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1. Executive Summary 

This report presents the summative findings of the quasi-experimental evaluation of SFCG’s project to 
strengthen mechanisms for Early Warning and Early Response in the Nigerian states of Adamawa and Borno. 
 
The project encompassed a number of SFCG initiatives to convene and train community leaders to engage in 
dialogue processes at the local and state levels (Community Security Architecture Dialogues (CSADs) and Peace 
Architecture Dialogues (PADs), respectively) in order to promote increased collaboration among community 
members, civil society organizations and government agencies and improved capacity of and greater confidence 
in governmental and nongovernmental security structures in insecure areas.  The aspiration of the project was 
to allow these communities to benefit from early warning of and early response to potential violence in order to 
effectively mitigate these threats. The goal and objectives of the project are as follow. 
 

 
Goal 

Expanded and strengthened early warning and early response processes that enhance community and state 
actors’ ability to protect citizens in Borno and Adamawa States.  
 

Objectives 
1: A reinforced and expanded community-based early warning and early response system; 
2: Strengthened engagement between state and local actors to secure communities; and 
3: Strengthened capacity of partners to support and monitor early warning systems. 
 

 
The express interest of SFCG project leadership was for the evaluation to primarily consider SFCG’s contribution 
to the realization of the stated goal and objectives of the project, specifically (i) to identify the contribution of 
the project to these outcomes and (ii) to explain the causal pathways through which this contribution was 
realized.  Additionally, the discussions with SFCG project leadership clarified SFCG’s strong interest in identifying 
to the extent possible the project’s contribution to the “ultimate outcome,” or “impact” – a decrease in 
victimization of populations by community-level violence, particularly from insurgents.   
 
In fact, a priority of this evaluation that sets it apart from many other project evaluations is that SFCG had 
aspirations for the evaluation itself to serve a role in helping to advance the broader field of peacebuilding by 
serving as a model of more rigorous evaluation, employing mixed methods to better assess the impact of these 
types of interventions.  To this end, the evaluation incorporated a carefully constructed research design that 
could offer a quasi-experimental comparison of communities exposed to the project and others not exposed to 
the project.  As such, the final research design should be looked to as a valuable effort by SFCG to contribute 
meaningfully to the advancement of the field of peacebuilding as a whole, which can certainly be improved 
upon but which also offers an important model for the field to build upon. 
 
To this end, the evaluation is thus informed by primary data collected in two periods – October 2017 and 
July/October 2019. Each period consisted of (1) a population-based survey of more than 800 persons in 
Adamawa and Borno states (more than 400 from each state in each survey) and (2) key informant interviews 
with more than a dozen stakeholders of the project, including participants in the project’s activities and other 
persons familiar with the project or insurgency-related violence in the communities of focus of SFCG’s work.  
The collection of this data in these two periods was done in such a way, discussed in this report, that allows for 
quasi-experimental inferences to be made of the project’s influence on community security, with a particular 
focus on insurgency-related violence, which was the primary focus of the project at its inception.   
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Overall, the project can be judged to have been moderately to strongly effective in realizing its Goal and 
Objectives.  This achievement is summarized in the table below, which identifies the variation in the level of 
achievement among the objectives, reflecting the project’s particularly strong realization of the outcome of 
improving community and state actors’ ability to protect citizens from violence.   
 

Summary Assessment of Evaluation Focuses 

Identification of… Community and State Actors’ Ability to Protect Citizens from Violence 

Strong 

• Security providers – from local- to state-level – express commitment to conflict early warning and early response 
(resolution and mitigation), including greater communication and coordination among actors from local and state 
governments to civil society to traditional leaders and faith communities, increased proactive efforts to address 
conflict dynamics, and greater capacity for conflict resolution and mitigation among all of these stakeholders 

• Stakeholders express local ownership of EW/ER processes and commitment to continuation of processes beyond the 
lifespan of the SFCG EW/ER project 

Identification of… Community Members’ Knowledge, Awareness and Practices (KAP) of Security 

Moderate-to-Strong  

• Community perceptions are positively different in communities with SFCG EW/ER project, corroborated by information 
of stakeholders regarding decreased violence, increased confidence in local security mechanisms, increased reporting 
of conflicts and potential conflicts, and improved conflict resolution 

Identification of… Victimization of Communities and Community Members by Violence 

Moderate-to-Strong 

• Stakeholders identify that levels of conflict are down considerably, some stating that there is now “no conflict” in their 
communities or no conflict of certain types, such as the elimination of violence between farmers and herders, due to 
community members now being aware of channels for resolving conflict dynamics and having the knowledge 
themselves of and ability to make use of conflict resolution practices 

• This finding is corroborated by the survey data – which, as discussed below, while it shows increased reporting of 
victimization, suggests that such levels have increased less in treatment communities and that this increase is also in 
part due to increased reporting rather than increased victimization, per se. 

 
In terms of the explanation of the project’s contributions to these outcomes, there is the contribution of both 
the formal mechanisms of the project, which stakeholders have embraced, and the informal pathways – the 
knowledge, attitudes and practices – that have been absorbed by members of the communities, who continue 
to diffuse them more broadly.  The intended effects of the project also show considerable potential for 
sustainability, as those stakeholders engaged in the project, who were the primary targets of influence of the 
project, have expressed considerable sense of ownership of the mechanisms introduced by the project (CRNs, 
CSADs and PADs) and commitments to sustain these mechanisms independent of SFCG’s involvement and 
support, even though all stakeholders consulted also express considerable interest in SFCG’s further 
involvement and support, particularly in further expansion of the project to additional communitiesl 
 
There project also generated considerable, positive unintended consequences of the project, and no identifiable 
negative consequences.  The most significant of the unintended consequences is that the various mechanisms 
for early warning of and early response to threats of violence from insurgent actors were embraced by 
communities as mechanisms for the prevention of other forms of violence and much more broadly for 
addressing other problems of concern to community members, from criminal activity, such as kidnapping or 
drug trafficking, to juvenile delinquency of varying severity, from loitering to criminal behavior, to exploitation 
and violence against women, from prostitution to domestic violence.   
 
Moreover, among the most notable effects of the project, which developed later in its implementation but 
nonetheless demonstrates significant sustainability, is the advancement of the role of women in these societies 
more broadly.  The mechanisms introduced by the project – the CRNs and CSADs, in particular – have given 
women channels by which to report concerns that had previously been difficult for them to voice, from sexual 
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violence to domestic abuse.  And, the raising of the profile of women through the CSADs and PADs has led to 
women being integrated into a variety of formal leadership mechanisms from the local level to the state level, 
including raising the profile and reach of women’s organizations.  
 

Summary of Influence Pathways and Unintended Consequences 

Explanation of… (2) Causality of Contribution of SFCG’s Programming to Identified Outcomes 

SFCG’s contributions to these outcomes stems from both the establishment of formal mechanisms (the dialogues and 
the community-response networks) and the propagation of informal knowledge 

• The formal mechanisms (community mobilizers, community response networks, community security architecture 
dialogues, peace architecture dialogues) have all been embraced by the stakeholders within the communities in which 
the have been introduced, to the extent that stakeholders have taken meaningful steps to sustain these mechanisms 
at local and state levels even with SFCG’s termination of its support to these mechanisms 

• The awareness and knowledge of conflict resolution and peacebuilding practices, and the use of these practices by 
community members, is reported to be widely recognized.  This is evidenced most by the key informant interviews and 
focus group discussions but also corroborated by the survey data  

Identification of… (3) Unintended consequences of the project 

Meaningful 

• There is considerable evidence of positive spillover effects, with the perceptions survey indicating that control villages 
within LGAs have experienced positive effects in knowledge, attitudes and practices of community members that are 
similar to those experienced in treatment villages, which are not experienced in treatment LGAs 

• Moreover, there is considerable interest in the extension of SFCG’s EW/ER efforts into additional villages, both among 
leaders of the villages in which the project has been introduced but also among leaders at higher-levels or whose 
programs span across villages 

• In particular, stakeholders identify that SFCG’s EW/ER project, while intended initially to help communities address the 
threat of Boko Haram, has contributed to the mitigation of violence of all types and the resolution of conflicts and 
threats of insecurity to individuals and groups 

• Among the most notable unintended consequences, is the advancement of women – not only from improvements to 
protect women from domestic violence, but to the recognition of women as important contributors to civic life and 
public debates, including increasing inclusion of women in leadership bodies 

• Individual leaders have been developed as strong champions of peacebuilding efforts, in some cases helping to lead 
the development of official state-level governmental efforts to advance peacebuilding or leading other efforts to 
extend the reach and the sustainability of peacebuilding efforts 

• There are no identifiable negative unintended consequences 

 
Among the lessons to be learned from the project and accompanying recommendations, a primary one is that 
while this evaluation has been able to collect various evidence to suggest that the project has been effective – 
the assessment of similar projects can be much stronger if attention is given to evaluation at the time of design 
of the projects.  This evaluation is a model for peacebuilding interventions to be more effective through more 
programming that is increasingly based on better and better evidence through better understanding of the 
effectiveness of such programming – but this can only be done if evaluation is seen as an inherent component of 
programming not an adjunct consideration.  In the specific case of this project, the design of which did have an 
intention for highly rigorous evaluation, the project interventions themselves could have been designed to offer 
opportunities for evaluation, from considering evaluation in project design activities such as the selection of 
sites, the intentional variation of interventions among sites and the simultaneous introduction of interventions 
and consistent introduction of initiatives in sites started simultaneously.  Additionally, more carefully collecting 
baseline data before the introduction of interventions into sites, potentially as a component of initial needs 
assessment would contribute to more meaningful consideration of the effects of programs as well as address 
concerns regarding the ethics of collecting from populations for whom programming is not being considered.  
Finally, and importantly, evaluations should be designed with a level of analysis correspondent to the influence 
of interventions, which can be more appropriately identified through the use of such methodologies as 
outcomes mapping, which was discussed with SFCG in the design of the evaluation and the application of which 
to this project is illustrated in brief in this report.  
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2. Introduction 

This report presents the summative findings of the quasi-experimental evaluation of SFCG’s project to 
strengthen mechanisms for Early Warning and Early Response in the Nigerian states of Adamawa and Borno. 
 
The project encompassed a number of SFCG initiatives to convene and train community leaders to engage in 
dialogue processes at the local and state levels (Community Security Architecture Dialogues (CSADs) and Peace 
Architecture Dialogues (PADs), respectively) in order to promote increased collaboration among community 
members, civil society organizations and government agencies and improved capacity of and greater confidence 
in governmental and nongovernmental security structures in insecure areas.  The aspiration of the project was 
to allow these communities to benefit from early warning of and early response to potential violence in order to 
effectively mitigate these threats.  
 
The evaluation presented here is informed by project documents as well as primary data collected in two 
periods – October 2017 and July/October 2019. Each period consisted of (1) a population-based survey of more 
than 800 persons in Adamawa and Borno states (more than 400 from each state in each survey) and (2) key 
informant interviews with more than a dozen stakeholders of the project, including participants in the project’s 
activities and other persons familiar with the project or insurgency-related violence in the communities of focus 
of SFCG’s work.  The collection of this data in these two periods was done in such a way, discussed further 
below, that allows for quasi-experimental inferences to be made of the project’s influence on community 
security, with a particular focus on insurgency-related violence.  This report presents the summative findings of 
the evaluation of the project along with lessons learned and recommendations for similar endeavors by SFCG or 
others in the future. 
 

1.1. Research Objectives 

Based on considerable exchanges with the SFCG leadership for the EW/ER project in Northern Nigeria, along 
with a thorough review of project documents, the following research objectives and approach were identified 
for the evaluation of the project. 
 
The express interest of SFCG project leadership was for the evaluation to primarily consider SFCG’s contribution 
to the realization of the stated goal and objectives of the project, articulated below as outcomes: 

(i) to identify the contribution of the project to these outcomes and  
(ii) to explain the causal pathways through which this contribution was realized. 

 

 
Goal 

Expanded and strengthened early warning and early response processes that enhance community and state 
actors’ ability to protect citizens in Borno and Adamawa States.  
 

Objectives 
1: A reinforced and expanded community-based early warning and early response system; 
2: Strengthened engagement between state and local actors to secure communities; and 
3: Strengthened capacity of partners to support and monitor early warning systems.1 
 

 

 
1 This articulation the Goal and Objectives of the project as outcomes are adapted from the articulation of the Goal and 
Objectives as activities presented in the project documentation.  Articulation of goals and objectives as outcomes suggests 
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Additionally, the discussions with SFCG project leadership have clarified SFCG’s strong interest in identifying to 
the extent possible the project’s contribution to the “ultimate outcome,” or “impact” – a decrease in 
victimization of populations by community-level violence, particularly from insurgents.  As such, this influence 
was identified as a primary focus of the evaluation. Despite becoming a focus for evaluation, decreased 
victimization was appropriately not articulated in the Goal or Objectives of the project, given that it is an 
outcome that SFCG’s efforts can influence only indirectly and as one of many drivers of such violence.   
 
A graphical illustration of the relationship between SFCG’s project and these outcomes is represented in the 
Outcomes Map diagram below.  Outcomes Mapping is a methodology for project planning developed by the 
International Development Research Center (IDRC) that focuses attention on identifying what are the 
appropriate outcomes for an intervention to concern itself with, particularly as it comes to accountability for 
results – which the methodology suggests are those outcomes that the intervention can directly influence rather 
than those that it can directly control (the activities of the intervention) or that it can only influence indirectly 
(including, particularly the ultimate outcome or “impact” of the intervention).  In this guidance, Outcomes 
Mapping represents the commonly accepted understanding that more distant outcomes are less appropriate for 
evaluation of an intervention as the influence of the intervention on these distant outcomes can only be indirect 
and as such these more distant outcomes are also likely influenced significantly by other factors outside of the 
influence of the intervention. 
 

Outcomes Map of the Nigeria Early Warning / Early Response Project 

 
 

 
that they should be evaluated in terms of their impact (what change they generate) as opposed to SFCG’s performance in 
implementing the activities. 
The Goal and these Objectives of the project articulated, as activities, in the project documents are: 

• Goal: Expanding and strengthening early warning and early response processes to enhance community and state 
actors’ ability to protect citizens in Borno and Adamawa States.  

• Objectives:  
(1) Reinforce and expand a community-based early warning and early response system;  
(2) Strengthen engagement between state and local actors to secure communities; and  
(3) Strengthen partners’ capacity to support and monitor early warning systems. 

"Sphere of Control" 

SFCG's Project Activities

"Sphere of Influence"

Goal: Expanded and strengthened early warning and early 
response processes that enhance community and state actors’ 
ability to protect citizens in Borno and Adamawa States. 

Objectives: (1) Reinforced and expanded community-based 
EW/ER system; (2) Strengthened engagement between state and 
local actors to secure communities; and (3) Strengthened capacity 
of partners to support and monitor EW/ER systems

"Sphere of Impact"

Decreased Victimization by Community-Level Violence
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Representing SFCG’s Goal and Objectives for this project, along with the desired “impact” of the project, helps to 
illustrate that the Goal and Objectives are very appropriate focuses for evaluation, while the “impact” of the 
project is a less appropriate subject for evaluation.  Nevertheless, we still included investigation of the impact in 
the research methodology as a component of attempting to comprehensively evaluate the influence of the 
project.  
 

1.2. Research Focuses 

As such, the evaluation has had two priority research focuses: 
 
(2) Identifying to what extent changes in the following indicators of the project’s intended outcomes can be 

attributed to the project: 
 
(A) The more direct outcomes that correspond with the objectives of the project and are important to a 

sustainable decrease in victimization over the longer term – namely, “the improved protection of 
communities and residents from violence through expanded, strengthened and reinforced 
community-based early warning and early response processes that enhance community and state 
actors’ ability to protect citizens” – which can be recognized through 
i. Strengthened capacity of, strengthened engagement by and improved cooperation among 

community, government and security actors, particularly civil society organizations and government 
agencies at both the state and local levels, to support and monitor early warning systems, 

ii. the improved identification of solutions and design of efforts to warn of and respond to potential 
threats of violence, 

iii. the improved trust among these actors and of these actors by the community, 
iv. Improved identification of potential incidents of violence and improved response to such 

identification by community-based early warning and early response systems, and 
 

(B) The related outcome that residents feel more secure from such violence, which is supported by their 
feeling 
i. more informed by, served by, and engaged with early warning / early response systems,  

ii. more trusting of the actors and efforts responsible for providing for their security, and  
iii. more capable of coping with threats of such violence, and 

 
(C) The ultimate outcome, or “impact,” sought from the project, specifically a decrease in victimization of 

the communities being protected (prevention of the violence of the type intended to be prevented, 
particularly by insurgent groups – to be enumerated, for example, as the number of cases and victims 
of violence of the type intended to be prevented, and perhaps a change in the type and/or severity of 
violence). 

 
(3) Explaining the contribution of the various project activities to these outcomes. 
 
In addition to those two priority focuses, the evaluation will also give attention to a third focus: 
 
(4) Identifying unintended outcomes that can be attributed to the project.2 

 
2 These research focuses answer the tentative evaluation questions identified in the Scope of Work but are more clearly 
informed by and specifically reflect the project’s objectives as discussed above.   
The tentative evaluation questions identified in the Scope of Work, were: 

• Does enhanced collaboration between community, state and security actors lead to increased trust and better 
solutions to fight violence?  
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The influence diagram below represents how the outcomes of the project, identified in (1) above, are related to 
each other.  Presenting the outcomes in this way as a complement to the Outcome Map shows how the 
different focuses of the evaluation contribute to measuring the “impact” of the project, broadly defined as in 
the outcomes of the project and narrowly defined as in the ultimate outcome.   
 

