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ABSTRACT 
 

Aim:  The study investigated challenges of land accessibility among migrants in Yewa North Local 
Government Area of Ogun State, Nigeria.  
Methodology:  Data were obtained through questionnaire administration on a Migrant household 
head. Multistage sampling technique was used for selection of 161 respondents for the study. Data 
collected were analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistics while stepwise regression 
analysis was used to investigate the research hypothesis. The study established that the most 
important challenges of land accessibility among migrants in Yewa North Local Government Area 
were in the following descending order: High cost of land (15.5%), insecure tenure (11.9%), 
difficulty in land transaction (3.2%) and inability to transfer land among migrants (2.8%). Thus, non-

Original Research Article  



 
 
 
 

Oladehinde et al.; ARJASS, 2(1): 1-12, 2017; Article no.ARJASS.30086 
 
 

 
2 
 

availability of land and inability to use land was not a challenge for migrants. The study therefore 
recommended that sensitization programme should be conducted on land distribution and land 
management in the study area. Also Government should revisit the Land Use Act 1978 by putting 
migrants into consideration. This will facilitate land accessibility among migrants. 
 

 
Keywords: Land; accessibility; migrants; informal; Ogun; Nigeria. 
 
1. BACKGROUND 
 
Land is an economic resource and an important 
factor in the formation of individual and collective 
identity, and in the day-to-day organization of 
social, cultural and religious life [1] Land is not 
only important for people in the rural 
communities who have their livelihood base in 
agriculture, but also a basis of wealth and power 
[2]. It is therefore very important to note that 
accessibility to land is a tool which can mitigate 
the problems of homelessness, unsafe living and 
play a vital role in poverty reduction and 
development. 
 
Land accessibility, according to Cotula et al. cited 
by Oladehinde [3], is the process by which 
people individually or collectively gain rights and 
opportunities to occupy and utilise land primarily 
for productive purposes and other economic and 
social purposes, whether on a temporary or 
permanent basis. However, access to land 
especially in Nigeria is often based on custom, 
ranging from purchase, donations, leasing, 
sharecropping, inheritance, and squatting 
illegally on land [4]. It also depends on land 
tenure system and the extent of competition by 
non-agricultural land uses [5]. Moreover, 
accessibility to land comprises availability                   
of vacant lands, affordability of such lands,                
ease of transaction with the lands and security of 
the owner’s right [6]. This implies that there must 
be unusable lands (which can accommodate all 
the activities of migrants, i.e. shelter, commerce, 
farming, work area, etc.) that migrants can 
acquire when they are needed but it is not 
always so in Nigeria. Mushamba et al. [7] argued 
that in some cases, land is either not                 
available, or when available, it may not be 
accessible, and when accessible it may not                    
be usable (based on land tenure) for a                 
particular use. Access to land is a major              
problem as it generates rift between land              
owners and migrants. Migrants in a foreign              
lands are less privileged and often face 
discrimination and limited access to rural land 
because of the inherent and supposed natural 
dominance of indigenes who control right to land 
[8].  

The rights of these groups tend to be secondary, 
rarely extending beyond use rights; moreover, 
these rights are often unprotected and weak, 
especially for migrants. Similarly, access to land 
through customary land tenure was considered 
to be less adequate for migrants for obvious 
shortcomings such as: Insecurity of tenure, 
incessant rancour and litigation, fraudulent land 
sales, marginalization of non-land holding family 
members, among others. 
 
Land accessibility in Ogun State as in other parts 
of Nigeria is governed by the Land Use Act 1978 
and 1999 constitution. The land law according to 
Bello [9] guaranteed equal access to land for all 
Nigerians irrespective of the tribe, religion, 
occupation, level of education, political affinity 
and gender. However, in practice, accessibility to 
land is not only determined by law but also by the 
socio-economic characteristics of the applicant. 
Also, this law (Land Use Act 1978 and the 1999 
constitution) does not make provision for 
ownership of land by persons who are migrants. 
In this wise, this paper sets to focus on migrants 
who are one of the vulnerable groups in the 
study area. 
 
