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Abstract. This study examines how large-scale agricultural investments (LSAIs) affect employment 

outcomes of female households in Nigeria. It focuses on wage income and labour allocations to agricultural 

activities for households in communities with LSAIs compared with households in communities without 

LSAIs. It engages Wave 4 (2018/2019) of the Living Standards Measurement Study-Integrated Surveys on 

Agriculture (LSMS-ISA) dataset using the Propensity Score Matching (PSM) technique. The results show a 

positive relationship with the household income living in communities with LSAIs, but a negative 

relationship with the labour allocation to agricultural activities. Furthermore, the findings indicate that 

households in communities with LSAIs received higher wages and spend fewer hours in agricultural 

activities. Also, though female-head households spend more hours on agricultural activities than male-headed 

households, they earn less. Therefore, the study submits with some recommendations on reducing the 

possible adverse effects of LSAIs and optimising its positive impact, especially for females in rural 

communities where most of such investments occur. 

 
Keywords:Agricultural Investments; Employment; Labour Allocation; Wage Income  

 

 

1. Introduction 

For the last two decades, Large-scale Agricultural Investments (LSAIs) have increased 

globally[19,43],and Africa has been the most targeted region with Nigeria as one of the top 20 

LSAIs destinations in the world, and one of the first 10 in Africa [2,20,29,31] 

The purpose of the LSAIs in Africa includes acquiring land for general agricultural 

cultivation,biofuels, non-food agricultural commodities, food crops, livestock rearing, renewable 

energy, mining activities, and forest logging, timber plantation, and carbon sequestration. The 

promised benefits of these LSAIs are contributing to economic development and poverty 

reduction by creating job opportunities, developing the rural areas, and providing social 

amenities in the communities where they are situated [31]. However, the consequences of these 

LSAIs is still highly controversial, which include, among others, loss of ancestral lands, 

agricultural activities, food insecurity, and employment concerns, thereby aggravating rural 

poverty [7,15,25,31,32,34]. 

In sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) and Southern Asia, about 60% of female households engage in one 

form of agricultural activities or the other [12,33]. In Nigeria, the contribution of female to 
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agriculture is estimated at about 60% to 79% of labour-force, especially food production [11]. 

However, only 14% of them own the land that they cultivate. Some of the factors that hinder 

rural female recognition include the customs and norms that deprive them of some essential 

rights (e.g. land inheritance). For instance, values are not placed on domestic production 

embarked upon by women, land tenure system issues and also their failure to meet essential 

collateral required to access credits and other agricultural input materials [18,23]. Female in rural 

areas often find themselves in a vulnerable employment situation. Thus, focusing on female 

employment is essential, considering their role in society and the high rates of female 

unemployment in developing countries [33].  In 2017, the global rate of unemployment for men 

was 5.5% while that of women stood at 6.2% and there is a projection that it may relatively 

increase from 2018 through 2021 [17]. Studies submit that when female possess rights to land 

and security, it decreases the risk of domestic violence for some women [36,41] 

 

The reason for paying attention to rural women in Nigeria is that women are significant players 

in Africa's rural agricultural sector, where most of the LSAIs are located. Their involvement in 

small-scale food production is the bedrock of rural livelihood [10,16,26,39,42]. Hence, the 

presence of LSAIs can impact women, which is yet to be well established in extant studies. 

Female farmers produce more than half of all food grown globally. Around the globe, about 1.6 

billion women rely on agriculture for their livelihood. Many are now at risk from the massive 

rise in LSAIs that endanger people living in poverty's food supply [39]. 

 

Against this background, this study adds to existing literature by evaluating the employment 

effects of LSAIs on female-headed households compared to male-headed households in rural 

communities with LSAIs alongside those in communities without LSAIs in Nigeria. The study is 

structured into five sections; following this introductory section is the review of related literature. 

Section three is the methodology. Results are presented and interpreted in section four, while the 

study concludes with section five. 

 
2.  Insights from Extant Literature 

Large-scale Agricultural Investments (LSAI) is an act of buying land and users’ right, which 

could be for a short or long-term, through leasing [13,33,35]. Large-scale Land acquisitions 

(LSAIs) are investments that exceed over 1,000 ha[6]. It is difficult to attribute a widely accepted 

definition of the concept as it occurs distinctly based on their size and main drivers of different 

regions where it occurs [4,19,24]. 

Studies have indicated that if women have land and security rights, it decreases the risk of 

domestic violence for certain women [41]. [36] discovered that when women own lands or 

property, it reduces violence, whether physical or psychological. When women have access or 

own land, they gain power in their households and communities at large. [9] also revealed that 

women who own lands improve their productivity and bring about higher income and contribute 

to economic development and well-being. 

