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On the scorching red earth of northwestern Nigeria, conflict and hunger are twisted together into a Möbius strip with no beginning and no end. A young Nigerian walks along it, believing his steps are moving steadily forward, unaware that he is merely struggling repeatedly along this twisted path, sinking deeper and deeper, step by step, into the vicious cycle of the Hobbesian Trap.
1. Overview and Background
Nigeria is located on the west coast of Africa and, with a projected population of approximately 239,430,000 in 2026, is the most populous country in Africa (Encyclopedia Britannica, 2026). Agriculture has historically been the backbone of Nigeria’s economy; from the colonial era through the 1970s, it accounted for over 60% of gross domestic product, 70% of export earnings, and 95% of food consumption (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, n.d.). However, food insecurity remains rampant in Nigeria; the country’s 2025 Global Hunger Index score of 32.8 indicates a serious level of hunger (Global Hunger Index, 2025). Food insecurity is particularly acute in northwestern Nigeria, where it is compounded by ongoing conflicts.
In Katsina State, conflict and food insecurity have become two mutually reinforcing conditions, rather than parallel crises. Since 2020, the security situation in northwestern Nigeria has shifted from opportunistic, small-scale banditry to a more organized form of territorial control. Under this model, armed groups levy taxes on access to farmland, restrict livestock migration, and disrupt trade routes across an expanding region. Between 2020 and 2026, the Northwest’s share of Nigeria’s total recorded conflict incidents rose from approximately 21% to 38%; during the 2023–2025 period alone, the region recorded an estimated 9,380 conflict-related deaths (ACAPS, 2025; FEWS NET, 2026). Between July 2024 and June 2025, 2,938 people were abducted in the Northwest, accounting for more than 60 percent of all recorded abductions nationwide; 566 of these abductions occurred in Katsina State alone (Human Rights Watch, 2026). Currently, approximately 1 million people are displaced in the region (FEWS NET, 2026).
This paper focuses specifically on Katsina State — and, within it, Jibia Local Government Area — because Katsina sits at the heart of the escalating conflict in the Northwest, and Jibia in particular offers an unusually granular evidence base. Jibia was one of the three sites of UNIDIR’s 2024 household survey discussed in Part 3, and it is one of five local government areas examined in a dedicated 2021 field study on banditry’s impact on food security in Katsina State (Ladan & Matawalli, 2021). As of October 2025, the Cadre Harmonisé cycle, a food security classification system led by the Nigerian government and based on international standards, classified 73,542 people in Katsina State as being in the “Emergency” phase, CH Phase 4 (Cadre Harmonisé, 2025). The FEWS NET June 2026 outlook predicts that these conditions will persist through January 2027, resulting in 21-22 million people nationwide in Nigeria requiring humanitarian food assistance; FEWS NET describes this figure as a historic high (FEWS NET, 2026).
Conflict and food insecurity in the Northwest are not two separate emergencies vying for attention; they are, in fact, two manifestations of the same deteriorating system. To understand this, one must trace a specific causal chain — from the disruption of agricultural production and trade caused by armed conflict, to rising prices, to households’ declining ability to purchase food — and then ask: Why has this causal chain persisted despite years of attention from the government and donors? This paper will now trace this mechanism in Katsina State and propose a response designed to break the cycle at the two points most amenable to intervention: household-level food production and the integrity of the institutional systems that are supposed to support these households.
2. The Food Insecurity Mechanism
Food insecurity in Katsina is not merely a byproduct of poverty or climate pressures; it follows a specific and traceable path that extends from armed conflict all the way to household-level hunger. This path unfolds along two distinct trajectories, agricultural production and market distribution, and ultimately converges at the point of prices.
2.1 Production Disruption
In Katsina, surveyed maize farmers reported that their incomes had fallen by 30-40 percent and yields had declined by more than 50 percent compared to pre-conflict baseline levels — losses of the same magnitude recorded elsewhere in the Northwest, where crop income per hectare has fallen by as much as 57% in the hardest-hit areas (ACAPS, 2025; FEWS NET, 2026).
