
Afghanistan entered its 40th year of conflict in 2020. During the period of analysis, the country was 
consistently in the top three of the worst food crises worldwide, with millions of people acutely 
food insecure and in need of urgent assistance, according to the Global Report on Food Crises. 
During the same period, the external financing to food sectors has remained stable. However, 
there have been significant variations within specific financing flows: international humanitarian 
assistance increased by around 40 percent between 2016 and 2019, while official development 
assistance shrank by almost 30 percent between 2016 and 2018. Given the long-term nature of 
Afghanistan’s crisis and the fragile context, a larger share of official development assistance - in 
addition to humanitarian responses - is required to address the root causes of hunger, including 
peace dividends. To this end, the Humanitarian-Development-Peace (HDP) nexus seems to be a 
relevant approach to better align the humanitarian flows, either related to conflict or climate 
shocks, with the long-term development and peace goals, in a context where acute food insecurity 
has been steadily worsening. 

KEY FINDINGS

▶  Acute food insecurity worsened significantly 
between 2016 and 2019. In parallel, international 
humanitarian assistance to food security, agriculture 
and nutrition increased by slightly over 40 percent 
during the same period. 

▶  Official development assistance to food security, 
agriculture and nutrition decreased by almost a third 
over the period between 2016 and 2018.  

▶  In 2017, domestic public resources allocated to 
food sectors were equivalent to around one third of the 
total external financing allocated to food security, 
agriculture and nutrition. In 2019, domestic public 
resources to food sectors slightly decreased by around 
16 percent.  

▶  Several platforms and initiatives exist at the 
national, sub-regional and international level to improve 
the coordination and linkages between humanitarian, 
development and peace efforts, such as the One 
United Nations for Afghanistan development framework 
(2018-2021) and the European Union 2014-2020 Multi-
annual Indicative Programme.

In 2019, 11.3 million people were 
facing high levels of acute food 
insecurity (IPC Phase 3 or above) 
in Afghanistan.

In 2019, international 
humanitarian assistance to food 
sectors represented 27 percent of 
the total humanitarian assistance 
to Afghanistan.

Between 2016 and 2018, on 
average, international humanitarian 
and official development 
assistance to food sectors 
received 10 percent of the total 
external financing to Afghanistan.

The analysis of external financing and domestic public resources to food 
sectors in Afghanistan covers the period 2016-2019. For the purpose of 
the analysis, data on international humanitarian assistance were 
available for the four-year period of analysis (2016-2019); data on 
official development assistance were available for the period 2016-2018; 
data on domestic public resources were available for 2017 and 2019. 
Data on the financing flows to food sectors were analyzed alongside 
figures on acute food insecurity taken from the available editions of the 
Global Report on Food Crises. For complete methodology please refer 
to the technical note on ‘’Financing Flows and Food Crises: global 
analysis of humanitarian and development assistance to food security, 
agriculture and nutrition’’. 
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BACKGROUND 

Between 2016 and 2019, the number of people facing Crisis levels or worse (Phase 3 
or above) of acute food insecurity according to the Integrated Food Security Phase 
Classification (IPC) remained alarmingly high and rose from 8.5 million in 2016 to 11.3 
million in 2019. This means that about one-third of people analyzed were living in a 
constant state of Crisis level of acute food insecurity (IPC Phase 3 or above) over the 
four years of analysis.  

Conflict, coupled with political uncertainty, poverty, escalating unemployment and 
repeated exposure to natural disasters have eroded coping capacities, representing 
the main drivers of acute food insecurity. In 2020, food insecurity remains alarmingly 
high with continuing conflict, floods, widespread unemployment, and price hikes, all 
exacerbated by the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic. The lockdown measures the 
Government put in place in response to the pandemic significantly decreased daily 
labour opportunities, which further limited household purchasing power and food 
access.

Figure 1: Trends in numbers of people in acute food insecurity 2016-2019. 
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FINANCING FLOWS TO TACKLE FOOD INSECURITY 

Against this background, the total external financing – international humanitarian and 
official development assistance - to food sectors has remained constant between 
2016 and 2019. However, while official development assistance has been decreasing 
from more than USD 325 million to around USD 229 million between 2016 and 2018, 
international humanitarian assistance grew - from around USD 127 million in 2016 to 
around USD 180 million in 2019. The decrease in official development assistance in 
2018 may be the result of important development projects coming to an end or being 
reduced in scale.  

