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Executive Summary

This report, Risk and Resilience: Advancing Food and Nutrition Security in Nigeria through Feed the 
Future, examines the risks and opportunities related to implementing the United States govern-
ment’s global hunger and food security initiative in more fragile countries. Using Nigeria, and 
especially northeast Nigeria, as a lens, the report reviews the root causes of instability and food 
insecurity and analyzes the specific challenges and emerging possibilities presented by conflict 
and recovery in the northeast. Recommendations are developed for the expansion of Feed the 
Future in Nigeria and other fragile and conflict-affected countries. 

Today, the confluence of climate change, natural disasters, economic stresses and shocks, political 
disruption, and civil unrest is leading to unprecedented levels of risk, growing vulnerabilities for 
the lives and livelihoods of millions of people, and rising demand for humanitarian resources. The 
number of hungry people in the world has begun to rise again, linked to the increasing prevalence 
of conflict. The United Nations estimates that 60 percent of the world’s undernourished live in 
countries affected by conflict.1

Annual levels of international humanitarian assistance have increased steadily over the past 
several years, reaching more than $27 billion in 2016, and appeals are likely to grow.2 There is 
increasing recognition that humanitarian aid resources are finite, and different assistance models 
are needed that go beyond the provision of lifesaving support to better address the root causes of 
hunger and conflict and build resilience, that is, “the ability of people, households, communities, 
countries, and systems to reduce, mitigate, adapt to, and recover from shocks and stresses to food 
security in a manner that reduces chronic vulnerability and facilitates inclusive growth.”3

One of these models could be Feed the Future, the United States government’s global hunger and 
food security initiative. Launched in 2010, Feed the Future helped to reverse the trend of disin-
vestment in agricultural development for low-income countries. It responded to the critical need 
for more deliberate interventions to stabilize markets, reduce poverty, and promote inclusive 
agricultural development, brought sharply into focus by the global food price crisis of 2007/08. 
The first phase of Feed the Future emphasized partnerships in countries with strong potential for 
improving agricultural productivity and leadership committed to investing in agriculture. The 19 
selected focus countries also demonstrated basic political stability, an absence of violent conflict, 
and satisfactory governance.

In its first phase, Feed the Future developed a successful model focused on the twin objectives of 
reducing poverty and improving nutrition. Programs strengthened private sector-driven, inclu-
sive agricultural markets, scaled access to improved agricultural technologies, and elevated the 

1 FAO et al., The State of Food Security and Nutrition in the World, 2017: Building Resilience for Peace and Food Security (Rome: FAO, 
2017), 9, http://www.fao.org/3/a-I7695e.pdf.

2 Development Initiatives, Global Humanitarian Assistance Report (Bristol, UK: Development Initiatives, 2018), 26,  http://devinit.org/
wp-content/uploads/2018/06/GHA-Report-2018.pdf.

3 U.S. Government, Global Food Security Strategy: FY2017-2021 (Washington, DC: USAID, September 2016),  xi, https://www.usaid.gov/
sites/default/files/documents/1867/USG-Global-Food-Security-Strategy-2016.pdf. Other definitions of “resilience” are also being 
used by other organizations. The Food Security Information Network, for example, defines it as “the capacity that ensures adverse 
stressors and shocks do not have long-lasting adverse development consequences.” Food Security Information Network (FSIN), 
Resilience Measurement Principles, (WFP, January 2014), 6, http://www.fsincop.net/fileadmin/user_upload/fsin/docs/resources/FSIN_
29jan_WEB_medium%20res.pdf.
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role of women and nutrition. After its first seven years, in areas where the initiative worked, an 
estimated 23.4 million more people were living above the poverty line largely because of increased 
agricultural productivity, 3.4 million more children were free of stunting, and 5.2 million more 
families were not hungry.4

The U.S. Congress recognized Feed the Future’s significant progress by passing the Global Food Se-
curity Act (GFSA) in July 2016. In October 2018, President Trump signed the Global Food Security 
Reauthorization Act into law, extending support for the initiative through 2023.  

Feed the Future is now moving into a second phase. Fragile countries affected by conflict and 
vulnerable to climate extremes, like Nigeria, were recently added to the list of target countries.5 
The United States has increased the focus on resilience in Feed the Future, adding a new strategic 
objective, “strengthening the resilience of communities to shocks that can lead to famine and po-
litical unrest,” to complement the original objectives of poverty reduction and improved nutrition. 
During its first phase, the initiative expanded to areas affected by recurrent drought, including 
northern Kenya and Ethiopia. The elevation of resilience as a new strategic objective will extend 
this work and add areas that have been affected by conflict, often related to climate change. Work-
ing in fragile and less-stable political environments will be a new and challenging step for Feed 
the Future. 

The focus of this report is Nigeria, Africa’s most populous country and its largest economy.  With 
the country’s abundance of natural resources and huge potential, Nigerian leaders have expressed 
ambitions to become one of the world’s top 20 economies. It is a longstanding, significant partner 
for the United States in Africa. However, Nigeria today is also grappling with critical political, eco-
nomic, environmental, and social risks that threaten its stability and prosperity. 

Fragility in Nigeria stems from multiple sources: persistent weaknesses in governance, dysfunc-
tional public institutions, and an over-reliance on a single commodity—oil—to generate foreign 
exchange and public revenues. Diversification of the economy, a recurring goal of successive 
governments, has proved elusive, despite efforts to accelerate transformation of the agricultural 
sector, which employs nearly half of the population. In the northeast, insurgent groups such as 
Boko Haram and the Islamic State of West Africa have carried out violent attacks for years. Inter-
national humanitarian resources have helped to avert famine, but today nearly two million people 
are internally displaced. Most are from rural areas dependent on agriculture, and have had their 
homes and livelihoods completely disrupted by the conflict.

Feed the Future’s new strategy for Nigeria builds heavily on experience gained during the first 
phase of the initiative. Program components focus on increasing the productivity and competi-
tiveness of selected agricultural value chains and markets in seven states with significant food 
production potential (“breadbasket” states); enhancing the capacities of vulnerable households 
and communities to respond to shocks and stresses; improving access to and use of diverse, safe, 
nutritious, and high-quality foods; and advancing country leadership through strengthening se-
lected policies.

In Nigeria, the Feed the Future strategy takes a narrow approach to addressing the resilience 
strategic objective, focusing on coordination of humanitarian and development programming 

4 U.S. Government, A Decade of Progress: Feed the Future Snapshot, Results through 2018, (Washington, DC: USAID, 2018), https://www.
usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1867/2018-ftf-snaphot.pdf. 

5 See https://www.feedthefuture.gov/about/ for more information. 
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principally in the four northeastern states, with more traditional programming elsewhere. Our 
analysis instead suggests that the sources and manifestations of fragility in Nigeria affect wider 
populations, encompassing areas with startlingly high childhood stunting figures across the north, 
continuing unrest in the Niger Delta region, rising farmer-herder violence in the Middle Belt, the 
threat of climate fluctuations that bring drought or flooding in many productive regions, and a 
burgeoning, underemployed youth population. We suggest that similar sources of fragility are like-
ly to be identified in other Feed the Future target countries.

Based on our analysis, we recommend that Feed the Future make a much harder pivot towards re-
silience, in Nigeria and globally. The initiative should consider a more ambitious, widespread effort 
to strengthen resilience across all zones of influence, by identifying and proactively addressing 
risks that call for an integration of humanitarian, development, and peace/security interventions. 
Feed the Future’s contributions can make the difference in whether households and communities 
are able to just survive troubled times or whether they are empowered to deal with setbacks and 
become prosperous over the long term. 

Given the realities of limited Feed the Future resources, and the scale, complexity, and geographic 
distribution of fragile-country challenges, the initiative will need to focus more on building local 
capacities and systems to deal with a wide array of risks. The initiative has important strengths 
and experience to offer, but the needs are far too extensive for Feed the Future to take on inde-
pendently. To be effective, Feed the Future will have to transition from being a largely stand-alone 
initiative to one that is more tightly integrated with complementary humanitarian, development, 
and peace/security programs. Programming that focuses more on strengthening local capacities 
and mobilizing local resources also will require Feed the Future to adopt a more flexible, adaptive 
management approach to respond to issues and options as they arise, including opportunities for 
new partnerships that could help to adapt programs and scale the impact of Feed the Future activ-
ities faster and more sustainably.  

At this inflection point for Feed the Future, renewed U.S. leadership on food and nutrition securi-
ty is again required. Exercising this leadership in fragile, climate- and conflict-affected countries, 
like Nigeria, is a necessary evolution of Feed the Future to build on its strengths but also to re-
spond to the changing needs of the world’s most at-risk populations. The United States has the re-
sources, capability, and partnerships to lead an expanded, integrated Feed the Future to strength-
en resilience to hunger, malnutrition, and poverty. 

The Center for Strategic and International Studies’ (CSIS) Global Food Security Project recom-
mends that U.S. policymakers and Feed the Future leadership take the following steps to strength-
en development investments: 

• Significantly elevate the priority on resilience in Nigeria and globally in Feed the Future 
programming. 

• Adopt three broad principles that focus on strengthening country capacities and systems to 
guide Feed the Future programming in Nigeria and other fragile and conflict-affected areas: 
tailor the approach to local contexts, amplify voices of local leaders, and monitor outcomes 
and adapt plans. 

• In Nigeria and globally, Feed the Future should prioritize developing programs in six core 
areas in which it has deep experience and that can help strengthen resilience and promote 
sustainable development in fragile regions: improving public sector effectiveness, intensi-
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fying agriculture and strengthening markets, engaging the private sector, increasing youth 
employment, improving nutrition, and expanding the use of information and communica-
tion technologies. 

• Change the management approach of Feed the Future programs worldwide to support more 
flexible and adaptive resilience-focused programming that is purposefully integrated with 
U.S. humanitarian, health, education, and governance programming.

• Harness U.S. diplomatic resources and leadership to expand global attention, resources, and 
coordination of efforts to strengthen resilience in fragile and conflict-affected countries. 
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Introduction

Risk and Resilience: Advancing Food and Nutrition Security in Nigeria through Feed the Future examines 
the challenges of implementing the United States government’s global hunger and food security 
initiative in the complex political, economic, environmental, and cultural context of Nigeria. Ni-
geria today is the largest economy in Africa, but it is also a fragile country, torn by conflict, threat-
ened by climate change, and experiencing widespread food insecurity, with a large population at 
risk of famine. It was selected as a target country for the second phase of Feed the Future, which 
places new emphasis on strengthening the resilience of people and systems.6  

The report: 

• Briefly summarizes the progress of Feed the Future;
• Analyzes the root causes of instability and food insecurity in Nigeria, identifies ways in 

which the narrative of fragility might be changed, and examines the potential contributions 
of Feed the Future;

• Explores the specific challenges posed by conflict and recovery in northeast Nigeria and 
highlights emerging opportunities to rebuild a more resilient society and economy through 
more integrated approaches; and

• Extracts more general recommendations for the expansion of Feed the Future in fragile, 
conflict-affected countries. 

In 2014, a historically downward trend in the number of hungry people in the world began to tick up 
again—to 777 million in 2015, 815 million in 2016, and 821 million in 2017. The number is likely to 
rise again in 2018.7,8 According to the United Nations (UN), much of the recent rise in hunger is linked 
to the increasing prevalence of conflict, which is often aggravated by climate-related shocks.9 The UN 
estimates that 60 percent of the undernourished live in countries affected by conflict, with 63 million 
people in 13 countries facing severe levels of acute food insecurity and in need of urgent humanitarian 
assistance.10 The 2018 Global Report on Food Crises highlights four conflict-affected areas that are “at 
risk of famine”: Yemen, South Sudan, Somalia, and northern Nigeria (including northeast Nigeria).11 

Africa’s rising youth population is another factor contributing to the expansion of instability. The con-
tinent has the youngest population in the world, with almost 200 million people between the ages of 
15 and 24, a number that is likely to double by 2045.12 Job creation has not kept pace, and 60 percent of 
Africa’s unemployed are youth—double the rate of adult unemployment. Even more youth are underem-

6 U.S. Government, Global Food Security Strategy: FY2017-2021, xi.

7 FAO et al., The State of Food Security and Nutrition in the World, 2017.

8 Food insecurity occurs when people do not have, at all times, physical, social, and economic access to sufficient safe and nutri-
tious food that meets their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life. (FAO, Food Security, (Rome: FAO, June, 
2006),  http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/templates/faoitaly/documents/pdf/pdf_Food_Security_Cocept_Note.pdf.). Hunger results 
when insufficient calories are available to meet physiological needs and individuals are “undernourished.” Famine conditions imply 
an extreme shortfall in the food supplies available to large numbers of people.

9 FAO et al., The State of Food Security and Nutrition in the World, 2017, 9. 

10 Ibid., 30.

11 Food Security Information Network (FSIN), Global Report on Food Crises 2018 (WFP, 2018),  28, https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/
WFP-0000069227/download/?_ga=2.63919784.689002790.1544743721-2023424337.1544743721. 

12 Kingsley Ighobor, “Africa’s youth: a “ticking time bomb” or an opportunity?” Africa Renewal, May, 2013, https://www.un.org/africare-
newal/magazine/may-2013/africa’s-youth-“ticking-time-bomb”-or-opportunity. 
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ployed.13 Youth unemployment is particularly 
worrisome in fragile states, where one in two 
youths who join rebel movements cite unem-
ployment as a key motivation.14

Globally, the confluence of climate impacts, 
natural disasters, economic and political mar-
ginalization, and civil unrest is leading to un-
precedented levels of risk and rising demand 
for humanitarian resources. Annual levels of 
international humanitarian assistance have 
increased steadily over the past several years, 

reaching more than $27 billion in 2016, and appeals are likely to grow.15 There is increasing recognition 
that humanitarian aid resources are finite, and different assistance models are needed that go beyond 
the provision of lifesaving support to better address the root causes of hunger and conflict. These mod-
els also need to build resilience, that is, “the ability of people, households, communities, countries, and 
systems to reduce, mitigate, adapt to, and recover from shocks and stresses to food security in a manner 
that reduces chronic vulnerability and facilitates inclusive growth.”16

One of these models could be Feed the Future, the U.S. government’s global hunger and food security 
initiative. Fragile countries that are affected by conflict and vulnerable to climate extremes, like Nigeria, 
were recently added to the Feed the Future list of target countries. The U.S. has increased its focus on 
resilience in Feed the Future, adding a new strategic objective, “strengthening the resilience of commu-
nities to shocks that can lead to famine and political unrest,” to guide the second phase of the initiative 
and complement the original objectives of poverty reduction and improved nutrition.17,18 U.S. Agency for 
International Development (USAID) Administrator Mark Green also has proposed a major organization-
al restructuring so that the agency may provide a more effective, integrated response to fragile country 
challenges. The reorganization would create a new associate administrator position, responsible for 
coordinating the work of three bureaus: Humanitarian Assistance, Conflict Prevention and Stabilization, 
and a new Bureau of Resilience and Food Security. The latter would replace the current Bureau of Food 
Security and expand its mandate. In addition to leading Feed the Future, the new Bureau would directly 
support water and climate adaptation and focus more effort on complementary, integrated programming 
with other bureaus.

The designation of Nigeria as a target country for Feed the Future’s expanded mandate is ambitious. The 
risks that Nigeria—and its partners—must address to build a more prosperous, peaceful, and resilient soci-
ety and economy are substantial.

13 Ibid.

14 AfDB, OECD, UNDP, UNECA, African Economic Outlook 2012: Promoting Youth Employment, (AfDB, OECD, UNDP, UNECA, 2012), 
http://www.undp.org/content/dam/rba/docs/Reports/African%20Economic%20Outlook%202012%20En.pdf. 

15 Development Initiatives, Global Humanitarian Assistance Report 2018, 26. 

16 U.S. Government, Global Food Security Strategy, xi.  

17 That is, countries facing “a combination of risks and coping capacities in economic, environmental, political, security and societal 
dimensions.” OECD, States of Fragility, 2018 (OECD, 2018), 9,  http://www.oecd.org/dac/states-of-fragility-2018-9789264302075-en.
htm. A more quantitative definition of the term “fragile” is in the Fund for Peace, Fragile States Index (Fund for Peace, 2018), http://
fundforpeace.org/fsi/2018/04/19/fragile-states-index-2018-issues-of-fragility-touch-the-worlds-richest-and-most-developed-coun-
tries-in-2018/.

18 See https://www.usaid.gov/what-we-do/agriculture-and-food-security/increasing-food-security-through-feed-future for more 
information. 

“The risks that Nigeria—and 
its partners—must address 
to build a more prosperous, 
peaceful, and resilient society 
and economy are substantial.”
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Nigeria is a country of paradoxes, diversity, and possibility. In 2018, Nigeria overtook India as the 
country with the largest number of people living in extreme poverty—87 million living on less than 
$1.90 per day.19 It is also the home of the richest man in Africa.20 More than 60 percent of Nigeria’s 
190 million people are under the age of 25, but half of youth aged 15 to 24 are unemployed or un-
der-employed.21 Oil exports are the major driver of Nigeria’s financial wealth, although nearly half of 
the population works in the agricultural sector, which today generates just over 20 percent of GDP.22 
Some of the most agriculturally productive areas of the country also have some of the worst nutrition 
indicators, including stunting and wasting of children, low-weight women of childbearing age, and low 
rates of breastfeeding.23,24 

Nigeria is also a country of great diversity, and the progress it has achieved in some regions point 
to the possibility for change in others. Although more than half of children in northern Nigeria are 
stunted, stunting rates in nearly all southern states have fallen dramatically, several to below 20 
percent.25 Nearly half of all Nigerians now live in urban areas, signaling a shift in employment and 
market opportunities.  

Nigeria has experienced recurrent conflicts since the early days of independence in the 1960s. Succes-
sive governments have attempted to improve security, but conflicts continue to simmer today, impos-
ing significant economic, human, and environmental costs. Still, Nigeria is a latent economic power-
house, given its extensive and diverse natural resource base, the energy and innovation of its youthful 
population, and the size of its markets. 

If Feed the Future is to be successful in Nigeria and other conflict-affected and fragile countries, the 
U.S. government will need to hone its abilities to harness the strengths of the Feed the Future model 
for these new, riskier environments while simultaneously working alongside local partners to address 
humanitarian, development, and peace/security issues in a more integrated and intentional way. This 
report is intended to inform these efforts by examining the history and current realities of assistance 
in Nigeria to identify key risks to be faced and potential opportunities that might be explored.

19 Bukola Adebayo, “Nigeria overtakes India in extreme poverty ranking,” CNN, June 26, 2018, https://www.cnn.com/2018/06/26/afri-
ca/nigeria-overtakes-india-extreme-poverty-intl/index.html. 

20 John Campbell, “Nigeria’s Dangote, Africa’s Richest Person, Became Rich at Home,” Council on Foreign Relations, May 23, 2018, 
https://www.cfr.org/blog/nigerias-dangote-africas-richest-person-became-rich-home. 

21 National Bureau of Statistics, Unemployment/Underemployment Report, Q4 2016 (Washington, DC: National Bureau of Statistics, 2016) 
cited in A.O. Adelaja et al., Expanding Employment and Entrepreneurship Opportunities for Young Women and Men in Nigeria’s Agrifood 
Sector: Prospects and Challenges, Research Report No. 2, Global Center for Food Systems Innovation, (Michigan State University, 
2018), https://gcfsi.isp.msu.edu/files/6515/3306/8943/YEE_Series_NG_report_FINAL.pdf.

22 World Bank and OECD, Agriculture, forestry, and fishing, value added (% of GDP), dataset, World Bank and OECD, https://data.world-
bank.org/indicator/NV.AGR.TOTL.ZS?locations=NG.  

23 UNICEF, NUTRITION: Malnutrition Rates in Children under Five Years (New York, n.d.), https://www.unicef.org/nigeria/factsheets_NU-
TRITION_low.pdf. 

24 USAID, Nigeria Nutrition Profile (Washington, DC: USAID, February 2018), https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/docu-
ments/1864/Nigeria-Nutrition-Profile-Mar2018-508.pdf. 

25 UNICEF, NUTRITION: Malnutrition Rates in Children under Five Years.
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I.  FEED THE FUTURE 

Progress and Evolution of  
a Key U.S. Assistance Initiative 

U.S. Funding for Global Food Security and the Launch of Feed the Future
The U.S. government launched Feed the Future in 2010, the key initiative fulfilling President 
Obama’s pledge at the 2009 G8 meetings in L’Aquila to invest $3.5 billion in global food security 
over three years. The U.S. commitment leveraged an additional $18.5 billion in pledges from the 
global community. Feed the Future built on the Bush Administration’s initial response to spiking 
global food prices in 2007/08 and the food shortages, urban rioting, and political instability that 
resulted. Following decades of disinvestment in agricultural development in low-income countries, 
the global food price crisis brought sharply into focus the critical need for more deliberate inter-
ventions to stabilize markets, reduce poverty, and promote inclusive agricultural development to 
avert future food crises.26,27 

The new commitment represented a marked change of direction in the level and trend of U.S. as-
sistance to agricultural development in low-income countries. During 2000–2004, for example, U.S. 
support for African agricultural development, the focus for most agricultural assistance, varied from 
$459 million to $514 million, rising to $1 billion by 2008 as the new Millennium Challenge Corpora-
tion (MCC) began investing in agricultural programs.28 Following the launch of Feed the Future, the 
level of investment rose substantially, averaging $2–$2.6 billion annually between FY 2012–2017.29 
To put this commitment into perspective, however, total U.S. government funding for “foreign oper-
ations” in the same period averaged over $35 billion per year, with the largest sector allocation ($8.4 
billion annually, on average) directed to global health issues. 