These losses are not primarily due to farmers fleeing their land, though population displacement does indeed occur, but stem directly from armed groups’ control over access to land. The same practice has been documented elsewhere in the Northwest: reports from Zamfara and Sokoto describe bandits preventing farmers from harvesting and forcing them to pay so-called “harvest taxes” to access land that rightfully belongs to them (Guardian Nigeria, 2025). Between 2020 and 2023, farmers across the Northwest, including in Katsina, paid an estimated ₦139.5 million in such compulsory fees for access to farmland (ACAPS, 2025).
Livestock, the second-largest pillar of rural livelihoods in the region, has also been disrupted. Due to the conflict, seasonal livestock migrations in the areas surrounding Katsina in 2026 are “unlikely to occur,” cutting off a source of income and food that depends on stable seasonal migration routes (FEWS NET, 2026). This production disruption is also compounded by a longer-running environmental trend — worth noting for breadth, though not a third, independent mechanism alongside the two traced in this section. In Jibia’s own irrigation project, a 2025 soil study of 144 sampled points found the area’s farmland to be predominantly sandy with low organic matter (averaging just 0.88%), leaving it poorly aggregated and increasingly vulnerable to erosion (Sani et al., 2025) — a vulnerability that has grown state-wide, with land classified at “very low” degradation risk falling from 28.1% of Katsina State in 1990 to just 8.6% by 2020 (Ibrahim et al., 2025). Conflict compounds this trend directly, disrupting the fallowing, organic-input access, and migration-linked recovery practices that would otherwise help households manage it — so even this environmental pressure ultimately routes back through the same conflict-driven production channel this paper focuses on.
2.2 Distribution and Market Disruption
The second independent mechanism operates not through farmland but through trade. In Katsina specifically, this disruption is not abstract: between 2021 and 2025, the state recorded 16 market-related conflict incidents resulting in 118 fatalities, and Jibia’s own markets have been directly targeted — a February 2024 attack on traders returning from Jibia Market killed nine people, and a March 2024 shooting at the nearby Gangara market killed eighteen (Dahiru et al., 2026). As of mid-2026, markets across the wider Northwest, even those near productive farmland, continue to operate at significantly below-normal levels because of this risk (FEWS NET, 2026).
FEWS NET, an independently operated food security early warning agency funded by the U.S. government, clearly states that the risk of kidnapping along trade routes and at weekly markets has restricted the movement of traders and goods, and “contributed to localized food price spikes” (FEWS NET, 2026).
This problem is further exacerbated by rising transportation costs nationwide, although this increase is not caused by the conflict alone. The National Bureau of Statistics’ Transport Fare Watch shows that, as of April 2026, intra-city transportation costs had risen by 39.83 percent year-over-year, while intercity bus fares had increased by 21.58 percent (National Bureau of Statistics, 2026).
Consequently, the combined effect of these two mechanisms, armed groups preventing farmers from accessing their fields and making the transport of existing food supplies more dangerous and expensive, means that households in Katsina face two simultaneous challenges: the supply of locally produced food is dwindling, while the routes for food produced in other regions to reach the area have become more expensive and less reliable.
2.3 Convergence at the Price Node
These two pathways ultimately converge at the price node.
The trading prices of staple foods such as rice, corn, millet, and sorghum are currently higher than the average over the past five years, due to both below-average market supply and higher transportation costs (FEWS NET, 2026).
At the national level, by June 2026, food inflation had reached 17.52 percent year-over-year, with an average food inflation rate of 16.42 percent over the past 12 months (Central Bank of Nigeria, n.d.; National Bureau of Statistics, 2026).
The consequences are far from abstract. FEWS NET’s June 2026 report at the household level explicitly states that “many households are unable to meet their minimum food needs,” households are “reducing meal size and frequency,” and are “increasingly consuming wild foods, including leaves, desert dates, and wild tubers, to partially offset shortfalls” (FEWS NET, 2026).
In short, the conflict has reduced the availability of food while increasing the cost of transporting it; prices have consequently risen, and households, most of which still rely on the market rather than their own production for the majority of their food, are ultimately unable to make up the shortfall.