According to Habitat [10], access to land and 
security of tenure are strategic prerequisites for 
the progressive integration of the rural poor and 
the development of human settlements. 
Increased land access will help to reverse three 
types of phenomena: gender discrimination; 
social exclusion of vulnerable groups (especially 
migrants); and wider social and economic 
inequalities linked to inequitable and insecure 
rights to land. 
 
In Ogun State, the activities of migrants involve 
small scale enterprise which is self-help in 
nature. The activities include settlements, retail 
trading, farming, among others. The activities are 
generally land dependent, and land is obviously 
outside the reach of the migrants. The available 
land is not affordable; the affordable ones are not 
easily accessible while the accessible ones are 
not secured. This has a greater influence on the 
size of land, method of access and duration of 
usage of land by migrants [3]. Migrants, who are 
one of the poorest, most marginalized and 
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vulnerable groups due to the insecure tenure 
right, are voiceless and lack the confidence to 
express their right because land law does not 
favour them (Agwu et al. 2010). Hence lack of 
access to land is a major threat to shelter, food 
security, employment and income [11,12]. The 
nature of land right by migrants in the country is 
seen as grossly responsible for the inaccessibility 
to land. It is against this background that the 
paper examines land accessibility characteristics 
of migrants in informal sector of Yewa North 
Local Government Area of Ogun State, Nigeria. 
 
1.1 Statement of Problem 
 
Previous research efforts on land accessibility in 
developing countries have been concentrated on 
urban centre [6,13]. Studies on migrants and 
land accessibility especially in rural settlements 
of Yewa North Local Government Area of Ogun 
State, Nigeria has not been empirically 
documented and verified. Also, there is no formal 
way of accessing land in the study area by 
migrants. There is therefore the need to 
recognise the activities of migrants in the study 
area in order to formulate policy development 
which can be useful in rural land use planning. It 
will also be useful in the land administration 
process by incorporating the socio-economic 
characteristics of migrants in the study area. 
 
In the light of the foregoing, the study will provide 
answer to the following questions: 
 

i. Who are the migrants in the study area? 
ii. What are the prevailing land tenure 

systems in the study area? 
iii. What are the methods of accessing land 

by migrants in the study area? 
iv. What is the size and duration of land 

usage by migrants? 
v. What are the challenges to land 

accessibility by migrants? 
 
Specific objectives were to: 
 

i. Identify and examine the socio-economic 
characteristics of migrants in the study 
area;  

ii. Examine the characteristics of land tenure 
types in the study area; 

iii. Assess the method of land accessibility by 
migrants in the study area; 

iv. Determine the size and duration of land 
usage by migrants; and 

v. Identify and examine the challenges to 
land accessibility. 

1.2 Hypothesis 
 
The hypothesis that there is no significant 
difference in the different challenges to land 
accessibility among migrants in the study area 
will be tested in this study. 
 