 

Studies have revealed how land dispossession destabilizes women's rights, worsens their 

reproductive burden, and diminishes their work prospect [21,22,29,40].[31] investigated the 

impact of LSAIs on female labour outcomes in Tanzania. The study employed the LSMS-ISA 

data set, complemented by two case studies of two communities in Tanzania. Results of this 
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study indicate that LALIs have a reduced effect on agricultural wages and adversely affect the 

welfare of female-headed households in communities where LALIs are located.[8] examined the 

gendered impacts of agricultural commercialisation in the production of Sugarcane in Kilombero 

District, Tanzania. The study findings revealed that if the gendered effect of commercialisation 

of agriculture is addressed, it will reduce the vulnerability of women in Tanzania. 

 

The study by [25]investigated implications of Large-scale land acquisitions on Women in 

Zimbabwe. The study reveals that females are less favourable when compared to their male 

counterparts in Zimbabwe due to some factors such as the women's low educational level, 

Favourable labour structure to men over women. Also, [1] examined how large-scale 

Agricultural Investments have adverse effects on women due to displacements from their lands 

of tribal inheritance. [22] assessed the intergenerational displacement caused by land grabbing 

for oil-palm in Indonesia. The study found that land grabbing causes a triple displacement 

impact. First, women's access to land is being reduced. Second, when women have limited land 

access, they cannot be involved in their primary farming occupation. Third, the skills that they 

acquired and which can be employed in other farm-related activities will depreciate over time 

and become inadequate for these new jobs they will be offered in the communities where lands 

are grabbed. 

 

Utilising a case/control method, the survey by [5] investigated the Large-scale Agricultural 

Investment's effect on local livelihoods in Northern Sierra Leone. The results showed that 

farmers in the LSAI areas experienced lower yields, reduced agricultural areas for food 

production, and spent more on external labour. On the other hand, Large Scale Agricultural 

Investment-Impacted villages experienced a rise in their total monetary income, improved food 

and water security, and increased spending in food consumption. Nevertheless, for landowners, 

the surge in financial income was higher than for renters, and access to wage labour benefited 

men more than women, which suggested that LSAI tends to increase local inequalities. Hence, 

they conclude that LSAI has a positive effect on Local Household Livelihood. 

 

There is limited empirical evidence from the reviewed literature that examines the implications 

of LSAIs on employment creation, particularly when considering gender dimensions in LSAIs 

host communities using a quantitative technique in Nigeria. The degree to which LSAIs keep to 

their promises is highly contentious and under-explored, especially for women who find 

themselves in disadvantaged positions [10] and are highly vulnerable to socio-economic shocks. 

Thus, this paper provides new empirical evidence on the implications of LSAIs on employment 

creation by focusing on disaggregated data across gender dimensions in the host communities. 

 

3. Methodology 

3.1 Data Source 

The study employs data from the Living Standards Measurement Study-Integrated Surveys on 

Agriculture (LSMS_ISA). The World Bank usually conducts the LSMS-ISA data in conjunction 

with Nigeria's National Bureau of Statistics (NBS).  

 

This study engages Wave 4 (2018/2019) of the Living Standards Measurement Study-Integrated 

Surveys on Agriculture (LSMS-ISA) dataset using the Propensity Score Matching (PSM) 
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technique. The LSMS-ISA is part of the household survey programme under the unit survey of 

the World Bank Development data, which assist in providing the required technical assistance to 

the various national statistical offices across various countries of the world to structure and 

implement various multi-topic household surveys [30] 
 
3.2. Measurement of Variables 

The first step that was taken in analysing the data was tracking where LSAIS occurred by 

engaging both the Land Matrix Global Observatory [20] and the LSMS_ISA (2018/2019) data. 

What the LMGO data does is that it helps to identify the communities where LSAI occurred 

when the LSMS_ISA data. These communities are then placed into categories such that the 

communities known to host LSAIs are considered as "1" while communities, where LSAIs have 

not occurred, are considered "0". Only the LSAIs that have been identified and are currently 

operational are taken into account in the matching process.  

Outcome variable:  There are two outcome variables of interest in this study, and they include – 

household agricultural wages (measured as the total wages the household earns from agricultural 

activities), and labour allocation (measured as the total average hour spent on agricultural 

activities daily). The outcome variables capture the different ways through which LSAIs can 

influence female employment.  

 

Control Variables: Include the households' social-demographic characteristics like age, gender, 

level of education, state of origin, and marital status. Other main control variables are health, 

right to land, credit access, household members, household assets. 

 
3.3. Estimation Techniques 

The study employs quantitative data from LSMS-ISA (2018/2019), which is analysed using the 

Propensity Score Matching (PSM) and probit regression techniques. The key benefit of this 

research approach is its ability to produce a comparison of group of households with a common 

distribution of characteristics in communities with LSAIs and communities without LSAIs.  

The Household characteristics that were used in this study include age, gender, state of origin, 

education, health, right to land, whether the household cultivates the land, number of household 

members, household assets, and household location. [37] introduced the PSM as a reliable and 

effective method that can be used to generate the equivalent non-participant data. 

