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Introduction

Globally, the case for redesigning agriculture to 
support better nutrition and health is well recog-
nized and was featured in the process that estab-
lished the United Nations (UN) 2030 Agenda for 
Sustainable Development (UN, 2017). At the 
regional level, this shift can be seen in the grow-
ing number of  initiatives to support national 
governments in integrating nutrition into their 
agricultural investment plans, as illustrated by 
the Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Develop-
ment Programme investment plans (Rampa and 
van Seters, 2013). At the national levels, coun-
tries like Nigeria and Ethiopia, for example, have 
recently developed nutrition-sensitive agricultural 
plans, a clear manifestation of  the greater pol-
itical priority being given to improving the nutri-
tional impact of  investments in the agricultural 
sector.

Making agriculture more nutrition-sensitive 
(see definition in Box 9.1), however, requires a 
new way of  thinking, planning, implementing, 
and partnering, as well as the active engagement 
of  a variety of  stakeholders from multiple sec-
tors. It also requires identifying critical entry 
points where nutrition goals and interventions 
can be incorporated into agro-food systems 
( Jaenicke and Virchow, 2013). Some of  the ini-
tial steps undertaken to bring the relevant stake-
holders and sectors together include designing 
and agreeing on conceptual frameworks that 
identify the multiple pathways by which agricul-
ture can impact nutrition. This topic has been the 
subject of  an extensive body of  work including 
the development of  several conceptual frameworks 
that highlight the dynamic and multifaceted 

 linkages among agriculture, health, and nutri-
tion (World Bank, 2007; IFPRI, 2011; Headey  
et al., 2012; Pinstrup-Andersen, 2012; Jaenicke 
and Virchow, 2013; Ruel and Alderman, 2013; 
Herforth and Harris, 2014; Kadiyala et  al., 
2014). The characterization of  the pathways by 
which agriculture and nutrition are linked and 
of  the unequivocal mediating role of  women’s 
status and empowerment in these linkages has 
been instrumental in stimulating the develop-
ment of  new initiatives and investments to 
 leverage agriculture to improve nutrition.

But what is the state of  the evidence on 
whether – and how – agricultural development 
programs actually improve nutrition? This 
chapter, which draws from Ruel et al. (2018), 
summarizes key findings from recent reviews 
of  evidence of  the nutritional impacts of  agri-
cultural programs. It focuses on findings from 
impact evaluations of  different types of  nutrition- 
sensitive agricultural programs, including biofor-
tification, homestead food production systems, 
livestock transfer programs, value chains for 
nutritious foods, and irrigation programs. The 
review also includes, where available, informa-
tion regarding pathways of  impacts, mechanisms, 
and contextual factors that affect where and 
how agriculture may improve nutrition out-
comes. The chapter concludes with a discus-
sion of  what the findings imply for the design 
and implementation of  successful nutrition- 
sensitive agricultural programs, and highlights 
some key research gaps that need to be ad-
dressed in order to further our understanding 
of  how to unleash the potential of  agriculture 
to deliver on nutrition.

Summary of Evidence

A number of  reviews of  evidence on the im-
pacts and pathways of  impacts of  nutrition- 
sensitive agricultural programs on nutrition 
have been published in the past two decades 
(see, for example, Ruel, 2001; Berti et al., 2004; 
Randolph et al., 2007; Masset et al., 2012; 
Webb-Girard et al., 2012; Ruel and Alderman, 
2013; Webb and Kennedy, 2014; Fiorella et al., 
2016; Pandey et al., 2016; Ruel et al., 2018). 
Most reviews up to 2016 included variations of  
the same sets of  empirical studies dating from as 

Box 9.1. What are nutrition-sensitive agricultural 
programs? (adapted from Ruel and Alderman, 
2013).