26 The share of agriculture in official development assistance (ODA) declined from 18% ($8 billion in 2004 dollars) in 1979 to 3.5% 
($3.4 billion) in 2004. World Bank, Agriculture for Development: World Development Report 2008, (Washington, DC: World Bank, 2007), 
41, https://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTWDR2008/Resources/WDR_00_book.pdf. 

27 OECD, Trends in aid for agriculture and rural development, 1974–2010 (OECD, 2010), http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/Trends%20in%20
aid%20to%20Agriculture%20and%20Rural%20Development.pdf; and Steven Akroyd and Lawrence Smith,  Review of Public Spend-
ing to Agriculture (World Bank/DFID, 2007), http://www1.worldbank.org/publicsector/pe/pfma07/OPMReview.pdf. 

28 Emmy Simmons and David Shiferaw, Expanding Commitments To Food Security And Agricultural Development, (Partnership to Cut Hun-
ger and Poverty in Africa, 2009), https://www.researchgate.net/publication/265284279_EXPANDING_COMMITMENTS_TO_FOOD_
SECURITY_AND_AGRICULTURAL_DEVELOPMENT. 

29 U.S. Government, U.S. Government Global Food Security Strategy Implementation Report (Washington, DC: USAID, 2017), https://www.
usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1867/GFSS_ImplementationReport_2017.pdf. 
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Feed the Future Phase 1 (2010–2017)
Feed the Future was designed as a whole of government effort, led by USAID and drawing on the 
agricultural, trade, investment, diplomatic, and policy expertise of multiple federal agencies.30,31 
In 2010, USAID created a new Bureau for Food Security to coordinate and backstop efforts in 19 
focus countries.32 Selected countries were characterized by high levels of chronic food insecuri-
ty, poverty, and malnutrition. Other criteria included strong potential for improving agricultural 
productivity as well as political leadership committed to investing in agriculture, developing an 
evidence-based national investment plan, and bringing smallholder producers into an expanding 
market economy. Focus countries also demonstrated basic political stability, the absence of con-
flict, and satisfactory governance.33 Regional programs were also put in place. 

Two overarching goals were established for the initiative: the reduction of poverty by 20 percent 
(by stimulating inclusive economic growth through agriculture) and the reduction of stunting by 
20 percent within defined geographic “zones of influence” (ZOI). Feed the Future programs in each 
of the focus countries were adapted to local contexts, partners, and specific challenges affecting 
smallholder farmers, women, and children. Selected ZOI were largely rural with potential for 
increasing agricultural productivity, expanding market connectivity, and marked by high levels of 
malnutrition among children (stunting, wasting) and women.34 

Innovations and Impacts. The inclusion of nutrition as a key objective for Feed the Future was a 
radical departure from past agricultural development programs. Stronger planning, monitoring, 
and learning processes were also developed and implemented to track progress against the twin 
goals and inform course corrections. Results frameworks laddering up to the goals were developed 
at country level, and all Feed the Future programs reported into a common monitoring system 
using a shared set of indicators. 

Understanding gender and women’s roles in agriculture and nutrition were major priorities, and 
Feed the Future programs were required to more explicitly target girls and women and track pro-
gram impacts by gender. USAID, with the International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) and 
the Oxford Poverty and Human Health Initiative, also pioneered the development of a well-re-
garded Women’s Empowerment in Agriculture Index (WEAI). 

Under Feed the Future, programming for agricultural research, technology development, capacity 
development, and achieving research impact at scale rose significantly through university, CGIAR, 

30 USG agency partners in Feed the Future include the Departments of Agriculture, Commerce, State, and Treasury; the Millennium 
Challenge Corporation, Overseas Private Investment Corporation, Peace Corps, US African Development Foundation, the US Geo-
logical Service, and the US Trade Representative. See https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1867/9-26_FTF-Maps.pdf 
for other U.S. partners involved in Feed the Future, including U.S. universities, nongovernmental organizations, and others.

31 Full disclosure: Julie Howard served as Feed the Future’s Deputy Coordinator for Development and Chief Scientist in the Bureau for 
Food Security from 2011–2014.

32 The Phase 1 focus countries were Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya, Liberia, Malawi, Mali, Mozambique, Rwanda, Senegal, Tanzania, Uganda, 
and Zambia in Africa; Bangladesh, Cambodia, Nepal, and Tajikistan in Asia; and Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras in the Latin America 
and Caribbean region. Nicaragua was initially selected but later dropped.

33 Marion L. Lawson, Randy Schnepf, and Nicolas Cook, The Obama Administration’s Feed the Future Initiative, R44216 (Washington, DC: 
Congressional Research Service, 2016), 5–6, https://fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R44216.pdf. 

34 The underlying theory of change reasoned that increased agricultural productivity combined with better market connectivity would 
address both the availability of food and access to food, the first two pillars of food security. Feed the Future investments aimed to 
increase food supply in general and, through higher producer earnings, the food purchasing power of the producing household, 
implicitly contributing to better nutrition. Less attention was given to the factor underpinning the third pillar of food security: 
utilization. Water and sanitation, healthcare, childcare practices, and food safety are associated with effective utilization of food and 
are important to good nutrition. Further, the pillar of stability was under-emphasized in Phase 1 but will receive additional attention 
in Phase 2 through the new focus on resilience. 



7

and private sector partnerships.35,36 With oversight from the Board for International Food and 
Development (BIFAD), existing research partnerships were restructured and folded into a new, 
expanded network of U.S. university-led Feed the Future Innovation Labs.37 The Labs, and comple-
mentary investments in the CGIAR international agricultural research system, focused on devel-
oping scalable solutions to critical crop, livestock, nutrition, water, and policy issues in Feed the 
Future focus countries and regions.  

Increasing private sector investment in agriculture, in addition to public investment, has been 
a high priority for Feed the Future. In particular, the New Alliance for Food Security and Nutri-
tion (or New Alliance) was launched in 2012 as a complementary initiative focused on private 
investment and improving the policy enabling environment in 10 African countries, including 
Nigeria. Under the New Alliance in Nigeria, 40 investors, including 26 domestic companies and 
14 international investors, submitted letters of intent to invest $5.1 billion in Nigeria’s agricul-
tural sector over 10 years. By 2018, about $1.4 billion in investments had been made.38,39 Nigeria 
commitments under the New Alliance represent about 40 percent of private sector commitments 
Africa-wide. 

From 2010 to 2017, in the areas where Feed the Future worked, an estimated 23.4 million more people 
were living above the poverty line largely because of increased agricultural productivity, 3.4 million 
more children were free of stunting, and 5.2 million more families were not hungry. This represented 
a 23 percent drop in poverty and a 32 percent drop in stunting in areas where Feed the Future worked. 
The rate of stunting reduction in countries was, on average, 29 percent higher annually than rates in 
other low-income and lower-middle-income countries.40

Feed the Future focus countries generated $42 billion worth of additional output compared to 
other countries following the food price crisis of 2007/08, resulting in income gains and demand 
for additional goods and services. From 2011 to 2017, Feed the Future farmers sold commodities 
worth $10.5 billion and gained access to $3.3 billion in agricultural and rural loans facilitated by 
the initiative.41

The significant progress marked by Feed the Future during its initial years was affirmed by Con-
gressional passage of the Global Food Security Act (GFSA) in July 2016. In October 2018, President 
Trump signed the Global Food Security Reauthorization Act into law, extending support for the 
initiative through 2023.  

35 The CGIAR (formerly known as the Consultative Group for International Agricultural Research) is a network of 15 international 
agricultural research centers located predominantly in the Global South and focusing on issues affecting agriculture and nutrition 
systems in low-income countries (www.cgiar.org).

36  USAID funding for agricultural research more than doubled between 2008 and 2013. Funding levels were approximately $120 mil-
lion in FY 2013. Relief Web, “U.S. Steps Up Funding for Agriculture Research,” March 14, 2012, https://reliefweb.int/report/world/
us-steps-funding-agriculture-research. 

37 The BIFAD is mandated by Congress and members are appointed by the president (https://www.usaid.gov/bifad).

38 Oluwole Matthew Akinnagbe and Olajide Oluwafunmiso Adeola, “An Assessment of the New Alliance Initiative in Nigeria” March 
2018, published as Annex 4 of O. Badiane, J. Collins, B. Dimaranan, and J. Ulimwengu.  An Assessment of the New Alliance for Food 
Security and Nutrition Synthesis Report (AGRODEP/RESAKSS, 2018), https://www.donorplatform.org/publication-agenda-2030/syn-
thesis-report-an-assessment-of-the-new-alliance-for-food-security-and-nutrition.html?file=files/content/Media/Agenda_2030/
Publications/NAFSN%20Full%20Report%20with%20Annexes.pdf.  

39 Private sector stakeholders in Nigeria cited several factors that prevented companies from fully achieving their investment targets, 
including recession and poor macroeconomic conditions, scarcity of foreign exchange, low investor confidence, and illegal importa-
tion (Akinnagbe, ibid.). 

40 U.S. Government, A Decade of Progress:  Feed the Future Snapshot, Results through 2018.

41 Ibid.
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Challenges. Although Feed the Future has shown impressive results during its first phase, import-
ant challenges remain.42 The Congressional Research Service, for example, drew attention to the 
practical difficulty of implementing and monitoring the whole-of-government approach across 
19 countries and a number of U.S. government agencies with varying principal mandates.43 The 
Center for Global Development, the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), and the 
Lugar Center have questioned the criteria and process for selecting Feed the Future countries and 
ZOIs within countries. For example, in Bangladesh, one of the selected zones was extremely vul-
nerable to flooding and not obviously suited to agricultural intensification.44 

Questions have continued to surface about transparency and the lack of publicly available 
information and data about Feed the Future funding, more extensive data on results beyond 
topline outputs, and the rigor of impact evaluations. These are legitimate concerns.45 Reports on 
the New Alliance have noted the important progress achieved in prioritizing and implementing 
policy reforms, but critics point to the lack of transparency and information about private sector 
investments and results.46 Issues have been raised about the perceived bias towards investments 
by larger international private sector agribusiness, limited engagement of civil society at the 
country level, the sustainability of proposed agricultural interventions, potential implications 
for the development of local private sector companies, and, more generally, opportunities for 
poorer smallholders.47 

Feed the Future’s Strategic Refresh in 2017 
The Global Food Security Act passed in July 2016 required the president to develop and implement 
a Global Food Security Strategy (GFSS) to promote global food security, resilience, and nutrition, 
given that these goals are in the national interest. The (refreshed) GFSS maintains core tenets of 
Feed the Future’s first phase, including the two strategic objectives: inclusive and sustainable agri-
culture-led growth and a well-nourished population, especially women and children. 

However, several areas will receive more emphasis in Phase 2. Most important is the addition of 
“strengthening the resilience of communities to shocks that can lead to famine and political un-
rest” as a third strategic objective for Feed the Future. Means for strengthening resilience among 
people and systems include an emphasis on climate-smart agriculture, proactive risk mitigation 
and management, and improved adaptation to and recovery from shocks and stresses.

42 Dexis Consulting Group, Feed the Future Global Performance Evaluation Report (Washington, DC: USAID, December, 2016), https://pdf.
usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PBAAF131.pdf.

43 Lawson, Schnepf and Cook, Obama administration’s Feed the Future. 

44 Kimberly Ann Elliott, “Five Years in, Still More Questions than Answers about Feed the Future,” Center for Global Development blog, 
Sept. 13, 2016, https://www.cgdev.org/blog/five-years-still-more-questions-answers-about-feed-future; CSIS Global Food Security 
Project, “Tracking Promises Series,” https://www.csis.org/programs/global-food-security-project/tracking-promises-series; and 
Connie Veillette, “Rethinking Feed the Future,” The Lugar Center, TLC Blog, December 14, 2015, http://www.thelugarcenter.org/
blog-Rethinking-Feed-the-Future. 

45 Kimberly Ann Elliott, “Five Years in, Still More Questions than Answers about Feed the Future.” Also see Mywish Maredia et al, 
Impact Evaluation of the Feed the Future Cambodia Helping Address Rural Vulnerabilities and Ecosystem Stability (HARVEST) Project, 
(Michigan State University, 2017), https://www.researchgate.net/publication/319311734_Impact_Evaluation_of_the_Feed_the_Fu-
ture_Cambodia_Helping_Address_Rural_Vulnerabilities_and_Ecosystem_Stability_HARVEST_Project.  

46 Badiane et al., An Assessment of the New Alliance for Food Security and Nutrition Synthesis.

47 Olivier De Schutter, Study: The New Alliance for Food Security and Nutrition in Africa (European Union, November, 2015), http://www.
europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2015/535010/EXPO_STU(2015)535010_EN.pdf. In 2018, France, which had been the 
lead coordinator for the New Alliance in Burkina Faso, became the first G7 member to withdraw from the initiative. France cited 
“mixed results” of the initiative in Burkina Faso from an independent evaluation undertaken by CIRAD, in particular findings about 
an investment in the Bagre region on large-scale irrigation and concerns about the repercussions for small-scale farmers in the area 
who feared that their land would be taken under the new project. 
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The GFSS further emphasizes the 
priority on nutrition, focusing on 
the first 1,000 days from pregnan-
cy to a child’s second birthday. 
There will be more attention on 
integrating water, sanitation, and 
hygiene (WASH) into programs, 
responding to emerging evidence 
about the critical role of clean 
water, safe food, and sanitation in 
improving nutritional status. The 
revised strategy also emphasizes 
youth as an explicit target of food 
security and nutrition programs 
and reiterates the necessity 
to work throughout the entire 
agriculture and food system, not only on agricultural production. The GFSS also draws attention to 
the important role of the United States in facilitating systemic change in Feed the Future countries, 
including through improving the policy environment and strengthening market systems.48

In addition, fewer countries are singled out as target countries during Phase 2 of Feed the Future, 
12 compared to 19 during Phase 1. The addition of more climate- and conflict-affected countries 
such as Niger and Nigeria, together with ongoing target countries Ethiopia, Mali, Senegal, and 
Uganda, signal a closer alignment of Feed the Future with U.S. defense and national security inter-
ests. A 2015 report by the National Intelligence Council concluded that the risk of food insecurity 
in many countries of strategic importance to the United States will increase during 2015–2025, 
and declining food security will “. . . almost certainly contribute to social disruptions or large-scale 
political instability or conflict . . . .”49 In Syria, Yemen, and northeast Nigeria, food has become an 
instrument of war. Vulnerable populations are purposely cut off from humanitarian assistance. In 
Nigeria, the insurgent groups Boko Haram and the Islamic State of West Africa (ISWA) are target-
ing farmers, disrupting agricultural production, and using stolen food to ensnare desperate and 
weak citizens, including young men.50 

Expanding business investment—in agriculture and other sectors—is critical for creating jobs and 
economic opportunities in Nigeria, especially for youth. The United States is Nigeria’s largest for-
eign investor overall, led by the oil, gas, and mining sectors, as well as other U.S. companies who 
are looking ahead to the large and growing consumer market in the country. 51,52 It is vital that 
these investments not be undermined by the spread of violence, for the effects of instability and 
lack of economic options are felt far beyond Nigeria’s borders. Boko Haram and ISWA already have 

48  U.S. Government, Global Food Security Strategy Implementation Report.

49  Office of the Director of National Intelligence, Intelligence Community Assessment: Global Food Security (National Intelligence Council, 
2015), https://fas.org/irp/nic/globalfood.pdf. 

50  John Hamre and Kimberly Flowers, “Food Security’s Ability to Unite, Power to Protect,” CSIS, July 22, 2016, https://www.csis.org/
analysis/food-securitys-ability-unite-power-protect; and Johanna Mendelson Forman, In Defense of Food Security (Stimson Center, 
2018), https://www.stimson.org/sites/default/files/file-attachments/FINAL%20First%20Roundtable%20Report%20%202_27_18.
docx. 

51  Trading Economics, Nigeria Foreign Direct Investment, dataset, https://tradingeconomics.com/nigeria/foreign-direct-investment. 

52  Calestous Juma, “Why Nigeria Matters to the World,” Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, Harvard Kennedy School, 
February 27, 2015, https://www.belfercenter.org/publication/why-nigeria-matters-world.  

“The addition of more climate and 
conflict-affected countries such as 
Niger and Nigeria, together with 
ongoing target countries Ethiopia, 
Mali, Senegal, and Uganda, signal a 
closer alignment of Feed the Future 
with U.S. defense and national 
security interests.”
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spread to other countries of the Lake Chad Basin—Chad, Cameroon, and Niger. The expanding 
conflict contributed to a dramatic increase in migration from sub-Saharan Africa to Europe and 
the United States between 2010 and 2017. More than one million applied for asylum in Europe 
alone, and Nigeria is the top country of origin for sub-Saharan migrants to both the United States 
and Europe.53 

The New Emphasis on Resilience
USAID defines resilience as “the ability of communities, people, households, countries and sys-
tems to mitigate, adapt to, and recover from shocks and stresses in a manner that reduces chronic 
vulnerability and facilitates inclusive growth.” USAID’s work on resilience draws on its long expe-
rience with managing the effects of drought in East Africa and the Sahel and with enabling com-
munities struck by natural disaster, including floods, typhoons, and earthquakes, to recover.54 At 
a presentation in 2015, Tom Staal, now Agency Counselor at USAID, described his earlier involve-
ment in building resilience to drought in Ethiopia, where he served as Mission Director. 

“In Ethiopia, our programs are paying dividends. This year, poor rains threaten 
Ethiopia’s pastoralists once again, but our efforts are helping them adapt. We are 
providing vouchers to support livestock health. In places where livestock might die 
due to poor grazing conditions and lack of water, we are helping pastoralists sell 
their livestock for slaughter and secure a fair price before the market is flooded or 
their animals die. We are also training pastoralists in jobs that are not as susceptible 
to climate change. [Now], in 2015, to maximize the impact of our work we [have] 
launched the new Center for Resilience in Washington.”55

The establishment of the USAID Center for Resilience has provided leadership for this nascent area. 
It has also begun to compile an evidence base to guide resilience programming, including on the 
economics of investing in resilience to drought. A recent USAID analysis found that investing in 
resilience in East Africa was significantly more cost-effective than providing ongoing humanitari-
an assistance. In Kenya, early investments in 2016/17 to protect pastoralists and their incomes by 
providing livestock feed, supplements, water, animal health treatments, and borehole rehabilitation 
resulted in a benefit of $3.40 to households for every $1 spent on the livestock interventions. Simi-
lar early actions in Ethiopia in 2017 had an estimated return of $6.40 for every $1 spent.56  

The conceptual understanding of factors affecting resilience has also increased. There has been a 
rising awareness that the areas of recurrent crises where USAID resilience efforts are focused are 
characterized by a complex and compound array of shocks and stresses, including conflict. Giving a 
development focus—not only humanitarian assistance—to people and places that experience recur-
ring, complex crises, is critical to avoid poverty backsliding.57 With the increase in extreme weather 
events, natural disasters, and conflict in recent years, the need for strengthened resilience across a 
wider range of countries and populations has become more apparent. In short, “it is now clear that 

53  Gwendolin Hilse, “The 77 percent: A platform for Africa’s youth,” DW, December 14, 2017, https://www.dw.com/en/the-77-percent-
a-platform-for-africas-youth/g-41568039. 

54  See https://www.usaid.gov/resilience/resources for more information. 

55  Tom Staal, “‘Resilience’ is today’s buzzword in international development, but what does it really mean?” USAID Frontlines, January 
13, 2016,  https://medium.com/usaid-frontlines/insights-tom-staal-5a7ab307d818. 

56  USAID, Resilience Evidence Forum Report (Washington, DC: USAID/Center for Resilience, 2018),  10, https://www.usaid.gov/sites/
default/files/documents/1867/0717118_Resilience.pdf. 

57  USAID, Gregory Collins, PowerPoint provided to authors, 2018. The following paragraphs draw on the same source.



11

shocks and stresses are not anomalies but are in-
creasingly common, perennial events.”58 

USAID’s experience with resilience suggests the 
importance of programs and institutions that can 
function at different levels—individuals, house-
holds, communities, and regions—to reduce and 
manage complex risk. Work in Kenya, Ethiopia, 
and elsewhere also has shown the importance of 
a holistic approach: joint analysis, planning, and 
implementation across sectors, and especially se-
quencing, layering, and integrating humanitarian 
assistance and development assistance.  Relevant 
indicators of resilience transcend specific sectors 
and include measures of social capital; access to 

a range of financial services; psychosocial sources of resilience, including aspirations and confi-
dence; women’s empowerment; diversification of livelihood risk; ensuring sustainability of natural 
resources; and access to markets. 

The work of the Center for Resilience also points to the need to improve overlapping absorptive, 
adaptive, and transformative capacities and notes that building these capacities “will require long-
term, multi-sector investments to expand and diversify economic opportunities, increase access 
to financial services, and strengthen local capacity to manage conflict and natural resources and 
effectively respond to shocks when they occur.59 It also requires foundational investments in edu-
cation, health, self-efficacy, and other forms of human capital.”60

The decision to elevate resilience as a new strategic objective is important—and necessary—to en-
sure that Feed the Future focuses on meeting the world’s most pressing food security needs as they 
evolve. With its expertise in agriculture, agribusiness, and nutrition, Feed the Future has much to 
contribute in partnership with humanitarian and peace/security efforts aimed at more systemati-
cally reducing risk and strengthening resilience. At the same time, Feed the Future and its partners 
will be challenged to work effectively in areas where institutions and governance are weak, and the 
flexibility and the capacity to adapt to changing conditions are paramount.