3. Weak State Capacity: Why This Problem Persists
The mechanisms described above are not new to the Nigerian government or the international community; similar causal relationships have been documented for many years. This raises a more important question: Why does this problem persist despite years of attention from the government and the international community? The answer points to a cruel vicious cycle: weak state capacity enables conflict to persist, while that same weak state capacity limits the effectiveness of programs designed to address the impact of conflict.
3.1 Insufficient Security Presence
In 2024, UNIDIR conducted a field survey of 2,947 respondents in locations including Jibia, Katsina State — this paper’s site of focus — alongside Gusau (Zamfara) and Illela (Sokoto). The survey found that banditry “disproportionately affects rural communities where there is little government presence,” particularly in terms of law enforcement, pointing to a structural vulnerability (UNIDIR, 2024).
Independent research on border governance has also confirmed this. Such studies note that in the Nigeria-Niger border region near Jibia, large swaths of the border are poorly demarcated and suffer from weak law enforcement (Nwanolue et al., 2025). FEWS NET’s own assessment also notes that armed groups expand their sphere of influence by exploiting “weak state presence, porous borders, and vast ungoverned rural terrain” (FEWS NET, 2026). This resource gap is quantifiable. The Nigerian Police Force has approximately 370,000 personnel, while the country’s population is about 220 million, equating to roughly one police officer for every 595 residents; police presence is particularly weak in the remote northern regions where banditry is most concentrated (Madueke, 2025).
Furthermore, Nigeria’s police system is highly centralized: although state governors bear constitutional responsibility for security within their states, they lack formal operational control over police deployments. This creates a structural misalignment: there is a disconnect between where security decisions are made and where security needs actually arise (Madueke, 2025).
It is worth directly addressing a view sometimes cited to explain this phenomenon: namely, that communities in the Northwest have come to view banditry as a response to “government neglect” and therefore tolerate armed groups, regarding them as an alternative protective force.
In the same UNIDIR survey — pooled across its three sites, including Jibia — 83% of respondents believed that money was the primary motive for banditry, while only 4% believed it was intended to “protest the government”; 99% of respondents stated that bandits do “nothing good” for their communities (UNIDIR, 2024). The report notes that the narrative of “government abandonment” stems primarily from statements made by bandit leaders in media interviews, rather than from the perceptions of community members who have suffered violence themselves. Therefore, the mechanism supported by stronger evidence is not a “government abandonment”-style grievance widely shared by victimized communities, but rather a more direct opportunity structure: state weakness creates operational space for armed groups, allowing them to continue their activities.
Furthermore, other studies in the Northwest have indeed found a statistical correlation between unemployment and limited education and involvement in bandit-related crimes (Babangida et al., 2025); conflict-affected communities in Katsina also cite weak policing capacity, alongside factors such as unemployment, as key drivers of banditry (Sale et al., 2026).
3.2 Accountability and the Capacity to Translate Resources into Implementation
State capacity deficiencies are not merely a matter of insufficient funding.
In 2024, the Nigerian Police Force received approximately ₦969.6 billion in national budget allocations, but these funds did not reach grassroots police stations consistently, resulting in a lack of fuel, communications equipment, and basic supplies at some local police units; meanwhile, the Nigeria Police Trust Fund (NPTF), established in 2019 specifically to address this gap, has itself faced allegations of mismanagement (Madueke, 2025). Elsewhere in the Northwest, EFCC investigators testified in an ongoing Federal Court case that ₦4.6 billion in funds intended for weapons procurement were diverted to non-security purposes after passing through a company linked to Sokoto (News Agency of Nigeria, 2024) — while in Katsina specifically, investigative reports have documented allegations that the state government diverted security funds for other purposes, some of which were raised through formal petitions but had not resulted in criminal prosecutions as of the time of this study (Sahara Reporters, 2020). This demonstrates that weaknesses in state capacity also have clear structural and resource-related causes, which can exist independently of any individual’s misconduct. However, these issues of state capacity and accountability extend directly to food security programs — a point that becomes even more critical when proposing solutions in this paper.
