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Abstract. Social protection is increasingly becoming a powerful tool for enhancing productivity and employment and is,
therefore, important for Africa’s agricultural transformation. Thus, this study aims at examining how Africa’s agricultural
sector can be transformed through social protection policies and programmes for employment. It applies the Feasible
Generalised Least Squares (FGLS) econometric method on a panel of 38 African countries with the data sourced from the
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA) and World Development Indicators (WDI) for the period 2005–2017.
The results from the study show that social protection has a positive impact on employment outcomes through various
channels such as building human resource, equity in the use of public resources, social inclusion, among others. The study
concludes by recommending that the governments of African countries should implement effective social protection
programmes and policies in the agricultural sector in form of insurance, in-kind and cash support, among others to
make farming attractive, thereby increasing employment and productivity.
Keywords: agricultural transformation, farming, productivity.
JEL Classification: O47, E61, Q12.

Introduction
The exposure to risks, shocks and low welfare incentives
are the main problems faced by agricultural households in
Africa (Osabohien et al., 2020a, 2020b, 2020c; Matthew
et al., 2019a, 2019b; Osabohien et al., 2019a, 2019b;
Omiti & Nyanamba, 2007). This is as a result of the
fact that in Africa various policy and institutional reforms have been less than satisfactory in their outcomes (Beecroft et al., 2020; Igharo et al., 2020).
Also, social protection policies and programmes
are recognised to be important weapons in elevating
the welfare of households who are engaged in the agricultural sector as a means of livelihood, especially the
most vulnerable segment of the population who live
in rural communities (Matthew et al., 2019a, 2019b;
Devereux, 2016). Agricultural transformation has been
recognised to be a major catalyst to the development of
African economies as a result of the challenges the continent is facing such as food insecurity, under-nourishment, youth unemployment and lack of engagement in
international value chains These are the major reasons
why agricultural transformation is highly important in