Key questions for Feed the Future as it enters Phase 2: What kinds of interventions or combina-
tions of interventions are most effective in different, and complex, fragile situations, and what 
might Feed the Future’s contributions be? How are interventions mainly focused on strengthening 
resilience to extreme weather similar to, or different from, interventions to improve resilience 
where recurrent conflict is the primary driver of instability? If proactive risk reduction is an 
increasing focus, what will this imply for Feed the Future’s traditional strengths in private sector 

58  Ibid.

59  USAID defines these capacities as follows: “Absorptive capacity is the ability to minimize exposure and sensitivity to shocks and 
stresses and to take preventative measures and appropriate coping strategies to avoid permanent negative impacts. Adaptive capaci-
ty is the ability to make proactive, informed choices and changes in livelihood and other strategies in response to longer term social, 
economic, and environmental change. Transformative capacity refers to the governance mechanisms, policies and regulations, 
cultural and gender norms, infrastructure, community networks, and formal and informal social protection mechanisms that consti-
tute the enabling environment for systemic change.” Courtenay Cabot Venton, Economics of Resilience to Drought In Ethiopia, Kenya 
And Somalia (Washington, DC: USAID/Center for Resilience, 2018), https://www.agrilinks.org/sites/default/files/summary_econom-
ics_of_resilience_es_final_jan_4_2018_-_branded.pdf.

60  USAID, Resilience Evidence Forum Report.  

“It is now clear that 
shocks and stresses are 
not anomalies but are 
increasingly common, 
perennial events.”
Greg Collins
Deputy Assistant Administrator & Resilience 
Coordinator, Bureau for Food Security, 
USAID 
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engagement, agricultural technology, finance, and policy? How can Feed the Future work in a more inte-
grated way with humanitarian, diplomacy, and defense partners? Feed the Future’s new focus on Nigeria 
will be an important testing ground for its ability to address these issues with effective interventions 
and close partnerships with U.S., Nigerian, and international organizations and businesses.



13 Risk and Resilience: Advancing Food and Nutrition Security in Nigeria through Feed the Future

   Ezra Millstein/Mercy Corps



14

II.  NIGERIA AS A TARGET COUNTRY 

Challenges and Opportunities in a  
Country Facing Significant Instability and Risk

Nigeria is a country with huge potential. It is Africa’s most populous country, with more than 190 
million people and a land area roughly twice the size of California.61 Nigeria ranks as a lower-mid-
dle-income country in per capita GDP. The country’s leaders have expressed ambitions to become 
one of the world’s top 20 economies by 2020. It hosts the regional office for the Economic Com-
munity of West African States (ECOWAS) and has been a major provider of United Nations peace-
keeping forces.62

However, Nigeria today is also a fragile, conflict-affected state, grappling with significant political, eco-
nomic, environmental, and social risks that threaten its stability and prosperity. Fragility stems from 
multiple sources: persistent weaknesses in governance, dysfunctional public institutions, and an over-re-
liance on a single commodity—oil—to generate foreign exchange and public revenues. Diversification of 
the economy has been an elusive goal, despite efforts by successive governments to accelerate agricultur-
al transformation. Public spending for agriculture has been insufficient to attain sectoral growth targets 
and to expand employment in the food system. Frequent shifts in public policies have often destabilized 
markets for food and agricultural inputs, affecting short-term food security but also discouraging private 
investment and encouraging corruption. Rates of agricultural growth have not matched food demand; 
rural poverty and food insecurity levels remain high, and the country’s reliance on imports to meet the 
country’s food needs has grown. The increasing incidence of weather extremes—drought in some areas 
and coastal and river flooding in others—is now further challenging the potential for transformative 
agricultural development. 

Political instability and violent conflict in Nigeria have deep roots. The attempted secession by the 
self-declared state of Biafra sparked a destructive civil war within a decade of Nigeria’s indepen-
dence in 1960. Outbreaks of violence continue to rock the oil-rich Delta, with recent declines in 
oil prices, environmental degradation, and perceived inequities creating new points of instability 
and unrest.63 Today, conflict and instability in northeast Nigeria, especially in the states of Borno, 

61 World Bank, Nigeria Country Data, World Bank dataset, 2017 estimate, https://data.worldbank.org/country/nigeria.  

62 United Nations, “Service and Sacrifice: Honouring Nigeria’s contribution to UN peacekeeping,” UN News, February 16, 2018, https://
news.un.org/en/story/2018/02/1002901.  

63 Angela Ajodo-Adebanjoko. “Towards ending conflict and insecurity in the Niger Delta region,” Relief Web, September 12, 2017, 
https://reliefweb.int/report/nigeria/towards-ending-conflict-and-insecurity-niger-delta-region. 
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Adamawa, and Yobe, pose existential risks for mil-
lions of people who have been displaced from their 
homes and have lost their productive assets and 
access to markets.64 

Despite its fragility and instability, Nigeria is a key 
partner in Africa for the United States.65 The U.S. 
government continues to support Nigeria’s efforts 
to build a competitive economy, sustain its commit-
ment to democratic principles and institutions, and 
serve as a leader in shaping a vibrant and peaceful 
West Africa. 

A Complex Risk Environment:  
Sources of Fragility and Instability
Feed the Future offers a new opportunity to 
strengthen the U.S.-Nigeria partnership through 
collaborative efforts to address sources of fragility 
and instability—the root causes of so much food 

insecurity—and to build greater resilience to the complex risks faced by Nigerians. Issues of gover-
nance, economic diversification, and climate change are briefly described to convey the dimensions of 
these challenges. The conflicts, food insecurity, and malnutrition that are caused by and contribute to 
fragility and instability also are considered. 

The influence of (poor) governance. In 2009, Richard Joseph, a long-time observer of Nigeria’s politi-
cal scene, commented that, “No one will describe Nigeria, in large part, as a well-governed country, or 
contend that the way in which many public institutions are administered—which is essentially what 
governance means–contributes positively to its development.”66 Many analysts continue to draw a con-
nection between poor governance, corruption, and citizen distrust of the government, and the emer-
gence and persistence of violent conflict in various regions of the country.67 

Nigeria’s federal system of government decentralizes considerable authority to 36 states and 774 local 
government areas (LGAs), giving them significant responsibility for budget management, healthcare, 
education, agricultural development, infrastructure services, and security. However, few states have 
the institutional capacities or resources to meet these needs, and there is an “ongoing struggle for 
greater influence, inclusion, accountability and representation” between political leaders, groups, and 

64 International Organization of Migration, Displacement Tracking Matrix, Nigeria, DTM Round 23 (DTM Nigeria, 2018), https://relief-
web.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/Nigeria%20-%20Displacement%20Report%2023%20%28June%202018%29.pdf. 

65 U.S. Department of State, “U.S. Relations with Nigeria,” Bureau of African Affairs, Fact Sheet, December 4, 2018, https://www.state.
gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/2836.htm. 

66 Richard Joseph, “Economic transformation and developmental governance in Nigeria: The Promise of the Obama Era,” Presentation 
at Brookings forum, May 21, 2009, https://www.brookings.edu/on-the-record/economic-transformation-and-developmental-gover-
nance-in-nigeria-the-promise-of-the-obama-era/. 

67 Daniel Maxwell et al., Constraints and Complexities of Information and Analysis in Humanitarian Emergencies: Evidence from Nigeria (Bos-
ton: Feinstein International Center, Tufts University, 2018),  http://fic.tufts.edu/assets/AAH-Nigeria-Case-Study-Report-FINAL1.
pdf;  UNDP, National Human Development Report 2018 (Abuja: UNDP, 2018), http://hdr.undp.org/sites/default/files/hdr_2018_nige-
ria_finalfinalx3.pdf; and Mohammed Nuruddeen Suleiman Mohammed and Mohammed Aminul Karin, “Cycle of Bad Governance 
and Corruption: The Rise of Boko Haram in Nigeria,” SAGE Open 5, no.1 (January 2015):1-11, , https://www.researchgate.net/publica-
tion/275192860_Cycle_of_Bad_Governance_and_Corruption_The_Rise_of_Boko_Haram_in_Nigeria. 

“Conflict and instability 
in northeast Nigeria, 
especially in the states 
of Borno, Adamawa, and 
Yobe, pose existential risks 
for millions of people who 
have been displaced from 
their homes and have lost 
their productive assets and 
access to markets.”
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regions that leads to fragmentation of effort and great disparities in performance.68 Federal institutions 
provide leadership on national policy and program priorities, but they have limited authorities and 
resources to ensure effective implementation. Mechanisms for integrating federal programs with state 
initiatives are weak and lead to ineffective or duplicative efforts at local levels.69 

There are also geo-political regional divisions that compete for political influence. Although Nigeria be-
came a democratic state in 1999, power-sharing agreements between the north and the more econom-
ically productive south have yet to be fully settled. According to Hoffmann, these arrangements have 
raised “important questions about the long-term effectiveness of the elite pacts and regional rotation 
arrangements that have been used to manage the balance of power between the north and the south. 
It also highlights the fragility and uncertainties of Nigeria’s democratic transition, as well as the unre-
solved fault lines in national unity.”70 

The processes of national, state, and local elections also give rise to a certain amount of political insta-
bility, heightening competition between ethnic groups and regions. Dominated by elites, elections also 
have contributed to a corrosive culture of corruption. Incumbents in political offices reportedly seek 
to gain as much personal wealth and influence as possible during their limited terms in office. The 
perspective that “government institutions do not adequately engage with citizens or the private sector 
and lack the capacity to carry out their mandates” is widespread.71 The Brookings Institution Index of 
State Weakness places Nigeria in the bottom quintile, identifying the performance of Nigeria’s public 
institutions in economic, political, social, and security spheres as “critically weak.”72

The dominance of oil. The extraction and export of oil accounts for as much as 90 percent of Nigeria’s 
export earnings and 70 to 80 percent of public revenues.73,74 Policymaking regarding public invest-
ments in social and economic programming is tightly linked to the availability and use of revenues 
at all three levels of government in Nigeria: federal, state, and local.75 When oil revenues fall, so does 
the capacity of public institutions to carry out their mandates.76 Relatively few states have developed 
significant internal revenue generation capacity to complement the national oil revenue allocations. 
Lagos State is an exception. As the country’s center of manufacturing, banking, and other business 
investment, Lagos State produces one-third of Nigeria’s GDP and leads the 36 states in securing addi-
tional revenues for public investment by a wide margin.77, 78 Fortunately for the country, Nigeria’s oil 

68  Leena Koni Hoffmann, Who Speaks for the North? Politics and Influence in Northern Nigeria (London: Chatham House 2014), https://
www.chathamhouse.org/sites/default/files/field/field_document/20140703NorthernNigeriaHoffmann.pdf. 

69  Patrick Hartzenbuehler and George Mavrotas, Macroeconomic factor influence on agricultural program sustainability in Kaduna State, 
Nigeria Research Paper 86 (East Lansing, MI: Michigan State University/International Food Policy Research Institute, 2017), https://
econpapers.repec.org/paper/agsmiffrp/265415.htm.  

70  Hoffman, Who Speaks for the North? Politics and Influence in Northern Nigeria, 1.

71  “Democracy, Human Rights, and Governance,” USAID, updated May 21, 2018, https://www.usaid.gov/nigeria/democracy-hu-
man-rights-and-governance. 

72  Susan E. Rice and Stewart Patrick, Index of State Weakness in the Developing World (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 2008), 
11, https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/02_weak_states_index.pdf. 

73  The value of oil exports peaked at more than $100 billion in 2011 but fell to below $40 billion in 2016. Knoema, Nigeria – Exports of 
goods and services in current prices,dataset, 2018, https://knoema.com/atlas/Nigeria/Exports.  

74  Hoffman, Who Speaks for the North? Politics and Influence in Northern Nigeria, 12.

75  Dagwom Yohanna Dang argues that all major constitutional changes in Nigeria have been linked to differing views of the formulae 
for allocating revenues. Dagwom Yohanna Dang, “Revenue Allocation and Economic Development in Nigeria: An Empirical Study,” 
SAGE Open 3, no. 3 (September 2013): 1–7, http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/2158244013505602. 

76  Hartzenbuehler and Mavrotas. Macroeconomic factor influence on agricultural program sustainability in Kaduna State, Nigeria.

77 Ikenwa Chizoba, “Highest Revenue Generating States in Nigeria: Top 10,” Nigerian Infopedia, December 28, 2018, https://www.
nigerianinfopedia.com/highest-revenue-generating-states-in-nigeria/. 

78 Gareth Jones, “Nigerian economy: Why Lagos works,” Financial Times, March 24, 2018, https://www.ft.com/content/ff0595e4-26de-
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exports from 1998–2014 experienced a sustained period of growth as global oil prices over the period 
rose steadily and GDP per capita followed suit.79 

However, in 2014/15, the nearly 50 percent decline in oil prices produced a serious macroeconomic 
crisis in Nigeria.80 Public spending and imports were severely reduced, affecting the availability of food 
and agriculture-related commodities.81 A devaluation of the local currency, the Nigerian naira, led to 
steep rises in the prices of imported goods, affecting the industrial sector and creating a scarcity of fuel 
for transport. Consumers’ purchasing power was reduced at the same time as food prices climbed.82

As the prices of its major export commodity rise again, the national economic prospects for Nigeria are 
beginning to turn around with growth of 0.8 percent in 2017, but the incomes of nearly half of the na-
tion’s households remain below the international poverty level ($1.90/day).83 Rural families are poorer 
than the average, with 73 percent of rural households estimated to live on less than $2.50 per day and 
25 percent in extreme poverty, that is, less than $1.25 per day.84 Moreover, households suffer from a 
high degree of vulnerability to falling into poverty as their circumstances shift. Such “transient” pov-

11e8-b27e-cc62a39d57a0. 

79 Channing Arndt et al., Nigeria’s Macroeconomic Crisis Explained NSSP Working Paper 51 (Washington, DC: International Food 
Policy Research Institute (IFPRI), 2018), http://ebrary.ifpri.org/utils/getfile/collection/p15738coll2/id/132812/filename/133024.pdf. 

80 Ibid.

81 In 2016, the Central Bank of Nigeria imposed a process of applications for foreign exchange that affected the import of food and 
agricultural items, including rice, margarine, palm kernel/palm oil products, vegetable oils, meat and processed meat products, 
vegetables and processed vegetable products, poultry-chicken, eggs, turkey, fish and tinned fish as well as tomatoes/tomato pastes. 
See https://www.export.gov/article?id=Nigeria-Prohibited-and-Restricted-Imports for more information. 

82 DAI,  Unpublished draft report on the MADE project, 2018 (personal communication). 

83 World Bank, “Poverty & Equity Brief: Nigeria,” World Bank, October 2018, http://databank.worldbank.org/data/download/pover-
ty/33EF03BB-9722-4AE2-ABC7-AA2972D68AFE/Global_POVEQ_NGA.pdf. 

84 Jamie Anderson, Collins Marita, David Musiime, and Mamadou Thiam, “Understanding Their Demand for Financial, Agricultural, 
and Digital Solutions,” from “Nigeria - CGAP Smallholder Household Survey 2016, Building the Evidence Base on the Agricultural 
and Financial Lives of Smallholder Households,” October 2017, http://microdata.worldbank.org/index.php/catalog/2922. 
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erty was estimated to have grown as a share of total poverty between 1996 and 2010.85 Thus, economic 
shocks introduced by volatility in global oil markets easily translates into reduction of welfare across 
the population, especially among the less resilient groups at the bottom of the income distribution.  

The elusive goal of economic diversification. In 2017, the administration of Nigerian president Mu-
hammadu Buhari launched the Economic Growth and Recovery Plan (EGRP). The plan recognizes the 
need to reduce the over-dependence on oil, foster economic diversification, and diminish Nigeria’s 
vulnerability to external price shocks from the international crude oil market.86 Given the fact that 
millions of Nigerians depend on agriculture for their livelihoods, growth in this sector is seen as an 
important plank in the EGRP. Achieving self-sufficiency in selected food commodities is identified as a 
priority, with tomato paste, rice, and wheat leading the list.87  

The EGRP strongly echoes earlier initiatives aimed at accelerating agricultural development. In 2010–
2011, the government of Nigeria adopted the Agricultural Transformation Agenda (ATA) to revitalize 
agriculture, which then accounted for about a quarter of Nigeria’s GDP.88 Given the growing demand 
for food and the unsustainability of continued heavy reliance on imports, political leaders put high 
priority on improving production, processing, storage, and marketing activities in selected commodi-
ty value chains.”89 The ATA scored well on its reforms of the fertilizer system, advocacy for additional 
financing mechanisms for agriculture, and, more broadly, for re-energizing investors and donors for 
greater investment in the sector. 

The fall in petroleum earnings in 2014/15 and the slow economic recovery since then have sparked 
calls for greater urgency in efforts to transform agriculture.90, 91 After taking office in 2015, President 
Buhari launched the Agricultural Promotion Policy (APP), which built on the ATA and sought to fur-
ther expand its reach. However, the focus continues to be on import substitution, especially for rice, 
and improving smallholder productivity. The ambition of building a globally competitive agricultural 
export capacity is not yet being realized.92  

External donors, including the United States through Feed the Future, have supported both the ATA 
and APP with value-chain oriented programs aimed at increasing agricultural productivity for selected 
crops and improving rural livelihoods through increasing commercial sales.93 There have been prom-
ising examples of innovation, including the emergence of equipment-sharing services such as Hello 

85 Zuhumnan Dapel, Three Decades of Poverty Mobility in Nigeria: The Trapped, the Freed, and the Never Trapped, Center for Global 
Development Working Paper 485 (Washington, DC: Center for Global Development, 2018), 28, https://www.cgdev.org/sites/default/
files/three-decades-poverty-mobility-nigeria-trapped-freed-and-never-trapped.pdf. 

86 Office of the Chief Economist, “Nigeria’s Economic Growth and Recovery Plan,” Economic Research and Policy Management Division, Gov-
ernment of Nigeria, March 2017, http://sec.gov.ng/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/OCE-Policy-Brief-MAR-17.pdf. 

87 Ibid, 4

88 Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development, “ATN-Nigeria,” Government of Nigeria, n.d., https://fmard.gov.ng/ata-nigeria/. 

89 Ibid.

90 Federal Government of Nigeria, The Agriculture Promotion Policy, 2016-2020 (Government of Nigeria, 2016), 3, https://fscluster.org/
sites/default/files/documents/2016-nigeria-agric-sector-policy-roadmap_june-15-2016_final1.pdf. 

91 Channing Arndt et al., “Why Nigeria urgently needs to grow non-oil exports,” The Conversation, September 10, 2018, https://thecon-
versation.com/why-nigeria-urgently-needs-to-grow-non-oil-exports-99304. 

92 See, for example, a commentary on Nigeria’s competitiveness regarding cocoa exports. Joe Itah, “Repositioning Nigeria’s cocoa ex-
ports for global competitiveness,” Business a.m., April 23, 2018, https://www.businessamlive.com/repositioning-nigerias-cocoa-ex-
port-for-global-competitiveness/. 

93 USAID’s Markets I and II projects and various livelihood projects (https://www.usaid.gov/nigeria/agriculture-and-food-security), 
DFID’s Propcom Mai-Karfi program (https://devtracker/dfid.gov.uk/projects/GB-1-202098) and the MADE project in the Niger Del-
ta(https://www.dai.com/our-work/projects/nigeria-market-development-programme-made) and a number of FAO-funded activities 
(http://www.fao.org/nigeria/programmes-and-projects/project-list/en/) all reflected these emphases.
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Tractor and specialist provision of plant protection services. Consumer demand is driving further 
innovation, including expanded production of poultry, fish, and related feed inputs. However, these 
successes contrast with repeated failures to make needed inputs and finance available, affordable, de-
livered in a timely manner, and on the scale that Nigeria’s diversification strategy requires.94 

Agriculture sector-based economic diversification thus remains an evasive goal. The APP em-
phasizes government-enabled private sector engagement in the agricultural sector.95 But actors 
throughout the food system encounter familiar barriers to their businesses: producers are unable 
to access land, financing, and required inputs; traders have little access to credit and must rely on 
their own resources to store and transport commodities;96,97 processors face significant risks when 
they invest in new technologies and seek to expand their plants; and distributors and retailers 
face organizational and information barriers in accessing fresh and processed products demanded 
by consumers. Public spending on critical agricultural infrastructure, information services, and 
technology development lags far behind commitments and needs.98

These factors help to explain Nigeria’s relatively low rank in the global Doing Business Index. In 
2018, Nigeria ranked 145 out of the 190 countries included in the Index. Nigeria’s scores on ease 
of “trading across borders” and “registering property” are startlingly low, ranking 183 and 178 out 
of 190.99  

Nigeria’s efforts to promote private sector growth are also impeded by high levels of corruption. 
The notorious diversion of nearly $5 billion in fertilizer subsidies intended to support greater 
agricultural productivity is only one example of the negative outcomes associated with corruption 
in both public and private sectors.100 In spite of major efforts to address corrupt business practices, 
Nigeria in 2017 ranked 148 out of 180 countries on an index of perceived corruption (from lowest 
to highest levels).101

94 Propcom Mai-Karfi, Lessons Learned, 2012–2017, June 2018, http://www.propcommaikarfi.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/Prop-
com_Lessons_Learned_WEB_FINAL.pdf. 

95 Federal Government of Nigeria, The Agriculture Promotion Policy, 2016-2020. 

96 Although several states have taken steps, with support from DFID, to establish modern systems of land governance, especially in 
urban areas, very little progress has been made. E.O. Thontteh and M.M. Omirin, “Land registration within the framework of land 
administration reform in Lagos state,” Pacific Rim Property Research Journal 21 (August 2015): 14, https://www.tandfonline.com/
doi/abs/10.1080/14445921.2015.1058033?scroll=top&needAccess=true&journalCode=rprj20. Farmers note that they “own land 
without titles.” Such ownership, however, is reportedly being challenged by “investors” able to mobilize the funds to acquire titles. 
Further, state governments and LGAs have the authority to reallocate community land to business applicants in the interests of 
promoting economic growth. Peter Adeniyi, Improving Land Sector Governance in Nigeria: Implementation of the Land Governance 
Assessment Framework, Synthesis Report, August 2013 (University of Lagos, 2013), http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTLGA/
Resources/Nigeria_Synthesis.pdf.

