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Ÿ Nigeria is one of the poorest countries in the world despite the enormous resources (Ihieke and Arikabe 2012). 

Ÿ Presently over 86.9 million Nigerians live below the poverty line and it is estimated that the percentage of 
Nigerians living in extreme poverty will increase from 44.2% to 45% representing a total of about 120 million 
living under $2 per day by 2030 (World Poverty Clock, 2018). 

Ÿ Over 53 million representing about 30% of the population are undernourished while 65% are food insecure. 

Ÿ Given the current economic recession in Nigeria coupled with hyperinflation, hunger has increased in the 
land. (Nwankpa, 2015). 

Ÿ There is also a zonal dimension to Poverty in Nigeria, the North Eastern Nigeria has the highest poverty index of 
67.3%, North Central 63 .6 %, South South 57.1 %, South West 43 .0% and South East 34.2 % (NBS 2005). 

Ÿ Furthermore, from the National Bureau of Statistics survey (2005), the nine poorest States in Nigeria using the 
poverty index are: Jigawa 92.1%, Kebbi 90.4%, Kogi 88.6%, Bauchi 82.2%, Yobe 81.1%, and Kwara 79.3% (NBS 
2005). 

Ÿ However, Ocheli (2015) reported that the poverty incidence in 10 poorest States is as follows: Zamfara 92%, 
Jigawa 88%, Bauchi 87%, Kebbi 86%, Katsina 82.2%, Taraba 78%, Gombe 77%, Ebonyi 56%, and Plateau 51.6%.

Key Facts
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Highlights of occupational analysis of 
National Consumer Survey in 1985, 
1992 and 1996 revealed that poor 
families are in higher proportion in 
farming households who are mainly in 
the rural areas (Okumadewa 2002).  

According to National Bureau of 
Statistics (2005), poverty in Nigeria is a 
rural phenomenon where agricultural 
activities are most predominant. More 
than four-fifths (86.5%)  of  the 
h o u s e h o l d s  a r e  s u r v i v i n g  o n 
agriculture in the rural areas (NBS, 
2005). 

This statement was further supported 
by Okuneye et al (2005) that poverty in 
Nigeria is concentrated in rural areas 
where majority of the people are 
resource-poor and having little access 
to social protection programmes of the 
State. 

Low resource or resource-poor farmers 
characterized by preponderance of 
small farm units, fragile soils, rain-
dependent, minimum inputs and poor 
yield dominate the agricultural sector. 

The incidence of poverty is highest 
among households in which the head is 
engaged in agriculture as the main 
source of income. 

In Nigeria, agricultural growth and rural 
development are therefore important 
to the eradication of extreme poverty 
and hunger as the sector caters for the 
vast majority of vulnerable people who 
are disadvantaged by rurality. 

Poverty incidence is highest in the 
North West zone of Nigeria followed 
closely by the North East zone as 
shown in Table 1.

The Context

Poverty in Nigeria 
is a rural 

phenomenon 
where 

agricultural 
activities are 

most 
predominant. 

  Zone  Core Poor (%)  Moderately Poor (%)  
South South      9.60    46.61  
South East     5.90    31.52  
South West     7.39    31.78  
North Central     29.01    33.96  
North East     34.33    41.78  
North West     42.54    36.68  

 

Table 1: Agriculture Population by Zone and Relative Poverty Incidence
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However, the incidence is made worse 
now as National Bureau of Statistics 
2017 reported that North Eastern 
Nigeria is the most food insecure zone 
followed by North West and North 
Central of Nigeria. 

T h e  s u r v e y  a l s o  r e v e a l e d  t h a t 
households shared their experience 
that food shortages are common 
phenomenon between January and 
February, and between July and 
September thus representing the 
periods with the highest risk of food 
insecurity.  

In order to mitigate the situation, 26% 
of households reported having to 
reduce the number of meals taken 
during the period and sometimes food 
may not be available and that major 
shocks that negatively affected 
households include: increase in the 
price of food items (12.4%), death or 
disability of a working household 
member (5.7%), increase in the price of 
agricultural inputs (3.6%), and non-
farm enterprise failure (3.1%). 

The most common coping mechanisms 
reported include receipt of assistance 
from family and friends (24%) and total 

 26 % of 
households 

reported having 
to reduce the 

number of meals 
taken and 

sometimes food 
may not be 
available

26%



Agriculture Population by Zone and Relative Poverty Incidence
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Source: National Bureau of Statistics, 2005.
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reduction in food consumption 
(23.6%).

It is unfortunate that the poverty 
incidence cont inued unabated 
b e c a u s e  s m a l l h o l d e r  f a r m i n g 
households constitute over 90% of 
agricultural practitioners in Nigeria 
who still rely on simple and crude 
rudimentary tools for their production. 