Between 1980 and 2010, under the old fertilizer subsidy system, Nigeria lost an estimated ₦776 billion due to corruption in fertilizer distribution. Subsequently, the government launched the Growth Enhancement Support Scheme (GES) mobile e-voucher system, specifically designed to eliminate such resource leakage through digitalization. However, even so, this reform still encountered serious problems: during one administration, an estimated ₦76 billion in payments to agricultural input dealers remained outstanding, while gaps in financing and targeting continued to prevent some intended beneficiaries from accessing resources; existing research has also documented instances where relatives of community organization leaders received higher quantities of subsidized fertilizer than ordinary beneficiaries (Adetoyinbo et al., 2026).
This is not merely a historical or national-level pattern. In September 2025, Katsina State’s own Public Complaints and Anti-Corruption Commission (KTPCACC) opened an active investigation into a ₦188.6 million fraud spanning several sectors, including fertilizer distribution: preliminary findings showed that councillors and community development officers diverted ₦46,061,000 during the distribution of subsidized fertilizer under the state’s Community Development Programme, across five local government areas. Some suspects have since confessed and begun repaying the diverted funds (Enna, 2025). The case illustrates both the persistence of the problem this paper addresses and the limits of Katsina’s current response to it: KTPCACC caught this diversion only after roughly ₦46 million had already changed hands. Katsina has demonstrated investigatory will; what it currently lacks is a mechanism to catch diversion before, rather than after, the money moves.
Meanwhile, Nigeria’s agricultural extension system, the channel through which any intervention relying on agricultural training must pass, is estimated to have a ratio of approximately one extension worker per 10,000 farmers, whereas the FAO’s recommended benchmark is approximately 1:1,000 (AgroCentric, 2025). This demonstrates that weak institutions, even in the absence of corruption, can lead to project failure; and when accountability mechanisms are equally weak, even interventions specifically designed to prevent resource leakage may still fail to achieve their objectives. If a country cannot effectively translate resources into tangible outcomes that reach beneficiaries, funding alone will not solve the problem. Therefore, any solution must simultaneously address both the issue of food security itself and the challenges related to the implementation of food security projects and the delivery of resources.
4. An Integrated Two-Layer Solution
Because this problem has two distinct sources of failure — conflict-induced disruptions to production and markets, and a specific, recurring institutional bottleneck at the point of delivery — addressing only one of these issues will inevitably be constrained by the other. That bottleneck is not diffuse “weak governance”: Part 3.2 traced the same choke point recurring at three scales — national fertilizer-subsidy corruption, the GES digitization that only partly closed the gap, and KTPCACC’s ongoing ₦46 million investigation in Katsina itself — and it is this recurring choke point, not conflict, that Layer 2 is built to target. Ending the conflict alone will not immediately restore the accountability mechanisms needed for effective aid delivery; conversely, strengthening accountability mechanisms alone will not protect households from the ongoing effects of the conflict. Therefore, the following two layers must be implemented simultaneously and reinforce one another: Layer 1 reduces households’ direct exposure to conflict-induced food insecurity; Layer 2 closes the institutional bottleneck that would otherwise stop those resources from reaching households at all.
This integrated approach will have different impacts on various stakeholders. The primary beneficiaries are conflict-affected households, as household food production can increase food availability and reduce dependence on markets and transport routes disrupted by conflict. This burden is not evenly distributed: a 2026 study of pregnant and lactating women in conflict-affected Sokoto State found that 70.0% had inadequate dietary diversity, driven partly by gendered household roles that constrain women’s agency over food choices (Yusuf & Amzat, 2026). Women, particularly female-headed households and those primarily responsible for household food production and food preparation, will also benefit from easier access to agricultural inputs and food production opportunities — Layer 1 proposes targeting at least 60% of Year 1 beneficiaries on this basis, a program-design choice rather than a measured feature of Jibia’s population. Farmers and community organizations may gain new income opportunities by selling surplus agricultural products in local markets; however, some community leaders currently involved in the distribution of agricultural inputs may resist the approach because independent verification mechanisms reduce their autonomy over resource allocation. Agricultural extension workers and local governments will need to undertake additional training, implementation, and oversight tasks, while international organizations and donors will primarily provide upfront funding and technical support. Therefore, this program must not only consider who stands to benefit but also the potential costs and resistance that different stakeholders may face.