As mentioned before, the study applied the probit regression and the PSM model. The PSM is a 

statistical method ofthat aims to measure the effect of a treatment that considers the covariates 

that anticipate receiving treatment [37]. PSM was introduced by [37]. As seen in [34], this 

method addresses selection bias and moves towards more causal estimates. 

 

The first step in the PSM is the estimation of propensity scores. To achieve this, the probit 

regression of the treatment condition on the vector of covariates is used based on similar 

characteristics. Therefore, the implicit form of the model is specified in equation [1]  

 
������� = 	(�
����� , ���� )        [1] 
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Where, ���� represents the two outcome variables in this study, which are households wage 

(income from agricultural activities) and labour hours (hours  household spent on farm); 

subscript � represents a household in the community (male or female); � (� = 1, 2) means 

household gender (male or female), � (� = 1, 2)  stands for two various sectors which the 

household operate (either urban or  rural); �
�� means large-scale agricultural investment; � (� = 

0, 1;  meaning community with (1)and community without [0] large-scale agricultural 

investment. Apart from information on LSAI that is from the LMGO (2020), data on other 

variables are sourced from LSMS_ISA. �is a vector of household characteristics such as marital 

status, educational qualifications, state of origin, age, among others. This can be prespecified in 

its explicit form as shown in equation [2] 

 

������� = ß +
�
����� + α1�1��� + ⋯+ α������ + ����      [2] 

 

In equation [2]: ������ \�
����� , �1��� , … , ����� � = 0, representing the conditional mean of zero  

assumption of the ordinary least squares (OLS). That is, the expected estimates of the outcome 

variable should be in a linear form given the control variables: 

 

�������� � = ß +
�
����� + α1�1��� + ⋯+ α������       [3] 

 

The tendency (	) that LSAI may take place is named “occurrence” and it is depicted as 

	����������� = 1(	��� = fr⁡(������� = 1) while the tendency  that LSAI may not occur is 

termed “non-occurrence” and expressed as 1 − 	�������� = 0(1 − 	��� = fr⁡(������� = 0). 
Hence, �������  in line with Bernoulli probability distribution. In other words, the probability 

that LSAI and other covariates impact on household’s wage/income and agricultural labour hour 

is depicted thus in equation [4]: 

 

	�������� = 1|�
����� , ���� � = ß +
�
����� + α1�1��� + ⋯+ α������         [4] 

 

Where the reaction probability is linear in parameters: 
, ��  and captures the difference in the 

tendency of occurrence when �
����� and����  vary, all things being equal.  
 

Equation [2] can be estimated by the chosen regression analysis to show the impact of the 

occurrence or non-occurrence  �
�� on household wage and labour hour. That is, γ� measures the 

predicted change in the probability of success when �
�����  increases by a 1%, ceteris paribus. 

 
4.  Empirical Results and Discussion 

This section presents the results from empirical analysis. It covers both descriptive and 

econometric analyses. 

4. 1Kernel Density Plots’ Results 

The study uses the kernel density plots for income and labour allocations for agricultural 

activities in the households. It compares the trends for the households where LSAIs occurwith 

the households where they do not occur. 
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The kernel density plot for how much household earn averagely per month is shown in Figure 1. 

The households’ income density plot in communities where LSAIs occurred is titled to the right, 

while the households in communities where LSAIs have not occurred slopes to the left. It means 

that the households in communities with the presence of LSAIs receive more earnings than 

households in communities without the presence of LSAIs. 

 

 
Figure 1:  Household Wage Income Kennel Density 

Source: The Authors’ 

 

The Kernel density plot of the labour allocations of agricultural activities of households is shown 

in Figure 2. There is not much noticeable difference between these two households; except after 

the peak where it was slightly lower in Communities with LSAIs. The result shows that 

household in communities with LSAIs spend less of their time on agricultural activities than 

households in communities without LSAIs.  

 

 
Figure 2: Household Agricultural Employment Kennel Density 

Source: The Authors’ 
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The kernel density plots’ results concerning the household income and agricultural labour 

allocations imply that while households in communities with LSAIs have the possibility of 

devoting or spending less of their time on agricultural activities, they have more household 

income when compared to the income that households in communities without LSAIs obtain 

from agricultural activities or non-agricultural income. 

 

The income they obtain from working with LSAIs for households located in communities with 

LSAIs appears to be more. Households that work for LSAIs may spend less time in investors' 

agricultural activities. They still have time that they spend on other non-farm activities that could 

generate revenues. Also, it could be that investors provided flexible arrangements for them 

working and this may include permanent contracts or a procedure or system that allowed 

employees to earn a "double income" by working on their farms during peak seasons, that is for 

local produce, and then returning to the company for the rest of the year. 

 

The analysis also shows the gender dimension of household income and agricultural labour 

allocations as displayed in Figures3 and 4, respectively. Considering the household income by 

gender of the household head in Figure 3, the density plot of male-headed household (MHH) in 

communities without LSAI is rightward slopedin comparison to that of the female-headed 

households (FHH)that tilts to the left. The implication of this finding is that in communities 

without LSAI, male-headed households earn more than the households that are headed by 

females.Female headed-households can be heterogeneous because the path to female headship 

could vary across communities as well as the females in male-headed households who can make 

decisions [32]. While it is essential, our analysis is not able to categorise the various differences 

for female headship, which is outside the focus of this paper. One way to handle it would be 

through qualitative analysis that can be taken up in further studies. 