97 Saweda Liverpool-Tasie et al., “The Transformation of Value Chains in Africa: Evidence from the First Large Survey of Maize Traders 
in Nigeria,” Feed the Future Innovation Lab for Food Security Policy, Research Paper 91, December 2017,  https://www.canr.msu.edu/
fsp/publications/research-papers/FSP%20Research%20Paper%2091.pdf. 

98 Aderibigbe S. Olomola and Manson Nwafor, Nigeria Agricultural Sector Performance Review: A Background Report for the Nigeria 
2017, Agriculture Joint Sector Review, August 2017, https://fscluster.org/sites/default/files/documents/nigeria_agric_sector_review_
report_august_2018.pdf.  The review establishes that Nigeria’s performance in achieving sustained agricultural growth notes that 
the Nigerian government has not yet met the country’s international commitments regarding investments in agriculture. Nigeria 
pledged at African Union meetings in Maputo (2003) and Malabo (2014) to allocate 10 percent of budgetary resources to agricul-
ture, but has committed less than 2 percent to the sector. 

99 World Bank, Doing Business 2019: Training for Reform - Economy Profile of Nigeria, Doing Business Report 2019, World Bank, 
http://www.doingbusiness.org/content/dam/doingBusiness/country/n/nigeria/NGA.pdf. 

100 Grow Africa, Fertilizer Subsidy Reform Revives Nigeria’s Agriculture, Case Studies on Public-Private Agriculture Investments, 4, 
https://www.growafrica.com/sites/default/files/fertilizer-subsidy-reform-web.pdf. 

101 Transparency International, “Nigeria,” Corruption Perceptions Index 2017, Transparency International, February 21, 2018, https://
www.transparency.org/country/NGA. 
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The risks of climate change. There is ample evidence that changing climate conditions in Nigeria are 
affecting crop and livestock production as well as fisheries.102 Droughts, floods, and changes in the 
seasonal rhythms (which vary across Nigeria) disrupt the stability of food production and incomes. 
Remarks at the 2018 World Water Week by UN Deputy Secretary-General Amina Mohammed put the 
correlation of climate and conflict into a personal perspective: 

“I was raised in Northeastern Nigeria, where lack of access to clean water and sanitation 
is a major challenge. Lake Chad was once the chief source of economic activity for this 
region, providing food and economic opportunities to nearly 30 million people. Today, 
the lake has shrunk by 90 percent. Some predict it could disappear entirely by the end of 
this century. This drying of the lake and the advance of desertification in the north has 
disrupted everything, from trade routes to agriculture and fishing. It has impacted food 
security and health, increasing the risk of waterborne diseases. It is causing poverty by 
taking away farmers’ livelihoods. And it has a gender dimension, contributing to low 
levels of school enrolment among girls. Taken together, all these factors have contributed 
to increased insecurity in a region already affected by violent extremism.”103 

A recent study commissioned by USAID paints a broader national picture: nearly a quarter of Nigeria’s 
population has high exposure to climate risks: storm surges on the coast, inland flooding along the 
rivers, rainfall anomalies, and chronic aridity in the north. More than 4.5 million people live in areas 
with very high exposure. Many of these environmental challenges are not being addressed as a matter 
of priority, even when risks are strongly linked with food security and conflict.104 

This nexus of climate-related issues is playing a role in fomenting serious outbreaks of violent conflict 
between herders and farmers in North Central Nigeria (the states of Benue, Kogi, Kwara, Nasarawa, 
Niger, and Plateau as well as the Federal Capital Territory).105 In these areas, the practice of nomadic or 
semi-nomadic livestock production systems in Nigeria has been altered by changes in the onset of the 
rainy season. In this pastoral system, cattle, and to a lesser extent sheep and goats, are moved rela-
tively long distances across the landscape. They graze on open lands but also on the stubble and forage 
left after crops are harvested. As Nigeria’s population has grown and demand for meat and milk has 
increased, animal populations have also expanded. Partly because of changing weather patterns, and to 
escape security threats caused by insurgents associated with Islamic extremist groups, herders travers-
ing northern states have attempted to access resources (water and land) in areas further south (where 
rainfall is higher) and at different times than they would have in the past. 

These changing livestock production patterns increasingly have led to confrontations with farmers 
intent on expanding the use of arable land for crop production.106 In some cases, livestock-owning 

102 For example, O. E.Ayinde, M. Muchie, and G. B. Olatunji, “Effect of Climate Change on Agricultural Productivity in Nigeria: A Co-in-
tegration Model Approach,” Journal of Human Ecology, vol. 35, no.3 June 2011):189-194, Delhi, India, https://www.researchgate.net/
publication/263227672_Effect_of_Climate_Change_on_Agricultural_Productivity_in_Nigeria_A_Co-integration_Model_Approach. 

103 Deputy Director General Amina Mohammed as quoted in Stockholm at the opening plenary of 2018 World Water Week. Deputy 
Secretary General Amina Mohammed, “Two Billion People Global Forced to Drink Unsafe Water, Deputy Secretary-General Tells An-
nual Gathering, Calls for Better Management of Existing Resources,” UN Press Release, August 27, 2018, https://www.un.org/press/
en/2018/dsgsm1211.doc.htm. 

104 Ashley Moran et al., Fragility and Climate Risks in Nigeria, (Washington, DC: USAID, September 2018), https://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_
docs/PA00TBFK.pdf.  

105 M Abul Kalam Azad, Emily Elizabeth Crawford, Heidi Kristiina Kaila, Conflict and Violence in Nigeria: Results from the North 
East, North Central, and South Zones, (Washington, D.C.: World Bank, 2018), http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/
en/111851538025875054/pdf/130198-WP-P160999-PUBLIC-26-9-2018-14-42-49-ConflictViolenceinNigeriaResultsfromNENCSSzo
nesFinal.pdf. In other publications, Kaduna State is sometimes included and the terminology “Middle Belt” is sometimes used. 

106 A report from Search for Common Ground provides a good discussion of historic efforts to address the herder-farmer issues. Chris 
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families have themselves become set-
tled farmers, only to find themselves 
under threat from an expanding pop-
ulation of new in-migrants seeking to 
cultivate their land.107 The availability 
of arms to herding populations across 
West Africa has intensified the con-
frontations.108 

In response, Mercy Corps, other 
international organizations, and 
local governmental and nongovern-
mental partners have undertaken 

peace-building programs that facilitate communications between herding and farming commu-
nities.109 Ongoing climate change, however, remains an external threat to the sustainability of 
their efforts. The International Crisis Group also has questioned whether community-based efforts 
will be sufficient to resolve the disputes, given the violence involved, noting: “The reaction from 
Nigeria’s federal and state authorities so far has been wanting. Aside from the recent push against 
Boko Haram and military operations against cattle rustling, they have done little else to address 
rural insecurity in the north . . . they have not arrested and prosecuted perpetrators of violence or 
offered redress to victims.”110

The Vicious Circle: Conflict, Food Insecurity, and Malnutrition 
Conflict.  High levels of violence and prolonged conditions of insecurity are severely constraining the fu-
tures of many Nigerians. Three zones of conflict extend over vast expanses of Nigeria’s territory, each driven 
by a unique set of circumstances and each generating specific political, economic, and social instability.

In the northeast region of Nigeria, sporadic outbreaks of deadly violence since 2009 have contributed to the 
displacement of at least two million people from their farms and livelihoods,111 the destruction of billions 
of dollars’ worth of property including houses, livestock, and farm equipment, and a severe loss of econom-
ic and social resilience. 

The armed insurgent group known as Boko Haram emerged in response to the Islamic teachings of 
Mohammed Yusuf. These teachings called into question the secular nature of the government of Nigeria, 
the value of “Western” education (hence the name Boko Haram, translated as “Western education is a 
sin”), and the provision of public services to the population. Yusuf was killed in 2009 but other leaders 

Kwaja, Bukola I. Ademola-Adelehin, “Responses to Conflicts between Farmers and Herders in the Middle Belt,” Search for Common 
Ground, January 2018, https://www.sfcg.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/Responses-to-Conflicts-between-Farmers-and-Herders-
in-the-Middle-Belt-FINAL.pdf. 

107 The Nigerian constitution makes a distinction between “indigenes” and “settlers.” The determination of who is indigenous is 
contested, however, and has become an explosive source of social and political tensions. Aaron Sayne, Rethinking Nigeria’s Indi-
gene-Settler Conflicts, Special Report 311, July 2012, U.S. Institute of Peace: Washington, DC, https://www.usip.org/sites/default/
files/SR311.pdf. 

108 Naziru Mikailu, “Making sense of Nigeria’s Fulani-farmer conflict,” BBC News, May 5, 2016, https://www.bbc.com/news/world-afri-
ca-36139388. 

109 Chris Kwaja et al., “Responses to Conflicts between Farmers and Herders in the Middle Belt.”

110 International Crisis Group, “Herders against Farmers: Nigeria’s Expanding Deadly Conflict,” Africa Report N° 252, September 19, 
2017, https://www.crisisgroup.org/africa/west-africa/nigeria/252-herders-against-farmers-nigerias-expanding-deadly-conflict. 

111 UNHCR Operational Portal, Refugee Situations, Nigeria Situation, UNHCR, October 2018, https://data2.unhcr.org/en/situations/
nigeriasituation#_ga=2.184712300.411315784.1546349911-1208634534.1546349911. 

“Nearly a quarter of Nigeria’s 
population has high exposure to 
climate risks: storm surges on the 
coast, inland flooding along the 
rivers, rainfall anomalies, and 
chronic aridity in the north.” 
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have emerged, using kidnapping, violent attacks on towns and villages, and periodic raids to support 
their movement. The fate of the girls abducted from the secondary school in Chibok in 2014 drew global 
attention to Boko Haram and the devastating impacts of the conflict on vulnerable populations. 

Military and police actions periodically have contained the insurgency, but the situation is fluid and 
remains a threat. Cities and towns in the states of Borno, Adamawa, Yobe, and Gombe have swelled 
with an influx of displaced persons seeking protection and relief from violence. Host communities and 
humanitarian organizations have worked together to provide food, shelter, and other resources to the 
in-migrants in many instances, but jobs and incomes have been in shorter supply. Security threats by 
Boko Haram, ISWA, and other groups continue to make it dangerous to work on farms, travel between 
towns, or begin the process of rebuilding lives and livelihoods. There are indications of early recovery 
in some areas as physical security improves and agricultural production resumes, but the sustainability 
of such social and economic progress remains unclear. 

In the north-central region of the country, or Middle Belt, as discussed above, violent confrontations between 
pastoralist and sedentary populations have resulted in significant numbers of deaths and persistent 
competition for access to productive natural resources.112, 113 More than 2,000 people are estimated to 

112 The Economist, “Mayhem in the Middle Belt: Fighting between Nigerian Farmers and Herders is Getting Worse,” June 7, 2018, 
https://www.economist.com/middle-east-and-africa/2018/06/07/fighting-between-nigerian-farmers-and-herders-is-getting-worse. 

113 Chris Kwaja et al., “Responses to Conflicts between Farmers and Herders in the Middle Belt.”



23 Risk and Resilience: Advancing Food and Nutrition Security in Nigeria through Feed the Future

have been killed in clashes each year between 2011 and 2016, and the violence is escalating. In the 
first six months of 2018, farmer-herder clashes in Nigeria killed 1,300 people, six times the number 
who died at the hands of Boko Haram during the same period. Some 300,000 people have been dis-
placed because of the escalating farmer-herder conflicts.114 The losses to both national and household 
incomes are substantial, and it is estimated that peace could generate nearly $14 billion in national 
and state revenues and a 64 percent increase in household incomes.115  

In the oil-producing areas of southern Nigeria, echoes of the Biafran conflict continue to ring out as rights 
to revenues from oil and recompense for environmental damage linked to oil are disputed. Reports of 
kidnapping and piracy on commercial shipping in the Gulf of Guinea off the Nigerian coast persist.116 
Although federal revenue-sharing rules apportion a larger share of annual oil revenues to states in this 
region, economic development has lagged in areas of instability and the risks for additional agricul-
tural investment are significant. Organizations like the Niger Delta Partnership Initiative (NDPI) and 
Partnership Initiative in the Niger Delta (PIND) have attempted to address these challenges with 
creative programming.117 

Whole populations are directly affected by conflict, but youth may be most affected as their opportuni-
ties for education, work, and other elements of a normal life are reduced or eliminated. In joining the 
insurgent groups, some youth seek to acquire, through violence, the social acceptance that is other-
wise denied to them. 

Displacement of populations by conflicts compounds the risks for continued instability in the politi-
cal, social, and economic environments in Nigeria. It places new pressures on federal, state, and local 
governments to coordinate efforts to deal with both the immediate impacts of displacement and the 
longer-term return and recovery efforts. Reports from northeast Nigeria’s internally displaced popula-
tions, discussed further in Chapter IV, demonstrate shortcomings in all areas. 

Food insecurity and malnutrition. Food insecurity and hunger are both a result of and contributor to 
fragility and instability. A great paradox is evident in Nigeria. Agricultural productivity has been grow-
ing steadily since 2000, but the states in which the largest share of the population is involved in agri-
culture are also the states with the highest rates of rural poverty and stunting.118 Most of these states 
are in the north of Nigeria. In the more food-secure south, stunting rates have dropped significantly, 
but a new manifestation of malnutrition is emerging with the rapid rise of obesity there.119 Dealing 
with this “double burden” of malnutrition provides a new challenge for Nigerian policymakers. 

Strategies such as the ATA and APP imply that further increases in agricultural production will re-
solve both income and nutrition challenges, but there is ample evidence that more comprehensive 
interventions in the complex pathways linking agriculture and nutrition will be needed to improve 

114 Dionne Searcy, “Nigerian Herders Face Threat From Farmers Competing for Land,” New York Times, September 22, 2018, https://
www.nytimes.com/2018/09/22/world/africa/africa-nigeria-herders-farmers-battle.html. 

115 Meghann Rhynard-Geil, “The Economic Costs of Conflict in Nigeria,” MercyCorps, n.d. https://www.mercycorps.org/research/eco-
nomic-costs-conflict-nigeria. 

116 “Nigerian pirates kidnap 12 crew from Swiss cargo ship,” BBC News, September 23, 2018, https://www.bbc.com/news/world-afri-
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117 See https://pindfoundation.org for more information. 
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119 Sally Akarolo-Anthony, Walter C Willett, Donna Spiegelman and Clement A. Adebamowo, “Obesity epidemic has emerged among Nige-
rians,” Research article, BMC Public Health 2014, 14:455, https://bmcpublichealth.biomedcentral.com/track/pdf/10.1186/1471-
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food security and reduce malnutrition. A recent survey found that a quarter of smallholder farming 
households are extremely poor (living on less than $1.25/day) and 43 percent own only one hectare or 
less of farmland. Twenty percent of all smallholder households reported not having enough money to 
buy food and more than 50 percent said they had only enough money for food and clothes.120 Access 
to land and banking services, greater availability of off-farm jobs, and more remunerative markets for 
agricultural output are potentially important avenues for strengthening household food security. 

Many rural households already seek employment off-farm and rely upon this income for the additional 
purchasing power needed for an adequate diet. The food security of Nigeria’s growing urban population 
largely depends on their earnings and the efficiency of food markets. But a dearth of good jobs, vola-
tile food prices, and markets hobbled by poor infrastructure imply that both rural and urban Nigerians 
remain vulnerable to food insecurity and malnutrition.

Food availability and affordability are only one piece of the malnutrition puzzle in Nigeria.121 An ex-
tensive review of the Nigerian food and nutrition literature was completed in 2013 in preparation for 
a DFID project, Working to Improve Nutrition in Northern Nigeria (WINNN). The review pointed to 
other important determinants of nutritional status, including availability of health care, access to safe 
water and sanitation, women’s knowledge and education, gender, and governance, that is, the policies 
and investments that the governments (federal, state, LGA) make in both direct and indirect nutrition 
interventions.122 An evaluation of the WINNN initiative as of 2017 highlights the immense challenges 
involved in implementing integrated programs and achieving desired impacts.123

This picture of widespread food insecurity and malnutrition contributes to the risk that Nigeria’s long-
term economic growth will be hampered by the quality of its human capital. Child stunting rates are 
more than 30 percent at a national level and more than 50 percent in states in the northwest of the 
country. 124 Global data show that such high levels signal a loss of the long-term developmental poten-
tial, including cognitive potential, for the stunted children—and the nation.125 

The Executive Director of GAIN recently characterized the Nigerian nutrition situation as having gone 
“from security threat to economic imperative.”126 Yet Nigeria’s National Agricultural Investment Plan, 

120 Jamie Anderson et al., “Understanding Their Demand for Financial, Agricultural, and Digital Solutions,” CGAP, June 2017, https://
www.intermedia.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/Insights_from_Smallholder_Household_Survey_CotedIvoire_English.pdf.  See 
also CGAP, Insights from the Household Survey in Nigeria, November 2017, 22, https://www.cgap.org/research/publication/nation-
al-survey-and-segmentation-smallholder-households-nigeria. This survey was conducted during the broader economic recession 
of 2014–2016, so it could be interpreted as a worst-case scenario. But data from the Living Standards Measurement Survey rounds 
conducted in several years generally confirm this picture of poverty and severe food insecurity, especially in northern Nigeria. 

121 Richard Longhurst, Alex Cornelius, and Lawrence Haddad, Nutritional Status in Northern Nigeria, Prevalence and Determinants: A 
Review of Evidence prepared for the ORIE Component of the WINNN Programme, ORIE, January 2013,  http://www.heart-resources.
org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/ORIE-nutrition-literature-review-2013.pdf. 

122 Direct interventions are also called “nutrition specific” and include income support, such as the Nigerian social protection program 
In Care of the Poor (COPE), micronutrient supplementation, or as in the WINNN program, infant and young child feeding programs. 
Indirect (or “nutrition sensitive”) interventions include promotion of home gardens and targeted support for the production of 
nutrient-dense foods (vegetables, animal source foods, etc.).  

123 Frances Hansford, Aly Visram, Emma Jones, Patrick Ward, Integrated Evaluation Report of the WINNN Programme, Operations Re-
search and Impact Evaluation, ORIE, August 2017, http://www.heart-resources.org/assignment/orie-nigeria-final-integrated-report/. 

124 USAID, Nigeria Nutrition Profile, (Washington, DC: USAID, 2018),  https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1864/Ni-
geria-Nutrition-Profile-Mar2018-508.pdf; and UNICEF, Multiple Indicators Clusters Survey, 34-355, https://www.unicef.org/nigeria/
sites/unicef.org.nigeria/files/2018-09/Nigeria-MICS-2016-17.pdf. 

125 Sally Grantham-McGregor, Yin Bun Cheung, Santiago Cueto, Paul Glewwe, Linda Richter, Barbara Strupp, and the International 
Child Development Steering Group, “Developmental potential in the first 5 years for children in developing countries,” Lancet, Janu-
ary 6, 2007; 369(9555): 60–70, https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2270351/.  

126 Lawrence Haddad, “The State of Nutrition in Nigeria: From Security Threat to Economic Imperative,” GAIN, November 21, 2017, 
https://www.gainhealth.org/knowledge-centre/state-nutrition-nigeria-security-threat-economic-imperative/. 
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expected to advance implementation of the APP and the Economic Growth Recovery Plan, makes no 
mention of the 2016 National Policy on Food and Nutrition (NPFN) or the May 2017 Agricultural Sec-
tor Food Security and Nutrition Strategy for 2016–2025.127 

The food security and nutrition impacts of Nigeria’s food import policies remain to be analyzed. Im-
ports of food commodities (especially wheat and rice, but also fish and vegetable oil) help to ensure 
that Nigerians’ food needs and preferences are addressed. However, such imports are regularly cited 
by policymakers as a negative factor that reflects poorly on Nigeria’s capacities to feed itself. Very high 
tariffs and border closures are periodically imposed, for example, to incentivize local rice production 
and processing. Despite these efforts, a significant “demand gap” persists, so smuggling emerges to fill 
it. Policies regarding local sourcing of agricultural ingredients for processed products have forced pri-
vate investors, such as Heineken Breweries, to adapt and change their business models with great fre-
quency and have increased risks for producers seeking to supply such commercial markets.128 Protec-
tive trade barriers in Nigeria may well increase market instability and raise food prices for consumers. 

Emerging Opportunities for Greater Stability and Resilience
Despite these challenges, many Nigerians and their development partners continue to search for ways to 
overcome the threats to stability and the risks that fragility imposes. Our dialogue and fieldwork analyses 
raised four potential areas of strength and opportunity for progress. 

Responding to evolving food demands can create jobs and increase incomes. Nigeria’s growing urban 
markets and rising demands for more nutritious, high-quality food suggest that more ambitious efforts 
to boost on-farm productivity, diversify farming systems, and add more value in the post-farmgate seg-
ments of the supply chains could pay off. A larger Nigerian middle class—estimated to be as much as 20 
to 25 percent of the total population—can now afford to pay more for foods and, like consumers in other 
areas of the world, they are attracted to high-value, animal-source foods, fruits, vegetables, and processed 
foods. Currently this heightened demand is being met largely through imports, for example, fish, fro-
zen chicken, and packaged foods.129 Expanding Nigeria’s own food system to meet this changing picture 
of food demand provides a pathway to increasing economic diversity. The potential for producing and 
marketing these high-value foods is beginning to attract larger private sector investment, for example, in 
fish and poultry feed,130 the production of processed foods like tomato paste, and in the establishment of 
vertically-integrated retail marketing outlets. 