Two alternative approaches are worth briefly addressing before turning to the two-layer solution itself. Diversion-risk research finds that no single aid modality — cash, vouchers, or in-kind — is inherently more prone to diversion than another, with third-party actors, including armed groups, identified as a recurring risk factor across all modalities (CALP Network, n.d.). But cash is only useful where a functioning market exists to convert it into food — and Section 2.2 has already shown that Katsina’s own markets, including Jibia’s, are directly and repeatedly targeted, with trading activity in the highest-risk markets either sharply reduced or stopped altogether. Commercial market interventions, such as armed convoy escorts for trade routes, face a related problem: they depend on a level of sustained security presence that Section 3.1 has already shown Katsina currently lacks. A hybrid combining the two — cash moved under armed escort — does not resolve either constraint: escorted convoys still require the security presence Katsina lacks, and armed escort itself has been shown to increase, rather than reduce, the risk that a convoy is targeted (Bassil, 2021). Household production and institutional verification were chosen as this paper’s two layers because, unlike these alternatives, neither depends on a security or market recovery that has not yet happened.
4.1 Layer 1 — Household and Community Food Production
The objective of Layer 1 is to reduce households’ dependence on the markets and long-distance supply chains, which have been shown to be vulnerable in Part 2, by directly enhancing food production capacity at the household level. The mechanism involves promoting increased food production at the household and community levels through the provision of seeds, basic tools, and agricultural training to support self-gardening. Because Jibia’s soil is already documented as low in organic matter (Section 2.1; Sani et al., 2025), the input package also includes a nitrogen-fixing cover crop alongside the compost already provided, consistent with FAO’s own guidance for soil-constrained home gardens (Marsh, n.d.). This approach fosters greater household self-sufficiency, thereby reducing exposure to market and transportation shocks and improving food security.
The feasibility of this mechanism has been validated in multiple case studies.
A cluster-randomized controlled trial conducted among women in Tanzania found that households that received agricultural training and home garden inputs consumed 0.50 more food categories per day after one year compared to the control group and were 14 percentage points more likely to consume at least five food categories. These inputs and training were jointly provided by agricultural extension workers and community health workers (Blakstad et al., 2021).
In Nigeria, a cross-sectional study of 180 households across three local government areas in the Ibadan region found that 71.7% of households engaged in backyard gardening, typically on small plots of land; even after controlling for variables such as income, land area, and education level, backyard gardening remained statistically significantly positively correlated with household food security (Adisa et al., 2026).
These two case studies collectively demonstrate that self-gardening can lead to measurable improvements in household dietary diversity and food security.
Furthermore, when household production exceeds their own needs, surplus produce can enter small-scale local markets without having to rely entirely on long-distance trade routes, which are currently disrupted by the risk of kidnapping. Broader research on short-distance, localized supply chains indicates that when longer supply chains fail, short supply chains can serve as a “redundancy mechanism” — a point of particular importance given that in areas with poor connectivity, logistics costs alone can account for up to half of the final food price (World Bank, 2024). This does not mean that short supply chains will necessarily lower food prices; however, they can reduce households’ overall dependence on specific transport and market routes that conflict has already rendered unreliable, thereby building more enduring resilience in the face of ongoing conflict.
Fortunately, Layer 1 is not merely a theoretical concept. FAO Nigeria has been implementing a home garden support program that provides seeds, fertilizers, and basic tools to conflict-affected households. For example, in resettled communities in the northeast, such as Labondo, support has been provided to 2,000 households, with priority given to female-headed households and those with limited access to land; broader projects have reached approximately 210,000 conflict-affected residents (FAO Nigeria, 2025). Furthermore, a study on agricultural input discount vouchers for conflict-affected Nigerian farmers found that over 90% of farmers in the experimental group purchased the full input package during the study period, directly demonstrating that voucher-based agricultural input delivery can achieve high participation rates even among conflict-affected populations, including those who have experienced displacement (CGIAR, 2024).
