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Abstract: The paper examined factors associated with land accessibility among rural dwellers in Osun State.
It specifically described the socio-economic characteristics of respondents; identified the methods of land
accessibility and isolated factors influencing land accessibility in the study areas. A multistage sampling
procedure was used to select 260 respondents from four local government of Osun State and data were
collected with the aid of structured interview schedule and key informant interview for quantitatve and
qualitative data respectively. Data were analyzed using descriptive statistical tool such as frequency count,
percentage, mean and standard deviation while factor analysis was used to isolate crucial factors associated
with land accessibility. Results showed that respondents had a mean age of 50.77 years and majority (82.7%)
were male. In addition, majority (71.9%) gained accesss to land through inheritance with average land owned
of 2.38 ha. Twelve factors influencing land accessibility include personal factor, family status, economic status,
indigene status, residency status, group membership status, community influence, constituted authority
influence, prevailing agricultural system, population influence, community cultural and social contact factors.
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INTRODUCTION Access is defined as the right to enter a defined
physical area and enjoy subtractive or non-subtractive

In agrarian communities of Africa, land is at centre of benefits [4]. Land access and the ability to exchange it
rural lives and a property that has religious, cultural, with others and to use it effectively are of great
economic and political importance. It also has inherent importance for poverty reduction, economic growth and
values, a basis of identity and status within a family and private sector investment as well as for empowering the
community [1]. Land is a cohesive force that unites people poor [5]. Consideration for land accessibility is therefore,
together since it is believed that land is believed to be vital to the efforts of achieving efficient use and
communally owned. In fact, land is regarded as a heritage sustainable development of the locality. Land access for
or legacy bequeathed by ancestors to future generations. agricultural and non-agricultural enterprises, however,
In Nigeria, land is not just a factor of production but a depends on the nature of rights attached to the use of
major determinant of the people’s livelihoods. It is an such lands. The nature of access of farmers to productive
important vehicle that provides access to economic opportunities on the land is dictated by the existing land
opportunities, accumulating wealth and transferring this tenure system [6]. [7] opined that if Nigeria is to achieve
wealth from one generation to another especially in the meaningful economic development the issue of
rural areas [2]. Land provides rural households the basic accessibility to land should be keenly looked into. The
means for subsistence and market production. It offers a use of land varies according to ecological and physical
secure base on which to shelter and nurture family and factors as well as tenurial arrangement [8]. Land tenure
develop livelihood strategies [3]. structures  vary  from  one   area   to   another  throughout
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Nigeria because of differences in cultural heritages, The specific objectives of this paper are to:
ecological, social, economic and political factors.
Nonetheless, land tenure in Nigeria may be regarded, Escribe the socio-economic characteristics of the
generally, as a bundle of rights vested on a community. respondents;
This community may be a village, tribe, lineage groups or Identify the methods of land accessibility; and
family. The individual’s rights in land are implicit in that Identify factors associated with land accessibility in
community to which he belongs by birth or adoption. the study area.

Land availability for agricultural production and other
rural based economic enterprises in Nigeria involves a MATERIALS AND METHODS
complexity of interacting variables such as population,
land tenure system, level of technology and stage of The  study  was  carried in Osun State of Nigeria
development  [9].  These variables especially land tenure which has six administrative zones. These include Ife,
system put serious limitation on the amount of land Ilesa, Ikirun,  Osogbo,  Ede  and  Iwo. Multistage
available for rural economic activities in general and sampling procedure was used to select the respondents.
agricultural production in particuliar. Women usually have At  the  first  stage,  four out of the six administrative
indirect access to farmland through their husband and zones  were  randomly  selected.  The  selected  LGAs
sons [10, 11]. Land rights in customary law and traditional were  Ifedayo,  Ife  East,  Obokun  and Ayedire from
norms tends to disregard the rights of Nigerian women, Ikirun, Ife, Ilesa and Iwo zone respectively. At the second
especially those in polygamous settings. As the stage, five percent of the communities in each of the 4
customary tenure system evolves to more individualized LGAs were proportionately selected. At the final stage,
rights, the process usually fails to identify the land rights 0.65% of the respondents were randomly selected from
of women; not only do women fail to obtain the benefits each of the communities. In all, a total of two hundred and
of the more individualized rights, they often lose sixty (260) respondents were used for the study. Duly
recognition of their traditional right of access [7]. pretested and validated interview schedule was used to