 

In communities with LSAI, the kernel density plot of the male-headed household is also 

rightward sloped, which implies that in communities where LSAIs are located, the MHH receive 

higher household income in comparison to the FHH. The result can be substantiated given the 

situation in Nigeria where there is a general belief that the males perform more rigorous task than 

females; hence, the males tend to get paid more. Also, there is the issue of gender disparity in 

income received where the males tend to receive more wages than females. From the results, in 

communities without the presence of LSAIs the male-headed households earn N36,601.62 

compared to the female-headed households who earn N14,019.14. In communities with LSAIs, 

the male-headed households earn N36,027.68 in comparison with their female counterparts who 

earn N27,882.49. 

 

The kernel density plot for labour allocation to agricultural activities by gender is displayed in 

Figure 4. For the labour allocation for agricultural activities by gender of the household head, the 

density plot of male-headed Households in communities without LSAI is rightward sloped when 

compared to that of the female-headed households. This shows that in the communities where 

LSAIs are not located, the male headed households spend more time on agricultural activities 

when compared to their female counterparts. This might be due to the fact that males have access 

to land and own their farmlands which they cultivate and perform other agricultural activities on.  
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Figure 3: Kernel Density Plot of Household Income across Gender of Household Heads 

Source: The Authors’ 

 

In Nigeria, for example, inheritances are not given to females in most communities due to 

traditional beliefs. Hence, the females do not inherit assets, and most times do not also have 

access to land despite being the ones working on the land and providing food. They spend less 

time on farm and spend some time also in some non-farm activities. In Communities with LSAI, 

the males spend less time on agricultural activities while the females spend more time. The 

results from these gendered kernel density plots imply that while men spend less hours on 

agricultural activities in communities with LSAIs and spend more time in Communities without 

LSAI, they earn more than their female counterparts. 

 

 
Figure 4: Kernel Density Plot of Labour Allocation across Gender of Household Heads 

Source: The Authors’ 

 

4.2 Descriptive Statistics 

The descriptive statistics present information on the household characteristics, which include the 

following: the household sector, age, education qualification, number of household members, 

Communities without LSAI Communities without LSAI 
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household assets, access to land that is, whether household cultivate plot of land or own farm 

lands. This study compares the characteristics for households in communities with LSAIs with 

communities without LSAIs which are displayed in the description statistics as presented in 

Table 1. The selections of the variables are based on extant studies on the determinants of the 

presence of LSAIs, in a country [3] and in communities [31,35]. 

Findings in Table 1 show that the households in communities where LSAIs are located have a 

higher wage. In essence, they earn wages of about N34,923.24. while those living in 

communities where LSAIs are not located earn wages of about N31,982.48. This reinforces the 

observation in the kernel density plot. The household in communities with LSAIs spend less of 

their time on agricultural activities while households in communities without LSAIs allocate 

more time on agricultural activities. This is also in line with the kernel density plot. The 

difference in the time allotted to agricultural activities in households in communities with LSAIs 

and the households in communities without LSAIs is significant at 1% significance level. 

 

Disaggregating the Results by gender 

The female-headed households (FHH) receive higher household income in communities with 

LSAIs than the female-headed households (FHH) in communities without LSAIs.  This is 

evident in Table 1. The females in communities with LSAIs receive about N27,882.49 when 

compared to the female in communities without LSAIs who receive N14,019.14. For the 

agricultural labour allocation, the females in communities with LSAIs spend more time on 

agricultural activities than those in communities without LSAI. 

 

 

The male-headed households (MHH) receive higher household income both in communities with 

and without LSAIs than their female counterparts. Also, it is evident that in communities without 

LSAIs, the male-headed households receive more income than the male-headed households in 

communities with LSAIs. This may be as a result of the male heads owning their farm lands and 

properly cultivating it, having access to loans, inputs, seedlings. This will improve productivity 

and increase in their income compared to when their lands are “grabbed” by investors. 

4.3 Results from Econometric Analysis 

The probit model and balancing tests 

The probit model is employed to help design a set of variables that will match the characteristics 

in communities with LSAIs and communities without LSAIs. The result of the probit model is 

presented in Table 2 and this study employed its use to obtain the propensity scores. 