Africa (Allieu, 2019; Osabuohien et al., 2018; Van Kesteren, 2016).
Farmers in rural African communities are vulnerable
to various risks and shocks, which tends to create high
level of income insecurity and farmers’ job-related health
and safety. Efficient and effective implantation of social
protection programmes and policies will no doubt help
the most vulnerable farmers cope with related risks and
shocks and contribute to the creation of better employment opportunities for rural workers and their households
as shown by India’s public work programmes (Matthew
et al., 2019a, 2019b; Osabohien et al., 2019a, 2019b; Samson et al., 2015).
African farmers and agriculture are the major drivers
of the continent’s economic development; this is because,
the agricultural sector is the largest employer of labour
especially in rural areas (Osabohien et al., 2020a, 2020b,
2020c; Osabohien et al., 2018; Osabuohien et al., 2018;
Aman et al., 2017; Matthew et al., 2020). Africa’s agriculture needs a more transformation foundation for providing income and employment for a fast-growing population (Osabohien et al., 2018; Aman et al., 2017). African
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agricultural sector accounts for about 70% of employment,
but many African countries are net food importers. The
foundation for transforming the agricultural sector in Africa is to develop the rural areas. African countries have in
the past neglected the rural and agricultural sectors while
giving priority to the industrial and urban sectors. The contribution of agriculture to economic growth through the
production of food, supply of raw materials to industries,
employment generation, provision of market for goods and
service sector amongst others cannot be adequately captured without emphasis to the rural sector (Matthew et al.,
2018; Osabohien et al., 2020a, 2020b, 2020c).
One of the greatest socio-economic challenges in Africa is the lack of employment in the rural areas. Millions
of rural Africans are currently unable to get themselves
out of poverty. A number of policy briefings have been
carried out on employment generation in rural areas,
including the Brussels Development Briefing on Major
Drivers for Rural Transformation in Africa: Job Creation
for Rural Growth. The two key and related policy proposals made are the encouragement of small-scale farmers to
work in harmony to increase their productivity and access
to markets, and the increase in access to social protection.
These policies were based on the estimate that an additional dollar income from farm jobs would generate an
additional $0.5–$0.6 income in non-farm jobs in rural areas of Africa (Pye-Smith, 2012). Also, social protection is
gaining prominence on the global development agenda as
it is used to address global crises, like food prices, climate
change, and so on, by reducing food insecurity and creating jobs for vulnerable households in developing countries
across the globe (Tirivayi et al., 2013).
Food and Agricultural Organisation (FAO) Report of
2018 showed that agriculture accounts for 35% (1.07 billion) of employment globally. Globally, the employment
rate in the agricultural sector has been on a decline. There
was about 20 percent decline from 70% to 50% between the
1980s and 2015 in agricultural sector employment in Africa
and Asia. Agriculture is also one of the least paid job with
little or no access to basic health services for its workers
(FAO, 2018). The lack of prospect for good job, freedom of
association and collective bargaining, reward for labour as
well as the poor infrastructure associated with rural areas
where most agricultural work is carried out make a good
proportion of youth sceptical in entering the sector (International Labour Organisation – ILO, 2011).
In pursuance of using agriculture to create new employment opportunities in Africa, social protection programmes have been initiated and implemented by different stakeholders in Africa to improve the welfare of
small-scale farmers (Al-Hassan & Poulton, 2009). The
policy of social protection and agriculture gained popularity in Africa since the African Fertilizer Summit, called
by the African Union, held in Abuja, Nigeria, in 2006 (African Union, 2008; Druilhe & Barreiro-Hurlé, 2012). To
scale-up the benefits of social protection and agricultural
development, the Ethiopian government linked its social
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protection programs called the Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP) with its agricultural/rural development
programme called Household Asset Building Programme
(HABP) in 2009 (Cirillo et al., 2017). Malawi used the
convergence between social protection and agriculture to
ensure smallholders’ access to agricultural inputs for crop
diversification and food security (Devereux et al., 2008b).
Hence, an association of stakeholders called the National
Smallholder Farmers’ Association of Malawi (NASFAM),
which represents about 100,000 farmers, provides agricultural inputs at cheaper prices to its members.
The Association places the farmers in a stronger bargaining position when selling their produce and it encourages them to think as entrepreneurs and businessmen,
rather than subsistence farmers (Phyo, 2018; Pye-Smith,
2012). The International Fund implements the agriculture
projects with social protection programmes by the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) in
African countries. These projects are primarily for people
with marginal lands (for example; creation of small dams),
rural women (for example; increased access to credit) and
vulnerable groups, for example; improved seeds (Al-Hassan & Poulton, 2009). Meanwhile, some African countries
have not given social protection much attention because
they believe it creates dependency and it is expensive.
The Food and Agriculture Organisation (2015) had campaigned that social protection fosters farm and non-farm
production activities and not dependency. However, a
negative synergy has, also, been identified between social
protection and agriculture. The Sasakawa Global 2000 social protection credit scheme in 1990s, in Ethiopia and
Ghana, was prone to collapse due to production variability that disrupts reliable repayment- for example; drought,
flood, among others, (Devereux et al., 2008a).
Though, Nigeria had agricultural subsidies and inputs, Holmes (2011) observed that they are not necessarily targeted at the poor. The Nigerian government spent
a relatively low portion of its budget on the social sectors, compared to other sectors of the economy (HagenZanker & Tavakoli, 2011). Due to the Debt Relief Gain
(DRG) that was negotiated with the Paris Club in 2005,
the Nigerian government was compelled to ensure propoor expenditure in its budget. In spite of the DRG, the
overall expenditure on social protection in Nigeria remains relatively small (Holmes, 2011). Miroro and Van
Kesteren (2016) support that, although social protection
programmes have enhanced the resilience of vulnerable
and poor people in Africa, they are inadequate to liberate people from poverty. This is because the poor are still
vulnerable to losses from natural disasters and uncertain
inputs and market failures, and lack of insurance due to
low income. This contradiction has motivated this study
to contribute to the literature and policy debate on social
protection and agriculture by examining the role of social
protection on agricultural employment in Africa.
The line of argument in this study is that since agricultural activities are done mainly in rural areas, social
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protection programmes and policies are required to make
agriculture attractive to people to venture into. This help in
controlling rural-urban migration, thereby enhancing the
productive capacity of the sector, which will lead to food
security in the long-run. The contribution of this study to
the extant literature is that the study applied the Feasible
Generalised Least Squares (FGLS) covering a wide-range
of African countries which has not be applied in the context of the study of economic literature to the best knowledge of the authors. The study is organised in five sections.
Following this introductory section is section two which
presents some insights from the literature. Section three
details the method engaged in the study; section four discusses the empirical analysis of the results and findings of
the study; section five concludes by recommending policies that will boost agricultural production through social
protection measures provided for the farmers.