Therefore, the solution-focused Layer 1 is based on the “self-gardening” model from the Northeast, which has already been field-tested in conflict settings, and expands and adapts it to Katsina State, beginning in Jibia Local Government Area.
Consider a representative household in Jibia’s pilot ward: a woman-headed household of six, already listed on the National Social Register. In Week 1, a Ministry of Agriculture extension worker cross-checks her NSR enrollment and issues a starter package — roughly 500 grams of vegetable seed, two hand tools, 10 kilograms of compost, and a small packet of nitrogen-fixing cover crop seed — logging the transaction against her NSR ID rather than a paper sign-in sheet alone. In Week 2, planting begins on her existing homestead plot, typically under a quarter-hectare, timed to the rainy-season onset described in Section 2.1. Around Week 8, midway through the growing cycle, the same extension worker returns for a single progress visit, consistent with the general monitoring cadence used in FAO’s Northeast homestead-garden model. Separately, before harvest, one of Layer 2’s community-based verification monitors spot-checks this household’s log entry against the physical delivery, without advance notice to the extension worker who issued it — this separation of roles is what makes the check meaningful rather than symbolic. By Week 16-18, at harvest, the household consumes part of the yield directly and sells any surplus into the local market described earlier in this section. The cycle then repeats for the next planting season, so each season regenerates the same written record Layer 2 checks against, rather than requiring a new verification system to be built each time.
4.2 Layer 2 — Improving the Integrity of Agricultural Input Delivery
While the concept behind Layer 1 is certainly promising, it can only be effective if seeds, training, and vouchers actually reach the target households. As Part 3 has already demonstrated, this cannot be taken for granted: Katsina’s own Public Complaints and Anti-Corruption Commission is, as of this writing, still investigating ₦46 million diverted from a single fertilizer distribution program. Singapore’s Corrupt Practices Investigation Bureau (CPIB) offers a useful design philosophy here — independence from the agencies it oversees, consistent enforcement, and prevention built into financial management rather than relying solely on ex post facto investigation (Corrupt Practices Investigation Bureau, n.d.) — but its specific institutional form cannot be transplanted wholesale into Nigeria’s federal structure. The more useful question is what Nigeria already has that can be adapted to this same philosophy, because it has more than it might first appear.
This is not only a Katsina-specific pattern. A 2015 IITA survey of 2,305 rural Nigerian households, using instrumental-variable regression to isolate the program’s causal effect from selection bias, found that Nigeria’s own attempt to digitize input delivery — the mobile-phone-based e-voucher system underlying the GES scheme discussed above — still left real gaps in the pipeline: only 65.5% of surveyed households registered for the program, and of those, only 76% actually received the mobile alert needed to redeem their voucher (Wossen et al., 2017). The same study found that participation did raise maize yields by roughly a quarter (26.3%) and household income by ₦19,727 on average — real benefits — but at a benefit-cost ratio of only 1.11, meaning the program was, at best, marginally cost-effective even where digitization worked as intended (Wossen et al., 2017). The lesson for Layer 2 is precise: digitization measurably helped, but it did not close the delivery gap on its own, and the space between registration and actual redemption is exactly the kind of leakage point independent verification is designed to close.
ICPC has, since 2001, embedded Anti-Corruption and Transparency Units (ACTUs) inside individual ministries and agencies: units staffed by agency personnel but with a direct functional reporting line to ICPC rather than to the agency’s own leadership (Independent Corrupt Practices and Other Related Offences Commission, n.d.). Separately, Nigeria’s National Social Safety-Nets Coordinating Office (NASSCO) already contracts state-level, independently vetted civil society organizations as Third-Party Monitors for its cash transfer program, verifying disbursement amounts against records and operating a grievance redress channel that reports directly to NASSCO rather than to the agency distributing the transfers (Safer World Foundation, n.d.). And Katsina’s own KTPCACC has already demonstrated the investigatory will to pursue input-delivery fraud once it surfaces.