Nutrition-sensitive agricultural programs are 
those that address some of the underlying de-
terminants of child nutrition – adequate income; 
access to food in sufficient quantity and quality; 
adequate care-giving resources at the maternal, 
household and community levels; and  access 
to health services and a safe and hygienic 
 environment – and incorporate specific nutrition 
goals and interventions.
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early as the 1980s and covering a range of  agri-
cultural programs. In spite of  differences in the 
sets of  studies reviewed and the methods and 
nutrition indicators used in the empirical studies, 
the findings from these reviews were surprisingly 
consistent. Overall, they found evidence that 
agricultural development programs that pro-
moted production diversity, micronutrient-rich 
crops (including biofortified crops), dairy, or small 
animal rearing could improve the production 
and consumption of  targeted commodities, and 
some evidence that such improvements led to 
increases in dietary diversity at the household 
and sometimes the maternal and child level. The 
reviews reported a few cases, especially with bio-
fortified vitamin A-rich sweet potatoes, in which 
increased production and consumption led to 
improvements in vitamin A status and health 
in young children, but little evidence overall 
of  impacts on child stunting, underweight, or 
wasting. Very few of  the empirical studies looked 
at impacts on maternal nutritional status and 
none documented impacts on other nutrition-
ally vulnerable groups such as adolescent girls.

The inclusion of  a strong behavior change 
communication (BCC) intervention to promote 
optimal diets and child feeding practices, and 
a focus on improving women’s status and em-
powerment through agriculture, were consist-
ently reported as key to enhancing the potential 
impacts of  agriculture on diets and other nutri-
tion outcomes. Another main conclusion of  the 
reviews was that most studies so far have had 
serious methodological limitations that may 
hamper their ability to demonstrate impacts, 
especially on anthropometric outcomes. The 
most common weaknesses included poor evalu-
ation designs, inadequate sample sizes, short 
duration, and the wrong age group targeted and 
analyzed for achieving and demonstrating im-
pacts on child anthropometry (Masset et al., 
2012; Webb-Girard et al., 2012; Ruel and Alder-
man, 2013; Leroy et al., 2016).

A recent review (Ruel et al., 2018) uncovered 
16 new peer-reviewed articles published over a 
short 3-year span (between 2014 and 2017) 
that reported findings from impact evaluations 
of  similar types of  agricultural development pro-
grams as those reviewed earlier, including three 
on biofortification, eight on homestead food 
production systems or home gardens, three on 
livestock, one on a dairy value chain, and one on 

irrigation. The most consistent finding from this 
recent review of  nutrition-sensitive agricultural 
programs, which all aimed to increase house-
hold access to nutrient-rich foods, was that they 
indeed had significant impacts on household 
and child dietary diversity (where studied) and 
on the consumption of  animal-source foods or 
fruits and vegetables (where targeted). Impacts 
on micronutrient intakes were also found in 
studies that measured dietary intake through a 
24-hour recall such as the evaluations of  vitamin 
A-rich orange-fleshed sweet potato (OSP) pro-
motion in Mozambique and Uganda (de Brauw 
et al., 2015). These results were achieved in di-
verse settings and through a variety of  program 
models including biofortified vitamin A-rich OSP, 
gender- and nutrition-sensitive homestead food 
production systems, livestock and dairy value 
chain programs, and a fruit and vegetable solar 
market gardens irrigation program. Overall, these 
programs were highly successful at meeting 
their production and consumption goals and at 
increasing access to nutrient-rich foods among 
poor households and individuals.

The new set of  studies reviewed by Ruel et al. 
(2018) also generated evidence of  the impacts 
of  homestead food production systems including 
fruit and vegetable gardens and chicken rearing 
on child hemoglobin (Hb) and anemia in Bur-
kina Faso (Olney et al., 2015) and Nepal (Osei 
et al., 2017), where it was assessed. These studies 
added to previous evidence of  impacts on micro-
nutrient status (vitamin A) provided by the 
evaluation of  biofortified vitamin A-rich OSP in 
Uganda (Hotz et al., 2012). The studies that used 
a homestead food production system (Osei et al., 
2015, in Nepal) or a dairy value chain platform 
(Le Port et al., 2017, in Senegal) to distribute, 
respectively, micronutrient-fortified sprinkles and 
yogurt targeted to young children also docu-
mented impacts on anemia and Hb. These stud-
ies show that agricultural programs could be 
effective platforms to deliver micronutrient- 
fortified products targeted to young children or 
other household members. Of  the six studies 
that measured child anthropometry (Miller et al., 
2014; Rawlins et al., 2014; Olney et al., 2015; 
Osei et al., 2015, 2017; Kumar et al., 2018), 
however, none found an impact on stunting, with 
the exception of  the livestock study in Nepal that 
found impacts in Terai, but not in the Hill regions 
(Miller et al., 2014). Impacts on wasting, or low 
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weight-for-height (WHZ), were reported in four 
studies, but were generally of  small size or only 
marginally significant (Miller et al., 2014 in one 
region only; Rawlins et al., 2014; Olney et al., 
2015; Kumar et al., 2018). Three studies docu-
mented reductions in diarrhea prevalence or 
days sick in young children (Miller et al., 2014; 
Jones and de Brauw, 2015; Olney et al., 2015), 
and two showed reductions in the prevalence of  
maternal anemia and underweight (Olney et al., 
2016b; Osei et al., 2017).