 

For all the households, the size of the household, age of the Household head, whether a 

household is cultivating land or not or whether the household owns or cultivated farm plots are 

displayed in the first column. 
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Table 2: Probit model for generating the propensity scores 

Variables Total Household 
Head 

Female-Headed 
Households 

Male-Headed 
Households 

Educational 

qualification 

0.074*** 

(0.007) 

0.073** 

(0.057) 

0.073** 

(0.076) 

Health 1.332*** 

(0.002) 

1.116* 

(0.079) 

1.731*** 

(0.006) 

Household size -0.032 

(0.395) 

-0.180 

(0.729) 

-0.050 

(0.364) 

Age 0.015 

(0.124) 

0.055 

(0.707) 

0.027* 

(0.069) 

HH_cultivateplot 0.331** 

(0.033) 

0.182 

(0.428) 

0.486 

(0.026) 

HH_ownfarmland 0.000 

(0.999) 

0.182 

(0.821) 

0.165 

(0.611) 

HH_asset 0.0264 

(0.722) 

0.009 

(0.940) 

0.045 

(0.677) 

Sector -1.378*** 

(0.000) 

-1.421*** 

(0.001) 

-1.326*** 

(0.003) 

Constant 0.8443 0.8343 -1.725 

LR chi2 59.33 27.16 35.70 

P-value 0.000 0.007 0.000 

Pseudo R
2
 0.1365 0.1195 0.172 

Log likelihood -187.628 -100.023 -87.755 

Note: Probability values are in parentheses, ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10 

Source: The Authors’  

  

The signs of the coefficients are positive for educational qualifications, health, age, whether 

households cultivate plots or not or whether households own farm, and the number of household 

assets. While the signs of the co-efficient are negative for numbers of household members and 

locality. The Z test statistics, educational qualification, health, whether Household cultivate plot 

or not are greater than 2, with probability values less than 0.05. 

 

For all households, educational qualification and health are found to be significantly associated 

with the employment of female.  The more educated the females are and the better health they 

have, the higher the chances of them being employed and the better positions they are placed. 

Since it is evident that in Nigeria, women do not have access to land, they may have to rely on 

wage labour. And since they have better education, they may easily get jobs with these investors 

and may perform better. Most females whose education are low or not skilled get employed to 

perform manual tasks such as seeding, farming, harvesting, watering and weeding and may earn 

less income while those with higher positions are placed in managerial positions and they get 

more paid. Many Investors have claimed that the main reasons for gender gap is due to 

unqualified females. So, the higher the education, the better chances of being employed and 

getting promoted.  Health is also important. The healthier they are and the more rigorous jobs 

they can perform, the better chances of getting employed and being retained. For the total 
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household, the coefficient of education and health are also significant. This may be due to the 

fact that people who are young may not have access to land and will have to rely on wage 

employments. 

 

Figure 5 and Table 3 show the results from balancing quality checks.The histogram of the 

predicted propensity scores is described in Figure5.It is shown in this figure that the propensity 

scores are within the common range and have relatively equal distributions which implies that 

the treatment and the control groups can be compared and also that most of the sampled 

households are included in the common support areas. 

 

 

 

 
Figure 5:  Propensity score distribution and common support 

Source: The Authors’ 

 

 

It is also observable for both Kernel Matching and Nearest Neighbour Matching process that the 

mean and median absolute bias are reduced significantly. The matching quality of the female-

headed household subsample in communities with LSAIS and Communities without LSAIs are 

displayed in Table 3. The reduction in the difference in the observable characteristics that exist 

among these two groups in both the nearest neighbour matching and kernel matching algorithm 

is evident. 

 
 
5. Conclusion 

The findings in this study show that LSAIs impact on the income of individuals in these 

communities positively. This further supports the fact that the presence of LSAIs can bring about 

technological transfers and innovations. In communities where LSAIs are located, the investors 

introduce and encourage new technologies and farming practices. Outgrowers could be trained 

on how to benefit from these facilities, and this will bring about improved productivity, food 
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security, thereby yielding an increase in income and improved livelihoods. With local job 

opportunities, when investors gain and generate more incomes, the local communities too will 

benefit through the development of skills and capital on rural farms. 

 
 
Table 3: Matching Quality 

 
Matching 

Algorithms 

Outcome Sample Total 

Sample 

LR Chi2 P>Chi2 Mean 

Bias 

Median 

Bias 

5 Nearest 

Neighbour 

Matching 

(NNM) 

Total 

Household 

Wage 

 

Household 

Labour 

Allocation 

Unmatched  

Matched 

 

Unmatched 

Matched 

 

0.366 

0.3880 

 

0.138 

0.149 

47.36 

52.44 

 

57.57 

121.90 

0.000 

0.000 

 

0.000 

0.000 

45.2 

45.5 

 

24.6 

23.8 

37.8 

40.8 

 

15.4 

14.5 

Kernel 

Matching 

(KM) 

Total 

Household 

Wage 

 

Household 

Labour 

Allocation 

Unmatched 

Matched 

 

Unmatched 

Matched 

0.366 

0.384 

 

0.138 

0.163 

47.36 

53.30 

 

57.57 

133.96 

0.000 

0.000 

 

0.000 

0.000 

45.2 

45.1 

 

24.6 

24.5 

37.8 

39.2 

 

15.4 

15.1 

 

 
Female Sub-Sample 

     