Program Outcomes Logic Model 

 
(B)            (B) 

Improved Public Understanding and Trust of EW/ER systems  Improved Public Perception of Security  

(A)            (C) 

Improved EW/ER Provider Cooperation and Trust  Decreased Victimization 

(A)              (A) 

Expanded and Improved EW/ER Capacity  Improved EW/ER Protection of Populations 

 
 
As identified in the discussion and Outcomes Map above, while a desire to evaluate the “impact” of the project 
might lead some observers to think that this can or should be done by looking primarily at the project’s 
contribution to the ultimate outcome of decreased victimization (variable C), the overall contribution of the 
project and the contribution of the project to this ultimate impact can be more appropriately evaluated by 
triangulating the contribution to the ultimate outcome through evaluation of the project’s contribution to the 
project’s “intermediate” or “instrumental” outcomes that contribute to decreased victimization.  The 
intermediate/instrumental outcomes of the project have been fairly well articulated in the Goal and Objectives 
of the project (variables A) along with the outcome identified with SFCG in planning the evaluation of changed 
community members’ perceptions of security and of the EW/ER systems protecting them (variables B).  This 
latter outcome, community members’ perceptions of security and of the EW/ER systems protecting them is a 
valuable outcome itself, but also can serve as a proxy indicator for the ultimate outcome, in that public 
perceptions should improve as victimization improves/decreases. 
 
It is important to carefully articulate and understand these different focuses for the overall evaluation of the 
project as the evaluation of each of these focuses has different research and analysis requirements and 
limitations.  And, in particular, while decreased victimization might be identified as the preferred focus of 
evaluation as the ultimate outcome of the project, there are specific methodological challenges to assessing the 
project’s contribution to this outcome as discussed previously and expanded upon below.   
 
A discussion of the approaches to each of these primary evaluation focuses, as well as the challenges and 
limitations to these specific evaluation efforts, is presented in the bulleted list below.  Accompanying this 
discussion, we summarize the different research and analysis efforts needed for these distinct focus areas, along 
with their requirements, challenges and limitations, in Annex 1.   
 

1.2.1. Research Focus: Community and State Actors’ Ability to Protect Citizens from Violence (1A) 

The focus of the project that offers the best opportunity for identifying the attributable results of the project is 
the change in the capacities for effective early warning and early response to potential violence (EW/ER), as 

 
• Does SFCG´s civilian-led security intervention, including EW/ ER systems, lead to improved security environments in 

Borno and Adamawa States? What mechanisms delivered the impact? 

• Does increased capacity to dialogue and to identify early warning signs result in reduced violence? 

• Are there unintended impacts, and if so, what are they? What context, and what mechanisms, led to these 
unintended impacts? 
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explicitly identified in the project’s formal objectives, including strengthened capacity, strengthened 
engagement and improved cooperation among civil society organizations and government agencies. Secondary 
outcomes include the improved design of efforts for identifying and responding to potential threats of violence 
and resulting more effective identification of potential cases of violence and more effective response to such 
violence.   
 
While this focus offers the best opportunity for establishing causality between the project (and specific 
activities) and the outcomes of interest, it is also the focus that is least amenable to quantitative analysis given 
the very small number of observations and the challenge to quantitative measurement of the outcomes (e.g. 
capacity, engagement, cooperation, design). 
 
Analysis of this focus will be possible utilizing the data collected through the rapid assessment-administered key 
informant interviews and focus groups and the application of methodologies for informing the collection and 
analysis of the data,, such as Outcomes Mapping, Contribution Analysis and Most Significant Change. 
 

1.2.2. Research Focus: Community Members’ Knowledge, Attitudes and Practices regarding Security (1B) 

Second, the focus of the project that offers the greatest opportunity for quantitative analysis of the contribution 
of the project to the intended outcomes is the change in community members’ perceptions of their security, and 
more specifically their knowledge, attitudes and practices (KAP) regarding their security.   This is because the 
survey data gathered allows for quantification and thus comparison of the correlation of perceptions of security 
with the presence of the project. The design of the survey administration to collect data from “treatment” and 
“control” communities at different time periods offers the possibility of a meaningful quasi-experimental 
comparison of the perceptions in these treatment and control communities.   
 
Because of the larger number of observations we are assured to have from the survey of community members 
and the uncertainty regarding the number of cases of victimization to occur over the course of the project, the 
quantitative analysis of the effectiveness of the project in influencing community member perceptions was 
certain to offer more meaningful findings than the analysis of decreased victimization.   
 

1.2.3. Research Focus: Victimization of Communities and Community Members by Violence (1C) 

Finally, while it was anticipated that it could be possible to conduct quantitative analysis regarding the 
correlation between changes in decreased victimization and the implementation of SFCG’s project, it was 
recognized that this analysis would be dependent on the availability of records of incidents of violence from 
third-party data sets, such as those of the Armed Conflict Location and Event Data Project (ACLED) and the 
Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP).  Unfortunately, however, these data sets and others – such as the 
Council on Foreign Relations’ Nigeria Security Tracker – simply did not offer meaningful data (if any data at all) 
for the evaluation period.  Beyond the dearth of meaningful data on violent attacks by insurgents, because the 
project focus quickly evolved from the threat of insurgent violence to other sources of violence this research 
focus was made even less amenable to quantitative analysis, as data on these other sources of violence is even 
less documented by reliable sources. 
 
As such, as will be discussed further below, the influence of the project on levels of victimization of communities 
and community members was identified through the analysis of the survey data collected for the identification 
of the project’s influence on community members’ knowledge, awareness and practices and especially the key 
informant interviews and focus group discussions conducted to inform the identification of community and state 
actors’ ability to protect citizens from violence, and primarily from other sources of violence than insurgent 
groups. 
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While the inability to conduct more quantitative analysis regarding the project’s influence on levels of 
victimization is disappointing, it is not a particularly meaningful loss as the analysis would have at best been 
suggestive of the influence of the project on victimization. Even with a larger number of observations, the 
correlation between the project and changes in victimization could have suggested a correlation but could not 
have very strongly established causality due to the myriad other factors that influence levels of violence, many 
of which are outside the scope of this project and would have been difficult to account for (such as the degree of 
presence of security forces in communities, which is discussed further in the report as a confounding factor in 
the analysis of the data on perceptions of security).   
 
At best, the analysis of actual levels of violence could have contributed to the triangulation of changes in 
victimization that could have been suggestive of the project’s causal influence in combination with the two 
other forms of analysis above, as depicted in the above Project Outcomes Logic model.  In other words, if 
changes in victimization (1C) correspond to changes in the other two categories of outcomes of interest (1A) 
Community and State Actors’ Ability to Protect Citizens from Violence  and (1B) Evaluation Focus: Community 
Members’ Perceptions of Security, a causal relationship between the project and decreased victimization could 
be more strongly suggested – with the change in victimization being an outcome of changes in 1A and 1B. 
 

1.3. Data Collection and Analysis 

The data collection and analysis methodologies for assessment of these various research focuses are 
summarized in the following table and then discussed below.   
 

Data Collection and Analysis Methodologies 

Evaluation Focus Priority/Order and Timing for 
Data Collection 

Methodology 
(D)ata Collection and (A)nalysis 

Identification of…   

(1A) Community and State 
Actors’ Ability to Protect 
Citizens from Violence  

Priority: 2 
Beginning and End  

(of Evaluation Period) 

(Data) Key Informant Interviews and Focus Groups, 
Survey Data 
(Analysis) Most Significant Change, Outcomes 
Harvesting, Process Tracing, Contribution Analysis 

(1B) Community Members’ 
Knowledge, Awareness and 
Practices (KAP) of Security 

Priority: 1 
Beginning and End  

 

(D) Survey Data  
(A) Quantitative Analysis 

(1C) Victimization of 
Communities and 
Community Members by 
Violence 

Priority: 3 
End  

(D) Key Informant Interviews and Focus Groups, Survey 
Data 
(A) Most Significant Change, Outcomes Harvesting, 
Process Tracing, Contribution Analysis 

(2) Explanation of…  
Causality of Contribution of 
SFCG’s Programming to 
Identified Outcomes 

Priority: 2 
End  

(D) Key Informant Interviews and Focus Groups (Rapid 
Assessment), Key Informant Surveys 
(A) Most Significant Change, Outcomes Harvesting, 
Process Tracing, Contribution Analysis 

 (3) Identification of… 
Unintended consequences 
of the project 

Priority: 2 
End  

(D) Key Informant Interviews and Focus Groups (Rapid 
Assessment), Key Informant Surveys 
(A) Most Significant Change, Outcomes Harvesting, 
Process Tracing, Contribution Analysis 

 
Given the lack of the third-party data available for analysis of the evaluation of the project’s influence on rates 
of victimization, as had been anticipated, this discussion centers on the first two evaluation focuses – 
Community and State Actors’ Ability to Protect Citizens from Violence (1A), and Community Members’ 
Knowledge, Attitudes and Practices regarding Security (1B). 1A and 1B emerge as the primary evaluation 
focuses, even though there is still analysis of the Victimization of Communities and Community Members by 
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Violence (1C) informed primarily by the qualitative data collected from key informant and focus group 
interviews. 
 

1.3.1. Identifying the Influence on Community and State Actors’ Ability to Protect Citizens from Violence (1A) 

The more proximate outcomes of the project – which have been identified as the Goal and Objectives of the 
project – were identified as the most important outcomes to focus on in the evaluation as they are both those 
that can most meaningfully be attributed to the project and are, importantly, those most likely to contribute to 
the sustainable decrease in victimization of these communities over the longer term.  These outcomes include 
improved cooperation among civil society organizations and government agencies, and the improved design of 
efforts for identifying and responding to potential threats of violence, and the more effective identification of 
potential cases of violence and more effective response to such violence that should result from these other 
outcomes. 
 
Along with the evaluation of the influence of the project on the levels of victimization of communities and 
community members, discussed below, the evaluation of these more proximate outcomes utilized primary data 
collected specifically for this effort. Data were collected from key informant interviews and focus group 
discussions with representatives of organizations critical to the delivery of EW/ER efforts as well as other entities 
that are familiar with the issue of community-level violence in northern Nigeria and early warning / early 
response efforts.  These interviews were conducted both early in the project’s implementation at the end of the 
evaluation period. 
 
The data collected from these interviews and focus groups are analyzed using a variety of methods that can 
contribute to strong suggestion of causal attribution of interventions to complex social outcomes, such as the 
focus of the Goal and Objectives of the project – cooperation, trust, quality of performance and results of 
idiosyncratic activities.  These methods include Outcomes Harvesting, Most Significant Change, Process Tracing 
and Contribution Analysis.  While other methodologies were also considered to be used, including Role 
Mapping, Social Network Analysis, and Delphi Analysis, the data obtained from the interviews and focus group 
discussions did not lend themselves to these forms of analysis. 
 

1.3.2. Identifying the Project’s Influence on Community Members’ Perceptions of Security (1B) 

The evaluation of community members’ perceptions of security focused on the evaluation of community 
members’ “knowledge, awareness and practices,” commonly referred to as KAP, related to their protection from 
victimization by violence of the type that was the initial primary subject of the SFCG efforts on Early Warning 
and Early Response, the threat of violence posed by insurgent groups, particularly Boko Haram.  While the 
aspiration for this focus of the evaluation was to statistically test, to the extent possible, the influence of the 
project on community members’ perceptions of their protection from such violence, as a proxy for actual 
improvements in their security – statistical testing ended up being inadvisable. Statistical testing would provide 
a false suggestion of causality and the focus of the project evolved away from addressing insurgent violence in 
particular that was the focus of the survey data collection.  As discussed, this was in large part due to the timing 
of the project, which was introduced into communities at a time when they were largely already benefitting 
from greater security against Boko Haram and so the EW/ER mechanisms were being utilized by communities 
for addressing other forms of insecurity (such as disorder related to youth delinquency, drug use and gender-
based violence).  
 
As such, the influence of the project on community member perceptions was evaluated through simple 
comparison of the data on perceptions in the treatment and control communities before and after the project.  
This analysis still allowed for comparison of the levels and rates of change of variables of interest measured 
within treatment communities (A) and control communities (B) over two periods in time (t1 and t2), as 
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illustrated in the graph below. This graph represents an example in which the level of the variable of interest in 
group A is higher than in Group B (for example, persons exposed to the SFCG project in Adawama and Borno 
states feel more secure than persons not exposed to the project) in both time periods, which can suggest that 
these persons are prone to feel more secure even without the treatment (perhaps due to their having 
relationships with service providers even before the implementation of the SFCG project).  Thus, if perceptions 
were to be compared only at the end of the evaluation period, the higher level of reported sense of security in 
treatment communities (A) than in control communities (B) could be a false identification of an influence of the 
project.  Similarly, if the slope of the lines between these levels in period 1 and period 2 were the same (A-A and 
B-B), this could indicate, other things being equal*, that perceptions of security are improving throughout all the 
communities due to factors other than the project.  On the other hand, if the change of perceptions between 
the periods is greater for treatment communities (as represented by the line A-A’ rather than A-A) than for 
control communities (B), this could indicate that perceptions of security are improving for group A due to the 
project.  (*Similar slopes for groups A and B would not necessarily rule out the influence of the project, as an 
improvement in the non-treated group, B, would beg some explanation and inquiry into the possibility that the 
project is having positive spillover effects on those persons not being directly treated, which we explore through 
the design of the research and discuss in the findings).  
 

Potential Simple Statistical Comparison of Changes in Community Member Perceptions 

 
 
To evaluate the influence of the project on community members’ perceptions of their security, we collected 
data on perceptions from individuals exposed to SFCG’s interventions and from individuals who can serve as 
reasonable comparison cases.  To do this carefully, we collected data from “treatment” and “control” 
populations at both the LGA and village levels – with control LGAs, being those LGAs with no SFCG EW/ER 
activities, and within treatment LGAs, control villages being those in which no SFCG EW/ER activities were 
implemented.   This design allowed for comparisons of changes in survey responses to identify how these 
changes might be due to SFCG’s project – with the primary basis for examining correlation being the comparison 
of results from villages in treatment LGAs with villages in control LGAs.  The secondary comparison of results 
between treatment and control villages within treatment LGAs could suggest if there were or were not spillover 
effects of the project. Spillover effects would be suggested by correlations of changes in these villages that are 
not matched by changes in the villages in control LGAs.  Of course, such correlated changes within treatment 
LGAs could also suggest that the changes are the result of other factors at the LGA level, but this potential 
influence of a confounding factor common to the villages within treatment LGAs can be argued to be dependent 
on the identification of another factor common to only the treatment LGAs other than SFCG’s EW/ER project.    
 
This comparison of the communities receiving treatment by SFCG EW/ER efforts with both neighboring 
communities and with more distant communities was important to test for spillover effects.  Both positive and 
negative spillover effects were considered. A potential beneficial effect was that neighboring communities 
would also experience the protection of SFCG’s programming either by the wider effect of achieved 
intermediate outcomes of the programming (which has several possible channels of causality: (1) more effective 
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coordination among EW/ER providers that actually have presence beyond the community of focus, such as 
state-level actors employing increased capacity to all constituents, (2) through neighboring communities’ 
residents and security forces mimicking the behaviors they observe in SFCG’s treatment communities or, (3) 
because the perpetrators of the violence are deterred more widely by the achieved intermediate outcomes). A  
potential deleterious effect would be diminishing the violence from SFCG’s treatment communities at the cost 
of neighboring communities to which the violence is displaced because they offer similar opportunities for the 
perpetrators to achieve their goals sought from the violence.  As will be seen in the discussion of the findings, 
the second potential positive effect anticipated seems to be most suggested – that neighboring communities 
benefit from behaviors that are introduced into SFCG’s treatment communities, seemingly particularly by being 
carried by persons moving between these communities. 
 
The villages in which the survey was administered are noted in the table below.  (The methodology, including 
further discussion of the decision of which LGAs and villages to collect the data and a written version of the 
English-language draft of the survey questionnaire, from which the different language versions of the survey 
were developed, is discussed further in Annex 3.) 
 

Population-based Survey Data Collection Locations – State, LGAs and Villages, 
(with Number of Responses per State and LGA in parentheses for 2017 and 2019) 

STATE TREATMENT LGA 
TREATMENT LGA 

Treatment Villages 
TREATMENT LGA 
Control Villages 

CONTROL LGA 
CONTROL LGA 

Villages 

Adamawa  
(598, 549) 

Mubi (76, 83) Kochifa Vintim Maiha (99, 85) Maiha 

Nassarawo Kolere Pakka 

Michika (109, 91) Hausari Tudunwada Baza Hong (127, 106) Hong 

Jiddel Villegwa Hildi 

Madagali (97, 101) Shuwa Palam Gombi (90, 83) Gombi North 

Mayo Wandu Gulak Guyaku 

Borno  
(460, 264) 

Mungono (145, 90) Monguno State Lowcost Kaga (100, 44) Ben sheikh 

Ajari Mandala Mainok 

Maiduguri MC (100, 86) Bolori 1 Gwange II Konduga (115, 44) Jakana 

Lamisila/Jabbamari Mafoni Auno 

 

1.3.3. Identifying the Influence on Victimization of Communities and Community Members (1C) 

The most distant outcome of the project – the decrease in victimization of communities and community 
members – was initially planned to be assessed by quantitative analysis, particularly when the focus of the 
project was still primarily anticipated to be focused on early warning and early response regarding insurgent 
violence, especially Boko Haram.  
 
Quantitative analysis was not possible  because of the dearth of reliable data on violence in these communities. 
Various third-party sources from which such data was to be obtained, along with other sources, such as the 
Council on Foreign Relations’ Nigeria Security Tracker, did not have meaningful data for the evaluation period. 
The project’s focus also shifted from insurgent violence to other forms of violence  due to changing 
circumstances on the ground. Fewer reliable data were available for these other forms of violence. 
 
As such, the evaluation of these outcomes utilized primary data collected from key informant interviews and 
focus group discussions with representatives of organizations critical to the delivery of EW/ER efforts as well as 
other entities that are familiar with the issue of community-level violence in northern Nigeria and early warning 
/ early response efforts.  These interviews were conducted both early in the project’s implementation and at the 
end of the project, with those conducted at the end of the project being especially informative of these effects 
of the project. 
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1.3.4. Explaining the Contribution of Project Activities to Outcomes (Research Focus 2) 

The data informing the explanation of the contribution of SFCG’s various programming activities was collected 
through the same qualitative methods of key informant interviews and focus groups, which was guided by 
Outcomes Harvesting, Most Significant Change, Process Tracing and Contribution Analysis methodologies – all of 
which were used in combination to explain this contribution. 
 

1.3.5. Identifying Unintended Outcomes that can be Attributed to the Project (Research Focus 3) 

Finally, of these various methodologies to be employed in the evaluation two in particular – Outcomes 
Harvesting and Most Significant Change – also offered approaches to identified unintended outcomes of the 
project, with the data for these analyses also having been obtained through the key informant interviews and 
focus groups. 
 