[12, 13, 14] agreed that customary tenure system still collect the data from the respondents while qualitative
predominate in most parts of the country especially data was elicited through Key Informant Interview
Southwestern Nigeria. In spite of the government sessions.
intervention in land matters, generally, in most rural Simple descriptive statistical techniques such as
communities in Nigeria, non indigenes are usually frequency count, percentage, means and standard
restricted on type of crops to be grown on the land, deviation were used to summarize the data collected.
sometimes, the size of land and quality of land they can Factor analysis was used to isolate crucial factors
have access to may not be good for farming. People in influencing land accessibility. Variables were grouped
rural communities especially in Yoruba land gain access using principal component analysis with varimax rotation.
to land for agricultural enterprises through a sort of The cut-off point for constant loading was 0.30 and the
traditional means not minding the Land Use Acts (LUA) constant loading less than 0.30 was discarded [15, 16, 17].
being put in place by the government. Similarly, in Also, Kaiser’s criterion was used to determine which
communities where lands are communally owned, the factor to retain in the result of the analysis, thus factors
community leadership determines the types of crops with Eigen value greater than one were retained. The
(whether arable or perennial) that could be cultivated. The factors were thereafter named based on the following
plight of the rural dwellers especially non indigenes criteria as employed by [18, 19, 20].
became at stake under such arrangement. Consequently,
this may have negative effect on their level of production Picking synonyms of the highest loaded variables on
[9]. Apart from this, non indigenes may find it difficult to each factor. 
acquire land for farming and other economic activities in Joint explanation or interpretation of the meaning of
some rural communities because of cultural issue attached the positive and highly loaded variable on each
to land. As a result the foregoing, this study therefore factor and/or retaining the name based on the
sought to investigate factors associated with land similarity of the features reposed in the variables
accessibility among rural dwellers in Osun State. contributing to the factors.
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The researcher’s subjective interpretation of borrowing and in that order. Information gathered during
experiences from literatures. the key informant interview sessions conducted

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION forms of land accessibility.

Socio-Economic Characteristics of the Respondents: Generally, people in this community acquired land
Table 1 reveals that majority (76.9%) of the respondent through inheritance from their parents. If non
were  between  the  ages  of  31 and 60 years with mean indigene wants to get land, he can obtain land
and standard deviation of 51.11± 11.57 years. This implies farming and other economic activities from the
that majority of the rural dwellers were in there active age owner through lease or rent, in addition, they can
of life in which they could still be productive and equally buy the land. For non- indigene who wants
contribute meaningfully to the socio-economic welfare of to get land for planting permanent crops, he can
their families and society at large. Majority of the land gain access by paying certain amount of money and
users (82.7%) were male while 17.3% were female. The every year he will be paying royalty (isakole) to the
results indicate that there were more men involved in land owner or extended family who give him the
agricultural enterprises than women. Majority (86.5%) land.
were married, this implies that marital status seem to be an (An Extended family head from Ibokun LGA)
important social factors often considered for gaining
access to land among farmers in the study area. About Land belongs to individual family and they are mainly
67% of them engaged in farming activities. This implies acquired through inheritance, which is
that although farming is the major occupation in the rural subsequently rented out to or lend out to interested
areas, although there were also other varieties of individualss for farming and other economic
economic activities which people engaged in for their activities. Access through purchase is gaining
living. This finding corroborate the submission reported prominence among the people. 
by [21] that farming was the major occupation of rural (Community head of Mokore village, Ayedire LGA)
dwellers. The mean year of formal education was 7.9 years
± 4.70 years. This implies that majority of the rural Land belongs to individuals family or extended family
dwellers were literate with high educational background and people here gain access to land for economic
which  provides  opportunity for enlightenment and activites through inheritance, rent, borrowing, gift
exposure in various areas of life and this may influence and purchase. 
land accessibility. Also, majority (71.5%) of the (Community head of Oyi Ajegunle, Ifedayo LGA).
respondents were indigene. This finding implies that
majority of them would have better and easy access to People here obtained land for economic activities
land because being an indigene of a community favours through inheritance, rent and purchase. Borrowing
better land accessibility. Further results reveal that above is no more means of accessing land. For rural
three-quarter (80%) had access to credit. Accessibility to wellers who are not indigenes, they can obtain it
credit can influence land accessibility because farmers through payment of small amount of money but not
that have access to credit will likely have opportunity to outright purchase because they will still have to be
borrow money to acquire more land for econmic activities. paying royalty (isakole) on it to signify that they
The mean land owned by the respondents with standard only own the crops or structures on the land but the
deviation was 2.38 ± 1.34 ha. This implies that majority of land still belong to the family that give him the land
the respondents are small scaled which could be as a although his own children can inherit the farm not
result of the communal system of land accessibility which the land. (Communityhead of Iyanfoworogi, Ife East
make it difficult to acquire more land for agricultural LGA).
activities.