1.3 The Study Area 
 
The study was carried out in Yewa North Local 
Government Area of Ogun State, Nigeria. The 
area was formally called Egbado North Local 
Government Area (LGA). The LGA has its 
headquarters in Ayetoro located on latitude 
7°15 ’N and longitude 3°3’E in the deciduous 
derived savannah zone of Ogun State [14].   
Yewa North Local Government is one of the 
twenty local government areas in Ogun State 
and of these, it has the largest expanse of land 
with a size of 2,043.60 square hectares [15]. It 
has a population of 181,826 (2006 census) and 
is bounded in the west by Republic of Benin, in 
the south by Yewa South Local Government 
Area and in the north by Imeko/Afon Local 
Government Area. Yewa North LGA is one of the 
LGAs that have made Ogun State to be called 
‘gateway’ to Nigeria from other coastal West 
African countries like Benin, Togo Republic, 
Ghana, Sierra Leone and Liberia. Residents in 
this local government area are called Yewas 
(after the name of Yewa River) and Ketus, a clan 
of the Yoruba people, which inhabited the 
eastern area of Ogun West Senatorial District, 
Ogun State. One of the peculiarities of the local 
government is the ability to attract migrants from 
West Africa and people from other Nigerian 
ethnic groups who find it conducive to live and 
invest in the study area. Most of these migrants 
are migrants from other parts of Nigeria, Benin 
(Jugu, Tankita, Egun, Bariba, Somba, Pirapira, 
Fon etc.), Togo (Mina, Ewe, Dagomba, Kotokoli, 
Mossi, Aja etc.) Ghana (Akan, Mole-Dagbani, 
Ewe, Ga-Adangbe, Guan), Niger. Important 
settlements in the local government include 
Pedepo, Abule idi, Ago Jehovah, Joga Orile, 
Saala Orile, Owode Ketu, Igbogila, Igan Okoto, 
etc. The major occupation of the people in these 
settlements is farming. The major crops grown 
include yam, tomato, beans, pepper, maize, 
vegetables, cassava, among others. Dominant 
activities in these areas are trading, farming and 
illegal business (like smuggling of rice, used 
tyres, cloths, shoes, jewelries, tinned tomatoes, 
alcoholic drinks and automobiles among others). 
The predominant activities in the study area have 
informed migrants’ dependence on land for 
shelter, income generation, trading, among 
others.
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Fig. 1. Location of the study area 
Source: Adapted and modified from administrative map of Ogun State 
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Table 1. Distribution of settlements into categorie s; number of selected settlements and 
number of migrants houses selected 

 
LGA Villages 

category  
Identified rural 
border 
settlements 

No.  of 
settlements  

No.  of 
settlements 
to be 
sampled 

Number of 
selected 
settlements  

Migrants’ 
buildings in 
the  selected  
settlements 

Sample 
size 
(50%) 

Yewa 
North 

Small 
villages 

Pedepo, Ohunbe, 
Igbeme, Ojumo 

4 1 Pedepo 156 78 

Hamlets Gbokoto, Abepe, 
Obelle, Ibayun, 
Ijoko, Amiju 

6 2 Gbokoto, 
Ijoko 

143 72 

Huts Abule Idi, Arete, 
Ago Ajeri, Ologori 

4 1 Abule Idi 22 11 

  Total Settlements 14 4  321 161 
Source: Author Field Survey, (2016) 

Note: Number of migrants’ house was obtained from actual counts of houses in the selected settlements.            
Also, the identified buildings were the total number of building occupied by migrants in each of the selected 

settlements 
 

2. METHODOLOGY 
 
Multistage sampling techniques were employed 
in this study. The reason for using this method is 
because of the importance of giving each 
element in the study area an equal opportunity of 
being selected for the sample. First stage 
involved purposive selection of settlements with 
clustering of migrants in Yewa North Local 
Government Area. The identified settlements 
were those that fall within 15 km from the 
international boundary line [16]. These 
settlements were thereafter stratified into small 
villages, hamlets and huts, based on their sizes. 
The areas regarded as small villages were 
settlements with more than 100 buildings. The 
hamlets were those with 51 to 100 buildings, 
while huts were settlements with less than 50 
building. This grouping was adopted from UN-
Habitat Global Report on Human Settlements 
[17] (see Table 1 above). The Second stage was 
the random selection of one out of every four 
villages (25%) in each of the settlement stratum. 
The settlements selected were 4 settlements. 
The final stage was the selection of migrants to 
be sampled through systematic sampling 
technique from each of the classified 
settlements. Pilot survey revealed that there 
were 321 migrants’ buildings in the 4 
settlements. A questionnaire was administered 
on a migrant household head in one of every two 
buildings selected. Thus, a total of 161 migrant 
household heads were surveyed in the study 
area. The sampled respondents were migrants 
from other countries in West Africa that go back 
to their country occasionally (e.g Benin Republic, 
Togo, Ghana) and internal migrants (Nigeria 
migrants that were not from the study area). 