1.4. Potential for Future Research  

The research design for this evaluation has provided the opportunity for a fairly robust assessment of SFCG’s 
Early Warning / Early Response project that employs mixed methods to explore the effectiveness of the project.  
While the evaluation was not able to make as full use of quantitative analytical methods as anticipated (due to 
the changing focus of the project and the lack of suitable third-party data on levels of victimization), the mixed 
methods approach undertaken here can be seen as a model to be built upon for the further development of 
evidence of interventions to build local capacity for violence prevention and conflict resolution. 
 
In particular, the design of the survey offers a model for more careful pre-intervention needs assessment to 
inform the design of interventions as well as for more carefully examining the causal influence of such 
interventions.  As the discussion of the findings suggests, while the causal pathways are more difficult to 
establish due to the flexible implementation of the intervention, there is meaningful quantitative evidence of a 
positive difference in changes regarding community perceptions of their security in communities in which SFCG’s 
EW/ER project was implemented.  These findings as well as the suggestion that these interventions decreased 
levels of violence in the communities are further supported by the qualitative data collected from key informant 
interviews and focus group discussions.  And, in particular, the qualitative data suggests that the primary 
objectives of the project were meaningfully advanced, including strengthened capacity, strengthened 
engagement and improved cooperation among civil society organizations and government agencies, and other 
outcomes secondary to these, such as the improved design of efforts for identifying and responding to potential 
threats of violence and the resultant more effective identification of potential cases of violence and more 
effective response to such violence. 
 
Thus, while the findings of this evaluation suggest the effectiveness of the SFCG EW/ER project, the more 
important finding of this evaluation might be the model that this approach to evaluating such projects presents 
for further developing our understanding regarding the effectiveness of interventions like this one. 
 
As discussed at length with SFCG at the onset of the evaluation, the strength of such an evaluation could be 
enhanced considerably if the interventions of such a project were introduced even slightly differently, with 
greater intention for evaluation.  For example, should the interventions of such a project be varied among the 
communities in which SFCG is implementing the project, the particular activities of the project could be better 
analyzed with greater confidence in interpretation of causality, as opposed to simply being able to evaluate the 
effect suggested by the presence of the project in communities.  This could be accomplished in the simplest way 
by staggering the introduction of the project in the different treatment communities – which could have the 
operational benefit to the implementing agency of making the implementation of the project / different project 
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activities easier for SFGC.  Alternatively, the activities introduced into the communities could be varied 
intentionally (such as introducing more community-wide trainings or media campaigns in some localities than in 
others, or introducing more community dialogues in a cluster of neighboring communities and introducing at a 
lower density in some others).  Both of these approaches would help to control for other influences occurring 
across these communities so that differences in changes among communities receiving different treatment 
would offer increased confidence in the influences of these varied components of the project.  This introduction 
of experimental design among the project activities would increase confidence in the overall assessment and the 
project would also be stronger due to the greater confidence in the individual components.  
 
Having not been able to solicit from respondents more specific information related to their exposure to specific 
activities of the project, we were less able to establish causality between the project and the changes in these 
perceptions, much less between specific project activities and changes in perceptions.   
 
Moreover, collecting data as baseline needs assessments from communities in which SFCG is going to 
implement the project in different configurations could also avoid meaningful questions of the ethics of such 
research on populations that are not receiving any treatment. Surveying populations in which SFCG is not 
offering the project can put these communities at risk of targeting by the perpetrators of violence as a 
punishment for cooperation or as a deterrent to further cooperation.  While there might be debates about this 
risk, ethical concerns suggest that this is not an acceptable risk unless it can be undertaken in a manner that 
would not be recognized as a unique intervention.  In the case that this is not possible, as it was in this 
evaluation, we were able to still achieve a sampling of quasi-control cases from within the states receiving 
treatment even though from LGAs in which persons were less directly engaged and/or affected by the project.  
Because baseline data should be collected as early as possible in the implementation of an intervention and 
preferably before intervention, collecting this data as part of needs assessments would be ideal.  
   
Another responsible approach to potentially collecting data from “control” communities in which SFCG is not 
implementing the EW/ER, would be for the control communities to be identified specifically from those in which 
local partners of SFCG are implementing other interventions. Moreover, engaging these partners in the data 
collection will allow for a broader sampling simply because of the reach that these partners have into the 
communities they serve, including within the communities that the SFCG project is being implemented, which 
will thus result in a larger sample size and likely more quasi-control cases in the sample, as noted above.  
Because this approach to the data collection would also build the capacity of SFCG’s local partners to conduct 
such assessments, this would make such assessments easier to carry out more frequently during the course of 
interventions and even after the cessation of interventions in order to inform further programming by local 
actors due to these organizations’ having the experience of having been engaged in such assessments.   
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3. Evaluation Findings 

Overall, the project can be judged to have been moderately to strongly effective in realizing its Goal and 
Objectives. 
 

 
Goal 

Expanded and strengthened early warning and early response processes that enhance community and state 
actors’ ability to protect citizens in Borno and Adamawa States.  
 

Objectives 
1: A reinforced and expanded community-based early warning and early response system; 
2: Strengthened engagement between state and local actors to secure communities; and 
3: Strengthened capacity of partners to support and monitor early warning systems. 
 

 
This achievement is summarized in the table below, which identifies the variation in the level of achievement 
among the objectives, reflecting the project’s particularly strong realization of the outcome of improving 
community and state actors’ ability to protect citizens from violence.   
 

Evaluation Focus Assessment 

Identification of…  
(1A) Community and State 
Actors’ Ability to Protect 
Citizens from Violence  

Strong 

• Security providers – from local- to state-level – express commitment to conflict early 
warning and early response (resolution and mitigation), including greater communication 
and coordination among actors from local and state governments to civil society to 
traditional leaders and faith communities, increased proactive efforts to address conflict 
dynamics, and greater capacity for conflict resolution and mitigation among all of these 
stakeholders 

• Stakeholders express local ownership of EW/ER processes and commitment to 
continuation of processes beyond the lifespan of the SFCG EW/ER project 

Identification of…  
(1B) Community 
Members’ Knowledge, 
Awareness and Practices 
(KAP) of Security 

Moderate-to-Strong  

• Community perceptions are positively different in communities with SFCG EW/ER 
project, corroborated by information of stakeholders regarding decreased violence, 
increased confidence in local security mechanisms, increased reporting of conflicts and 
potential conflicts, and improved conflict resolution 

Identification of…  
(1C) Victimization of 
Communities and 
Community Members by 
Violence 

Moderate-to-Strong 

• Stakeholders identify that levels of conflict are down considerably, some stating that 
there is now “no conflict” in their communities or no conflict of certain types, such as the 
elimination of violence between farmers and herders, due to community members now 
being aware of channels for resolving conflict dynamics and having the knowledge 
themselves of and ability to make use of conflict resolution practices 

• This finding is corroborated by the survey data – which, as discussed below, while it 
shows increased reporting of victimization, suggests that such levels have increased less 
in treatment communities and that this increase is also in part due to increased reporting 
rather than increased victimization, per se. 

 
While the qualitative data also suggests the project’s strong realization of improvements in community 
members’ knowledge, awareness and practices regarding security as well as levels of victimization of 
communities and community members, the quantitative data that was anticipated to be relied upon to 
demonstrate these outcomes was not as compelling in the case of community members’ perspectives or was 
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absent in the case of victimization, as discussed previously.  This analysis is elaborated upon in the discussion on 
the following pages. 
 
In terms of the explanation of the project’s contributions to these outcomes, there is the contribution of both 
the formal mechanisms of the project, which stakeholders have embraced, and the informal pathways – the 
knowledge, attitudes and practices – that have been absorbed by members of the communities, who continue 
to diffuse them more broadly. 
 

Evaluation Focus Assessment 

Explanation of…  
(2) Causality of 
Contribution of SFCG’s 
Programming to Identified 
Outcomes 

SFCG’s contributions to these outcomes stems from both the establishment of formal 
mechanisms (the dialogues and the community-response networks) and the propagation 
of informal knowledge 

• The formal mechanisms (community mobilizers, community response networks, 
community security architecture dialogues, peace architecture dialogues) have all been 
embraced by the stakeholders within the communities in which the have been 
introduced, to the extent that stakeholders have taken meaningful steps to sustain these 
mechanisms at local and state levels even with SFCG’s termination of its support to these 
mechanisms 

• The awareness and knowledge of conflict resolution and peacebuilding practices, and the 
use of these practices by community members, is reported to be widely recognized.  This 
is evidenced most by the key informant interviews and focus group discussions but also 
corroborated by the survey data  

Identification of… 
(3) Unintended 
consequences of the 
project 

Meaningful 

• There is considerable evidence of positive spillover effects, with the perceptions survey 
indicating that control villages within LGAs have experienced positive effects in 
knowledge, attitudes and practices of community members that are similar to those 
experienced in treatment villages, which are not experienced in treatment LGAs 

• Moreover, there is considerable interest in the extension of SFCG’s EW/ER efforts into 
additional villages, both among leaders of the villages in which the project has been 
introduced but also among leaders at higher-levels or whose programs span across 
villages 

• In particular, stakeholders identify that SFCG’s EW/ER project, while intended initially to 
help communities address the threat of Boko Haram, has contributed to the mitigation of 
violence of all types and the resolution of conflicts and threats of insecurity to individuals 
and groups 

• Among the most notable unintended consequences, is the advancement of women – not 
only from improvements to protect women from domestic violence, but to the 
recognition of women as important contributors to civic life and public debates, including 
increasing inclusion of women in leadership bodies 

• Individual leaders have been developed as strong champions of peacebuilding efforts, in 
some cases helping to lead the development of official state-level governmental efforts 
to advance peacebuilding or leading other efforts to extend the reach and the 
sustainability of peacebuilding efforts 

• There are no identifiable negative unintended consequences 

 
Finally, as will be discussed further later, there have also been considerable, positive unintended consequences 
of the project, and no identified negative unintended consequences. 
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1.5. Intended Outcomes 

At the end of the project, in late 2019, the assessment of the project’s realization of the objectives is 
represented in the color-coding of the influence diagram of the project’s intended outcomes – or the Project 
Outcomes Logic Model.   
 

Program Outcomes Logic Model 

 
(B)            (B) 

Improved Public Understanding and Trust of EW/ER systems  Improved Public Perception of Security  

(A)            (C) 

Improved EW/ER Provider Cooperation and Trust  Decreased Victimization 

(A)              (A) 

Expanded and Improved EW/ER Capacity  Improved EW/ER Protection of Populations 

 
 
As identified, the more proximate outcomes of the project – namely, “the improved protection of communities 
and residents from violence through expanded, strengthened and reinforced community-based early warning 
and early response processes that enhance community and state actors’ ability to protect citizens” – were very 
strongly realized through the project.  As discussed in the body of the report, this can be recognized through the 
following outcomes: 
 

ii. Strengthened capacity of, strengthened engagement by and improved cooperation among 
community, government and security actors, particularly civil society organizations and government 
agencies at both the state and local levels, to support and monitor early warning systems, 

iii. the improved identification of solutions and design of efforts to warn of and respond to potential 
threats of violence, 

iv. the improved trust among these actors and of these actors by the community, 
v. improved identification of potential incidents of violence and improved response to such 

identification by community-based early warning and early response systems. 
 

These outcomes were by and large consistently identified by stakeholders interviewed individually and in focus 
groups.3 
 
The assessment of the related outcome that residents feel more secure from such violence is more mixed – but 
this can be interpreted as being in part because of the confounding effect of increased confidence in public 
safety mechanisms, which can lead to persons actually reporting more cases of victimization (due to greater 
confidence in the safety and efficacy of reporting) as well as having greater expectations for their safety.  Both of 
these effects seem to be borne out by the data collected, as discussed in the body of the report.  As such, while 
the data supports that the population of communities served by SFCG’s EW/ER project feel 
 

vi. more informed by, served by, and engaged with early warning / early response systems,  
vii. more trusting of the actors and efforts responsible for providing for their security, and  

viii. more capable of coping with threats of such violence, 
 

they also report higher levels of victimization and of fear of being victims of violence, particularly by insurgents.  

 
3 A summary of general assessment of the results identified in the project proposal is included as Annex 3.  These results 
were identified in the planning of the evaluation as having various problems in their articulation and being better 
represented by the research focuses. 
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Finally, the ultimate outcome, or “impact,” sought from the project, specifically a decrease in victimization of 
the communities being protected (prevention of the violence of the type intended to be prevented – to be 
enumerated, for example, as the number of cases and victims of violence of the type intended to be prevented, 
and perhaps a change in the type and/or severity of violence), is even more subject to mixed findings – with the 
general population reporting higher rates of victimization, but these rates being less elevated in communities in 
which SFCG implemented its EW/ER project and stakeholders reporting considerably lower levels of 
victimization within their communities. 
 
At the end of the project, in 2019, even more than when the initial baseline assessment was done, which was 
more than a year into the implementation of the project in some communities, stakeholders praise the project 
highly for the contribution it has made to promoting conflict resolution as a recognized approach to addressing 
tensions within the communities in which it is being implemented.   
 
While the project’s independent contribution to decreasing violence cannot be statistically established, because 
of the lack of accurate records of the prevalence of violence in these communities, stakeholders consistently 
attest to the project’s contribution to the effective resolution of circumstances within their communities that 
could otherwise contribute to inter-personal or inter-group violence. Stakeholders attested the project was 
effective in addressing even violence that afflicts entire communities including by identifying concerns and 
spurring action to address harassment of persons by military and law enforcement personnel, drug-related 
criminal activity, harassment and exploitation of women and girls, and increasingly as of 2019 conflicts between 
herder and farmer communities.    
 
As the project is ending, there is consistent demand by stakeholders for the project to be continued within the 
communities in which it is already being implemented as well as to expand it to other communities.  This 
support is even more focused on the expansion of the project to other communities than it was in the baseline 
assessment, when stakeholders were still concerned with increasing involvement of additional persons within 
their own communities, including increasing representation of different stakeholder groups within the 
communities.   
 
The desire for expansion of the project to other communities is expressed at the end of the project even more 
strongly by those in communities already benefitting from the project who feel that the benefits of the project 
should be extended to other communities.  This demand for expansion of the project is a strong sign of the 
benefits of the project perceived by the stakeholders within the beneficiary communities.   
 
While these effects of the project might at first seem to not fulfill the objective of the project to contribute to 
the reduction of insurgency-related violence, this would be a misinterpretation of the findings based on a 
misunderstanding of the evolving circumstances regarding the threat of insurgency-related violence in these 
communities and the related evolving logic of the project itself.   Specifically, as most key informants 
interviewed reported, the project was initiated at a time when the more palpable threat of Boko Haram was 
already largely being eliminated from the communities being served.  As such, the role of the project in 
mitigating such threats has been less obvious and more difficult to ascertain.  This should not be interpreted as a 
shortcoming of the project’s activities or even of the project’s design in the focus of timing of its initiation but a 
recognition of the dynamics of the threat of the current insurgency and arguably the effectiveness of other 
efforts, particularly of the Nigerian government, in mitigating the threat.  Similarly, given this change in the 
circumstances of the violence dynamics of the community, the stakeholders engaged in the early warning / early 
response processes being set-up by SFCG have tended to identify a more diverse set of threats to their 
communities, as identified above, ranging from drug-related crime to harassment of women and girls to abuses 
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by law enforcement and military personnel, themselves responsible for protecting the population from 
insurgency-related violence. 
 
Moreover, in this fashion, while the project cannot be identified at this time as contributing independently to 
the decrease in insurgency-related violence, as was the initial focus of the project, there is meaningful testimony 
by key informants that the project can be identified as having contributed to the resolution of other sources of 
inter-personal and group conflict and violence, from criminal activity putting community members at risk of 
violence to the abuses of security personnel against community members to conflict between farmer and herder 
communities that is on the rise in much of the country.   
 
And, importantly, the conflict resolution and peacebuilding practices being introduced by SFCG to these 
communities and being readily adopted by stakeholders for addressing potential and burgeoning conflicts are 
effectively introducing to these stakeholders the same practices that can be used to provide early warning of 
and early response to insurgency-related violence even if this issue does not dominate as a current focus of the 
mechanisms. 
 
While the previous discussion indicated that the project was introduced into communities largely after the 
threat of violence by Boko Haram was largely removed, in this sense it has actually been identified as “timely” by 
stakeholders, in that it can serve to address the need for helping communities to reconcile, particularly with 
former Boko Haram militants returning to the communities and in need of being reintegrated. 
 

1.6.  Analysis of Quasi-Experimental Population-Based Survey Data 

The surveys of the population’s knowledge, attitudes and practices regarding security offer the best opportunity 
for assessing the effectiveness of SFCG’s EW/ER project because of the design of the survey to allow for quasi-
experimental findings.   
 
The baseline and endline surveys – conducted in October 2017 and July 2019 respectively – each collected 
responses from more than 800 persons (1058 in 2017, 813 in 2019) in Adamawa and Borno States (598 and 549 
collected in Adamawa in 2017 and 2019 respectively, and 460 and 264 in Borno).  These responses were 
collected from the same 10 LGAs (6 in Adamawa and 4 in Borno), and 30 villages (18 in Adamawa and 12 in 
Borno) in both 2017 and 2019.  Half of these LGAs were “treatment” LGAs in which SFCG delivered its EW/ER 
project (3 in Adamawa and 2 in Borno), and the other half were “control” LGAs in which SFCG did not deliver the 
project (again, 3 in Adamawa and 2 in Borno). The control LGAs were chosen to match various demographic 
characteristics of the five treatment LGAs.  Within the treatment LGAs, data was again collected from an equal 
number of treatment villages, in which SFCG delivered its EW/ER project, and control villages, in which SFCG did 
not deliver the project.  These LGAs and villages are noted in the table below. 
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Population-based Survey Data Collection Locations – State, LGAs and Villages, 
(with Number of Responses per State and LGA in parentheses for 2017 and 2019) 

STATE TREATMENT LGA 
TREATMENT LGA 

Treatment Villages 
TREATMENT LGA 
Control Villages 

CONTROL LGA 
CONTROL LGA 

Villages 

Adamawa (598, 549) 

Mubi (76, 83) Kochifa Vintim Maiha (99, 85) Maiha 

Nassarawo Kolere Pakka 

Michika (109, 91) Hausari Tudunwada Baza Hong (127, 106) Hong 

Jiddel Villegwa Hildi 

Madagali (97, 101) Shuwa Palam Gombi (90, 83) Gombi North 

Mayo Wandu Gulak Guyaku 

Borno (460, 264) 

Mungono (145, 90) Monguno State Lowcost Kaga (100, 44) Ben sheikh 

Ajari Mandala Mainok 

Maiduguri MC (100, 86) Bolori 1 Gwange II Konduga (115, 44) Jakana 

Lamisila/Jabbamari Mafoni Auno 

 
The collection of data from both treatment and control LGAs and treatment and control villages allows for a 
comparison of changes in survey responses to identify how these changes might be due to SFCG’s project.  
 