Expansion of this market-driven food system also opens up income-earning and job creation opportu-
nities for emerging small enterprises beginning to provide an expanded array of services both on and 
off the farm. Potential jobs and services include land preparation, spraying, improved seed production, 
threshing, storage, transport, processing, and food service. As the nature of these activities transforms 

127 Sheryl L Hendriks, A Review of the Draft Federal Government of Nigeria’s National Agriculture Investment Plan (NAIP2), Policy 
Research Brief 59, March 2018, Feed the Future Innovation Lab on Food Security (East Lansing, MI: Michigan State University/Inter-
national Food Policy Research Institute, 2018), https://www.canr.msu.edu/resources/a-review-of-the-draft-federal-government-of-
nigeria-s-national-agriculture-investment-plan-naip2. 

128 Akinyinka Akinyoade, Ogbuagu Ekumankama and Chibuike Uche, The use of local raw materials in beer brewing: Heineken in 
Nigeria, The Institute of Brewing & Distilling, November 7, 2016, https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/jib.383. 

129 Adelaja et al., Expanding Employment and Entrepreneurship Opportunities for Young Women and Men in Nigeria’s Agrifood Sector: 
Prospects and Challenges, 6-7.

130 Saweda Liverpool-Tasie estimates that Nigeria’s maize-based feed industry grew by more than 600 percent between 2006–16 in 
response to increasing demand from poultry and aquaculture subsectors. Saweda Liverpool-Tasie et al., Growth and Transformation 
of Chicken & Eggs Value Chains in Nigeria, Policy Research Paper 22, September 2016, Feed the Future Innovation Lab for Food 
Security Policy (East Lansing, MI: 2016), https://www.canr.msu.edu/resources/growth-and-transformation-of-chicken-eggs-value-
chains-in-nigeria.
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with the increasing use of agricultural innovations and information and communication technologies, 
they also present attractive income-generating opportunities for youth employment and entrepreneur-
ship in both rural and urban areas. 

Taking advantage of geographic scale to link markets. The size and ecological diversity of Nigeria pro-
vide opportunities for growth that few other countries in Africa possess. Although leaders in states and 
LGAs are directly responsible for key areas of public investment (infrastructure, agriculture, industry, ed-
ucation, and health), federal investments are critical for guiding the evolution, overall policy, and defense 
of the national economy.131 A recent World Bank report has called for federal government leadership in 
Nigeria to do a better job of “connecting to compete,” that is, spatially integrating domestic markets and 
encouraging sub-regional specialization to support greater economic diversification that will make Nige-
ria more competitive.132 Kaduna State is already emerging as a specialist in maize production and a major 
producer of soy, for example.133 Kaduna-based feed mills using maize as a raw material have a clear op-
portunity to build markets along the increasingly urban Abuja-Kano corridor if transport facilities permit. 

Capitalizing on visionary leaders at the state level to strengthen governance and drive economic de-
velopment. Success in terms of economic diversification is most visible at the state level. The states that 
are growing most rapidly are those that are making progress in diversifying sources of economic growth 
and leveraging greater private sector investment. States promoting adaptation of the area’s agricultural 
systems to emerging impacts of climate change as well as Nigeria’s rising market demands for food and 
feed are also leaders in economic resilience. The government of Kaduna State stands out for its vision 
and commitment to supporting opportunities for agricultural development. The 2017 opening of the 
Olam feed mill in Kaduna, as well as the now-visible investments of companies like Tomato Jos on the 
outskirts of the city, signal progress in realizing the state’s economic ambitions. Whereas Olam Inter-
national already has established its corporate footprint with enterprises in rice production and milling, 
Tomato Jos is an ambitious new start-up working to build a commercially-viable tomato paste capacity 
through a hybrid model of large-scale mechanized, irrigated farming combined with production sourced 
from smallholder outgrowers. 

Leverage the growing and underutilized youth population for good. Looking forward, it is apparent that 
the burgeoning population of young Nigerians is both an immediate source of fragility and a potential 
source of massive strength for the country. More than half of Nigeria’s 80 million young men and women 
aged 15 to 24 are un- or underemployed, and the unemployment rate appears to be rising.134 Successful 
recruitment of youth into insurgent groups and the rise of migration reflect the lack of opportunities 
in the Nigerian economy today. Yet entrepreneurial initiative and success are also evident and signal a 
potential that could be tapped more effectively.  

For example, agricultural production and agribusiness are areas where youthful energies could use-
fully be deployed, both on-farm and in the other developing segments of the agrifood sector dis-

131 Stuti Khemani, “Fiscal Federalism and Service Delivery in Nigeria: The Role of States and Local Governments,” prepared for 
the Nigerian PER Steering Committee, World Bank, July 24, 2001, http://www1.worldbank.org/publicsector/decentralization/
march2003seminar/fiscalfedreport.pdf. 

132 World Bank Group, Nigeria Biannual Economic Update: Connecting to Compete (World Bank Group, 2018), 37, http://documents.
worldbank.org/curated/en/769551524576691390/pdf/WP-NigeriaBiannualEconomicUpdateAprilFinalVersion-PUBLIC.pdf. 

133 AMREC, University of Abeokuta, Mapping of Soybean Areas in Nigeria: A Survey for PrOpCom, Monograph Series #28 (Abuja, 
Nigeria: 2007),  http://www.propcommaikarfi.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/28-Mapping-of-soybean-production-areas-in-Nige-
ria-3-07-1.pdf. 

134 Tunji Akande, “Youth Unemployment in Nigeria: A Situation Analysis,” Africa in Focus: Brookings Institution, Sept. 23, 2014, https://
www.brookings.edu/blog/africa-in-focus/2014/09/23/youth-unemployment-in-nigeria-a-situation-analysis/. See also Adelaja et al., 
Expanding Employment and Entrepreneurship Opportunities for Young Women and Men in Nigeria’s Agrifood Sector: Prospects and 
Challenges.
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   Kimberly Flowers/CSIS

The CSIS research team saw a number of promising agricultural investments in Kaduna Sate, including an 
ambitious start-up company called Tomato Jos. The agribusiness works with farmers, like these, to build a 
commercially-viable tomato paste for local consumption. Even though Nigerian farmers produce 65 percent of 
the tomatoes grown in West Africa, Nigeria is the largest importer of tomato paste in the world.
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cussed above. Initiatives supported by the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development, 
Nigerian NGOs, and donor-supported projects, such as Propcom Mai-Kafari, point to opportunities 
for youth to acquire technical and entrepreneurial skills and own and operate businesses that pro-
vide services including plowing, spraying, harvesting, marketing, processing, and food supply. 

More broadly, youth may be well positioned to generate and apply new knowledge and technol-
ogies through the agricultural research and extension systems that will spark the development 
and widespread adoption of innovations that will help transform Nigeria’s food system. However, 
significant barriers remain. Youth are impeded by low skill levels, the low quality and levels of 
education, and the mismatch between the skills acquired in schools and short-term programs and 
those required by the labor market. Youth access to land, water, and finance is also severely con-
strained, climate risks in the agricultural sector are high, and, for youth in conflict zones, security 
in rural areas is a major concern. 

Many initiatives to train youth for jobs are underway across Nigeria, including in the petroleum indus-
tries of the Niger Delta region, supported by regulations on “local content” in industrial developments. 
135 However, evidence on the effectiveness of youth training programs is extremely limited. A recent 
analysis of programs in the relatively stable areas of southwest Nigeria found the approaches were 
highly fragmented and uncoordinated. They emphasized technical training, but the training did not 
correspond to needs identified by employers, and programs rarely linked youth to actual employment 
or entrepreneurship opportunities. The programs neither tackle the larger policy constraints affecting 
youth employment and entrepreneurship (and small and medium business establishment more gener-
ally) nor address gender-specific training needs and employment opportunities.136  

Mobilizing Resources Needed for Change
The domestic revenues mobilized by Nigeria’s government at federal, state, and local levels are key 
to providing the infrastructure, social and economic services, and governance needed to incentivize 
private investment decisions—of local farmers as well as multinational corporations—and contribute 
to national achievement of food and agricultural development objectives. Public spending is also 
important for providing social safety nets that would enable the extreme poor to escape malnutri-
tion and enduring poverty (whether because of transitory causes such as conflict or the impact of 
extreme weather events or to chronic factors, such as social marginalization or education deficits). 
By international standards, Nigeria’s record on domestic revenue mobilization is poor and its ability 
to support initiatives to achieve peace, security, human development, and economic growth objec-
tives is constrained.137   

Foreign direct investment might be expected to respond to the size of Nigeria’s market and its large 
labor force as well as the potential of the country’s natural resources base. Since 2000, however, for-
eign direct investment has shown a highly variable pattern of growth through 2011 and then a decline, 
reaching just $3.5 billion in 2017 (less than 1 percent of GDP).138 Just how much of this investment is 
in non-oil sectors is unclear, but there is some evidence from international companies such as Olam 

135 Andi Salm, “Technical vocational education and training: TVET in Niger Delta. A situational report with suggestions for possible 
further action by the PIND Foundation,” DAI, n.d.

136 Adelaja et al., Expanding Employment and Entrepreneurship Opportunities for Young Women and Men in Nigeria’s Agrifood Sector: 
Prospects and Challenges. 

137 International Monetary Fund (IMF), Nigeria: Selected Issues, IMF country Report No. 18/64 (Washington, DC: IMF, 2018), https://
www.imf.org/en/Publications/CR/Issues/2018/03/07/Nigeria-Selected-Issues-45700. 

138 World Bank, Foreign direct investment, net inflows (current USD), dataset, https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/BX.KLT.DINV.
CD.WD?locations=NG.   
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and the Artee Group that the food/agriculture sectors are attracting new investments. State-level lead-
ership and governance appear to promote these investments by offering access to land, power, water, 
and other services.

Net Official Development Assistance (ODA) from the Organization for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD) member-countries to Nigeria averaged $2.5 billion over the 2014–2016 period, 
an amount equivalent to just 0.5 percent of Gross National Income.139 The World Bank-managed Inter-
national Development Assistance (IDA) funding levels led the list of donors in 2016 at $781 million. 
The United States was the second-largest donor to Nigeria in that year, with the United Kingdom (UK) 
ranking third. The Global Fund for AIDS, TB, and Malaria, the Global Alliance for Vaccine Initiatives 
(GAVI), and UNICEF together nearly matched the contributions of the UK. The European Union, Ger-
many, Japan, and the African Development Fund also provided significant support. 140 

Health/population activities accounted for 45 percent of donor funding flows, with education contri-
butions at 7 percent and other social infrastructure at 10 percent. Humanitarian aid over the 2014–
2016 period represented 16 percent of the total, reflecting the slowly-rising response to the crises 
associated with conflict in the northeast. Approximately 20 percent of donor assistance during 2014–
2016 addressed economic growth, production (including agriculture), and multisector programming.

The United States provided an average of $637 million a year in foreign assistance to Nigeria between 
2012-2017, including the growing amount of emergency assistance provided to conflict-affected zones 
beginning in 2014.141 Of the average annual budget, the vast majority – nearly 70 percent-- was dedi-
cated to health programs: HIV/AIDS, malaria, reproductive health, and maternal and child health. The 
extent to which nutrition-specific interventions were included in the maternal/child health programs 
is unclear. Humanitarian program funding surpassed total health/population funding in 2017.

Nigeria’s health needs will increase as the population expands and the country deals with the health 
consequences of simultaneous multiple insurgencies and conflict zones. These include food shortages, 
related malnutrition impacts, and the resurgence of polio in the northeast. Donors must also weigh 
the potential spillover consequences for the region and wider continent if resources are not adequate 
to address health problems.142

With the high priority assigned to health assistance, U.S. foreign aid programs in other sectors are 
stretched to make a comparable impact. Agricultural assistance—the sector most closely allied with 
Feed the Future programming—has averaged around $20 million annually, or about 4 percent of total 
U.S. development assistance to Nigeria. This is a minimal investment for transforming an agricultural 
economy that employs nearly 40 percent of the labor force and contributes as much as a quarter of the 
country’s GDP.143 USAID-supported agricultural development initiatives in Nigeria over recent years 
have been spread over as many as 24 (out of 36) states and emphasized smallholder adoption of im-

139 OECD, Aid data at a glance by recipient, dataset, https://public.tableau.com/views/OECDDACAidataglancebyrecipient_new/Recipi-
ents?:embed=y&:display_count=yes&:showTabs=y&:toolbar=no?&:showVizHome=no. 

140 China, while not a member of the OECD and not included in the prior report, has expanded its involvement in development of 
infrastructure and agriculture in Nigeria, some of it through commercial investments. Gubak Happy Daniel and Samuel Maiwada, 
“Chinese Trade and Investment in Nigeria’s Agricultural Sector: A Critical Analysis,” American International Journal of Social Science 
4, no. 2; (April 2015): 277 – 287, http://www.aijssnet.com/journal/index/337 summarizes the evolving relationship, noting that 
Chinese support for rice, cassava and cotton production in Nigeria has increased since 2000. Both cassava chips and cotton are of 
growing importance as exports to China but account for only a small part of overall trade. 

141 All of the USG numbers are taken from the data explorer for foreign aid, https://explorer.usaid.gov/data.html. 

142 Richard Downie, Promoting Accountability in Nigeria’s Health System, CSIS Global Health Policy Center, February 2017, https://
www.researchgate.net/publication/314246094_Promoting_Accountability_in_Nigeria’s_Health_System.

143 A similar pattern of expenditures is found in Senegal, Mali, and Ghana, three West African countries that were focus countries for 
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proved technologies and greater 
market participation in select-
ed value chains.144 Agriculture 
constituted by far the largest 
segment of USAID programming 
for economic growth over the 
2012–2017 period, although 
small amounts of funding sup-
porting trade/investment and in-
frastructure also were included.  

Humanitarian assistance has 
been provided to Nigeria only 
since FY 2015. In that year, 
USAID provided ready-to-use 
foods through UNICEF under 
the PL 480 Title II program. The 
emergency conditions created by 
conflict in northeast Nigeria in 
2016 and 2017 saw a ramp-up of the Title II funding managed by USAID’s Office of Food for Peace, largely 
directed through international organizations (UNICEF and the World Food Program) where it was used 
for local and regional procurement of food to meet the immediate needs of conflict-affected populations. 

However, the Emergency Food Security Program (EFSP), authorized under the Global Food Security Act 
of 2016, has been USAID’s principal mechanism for responding to Nigeria’s conflict-related crises in the 
northeast states of Borno, Adamawa, and Yobe. The EFSP is managed by USAID’s Office of Food for Peace 
and allows for rapid distribution of cash or vouchers to affected populations. Approximately $1 billion 
was allocated to EFSP for global needs each year from FY 2015–17, to be spent flexibly across countries 
and regions. EFSP responses to the growing conflict-related crises in northeast Nigeria grew quickly, from 
$18 million in FY 2015 to $58 million in FY 2016 and $227 million in FY 2017. These resources are pro-
grammed through the World Food Program (WFP) and other partners, largely nongovernmental organiza-
tions (NGOs) with strengths in providing humanitarian assistance. These emergency response programs 
undoubtedly have made a difference for highly-vulnerable populations, covering approximately a third 
of the more than $1 billion needed for continued support to 6.1 million people affected by the conflict in 
northeast Nigeria.145,146

Feed the Future Nigeria Country Strategy  
As a new target country for Feed the Future programming, the GFSS requires the U.S. government to de-
velop a country strategy that outlines how programming will address the three global strategic objectives, 

Feed the Future in Phase 1 and continue as target countries in Phase 2. Health/population appropriations accounted for about 46 
percent of the total in Ghana, 49 percent in Mali, and 59 percent of spending in Senegal. Annual spending on agriculture in all three 
countries was higher than Nigeria’s $20 million. Senegal spent $25 million, Mali $28 million, and Ghana $50 million—all with far 
lower rural populations than Nigeria. Data from USG data explorer for foreign aid at https://explorer.usaid.gov/data.html. 

144 Chemonics, Inc., Maximizing Agricultural Revenue and Key Enterprises In Targeted Sites II; USAID, “Livelihoods Initiative Boosts 
Quality of Life for 52,000 Nigerians,” Press Release, U.S. Government, June 28, 2018, https://www.usaid.gov/nigeria/press-releases/
june-28-2018-feed-future-nigeria-livelihoods-project-boosts-quality-life. 

145  U.S. Government, Global Food Security Strategy: Nigeria Country Plan.

146 UN Office of the Coordinator for Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), Nigeria: Humanitarian Response Plan, January –December 2018 
(OCHA, 2018), https://reliefweb.int/report/nigeria/nigeria-humanitarian-response-plan-january-december-2018. 
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as well as designate priority value chains and geographic zones of influence (ZOI) in Nigeria. Whereas Feed 
the Future in Nigeria will continue to focus on agriculture and nutrition objectives, the country strategy 
includes programming specifically designed to meet the new objective of strengthening resilience.147  

Nigeria’s Feed the Future Country Strategy, released in October 2018, was developed with U.S. gov-
ernment interagency partners following three two-day consultations with diverse stakeholders from 
Nigeria’s northern, north-central, and southern regions. Stakeholders included representatives from 
Nigerian government ministries, private companies, universities and research institutes, non-govern-
mental organizations, and other donors and international organizations. 

Eleven states will have targeted ZOI for Feed the Future activities. This suggests a more limited geo-
graphic scope for Feed the Future programming than during the 2012–2017 period, when Nigeria was 
an aligned but not a target country for the initiative, and programs were implemented in more than 24 
of Nigeria’s 36 states.

147 The following sections draw extensively on U.S. Government, Global Food Security Strategy: Nigeria Country Plan.
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Seven of the target states are in three “breadbasket” regions, with support focused on developing re-
gion-specific agricultural commodity value chains. The breadbasket states are defined as Benue, Cross 
River, Delta, Ebonyi, Kaduna, Kebbi, and Niger. Three LGAs have been selected in each breadbasket 
state, with the goal of reaching a minimum target population of 6 million, or 16 percent of the total 
population within the states. 

The new strategy also designates support for the four northeastern states most affected by the Boko 
Haram conflict: Adamawa, Borno, Gombe, and Yobe. At least two LGAs in each state will host Feed the 
Future activities to reach an anticipated 1.7 million people (6.4 percent of the population) within the 
northeast region. 

The strategy gives priority to geographic overlap with U.S. government health and nutrition invest-
ments and/or with external partners working on health and nutrition. The integration of Feed the 
Future resources with those flowing through the humanitarian programs is not specifically addressed, 
even though the volume of humanitarian resources in the northeast is likely to be substantially larger 
than the development assistance resources allocated through Feed the Future. 

Some NGOs are already working on agricultural activities using humanitarian (and some development) 
resources to support farmers and market redevelopment in areas that are beginning to stabilize. Cath-
olic Relief Services (CRS), for example, is drawing on its previous success in the northwestern state 
of Sokoto to implement new Feed the Future agricultural activities alongside humanitarian programs, 
both targeted at returning farmers in the northeast.

The “Breadbasket” Strategy for Development Assistance. The breadbasket states were selected 
based on their potential to expand production of selected agricultural commodity value chains, state 
leaders’ commitment to improving agriculture, the knowledge and capacities of stakeholders gained 
through previous projects with USAID, the potential for private sector partnerships, high rates of 
malnutrition and social need, and adequate security for implementing partners to operate without 
military or police support. Although the strategy mentions the possibility of geographic overlap 
with other USAID-funded programs, it provides few details on how Feed the Future activities with-
in the selected states will coordinate with or complement programs supported by other external 
donors or link to state or federal programs and initiatives. Brief snapshots of the states selected for 
Feed the Future breadbasket interventions follow, illustrating the broad diversity of conditions to 
be addressed, and suggesting how future Feed the Future programs will build on relationships and 
outcomes from previous USAID activities. 

Kebbi State has a 60 percent stunting rate, the highest in the country. Two previous USAID projects op-
erated in the state: MARKETS II worked with 18,000 rice farmers, and the Feed the Future Livelihoods 
project worked in two LGAs. There are two regional rice mills.148 Kebbi also hosts a substantial Chinese 
investment in rice production, the Green Agricultural West Africa Ltd.149

In Kaduna State (56.6 percent stunting), USAID/Nigeria currently funds the Feed the Future Nige-
ria Nestle Maize Quality Improvement Partnership and the Partnership for Inclusive Agricultural 
Transformation in Africa (PIATA). Both projects are scaling up activities developed during previous 
interventions (Feed the Future Agro-Inputs and Markets II). Maize and soy value chains are central 

148 See https://www.canr.msu.edu/fsp/countries/nigeria/Kebbi%20State%20Policy%20Note%202.pdf for more information. This report 
shows considerable Federal Ministry of Agriculture, World Bank, and FAO investment in Kebbi State.

149 Yang Jiao, “Neither ‘Friendship Farm’ nor ‘Land Grab:’ China’s Agricultural Investment in Nigeria,” Center for African Studies, Re-
search Report 2014-2015, http://africa.ufl.edu/files/CASResearch2014Jiao.pdf. 
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to the Kaduna State agriculture sector both as sources of food and as inputs into the growing poultry 
feed industry. 

Niger State (38 percent stunting) is considered the “rice basket” of the country, producing 16 percent 
of national output. MARKETS II previously worked to improve the productivity of 25,000 rice farmers 
here and the Niger State government supports rice production at the state level, including the rehabili-
tation of 17 irrigation works.

Benue State (28 percent stunting) produces more than 70 percent of Nigeria’s soybeans. The govern-
ment is promoting the expansion of large-scale, mechanized agriculture. The state government is pri-
oritizing access to tractor hire for land clearing through state extension agencies, and improving seed 
and fertilizer distribution. 

Ebonyi State (21 percent stunting) is a major rice producer with many clusters of small and medium 
scale rice mills and processing facilities, as well as a long history of USAID/Nigeria involvement with 
rice producers and processors.

Cross River and Delta States (18.5 percent and 19.9 percent stunting) are in the Niger Delta Region, where 
environmental contamination has severely affected farm productivity. USAID collaborates closely with 
the Foundation for Partnership Initiatives in the Niger Delta (PIND).150 Previous USAID support enabled 
MARKETS II collaboration with PIND in the region, including training farmers in aquaculture and cassava 
best practices.

