes that dramatic improvements 
in human welfare are achievable by mid-century with 
focused health investments. By 2050, countries that 
choose to do so could reduce by 50% the probability of 
premature death in their populations—ie, the probability 
of dying before age 70 years—from the levels in 2019. We 
call this goal 50 by 50. The interventions that enable 
achieving the goal of 50 by 50 should also reduce morbidity 
and disability at all ages.

Historical experience and continued scientific advances 
suggest that 50 by 50 is a feasible aspiration. Seven of the 
30 most populous countries have reduced their probability 
of premature death over the past decade at a rate that 
would halve the probability before 2050, including 
countries as diverse as Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Iran, and 
Türkiye. These focused gains can be achieved early on the 
pathway to full universal health coverage.

To achieve the 50-by-50 goal, action focusing on 
15 priority conditions is required. In countries that have a 
high probability of premature death, infectious diseases 
and maternal conditions are the highest priority. Seven 
clusters of non-communicable diseases and injuries 
among the 15 priority conditions are important in all 
countries, and addressing them will be central to achieving 
50 by 50 in most countries with a low probability of 
premature death. Focused attention on health-system 
strengthening for primary care and first-level hospitals 
will be crucial to improving capacity to address all 
15 conditions in a universal health coverage package. 
Packaging interventions into 19 modules (including 
a childhood immunisation module and a module on 
prevention and low-cost widely available treatments for 
cardiovascular disease) should help to address the 
15 priority conditions. Adoption of this focused approach 
should also enable investment in key areas of 

health-system strengthening and addresses major 
morbidities, such as psychiatric illness, that are not 
already covered by mortality-reducing interventions. Value 
for money can be assessed through a two-step process: 
technical cost effectiveness to assess how best to achieve 
module-specific goals (eg, reductions in child mortality or 
cardiovascular mortality) and political assessment of 
trade-offs in investing in expanding module coverage.

In many countries seeking reform, standard 
mechanisms of blanket budget transfers from ministries 
of finance to ministries of health have failed to 
successfully reorient systems towards priority 
interventions that improve health. This problem could be 
addressed by directing a substantial and increasing 
fraction of budget transfers towards making available and 
affordable the specific drugs, vaccines, diagnostics, and 
other commodities required for control of the 15 priority 
conditions. Making drugs available and affordable will 
typically require four complementary components: 
redirection of general budget transfers to line-item 
transfers (subsidies) for specific priority drugs, centralised 
procurement by government (or perhaps internationally), 
procurement in sufficient volumes to ensure availability 
when needed, and use and strengthening of existing 
supply chains (public and private).

Of the many intersectoral policies that governments 
can adopt to help to achieve the 50-by-50 goal, tobacco 
control is by far the most important, given the number of 
deaths caused by tobacco and the established and 
improving capacity of governments to implement 
tobacco policy. A high level of tobacco taxation is essential 
(and valuable in the short-to-medium term for public 
finances) and should be accompanied by a package of 
other effective tobacco control policies.

Background research conducted for the Commission 
points to exceptionally high mortality risk from 
pandemics. Management of the COVID-19 pandemic, 
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and resulting outcomes, varied greatly between countries. 
Eventual vaccine availability attenuated, but did not 
eliminate, this variability in outcomes by the end of the 
emergency phase of COVID-19. National implementation 
of public health fundamentals—early action, isolation of 
infected individuals, quarantining of those exposed, and 
social and financial support for people isolating or 
quarantining—accounted for much of the success of the 
best-performing nations, such as China and Japan. In 
the next pandemic, implementation of these 
fundamentals should reduce mortality while awaiting 
vaccine development and deployment.

In addition to these country-level actions, we 
recommend enhanced commitment from the develop-
ment assistance community. Development assistance 
should focus on two broad purposes. The first is the 
provision of direct financial and technical support to 
countries with the least resources to help them to develop 
health systems to better control diseases. The second is 
the financing of global public goods, including reducing 
the development and spread of antimicrobial resistance, 
preventing and responding to pandemics, identifying 
and spreading best practices, and developing and 
deploying new health technologies. For both of these 
purposes, focusing efforts on the 15 priority conditions 
would best contribute to achieving a 50% reduction in 
the probability of premature death by 2050. A decade 
ago, there were no malaria vaccines and the only available 
tuberculosis vaccine had low efficacy. As of 2024, 
two partly successful malaria vaccines have been 
approved and three promising tuberculosis vaccines are 
in late-stage trials. These successes exemplify the 
enormous contribution of development assistance, 
broadly defined, in funding development of new 
medicines, vaccines, diagnostics, and operational 
research against the 15 priority conditions.

The 50-by-50 goal, with an interim milestone of a 30% 
reduction in the probability of premature death by 2035, 
remains within reach. The most efficient route is to focus 
resources against a narrow set of conditions and scale up 
financing to develop and deploy new health technologies. 
Our analyses have shown that the economic value of 
achievable mortality declines is high and is often a 
substantial fraction of the value of gains from economic 
growth itself. The case is better than ever for the value of 
investing in health for reducing mortality and morbidity, 
alleviating poverty, growing economies, and improving 
human welfare.

Introduction
In 1993, when the use of economic analysis in improving 
global health was initially gaining traction, the World 
Bank published the influential report1 “Investing in 
Health”—the only time that the organisation has devoted 
its flagship annual World Development Report (perhaps 
the world’s most widely distributed economic 
publication) to the topic of health improvement. Aimed 

at finance ministers and international aid donors, the 
report’s central message was that targeted spending on 
cost-effective interventions for high-burden diseases 
could rapidly improve health outcomes, boost the 
economy, and improve human welfare.

In 2013, this core message was re-examined in the first 
report of the Lancet Commission on Investing in Health,2 
“Global health 2035: a world converging within a 
generation” (GH2035). This report, which examined 
long-term trends in health, found that from about 1850, 
life expectancy in the best-performing countries had 
increased steadily by about 2·5 years every decade. The 
Commission then pointed to the promise of an ambitious 
but focused framework for achieving “grand convergence” 
by 2035. In a grand convergence, countries that chose to 
do so could reduce levels of mortality from infectious 
diseases and maternal conditions to enable their life 
expectancies to converge toward those of the best-
performing countries.

In 2018, on the occasion of the 40th anniversary of the 
Declaration of Alma-Ata, The Lancet invited the 
Commission on Investing in Health to assess progress 
towards grand convergence and to reflect on the future of 
the global push for universal health coverage (UHC). 
This second Commission report—which, like its 
predecessor, departed from mainstream thinking on 
UHC by stressing the need for selectivity in the 
interventions initially included in health benefit 
packages—showed a partly positive picture on progress 
towards convergence.3 However, the 6 years since its 
publication have been defined by rising geopolitical 
tensions, the increasingly manifest effects of climate 
change, growth in nationalistic populism, dwindling 
concern for global health, slowed progress towards UHC, 
and, most significantly, the COVID-19 pandemic.

In this third report of the Lancet Commission on 
Investing in Health, we assess these challenges—as well 
as opportunities for investment in health in increasingly 
turbulent times—up to 2050. To draft this report, we 
doubled the number of authors to increase representation 
from low-income and middle-income countries (LMICs) 
and of early career researchers. We have learned lessons 
from the experiences of publishing the previous 
Commission reports. GH2035 had a demonstrable effect 
on global health organisations—eg, it informed global 
women’s and children’s health strategies at WHO and 
the Partnership for Maternal, Newborn and Child Health 
and it provided evidence to support the Global Fund to 
Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria’s fourth 
replenishment.4,5 The report also fed into discussions of 
the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).6 Since 2013, 
there has been impressive progress on HIV, child 
mortality, and other high-priority targets. Many LMICs 
have prioritised domestic health spending. However, 
GH2035 did not anticipate that others would struggle 
with challenges such as debt and national security and 
deprioritise health as a result. In “Global health 2050”, 
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we are more realistic about public spending on health, 
and we hope that our focused approach to achieving 
mortality reductions and improving health at all ages 
informs discussions of both SDGs and post-SDG targets 
and frameworks.

The data for economic, social, demographic, and health-
system indicators that informed this report include gaps 
and inaccuracies for all countries but particularly for low-
income and lower middle-income countries, where 
national statistical systems are often severely under-
resourced. However, UN institutions—eg, the World 
Bank, the UN Population Division, WHO—have made 
major efforts to construct time-series that enable 
comparisons between countries and across time. The 
institutions producing these data are forthcoming about 
underlying weaknesses and explicit about the methods 
they use to assemble their publications. We use their 
2024 results for a wide range of analyses in this report 
and wish to explicitly acknowledge our debt to them while 
recognising that other data sources are available 
(eg, estimates from the Global Burden of Disease 
2021 Demographics Collaborators7). That said, we are 
aware of data shortcomings and will welcome improved 
data as they become available, and we encourage readers 
with better data sources for particular countries or 
indicators to use those data instead and to make us aware 
of their availability.

This report is divided into eight parts. Part 1 documents 
progress in global health indicators from 1970 to 2023 to 
give an indication of potential future trends in mortality 
decline. In part 2, we explore the feasibility of all nations 
reducing by 50% their probability of premature death 
(PPD)—ie, the probability of dying before age 70 years 
under current age-specific mortality rates (panel 1)—by 
2050 (which we refer to as 50 by 50). An important 
milestone on the way to this goal would be a 30% reduction 
in premature mortality by 2035, and we also examine the 
feasibility of reaching this milestone. In part 3, we make 
the case for prioritising the control of a set of 15 health 
conditions to achieve a 50% reduction by 2050 in PPD. In 
part 4, we propose a modular approach to strengthening 
health systems to achieve the 50-by-50 goal and we 
introduce a new tool, modular cost-effectiveness analysis. 
Part 5 explores ways to finance and deliver the 
interventions targeting the 15 priority conditions to 
achieve 50 by 50. In part 6, we document countries’ 
performances in addressing the COVID-19 pandemic, 
provide new estimates of the ongoing pandemic risk, and 
argue that too little is being done to prepare for the next 
pandemic. We next outline the key steps that could be 
taken to be better prepared for a future pandemic. In 
part 7, we consider the crucial role of intersectoral 
policies in addressing high-impact social determinants 
of health, with a focus on smoking, the most important 

Panel 1: Measuring survival progress—shifting from life expectancy at birth to PPD

Life expectancy at birth is a commonly used measure to 
monitor progress in population health. It is often 
misunderstood—“People think it means that when they’re 
reporting life expectancy for 2022 that this is how long a baby 
who is born in 2022 will live”8—but the actual definition is the 
expected number of years a newborn would live if prevailing 
patterns of age-specific mortality at the time of birth were to 
remain throughout its life. Despite such misunderstandings, 
life expectancy at birth is widely used—including occasionally in 
this Commission—because as a concept it is easy to 
communicate.9

In this Commission, the main metric that we use is PPD, defined 
as the probability of dying before age 70 years under the current 
age-specific mortality rates. PPD is related to life expectancy at 
birth, and both measures are independent of the age structure 
of the underlying population. We chose PPD as our main 
indicator for two reasons. First, PPD encapsulates 
improvements in survival across all age groups before age 
70 years more effectively than life expectancy at birth, which is 
crucial as more deaths shift to older ages in most countries. 
As of 2019, the global median age at death was 76 years, with 
projections indicating a rise to 81 years by 2050.10 The highest 
median age at death in 2019 was in the North Atlantic region 
(84 years) and the lowest median age at death was in the 
sub-Saharan Africa region (at 65 years), both of which are 
projected to increase (to 88 years and 69 years, respectively).10

Second, although life expectancy at birth is influenced by both 
age-specific death rates and the remaining life-years of each age 
group, PPD is affected only by age-specific death rates. 
For example, a reduction in the number of deaths at younger 
ages will have a greater impact on life expectancy at birth than 
a reduction in deaths at older ages because the younger age 
groups would have more remaining life-years. Life expectancy 
at birth is thus commonly used to show changes in younger age 
mortality, but modest declines in life expectancy at birth could 
mask large reductions in mortality at older ages.

The differences between the two measures in terms of 
reflecting progress in survival become more evident as overall 
premature mortality falls.11 In sub-Saharan Africa between 
2000 and 2019, life expectancy at birth rose from 
51·2 to 60·7 years (an 18% increase), whereas the PPD fell 
from 66% to 52% (a 20% decrease)—broadly similar relative 
improvements (appendix p 7). By contrast, in the 
North Atlantic region during that same period, life expectancy 
at birth increased from 78·6 years to 82·4 years (a 
5% increase), whereas PPD fell from 21% to 15% 
(a 27% decrease). Thus, changes in PPD are in close agreement 
with life expectancy at birth in regions with high premature 
mortality, but more sensitively characterise the magnitude of 
change in countries with low premature mortality.

PPD=probability of premature death.
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social determinant of morbidity and mortality in most 
countries—and the most actionable, given the 
overwhelming evidence for the effectiveness of large 
excise taxes. Finally, part 8 looks at trends in and priorities 
for international collective action for health.

Despite obstacles to progress in global health—from 
climate change to rising health-care costs to the setbacks 
caused by COVID-19—we remain convinced, as we were 
when GH2035 was published, that ever-improving 
technical capacity, combined with focused investment in 
tackling the 15 priority conditions, offer the potential for 
major health improvements that could provide large 

gains in human welfare. Doubling down on the 
successful health investments of recent decades promises 
continued success. Even in a world of seemingly 
intractable problems, for countries that choose to 
prioritise health, the goal of 50 by 50 is within reach.

Part 1: Health in a world of change, 1970–2023
In this section, we analyse how key health metrics have 
changed since 1970 to provide a sense of what global 
health improvements by 2050 are feasible. First, we 
examine the 50-year period from 1970 to 2019, which was 
defined by steady progress in most countries, with some 
major exceptions. Then, we focus on 2020–23, when the 
COVID-19 pandemic and major conflicts caused setbacks 
in global health. Finally, we reflect on key trends that are 
likely to shape the global health response from 
2024 to 2050.

In examining the progress of countries and regions, we 
have used the regional groupings shown in figure 1. The 
regions we used differ from the World Bank regional 
groupings in two ways. First, we separate China from the 
East Asia and Pacific region and India from the 
South Asia region because, as a result of their high 
populations, the statistics of these two nations dominate 
their regions. Second, we create a North Atlantic region 
that comprises western European countries and Canada, 
which perform well on health indicators. We separate out 
the USA because its health metrics are distinct (it does 
not perform as well as western European countries and 
Canada) and because it is so populous.

A key metric that we use throughout this report is the 
probability of premature death (PPD), defined as the 
probability of dying before age 70 years under the current 

Figure 1: Commission on Investing in Health regions with basic statistics
As of 2023, the global population was 8·09 billion, the PPD was 30%, and the GNI per capita was $20 400. The appendix includes a list of countries in each region (p 3) and basic health, economic, and 
demographic indicators for each region (p 6). PPD=probability of premature death (ie, death before age 70 years at the prevailing [2023] age-specific mortality rates). GNI=gross national income per 
capita (in 2021 international dollars—ie, dollars adjusted for purchasing power).

USA
Population 343 million
PPD 22%
GNI $74 500

North Atlantic
Population 471 million
PPD 15%
GNI $57 400

Middle East and
North Africa
Population 589 million
PPD 26%
GNI $22 200

Sub-Saharan Africa
Population 1·26 billion
PPD 50%
GNI $4280

Central Asia
Population 384 million
PPD 38%
GNI $7340 India

Population 1·44 billion
PPD 35%
GNI $9050

China
Population 1·42 billion
PPD 21%
GNI $21 900 Western Pacific and

Southeast Asia
Population 1·17 billion
PPD 28%
GNI $19 700 

Central and Eastern
Europe
Population 320 million
PPD 31%
GNI $35 200 

Latin America and
Caribbean
Population 653 million
PPD 26%
GNI $18 700

Figure 2: Time for PPD to decrease by 50% in specific Commission on Investing in Health regions
Sub-Saharan Africa did not halve its PPD in this timeframe but has been included as a comparator. PPD=probability 
of premature death (ie, death before age 70 years at the prevailing [2023] age-specific mortality rates). 
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age-specific mortality rates (panel 1). PPD also serves as 
a proxy for progress in mortality after age 70 years and 
in morbidity. We use 70 years as the cutoff based on a 
previous study by the Lancet Commission on Investing 
in Health,12 in which the authors noted that global “life 
expectancy is now just over 70 years, and most deaths 
before that age are avoidable”. As Richard Doll says, “In 
old age death is inevitable, but death before old age is 
not.”13

1970–2019: steady progress, with major exceptions
From 1970 to 2019, the global PPD fell from 56% to 31% 
(appendix p 11). The PPD declined in all regions, with 
particularly noteworthy progress in China and the 
North Atlantic (figure 2). The PPD in the USA decreased 
relatively slowly from 1970, and actually rose in 
the 2010s, and the PPD in India in 2019 (37%) was lower 
than that in the USA in 1970 (38%; appendix pp 11–15). 
In 2019, the best performing region was the 
North Atlantic, with a PPD of 15%, and the region with 
the highest PPD was sub-Saharan Africa (52%; figure 2). 
The HIV/AIDS pandemic was a major setback for 
mortality declines in sub-Saharan Africa, with the PPD 
rising in the 1990s.14 However, since 2000, the rate of 
decline in premature mortality was faster in much of 
sub-Saharan Africa than in any other region (figure 2). 
The appendix (p 11) provides information on PPD 
in 1970 and 2019 in 105 countries with populations 
greater than 5 million.

Overall, PPD globally has been converging steadily, 
although slowly, towards the level in the world’s best-
performing (ie, frontier) country (appendix p 88). Table 1 
shows how long it would take the world’s 
30 most-populous nations to halve the PPD assuming 
the rate of improvement in PPD that these nations 
achieved from 2010 to 2019 is maintained 
(appendix pp 9–10). If this rate of improvement is 
maintained, seven of these countries, including 
Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Iran, and Türkiye, would halve 
their PPD by 2050 or earlier. An acceleration in progress 
would be needed for the other 23 countries to halve 
their PPD by 2050.

Some of the 30 most populous nations are out-
performing expectations with regard to reducing PPD 
relative to per-capita income and others are under-
performing (table 1). Not surprisingly, there is 
a correlation, although far from perfect, between 
countries with favourable PPDs and those most rapidly 
improving—ie, those in which the PPD is quickly 
halving (figure 3). As of 2019, a few countries have 
performed well in terms of both relative PPD and the 
PPD halving time (eg, Bangladesh, China, Colombia, 
Iran), whereas others have seriously faltered (eg, Kenya, 
Nigeria, the USA). Although multiple reasons underly 
good country performance, a common element seems 
to be investment in robust, community-based primary 
health-care infrastructure focused on health outcomes.15

Although we focus on reductions in premature 
mortality, a background paper prepared for this 
Commission suggested that mortality is highly correlated 
with morbidity.16 Thus, health interventions that are put 
in place to drive down mortality are also likely to improve 
morbidity and levels of functioning. Figure 4 shows that 
life expectancy is highly correlated with health-adjusted 
life expectancy. However, even in countries with high life 
expectancy, not all additional years of life are lived in full 
health (figure 4). There are important exceptions to the 

PPD (2019) Time required to 
reduce PPD by 50%*

PPD predicted by 
income† 

Actual (%) Rank Years Rank Predicted 
(%)

Difference 
(predicted –
actual)

Global 31% NA 55 NA NA NA

South Korea 12% 1 18 1 18% 6

Japan 12% 1 38 8 18% 6

Italy 12% 1 48 14 18% 6

France 16% 4 56 16 16% 0

UK 16% 4 72 21 16% 0

Germany 17% 6 >75 23 11% –6

Iran 20% 7 30 5 35% 15

China 21% 8 38 8 34% 13

Colombia 22% 9 45 13 35% 13

Türkiye 22% 9 30 5 27% 5

USA 22% 9 >75 30 6% –16

Thailand 26% 12 >75 24 33% 7

Brazil 26% 12 43 11 35% 9

Viet Nam 28% 14 >75 28 37% 10

Mexico 29% 15 >75 27 32% 2

Bangladesh 32% 16 26 2 40% 8

Egypt 36% 17 43 11 36% 1

Russia 36% 17 26 2 28% –8

India 37% 19 54 15 39% 2

Indonesia 37% 19 70 20 36% –1

Philippines 39% 21 >75 26 38% –1

Pakistan 41% 22 >75 22 40% –1

Ethiopia 42% 23 30 5 42% –1

Sudan 42% 23 59 18 41% –1

Myanmar 44% 25 58 17 40% –3

Tanzania 47% 26 38 8 42% –5

South Africa 49% 27 29 4 35% –14

DR Congo 51% 28 62 19 42% –9

Kenya 55% 29 >75 25 40% –14

Nigeria 63% 30 >75 29 40% –23

PPD is defined as the probability that a person born in a given year would die before age 70 years if the age-specific 
mortality rates in the year of birth continued, as was calculated (as of 2019) based on the UN’s World Population 
Prospects (2024).10 PPD=probability of premature death. NA=not applicable. *Based on the average rate of improvement 
between 2010 and 2019 (time required to reduce PPD by 50%=69·3/r, where r is the average annual rate of improvement 
in PPD). †Predicted by linear regression based on 2019 gross domestic product per capita (appendix pp 9–10). Data 
shown are the difference between predicted and actual PPDs—eg, the predicted PPD for Italy was 18%, but the actual PPD 
in 2019 was 12%, and thus the country performed 6 percentage points better than predicted. Negative values indicate 
that actual PPD was worse than predicted. 

Table 1: PPD (2019), difference between actual and predicted PPD (based on income level), and projected 
time required to halve PPD in the world’s 30 most populous countries
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correlation between mortality and morbidity or loss of 
function. Some conditions cause substantial suffering 
and health burdens but do not result in high premature 
mortality—including some psychiatric disorders, old age 
dementias, and failure to grow healthily in children and 
adolescents.17

GH2035 provided estimates of the value relative to 
income levels of the mortality declines experienced by 

countries.2 In estimating the economic value of such 
mortality decline, we used an inclusive metric called 
full-income valuation. Full income captures both 
dimensions of the impact of better health on the 
economy: economic productivity, or gross domestic 
product (GDP), as measured in a country’s national 
income accounts (the so-called instrumental value of 
better health), and the intrinsic value of better health in 
and of itself. GH2035 stated that “the inclusively 
measured economic benefits of improved health are 
shown to be decisively greater than when health is 
valued only by its effect on national income accounts.”2 
It estimated the contribution of mortality decline to 
growth in full income for various regions from 
2000 to 2011—eg, in South Asia, mortality declines in 
2000–11 contributed about 2·9% of average national 
income per year. This contribution was almost half as 
large as the contribution of increases in income levels 
during this period. The full-income methods from 
GH2035 have subsequently been used in investment 
cases for women’s and children’s health and the 
prevention and treatment of non-communicable 
diseases (NCDs), among others.18 At the same time, 
contributions measured in the national income accounts 
are important. Healthy populations enable increased 
income for countries, faster economic growth, and more 
rapid poverty reduction, as was documented in the 
report of the WHO Commission on Macroeconomics 
and Health.19,20 Although the contribution of better 
health to GDP growth is only part of its contribution to 
full income, it is an important part.

For this report, we have brought the full-income data up 
to date.21 Table 2 shows income change, mortality change, 
and change in full income in 2010–19 for the world’s 
30 most populous countries, expressed relative to 
their 2010 income level, confirming the very large 
contribution of health to economic welfare. Figure 5 
compares the USA and France over the same period. 
While growth in GDP in the USA exceeded that in France, 
the value of mortality change in France exceeded that in 
the USA, with the result that the changes in full income 
were similar in both countries. Consistent with these 
findings, Chen and colleagues have argued that countries 
underspend on health improvements relative to their 
value.23 The full-income approach is one of the several 
ways to generate compelling evidence for finance 
ministries and government planners, and we are studying 
how this evidence is used (or not) and how it could be 
improved to better meet the needs of the target audience.24

2020–23: COVID-19 and international tensions
The period 2020–23 was marked by the enormous 
mortality and economic consequences of the COVID-19 
pandemic. During what WHO defined as the emergency 
period of the pandemic—ie, Jan 30, 2020, to May 4, 2023—
we estimate that about 23 million excess deaths occurred, 
mostly from COVID-19 (appendix pp 71–76). In 

Figure 4: Life expectancy versus health-adjusted life expectancy
All 183 countries with available data for health-adjusted life expectancy are plotted from highest to lowest life 
expectancy. Every fifth country is indicated on the x-axis for illustrative purposes. Source: Norheim et al (2024).16
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a 2021 analysis, we suggested that the pandemic would 
be a major setback for achieving global mortality targets, 
particularly those for tuberculosis and maternal 
mortality,25 although evidence presented later in this 
report suggests that we were too pessimistic.

The effects of the pandemic were compounded by 
conflicts in Europe, the Middle East, and west and 
east Africa, which resulted in direct and indirect civilian 
deaths, and by continued USA–China tensions that are 
substantially altering the global political environment. 
There is no end in sight for any of these issues. Conflicts 
are also driving increases in the number of refugees and 
internally displaced people, who are now at a record 
high, and who are a challenging cohort for health-service 
delivery. Some consequences of these tensions and the 
COVID-19 pandemic include increases in inflation, 
energy prices, food prices, and debt servicing. By the end 
of 2022, the external debt of LMICs reached $27 trillion.26 
Between 2022 and 2023, official non-concessional 
financial flows to LMICs dropped by almost $40 billion 
per year to actually become reverse flows (flows, however, 
substantially increased to Ukraine).27,28 Concessional 
flows barely rose, and private flows out of LMICs rose to 
about $190 billion per year.27,28 The International 
Monetary Fund has argued that “higher long-term real 
interest rates, lower growth and higher debt will put 
pressure on medium-term fiscal trends and financial 
stability”.29

The changed financial environment will probably also 
slow economic growth rates, tighten development 
assistance budgets, and reduce the willingness of 
powerful countries to collaborate in addressing global 
challenges, including those related to health. For 
example, as discussed in part 8, there have been major 
reallocations of aid to the war in Ukraine and many large 
aid donors, such as France and Germany, have cut their 
budgets for official development assistance.30–32

Geopolitical tensions, competition for limited 
assistance funds, and political polarisation are placing 
strains on global health. In the USA, for example, the US 
President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR) 
is threatened by governmental dysfunction.33 Since its 
launch in 2003, PEPFAR has been reauthorised for 
5-year terms with strong bipartisan support. However, 
after a bruising partisan battle, in March, 2024, the US 
congress passed only a 12-month reauthorisation bill, 
and PEPFAR’s future is in jeopardy. Rising nationalism, 
such as the vaccine nationalism that occurred during the 
COVID-19 pandemic,34 presents a challenge to the 
agenda laid out in this Commission report, and greater 
international collective action is needed to generate 
global public goods, including for pandemic 
preparedness and curbing antimicrobial resistance. We 
recognise that LMICs might have to generate national 
public goods for health themselves,35 or to rely on 
support from regional initiatives such as the Africa 
Centres for Disease Control and Prevention.

Trends likely to shape global health, 2024–50
The global health response is likely to face substantial 
challenges in the next 25 years, including ongoing and new 
conflicts (and the attendant risk of escalation to thermo-
nuclear war36), climate change, pandemics, and demo-
graphic pressures. These pressures lead to both increases 
in demands for health services as a result of ageing of pop-
ulat ions, and fertility declines leading to a relative decline 
in the working-age population, with atten dant impli cations 
for capacity to finance and provide health services.

Current estimates (appendix, pp 95–97) suggest that 
climate change will have highly uncertain but conceivably 

Value of change 
in gross national 
income 
(% per year)

Value of 
mortality 
change 
(% per year)

Value of full 
income change 
(% per year)

Ranking, value 
of change in 
full income

Global 2·6 1·5 4·1 NA

Bangladesh 6·7 2·3 8·9 5

Brazil –0·1 1·0 1·0 29

China 8·9 1·1 10·0 3

Colombia 2·7 0·9 3·7 19

DR Congo 2·6 4·7 7·2 8

Egypt 1·4 1·3 2·6 21

Ethiopia 8·4 5·4 13·8 1

France  1·1 0·6 1·7 26

Germany 1·9 0·6 2·5 22

India 6·4 2·5 8·8 6

Indonesia 4·9 1·2 6·1 11

Iran 9·1 1·2  10·2 2

Italy 0·3 0·6 0·9 30

Japan 1·1 0·8 1·9 24

Kenya 4·2 1·7 5·9 12

Mexico 0·7 0·3 1·0 28

Myanmar  7·6 2·1 9·7 4

Nigeria 0·5 2·3 2·8 20

Pakistan 2·9 2·3 5·2 15

Philippines 5·1 0·5 5·6 14

Russia 1·0 2·9 4·0 17

South Africa 0·5 5·1 5·6 13

South Korea 2·9 1·3 4·1 16

Sudan –1·4 2·8 1·4 27

Tanzania 3·4 4·1 7·6 7

Thailand 3·0 0·7 3·7 18

Türkiye 4·9 1·2 6·1 10

UK 1·3 0·5 1·8 25

USA 2·0 0·0 2·0 23

Viet Nam 6·5 0·3 6·8 9

The data that we based our valuation calculations on were from Chang et al (2024).21 To calculate valuation, we 
followed the suggestions of the Harvard Benefit–Cost Analysis Reference Case Guidelines.22 Data are the average annual 
value of the total change as of 2019 expressed relative to gross national income levels in 2010. In Bangladesh, for 
example, the change in gross national income per capita per year between 2010 and 2019 was 6·7% of the 2010 
income, and the dollar value of the declining mortality rates per year in that period was 2·3% of the 2010 income. Full 
income was thus increasing by an average amount of 8·9% per year (sums are not exact because of rounding).

Table 2: Value of change in gross national income, mortality, and full income (2010–19) in the world’s 
30 most populous countries
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large consequences for human mortality by 2100, 
although estimated effects on mortality by 2050 are 
much smaller. A background analysis37 that we undertook 
to inform this Commission report and to inform Disease 
Control Priorities (which reviews the evidence on cost-
effective interventions for high burden diseases in 
LMICs) provides assessments of future pandemic risk. 
Our background analysis predicted an average, at current 
levels of risk, of 2·5 million deaths from future 
pandemics per year (with no deaths in most years and 
substantially more deaths in some years, as in the 
COVID-19 pandemic). Another way to present our 
assessment of risk is that there is about a 50% chance 
that a new pandemic causing 25 million or more deaths 
will occur between now and 2050.

Maintaining current health-care services will become 
costlier over time (even without factoring in the cost of 
new health technologies and services that are likely to 
become available in coming decades). These cost 
increases are related to increases in population size and 
average age, combined with the Baumol effect (rising 
salaries in professions with no obvious productivity gains 
in response to rising salaries in other professions that 
did see such gains).38 Better paying opportunities outside 
the health sector and deteriorating work conditions often 
lead to a large gap between the supply of, and need for, 
health workers.38 International migration compounds the 
pattern of rising costs in many lower-income countries: 
higher wages for physicians and skilled nurses in upper 
middle-income and high-income countries create 
a combination of out migration and upward pressure on 
domestic wages, leading to doubly bad outcomes.38

As health-care costs increase, public finances for health 
have deteriorated in many countries. Kurowski and 
colleagues from the World Bank recently noted that “the 
stark reversal in the priority given to health in government 
spending does not bode well for global health security 
and progress toward the health-related Sustainable 
Development Goals”.39 These challenges are compounded 
by the reverse capital flows described in the previous 
section.28

An important factor that could accelerate progress in 
global health is the impact of new medicines, vaccines, 
diagnostics, and other health tools. Countries that adopt 
such new tools see mortality declines accelerate. GH2035 
noted that “historical experience suggests that the 
adoption of new technologies is associated with 
a decrease in the under-5 mortality rate of about 2% per 
year”.2 A study by Jamison and colleagues40 found that 
around 80% of the decline in mortality in children 
younger than 5 years across 95 LMICs between 
1970 and 2000 can be explained by the diffusion of such 
technologies. The pipeline of candidate medicines, 
vaccines, and diagnostics for neglected diseases, 
emerging infections, and child and maternal health is 
more robust than ever, and newly launched therapies are 
having a transformative effect (appendix pp 105–06). 
Schäferhoff and colleagues41 and Ogbuoji and colleagues42 
both suggest that the current development pipeline is 
likely to yield a suite of new tools that could have 
a dramatic impact on global health.

Part 2: Health goals for 2035 and 2050
Health systems serve several important goals, including 
preventing and reducing the severity of disease, 
improving quality of life at all ages, reducing premature 
mortality, responding to day-to-day health concerns, and 
protecting against financial risk (ie, protecting 
populations from catastrophic expenditures on health 
services). Most countries also explicitly value equity in 
access to services and the attainment of health outcomes.

However, a multiplicity of goals can lead to an absence 
of specific actionable goals. To address this problem, in 
this report we argue that reduction in the PPD (panel 1) 
works well as an overarching goal to bring more 
coherence and focus to these efforts. Other goals correlate 
well with achieving reductions in PPD and, of course, 
focusing most effort on one goal does not preclude other 
efforts, such as attempts to improve quality of life or 
reduce within-country inequalities (panel 2).

Globally, a person born somewhere in the world 
in 2019, just before the COVID-19 pandemic, had about 

Figure 5: Percentage change in income (A), value of mortality change (B), and full income (C) in France and the USA, 2000–19
Source: Chang et al (2024).21 *Relative to 2000 gross national income per capita.
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a 31% chance of dying before age 70 years (assuming 
continuation of the 2019 age-specific mortality rates). For 
comparison, the global PPD was 62% in the early 1960s 

(figure 2). Analyses underpinning this Commission 
report show that most countries could feasibly reduce 
their national PPD by 50% before 2050,16 which we posit 

Panel 2: Sex-based and socioeconomic inequalities in mortality within countries

Sex differences in health outcomes
Sex and gender are important determinants of health 
outcomes.43 The “Global Health 2035” Commission 
documented faster mortality improvements in females than in 
males, which contrasted sharply with discrimination against 
females at birth and with higher mortality in girls younger than 
5 years than in boys younger than 5 years (hereafter referred to 
as under-5 mortality) in some countries.2 In that Commission, 
sex differences were examined in rates of decline in mortality 
rather than in levels of mortality, with the conclusion that much 
of the overall improvements in survival were driven by 
improvements in females. In this Commission, the goal of 
reducing PPD by 50% by 2050 is not sex-specific. Considering 
females only, nine of the 30 most populous countries were on 
track to halve the PPD by 2030 (appendix p 89), whereas for 
males, only three countries were on track (Bangladesh, Russia, 
and South Korea). Overall, declines in PPD were greater in 
females than in males in 20 of the 30 countries. Among 
countries where females have a higher decline in PPD than 
males, the difference between the sexes was largest in Ethiopia, 
Tanzania, and Thailand. Of the countries where males have a 
higher rate of decline in PPD than females, this advantage is 
greatest in France, Italy, and Japan.

Globally in 2019, females had a lower PPD than males. This gap 
was widest in the Central and Eastern European region, where 
the male PPD was up to 2·2 times higher than the female PPD. 
Other countries where the male PPD was twice the female PPD 
include South Korea, Russia, Viet Nam, Thailand, Türkiye, and 
Japan.

Beyond the fact that females are biologically likely to live longer 
than males (about 25% of the sex difference in life expectancy is 
accounted for by biology44), the remaining differences in life 
expectancy can be attributed mostly to higher risk exposure 
among males—most notably smoking. Evidence is growing for 
interventions specifically targeting men that can reduce such 
exposure.45 Conversely, our analysis showed the smallest sex 
differences in PPD in a mix of countries in the North Atlantic, 
Sub-Saharan Africa, and Middle East and North Africa regions. 
In Nigeria, the PPD in males was only 1 percentage point higher 
than that in females. In Qatar, Kuwait, Bahrain, Togo, the 
United Arab Emirates, the Netherlands, Guinea, Malta, Sweden, 
and Benin, the difference between the male and female PPD 
was less than 5 percentage points. Given that life expectancy is 
generally 5 years longer in females than males, smaller survival 
differences could indicate discrimination against females.46

Although females live longer, they generally have higher rates 
of disability and poorer health than males, which is known as 
the health–survival paradox.47 Females also face higher age-
specific rates of mental illnesses, dementia, and some of the 

indicators of failure in child development than males.48 
However, the absence of sex-disaggregated data for disease 
prevalence, other morbidity indicators, and access to health 
care and other essential services severely constrains our 
understanding of these sex differences. These data gaps also 
make sex-responsive and gender-responsive programmes and 
policies to reduce these inequalities difficult to design.