Survey respondents were chosen at random through central location sampling within each of the villages.  The 
survey was administered verbally by researchers in the local languages of the communities.  (For reference, the 
English-version survey instrument, from which the different language versions of the survey were developed, is 
attached at the end of the report.) 
 

1.6.1. Aggregate Survey Findings from 2017 and 2019  

Before turning to an analysis of survey findings between treatment and control communities to evaluate the 
effectiveness of SFCG’s EW/ER project, the findings from the aggregated data from the baseline and endline 
surveys can be looked at for a picture of the aggregate context in which the project was implemented.    
 
Notably, in reviewing the data at an aggregate level, there are various findings that require careful 
interpretation.  Considered uncarefully, such findings might be interpreted as suggesting that respondents are 
facing worsening security conditions, particularly regarding insurgent threats.  However, as discussed 
throughout this review of these findings, a careful interpretation of the data suggests the survey responses 
might be better capturing perceptions about security conditions, including community members’ cumulative 
exposure to such threats as well as their greater willingness to discuss these threats. 
 

Perceptions on Threats 
 
To begin, the number of respondents reporting having been a victim of insurgent violence in the past year 
and/or knowing someone personally who had been a victim during this period actually increased from 2017 to 
2019.   
 
In 2019, 79% of respondents reported having been a victim of insurgent violence in the past year up from 59% in 
2017.  This reflected a slight increase in those who reported being victims themselves (33% up from 28%), while 
those who reported knowing someone personally who had been a victim during this period remained relatively 
steady (51% and 50%, roughly one of every two persons).   
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Have you or someone you personally know been a victim of violence by insurgents in the past year? 

 2017 2019 Change 

NO 41% 21% -20% 

YES 59% 79% +20% 

…of which    

Self  9% 29% +20% 

Familiar 31% 47% +16% 

Self and Familiar 19% 4% -5% 

 
Notably, as discussed in the introduction to this discussion, higher rates of reporting of victimization does not 
necessarily suggest a greater prevalence of victimization and can actually represent improved representation of 
the actual prevalence due to improved willingness of respondents to report being victims.  As such, an increase 
in persons’ reporting being victims and being afraid of being victims can actually be, counter-intuitively, a sign of 
improved security.  As is commonly recognized in the study of crime, rates of persons reporting crimes can 
actually increase while actual rates of crimes are steady or even decreasing. This can be because persons can be 
more aware of and can more readily access channels for reporting, can feel more confident that reporting is safe 
and carries less stigma, and can feel that reporting is effective in leading to meaningful results from holding 
perpetrators accountable to fostering improvements in efforts to protect themselves or others from similar 
victimization.   
 
Also, it is important to recognize that because respondents were not asked where they experienced their 
victimization, higher rates of reported victimization do not necessarily suggest that these communities are 
themselves subject to higher levels of victimization, as the respondents could have fled to these communities.  
As such, a higher rate of victimization might actually be a sign that these communities are safer than 
surrounding communities and serving as refuges for persons who are displaced from other communities as 
victims of insurgency.  In this case, it is critical to interpret this data carefully, particularly the data on previous 
actions taken when considered about insurgents.  This data on previous behaviors represents a baseline 
suggesting that most respondents had to flee, which allows us to identify them as displaced persons.  Notably, 
more respondents in treatment LGAs report having fled previously (55% in 2017 and 67% in 2019) than those 
surveyed in control LGAs (29% and 18%, respectively), and this difference in the proportion of respondents who 
are displaced persons increased between the two surveys.  Within treatment LGAs, the percentage of 
respondents reporting that they fled when concerned with insurgent threats were higher in control villages than 
in treatment villages in 2017 (66% and 49%, respectively) but rose considerably in treatment villages to an 
almost equal level as in control villages in 2019 (66%, compared to 69% in treatment villages).  This difference in 
the proportion of control and treatment LGA respondents who represent persons have experienced 
displacement is important context for interpreting the data in the rest of the report. 
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What did you do previously when concerned about insurgents? LGAs 

 
 
 

What did you do previously when concerned about insurgents? Villages 

 
For those respondents who indicated that they had not taken action other than fleeing when concerned about 
insurgent threats, the most common answer from respondents was that they were unaware of options to do so.  
Corresponding with the higher rates of persons in control LGAs who had experienced displacement, these rates 
were higher in these LGAs and increased from 2017 to 2019.  This increase was particularly pronounced in 
treatment villages.  Notably, however, from 2017 to 2019, in both control and treatment LGAs there was a 
decrease in the rates of respondents identifying that they did not take action because they were afraid of 
reporting or that they believed reporting to be ineffective, most important in control communities in which 
these factors were actually reported more than a lack of awareness.  Thus, while there were other negative 
motivations for not taking action other than fleeing, a lack of awareness of options to take action has been a 
primary factor limiting the populations in these communities and increasingly the primary factor.  
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Reasons for Not Having Taken Action when Concerned about Insurgency – LGAs 

 
 

Reasons for Not Having Taken Action when Concerned about Insurgency – Villages 

 
 

Reasons for Not Taking Action when Concerned about Insurgency – LGAs 

 Control Treatment 

 2017 2019 Change  2017 2019 Change 

Unaware of Options 23% 40% +17% 48% 60% +12% 

Afraid 37% 25% -12% 21% 16% -4% 

Ineffective 30% - -30% 12% 8% -4% 

Access / Communication - 24% +24% - 4% 4% 

Telecommunications - 10% +10% - - - 

Woman - - - 4% 12% +8% 

Can't 10% - -10% 4% - -4% 

Won't - - - 7% - -7% 
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Reasons for Not Taking Action when Concerned about Insurgency – Villages 

 Control Treatment 

 2017 2019 Change 2017 2019 Change 

Unaware of Options 74% 45% -29% 36% 71% +35% 

Afraid 21% 18% -3% 25% 14% -11% 

Ineffective 3% 9% +6% 20% 7% -13% 

Won't 3% - -3% 11% - -11% 

Woman - 18% +18% 7% 7% - 

Access / Communication - 9% +9% - - - 

 
Corresponding to these reported rates of victimization and previous experiences of displacement, the 
proportion of respondents reporting being afraid of being a victim (again) of insurgent violence increased 
significantly, with 85% reporting this fear in 2019 compared to 60% in 2017.  Similarly, the proportion of 
respondents reporting that they are “very” afraid or that being a victim is “among their greatest fears” also 
increased by 20 percentage points, to 62% from 42%.  This increase was split evenly between those respondents 
reporting that they are “very” afraid of being a victim and those reporting that being a victim is “among their 
greatest fears.” 
 

How afraid are you of being a victim (again) of violence due to insurgents? 

 2017 2019 Change 

NOT afraid 40% 15% -25% 

AFRAID 60% 85% +25% 

Greatest 29% 
42% 

41% 
64% 

+12% 
+22% 

Very 13% 23% +10% 

Somewhat 18% 21% +3% 

 
Four of every ten respondents (43%) reported that that they were more afraid than they were a year ago while 
an equal proportion of respondents indicated they were less afraid.  This is considerably worse than the 
responses from October 2017, when more than eight out of every ten respondents surveyed (82%) identified 
that they actually felt less afraid of insurgents while only one of every ten respondents reporting feeling more 
afraid (12%). 
 

Do you feel more or less afraid of being a victim of insurgents today than you did a year ago? 

 2017 2019 Change 

MUCH LESS afraid 64% 
82% 

19% 
43% 

-45% 
-39% 

SOMEWHAT LESS afraid  18% 24% +6% 

No change 6% 13% +7% 

SOMWHAT MORE afraid  5% 
12% 

22% 
43% 

+17% 
+31% 

MUCH MORE afraid  7% 21% +14% 

 

In response to the nature of the threats they are afraid of, the vast majority of respondents (roughly seven out 
of every ten in both the baseline and the endline survey) continued to report that they are afraid of specific 
insurgents, with the vast majority of these naming Boko Haram as the group they specifically fear.  Notably, 
however, the proportion of respondents identifying that they are fearful of specific actors is slightly down (to 
67% from 72%), and fewer respondents among these also identify Boko Haram as the specific group they are 
afraid of (just over 90% from over 95%).  As such, although nearly two of every three respondents still identify 
Boko Haram as being a specific source of fear of violence, fear of the group is seemingly decreasing.  This can 
also be interpreted as a result in part of the effectiveness of the project, which was specifically focused on 
helping communities cope with the threat of Boko Haram, as corroborated by other findings regarding 
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community members’ “sensitization” to efforts to provide early warning and early response regarding Boko 
Haram threats. 
 

Are you afraid of specific insurgents? 

 2017 2019 Change 

YES (Boko Haram) 72% 67% -5% 

NO 28% 33% +5% 

 

Further to the population’s fears of insurgent actors, two different questions provide complementary 
information as to how these fears have changed – and, importantly, diminished.  These questions –  
“What specific situations do you fear put you in danger of being a victim of insurgents?” from 2017, and 
“What improvements, if any, are you aware of that the government or other actors have taken in the past year 
to protect your community against insurgents?” from 2019 – are paired in this analysis because they elicit 
comparable responses from the respective surveys in spite of being distinct questions. 
   
Most notably, the most frequent improvements in security reported in 2019 – being able to move about freely 
in their daily lives, notably access to farmland, and a return to normal activities throughout communities, 
including specifically business and economic activity – contrast almost directly with the responses from 2017 to 
the question of which specific situations respondents reported fearing most – being attacked (“ambushed” by 
insurgents) on their way to their farms, while walking at night, or during times when security personnel are 
absent from patrols, as well as in crowded areas that might be the targets of suicide bombings and generally in 
encounters with strangers.  Accompanying these more prominent improvements, others mentioned provide 
additional color to these, such as that in addition to experiencing greater freedom of movement, including 
movement not just within communities but also among communities and to more remote villages, as well as not 
only a sense of security that stems from the more recognized presence of security forces but also an improved 
confidence in these forces / improved relations between these forces and the communities.   
 
Similarly, and seemingly reflecting most generally these improved sentiments about security in their daily lives, 
the most prevalent response to this question in the endline survey was that the presence of security forces has 
improved and the fourth-most frequent was that violent attacks are now “infrequent.”  Overall, in the endline 
survey nearly 7 of every 10 respondents (69%) reported feeling that actions by the government or other actors 
in the past year had resulted in improvements in the protection against insurgents, expressing this as their 
feeling more secure in their daily lives and being able to experience substantive improvements in the quality of 
life.   
 

From Security Concerns in 2017* … to Security Improvements 2019** 

 
Walking to Farmland 

Walking at Night 
Absence of Security Personnel 

Crowded Environments and Strangers  
Suicide Bombings 

 

 
… 
… 
… 
… 
… 
 

 
Access to Farmland  
Freedom of Movement 
Improved Security Presence 
Improved Community Activity and Business Activity 
Infrequent Attacks 
 

*Most common responses to the question “What 
specific situations do you fear put you in danger of 
being a victim of insurgents?” (2017) 

 **Most common responses to the question “What 
improvements, if any, are you aware of that the government 
or other actors have taken in the past year to protect your 
community against insurgents?” (2019) 

 
Examining these data by control and treatment LGA are useful to provide context  that the perception of improved 
presence of security forces is particularly strong in treatment LGAs.  This should be taken into account in interpreting other 
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findings, particularly as a specific alternative or complementary explanation for changes in these communities that is other 
than SFCG’s EW/ER project, as respondents obviously perceive this difference in the presence of security forces in their 
communities as meaningful. 
 

Improvements in Security since a Year Ago – LGAs 

 
 

Improvements in Security since a Year Ago – LGAs 

 Control Treatment Difference 

Security Presence 61% 88% +27% 

Movement 9% 3% -6% 

Community secured 9% 2% -7% 

Infrequent Attacks 9% 1% -8% 

Business Activity 9% 1% -8% 

Farmland access 4% 5% 1% 

 
 

Practices in the Face of Insecurity 
 
In contrast to the reports on victimization and fear of such, respondents in the endline survey reported that they 
were more proactive to concerns regarding insurgent activities compared to those from the 2017 baseline, as 
well as that they would be more proactive in the future.  These findings suggest that these communities are 
generally experiencing an increase in their sense of collective efficacy in their efforts to address the problem of 
insurgent threats. 
 
In 2017, the vast majority of respondents (75%, or three of every four respondents) reported that they had fled 
and/or hidden and/or prayed when they had previously been concerned about potential insurgent attacks, while 
only approximately 15%, or one out every respondents, reported their concerns to local authorities, primarily 
traditional/community leaders and irregular security forces (vigilantes or the CJTF).   
 
In comparison, nearly three times as many 2019 endline survey respondents, 42%, indicated that they had 
reported their concern to local authorities, with nearly all of these indicating that they would report to security 
forces. This reflects greater confidence of community members in these forces. Similarly, fewer than half of 
2019 endline survey respondents (42%) indicated that they felt that they could not take more effective action 
than fleeing, hiding and/or “praying” – almost half the proportion reporting similarly in 2017, in which more 
than seven of every ten respondents (72%) reported taking these actions.   
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Have you taken any actions when you were concerned about insurgents attacking you or others? 

 2017 2019 Change 

Flee / Hide / Pray 75% 42% -33% 

Report 15% 42% +27% 

…to Traditional/Community Leaders and Local, Irregular Security Forces (Vigilantes or CJTF) 15% 4% -11% 

 

Looking at respondents’ anticipation of their future actions were they to be concerned about insurgent attacks 
further suggests that communities are continuing to develop a greater sense of collective efficacy in responding 
to threats.   
 
Most obviously, at least eight of every ten respondents in each survey (80% in 2017 and 84% in 2019) identified 
that they would take some effective action to report their concerns.  However, what is particularly telling about 
the development of community-level efficacy is that more than one in ten respondents to the endline survey 
now report that they would take action to “sensitize” other community members to mechanisms available to 
address these threats.  And, while the number of respondents indicating that they would flee if concerned 
increased from 8% in October 2018 to 18% in July 2019, this is due at least in part to respondents indicating that 
they would report and flee, as opposed to just fleeing as was more common in 2017 (thus leading to a total of 
the percentages of stated potential actions reported in 2019 summing to more than 100%).    
 

Would you take any actions today if you were concerned about insurgents attacking you or others? 

 2017 2019 Change 

Report  90% 84% -6% 

…to Security Forces 80% 56% -24% 

Flee 8% 18% +10% 

 
 

Perceptions on Security Protection  
 

Finally, respondents’ perceptions of resources that are available to address insurgent threats suggests that 
community members’ awareness of resources available to help them address the threat of insurgent violence 
has remained high at nearly 90%.  However, the proportion of respondents indicating that they felt there are 
many resources available to address insurgent attacks has decreased from 36% to 25% while the proportion 
indicating that there are few, limited resources has correspondingly increased from 51% to 63%.  Similarly, 
responses also indicate notable decreases in the proportion of respondents that feel that the protection offered 
by both government security forces and other actors is good or excellent (down twenty percentage points each, 
to 48% from 70% for government security forces, and down to 60% from 82% for other actors).   
 

How aware do you feel you are about services or agencies or other resources  
that protect you or are available for protecting you against insurgents? 

 2017 2019 Change 

AWARE – Many resources 36% 
87% 

25% 
88% 

-11% 
+1% 

AWARE – Few, limited resources 51% 63% +12% 

NOT aware of resources 13% 12% -1% 

 

Similarly, when asked if they feel more or less protected from insurgents than they did in the prior year, 
respondents in 2019 were again highly positive, as in 2017, although slightly less positive.  In 2019, 73% of 
respondents reported feeling more protected from insurgents than a year ago compared to nearly 85% in 2017.  
Complementing this decrease in respondents feeling more protected, the percentage of respondents reporting 
feeling much less protected more than doubled from 5% to 11%. 
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Do you feel more or less protected from insurgents today than you did a year ago? 

 2017 2019 Change 

MUCH MORE protected 71% 
85% 

36% 
73% 

-35% 
-12% 

SOMEWHAT MORE protected 14% 37% +23% 

No change 2% 10% +8% 

SOMEWHAT LESS protected 7% 
12% 

6% 
17% 

-1% 
+5% 

MUCH LESS protected 5% 11% +6% 

 
Taking into account the lessons from our understanding of crime and violence, and other previously discussed 
evidence suggesting that persons are experiencing improved security outcomes, it is important to consider that 
these decreases in perceptions of improvements in security can also be reflective of increasing expectations of 
community members for greater security, which is another suggestion of improving collective efficacy of 
communities.   
 
In fact, noting that the vast majority of 2019 respondents reported their perception that government security 
forces were available to provide protection against insurgent threats (80%) as opposed to a mere 13% of 
respondents reporting this in 2017.   
 

What specific resources are available to protect you against insurgents? 

 2017 2019 

Official Nigerian Security Forces 13% 80% 

…Official Nigerian Security Forces and Local Irregular Forces  4% 76% 

…Official Nigerian Security Forces only 9% 4% 

Local Irregular Forces (Vigilantes / CJTF) only 87% 18% 

 
Similarly, the reported more critical assessment of the quality of protection provided by both government 
security forces and other actors – both showing decreases of 22 percentage points of respondents assessing 
these as providing “good” or “excellent” protection, with the same increase in those reporting these forces 
providing “some” protection” – seems to strongly reflect raised expectations for protection as opposed to actual 
decreases in the level of resources available or the level or quality of protection being offered by government 
security forces and other actors.   
 