Overall, the new empirical studies pub-
lished since 2014 have expanded the breadth of  
agricultural programs studied (from traditional 
home gardens to homestead food production 
systems with small animals, livestock programs, 
dairy value chains, and irrigation) and the set of  
nutrition outcomes measured in children (from 
anthropometry and diets to micronutrient sta-
tus and morbidity). New studies also started to 
document some of  the untapped potential of  
agriculture to improve women’s nutritional sta-
tus, especially in countries such as Burkina Faso, 
Nepal, and Zambia, where maternal undernu-
trition is a critical problem. The studies also used 
more consistent indicators of  household, wom-
en’s, or children’s dietary diversity, allowing 
for comparability across contexts. The range of  
effects on production and consumption varied 
between studies, but in general, impacts on 
maternal and child dietary diversity, food intake, 
micronutrient status, and weight-specific nutri-
tional status indicators were modest. For stunting, 
the lack of  impacts may be explained at least in 
part by the relatively short duration of  most pro-
grams (1.0–2.5 years) and the wide age range 
targeted by many, often well beyond the first 
2  years of  life, when the greatest benefits on 
child growth from nutrition interventions can 
be expected ( Black et al., 2013; Leroy et al., 2016). 
As documented before, some studies also may 
have been underpowered to detect effects on 
stunting (Herforth and Ballard, 2016).

Another improvement from previous lit-
erature is the fact that several new studies 
 collected rich data to document the impacts of  
agricultural programs along the project-specific 
hypothesized pathways, strengthening the plausi-
bility of  impacts on maternal and child diets 
and nutritional status outcomes. For example, 
results from the evaluation of  the Enhanced 
Homestead Food Production (EHFP) system, 

which incorporates a stronger nutrition educa-
tion intervention using social behavior change 
approaches, among other components, in Bur-
kina Faso and Zambia showed impacts on specific 
dimensions of  women’s empowerment such as 
social capital, ownership of  and control over as-
sets, and decision making in selected domains, 
and a number of  studies documented impacts 
on maternal infant and young child feeding 
(IYCF) knowledge, practices, or both (Miller 
et  al., 2014; van den Bold et al., 2015; Murty 
et al., 2016; Kumar et al., 2018). These findings 
confirm the hypothesized mediating (and in 
some case modifying) role of  women’s empower-
ment and improved knowledge and practices in 
fostering nutrition impacts from agriculture 
(SPRING, 2014).

The 2017 review (Ruel et al., 2018) also 
noted the marked improvements in recent stud-
ies both in program design and in the quality 
and rigor of  impact evaluations. In contrast with 
the studies included in previous reviews, most of  
the recent agriculture and nutrition programs 
published since 2014 were truly nutrition sensi-
tive (except for some of  the livestock studies and 
the irrigation study) in that they had both expli-
cit nutrition goals and carefully designed nutri-
tion interventions. Nutrition, health, and water, 
sanitation, and hygiene (WASH) BCC were the 
most common nutrition-related interventions 
provided, but a few studies also delivered micro-
nutrient-fortified products, recognizing that in 
some contexts increasing household access to 
nutritious foods may not be sufficient to meet the 
high micronutrient requirements of  children in 
their first 2 years of  life. Several of  the programs 
also had a strong focus on gender equity and 
women’s empowerment, which included not 
only targeting women but also engaging women, 
men, and communities through training and 
social mobilization and carefully designed promo-
tional activities. The purpose of  these gender- 
focused activities was not only to improve the 
quality and productivity of  women’s lives but 
also to ensure that resources would be used more 
efficiently to support children’s nutrition, health, 
and well-being. Only two studies specifically 
measured and documented impacts on women’s 
empowerment outcomes (Olney et al., 2016a; 
 Kumar et al., 2018).