Socioeconomic inequality in survival
The “Global health 2035” Commission pointed to the health of 
vulnerable groups as a key health challenge, and highlighted 
that avoidable mortality is concentrated disproportionately in 
poor communities.2 Historically, high life expectancy was 
associated with low lifespan variation—ie, lower inequality in 
the length of life lived in a population.49,50 However, trends in 
some high-income countries show widening gaps between the 
richest and poorest individuals: the gap in age at death 
between the richest 1% and poorest 1% of the US population 
between 2000 and 2014 was about 15 years in males and 
10 years in females.51 Similar findings were reported in 
Norway.52 The gap in life expectancy between rich and poor 
populations has widened in the USA, the UK, and Denmark,53–55 
but narrowed in other countries, including South Korea and 
many European countries.56,57

In LMICs, more attention has been paid to studying inequality 
in childhood mortality by socioeconomic groups. Chao and 
colleagues estimated that, in 2016, under-5 mortality was twice 
as high in the poorest households than in the richest in LMICs 
(excluding China).58 Despite substantial absolute reductions in 
this gap since 1990, the relative gap remained similar, with 
under-5 mortality roughly twice as high in poor households. 
Key factors that affect these inequalities include living in a rural 
rather than an urban residence, maternal education, sex of the 
child, and source of drinking water.59

In comparison, inequality in adult mortality in LMICs has 
received much less attention. A study in five countries in 
sub-Saharan Africa showed a difference of 6–10 years in life 
expectancy between the lowest and highest socioeconomic 
groups in 2003–16.60 In India, an 8-year gap in life expectancy 
was noted between the richest and poorest quintiles in 
2011–12,61 and in Indonesia, a 4-year difference in life 
expectancy at age 30 years was noted between the richest and 
poorest quintiles in 2007–15.62 Studies60–62 have shown that the 
relationship between socioeconomic status and adult mortality 
in LMICs may differ from that in high-income countries, due to 
different patterns of epidemiological and demographic 
transitions, including rates of multimorbidity from non-
communicable diseases and rates of tobacco and alcohol use.

PPD=probability of premature death. LMICs=low-income and middle-income countries.
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is a reasonable long-term goal to aim for (ie, 50 by 50). If 
this goal were achieved globally, a person born anywhere 
in the world in 2050 would have only a 15% chance of 
dying before age 70 years (the PPD in the North Atlantic 
region in 2019).

We chose 2019 as a baseline for our analyses because of 
the substantial impact of COVID-19 on PPD, which 
shows how exogenous shocks such as pandemics can 
threaten 50 by 50. Although COVID-19 deaths were 
highly skewed towards the oldest age groups, 
36% of all excess deaths worldwide in 2020–21 were 
among those younger than 65 years.63 From 2019 to 2021, 
the worldwide PPD rose by over four percentage points.10 
However, the COVID-19 pandemic was presumably 
a temporary setback to mortality declines in the long run. 
Data suggest that in 2023 premature mortality started 
falling again, although it remained higher than pre-
pandemic levels in many countries.64 We used 2019 as the 
baseline year to avoid the effects of these presumably 
temporary distortions on overall trends.

Time required to halve PPD
Our assessment began by looking at historical progress 
in reducing the PPD from 1970 to 2019, a period in which 
remarkable progress was made, but with disparities 
across regions and countries (appendix pp 11–15). 
Importantly, there is no significant correlation between 
current PPD and rates of change in the past decade 
(2010–19)16—ie, high rates of decline in PPD are possible 
irrespective of the initial PPD. For example, South Korea 
had the most rapid improvement in PPD from a low 
initial PPD, and Ethiopia also had a rapid improvement 
in PPD despite a high initial PPD (table 1).

For the world as a whole, changes in PPD since 
1970 have largely been driven by improvements in people 
aged 50–69 years.16 Between 2010 and 2019, about 50% of 
the improvement in PPD was due to reduced mortality in 
this age group, followed by reduced mortality in people 
aged 0–14 years (about 27%), and those aged 15–49 years 
(about 23%). In the North Atlantic region, the proportion 
of the contribution to the decline in PPD from people 
ages 50–69 years has been about 70% since the 1970s, 
and even in sub-Saharan Africa this age group 
contributed the most (40%) to changes in PPD in 2010–19. 
Success in reducing PPD will require success in reducing 
the burden of NCDs and injuries that dominate the 
causes of mortality in middle and older age.

Achieving 50 by 50
Given that data from 2019 are the baseline against 
which we are measuring progress in PPD, countries 
have 31 years—ie, from 2019 to 2050—to achieve the 
goal of 50 by 50. Since 1970, 37 countries halved their 
PPD in 31 years or less (table 3), including seven of the 
world’s 30 most populous countries: Bangladesh, 
China, Iran, Italy, Japan, South Korea, and Viet Nam 
(figure 6). This historical achievement shows that 

halving PPD within the timeframe of 50 by 50 is 
possible. Halving of PPD occurred in countries with 
both a high starting PPD (eg, Viet Nam) and a low 
starting PPD (eg, Italy).

Between 2010 and 2019, the global PPD declined by 
1·3% per year. To halve the PPD by 2050, an annual rate 
of decline of 2·2% is required. Globally, 33 countries had 
an annual rate of decline in PPD of at least 2·2% in 
2010–19,16 including seven of the world’s 30 most 
populous countries (table 1). Thus, an acceleration in 
progress is needed in most countries, including in nine 
of the 30 most populous countries that had rates of 
decline in PPD of less than 1% per year—and thus need 
to more than double the rate of decline to meet 50 by 50.

If countries with a rate of change of 1·0–2·2% annually 
can achieve the same rate of change as well-performing 
regional neighbours, halving PPD in each country by 
2050 would be feasible. At a rate of decline of 2·2% per 
year, PPD would fall by 30% by 2035. Thus, a reasonable 
milestone on the way to the 50-by-50 target would be to 
reduce PPD from 2019 by 30% before 2035. The 
appendix (pp 16–17) shows countries that are on track to 
achieve a 30% reduction by 2035 and a 50% reduction 
by 2050.

Baseline PPD as of 2019 varies from 12% (eg, in Italy, 
Japan, and South Korea) to more than 50% (eg, in 
DR Congo and Nigeria). Although the 50-by-50 goal is 
feasible (if perhaps only aspirational for some countries, 
realistically speaking) for almost all baseline PPDs, the 
health conditions and age groups that should be focused 
on will vary accordingly. Because there is no historical 
experience of halving from the current lowest PPD—
12%—the goal could be more demanding for these high-
performing countries. That said, South Korea’s rate of 
improvement (table 1) is consistent with success in 
halving.

In part 3, we introduce the 15 priority conditions that 
cause most premature deaths. Focused attention on 
tackling these conditions could have an enormous payoff 
globally. The varying importance of each condition in 
different countries should be used as the basis for 
tailoring interventions to achieve 50 by 50. For example, 
eight infectious and maternal and child health conditions 
account for half the life expectancy gap between 
the North Atlantic (ie, the region with the highest life 
expectancy) and sub-Saharan Africa, where lower 
respiratory tract infections, tuberculosis, HIV/AIDS, and 
neonatal conditions are particularly important. 
Meanwhile, countries where these eight infectious and 
maternal and child health conditions do not cause 
substantial mortality can reduce premature mortality by 
carefully focusing on seven sets of NCDs and injuries, 
which account for four-fifths of the life expectancy gap 
between the North Atlantic and China, with more than 
half the gap accounted for by three conditions: 
atherosclerotic cardiovascular diseases, haemorrhagic 
stroke, and tobacco-related NCDs. India is an example of 
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a country where both sets of conditions contribute 
substantially to the life expectancy gap: almost a third of 
the life expectancy gap between India and the North 
Atlantic is accounted for by the eight infections and 
maternal and child health conditions (especially neonatal 
conditions and diarrhoea), and almost half is accounted 
for by the seven NCDs and injury-related conditions 
(especially atherosclerotic cardiovascular diseases and 
tobacco-related NCDs).

In all cases, we argue that focusing on the relevant 
priority conditions would substantially reduce PPD by 2050. 
Reductions in PPD would require scaled up investments 
in the 15 priority health conditions and the rolling out of 
new health tools (including preventive health 
interventions), which in turn could be enabled by assigning 
higher priority for health in government spending and 
through the use of subsidies and pooled procurement to 
ensure access to required drugs, vaccines, and 
commodities, as we will discuss in subsequent sections.

Part 3: The 15 priority conditions
We propose that countries focus on preventing and 
treating 15 priority conditions (eight infectious and 
maternal health conditions and seven NCD and injury-
related conditions) as a concrete step towards reaching 
50 by 50 (panel 3). These 15 conditions account for a very 
large fraction of the life expectancy gaps between the 
highest-performing regions and other regions, and 
declines in deaths from these conditions contributed most 
of the life expectancy gains globally between 2000 and 2019.65

To establish the importance of the 15 priority 
conditions, first we examined the life expectancy gap 
between the North Atlantic region (which, as of 2019, 
had a life expectancy at birth of 82 years and a PPD of 
15%) and each other region, which varied from 22 years 
in sub-Saharan Africa to 3 years in the US region. A tiny 

Initial PPD Period during 
which PPD fell by 
50%

Central and Eastern Europe region

Armenia 65% 1988–2010

Bosnia and Herzegovina 70% 1992–96

Slovenia 36% 1983–2014

China 

China* 61% 1970–2001

Latin America and Caribbean 

Chile 50% 1970–88

Colombia 46% 1985–2013

El Salvador 72% 1980–2008

Guatemala 70% 1982–2011

Middle East and North Africa 

Algeria 74% 1970–97

Bahrain 30% 1991–2022

Iran* 56% 1983–2006

Israel 35% 1973–2004

Kuwait 31% 1983–2014

Lebanon 58% 1975–99

Oman 69% 1970–94

Qatar 42% 1974–2006

Saudi Arabia 61% 1970–2001

Tunisia 60% 1970–98

United Arab Emirates 51% 1970–2000

North Atlantic 

Cyprus 41% 1970–2000

Iceland 30% 1974–2003

Ireland 34% 1979–2010

Italy* 28% 1983–2003

Luxembourg 35% 1977–2008

Malta 36% 1970–2001

Norway 25% 1988–2019

Sub-Saharan Africa 

Cabo Verde 49% 1988–2019

Western Pacific and Southeast Asia 

Australia 38% 1970–99

Bangladesh* 62% 1991–2022

Cambodia 100% 1975–2001

Japan* 33% 1970–2001

Maldives 70% 1970–1999

New Zealand 34% 1977–2008

Singapore 43% 1972–2002

South Korea* 34% 1992–2010

Timor-Leste 95% 1978–2009

Viet Nam* 66% 1972–94

Probability of premature death is defined as the probability that a child born in 
the indicated year would die before age 70 years if the age-specific death rates 
prevailing at the year of birth were to continue unchanged. Source: Norheim et al 
(2024).16 *Country is among the world’s 30 most populous countries.

Table 3: Countries that reduced the probability of premature death by 
50% in 31 years or less between 1970 and 2019 
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Figure 6: High-population countries that halved the PPD in 31 years or less, 1970–2019
Sources: Norheim et al (2024),16 UN World Population Prospects (2022).64 PPD=probability of premature death (ie, 
death before age 70 years).
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fraction of the 17 000 unique codes in in ICD-11 accounts 
for most of the gap in life expectancy. The 15 priority 
conditions that we have identified contribute to 
about 80% of the life expectancy gap between most 
regions and the North Atlantic—eg, 86% of the life 
expectancy gap between China and the North Atlantic, 
and 74% of the gap between sub-Saharan Africa and 
the North Atlantic (figure 7, table 4).

We then compared gains in life expectancy for each 
region over time. Globally, life expectancy increased by 
6·2 years between 2000 and 2019. Changes in the cause-
specific mortality rates of the 15 priority conditions 
accounted for about 86% of this increase (table 5). These 
15 priority conditions contributed to 93% of the 9·5-year 
gain in life expectancy during this period in sub-Saharan 
Africa (of which 92% was due to reductions in mortality 
from the eight infectious and maternal health 
conditions), 86% of the 8·1-year gain in India, 74% of the 

5·7-year gain in China, and 82% of the 3·6-year gain in 
the North Atlantic.

We now examine progress that countries have made in 
tackling both the infectious and maternal health priority 
conditions and the NCD and injury-related priority 
conditions, and assess how the COVID-19 pandemic 
affected progress on infectious diseases and maternal 
mortality.

Progress in infectious and maternal health conditions
GH2035 focused on ways to reduce mortality from 
HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, malaria, and maternal and 
child health conditions in all LMICs down to the low 
rates in the best performing upper-middle-income 
countries by 2035. That Commission concluded such 
progress was possible, and our new analysis of the 
reduction in the life expectancy gap between each 
region and the North Atlantic region from 
2000 to 2019 shows that considerable progress has been 
made largely as a result of reductions in mortality from 
infections and maternal health conditions in some 
regions (appendix p 18).

We consider the eight infectious and maternal health 
conditions to be a useful aggregate indicator. Globally, 
rates of decline in mortality from these conditions 
between 2000 and 2019 were impressive, with 
performance in 2010–19 slightly better than that in 
2000–10. Globally, decline in mortality from the eight 
infectious and maternal health conditions contributed 
3·7 years of the total 6·2-year increase in life expectancy 
from 2000 to 2019 (table 5). In sub-Saharan Africa, the 
overall increase in life expectancy was 9·5 years, 8·7 years 
of which were accounted for by reductions in the eight 
infectious and maternal health conditions (with declines 
in HIV/AIDS mortality accounting for the largest 
share—3·0 years). Reductions in mortality from the 
eight infectious and maternal health conditions accounted 
for 6·9 years of the 8·1-year gain in life expectancy in 
India, where declines in mortality from diarrhoeal 
disease, neonatal conditions, and tuberculosis were 
particularly important. Reductions in mortality from the 
priority infectious and maternal health conditions were 
also an important driver for life expectancy gains in the 
Central Asia, Western Pacific and Southeast Asia, and 
Middle East and North Africa regions.

It is important to note that, by 2000, major gains in life 
expectancy had already been achieved in much of the 
world as a result of control of the eight infectious and 
maternal health conditions. For example, a retrospective 
assessment of the Expanded Programme on 
Immunization, which marks its 50th anniversary in 2024, 
estimated that 40% of the post-1974 decline in infant 
mortality resulted from the programme.67 Both figure 2 and 
table 5 show limited remaining gains since 2000 from 
tackling childhood cluster conditions (ie, vaccine-
preventable conditions) because of substantial previous 
gains from immunisation globally.

Panel 3: The 15 priority conditions

We propose that all countries focus on reducing mortality 
and morbidity from 15 priority conditions, which include 
eight infectious and maternal health conditions and seven 
NCD and injury-related conditions. The eight infectious and 
maternal health conditions were defined using the WHO 
Global Health Estimates categories of country-level causes of 
death: neonatal conditions, lower respiratory tract infections, 
diarrhoeal diseases, HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, malaria, 
childhood cluster diseases, and maternal conditions.17 
The neonatal conditions comprise the Global Health Estimate 
categories of preterm birth complications, birth asphyxia and 
birth trauma, neonatal sepsis and infections, and other 
neonatal conditions (eg, haemorrhagic and haematological 
disorders, transitory endocrine and metabolic disorders, and 
digestive disorders). The category of childhood cluster 
diseases comprises four vaccine-preventable illnesses: 
whooping cough, diphtheria, measles, and tetanus.

The seven NCD and injury-related conditions are 
atherosclerotic cardiovascular diseases (ischaemic heart 
disease and ischaemic stroke), haemorrhagic stroke, NCDs 
strongly linked to infections, NCDs strongly linked to tobacco 
use, diabetes (including chronic kidney disease due to 
diabetes), road injury, and suicide. The NCDs strongly linked 
to infections are stomach cancer, liver cancer secondary to 
infection with hepatitis B virus or hepatitis C virus, cervical 
cancer, rheumatic heart disease, and cirrhosis due to infection 
with hepatitis B virus or hepatitis C virus. The NCDs strongly 
linked to tobacco use are chronic obstructive pulmonary 
disease and cancers of the mouth, oropharynx (lip and oral 
cavity, nasopharynx, and other pharynx), trachea, bronchus, 
lung, and larynx. Tobacco-related deaths from atherosclerotic 
cardiovascular diseases and haemorrhagic stroke are included 
in those categories.

NCDs=non-communicable diseases.
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Death rates due to tuberculosis and malaria, maternal 
mortality, and mortality in children younger than 
15 years (hereafter referred to as under-15 mortality) all 
nearly halved from 2000 to 2019, whereas deaths due to 
HIV/AIDS fell by two-thirds. Three of the eight 2000–15 
Millennium Development Goals focused on child 
mortality, maternal mortality, and mortality from HIV/
AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria; these goals mobilised 
action on, and funding for, tackling these diseases, 
including from the Global Fund and Gavi, the Vaccine 
Alliance.68–70 From 2010 to 2019, the HIV/AIDS death rate 
fell by 7% per year, the tuberculosis death rate by 5% per 
year, and the malaria, maternal, and under-15 death rates 
by about 3% per year. The rate of decline in tuberculosis, 
HIV/AIDS, and malaria mortality increased in 2010–19 
compared with 2000–09, while the rate of decline in 
maternal mortality and under-15 mortality slowed 
(table 6).

Mortality from these eight infectious and maternal 
health conditions is concentrated in certain countries—
eg, in 2019, the three countries with the highest 
burdens of mortality accounted for around half of all 
deaths from malaria (ie, Nigeria, DR Congo, and Niger) 
and tuberculosis (ie, India, Nigeria, and Indonesia), 
and a fifth of all HIV/AIDS deaths (ie, Nigeria, 
South Africa, and India). Similarly, around 30% of all 
maternal deaths and under-15 deaths were concen-
trated in two countries (Nigeria and India). The 
appendix (pp 20–24) details the rates of decline in 
mortality for the 30 countries with the highest number 
of deaths from selected infectious and maternal health 
priority conditions, as well as progress on reducing 
under-15 mortality (p 25). For under-15 mortality, 12 of 
the 30 highest-burden countries had faster declines in 
2010–19 than in 2000–10. The fastest declines in 
under-15 mortality in 2010–19 were in China, Uganda, 
India, Angola, and Ethiopia (appendix p 25).

Despite the substantial progress made, infectious and 
maternal health conditions still account for a large 
share of the life expectancy gap between sub-Saharan 
Africa, India, Central Asia, and some other regions and 
the North Atlantic region. In sub-Saharan Africa, lower 
respiratory tract infections and tuberculosis each 
accounted for about 2 years of the life expectancy gap, 
and HIV/AIDS, neonatal conditions, diarrhoeal 
diseases, and malaria each contributed roughly 
1·5 years to the gap (figure 8). Neonatal conditions, 
diarrhoeal diseases, and lower respiratory tract 
infections each accounted for about 1 year of the life 
expectancy gap between India and the North Atlantic 
region (figure 8).

Impact of COVID-19 on mortality from infectious and maternal 
health conditions
The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on cause-specific 
mortality rates is difficult to estimate.71 We rely on data 
from the WHO Global Health Estimates (GHE), which 

is considered one of the most reliable data sources for 
up to 2021. According to the GHE, during the COVID-19 
pandemic (specifically between 2020 and 2021), rates of 

Figure 7: Gap in life expectancy compared with the North Atlantic region attributable to priority 
conditions, 2019
Life expectancy in the North Atlantic region was 82 years in 2019. Pollard’s decomposition method was used to 
calculate the contributions of specific causes of death to differences in life expectancy between regions.66 
Definitions of the priority infectious and maternal health conditions and the priority NCD and injury-related 
conditions are provided in panel 3. Sources: WHO Global Health Estimates (2021),17 UN World Population Prospects 
(2024),10 and Karlsson et al (2024).65 NCD=non-communicable disease.
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Gap in life 
expectancy, 
years

Proportion of gap in life expectancy

Infectious and 
maternal health 
priority 
conditions*

NCD and injury-
related priority 
conditions*

Priority 
conditions 
combined

Central and Eastern Europe 7·6 7% 68% 75%

Central Asia 14·7 29% 48% 77%

China 4·3 4% 82% 86%

India 11·5 29% 49% 78%

Latin America and Caribbean 7·0 20% 40% 60%

Middle East and North Africa 7·6 13% 60% 73%

Sub-Saharan Africa 21·6 50% 23% 74%

USA 3·3 3% 44% 48%

Western Pacific and 
Southeast Asia

7·4 28% 50% 78%

Global 9·6 35% 43% 78%

Adapted from a Commission on Investing in Health background paper.65 Life expectancy in the North Atlantic region 
was 82·2 years in 2019. Pollard’s decomposition method66 was used to calculate the share of the life expectancy gap 
accounted for by each condition based on WHO’s Global Health Estimates (2021)17 and the UN’s World Population 
Prospects (2024).10 NCD=non-communicable disease. *Definitions of the priority infectious and maternal health 
conditions and the priority NCD and injury-related conditions are provided in panel 3. 

Table 4: Proportion of gap in life expectancy between the North Atlantic region and other regions 
accounted for by the 15 priority conditions, 2019
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decline in death rates slowed for HIV/AIDS and under-15 
mortality, while death rates for tuberculosis, malaria, 
and maternal mortality increased (table 6). By contrast 
with these estimates, Global Burden of Disease data 
suggested that the number of tuberculosis deaths during 
the pandemic was lower than the number of expected 
deaths,72 and that the maternal mortality ratio remained 
about the same in 2021 as it did in 2019.73

In our analysis of the 30 countries with the highest 
burden of tuberculosis, 24 had either slower declines in 
mortality or increased mortality during the pandemic 

(appendix p 20). However, several sub-Saharan African 
countries (DR Congo, Ethiopia, Nigeria, Tanzania, 
Uganda, Zambia) recorded annual reductions in 
tuberculosis deaths of more than 6% even during the 
pandemic (appendix p 20).

Some countries maintained or accelerated their 
progress on reducing deaths from HIV/AIDS during the 
COVID-19 pandemic, and ten countries achieved annual 
declines of 10% or more per year (appendix p 21). 
However, increases in deaths due to HIV/AIDS during 
the COVID-19 pandemic were recorded in Brazil, China, 

Global Sub-Saharan Africa 
region

India region China region North Atlantic 
region

Infectious and maternal health priority conditions

Overall 3·68 (59%) 8·71 (92%) 6·85 (85%) 1·69 (30%) 0·25 (7)

Childhood-cluster diseases 0·44 (7%) 0·92 (10%) 0·66 (8%) 0·08 (1%) 0 (0)

Diarrhoeal diseases 0·60 (10%) 1·01 (11%) 1·57 (19%) 0·15 (3%) –0·01 (<1%)*

HIV/AIDS 0·47 (8%) 2·95 (31%) 0·44 (5%) 0 (0) 0·04 (1%)

Lower respiratory tract infections 0·52 (8%) 0·70 (7%) 0·76 (9%) 0·53 (9%) 0·17 (5%)

Malaria 0·18 (3%) 0·95 (10%) 0·05 (1%) 0 (0) 0 (0)

Maternal conditions 0·09 (2%) 0·34 (4%) 0·21 (3%) 0·02 (<1%) 0 (0)

Neonatal conditions 0·75 (12%) 0·55 (6%) 1·54 (19%) 0·77 (14%) 0·04 (1%)

Tuberculosis 0·62 (10%) 1·30 (14%) 1·63 (20%) 0·15 (3%) 0·01 (<1%)

NCD and injury-related priority conditions

Overall 1·65 (27%) 0·06 (1%) 0·06 (1%) 2·49 (44%) 2·74 (75%)

Atherosclerotic cardiovascular diseases 0·59 (10%) –0·03 (<1%)* –0·21 (–3%) –0·11 (–2%) 1·71(47%)

Diabetes –0·04 (–1%) –0·07 (–1%) –0·12 (–1%) 0·03 (1%) 0·07 (2%)

Haemorrhagic stroke 0·31 (5%) 0·08 (1%) 0·06 (1%) 0·74 (13%) 0·17 (5%)

Infection-related NCDs 0·24 (4%) 0·05 (1%) 0·17 (2%) 0·45 (8%) 0·16 (4%)

Road injury 0·12 (2%) 0·06 (1%) 0·08 (1%) 0·22 (4%) 0·23 (6%)

Suicide 0·09 (1%) –0·03 (<1%)* 0·08 (1%) 0·19 (3%) 0·05 (1%)

Tobacco-related NCDs 0·35 (6%) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0·97 (17%) 0·34 (9%)

Other causes 0·88 (14%) 0·72 (8%) 1·13 (14%) 1·49(26%) 0·66 (18%)

Data are changes in life expectancy in years attributable to specific causes of death (proportion of total change attributable to each cause). Pollard’s decomposition method66 
was used to calculate the share of the life expectancy change accounted for by each condition based on WHO’s Global Health Estimates (2021)17 and the UN’s World 
Population Prospects (2024).10 In 2000, life expectancy was 51·2 years in the Sub-Saharan Africa region, 62·7 years in the India region, 72·3 years in the China region, 
78·6 years in the North Atlantic region, and 66·4 years globally. Between 2000 and 2019, life expectancy increased by 9·5 years in the Sub-Saharan Africa region, 8·1 years in 
the India region, 5·7 years in the China region, 3·6 years in the North Atlantic region, and 6·2 years globally. Negative proportions reflect changes that had deleterious effects 
(ie, that contributed to reductions in life expectancy). *These percentages have a negative value of between –1% and 0%.

Table 5: Changes in life expectancy attributable to infectious and maternal health and NCD and injury-related priority conditions, 2000–19

Deaths (n) Death rate* Annual rate of change in death rate (%)

2000 2019 2021 2000 2019 2021 2000–10 2010–19 2019–21

Tuberculosis 2 500 000 1 300 000 1 400 000 41 17 18 –3·9% –5·2% 1·6%

HIV/AIDS 1 600 000 720 000 650 000 27 9 8 –3·9% –7·1% –6·0%

Malaria 870 000 580 000 600 000 14 7 8 –3·2% –3·5% 1·3%

Maternal deaths 410 000 240 000 260 000 300 170 190 –3·3% –2·4% 5·8%

Under-15 deaths† 12 000 000 6 700 000 6 300 000 88 47 46 –3·5% –3·0% –1·8%

Data were obtained from WHO’s Global Health Estimates (2021)17 and the UN’s World Population Prospects (2024),10 and have been rounded. *For tuberculosis, HIV/AIDS, 
and malaria, the death rate is per 100 000 population; for maternal deaths the death rate is per 100 000 livebirths, and for under-15 mortality (ie, deaths among children 
younger than 15 years) the death rate is per 1000 livebirths. †Under-15 deaths are an approximation of deaths from the priority conditions neonatal conditions, diarrhoeal 
diseases, lower respiratory tract infections, and childhood-cluster diseases.

Table 6: Global progress against infectious and maternal health priority conditions
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Republic of the Congo, Kenya, Pakistan, and Russia 
(with increases in death rates of 12% per year in Pakistan 
and 6% in Russia). More than half of the 30 countries 
with the highest burden of malaria recorded increased 
malaria deaths during COVID-19, with only five 
countries (South Sudan, DR Congo, Liberia, Mali, and 
Benin) recording faster declines in malaria deaths 
during the pandemic (appendix p 22).

For maternal mortality, an accelerated decline in 
maternal mortality was noted in Chad, Kenya, South 
Sudan, and Tanzania, whereas most countries had 
increased maternal mortality rates during COVID-19. 
The increase in maternal mortality was highest in 
Brazil, the Philippines, China, Indonesia, South Africa, 
and India (appendix pp 23–24). Most of the countries 
with the highest under-15 mortality experienced 
a slowing of decline in mortality rates during the 
COVID-19 pandemic, and Kenya had increased under-15 
mortality rates during this period (appendix p 25).

Overall, despite the pandemic, impressive progress 
continued in tackling infectious and maternal and child 
health conditions. These trends suggest that 
a 30% reduction in PPD by 2035 remains feasible 
through focused attention on these priority conditions, 
although more time is needed to assess the full impact 
of the pandemic in 2022, 2023, and thereafter.

Progress in NCDs and injury-related conditions
Achieving a 50% reduction in PPD by 2050 will also 
require targeted action against NCDs and injury-related 
priority conditions, which contribute substantially to 
the life expectancy gap between the North Atlantic 
region and other regions. In India, for example, 
atherosclerotic cardiovascular diseases accounted for 
2·1 years of the 5·6-year life expectancy gap related to 
the seven NCD and injury-related priority conditions, 
and tobacco-related NCDs accounted for 1·6 years 
(figure 9A).74 In China, atherosclerotic cardiovascular 
diseases, haemorrhagic stroke, and tobacco-related 
NCDs each accounted for about 1 year of the 3·5-year 
life expectancy gap attributable to the seven NCD and 
injury-related priority conditions (figure 9B).

Globally, the decrease in death rates for the seven 
NCD and injury-related priority conditions accounted 
for about 1·7 years of the 6·2-year gain in life expectancy 
between 2000 and 2019 (table 5). These reductions in 
mortality did little to raise life expectancy in India and 
sub-Saharan Africa (both in absolute and relative terms), 
but underpinned close to half the life expectancy 
improvements in China and 75% of life expectancy 
improvements in the North Atlantic region. In the 
North Atlantic, reductions in mortality from 
atherosclerotic cardiovascular disease accounted for 
1·7 years of the 3·6-year increase in life expectancy 
between 2000 and 2019. In China, by contrast, the 
contribution of reductions in deaths from atherosclerotic 
cardiovascular diseases was small, although it increased 

in importance in 2010–19 compared with in 
2000–09 (appendix p 30).

Global progress on reducing mortality from the seven 
NCD and injury-related priority conditions between 
2000 and 2019 was mixed (table 7). On the positive side, 
age-specific mortality rates declined globally, including by 
1·5% per year for the critical age group 50–69 years. Rates 
of decline differed by conditions and region. However, 
improvements in or stabilising of age-specific death rates 
are an incomplete measure of success for two reasons. 
First, and most importantly, our analyses show that 
population growth and ageing—which are in part 
a consequence of past successes in reducing deaths from 
infections and maternal health conditions—are expected 
to drive up the number of people dying from NCDs and 
injury-related conditions over time by around 1–2% per 
year (appendix p 30).75 This increase would result in a near 

Figure 8: Gap in life expectancy compared with the North Atlantic region attributable to the infectious and 
maternal health priority conditions in the Sub-Saharan Africa (A) and India (B) regions, 2019
Life expectancy in the North Atlantic region was 82·2 years in 2019. Red sections of the bar show the life 
expectancy gap accounted for by the cause indicated on the y-axis. Blue sections of the bars show the cumulative 
contribution of the causes above the cause indicated on the y-axis. Pollard’s decomposition method was used to 
calculate the contributions of specific causes of death to differences in life expectancy between regions.66 Sources: 
WHO Global Health Estimates (2021),17 UN World Population Prospects (2024),10 and Karlsson et al (2024).65
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doubling of deaths by 2050 compared with 2019, with 
associated large rises in incidence and prevalence of the 
priority conditions, leading to a historically unprecedented 
increase in demand for related health care. Figure 10 
shows the effect of demographic changes and reductions 
in mortality rates on deaths from haemorrhagic stroke. In 
high-income countries, adjustments were gradually made 
across the 20th century to account for epidemiological 
and demographic shifts and to redesign health-care 
systems around prevention of and care for NCDs and 
injuries. However, in the view of the Commission on 
Investing in Health, LMICs do not have sufficient time or 
resources to enable the investment in the health sector 
that would be required to replicate the systems that 
evolved in high-income countries.

Second, data from WHO’s Global Health Estimates 
suggest that the risk environment of the seven NCD and 
injury-related priority conditions has deteriorated.76 This 
deterioration has been exacerbated by factors such as 

greater tobacco affordability in middle-income countries, 
persistent ambient air pollution, rising consumption of 
harmful quantities of alcohol, rapid industrialisation 
fostering a sedentary lifestyle, and the proliferation of 
unhealthy diets worldwide.76 Without a clear set of policy 
priorities and the accompanying political courage to 
implement them in the face of objections from corporate 
interests, a potential rise in the age-specific incidence of 
the seven NCD and injury-related priority conditions 
could place the burden of mortality reduction even more 
firmly onto health systems.

The challenges, then, are twofold: to maintain 
a focused approach that emphasises intersectoral action 
on tobacco control and deployment of the most cost-
effective medical interventions (eg, cardiovascular 
disease prevention), and to use available resources to 
innovate cost-efficient health-care delivery models with 
similar or better quality of care as those in high-income 
countries. Here, the signs are promising: every year, 
there are more reports from health researchers in LMICs 
about the effectiveness of technology-supported, locally 
informed innovations in delivering care for NCDs and 
injuries.77–79 Greater international financial support is 
needed to enable knowledge sharing and cross-country 
learning about these innovations.

Low-mortality, high-morbidity conditions
So far, we have focused on mortality indicators, partly 
because the evidence base for the prevalence of morbidity 
is weaker (as a result of challenges in collecting data and 
defining morbidity). However, reducing morbidity and 
improving health-related quality of life are also important 
goals. Health indicators that reflect both mortality and 
morbidity, such as health-adjusted life expectancy and 
disease-adjusted life years, correlate highly with life 
expectancy (figure 4). Most interventions that reduce 
mortality rates result in improvements in health-related 
quality of life, and in populations with high life 
expectancy, the proportion of time lived with reduced 
quality of life tends to increase.80

However, as mentioned earlier, there are several 
conditions that cause substantial suffering and health 
burdens but do not result in high premature mortality, 
including mental illness, dementia, and failure to thrive 
(in countries with high prevalences of infectious diseases 
and maternal health conditions). Mental illnesses, such as 
affective disorders and schizophrenia, are leading causes 
of morbidity globally, and are associated with substantial 
economic losses from presenteeism and absenteeism.81,82 
National prevalence data for mental illnesses are not 
produced by WHO, but according to a Global Burden of 
Disease study, the age-standardised rates of mental 
illnesses remained fairly stable from 1990 to 2019, 
although this stability could reflect challenges in collecting 
prevalence and severity data over time.83 Ambiguity and 
imprecision in diagnostic criteria undermine 
epidemiology and other aspects of psychiatric science.84 

Figure 9: Gap in life expectancy compared with the North Atlantic attributable to the NCD and injury-related 
priority conditions in the India (A) and China (B) regions, 2019
Life expectancy in the North Atlantic was 82·2  years in 2019. Red sections of the bars show the life expectancy gap 
accounted for by the cause indicated on the y-axis. Blue sections of the bars show the cumulative contribution of the 
causes above the cause indicated on the y-axis. Pollard’s decomposition method was used to calculate the contributions 
of specific causes of death to differences in life expectancy between regions.66 Sources: WHO Global Health Estimates 
(2021),17 UN World Population Prospects (2024),10 and Karlsson et al (2024).65 NCD=non-communicable disease.
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Although genome-wide assessments of disease or risk are 
promising, as of now they have not been sufficiently 
developed. The COVID-19 pandemic exacerbated some 
mental illnesses, and increases in mental illnesses are 
likely to continue in view of the global climate crisis.85 
Mental illnesses were major contributors to the economic 
consequences of COVID-19 in the USA in an analysis by 
Cutler and Summers.86 Caring for individuals with mental 
illnesses imposes a large psychological, physical, and 
financial burden on caregivers.87,88 Although lists of deaths 
by cause generally show little contribution from mental 
illnesses, bipolar illness and schizophrenia are strong risk 
factors for all-cause mortality—particularly mortality from 
cardio vascular disease and suicide.89 Successful 
interventions to address morbidity from mental illnesses 
should thus also reduce associated mortality rates.