5 Nearest 

Neighbour 

Matching 

(NNM) 

Total 

Household 

Wage 

 

Household 

Labour 

Allocation 

Unmatched  

Matched 

 

Unmatched 

Matched 

 

0.368 

0.374 

 

0.125 

0.177 

26.07 

28.29 

 

27.56 

72.15 

0.001 

0.000 

 

0.001 

0.000 

42.8 

40.5 

 

19.6 

24.2 

32.8 

27.9 

 

8.7 

18.7 

Kernel 

Matching 

(KM) 

Total 

Household 

Wage 

 

Household 

Labour 

Allocation 

Unmatched 

Matched 

 

Unmatched 

Matched 

0.368 

0.357 

 

0.125 

0.165 

26.07 

27.02 

 

27.56 

67.32 

0.001 

0.001 

 

0.001 

0.000 

42.8 

40.9 

 

19.6 

22.2 

32.8 

25.7 

 

8.7 

16.4 

Source: The Authors’ 
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Also, from the findings in this study, households in communities with LSAIs spend less time on 

agricultural activities than households in communities without LSAIs. Households that work for 

LSAIs may spend less time in investor's agricultural activities such that they still have time that 

they spend on other non-farm activities that could generate revenues. It could be that investors 

provided flexible arrangements for them working and this may include permanent contracts or a 

procedure or system that allowed employees to earn a "double income" by working on their own 

farms during peak seasons, that is for local produce, and then returning to the company for the 

rest of the year. 

 

It is evident from the findings that even though females spend more time than their male 

counterparts, they receive less wages than males. This can be validated given the situation in 

Nigeria where there is a general belief that the males perform a more rigorous task than females; 

hence, the males tend to get paid more. Also, there is the issue of gender disparity in income 

received where the males tend to receive more wages than females. For instance, in a maize farm 

in a rural community in Mozambique, females are paid equally as their male counterparts. There 

are better chances for females to be employed than males [38]. Therefore, it is necessary to put in 

place appropriate measures to protect women in rural communities, as they are more 

disadvantaged.  

 

The empirical findings presented in this study give us a few clear-cut policy recommendations 

that include good governance - to ensure a win-win solution, good governance of land tenure and 

securing the rights of landholders and investors is an essential factor. LSAIs can have adverse 

effects, especially on countries that lack transparency and good governance. The negative impact 

of such includes the displacement of small-scale farmers and poor livelihoods for rural people to 

reduce access to resources [14,31] When their customary land rights are legally secured, the 

negative impacts of LSAIs are reduced.  

 

One of the benefits of LSAIs is the generation of employment. As evident in this study, such 

employments brought about an increase in household income, but could these jobs be sustained? 

There are cases where the numbers of jobs given have reduced over time and in most cases, they 

have been lower than what the investors had promised. Also, there are challenges regarding the 

types of jobs given, because managerial positions are usually reserved, most times, occupied by 

professionals who may not come from these communities. Investors tend to employ people 

outside the communities into such positions. Therefore, they should be binding agreements that 

individuals in communities where LSAIs are located will be employed with good conditions and 

payment, and that incentives and compensations would be given to households whose lands have 

been engaged. Local Stakeholders should also be involved in this project.  

 

As a suggestion for future research, it will be needful to compliment the findings in this study 

using more than Waves of LSMS_ISA so that other impact evaluation techniques, notably 

difference-in-difference (DiD), can be engaged. Also, engaging fieldwork using qualitative and 

quantitative data in communities where LSAIs operates with a view to underscoring the kind of 

employment provisions for females will be worthwhile. 

 

Acknowledgements 
This paper draws from the first author’s postgraduate research under the supervision of the 



4th International Conference on Science and Sustainable Development (ICSSD 2020)
IOP Conf. Series: Earth and Environmental Science 655 (2021) 012082

IOP Publishing
doi:10.1088/1755-1315/655/1/012082

15

 

second author. The authors appreciate the funding received from the Covenant University Centre 

for Research, Innovation and Discovery (CUCRID) in form of the payment of the conference 

fee.In addition, the authors acknowledge the equipment subsidy grant from the Alexander von 

Humboldt Foundation [REF: 3.4-8151/19047] awarded to the Centre for Economic Policy and 

Development Research (CEPDeR), Covenant University. 

 

 

References 

[1]. Agarwal S.(2015). Missing Gender Concerns in Development-Induced Displacement and 

Resettlement: The Case of India. In Handbook of Research on In-Country Determinants 

and Implications of Foreign Land Acquisitions. IGI Global: 112-129. 

https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-4666-7405-9.ch006. 

[2]. Ahmed A., Abubakari Z. and Gasparatos A. (2019). Labelling large-scale land 

acquisitions as land grabs: Procedural and distributional considerations from two cases in 

Ghana. Geoforum, 105: 191-205. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2019.05.022 

[3]. Arezki R., Deininger K. and Selod H.(2015). What drives the global “land rush”?. The 

World Bank Economic Review, 29(2): 207-233.https://doi.org/10.1093/wber/lht034 

[4]. Borras Jr S.M., Kay C., Gómez S. and Wilkinson J. (2012). Land grabbing and global 

capitalist accumulation: key features in Latin America. Canadian Journal of Development 

Studies/Revue canadienned'études du développement, 33(4): 402-416. 