Target Value Chains. The country strategy for Nigeria has selected five target commodity value chains 
based on their potential to improve productivity and market linkages. Several of the selected value 
chains also have the potential to improve nutritional outcomes, especially fish/aquaculture, cowpea, 
and soybean. However, the country strategy largely focuses on the production, marketing, and in-
come-generation potential of these value chains rather than an assessment of their potential impacts 
on diets and nutrition.

Fish/aquaculture products are high in protein and are a well-accepted food source for which there is 
strong market demand. Fish farming is a potential income-generating activity for women and youth, 
and the production of fish feed is an important agro-industry projecting strong growth.151 

Cowpea is a traditional, highly nutritious, drought-tolerant food that is widely used and traded across 
West Africa. The cowpea production zones overlap with the areas of highest child stunting. 

Maize is in high demand from cereal and feed processors, and the expansion of maize production 
is strongly supported by national and state-level government. Reducing aflatoxin contamination in 
maize is the focus of the current Nestle partnership with Feed the Future in Nigeria. However, there 
appears to be little strategic focus on significant and sustained reduction of aflatoxin in maize and 
other commodities, which will require broader market price incentives for farmers to produce aflatox-
in-free maize and increase availability of aflatoxin control products at affordable prices. 

150 PIND was established in 2010 with initial funding of $50 million from Chevron. https://pindfoundation.org/about-us /. 

151 Ayuba Gona et al., The Rapid Transformation of the Fish Value Chain in Nigeria: Evidence from Kebbi State, Research Report #118, 
Feed the Future Innovation Lab for Food Security Policy (East Lansing, MI: Michigan State University/International Food Policy 
Research Institute2018), https://www.canr.msu.edu/fsp/publications/research-papers/FSP%20Research%20Paper%20118.pdf; 
and Ron Kinunen, “Nigerian Fish Farmers are Turning to Smoked Fish to Prevent Economic Losses,” Michigan State University 
Extension, March 8, 2018,  https://www.canr.msu.edu/news/nigerian_fish_farmers_production_of_smoked_fish_haccp_msg18_kin-
nunen18. 
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Rice has a strong domestic demand and the government supports improved production through both 
local investments and market protection through tariffs and import bans. 

Soybeans are in high demand for fish and poultry feed and for vegetable oil. Feed the Future also will 
work to expand youth and women’s employment through small-scale processing. 

Program Components. The Nigeria country strategy is structured around four program components. 
Three components address the poverty, resilience, and nutrition objectives of Feed the Future in a 
largely siloed fashion, with a fourth component focusing on policies and national leadership. 

The first component, Increasing the Productivity and Competitiveness of Selected Value Chains and Market 
Systems, encompasses the production and market-focused activities with which Feed the Future had 
substantial success in Phase 1 programs in Nigeria and beyond. These include leveraging new private 
sector investments and other partnerships to improve smallholder access to inputs, market informa-
tion and extension services, mechanization and post-harvest technologies; technical assistance to 
government to improve the agribusiness environment, including access to agricultural finance and 
sanitary and phytosanitary measures; and youth and farmer income-generating activities. Priorities 
for specific elements of policy, institutional strengthening, or technology development that will be 
addressed to support these efforts are not delineated. An emphasis is placed on inclusiveness—a key 
principle of Feed the Future—but the description of the component does not say how the challenge of 
working with resource-poor smallholders with poor market access will be met. 

The new strategic objective of resilience is at the core of the second program component, Enhancing 
the Capacities of Vulnerable Households and Communities to Respond to Shocks and Stresses, with a geo-
graphic focus on areas most affected by conflict (in the northeast) and climate change (the rice-grow-
ing riverine areas prone to flooding). Efforts to increase resilience will include improving the capacities 
of youth and women to find productive employment. Technologies for climate-smart agriculture, small 
ruminant production, and small-scale irrigation are potential innovations. The strategy anticipates 
working in urban as well as rural areas, a departure from Phase 1 programs, and responding to the 
country’s growing urbanization as well as the internal displacement of populations from rural areas to 
more secure towns and cities in northeast Nigeria. 

Across all program components, the country strategy gives priority to expanding access to savings and 
credit services, especially through increasing the use of digital financial tools.

Another key area—improving the coordination and complementarity of humanitarian, market devel-
opment, and resilience programming across USAID offices—is newer territory, but the country strategy 
provides few details on how improved coordination may be accomplished. A concern is that collabo-
ration and coordination may be assumed to take place when humanitarian, development, health, and 
democracy and governance programs are geographically co-located. This “layering” of programs has 
typically been insufficient to incentivize robust collaboration except on an ad hoc basis by partners. 
However, the emerging experience with transition activities currently being undertaken by CRS in 
Borno State, which feature a combination of humanitarian and development programming and include 
a new collaboration with the International Institute of Tropical Agriculture (IITA), may provide helpful 
lessons for program integration going forward. 

The third component of the Nigeria Feed the Future strategy, Improving Access to and Use of Diverse, 
Safe, Nutritious, and High Quality Foods, is the least developed and perhaps the most challenging. It is 
clearly important, given the very high stunting levels observed across the country, but it is a relatively 
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new area for the initiative in Nigeria. The government’s planned national consumption/nutrition sur-
vey to be conducted in 2019 should provide an updated baseline for action. 

Although some Feed the Future Phase 1 countries have experience implementing integrated produc-
tion, nutrition, and WASH programming, including in Mali and Senegal, considerable effort will be 
required to determine which of the seven areas of intervention proposed in a recent Strengthening 
Partnerships, Results, and Innovations in Nutrition Globally (SPRING) study for USAID/Nigeria could 
yield the most impact and/or be implemented most cost-effectively. All will require the participation 
and resources of programs—in health, community development, WASH, and behavior change—which 
are outside Feed the Future’s traditional expertise. The proposed areas included: scaling up high-qual-
ity information and communication on behaviors and practices that improve nutrition; investing in 
a systems approach to deliver services supporting nutrition; engaging and empowering women and 
girls through context-appropriate platforms; ensuring sustainable and diverse food production, con-
sumption, and availability year-round; prioritizing pro-poor investments and interventions; support-
ing nutrition coordination and development of strategies and plans; and building strong evidence on 
agriculture-nutrition linkages. 

Feed the Future’s willingness to move into this complex arena is clear. The country strategy states its 
intentions to directly increase the consumption of nutritious and safe foods by target beneficiaries, in-
cluding dairy products, eggs, and meat, through “direct nutrition interventions, strengthening the link 
between health services and agricultural markets, and emphasizing private sector engagement to cre-
ate an enabling environment for improved nutrition.” Yet none of the nutritious animal-source foods 
mentioned, or nutrient-rich fruits and vegetables, are designated as priority commodity value chains 
for Feed the Future in Nigeria. It is not clear from the strategy how USAID plans to link the programs 
in its portfolio together so that they are mutually reinforcing rather than stovepiped efforts. 

Advancing Country Leadership Through Strengthening of Selected Policy Systems, the fourth component of 
the country strategy, will enable Feed the Future in Nigeria to focus on policy- and governance-related 
sources of fragility and instability. The government of Nigeria currently spends less than 2 percent of 
its national budget on agriculture, despite its commitment to increase investments to 10 percent as a 
signatory of the African Union’s Maputo and Malabo Declarations. This program component anticipates 
working with the government of Nigeria to boost expenditures on agriculture, support the federal gov-
ernment-led ATA, accelerate private sector investments, and enhance local capacities for policy research 
and advocacy. The three priority policy areas identified touch on resilience and agricultural risk in the 
northeast region, implementation of the National Strategic Plan of Action for Nutrition, and Nigeria’s 
commitment to the Trade Facilitation Agreement. Climate risks and the challenge of dealing with public 
revenue risks, such as a decline in global oil prices, are not directly identified in the strategy. 

The focus on increasing Nigeria’s own spending on agriculture is clearly of critical importance, and the 
areas of policy emphasis useful. However, a more ambitious program of collaboration with the broad-
er U.S. Embassy economics and policy team, other external donors, private sector, and civil society 
groups could result in a more effective and influential presence for Feed the Future and the United 
States to inform the most critical issues affecting Nigeria’s economic diversification and its responses 
to nutrition, climate, and conflict challenges. 
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III. CHANGING THE PARADIGM 

Integrating Strategies for  
Survival, Resilience, and Growth 

This chapter examines the specific challenges for Feed the Future posed by conflict and recovery in 
northeast Nigeria and suggests emerging options for dealing with risks in ways that lay the ground-
work for rebuilding a more resilient society and economy in the region. We also consider the potential 
role that the breadbasket state of Kaduna, located on the periphery of the conflict-affected northeast, 
could play in fostering greater resilience in the region through expanded market and investment links.  

A Changing Paradigm
Throughout history, the international community has addressed crises in a linear fashion—arrest 
the immediate cause of the crisis and save lives, enable people and systems to recover to something 
resembling the pre-crisis conditions, and follow up with interventions and investments to restart 
growth. In reality, the sequential approach has proved ineffective.  

The risk environment often encompasses multiple stressors with crisis conditions emerging when peo-
ple or systems are subjected to shocks or stress beyond their capacities to cope. Effective international 
responses require an understanding of the local context and the resources that are locally available 
as well as a clear identification of the scope and depth of needs. Not all people or places are affected 
equally by a crisis. For example, some families displaced by conflict will need to relocate to temporary 
camps, while others can find shelter in communities untouched by violence. Recovery from crisis may 
be measured in months, or lifetimes. 

Humanitarian and development leaders and organizations are realizing that the paradigm must 
change. A focus on building resilience—of food systems, but also of people, governments, the social 
fabric, infrastructure, and the larger economy—to withstand shocks offers a new approach for address-
ing the nexus of humanitarian, development, and peace/security concerns. A resilience paradigm calls 
for shifting the emphasis for action from solely responding to a crisis that has already occurred to the 
proactive strengthening of capacities to address the multiple risks likely to underpin future crises.  

Putting greater attention on building resilience and integrating humanitarian, development, and 
peace/security efforts is especially critical when a country or a region is experiencing violent conflict, 
where widespread poverty limits a population’s capacities to manage multiple risks, or where the scale 
of action needed to avert loss or facilitate recovery and growth surpasses the ability of government to 
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intervene effectively. However, strengthening resilience is likely to become a pressing need across a 
widening range of countries as the world enters a new era of increasing climate-related and political 
volatility. Greater resilience, the additional objective adopted in the second phase of Feed the Future, 
will be a particularly apt indicator for the success of U.S. support in Nigeria.  

Today’s Realities in Northeast Nigeria
A Region Under Siege. In 2016, more than three-quarters of the 18 million people in the six states of 
northeast Nigeria (Adamawa, Bauchi, Borno, Gombe, Taraba, and Yobe) needed humanitarian as-
sistance.152 Violent raids of villages and towns by Boko Haram beginning in 2009 resulted in death, 
destruction of property, and disruption of health, education, agriculture, and trade. In Borno State, the 
center of the conflict, and neighboring Yobe State, food insecurity reached crisis levels. 

From June 2011 through June 2018, there were more than 2,000 incidents involving Boko Haram and a 
newly-emerging extremist insurgent group, the Islamic State of West Africa (ISWA). More than 35,000 
people were killed, the vast majority civilians. Violence peaked in 2014/15 then declined in 2016 
following an intensive Nigerian military campaign, backed by international support, to recover Boko 
Haram-occupied territory. The military campaign significantly reduced the territory controlled by Boko 
Haram to pockets of Borno State, but by mid-2018 Boko Haram and ISWA attacks on military encamp-
ments, towns, and villages—and even individual farms—began to escalate again ahead of the country’s 
elections slated for February 2019.153 

Both Boko Haram and ISWA continue to assert some territorial authority in parts of Nigeria’s north-
east, and reportedly collect taxes and provide some services in areas they control.154 The Council on 
Foreign Relations observes, “Though the group [Boko Haram] is undoubtedly less powerful than it was 
in 2015, there is no sign that the government will defeat it in the foreseeable future.”155 

A Devastated Agricultural Sector. In Boko Haram-affected areas of northeastern Nigeria, as many as 
80 percent of internally displaced persons (IDPs) and recent returnees were dependent on agriculture, 
livestock, or local trading. Most lost key assets and income sources as a result of the conflict, contrib-
uting to the decline in food availability, rising prices, and deepened food insecurity. The usual sources 
of off-season income, including employment in petty trade, construction, and other minor jobs have 
also been disrupted.156 

Between 2010 and 2015, sorghum production in Borno State declined by an estimated 82 percent, 
rice by 67 percent, and millet by 55 percent. In the same period, more than 200,000 cattle, sheep 
and goats were killed or lost to the insurgents. The important fishing industry around Lake Chad, 
already challenged by the changing climate, has effectively been shut down since late 2014 as 
Boko Haram increased its attacks on surrounding communities. Fertilizer is now a prohibited input 
in the region, out of concern that ammonium nitrate and urea will be seized by Boko Haram for 

152 United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), Business Case Assessment for Accelerating Development Investments in Famine 
Response and Prevention-Case Study North-East Nigeria (Nigeria: UNDP, 2017), 4, http://www.undp.org/content/dam/undp/li-
brary/crisis%20prevention/UNDP_FamineStudy_Nigeria.PDF.

153 “Global Conflict Tracker, Boko Haram in Nigeria,” Council on Foreign Relations, updated January 9, 2019, https://www.cfr.org/inter-
actives/global-conflict-tracker?marker=19#!/conflict/boko-haram-in-nigeria. 

154 John Campbell and Asch Harwood, “Boko Haram’s Deadly Impact.” Council on Foreign Relations, August 20, 2018, https://www.cfr.
org/article/boko-harams-deadly-impact. 

155 Ibid.

156 UNDP, Business Case Assessment for Accelerating Development Investments in Famine Response and Prevention-Case Study 
North-East Nigeria, 13.
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bomb-making.157 Across the northeast, height restrictions on crops remain in place to avoid creating 
hiding places for insurgent groups.  

The crisis severed transportation arteries and closed markets, particularly in Borno State. Motorbikes, a 
major means of transportation, were banned in 2013, and electricity supply and mobile phone net-
works were turned off in many areas to disrupt Boko Haram’s communications.158 During 2014/15, 
only one-third of rural agricultural markets were able to operate without interruption, resulting in 
significant price increases for staple foods.159  

A Displaced Population. More than two million people have been displaced from their farms and live-
lihoods in northeast Nigeria. Most are from rural areas of Borno (73 percent), Adamawa (10 percent), 
and Yobe (7 percent) states.160 Sixty percent of internally displaced persons (IDPs) who have fled con-
flict live in more secure host communities in privately-owned housing and 40 percent live in camps.161 
Across the six northeast states of Adamawa, Bauchi, Borno, Gombe, Taraba, and Yobe, there are an 
estimated 298 IDP camps and 2,159 communities are hosting displaced persons.162 Nearly all camps 
are spontaneous, although the military has established camps in some areas. Increasingly, camps are 
receiving some support from nongovernmental or UN organizations.

Although nearly 90 percent of those in camps receive some food support, three-quarters of camp residents 
surveyed by the International Organization of Migration (IOM) report that food continues to be their main 
unmet need.163 Fifty-six percent of displaced persons are children under the age of 17.164 IDP numbers have 
continued to increase slightly over time as transportation routes are opened into previously non-accessible 
areas and residents flee violence there. The newly arrived children often exhibit symptoms of malnutri-
tion.165 Most camps also receive some water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH), shelter, education, and liveli-
hood support from non-governmental organizations, government or private donations.

Some of those who have fled conflict have resettled outside the northeast, including an estimated 10,000 
around Nigeria’s capital of Abuja, many of whom arrived in 2014 from Bama and Gwoza areas of Borno 
State.166 Our team visited three of the nine camps near Abuja, and found that many of these residents, like 
an estimated 40 percent of all displaced persons living in northeast camps, had been displaced multiple 
times, losing more belongings—and sources of resilience—each time they migrated to a new place.167 

157 Adesoji Adelaja and Justin George, Effects of Conflict on Agriculture: Evidence from the Boko Haram Insurgency in Nigeria, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, Food and Resource Economics (Michigan State University, 2018), 9. 

158 Zainab Murtala and Bashir Abubakar, “State governance and coordination of the humanitarian response in north-east Nigeria,” 
Humanitarian Practice Network, Overseas Development Institute, October 2017, https://odihpn.org/magazine/state-gover-
nance-and-coordination-of-the-humanitarian-response-in-north-east-nigeria/.   

159 J. Van Den Hoek, Agricultural market activity and Boko Haram attacks in northeastern Nigeria, West African Papers No. 9 (Paris: 
OECD Publishing, 2017, https://doi.org/10.1787/13ba9f2e-en. 

160 International Organization of Migration, Displacement Tracking Matrix, Nigeria, 5.

161 Ibid., 5.

162 Ibid., 12.

163 Ibid., 5.

164 Ibid., 9.

165 UNICEF, Nigeria Humanitarian Situation Report 1-30 (UNICEF, 2018), https://reliefweb.int/report/nigeria/unicef-nigeria-humani-
tarian-situation-report-1-30-september-2018. 

166 Hamza Mohamed, “Thousands Displaced by Boko Haram Languish in Abuja IDP Camps,” Al Jazeera, March 26, 2018, https://www.
aljazeera.com/indepth/features/thousands-displaced-boko-haram-languish-abuja-idp-camps-180325070133915.html. 

167 International Organization of Migration, Displacement Tracking Matrix, Nigeria, 10.
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More than 2 million people have been displaced from their farms and livelihoods in northeast Nigeria. Hadizsa, pic-
tured in the middle, fled from Borno State with eight children after Boko Haram killed her husband and burned her 
house. She has been displaced and living in a locally run IDP camp outside of Abuja for more than two years.
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Ongoing Instability. By early 2018, with the active conflict apparently confined to Borno State, polit-
ical and military leaders were eager to demonstrate progress and encouraged displaced populations 
to begin returning to home towns and villages. Many IDPs across the region began to return to their 
home villages. But attacks again increased in mid-2018, and villages near the city of Maiduguri and 
parts of northern and eastern Borno state, especially, remain vulnerable. Humanitarian and develop-
ment agencies are challenged to provide support to areas that are under continued threat of attack. 
Further, there will continue to be a population of IDPs for whom safe return to home villages is not 
an option, with little prospect of improvement for the foreseeable future. Many IDPs, the majority of 
whom are youth, will likely reside long-term or permanently in garrison towns because of ongoing 
security concerns and the work opportunities that these towns offer.

In more secure areas, including southern Borno and surrounding states, the conflict-affected have 
returned home to confront the absence of basic infrastructure and services in home villages. After dis-
covering these conditions, some villagers subsequently returned to the secured towns. An NGO worker 
told us, “A few months ago we were more optimistic. People were starting to go back to their home 
areas. But now they are telling us, ‘We have been back to our original areas and there is nothing. There 
are no shops. There is no safe water. We cannot walk safely to our fields.’ Without the continued flow 
of humanitarian resources as people resettle, their conditions will rapidly deteriorate.”  

Changing the Paradigm: Opportunities to Improve Resilience in Northeast Nigeria
Improving governance, transparency, information flows, and accountability. The government is per-
haps the most fundamental force for addressing the issues being faced by populations in the northeast 
region of Nigeria. However, citizens’ distrust and dissatisfaction with government performance as well as 
the secular nature of governance have been major contributors to the emergence of extremist ideologies 
espoused by Boko Haram and ISWA.168 Conflict has also weakened the capacities of public institutions 
at the state and local level to respond to the greater needs, with staffing, revenues, and security posing 
significant challenges.

Since 2014, the Nigerian federal government has focused on launching military actions to defeat the 
extremist groups. These groups have proven to be surprisingly adept, however, and the government’s mil-
itary tactics have been questioned. For example, humanitarian groups express concern that the military 
strategy of cutting off all transportation and supplies to suspected insurgent areas has facilitated an un-
seen humanitarian crisis, confirmed by the poor nutrition and health status of displaced persons escap-
ing from those areas. On its side, the Nigerian military is concerned that aid provided by humanitarian 
organizations ends up in the hands of Boko Haram or communities that harbor them, unintentionally 
supporting the insurgent groups. 

The state governments are responsible for the social services (health, education), economic and physical in-
frastructure, and local security services. However, State Emergency Management Agencies are not regularly 
funded and must request special allocations for their programs. The sporadic disruption of violent attacks, 
the scale of destruction of social and economic infrastructure, and the fact that so many IDPs have flood-
ed into certain towns and cities for protection have challenged states’ effectiveness in carrying out these 
responsibilities. Since civil servants have been targeted in Boko Haram attacks, the availability of teachers, 
healthcare workers, and other personnel is also an issue. 

The National Emergency Management Agency (NEMA) complements support from state-level agencies, but 
displaced persons report continued dissatisfaction with public services. The UN and NGOs have expanded 

168 Alexander Thurston, Boko Haram: The History of an African Jihadist Movement (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2018).
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support since 2014 and are often seen as more responsive to IDP needs. More broadly, the lack of transpar-
ency and information about aid distribution facilitates endemic corruption. One Abuja IDP camp resident 
recounted that camp leaders requested NEMA personnel to explain why their camp was only receiving 
50 percent of the normal relief allotment. The response was to remove the camp entirely from the relief 
distribution rolls. A recent UNDP report estimated that as of April 2017 only 1.9 million of the 5.2 million 
in Nigeria at risk of severe food insecurity were being reached, the result of “. . . delayed and inadequate 
funding, pervasive insecurity, poor and unreliable distribution, corruption, as well as bureaucratic red tape.” 

NGOs have found that identifying credible LGA officials and informal community leaders, and working 
with them as partners in the provision of humanitarian assistance, has been more effective than working 
only with national and state-level emergency agencies. The people in secured towns hosting those who 
have fled conflict “have been amazing” in the words of one NGO representative. The strong tradition of 
hospitality in northeast Nigeria has meant that IDPs have been accepted by the great majority of host com-
munities, with very few instances of internal conflict.169 However, even welcoming host communities may 
face issues of governance if the conflict-affected choose to stay and strains on existing health, education, 
housing, market services, and arable land cannot be adequately addressed. 