Dementia is a huge public health challenge, 
particularly in countries with rapidly ageing populations. 
It adversely affects cognitive function, and reduces 
quality of life of both patients and their families. 
Although not a major cause of premature mortality, 
dementia is an important cause of death in old age: it 
was the seventh leading cause of death globally in 2019.17 
The global age-standardised dementia prevalence 
remained stable between 1990 and 2019 and is expected 
to remain stable until 2050.90 However, similar to mental 
illnesses, there are challenges in collecting rigorous 
prevalence data and so there is wide uncertainty around 
prevalence and morbidity estimates.91 Although some 
high-income countries have reported declines in age-
specific incidence, the absolute number of individuals 
affected will continue to rise due to demographic 
changes.90,92 Beyond its direct health effects, dementia 
results in substantial long-term care needs. Jin and 
colleagues93 projected that the need for long-term 
dementia care in China by 2050 could cost as much 

as 6% of the country’s gross domestic product (GDP). 
According to estimates by Chen and colleagues,94 
Alzheimer’s disease and other dementias are projected 

All NCD and 
injury-related 
conditions

Athero-
sclerotic 
cardiovascular 
diseases

Diabetes Haemorrhagic 
stroke

Infection-
associated 
NCDs

Tobacco-
associated 
NCDs

Road injury Suicide

Global –1·5% –1·2% 0·4% –2·1% –2·1% –1·0% –1·6% –2·3%

Central Asia –2·1% –2·0% –0·2% –2·9% –2·4% –0·5% –2·5% –2·6%

Central and Eastern Europe –2·7% –2·8% 1·2% –4·2% –2·4% –3·2% –1·8% –3·6%

China –2·6% –0·9% –1·7% –3·7% –3·4% –1·3% –3·0% –4·6%

India 0·3% 0·8% 2·0% –0·3% –1·2% <0·1% <0·1%* –0·1%

Latin America and Caribbean –1·5% –1·6% –0·3% –2·8% –2·0% –1·1% –1·5% <0·1%*

Middle East and North Africa –1·5% –1·7% 0·4% –3·1% –1·3% –1·2% –1·1% –1·0%

North Atlantic –2·5% –3·9% –1·9% –3·4% –2·3% –4·0% –1·2% –0·4%

Sub-Saharan Africa –1·0% –0·7% <0·1%* –1·5% –1·6% –1·1% –0·8% –0·8%

USA –1·5% –2·2% <0·1% –1·4% 0·1% –0·3% –1·9% 2·0%

Western Pacific and 
Southeast Asia

–0·7% <0·1% 0·8% –0·8% –2·2% –1·8% –0·9% –2·4%

The table shows average annual rates of change in the mortality rate per 100 000 population per year based on data from WHO’s Global Health Estimates (2021).17 A negative 
average annual rate of change indicates a decline in mortality rates. NCD=non-communicable disease. *These percentages have a negative value of between 0% and –0·1%.

Table 7: Change in mortality rates from NCD and injury-related priority conditions among people aged 50–69 years, 2000–19

Figure 10: Sources of change in deaths from haemorrhagic stroke among people aged 50–69 years, 
2000–19, by Commission on Investing in Health region
Negative rates of change indicate a decline and positive rates of change indicate an increase.
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to cost the global economy over 14 trillion international 
dollars between 2020 and 2050, equivalent to about 
0·4% of GDP. The psychological and time burden on 
caregivers for people with dementia is high, and often 
disproportionately affects women, exacerbating gender 
inequalities in health and economic wellbeing.95

In countries with a high prevalence of infectious 
diseases and maternal health conditions, there is a need 
to shift from an exclusive focus on child survival to 
child thriving to support the large numbers of children 
who are not meeting expected targets for healthy 
physical and cognitive development. Height-for-age and 
mathematics test scores are important measures of 
child development and are relatively well measured. 
The appendix (pp 98–102) highlights newly available 
data on adolescent height and mathematics skills 
showing great disparities even between middle-income 
countries and high-performing countries, let alone 
between high-income countries and low-income 
countries, which are currently not included in these 
comparisons. In Mexico, for example, 12% of females 
aged 15–19 years attained heights that left them 
clinically stunted whereas in the UK the corresponding 
proportion is only 2%. In Saudi Arabia, children at the 
90th percentile in mathematics test scores would be 
only at the 18th percentile in Singapore. Poor physical 
and cognitive growth throughout childhood and 
adolescence confers noteworthy lifelong health and 
economic disadvantages on children, especially those 
from poor households.96 Interventions that can address 
these problems, at least partly, are available, with 
evidence that cognitive growth can benefit from the 
same health interventions that affect physical growth.74 
In part 4, we describe a modular approach to health-
systems strengthening that includes interventions to 
promote children’s health and to ensure that every child 
has the opportunity to achieve their full potential.

Part 4: A modular approach to health-systems 
strengthening
Introducing specificity to the health-systems agenda
The 2023 UHC monitoring report by WHO showed 
that little progress has been made globally in health-
service coverage since the start of the SDG era in 2015 
(with the exception of continued progress on HIV 
treatment).97 Furthermore, catastrophic health 
expenditure is becoming more common.97 Taken 
together, these data suggest that the UHC agenda has 
not been driving progress on health outcomes as much 
as was expected.

Discourse around UHC suggests that an overly broad 
vision of UHC (eg, in which every health need is fully 
addressed for every person by 2030) and a general lack 
of realism about what UHC entails in terms of collective 
action and fiscal choices could be contributing to slow 
progress.3 Relatedly, discourse around health-systems 
strengthening has focused largely on how to improve 

the levels of various health-system inputs in resource-
poor countries—rather than on how to use limited 
resources to directly improve population health and 
build resilient health systems.98

We call for a reset of the UHC and health-systems-
strengthening agendas. We recommend that national 
governments maintain their focus on public financing of 
a core set of interventions that are fully prepaid and 
available to everyone, starting with the highest value for 
money interventions (ie, progressive universalism), 
irrespective of location or financing scheme, and with 
accompanying social protection programmes. In this 
section of the Commission, we present a modular 
approach to health-systems strengthening that would 
enable building out from an initial focus on the 50-by-50 
goal to allow for movement towards more comprehensive 
UHC over time.

We reviewed recommendations from WHO and the 
Disease Control Priorities Project to identify cost-
effective interventions for major health conditions that 
would help to achieve the 50% reduction in PPD by 2050 
and improve the quality of life at all ages.99,100 We sought 
to identify core interventions that were likely to be cost-
effective and feasible to implement in countries of all 
income levels, and grouped these interventions into 
19 modules (table 8).101 In addition to modules that 
address the 15 priority conditions, there are modules that 
include interventions that address other major demands 
on health systems—eg, rehabilitation, child and 
adolescent development, and palliative care. The 
inclusion of these interventions—which are frequently 
neglected by governments and development partners, 
despite being highly valued by citizens—alongside 
mortality-focused interventions are crucial additions to 
our proposed 50-by-50 goal, which thereby includes 
improved quality of life at all ages.

We grouped related interventions into modules, with 
each module representing a programme area with 
a specific set of policies and financing arrangements 
(table 8). To be clear, we are not advocating for these 
modules to be vertical programmes in the usual sense of 
the term. Furthermore, we emphasise that governments 
can still devote much of their efforts and resources to 
ensuring the effective implementation of specific health 
interventions, even within integrated financing and 
delivery systems (see part 5 for a specific approach to 
public finance that facilitates implementation within an 
integrated delivery system).

The modules in table 8 are based on the foundations of 
health-care systems (eg, treatment of HIV, prevention of 
cardiovascular disease, family planning), and can be 
thought of as a checklist for addressing the 15 priority 
conditions. However, local circumstances will affect 
adoption, and not every module or intervention will be 
relevant in every country; the interventions are not 
a prescription, but rather a starting point for local 
deliberation. That said, we expect that a substantial 
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subset of the modules will be relevant and important in 
most countries.

We contend that focused investments to expand the 
delivery of these interventions could greatly accelerate 
progress towards the 50-by-50 target. Previous studies of 
similar interventions in diverse settings showed potential 
reductions in premature mortality that are of the order of 
those required to achieve 50 by 50.100,102 Hence, there is 

every reason to believe that substantial implementation 
of country-appropriate modules would enable 
achievement of 50 by 50. Additionally, most of the 
interventions we identify (table 8) are not being fully 
implemented, even in upper-middle-income and high-
income countries—eg, only 31% of Norwegian adults 
eligible for colorectal cancer screening in 2013–16 
underwent a screening test,103 and only 16% of Chinese 

High-priority interventions Primary outcome (secondary 
outcome)

Cost of 
expanding 
coverage by 
10%*

Community-based primary health-care teams

Infectious and maternal health conditions

Routine childhood 
immunisation

Immunisation against most or all antigens (n=11) recommend by WHO for all countries Child deaths averted (child height-
for-age)

0·2

Treatment of acute 
childhood illness†

Treatment of enteric and lower respiratory tract infections, malaria, and acute malnutrition Child deaths averted 
(child height-for-age)

2·2

Pregnancy and childbirth 
services‡

Antenatal care, safe delivery, management of complications of labour, routine postpartum care, 
neonatal care

Maternal deaths averted (stillbirths 
and neonatal deaths averted)

2·2

Tuberculosis‡ Treatment of infection (including drug-resistant disease), and preventive therapies for contacts and 
populations at high risk of latent infection

Adult deaths averted 0·9

HIV/AIDS‡ Long-term antiretroviral drug therapy for people with HIV, and preventive therapies for contacts at high 
risk of infection

Adult deaths averted 4·1

NCD and injury-related conditions

Basic cardiovascular and 
respiratory care‡

Combination drug therapy for people at high risk of developing cardiovascular disease (including stroke) 
and secondary prevention for those with established disease; glycaemic control and monitoring for 
microvascular complications in people with diabetes; management of asthma and chronic obstructive 
pulmonary disease

Adult deaths averted 7·1

Mental health care‡ Combination of drug therapy and psychotherapy for severe mood disorders, schizophrenia, and other 
serious and commonly occurring conditions§

Cases adequately managed for 
1 year (suicides averted)

3·6

Health-system interventions

Family planning Contraception services appropriate to settings and patient preferences Unintended pregnancies averted 
(couple-years of protection)

0·3

School-age child and 
adolescent development

School-based programmes to deliver deworming, micronutrient supplementation, immunisation (eg, 
against human papillomavirus), and screening for and response to vision problems and oral health 
issues¶

Child height-for-age, 15-year-old 
mathematics scores (glasses 
coverage)

0·7

Custodial and palliative 
care

Shared responsibility between health systems and households for providing shelter, food, security, 
dignity, and symptom management for conditions not amenable to functional integration (eg, 
dementia, spinal cord injury) or treatment (eg, metastatic ovarian cancer)||

Cases adequately managed for 
1 year

1·5

Public health functions Population-based interventions to improve disease prevention and control, including case-finding 
efforts for tuberculosis and HIV, vector-control efforts for malaria, mass drug administration for some 
neglected tropical diseases, micronutrient supplementation, and measures to identify and isolate 
infectious people during epidemics

Child and adult deaths averted 1·0

Primary care functions Integrated approaches to stable, common signs and symptoms (includes essential diagnostics and 
supportive care)

Enabling interventions—no primary 
outcomes

1·7

Specialised first-level delivery platforms

NCD and injury-related conditions

Primary surgical care Surgical services at first-level hospitals to address common surgical conditions with a focus on injuries 
and digestive diseases

Adult deaths averted 3·7

Enhanced cardiovascular 
and respiratory care

Long-term management of chronic kidney diseases and heart failure, treatment of acute cardiovascular 
and respiratory complications, secondary prevention of rheumatic heart disease

Adult deaths averted 3·2

Health-system interventions

Rehabilitation Essential rehabilitation services focused on post-acute care for cardiovascular disease (including stroke) 
and injury

People functionally reintegrated 
into society in 1 year

1·0

Dental care Treatment of infections and caries, dental extractions Burden of decayed, missing, or filled 
teeth reduced

0·5

Emergency care functions Integrated approaches to common emergency presentations in outpatient and first-level hospital 
settings (and prehospital care), including treatment of acutely ill people during epidemics**

N/A; enabling interventions 2·2

(Table 8 continues on next page)
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adults with hypertension had adequately controlled blood 
pressure in 2019.104 Many high-income countries could 
benefit from a careful review of our intervention 
recommendations to identify opportunities for improved 
implementation.

A modular approach to priority setting
Most countries have an official and broadly defined 
health benefits package (HBP) that specifies the 
interventions that are guaranteed to be available to all 
beneficiaries and available at little-to-no out-of-pocket 
cost. However, in many countries, HBPs are often poorly 
implemented. A review of experiences in several LMICs 
suggested that HBPs largely serve as advocacy 
documents.105 The costs of implementing HBPs are often 
much higher than the available resources, and HBPs are 
often not linked to financing or service-delivery 
arrangements, hindering their usefulness106—which is 
unfortunate, because HBPs could be a key policy 
mechanism for allocating scarce resources efficiently 
and equitably.

We propose an approach to cost-effectiveness analysis 
for HBPs—modular cost-effectiveness analysis—
that adapts to local policy processes, health-system 
configurations, and financing arrangements, thereby 
making HBPs easier to implement. This approach is 
central to our proposal for health-systems strengthening.

Modular cost-effectiveness analysis comprises two 
stages: defining modules and budget levels across the 
entire health sector, then optimising the intervention 
mix within each module. In the first stage, planners 
would identify a set of modules that correspond to 
different health sector programmes and activities. 
Depending on the country’s epidemiology, health-service 
architecture, and window of opportunity for policy 

change, these modules could be organised around the 
focus areas of technical working groups (eg, malaria, 
cardiovascular disease), delivery platforms (eg, outreach 
services, primary clinical care), payment mechanisms, or 
other organising principles. The choice of modules 
would vary by country and over time, depending on the 
policy context. Xishui County in China, for example, is 
initiating a planning process based on our modular 
approach but focused almost exclusively on the seven 
NCD and injury-related priority conditions, given local 
epidemiology (panel 4).

As part of the first stage of modular cost-effectiveness 
analysis, spending on each module should be estimated 
and plans should be made regarding the ability to expand 
or reduce funding for each module based on available 
resources. The allocation of budgets across modules 
should be based on national health strategies and other 
policy and political considerations. We have estimated 
the incremental cost (as a share of GDP) of expanding 
the coverage of our recommended core interventions for 
19 stylised modules (aligned with the 15 priority 
conditions) to an additional 10% of the population, 
a realistic increment of expansion within a given policy 
cycle (table 8).101 The goal of providing policy makers with 
the distribution of costs across modules is to help 
structure conversations about where to invest often-
limited incremental resources to support health-system 
development objectives over time.

Once planners and politicians have set the general 
direction for HBP reform and the budget space for each 
module, the second stage of modular cost-effectiveness 
analysis is a technocratic exercise to optimise value for 
money within each of the modules. Experts assigned to 
each module would start by mapping candidate 
interventions to their module and defining one or more 

High-priority interventions Primary outcome (secondary 
outcome)

Cost of 
expanding 
coverage by 
10%*

(Continued from previous page)

Referral clinics and hospitals

NCD and injury-related conditions

Basic cancer care Treatment of pre-cancer and early-stage cervical, breast, colorectal, and oral cancer (with curative 
intent)

10-year overall survival (adult 
deaths averted)

1·2

Enhanced cancer care Organised screening programmes for first-tier cancers, treatment of cancers with potential for long-
term remission††

10-year overall survival (adult 
deaths averted)

13·0

Modular structures for a country or region depend on local epidemiology, system characteristics, and preferences; this table is intended to serve only as an example and a possible starting point. *Incremental 
annual cost of increasing population coverage of the high-priority interventions for the module by 10%, expressed in basis points (ie, 1% of 1%) of gross domestic product per year; analysis was done only for 
low-income and lower-middle-income countries (n=82) based on data from Watkins et al (2024).101 †In many countries, these interventions will be delivered via WHO’s Integrated Management of Childhood 
Illness approach. ‡Facility-based care is an important delivery modality for many of the interventions for these conditions; dedicated facilities or clinics will be needed for enhanced care (eg, to manage people 
with complex disease and to provide care to key subpopulations, such as people with drug-resistant tuberculosis). §Psychotic disorders, bipolar disorder, depressive disorders, anxiety disorders, trauma disorders, 
and opioid use disorder, among others. ¶Excludes the provision of food to children at school (ie, school feeding). ||Many countries struggle to finance a generous package of long-term care services, and the cost 
can be a major economic burden on households. As a result, the responsibility to do unpaid care work tends to fall disproportionately on women and girls. Countries with sufficient resources should consider 
providing transfer payments to households to offset unpaid care and related expenses. **Includes some long-term care in addition to emergency care. ††These cancers will vary considerably by country and as 
medical care improves but could include common childhood cancers, prostate cancer, uterine cancer, Hodgkin and selected non-Hodgkin lymphomas (in adults), thyroid cancer, and kidney cancer. 

Table 8: A modular approach to strengthening health systems to address the 15 priority conditions
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relevant outcomes against which to compare costs. For 
example, a malaria module might focus on the cost of 
different intervention mixes per child death averted, 
whereas a cardiovascular disease module might focus on 
the cost per premature adult death averted. Some modules, 
such as family planning or palliative care, might focus 
primarily on outcomes that are not captured in burden-of-
disease studies, such as unintended pregnancies or 
suffering associated with life-limiting illness, respectively. 
Importantly, the stages of modular cost-effectiveness 
analysis are not unidirectional: technical analyses might 
identify opportunities for greater impact within specific 
modules that could also influence negotiations around 
budgetary allocations across modules.

The analytical emphasis for modular cost-effectiveness 
analysis is the systematic identification of synergies or 
inefficiencies (in terms of costs or outcomes) that might 
emerge when multiple related interventions are 
implemented together. The rank ordering of 
interventions by value for money within modules would 
account for these interdependencies. For example, 
treatment of diabetes on its own might not be 

cost-effective, but when delivered alongside primary 
prevention drugs for cardiovascular disease by the same 
provider to the same at-risk individual, the bundle of 
interventions could become cost-effective.112 The priority 
levels of different interventions could also be adjusted 
according to other criteria besides cost-effectiveness, 
such as equity impact or financial risk protection 
afforded.113

Implications for health-systems strengthening
The modular approach that we propose could advance 
discourses around health-systems strengthening in four 
important ways. First, it could help to shift the focus 
from health-system inputs and functions towards the 
15 priority conditions . A policy process organised around 
local adaptation of modules could foreground the key 
outcomes for the health system to track and the actions 
required to achieve those outcomes at a reasonable cost. 
Equity could be increased by prioritising interventions 
and modules (and related service-delivery arrangements) 
that address the needs of the worst-off populations. 
Actions to promote and measure health-system quality 

Panel 4: A modular approach to identify key interventions to scale up in Xishui County, Guizhou, China

Xishui County in Guizhou, China, has launched a health and 
social development project based on the modular approach 
described in this Commission. The project began by adopting 
an indicator—the loss of expected life-years due to disease—to 
accurately pinpoint the major health challenges faced by the 
region and to prioritise health interventions. The predominant 
health concerns in China are the seven NCD and injury-related 
priority conditions, which contribute substantially to the lower 
life expectancy in China compared with the Commission on 
Investing in Health North Atlantic region (4·6 years lower in 
males and 4·0 years lower in females). Major contributors to 
this gap are atherosclerotic cardiovascular diseases 
(contributing 1·4 years of the gap for males and 1·7 years of the 
gap for females), haemorrhagic stroke (1·0 years for 
males, 0·8 years for females), NCDs strongly linked to tobacco 
(0·9 years for males, 0·7 years for females), and NCDs strongly 
linked to infection (0·7 years for males, 0·4 years for females).

China’s high cardiovascular mortality is associated with risk 
factors, including high blood pressure, air pollution, poor 
dietary habits, and tobacco use (high blood pressure alone 
accounts for 56% of cardiovascular deaths in China).107 Adults 
with hypertension in China are less likely to be aware of their 
condition (45% vs 47%), less likely to be treated (30% vs 37%), 
and less likely to have their hypertension under control 
(7% vs 14%), compared with the global average,108,109 indicating 
a critical need for enhanced primary and secondary 
cardiovascular care. Additionally, NCDs strongly linked to 
tobacco account for 24% of all NCD deaths in China, 
substantially higher than the global figure of 15%.110 In 
particular, COPD is a leading cause of health and economic loss 
in China, and its integrated care capacity in terms of prevention, 

diagnosis, control, treatment, and rehabilitation urgently needs 
improvement. Finally, China has a high burden of NCDs 
strongly linked to infection, including from complications of 
hepatitis B virus infection, with a mortality rate from 
complications twice the global average (15·4% vs 8·2%).110

Applying the modular approach that we outline in this 
Commission, local teams designed three modules to tackle the 
seven NCD and injury-related priority conditions.111 The module 
for NCDs strongly linked to tobacco includes population-based 
screening and treatment for COPD and asthma, and digital 
health interventions for smoking cessation, all of which have 
been cost-effective. The cardiovascular disease module includes 
combination drug therapy for people at high cardiovascular 
risk, glycaemic control and monitoring for microvascular 
complications in people with diabetes, long-term management 
of chronic kidney disease and heart failure, and secondary 
prevention of atherosclerotic cardiovascular disease and 
rheumatic heart disease in endemic settings. The module for 
NCDs strongly linked to infection includes interventions 
targeting Helicobacter pylori infection and hepatitis B 
vaccination to prevent liver disease and liver cancer.

Overall, the aim of this exercise is to ensure that the 
intervention modules being proposed for Xishui are 
scientifically grounded, culturally acknowledged, publicly 
accepted, and politically feasible, enhancing their sustainability 
and effectiveness. A programme evaluation with a quasi-
experimental design is planned in the next 3–5 years to collect 
routine data in Xishui and other neighbouring counties to 
assess the effect of the modular approach.

NCDs=non-communicable diseases. COPD=chronic obstructive pulmonary disease.
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could be readily aligned and embedded within a modular 
approach.114 The range of health needs and outcomes 
covered in table 8 could help health systems to better 
respond to emerging challenges and shocks (ie, increase 
resilience). For example, investments in the emergency 
care functions module—including in critical components 
like oxygen—could save lives during a pandemic.115

Second, research on health-systems strengthening is 
underdeveloped with regard to supply-chain strengthening 
for key commodities such as drugs and diagnostics.98 A 
modular approach that maintains a focus on a limited set 
of interventions could inform drug formularies and 
procurement-system reforms. In part 5, we propose a 
mechanism based on economic principles that could 
improve access to and affordability of high-priority 
medicines.

Third, a modular approach could guide national and 
international conversations around the health workforce. 
Health workforce development plans, including pre-
service and in-service training curriculums, could be 
aligned with priority interventions. Our approach could 
help to plan expansions in the primary health-care 
workforce and, as a complement, quantify the need for 
specialised health workers (eg, for dental care). Still, 
health workforce gaps can be attributed in large part to 
inadequate and inequitable pay, poor working conditions, 
low retention, and high migration.116 To deliver on 50 by 50, 
many national governments will need policies and 
resources in place to ensure fair compensation and 
regulations that protect both health workers and patients 
and that foster trust in the public system.

Fourth, implementation of the modular approach could 
bring attention to health information systems.98 By 
providing a roadmap for health-system development, the 
modular approach could also inform the sorts of key 
indicators that need to be routinely collected and digitised, 
including expenditure data, service utilisation data, and 
clinical outcomes data concerning the priority conditions. 
An emerging opportunity is the leveraging of real-world 
data, such as from the District Health Information System 
2 platform, to improve monitoring and implementation of 
priority interventions.117 A challenge is that modernising 
health information systems requires investment in new 
data platforms and local technical expertise, making it 
tempting to de-prioritise. A related challenge is that many 
countries (eg, many in sub-Saharan Africa) do not have 
available high-quality demographic and cause-of-death 
data,118 which hinders attempts to improve regionally 
derived estimates by using local data.

Most of the interventions that we describe (table 8) could 
be delivered through primary health-care systems, which, 
when broadly defined, include community, outpatient, 
and first-level inpatient care.3 Countries that have excelled 
in reducing premature mortality and improving service 
coverage and financial risk protection indicators for UHC 
(as defined by WHO and in the SDGs, respectively) have 
done so using primary health-care systems. For example, 

Thailand’s UHC reforms focused heavily on primary 
health care, and the country has reduced its PPD almost to 
the level of the USA (table 1) but at a fraction of the cost.17 
Successful primary health-care initiatives tend to have 
several elements in common, including: empanelment 
(ie, assignment of patients to clinics based on geographical 
proximity), provision of a manageable set of preventive, 
chronic, and acute services across the lifespan at little or 
no out-of-pocket cost to patients, and use of community 
outreach workers who are in regular contact with local 
households to assess priority health needs and connect 
individuals to services.15,119

Part 5: Health-system financing: a long-term 
perspective
Cost implications of the modular approach to 50 by 50
Achieving a 50% reduction in PPD by 2050 will require 
countries to devote sufficient resources to the health 
sector. We view 50 by 50 as a domestic health agenda and 
universal public finance as its principal financing 
mechanism. We estimated the cost required to support 
full population coverage and prepayment of our 
recommended interventions for the 15 priority conditions 
(table 8) in 63 low- and lower-middle-income countries, 
which account for 87% of the total population in these two 
income groups.101 By 2050, low-income and lower-middle-
income countries would need to be spending on average 
2·5% and 4·1%, respectively, of their GDP (as of 2019) via 
the public sector on these interventions. These estimates 
are consistent with previous estimates that low-income 
and lower-middle-income countries would need to spend 
about 5% of GDP on health care to make sufficient 
progress towards UHC.120

The average increase in health spending that would be 
needed to scale up these interventions to full coverage by 
2050 would be an additional 1·1% of 2019 GDP in low-
income countries and an additional 2·0% of 2019 GDP in 
lower-middle-income countries. Although this level of 
incremental spending corresponds to the commitments 
made by many countries at the 2019 UN High-Level 
Meeting on UHC to spend an additional 1% of GDP or 
more on health services,121 it implies that government 
health expenditure will need to at least double, and that 
nearly all of the additional spending will need to be 
directed towards the priority conditions and interventions. 
Some of the world’s poorest countries will not be able to 
mobilise sufficient domestic resources to double health 
spending by 2050, and continued external assistance will 
be required. There is thus a need to shift the portion of 
development assistance that goes to direct country support 
towards these poorest countries to ensure capacity to 
finance high value-for-money investments.

Our cost estimates for the 50-by-50 interventions are 
higher than estimates for grand convergence in GH2035,2 
mostly because the range of interventions now includes 
focused efforts related to NCD and injury-related priority 
conditions. However, the estimates are lower than those 
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in the 2018 Commission on Investing in Health report,3 
which looked at a comprehensive package of services for 
UHC systems that includes and goes beyond the 
interventions for the 15 priority conditions that we focus 
on in this report. In “Global health 2050”, we focus on the 
minimum required level of spending on health services to 
address the 15 priority conditions and a highly focused 
response to emerging threats. We assume that spending 
will be concentrated on existing services and commodities, 
and acknowledge that health-care delivery innovations 
and the development of cheaper drugs and diagnostics 
could reduce costs. Conversely, with continued GDP 
growth, the fraction of GDP spent on these interventions 
will decrease, unless costs commensurately rise. 
Unfortunately, economic growth has tended to increase 
the cost of health care without a commensurate increase 
in health-sector productivity—the so-called Baumol effect 
(panel 5). Thoughtful adoption of technologies, such as 
clinical support tools based on artificial intelligence (AI), 
might partly counter the Baumol effect by increasing 
health-sector productivity or reducing costs. One study 
estimated that AI could realistically reduce health-care 
costs by 5–10%.125 However, many policy makers seem 
unaware that health-care expenditure is likely to account 
for an increasing proportion of GDP for years to come.

Countries that choose to adopt the 50-by-50 target and 
adapt our general intervention recommendations face 
three interrelated challenges. First, they will need to ramp 
up domestic government health expenditure despite 
substantial macro-fiscal headwinds (eg, slowing health 
expenditure in the face of slowing economic growth and 
government revenues). Second, progress on 50 by 50 has 
to be made in the face of ageing populations, posing 
longer-term threats to the financial sustainability of health 
spending. Third, although many countries could finance 
the 50-by-50 target at least partly by shifting funding 
towards the priority interventions and away from lower-
value interventions, to do so could be challenging 
politically.

Domestic resource mobilisation in a time of economic 
headwinds
Health financing trends have undergone some important 
shifts since 2000 (appendix p 63). The period 
2000–09 is often referred to as the golden age of global 
health spending.126 Fuelled by economic growth, domestic 
government health expenditure increased considerably, 
and domestic spending was complemented by a rapid 
increase in development assistance for health, largely to 
support the Millennium Development Goals.126 In 
countries including China and Thailand, early adopters of 
UHC reforms, substantial reductions were noted in the 
proportion of total health expenditure accounted for by 
out-of-pocket spending.127 However, the economic 
slowdown after the 2008 global financial crisis led to a 
deceleration in growth rates in domestic government 
health expenditure globally.127 Political shifts and austerity 

measures in many high-income countries also led to 
stagnations in development assistance for health.127 
Additionally, progress on reducing out-of-pocket health 
spending slowed, albeit with some notable exceptions 
(appendix p 92).

During the COVID-19 pandemic, most countries 
increased domestic spending on health, and there was 

Panel 5: The Baumol effect

In the mid-1960s, the economists William J Baumol and 
William G Bowen were trying to understand the economics of 
the performing arts.122 Although musicians were not 
becoming more productive, their wages were rising: a string 
quartet performing the same piece of music for the same 
amount of time earned far more on average in 1965 than an 
equivalent quartet would have in 1865. Their explanation, 
called the Baumol effect, has profound implications for 
health-care costs: the salaries of workers in jobs that see no 
productivity gains (eg, musicians) rise in response to rising 
salaries in other jobs that did see such gains 
(eg, manufacturing). As Lee explains in his obituary of 
Baumol, “An arts institution that insisted on paying 
musicians 1860s wages in a 1960s economy would find their 
musicians were constantly quitting to take other jobs.”123 Just 
as the string quartet cannot increase its productivity by 
playing faster, many health workers cannot increase their 
productivity because their human clinical interactions take 
time and labour. Recorded music does, of course, increase the 
reach of musicians, but demand remains for the in-person 
experience, for which there are no productivity gains.

Pablos-Méndez and colleagues argue that, too often, policy 
makers blame rising health-care costs on ageing populations 
and expensive new health technologies without taking into 
account the Baumol effect (also known as Baumol’s cost 
disease).124 But they note that this effect is caused not only by 
“differential productivity levels in different sectors of the 
economy”, but also by demand for health care.124 If people’s 
incomes are growing from productivity gains elsewhere in 
the economy, “people seem willing to pay the increasingly 
high prices for health services”, which puts an additional 
upward pressure on the price of such services.124

Although new technologies in health can indeed raise costs, 
they can also decrease them. New vaccines against rotavirus 
infection, for example, cost far less than treating severe 
diarrhoea in a clinic or hospital. The “Global Health 2035” 
Commission stressed the importance of the cost-saving (or 
outcome-improving) impact of new technology in 
countering demographic and other pressures, including the 
Baumol effect, that can lead to rising costs.2 Looking forwards 
to 2050, demographic changes (ie, an increasingly older 
population combined with general rising populations) are 
likely to be the primary driver of increased health-care costs, 
which, combined with the Baumol effect, makes preparing 
for the fiscal fallout of the demographic transition more 
necessary and urgent.
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a surge in development assistance, but emerging data 
suggest these increases were a deviation from the longer-
term trend to which many countries have since reverted.39 
The biggest challenge facing the health financing agenda 
is tepid economic growth and the long-term damage to 
many economies in the aftermath of the pandemic. The 
most recent Global Economic Prospects projects that 
global economic growth within the next few years will be 
a bit slower than the 2010–19 average, and only about 4% 
in emerging economies—substantially lower than that 
in 2010–19.128 Although inflation has slowed since the 

pandemic, it remains higher than desired, and rising 
debt-servicing costs in many LMICs are hindering 
increases in public spending.128 In the absence of strong 
advocacy efforts and clear asks to finance ministries that 
face competing demands for resources, these patterns 
will make it more challenging for health services to get 
the public resources they need to deliver rapid reductions 
in premature mortality.

In the face of these economic conditions, action is 
needed from governments seeking to realise rapid health 
improvements. The first step in many countries would 
be to increase general government revenue through 
increased taxation and improved efficiency of tax 
collection (appendix p 90). The International Monetary 
Fund has estimated that LMICs could undertake a series 
of policy and institutional reforms that could increase 
their tax-to-GDP share by up to 9 percentage points, with 
a medium-term minimum tax-to-GDP target of 15% of 
GDP.129 Of course, higher tax-to-GDP shares would be 
required in the longer term to finance an expanding set 
of goals around the SDGs and the climate transition. 

Many countries could increase the share of general 
government expenditure allocated to health. Although 
we advise against normative targets for the health share 
of government spending, our cost analyses and country 
experiences imply that most low-income and lower-
middle-income countries will need to devote at least 
10–15% of general government expenditure to health, 
even if they have a tax-to-GDP share of 15%. Bids for 
increased public finance for health budgets should 
ideally be linked to clear policies and reforms to steward 
those additional resources well, including by focusing 
the additional resources on highly cost-effective 
interventions targeting the 15 priority conditions we have 
identified.

In view of constraints on public sector finance and 
growing private incomes in many countries, rapid 
growth in private expenditure is likely—both out-of-
pocket expenditure and private voluntary insurance. 
Such growth has been, historically, highly inefficient,130 
and in GH2035,2 evidence suggested that increased 
private expenditure on health could raise rather than 
relieve pressure on public finance. An alternative to 
unrestrained growth in private expenditure would be the 
collection of additional taxes from groups such as civil 
servants, who tend to demand a more generous set of 
interventions than are included in the HBP. Although 
such an approach has its shortcomings, it might be a 
viable option when increased general taxation or 
mandatory contributions are not feasible.

Many countries have an opportunity to better steward 
their existing public sector health resources. We 
recommend three actions that could improve the 
efficiency of spending. First and foremost, some 
countries could considerably improve public financial 
management systems. On average, health ministries in 
low-income countries do not spend all the money 

Deaths 
(2019)

Deaths relative to 
2019 (%)

Crude 
death rate* 
(2019)

Crude death rate 
relative to 2019 (%)

2035 2050 2035 2050

Global 58 million 126% 157% 7·5 111% 127%

Central and 
Eastern Europe

4 million 104% 104% 12·2 112% 120%

Central Asia 2·4 million 125% 164% 6·7 95% 101%

China 10 million 136% 173% 7·1 141% 195%

India 9·3 million 125% 160% 6·7 110% 132%

Latin America and 
Caribbean

4·1 million 132% 169% 6·4 121% 149%

Middle East and 
North Africa

2·7 million 140% 196% 4·8 113% 138%

North Atlantic 4·5 million 116% 131% 9·6 113% 129%

Sub-Saharan Africa 10 million 122% 157% 8·8 84% 82%

USA 2·8 million 127% 148% 8·4 118% 131%

Western Pacific and 
Southeast Asia

8·4 million 131% 160% 7·2 120% 142%

Data are from the UN’s World Population Prospects (2024).10 *Per 1000 population per year.