In addition to having improved program 
 designs, the new studies have tended to pay more 
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attention than before to implementation quality, 
and a few of  them documented working with re-
searchers to design a program impact pathway 
framework (Rawat et al., 2013) and to measure, 
through process evaluations, implementation 
fidelity, quality of  service delivery, quality of  
supervision structures, use of  the program by tar-
geted beneficiaries and perceptions and appreci-
ation of  the program from implementers and 
users (Olney et al., 2015, 2016a; Osei et al., 
2017; Nielsen et al., 2017). The International 
Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) evaluates 
nutrition-sensitive programs (including nutrition- 
sensitive agricultural programs) using a rigorous 
impact evaluation design, in addition to process 
evaluations using mixed methods in order to 
produce evidence on whether or not the programs 
being evaluated achieve the expected impacts on 
targeted outcomes, and also to answer the ques-
tions of  how and why impacts are achieved (for 
detailed descriptions of  the approach, see Menon 
et al., 2013; Rawat et al., 2013; Olney et al., 
2017; Leroy et al., 2016). The experience of  the 
partnership between Helen Keller International 
(HKI) and IFPRI in working together over several 
years on evaluation and learning around a 
homestead food production system program 
implemented in Burkina Faso is described in 
Nielsen et al. (2017).

Overall, the quality of  impact evaluation 
designs and analyses improved in the newly 
published studies, with more studies using 
cluster randomized controlled trials or quasi- 
experimental approaches. More studies than be-
fore used baseline and endline surveys and valid 
comparison groups (through either randomiza-
tion or matching) to document impacts, but 
weaknesses remained in some studies, including 
the lack of  a valid control group or of  baseline 
information.

Implications of Evaluation Findings 
for Program Design, Targeting and 

Implementation

Evidence from the new body of  research now 
available on nutrition-sensitive agricultural pro-
grams has direct implications for their targeting, 
design, and implementation, which are summar-
ized below.

Nutrition-sensitive agricultural programs 
can improve a variety of  nutrition outcomes in 
both mothers and children, especially when they 
include nutrition BCC and carefully designed 
interventions to empower women, including 
interpersonal counseling and social mobilization. 
Greater benefits for child nutrition outcomes 
(for example, dietary diversity, nutrient intakes, 
Hb/anemia, diarrhea, and wasting/WHZ) are 
achieved when programs also incorporate ac-
tions to improve health seeking and WASH prac-
tices and provide specially formulated fortified 
products to address children’s (and/or pregnant 
and lactating mothers’) high nutrient require-
ments in areas where access to nutrient-rich 
foods is limited. Thus, the minimum package of  
nutrition interventions that should be added to 
agricultural programs to maximize their impact 
on nutrition includes a strong and well imple-
mented BCC strategy, culturally sensitive wom-
en’s empowerment activities, and the provision 
of  micronutrient-fortified products for nutrition-
ally vulnerable household members, especially in 
areas where access to animal-source foods and 
fortified products is limited.

With the recent focus on the first 1000 days 
of  childhood as the critical period to intervene in 
nutrition and the call for action on reducing 
stunting, many agricultural development pro-
grams switched from an earlier focus on improv-
ing household production, food security, and 
dietary quality to a goal of  reducing child stunt-
ing. As a result, several programs shifted their 
targeting mechanism from the community level 
(based on poverty and food insecurity) to poor 
households with pregnant women and children 
in their first 1000 days. This shift is appropriate 
if  the main nutrition goal of  the program is to 
reduce stunting, but current evidence suggests 
that agriculture may in fact be more beneficial 
for improving household access to nutritious food 
and diverse diets than for reducing stunting, and 
for household members other than young chil-
dren, who have particularly high nutrient needs. 
While ongoing research will continue to gener-
ate information on best approaches to targeting 
of  nutrition-sensitive agricultural programs, our 
assessment of  current literature brings us to 
recommend that agriculture should target house-
holds and focus on supporting access to and con-
sumption of  high-quality diets rather than on 
directly reducing childhood stunting. Improving 
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diets for all household members is a much more 
logical, reasonable, and achievable goal for agri-
culture than addressing childhood stunting, and 
is equally important for global development 
(GPAFSN, 2016; Herforth and Ballard, 2016). 
Reviews show that nutrition-sensitive agricul-
tural programs consistently improve household 
access to nutritious foods and the quality of  
mothers’ and young children’s diets. Although 
this has not yet been tested, it is likely that these 
programs can convey similar benefits to other 
household members, including the nutritionally 
vulnerable adolescents and elderly. The main im-
plication of  this recommendation for nutrition- 
sensitive agricultural programs is that they should 
continue to be designed carefully, taking into 
account the specific context in which they are to 
be implemented, and using formative research 
to identify the main constraints that limit house-
hold and individual access to healthy diets, wom-
en’s empowerment, and optimal nutrition.