Critically, strengthening resilience in northeast Nigeria over the longer term will require restoring faith in 
the social contract between the population of the northeast and the government of Nigeria to address poor 
economic and social indicators, high youth unemployment, limited public service provision, and endemic 
corruption. This will be extremely difficult. As one multilateral organization representative told us, “We all 
know that efficiency and accountability are issues. But our leverage here is extremely limited—Nigeria is a 
rich country.” 

Clues to potentially effective approaches may be found in the work of NGOs who are building the capacities 
of grassroots leaders and respected LGA officials. Another opportunity to build the credibility of local gov-
ernment will come as security and stabilization functions are transferred from the military to an account-
able police force created from existing local vigilante groups.  

Improving the policy environment, increasing transparency, and privatizing government-controlled ser-
vices and functions that have been plagued by corruption provides another pathway to increasing confi-
dence in government. For example, Kaduna State, which produces 40 percent of Nigeria’s maize, has under-
gone an agricultural and industrial surge over the past several years.  The current governor, Nasir El-Rufai, 
has prioritized the expansion of private sector investment and publicly financed programs that support 
agricultural growth in the state, pointing to the availability of arable land—currently only 30 percent of 4.5 
million hectares is utilized.  In 2016, Olam International announced its intention to invest $150 million in 
two animal feed mills, poultry breeding farms, and a hatchery to produce day-old chicks in Kaduna State.170 
One of Nigeria’s largest seed companies, Premier Seeds Nigeria Limited, a producer of improved certified 
agricultural seeds, and a newer company, Value Seeds, are headquartered in Kaduna State. 

Kaduna State was one of the states showing the most improvement in the 2017 World Bank Doing Busi-
ness Indicators survey.171 When asked about the key factors underlying the expansion of private invest-
ment, a Kaduna State agriculture official pointed to the main programs the state offers to reduce the risk of 

169 International Organization of Migration, Displacement Tracking Matrix Nigeria, 26.

170 Max Ndianaefo, “Nigeria: Kaduna State Gets Agricultural Value Chain Investment,” CPAfrica. N.d., https://www.cp-africa.
com/2016/04/28/nigeria-kaduna-state-gets-agricultural-value-chain-investment/. 

171 World Bank, Doing Business in Nigeria 2018 (Washington, DC: International Bank for Reconstruction and Development/
World Bank, 2018), 1, http://www.doingbusiness.org/content/dam/doingBusiness/media/Subnational-Reports/DB_in_Nige-
ria_2018_w-bookmarks.pdf. 
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In Makarfi, Kaduna State, 21-year-old Sahabi Aliyu sells locally-produced hybrid seeds to smallholder farmers at 
an agro-dealer shop. Kaduna State has undergone an agricultural and industrial surge over the past several years 
thanks to strong leadership at the state level, which has helped expand private sector investment and public funding 
to support agricultural growth.
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investing, noting that his office has worked hard to create transparency and “take the government out of 
direct management as much as possible.”  

Enhancing forward planning and coordination. The heroic humanitarian efforts in northeast Ni-
geria—the provision of funding and food, the logistics supplied by NGOs and UN organizations, da-
ta-gathering, and analysis of needs—have enabled millions of at-risk Nigerians to survive. The majority 
of international engagement visible today was mobilized only in 2016, when the world began to take 
note of the enormity of the region’s humanitarian crisis.172 By the end of 2016, about $500 million had 
been directed to the crisis conditions in the northeast and, in 2017, just over $1 billion had been mo-
bilized to avert famine. Another $1 billion was requested for 2018 programming.173 

Until now, there has been little opportunity to embed and gradually transfer responsibility, coordi-
nation, and resourcing of these programs to the Nigerian government, the private sector, and civil 
society. Some international NGOs are making concerted efforts to develop the capacities of local civil 
society partners as part of their efforts to implement the Grand Bargain on humanitarian assistance 
struck in 2016 at the Humanitarian Summit in Turkey.174 

However, the relationship between humanitarian groups and the Nigerian federal government cur-
rently focuses on security. Humanitarian groups cannot operate in areas without permission from 
military and government authorities, who provide information about incidents and no-go areas to 
guide their daily movements. Beyond security, there is little capacity or political will among Nigerian 
government authorities to effectively coordinate the activities of the many humanitarian and develop-
ment organizations working across the northeast. Said one NGO representative, “Within government 
there is a lot of confusion. In addition, private individuals also come in and make one-time donations 
and these can be disruptive. There are so many pieces of information and disinformation that compli-
cate coordination.” 

Multilateral and bilateral humanitarian and development organizations have established ad hoc plan-
ning groups among themselves but lack the authority and resources to comprehensively map activities 
and their progression. Several organizations have conducted comprehensive surveys that yielded de-
tailed information about the living conditions, structures, roads, and availability of services and opera-
tional markets across the area. This information potentially could be mapped and continually updated 
to identify areas that are relatively stable and where basic infrastructure exists to support returnees as 
priority areas for resettlement and development. There is concern, however, that wider sharing of this 
information could empower insurgents to identify potential areas for renewed attacks.175 Without such 
a commitment to information sharing and transparency, it is difficult to see how a more coordinated 
approach to humanitarian/development/peacebuilding interventions might be achieved.

Humanitarian and development organizations are also unable to assign territories and functions, an-
other approach that could reduce duplication of effort and diversion of resources. In the absence of a 
national ID system, for example, some NGOs are planning to institute their own ID cards, worried that 
the lack of an established system makes it easy for residents to double-dip and claim vouchers from 
multiple NGOs and communities.  

172 UNOCHA/Nigeria, “North-East Nigeria: 2017 in Review,” January 5, 2018, https://unochanigeria.exposure.co/northeast-nige-
ria-2017-in-review. 

173 UNOCHA, Nigeria: Humanitarian Funding Overview, March 31, 2018, https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resourc-
es/31032018_nga_ocha_fundingoverview.pdf. 

174 Catholic Relief Services (CRS), personal communication.

175 CRS, personal communication. 
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In addition, although bilateral and multilater-
al agencies affirm the importance of drawing 
humanitarian and development efforts closer to-
gether, in practice the development organizations 
generally meet separately and are not included in 
the humanitarian groups, and vice versa.  Com-
mented one UN representative, “There is nothing 
to bring development and humanitarian orga-
nizations together, particularly at the state level 
where it is most needed.” 

Engaging the private sector for sustained recov-
ery and growth. Nigeria, unlike many fragile and 
conflict-affected countries, is a middle-income 
country. Many areas of the economy are func-
tioning at a high level. But the Nigerian public 
sector is far from being able to fully absorb, with 
domestic resources and capacities, the costs of conflict response and recovery in northeast Nigeria and 
other conflict-affected areas of the country. The international humanitarian community has been slow 
to provide significant resources in northeastern Nigeria and it is not clear whether the current level of 
external support will be maintained if the extremist incursions continue and recovery is prolonged.

This situation warrants a closer look at the capacities of the private sector in Nigeria to expand their 
contributions to the immediate relief effort in the northeast and bring in financing, commodities, and 
technical expertise that could help jumpstart the region economically, boost incomes, and provide jobs 
in the impoverished region, especially for youth. The private sector is already participating in some 
relief activities. At the national level, the federal government and members of the Nigerian private sec-
tor established a Victims Support Fund in 2014 to benefit those affected by Boko Haram terrorism. By 
2016, $82 million had been raised.176 In addition, in November 2018, a Nigeria Humanitarian Fund-Pri-
vate Sector Initiative was created in collaboration with the United Nations, the first fund of its kind in 
which the private sector will join donor countries in providing humanitarian assistance.177 

Private companies also participate in humanitarian programs at the field level as business partners. 
For example, the humanitarian community is using cash and vouchers rather than direct food distri-
butions to enable displaced persons to meet their food needs through privately-owned markets and 
shops. This demonstrates that, despite a high level of risks and threats from insurgent forces, many 
private traders and businesses are willing to do what is necessary to deliver food to regional markets. A 
key question is what incentives might accelerate mobilization of these capacities and what steps could 
be taken to reduce the risk for private sector investment and operation in the northeast.  

Summing Up: Implementing the New Paradigm in Northeast Nigeria 
Because the majority of affected people in Nigeria’s northeast depend on agriculture for their liveli-
hoods, Feed the Future’s contributions and close collaboration with humanitarian, development, and 

176 Evelyn Okakwu, “Exclusive: Bomb blast victims suffer, while N24 billion support fund remains idle,” Premium Times, September 18, 
2016, https://www.premiumtimesng.com/news/headlines/210638-exclusive-bomb-blast-victims-suffer-n24-billion-support-fund-
remains-idle.html. 

177 UNOCHA, “Nigeria Humanitarian Fund Partners with Nigerian Private Sector to Mobilize Resources for the Most Vulnerable,” UNO-
CHA Media Centre News Updates, November 16, 2018, https://www.unocha.org/story/nigeria-humanitarian-fund-partners-nigeri-
an-private-sector-mobilize-resources-most-vulnerable. 

“There is nothing to 
bring development 
and humanitarian 
organizations together, 
particularly at the state 
level where it is most 
needed.”

UN representative 
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peace/security partners will be critical to repairing the fractured agrifood system and economy in ways 
that not only help to meet immediate needs, but also to strengthen the capacities of local populations, 
youth, leaders, and community and public institutions to thrive as security conditions permit. 

For northeast Nigeria, a progressive strategy of agricultural development initiatives can be envisioned, 
starting with peri-urban intensive agriculture that can be undertaken by IDPs in towns and camps, 
then spread to the more stable “early recovery” zones and moved as quickly as possible into areas as 
they are secured. These steps must be conceptualized, staffed, and supported with private sector in-
volvement and investments. 

Leadership from Feed the Future is needed to integrate these agricultural development initiatives into 
humanitarian programming and data-gathering, drawing lessons from Feed the Future engagement in 
breadbasket states. Partnerships with state and local governments, private sector corporations, small-
scale agro-dealers, and diverse Nigerian and international organizations providing technical assistance 
and lending facilities will be important building blocks for conflict recovery in the northeast. Feed the 
Future activities and partners in Kaduna State can serve as an incubator to create, manage, and scale 
up partnerships that reach into the northeast.

Successful resumption of agricultural production activities in northeast Nigeria also will require as-
surances of food assistance throughout the resettlement period. Northeast Nigeria has only one rainy 
season and limited irrigation facilities. Depending on the month of return to points of origin, expec-
tations of a crop or marketable livestock could be months away. The geographic dispersal of returnees 
complicates the task and increases the cost of providing humanitarian assistance. Developing more 
efficient and secure methods of mobile money transmission will be critical to support resettlement. 
Kaduna State and other regions of northern Nigeria stand ready to serve as a food supplier to neigh-
bors in the northeast as these states rebuild their own capacities, and as a buyer of agricultural com-
modities as northeast agricultural productivity increases.

Detailed recommendations for Feed the Future programming in conflict-affected areas of northeast 
Nigeria are provided in Annex A of this report.
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IV.  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Feed the Future is at an inflection point. In order to meet the world’s most critical food security needs, 
the initiative will need to adapt its successful model to work in new and uncertain environments—un-
stable, fragile regions affected by climate and conflict. 

Over the past decade, the confluence of climate change, natural disasters, economic and political 
stresses and shocks, and civil unrest has led to unprecedented demand for humanitarian resources 
across the globe. Global hunger is again on the rise. Today, 60 percent of the undernourished live in 
countries affected by conflict, with 63 million people in 13 countries facing severe levels of acute food 
insecurity and urgently needing humanitarian assistance.178 We are entering a “new normal” state 
where an increasing number of communities and countries are fragile and need substantial, often 
extended assistance to help them survive. However, humanitarian resources are finite, and focusing 
ever-scarcer assistance resources on mitigating the most damaging effects of crisis will not resolve the 
underlying causes. 

In this changing context, U.S. leadership to elevate and assure global food security is very important 
and is tightly linked to U.S. national security. The effects of political instability, conflict, and lack of 
economic opportunity, compounded by the effects of climate change, are felt far beyond Africa’s bor-
ders. Migration from Africa increased dramatically from 2010–2017, and Nigeria is the top country of 
origin for sub-Saharan migrants to both Europe and the United States.179  

This paper has examined what an increased focus on resilience, and working in fragile, climate and 
conflict-affected countries, will mean for Feed the Future in its second phase. We have used the lens 
of Nigeria, a new target country for the initiative, where there is great potential to use humanitarian, 
development, and peace-building resources more effectively to address the substantial threat of severe 
food insecurity and malnutrition affecting millions of people. In its first phase, Feed the Future de-
veloped an effective model, achieving considerable success in reducing poverty, food insecurity, and 
stunting by increasing agricultural productivity, developing markets, and promoting improved nutri-
tion. Feed the Future’s 19 focus countries had serious levels of chronic food insecurity and poverty, 
but they also were characterized by political leadership committed to investing in agriculture, relative 
political stability, the absence of conflict, and satisfactory governance. 

Over time, Feed the Future gained experience in addressing the risks faced by more vulnerable popu-
lations in fragile, drought-affected areas in Kenya, Ethiopia, and other countries. This experience and 

178 FAO et al., The State of Food Security and Nutrition in the World 2017: Building Resilience for Peace and Food Security. 

179 Pew Research Center, “At Least a Million Sub-Saharan Africans Moved to Europe Since 2010,” March 22, 2018, http://www.pewglob-
al.org/2018/03/22/at-least-a-million-sub-saharan-africans-moved-to-europe-since-2010/.  
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recognition of the importance of targeting the expanding at-risk populations, and better integrating 
development-focused activities with humanitarian efforts, led to the elevation of building resilience in 
the 2017–2021 U.S. Global Food Security Strategy (GFSS). In Feed the Future’s second phase, fostering 
resilience has been added as a third strategic objective. 

Based on our analysis and fieldwork in Nigeria, however, we conclude that a much harder pivot to-
wards resilience will be required there and in other Feed the Future countries. In Nigeria, the Feed 
the Future strategy takes a narrow approach to addressing the resilience strategic objective, focusing 
on coordination of humanitarian and development programming principally in the four northeast 
states, with more traditional programming elsewhere. Our analysis instead suggests that the sources 
and manifestations of fragility in Nigeria affect wider populations, encompassing areas with startlingly 
high childhood stunting figures across the north, continuing unrest in the Niger Delta region, rising 
farmer-herder violence in the Middle Belt, the threat of climate fluctuations that bring drought or 
flooding in many productive regions, and a burgeoning, underemployed youth population. 

We recommend that Feed the Future in Nigeria and globally consider a more ambitious, widespread 
effort to strengthen resilience across all zones of influence by identifying and proactively addressing 
risks that call for an integration of humanitarian, development, and peace/security interventions. Feed 
the Future’s contributions in areas where it has deep experience can make the difference in whether 
households and communities merely survive troubled times or whether they are empowered to deal 
with setbacks and become prosperous over the long term. 

Given the realities of limited Feed the Future resources, and the scale, complexity, and geographic dis-
tribution of fragile-country challenges, the initiative will need to focus more on building local capac-
ities and systems to deal with a wide array of risks. Feed the Future will also need to work in a more 
coordinated, integrated way with other humanitarian, development, and peace/security partners. 

The initiative will face steep operational challenges in revising its model to be successful under these 
new conditions. In its first phase, as it established its working model, Feed the Future programs oper-
ated with an agricultural sector lens, with a tight focus on agricultural productivity and programs to 
improve food security and livelihoods. The experience of USAID’s Center for Resilience, strongly con-
firmed by our discussions and analysis in Nigeria, suggests that Feed the Future’s effectiveness in new 
fragile environments will require a much deeper and intentional integration of planning, program-
ming, and implementation with humanitarian and other development programs. Feed the Future will 
also need to adopt a more flexible, adaptive management approach that allows implementing partners 
to grapple with the more fluid conditions of less-stable areas and to proactively respond to opportuni-
ties and address problems as they arise.  

U.S. leadership must make it a priority to implement these fundamental management changes.  The 
USAID portfolio, for example, is project-based and organized by sector. Contracts and grants engage 
partner organizations to implement specific activities, often defined in terms of global indicators 
and agreed performance levels for work that will take place over three to five years. Operating in 
increasingly fragile environments will require a much more flexible approach to managing programs, 
particularly at the country mission level, than is currently typical of Feed the Future programs. There 
will need to be flexibility to move in and out of geographic areas in response to changing security 
conditions, for example. As pilot activities launch and progress is assessed, managers need to be able 
to easily end activities that are not working to redirect resources to those that show greater promise. 
The changed management approach also will require the establishment of information systems and 
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programming tools that require and reward effective coordination and collaboration among multiple 
sectors and partners. 

Improving coordination of Feed the Future with related programming in other sectors is particularly 
critical. For example, Feed the Future nutrition programs could benefit from integration with health-
care programs focusing on improving maternal and child health and WASH, as well as education 
programs that keep girls in school and provide information on nutrition. To foster coordination, a 
potential model may be found in Kenya, which has had success with instituting several management 
innovations that promote coordination and integration across the humanitarian portfolio. This in-
cludes the establishment of a “Resilience Coordinator,” who is responsible for assessing the opportuni-
ties for improving U.S. support for strengthening resilience across all programs, monitoring progress, 
and troubleshooting issues as they arise.  

At its launch in 2010, Feed the Future was a critically important manifestation of U.S. leadership at a 
time when low-income countries were reeling from the aftermath of spiking global food prices, in-
cluding food shortages, urban rioting, and political instability. At this important turning point for Feed 
the Future, building on its strengths and the critical convening power of the U.S., leadership is again 
required. It is imperative for the U.S. to focus scarce development assistance resources on the areas of 
greatest need and growing concern to U.S. and global security. It has become more challenging to se-
cure international funding to meet expanding humanitarian assistance needs, particularly as conflicts, 
their aftermaths, and impacts on populations persist for years. U.S. leadership must draw together host 
country governments, bilateral and multilateral agencies, the private sector, and civil society for an 
expanded, coordinated effort to pro-actively strengthen resilience to hunger, malnutrition, and poverty 
in Nigeria and among the world’s most at-risk populations.

The CSIS team’s research and observations lead to five recommendations for U.S. policymakers and 
Feed the Future leadership to strengthen investments in Nigeria and global programs.  

Recommendations 
1. Significantly elevate the priority on resilience in Nigeria and globally in Feed the Future programming. 

In Nigeria, the Feed the Future strategy takes a narrow approach to addressing the resilience stra-
tegic objective, focusing on four northeastern states currently affected by conflict. However, our 
analysis found multiple sources of fragility across the country—weak governance, insufficient eco-
nomic diversification, malnutrition, a growing jobless youth population, and climate-related stresses 
and conflicts. Efforts to strengthen resilience across Nigeria now could pay off by averting backslid-
ing toward greater poverty, loss of human capacities because of malnutrition, and even destructive 
outbreaks of violent conflict.  

Similar sources of fragility are likely to be identified in other Feed the Future target countries. We sug-
gest that a “resilience lens” is needed to examine the opportunities for Feed the Future more broadly. 
Significantly more resources should be dedicated to vulnerable regions to build the capacities of people 
and systems to get ahead of situations that could deteriorate into crisis events if not addressed.

2. Adopt three broad principles that focus on strengthening country capacities and systems to guide 
Feed the Future programming in Nigeria and other fragile and conflict-affected areas. 

First, tailor the approach to the realities of the country’s vision and adapt it to local contexts. Nigeria, 
for example, presents an environment fraught with risks–political, economic, social, and ideological. 
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But it is also a country with a vision for growth; that vision needs to be supplemented with a vision 
of peace and security. The current humanitarian crisis will not solve itself, but its worst effects can be 
abated with proactive strategies to address the risks. 

Second, amplify the voices of effective local leaders and institutions—public and private sector, civil 
society and academic—and strengthen their roles and capacities to conceive and implement innova-
tive solutions. The government is currently underpowered at all levels; adding other sources of leader-
ship and capabilities will improve national resilience. 

And third, monitor outcomes of interventions carefully and adapt plans to make the most effective use 
of resources, facilitate course changes, and ensure that unintended effects do not blunt longer-term 
efforts to build resilience in spite of risks.  

3. Prioritize developing programs in six core areas that will strengthen resilience and promote sus-
tainable development in fragile regions. 

Feed the Future has considerable experience in six core areas that are especially relevant to meeting 
the needs of fragile populations. In each of these core areas, there are opportunities for closer integra-
tion of Feed the Future expertise with humanitarian assistance and initiatives in other sectors. 

• Improving public sector effectiveness through strengthening data collection, analysis, policy for-
mulation, transparency, and communication at different levels of government and independent 
research institutions, while implementing leadership and advocacy training for non-profit and 
other civil society organizations, particularly for young people;

• Intensifying agriculture and strengthening markets in peri-urban areas and rural areas where dis-
placed persons are living or returning to, with a focus on fostering livelihood options for young 
men and women; 

• Engaging the private sector as major partners and investors by reducing the risk for private sector 
investment;

• Increasing youth employment throughout the value chain; 
• Improving nutrition for children and women of child-bearing age; and 
• Expanding the use of information and communication technologies as a major tool for increas-

ing information flows and the effectiveness, reach, and security of finance, education, and 
health services. 

Specific recommendations on how programming in these areas could strengthen resilience in Nigeria’s 
northeast are found in Annex A.    

4. Change the management approach of Feed the Future programs worldwide to support more flexi-
ble and adaptive resilience-focused programming that is purposefully integrated with U.S. humani-
tarian, health, education, and governance programming. 