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
The generated field data were analyzed using 
frequency distribution, percentages, tables, and 
multiple regression. 
 

3.1 Socio-economic Characteristics 
 
Table 2 shows that majority of the migrants 
(73.3%) were within the age bracket of 31 – 60 
years and the mean age was 40.5 years. The 
percentage of male migrants and female 
migrants were 65.2% and 34.8% respectively. 
This implies that there were more male migrants 
than female migrants in the study area. The 
result showed that majority (69.6%) of the 
respondents were married; 62.7% of them were 
into farming and 52.2% had one form of 
education or the other. The table also revealed 
that 81.4%, 5.0%, 7.5% and 6.2% of the 
respondents were from Benin Republic, Togo, 
Ghana and Nigeria respectively. About 69.6% of 
the migrants earned between N18,000 and 
N55,000 per month while the average monthly 
income was N28,515.52. 
 

3.2 Land Tenure Characteristics  
 

Table 3 shows the nature of land tenure system 
across the identified settlements: small village 
(Pedepo), Hamlets (Gbokoto and Ijoko) and Hut 
(Abule Idi). Land tenure system in the small 
village (Pedepo) was predominantly through 
leasehold system (76.9%). About 11.5% of the 
respondents indicated communal land tenure 
system, while 6.4% and 5.1% indicated other 
land tenure systems and freehold system. This 
implies that land tenure system by migrants was 
through leasehold system. Most migrants were 
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seen as strangers; hence private land ownership 
does not favour them. In the hamlet category, 
land tenure system was through leasehold 
(38.9%) and freehold (37.5%). This showed that 
land can still be held for a considerable number 
of years, especially when some conditions are 
met by migrants. About 23.6% of the 
respondents practice communal system. 
However, in the hut settlement, communal 
system (54.5%) was the predominant land tenure 
system practiced by migrants. About 27.3% 
practises freehold system while 18.2% practises 
leasehold system. It can be deduced that 
communal land tenure system was common in 
hut settlement. 
 

Table 2. Socioeconomic characteristics of the 
respondents 

 

Variables  Frequency  Percentage  
Age   
0 – 30 36 22.4 
31 – 60 118 73.3 
Above 60 7 4.3 
Mean age 40.5 years   
Male 105 65.2 
Female 56 34.8 
Marital status    
Single 19 11.8 
Married 112 69.6 
Separated 20 12.4 
Widow/widower 10 6.2 
Occupation    
Unemployed 4 2.5 
Farming 101 62.7 
Trading 32 19.9 
Self employed 24 14.9 
Educational 
qualification  

  

No formal 
education 

77 47.8 

Primary school 60 37.3 
Secondary 
school 

21 13.0 

Tertiary 3 1.9 
Nationality    
Benin republic 131 81.4 
Togo  8 5.0 
Ghana 12 7.5 
Nigeria  10 6.2 
Monthly Income    
Below 18000 44 27.3 
18001 – 55000 112 69.6 
55001 – 74000 4 2.5 
Above 74001 1 0.6 
Mean monthly 
income 

28,515.52  

Source: Author fieldwork (2016) 

General summary across the settlements shows 
that common/ predominant land tenure system 
was through leasehold system (55.9%), followed 
by freehold system (21.1%), communal system 
(19.9%) while others that were unidentified were 
accounted for 3.1%. This implied that leasehold 
system was generally practised in the study   
area. This type of system cannot encourage 
private land ownership and long term investment. 
This finding is in consonance with Chileshe          
[18]. 
 
Table 4 shows the pattern of land ownership in 
the study area. The findings confirmed that 
51.6% of the land was owned by families, 41% 
by communities while 6.8% and 0.6% were 
owned by individual and government (LGA) 
respectively. This implies that most of the lands 
which migrants occupied were family and 
community owned across the study area. 
However, this may likely influence the method of 
land accessibility as most of the lands were not 
controlled by government.  
 