They depend absolutely on nature to 
produce water and manures for crops 
and animal production leading to 
undue depletion of natural resources 
as techniques generally used are 
unsustainable. 

Smallholder farmers lack incentives 
for greater output, lack of access to 

credit, there is dearth of improved 
seedlings, lack of storage facilities, 
and they lack saving culture from their 
farm output for 'rainy days'. 

W o r s e  s t i l l ,  t h e  g o v e r n m e n t ' s 
subsidized agricultural inputs such as 
fertilizer do not target genuine farmers 
due to high level of corruption that has 
eaten into the fabrics of all sectors of 
Nigerian economy. 

This has greatly reduced outputs of the 
farmers aggravating hunger among the 
rural people and in the land (Nawanpa, 
2015). 



Over the years, government has 
initiated various policies to support 
agricultural development and deepen 
rural development. 

S o m e  o f  t h e s e  p o l i c i e s  a n d 
programmes include Operation Feed 
the Nation (OFN), the Green Revolution, 
National Food Acceleration Production 
P r o g r a m m e  ( N A F P P ) ,  a n d  t h e 
Directorate of Food, Road and Rural 
Infrastructure (DFRRI), the National 
Programme on Food Security (NPFS), 
and the National Strategic Grains 
Reserves Program among others. 

These programmes however failed to 
achieve their objectives due to poor 
design, non-inclusive implementation 
and policy inconsistencies as one 
government administration transited 
to another (Iheanacho, et al, 2009, 
Amos, 2019). 

It was also found that most of the 
programmes are socially exclusive in 
design, some of the programme's 
implementation are gender biased, 
women are tactically side-lined in the 
design and implementation of the 
programme. 

Apart from the above, most of the 
p r o g r a m m e  d e s i g n  w e r e  n o t 
participatory in approach as they were 
' 'top down''  at both design and 
implementation stage hence, are not 
sustainable (Okunlola, 2019).

An important area that is also missing 
is the establishment of food storage 
and food reserves that are accessible 
b y  v u l n e r a b l e  f a r m i n g  f a m i l i e s 
especially during the hunger periods of 
the year. 

Eltkay  (2015) wrote that storage grain 
reserves should be sources of food 
reserves aimed to be accessible tothe 
poor and the needy, not only during 
emergency situations but also at 
difficult periods of the year as a form of 
social protection. 

In Nigeria, an upwards of 36% of grains 
are wasted as post-harvest losses 
( F A O ,  2 0 1 5 )  a n d  t h i s  h a s  b e e n 
attributed by farmers, in National Seed 
Service Survey (2012) to: lack of good 
storage faci l i t ies  (31%),  pests 
infestation (27%), poor transportation 
and marketing problems (27%) among 
others. 

The effect is absolute hunger in 
agricultural off season, exposure to 
risks and shocks and increased level of 
vulnerability for majority of the rural 
people. 
Nigeria has 33 silos for grain reserve in 
different locations out of which about 
22 has capacity to store 25,000 metric 
tonnes of grains and 6 can store up to 
100,000 metric tonnes of grains. 

There are also about 48 warehouses 
with estimated total capacity of 1.3 
million metric tonnes constructed by 
government and sited in different parts 
of the country. It is unfortunate that 
none of the silos and warehouses have 
been put to maximum use while some 
are unused (FMARD. 2016). 

It is therefore important that effective 
measures and safety net programmes 
should be put in place in the country by 
the three tiers of government to reduce 
the alarming rate of poverty and hunger 
among the citizens especially farmers 
in particular. 

Policies and Programmes in the Past
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that is also 
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The Challenge and Way Forward

Currently there are very few successful 
safety net programs and these are 
programmes managed by international 
development agencies in collaboration 
with the Federal and State
Governments. 

Many so called safety nets programme 
run independently by governments in 
Nigeria are inefficiently managed and 
d o  n o t  r e a c h  t h e  i n t e n d e d 
beneficiaries. 

A l s o  l a r g e  o v e r h e a d  c o s t s  i n 
administering them make then less 
desirable. 

The social safety net programs have 
not also been successful because they 
failed to include intended beneficiary 
communit ies in the design and 
execution of the programs. 

Large amounts of resources have been 
d i s s i p a t e d  i n  i n e f f e c t i v e  a n d 
inefficient social safety net programs 
in the last two decades. 

However, Non-Government
Organisations and International 
D e v e l o p m e n t  A g e n c i e s  h a v e 
introduced various programmes to 
help alleviate poverty among Nigerians 
and these are yielding impressive 
results, especially for the period of 
their implementation. 