Layer 2 proposes an input delivery verification function for Katsina modeled on this existing Nigerian architecture rather than a foreign one: a state-level civil society body, selected and funded the way NASSCO’s Third-Party Monitors already are, reporting on an ACTU-style line that bypasses the Ministry of Agriculture unit distributing inputs, and empowered to refer confirmed cases directly to KTPCACC. This body would cross-check distribution records against Katsina’s existing National Social Register enrollment, spot-verify deliveries the way NASSCO’s monitors verify cash disbursements, and maintain a grievance channel modeled on Fadama III’s community-driven grievance redress mechanism — which strengthened community participation during the project’s active phase but, per an independent case-study review, weakened once dedicated project funding ended (Fadama III, as cited in Effective Development Cooperation, n.d.). This last point matters for design: the verification function should be funded through a durable state or federal budget line rather than only initial donor support, so it does not repeat that pattern.
Community-based, participatory targeting remains essential alongside this structure, for the same reason Part 3 already established: Nigeria’s existing e-voucher fertilizer system has documented cases of community leaders’ relatives receiving disproportionate shares of subsidized inputs (Adetoyinbo et al., 2026). An independent verification function does not replace community-based targeting; it audits it, with transparent and auditable distribution records maintained throughout.
5. Implementation Plan 
5.1 First-Year Implementation
The first-year plan will build upon WFP’s existing livelihood and food-assistance programming in Nigeria, implemented in coordination with Nigeria’s Federal Ministry of Humanitarian Affairs and Poverty Alleviation (FMHAPA) (World Food Programme, 2024), and the family garden model already being implemented by FAO in the northeast. This integrated model will be piloted in Jibia Local Government Area — one of the exact sites of the 2024 UNIDIR survey this paper draws on, and the subject of dedicated field research on banditry’s food security impact — with Layer 2’s independent verification function launching in the same LGA. A realistic Year 1 target is to enroll all National Social Register-listed households in Jibia’s highest-conflict-exposure ward. From there, both layers would expand to the broader set of Katsina LGAs already implicated in documented input-delivery diversion — Musawa, Malumfashi, Matazu, Faskari, and Funtua — collectively home to over 1.5 million residents (City Population, n.d.), meaning a Year 3-5 target of 30,000 participating households represents a small fraction of that population, not a majority claim.
5.2 Costs and Resources
For Layer 1, the core input package — seeds, hand tools, and compost for a household garden — costs an estimated ₦2,500-3,500 (roughly $1.75-2.50 at 2026 exchange rates), consistent with the per-household cost structure of FAO’s existing Northeast homestead garden model. At this rate, a Year 1 pilot of 375 households in Jibia costs approximately ₦1,125,000 (roughly $790-800) in input costs — a small enough sum that donor co-financing is a realistic Year 1 funding path, not merely an aspirational one. Layer 2 adds a recurring cost: compensating community-based verification monitors at a rate comparable to existing Nigerian community-worker pay (₦62,000-82,000 per month) means a single monitor costs roughly ₦744,000-984,000 per year, before ledger and coordination costs. Set against Katsina’s own ₦78.6 billion 2026 agriculture and livestock budget allocation (Premium Times, 2025), even a multi-monitor Layer 2 rollout represents a small fraction of existing state spending. For comparison, WFP cash transfers to food-insecure Nigerian households currently run ₦17,500-27,000 per month — sustained over a year, ₦210,000-324,000, several times Layer 1’s one-time input cost, though the comparison isn’t perfectly like-for-like since WFP transfers are typically time-bound emergency response, while Layer 1 carries its own smaller recurring maintenance cost (₦500-750/household/year) indefinitely. Katsina State is already enrolled in the National Social Register, which covers all states and the FCT (National Social Safety-Nets Coordinating Office, n.d.) and provides an existing targeting infrastructure this program can draw on directly rather than building a new beneficiary-identification system from scratch.