Methods of Land Accessibility: Results in Fig. 1 show indicated that land acquisition through inheritance was
that majority (71.9%) of the respondents gained access to predominant in the study area. This agrees with the
land through inheritance, follwed by 66.2% gained access position of [22] which established that majority of the
to land through rent and lease, 29.2% gained access rural dweller in Nigeria gain access to land through
through outright purchase, 20% gained access through inheritance.

confirmed that inheritance and rent were the prevalent

Findings from both qualitative and quantitative data
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Table 1: Distribution of respondents according to socio-economic characteristics
Variables Frequency Percentage Mean Standard deviation
Age (years)

 30 16 6.2
31-60 200 79.6 50.11years 11.57years

 61 44 16.9
Sex
Male 215 82.7
Female 45 17.3
Marital status
Single 18 6.9
Married 226 86.5
Divorced 2 0.8
Widowed/widower 15 5.8
Years of formal education 
None 39 15
1- 6years 88 33.9
7 – 12 years 99 38.1 7.9 4.70
>12 years 34 13.1
Occupation
Farming 174 66.9
Processing 30 11.5
Trading 28 10.8
Civil servant 10 3.8
Artisan 18 6.9
Indigenous status 
Indigenes 186 71.5
Non-indigenes 74 28.5
Access to credit
Access 208 80
No access 52 20
Total land owned
< 1ha 64 24.6
1-3 ha 148 56.9
Above 3.1 ha 56 21.5 2.38 1.34
Source: Field survey, 2015

Multiple responses
Fig. 1: Distribution of respondents according to methods of land accessibility.

Factors Associated with Land Accessibility among variables  listed,  the  loading   that   gives   Eigen  value
Farmers:  Results  in  Table  2  show  the results of of  greater  than  one were twelve in number. Also,
varimax  factor   rotation   pattern   with   the  measures Kaiser’s criterion was used to determine which factor to
that  were  highly  loaded  on  each   of   the  twelve retain. Thus factors with Eigen value greater than one
factors  extracted.  The  cut-off  point  for constant were retained. The contribution of each of the highly
loading  was  0.30  and  the  constant  loading  less than loaded to land accessibility were shown in Table 5 as
0.30 was discarded [15, 16, 17]. Out of the thirty nine follows:
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Table 2: Result of principal component analysis showing the initial eigen
values and percentage of variation in land accessibility by each
component/ factor extracted

Factor label names Eigen value % variance Cumulative%
Personal status 5.590 10.156 10.156
Family status 8.248 6.995 17.191
Economic status 7.121 6.332 23.483
Indigene status 5.992 5.851 29.334
Residency status 5.265 5.426 34.760
Group membership status 4.853 5.250 40.010
Community influence 4.005 5.184 45.192
Constituted authority influence 3.799 4.999 50.193
Prevailing Agricultural system 3.755 4.762 54.955
Population influence 3.405 4.109 59.064
Cultural taboo 2.817 3.863 62.927
Social contact 2.762 3.807 66.734
Unknown factors 32.26 100.000
Source: Field survey, 2014

Personal factor (10.15%), family status (6.99%),
economic factor (6.33%), indigene status (5.85%),
residency status (5.43%), group membership status
(5.25%), community influence (5.18%), constituted
authority influence (4.99%), prevailing agricultural system
(4.76%), population influence (4.20%), cultural taboo
(3.86%) and social contact (3.81%). 