How well do you feel government security forces protect you against insurgents? 

 2017 2019 Change 

EXCELLENT Protection / Very well Protected 35% 
70% 

23% 
48% 

-12% 
-22% 

GOOD Protection / Well Protected 35% 25% -10% 

SOME Protection / Somewhat Protected 21% 42% +21% 

NO protection 9% 9% - 

 
Do you feel that other actors besides government security forces protect you against insurgents? 

 2017 2019 Change 

EXCELLENT Protection / Very well Protected 43% 
82% 

25% 
60% 

-18% 
-22% 

GOOD Protection / Well Protected 39% 35% -4% 

SOME Protection / Somewhat Protected 18% 40% +22% 

NO protection 0% 0% - 
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1.6.2. Quasi-Experimental Analysis of Survey Findings – Identifying the Influence of SFCG’s EW/ER Project 

The success of the effort to design the evaluation to be quasi-experimental is reflected in the different 
proportions of survey respondents from “treatment” and “control” communities, both at the LGA and village 
levels, who report being familiar with SFCG programming to improve the security of their communities against 
insurgent violence.  Considering that survey respondents were randomly selected via central location sampling 
in all sites, the differences in responses between “treatment” and “control” communities suggests that control 
communities offer meaningful comparison cases against which to measure the effects of the SFCG EW/ER 
project. 
 
At the LGA level, nearly 40% of respondents in treatment LGAs (in which SFCG delivered the EW/ER project), 
reported being aware of or participating in such programming, which nearly matches the percentage of 
respondents from treatment villages (in which SFG delivered the EW/ER project) represented in these treatment 
LGAs, 48%.  Moreover, the vast majority of respondents from treatment LGAs who reported being aware of or 
participating in such programming identified this as SFCG programming (more than 80% of such respondents).  
Of this 80%, three quarters of them reported that they were participants in SFCG programming.  In comparison, 
only 20% of respondents in treatment LGAs reporting familiarity with peace and security programming 
associated this with another actor (primarily ICRC), and only half of these reported that they were participants in 
such programming.  This helps to exclude programming other than SFCG’s EW/ER programming as a factor that 
could potentially explain changes in treatment LGAs. 
 
In comparison, in control LGAs (in which SFCG did not implement the EW/ER project), fewer than 20% of 
respondents report being aware of or participating in any peace or security programming – and of these 
respondents reporting that they were aware of peace and security programming in these control LGAs, nearly all 
associated this programming with the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) and not with SFCG.  As 
such, we can consider these LGAs as providing good comparison cases for those LGAs in which SFCG did deliver 
the EW/ER project. 
 

Awareness of Peace or Security Programming in the Community – Control vs Treatment LGAs 
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Provider of Peace or Security Programming of  
which Respondents were Aware of or Participated in   

within Treatment and Control LGAs 

 
 
At the village level, an even higher percentage of respondents in treatment villages (in which SFCG delivered the 
EW/ER project), nearly 60%, reported being aware of or participating in peace or security programming, with 
nearly all of these, almost 90%, reporting SFCG as the provider of this programming.  Again, this helps to exclude 
programming other than SFCG’s EW/ER programming as a factor that could explain changes in treatment LGAs. 
 
As at the LGA level, even within treatment LGAs, fewer than 20% of respondents in control villages (in which 
SFCG did not implement the EW/ER project) reported being aware of or participating in any peace or security 
programming.  However – in stark comparison, within these treatment LGAs, nearly 70% of respondents aware 
of peace and security programming in control villages identified SFCG as the provider, and nearly half of these 
were participants in SFCG programming.  This suggests, as anticipated, a degree of indirect influence, or 
“spillover” effect, of SFCG’s EW/ER programming into nearby communities.   
 

Awareness of Peace or Security Programming in the Community – Control vs Treatment Villages 
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Provider of Peace or Security Programming of  
which Respondents were Aware of or Participated in   

within Treatment and Control LGAs 

 
 

Awareness of Peace or Security Programming in the Surveyed Communities 

 

Control 
LGAs 

Treatment  
LGAs 

All  
Villages 

Control 
Villages 

Treatment 
Villages 

     

SFCG 2% 83% 66% 87% 

Participated 2% 60% 31% 68% 

Aware Only - 23% 34% 19% 

     

ICRC 98% 18% 34% 13% 

Participated 22% 10% 14% 8% 

Aware Only 76% 8% 21% 4% 

 
All of this prefatory analysis of the survey respondents’ awareness regarding “peace and security programming” 
is important to establish the quasi-experimental quality of the data and support the analysis of the data to more 
meaningfully suggest causal influence by SFCG’s EW/ER project in the change of conditions in treatment 
communities. 
 
 

Perceptions of Peace and Security Programming in Communities 
 
As further context for the analysis of the data, it is useful to understand the perceptions of respondents 
regarding the types of peace and security programming being delivered in their communities. 
 
At both the LGA and Village levels, respondents identify that this type of programming is comprised primarily of 
public campaign efforts to raise awareness of options for community members to report and otherwise respond 
to concerns regarding threats to the security of and peace in communities.   
 
However, in control LGAs, public awareness campaigns represented a much greater majority of reported 
programming, at over 70%, with “sensitization” programming making up the remaining nearly 30% of peace and 
security programming.  This programming in control communities was attributed largely to ICRC – and ICRC’s 
programming was characterized as limited to these interventions. 
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In comparison, within treatment LGAs, while public awareness campaign efforts were identified by a third of 
respondents as the primary type of peace and security programming delivered in their communities, 
respondents also reported a much wider diversity of peace and security programming, including the plurality of 
respondents referring to SFCG programming by different terms indicating a specific understanding of the 
programming (“community dialogue,” “early warning / early response project,” “community response 
network”).  Other references to programming in these communities, also attributed to SFCG, included “land 
mines,” “unity” or “social cohesion,” different programming focused on the “community,” and “trauma healing,” 
represented topics addressed in SFCG’s EW/ER programming.  
 

Perceptions of Types of Peace and Security Programming Delivered in LGAs – Control vs. Treatment 

 
 

Providers of Peace and Security Programming Delivered in LGAs – Control vs. Treatment 
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Providers of Peace and Security Programming Delivered in LGAs – Control vs. Treatment 

 Control Treatment 

   

SFCG 2% 82% 

Awareness Campaign 2% 22% 

EW/ER Project - 18% 

Community Dialogue - 13% 

CRN - 12% 

Land Mines - 10% 

Unity / Social Cohesion - 3% 

Community - 3% 

Trauma healing - 2% 

   

ICRC 98% 18% 

Awareness Campaign 71% 12% 

Sensitization 27% 0% 

Land Mines - 5% 

Trauma healing - 1% 

EW/ER Project - 1% 

 
 
Within treatment LGAs, on the other hand, we see considerable diversity of programming reported by 
respondents in both control and treatment communities. Nearly all such programming is attributed to SFCG.  
Moreover, the only types of programming identified more in control villages than treatment villages within 
treatment LGAs, “public awareness campaigns” and programming addressing “land mines,” is attributed to ICRC.  
As such, these data corroborate the interpretation suggesting the influence of SFCG’s efforts spilled over to 
neighboring villages in treatment LGAs. 
 

Perceptions of Types of Peace and Security Programming Delivered in Villages – Control vs. Treatment 
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Perceptions of Types of Peace and Security Programming Delivered in LGAs and Villages – Control vs. Treatment 

 LGAs Villages 

 Control Treatment Difference Control Treatment Difference 

Awareness Campaign 73% 32% -45% 40% 27% -13% 

Community Dialogue - 18% 18% 7% 20% 13% 

EW/ER Project - 15% 15% 7% 17% 10% 

Land Mines - 12% 12% 21% 8% -13% 

Sensitization 27% 0% -27% - - - 

Peace - 10% 10% 9% 11% 2% 

CRN - 9% 9% - 12% 12% 

Unity / Social Cohesion - 9% 9% 16% 5% -11% 

 
 

Levels of Victimization and Fear 
 
A comparison of rates of victimization by insurgents and fear of such provides a first glimpse at the comparative 
influence of SFCG’s EW/ER project.   
 
Looking first at rates of victimization, both control and treatment LGAs show increases in the proportion of 
respondents reporting being victims of insurgent violence or being aware of persons familiar to them being 
victims of insurgent violence – however this increase is much greater in control LGAs (an increase of 31 
percentage points) as opposed to treatment LGAs (an increase of 10 percentage points).  Notably, this brought 
rates of reported victimization in control LGAs (75%) nearly to the same level as in treatment LGAs (83%).  The 
increase in the rate of reported victimization in control LGAS was largely due to an increase in reports by 
respondents of their being familiar with persons who were victimized (from 11% to 42%). 
 
These rates of reported victimization are largely consistent within LGAs between treatment and control villages, 
suggesting that either the influence of the project spilled over considerably from villages in which SFCG 
delivered the project to nearby villages or that some other factor had broad influence on reporting of 
victimization in these LGAs. 
 

Victim of Insurgent Violence in Control and Treatment LGAs – 2017 vs. 2019 
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Victim of Insurgent Violence in Control and Treatment LGAs – 2017 vs. 2019 

 Control Treatment 

 2017 2019 Change 2017 2019 Change 

Yes 44% 75% +31% 73% 83% +10% 

- Both Me and Familiar 20% 1% -19% 17% 6% -11% 

- Me 13% 32% +19% 6% 26% +20% 

- Familiar 11% 42% +31% 50% 51% +1% 

 
In terms of fear of being a victim (again) of insurgent violence, there is a meaningful difference between control 
and treatment LGAs, suggesting that treatment LGAs have fared better.  Like levels of reporting of victimization 
these more positive changes in control LGAs are also reflected in both control and treatment villages within 
these LGAs, however they are more accentuated in treatment villages, again suggestive of the influence of the 
SFCG’s EW/ER project. 
 
While levels of fear of insurgent violence have gone up in both control and treatment LGAs, this increase has 
also been much greater in control LGAs – with the proportion of respondents being afraid of being victims 
(again) of insurgent violence increasing a full 50 percentage points to nearly 96%.  This surpasses the 89% of 
respondents in treatment villages that report being afraid, which increased by 16 percentage points from the 
already high level of 73% in 2017.  Perhaps even more tellingly of levels of fear of insurgent violence in these 
communities is that this dramatic increase in the proportion of respondents in control LGAs reporting that they 
are afraid of insurgent violence was due almost entirely to the increase in respondents reporting that they are 
very afraid of insurgent violence (up 20 percentage points, to 33%) and for whom being victims of insurgent 
violence is among their greatest fears (up 27 percentage points, to 39%).  These changes led the total proportion 
of respondents in control LGAs reporting to be very afraid of insurgent violence or that insurgent violence was 
among their greatest fears (a combined 72%) to also surpass the proportion of respondents in treatment LGAs 
reporting the same (a combined 55%), with the difference in these levels due primarily to half the proportion of 
respondents in treatment LGAs as compared to control LGAs being “very afraid” of insurgent violence (only 17% 
versus nearly twice as much, 33%, in control LGAs). 
 

Fear of Insurgent Violence in Control and Treatment LGAs – 2017 vs. 2019 
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Fear of Insurgent Violence in Control and Treatment LGAs – 2017 vs. 2019 

 Control Treatment 

 2017 2019 Change 2017 2019 Change 

Afraid 46% 96% +50% 73% 89% +16% 

- Somewhat 21% 25% +4% 15% 34% +19% 

- Very 13% 
25% 

33% 
72% 

+20% 14% 
58% 

17% 
55% 

+3% 

- Worst 12% 39% +27% 44% 38% -6% 

 
As with levels of victimization, the pattern of changes in reported levels of fear of insurgent violent at the village 
level is largely consistent between control and treatment villages in treatment LGAs. However, treatment 
villages fared better in terms of respondents reporting lower degrees of fear. Roughly 10 percentage points 
fewer respondents in treatment villages reporting being very afraid or worse than in control villages. Treatment 
villages did not show any increase in the proportion of respondents reporting being very afraid of insurgent 
violence versus a 6-percentage point, or 25% increase, in control villages. 
 

Fear of Insurgent Violence in Control and Treatment Villages – 2017 vs. 2019 

 
 

Fear of Insurgent Violence in Control and Treatment Villages – 2017 vs. 2019 

 Control Treatment 

 2017 2019 Change 2017 2019 Change 

Afraid 75% 90% +15% 74% 89% +15% 

- Somewhat 10% 29% +19% 18% 40% +22% 

- Very 14% 
65% 

20% 
61% 

+6% 14% 
56% 

14% 
49% 

- 

- Worst 51% 41% -10% 42% 35% -7% 

 
 
Notably, when asked which group or groups they most fear being a victim of, control LGAs showed a distinct 
decrease of respondents who identified Boko Haram. However, the identification of kidnappers instead may 
correspond to Boko Haram and the form of violence experienced, rather than an exclusion of the group, 
particularly as the government has reported that Boko Haram has been eliminated.  There is also a more notable 
mention of cattle rustlers in control LGAs.  These few differences in the identification of groups most feared do 
not suggest that Boko Haram does not persist as the primary source of concern in these communities. 
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Group from which Violence is Most Feared in Control and Treatment LGAs – 2017 and 2019 

 
 

Group from which Violence is Most Feared in Control and Treatment LGAs – 2017 and 2019 

 Control Treatment 

 2017 2019 Change 2017 2019 Change 

Boko Haram 99% 73% -22% 99% 96% -3% 

Kidnappers - 21% +21% 0% 2% +2% 

Cattle Rustlers - 6% +6% - - - 

 
Looking next at how respondents reported their fear of insurgents changing since the previous year, there are 
again notable differences between control and treatment LGAs and control and treatment villages within 
treatment LGAS that support the suggestion that SFCG’s EW/ER project had an effect.   
 
At the LGA level, while there were substantial decreases in the proportion of respondents reporting that they 
were less afraid (45 percentage points in control LGAs and 33 percentage points in treatment LGAs, and similarly 
substantial increases in those reporting that they were more afraid (38 percentage points in control LGAs and 25 
percentage points in treatment LGAs), these shifts were less dramatic in treatment LGAs.   
 
Moreover, these changes were particularly different at the extreme ends of this spectrum of being less or more 
afraid. The decrease in those reporting that they were much less afraid than the previous year in control LGAs 
was 58 percentage points versus 31 percentage points in treatment LGAs.  This difference was so substantial 
that whereas in 2017 72% of control LGA respondents previously reported being much less afraid than the 
previous year (more than 16 percentage points greater than in the treatment LGAs in which 56% of respondents 
reported as such), in 2019, this difference had reversed with 25% of respondents in treatment LGAs now 
reporting being much less afraid compared to only 14% of respondents in control LGAS. 
 
Similarly, at the opposite end of the spectrum, the proportion of respondents in control LGAs reporting in 2017 
being much more afraid than in the previous year was only 4%, less than half of the 10% of those in treatment 
LGAs, to 27% in 2019, or more than ten percentage points greater than in treatment LGAs in which only 16% of 
respondents expressed that they had much more fear than in the previous year. 
 
These same patterns present themselves in the comparison of control villages and treatment villages in 
treatment LGAs.  In this case, however, substantial decreases in the proportion of respondents reporting that 
they were less afraid in both control and treatment villages (27 percentage points in control LGAs and 38 
percentage points in treatment LGAs, and similarly substantial increases in those reporting that they were more 
afraid (24 percentage points in control LGAs and 35 percentage points in treatment LGAs), actually more 
dramatic in treatment LGAs.   



NIGERIA Early Warning / Early Response Capacity Strengthening Project 
Final Evaluation Report (2019 October) Page 40/67 

 

 

 

Page 40 of 67 

 
The changes at the extreme ends of the spectrum of being less or more afraid still favored treatment 
communities, with the decrease in those reporting that they were much less afraid than the previous year in 
control LGAs being 34 percentage points versus 28 percentage points in treatment LGAs.  This difference was so 
substantial that whereas in 2017 54% of control LGA respondents previously reported being much less afraid 
than the previous year, with 58% of respondents reporting as such in treatment LGAs – in 2019, this difference 
had again reversed with 30% of respondents in treatment LGAs now reporting being much less afraid compared 
to only 20% of respondents in control LGAs. 
 
Similarly, at the opposite end of the spectrum, the proportion of respondents in control LGAs reporting in 2017 
being much more afraid than in the previous year was only 12%, nearly equal to the 9% of those in treatment 
LGAs, to 19% in 2019, meaningfully greater than in treatment LGAs in which only 13% of respondents expressed 
that they had much more fear than in the previous year. 
 
These differences suggest that community members in LGAs in which SFCG delivered its EW/ER project reported 
feeling considerably safer than those in control LGAs, as well as that those in treatment villages reported feeling 
considerably safer than those in control villages. 
 

Change in Fear of Insurgents – LGAs 

 
 

Change in Fear of Insurgents – Villages 

 
 



NIGERIA Early Warning / Early Response Capacity Strengthening Project 
Final Evaluation Report (2019 October) Page 41/67 

 

 

 

Page 41 of 67 

Change in Fear of Insurgents – LGAs 

 Control Treatment 

 2017 2019 Change 2017 2019 Change 

Less Afraid - Much 72% 14% -58% 56% 25% -31% 

Less Afraid - Somewhat 9% 22% +13% 27% 25% -2% 

Neither 9% 16% +7% 3% 11% +8% 

More Afraid - Somewhat 6% 21% +15% 4% 23% +19% 

More Afraid - Much 4% 27% +23% 10% 16% +6% 

 
Change in Fear of Insurgents – Villages 

 Control Treatment 

 2017 2019 Change 2017 2019 Change 

Less Afraid - Much 54% 20% -34% 58% 30% -28% 

Less Afraid - Somewhat 26% 33% +7% 27% 17% -10% 

Neither 3% 6% +3% 3% 16% +13% 

More Afraid - Somewhat 5% 22% +17% 3% 24% +21% 

More Afraid - Much 12% 19% +7% 9% 13% +4% 

 
Finally, looking at the distribution of respondents’ reporting on their feeling more or less protected against 
insurgents, it is again important to interpret the data carefully.  At an aggregate level, it is easy to suggest that 
the population is feeling less protected against insurgents. It is particularly important to be critical of changes in 
these sentiments in treatment LGAs, in which SFCG delivered its EW/ER project, as it is easy to look at the 
extremes of these data – a notable rise in the proportion of respondents reporting feeling much less protected 
than a year ago, and a notable fall in the proportion of respondents reporting feeling much more protected, 
particularly in treatment LGAs. 
 