The technical know-how of these 
organizations can bridge the skill gaps 
in government establishments in 
designing highly impactful and cost 
efficient intervention programmes on a 
long term. 

One of such is the PROACT project 
which is a food security and resilience 
programme targeted at the vulnerable 
rural people in Adamawa and Kebbi 
States of northern Nigeria. 

It is a social protection programme that 
operates a Participatory Community 
Driven approach in implementation. 
The overall objective of PROACT is to 
improve food/nutrition security and 
resilience of vulnerable households in 
disaster  and conflicts affected 
communities in Adamawa and Kebbi 
States of northern Nigeria. 

A recent study, commissioned by 
Oxfam with funding from the European 
Union, to investigate the Effectiveness 
of Community Managed Food Reserves 
Program and Livestock Transfer 
p r o g r a m m e  ( t w o  o f  f o u r t e e n 
components of the project) provided 
interesting insights. 

The study revealed that intervention 
programmes using participatory 
approaches that are people-centric 
and providing supports directly to the 
vulnerable can help improve food 
security and reduce poverty levels 
drastically in the shortest time 
possible. 

Such programmes can also change the 
level of poverty incidence in the 
northern Nigeria in particular as a 
region mostly challenged with poverty 
and food insecurity. Some of the 
highlights of the study are presented 
below. 
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vulnerable rural people in Adamawa and Kebbi States of northern Nigeria. 
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Highlights of the Recent Study on Effectiveness of 
Food Loan and Livestock Programs

The beneficiaries were mainly farmers with majority (67.8%) into crop 
production only, producing mostly maize, millet, sorghum and rice. 

About 13.4% of the beneficiaries were into livestock production only 
while 18.8% combined crop and livestock production before PROACT 

intervention. 

Very few beneficiaries have participated in any intervention project 
before the PROACT project while 88% of the beneficiaries have not 

participated in any intervention project either from government or Non - 
Governmental Organisation before the PROACT project. 

The people have clear understanding that the following are the specific 
reasons for the implementation of the PROACT project: to increase 
access to food during the lean period (59.9%), increase food and 

livestock production (51.5%), to eradicate hunger in the communities 
(31.6%) and to improve interrelationship among members of the 

communities (35.6%). 

The PROACT project adopted participatory approach and this was 
confirmed with the response of the beneficiaries (73.5 %) that they 

nominated and voted for those in the community project management 
committees. Ninety-eight percent (98%) of the beneficiaries were 

satisfied with the process of choosing the committee members. The 
study also revealed that 97.1% of the beneficiaries were satisfied with 

the activities of the committee as they had the beneficiaries' full 
cooperation. 

Results of the study indicated that beneficiaries of both components 
were almost equally shared as 51.2% benefited from livestock transfer 
component, 42.9% from food loan and food reserve component while 

5.2% benefited from both components according to their levels of 
vulnerabilities. 

From the results, almost all the beneficiaries (99.7%) had access to 
PROACT community grain banks/food reserves. In the communities 

before the PROACT  intervention, some of the problems experienced as 
captured during the FGD and in-depth interview with key stakeholders 
include: extreme hunger where there will not be food in the household 
at the agricultural lean period, consumption of planting materials for 

the next season, husbands deserting their homes and families, 
migration to other communities in search of work as casual labourers 

at hunger period, children being sent out to look for food, marital 
dishonesty, incessant crisis in the households, deforestation as fuel 

woods are cut and sold  and withdrawal of children from schools among 
others. 

67.8%  
of beneficiaries
 are crop farmers  

of beneficiaries have never
been involved in any 

intervention  

88%

The people have a clear
understanding of the specific

reason for the project
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Benefits

The benefits of the project to various households vary, the benefits as stated by the respondents are: 

Increase in 
household income 

99.7% 

increase in household income (52.7%) because the planting materials 
are no more consumed and they have the opportunity to focus on their 
farming business during the planting season as they have food to eat 

and they also have animals to sell (for those who benefited from 
livestock transfer component) thus, increasing their farm output, 
increasing household food security (47.7%) and food production 

(38.6%) because they have food reserved in the grain bank. 

The respondent asserted that increase in food security has reduced 
migration to urban areas to look for job as casual labourer during the 
hunger period while availability of animal protein through eggs and 

meat from the livestock transfer component has increased access of 
households to balanced diet and good health. 