Table 9: Deaths and crude death rate in 2035 and 2050 relative to 2019

Working-age 
population 
(2019)

Working-age 
population relative to 
2019 (%)

Old age dependency ratio 
(%)

2035 2050 2019 2035 2050

Global 5·1 billion 114% 121% 14% 20% 26%

Central and Eastern Europe 220 million 90% 77% 25% 34% 45%

Central Asia 210 million 138% 176% 7% 9% 11%

China 990 million 94% 75% 17% 34% 52%

India 930 million 117% 122% 9% 14% 22%

Latin America and Caribbean 430 million 110% 109% 13% 20% 29%

Middle East and North Africa 360 million 128% 142% 9% 13% 20%

North Atlantic 300 million 96% 90% 31% 44% 52%

Sub-Saharan Africa 620 million 157% 220% 6% 6% 8%

USA 220 million 102% 105% 24% 34% 38%

Western Pacific and 
Southeast Asia

770 million 109% 108% 15% 22% 30%

Working age is defined as ages 15–64 years. Old-age dependency ratio is defined as the proportion of the total 
population that is older than 64 years divided by the proportion of the total population that is working age. Data are 
from the UN’s World Population Prospects (2024).10

Table 10: Size of working-age population and old-age dependency ratios in 2035 and 2050 
relative to 2019 
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allocated in their budgets to health, returning US$4 per 
person annually unspent—an amount that is nearly 
equivalent to the entire budget for primary health care in 
some countries.131 Greater international investment is 
needed to strengthen and modernise public financial 
management systems in the poorest countries. Second, 
procurement of drugs and other commodities is often 
highly inefficient and duplicative, especially in countries 
that are heavily dependent on aid and where donors are 
incentivised to set up siloed procurement systems.132 
Coordination and consolidation of procurement efforts, 
potentially as part of a broader one-plan, one-report, and 
one-budget agenda,133 could free up resources and 
improve access to a range of commodities. Third, 
countries could strengthen their priority-setting 
processes and establish institutions to guide spending 
towards interventions that provide more health for a 
given level of spending.106 We propose two approaches 
that could facilitate spending on priority interventions 
and programmes: modular cost effectiveness analysis, as 
already discussed, and the Arrow mechanism for public 
financing of critical drugs, which we will discuss later in 
this part.

Domestic resource mobilisation in an ageing world
Changes in fertility and mortality rates have dramatically 
reshaped the demographic makeup of most countries. 
For the first time in recent history, the crude death 
rate—a broad indicator of demand on the health 
system—is on the rise in nearly all regions, especially 
China, Latin America and the Caribbean, and the 
Western Pacific and Southeast Asia (table 9). If UN 
Population Division projections10 for 2050 hold true, the 
global number of deaths will be 1·6 times higher in 2050 
than in 2019, implying a surge in demand for health care 
driven by an increasingly older population (table 9). 
Although population ageing undeniably increases 
demands on health-care systems, the broader context is, 
of course, potentially highly positive, with people living 
healthier for longer.134

Meanwhile, working-age populations, who are the 
major contributors to the tax base and crucial to providing 
care for older populations, are likely to grow only 
moderately globally. In some regions, including China, 
Central and Eastern Europe, and the North Atlantic, 
working-age populations are projected to decline in the 
coming decades (table 10). The UN projected that the old-
age dependency ratio (ie, the proportion of the total 
population that is older than 64 years divided by the 
proportion of the total population that is working age) 
will increase globally from 14% in 2019 to 20% in 2035, 
and to 26% by 2050.10 The UN also projected that, by 2050, 
the old-age dependency ratio will be higher than 50% in 
both China and the North Atlantic, 45% in Central and 
Eastern Europe, and 38% in the USA.

We used a metric that combines crude death rate with 
the size of the working-age population—deaths 

per 1000 people in the working-age population—to explore 
these trends. In China, the crude death rate per 1000 
working-age people is projected to grow from about eight 
deaths in 2010 to about 23 in 2050—a much more rapid 
growth than that for the general crude death rate. 
Figure 11 shows projected growth in crude death rates for 
several regions.

Compared with the UN Population Division 
projections, full implementation of the recommended 
interventions to achieve 50 by 50 is expected to accelerate 
the demographic transition in emerging economies, 
increasing the size and median age of the population, as 
well as the old-age dependency ratio. In these regions, 
substantial improvements in domestic resource 
mobilisation will be required to ensure stable and 
adequate funding. Countries will need to explore all 
possible financing options, including a blend of general 

Figure 11: Crude death rate per 1000 working-age people 1990–2023, with projections to 2050 by region (A) 
and crude death rate per 1000 population and working-age people 1990–2023, with projections to 2050, in 
China (B)
The dashed sections of each trend line represent the COVID-19 emergency phase (ie, Jan 30, 2020, to May 4, 2023), 
for which data were omitted. Working age is defined as age 15–64 years. Sources: UN World Population 
Prospects (2024).10
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revenue taxation and obligatory social health insurance. 
Countries that rely heavily on social health insurance will 
probably need supplemental financing through general 
revenue taxation to adapt to a shrinking labour force and 
to buffer against cyclical variations in contributions. 
Countries that rely heavily on general revenue taxation 
will probably need supplemental financing through 
novel social health insurance schemes, especially if large 
increases in general revenue taxation are politically or 
fiscally unfeasible and the alternatives are increased out-
of-pocket spending or voluntary health insurance. 
Assessment of a major programme introducing rural 
health insurance in China showed the potential for 
health gains and expanded financial protection with the 
expansion of insurance coverage, with important 
implications for serving ageing populations.135,136

Research is needed to understand how health and 
social care systems can adapt to an ageing world. Middle-
income countries with rapidly ageing populations could 
benefit from greater cross-country collaboration to build 
an evidence base for action in the face of limited public 
resources. Previous work by the World Bank137,138 has 
identified several key measures that countries could 
consider. Most of these policies are outside the health 
sector—eg, labour market policies to help parents 

balance career and family formation goals. Nonetheless, 
the health sector has an important role to play in 
promoting healthy ageing, especially through 
interventions like smoking cessation and hypertension 
treatment that reduce the incidence of disabling and 
costly NCDs, and measures to control unproductive cost 
escalation, such as reference pricing and capitation.2 The 
WHO Kobe Centre for Health Development has 
identified several best practices for sustainable financing 
of long-term care services, including the design of 
benefits and benefits packages for older populations.139,140 
Heller has drawn lessons from Japan that emphasise 
early action to address the macroeconomics of ageing 
and to avoid enshrining specific age categories in which 
specific benefits are automatically provided.141

Domestic financing of drugs for priority interventions
In part 4, we proposed modular cost-effectiveness 
analysis as a means of prioritising specific interventions 
and shifting budget allocations towards the delivery 
systems for these interventions. Yet many countries 
struggle to fully cover the cost of essential interventions, 
including essential medicines and other services listed in 
HBPs (appendix p 91). As a result, some or all of the cost 
of these interventions has to be financed out of pocket, 
creating a major barrier to health-care access and a source 
of financial risk.

The rise in out-of-pocket spending on health care 
worldwide over the past decade is a major concern 
(appendix p 63). However, not all out-of-pocket spending 
is of equal concern. We argue that the focus should be 
on avoiding out-of-pocket spending on interventions 
that are included in HBPs. It is not possible to maximise 
health and minimise out-of-pocket and associated 
catastrophic and impoverishing health expenditures at 
the same time with the same set of interventions; there 
will always be trade-offs depending on how much 
a population values financial protection versus health.142 
Government attempts to provide universal public 
finance for high-cost, low-value-for-money health 
interventions should be thought of with the same 
rationale (if any) that would underlie subsidisation of 
any consumer good. An area of concern for the 
Commission is the increasing adoption of high-cost 
technologies (eg, chronic haemodialysis, novel cancer 
drugs) in countries that still have suboptimal 
implementation of, and high out-of-pocket costs for, core 
interventions for the 15 priority conditions. Although an 
HBP might include some high-cost interventions on 
general subsidy grounds, the opportunity cost (eg, in 
terms of excess child or maternal deaths) of funding 
these interventions should ideally be made explicit.

Irrespective of income levels or financing mechanisms, 
private health expenditure or out-of-pocket expenditure 
remains a primary source of financing for essential drugs 
in many countries. In Canada, Egypt, Mexico, and Nepal, 
private expenses for drugs in the past 3–7 years have 

Domestic private 
health 
expenditure per 
person (2021 
constant US$)

Domestic private 
health 
expenditure 
relative to gross 
domestic product 
per capita

Total drug 
expenditure 
relative to total 
health 
expenditure

Proportion of 
drug expenditure 
accounted for by 
domestic private 
health 
expenditure

Afghanistan (2017) 26 5·1% 41% >90%

Armenia (2021) 193 3·9% 32% >90%

Canada (2021) 504 1·0% 13% 60%

Costa Rica (2021) 78 0·6% 8% >90%

Dominican Republic 
(2019)

49 0·6% 18% 80%

Egypt (2021) 52 1·3% 29% >90%

Fiji (2019) 20 0·3% 8% >90%

India (2020) 15 0·7% 21% >90%

Malaysia (2021) 32 0·3% 7% >90%

Mexico (2021) 132 1·3% 22% >90%

Nepal (2021) 21 1·8% 33% >90%

North Macedonia 
(2021)

93 1·4% 23% 72%

Qatar (2017) 40 0·1% 8% 22%

Moldova (2021) 71 1·3% 21% 84%

Sri Lanka (2017) 17 0·4% 13% >90%

Suriname (2019) 34 0·5% 11% 56%

Uzbekistan (2018) 34 1·8% 36% >90%

Total drug expenditures include costs of both prescribed drugs and over-the-counter drugs; only countries reporting 
both total expenditure and domestic private health expenditure for both prescription and over-the-counter drugs are 
included. Private health expenditure is used to estimate out-of-pocket payments because out-of-pocket payment data 
specifically for drugs are not available. We report data for the most recent year available in WHO’s Global Health 
Expenditure Database.127

Table 11: Domestic private health expenditure payments for drugs
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exceeded 1% of GDP (table 11). A study in Brazil showed 
that out-of-pocket spending on drugs accounted for two-
thirds of catastrophic health expenditure in 2016.143 
Furthermore, in many countries, the disease-specific 
financial burden resulting from out-of-pocket spending on 
drugs is substantial (appendix p 66)—for example, an 
estimated 3 million US people with diabetes (ie, 10% out of 
the US population with diabetes) incurred catastrophic 
spending on diabetes drugs in 2020.144 We acknowledge 
that uncertainty persists with regard to the level and the 

public–private mix of finance for drugs to support 
intervention against the 15 priority conditions (and, 
indeed, for all drugs and commodities). Yet our judgement 
in light of available evidence is that when drug costs are 
borne privately, access to priority interventions is sharply 
constrained and many households experience major 
financial distress.

Inadequate access to essential medicines and high out-
of-pocket costs are major threats to the 50-by-50 goal 
(appendix p 64). A pattern emerges across many 

Panel 6: The AMFm—a model for drug subsidies for non-communicable diseases?

The AMFm, which ran from 2009 to 2012, was an innovative 
package of financing and incentives to expand access to 
affordable ACTs and to displace oral artemisinin monotherapies 
from the market. The purpose of introducing a multidrug 
combination was to forestall resistance to artemisinin in such a 
way that assured availability and affordability of ACTs. Hosted 
by the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria, 
AMFm operated through the private (both for-profit and not-
for-profit) and public sectors.147,148

The design of AMFm incorporated three elements: price 
reductions through negotiations with manufacturers of ACTs, 
a buyer subsidy via a co-payment at the top of the global supply 
chain, and managerial and administrative interventions to 
promote appropriate use of ACTs. In practical terms, the AMFm 
sought to reduce the retail price of ACTs in the private sector 
from as much as US$11 per treatment to the same price as 
chloroquine or sulfadoxine-pyrimethamine (about $0·50 per 
treatment) and to less than the cost of oral artemisinin 
monotherapy ($3–7). Patients who received malaria treatment 
through public-sector clinics and not-for-profit services would 
also benefit from increased access to free or low-cost ACTs.
An independent assessment of the effect of AMFm on quality-
assured ACT price, availability, and market share was conducted 
6–15 months after the delivery of subsidised ACTs in Ghana, 
Kenya, Madagascar, Niger, Nigeria, Uganda, and Tanzania 
(including Zanzibar).146 Large increases in ACT availability 
(of 25·8–51·9 percentage points) and market share 
(15·9–40·3 percentage points), driven mainly by changes in the 
private for-profit sector, were noted everywhere except for 
Niger and Madagascar. Large falls in median price for ACTs 
(reductions of $1·28–4·82) per adult equivalent dose were 
noted in the private for-profit sector in six locations. 
The market share of oral artemisinin monotherapies decreased 
in Nigeria and Zanzibar, the two locations where market share 
was more than 5% at baseline. The assessment concluded that 
subsidies combined with supportive interventions could 
effectively and rapidly improve availability, price, and market 
share of quality-assured ACTs, particularly in the private for-
profit sector. Nevertheless, the Board of the Global Fund 
subsequently ended the AMFm.

Several studies149,150 have assessed post-AMFm trends in access 
to, and the market for, ACTs in countries where malaria is 

endemic. After the reduction or termination of subsidies for 
ACTs in Uganda and Nigeria, retail prices of ACTs increased 
and retail prices of non-quality-assured ACTs decreased.151 
These developments are likely to have resulted in greater 
availability and increased use of non-quality-assured ACTs.

With the epidemiological transition, shifting disease burdens, 
and pressures on publicly funded health services, it is worth 
exploring if the AMFm experience could be an approach to 
improving access to affordable and quality-assured drugs and 
other commodities for non-communicable diseases. One 
possibility is to adapt the AMFm’s design for country-level or 
regional-level subsidies for non-communicable disease 
commodities, with countries’ ministries of finance (not donors) 
as the purchasers or payers of the subsidy, and with payments 
going directly to manufacturers. For the ministry of finance, 
these payments could count as either part of the health budget 
or additional funding. Since the expenditure would not be 
managed by the ministry of health, the mechanism would 
provide the finance ministry with assurances of no capture 
(at least in the upstream part of the supply chain). For the 
ministry of health, if the subsidy counted as part of its budget 
(and assuming that the budget remained constant after 
adjusting for inflation), it would constrain the ministry’s room 
for allocating resources within the publicly financed health 
sector—and might be unattractive for that reason. However, 
if the subsidy were additional, the reduced price of drugs could 
effectively increase the health ministry’s purchasing power 
compared with the status quo.

There are potential objections to this approach. For example, 
a country-level subsidy could cause major price differences 
across porous borders, leading to predictable price arbitrage. 
Unlike the case for communicable diseases, such arbitrage 
would not be viewed as potentially a net positive because the 
benefits of treatment accrue to the individual, with no positive 
externalities. Second, there are risks of price gouging by 
middlemen and retailers. However, such price gouging fears 
proved mostly unfounded during the AMFm because 
middlemen and retailers appeared satisfied with a change from 
low-volume, and high-margin sales to higher-volume, lower-
margin sales.

AMFm=Affordable Medicines Facility—malaria. ACTs=artemisinin-based combination 
therapies.
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interventions in many countries.145 Often, the government 
promises that an intervention (eg, treatment of drug-
sensitive tuberculosis) will be free and available at public 
sector facilities. Although the consultation, if available, 
might be free because the health worker’s salary is paid 
by the government, the actual treatment (in this case, 
tuberculosis drugs) is often not free. Such treatments are 
commonly out of stock, and the patient is then forced to 
pay themselves at a private retail pharmacy, or simply do 
without. Diagnostics essential for deciding on a treatment 
course might also not be freely available.

One of our main conclusions in this report is that the 
Global Fund offers valuable lessons for how a national 
government subsidy for priority drugs and other 
commodities would offer a pragmatic workaround for 
steering resources to priority interventions and reducing 
out-of-pocket expenditure on health care. We call this 
approach the Arrow mechanism, named for the late 
Kenneth Arrow, the Nobel Prize-winning economist and 
GH2035 author who developed the mechanism to be 
applied to malaria drugs. The Arrow mechanism involves 
four key components, the first two of which draw directly 
on the experience of the Global Fund. The four 
components are redirection of general budget transfers to 
ministries of health to line-item budget transfers for 
specific priority drugs; pooled purchasing, assurance of 
adequate supplies, and a long-term commitment to 
manufacturers to ensure a steady supply of medications; 
procurement in sufficient quantities to ensure availability; 
and use and strengthening of existing supply chains, both 
public and private. Such a mechanism was implemented 
through the Affordable Medicines Facility—malaria, 
a highly successful development assistance initiative that 
improved the availability of quality-assured artemisinin-
based combination therapy—partly by leveraging private-
sector delivery networks—and reduced the prices of such 
therapy at the point of use while increasing availability.146 
An elegant feature of the Arrow mechanism is that 
implementation does not require sophisticated financing 
arrangements. The approach can be effective in most 
countries that use line-item budgeting, where it might be 
the quickest and most direct way to increase access to 
essential medicines. The Arrow mechanism also engages 
the private sector in the implementation of HBPs, 
potentially increasing effective coverage.

Panel 6 reflects on how a domestic mechanism similar 
to the Affordable Medicines Facility—malaria could be 
developed for drugs to treat NCDs, which are often the 
therapies that are the least available and unnecessarily 
expensive in many countries. Of course, countries have 
additional policy options beyond the Arrow mechanism 
to improve the affordability of, and access to, essential 
medicines.152 As we will discuss in part 8, a proportion of 
development assistance for health could be allocated to 
fostering collective action on essential medicines, 
including but not limited to re-establishment of an Arrow 
mechanism for critical drugs and commodities.

Part 6: Pandemic prevention, preparedness, and 
response
As a result of globalisation, the increasing human 
population, climate change, and other factors, global 
vulnerabilities to emerging diseases, including 
pandemics, are growing. In 2011, Nathan Wolfe warned 
that pandemics with devastating effects, such as the 
1918 influenza pandemic, could occur frequently in the 
21st century.153 COVID-19 was estimated to have been 
associated with more than 23 million excess deaths 
globally (appendix pp 71–76), and caused enormous 
economic losses and setbacks to student learning, among 
other adverse consequences. In the past 20 years, many 
individual countries and the international community 
have invested in pandemic prevention, preparedness, 
and response; the COVID-19 pandemic highlighted 
major deficiencies in most but not all countries.154

COVID-19 was very different from previous pandemics, 
and the next pandemic might be very different from 
COVID-19. Therefore, there cannot be a one-size-fits-all 
approach to pandemic prevention, preparedness, and 
response. Although important lessons were learned from 
COVID-19, including that outcomes differed substantially 
across countries due to the different quality of their 
pandemic responses, it is important not to learn the 
wrong lessons. For example, our analyses suggest that 
expected annual losses from an influenza pandemic 
would be about twice as high as those from a pandemic 
caused by a pathogen from the coronavirus family. 
Furthermore, deaths from a future influenza pandemic 
are likely to occur at much younger ages than from 
COVID-19, with substantial policy implications.

The COVID-19 pandemic
On May 5, 2023, WHO Director-General Tedros Adhanom 
Ghebreyesus declared an end to the emergency phase of 
COVID-19.155 He made it clear, however, that this 
declaration did not mean an end to the damage caused by 
SARS-CoV-2, whose effects had first been observed in 
Wuhan, China in December, 2019. Rather, May 5, 2023, 
marked a transition to a phase of enduring endemicity. 
Additionally, Tedros noted that morbidity from 
post-COVID-19 condition would continue long after the 
emergency phase ended.

After the 2014–16 Ebola epidemic in west Africa, various 
analyses and assessments were published.156,157 Similarly, 
multiple examinations of and reports on COVID-19 have 
been released, including the Lancet Commission on 
lessons for the future from the COVID-19 pandemic,158 a 
WHO-convened independent panel,159 and a book by The 
Lancet’s Editor, Richard Horton.160 These retrospective 
analyses have laid out a broad range of valuable 
conclusions (panel 7). The context surrounding pandemic 
preparedness remains, however, unhopeful. In a June, 
2024, update to their WHO-convened independent report, 
panel chairs Helen Clark and Ellen Johnson Sirleaf 
pointed to the failure of negotiations for a pandemic 
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Panel 7: An agenda for pandemic prevention, preparedness, and response

Prevention
With the growing likelihood of pandemics, increased investment 
is needed in pre-emptive interventions to minimise the risk. 
Because most pandemics are zoonotic diseases, risk-reduction 
interventions should address the human–animal interface, 
including improving animal husbandry practices and regulating 
wild animal trade. Human livelihoods depend on these practices, 
and both as a matter of aligning incentives and as simple justice, 
it will be important to compensate these individuals’ losses and 
facilitate their transition to other lines of work. Strengthening 
biosafety and biosecurity is also essential to prevent the risk of 
spill-over transmission in laboratories. The pandemic risk from 
already-circulating strains of microorganisms in domestic and 
wild animals needs to be better understood. Enhancing animal 
surveillance via new technologies such as deep sequencing and 
environmental surveillance could contribute to mapping of 
pandemic risk. It is especially important to focus on viruses that 
cross species barriers and cause disease in new species, as has 
occurred with H5N1 influenza in many mammalian species, 
including cattle, in the past few years.161 These activities should 
be implemented as part of the One Health approach.162

In addition, surveillance of people with fevers of unknown 
origin, and particularly of those with severe acute respiratory 
illnesses, is crucial. Before a zoonotic virus mutates to transmit 
readily from person to person, it typically causes occasional 
infections in humans, acquired from an infected animal 
(eg, H5N1 human infections from birds and cattle). Such 
viruses are far more likely to further evolve to spread readily 
between humans than are viruses that are not yet even capable 
of infecting people. Thus, surveillance should be focused on 
people with known zoonotic exposures and fevers of unknown 
origin. Ideally, strengthened national laboratories would link 
into global systems that included, for example, aircraft waste-
water surveillance.

Preparedness
Preparedness involves being ready for infectious disease events, 
from a small outbreak to a global pandemic, through improved 
global, national, and local resilience, including the updating of 
pandemic preparedness plans. Countries need to be prepared 
for various scenarios.

For rapid containment of an outbreak, a country should try to 
reduce spread completely, if possible, irrespective of the mode of 
transmission. As long as containment is possible, it should be the 
very highest priority and all countries and regions should be 
prepared to deploy this approach. New pathogens can only be 
contained with non-specific tools, but pathogen-specific tools 
could be available for previously described pathogens (eg, Ebola 
vaccines). For rapid containment to be possible, detailed plans 
need to be in place for a range of possible presentations, and 
health-care and public health staff need to be trained and 
available to respond, if not at the national level then with 
regional support (eg, training from regional health bodies, such 

as the Africa Centres for Disease Control and Prevention). 
Preparedness should encompass how to care for people with a 
new pathogen, how to isolate these people and quarantine their 
contacts, and how to reduce the probability of spread (such as 
through shelter-in-place orders) as all efforts are made to contain 
the pathogen. For outbreaks of known pathogens, regional and 
global stockpiling of pathogen-specific drugs and vaccines could 
be critical to the success of early-containment efforts.

For a pandemic that cannot be excluded from the population, 
rapid epidemiological characterisation is essential so that 
protection efforts can be focused on people most at risk and so 
that protection can be relaxed for those at minimal risk, thus 
reducing the secondary harms caused by strict protection 
measures. Plans should be in place that consider different 
phases of the pandemic (eg, the phase before an effective 
vaccine is available and the phase when an effective vaccine is 
available). In the COVID-19 pandemic, many countries did not 
adequately protect the most vulnerable people (eg, poor 
people, elderly people living in care institutions, people who are 
incarcerated) and excessively protected people at minimal risk 
(ie, young children) to their detriment.163 The provision of 
adequate capacity for non-specific supportive care in first-level 
hospitals was a substantial challenge during the COVID-19 
pandemic. Inadequate critical-care capacity, such as insufficient 
numbers of beds in intensive care units and mechanical 
ventilators, was a serious issue even in high-income countries. 
In low-income and middle-income countries, lack of access to 
essential clinical therapies such as oxygen was also an 
important contributing factor to high death rates. Rose and 
colleagues have discussed investing in clinical capacity to 
reduce pandemic mortality.115

Development of medical countermeasures, including vaccines, 
therapeutics, and diagnostics, is crucial to ensure pandemic 
preparedness. Global systems to ensure equitable access to such 
measures should also be strengthened. In view of possible 
disruption of global supply chains should a pandemic break out, 
stockpiling of essential commodities such as personal 
protective equipment is essential. Stockpiling of antivirals for 
influenza could be useful in case of an influenza pandemic. 
Many high-income countries have such stockpiles, but no low-
income or middle-income countries do.

Response
There are three strategic objectives for pandemic response: 
containment, suppression, and mitigation. Containment 
interrupts all chains of transmission and usually requires 
aggressive measures, suppression minimises transmission to 
low levels, and mitigation slows the spread to reduce the peak 
incidence (also referred to as flattening the curve). Responses 
can be divided into two phases: early and late. Early response 
starts after detection of a pathogen with pandemic potential 
and lasts until widespread community transmission is 
documented. Local or global containment might be feasible if 

(Continues on next page)
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treaty and an atmosphere of ill will and mistrust among 
countries, concluding that “too many gaps and 
vulnerabilities remain, and pathogens have an ample 
opportunity to spill over, slip through, and spread fast.”166

More than a year has passed since the end of the 
emergency phase of COVID-19, and preliminary statistics 
are now available to enable assessment of the 
consequences of the pandemic at a country level. For our 
analyses of the COVID-19 pandemic, we present 
estimated deaths beyond what would be expected in the 
absence of the pandemic—excess deaths—and excess 
deaths as a percentage of expected deaths, or P-scores. 
Estimates of excess deaths are still being developed, and 
no peer-reviewed data exist for most countries for 
2022–23. WHO has data for all countries but only 
for 2020–21, and the UN has data for 2022–23, but only 
for some countries.63,167 Therefore, we used estimates of 
excess deaths from The Economist, which were available 
for 2020–23 for almost all countries.168 We acknowledge 
the limitations of using a non-standard data source. 
However, The Economist has a dedicated data science 
team with widely used estimates, and all the methods are 
thoroughly documented and publicly available.169 
Furthermore, the excess-deaths estimates from 
The Economist correlate highly with both the 2020–21 
WHO estimates (Pearson’s r 0·96) and the 2022–23 UN 
estimates (0·94). Our estimated P-scores also correlate 
highly with those from WHO (0·85) and the UN (0·78). 
However, as with all current estimates of excess deaths 
during the COVID-19 pandemic, our discussion of 
country performance should be interpreted as 
preliminary.

Estimates from The Economist are, on average, 3% 
greater than the 2020–21 WHO estimates and 20% 
greater than the 2022–23 UN estimates, for the same 
years and countries (specifically among countries with a 
P-score >1%). For some countries, the discrepancies are 

much larger—eg, according to the UN and WHO data, 
Bangladesh had around 160 000 excess deaths in 
2020–21, whereas data from The Economist suggest that 
there were more than 400 000 excess deaths in the same 
period. Furthermore, since data from The Economist do 
not include expected deaths (the denominator used to 
calculate P-scores), we calculated expected deaths by 
subtracting excess deaths as estimated by The Economist 
from estimated total deaths obtained from the UN, 
which leads to further discrepancies between data 
sources.

Table 12 ranks the 30 most populous countries according 
to the P-score, a reasonable overall metric of performance 
in tackling COVID-19; the appendix (pp 71–76) includes 
data for all countries. The P-score is derived from excess 
deaths during the emergency phase of the COVID-19 
(ie, Jan 30, 2020–May 4, 2023) pandemic as a proportion of 
the number of deaths that would reasonably have been 
expected had the pandemic not occurred. By taking the 
baseline number of expected deaths into account, the 
P-score potentially adjusts for other factors, such as age 
distribution, and so it is our preferred measure.

We estimate that there were more than 23 million 
excess deaths globally during the emergency phase of 
COVID-19, corresponding to roughly 12% of the 
number of deaths that would otherwise have been 
expected to occur—ie, a P-score of 12% (table 12). 
Japan’s P-score of 4% was the lowest (ie, the best) among 
the 30 most populous countries, and China’s was 
second lowest (table 12). Mexico had the highest 
P-score (25%). The appendix (pp 71–76) includes 
estimates of P-scores and excess deaths for all countries. 
Perhaps the single most striking thing about our 
findings is the huge range in performance among the 
world’s most populous countries. Table 12 also shows 
P-scores for 2020 and 2021 individually, and for 
Jan 30, 2022, to May 4, 2023. Country performance 

(Panel 7 continued from previous page)

early signs of a pandemic are detected. Severe acute respiratory 
syndrome was successfully contained globally within 6 months 
of recognition of the outbreak. COVID-19 was much more 
difficult to contain, but containment or suppression was 
achieved in many western Asia-Pacific countries during the early 
phase of the pandemic. Various public health and social 
measures were implemented during the COVID-19 pandemic in 
most countries. Some of these measures, such as stay-at-home 
orders and school closures, which has enormous negative social 
and economic impacts,164 were implemented for extended 
periods in some countries. More research into public health and 
social measures is needed to provide science-based guidance, 
including, importantly, on the extent to which such measures 
are population-initiated (ie, the extent to which individual 
members of the population stop using public transport or going 
to work before government guidance or regulation, as was 

widespread in Europe and the USA in the early months of 
COVID-19),165 and the timing and means for safely ending these 
measures. Whether shutdowns are initiated by individual or 
public action, research is required into when and how to end 
them. Early response to enable containment or suppression is 
likely to rely on public health and social measures, because 
vaccines will not be available in the early stage of a pandemic. 
Therapeutics might also not be available in the very early stage 
of the pandemic except for antivirals for an influenza pandemic. 
Diagnostics should be rapidly developed, validated, and 
distributed to enable early detection and isolation of cases. 
Public health and social measures, medical countermeasures, 
and proper clinical management can mitigate the effects of a 
pandemic in the early phases, whereas vaccines are likely to have 
essential roles in mitigation in later phases.
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varied much more widely in 2020 than over the total 
COVID-19 emergency phase. Pablos Mendez and 
colleagues170 and Jamison and Wu171 have pointed to an 
East–West divide in excess deaths in 2020, with a 
100-times difference in performance separating the 
best-performing and worst-performing countries. Early 
response in many Western Pacific countries, including 
serious efforts to isolate infectious individuals,172 
effectively controlled spread of the virus that originated 
in Wuhan, China in late 2019. The first academic 
publication on SARS-CoV-2 from China was published 
in The Lancet on Jan 24, 2020,173 and warned of 
a pandemic risk. China, Thailand, Hong Kong, Taiwan, 
and Japan had all initiated serious responses by the time 
of publication. In sharp contrast, as Clark and Johnson 
Sirleaf noted, even in February, 2020, countries in 
Western Europe and North America did not take the 
opportunity to act to curtail transmission.159 Failure to 
control transmission created opportunities for 
SARS-CoV-2 to mutate into far more transmissible 
variants. The approaches to control that worked well for 
the original, less transmissible virus appear to have 
worked less well later in the pandemic, leading to major 
increases in deaths in China and Japan from the more 
transmissible variants that originated elsewhere.174

Although we believe that the P-score for the emergency 
phase of the COVID-19 pandemic provides a good overall 
measure of country performance, it summarises the 
different potential values for different periods and age 
groups into a single value. The appendix (p 93) shows 
variation in P-scores over time in China, Italy, Japan, and 
the USA—information that could be highly relevant to 
understanding different waves or the timing of different 
response policies. Japan and China had remarkably good 
control early in the pandemic but performance declined 
as more transmissible variants came to dominate 
(appendix p 93). Fine-grained assessment could comple-
ment the broader picture provided by aggregate P-scores. 
Likewise, age-disaggregated analyses are likely to prove 
informative.

Economists measure the welfare loss associated with 
mortality in monetary terms by assessing empirically 
the value that individuals assign to reducing by small 
amounts the mortality risks that they might face. Full 
income, discussed earlier in this Commission, 
incorporates the value of reductions in mortality risk. 
Table 12 reports an estimate of the value of mortality 
loss—only mortality—associated with the COVID-19 
pandemic. For the world as a whole, the value of loss 
from the emergency phase of the pandemic reached 
about 34% of the value of global income in 2019.

Loss of GDP constitutes only part of overall loss in full 
income, but is an important metric for the functioning of 
economies. In 2022, the International Monetary Fund 
provided an early estimate of GDP loss for the world that 
was as high as $13·8 trillion,175 and in an early assessment 
of the economic consequences of the pandemic for 

P-score Economic value 
of welfare loss 
relative to gross 
national income 
(2019)*

Overall 
(2020–23)†

2020 2021 2022–23‡

Japan 4% ··§ 2% 10% 26%

China 5% ··§ 4% 10% 10%

Nigeria 5% 3% 8% 5% 28%

South Korea 7% ··§ 2% 14% 10%

France 7% 9% 7% 6% 13%

Germany 8% 5% 8% 10% 19%

DR Congo 8% 2% 11% 11% 32%

Thailand 9% ··§ 12% 13% 28%

Indonesia 10% 3% 20% 7% 38%

Kenya 11% 3% 15% 13% 41%

Myanmar 11% 5% 20% 10% 33%

UK 11% 14% 11% 10% 26%

Philippines 13% ··§ 37% 5% 27%

Tanzania 13% 7% 22% 12% 32%

Italy 13% 18% 13% 10% 33%

USA 14% 17% 18% 8% 42%

Sudan 14% 14% 20% 9% 32%

Pakistan 14% 16% 24% 6% 36%

Ethiopia 15% 5% 22% 17% 36%

South Africa 16% 10% 33% 6% 58%

Egypt 17% 18% 31% 7% 38%

Viet Nam 17% ··§ 14% 37% 30%

India 18% 12% 27% 14% 47%

Türkiye 18% 14% 24% 17% 37%

Brazil 18% 14% 38% 9% 44%

Colombia 20% 19% 37% 7% 39%

Iran 21% 27% 33% 6% 38%

Russia 24% 21% 40% 14% 103%

Bangladesh 25% 18% 33% 24% 48%

Mexico 25% 44% 39% 2% 62%

Global 12% 8% 18% 10% 34%

P-scores are calculated by dividing excess deaths by expected deaths for a given period, with a low score suggesting 
good performance (countries are listed in descending order of performance throughout the pandemic). Estimates for 
excess deaths are from The Economist (2024).168 Because this source did not provide data for expected deaths for all 
countries, we calculated expected deaths by subtracting excess deaths from data for total deaths from the UN’s World 
Population Prospects (2024).10 *Data represent the loss for the entire emergency phase of the pandemic period (ie, 
Jan 30, 2020, to May 4, 2023). Economic value of mortality loss was calculated by separately calculating excess death 
rates among people younger than 75 years and those aged 75 years or older for each country. Because the data from 
The Economist were not age-disaggregated, we first estimated the proportion of deaths occurring in each age group 
from the 2020–21 WHO data63 and applied them to the excess deaths estimates from The Economist, assuming the 
same age distribution in 2022–23 as in 2021. A value per statistical life-to-income ratio of 160 was applied for deaths 
among people younger than 75 years in line with the Harvard Benefit–Cost Analysis Reference Case Guidelines.22 The 
value of excess death rates in the older age group was adjusted from 160 by the ratio of the remaining life expectancy 
of 80-year-olds to 40-year-olds.21 Economic value is expressed as a percentage of gross national income per 
capita in constant international dollars—ie, dollars adjusted for purchasing power. †Data are for Jan 30, 2020, to 
May 4, 2023 (ie, the COVID-19 emergency phase, as defined by WHO). ‡Data are for Jan 1, 2022, to May 4, 2023. 
§These countries had negative p-scores— ie, a reduction in mortality relative to baseline—which could have resulted, 
for example, from reduced mortality from road crashes because shutdowns led to reduced driving.   

Table 12: P-score for COVID-19 outcomes in the 30 most populous countries
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the USA, Cutler and Summers estimated a loss of 
$16 trillion over 10 years, of which about $7·5 trillion was 
loss of GDP.86 Since 2022, the IMF has slightly reduced 
its estimates of the impact of the pandemic on annual 
economic output in most parts of the world,29,176 except for 
low-income countries, where the IMF now estimates that 
2024 GDP will be more than 7% lower than it otherwise 
would have been.