[5]. Bottazzi P., Crespo D., Bangura L. O. and Rist S. (2018). Evaluating the livelihood 

impacts of a large-scale agricultural investment: Lessons from the case of a biofuel 

production company in northern Sierra Leone. Land Use Policy, 73: 128–137. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2017.12.016 

[6]. Cotula L. (2009). Land grab or development opportunity? agricultural investment and 

international land deals in Africa. Iied. / 

FAO/IFAD,London/Rome.www.ifad.org/pub/land/land_grab.pdf) 

[7]. Cotula L.(2012). The international political economy of the global land rush: A critical 

appraisal of trends, scale, geography and drivers. The journal of peasant studies, 39(3-4): 

649-680. 

[8]. Dancer H., andSulle E.(2015). Gender implications of agricultural commercialisation: 

The case of sugarcane production in Kilombero District, Tanzania. FAC Working Paper 

118.http://www.future-agricultures.org/publications/working-papers-document/gender-

implications-of-agricultural-commercialisation-the-case-of-sugarcane-production-in-

kilombero-district-tanzania/ 

[9]. Deere C.D. and Doss C.R.(2006). The gender asset gap: What do we know and why does 

it matter?.Feminist economics, 12(1-2): 1-50. 

[10]. FAO agricultural outlook.(2020). Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development.http://www.agri-outlook.org/ 

[11]. FAO and ECOWAS Commission. (2018). National Gender Profile of Agriculture and 

Rural Livelihoods: Nigeria. http://www.fao.org/3/i8639en/I8639EN.pdf 



4th International Conference on Science and Sustainable Development (ICSSD 2020)
IOP Conf. Series: Earth and Environmental Science 655 (2021) 012082

IOP Publishing
doi:10.1088/1755-1315/655/1/012082

16

 

[12]. FAO. (2015). Gender and Land Statistics Recent developments in FAO’s Gender and 

Land Rights Database. Available at: http://www.fao.org/3/a-i4862e.pdf 

[13]. FAO. (2012). Invisible Guardians. Women manage livestock diversity. FAO. (2012). 

Invisible Guardians. Women manage livestock diversity. 

[14]. FAO. (2014). Impacts of foreign agricultural investment in developing countries: 

evidence from case studies http://www.fao.org/3/a-i3900e.pdf 

[15]. Holden J. andPagel M.(2013). Transnational land acquisitions. Economic and Private 

Sector Professional Evidence and Applied Knowledge Services,(January). EPS-PEAKS 

Consortium 

[16]. International Labour Office (ILO).(2016). Women at work: trends 2016. Geneva: 

ILO.https://www.ilo.org/gender/Informationresources/Publications/WCMS_457317/lang-

-en/index.htm 

[17]. International Labour Organization (ILO).(2018). Women and Men in the informal 

economy: A statistical picture (3rd edition). Geneva.  

https://www.ilo.org/global/topics/employment-promotion/informal-

economy/publications/WCMS_711798/lang--en/index.htm 

[18]. Jayachandran S.(2015). The Roots of Gender Inequality in Developing Countries. Annual 

Review of Economics, 7(1): 63–88.https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-economics-080614-

115404 

[19]. Kumeh E. M. and Omulo G. (2019). Youth’s access to agricultural land in Sub-Saharan 

Africa: A missing link in the global land grabbing discourse. Land Use Policy, 89:104 - 

210.https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2019.104210. 

[20]. Land Matrix Global Observatory-LMGO.(2020). Welcome to Land Matrix Public 

Database on Land Deals. Retrieved March 5, 2020 from: http://www.landmatrix.org. 

[21]. Levien M.(2017). Gender and land dispossession: a comparative analysis. The Journal of 

Peasant Studies, 44(6):1111–1134.https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2017.1367291  

[22]. Li T. M.(2017). Intergenerational displacement in Indonesia’s oil palm plantation zone. 

The Journal of peasant studies, 44(6):1158-1176. 

[23]. Mtsor Y.G. and Idisi P.D.(2014). Gender in equality and women participation in 

agricultural development in Nigeria. Merit Research Journal of Education and Review, 

2(11): 26-301. 

[24]. Murphy S., Carmody P. andOkawakol J. (2017). When rights collide: land grabbing, 

force and injustice in Uganda. The Journal of Peasant Studies, 44(3), 677-696. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2016.1259616 

[25]. Mutopo P., Chiweshe M. K. andMubaya C. P.(2015). Large-scale land acquisitions, 

livelihoods, and gender configurations in Zimbabwe. In Handbook of research on in-

country determinants and implications of foreign land acquisitions. IGI Global: 130-

144https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-4666-7405-9.ch007 

[26]. Mwisha-Kasiwa J.(2018). Household economic well-being and child health in the 

Democratic Republic of Congo. Journal of African Development, 20(1): 48-58. 