Personal Status Factor: Results tabulated in Table 2
show that age (L= 0.738), years of resident (L=0.588),
social status (L=0.539), marital status (L= 0.507) and
household size (L= 0.356) were variables that contributed
to personal status factors. The finding implies that level
of land accessibility of individual farmers depend largely
on his social personal status in the community. Hence,
age, years of resident, social status, marital status and
household size could enhance degree of access to land.
People that have longer years of resident, married and
having high social status in the community are likely to
have better access to land than other members.

Family Status Factor: The results show that variables
contributing to family status factors were number of wives
(L=0.906), marriage type (L=0.878) and household size
(L=0.688). This implies that number of wives, marriage
type whether monogamy or polygamy and household size
in term of number of children could influence level of land
accessibility. Polygamous family favour people to have
large numbers of children and this would make them
demand for land for economic activities in order to cater
for these children.

Economic Status Factor: Variables contributing to
economic status were size of land owned (L=0.754),

income level (L=0.693) and farm enterprises (L= 0.309)
were  variable  contributed  to  economic status factor.
The income level of a person could influence his/her
accessibility to land in terms of procurement, in the sense
that, a person which realized adequate income from his
occupation could be encouraged to acquire more land
either through direct purchase, rent or lease.

Indigenous Factor: Indigenous status (L=0.505) and years
of residence (L=0.448) were two variables contributed to
indigenous factors. These two variables put together,
point to what establishes an individual in any community
and also guarantee their sense of belonging and
consequently access to land.

Residency Status Factor: Table 3 reveals that nature of
residence (L=0.756), indigenous status (L=0.492) and
years of residence determine the level of land accessibility
of respondents. Residency status of a person could
influence  level  of  access  to  land  in any community.
This implies that a person who have spent longer years in
a community is likely to have better access to land than
his cunterpart who spent few years in the same
community because person would have been exposed to
the culture and traditions of the place and become familiar
with the tenurial arrangement operating in the community.

Group Membership Factor: Results in Table 3 show that
group membership factor was identified by access to
credit (L=0.734), association membership (L=0.671) and
benefit derived from association (L=0.597). Mutual
support among rural dwellers is strengthened through
membership in associations where immediate and long
term benefits are met. Benefits, such as access to
productive resources such as credit and access to inputs
are often limited to members of the association alone, this
can influence the level of access to land. 

Community Influence Factor: Results in Table 4 shows
that variables non indigene restriction to land (L=0.735),
community belief (L=0.481) and cultural taboo (L=0.332)
contributed to community inluence factors. All these
variables put together, could influence level of access to
land. For instance, a community where their belief system
on land discriminate against non indigenes and women in
land access, this could have a negative influence on
accessibility to land in that community.

Constituted Authority Influence Factor: Variables that
contributed constituted authority influence were roles of
family heads  (L=0.730) and roles of traditional authorities
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Table 3: Showing variables contributing to factors associated with land Table 4: Factor analysis showing variables contributing to factors associated
accessibility

Factors and contributing variables L L2

Personal status
Years of education -0.839 0.6625
Educational level -0.806 0.6496
Years of experience 0.755 0.5700 3.1330
Age 0.738 0.5446
Year of residence 0.588 0.3457
Marital status 0.507 0.2570
Household size 0.356 0.1267
Family status
Number of wives 0.906 0.8208
Marriage type 0.878 0.7708
Household size 0.688 0.4733 2.0649
Economic status
Farm size 0.734 0.5685
Income 0.693 0.4802 1.4423
Sex -0.546 0.2981
Farm enterprise 0.308 0.0955
Indigenous factor
Ethinicity -0.789 0.6225
Suh-ethnic group -0.647 0.4186 1.4968
Indigenous status 0.505 0.2550
Year of residence 0.448 0.2007
Residency factor
Nature of residence 0.756 0.5717
Dual residence -0.744 0.5535 1.8115
Indigenous status 0.492 0.2421
Year of residence 0.387 0.1513
Occupation -0.395 0.0930
Group membership
Access to credit 0.734 0.5388
Association membership 0.671 0.4502
Benefit from association 0.597 0.3564 1.2350
L= Loading for factors, L = Square of loading factors,  = Latent root for the2

factor
Source: Field survey, 2014

(L=0.654). Roles of traditional authorities and family heads
in land matters in rural areas is believed to have
paramount important in rural communities with respect to
land acquisition and accessibility. People in rural
community believe traditional authorities such as king,
community heads and extended family heads were
custodians of land, who dictate who is to be given access
to land.