A main take-away from the Ruel et al. (2018) 
review is the importance of  context in determin-
ing how, to what extent, and under what condi-
tions agricultural programs impact nutrition. 
One of  the key contextual factors found to mod-
ify or mediate the impacts of  agricultural inter-
ventions on nutrition was market functionality 
and access. Promoting production diversity was 
found to be much more important for ensuring 
household access to diverse diets in areas where 
households had limited access to markets (and 
were unable to sell and purchase products) than 
in areas where farmers had greater access to 
markets (Sibhatu et al., 2015). This finding has 
clear implications for continued work on market 
development, which in and of  itself  would likely 
improve diets among poor households living 
in remote areas. Another implication is that 
markets could be leveraged to become more nu-
trition sensitive and provide a source of  informa-
tion about nutrient-rich foods, healthy diets, and 
meal planning, further impacting diets and nu-
trition. This approach, which has been proposed 
to study traditional value chains (Hawkes and 
Ruel, 2011; see also Chapter 3, this volume), 
would need to identify and involve all market 
actors and institutions to work toward the com-
mon goal of  improving access to, affordability 
of, information about, and demand for nutri-
tious and diverse diets. Several other contextual 
factors, including women’s social status and 

empowerment; social norms; and socioeconom-
ic, environmental, political, cultural, and food 
environment factors, were identified as key as-
pects that affect the uptake of, response to, and 
nutrition impacts of  agriculture programs (Fiorel-
la et al., 2016; Herforth and Ballard, 2016). The 
importance of  context needs to be addressed, 
and it is possible that some typologies of  contexts 
and related decision-making tools could be 
designed in the future when results from a larger 
body of  evidence are available.

Key Research Priorities

To further enhance our understanding of  the value 
and contribution of  household- and community- 
focused agricultural programs to women’s em-
powerment and to maternal, adolescent, and child 
nutrition, we provide examples of  some priority 
research areas.

Long-term impacts and sustainability

So far, no information exists on the long-term 
impacts – or the sustainability of  any impacts – of  
nutrition- and gender-sensitive programs, nor 
on the sustainability beyond these programs’ 
specific funding cycles of  the practices adopted 
or assets built by participants. Research on the 
long-term impacts and sustainability of  impacts 
and implementation of  nutrition- and gender- 
sensitive agricultural programs should be 
 prioritized.

Scaling up and operating at scale

Data, information, and evidence from efforts 
to scale up nutrition-sensitive agricultural pro-
grams are extremely slim (Linn, 2012; Gillespie 
et al., 2015). Research is needed on how and 
where to scale up or implement such programs 
at scale, what are the key factors for success, and 
what is the cost of  scaling up and achieving im-
pacts at scale. Research should also characterize 
how agricultural development programs can fit 
within – and complement – the scale-up of  larger 
agricultural and food systems investments.
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Cost and cost-effectiveness

Cost-effectiveness assessments, which focus on 
one outcome (for example, stunting), cannot 
capture the multiple benefits of  programs that 
generate impacts on a series of  outcomes (for 
example, women’s empowerment, knowledge, 
diets, nutritional status) (DFID and BMGF, 2017). 
Cost-effectiveness assessments of  such programs 
also cannot factor in the benefits that the pro-
grams may have on several of  the underlying 
determinants of  stunting, which in turn may 
have long-term cumulative impacts on either the 
targeted children, their younger siblings, or the 
next generation. Cross-disciplinary research is 
urgently needed to develop methodologies to 
assess cost-effectiveness for programs that are 
designed to have impacts on a suite of  outcomes.

Which target groups, which nutrition 
outcomes?

Research should continue to assess which nutri-
tion indicators (for example, diets or micronutrient 
intake and status) are most likely to respond to 
agriculture interventions, and which household 
members are most likely to benefit. Research 
should be undertaken to redefine which nutri-
tion outcomes and which age groups agricul-
ture should aim to support in different contexts. 
Research should also focus on improving the 
quality of, while also simplifying, data collection 
and processing for dietary assessment, and more 
specifically for assessment of  the quality of  diets 
in different population groups.