4th International Conference on Science and Sustainable Development (ICSSD 2020)
IOP Conf. Series: Earth and Environmental Science 655 (2021) 012082

IOP Publishing
doi:10.1088/1755-1315/655/1/012082

17

 

[27]. Nolte K. andVäth, S. J.(2015). Interplay of land governance and large-scale agricultural 

investment: evidence from Ghana and Kenya. The Journal of Modern African Studies, 

53(01):69–92.https://doi.org/10.1017/s0022278x14000688. 

[28]. Nolte K., Chamberlain W. and Giger M. (2016). International Land Deals for 

Agriculture: Fresh Insights from the Land Matrix: Analytical Report 

II.https://doi.org/10.7892/boris.85304 

[29]. Nyantakyi-Frimpong H. andKerr R.(2017). Land grabbing, social differentiation, 

intensified migration and food security in northern Ghana. The Journal of Peasant 

Studies, 44(2):421-444. 

[30]. Osabohien R., Osuagwu E., Osabuohien E., Ekhator-Mobayode U.E., Matthew O. and 

Gershon O. (2020). Household access to agricultural credit and agricultural production in 

Nigeria: A propensity score matching model. South African Journal of Economic and 

Management Sciences, 23(1):1-11. 

[31]. Osabuohien E. S., Efobi U. R., Herrmann R. T. and Gitau C. M. W.(2019). Female labor 

outcomes and large-scale agricultural land investments: Macro-micro evidence from 

Tanzania. Land Use Policy, 82: 716–

728.https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2019.01.005. 

[32]. Osabuohien E.S., Gitau C.M., Efobi U.R. and Bruentrup M.(2015). Agents and 

implications of foreign land deals in East African Community: the case of Uganda. In 

Handbook of Research on In-Country Determinants and Implications of Foreign Land 

Acquisitions. IGI Global. Hershey, PA: Business Science Reference: 263-286. 

https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-4666-7405-9.ch013. 

[33]. Osabuohien E. (2020). Guest Editorial: Labour issues in Africa’s agricultural and rural 

transformation.African Journal of Economic and Management Studies, 11(2): 185-191. 

[34]. Osabuohien E., Olokoyo F., Efobi U., Karakara A. and Beecroft I.(2020). Large-scale 

Land Investments and Households’ Livelihood in Nigeria: Empirical Insights from 

Quantitative Analysis. In, Osabuohien. E (Ed.) The Palgrave Handbook of Agricultural 

and Rural Development in Africa. Geneva: Palgrave Macmillan. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-41513-6_7. 

[35]. Osabuohien E.S.(2014).Large-scale Agricultural Land Investments and Local Institutions 

in Africa: The Nigerian Case. Land Use Policy, 39: 155-165. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2014.02.019. 

[36]. Panda P. and Agarwal B.(2005). Marital violence, human development and women’s 

property status in India. World Development, 33(5):823–850. 

[37]. Rosenbaum P. R. and Rubin D. B., (1983). The central role of the propensity score in 

observational studies for causal effects. Biometrika, 70(1): 41-55. 

[38]. Speller W.R., Mirza H., Giroud A., SalgueroHuaman J., Dixie G. and Okumura A. 

(2017). The impact of larger-scale agricultural investments on local communities: 

Updated voices from the field. World 

Bank.http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/982221493042400267/The-impact-of-



4th International Conference on Science and Sustainable Development (ICSSD 2020)
IOP Conf. Series: Earth and Environmental Science 655 (2021) 012082

IOP Publishing
doi:10.1088/1755-1315/655/1/012082

18

 

larger-scale-agricultural-investments-on-local-communities-updated-voices-from-the-

field 

[39]. Tandon N. and Wegerif M. (2013). Promises, Power, and Poverty: Corporate land deals 

and rural women in Africa (Vol. 170). Oxfam. 

[40]. Tsikata D. and Yaro J.A.(2014). When a good business model is not enough: Land 

transactions and gendered livelihood prospects in rural Ghana. Feminist economics, 

20(1): 202-226. https://doi.org/10.1080/13545701.2013.866261 

[41]. United Nations. (2013). Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, & Women, 

U. N. Realizing Women's Rights to Land and Other Productive Resources. UN. 

[42]. World Bank Group. (2015). Women, business and the law 2016: Getting to equal. 

Washington DC, World Bank. 

http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/455971467992805787/Women-business-and-

the-law-2016-getting-to-equal World Fact Book 2020 (available 

at:https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/ 

[43]. Yengoh G.T., Steen K., Armah F.A. and Ness, B. (2016). Factors of vulnerability: How 

large-scale land acquisitions take advantage of local and national weaknesses in Sierra 

Leone. Land Use Policy, 50:328-340. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2015.09.028 

  

 

 