Increase in food security
 has reduced migration 

to urban areas to look for job 

Majority of the respondents (57.5%) asserted that the benefit derived 
from the food loan to their households has helped them to a very great 

extent (57.5%), over 89% of the beneficiaries stated that the PROACT 
project reduced the problem of consumption of planting materials for 
next season leading to enhanced food production by the family and 

increased income for the household. 

of respondent said the 
benefit derived from the 
food loan helped them

to a very extent

57.5%

Almost all the beneficiaries (97.4%) reported that the project has 
achieved its objectives by providing food for vulnerable households in 

hunger period, reducing malnutrition, increasing productive assets, 
enhancing food production and making each household food secure.

reported that the 
project has achieved its

objective of providing
food for households

97.4%
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Recommendations

G o v e r n m e n t  s h o u l d  e s t a b l i s h 
partnerships  with  development 
organizations that have demonstrated 
capacities to design and implement 
impactful programmes with evidences 
of improvement on the livelihoods of 
the vast majority of rural people. 

The design, implementation, and 
continuous evaluation of food security 
and social protection programmes 
s h o u l d  b e  c a r r i e d  o u t  i n  c l o s e 
collaboration with organizations that 
have proven technical capability in 
doing so. 

The following recommendations are 
important to strengthen policies and 
p r o g r a m m e s  f o r m u l a t i o n  a n d 
implementation by governments at all 
levels

1  Government should set up 
s t e e r i n g  c o m m i t t e e s  f o r 
development programmes at the 

S t a t e  l e v e l s  t o  j o i n t l y  d e s i g n , 
implement and evaluate intervention 
programmes in their States. These 
committees should be devoid of 
political interference and must be able 
to commit to adoption, replication, and 
s u s t a i n a b i l i t y  o f  d o n o r  f u n d e d 
intervention programmes in respective 
States.

2Governments, especially at the 
State and if  possible Local 
G o v e r n m e n t  l e v e l s ,  s h o u l d 

develop their Food and Nutrition 
Security Plans (FNSPs) to provide 
direction towards governments' 
determinat ion at  reducing food 
insecurity in the medium to long term. 

These plans should be developed 
t o g e t h e r  w i t h  d e v e l o p m e n t 
organizations with capacities and 
shared vision for such.

3 There should be a Food and 
Nutrition Security Monitoring 
Group (FNSMG) in every State of 

Nigeria with similar cells at every Local 
Government levels. 

This will be technical monitoring 
groups that will be coordinating the 
surveillance and response strategies 
on all issues of food and nutrition 
security in Nigeria. 

The FNSMG wil l  be composed of 
relevant agencies of government, 
development non-governmental 
organizations, financial institutions, 
and selected philanthropists.

4There should be a Food Security 
Trust Fund, a pool of funds that 
can be innovatively created by 

government to respond to food 
insecurity during emergencies and to 
provide unhindered access to food for 
all vulnerable households whether in 
the rural or urban locations across 
Nigeria. 

5Governments at  a l l  levels, 
especially at the State and LGA 
levels, should determine to 

e x p o n e n t i a l l y  i n c r e a s e  t h e i r 
agricultural investments towards 
engineering rapid transformation and 
development of the sector.  

6On an annual basis, governments 
s h o u l d  o r g a n i z e  F o o d  a n d 
Nutrition Security Summits to 

engage stakeholders on issues such 
as the Universal Right to Food, risk and 
vulnerabi l i ty  assessment,  food 
security, and economic development. 

7There should be involvement of 
citizens at the conception stages 
of intervention programs so that 

the design of the project would be 
part ic ipatory,  inclusive,  socio-
culturally compatible and economically 
feasible. 

This will also help the timing of 
implementation, sensitization and 
mobil ization process as well  as 

The design, 
implementation, 
and continuous 

evaluation of 
food security and 
social protection 

programmes 
should be carried 

out in close 
collaboration 

with 
organizations 

that have proven 
technical 

capability in 
doing so. 
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eventual ownership for sustainability. 

8At the rural community level, 
government should encourage 
t h e  u s e  o f  c o m m u n i t y 

management system and members 
should be democratically elected. This 
will foster trust and confidence in 
government sponsored projects and 
will help to prevent, if not eliminate, 
elite capture. 

9 Intervention programs should 
a d o p t  c o m m u n i t y  d r i v e n 
approach so that the community 

m e m b e r s  w i l l  d r i v e  p r o j e c t 
implementation after appropriate 
training sessions and regular technical 
support from the development partner 

o r  g o v e r n m e n t  a g e n c y  t o  t h e 
c o m m u n i t y  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n 
committee. 

10Multi-stakeholder

 monitoring and evaluation team 
should be participatorily established 
f o r  p e r i o d i c  a s s e s s m e n t  a n d 
evaluation of intervention programs 
whether government or donor funded. 
All projects must have flexible and 
understandable complaints and 
feedback mechanisms that  wi l l 
engender social accountability and 
prevention of malpractices. 

monitoring and 
evaluation team 

should be 
participatorily 

established for 
periodic 

assessment and 
evaluation of 
intervention 

programs 
whether 

government or 
donor funded. 
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