However, a more critical examination and interpretation suggest that SFCG’s EW/ER project is being effective in 
improving communities’ sense of security.  While it is the case that the most notable shifts in distributions of 
popular perceptions of the quality of protection against insurgents occurred in the responses from those 
surveyed in the treatment LGAs, with a drop of 34 percentage points in those feeling much more protected, 
from 60% in 2017 to 26% in 2019, and an increase of 9 percentage points in those feeling much less protected, 
from 7% to 16% - it is also the case that treatment LGAs also experienced far less of a shift from respondents 
reporting feeling more protected to feeling less protected.  To the contrary, when considering these larger 
categories, control LGAs experienced an 18 percentage point decline in the proportion of respondents feeling 
more protected than a year ago (to 76% from 94%), which compared to only a 7 percentage point decrease 
among treatment LGA respondents (to 71% from 78%) and thus virtually eliminated a nearly 20 percentage 
point difference in favor of control LGAs.  Similarly, control LGAs realized an 8 percentage point increase in the 
proportion of respondents feeling less protected (to 12% from 4%), while control LGAs experienced no shift (at 
21%). 
 
Thus, while the data show shifts in the degree of change of protection in treatment LGAs, it does not show a 
change in the distribution of perspectives on protection being better or worse.  In comparison, the data from 
control LGAs shows a dramatic shift in these perceptions from overwhelmingly positive (94% of respondents 
reporting feeling more protected, with only 4% reporting feeling less protected) to a still very positive 
distribution (76% feeling more protected and 12% feeling less protected) but more similar to that of treatment 
LGAs (71% and 78% feeling more protected in 2017 and 2019, and 21% feeling less protected in each year). 
 
Considering specifically the shift in the distribution of respondents from the treatment LGAs, two different 
interpretations are important to consider.  First, given that the populations in these LGAs comprise considerably 
higher and growing proportions of persons having experienced displacement, it is not surprising to see 
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depressed rates of respondents expressing feeling much more protected from insurgents or elevated rates of 
respondents feeling much less protected.  Similar to other data regarding the perceptions of persons in 
treatment communities, it is reasonable to consider that in these communities the population can have raised 
expectations of services and their overall feeling of security and protection given that they have been receiving 
these services, and so the assessment of these persons of levels of services can be more critical in reflection of 
these increased expectations.   
 
Giving due consideration to these reasons for changes in the distribution of reported feelings of protection from 
insurgents, it is reasonable to focus more on the broader categories of respondents’ feeling more or less 
protected and suggesting that an influence of SFCG’s EW/ER project is discernible. 
 

Feeling More or Less Protected Against Insurgents than a Year Earlier - LGAs 

 
 

Feeling More or Less Protected Against Insurgents than a Year Earlier - LGAs 

 Control Treatment 

 2017 2019 Change 2017 2019 Change 

Less Protected - Much 3% 
4% 

5% 
12% 

+2% 7% 
21% 

16% 
21% 

+9% 

Less Protected - Somewhat 1% 7% +6% 14% 5% -9% 

Neither 3% 12% +9% 1% 7% +6% 

More Protected - Somewhat 11% 
94% 

27% 
76% 

+16% 18% 
78% 

45% 
71% 

+27% 

More Protected - Much 83% 49% -34% 60% 26% -34% 

 

Practices Regarding Insurgent Threats 
 
When looking at respondents’ reports of their practices as to what actions they took or would take, if any, when 
concerned about insurgent violence, we see common trends at both the LGA and village levels, which suggest 
that community members in control and treatment communities report an increased willingness and belief in 
their ability to take effective action in the face of the threat of violence.   
 
The most obvious observation of this at both the LGA and village level is that nearly all respondents reported 
that they would prospectively report their concerns, especially to security forces (roughly 90% in both control 
and treatment LGAs, including reporting to traditional leaders, vigilantes or other actors along with security 
forces, which represented the target for reporting by half of respondents or more).  This represented a marked 
difference from the rates at which respondents noted they reported their concerns previously (below 50%, 
except within control LGAs in 2019).  The one exception to this general finding of greater reporting is that the 
vast majority of respondents in the subgroup of those from control LGAs indicated in 2019 that they had 
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previously reported their concerns to security forces, which seems to be indicative of the influence of ICRC 
programming in these communities.   
 

What would you do in the future if concerned about insurgents? LGAs 

 
 

What would you do in the future if concerned about insurgents? LGAs 

 Control Treatment 

 2017 2019 Change 2017 2019 Change 

Security 44% 56% +12% 58% 51% -7% 

Flee 3% 3% - 11% 31% +20% 

Traditional Leaders 15% 6% -9% 21% 1% -20% 

Sensitize - 28% +28% - - - 

Vigilantes 24% 3% -21% 4% 1% -3% 

Report 8% - -8% 3% 11% +8% 

CJTF 1% 4% +3% 1% 3% +2% 

Fight 4% - -4% 1% 1% - 

 
Other important changes in respondents’ prospective actions if concerned with insurgent threats, include: 
 

• A considerable increase in treatment LGAs of respondents expressing that they would flee from threats 
posed by insurgents, from 11% in 2017 to 31% in 2019, which seems to be correlated with the continued 
and rising fear of insurgents reported by these respondents, as well as the large and growing 
representation of persons who have already experienced displacement in the treatment LGAs, as 
discussed earlier. 

• A large proportion of respondents in control LGAs in 2019 reporting that they would engage in 
“sensitization” of other community members (nearly 30%) and an also large decrease in the proportion 
of control LGA respondents reporting that they would seek help from vigilantes as their primary action 
in the face of concerns about insurgents (24% to 3%) – both of which seem to also be indicative of the 
influence of ICRC programming, also as discussed earlier. 

• The decrease in reporting by respondents in both control and treatment LGAs of their intention to 
report to traditional leaders (from 15% to 6% in control LGAs, and even more starkly from 21% to 1% in 
treatment LGAs). 

 
Importantly, while these findings for treatment LGAs hold true for both control villages and treatment villages, 
there are a few differences that suggest the influence of SFCG’s EW/ER project.  In particular, while both control 
and treatment villages show increases in the proportion of respondents reporting that they would flee in the 
face of insurgent threats, this increase was nearly only half as large in treatment villages as in control villages, 
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resulting in a meaningfully smaller proportion (24% in treatment villages, from 10%, as compared to 37% in 
control villages from 13%). 
 
Similarly, when excluding traditional leaders and vigilantes as a target for reporting concerns (which decreased 
from 21% in both treatment and control villages to 3% in treatment villages and to under 1% in control villages, 
and from 4% to 1% in control and treatment villages), respondents in treatment villages actually showed a small 
increase in the rate at which they would report their concerns to security forces and general authorities (to 69% 
from 63%) while respondents in control villages showed no increase (at 57%).  
 

What would you do in the future if concerned about insurgents? Villages 

 
 

What would you do in the future if concerned about insurgents? Villages 

 Control Treatment 

 2017 2019 Change 2017 2019 Change 

Security 55% 47% -8% 59% 54% -5% 

Flee 13% 37% +24% 10% 24% +14% 

Report 2% 10% -8% 4% 12% +8% 

Traditional Leaders 21% - -21% 21% 3% -18% 

CJTF 2% 2% - - 3% +3% 

Vigilantes 4% 1% -3% 4% 1% -3% 

 
Whereas a lack of awareness of options for seeking protection against insurgents was a primary factor identified 
by respondents for why they did not take some action or some action other than fleeing, respondents largely 
reported having become aware of resources to assist them, with few reporting that they were still unaware of 
such resources.  However, there is a marked difference between reports by respondents in control and 
treatment LGAs and in control and treatment villages regarding how available these resources are.  While a 
greater proportion of respondents at large reported being more aware of resources and being more aware of 
some (few, limited) resources, control LGAs showed a large shift away from respondents reporting that they 
were aware of many resources available (to 11% from 42% of respondents, a shift of 31 percentage points).  
While this change in direction also characterized treatment LGAs, the shift was far smaller (to 24% from 31%, 
only 7 percentage points), with most of this being from a still much smaller shift in control villages than in 
control LGAs (to 18% from 30%, 12 percentage points). The shift in treatment villages was more marginal (34% 
to 30%).   
 
Interpreting these data, it is important to keep in mind that expectations of persons can rise with improving 
conditions.  As persons become more aware of resources, they have an expectation for even more or better 
resources to address concerns that are not fully resolved, which could very well be a factor at play here with 
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respondents reporting lower levels of awareness of resources even as we know that resources are being 
increased in these communities.  From this it is a reasonable assertion to suggest that SFCG’s EW/ER project is 
making respondents in treatment villages in particular, but also spilling over to other villages in their LGAs, more 
aware of resources for protection against insurgents. 
 

Awareness of Resources providing Protection against Insurgents – LGAs 

 
 

Awareness of Resources providing Protection against Insurgents – Villages 

 
 

Awareness of Resources providing Protection against Insurgents – LGAs 

 Control Treatment 

 2017 2019 Change 2017 2019 Change 

Aware 86% 90% +4% 88% 93% +5% 

Few, Limited Resources 44% 80% +36% 58% 70% +12% 

Many Resources 42% 11% -31% 31% 23% -8% 

 
Awareness of Resources providing Protection against Insurgents – Villages 

 Control Treatment 

 2017 2019 Change 2017 2019 Change 

Aware 88% 95% +7% 88% 92% +4% 

Few, Limited Resources 58% 77% +19% 54% 62% +8% 

Many Resources 30% 18% -12% 34% 30% -4% 

 



NIGERIA Early Warning / Early Response Capacity Strengthening Project 
Final Evaluation Report (2019 October) Page 46/67 

 

 

 

Page 46 of 67 

Perceptions of Protection Forces 
 
Finally, turning to perceptions of the quality of protection provided by government security forces and other 
elements, the changes in perceptions of respondents again suggests a meaningful difference between control 
and treatment communities (at both the LGA and village levels of analysis), as well as the influence of rising 
expectations, as discussed previously. 
 
First, the changes in the data on the quality of protection provided by both government security forces and 
other forces are largely consistent.  As such, while there are some differences, these are not as important to 
highlight in themselves but will be discussed in relation to the question asked of respondents as to which 
specific resources they are aware of that provide to them protection against insurgents.   
 
Mentioned by more than 80% of respondents, vigilantes (or “hunters”), are identified as the primary resource 
providing protection for them, including as the sole primary provider of security against insurgents by 22% of 
respondents in control villages and 8% in treatment villages.  The military (or “government security forces”) are 
identified roughly as often in treatment villages (87%) and slightly less often (73%) in control villages, and most 
often they are mentioned jointly (71% in treatment villages and 58% in control villages), with the military rarely 
being referenced solely but sometimes jointly with the CJTF (13% in treatment villages and 15% in control 
villages).  The averages of these proportions (between control villages and treatment villages) are the 
proportions for both treatment LGAs and very similar to control LGAs, so the LGA data is not analyzed 
separately. 
 
Instead we highlight the one notable difference between control village and treatment village responses – which 
is that vigilantes are identified in treatment villages less frequently as the sole primary resource available for 
protection from insurgents.  While this does not change the overall proportion of responses that identify 
vigilantes as a primary resource it seems to suggest that in these communities there perhaps is slightly greater 
awareness of and/or confidence in more official government security forces.  The more common joint reporting 
of military and vigilante forces providing protection, however, helps to explain why the data on perceived 
effectiveness of security forces does not show much meaningful difference between the perceptions of 
government security forces and other elements providing security against insurgents. 
 

Resources Protecting against Insurgents – Villages 
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Resources Protecting against Insurgents – Villages 

 Control Treatment Difference 

Vigilantes 22% 8% -14% 

Military & Vigilantes 58% 71% 13% 

CJTF & Vigilantes 4% 5% 1% 

Military 0% 3% 3% 

Military & CJTF 15% 13% -2% 

 
Moving now to changes in the perceived effectiveness of these forces that provide protection against 
insurgents, the primary observation is that within control LGAs, respondents reported significant deterioration 
of the quality of protection provided by all security forces – with the proportion of respondents rating 
protection by government security forces as excellent falling 20 percentage points to 16% from 38%. Even more 
dramatically, protection by actors other than government security forces fell a full 37 percentage points to 19% 
from 56%.  These drops led high ratings of protection in control LGAS that were much higher than in treatment 
LGAs to actually drop well below those for treatment LGAs. Treatment LGA ratings of protection decreased only 
a few percentage points to 29% from 31% and 32% for government security forces and other actors respectively. 
 
Nonetheless, while treatment LGAs did show less of a decrease in the proportion of respondents rating 
protection as excellent, there was still a shift in treatment LGAs for a reversal in the distribution of ratings of 
quality from good protection to some protection being the most common response. 
 
Again, these shifts in the data seem to suggest that SFCG’s EW/ER project has both contributed to respondents 
having greater confidence in the protections afforded to them but also having greater expectations for the 
protections to be provided to them. 
 

Effectiveness of Protection against Insurgents  
Government Security Forces – LGAs   
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Effectiveness of Protection against Insurgents  
Government Security Forces – Villages 

 
 

Effectiveness of Protection against Insurgents  
Government Security Forces – LGAs 

 Control Treatment 

 2017 2019 Change 2017 2019 Change 

Protection 88% 87% -1% 93% 94% +1% 

…Some  23% 40% +17% 18% 44% +26% 

…Good  26% 30% +4% 45% 21% -24% 

…Excellent  38% 16% -22% 31% 29% -2% 

 
Effectiveness of Protection against Insurgents  

Government Security Forces – Villages 

 Control Treatment 

 2017 2019 Change 2017 2019 Change 

Protection 92% 91% -1% 94% 97% +3% 

…Some  16% 38% +22% 18% 50% +32% 

…Good  47% 22% -25% 41% 20% -21% 

…Excellent  29% 31% +2% 34% 27% -7% 

 
 
 

Effectiveness of Protection against Insurgents  
Other than Government Security Forces – LGAs 
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Effectiveness of Protection against Insurgents  

Other than Government Security Forces – Villages 

 
 

Effectiveness of Protection against Insurgents  
Other than Government Security Forces – LGAs 

 Control Treatment 

 2017 2019 Change 2017 2019 Change 

Somewhat protected 11% 39% 28% 25% 40% 15% 

Well protected 33% 42% 9% 44% 30% -14% 

Very well protected 56% 19% -37% 32% 29% -2% 

 
Effectiveness of Protection against Insurgents  

Other than Government Security Forces – Villages 

 Control Treatment 

 2017 2019 Change 2017 2019 Change 

Somewhat protected 21% 42% 21% 30% 38% 8% 

Well protected 48% 29% -19% 36% 32% -4% 

Very well protected 31% 29% -2% 35% 30% -5% 

 
 

1.7. Contributions of the Project’s Dialogues Mechanism 

With this context provided, we can now turn to the assessment of the contributions of the various project 
mechanisms. 
 
The Community Security Architecture Dialogues are identified as helping communities by increasing the 
collective effectiveness of actors working to mitigate violence and other social challenges in communities.  A 
primary contribution of the dialogues is that they effectively provide an avenue for communication among 
stakeholders that was lacking previously.  As an extension of this communication, the dialogues are also 
identified for their contribution to the improvement of trust among participating stakeholder groups, especially 
improving communication and trust between the military and civil society, in part by helping security actors to 
understand the concerns of the populace regarding their role in society.  The dialogues have also been identified 
as contributing to the improvement of trust among established community residents and new residents, many 
of whom are displaced persons.  While these improvements in “communication” and “trust” can sound vague, 
stakeholders identified more precisely as well that through participation in the dialogues, they and others learn 
who to contact in other organizations, including in the military, in order to raise concerns or seek cooperation.  
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Also important is that the dialogues and the project is identified for having helped community-level stakeholders 
to “know their rights” in terms of peace and security and to voice their concerns to government entities 
responsible for ensuring the security and peace of their communities. 
 
Altogether, the dialogues, with the improvements in communication and trust among actors, are also identified 
as contributing to the development of collective ownership of efforts to promote conflict resolution and 
community reconciliation, and not just among the representatives participating in the dialogues but also more 
broadly, as stakeholders noted that they would carry lessons from the workshop to interactions with colleagues.  
Similarly, the dialogues are identified as a source of ideas for stakeholders regarding their own efforts, which 
again provides self-interested incentives to stakeholders to participate.   
 
Various factors were also identified as contributing to the effectiveness of the dialogues, from the structure of 
the dialogues to the orientation of the participants.  First, the dialogues are identified as being particularly 
effective because stakeholder representation is largely comprehensive and all participants are willing to more 
actively contribute to the dialogues as well as to actually take action.  For example, stakeholders identify the 
active participation of women’s groups, such as WINN in the dialogues, and active participation of military 
representatives as critical to the effectiveness of the dialogues and their follow-up.   Similarly, as an example, JNI 
has expressed its willingness to reach into the communities in Nigeria to constructively help to counter 
insurgents’ inappropriate influencing of the “language” being used to discuss issues (such as the very name Boko 
“Haram”).   
 
In terms of the operation of the meetings, they are lauded for offering an “inclusive” environment and being 
characterized by “democratic” decision making, which allows all variety of issues to be raised, including for 
example the need for GBV advocacy in Nigeria. 
 
As a complement to this inclusiveness, the dialogues have also been identified as effective for having regularly 
occurring meetings (monthly), which allow for timely response, including by having concerns be addressed at 
higher levels of attention as necessary (up to the state level) and including planning for follow-up (action plans).  
Moreover, the role of SFCG in collecting data to inform the dialogues allows for the stakeholders to benefit from 
being more empirically informed about concerns as well as acting upon input collected by the stakeholders 
themselves. 
 
Finally, the project’s inclusion of state-level dialogues (Peace Architecture Dialogues) is identified as particularly 
important and unique among interventions in the communities.  In particular, stakeholder participation in the 
PADs is identified by stakeholders as “impressive,” including providing participants access to “high-ranking 
officials.”   Notably, SFCG itself is identified as having unique authority that allows it to open avenues to 
influence the government on behalf of the stakeholders participating in the process, which provides a unique 
incentive for stakeholders to participate in the dialogues.  
 