Future pandemic risk
Between the great influenza pandemic of 1918 and 
COVID-19, at least four influenza pandemics and 
two global coronavirus outbreaks occurred. Each of these 
pandemics was deadly, although far less so than 
COVID-19. Additionally, there were more geographically 
limited epidemics of viral haemorrhagic fevers, such as 
the Ebola virus outbreak in 2014–16. Although epidemics 
of viral haemorrhagic fevers were not as widespread and 
caused fewer deaths, they nonetheless caused widespread 
fear and economic disruption. Although we do not deal 
explicitly with viral haemorrhagic fevers or similarly 

geographically limited epidemics, many of our 
recommendations on pandemic preparation and 
response also apply to these risks. The message is clear: 
the risk of future pandemics remains. But how big are 
the risks that the world faces?

Madhav and colleagues, in an assessment prepared for 
this Commission and the Disease Control Priorities 
Project, applied the techniques of quantitative disaster 
modelling to provide insight into the magnitude of the 
risk.37 They attempt to quantify the probability of the 
sparking of a pandemic—typically the point of transition 
to humans from another animal host—and the 
probability of its subsequent spread by using historical 
and biological data to simulate tens of thousands of 
possible evolutions of global respiratory pandemics 
caused by viruses in either the influenza or coronavirus 
families. Each of these simulated pandemics differs in its 
transmission and mortality characteristics and in the 
level of mortality that ensues. For example, COVID-19 
was distinctive in the extent to which elderly people were 
at increased risk for mortality and children far less so. 
However, the next pandemic could have a very different 
age distribution of mortality. Aggregating the simulations 
provides a picture of the relationship between the 
potential mortality level of a pandemic and its 
likelihood—the so-called exceedance probability 
function.

Table 13 summarises Madhav and colleagues’ results 
with four points on the exceedance probability function, 
expressed as annual risks. Their simulations point to 
a more than 6% probability of a pandemic within 
12 months of their projections involving a million or 
more deaths, and a 3% probability of a pandemic 
involving 25 million or more deaths (table 13). They also 
suggest a greater than 20% chance in the next 10 years of 
a pandemic that kills at least 25 million people 
(equivalent to the number of deaths associated with 
COVID-19; table 13). It is useful to think of these results 
as conveying that, on average, there would be 2·5 million 
pandemic-related deaths per year (with no deaths in 
most years). Of these deaths, 1·6 million would be 
expected to be from an influenza pandemic and 
0·9 million from a coronavirus pandemic. To place the 
predicted 2·5 million deaths per year in context, it is 
roughly the same number of deaths that are occurring 
annually from HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria 
combined (appendix pp 20–22), and much higher than 
the number of annual climate change deaths projected 
in even very pessimistic scenarios in coming decades 
(appendix pp 95–97).

There is substantial uncertainty associated with the 
modelling assumptions of future pandemic mortality 
estimates. Madhav and colleagues’ results should be used 
to broadly position and inform thinking about the high 
risk of future pandemics rather than being interpreted as 
accurate estimates. One element of uncertainty concerns 
the rate at which pandemic risk is likely to increase in 

1-year 
probability

5-year 
probability

10-year 
probability

25-year 
probability

≥1 million deaths 6% 28% 48% 80%

≥10 million deaths 4% 19% 35% 66%

≥25 million deaths 3% 12% 23% 48%

≥100 million deaths 1% 3% 6% 14%

During the emergency phase of the COVID-19 pandemic (ie, Jan 30, 2020, to May 4, 2023), an estimated 23 million 
excess deaths occurred globally that were almost entirely attributable (directly or indirectly) to COVID-19. Probabilities 
were estimated by Madhav et al (2023).37

Table 13: The likelihood of global influenza or coronavirus pandemics causing at least 1 million deaths

Pandemic 
deaths per year*

Effect on PPD 
(percentage 
points)

Effect on life 
expectancy, 
years

Economic value 
of predicted 
pandemic 
deaths†

Global 2 500 000 1·4 –0·77 5·1%

Central and Eastern Europe 82 000 1·4 –0·78 4·0%

Central Asia 160 000 1·2 –0·64 7·0%

China 340 000 1·7 –0·85 3·8%

India 450 000 1·3 –0·71 5·1%

Latin America and 
Caribbean

180 000 1·5 –0·79 4·5%

Middle East and 
North Africa

160 000 1·5 –0·77 4·8%

North Atlantic 100 000 1·8 –0·97 3·7%

Sub-Saharan Africa 580 000 1·0 –0·55 8·0%

USA 71 000 1·6 –0·90 3·5%

Western Pacific and 
Southeast Asia

340 000 1·5 –0·82 4·8%

PPD=probability of premature death (ie, death before age 70 years). *Long-term average, based on Madhav et al 
(2023).37  †The economic value of predicted pandemic deaths is given as a percentage of the region’s 2019 gross 
national income expressed in 2021 international dollars—ie, dollars adjusted for purchasing power. For calculations 
and methods, see Chang et al (2024).21 

Table 14: Predicted annual deaths and economic loss from pandemic risk
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coming years. Madhav and colleagues acknowledge that 
most experts judge that risk to be increasing, but 
nonetheless they chose to construct conservative 
estimates on the basis of non-increasing risk.

Fan and colleagues assessed the expected economic 
value of losses associated with earlier estimates of 
pandemic risk.177 We have updated those estimates in 
light of Madhav and colleagues’ estimates of expected 
annual deaths.37 Table 14 shows the implications of those 
annual average deaths in terms of years of life expectancy 
lost, increases in the PPD, and the value (as a percent of 
gross national income) of expected annual economic 
losses.

Pandemic prevention, preparation and response
There are many possible scenarios for the next pandemic. 
One possibility is a pandemic similar to severe acute 
respiratory syndrome (SARS). SARS had a high case 
fatality ratio (CFR) of about 10%.178 However, containment 
was feasible for SARS because of its epidemiological 
characteristics, including that there was no or very little 
pre-symptomatic transmission of the causative 
coronavirus, SARS-CoV-1.179 SARS was successfully 
contained without vaccines or antivirals within 6 months 
of initial recognition, mainly by public health and social 
measures, including active case finding and contact 
tracing.180 If a SARS-like pandemic were to occur—
ie, high case fatality ratio and containment feasible—the 
aim should be for rapid containment with public health 
and social measures without waiting for a vaccine to be 
developed. Another possible scenario is one akin to the 
1918–20 influenza pandemic, which was estimated to 
have killed about 50 million people.181 Unlike COVID-19 
most deaths in this influenza pandemic occurred in 
young adults and children.182 Public health measures, 
particularly lockdown measures, implemented for 
COVID-19 reduced transmission of SARS-CoV-2 and 
saved lives, especially among elderly populations.183 
However, these measures can have intergenerational 
impacts. A World Bank study estimated that “in low-
income countries, a lockdown can potentially lead to 
1·76 children’s lives lost due to the economic contraction 
per COVID-19 fatality averted”.184 The intergenerational 
mortality trade-off would be very different for a pandemic 
akin to the 1918–20 Spanish influenza pandemic, which 
particularly affected young people. School closures would 
be likely to play a much more useful role in this type of 
pandemic.

Figure 12 shows a framework for the unfolding phase 
of a pandemic and corresponding points of intervention: 
prevention, preparedness, response, recovery, and 
reconstruction. Various capacities and systems are 
required for each phase.185 Panel 7 brings together the 
substantial list of generally agreed elements for how a 
country, and the world, could prepare for a pandemic. 
Several critical components of pandemic prevention, 
preparation, and response, such as national preparedness 

plans, basic stockpiling of critical drugs and equipment, 
and surveillance for monitoring, are considered national 
public goods.35 However, other components, particularly 
those necessary for risk reduction and early response, 
should be regarded as global public goods. Such global 
public goods include interventions at the human–animal 
interface, mapping of the pandemic risk, research and 
development of (and subsequent equitable access to) 
medical countermeasures, surveillance for early warning, 
and systems that enable early response. 

Centralised stockpiles of drugs, vaccines, and personal 
protective equipment can be important preparation for 
viral haemorrhagic fever epidemics. Global financing 
mechanisms should be sought for these items, including 
potential provision to middle-income countries, which 
tend to be a low priority for official development 
assistance. Likewise, many countries, particularly those 
with small populations and those with low incomes, 
might reasonably see little benefit in using national 
resources for global public goods. It is reasonable to 
expect that if high-income countries do not support 
worthwhile pandemic prevention and surveillance efforts 
in poorer, low-population countries, then the countries 
themselves would also not do so—given that most of the 
benefits lie outside their borders. Even high-income, low-
population countries might have suboptimal incentives 
to invest in pandemic preparation given that most 
benefits for them, also, would accrue in other countries.

In March, 2022, in an analysis prepared for the G20 
Joint Financing and Health Taskforce, WHO and the 
World Bank estimated that the total annual financing 
need for the pandemic prevention, preparation, and 
response system is $31·1 billion.186 Their analysis noted 
that “at least an additional US$ 10·5 billion per year in 
international financing will be needed to fund a fit-for 
purpose” architecture.186 The WHO-convened 
independent panel suggested that at least $10 billion per 
year are needed for agricultural (One Health) measures,166 
and Glennerster and colleagues point to very high 
probable benefit-to-cost ratios from such investments.187 

Figure 12: Framework for the phases of the pandemic cycle
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At the 2022 Global Pandemic Preparedness Summit, 
governments committed to investing in prevention, 
preparation, and response, including in the 100 Days 
Mission—a plan to develop diagnostics, therapeutics, 
and vaccines within 100 days of the start of the next 
pandemic.188 However, the limited investments are 
heavily focused on vaccine research and development, 
whereas research into therapeutics and diagnostics is 
underfunded. Public health and social measures are 
critical to pandemic containment, yet there is insufficient 
investment into strengthening them and studying their 
effectiveness. WHO and the World Bank also stressed 
the importance of surveillance and early warning 
systems.186

Although the focus on vaccine research and 
development is understandable, to neglect preventive 
and other aspects of public health and social measures is 
dangerous. Without containment or suppression efforts, 
most deaths in the next pandemic might occur within 
the first 3–6 months. Even hitting the 100 Days Mission 
target for vaccine development might not be fast enough 
to save a huge number of lives. And although multiple 
safe and highly effective COVID-19 vaccines were 
developed in less than a year, there is no guarantee that 
safe, effective vaccines will be developed this quickly—or 
even at all—in the next pandemic. Vaccine nationalism 
could also prevent the international system from 
accessing and procuring vaccines and distributing them 
equitably worldwide. Such vaccine nationalism was a 
major constraint to the efforts of the COVID-19 Vaccines 
Global Access organisation (COVAX) to achieve 
international vaccine equity.34,154 Essential elements of the 
vaccine-development process include ensuring that 
protection and sharing of intellectual property reflects 
both societal needs and the often-substantial public 
investments being made, as discussed by the WHO 
Council on the Economics of Health for All.189

There is a high risk that one or more major pandemics 
could kill millions of people in the timeframes considered 
in our report, with a potential one in seven risk of a 
pandemic killing 100 million people or more by 
2050 (table 13). Global responses to this level of risk, 
however, reflect no sense of urgency.190 For example, 
in 2024, evidence appeared of widespread infection of 
cattle in the USA with H5N1 influenza. Transmission 
among mammals raises the dangerous prospect of viral 
evolution resulting in efficient human-to-human 
transmission. Yet responses have been weak. On 
April 24, 2024, Zeynep Tufekci wrote in the New York Times 
that, “having spent the past two weeks trying to get 
answers from our nation’s public health authorities, I’m 
shocked by how little they seem to know about what’s 
going on and how little of what they do know is being 
shared in a timely manner”.191 It seems that even if an 
individual country commits to being prepared for 
another pandemic, it will need to account for the fact that 
the broader world is not prepared.

Part 7: Accelerating progress via taxation
In this part, we argue that complementary fiscal, 
regulatory, and information interventions could play a 
crucial role in accelerating progress towards the goal of 
50 by 50. The most important of these interventions is 
raising taxes on tobacco.

In a chapter on intersectoral policy priorities for health 
for Disease Control Priorities 3, Watkins and colleagues 
argued that “policies initiated by or in collaboration with 
other sectors, such as agriculture, energy, and 
transportation” can have a large effect in reducing the 
incidence of disease and injury.192 They identified a 
package of 29 intersectoral policies targeting a wide 
range of conditions from the 15 priority conditions that 
we identified (appendix pp 77–78). Although these 
interventions are intersectoral, ministries of health could 
play key analytic and advocacy roles, fulfilling their 
mandate across government departments.

Intersectoral interventions make use of four main 
types of policy instruments. The first is legal 
instruments—regulations and laws, such as halting the 
use of unprocessed coal and kerosene as household fuels 
to reduce indoor air pollution and regulation of the 
advertising, promotion, packaging, and availability of 
tobacco (with enforcement), to curb tobacco use. An 
important and neglected example is regulation to control 
lead pollution and its often-severe consequences on 
domains ranging from child cognition to cardiovascular 
risk.193,194 Silverman Bonnifield and colleagues provide an 
up-to-date overview of lead pollution and the role of 
regulation in addressing this problem.193 The second is 
engineering instruments to improve the built 
environment, such as building roads that separate 
vehicles from vulnerable pedestrians, so as to reduce 
road injuries. The third is focused public health 
information and education, such as providing consumer 
education to reduce excessive salt and sugar intake and 
the risk of sexually transmitted infections. Research that 
generates epidemiological knowledge and is 
disseminated via media and social networks can be 
considered a key tool of government support for 
information. The fourth policy instrument, and the focus 
of this part of the Commission, is fiscal instruments—ie, 
taxes and subsidies.

As in GH2035, we advocate particularly for the use of 
economic policies—especially changing the prices of 
potentially harmful products through taxes and the 
removal of subsidies. These policies are a powerful and 
enormously underused lever for improving public 
health. We focus on several of the most important risk 
factors that are amenable to such policies: smoking, 
alcohol, ambient air pollution, and possibly diet. Of these 
risk factors, tobacco use is by far the most important in 
most countries and the most actionable, given that 
extensive data show the effectiveness and feasibility of 
large excise tax increases.195–197 We do not discuss broader 
social determinants of health, such as income and 
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education, which were discussed in detail in GH2035, 
with the broad conclusion that low mortality can be 
achieved at low income levels.2

Tobacco taxation
Although it is common to describe other risk factors as 
the new tobacco or the new smoking—eg, “sugar is the 
new tobacco”,198 “sitting is the new smoking”199—we 
believe that tobacco is the new tobacco. Smoking remains 
the biggest avoidable cause of death in many populations 
worldwide and NCDs strongly linked to tobacco are 
among the most important of our NCD and injury-
related priority conditions. Smokers who start early in 
life and do not quit can expect to lose at least 10–13 years 
of life compared to otherwise-similar never-smokers.200,201

In 2001, Peto and Lopez estimated that if prevailing 
smoking patterns persisted, tobacco would kill about 
a billion people this century.202 About 40% of the world’s 
cigarettes are consumed in China, almost entirely by men, 
and smoking already causes around 20% of all deaths in 

middle-age in Chinese men.203 Worldwide, people with 
low incomes disproportionately experience the health and 
economic consequences of tobacco,204 with smoking 
accounting for about half the differences in mortality risk 
between men of lower and higher social strata.205,206

To reduce tobacco-attributed mortality by 2050, the key 
goal is smoking cessation among current smokers; 
avoidance of initiation will help to reduce mortality 
predominantly in the second half of this century. The 
benefits of cessation emerge surprisingly quickly: 
smokers who quit before age 40 years avoid more than 
90% of the excess mortality risk during their next few 
decades of life compared with those who continue to 
smoke.205 However, cessation rates are low in several 
countries with large populations, including China, India, 
Indonesia, Russia, and several countries in central 
Europe, such as Hungary and Poland.205

The most effective way to promote smoking cessation, 
prevent initiation of smoking, and drive down tobacco 
use is to impose excise taxes on tobacco, a policy tool that 

Panel 8: Benefits of taxes on tobacco, alcohol, and sugar-sweetened beverages

Effective interventions such as the introduction of smoke-free 
environments, bans on tobacco advertising, and taxing 
cigarettes have been forcefully implemented under the 
Framework Convention on Tobacco Control,196 ratification of 
which, in combination with large tax increases, has yielded 
substantial reductions in young adult smoking and has 
increased smoking cessation in implementing countries.196 Yet 
tobacco taxes remain the least implemented of the six tobacco 
control interventions included in the MPOWER package, an 
intervention package aligned with the Framework Convention 
on Tobacco Control (the interventions include tobacco taxation, 
monitoring tobacco use and prevention policies, and protecting 
people from tobacco smoke). In 2022, only 40 countries (home 
to around 10% of the world’s population) were enforcing 
taxation on a par with the recommended tax rates of 75% or 
more of cigarette prices.212

Opponents of tobacco tax increases, including those from the 
tobacco industry, argue that such taxes hurt poor people—ie, 
they claim that such taxes are regressive.213 Taxes are considered 
regressive when the expenditures incurred by poor people 
account for a greater proportion of their income compared 
with those incurred by wealthy people.214 In other words, if 
tobacco taxes were regressive, increased tobacco taxes would 
lead to a proportionally greater ratio of net cigarette 
expenditures relative to income among poor versus rich 
smokers. However, poorer smokers are more sensitive to 
tobacco price hikes than richer ones. The ensuing reductions in 
smoking participation and tobacco consumption could thus be 
far greater among poor than among rich people.215 With large 
price increases, the distribution in net cigarette expenditures 
relative to income could well be progressive.213,216

In addition, the classic definition of regressivity solely examines 
net cigarette consumption relative to income and does not 

account for the full array of health and financial consequences 
of tax hikes. Anticipation of the comprehensive impacts of 
increased taxes among poor compared with rich people is 
therefore paramount. Increased tobacco taxes can be 
progressive in terms of their effects on health, since they lead to 
large reductions in premature mortality and morbidity. 
Through preventing and controlling tobacco-related diseases 
(eg, cancers, heart disease, stroke, pulmonary disease), tobacco 
taxes can eventually eliminate public health-care costs and out-
of-pocket expenditures linked to the treatment of these 
diseases, and eliminate substantial productivity losses.216–221 As 
a result, they reduce medical impoverishment and deliver 
financial risk protection, especially for poor people and when 
pre-existing levels of public finance and health insurance are 
low.216–221 Several extended cost-effectiveness analyses have 
established that the overall impact of increased tobacco taxes is 
progressive when accounting for outcomes of health benefits 
and financial risk protection.216–221

Although less commonly examined, other health taxes, such as 
on sugar-sweetened beverages or alcohol, could have similar 
effects196,212–224—ie, progressivity in health benefits (eg, 
reductions in morbidity and mortality associated with diabetes 
or liver cirrhosis) would mimic the pre-tax distribution in risk 
factors (eg, obesity, consumption of sugar-sweetened 
beverages or alcohol) across income groups. Likewise, the 
progressivity in public cost savings and financial risk protection 
gains would depend on the underlying organisational mix of 
public versus private financing of health care among the 
different socioeconomic groups in the population. Therefore, 
the overall progressive or regressive nature of such increased 
health taxes on health benefits and financial protection would 
greatly depend on a country’s epidemiological and health-
system context.
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is still greatly underused (complementary regulatory and 
informational measures are also important).195–197 In its 
2019 report, the Taskforce on Fiscal Health Policy noted 
that “raising taxes on tobacco can do more to reduce 
premature mortality than any other single health 
policy”.195 The Taskforce’s analysis suggested that a steep 
rise in tobacco prices could avert more than half a million 
tobacco-related deaths per year during the next 50 years.195

A 100% increase in the price of tobacco in LMICs 
results in substantial declines in consumption, including 
about 20% of smokers quitting and 20% reducing their 
daily use.207 Many countries have used large excise taxes 

to successfully reduce consumption and raise revenues, 
including Brazil, Colombia, and the Philippines.206 
Increasing tobacco prices can reduce illness and death, 
including cardiovascular, respiratory, and cancer deaths, 
the severity of childhood asthma, and hospitalisation for 
heart failure.208–210

That claim that tobacco taxation disproportionately 
targets poor people is a myth.211 Tobacco taxes are highly 
progressive (panel 8). People with low incomes are more 
price-responsive, so are more likely to reduce their 
tobacco consumption or to quit when taxes are raised 
than people with higher incomes.196 As a result, “they 

Panel 9: Secure track-and-trace technology to fight the illicit trade in cigarettes

In most countries, cigarettes are subject to excise duty, making 
these products less affordable, which in turn drives smoking 
cessation and discourages initiation. Tobacco industry profits 
were about US$50 billion in 2010,201 and profit is a strong 
incentive for the industry to try to keep taxes as low as possible. 
High levels of tobacco taxation have not been linked to 
smuggling at large scale, which occurs only when the tobacco 
industry plays an active role.207 The tobacco industry smuggles its 
own products to maintain market share of its brands and to 
intimidate finance ministries.207 For example, international 
tobacco companies organised smuggling in the mid-1990s from 
the USA into Canada, which led to a short-term reduction in tax 
rates and most notably a large increase of about 30–40 billion 
excess cigarettes.225 These excess cigarettes are likely to eventually 
cause about 30 000–40 000 excess deaths from smoking.

Traditional measures to fight fraud consist of having tax 
inspectors stationed at key points of the supply chain 
(manufacturing plants and warehouses) and observing the 
production and movement of goods. However, these controls 
require strong overall customs and revenue capacity that are 
resistant to corruption pressures.

Secure track-and-trace solutions are increasingly being adopted 
to strengthen controls and complement the work done by 
inspectors. Such solutions are part of the tracking-and-tracing 
obligations under the Protocol to Eliminate Illicit Trade in 
Tobacco Products, “an international treaty with the objective of 
eliminating all forms of illicit trade in tobacco products through 
a package of measures to be taken by countries acting in 
cooperation with each other”.226 An example of such technology 
is SICPATRACE, a solution available for governments that uses 
sophisticated tax stamps with track-and-trace capability, 
production-monitoring equipment on manufacturing lines, 
hand-held personal readers for law enforcement, and a 
centralised data-based management system tracking tens of 
billions of products each year. SICPATRACE can control the flow 
of tobacco products, alcoholic beverages (which are also subject 
to excise duty), sugar-sweetened beverages (to potentially 
reduce obesity and diabetes), and fuels (to prevent smuggling 
and alteration using molecular tags). This solution applies fiscal 
markings on each product item, using security inks integrating 

multiple material-based security elements that cannot be 
counterfeited and a unique identification number to enable 
traceability represented by a barcode.

The use of the SICPATRACE technology has had a dramatic 
effect in many countries. For example, Kenya had a revenue 
increase of 53% due to increased tax compliance in the first year 
of implementation,227 and Chile had a 23% increase.228,229 Even in 
high-income countries, such as the USA, the implementation of 
a new encrypted track-and-trace system in California has been 
followed by a 37% reduction in cigarette tax evasion.230 The 
World Bank and the International Monetary Fund229,231 have 
recognised the effectiveness of these solutions, which need to 
be implemented by all 67 governments that have ratified the 
Protocol to Eliminate Illicit Trade in Tobacco Products.

The tobacco industry has responded to this market need by 
offering their own tracing system, Codentify, which was 
conceived by the industry and then offered through third-party 
companies that contributed to its development. However, there 
are serious concerns about the effectiveness of controls 
originating from an industry that itself must be controlled 
(the Protocol clearly defines that obligations assigned to a party 
shall not be performed by or delegated to the tobacco industry). 
Moreover, solutions promoted by the tobacco industry rely 
entirely on digital track-and-trace technology without the use 
of material security features, such as tax stamps, which protect 
and authenticate each duty-paid product. Controls can thus 
easily be circumvented by the industry, reducing the ability of 
government authorities to identify gaps and enforce 
compliance in the market.

30 countries that are signatories to the Protocol do not yet have 
a track or trace system in place. Putting in place state-of-the-
art, secure, and independent track-and-trace systems in all 
countries with effective enforcement and increasing taxes is the 
best strategy to reduce smoking and illicit trade in tobacco. 
These approaches have the added advantage of providing 
a reliable source of financing for countries that are paying the 
health cost of tobacco consumption. Such secure track-and-
trace systems could also be adapted for use in managing 
counterfeit pharmaceuticals.
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benefit disproportionately from longer healthier lives, 
reduced spending on healthcare, fewer lost days of work, 
and longer working lives”, argue Pareje and colleagues.196 
In 36 countries, revenues raised from tobacco taxation 
have been spent on programmes that benefit poor 
people.212 Cigarette taxation is unrelated to smuggling,207 
and large-scale smuggling occurs only with active tobacco 
industry encouragement; new track and trace 
technologies are being used to combat such fraud 
(panel 9).

Removal of subsidies for fossil fuels
Similar to how tobacco taxation reduces illness and 
death, raises revenue, and benefits poor people, the 
removal of subsidies for the production and consumption 
of fossil fuel is a broadly beneficial fiscal policy lever for 
curbing climate change. Removal of such subsidies could 
slow global warming, reduce ambient air pollution, and 
improve government finance.232 Action against coal 
emissions is the highest priority, given that coal power 
plants are the largest single source of greenhouse gas 
emissions.233

At the UN Climate Change Conference in Glasgow, UK, 
in 2021, nations adopted the Glasgow Climate Pact, 
which called on all countries to “phase-out … inefficient 
fossil fuel subsidies, while providing targeted support to 
the poorest and most vulnerable”.234 The Organization for 
Economic Co-operation and Development and the 
International Energy Agency estimated that, in 2019, 
ministries of finance around the world collectively 
provided $468 billion in subsidies for fossil fuels, the 
bulk of which was on oil products.235

In GH2035, we noted that energy subsidies on coal, 
petroleum, and diesel “encourage excessive energy 
consumption and production of ambient particulate 
matter pollution and other pollutants that cause lower 
respiratory tract infections in children, and cancers, heart 
diseases, and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease in 
adults”.2 These subsidies also divert public resources away 
from spending that would benefit poor people, such as on 
health, education, and social protection. Indeed, many 
countries spend more public resources on energy subsidies 
than on health and education combined.236 Removing 
fossil fuel subsidies therefore remains an urgent priority 
for tackling air pollution, climate change, and associated 
health effects. We recognise that ending such subsidies 
might not be politically popular: some countries, such as 
Chile and France, experienced protests and other social 
unrest when fuel prices rose.237,238 However, the value of 
removing such subsidies is now widely accepted by health 
and finance ministries and many nations have successfully 
phased out explicit subsidies, including India, Morocco, 
Saudi Arabia, and Ukraine.239

Taxation of unhealthy food and drinks
Obesity is a major determinant of premature adult 
mortality in many populations, and is likely to become so 

in many others by 2050 if trends continue.240 WHO 
estimates that in 2022, 2·5 billion adults had overweight 
(ie, BMI 25 to <30 kg/m²), of whom 890 million had 
obesity (ie, BMI >30 kg/m²).241 At the same time, 
underweight and dietary inadequacy remain important in 
South Asia and parts of Africa.242

To examine the relationship between overweight, obesity, 
and all-cause mortality, the Global BMI Mortality 
Collaboration conducted a meta-analysis of 239 prospective 
studies that had individual participant data for 
10·6 million people across four continents.243 To reduce the 
possibility of confounding and reverse causality, they 
restricted the analysis to the 4 million never-smokers 
without chronic diseases at recruitment. In this group, 
each 5 kg/m² increase in BMI above 25 kg/m² was asso-
ciated with 31% higher all-cause mortality and 42% higher 
cardiovascular mortality. Obesity was asso ciated with 
higher risks in men than in women: the excess risk of 
premature death was about three times higher for men 
with obesity than for women with obesity.243 Nevertheless, 
in nearly all countries and at nearly all ages, the prevalence 
of obesity is higher in women than in men.243

Increasing evidence suggests that the relationship 
between BMI and mortality might differ in different 
populations. For example, in a study of more than 
1·1 million people recruited in 19 cohorts in Asia, Zheng 
and colleagues found an excess risk of death associated 
with a high BMI in east Asia but not in India or 
Bangladesh.244 Although two small studies245,246 had 
suggested there was no association between overweight 
or obesity and higher all-cause mortality in Hispanic 
adults in the US, a large prospective study of 150 000 people 
in Mexico showed that “general, and particularly 
abdominal, adiposity were strongly associated with 
mortality”.240

Additionally, there is strong evidence that dietary 
practice affects risk of premature mortality. In a study247 
of the consequences of adherence to the dietary 
recommendations of the 2019 EAT–Lancet Commission,248 
Bui and colleagues used data from a 34-year cohort study 
of around 200 000 health professionals to show that all-
cause mortality in the study was 23% lower in the quintile 
most closely following a planetary health diet (ie, a diet 
rich in whole grains, fruits, vegetables, nuts, and 
legumes; the highest quintile) than in the lowest quintile.

Obesity can emerge in a population within 30–50 years, 
as occurred in Pacific Island nations like Nauru and the 
Cook Islands.249 WHO recommends that member states 
use targeted fiscal policies to reduce obesity—particularly 
taxation of sugar-sweetened beverages and energy-dense 
foods and subsidising foods that contribute to a healthy 
diet. Taxation of sugar-sweetened beverages, which has 
been implemented in at least 117 countries and territories, 
leads to substantial decreases in sales,250 although the 
associated impact on obesity remains unclear.

Although there is ample evidence of excise taxes 
reducing tobacco consumption, there is less, but generally 

For the countries and territories 
that have implemented taxes 
on sugar-sweetened beverages 
see https://ssbtax.worldbank.
org/

https://ssbtax.worldbank.org/
https://ssbtax.worldbank.org/
https://ssbtax.worldbank.org/
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robust, evidence that excise taxes reduce consumption of 
alcohol and sugar-sweetened beverages.195 In countries 
with a high prevalence of heavy episodic drinking and low 
alcohol taxes, increasing taxes could generate substantial 
reductions in death and disability from a range of 
conditions, including liver disease and cancer, suicide, 
and gender-based violence.195 These taxes can also increase 
general government revenues.

Taxing energy-dense food has not been widely adopted, 
although there have been some successes, including in 
Denmark, Ethiopia, Hungary, Mexico, and Tonga.251 
Colombia, where 56% of the population has overweight, 
was one of the first countries to introduce a junk food 
tax—ie, a tax on foods high in salt and saturated fat—to 
reduce obesity.252 Some countries have invested revenues 
from taxation of unhealthy food and sugar-sweetened 
beverages in programmes that benefit poor people—eg, 
Malaysia uses revenues to provide free, healthy breakfasts 
for primary school children.253

Ultra-processed foods—ie, industrially manufactured, 
pre-packaged, ready-to-eat products—have become a 
target for taxation (Colombia’s junk food tax includes 
ultra-processed foods). An umbrella review of 
epidemiological meta-analyses suggested an association 
between ultra-processed foods and obesity,254 and 
ecological studies in sub-Saharan Africa suggest that 
taxes on ultra-processed foods could reduce consumption 
and obesity.255

More generally, although the possibility of population-
level reversal in obesity prevalence is plausible, there are 
no examples of even modest success. Indeed, the relation 
of diet and dietary interventions to obesity and disease is 
constantly being reassessed and it could be premature to 
conclude that effect sizes are as large as widely believed. 
Health systems will thus need to cope with the 
consequences of a high prevalence of obesity. Hormonal 
peptide inhibitors are an important breakthrough in 
treating obesity,256 but practical evidence of population 
effects over time can only be established when prices fall 
sufficiently to allow widespread uptake.

Finally, ending subsidies on meat and dairy could have 
multiple benefits—including reducing greenhouse gases, 
curbing the destruction of biodiversity, and assisting the 
transition away from diets heavy in meat and towards 
plant-based diets. Meat and dairy production, which uses 
an area as large as the entirety of the Americas 
(38 million km²),257 is the primary driver of biodiversity 
destruction and accounts for about 15% of greenhouse 
gas emissions.258 The International Monetary Fund notes 
that in many countries, “large amounts of taxpayers’ 
money are spent on subsidies that encourage otherwise 
unprofitable, unsustainable meat and dairy production 
predicated on the systematic inhumane treatment of 
farmed animals”.258 Reducing such subsidies or 
redirecting them towards sustainable farms that produce 
plant-based protein for human consumption could have 
favourable health and fiscal consequences. In Poland, 

ending subsidies in the late 1980s for butter and 
substitution of vegetable fats from expanded market 
access was associated with a marked reduction in vascular 
disease.259

Part 8: International collective action for health
In 1993, the World Bank’s report “Investing in health” 
pointed to the particular importance of using 
development assistance for health to finance global 
health research and development.1 But it did not make 
a more general case that, as LMICs grow economically, 
international resources should, over time, move away 
from routine support of country health-system 
strengthening and disease control, which are national 
responsibilities, towards international collective action 
for health, including research and development, 
pandemic prevention, preparedness, and response, and 
tackling antimicrobial resistance. GH2035 argued 
strongly for this transition, an argument that was 
developed further in the second Commission on 
Investing in Health.3 Commission on Investing in Health 
authors have undertaken work that has led to a better 
empirical knowledge of what fraction of development 
assistance for health goes to global goods, the sources of 
finance (including non-traditional sources), and what 
those resources are spent on.260,261

Investments in international collective action
GH2035 highlighted the underfunding of the global 
functions of health, which address health challenges that 
go beyond the boundaries of individual nation states.2 
Global functions were divided into three categories: 
provision of global public goods, such as product 
development for neglected diseases as defined by Policy 
Cures Research;262 management of cross-border 
externalities, such as pandemic prevention, preparedness, 
and response; and fostering leadership and stewardship, 
such as convening for consensus building. Funding for 
global functions reaps transnational health benefits 
regionally and globally, by contrast with country-specific 
functions—eg, funding country-specific health-system 
strengthening and disease-control activities 
(eg, reductions in maternal mortality)—which benefit 
the specific country only. As Jamison and colleagues have 
stated, country-specific functions tackle “time limited 
problems within individual countries that justify 
international collective action because of highly 
constrained national capacity”.263 These problems require 
richer countries to show solidarity with poorer countries.

We advocate that expenditures on global public goods 
need to pass reasonable benefit–cost tests, like any other 
health development assistance expenditure.264 Not all 
global public goods will pass those tests. However, 
studies40,42,262,265 suggest that investments in global health 
research and development promise substantial public 
health and economic returns and that these returns 
would be even larger if the full efficiency potential in the 
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global ecosystem were leveraged (panel 10). In addition, 
the COVID-19 pandemic clearly showed that investments 
in pandemic preparedness pay off, while, at the same 
time, the costs of inaction are massive.