The increase in international humanitarian assistance, meanwhile, reflects the urgent 
response to the severe drought in early 2018, which limited food production and 
depleted farmers’ and livestock keepers’ assets and livelihoods. Domestic public 
resources have remained constant from 2016 to 2018. Revenue mobilisation 
continues to be a challenge for the government, which has led to reduced budget 
support for food sectors. This suggests that public resources are directed to basic 
government administration only.

Figure 2: Trends in international humanitarian assistance (2016-2019), official development assistance 
(2016-2018), and domestic public resources (2017 and 2019).
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EXTERNAL FINANCING BY FOOD SECTORS

In terms of sectorial composition, on average, almost two-thirds of international humanitarian 
assistance were directed to food security, and close to one-third to nutrition between 2016 
and 2019. Funding to the agriculture sector was only recorded in 2016, in small amounts. 

The three main sectors of official development assistance from 2016 to 2018 were agriculture, 
which absorbed around 85 percent of the total allocation – followed by development food 
assistance, and basic nutrition.

Figure 3: International humanitarian assistance to food sectors, 2016-2019.

Figure 4: Official development assistance to food sectors, 2016-2018.
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BOX: Food security and livelihoods in UN-coordinated appeals. 

Food security and livelihood requirements to the UN-coordinated Humanitarian Response 
Plans (HRP) and appeals increased between 2016 and 2019, from USD 92 million in 2016 to 
USD 279 million in 2019. This followed the trend of growing acute food insecurity and needs 
in the country. During the same period, on average, two-thirds of the funding requirements 
were met, with the exception of 2019, where the external financing covered only 52 percent 
of the requirements or USD 145 million out of the USD 279 million outlined in the appeal. 

Figure 6: HRP funding requirements vs. funding received for food security, agriculture and nutrition, 
2016–2019.
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In 2017 and 2019, almost all public resources to food sectors were allocated to 
agriculture, and a small share was directed to nutrition. 

Figure 5: Domestic public resources to food sectors, 2017 and 2019.
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CHANNELS OF DELIVERY

Almost all international humanitarian assistance between 2016 and 2019 was channelled 
through the United Nations Organizations, with only a small percentage through Non-
Governmental Organizations (NGOs).   

Figure 7: International humanitarian assistance channels of delivery to food sectors, 2016-2019.

On the other hand, channels of delivery of official development assistance were more 
diverse. UN organizations, public sector institutions, and the private sector were the most 
important channels of delivery between 2016 and 2018.

Figure 8: Official development assistance channels of delivery to food sectors, 2016-2018.
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BOX: Coordination mechanisms and platforms to improve linkages 
between humanitarian, development and peace actions - the HDP nexus.

At the national level, Afghanistan National Peace and Development Framework (ANPDF, 
2017-2021) is the main coordination mechanism covering the food and nutrition security 
and agriculture sectors. It is the Government's five-year strategic development plan to 
achieve its overarching goal of self-reliance.  

At the UN level, there is a dense network of coordination structures that drive joint UN 
programming and coherence in the areas of food security, nutrition and livelihoods 
interventions. In addition, since 2018, the One UN for Afghanistan development framework 
(2018-2021) outlines the efforts of 21 UN Agencies currently operating in the country to 
work together and coordinate, align and optimise resources, mandates and capabilities of 
the different agencies with host government and other developmental partners. 

The EU Institutions, in turn, coordinate their assistance to Afghanistan through the 
2014-2020 Multi-annual Indicative Programme, which focuses on three priority sectors 
aligned with the ANPDF: (a) Peace, stability and democracy, (b) Sustainable growth and 
jobs, and (c) Basic social services.  

The EU programme puts a premium on employment creation through rural enterprises and 
on leveraging private and public investments to deliver better services to citizens. 
Together, they contribute to the Government’s long-term goals of reducing poverty and 
deepening the relationship with its citizens through quality basic social services.

This brief is part of a series of in-depth country analyses that complement the technical 
note on “Financing Flows and Food Crises: global analysis of humanitarian and 
development assistance to food security, agriculture and nutrition” developed by the 
Technical Support Unit of the Global Network Against Food Crises. 