Table 5 shows that 95.7% of the migrants went 
through intermediary before they could access 
land while 4.3% did not go through any 
intermediary. Those who did not go through any 
intermediary may be illegal occupants, squatters 
among others. They occupy the land without 
notifying the land owners. However, majority of 
the migrants went through an intermediary before 
they could access land in the study area. 
Furthermore, findings from Table 5 showed who 
the migrants went through before they accessed 
the land. These include land owners (35.1%), 
family members (74%), village head (Baale) 
(61%), friends (44.8%), village chiefs (33.1%), 
and others (20.8%). It can be observed from the 
table that majority of the migrants went through 
family members before they accessed the land. 
This is attributed to the form of land ownership 
which prevailed in the study area as revealed in 
Table 4. 
 
Different patterns of land ownership in the study 
area have not only given rise to different 
methods of accessing land by migrants, they 
have also resulted to difficulties of occupying 
land among migrants. Table 6 examined 
migrants’ methods of accessing land in the study 
area. The table revealed that 15.5% accessed 
land through inheritance, 6.8% by gift, 6.4% by 
purchase, 3.6% by share cropping, 17.7% by 
leasing, 13.2% by community allocation, 27.3% 
by rent and 9.5% by other means in the small 
village. Also in the hamlet, 4.3% accessed land 
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through inheritance, 1.4% by gift, 11.1% by 
purchase, 7.7% by share cropping, 19.7% by 
leasing, 13% by community allocation, 25.5% by 
rent, 17.3% by other means, while 6.5% 
accessed land through inheritance and gift 
respectively, 9.7% through purchase and share 
cropping, 19.4% by leasing, 6.5% by community 
allocation, 32.3% by rent and 9.7% by other 
means. It can be deduced that land accessed 
through leasing and rent was the common 
means of accessing land in the study area. This 
finding generally agreed with Velez Guerra [19] 
who identified different mode of land 
accessibility. The study further concluded that 
land was accessed in an informal way in the 
study area. In order words, it was not recognised 
by government. 

Table 7 shows that 97.4%, 95.9% and 90.9% of 
the migrants have farm size (ha) of less than 
1.9ha in small village, hamlets, and huts 
settlements respectively while 2.6% in small 
villages, 4.2% in hamlet and 9.1% in hut 
represented small proportion of the migrants that 
have farm size of above 2.0 ha in the study area. 
This implies that majority of the migrants’ are 
small scale land holders. It could be attributed to 
the land tenure system in the study area. Also 
the farm sizes could be due to the financial 
constraint which makes purchase or rent of land 
difficult in the study area. The use of chi-square 
test to know whether there is significant 
relationship between farm size across the village 
categories shows that there is significant 
relationship between the size of farm owned by

 
Table 3. Land tenure system in the study area 

 
Land tenure system  Village category  Total  

Small villages  Hamlets  Huts  
Communal 9(11.5%) 17(23.6%) 6(54.5%) 32(19.9%) 
Freehold 4(5.1%) 27(37.5%) 3(27.3%) 34(21.1%) 
Leasehold/tenant 60(76.9%) 28(38.9%) 2(18.2%) 90(55.9%) 
Other 5(6.4%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 5(3.1%) 
Total 78(100%) 72(100%) 11(100%) 161(100%) 

Source: Authors’ Fieldwork 2016 
 

Table 4. Land ownership in rural border settlements  
 

Land ownership  Village category  Total  
Small villages  Hamlets  Huts  

Family 50(64.1%) 29(40.3%) 4(36.4%) 83(51.6%) 
Community 22(28.2%) 39(54.2%) 5(45.5%) 66(41.0%) 
Individual 6(7.7%) 3(4.2%) 2(18.2%) 11(6.8%) 
Government 0(0.0%) 1(1.4%) 0(0.0%) 1(0.6%) 
Total 78(100%) 72(100%) 11(100%) 161(100%) 