It is this level of dialogues that is identified for having contributed to “major actions being taken” that can 
actually address Boko Haram, particularly opportunities and strategies for recruitment through the denial of 
targets for recruitment, ranging from addressing reckless driving and illegal parking, especially by the moto-
rickshaws (kekenepep), which deters them from engaging in bomb attacks; to identifying “hot spots” of illicit 
activity for attention by security forces, such as drug sales, which can serve as areas for recruitment or for 
violence; to taking girls off the street and arresting women who are prostituting girls, who are targeted for 
kidnapping or recruitment for suicide bombing.  Again, the project’s facilitation of community concerns being 
able to be raised to the level of state attention is identified as being a unique contribution of value provided by 
SFCG.  
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1.8. Unintended Outcomes 

It is also critical to note that the project’s stakeholders nearly universally suggest that the project was 
introduced largely after the threat of Boko Haram had largely been eliminated from the communities in which 
the project was initially introduced.  Most stakeholders attributed this to the success of the military in pushing 
Boko Haram out of the particular communities in which the project was introduced.  As such, Boko Haram was 
even identified by some stakeholders as a “minimal concern.” 
 
This timing of the introduction of the project largely as Boko Haram was being contained in the communities is 
much of the reason that the project is not as strongly recognized by stakeholders as having a focus on the 
prevention of insurgency-related violence and instead having a focus more generally on “conflict resolution,” 
“community reconciliation,” and “peacebuilding,” which, again, are all used in a very generic fashion and applied 
to issues from inter-household disputes to juvenile delinquency to drug-related criminal activity to harassment 
by security personnel. 
 
It is important to first note that in spite of their appreciation of the benefits of the project, a significant majority 
of stakeholders interviewed did not have a clear understanding of the specific objectives of the project or of the 
programming itself.  Instead the stakeholders often referred to the project as “Search for Common Ground” – 
using the proper noun as a reference to the project as a whole, as opposed to referring to the “early warning” 
and/or “early response” project or programming being supported by SFCG.  While this provides notable 
suggestion that SFCG’s programming is recognized, it also demonstrates a seemingly too strong association of 
the early warning and early response mechanisms and capacity that SFCG is trying to establish within 
communities themselves with SFCG itself.  This can suggest that the stakeholders are not recognizing that these 
mechanisms and capacities do not need to be provided by SFCG but can and need to be adopted by the 
stakeholders and the communities themselves, as is the intention of the project.  This corresponds with 
stakeholders’ concerns regarding the sustainability of these efforts after SFCG withdraws from directly 
managing, as will be discussed later. 
 
Similarly, stakeholders will use general terms like “peacebuilding” and “community reconciliation” to refer to 
the project and its activities, which again indicates SFCG’s success in familiarizing stakeholders with these terms 
– but also suggests that many of the stakeholders do not recognize the project’s activities as only specific 
mechanisms for facilitating community reconciliation and peacebuilding and as such are not the only or 
exhaustive methods of reconciliation and peacebuilding.  Also, once again, this use of these and other terms 
correlates with concerns about the sustainability of the capacity represented in the project’s activities and 
mechanisms if they are not properly understood, as well as the risk of such practices being reified as “the” (only) 
processes for peacebuilding and community reconciliation, precluding the further development and 
strengthening of such capacity within the communities themselves.  This concern is also discussed later, 
particularly in reference to the relationship of SFCG-introduced processes for reconciliation with the Nigerian 
legal system and traditional conflict reconciliation processes. 
 
These observations regarding the framing of the project do not suggest reason for dire concern about the 
project, but do suggest an opportunity for SFCG staff to continue to and perhaps increase their efforts not only 
to help stakeholders learn the practices represented in the mechanisms of the project but also to understand 
the context of these practices as specific approaches to conflict resolution, community reconciliation and 
peacebuilding as opposed to the singular methods for promoting these outcomes. 
 
More generally, in its introduction of concepts such as “conflict resolution,” “community reconciliation” and 
“dialogue” into these environments, the project is identified as bringing together “heart and intelligence” to 
address issues that contribute to conflict.  As different participants noted, the project has been identified as 
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“educational,” an “eye opener,” and having “widened our horizon on how to resolve conflict” by helping 
participants to better understand the relationship among “peace, security and conflict resolution” 
 
More specifically, stakeholders also identify that the project has contributed to raising awareness of the need 
for “early warning” and “early response” to sources of community problems.  In particular, the project has 
introduced “system-focused mechanisms” and encouraged stakeholders to “look beyond known problems to 
identify and address the underlying issues and their long-term solutions,” as well as to identify “upcoming 
challenges.” 
 
And, while again, it is not identified as a strong focus of the project activities, some stakeholders do identify 
specifically that the project offers opportunities to help address various issues that “exacerbate the Boko Haram 
problem.” 
 
Of course, this perception of stakeholders participating in the project does not mean that insurgency-related 
violence, and particularly that perpetrated by Boko Haram, is not a threat currently or even more so potentially 
in the near future, and that such programming is not needed.  To the contrary, strengthening early warning and 
early response capacities while concern with insurgency-related threats are still recent experiences likely 
increases the receptiveness of the communities and stakeholders to this effort.  However, it would behoove 
SFCG to ensure that the development of these mechanisms is more clearly articulated as not simply practices for 
promoting conflict resolution and community reconciliation or identifying public safety concerns to authorities 
but specifically designed efforts to help communities strengthen their resilience to insurgency-related threats. 
 
One avenue for making this focus clear is through addressing as part of the project  the integration (sometimes 
re-integration) of internally displaced persons and particularly the reintegration of persons who had previously 
been associated with Boko Haram or other insurgent elements.  There is significant concern among stakeholders 
regarding the lack of adequate attention in communities to the integration of IDPs and the reintegration of 
persons formerly associated with Boko Haram that could provide an important focus of SFCG’s programming – 
both as a way of helping the communities consider how to address these dynamics effectively to preempt the 
re-development of threats to these communities, particularly at a larger scale than attention to individual 
persons as has been identified as the way that such actions have often occurred, and correspondingly in a way 
that combats potential targeting of individuals or groups of individuals for reprisal or persecution in 
communities as unwelcome new arrivals or returnees. 
 
All of this has led stakeholders to sum up the assessment of the value of SFCG’s contribution in asserting that 
SFCG is the “#1 INGO in Maiduguri,” while others have said similarly in other communities – “Search is the best 
NGO that has come here.” 

 

4. Challenges, Lessons and Recommendations 

In addition to identifying the value of SFCG’s project to strengthen the capacity for early warning and early 
response in communities vulnerable to insurgency-related violence, stakeholders also provide important 
guidance as to challenges to the project and opportunities for potential improvements.  Importantly, not all 
these challenges suggest opportunities for improvement by addressing the challenges directly, as these might 
alter the scope of the project.  Nevertheless, these challenges are important for SFCG to note to consider how it 
might improve the project or to potentially inform its work otherwise, including other efforts. 
 
The challenge that was most identified by stakeholders earlier in the project was the incomplete 
representativeness of stakeholders engaged in the dialogues, including the under-representation of critical 
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stakeholders such as representatives of IDP camps, greater participation of the Department of State Service 
(DSS) and military actors, as well as the proportion of participants at all levels who work locally on EW/ER, are 
traditional leaders, or are elders, youth and women.  Importantly, regarding this last issue of gender balance in 
representation, stakeholders identified that gender balance is an issue, both in number but also in dynamics in 
the meeting in which men can dominate the proceedings.  Notably, SFCG minded this challenge since it was 
flagged in the interim report of this evaluation process, delivered in 2018, and since then introduced “Women’s 
Working Groups” into the project to great success.  This challenge was transformed into a tremendous 
opportunity, which as discussed previously lead to significant unintended consequences in terms of advancing 
protection for women in the communities of the project and more broadly advancing the role of women in 
these communities. 
 
Another factor identified to be addressed in the initial report was the “allowance” or honorarium provided for 
participation in the dialogues.  Notably, today, community stakeholders are now “taxing” themselves, as SFCG 
has ceded its support, to help to provide allowances to allow continued participation of community members 
from locations further from central villages in which the CSADs are convened.  Once again, SFCG has succeeded 
in turning a challenge into an asset, which in this case is a commitment among stakeholders to the continuation 
of the EW/ER mechanisms and even more so a recognition of the need to be able to support it to sustain it at its 
full reach.  Among stakeholders there are efforts underway to pursue various forms of sustainable support, 
including from the LGAs themselves. 
 
Beyond the issue of representativeness of the stakeholders participating in the project, another noted challenge 
to the project early in its implementation was the operationalizing of “early warning” to “early response,” or 
follow-up on concerns in a timely manner.  However, stakeholders largely communicated in 2019 that the issues 
addressed in dialogues were relayed in a timely manner to other actors who are able to appropriately act on 
them.  Seemingly, the project was able to strengthen relationships with additional actors who are able to 
respond appropriately in more timely fashion to information of more imminent concerns.   
 
Not surprisingly, the most pressing challenge at the time of the final data collection was identified as the 
sustainability of the project and its activities after SFCG discontinued its involvement.  As stakeholders said over 
and over – “We don’t want Search for Common Ground to go.”  However, as already mentioned, stakeholders 
have stepped up to ensure the sustainability of the CRNs, CSADs and PAD.  Seemingly this has been made 
possible by efforts by SFCG to develop stakeholders to manage the project themselves as well as to place more 
attention in mobilizing public awareness (and awareness of political decision makers) about the role of this 
project in order to mobilize support for its incorporation into the work of government agencies and civil society 
organizations.  To this latter point, stakeholders also observed that a variety of civil society organizations and 
particularly government agencies/ministries have integrated the project’s activities more inherently within their 
own activities.   
 
All of these recommendations relate back to the unique value added by SFCG identified by stakeholders, in that 
SFCG has the reputation to be able to influence high-level actors and to help to make the voices of stakeholders 
heard by higher-level actors.   
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5. Annex 1: Evaluation Focuses / Phenomena of Interest – Data, Methodology and Limitations 

The data sources and characteristics of these sources as planned for the evaluation at the inception of the research are 
presented in the table below.  While the evaluation’s planned focus on outcomes 1a and 1b was realized, ultimately the 
data for a focus on 1c proved inadequate for evaluation (the data sources simply did not have meaningful data as 
anticipated).  However, the evaluation of the project’s influence on this outcome was informed by the qualitative data 
collected from interviews and focus groups, which actually offer greater basis for suggesting causal influence. 

 (1a) Community and State Actors’ Ability to Protect Citizens from Violence 

Data Source(s) Data type Causal Attribution Statistical Testing 

Key informant interviews, Key informant surveys, Focus groups 1/Qualitative, 2/Quantitative High Low 

Discussion of Data Collection and Analysis (advantages, constraints and limitations) 

• These phenomena1 articulated most clearly and carefully as objectives of the project, and having been identified very well as appropriate 
objectives of the project, are those that should be the primary focus of the evaluation of the project. 

• The challenge to the evaluation of these phenomena is the small number of subjects exposed to the treatment (organizations and individuals), 
which precludes statistical testing – however; proper data collection and analysis for evaluating complex phenomena such as these can still 
allow for rigorous establishment of causal relationships between the intervention and the perceptions and behaviors of those who are the 
subjects of the intervention. 

• Importantly, these are the phenomena that will most clearly identify the effectiveness of SFCG’s EW/ER program.  Clarifying and more strongly 
establishing the causal logic of the program – further establishing the relationship between these objectives of developing the 
capacities/capabilities of EW/ER systems and their component mechanisms/actors and the reduction of violence will allow SFCG to establish a 
stronger case that developing such capacity is a meaningful contribution to a reduction in violence. In investigating this we can also look for 
unintended impacts of the project.  

(1b) Community Members’ Knowledge, Awareness and Practices (KAP) of Protection from Violence (including perception of safety) 

Data Source(s) Data type Causal Attribution Statistical Testing 

Population-based Survey 1/Quantitative, 2/Qualitative Medium Medium 

Discussion of Data Collection and Analysis (advantages, constraints and limitations) 

• The analysis of the survey data will offer the greatest opportunity for testing for a statistically significant relationship between SFCG’s EW/ER 
programming and related changes in a phenomena of interest, namely community members perceptions of their security and of the 
mechanisms that exist to improve their security against the type of violence addressed by the EW/ER project, and their practices for improving 
their security that can be practices informed by the EW/ER project or practices of interacting with the EW/ER mechanisms 

• While this data will not be able to establish a causal link between SFCG’s EW/ER project and actual levels of violence in the communities, it will 
be able to establish a strong causal link between the project and the community members’ perceptions and behaviors that can be interpreted as 
proxies for levels of violence and perhaps more importantly are meaningful intermediate outcomes that can be reasonably considered 
themselves to be critical inputs to the reduction of violence. 

• As discussed with SFCG staff, while the original Terms of Reference for the evaluation envisioned the undertaking of a survey of community 
members in areas in which SFCG’s EW/ER project works and in other areas (to serve as controls), this design presents unreasonable ethical 
challenges due to the risks posed to the control communities.  Instead, appropriate survey design for administration to populations within 
project communities can provide meaningful data to be analyzed to consider in particular the influence of SFCG’s EW/ER project on community 
members’ perceptions and behaviors. 

(1c) Victimization of Communities and Community Members by Violence 

Data Source(s) Data type Causal Attribution Statistical Testing 

ACLED, UCDP2, SFCG Quantitative Low High 

Discussion of Data Collection and Analysis (advantages, constraints and limitations) 

• As identified by SFCG staff and evaluators, while a decrease in victimization of communities and community members is the “impact” to which 
the SFCG EW/ER project aspires to contribute, there are multiple factors that influence the level of violence.  As such, any change in the level of 
violence simply cannot be reasonably attributed to the EW/ER project – however, SFCG’s contribution/influence of the project to reduced 
violence can be meaningfully identified.3 

• Importantly, any change in the level of violence must be analyzed carefully to differentiate this change in the areas subject to SFCG’s EW/ER 
efforts from region-wide changes in violence that might be due to other, broader influences.   

• Similarly, the careful analysis of the other identified phenomena of interest (discussed below) will help to establish more meaningfully the causal 
relationship between SFCG’s EW/ER project and any changes in violence. 
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1 These phenomena are the specific goal and objectives identified for the project as presented above the table – Project Goal: Expanding and 
strengthening early warning and early response processes to enhance community and state actors’ ability to protect citizens in Borno and 
Adamawa States. Objectives: (1) Reinforced and expanded community-based early warning and early response system; (2) Strengthened 
engagement between state and local actors to secure communities; (3) Strengthened partners’ capacity to support and monitor early warning 
systems 
2 ACLED (Armed Conflict Location and Event Data) and UCDP (Uppsala University's Conflict Data Program data) are data sets offering geo-coded 
reporting of violence, including # of incidents and type of violence 
3 It is critical to recognize that identifying “contribution” rather than “attribution” still establishes “causality.” There is often a false equivalence 
suggested in evaluation that “causality” can only be established by “attribution” and particularly through statistical methods.  To the contrary, 
especially when dealing with complex social phenomena, as opposed to interventions on more simple closed systems, “contribution” is simply both 
a more reasonable expectation for the influence of an intervention as well as a more appropriate standard for judging the influence of the 
intervention.  As an example, if the influence of a vaccine were to be tested in the field, the vaccine might be considered a failure if it were not 
taken as prescribed even if it would be effective in a clinical setting in which proper administration were guaranteed.  Similarly, the influence of 
neonatal health support on life-time well-being of individuals might not be recognized if we focused only on life-time earnings of the individuals 
receiving the neonatal care and did not consider the more proximate outcomes of early childhood health and family health expenditures. 
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6. Annex 2: Summary of Assessment of Project Results from Project Proposal 

Result Rating Assessment 

Obj. 1: Reinforce and expand a community-based EW/ER system. 

Result 1.1: Increased capacity of 
communities to identify and analyze 
early warning signs of violence. 

+ 
+ 
+ 

Community representatives widely report not only an increased 
capacity to identify early warning signs of violence – through the 
Community Response Networks (CRNs) and Community Mobilizers – 
and respond to them through the Community Security Architecture 
Dialogues (CSADs) and Peace Architecture Dialogues (PADs). 

Result 1.2: Increased collaboration 
between communities, local 
government officials and security 
actors to respond to early warning 
signs of violence. 

+ 
+ 
+ 

Community representatives widely report that the Community Security 
Architecture Dialogues (CSADs) and Peace Architecture Dialogues 
(PADs) have brought together representatives of these stakeholder 
groups, which had not previously been well engaged with each other, 
and with whom communication and cooperation is now robust. 

Obj. 2: Strengthen engagement between state and local actors to secure communities. 

Result 2.1 State government 
institutions with a peacebuilding or 
security mandate have an enhanced 
ability to respond to violence and 
threats to human rights. 

+ 
+ 

These state government institutions do have an enhanced ability to 
respond to threats of violence and human rights abuses – because of 
the information that reaches them more effectively through the EW/ER 
mechanisms and the informal ties that these have fostered, as well as 
through their ability to mobilize other actors to also respond. 

Result 2.1 Civil society, communities, 
government and security have an 
enhanced mutual understanding of 
situations that make communities 
vulnerable to violence and human 
rights violations. 

+ 
+ 

Civil society, communities, government and security forces interact 
more regularly with each other around issues of violence and human 
rights violations – through the CSADs and PADs – which has facilitated 
greater mutual understanding of dynamics that make communities 
vulnerable to violence and human rights violations generally as well as 
real-time circumstances that make communities vulnerable. 

Obj. 3: Strengthen Partners’ Capacity to Support and Monitor EW/ER Systems  

Result 3.1: Civil society actors have 
an enhanced capacity to support 
communities to implement early 
warning systems. + 

+ 

Civil Society actors do have enhanced capacity to support communities 
to implement early warning systems, but largely this support is through 
participation in these systems that were led and coordinated by SFCG.  
These systems are persisting but in meaningful part by local 
government authorities.  Civil society actors are enthusiastic to 
continue to engage in the practices introduced by SFCG, but there is 
little evidence of greater capacity to support communities to implement 
early warning systems themselves. 

Result 3.2: Integrated and rigorous 
monitoring and evaluation systems 
are established to ensure 
measurable impact of an EW/ER 
system in Northeast Nigeria. 