Prevailing Agricultural Factor: Results in Table 4 show
that variables which contributed to prevailing agricultural
system were influence of prevailing agricultural system
(L=0.713), women control over land (L=0.512), land market
(L=0.500), extension contact (L=0.433) and cultural taboo
(L=0.387). Prevailing system of agriculture in a community
could influence accessibility to land. Areas where
permanent crop cultivation is prevalent, it would be
difficult to gain access to land for arable production. access to land.

with land accessibility

Factors and contributing variables L L2

Community influence
Non indigene restriction 0.735 0.5402
Lineage of inheritance -0.672 0.4516
Community beliefs 0.481 0.2313 1.4463
Benefits from association -0.541 0.1163
Cultural taboo 0.332 0.1102

Consistuted authority factor
Roles of family heads 0.730 0.5329
Roles of traditional authorities 0.654 0.4277
Community beliefs -0.488 0.2381 1.8737
Land market -0.346 0.1197

Prevailing agricultural factor
Prevailing agricultural system 0.713 0.5083
Women control on land 0.512 0.2621 1.3576
Land market 0.500 0.2500
Extension contact 0.433 0.1874
Cultural taboo 0.387 0.1498

Population influence factor
Population pressure 0.811 0.6577
Religion 0.580 0.3364 0.9941

Community cutural factor
Non indigen access 0.817 0.5402
Cultural taboo 0.413 0.1706 0.8230
Occupation -0.335 0.1122

Community influence
Roles of religious institution -0.619 0.3832
External orientation 0.591 0.3432
Farm enterprise 0.458 0.2098 0.9362

L= Loading for factors, L = Square of loading factors,  = Latent root for the2

factor

Source: Field survey, 2014.

Population Influence Factor: Results in Table 4 show that
population influence was identified by variables such as
population pressure (L=0.811) and religion (L=0.580).
Population of land users in community could influence the
level of access of the people in the community. For
instance, individuals in a community with very high
population may likely face the difficulty in getting land for
economic activities.

Community Cultural Factor: Community cultural factor
had access of non indigenes to land (L=0.817) and cultural
taboo (L=0.413) as its contributing variables. Culture of a
rural community could influence the level of land
accessibility of non indigenes. Community where there are
taboos or custom that forbid selling or giving land to non
indigenes, it would be difficult for non indigenes to gain
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Social Contact Factor: Variables such as external 6. Fabiyi, Y.L., 1985. “Changes taking place in the land
orientation (L=0.591) and farm enterprises (L=0.458) tenure system in Oyo and Ogun States: an analysis
contributed to social contact factor. The extent of of the views of professionals and some customary
cosmopolitan of a person and the type of his/her courts”, Nigerian Agricultural Journal, 19(20): 7-12.
enterprise could influence his/her accessibility to land. 7. Aluko, B.T. and A. Amidu, 2006. Urban Low-Income
For instance, an individual that has travelled far might Settlements: Land, Deregulation and Sustainable
have seen the value of land and may want acquire more of Development in Nigeria. Paper presented at the Fifth
it due to his level of exposure. FIG Regional Conference Promoting Land

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION Accra, Ghana. http://www.fig.net/pub/accra/papers/

Based on the findings, it was concluded that 2014).
inheritance, rent and purchase were the main methods of 8. Adedipe, N.O., E.S.  Olawoye,  E.S.  Olarinde  and
land accessibilty in the study area while major factors A.Y. Okediran, 1997. Rural communal tenure regimes
influencing land accessibilty among the rural dwellers and private land ownership in western Nigeria. Land
include personal status, family status, economic status, Reform Buletin 1997/2, Sustainable Development
indigene status, residency status, group membership Department, Food and Agriculture Organisation of
status, community influence, constituted authority the United Nations, FAO, Rome.
influence among others. It was therefore recommended http://www.fao.org/sd/LTdirect/LR972/wt728t13.ht
that all identified factors should be taken into m(accessed 15, July 2015).
consideration whenever any rural development 9. Ojo, S.O. and J.A. Afolabi, 2003. Effects of Farm
programmes is to be designed for rural dwellers. Distance on Productivity of Farms in Nigeria. Journal
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