5.3 Stakeholders and Implementation Responsibilities
During implementation, each stakeholder should assume clear responsibilities without the need to establish an entirely new institutional framework. State-level agricultural departments and agricultural extension workers are responsible for providing agricultural training and technical support; community organizations participate in the identification of target households; independent verification staff — drawn from vetted civil society organizations along the lines of NASSCO’s existing Third-Party Monitor model, and empowered to refer confirmed cases to KTPCACC — are responsible for auditing records of input distribution and verifying actual delivery; international organizations and donors provide the funding and technical support needed for initial inputs, training, and monitoring; participating households contribute land and labor for household food production; and local traders can provide sales channels for surplus agricultural products produced by households. This division of responsibilities leverages existing institutions while avoiding a situation where any single local agency simultaneously controls the three processes of beneficiary identification, resource allocation, and monitoring.
5.4 Predicted Outcomes
In the short term, the project’s standard metrics will depend on the number of households receiving agricultural inputs; the number of households receiving agricultural training; and the actual establishment of household vegetable gardens, tracked through the existing National Social Register infrastructure. A realistic, evidence-grounded (not guaranteed) Year 2 target would be for 65 to 75 percent of enrolled households to be actively producing food — roughly 244 to 281 of the 375 Year 1 households, an illustrative figure rather than a forecast — consistent with the 71.7 percent adoption rate in the Ibadan study and the over-90-percent input uptake rate in the Gombe voucher study (Adisa et al., 2026; CGIAR, 2024). On dietary diversity, the Tanzania RCT’s effect size, a 0.50 increase in food groups consumed per day and a 14-percentage-point increase in households reaching five or more food groups, offers a similarly grounded planning target, though the Tanzanian context differs enough that this should be read as a target, not a prediction (Blakstad et al., 2021).
For Layer 2, success is better measured against the ₦46,061,000 in fertilizer diversion KTPCACC is currently investigating than against any national benchmark — illustratively, that sum at Layer 1’s own ₦2,500-3,500 per-household input cost is equivalent to roughly 13,200 to 18,400 household input packages, roughly 35 to 49 times the paper’s Year 1 pilot of 375 households, a comparison meant to show scale rather than to predict recovery. Even a modest reduction in verified misappropriation relative to this baseline would represent genuine progress: Ghana’s own fertilizer-subsidy program shows what happens without independent verification of who is actually reached — its 2012 universal subsidy reached only 11% of poor farmers nationwide while 72% of its benefit leaked to non-poor farmers, though a rigorously tested targeting mechanism raised pro-poor coverage to roughly 70% (Houssou et al., 2019). The most rigorously studied social-audit program globally, India’s MGNREGA, shows a real, if uneven, decline in leakage in audited areas (Afridi & Iversen, 2014) — together, imperfect but real cross-context analogs, offered because no comparable Nigerian agricultural-verification program has yet been rigorously evaluated.
In the long term, the following should be observed: whether households continue to engage in household food production; whether surplus agricultural products form functioning local markets; and whether Katsina’s government and relevant agencies demonstrate the ability to sustainably implement food security projects with minimal resource leakage, relative to the KTPCACC-documented baseline described above. In the short term, the project can increase individual farm output and ensure secure distribution; and in the long term, it can enhance food security and address the root causes of a weak state.
6. Conclusion
The mechanisms tracked in this paper ultimately form a continuous causal chain: ongoing conflict disrupts agricultural production and food distribution, which in turn drives up food prices, reduces household purchasing power, and ultimately exacerbates food insecurity; meanwhile, weak state capacity and accountability gaps perpetuate this cycle. Layer 1 mitigates shocks by restoring local food production and reducing households’ dependence on disrupted markets, while Layer 2 ensures that support actually reaches households by improving resource delivery and accountability. Together, these layers break this cycle. To achieve food security in conflict-affected Katsina State, it is essential to build resilience at the household level and integrity at the institutional level simultaneously; neither can be considered sufficient on its own.
Breaking the Möbius strip does not require waiting for a miraculous, sweeping transformation after a long, dark night; rather, it begins by returning control over their livelihoods to each individual family.
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