1. Literature review
Social protection simply means policies and programme;
for both the formal and informal sectors of the economy,
which provides social assistance to poor individuals and
households, especially those in rural communities who are
more vulnerable to shocks and risks (Allieu, 2019; Osabohien et al., 2019; Matthew et al., 2019; Matthew et al.,
2018; Devereux, 2016). The concept of social protection
means the strategy for providing cash or in-kind supports
to the less privileged, that are capable of protecting the
vulnerable against risks and shocks, and it is also measure
of a set of actions used in enhancing the control of stress
faced by rural farmers, households and individuals in rural communities (FAO, 2015).
Few studies (e.g. Todd et al., 2009; IEG, 2011; Gertler
et al., 2012) in the literature have shown that social protection leads to a significant increase in agricultural investment, employment and production (like livestock ownership, farm tools, land ownership, and so on). Evidence
of this was obtained under the cash transfers programme
in Latin America (Omiti & Nyanamba, 2007). The same
findings were also obtained for some African countries
(for example, Ethiopia, Lesotho, Malawi and Zambia)
(Devereux et al., 2008a; Covarrubias et al., 2012; Berhane
et al., 2011; AIR, 2013; Boone et al., 2013). Although,
Andersson et al., (2009) supports Devereux et al. (2008a)
that social protection increases agricultural employment,
production and investments in Ethiopia, Andersson et al.
(2009) found that social protection did not increase livestock ownership; it increased the number of trees planted
in Ethiopia.
Asfaw et al. (2012), on the other hand, found that social protection simply leads to a modest increase in investments in Kenya. Handa et al. (2013) proved that social protection has no significant impact on investments
in Ghana. Aside from investment, the size, duration, and
cash transfers of social protection programme are found
to have significant effect on local food prices in Niger and

Uganda (Save the Children, 2009; Creti, 2010). The opposite was observed for Swaziland and Zambia (Creti, 2010;
Tirivayi et al., 2013). Holmes (2011) addressed the effectiveness of social protection in addressing poverty and inequality in Nigeria. Social protection (the debt relief gain
(DRG) and the National Social Insurance Trust Fund) in
Nigeria fell short in meeting the needs of the poor.
Miroro and Van Kesteren (2016) found that the linking
of agricultural and social protection interventions offers
complementary benefits in Ethiopia by ensuring higher
food security and increase in non-farm business activities.
This is in line with the FAO (2015) report on social protection and agriculture that social protection is a means
of reducing poverty and food insecurity as well as gives
more opportunities for both farm and non-farm work.
Nehring (2012) examined the linkage between social protection and agricultural production in Mexico. Using food
subsidies and cash transfer as a measure of social protection which aims at providing access to social services as
well as cash for immediate consumption with focus on
the less privileged population. Slater and McCord (2009)
examined the linkage between social protection and rural
development with particular reference to the Low-Income
Countries. The study explored the nature of intervention,
value and duration to the local economy among others
and showed that social protection inventions exhibited
limited impact on economic growth on the aggregate.
African Enterprise Challenge Fund (AECF) (2017)
examined the effect of agribusiness on creation of decent
work in Africa using the changes that occurs in beneficiary income, the percentage of employment provided
through the funding and the associated wage. The growing concern in achieving decent work, which is the 8th
goal of Sustainable Development, prompted the intervention to compensate for growth through the provision of
social protection programmes. There has been increased
recognition that social protection programmes are means
of reducing prevalence and incidence of poverty in most
developing countries. These programmes that which increases production is not only constrained to the beneficiary alone but its impact cut across various countries,
which embraces inclusive growth (FAO, 2018).

2. Methodological approach
2.1. The empirical model
Before building the model, theories of welfare related to
the study are briefly reviewed. The Kaldor-Hicks compensation criterion was adopted for the study. The KaldorHicks theory is known as the new welfare economics
theory accepting the Pareto’s ordinal measurement of utility and the impossibility of its interpersonal comparisons
(Stiglitz, 2012). This theory opined that an improvement
in welfare of households in the society through employment and social good can be regarded as welfare even
in the case of increasing the employment of at least one
household and should not reduce the employment and
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welfare of other households in the society (Stringham,
2001; Stavins et al., 2003). The main reason for adopting
the Kaldor-Hicks criterion is that the theory is based on
the assumption that in a society, people’s satisfaction is
mutually exclusive; meaning that, individuals satisfaction
derived from public good is independent from the other
(Stringham, 2001). Therefore, based on Kaldor-Hicks theory, the implicit form of the model is specified in equation
(1) as:
AEMPit = f(SOPit, POPit).