GH2035 recommended that a greater proportion of 
annual development assistance for health should be 
directed towards global functions. However, available 
data did not provide evidence on the extent to which 
resources were targeted at global functions, so in 2015 
members of the Commission on Investing in Health 
developed a new method to estimate the proportion of 
development assistance for health directed to global 
functions and to country-specific functions.260 In that 
publication,260 a broader concept of health aid, 
development assistance for health + (DAH+), was 
introduced. DAH+ captures additional public spending 
on product development for neglected diseases from 
agencies such as the US National Institutes of Health 
that is usually excluded in studies that track development 
assistance for health. As of 2015, global functions 
accounted for $7·5 billion (23%) of the $32·5 billion in 
DAH+ disbursements in 2013 (in 2021 US$, a conversion 
that we performed), and $25·0 billion (77%) was allocated 
towards country-specific activities.260 In a follow-up study, 
authors stated that donors are prone to “cycles of panic 
and neglect”.261 In response to the 2014–16 Ebola epidemic 
in west Africa, the share of funding for global functions 
grew to 29% in 2015 during the so-called panic phase, 
driven by a reactive increase in outbreak response 
funding (figure 13). This initial increase was followed by 
a neglect phase: donors did not sustain preparedness 
funding after the outbreak, and the share of funding for 
global functions dropped to 24% in 2017.261

In a new analysis for this Commission, we extended 
these assessments until the end of 2022 (ie, well into the 
COVID-19 pandemic).268 DAH+ disbursements reached 
$44·9 billion in 2021 and $47·6 billion in 2022, the 
highest ever level (figure 13). Despite justified criticism 

Panel 10: Investments in global health innovations pay off

Investments in global health product development have 
substantial returns. For example, a study by Jamison and 
colleagues showed that about 80% of the decline in mortality 
in children younger than 5 years from 1970 to 2000 across 
95 low-income and middle-income countries can be 
attributed to the dissemination of new health technologies.40 
Policy Cures Research showed that 183 new neglected 
diseases therapies have been approved by a regulatory 
agency or prequalified by WHO since 1999, which already 
have saved more than 8 million lives.262 With respect to 
economic benefits, Schäferhoff and colleagues estimated 
that the returns on investment in late-stage clinical trials and 
manufacturing in three middle-income countries (India, 
Kenya, and South Africa) would be as high as about 
US$21–67 per dollar invested.265

New cutting-edge technologies are on the horizon. Ogbuoji 
and co-workers found that there are currently 
1498 candidate drugs, vaccines, and diagnostics in the 
product development pipeline for neglected diseases, 
emerging infectious diseases, and maternal health 
conditions.42 They estimated that investing in research and 
development to advance these candidates would yield 
453 product launches between 2023 and 2044 under a 
conservative base-case scenario. Many of these products 
target the eight infectious and maternal health priority 
conditions that we have identified (panel 3; appendix 
pp 82–87). With better coordination, an even larger number 
of products could be launched. The incremental cost beyond 
current spending on research and development would be 
$1·4–7 billion annually,42 depending on the complexity of the 
product candidates being launched. Substantial cost savings 
could be achieved—about $9 billion from 2023 to 2044—if 
ecosystem efficiencies, such as artificial intelligence and 
smart clinical trial designs, were to be implemented.42

However, the development of these new tools requires 
additional investments in product development, especially in 
light of the rising costs of late-stage clinical trials and high 
trial attrition rates. The decline in funding for basic research 
and product development for neglected diseases is therefore 
a concern. There needs to be sufficient investment to deliver 
the potential new products in the pipeline. 

There are multiple, potentially game-changing candidates in 
the pipeline that address the seven non-communicable 
disease and injury-related priority conditions that we 
identified, including for cardiovascular diseases and diabetes 
(panel 3; appendix pp 82–87). Sustained efforts will be 
required to ensure pricing policies and delivery mechanisms 
that enable these advances to serve the needs of people in 
low-income settings.

Figure 13: Proportion of DAH+ disbursements for global vs country-specific functions, 2013–2022
Data are gross disbursements in constant 2021 prices. DAH+ refers to official development assistance for health 
and private (ie, philanthropic) development finance to health as defined by the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development’s Development Assistance Committee, and also includes donor funding for neglected 
disease product development. Sources: Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (2024),266 
Policy Cures Research (2024),267 and Schäferhoff et al (2024).41 DAH+=development assistance for health +.
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of the behaviour of high-income countries during the 
COVID-19 pandemic, especially regarding the hoarding 
of vaccine doses,34,154 the pandemic led to a substantial 
increase in DAH+. In addition, the proportion of DAH+ 
targeted at global functions grew from $8·8 billion (24%) 
of $36·7 billion in 2017 to $16·5 billion (35%) of $47·6 
billion in 2022 (figure 13). Response to the COVID-19 
pandemic clearly drove this increase, but funding for 
other global functions also contributed. Funding for the 
control of cross-border disease movement, which 
includes funding for regional programmes and polio 
eradication, grew compared with previous years 
(table 15).

However, there are also some concerning trends. First, 
the share of funding from donor governments channelled 
through multilateral agencies increased from 
23% in 2020, to 30% in 2021, whereas the share of 
funding directly provided to recipient governments fell 
from 38% to 33%. DAH+ disbursements to low-income 
countries did not increase in 2021 compared with 2020, 
suggesting that the additional funding made available by 
donors in 2021 did not reach low-income countries.269

Second, funding for basic research and product 
development for neglected diseases fell from $3·8 billion 
in 2021 to $3·3 billion in 2022. Funding for neglected 
disease research and development refers to funding for 
the 42 diseases that are in scope of Policy Cures’ 
G-FINDER survey.262 Several of the eight infectious and 
maternal health priority conditions are neglected 
diseases according to this definition: bacterial 
pneumonia, diarrhoeal diseases, HIV/AIDS, malaria, 
and tuberculosis. This decrease in funding comes at 
a time when there is a pressing need to increase 
investment to achieve a 30% reduction in PPD by 2035 and 
a 50% reduction by 2050 and to leverage new approaches 
to reduce development costs. Given the potential to drive 
major efficiencies, there is huge interest in applying AI 
to global health product development, including for 
neglected diseases and antimicrobial resistance 
(appendix pp 107–08). AI tools have been applied across 
the whole therapeutic development spectrum, including 
for the identification of new targets, selection of drug 
candidates, prediction of protein structures, design and 
optimisation of molecular compounds, and design, 
conduct, and analysis of clinical trials.41 These tools can 
accelerate research, reduce costs, and improve discovery 
through accelerated and more comprehensive screening, 
resulting in more high-quality therapies to be tested in 
clinical research.41 Finally, there is pressure on resources 
within the international system because the health sector 
has to compete with other important priorities.

Aid for health faces an uncertain future. Even after the 
worst pandemic in a century, donor funding for pandemic 
prevention, preparedness, and response has fallen, a new 
phase of neglect. This neglect is exemplified by the 
Pandemic Fund’s struggle to mobilise funding, which 
seems unrelated to potential shortcomings in its design,270 
although the Fund could mobilise finance in its upcoming 
replenishment cycle.271 Other international crises have led 
to major shifts in the global aid landscape and major 
donors have announced cuts to their aid budgets, which 
are likely to also affect the health sector (panel 11).

These adverse trends are to some extent being 
counterbalanced by the rise of regional agencies. The 
COVID-19 pandemic led to unprecedented regional 
action, such as the launch of the African Union’s Africa 
Vaccine Acquisition Trust and the Asian Development 
Bank’s Asia Pacific Vaccine Access Facility. During 
COVID-19, these two initiatives complemented COVAX, 
which helped to achieve the fastest vaccine rollout in 
history273 and provided 74% of all COVID-19 vaccine doses 
to low-income countries. COVAX was hindered by 
pharmaceutical companies and high-income nations 
making bilateral deals that gave priority access to wealthy 
countries,34 pushing COVAX to the back of the queue, 
which shows the importance of strong sovereign national 
and regional buying power.

Scholars have called274,275 for the global health 
architecture to become more decentralised. Some aspects 

2020 
(millions 
of US$)

2021 
(millions 
of US$)

2022 
(millions 
of US$)

Global public goods 4700 4600 4000

Product development 3800 3800 3300

Development or 
harmonisation of health 
regulations

85 110 96

Knowledge generation 750 710 620

Intellectual property 0 <1 <1

Externalities 8200 14 000 12 000

Outbreak preparedness and 
response

5500 11 000 9300

COVID-19 4400 8800 5800

Antimicrobial resistance 230 320 160

Responses to marketing of 
unhealthful products*

110 130 100

Control of cross-border 
disease movement

2400 2400 2600

Leadership and stewardship 420 440 360

Health advocacy 390 420 350

Aid effectiveness and 
accountability

30 24 14

Country-specific functions 26 000 26 000 31 000

Priority infections and 
maternal health conditions 

21 000 20 000 24 000

NCDs and health-systems 
strengthening

4600 5700 7400

NCDs 250 270 230

Health-systems 
strengthening

4300 5400 7200

Total 39 000 45 000 48 000

Data are gross disbursements in constant 2021 prices. Source: Schäferhoff 
et al (2024).41 *Tobacco, alcohol, and processed food.

Table 15: Funding for global functions, 2020–22
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of their calls were echoed by Anders Nordström, 
Sweden’s former ambassador for global health.276 Using 
development assistance for health to support regional 
structures, such as the African Centres for Disease 
Control, or regional public development banks, including 
for improving access to medicines and vaccines via 
demand creation, pooled procurement, and delivery, is 
very much in line with our support for global functions.

Furthermore, countries that are not part of the 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (and thus do not necessarily report their 
development finance) are becoming increasingly 
important in development finance. An analysis277 
published in 2024 suggested that China uses multilateral 
processes to inform its development assistance for health 
priorities, and AidData’s Global Chinese Official Finance 
dataset estimates that the Chinese Government funded 
more than 13 000 development projects worth $843 billion 
across 165 countries between 2000 and 2017.278 About 1% 
of all the international development funding that China 
provided was for health projects.278 China was also a 
major provider of effective vaccines during the COVID-19 
pandemic.279 China has become an important provider of 
aid to African countries, and increasingly to Asian 
countries too (although many of these projects are 
funded through some type of World Bank-style lending 
or commercial arrangements),280 and its influence in 
these regions will likely continue to grow. Although 2017 is 
the latest year for which data on China’s development 
assistance are available, longer-term trends support the 
encouraging observation in GH2035 that China’s rising 
development assistance could run counter to the 
otherwise rather adverse trends in development 
assistance for health.280,281

Investments in infectious and maternal health priority 
conditions
We argue for the importance of investing in global 
functions, particularly in pandemic prevention, 
preparedness, and response and in research and product 
development for the 15 priority conditions. These 
investments should include support for important global 
public goods that WHO provides, such as setting global 
norms and standards, assessing health trends, and 
developing regulations and conventions.282 The WHO 
Council on the Economics of Health for All189 highlighted 
WHO’s role in the overarching governance of the 
multilateral global health system (such governance is 
also an important global public good). An investment 
case published this year points to the high benefits 
relative to costs of the world’s modest potential 
expenditures on WHO.189

But what, then, is the role of direct-to-country DAH+—
ie, provision of support for disease control and health-
system strengthening directly to low-income countries? 
Funding for country-specific functions should be focused 
on the eight infectious and maternal health priority 

conditions to achieve a 30% reduction in PPD by 2035. 
Our analysis shows that, in 2022, $23·7 billion (76%) of 
the $31·0 billion targeted at country-specific functions 
addressed these priority conditions, with $7·2 billion 
allocated for broader health-systems support and only 
$0·2 billion for NCDs. Although, overall, country-specific 
aid is strongly targeted at the infectious and maternal 
health priority conditions, the funding is unevenly 

Panel 11: Official development assistance under pressure

From 2020 to 2023, the world experienced major shocks, 
including the COVID-19 pandemic and its global economic 
impacts, rising geopolitical tensions, new and intensifying 
armed conflicts, and humanitarian crises. These events led to 
substantial shifts in official development assistance.268

Between 2021 and 2022, total disbursements for official 
development assistance grew by nearly 22%, from 
US$228 billion to a record high of US$277 billion.268 However, 
the growth in official development assistance largely resulted 
from two factors—support to Ukraine and funding for 
hosting refugees in donor countries. If these two factors are 
deducted, official development assistance increased by 
only 3%, to $235 billion. Official development assistance for 
Ukraine increased from $2 billion in 2021, to $29 billion 
in 2022, making Ukraine the largest ever recipient. 
Preliminary 2023 data indicate that aid to Ukraine grew 
further to US$40 billion. As such, Ukraine received more aid 
in 2023 than did sub-Saharan Africa as a whole.268 Increases in 
vitally important humanitarian aid and refugee support went 
predominantly to Ukraine. The support to Ukraine also 
contributed to the highest ever level of humanitarian aid—
$37 billion in 2022. The costs for hosting refugees in donor 
countries have increased substantially since 2020. The 
29 member countries of the Development Assistance 
Committee of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation 
and Development used $31 billion (18%) of their bilateral 
official development assistance budget of $177 billion for 
hosting refugees in 2022, compared with $9 billion (7%) of 
the 2020 budget of $132 billion.268

The share of official development assistance for the least 
developed countries dropped from 36% in 2020 to 
25% in 2022, leading to an absolute reduction in official 
development assistance. The poorest countries are still 
experiencing the adverse impact of the COVID-19 pandemic: 
the negative economic effects of the pandemic resulted in 
the largest surge in extreme poverty globally in decades.272 A 
World Bank analysis suggests that middle-income countries 
have recovered from the economic setback, but poverty 
levels in the low-income countries are still worse than before 
the pandemic.272

In addition to these major reallocations of aid, many large aid 
donors, such as France and Germany, have announced cuts to 
their budgets for official development assistance, threatening 
overall global funding.30–32
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distributed across the conditions. Between 2020 and 2022, 
$25·3 billion (39%) of the $64·9 billion total funding for 
priority infections and maternal health conditions was for 
HIV, with more than half the HIV funding ($12·7 billion) 
targeting middle-income countries. Low-income 
countries received only $5·7 billion (23%) of the HIV 
funding (the remaining $6·7 billion was not allocable by 
income group). Funding for maternal and newborn 
health accounted for $11·0 billion (17%) of the total 
funding for infectious and maternal health priority 
conditions between 2020 and 2022, malaria accounted for 
$7·2 billion (11%), and tuberculosis for $3·3 billion (5%). 
The remainder was directed to the diarrhoea, childhood-
cluster diseases, and lower respiratory tract infections 
(collectively $8·0 billion [12%]), and to integrated service 
delivery ($10·2 billion [16%]; figure 14).

Our analysis shows that country-specific funding for 
several priority conditions—notably tuberculosis—is 
low, whereas HIV accounts for a substantial share. Much 
of the HIV funding is driven by the need to maintain 
people on antiretroviral drugs. Major donors to HIV 
programmes, including PEPFAR, have recognised that 
countries they support—particularly middle-income 
countries—should finance antiretrovirals domestically, 
as a pathway to sustainability.283 However, more resources 
for the eight infectious and maternal health priority 
conditions will probably be needed to achieve a 
30% reduction in PPD by 2035 in low-income countries.

As highlighted in previous DAH+ analyses, although the 
benefits of supporting global functions are transnational, 
these investments can be made at different levels of the 
global health system.261,282 Examples include funding to 
individual LMICs for pandemic prevention, preparedness, 

and response, polio eradication, and responses to 
antimicrobial resistance that at the same time ensure 
access to effective treatment.284 Although DAH+ should be 
used to support middle-income countries, the instruments 
used, such as blended financing, should also incentivise 
(not substitute for) domestic allocations to these areas.

Funding for country-specific disease control and health-
system strengthening should focus on the countries that 
most need it. Between 2020 and 2022, $23·0 billion (28%) 
of the total $82·5 billion country-specific funding was 
channelled to low-income countries, $34·0 billion (41%) 
to lower-middle-income countries and $7·5 billion (9%) 
to upper-middle-income countries (the remaining 
$18·0 billion [22%] was not allocable by income group). 
In the same period, $18·5 billion (29%) of the $64·9 billion 
total funding for the eight infectious and maternal health 
priority conditions was directed to low-income countries, 
$24·9 billion (38%) to lower-middle-income countries, 
and $5·3 billion (8%) to upper-middle-income countries 
($16·4 billion [25%] not allocable by income group). 
These data suggest that funding for the infectious and 
maternal health priority conditions was not well targeted, 
with around half the funding going to middle-income 
countries with the potential to finance their health 
systems domestically (there is substantial evidence285 that 
donor funding can lead to aid substitution, also known as 
fungibility, whereby country-specific health aid leads to 
reduced domestic public finance for health). There is 
potential to shift more of the available funding to low-
income settings.

Implementation efforts should focus on ensuring 
affordable drug availability to address the infectious and 
maternal health priority conditions. One of the best ways 
that donors can support the goal of reducing PPD by 
30% by 2035 is by reducing drug prices through market 
shaping—ie, by pooling demand and purchasing for 
multiple countries, and by subsidising drug prices.119 
Prices for major childhood vaccines have fallen through 
Gavi’s market-shaping interventions and through 
UNICEF’s pooled procurement.3 The Global Fund plays 
an important role in shaping global markets for drugs 
and technologies that prevent, diagnose, and treat HIV, 
tuberculosis, and malaria. About three-quarters 
($1·5  billion) of the $2 billion that the Global Fund 
invests every year for key drugs and health products is 
purchased through the Global Fund’s pooled 
procurement mechanism.286,287 Through the market-
shaping activities of the Global Fund and its partners (eg, 
PEPFAR), prices for first-line HIV treatment dropped to 
less than $45 per person per year by 2023, compared with 
an annual treatment price per person of over 
$10 000 in 2002 when the Global Fund started to finance 
antiretroviral drugs for HIV.287 In 2023, the price of drugs 
for multidrug-resistant tuberculosis fell by more than 
55%, but the cost of these drugs remain substantially 
higher than that of first-line HIV treatments.288,289 A key 
rationale for donors to fully resource Gavi and the Global 

Figure 14: Country-specific funding for the infectious and maternal health 
priority conditions
The chart shows gross disbursements in constant 2021 prices (US$). Source: 
Schäferhoff et al (2024).41
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Fund at their next replenishments is to ensure that their 
market-shaping power for priority infections can be fully 
leveraged.

We also advocate for the use of development assistance 
for health to support the Arrow mechanism, which was 
initially implemented through the Affordable Medicines 
Facility—malaria (panel 6). The Arrow mechanism goes 
beyond subsidies and pooled procurement by centring a 
high volume of supply to ensure widespread availability 
at affordable prices and encouraging reliance on 
domestic supply chains (both public and private). As 
discussed in part 5 the Affordable Medicines Facility—
malaria subsidised artemisinin-based combination 
therapies bought directly from manufacturers to 
undercut prices for monotherapies to avoid development 
of resistance. This approach quickly and effectively 
helped to remove monotherapies from the market in 
pilot countries.146 Due to the continued need for access to 
affordable drugs, including for NCDs, the Arrow 
mechanism is more important than ever. Subsidies that 
will reduce the price for buyers can be funded in various 
ways, not just by donors. Funding could happen at the 
regional or even country level, supplied by domestic 
resources from LMICs, with payments going directly to 
manufacturers, or potentially being used to develop 
domestic or regional manufacturing capacity.

There is also a need to address the growing debt burden 
of LMICs—a challenge central to Brazil’s G20 presidency. 
Building on the experience of debt swaps in the 
environmental and climate sectors,290 the Global Fund 
introduced the Debt-to-Health initiative in 2007, under 
which a creditor country waives its rights to outstanding 
debt repayments on the condition that the debtor country 
commits this repayment to domestic health 
programmes.291,292 Debt swaps provide an important 
opportunity for countries to reduce debts and strengthen 
domestic health investment at the same time. To date, 
12 such transactions have generated $226 million for ten 
debtor countries, with $373 million in debt cancelled 
through the Debt-to-Health initiative. The initiative has 
proven its potential to create fiscal space for increased 
domestic health investments, although these are small 
amounts and, quantitatively, this potential remains to be 
realised.

Funding for the NCD and injury-related priority 
conditions
About $200–300 million per year in donor funding is 
allocated to NCDs (table 15). The global health 
architecture largely lacks NCD market-shaping 
mechanisms. An exception is the Pan American Health 
Organization’s Strategic Fund, a pooled procurement 
mechanism that countries in the Americas have used to 
purchase drugs for cardiovascular diseases, cancer, and 
diabetes.293 Another example is the partnership between 
the non-profit organisation Resolve to Save Lives, 
multilateral agencies such as WHO, and country 

governments to expand access to hypertension drugs, 
including in India and Latin America.294 In view of the 
growing burden of NCDs, establishing market-shaping 
mechanisms for NCD therapies, especially those for the 
seven NCD and injury-related priority conditions, will 
become increasingly important for LMICs. These 
mechanisms need to be developed in a way that allows 
middle-income countries to benefit from them.

GH2035 stated that more investments are needed for 
population, policy, and implementation research,2 which 
involves both the emerging field of implementation 
science and health policy and systems research, with the 
goal of identifying best practices and facilitating their 
dissemination across countries. However, individual 
governments have insufficiently strong incentives to 
invest in such knowledge-generating activities that have 
value beyond their borders. Given the shifts in the global 
burden of disease, population, policy, and implementation 
research is likely to be particularly important for NCDs. 
Global health donors could fund this research for NCDs to 
identify and facilitate transfer of best practices in 
addressing the NCD and injury-related priority conditions.

Funding for pandemic prevention, preparedness, and 
response
As discussed in part 6, there is greater than 20% chance of 
a pandemic that kills as many people as COVID-19 in the 
next 10 years.37 Despite this risk, the world remains largely 
unprepared and is massively underinvesting in 
preparedness, including in pandemic vaccine development 
(of both a pan-coronavirus vaccine protective against 
multiple strains295 and a universal influenza vaccine).

Currently, each strain of influenza virus requires its 
own vaccine, with a new vaccine developed each year to 
target the circulating strain. Thus, it could take a year or 
more for a vaccine against an emergent pandemic 
influenza strain to become widely available. A universal 
influenza vaccine would be of enormous value for both 
pandemic and seasonal influenza. Various efforts are 
underway to develop such a vaccine, but they are modest 
in size. Given our estimates of the high risk of pandemic 
influenza, we believe that the returns from accelerated 
development of a universal influenza vaccine would 
likewise be potentially very high. Widely used vaccines 
against measles, polio, and tuberculosis have shown 
potential effectiveness against both influenza viruses and 
coronaviruses.296,297 A more complete and up-to-date 
understanding of this scientific potential, including 
trials, when appropriate, would be valuable.

Vaccine-related investments of only several billion 
dollars per year promise expected returns in health 
security of ten or more times the investment: when it 
comes to pandemic vaccine research and development, 
“not only is the cost–benefit ratio unbeatable, but not to 
undertake this spending is to court disaster”.298 Yet this 
funding has yet to fully materialise. The Coalition for 
Epidemic Preparedness Innovations (CEPI) asked 
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funders for $3·5 billion in 2021 to prepare for known 
pandemic threats but was only able to mobilise $2 billion 
by the end of 2022.188 Development of new health tools—
medicines, vaccines, and diagnostics—for the next 
pandemic is also important. Advances in AI could enable 
quick and effective modelling of potential viral vaccine 
and drug targets, which is important for pandemic 
preparedness. CEPI intends to store AI-derived antigen 
designs in a vaccine library to accelerate development of 
vaccine candidates in the event of a new pathogenic 
threat. CEPI has also funded research to map potential 
antigenic targets for ten priority virus families with 
epidemic or pandemic potential.299

Surveillance, early warning, and prevention capacities 
are important globally, but there is little justification for 
low-income countries to allocate domestic resources to 
developing these capacities. International resources are 
required. Development assistance for health will play a 
crucial role in supporting day-zero financing of the 
pandemic response—ie, pre-committed funding that is 
made available immediately when the next pandemic 
hits to support development and equitable deployment of 
medical countermeasures.300 In December 2023, Gavi’s 
board approved a $500 million investment in a First 
Response Fund as part of a broader Day Zero Financing 
Facility.301

Overall, a new approach to collective financing of 
pandemic prevention, preparedness, and response is 
needed. One such approach is Global Public 
Investment,302 in which all countries contribute through 
a fair-share mechanism over time sustainably, equitably, 
and predictably.

Manufacturing capacity
In addition to large-scale investments in research and 
development, global manufacturing capacity needs to be 
strengthened. Low vaccine-production capacity was a 
major barrier during the COVID-19 pandemic.303 LMICs 
need to be able to manufacture basic drugs and other 
material inputs without barriers imposed by dominant 
global manufacturers and high-income countries. Since 
GH2035 was published, we have emphasised the 
importance of building regional manufacturing hubs for 
vaccines, therapeutics, and diagnostics. The pandemic 
has led to several new manufacturing initiatives, an 
important development.41 These initiatives have a strong 
focus on mRNA vaccine production, which is important 
and should continue, but diversified manufacturing is 
also needed to enable production of non-mRNA vaccines 
in LMICs. To create sustainable markets, funders need to 
support local or regional manufacturing when there is 
reasonable expectation of success. Intrinsic economies of 
scale and demands on technical and managerial 
resources require long-term commitments to succeed. 
The increasing unreliability of global supply chains 
makes investment in national and regional capacity 
potentially worthwhile even when narrow economic 

considerations might suggest otherwise. There are 
encouraging signs on this front—for example, Gavi has 
committed $1 billion to support vaccine manufacturing 
in Africa through a new African Vaccine Manufacturing 
Accelerator.301 Adeyi and colleagues have discussed the 
importance of the African Union’s goal that 60% of Africa’s 
vaccine needs are produced on the continent by 2040.274 
At least as important as capacity for vaccines is capacity 
for priority drugs, diagnostics, and equipment.

The extent to which these new initiatives fundamentally 
transfer technology to emerging manufacturers in 
LMICs beyond fill and finish (ie, beyond just filling vials 
with vaccine and packaging them for distribution) should 
be monitored. Several criteria could be used to assess the 
strategic and operational value proposition of such 
initiatives across vaccines, drugs, and diagnostics. For 
example, one criterion is whether these initiatives fit with 
the country and regional strategies of LMICs. A second is 
the importance of focusing on drugs and commodities to 
address the 15 priority conditions. A third concerns how 
long it will take until diverse LMICs are truly able to 
develop manufacturing capacity free of intellectual 
property constraints on products or processes. For the 
15 priority conditions, intellectual property could prove to 
be a less important consideration than growing a 
technical workforce.

A high value investment for development assistance 
for health is to help establish stronger clinical-trial 
networks in LMICs that can work in conjunction with 
manufacturing capacity. The HIV Prevention Trials 
Network is a model for the value of such networks: when 
the COVID-19 pandemic hit, it rapidly pivoted to 
conducting COVID-19 vaccine trials, and during the 
2022 mpox (formerly known as monkeypox) outbreak, it 
pivoted to mpox vaccine trials.41

New global financing via strengthening the 
international system
A report on the future of multilateral development banks 
from an independent expert group commissioned during 
the Indian G20 presidency concluded that radically 
reformed and strengthened multilateral development 
banks are essential to address global challenges.304 The 
report made three recommendations to leverage the 
potential of these banks.304 First, multilateral development 
banks should adopt a triple agenda of eliminating 
extreme poverty, boosting shared prosperity, and 
contributing to global public goods. Second, lending by 
multilateral development banks should be tripled by 2030 
(the independent expert group estimated that $500 billion 
in additional annual official external financing would be 
needed). Multilateral development banks should provide 
an incremental $260 billion of the additional annual 
official financing (of which $160 billion would be 
concessional lending). Third, a global challenges funding 
mechanism, which would have flexible and innovative 
arrangements for engaging with investors willing to 
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support elements of the agenda for meeting global 
challenges, should be developed.

Although the report advanced a constructive agenda, 
these aspirations were situated in the context of what the 
authors viewed as a drastic failure of the global 
system in 2023. This failure, they argued, resulted in 
major reverse resource transfers out of LMICs, as we 
have already discussed.28 A clear implication is that, 
although LMICs and regional institutions might hope for 
multilateral reform, they would be unwise to plan on it. 
That said, regional multilateral development banks 
substantially increased their health financing during the 
COVID-19 pandemic, and they should be used to provide 
additional concessional and non-concessional funding 
for health. Their reach could be further enhanced by 
expanding the health investments of all public 
development banks. There are at least 330 such banks 
that collectively provide more than $2·3 trillion per year 
of funding for public investments in LMICs.305 During 
the COVID-19 pandemic, the African Export–Import 
Bank provided financing for vaccines through the African 
Vaccine Acquisition Trust mechanism306 and the 
Corporación Andina de Fomento Development Bank of 
Latin America and the Caribbean307 funded vaccines for 
Latin American countries.

We also agree that multilateral development banks, 
especially the World Bank institutions, should embrace 
a global public goods agenda. Building on the Evolution 
Roadmap, the World Bank has approved a new 
framework for financial incentives to promote invest-
ments in projects that generate positive cross-border 
externalities.308 Further reform of the financial 
architecture for health will be required, including to 
catalyse more domestic finance, a key recommendation 
of the Future of Global Health Initiatives (a time-bound, 
multi-stakeholder process, co-chaired by the Kenyan and 
Norwegian Governments, that aimed to accelerate shifts 
in the global health ecosystem to support country-led 
trajectories towards UHC).309 Adeyi and Nonvignon have 
argued that the Future of Global Health Initiatives should 
have recommended an even more decisive shift from the 
status quo.274 Important as domestic financial mobilis-
ation is, a key test of proposed reforms of multilateral 
development banks will be the extent to which they 
mobilise substantial new resources for concessional 
lending in low-income countries. Adequate replenish-
ments for the World Bank’s International Development 
Association are essential.

In addition to multilateral development banks, inter-
national institutions—prominently WHO—are essential 
in providing international public goods for health. As 
discussed previously, a recent investment case points to 
some of the domains we have identified as important 
earlier in this part of the Commission.189 The price is small 
for the returns realised, and enhanced support is a priority.

Finally, we support the Brazilian G20 presidency’s call 
for an international agreement on a minimum income 

tax on billionaires.310 This tax could generate additional 
funding for global public goods.

Conclusion
In this Commission, we have reached seven conclusions. 
First, dramatic improvements in human welfare are 
achievable everywhere by 2050 with the right health 
investments. Countries that choose to make these 
investments can halve their PPD—ie death before age 
70 years—by 2050 (the 50-by-50 goal). Historical 
experience and continued scientific advances indicate the 
feasibility of achieving this goal, which is also likely to 
reduce morbidity and disability at all ages (in addition to 
reductions in premature death).

Second, rapid, sharp mortality declines and associated 
declines in morbidity can be achieved early on the 
pathway to full UHC. The 50-by-50 goal can be reached 
through tackling 15 priority conditions, eight related to 
infectious diseases and maternal health and seven related 
to NCDs and injuries.

Third, a modular approach to health-system 
strengthening supports an initial tight focus on these 
15 priority conditions and a gradual broadening of effort 
as the priority conditions are more fully addressed. 
Adopting this modular approach also addresses major 
morbidities, such as psychiatric illness, which are not 
already covered by mortality-reducing interventions. 
Value for money can be assessed through a two-step 
process: assessment of technical cost-effectiveness to 
gauge how best to achieve module-specific goals and 
political assessment of trade-offs in investing in 
expanding module coverage.

Fourth, public financing of a few drugs and other 
commodities can steer health systems towards delivering 
high-priority health interventions. Countries should 
focus a substantial and increasing fraction of public 
resources for health on making available and affordable 
the specific drugs, vaccines, diagnostics, and other 
commodities required for control of the 15 priority 
conditions. The Arrow mechanism that we describe 
includes direct subsidising of drugs, pooled purchasing, 
assurance of supplies, and a long-term commitment to 
manufacturers to ensure availability of therapies.

Fifth, tobacco control is by far the most important 
intersectoral policy to help to achieve the 50-by-50 goal, 
in view of the number of deaths caused by tobacco and 
the established and improving capacity of governments 
to implement tobacco policy. A high level of tobacco 
taxation is valuable in the short-to-medium term for 
public finance, and should be accompanied by a package 
of other tobacco-control policies.

Sixth, the huge variation across countries in excess 
deaths during the COVID-19 pandemic, particularly 
before vaccines were developed, suggests that lessons 
can be learned from successful countries about public 
health basics (eg, rapid response, isolation of infected 
individuals, quarantine of people potentially exposed to 
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infection, and social and financial support for people 
isolating or quarantining). In the next pandemic, these 
fundamentals will help to avert mortality while waiting for 
vaccine development and deployment.

These six conclusions are primarily aimed at national 
governments. The seventh and final conclusion is aimed 
at the development assistance community. We conclude 
that official development assistance should focus on two 
broad purposes. The first is provision of direct financial 
and technical support to countries with the least resources 
to help to control diseases and develop health systems. 
The second is financing of global public goods, including 
reducing the development and spread of antimicrobial 
resistance, preventing and responding to pandemics, 
identifying and spreading best practices, and developing 
and deploying new health technologies. For both of these 
purposes, focusing efforts on the 15 priority conditions 
would best contribute to achieving a 50% reduction in 
PPD by 2050.

We acknowledge that rising geopolitical tensions, 
increasingly manifest climate change, growth in 
nationalistic populism, slowed progress towards UHC, 
and rising health-care costs are all having an impact on 
global health progress. Despite these challenges, our 
analysis shows that a practical pathway to halving PPD 
by 2050 is within reach. By focusing resources on a narrow 
set of conditions and scaling up financing to develop new 
health technologies, we believe that the global health 
landscape can be utterly transformed within our lifetimes.

GH2035 provided systematic evidence for the high 
value of mortality declines in much of the world—a value 
that was often a substantial fraction of GDP growth. We 
have updated those findings up to 2019 and reiterate the 
high economic value of actually experienced mortality 
declines. Today, the case is better than ever for the value of 
investing in health for reducing mortality and morbidity, 
alleviating poverty, and improving human welfare.
Contributors
The report was prepared under the leadership of the chair, LHS, and co-
chair, DTJ. The first draft was written by a core writing team comprising 
AYC, DTJ, OK, WM, OFN, OO, MS, DW, and GY. Data were analysed by 
the writing team, together with SB, AF, and SV. All commissioners 
contributed fully to the overall report structure and concepts, the writing 
and editing of subsequent drafts, and the conclusions.

Declaration of interests
OA declares consulting fees from the Asian Development Bank, WHO, 
the World Bank, and Pharos Global Health Advisors and speaker’s fees 
from Pfizer. SA declares research grants from the US National Institutes 
of Health (NIH R01 R01DK127138, NIH R21MD019394, and NIH 
U01AI169477); consulting fees from Travere Therapeutics, Vera 
Therapeutics, and Mendara; support for travel or attending meetings from 
Travere Therapeutics; unpaid leadership or fiduciary roles with the 
International Society of Nephrology, the Kidney Health Initiative, and 
American Nephrologists of Indian Origin; and receipt of assay materials 
for work conducted under U01AI169477 from Abbott Laboratory and 
Ascend Laboratory. SFB declares consulting fees from the Serum Institute 
of India, Micron Biomedical, VAXCO, Global Health Investment 
Corporation, Brown University, Gavi, the Vaccine Alliance, and SICPA; 
payment or honoraria from University of California Press; support for 
attending meetings or travel from UN Office for Project Services and 
STOP TB, Gavi, SICPA, and Serum Life Sciences; participation on data 

safety monitoring or advisory boards for CEPI, COVAX, and Gavi; 
membership of the board of PHARE BIO and of the strategic oversight 
board of Apriori Bio; and stock or stock options in VAXCO and Apriori 
Bio. SMB declares that two graduate students reporting to him received 
support from the University of Bergen for work on pandemic 
preparedness as part of the 4th edition of the Disease Control Priorities 
Project; received support for travel from the University of Bergen, the 
Japan International Cooperation Agency, and the AIDS Healthcare 
Foundation; and is a board member for HopeLab and the Bay Area Global 
Health Alliance. SB declares research support from the University of 
Bergen and consulting fees from the World Bank. FB declares travel 
support from the Partnership for Maternal, Newborn and Child Health 
and Fondation Botnar and is chair of the Governance and Ethics 
Committee for the Partnership for Maternal, Newborn and Child Health, 
international advisory board chair of the UN University International 
Institute for Global Health, co-chair of the Lancet Commission on Gender-
Based Violence and the Maltreatment of Young People, interim board 
chair of Fondation Botnar, a member of the Lancet Future of Neonatology 
Commission, and a member of the Lancet and Chatham House 
Commission on Universal Health. EG-P declares consulting fees from the 
International Monetary Fund and the World Bank, is board chair of Aceso 
Global, and has participated in advisory committees for Roche and 
Medtronic. WM declares research support to her institution from WHO, 
the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, the Pfizer Foundation, the Open 
Society Foundation, the Hilton Foundation, and the Rockefeller 
Foundation, and an unpaid role as a member of the Research Committee 
of the Consortium of Universities for Global Health. OO is a member of 
the Africa Centres for Disease Control and Prevention Health Economics 
and Financing Programme Advisory Board and a member of the 
Partnership for Maternal, Newborn and Child Health Economics and 
Financing Working Group. AP-M is a member of the board of the Global 
Alliance for TB Drug Development and Iliad Biotechnologies and a 
member of the Cabrini Global Health Commission, and has stock or 
stock options in Iliad Biotechnologies. DW declares a grant from the 
Research Council of Norway Centre of Excellence. GY declares research 
funding from WHO, the Gates Foundation, the Carnegie Corporation of 
New York, the UN Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the 
Pacific, and the Economic and Social Research Council, is co-chair of the 
Economics and Finance Working Group of the Partnership for Maternal, 
Newborn and Child Health, and has served as a paid adviser to the 
evaluation of Partners for a Malaria-Free Zambia Program of Scale 
(conducted by Metrics 4 Management). All other authors declare no 
competing interests.