Source: Authors’ Fieldwork 2016 
 

Table 5. Involvement of intermediary for land acces s 
 

Did you go through an intermediary 
when you wanted to access the land 

Village category  Total  
Small villages  Hamlets  Huts  

No 4(2.5%) 3(1.9%) 0(0.0%) 7(4.3%) 
Yes 74(46.0%) 69(42.9%) 11(6.8%) 154(95.7%) 
Intermediary  Village category  Total  

Small villages  Hamlets  Huts  
Land Owner 26(16.9%) 25(16.2%) 3(1.9%) 54(35.1%) 
family member 57 (37%) 52(33.8%) 5(3.2%) 114(74%) 
Village Head (Baale) 53(34.4%) 33(21.4%) 8(5.2%) 94(61%) 
Friends 27(17.5%) 39(25.3%) 3(1.9%) 69(44.8%) 
Village chiefs 18(11.7%) 30(19.5%) 3(1.9%) 51(33.1%) 
Others Specify 19(12.3%) 13(8.4%) 0(0.0%) 32(20.8%) 

Note: *Higher than the total survey because of multiple responses 
Source: Authors’ Fieldwork 2016 

 



 
 
 
 

Oladehinde et al.; ARJASS, 2(1): 1-12, 2017; Article no.ARJASS.30086 
 
 

 
8 
 

Table 6. Migrants methods of accessing land in the study area  
 

Mode of accessing land  Village category  Total  Percent of 
cases Small villages  Hamlets  Huts  

Access through inheritance 34(15.5%) 9(4.3%) 2(6.5%) 45(9.8%) 28.0% 
Access through gift 15(6.8%) 3(1.4%) 2(6.5%) 20(4.4%) 12.4% 
Access through purchase 14(6.4%) 23(11.1%) 3(9.7%) 40(8.7%) 24.8% 
Access through share 
cropping 

8(3.6%) 16(7.7%) 3(9.7%) 27(5.9%) 16.8% 

Access through leasing 39(17.7%) 41(19.7%) 6(19.4%) 86(18.7%) 53.4% 
Access through 
Community allocation 

29(13.2%) 27(13.0%) 2(6.5%) 58(12.6%) 36.0% 

Access through rent 60(27.3%) 53(25.5%) 10(32.3%) 123(26.8%) 76.4% 
Access through others, 
Specify 

21(9.5%) 36(17.3%) 3(9.7%) 60(13.1%) 37.3% 

Total 220(47.9%) 208(45.3%) 31(6.8%) 459(100%) 285.1% 
Note: *Higher than the total survey because of multiple responses 

Source: Authors’ Fieldwork 2016 
 

Table 7. Farm size and duration of land usage 
 

Farm size 
(ha) 

Village category  Total  Chi-
square 
(χχχχ2) 

P-value  
Small villages  Hamlets  Huts  

below 1ha 34(43.6%) 39(54.2%) 10(90.9%) 83(51.6%)   
1 – 1.9 ha 42(53.8%) 30(41.7%) 0(0%) 72(44.7%)   
2 – 2.9 ha 2(2.6%) 3(4.2%) 0(0%) 5(3.1%) 25.194 0.000 
above 3 ha 0(0.0%) 0(0%) 1(9.1%) 1(0.6%)   
Total 78(100%) 72(100%) 11(100%) 161(100%)   
Duration of land usage    
below 1 yrs 9(11.5%) 9(12.5%) 0(0%) 18(11.2%)   
2 - 3 yrs 59(75.6%) 51(70.8%) 8(72.7%) 118(73.3%)   
4 - 5 yrs 8(10.3%) 6(8.3%) 2(18.2%) 16(9.9%) 6.329 0.610 
6 - 7 yrs 1(1.3%) 3(4.2%) 0(0%) 4(2.5%)   
above 8 yrs 1(1.3%) 3(4.2%) 1(9.1%) 5(3.1%)   
Total 78(100%) 72(100%) 11(100%) 161(100%)   