(X) 

The monitoring and evaluation systems for measuring the impact of 
EW/ER practices are largely non-existent.  Data on incidents of violence 
is largely non-existent.  What data exists is largely quantitative and 
difficult to use for meaningful analysis as it is contained in various 
reports.  The data collected for this evaluation offers one model of how 
such monitoring and evaluation could be done to measuring impact. 
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7. Annex 3: Population-based Survey Design 

Sample Groups for Population-based Survey  
 
The following communities were decided upon for the collection of population-based survey data.  The rationale 
for these sites is discussed in the rest of this section. 
 

    (A) (B) (C)   

STATE TREATMENT LGA 
TREATMENT LGA 

Treatment Villages 
TREATMENT LGA 
Control Villages 

CONTROL LGA 
CONTROL LGA 

(suggested villages) 

Adamawa Mubi Kochifa Vintim Maiha Maiha 

Nassarawo Kolere Pakka 

Adamawa Michika Hausari Tudunwada Baza Hong Hong 

Jiddel Villegwa Hildi 

Adamawa Madagali Shuwa Palam Gombi Gombi North 

Mayo _Wandu Gulak Guyaku 

Borno Mongono Monguno State Lowcost Kaga Ben sheikh 

Ajari Mandala Mainok 

Borno Maiduguri  MC Bolori 1 Gwange II Konduga Jakana 

Lamisila/Jabbamari Mafoni Auno 

 
Inter-LGA Sample Groups: With SFCG preparing to expand the project September-October 2017 into four LGAs 
in which the project had not yet been introduced and into additional villages in some of the LGAs where the 
project was already underway, we proposed and SFCG Nigeria staff agreed that the population-based survey 
comparison of knowledge, attitudes and practices would be focused on five of these LGAs – specifically the four 
LGAs in which the project was to be introduced anew – Mungono (in Borno) and Madagali, Michicka and Mubi 
(in Adamawa) – and Maduguri Municipal Council (MMC), in which the project was to be expanded into 
additional villages.   
 
These communities, particularly the four LGAs in which the project was to be introduced anew, offered the most 
clear opportunities for data to be collected before the project is introduced and then again at later points in 
time, and thus allow for the cleanest estimate of the project’s influence.  Adding MMC allowed for analysis of 
the project’s effects in a larger and more densely populated community, and because of the project’s 
implementation at the village level still presented potentially independent data with the new treatment villages 
selected for their distance from villages in which the project was already being implemented.  At the same time, 
the implementation in MMC would also potentially offer evidence of a different magnitude influence due to 
more effective implementation by partners already familiar with the project or due to spillover from the 
project’s implementation in the LGA. 
 
Control observations against which to compare this data from the set of treatment cases were to be collected 
simultaneously from five other LGAs in Borno and Adamawa states in which the project was not being 
implemented and that presented similar risk / prevalence of victimization by Boko Haram and similar (or at least 
not largely dis-similar) social, political, economic and demographic characteristics to these five LGAs of focus. 
 
Intra-LGA Sample Groups: Similarly, based on the design of the project for activities to be implemented in 
particular villages within LGAs rather than LGA-wide, we proposed and SFCG Nigeria staff agreed that there was 
an opportunity to collect data to compare knowledge, attitudes and practices at the village level as well as the 
LGA level, which would allow for control of variables at the village level as well as at the LGA level, improving the 
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evaluation’s potential for detecting the influence of endogenous variables (such as those that might be present 
at a village level that might be missed with a comparison against only LGA control cases) as well and the 
“spillover” influence of the project activities beyond the specific villages in which the treatment was introduced 
to other villages in the same LGA.  More specifically, we proposed to collect data within the five treatment LGAs 
(Mungono and MMC, and Madagali, Michicka and Mubi) from two treatment villages selected randomly from 
among those in which the activities were already being introduced and 2 villages selected from among those in 
which the project was not being implemented, particularly villages of similar characteristics to the treatment 
villages (again, particularly in terms of risk / prevalence of victimization by Boko Haram). 
 
Selection of Control LGAs:  To review, the control groups at both the village and LGA level were to be 
communities that were  

(a) not yet included in the EW/ER program and  
(b) similar to the experimental communities in Mungono and MMC (Borno) and Madagali, Michicka and 

Mubi (Adamawa) in which the intervention was being newly introduced, in terms of 
(1) risk of victimization by Boko Haram,  
(2) major soico-demographic characteristics and 
(3) geographic characteristics (such as natural protection from victimization or environmental 

incentives for victimization). 
 
These communities at either the village level or LGA level did not need to be geographically close to the 
treatment communities, and proximity was identified to have two competing effects on the analysis and 
collection of the data.  First, being close might make the comparison more valid due to similarities that correlate 
with proximity (which could include all three of the categories identified above) and could make the data 
collection easier also.  Second, being close could confound the data due to the potential influence of the project 
beyond the artificial boundaries of the villages / LGAs.  As such, communities somewhat more distant but still 
similar (especially in terms of risk of victimization by Boko Haram) were thought to serve as better control cases 
due to the likelihood of their being less affected by the project. 
 
Sample Size 
 
Although statistical testing was not deemed suitable for the analysis of the data, due to the inappropriate 
inference it would provide due to the changes in the implementation of the programming from what was 
anticipated, the sample size was selected to offer a confidence level of 80-90%. In order to be able to offer such 
a confidence level, it was calculated that a total of ~600 responses, or ~40 responses from each of the 15 
communities to be studied should be obtained – (A) 5 treatment communities (a “treatment community” being 
the cohort of 2 treated villages in an LGA in which the project is being introduced), and 10 control communities 
(a “control community” being either a cohort of 2 (B) un-treated villages in an LGA in which the project is being 
introduced or one of the 5 other (C) LGAs in which the project is not being implemented with similar 
characteristics to the treatment LGAs).  While we considered the potential for differences within villages, the 
primary categories of responses to be compared across these observations are from (A) individuals in villages 
receiving treatment, (B) individuals in villages not receiving treatment but in the same LGAs as those villages 
receiving treatment included in (A), and (C) individuals in LGAs not receiving treatment. 
 
To more specifically identify the distribution for the collection of these ~600 responses from the 15 
communities, we collected the data as follows: 

• (A and B)  
400 responses from the five treatment LGAs, with  
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o 80+ responses from each these 5 LGAs (4 villages each in Mungono and MMC (Borno) and 
Madagali, Michicka and Mubi (Adamawa), with  

o 20+ responses from each of 4 different villages in the 5 LGAs  
▪ (A) 40 of these to be collected from treatment villages in each of these LGAs, with 

20 of these to be collected, from 1-2 central locations, in each of 2 randomly 
selected treatment villages,  

▪ (B) 40 of these to be collected from non-treatment villages in each of these LGAs, with 
20 of these to be collected, from 1-2 central locations, in each of 2 non-treatment 
villages,  

• (C) 
200 responses from 5 other non-treatment LGAs, with  
40+ responses in each of these 5 other LGAs, to be collected at 1-2 central locations in the LGA 

 
We include in Table 1 below a summary of this data collection design. 
 

Table 1: Population-based Survey: Data Collection Plan Summary 
Treatment Villages x200 

20x 2 villages per each of the 5 
treated LGAs, selected randomly 

from treated villages 

Control 1 (Villages)  x200 

20x 2 villages per treated LGA, 
selected randomly or for similarity 

to Treatment Villages 

Control 2 (LGAs) x200 

40x 5 LGAs, with 1 LGA selected for 
similarity to each of the 5 treated LGAs 

BORNO x80 BORNO x80 BORNO x80 

• Mungono x40+ 
1. Mungono Village (Ta) x20+ 
2. Mungono Village (Tb) x20+ 

• MMC x40+ 
3. MMC Village (Ta) x20+ 
4. MMC Village (Tb) x20+ 

• Mungono x40+ 
5. Mungono Village (C1a) x20+ 
6. Mungono Village (C1b) x20+ 

• MMC x40+ 
7. MMC Village (C1a) x20+ 
8. MMC Village (C1b) x20+ 

9. Mungono-Paired LGA (C2a) x40+ 
3 x 4 x 4 = 48 

 
10. MMC-Paired LGA (C2a) x40+ 
 

ADAMAWA x120 ADAMAWA x120 ADAMAWA x120 
• Madagali x40+ 

11. Madagali Village (Tc) x20+ 
12. Madagali Village (Td) x20+ 

• Michicka x40+ 
13. Michicka Village (Te) x20+ 
14. Michicka Village (Tf) x20+ 

• Mubi x40+ 
15. Mubi Village (Tg) x20+ 
16. Mubi Village (Th) x20+ 

Madagali x40+ 
17. Madagali Village (C1c) x20+ 
18. Madagali Village (C1d) x20+ 

• Michicka x40+ 
19. Michicka Village (C1e) x20+ 
20. Michicka Village (C1f) x20+ 

• Mubi x40+ 
21. Mubi Village (C1g) x20+ 
22. Mubi Village (C1h) x20+ 

23. Madagali-Paired LGA (C2b) x40+ 
 
 
 
24. Michicka-Paired LGA (C2c) x40+ 
 
 
 
25. Mubi-Paired LGA (C2d) x40+ 

 
Sampling Method 
 
From a feasibility perspective, sampling could have either be done by area sampling (identifying clusters of 
residences within each community and then sampling within these clusters) or with systematic, central-location 
sampling (identifying a central location in each community and interviewing every Nth person walking through 
the location during a period of high traffic). 
 
After discussions with SFCG and the data collection contractor identified to collect this data, the central-location 
sampling method was chosen as best to balance the goals of efficiency and safety, due to the efficiency of 
collecting information in a central location and not requiring travel by the enumerators to access respondents / 
only engaging with respondents in a central location. 
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As was deliberated at length, there is an inherent risk to surveying persons randomly regarding victimization 
when there is an ongoing risk of victimization, including a risk of victimization targeted at persons who discuss 
this risk as a means of punishment or deterrence by those employing victimization as a means of pursuing their 
interests.  There are trade-offs in this risk to any manner of surveying the population – if data is collected by 
enumerators going to households selected at random, those households might be identified by other observers 
for targeted victimization even if the respondents are not specifically identified by other observers, and if data is 
collected by enumerators selecting respondents at random in a central public location, the individual 
respondents can be identified by other observers for targeted victimization but their household would not be 
directly identified.  We decided upon the central-location sampling as it did not present unnecessary risks 
compared to other sampling methods and could actually be less risky to respondents, whose responses will not 
require visits to their households by enumerators and whose participation will be difficult to track and will be 
recognized as random to any observers, as well as to enumerators, who will conduct the surveys in central 
locations rather than in less public spaces.  The data collection contractor was aware of the risk of this data 
collection to the enumerators and did not consider this risk unacceptable. 
 
Survey Questionnaire Design Considerations 
 
For the survey questionnaire itself, the following design elements were identified: 

• The survey was to be administered verbally. 

• The survey was to be limited to approximately 10 questions to facilitate response. 

• The survey language was to be maintained at the approximate level of difficulty of the draft survey or 
simplified further with the assistance of the data collection contractor in order to allow enumerators to 
be able to understand and be able to be able to explain as necessary to respondents (although attention 
needs to be paid to drafting the questions as best as possible that they can be presented uniformly to all 
respondents rather than presented potentially differently by enumerators attempting to explain them). 

• Survey enumerators were to be expected to record answers in English, using a similar level of language 
as in the draft. 

 
The design of the questions for the survey and refinement of the survey was guided by the following 
characteristics for fulfilling the goals for the survey as a component of the overall evaluation:  

• The questions were to be focused to elicit more specific (particularly enumerable) responses that are 
amenable to statistical analysis (quasi-experimental design), which is the primary objective of the 
population-based survey as opposed to the other components of the evaluation.   

• The questions were to cover the range of different dimensions of the evaluation (knowledge, attitudes 
and perspectives) in as few questions as possible and particularly in questions that can be answered as 
efficiently as possible.   

• The survey was intended for soliciting perspectives of the general population, and as such the questions 
should be focused on topics that general population respondents can be considered to provide 
responses on without speculation (that reflect their knowledge, their attitudes and their practices, as 
opposed to their assessments of phenomena that would ask them to speculate).  

• Altogether the survey was to take no more than 30 minutes to administer, including reviewing with and 
obtaining proper informed consent from the respondent – which was considered to already be pushing 
the limits of the amount of time that can be requested of respondents and administered efficiently by 
enumerators.  
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• While the survey could include additional questions for other purposes, such as needs assessment or 
program scoping or specifically for formative evaluation, any expansion of the survey needed to 
consider the impact on the length of the survey and the feasibility of administering it efficiently.   

 
At 20-30 minutes for the administration of the survey to each respondent (with adequate attention to obtaining 
informed consent), which is the estimate for the administration of the survey if using the central-location 
sampling method, 2-3 responses would be collected each hour and the collection of the full sample of ~600 
responses would require 200-300 person hours, or approximately 50-70 person days (of collecting data during 4 
busiest hours of each day of sampling), or 10-20 days (of 4 hours) for 3-7 enumerators.   
  
Ethical Considerations in the Survey Questionnaire Design: Numerous ethical considerations were raised 
regarding collecting data from communities not receiving any treatment or protective interventions from 
SFCG.  Informed consent and appropriate care were identified as absolute requisites for the survey, and a very 
carefully scripted introduction to the survey was developed for that enumerators to use to obtain informed 
consent from respondents.  While the focus of the EW/ER project was specifically protection against Boko 
Haram, it was have decided with SFCG that the survey itself should not specifically mention “Boko Haram.” And, 
because inclusion of questions that ask the respondent regarding their awareness of victimization (of 
themselves or of others) can pose risks for re-traumatization, it was decided after significant deliberation that 
these questions should be included as the first questions in the survey in order to raise the issue quickly and 
provide the respondent with an opportunity to discontinue the survey if it prompts any sense of hesitancy of 
proceeding with responding to the survey. 
 
Data Collection Implementation 
 
In close cooperation with the impact evaluator, the SFCG Developmental Evaluator provided direct oversight of 
the data collection effort, and as appropriate coordinated collaboration between the data collection contractor 
and SFCG partners to facilitate the survey administration, especially in non-treatment communities.   

 
Survey 
 
The survey questionnaire is attached on the following two pages. 
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1. What are your primary concerns regarding public safety and security? 
 

2. Which of these are you most concerned about?  Which of these are you next most concerned about? 
 

3. Have you or someone you personally know been a victim of violence by insurgents in the past year? 
a. No.  
b. Yes – I have been a victim of insurgents in the past year. 
c. Yes – someone I know personally has been a victim of insurgents in the past year. 
d. Yes – both I have been a victim and someone I know personally has also been a victim of insurgents 

in the past year. 
 
…Are you comfortable continuing with this interview? 
 

4. How afraid are you of being a victim (again) of violence due to insurgents? 
a. I am not afraid of being a victim (again) of insurgents. 
b. I am somewhat afraid of being a victim (again) of insurgents – but I am not very afraid. 
c. I am very afraid of being a victim (again) of insurgents – but this is not one of my greatest fears. 
d. Being a victim (again) of insurgents is one of my greatest fears. 

 
…Are you comfortable continuing with this interview? 
 

5. Are you afraid of specific insurgents? 
a. No  
b. Yes – Are you comfortable naming which specific insurgents you are afraid of? 

i. No – I would prefer not to name the specific insurgents. 
ii. Yes – Which group or groups? 

 
…Why are you afraid of these specific insurgents? 
 

6. What specific situations do you fear put you in danger of being a victim of insurgents? 
a. No  
b. Yes – Are you comfortable saying which situations fear put you in danger of being a victim of 

insurgents? 
i. No 

ii. Yes – Which situation or situations? 
 
…Why are you afraid of these specific situations? 
 

7. Have you taken any actions when you were concerned about insurgents attacking you or others? 
a. No – Why not? 
b. Yes – What actions did you take? 

 

8. …Would you take any actions today if you were concerned about insurgents attacking you or others? 
a. No – Why not? 
b. Yes – What actions would you take? 

 

9. Do you feel more or less afraid of being a victim of insurgents today than you did a year ago? 
a. I feel much more afraid of being a victim of insurgents today than I did a year ago. 
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b. I feel somewhat more afraid of being a victim of insurgents today than I did a year ago. 
c. I don’t feel more or less afraid of being a victim of insurgents today than I did a year ago. 
d. I feel somewhat less afraid of being a victim of insurgents today than I did a year ago. 
e. I feel much less afraid of being a victim of insurgents today than I did a year ago. 

 

10. How aware do you feel you are about services or agencies or other resources that protect you or are 
available for protecting you against insurgents?  

a. I am not aware of resources that protect me or are available to protect me against insurgents. 
b. I am aware of only few, limited resources that protect me or are available to protect me against 

insurgents. 
…What specific resources are available to protect you against insurgents? 

c. I am aware of many resources that protect me or are available available to protect me against 
insurgents. 

…What specific resources are available to protect you against insurgents? 
 

11. How well do you feel government security forces protect you against insurgents? 
a. I feel that government security forces offer me no protection from insurgents. 
b. I feel that government security forces offer me some but little protection from insurgents. 
c. I feel that government security forces offer me good but not excellent protection from insurgents. 
d. I feel that government security forces offer me excellent protection from insurgents. 

 

12. Do you feel that other actors besides government security forces protect you against insurgents? 
a. No. 
b. Yes – Which actors are these? 

…How well do you feel government security forces protect you against insurgents? 
i. I feel somewhat protected from insurgents by these other actors. 

ii. I feel well protected from insurgents by these other actors. 
iii. I feel very well protected from insurgents by these other actors. 

 

13. Are you aware of any improvements made in the last year by the government or other actors to protect 
your community against insurgents? 

a. No 
b. Yes – What improvements can you identify that the government or other actors made in the last 

year to protect your community against insurgents?  
 

14. Do you feel more or less protected from insurgents today than you did a year ago? 
a. I feel much more protected from insurgents today than I did a year ago. 
b. I feel somewhat more protected from insurgents today than I did a year ago. 
c. I don’t feel more or less protected from insurgents today than I did a year ago. 
d. I feel somewhat less protected from insurgents today than I did a year ago. 
e. I feel much less protected from insurgents today than I did a year ago. 

 
 