Acknowledgments
The work of the Commission was supported by the Gates Foundation and 
the Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation. Additional support 
was provided by the Japan International Cooperation Agency’s Ogata 
Sadako Research Institute for Peace and Development and the German 
development agency Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale 
Zusammenarbeit. Representatives of the Gates Foundation and the 
Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation served on the advisory 
committee for this Commission and a representative of the Japan 
International Cooperation Agency (SM) was a Commissioner. OK was 
supported by a Wallander Scholarship (W19-0015) from the Jan Wallander 
and Tom Hedelius Foundation. We thank Jane Claire Anderson (Duke 
University, Durham, NC, USA), Maria Sollohub (University of Bergen, 
Bergen, Norway), Julie Shample (Harvard University, Cambridge, MA, 
USA), and Max Johnston (Harvard University) for administrative and 
logistical support; Sid Sharma (Boorloo Public Health Unit, Perth, WA, 
Australia) and Anand Singh Bhopal (the University of Bergen, Bergen, 
Norway) for drafting text related to heat-related mortality in the appendix; 
Haidong Wang and Bochen Cao (both of WHO, Geneva, Switzerland) for 
valuable conversations and for providing early access to the Global Health 
Estimates 2024; Manos Antoninis (UNESCO, Paris, France) and Melissa 
Fox Young, Hanqi Luo, Yuqing Wang, Rochelle Werner, and the rest of the 
Biomarkers Reflecting Inflammation and Nutritional Determinants of 
Anemia (BRINDA) project team; Michael J Reid (Bureau of Global Health 
Security and Diplomacy, US Department of State, Washington, DC) for 
helpful inputs into the text on new tuberculosis control tools in the 
appendix; James Campen (University of Massachusetts, Boston, MA, 



The Lancet Commissions

www.thelancet.com   Vol 404   October 19, 2024 1607

USA), Austen Peter Davis (Norwegian Agency for Development 
Cooperation, Oslo, Norway), Patrick Gerland (UN Population Division, 
New York City, NY, USA), William Msemburi (Institute for Disease 
Modeling, Bellevue, WA, USA), John Norris (Gates Foundation, Seattle, 
WA, USA), and Hanna Ohm Cleaver (Dalberg Media, Copenhagen, 
Denmark) for providing valuable comments and conversations; the four 
anonymous peer reviewers for their very valuable comments; and Sean 
Cleghorn and Odhran O’Donoghue for their editorial oversight. The 
views expressed herein are those of the authors themselves and they do 
not necessarily represent the views of WHO or other organisations.

Commission on Investing in Health Advisory Committee
The Commission on Investing in Health formed an advisory committee 
to advise on the first draft of the report and on its dissemination and 
use. Members of the committee provided their inputs in writing and at a 
meeting in Oslo, Norway, June 5–7, 2024, which was hosted by the 
Government of Norway. Members served in their personal, not 
institutional, capacities. The committee was chaired by 
John-Arne Røttingen (Wellcome Trust, London, UK). The other 
committee members were Samira Asma (WHO, Geneva, Switzerland; 
observer role), Cristoph Benn (Joep Lange Institute, Geneva, 
Switzerland), Mark Blecher (National Treasury of South Africa, Pretoria, 
South Africa), Helen Clark (Partnership for Maternal, Newborn and 
Child Health, Geneva, Switzerland), Satoshi Ezoe (Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, Tokyo, Japan), Senait Fisseha (Susan Thompson Buffett 
Foundation, Ann Arbor, MI, USA), Helga Fogstad (UNICEF, New York, 
NY, USA), Julio Frenk (University of Miami, Miami, FL, USA), 
Atul Gawande (US Agency for International Development, Washington, 
DC, USA), Gargee Ghosh (Gates Foundation, Seattle, WA, USA), 
Richard Horton (The Lancet, London, UK), Gabriel Leung (University of 
Hong Kong, Hong Kong, China), Mosa Moshabela (University of Cape 
Town, Cape Town, South Africa), Serina Ng (G20 Joint Finance and 
Health Task Force, Geneva, Switzerland), Justice Nonvignon 
(Management Sciences for Health, Arlington, VA, USA), 
Muhammad Ali Pate (Federal Ministry of Health and Social Welfare, 
Abuja, Nigeria), Peter Sands (Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis 
and Malaria, Geneva, Switzerland), Olive Shisana (Evidence Based 
Solutions, Cape Town, South Africa), Vera Songwe (Africa Growth 
Initiative, Brookings Institution, Washington, DC, USA), 
Viroj Tangcharoensathien (Ministry of Public Health, Nonthaburi, 
Thailand), and Juan Pablo Uribe (World Bank, Washington, DC, USA).

Editorial note: The Lancet Group takes a neutral position with respect to 
territorial claims in published maps and institutional affiliations

References
1  World Bank. World development report. 1993. https://documents1.

worldbank.org/curated/en/468831468340807129/
pdf/121830REPLACEMENT0WDR01993.pdf (accessed 
Aug 19, 2024).

2  Jamison DT, Summers LH, Alleyne G. Global health 2035: a world 
converging within a generation. Lancet 2013; 382: 1898–955.

3  Watkins DA, Yamey G, Schäferhoff M, et al. Alma Ata at 40 years: 
reflections from the Lancet Commission on Investing in Health. 
Lancet 2018; 92: 1434–60.

4  Dybul M. A grand convergence and a historic opportunity. Lancet 
2013; 382: e38–39.

5 Clark H. Towards a more robust investment framework for health. 
Lancet 2013; 382: e36–37. 

6  Horton R. Offline: can one turn an aspiration into reality? Lancet 
2015; 385: 492.

7  GBD 2021 Demographics Collaborators. Global age-sex-specific 
mortality, life expectancy, and population estimates in 204 countries 
and territories and 811 subnational locations, 1950–2021, and the 
impact of the COVID-19 pandemic: a comprehensive demographic 
analysis for the Global Burden of Disease Study 2021. Lancet 2024; 
403: 1989–2056.

8  Johnson S. Q&A: what is ‘life expectancy’ and why does it matter. 
2024. https://www.usnews.com/news/health-news/articles/ 
2024-03-27/explainer-what-is-life-expectancy-and-why-does-it-matter 
(accessed Aug 19, 2024).

9  Modig K, Rau R, Ahlbom A. Life expectancy: what does it measure? 
BMJ Open 2020; 10: e03593.

10  UN Population Division. World population prospects. 2024. 
https://population.un.org/wpp/Download/Standard/Population/ 
(accessed Aug 19, 2024).

11  Keyfitz N, Caswell H. Applied mathematical demography. 
In: Keyfitz N, Caswell H, eds. Statistics for biology and health, 
3rd edn. New York, NY: Springer, 2005: 92–113.

12  Norheim OF, Jha P, Admasu K. Avoiding 40% of the premature 
deaths in each country, 2010–30: review of national mortality trends 
to help quantify the UN Sustainable Development Goal for health. 
Lancet 2015; 385: 239–52.

13 Doll R. Foreword. In: Peto R, Lopez AD, Boreham J, Thun M, 
Heath C Jr, eds. Mortality from smoking in developed countries 
1950–2000. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994: A3–5.

14  Gona PN, Gona CM, Ballout S. Burden and changes in HIV/AIDS 
morbidity and mortality in Southern Africa Development 
Community countries, 1990–2017. BMC Public Health 2020; 20: 867.

15  Bitton A, Fifield J, Ratcliffe H, et al. Primary healthcare system 
performance in low-income and middle-income countries: 
a scoping review of the evidence from 2010 to 2017. 
BMJ Glob Health 2019; 4 (suppl 8): e001551.

16  Norheim OF, Chang AY, Bolongaita S, et al. Halving premature 
death and improving the quality of life at all ages. Background 
paper for CIH 3.0. 2024. https://www.uib.no/sites/w3.uib.no/files/
attachments/norheim_et_al_2024_cih3.pdf (accessed 
Sept 12, 2024).

17  WHO. Global health estimates, 2000–2021. 2024. https://www.who.
int/data/global-health-estimates (accessed Sept 19, 2024).

18  Bertram MY, Sweeny K, Lauer JA, et al. Investing in non-
communicable diseases: an estimation of the return on investment 
for prevention and treatment services. Lancet 2018; 391: 2071–78.

19  WHO. Macroeconomics and health: investing in health for 
economic development. 2001. https://www.who.int/publications/i/
item/924154550X (accessed July 8, 2024).

20  Das P, Samarasekera U. The Commission on Macroeconomics and 
Health: 10 years on. Lancet 2011; 378: 1907–8.

21  Chang AY, Karlsson O, Jamison DT. Quantifying the economic 
value of mortality change and full income change: 1990–2019 and 
COVID-19 years. 2024. https://www.uib.no/sites/w3.uib.no/files/
attachments/chang_et_al_2024_econ_value.pdf (accessed 
Sept 19, 2024).

22  Robinson LA, Hammitt JK, Cechinni M. Reference case guidelines 
for benefit-cost analysis in global health and development. 
2019. https://www.hsph.harvard.edu/wp-content/uploads/
sites/2447/2019/05/BCA-Guidelines-May-2019.pdf (accessed 
Aug 19, 2024).

23  Chen S, Kuhn M, Prettner K, Bloom DE, Wang C. Macro-level 
efficiency of health expenditure: estimates for 15 major economies. 
Soc Sci Med 2021; 287: 114270.

24  Stenberg K, Axelson H, Sheehan P, et al. Advancing social and 
economic development by investing in women’s and children’s 
health: a new Global Investment Framework. Lancet 2014; 
383: 1333–54.

25  Mao W, Ogbuoji O, Watkins D. Achieving global mortality 
reduction targets and universal health coverage: the impact of 
COVID-19. PLoS Med 2021; 18: e1003675.

26  UN Global Crisis Response Group. A world of debt: a growing 
burden to global posterity. 2023. https://unctad.org/publication/
world-of-debt (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

27  G20 Independent Expert Group on strengthening multilateral 
development banks. Implementing MDB reforms: 
a stocktake. 2024. https://www.cgdev.org/sites/default/files/
implementing-mdb-reforms-stocktake.pdf (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

28  Summers LH, Singh NK. The world is still on fire. 2024. https://
www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/imf-world-bank-spring-
meetings-need-to-get-four-things-right-by-lawrence-h-summers-
and-n-k-singh-2024-04?barrier=accesspay (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

29  Adrian T, Gaspar V, Gourinchas PO. The fiscal and financial risks 
of a high-debt, slow-growth world. 2024. https://www.imf.org/en/
Blogs/Articles/2024/03/28/the-fiscal-and-financial-risks-of-a-high-
debt-slow-growth-world (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

30  Deutscher Bundestag. Finanzplan des Bundes. 2023. https://
dserver.bundestag.de/btd/20/078/2007801.pdf (accessed 
Aug 19, 2024).



The Lancet Commissions

1608 www.thelancet.com   Vol 404   October 19, 2024

31  Focus 2030. France reneges on its official development assistance 
commitments. 2023. https://focus2030.org/France-reneges-on-its-
Official-Development-Assistance-commitments (accessed 
Aug 19, 2024).

32  Slavik A. Linder will Mittel für Entwicklungspolitik drastisch 
kürzen. 2024. https://www.sueddeutsche.de/politik/
entwicklungspolitik-haushalt-kuerzungen-kritik-1.6494890 (accessed 
Aug 19, 2024).

33  Nkengasong J, Ruffner M, Bartee M. Sustaining the HIV/AIDS 
response: PEPFAR’s vision. J Int AIDS Soc 2023; 26: e26192.

34  Yamey G. Rich countries should tithe their vaccines. Nature 2021; 
590: 529.

35  Sparkes S, Kutzin J, Earle AJ. Financing common goods for health: 
a country agenda. Health Syst Reform 2019; 5: 322–33. 

36  Jacobsen A. Nuclear war: a scenario. New York, NY: Dutton, 2024
37 Madhav N, Oppenheim B, Stephenson N. Estimated future 

mortality from pathogens of epidemic and pandemic potential. 
2023. https://www.cgdev.org/publication/estimated-future-mortality-
pathogens-epidemic-and-pandemic-potential (accessed 
Aug 19, 2024).

38  Baumol WJ. The cost disease: why computers get cheaper and 
health care doesn’t. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2012.

39  Kurowski C, Kumar A, Schmidt M, Silfverberg DV. Health financing 
in a time of global shocks: strong advance, early retreat. 2023. 
https://blogs.worldbank.org/en/health/health-financing-time-global-
shocks-strong-advance-early-retreat (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

40  Jamison DT, Murphy SM, Sandbu ME. Why has infant mortality 
decreased at such different rates in different countries? 
J Health Econ 2016; 48: 16–25.

41  Schäferhoff M, Yamey G, Ogbuoji O, et al. Reforming the research 
and development ecosystem for neglected diseases, emerging 
infectious diseases, and maternal health. 2024. https://
centerforpolicyimpact.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/18/2024/05/
reforming-research-and-development-ecosystem-final.pdf (accessed 
Aug 19, 2024).

42  Ogbuoji O, Schäferhoff M, Zimmerman A, Fawole A, Yamey G. 
Health and economic benefits of improving efficiencies in product 
development for neglected diseases, emerging infectious diseases, 
and maternal health. 2024. https://centerforpolicyimpact.org/wp-
content/uploads/sites/18/2024/05/health-economics-benefits-of-
improving-efficiencies.pdf (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

43  Mauvais-Jarvis F, Merz NB, Barnes PJ, et al. Sex and gender: 
modifiers of health, disease, and medicine. Lancet 2020; 
396: 565–82.

44  Luy M. The impact of biological factors on sex differences in life 
expectancy: insights gained from a natural experiment. In: 
Dinges M, Weigl A, eds. Gender-specific life expectancy in Europe 
1850–2010. Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, 2016: 17–46.

45  Baker P, Dworkin SL, Tong S, Banks I, Shand T, Yamey G. 
The men’s health gap: men must be included in the global health 
equity agenda. Bull World Health Organ 2014; 92: 618–20.

46  Chang A, Johnson E, Jamison DT. Balancing the scales: towards a 
more objective measure of sex differences in health. 2024. https://
www.uib.no/sites/w3.uib.no/files/attachments/chang_et_al_2024_
sex_difference.pdf (accessed Sept 19, 2024).

47  Alberts SC, Archie EA, Gesquiere LR, Altmann J, Vaupel JW, 
Christensen K. The male–female health-survival paradox: 
a comparative perspective on sex differences in aging and 
mortality. 2014. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK242444/ 
(accessed June 25, 2024).

48 Ferrari AJ, Santomauro DF, Aali A, et al. Global incidence, 
prevalence, years lived with disability (YLDs), disability-adjusted life-
years (DALYs), and healthy life expectancy (HALE) for 371 diseases 
and injuries in 204 countries and territories and 811 subnational 
locations, 1990–2021: a systematic analysis for the Global Burden of 
Disease Study 2021. Lancet 2024; 403: 2133–61.

49  Colchero F, Rau R, Jones OR, et al. The emergence of longevous 
populations. Proceed Natl Acad Sci USA 2016; 113: e7681–90.

50  Vaupel JW, Zhang Z, Raalte AA van. Life expectancy and disparity: 
an international comparison of life table data. BMJ Open 2011; 
1: e000128.

51  Chetty R, Stepner M, Abraham S, et al. The association between 
income and life expectancy in the United States, 2001–2014. JAMA 
2016; 315: 1750–66.

52  Kinge JM, Modalsli JH, Øverland S, et al. Association of household 
income with life expectancy and cause-specific mortality in Norway, 
2005–2015. JAMA 2019; 321: 1916–25.

53  Bor J, Cohen GH, Galea S. Population health in an era of rising 
income inequality: USA, 1980–2015. Lancet 2017; 389: 1475–90.

54  Brønnum-Hansen H, Östergren O, Tarkiainen L, et al. Changes in 
life expectancy and lifespan variability by income quartiles in four 
Nordic countries: a study based on nationwide register data. 
BMJ Open 2021; 11: e048192.

55  Rashid T, Bennett JE, Paciorek CJ, et al. Life expectancy and risk of 
death in 6791 communities in England from 2002 to 2019: high-
resolution spatiotemporal analysis of civil registration data. 
Lancet Public Health 2021; 6: e805–16.

56  Choi M-H, Moon M-H, Yoon T-H. Avoidable mortality between 
metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas in Korea from 1995 to 
2019: a descriptive study of implications for the national healthcare 
policy. Int J Environ Res Public Health Res 2022; 19: 3475.

57  Mackenbach JP, Valverde JR, Artnik B, et al. Trends in health 
inequalities in 27 European countries. Proceed Natl Acad Sci USA 
2018; 115: 6440–45.

58  Chao F, You D, Pedersen J, Hug L, Alkema L. National and regional 
under-5 mortality rate by economic status for low-income and 
middle-income countries: a systematic 
assessment. Lancet Glob Health 2018; 6: e535–47.

59  Fagbamigbe AF, Adeniji FIP, Morakinyo OM. Factors contributing 
to household wealth inequality in under-five deaths in low- and 
middle-income countries: decomposition analysis. 
BMC Public Health 2022; 22: 769.

60  Coates MM, Kamanda M, Kintu A, et al. A comparison of all-cause 
and cause-specific mortality by household socioeconomic status 
across seven INDEPTH network health and demographic 
surveillance systems in sub-Saharan Africa. Glob Health Action 
2019; 12: 1608013.

61  Saikia N, Bora JK, Luy M. Socioeconomic disparity in adult 
mortality in India: estimations using the orphanhood method. 
Genus 2019; 75: 7.

62  Sudharsanan N. Association between socioeconomic status and 
adult mortality in a developing country: evidence from a nationally 
representative longitudinal survey of Indonesian adults. 
J Gerontol Series B 2019; 74: 484–95.

63  WHO. Global excess deaths associated with COVID-19 (modelled 
estimates). 2023. https://www.who.int/data/sets/global-excess-
deaths-associated-with-covid-19-modelled-estimates (accessed 
June 25, 2024).

64 UN Population Division. World Population Prospects. 2022. https://
population.un.org/wpp/Download/Standard/Population/ (accessed 
Aug 19, 2024).

65  Karlsson O, Chang AY, Norheim OF, Mao W, Bolongaita S, 
Jamison DT. Priority health conditions and life expectancy 
disparities. 2024. https://www.uib.no/sites/w3.uib.no/files/
attachments/karlsson_et_al._priority_health_conditions.pdf  
(accessed Sept 12, 2024).

66 Pollard JH. On the decomposition of changes in expectation of life 
and differentials in life expectancy. Demography 1988; 25: 265–76.

67  Shattock AJ, Johnson HC, Sim SY, et al. Contribution of vaccination 
to improved survival and health: modelling 50 years of the 
Expanded Programme on Immunization. Lancet 2024; 403: 2307–16.

68 Pitt C, Greco G, Powell-Jackson T, Mills A. Countdown to 2015: 
assessment of official development assistance to maternal, 
newborn, and child health, 2003–08. Lancet 2010; 376: 1485–96. 

69 Komatsu R, Low-Beer D, Schwartländer B. Global Fund-supported 
programmes contribution to international targets and the 
Millennium Development Goals: an initial analysis. 
Bull World Health Organ 2007; 85: 805–11. 

70 World Health Organization Maximizing Positive Synergies 
Collaborative Group. An assessment of interactions between global 
health initiatives and country health systems. Lancet 2009; 
373: 2137–69. 

71  Venkatesan P. The 2023 WHO world malaria report. Lancet Microbe 
2024; 5: e214.

72  GBD 2021 Tuberculosis Collaborators. Global, regional, and 
national age-specific progress towards the 2020 milestones of the 
WHO End TB Strategy: a systematic analysis for the Global Burden 
of Disease Study 2021. Lancet Infect Dis 2024; 24: 698–725.



The Lancet Commissions

www.thelancet.com   Vol 404   October 19, 2024 1609

73 Institute for Health Metrics and Evaluation. Maternal mortality 
ratio. 2021 Global Burden of Disease (GBD) study. 2024. https://
vizhub.healthdata.org/gbd-results?params=gbd-api-2021-permalin
k/2cdbfa482023a7d36de1f00d41ae51b1 (accessed Aug 23, 2024). 

74  Young M, Lei L, Luo H, et al. Are global disparities in nutrition 
and wellbeing associated with cognitive performance of school-age 
children and adolescents? A working paper of the Research 
Consortium for School Health and Nutrition, an initiative of the 
School Meals Coalition. 2024. https://osf.io/xmyhr/ (accessed 
Sept 12, 2024).

75  Chang AY, Bolongaita S, et al. Epidemiological and demographic 
trends in global health 1970–2050: analysis for the CIH 3.0. 2024. 
https://www.uib.no/sites/w3.uib.no/files/attachments/chang_et_
al_2024_cih_trends.pdf (accessed Sept 19, 2024).

76 NCD Countdown. NCD Countdown 2030: worldwide trends in 
non-communicable disease mortality and progress towards 
Sustainable Development Goal target 3.4. Lancet 2018; 
392: 1072–88.

77  Adler AJ, Drown L, Boudreaux C, et al. Understanding integrated 
service delivery: a scoping review of models for 
noncommunicable disease and mental health interventions in 
low-and-middle income countries. BMC Health Serv Res 2023; 
23: 99.

78  Baatiema L, Sanuade OA, Allen LN. Health system adaptions to 
improve care for people living with non-communicable diseases 
during COVID-19 in low-middle income countries: a scoping 
review. J Glob Health 2023; 13: 06006.

79  Xiong S, Lu H, Peoples N. Digital health interventions for non-
communicable disease management in primary health care in 
low-and middle-income countries. NPJ Digit Med 2023; 6: 12.

80  Salomon JA, Wang H, Freeman MK. Healthy life expectancy for 
187 countries, 1990–2010: a systematic analysis for the Global 
Burden of Disease Study 2010. Lancet 2012; 380: 2144–62.

81 Arias D, Saxena S, Verguet S. Quantifying the global burden of 
mental disorders and their economic value. EClinicalMedicine 
2022; 54: 101675.

82 Trautmann S, Rehm J, Wittchen HU. The economic costs of 
mental disorders: do our societies react appropriately to the 
burden of mental disorders? EMBO Rep 2021; 17: 1245–49.

83  GBD 2019 Mental Disorders Collaborators. Global, regional, and 
national burden of 12 mental disorders in 204 countries and 
territories, 1990–2019: a systematic analysis for the Global Burden 
of Disease Study 2019. Lancet Psychiatry 2022; 9: 137–50.

84  Hyman SE. The biology of mental disorders: progress at last. 
Daedalus 2023; 152: 186–211.

85  Charlson F, Ali S, Benmarhnia T. Climate change and mental 
health: a scoping review. Int J Environ Res 2021; 18: 4486.

86  Cutler DM, Summers LH. The COVID-19 pandemic and the 
$16 trillion virus. JAMA 2020; 324: 1495–96.

87  Cowley P, Wyatt J. Schizophrenia and manic depressive illness. 
In: Jamison DT, Breman JG, Measham AR, et al, eds. Disease 
control priorities in developing countries 1993. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1993: 661–70.

88  Lund C, Docrat S, Abdulmalik J. Household economic costs 
associated with mental, neurological and substance use disorders: 
a cross-sectional survey in six low-and middle-income countries. 
BJPsych Open 2019; 5: e34.

89  Patel V, Chisholm D, Dua T. Mental, neurological, and substance 
use disorders. In: Jamison DT, Nugent R, Gelband H, et al, eds. 
Disease control priorities. Washington, DC: World Bank 
Publications, 2016: 1–27.

90  GBD 2019 Dementia Forecasting Collaborators. Estimation of the 
global prevalence of dementia in 2019 and forecasted 
prevalence in 2050: an analysis for the Global Burden of Disease 
Study 2019. Lancet Public Health 2022; 7: e105–25.

91  Launer LJ. Statistics on the burden of dementia: need for stronger 
data. Lancet Neurol 2019; 18: 25–27.

92  Roehr S, Pabst A, Luck T, Riedel-Heller SG. Is dementia incidence 
declining in high-income countries? A systematic review and 
meta-analysis. Clin Epidemiol 2018; 10: 1233–47.

93  Jin H, Su Y, Ping Y, et al. Projecting long-term care costs for home 
and community-based services in China from 2005 to 2050. 
J Am Med Dir Assoc 2023; 24: 228–34.

94 Chen S, Cao Z, Nandi A, et al. The global macroeconomic burden 
of Alzheimer’s disease and other dementias: estimates and 
projections for 152 countries or territories. Lancet Glob Health 2024; 
12: e1534-e43.

95  Knaul FM, Farmer PE, Krakauer EL. Alleviating the access abyss in 
palliative care and pain relief—an imperative of universal health 
coverage: the Lancet Commission report. Lancet 2018; 391: 1391–454.

96  Ogbuoji O, Vollmer S, Jamison DT, Bärnighausen T. Economic 
consequences of better health: insights from clinical data. BMJ 
2020; 370: m2186.

97  WHO, World Bank. Tracking universal health coverage: 
2023 global monitoring report. Washington, DC: World Bank, 2023.

98  Witter S, Palmer N, Balabanova D. Health system strengthening—
reflections on its meaning, assessment, and our state of knowledge. 
Int J Health Plann Manage 2019; 34: 1980–89.

99  WHO. UHC compendium. https://www.who.int/universal-health-
coverage/compendium (accessed June 25, 2024).

100  Jamison DT, Alwan A, Mock CN, et al. Universal health coverage 
and intersectoral action for health: key messages from 
Disease Control Priorities, 3rd edition. Lancet 2018; 391: 1108–20.

101 Watkins D, Økland JM, Msemburi W, et al. High-priority 
interventions and resource requirements to achieve a convergence 
in premature mortality by 2050. 2024. https://www.uib.no/sites/
w3.uib.no/files/attachments/david_watkins_et_al._global_
health_2050-_high-priority_interven7ons_to_achieve_a_grand_
convergence_in_premature_mortality.pdf (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

102  Stenberg K, Hanssen O, Tan-Torres Edejer TT, et al. Financing 
transformative health systems towards achievement of the health 
Sustainable Development Goals: a model for projected resource 
needs in 67 low-income and middle-income countries. 
Lancet Glob Health 2017; 5: e875–87.

103  Cardoso R, Guo F, Heisser T, Hoffmeister M, Brenner H. 
Utilisation of colorectal cancer screening tests in European 
countries by type of screening offer: results from the European 
Health Interview Survey. Cancers 2020; 12: 1409.

104  NCD Risk Factor Collaboration. Worldwide trends in hypertension 
prevalence and progress in treatment and control from 
1990 to 2019: a pooled analysis of 1201 population-representative 
studies with 104 million participants. Lancet 2021; 398: 957–80.

105 Alwan A, Yamey G, Soucat A. Essential packages of health services 
in low-income and lower-middle-income countries: what have we 
learnt? BMJ Glob Health 2023; 8 (suppl 1): e010724.

106  Soucat A, Tandon A, Gonzales Pier E. From universal health 
coverage services packages to budget appropriation: the long 
journey to implementation. BMJ Glob Health 2023; 
8 (suppl 1): e010755.

107 Zheng W, Wang X, Xue X, et al. Characteristics of hypertension in 
the last 16 years in high prevalence region of China and the 
attribute ratios for cardiovascular mortality. BMC Public Health 
2023; 23: 114.

108 Lu J, Lu Y, Wan X, et al. Prevalence, awareness, treatment, and 
control of hypertension in China: data from 1·7 million adults in 
a population-based screening study (China PEACE Million Persons 
Project). Lancet 390: 2549–58.

109 Mills KT, Bundy JD, Kelly TN, et al. Global disparities of 
hypertension prevalence and control: a systematic analysis of 
population-based studies from 90 countries. Circulation 2016; 
134: 441–50.

110 Institute for Health Metrics and Evaluation. Global Burden of 
Disease 2021: findings from the GBD 2021 Study. Seattle, WA: 
Institute for Health Metrics and Evaluation, 2024.

111 Prabhakaran D, Anand S, Watkins D, et al. Cardiovascular, 
respiratory, and related disorders: key messages from Disease 
Control Priorities, 3rd edition. Lancet 2018; 391: 1224–36

112  NCD Countdown 2030 collaborators. NCD Countdown 2030: 
efficient pathways and strategic investments to accelerate progress 
towards the Sustainable Development Goal target 3.4 in low-income 
and middle-income countries. Lancet 2022; 399: 1266–78.

113  WHO. Making fair choices on the path to universal health coverage. 
Final report of the WHO Consultative Group on Equity and 
Universal Health Coverage. Geneva: World Health 
Organization, 2014.



The Lancet Commissions

1610 www.thelancet.com   Vol 404   October 19, 2024

114  Kruk ME, Gage AD, Arsenault C, et al. High-quality health 
systems in the Sustainable Development Goals era: time for a 
revolution. Lancet Glob Health 2018; 6: e1196–252.

115  Rose J, Davis G, Paul S, et al. Priorities for acute care systems 
during pandemics: lessons from COVID-19. 2024. https://www.
uib.no/sites/w3.uib.no/files/attachments/dcp4_working_
paper_16_july_2024_0.pdf (accessed Sept 10, 2024).

116  WHO. State of the world’s nursing 2020: investing in education, 
jobs and leadership. 2020. https://iris.who.int/
handle/10665/331677 (accessed June 30, 2024).

117  World Bank. Hypertension and type-2 diabetes in Bangladesh. 
2019. https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/
en/914751528271293762/pdf/Hypertension-and-Type-2-Diabetes-
in-Bangladesh-Continuum-of-Care-Assessment-and-
Opportunities-for-Action.pdf (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

118  Mikkelsen L, Hooper J, Adair T, Badr A, Lopez AD. Comparative 
performance of national civil registration and vital statistics 
systems: a global assessment. Bull World Health Organ 2023; 
101: 758–67.

119  Gawande A. Maloy Lecture: USAID administrator talks promoting 
longevity. 2024. https://thehoya.com/science/maloy-lecture-usaid-
administrator-talks-promoting-longevity/ (accessed Aug 20, 2024).

120  Mcintyre D, Meheus F, Røttingen JA. What level of domestic 
government health expenditure should we aspire to for universal 
health coverage? Health Econ Policy Law 2017; 12: 125–37.

121  UN. Political Declaration of the High-level Meeting on Universal 
Health Coverage “Universal health coverage: moving together to 
build a healthier world”. 2019. https://www.un.org/pga/73/wp-
content/uploads/sites/53/2019/07/FINAL-draft-UHC-Political-
Declaration.pdf (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

122  Baumol WJ, Bowen WG. On the performing arts: the anatomy of 
their economic problems. Am Econ Rev 1965; 55: 495–502.

123  Lee TB. William Baumol, whose famous economic theory explains 
the modern world, has died. 2017. https://www.vox.com/new-
money/2017/5/4/15547364/baumol-cost-disease-explained 
(accessed Aug 19, 2024).

124  Pablos-Méndez A, Tabish H, Ferranti D. The cost disease and 
global health. In Baumol W, ed. New Haven, CT: Yale University 
Press, 2012: 94–108.

125  Sahni N, Stein G, Zemmel R, Cutler DM. The potential impact of 
artificial intelligence on healthcare spending. 2023. https://www.
nber.org/papers/w30857 (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

126 Wenham C, Busby JW, Youde J, Herten-Crabb A. From 
imperialism to the “golden age” to the great lockdown: the politics 
of global health governance. Ann Rev Polit Sci 2023; 26: 431–50.

127  WHO. Global health expenditure database. https://apps.who.int/
nha/database (accessed July 9, 2024).

128  World Bank. Global economic prospects. 2024. https://www.
worldbank.org/en/publication/global-economic-prospects 
(accessed June 28, 2024).

129  Gaspar V, Mansour M, Vellutini C. Countries can tap tax potential 
to finance development goals. 2023. https://www.imf.org/en/
Blogs/Articles/2023/09/19/countries-can-tap-tax-potential-to-
finance-development-goals (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

130 Nicholson D, Yates R, Warburton W, Fontana G. Delivering 
universal health coverage: a guide for policymakers. Report of the 
WISH Universal Health Coverage Forum 2015. https://wish.org.
qa/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/012E.pdf (accessed 
Aug 23, 2024).

131  WHO. 6th meeting of the WHO Montreux Collaborative on fiscal 
space, public financial management and health financing. 2023. 
https://res.cloudinary.com/dueqwfdln/image/upload/
v1702474704/WHO_Montreux_Collaborative_2023_meeting_
report_a378db2f6d.pdf (accessed June 26, 2024).

132 Fan V, Gupta S. Five ideas for the future of global health 
financing: the road not yet taken. 2024. https://www.cgdev.org/
blog/five-ideas-future-global-health-financing-road-not-yet-taken 
(accessed June 28, 2024).

133  Malawi Ministry of Health. FY 2023–24 One Plan. 2023. https://
www.health.gov.mw/download/fy-2023-24-one-plan/?wpdmdl=110
01&refresh=667bbf2a1a5931719385898 (accessed June 26, 2024).

134  Scott AJ. The longevity imperative: how to build a healthier and 
more productive society to support our longer lives. New York, 
NY: Basic Books, 2024.

135 Gruber J, Lin M, Yi J. The largest insurance expansion in history: 
saving one million lives per year in china. 2023. http://www.nber.
org/papers/w31423 (accessed Sept 12, 2024).

136 Zhang Y, Dong D, Xu L, et al. Ten-year impacts of China’s rural 
health scheme: lessons for universal health coverage. 
BMJ Glob Health 2021: 6: e003714.

137  Bussolo M, Koettl J, Sinnott E. Golden aging: prospects for healthy, 
active, and prosperous aging in Europe and Central Asia. 
Innov Aging 2017; 1 (suppl 1): 1271.

138  World Bank. Live long and prosper: aging in East Asia and Pacific. 
2016. https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/
en/832271468184782307/pdf/102126-PUB-Box394821B-PUBLIC-
PUBDATE12-10-15-DOI-10-1596978-1-4648-0469-4-EPI-210469.pdf 
(accessed June 28, 2024).

139  WHO. Long-term care financing: lessons for low- and middle-
income settings. Brief 4: determining the long-term care services 
covered in the benefits package. 2024. https://iris.who.int/
bitstream/handle/10665/376277/9789240090620-eng.
pdf?sequence=1 (accessed June 28, 2024).

140  WHO. Long-term care financing: lessons for low- and middle-
income settings. Brief 3: how countries finance long-term care. 
2024. https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/376276 (accessed 
June 28, 2024).

141  Heller PS. The challenge of an aged and shrinking population: 
lessons to be drawn from Japan’s experience. J Econ Age 
2016; 8: 85–93.

142  Lofgren KT, Watkins DA, Memirie ST, Salomon JA, Verguet S. 
Balancing health and financial protection in health benefit package 
design. Health Econ 2021; 30: 3236–47.

143  Luiza VL, Tavares NUL, Oliveira MA. Catastrophic expenditure on 
medicines in Brazil. Rev Saude Publica 2016; 50 (suppl 2): 15s.

144 Devine JW, Lim D, Lugo A, Farley JF. Prevalence and patterns of 
catastrophic spending for antidiabetic medication in 2020. 
J Manag Care Spec Pharm 2023; 29: 1158–64.

145  Mekuria GA, Ali EE. The financial burden of out of pocket 
payments on medicines among households in Ethiopia: analysis of 
trends and contributing factors. BMC Public Health 2023; 23: 808.

146  Tougher S, Ye Y, Amuasi JH, et al. Effect of the Affordable 
Medicines Facility—malaria (AMFm) on the availability, price, and 
market share of quality-assured artemisinin-based combination 
therapies in seven countries: a before-and-after analysis of outlet 
survey data. Lancet 2012; 380: 1916–26.