(1)

Equation (1) specifies the panel model in its implicit
form which is estimated using the feasible generalised least
squares (FGLS) on the basis that there is no simultaneous causality between the endogenous and the exogenous
variables in the model and there is a long-run relationship
existing between them. Insight of this model was derived
from the empirical works of Daidone et al. (2017) and
Jones et al. (2017), that examined the relationship between
social protection and agriculture applying the propensity
score matching (PSM) approach, the contribution of this
study to the extant literature is that the study applied the
Feasible Generalised Least Squares (FGLS) covering a
wide-range of African countries which has not be applied
in the context of the study of economic literature to the
best knowledge of the authors.
From equation (1), AEMP is agricultural employment
(the dependent variable), SOP represents social protection
(the key variable) and POP represents population (urban
and rural) as the control variable. Four social protection
variables are included in the model, as shown in equation
(2), the explicit form of the model. The variables are in
their log form to bring all the variables in the same unit
of measure and ensure that the estimates are Best Linear
Unbiased Estimator – BLUE (Ejemeyovwi et al., 2018).
logAEMPit = a0 + a1logBHRit + a2logEPRit +
a3logPFSIEit + a4logSOPRit + a5logRPOPit +
a6logUPOPit + eit .

(2)

From explicit form of the model in equation (2):
Where AEMP is agriculture employment (% of total employment), BHR is building human resources, EPR is equity of public resource use, PFSI is policy for inclusion
and equity, RPOP is rural population and UPOP is urban
population. a0 is constant term; a1, a2, a3, a4, a5 and
a6 are the parameters of the explanatory variables in the
model. The a priori expectation is that the estimated coefficient explanatory variables should be positively related
to agricultural employment, except urban population, this
can be expressed mathematically as: a1 > 0, a2 > 0, a3 >
0, a4 > 0, a5 > 0, a6 < 0. e is the error term representing
other important explanatory variables not included in the
model due to paucity and to avoid high incidence of multicollinearity among the explanatory variables.
The line of argument is that since agricultural activities are done mainly in rural areas, social protection programmes are required to make agriculture attractive to
people to venture into. This help in controlling rural-urban

migration, thereby enhancing the productive capacity of
the sector, which will lead to food security in the long-run.
In the model, i represent entities. Entities in the context of
this study represents the 38 African countries employed
in the study which are: Angola, Benin, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Central African Republic,
Chad, Comoros, Congo Democratic Republic, Congo,
Cote d’Ivoire, Djibouti, Ethiopia, Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea Bissau, Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar,
Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mozambique, Niger, Nigeria,
Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, South Sudan, Sudan, Tanzania, Togo, Uganda, and Zambia. The justification or the
reason for the choice of these countries is hinged on the
fact that those are the African countries listed in Country
Policy Institutional Assessment (CPIA) social protection
of the World Bank IDA (International Development Association) of which data is available.
Also, in the model, t represents time. Time in the context of our study represents the 13 years (2005–2017) period, multiplied by 38 countries, making it a total of 499
observations. Each of the variables in the model is logged
so as to bring them to the same base (unit of measurement), ensure a best outcome and reduce any level of the
incidence of heteroscedasticity (ensuring that the classical
assumption of the ordinary least squares are not violated)
in the model (Ejemeyovwi et al., 2018; A.T. Onanuga &
O. T. Onanuga, 2016; Olokoyo et al., 2009).