BCC in the context of agricultural  
programs

Process evaluations of  agricultural programs 
have identified BCC as a common bottleneck in 
implementation (Olney et al., 2009, 2016b), and 
although most programs have shown some im-
pacts on knowledge and practices, there is room 
for much more improvement than what is usu-
ally achieved. Research is needed to identify best 
practices in designing and implementing effect-
ive yet affordable BCC strategies in the context of  
agricultural programs and how to make them 

attractive and useful for beneficiaries without 
adding too much burden on their time. BCC topics 
also need to be broadened, from the traditional 
focus on optimal IYCF practices to the promotion 
of  healthy and nutritious diets, meal planning 
and budgeting, WASH, and health service utiliza-
tion for all household members.

Integration or co-location

Converting agricultural development programs 
into multisectoral, nutrition-sensitive programs 
requires incorporating a series of  nutrition inter-
ventions that may greatly increase the complex-
ity and potential overload of  the programs. This 
raises the question of  whether real ‘integration’ 
is necessary, or whether ‘co-location’ could be 
as effective (Ruel and Alderman, 2013). This 
question relates to whether it is necessary to 
integrate multiple interventions from different 
sectors into programs, at the risk of  making them 
overly complex and difficult to implement and 
scale up with quality, or whether the same im-
pacts could be achieved by co-locating or targeting 
sectoral interventions to the same individuals, 
households, or communities. A recommenda-
tion to ‘think multisectorally, and act sectorally’ 
(World Bank, 2013) suggests stimulating dia-
logue across sectors at the planning, monitor-
ing, and review stages, while ensuring that each 
sector uses its unique expertise to implement 
(sectorally) with quality and efficiency. This 
approach should be rigorously tested and com-
pared with integrated programs offering the same 
set of  interventions, using implementation and 
impact research tools to assess efficiency, effect-
iveness, and cost-effectiveness.

Context, food environment,  
and gender roles

The importance of  broad contextual and food 
environment factors in shaping the agriculture 
and nutrition equation is clear. There are useful 
frameworks to characterize – and indicators to 
measure – food environments (GPAFSN, 2016; 
National Cancer Institute, 2017), and researchers 
need to use them and if  possible create typolo-
gies of  food environment contexts that would 
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require or could accommodate different types of  
nutrition-sensitive agricultural interventions. 
Similarly, gender roles are culture and context 
specific, and research could be undertaken to cre-
ate typologies of  how gender roles interact with 
nutrition-sensitive agricultural interventions.

The role of markets and nutrition- 
sensitive market interventions

The findings also showed that market access was 
a consistent and large modifying effect of  the 
impacts of  agriculture on nutrition outcomes, 
especially access to and consumption of  diverse 
diets. Research on how different types of  markets 
can support improvements in diets and nutrition 
is needed. Research is also needed to test effective 
interventions to support increased production 
diversity and nutrition knowledge (through tar-
geted BCC) in communities where access to mar-
kets continues to be limited.

Unintended negative impacts  
of agriculture programs on nutrition

The two main types of  potentially negative con-
sequences of  agriculture include impacts on 
women’s time for child feeding and care, and the 

health and nutrition risks associated with expos-
ure to livestock and chicken feces, especially for 
young children. More research is needed to 
document the importance, nature, and conse-
quences of  these risks, and to design and test 
effective measures to mitigate them.

Conclusions

The past decade has seen a lot of  enthusiasm, 
interest, and investments in leveraging agricul-
ture to improve nutrition. Research on the topic 
has increased exponentially, and so has the qual-
ity of  the evidence. Guidance on how to improve 
the nutrition sensitivity of  agricultural programs 
is also widely available and implementation cap-
acity stronger. A number of  key research gaps 
still need to be filled, however, in order to suc-
cessfully replicate, adapt, scale up, and main-
stream nutrition-sensitive agriculture and achieve 
sustainability of  implementation and impacts. 
With the rich set of  ongoing studies, a greater 
understanding of  what agriculture can and can-
not do to contribute to nutrition improvements, 
and a solid commitment to achieving the 
UN’s Sustainable Development Goals, the next 
10 years promise to bring new evidence, action, 
and successes in improving nutrition through 
agriculture.
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