147  Adeyi O. Health in practice: investing amidst pandemics, denial of 
evidence, and neo-dependency. Hackensack, NJ: World Scientific 
Publishers, 2022.

148  Adeyi O, Atun R. Universal access to malaria medicines: innovation 
in financing and delivery. Lancet 2010; 376: 1869–71.

149 Ocan M, Nakalembe L, Otike C, et al. Access to quality-assured 
artemisinin-based combination therapy and associated factors 
among clients of selected private drug outlets in Uganda. 
Malar J 2024; 23: 128.

150 Ocan M, Nambatya W, Otike C, Nakalembe L, Nsobya S. 
Copayment mechanism in selected districts of Uganda: availability, 
market share and price of quality assured artemisinin-based 
combination therapies in private drug outlets. 
PLoS One 2024; 19: e0295198. 

151  Woldeghebriel M, Aso E, Berlin E. Assessing availability, prices, and 
market share of quality-assured malaria ACT and RDT in the 
private retail sector in Nigeria and Uganda. Malar J 2024; 23: 41.

152  Wirtz VJ, Hogerzeil HV, Gray AL, et al. Essential medicines for 
universal health coverage. Lancet 2017; 389: 403–76.

153 Wolfe N. The viral storm: the dawn of a new pandemic age. 
New York, NY: Macmillan, 2011.

154  Zelikow P. The atrophy of American statecraft. New York, NY: 
Foreign Affairs, 2023. https://www.foreignaffairs.com/united-
states/atrophy-american-statecraft-zelikow.

155  UN. WHO chief declares end to COVID-19 as a global health 
emergency. 2023. https://news.un.org/en/story/2023/05/1136367 
(accessed Aug 19, 2024).

156  Dzau VJ, Sands P. Beyond the Ebola battle—winning the war 
against future epidemics. N Engl J Med 2016; 375: 203–04.

157  Moon S, Leigh J, Woskie L. Post-Ebola reforms: ample analysis, 
inadequate action. BMJ 2017; 356: j280.



The Lancet Commissions

www.thelancet.com   Vol 404   October 19, 2024 1611

158  Sachs JD, Abdool Karim SA, Aknin L. The Lancet Commission on 
lessons for the future from the COVID-19 pandemic. Lancet 2022; 
400: 1224–80.

159  Johnson Sirleaf E, Clark H. Report of the Independent Panel for 
Pandemic Preparedness and Response: making COVID-19 the last 
pandemic. Lancet 2021; 398: 101–03.

160  Horton R. The COVID-19 catastrophe: what’s gone wrong and how 
to stop it happening again, 2nd edn. Cambridge: Polity Press, 2021.

161 Uyeki TM, Milton S, Abdul Hamid C, et al. Highly pathogenic avian 
influenza A(H5N1) virus infection in a dairy farm worker. 
N Engl J Med 2024; 390: 2028–29.

162  Vora NM, Hassan L, Plowright RK, et al. The Lancet–PPATS 
Commission on Prevention of Viral Spillover: reducing the risk of 
pandemics through primary prevention. Lancet 2024; 403: 597–99.

163 Irwin M, Lazarevic B, Soled D, Adesman A. The COVID-19 
pandemic and its potential enduring impact on children. 
Curr Opin Pediatr 2022; 34: 107–15.

164 Bonaccorsi G, Pierri F, Cinelli M, et al. Economic and social 
consequences of human mobility restrictions under COVID-19. 
Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 2020; 117: 15530–35.

165  Jamison JC, Bundy D, Jamison DT, Spitz J, Verguet S. Comparing 
the impact on COVID-19 mortality of self-imposed behavior change 
and of government regulations across 13 countries. Health Serv Res 
2021; 56: 874–84.

166  Independent Panel for Pandemic Preparedness and Response. 
No time to gamble: leaders must unite to prevent pandemics. 2024. 
https://clubmadrid.org/impact/media/new-report-no-time-to-
gamble-leaders-must-unite-to-prevent-pandemics/ (accessed 
Aug 19, 2024).

167  Msemburi W, Karlinsky A, Knutson V, Aleshin-Guendel S, 
Chatterji S, Wakefield J. The WHO estimates of excess mortality 
associated with the COVID-19 pandemic. Nature 2023; 613: 130–37.

168  Our World in Data. Estimated cumulative excess deaths 
during COVID-19, world. 2024. https://ourworldindata.org/
grapher/excess-deaths-cumulative-economist-single-entity (accessed 
June 28, 2024).

169  The Economist. The pandemic’s true death toll. 2022. https://www.
economist.com/graphic-detail/coronavirus-excess-deaths-estimates 
(accessed June 28, 2024).

170  Jamison DT, Wu KB. The East–West divide in response to 
COVID-19. Engineering 2021; 7: 936–47.

171  Pablos-Méndez A, Villa S, Monti MC. Global ecological analysis of 
COVID-19 mortality and comparison between “the East” and “the 
West”. Sci Rep 2022; 12: 5272.

172  Chen S, Zhang Z, Yang J, et al. Fangcang shelter hospitals: a novel 
concept for responding to public health emergencies. Lancet 2020; 
395: 1305–14.

173  Wang C, Horby PW, Hayden FG, Gao GF. A novel coronavirus 
outbreak of global health concern. Lancet 2020; 395: 470–73.

174  Oshitani H. COVID lessons from Japan: clear messaging is key. 
Nature 2022; 605: 589.

175  Gopinath G. A disrupted global recovery. 2022. https://blogs.imf.
org/2022/01/25/a-disrupted-global-recovery/ (accessed 
Aug 19, 2024).

176  Tooze A. Chartbook 276. Soft, slow and scarred—the IMF’s take on 
the world economy in April 2024. 2024. https://adamtooze.substack.
com/p/soft-slow-and-scarred-the-imfs-take (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

177  Fan VY, Jamison DT, Summers LH. Pandemic risks: how large are 
the expected losses? Bull World Health Organ 2018; 96: 129–34.

178 Ghani AC, Donnelly CA, Cox DR. Methods for estimating the case 
fatality ratio for a novel, emerging infectious disease. 
Am J Epidemiol 2005; 162: 479–86.

179 Anderson RM, Fraser C, Ghani AC, et al. Epidemiology, 
transmission dynamics, and control of SARS: the 2002–2003 
epidemic. Philos Trans R Soc Lond B Biol Sci 2004; 359: 1091–105.

180 Bell DM. Public health interventions and SARS spread, 2003. 
Emerg Infect Dis 2004; 10: 1900–06.

181 Johnson NPAS, Mueller J. Updating the accounts: global mortality 
of the 1918-1920 “Spanish” influenza pandemic. Bull Hist Med 2002; 
76: 105–15.

182 Viboud C, Eisenstein J, Reid AH, et al. Age- and sex-specific 
mortality associated with the 1918-1919 influenza pandemic in 
Kentucky. J Infect Dis 2013; 207: 721–29.

183 Flaxman S, Mishra S, Gandy A, et al. Estimating the effects of non-
pharmaceutical interventions on COVID-19 in Europe. Nature 2020; 
584: 257–61.

184 Ma L, Shapira G, de Walque D, et al. The intergenerational mortality 
tradeoff of COVID-19 lockdown policies. 2021. https://documents1.
worldbank.org/curated/en/990621622121589737/pdf/The-
Intergenerational-Mortality-Tradeoff-of-COVID-19-Lockdown-
Policies.pdf (accessed Aug 23, 2024). 

185  Bertozzi SM, Fan VY, Kim S, Pineda D. Pandemic financing: 
prevention, preparedness, response, recovery and reconstruction. 
Norway: University of Bergen, 2024.

186  WHO, World Bank. Analysis of pandemic preparedness and 
response (PPR) architecture, financing needs, gaps and 
mechanisms. 2022. https://thedocs.worldbank.org/en/doc/5760109c
4db174ff90a8dfa7d025644a-0290032022/original/G20-Gaps-in-PPR-
Financing-Mechanisms-WHO-and-WB-pdf.pdf (accessed 
Aug 19, 2024).

187  Glennerster R, Snyder CM, Tan BJ. Calculating the costs and 
benefits of advance preparations for future pandemics. 
2023. https://www.nber.org/papers/w30565 (accessed 
June 26, 2024).

188  Coalition for Epidemic Preparedness Innovations. Global 
community comes together in support of 100 Days Mission and 
pledges over $1·5 billion for CEPI’s pandemic busting plan. 2022. 
https://cepi.net/global-community-comes-together-support-100-
days-mission-and-pledges-over-15-billion-cepis-pandemic (accessed 
Aug 19, 2024).

189  WHO. All for health, health for all: investment case 2025–2028. 
2024. https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789240095403 
(accessed June 25, 2024).

190  McNeil D. The wisdom of plagues. New York NY: Simon & Schuster, 
2024.

191  Tufekci Z. This may be our last chance to halt bird flu in humans, 
and we are blowing it. 2024. https://www.nytimes.com/2024/04/24/
opinion/bird-flu-cow-outbreak.html (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

192  Watkins DA, Nugent R, Saxenian H, et al. Intersectoral policy 
priorities for health. In: Jamison DT, Gelband H, Horton S, et al, 
eds. Disease Control Priorities: Improving Health and Reducing 
Poverty, 3rd edn. Washington, DC: The International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development/The World Bank, 2017: 23–41.

193  Bonnifield RS, Sandefur J, Hares S, Crawfurd L. The global lead 
poisoning crisis. 2024. https://www.foreignaffairs.com/united-
states/global-lead-poisoning-crisis (accessed July 1, 2024).

194  Lamas GA, Bhatnagar A, Jones MR, et al. Contaminant metals as 
cardiovascular risk factors: a scientific statement from the American 
Heart Association. J Am Heart Assoc 2023; 12: e029852.

195  Bloomberg MR, Summers LH, Ahmed M. Health Taxes to save lives. 
Employing effective excise taxes on tobacco, alcohol, and sugary 
beverages. 2019. https://www.tobacconomics.org/files/research/512/
Health-Taxes-to-Save-Lives-Report.pdf (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

196  Paraje GR, Jha P, Savedoff W. Taxation of tobacco, alcohol, and sugar 
sweetened beverages: reviewing the evidence and dispelling the 
myths. BMJ Glob Health 2023; 8: e011866.

197 Chaloupka FJ, Yurekli A, Fong GT. Tobacco taxes as a tobacco 
control strategy. Tob Control 2012; 21: 172–80.

198  Ravichandran B. Sugar is the new tobacco. 2023. https://blogs.bmj.
com/bmj/2013/03/15/balaji-ravichandran-sugar-is-the-new-tobacco/ 
(accessed Aug 19, 2024).

199  Baddeley B, Sornalingam S, Cooper M. Sitting is the new smoking: 
where do we stand? Br J Gen Pract 2016; 66: 258.

200  Cho ER, Brill IK, Gram IT. Smoking cessation and short- and longer-
term mortality. NEJM Evid 2024; 3: EVID0a2300272.

201 Jha P, Peto R. Global effects of smoking, of quitting, and of taxing 
tobacco. N Engl J Med 2014; 370: 60–68.

202  Peto R, Lopez AD. The future worldwide health effects of current 
smoking patterns. In: Everett Coop C, Pearson CE, Rory Schwarz M, 
eds. Critical issues in global health. New York, NY: Jossey-Bass, 
2001: 154–61.

203  Chen Z, Peto R, Zhou M, et al. Contrasting male and female trends 
in tobacco-attributed mortality in China: evidence from successive 
nationwide prospective cohort studies. Lancet 2015; 386: 1447–56.

204  Sassi F, Belloni A, Mirelman AJ, et al. Equity impacts of price 
policies to promote healthy behaviours. Lancet 2018; 391: 2059–70.



The Lancet Commissions

1612 www.thelancet.com   Vol 404   October 19, 2024

205  Jha P. Expanding smoking cessation world-wide. Addiction 
2018; 113: 1390–95.

206  Marquez PV, Moreno-Dodson B. Tobacco tax reform at the 
crossroads of health and development: a multisectoral perspective. 
2017. https://www.fctc.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/Tobacco-tax-
reform-at-the-crossroads-of-health-and-development.pdf (accessed 
Aug 19, 2024).

207  US National Cancer Institute, WHO. The economics of tobacco and 
tobacco control. Geneva: World Health Organization, 2016.

208  Bowser D, Canning D, Okunogbe A. The impact of tobacco taxes on 
mortality in the USA, 1970–2005. Tob Control 2016; 25: 52–59.

209  Hatoun J, Davis-Plourde K, Penti B, Cabral H, Kazis L. Tobacco 
control laws and pediatric asthma. Pediatrics 2018; 141: S130–35.

210  Ho V, Ross JS, Steiner CA. A Nationwide assessment of the 
association of smoking bans and cigarette taxes with hospitalizations 
for acute myocardial infarction, heart failure, and pneumonia. 
Med Care Res Rev 2017; 74: 687–704.

211  Summers LH. Taxes for health: evidence clears the air. Lancet 2018; 
391: 1974–76.

212  WHO. WHO report on the global tobacco epidemic, 2023. Geneva: 
World Health Organization, 2023. 

213  Verguet S, Kearns PKA, Rees VW. Questioning the regressivity of 
tobacco taxes: a distributional accounting impact model of increased 
tobacco taxation. Tob Control 2021; 30: 245–57.

214  Stiglitz JE, Rosengard JK. Economics of the public sector, 4th edn. 
New York, NY: WW Norton & Co, 2015.

215  International Agency for Research on Cancer. IARC Handbook of 
cancer prevention (volume 14): effectiveness of tax and price policies 
for tobacco control. Lyon: World Health Organization, 2011.

216  Verguet S, Gauvreau CL, Mishra S, et al. The consequences of 
tobacco tax on household health and finances in rich and poor 
smokers in China: an extended cost effectiveness analysis. 
Lancet Glob Health 2015; 3: e206–16.

217  Global Tobacco Economics Consortium. The health, poverty, and 
financial consequences of a cigarette price increase among 
500 million male smokers in 13 middle-income countries: 
compartmental model study. BMJ 2018; 361: k1162.

218  Fuchs A, Márquez PV, Dutta S. Is tobacco taxation regressive? 
Evidence on public health, domestic resource mobilization, and 
equity improvements. Washington, DC: World Bank, 2019.

219  James EK, Saxena A, Franco Restrepo C, et al. Distributional health 
and financial benefits of increased tobacco taxes in Colombia. 
Tob Control 2019; 28: 374–80.

220  Postolovska I, Lavado R, Tarr G, et al. The health gains, financial risk 
protection benefits, and distributional impact of increased tobacco 
taxes in Armenia. Health Syst Reform 2018; 4: 30–41.

221  Salti N, Brouwer E, Verguet S. The health, financial and 
distributional consequences of increases in the tobacco excise tax 
among smokers in Lebanon. Soc Sci Med 2016; 170: 161–69.

222  Gibbs N, Angus C, Dixon S, et al. Equity impact of minimum unit 
pricing of alcohol on household health and finances among rich and 
poor drinkers in South Africa. BMJ Glob Health 2022; 7: e007824.

223  Saxena A, Koon AD, Lagrada-Rombaua L, et al. Modelling the impact 
of a tax on sweetened beverages in the Philippines: an extended cost-
effectiveness analysis. Bull World Health Organ 2019; 97: 97–107.

224  Saxena A, Stacey A, Del Rey Puech P. The distributional impact of 
taxing sugar-sweetened beverages: findings from an extended cost-
effectiveness analysis in South Africa. BMJ Glob Health 2019; 
4: e001317.

225  Jha P, Hill C, Wu DCN, Peto R. Cigarette prices, smuggling, and 
deaths in France and Canada. Lancet 2020; 395: 27–28.

226  WHO. Protocol to eliminate illicit trade in tobacco products. 2013. 
https://iris.who.int/bitstream/handle/10665/80873/9789241505246_
eng.pdf?sequence=1 (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

227 World Customs Organization. Council 2014 integrity and corruption 
performance measurement origin laundering data quality. 2014. 
https://www.wcoomd.org/-/media/wco/public/global/pdf/media/
wco-news-magazines/wconews_75.pdf (accessed Aug 16, 2024).

228 Latercera. Trazabilidad de tabaco supera expectativas de recaudación 
y totaliza más de US$750 millones en el primer semestre. https://
www.latercera.com/pulso/noticia/trazabilidad-de-tabaco-supera-
expectativas-de-recaudacion-y-totaliza-mas-de-us750-millones-en-el-
primer-semestre/OF5XPA7TSNAVXG6ZL7VHRHCQBE/ (accessed 
Aug 16, 2024).

229  World Bank. Confronting illicit tobacco trade: a global review of 
country experiences. 2019. https://blogs.worldbank.org/en/health/
confronting-tobacco-illicit-trade-global-review-country-experiences 
(accessed Aug 19, 2024).

230 US Centers for Disease Control ad Prevention. STATE system tax 
stamp fact sheet. 2024. https://cdc.gov/statesystem/factsheets/
taxstamp/TaxStamp.html (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

231  International Monetary Fund. Democratic Republic of the Congo: 
request for a three-year arrangement under the extended credit 
facility; review of performance under the staff monitored program- 
press release; staff report; and statement by the executive director 
for the Democratic Republic of Congo. 2021. https://www.imf.org/
en/Publications/CR/Issues/2021/07/28/Democratic-Republic-of-
the-Congo-Request-for-a-Three-Year-Arrangement-Under-the-
Extended-462901 (accessed Sept 10, 2024).  

232  Black S, Parry I, Vernon-Lin N. Fossil fuel subsidies surged to 
record $7 trillion. 2023. https://www.imf.org/en/Blogs/
Articles/2023/08/24/fossil-fuel-subsidies-surged-to-record-7-trillion 
(accessed Aug 13, 2024). 

233 Birol F, Malpass D. It’s critical to tackle coal emissions. 2021. 
https://www.iea.org/commentaries/it-s-critical-to-tackle-coal-
emissions (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

234  UN Framework Convention on Climate Change. Report of the 
conference of the parties serving as the meeting of the parties to the 
Paris Agreement on its third session, held in Glasgow from 
31 October to 13 November 2021. 2022. https://unfccc.int/sites/
default/files/resource/cma2021_10_add1_adv.pdf 
(accessed Aug 19, 2024).

235  McCulloch N. Ending fossil fuel subsidies. Warwickshire: Practical 
Action Publishing, 2023.

236 International Monetary Fund. Energy subsidy reform: lessons and 
implications. Washington, DC: International Monetary Fund, 2013.

237 BBC. France protests: fuel tax rises in 2019 budget dropped. 2018. 
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-46460445 
(accessed Aug 13, 2024).

238 BBC. Southern Chile sees ongoing protests over gas prices. 2011. 
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-latin-america-12213591 
(accessed Aug 13, 2024).

239 International Monetary Fund. Fossil fuel subsidies. https://www.
imf.org/en/Topics/climate-change/energy-subsidies 
(accessed Aug 13, 2024).

240  Gnatiuc L, Alegre-Diaz J, Wade R. General and abdominal adiposity 
and mortality in Mexico City: a prospective study of 150 000 adults. 
Ann Intern Med 2019; 171: 397–405.

241 WHO. Obesity and overweight. 2024. https://www.who.int/news-
room/fact-sheets/detail/obesity-and-overweight (accessed 
Aug 19, 2024).

242  NCD Risk Factor Collaboration. Worldwide trends in underweight 
and obesity from 1990 to 2022: a pooled analysis of 3663 population-
representative studies with 222 million children, adolescents, and 
adults. Lancet 2024; 403: 1027–50.

243  Global BMI Mortality Collaboration. Body-mass index and all-cause 
mortality: individual-participant-data meta-analysis of 
239 prospective studies in four continents. Lancet 2016; 388: 776–86.

244  Zheng W, McLerran DF, Rolland B. Association between body-mass 
index and risk of death in more than 1 million Asians. N Engl J Med 
2011; 364: 719–29.

245 Fontaine KR, McCubrey R, Mehta T, et al. Body mass index and 
mortality rate among Hispanic adults: a pooled analysis of multiple 
epidemiologic data sets. Int J Obes 2012; 36: 1121–26. 

246 Mehta T, McCubrey R, Pajewski NM, et al. Does obesity associate 
with mortality among Hispanic persons? Results from the National 
Health Interview Survey. Obesity 2013; 21: 1474–77.

247  Bui LP, Pham TT, Wang F, et al. Planetary health diet index and risk 
of total and cause-specific mortality in three prospective cohorts. 
Am J Clin Nutr 2024; 120: 80–91.

248  Willett W, Rockström J, Loken B, et al. Food in the Anthropocene: 
the EAT–Lancet Commission on healthy diets from sustainable food 
systems. Lancet 2019; 393: 447–92.

249  Finucane MM, Stevens GA, MJ C. National, regional, and global 
trends in body-mass index since 1980: systematic analysis of health 
examination surveys and epidemiological studies with 960 country-
years and 9·1 million participants. Lancet 2011; 377: 557–67.



The Lancet Commissions

www.thelancet.com   Vol 404   October 19, 2024 1613

250  Kaplan S, White J, Madsen KA. Evaluation of changes in prices 
and purchases following implementation of sugar-sweetened 
beverage taxes across the US. JAMA Health Forum 2024; 
5: e234737.

251  WHO. Fiscal policies to promote healthy diets: policy brief. 2022. 
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789240049543 (accessed 
Aug 19, 2024).

252  Daniels JP. Colombia introduces junk food tax. Lancet 2023; 
402: 2062.

253  Cashin C, Sparkes S, Bloom D. Earmarking for health: from theory 
to practice. Geneva: World Health Organization, 2017.

254  Lane MM, Gamage E, Du S. Ultra-processed food exposure and 
adverse health outcomes: umbrella review of epidemiological meta-
analyses. BMJ 2024; 384: 077310.

255  Boysen O, Boysen-Urban K, Bradford H, Balié J. Taxing highly 
processed foods: what could be the impacts on obesity and 
underweight in sub-Saharan Africa? World Devel 2019; 119: 55–67.

256  Melson E, Ashraf U, Papamargaritis D, Davies MJ. What is the 
pipeline for future medications for obesity? Int J Obes (Lond) 2024; 
published online Feb 1. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41366-024-01473-y.

257  Roser M. Why is improving agricultural productivity crucial to 
ending global hunger and protecting the world’s wildlife? 2024. 
https://ourworldindata.org/agricultural-productivity-crucial 
(accessed Aug 19, 2024).

258  Batini N. Reaping what we sow. 2019. https://www.imf.org/en/
Publications/fandd/issues/2019/12/farming-food-and-climate-
change-batini (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

259  Zatoński WA, Zatoński M. Democracy is healthier—health in 
Poland in the late 1980s and 1990s. J Health Inequal 2016; 2: 17–24.

260  Schäferhoff M, Fewer S, Kraus J, et al. How much donor financing 
for health is channelled to global versus country-specific aid 
functions? Lancet 2015; 386: 2436–41.

261  Schäferhoff M, Chodavadia P, Martinez S. International funding for 
global common goods for health: an analysis using the Creditor 
Reporting System and G-FINDER databases. Health Syst Reform 
2019; 5: 350–65.

262  Policy Cures Research. The impact of global health R&D: the high 
return of investing in R&D for neglected diseases. 2024. https://
policy-cures-website-assets.s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/wp-
content/uploads/2024/05/05011905/The-Impact-of-Global-Health-
RD-May-2024.pdf (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

263  Jamison DT, Frenk J, Knaul F. International collective action in 
health: objectives, functions, and rationale. Lancet 1998; 351: 514–17.

264  Gaudin S, Smith PC, Soucat A, Yazbeck AS. Common goods for 
health: economic rationale and tools for prioritization. 
Health Syst Reform 2019; 5: 280–92.

265  Schäferhoff M, Zimmerman A, Diab MM, et al. Investing in late-
stage clinical trials and manufacturing of product candidates for 
five major infectious diseases: a modelling study of the benefits and 
costs of investment in three middle-income countries. 
Lancet Glob Health 2022; 10: e1045–52.

266 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. 
Creditor Reporting System. 2024. https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/
development/data/creditor-reporting-system_dev-cred-data-en 
(accessed Aug 19, 2024).

267 Policy Cures Research. Global Funding for Innovation for Neglected 
Diseases (G-FINDER) database. 2024. https://www.
policycuresresearch.org/g-finder/ (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

268  Schäferhoff, M, Zimmerman A, Foppe M, Yamey G, Jamison D. 
Financing for international collective action for health between 
2020–2022. 2024. https://www.uib.no/sites/w3.uib.no/files/
attachments/cih3_dah_background_paper_may_16.pdf (accessed 
Aug 19, 2024).

269  WHO. Global spending on health: rising to the pandemic’s 
challenges. 2024. https://www.who.int/publications/i/
item/9789240064911 (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

270  Summers LH, Hecht R, Soe-Lin S. How the global Pandemic Fund 
can live up to its promise. 2023. https://www.washingtonpost.com/
opinions/2023/01/30/world-bank-pandemic-fund-disease-
outbreaks/ (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

271 Michaud J, Kates J. The new Pandemic Fund: overview and key 
issues for the US. 2023, https://www.kff.org/global-health-policy/
issue-brief/the-new-pandemic-fund-overview-and-key-issues-for-the-
u-s/ (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

272  Yonzan N, Gerszon DG, Lakner C. Poverty is back to pre-COVID 
levels globally, but not for low-income countries. 2023. https://blogs.
worldbank.org/en/opendata/poverty-back-pre-covid-levels-globally-
not-low-income-countries (accessed June 24, 2024).

273 Glassman A, Kenny C, Yang G. COVID-19 vaccine development and 
rollout in historical perspective. 2022. https://www.cgdev.org/
publication/covid-19-vaccine-development-and-rollout-historical-
perspective (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

274  Adeyi O, Nonvignon J. Transition to sunset: the future of foreign aid 
for basic health services in Africa. 2024. https://www.development-
today.com/archive/2024/dt-2--2024/transition-to-sunset-the-future-of-
foreign-aid-for-basic-health-services-in-africa (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

275  Nonvignon J, Soucat A, Ofori-Adu P, Adeyi O. Making development 
assistance work for Africa: from aid-dependent disease control to the 
new public health order. Health Policy Plan 2024; published online 
Jan 23. https://doi.org/10.1093/heapol/czad092.

276  Usher AD. Anders Nordström calls for fewer global health agencies 
and a bigger role for African actors. 2024. https://development-today.
com/archive/2024/dt-3--2024/anders-nordstrom-calls-for-fewer-
global-health-agencies-and-bigger-role-for-african-actors (accessed 
Aug 19, 2024).

277  Guo B, Fan V, Strange A, Grépin KA. Understanding China’s shifting 
priorities and priority-setting processes in development assistance 
for health. Health Policy Plan 2024; 39 (suppl 1): i65–78.

278  Malik A, Parks B, Russell B, et al. Banking on the belt and road: 
insights from a new global dataset of 13 427 Chinese development 
projects. 2021. https://www.aiddata.org/publications/banking-on-the-
belt-and-road (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

279 Government of China. China top provider of COVID vaccines. 2022. 
https://english.www.gov.cn/news/
internationalexchanges/202203/05/content_
WS6222c2b3c6d09c94e48a5f97.html (accessed Aug 22, 2024). 

280  McDade KK, Kleidermacher P, Yamey G, Mao W. Estimating 
Chinese bilateral aid for health: an analysis of AidData’s global 
Chinese official finance dataset version 2.0. BMJ Glob Health 
2022; 7: e010408.

281  Liu P, Guo Y, Qian X. China’s distinctive engagement in global 
health. Lancet 2014; 384: 793–804.

282  Yamey G, Jamison D, Hanssen O, Soucat A. Financing global 
common goods for health: when the world is a country. 
Health Syst Reform 2019; 5: 334–49.

283 US Department of State. PEPFAR’s five-year strategy. Fulfilling 
America’s promise to end the HIV/AIDS pandemic by 2030. 2022.  
https://www.state.gov/pepfar-five-year-strategy-2022/ 
(accessed Aug 23, 2024).

284  Laxminarayan R, Impalli I, Rangarajan R, et al. Expanding antibiotic, 
vaccine, and diagnostics development and access to tackle 
antimicrobial resistance. Lancet 2024; 403: 2534–50.

285 Lu C, Schneider MT, Gubbins P, Leach-Kemon K, Jamison D, 
Murray CJ. Public financing of health in developing countries: a 
cross-national systematic analysis. Lancet 2010; 375: 1375–87. 

286  Global Fund. Global Fund agreements substantially reduce the price 
of first-line hiv treatment to below US$45 a year. 2023. https://www.
theglobalfund.org/en/news/2023/2023-08-30-global-fund-
agreements-substantially-reduce-price-first-line-hiv-treatment-below-
usd45-a-year/ (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

287  Global Fund. Our next generation market shaping approach health 
equity through partnership on innovation, supply security and 
sustainability. 2024. https://www.theglobalfund.org/media/13586/
publication_next-generation-market-shaping-approach_overview_
en.pdf (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

288  Global Fund. Strategy implementation acceleration into grant 
cycle 7. 2023. https://archive.theglobalfund.org/media/13555/
archive_bm50-08-looking-ahead-grant-cycle-7_report_en.pdf 
(accessed Aug 19, 2024).

289  Stop TB. Stop TB’s global drug facility announces historic price 
reductions up to 55% for bedaquiline, a life-saving drug to treat drug-
resistant TB. 2023. https://www.stoptb.org/news/stop-tbs-global-
drug-facility-announces-historic-price-reductions-to-55-bedaquiline-
life-saving (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

290  Chamon M d, Klok E, Thakoor VV, Zettelmeyer J. Debt-for-climate 
swaps: analysis, design, and implementation. 2022. https://www.
elibrary.imf.org/view/journals/001/2022/162/article-A001-en.xml 
(accessed June 24, 2024).



The Lancet Commissions

1614 www.thelancet.com   Vol 404   October 19, 2024

291  Hu M, Mao W, Xu R, Chen W, Yip W. Have lower-income groups 
benefited more from increased government health insurance 
subsidies? Benefit incidence analysis in Ningxia, China. 
Health Policy Plan 2022; 37: 1295–306.

292  The Global Fund. Debt2Health: collaboration through financial 
innovation. 2024. https://www.theglobalfund.org/media/12284/
publication_debt2health_overview_en.pdf (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

293 Pan American Health Organization. Strategic fund products and 
prices. https://www.paho.org/en/paho-strategic-fund/products-and-
prices (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

294  Sahoo SK, Pathni AK, Krishna A. Financial implications of protocol-
based hypertension treatment: an insight into medication costs in 
public and private health sectors in India. J Hum Hypertens 2023; 
37: 828–34.

295  Moore KA, Leighton T, Ostrowsky JT. A research and development 
(R&D) roadmap for broadly protective coronavirus vaccines: 
a pandemic preparedness strategy. Vaccine 2023; 41: 2102–12.

296  Chang A, Aaby P, Avidan MS, et al. One vaccine to counter many 
diseases? Modeling the economics of oral polio vaccine against 
child mortality and COVID-19. Front Public Health 2022; 10: 967920.

297  Chumakov K, Avidan MS, Benn CS, et al. Old vaccines for new 
infections: exploiting innate immunity to control COVID-19 and 
prevent future pandemics. Proceed Natl Acad Sci USA 2021; 
118: e2101718118.

298  Tooze A. Vaccine investment is a no-brainer—so why aren’t we 
doing it? 2024. https://www.ft.com/content/ffded995-6bed-4961-
bb2f-d1262ef1b0e3 (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

299  Coalition for Epidemic Preparedness Innovations. Machine vs 
nature: new machine-learning platform to accelerate vaccine 
development against new viral threats. 2023. https://cepi.net/
machine-vs-nature-new-machine-learning-platform-accelerate-
vaccine-development-against-new-viral (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

300  Agarwal R. What is day zero financing? A global security 
perspective for pandemic response. 2024. https://www.cgdev.org/
publication/what-day-zero-financing-global-security-perspective-
pandemic-response (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

301  Gavi. More than US$1·8 billion in support for African vaccine 
manufacturing, catching up missed children and pandemic 
preparedness approved as Gavi Board steps up efforts to tackle 
backsliding and fight health emergencies. 2023. https://www.gavi.
org/news/media-room/initiatives-african-vaccine-manufacturing-
approved-gavi-board (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

302  Reid-Henry S, Lidén J, Benn C, Saminarsih D, Herlinda O, 
Venegas MFB. A new paradigm is needed for financing the 
pandemic fund. Lancet 2022; 400: 345–46.

303 Yamey G, Garcia P, Hassan F, et al. It is not too late to achieve 
global COVID-19 vaccine equity. BMJ 2022; 376: e070650. 

304  G20 Independent Expert Group on Strengthening Multilateral 
Development Banks. Strengthening multilateral development 
banks: the triple agenda. 2023. https://cdn.gihub.org/umbraco/
media/5354/g20-ieg-report-on-strengthening-mdbs-the-triple-
agenda.pdf (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

305  Xu J, Marodon R, Ru X, Ren X, Wu X. What are public development 
banks and development financing institutions? Qualification 
criteria, stylized facts and development trends. China Econ Q Int 
2021; 1: 271–94.

306 Ojiako CP. Innovative health financing mechanisms: the case of 
Africa’s unified approach to vaccine acquisition. Health Policy Plan 
2024; 39: 84–86.

307 Corporación Andina de Fomento Development Bank of Latin 
America and the Caribbean. CAF to allot USD 1 billion to support 
vaccination and Latin America’s health sector. https://www.caf.
com/en/currently/news/2021/03/caf-to-allot-usd-1-billion-to-
support-vaccination-and-latin-america-s-health-sector/ 
(accessed Aug 19, 2024). 

308  Krake M, Saputra W. Negotiating a bigger, better World Bank. 2024. 
https://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/world-bank-
financial-incentives-framework-promotes-global-public-goods-by-
michael-krake-and-wempi-saputra-2024-04 (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

309  Future of Global Health Initiatives. The Lusaka Agenda: 
Conclusions of the Future of Global Health Initiatives 
Process. 2023. https://futureofghis.org/final-outputs/lusaka-
agenda/ (accessed Aug 19, 2024).

310  G20 Brasil 2024. Taxing the super-rich: at the G20, Gabriel Zucman 
advocates for international standards for tax justice. 2024. https://
www.g20.org/en/news/taxing-the-super-rich-at-the-g20-gabriel-
zucman-advocates-for-international-standards-for-tax-justice 
(accessed June 28, 2024).

Copyright © World Health Organization. Published by Elsevier Ltd. All 
rights reserved, including those for text and data mining, AI training, 
and similar technologies.


	Global health 2050: the path to halving premature death by mid-century
	Executive summary
	Introduction
	Part 1: Health in a world of change, 1970–2023
	1970–2019: steady progress, with major exceptions
	2020–23: COVID-19 and international tensions
	Trends likely to shape global health, 2024–50

	Part 2: Health goals for 2035 and 2050
	Time required to halve PPD
	Achieving 50 by 50

	Part 3: The 15 priority conditions
	Progress in infectious and maternal health conditions
	Progress in NCDs and injury-related conditions
	Low-mortality, high-morbidity conditions

	Part 4: A modular approach to health-systems strengthening
	Introducing specificity to the health-systems agenda
	A modular approach to priority setting
	Implications for health-systems strengthening

	Part 5: Health-system financing: a long-term perspective
	Cost implications of the modular approach to 50 by 50
	Domestic resource mobilisation in a time of economic headwinds
	Domestic resource mobilisation in an ageing world
	Domestic financing of drugs for priority interventions

	Part 6: Pandemic prevention, preparedness, and response
	The COVID-19 pandemic
	Future pandemic risk
	Pandemic prevention, preparation and response

	Part 7: Accelerating progress via taxation
	Tobacco taxation
	Removal of subsidies for fossil fuels
	Taxation of unhealthy food and drinks

	Part 8: International collective action for health
	Investments in international collective action
	Investments in infectious and maternal health priority conditions
	Funding for the NCD and injury-related priority conditions
	Funding for pandemic prevention, preparedness, and response
	Manufacturing capacity
	New global financing via strengthening the international system

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	References