2.2. Variable description
Data for this study was sourced from the World Bank two
main data base- World Development Indicators (WDI)
and the Country Policy and Institutional Assessment
(CPIA). Agriculture employment and population were
sourced from the WDI, while social protection variables
were sourced from CPIA.
The CPIA rates countries against a set of 16 criteria
categorised into four major clusters; which are; (i) economic management; (ii) structural policies; (iii) policies
for social inclusion and equity; and (iv) public sector management and institutions. The criteria are focused on balancing the capture of the key factors that foster employment creation, growth and poverty reduction (Anderson
& Valdés, 2008). The CPIA for Africa which explains the
rate at which African countries are progressing in terms
of strengthening the quality of their policies and institutions capable of creating employment and reduce poverty
among the most vulnerable. CPIA data is in rating (1 =
low to 6 = high) – for all countries listed in World Bank
IDA. Thus, the variables used in the study are presented
herein:
Agricultural Employment (AEMP): employment in
agriculture in the context of our study refers to individuals who are engaged in any activity related to agriculture
which is made of hunting, crop farming, forestry and
fishing among other agricultural related activities, this is
measured as a percentage (%) of total employment modelled international labour organisation (ILO) estimate,
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used as the dependent variable and was sourced from the
WDI.
Building Human Resources (BHR): Building human resources assesses the national policies and public
and private sector service delivery that affect the access to
and quality of household health and educational services,
including prevention and treatment of diseases such as
tuberculosis, malaria etc. This was sourced from CPIA.
Equity in the use of public Resource (EPR): Equity of
public resource use assesses the extent to which the pattern of public expenditures and revenue collection affects
the poor and is consistent with employment creation and
national poverty reduction priorities. Sourced from CPIA.
Policy for social inclusion and equity (PFSIE): The
policies for social inclusion and equity include gender
equality, equity of public resource use, building human
resources, social protection and labour, and policies and
institutions for environmental sustainability. Sourced from
CPIA.
Social Protection Ratings (SOPR): The overall social protection ratings is social protection and labour assess government policies in social protection and labour
Table 1. Summary of statistics (source: Authors’ computation,
2019 using E-views 10)
Standard
Minimum Maximum
Deviation

Variable

Mean

Agriculture
Employment

58.76

21.28

1.63

91.84

Building Human
Resource

3.40

0.613

1.00

4.50

Equity of public
resource use

3.25

0.67

1.00

4.50

Policy for social
inclusion

3.19

0.49

1.5

4.30

Social protection
rating

3.00

0.56

1.00

4.50

Rural population

1.44

1.91

18202

96407

Urban
Population

3.89

1.26

5.23

5.68

Note: Variables are in their log form.

market regulations that reduce the risk of becoming
poor, assist those who are poor to better manage further
risks, and ensure a minimal level of welfare to all people.
Sourced from the CPIA of the World Bank.
Rural Population (RPOP): Rural population measured as a percentage (%) of total population refers to
people living in rural areas as defined by national statistical offices. It is calculated as the difference between total
population and urban population. Sourced from the WDI.
Urban Population (UOP): Rural population measured
as a percentage (%) of total population refers to people
living in urban areas or cities as defined by national statistical offices. Sourced from the WDI.

3. Results
This section of the study presents the results obtained
from the econometric analysis. The starting point of the
presentation of the results is the presentation of the summary statistics of the variables. The descriptive or summary statistics of the variable presented in Table 1 shows
the mean, standard deviation, minimum and maximum
values of the variables. There is no outlier in the collected
data. Therefore, the Fisher’s panel unit root test is applied
to the log transformation of the data and presented in Table 2.
From the Fisher’s unit root test conducted as shown
in Table 2, the agricultural employment, rural and urban
population are stationary at level. Other variables are stationary at first difference that is at 1% level of significance,
except for building human resources (logBHR), which is
significant at 5%.
To ensure that the estimated results are not spurious,
pre-estimation tests were conducted to identify whether
a static (like FGLS) or dynamic estimation method is applicable. Table 3 presents the causality test results between
the dependent variable and the explanatory variables.
There is no simultaneous causality between the dependent
variable and the independent variables. Hence, there is no
suspicion of endogeneity in the specified model.
The cointegration test results showed the null hypothesis of no long-run relationship in the specified model is

Table 2. Fisher (Augmented Dickey Fuller) panel unit root test(source: authors’ computation 2019 using E-views 10)
Variable
Agriculture employment