To be effective, Feed the Future will have to transition from being a largely stand-alone initiative to 
one that is more tightly integrated with complementary humanitarian, development and peace/se-
curity programs.  Programming that is more focused on strengthening local capacities and mobilizing 
local resources in fragile contexts will also require Feed the Future to adopt a more flexible, adaptive 
management approach to respond to issues and options as they arise, including opportunities for new 
partnerships that could help to adapt programs and scale the impact of Feed the Future activities faster 
and more sustainably.  
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5. Harness U.S. diplomatic resources and leadership to expand global attention, resources, and coor-
dination of efforts to strengthen resilience in fragile and conflict-affected countries. 

In Feed the Future’s initial phase, the U.S. Department of State in Washington and U.S. ambassadors 
were crucial to elevating the importance of global food security at major international meetings in-
cluding the G8 and G20 and, at the country level, with prime ministers, presidents, and parliamentari-
ans. They also supported host country efforts to convene and coordinate efforts of bilateral, multilater-
al, and private sector actors. 

Comparable or greater efforts are needed now to draw attention to the imperative of strengthening 
resilience across the growing number of fragile states affected by climate change, natural disasters, 
economic stresses and shocks, and civil unrest. Policy action and resources are needed now to avoid 
poverty backsliding, increased migration flows, and demands for humanitarian assistance that global 
resources will be unable to support.  

Experience and evidence to show that strengthening countries’ own resilience to cope with repeated 
shocks and stressors, for example, drought in the Horn of Africa, saves lives and is cost-effective. In 
Kenya, early investments in 2016/17 to protect pastoralists and their incomes by providing livestock 
feed, supplements, water, animal health treatments, and borehole rehabilitation resulted in a benefit 
of $3.40 to households for every $1 spent on the livestock interventions. Similar early actions in Ethi-
opia in 2017 had an estimated return of $6.40 for every $1 spent.180  

The United States can provide leadership on resilience in two areas. At the global level, the U.S. can 
lead or support efforts to put resilience on the agenda of major international gatherings to harness 
political will and resources for priority, coordinated actions. Key opportunities include the G7, G20, 
United Nations, African Union, meetings of the World Bank and regional development banks, and ma-
jor private sector forums, including the World Economic Forum. At the country level, U.S. investments 
to strengthen fragile state governance are critically important. U.S. diplomats in fragile states can also 
prioritize resilience policies and actions with top leaders.

180 USAID, Resilience Evidence Forum Report, 10.
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ANNEX A.  

Recommendations for Nigeria’s Conflict-Affected 
Northeast: Six Core Areas for Action

Improve public sector leadership and effectiveness by providing tools to strengthen policies and 
planning, implement public works programs, and increase transparency and communication. 

Prioritize investment needs. The costs of rebuilding northeast Nigeria’s shattered agricultural system and 
rural roads, markets, schools, and clinics are staggering. Priorities must be transparently established, 
based on credible analysis. In collaboration with multilateral and bilateral partners, Feed the Future 
and USAID’s Bureau for Economic Growth, Education, and Environment can support Nigerian govern-
ment authorities, independent research institutions, and think tanks to develop an analytical frame-
work and carry out practical cost-benefit studies to inform public investment priorities.

Map programs and progress. USAID, the World Bank, and other donors and foundations have sup-
ported the development of practical tools to geocode and map aid activities. Among these efforts are 
AidData, a private research lab at the College of William and Mary, and Mapping for Results, a World 
Bank initiative. The methodology is used to tag development aid activities with geographic coordi-
nates and display them on an interactive map. Information on the progress of projects can be incor-
porated, updated, and made publicly available. The Mapping for Results initiative has mapped out 
more than 16,000 project locations for more than 2,700 active Bank activities across 81 countries, 
including all IDA recipient countries. USAID, with the World Bank and other donors, could support 
the government of Nigeria and independent research institutions to adapt these methods and map 
ongoing humanitarian and development projects in the northeast to facilitate better coordination 
and targeting of efforts. 

Rebuild infrastructure and create jobs through public works. The poor state of roads across the northeast is 
commonly cited as a major factor discouraging trade and investment.181 Public sector investments to 
improve primary and feeder roads could stimulate trade and investments, especially in areas that are 
stabilizing and beginning to see returning residents who need goods and services. Deploying youth in 
public works programming in partnership with private sector contractors would help to add incomes 
and job skills to young people who have managed to escape from Boko Haram’s net while ensuring 
passable roads and bridges. In areas where this reconstruction activity might provide potential new 
targets for insurgent attacks, less visible works (wells, latrines) could be developed. Structures that can 
evoke community ownership and protection (schools, health clinics, gardens) also could be supported 
as public works in areas that have become more secure. The needs are great: it has been estimated that 
at least 256 schools were destroyed in Borno State by Boko Haram. 

Rebuilding infrastructure far exceeds the resources of Feed the Future and USAID alone. But in the 
four states constituting Feed the Future’s northeast zone of influence, USAID could support LGA, state, 
and federal efforts to prioritize public works projects, raise funds from public and private sources, and 
help oversee implementation through local organizations.

181 USAID, “Lake Chad Complex Emergency Fact Sheet #3, FY 2018,” December 1, 2017, https://www.usaid.gov/crisis/lake-chad/fy18/
fs3.
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Land and capital policies. Feed the Future resources can provide insights and options for addressing 
several policy challenges confronting those affected by conflict who wish to farm but are not able to 
utilize their own land. In some host communities, displaced persons have been able to pursue share-
cropping or to lease land from local owners, even in urban areas.182 More broadly, land issues will need 
to be addressed whether those affected by conflict decide to relocate permanently in non-origin areas 
or resettle back to home territories. 

Another issue is limited access to formal credit, especially for start-up small and medium en-
terprises. Financial institutions often consider these enterprises as high risk and set stringent 
collateral and other requirements that are difficult for start-ups to meet, forcing them to rely on 
personal savings, friends, and relatives for resources and restricting the scope of activities they 
can undertake.183 Women face even more difficulties in accessing land and capital. Because of cul-
tural norms rooted in patrilineal inheritance patterns in most of Nigeria, men have easier access 
to family land than women. Women are thus often deprived of the use of family land both for 
production and as collateral for external loans.184

Nutrition policy. Poor nutrition is an issue for those affected by conflict but also in stable areas across 
northern Nigeria. For example, Kaduna State has one of the highest stunting rates in the country, 56.6 
percent, despite its strong record of agricultural growth. 

A nutrition adviser has recently been appointed to the federal ministry of agriculture and a National 
Nutrition Council has been convened. However, it is not clear that either the federal or state govern-
ments have made malnutrition a policy and funding priority, including its potential links to aflatox-
ins/food safety, water, and sanitation.185 Feed the Future has deep expertise in nutrition policy and in 
WASH and nutrition interactions, through the Feed the Future Innovation Lab on Nutrition. Given 
the severity of Nigeria’s malnutrition problems, it is critical for Feed the Future to elevate its focus on 
nutrition there, including in-depth studies and programming aimed at unpacking and addressing the 
root causes of malnutrition in high-stunting areas.

Improve agricultural technology development and utilization 

Providing information on seed varieties and other inputs. NGOs often lack specialized expertise in im-
proved agricultural technologies and resources to source and supply the right kind of agricultural in-
puts and other information, on time, to recovering farm communities. Agricultural research specialists 
working with Feed the Future can provide humanitarian assistance planners with accurate information 
about crop types and varieties best suited for distribution to affected populations. They may also serve 
as a source of broader technical advice to humanitarian programs and the private sector, for example, 
to provide cropping system options in response to security restrictions. These include the restriction 
on farming to within a 3–10 km radius of the settlement in some areas, and prohibitions on growing 
tall crops and on the use of chemical fertilizer. 

182 USAID et al., Northeast Nigeria Joint Livelihood and Market Recovery Assessment (USAID, 2017), 21, https://fscluster.org/sites/de-
fault/files/documents/ne_nigeria_lmra_2017.pdf. 

183 Ilori David Babafemi, Ilori Morounke Adesheye, and Zenith Bank Plc, “Akure, Small and Medium Scale Enterprises Financing and 
Development in Nigeria: A Critical Assessment,” Journal of Finance and Bank Management3, no. 1 (June 2015):190-198, http://
jfbmnet.com/journals/jfbm/Vol_3_No_1_June_2015/17.pdf. 

184 Adelaja et al., Expanding Employment and Entrepreneurship Opportunities for Young Women and Men in Nigeria’s Agrifood Sector: 
Prospects and Challenges, 14-15, https://gcfsi.isp.msu.edu/files/6515/3306/8943/YEE_Series_NG_report_FINAL.pdf.  

185 The Eagle Online, “Malnutrition in Kaduna Frightening- Gov El-Rufai,” The Eagle Online, May 22, 2018, https://theeagleonline.com.
ng/malnutrition-in-kaduna-frightening-gov-el-rufai/. 
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Developing peri-urban agriculture for income generation and improved nutrition. Peri-urban vegetable gardens, 
and intensive poultry and fish farming, were identified during our discussions as potential income-generat-
ing activities for young women and men that also would contribute to improved nutrition in IDP and reset-
tled communities. Feed the Future research and technology partners can identify, in the case of peri-urban 
gardening, information on other potential innovations, for example, different types of container gardens, 
hydroponic systems, protected cultivation, and drip irrigation systems. 

Expand private sector engagement in agriculture in the northeast by reducing the risks of investment. 

Defray the costs of enhanced security. During the peak of the insurgency, Boko Haram seized goods being 
transported by trucks and killed drivers, which severely disrupted the supply of food, fuel, and other goods 
to LGAs in the conflict zones. Security has improved since 2016, but small- and medium-scale enterprises 
continue to voice concerns, particularly in Borno State. One option may be for the public sector to absorb 
or defray the costs of enhanced security for private goods being transported by truck within the northeast, 
and for other priority private sector investments, including storehouses, processing facilities, and retail 
stores. Feed the Future and USAID in partnership with other donors and the private sector could develop 
cost estimates and recommendations for LGA, state, and federal authorities on options for structuring and 
managing a fund. 

Accelerate private sector investment in quality seed and other agricultural inputs. The provision of agricultural 
inputs (seeds, fertilizer, pesticides) in peri-urban and stabilizing rural areas is an area ripe for expanded 
private sector investment. Feed the Future and other donor programs are already working with the private 
sector in breadbasket states to expand the network of local commercial agro-dealers, and encourage them 
to establish community demonstration plots and extend extension advice to local farmers. These efforts in-
clude activities in Kaduna State through the Partnership for Inclusive Agricultural Transformation in Africa 
(PIATA) program and Premier Seed, for example. How might these programs and partnerships be extended 
to northeast Nigeria?

In the northeast, our conversations revealed frustrations with the appropriateness and quality of seeds 
and other inputs being distributed through humanitarian programs. Potential options include programs to 
reduce the risk of extending private sector networks to recovering areas of the northeast. Possible risk-re-
ducing incentives might include the provision of enhanced security for the shops and transporters, and 
subsidized, structured finance offered through the private dealers that allows returning farmers to acquire 
needed inputs.  

Credit guarantees. Linked to conflict risk levels, credit guarantees might stimulate expanded investment 
in agrifood businesses and job creation as security improves in selected areas. For example, in Maiduguri 
and other towns in northeast states there is an unmet demand for poultry, fish, fruits, and vegetables, and 
for milled and other processed products and food services, including restaurants and food carts. Providing 
credit guarantees for forward-looking private sector investors to launch investments in these fast-growing 
fields, combined with assistance to train young men and women and facilitate their transition to jobs or 
starting their own businesses, could help jump-start recovering economies, boost incomes, and provide 
youth with enduring skills.

Enabling start-up businesses. Many rural households displaced by conflict find themselves in more urban 
settings, far from their fields and with few other assets with which to start new enterprises. Humanitarian 
initiatives have provided job skills training intended to allow individuals to start new enterprises in urban 
areas, for example, sewing and preparation of snacks for sale. However, as several IDPs remarked, “Without 
credit to enable us to get the business going, like buying cloth so we can sew something to sell, we can’t 
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use the skills.” Others encountered official harassment and tough local competition as they attempted to 
market their products informally in new areas. 

Focus on youth

Provide leadership development, soft and technical skills training, and mentorship to help youth make the tran-
sition from training to real jobs. The expanding population of youth in Nigeria are mostly unemployed and 
present an ongoing potential security threat. Alternatively, with the right support, their energy and inno-
vation can position youth to drive agricultural transformation in northeast Nigeria and more broadly. As 
urbanization and rising incomes begin to transform agricultural demand, a wide range of opportunities for 
youth employment and innovative startup businesses are emerging, both on and off the farm. 

With its increasing experience with youth and agriculture training programs, Feed the Future can help to 
address the limited impact of current government and NGO-supported youth training programs in Nigeria 
so far. A recent analysis186 found that most Nigerian programs were focused on acquiring technical skills 
that often were not directly relevant to existing opportunities in the industry. There was little emphasis on 
linking trainees to real jobs, mentoring them to start up their own businesses, accessing finance, or cul-
tivating networks for business opportunities. Whereas the focus of most training programs was on hard/
technical skills, the more pressing concern for employers was finding youth with good soft/personal skills, 
including the ability to learn and think, have passion and commitment, persistence, interpersonal com-
munications, initiative and drive, literacy and numeracy. Existing training programs also did not consider 
gender disparities in designing their programs. 

As discussed, in northeast Nigeria and more widely in the country, government institutions are weak and 
public confidence is low. Building the soft skills of young men and women is critically important to improve 
their employment and entrepreneurship prospects and to foster the next generation of public and private 
sector leaders in Nigeria. Feed the Future’s Africa LEAD program and its successors have an impressive track 
record of developing rural community leaders and institutions in Feed the Future countries. Their experi-
ences offer lessons that could strengthen youth skills training and business development programs in the 
agrifood sector. 

Expansion of peri-urban agriculture and the acquisition of portable skills. In the northeast, there are immediate 
opportunities to intensify and expand agricultural systems immediately around the IDP camps and host 
communities to expand youth employment and entrepreneurship and to locally source more nutritious 
food. These products might be directly linked into IDP voucher programs to stimulate both supply and 
demand. Intensive systems could include peri-urban horticulture, poultry for broilers and layers, and fish. 
These systems typically have relatively small capital requirements and fast cash turnover, making them 
especially attractive for youth. Such programs could provide youth with a portable skill and introduction to 
advanced agricultural technologies, private companies, and financial partners that will continue to be use-
ful after they resettle to home communities. In places like Maiduguri, where the security situation is likely 
to remain unstable and long-term displacement is probable, advancing intensive, peri-urban agriculture can 
supplement incomes of displaced youth and their families and provide a local source of nutritious fruits 
and vegetables for the community.  

Reaching young women in conflict-affected areas. Young women may be the most eager to establish micro-en-
terprises and the least capable of mobilizing the resources to launch them. Traditionally, women in north-

186 Adelaja et al., Expanding Employment and Entrepreneurship Opportunities for Young Women and Men in Nigeria’s Agrifood Sector: 
Prospects and Challenges. 
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ern Nigeria, even when confined in purdah, pursued various microenterprises—processing groundnut oil 
and locust beans, drying vegetables, making snack foods for sale in the street, or processing a variety of 
other commodities—as a way of earning funds to support their families and their friendships. Many young 
women in northeast Nigeria have been particularly affected by the conflict, subject to kidnap and rape, to 
forced marriages that cause their families to reject them, and to illiteracy.187 Feed the Future, with the focus 
on gender throughout its programs, would be well positioned to offer guidance and programming geared 
at assisting young women in the conflict-affected northeast to take advantage of emerging employment 
opportunities in the agrifood sector.  

Better integrate nutrition considerations into agricultural and humanitarian programming 

Nutrition and focus value chains. Several major staple crops are identified as focus commodity chains in Nige-
ria’s GFSS. Improving the productivity of key cropping systems is clearly important, and several of the focus 
chains—soybean, fish and cowpea, for example, and maize, through its contribution to animal feed—have 
the potential to enhance diet quality and nutrition. However, there remains a lingering question of how 
the focus value chains activities will support the strategic objective of reducing malnutrition. For example, 
expanding fruit and vegetable availability and consumption is a growing concern of nutritionists in Nigeria 
and elsewhere, and is a potentially important activity in peri-urban areas of the northeast and elsewhere. 
Horticulture, however, is not a focus value chain. 

Nutrition and humanitarian food provision. Humanitarian organizations have ensured access to essential 
food through direct provision of food commodities and the regular distribution of cash and vouchers that 
displaced persons can redeem at local markets. The organizations have tried to encourage the purchase of 
foods with higher nutrient values, but the vouchers and market system do not currently provide regular 
access to fresh fruits and vegetables or animal-sourced protein.188 Direct provision is limited to emergency 
conditions, for example, when an attack has resulted in loss of food supplies. USAID funding of WFP activ-
ities has enabled local or regional procurement of food commodities in Nigeria. Use of cash and vouchers 
relies upon traders and other market agents to manage the procurement and supply of foodstuffs from 
within the northeastern region and other areas of Nigeria.189 

In addition, inconsistencies in humanitarian programming mean that IDP recipients cannot always count 
on stable purchasing power for food. NGO representatives told us that as relief supplies tighten, IDPs shift 
from nutrient-dense oils and legumes to cereals, which can be stretched across more people and meals. 
One NGO recounted just how fragile family situations are. When forced by a lapse in donor funding to 
reduce monthly voucher distributions to IDP households for six weeks, one NGO told us that displaced 
persons classified as “beginning to transition” showed a pronounced decline in resilience indicators in this 
short time. Families that were moving toward self-reliance were quickly pushed back into poverty.

More intentional linkages between recipients of humanitarian programming (including, for example, water, 
sanitation, and hygiene services; nutrition-targeted education and training; and healthcare, especially for 
mothers and children) and those involved in agriculture and agriculture market-related interventions just 

187 Hilary Matfess, Women and the War on Boko Haram: Wives, Weapons, Witnesses; Zed Books in association with the International 
Africa Institute, Royal African Society, and World Peace Foundation, 2017.

188 CRS, for example, has split the total value of vouchers being distributed, allocating 30 percent of total voucher value to be used for 
foods identified as of greater nutrient value (personal communication).

189 Each household typically receives a voucher worth about $10 per person/per month, which can be redeemed for a selection 
of foodstuffs including cereals, oils, and legumes. See World Food Program, “Cash-Based Transfers for Delivering Food,” WFP, 
January 2018, https://docs.wfp.org/api/documents/WFP-0000064322/download/?_ga=2.74349906.1570389376.1546985560-
1289390571.1541018412. 
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described might be another way for Feed the Future to ensure greater impact on nutrition. Adolescent girls 
are a particularly important group for coordinated attention as they are the transmission route for intergen-
erational malnutrition.

Increase access to information and communication technologies 

ICTs to open up new employment and entrepreneurship opportunities and “make agriculture cool” for youth. Youth 
widely perceive agriculture as an unappealing, traditional, labor- intensive farm activity that generates little 
if any profit, not as a potentially high-profit business activity that involves a spectrum of new opportuni-
ties on and off the farm connected to marketing, processing, packaging, and food service. Many of these 
new opportunities are tied to the emergence of information and communication technologies (ICT) as the 
key hub for education, information, business transactions, and access to financial services. For example, 
Hello Tractor, the “Uber for tractors,” is active in north-central Nigeria. At heart, it is an ICT-enabled equip-
ment-sharing service that allows many more farmers to gain access to mechanized services, when and 
where they need them, at reduced cost. Similarly, new ICT-based business models are beginning to emerge 
that allow specialists to contract with farmers for services ranging from spraying, harvesting, animal vacci-
nation, and transport.

ICTs are particularly attractive to youth, and information technologies in conflict-affected environments 
also may reduce security risks of physical travel. Nigeria has a vibrant IT community around Lagos. Its lead-
ers could potentially partner with Feed the Future and USAID to improve infrastructure, access to cellular 
and broadband networks, and develop ICT applications for agricultural development, education, health, and 
financial services in the northeast and beyond. 

Access to weather and extension information. ICT is transforming access to agricultural information and 
management systems in many countries, and Feed the Future’s considerable experience with ICT-enabled 
extension and insurance could inform approaches adapted for northeast Nigeria and beyond. In Tanzania, 
for example, smallholder farmers under contract to grow vegetables receive SMS messages from private su-
pervisors telling them when it is time to plant, weed, apply fertilizer, and harvest, and verifying that these 
activities have been carried out. Herders in northern Kenya and Ethiopia are linked to pastoralist weather 
and advice services that tell them where to find water and fresh grazing areas for their livestock.  

ICT-enabled mobile banking services. The lack of savings and finance mechanisms affects the ability of indi-
viduals, households, and communities to recover and participate in the market economy. Community sav-
ings groups dissolved when people became IDPs. Local banks and micro-finance institutions closed because 
of threats and insecurity. Non-governmental organizations are working in several areas to provide training 
and recapitalize local savings groups but links to the formal banking system are weak. A potential break-
through has come in the form of a recent decision by Nigeria’s Central Bank to allow non-financial entities 
to offer banking services. This will provide an opportunity for telecoms services to offer digital banking ser-
vices country-wide, much as similar actions in Kenya led Safaricom to launch M-PESA in 2007, which led to 
the extension of financial services to broad swaths of the population lacking physical access to banks. MTN, 
Nigeria’s largest telecoms provider, is planning to apply for a license to offer financial services.190 There will 
be some work to do to gain the trust of new customers. Mobile banking has been directly available through 
the banks, but few farmers trust it because of cybercrime. As one Damboa farmer noted, “We used to trans-
fer by phone but we stopped for fear that someone might get our account number or the transfer codes.” 191 

190 Neil Munshi, “Nigeria dials up mobile banking revolution,” Financial Times, November 13, 2018, https://www.ft.com/con-
tent/33b1595c-e275-11e8-a6e5-792428919cee. 

191 USAID et al., Northeast Nigeria Joint Livelihood and Market Recovery Assessment. 
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