Inverse chi-square

Inverse normal

Inverse logit

Modified inv.
Chi-square

Decision

160.03***

–2.70***

–4.55***

7.07***

I(0)***

Building human resources

102.35**

–2.98**

–3.52***

2.33***

I(1)**

Equity of public resource

136.94***

–7.47***

–7.77***

5.17***

I(1)***

Policy for social inclusion

120.96***

–2.90***

–3.21***

3.86***

I(1)***

Social protection ratings

373.49***

–12.22***

–20.76***

24.61***

I(1)***

Rural population

235.61***

–4.18***

–9.96***

13.28***

I(0)***

Urban Population

447.19***

–10.58***

22.64***

30.67***

I(0)***

Note: ** and *** indicate 5% and 1% level of significance respectively. The Variables are used in their logarithmic transformed form (to
make them more comparative and reduce the issue of heteroscedasticity (A. Onanuga & O. T. Onanuga, 2016; Olokoyo et al., 2009)
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rejected for the alternate hypothesis at 5% level of significance. Based on the non-existence of simultaneous causality and the existence of long-run relationship, the study
estimated the model with the Feasible Generalised Least
Squares (FGLS) which is presented in Table 4.
Table 3. Panel Granger causality test
(source: authors’ computation, 2019 using E-views 10)
Null Hypothesis

F-Statistic

Probability

logBHR does not Granger Cause
logAEMP

1.2325

0.2927

logAEMP does not Granger Cause
logBHR

0.2571

0.7734

logEPR does not Granger Cause
logAEMP

0.6924

0.5010

logAEMP does not Granger Cause
logEPR

0.4875

0.6145

logPFSI does not Granger Cause
logAEMP

1.2914

0.2760

logAEMP does not Granger Cause
logPFSI

0.3595

0.6982

logSOPR does not Granger Cause
logAEMP

0.3294

0.7195

logAEMP does not Granger Cause
logSOPR

4.0413

0.0183**

logAEMP does not Granger Cause
logPOP

0.0642

0.9378

logRPOP does not Granger Cause
logAEMP

1.0515

0.3504

logAEMP does not Granger Cause
logRPOP

0.5850

0.5575

logUPOP does not Granger Cause
logAEMP

0.5448

0.5804

logAEMP does not Granger Cause
logUPOP

0.8238

0.4395

Note: ** means coefficient is significant at 5% level.

For robustness, correcting for heteroscedasticity alone
and heteroscedasticity and autocorrelation specify FGLS.
When no autocorrelation is assumed, all the variables,
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except building human resources (BHR), are significant.
Equity in the use of public resources (EPR), social protection ratings (SOPR) and increase in rural population significantly increase agricultural employment. Social protection for inclusion and equity (PFSIE), and urban population
(UPOP) significantly reduce agricultural employment.
When both heteroscedasticity and autocorrelation are
corrected in FGLS estimate, coefficients of rural population and urban population are significant at 1%. Increasing rural population increases agricultural employment
while decreasing urban population decreases agricultural
employment. This supports the migration of population
from the rural area to the urban area to search for blue
and white-collar jobs. The Wald Chi-square test rejects the
null hypothesis that the coefficients are equal to zero. This
indicates that removing any of the variables from the model
will substantially harm the fit of the specified model.
As countries seek for development, agricultural output increases, unlike productivity in the informal sector as
observed by Samson et al. (2015). However, the problems
faced by African farmers is the lack of appropriate social
protection programmes needed to increase employment
and productivity, and governments play a very crucial
role in raising employment and productivity through social protection programmes. This is based on the result
obtained in the study; from the FGLS result (see Table
4), it showed that 1% increase in overall social protection
all things been equal, has the potential of increasing agriculture employment by approximately 0.22%, in the same
way, equity in public resource use tend to increase employment by 0.79%, rural population increased employment by 0.28%, urban population reduced agricultural
employment by 0.30%. The negative relationship between
urban population and agricultural employment is not
surprising, because, most of the agricultural activities are
been carried out in rural areas, therefore linking social
protection to agriculture, especially in the rural areas is
required to make rural agriculture a cool business to control rural-urban migration.
The findings of this study are somewhat related to the
findings of Croppenstedt, Knowles, and Lowder (2018)

Table 4. Feasible generalised least squares (source: authors’ computation, 2019)
Corrected for Heteroscedasticity
& Autocorrelation

Corrected for Heteroscedasticity alone
Variables
logBHR

Coefficients

t-Statistics

Variables

Coefficients

t-Statistics

0.0273

0.24

logBHR

0.0401

1.18

logEPR

0.7918***

8.04

logEPR

0.0207

0.61

logPFSI

–0.9994***

–9.30

logPFSI

–0.0399

–0.54

logSOPR

0.2154**

2.05

logSOPR

0.0113

0.44

logRPOP

0.2895***

13.99

logRPOP

0.2930***

12.58

logUPOP

–0.3098***

–16.87

logUPOP

–0.2869***

–13.75

Constant

5.6839***

36.49

Constant

4.1451***

23.70

Chi2

231.06***

Wald Chi2

710.09***

Note: ** and *** indicate 5% and 1% level of significance.

Wald

500

R. Osabohien et al. Social protection and employment in Africa’s agricultural sector

where it was found that social protection has positive welfare impact on agricultural household, also stimulating agricultural employment and productivity as obtained in this
study that overall social protection increased employment
by 21.54%. Most of the farmers in Africa lives in rural
communities and are poor; therefore, social protection is
highly essential to prevent them from sinking further into
poverty. In line with the findings of Samson et al. (2015)
that posited that social protection has positive impacts on
employment outcomes through several channels such as
human capital development, changes in household labour
allocation, working conditions. It was also pointed that
social protection has the power of increasing rural wages,
as shown by India’s public works programmes.
This study has taken the findings of Samson et al.
(2015) further in terms of the channels through which
social protection positively impact on employment outcomes which was considered in this study such as building human capital, equity of public resource use, policy
for social inclusion and equity. Similarly, Daidone et
al. (2018) using the difference – in-difference approach
pointed out that Ethiopian Productive Safety Net (PSN)
social protection programmes has a positive impact on
food security, this is done through increasing agricultural employment and productivity thereby increasing
welfare and food security. Again, social protection can
increase agricultural employment. Social protection
programmes can also support asset accumulation in the
form of livestock, land or otherwise, thereby enhancing
productive capacity and potential income diversification,
which in turn can trigger new opportunities for farm and
non-farm employment.
This study disagrees with the findings of Matthew et al.
(2019) pointing out that in ECOWAS agriculture do not
necessarily lead to poverty reduction as a result of the fact
that farming households in ECOWAS region are majorly
peasant farmers and do not produce enough to sell. In our
study, as divergence to Matthew et al. (2019) that focused
only on agricultural investment and agricultural employment, ignoring the potential of social protection in agriculture. We argued that; though, social protection may
not have a direct effect on poverty reduction, it has effect
through different channels such as increasing employment
among other channels.

Conclusions
The motivation for this study stemmed from the fact that
Africa’s agricultural workforce needs to be secured for the
generation of rural employment. Therefore, agricultural
social protection should focus on the enhancement of rural households access to mechanisation services, enhance
rural households access to quality and affordable agricultural inputs; for example, delivery of quality fertiliser
and seedlings, increase in the efficient delivery of water
resources and management systems including irrigation,
increase households welfare incentives such as medical
care services among others.

The study made use of secondary data sourced from
the country policy and institutional assessment and the
World Development of the World Bank for the period
2005–2015 for 38 African countries. The study applied
the feasible generalised squares and results obtained from
the analysis showed that a 1% increase in overall social
protection all things been equal, has the potential of increasing agriculture employment by approximately 0.22%,
in the same way, equity in public resource use tend to increase employment by 0.79%, rural population increased
employment by 0.28%, urban population reduced agricultural employment by 0.30%. The negative relationship
between urban population and agricultural employment is
not surprising, because, most of the agricultural activities
are been carried out in rural areas, therefore linking social
protection to agriculture, especially in the rural areas is required to make rural agriculture a cool business to control
rural-urban migration.
Based on the findings, the study concluded by recommending that the governments of African countries
should provide social protection in form of soft loans for
farmers in rural communities to enable them buy modern
farm implements like tractors, harvesters, ploughing machines and other farm implements needed to ease farming. In addition, the African governments should provide
fertilizers to the farmers at subsidised rates. The governments should provide social and infrastructural facilities
(such as provision of electricity, water, communication
facilities, good roads, hospitals, schools and so on) in the
rural areas, this will help reduce the rate at which people,
especially the youths, leave the villages for the cities. As
suggestion for future research in this area, there will be the
need to conduct analysis using rural household level data
to ascertain the extent to which social protection impact
on poverty reduction and households’ welfare in Africa.
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