Source: Authors’ Fieldwork 2016 
 

the migrants across the village categories (χ2 = 
25.194, p-value = 0.000). This shows that size of 
farm which migrants have access to varies with 
increase in number of farm size across the 
settlements. The table also shows that 84.5% of 
the migrants’ duration of land usage was below 3 
years while 15.5% of the migrants’ duration of 
usage was above 4 years. Further analysis 
across the settlement shows that 87.1%, 83.3% 
and 72.7% of the migrants’ duration of land 
usage was below 3 years in small village, 
hamlets and hut settlement respectively. This 
can be attributed to different modes of accessing 
the land in the study area (i.e. purchase, rent, 
lease, inheritance among others). The study 
supports the assertion of Chup, [20] and                
Ghebru et al, [21]. The use of chi – square                   
test shows that there is no significant      
relationship between the duration of land usage 
across the village categories (χ2 = 6.329; p-value 
0.610). 

Table 8 reveals that high cost of land (20.7%), 
inability to transfer land (33%), difficulty                 
in land transaction (20.9%) and insecure                
tenure (18.4%) were the major challenges                  
to land accessibility among migrants in               
the study area. It therefore implied that               
land may be available and usable for different 
purposes but high cost of land, tenure insecurity, 
difficulty in land transaction and transferability 
constrain make migrants unable to access                 
land in the study area. This is not farfetched    
from the study of Bello [22] and Boonyabancha 
[23]. 
 
3.3 Hypothesis Testing 
 
The hypothesis that there was no significant 
difference in the different challenges to land 
accessibility among migrants in the study area 
was tested using ANOVA and Stepwise 
regression.  
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Table 9 reveals the model summary of 
dependent variable regressed against predictors/ 
independent variables (i.e. high cost of land; non-
availability of land; inability to use land; inability 
to transfer land; difficulty in land transaction and 
insecure tenure). The model showed that out of 
six possible challenges that can influence 
migrants’ land accessibility in the study area, 
only four challenges were identified to have a 
significant influence on migrants’ land 
accessibility in the study area. These challenges 
include high cost of land (15.5%), insecure 
tenure (11.9%), difficulty in land transaction 
(3.2%) and inability to transfer land among 
migrants (2.8%). The model output together 
explains 33.4% (R2 = 0.334) of the variance in 
the ratings of all the predictors together as major 
challenges of land accessibility while the 
correlation coefficient between the variables 
(independent and dependent variables) was 
0.578 which was high significant at 0.05 
confidence level. The model also revealed that 
non-availability of land and inability to use land 
were excluded in the model output. This implied 

that they do not contribute significantly as part of 
the challenges to the model. This is in 
consonance with Odudu [13] and Baachachan 
[23]. 
 
Furthermore, ANOVA test in Table 10 was also 
used to know whether there is significant 
variation in the regression analysis. The table 
shows that F = 29.1 (1st stage); 29.8 (2nd 
stage); 23.0 (3rd stage); 19.5 (4th stage), are 
significant at 95% (p = 0.05) confidence level. It 
can be deduced from the ANOVA table that all 
the identified predictors in the model are 
significant. 
 
Table 11 shows the coefficient of regression 
analysis for the aggregated land accessibility 
challenges. The table shows coefficients from 1st 
stage to 4th stage of the stepwise regression 
analysis. The table reveals the standardized beta 
coefficient in stage one (high cost of land as 
0.394); stage two (high cost of land as 0.372, 
insecure tenure as 0.346); stage three (high cost 
of land as 0.425, insecure tenure as 0.369, 

 
Table 8. Challenges to land accessibility 

 
Challenges to land accessibility Responses Percent of cases 

N Percent 
High cost of land 74 20.7% 55.2% 
Non-availability of land 6 1.7% 4.5% 
Inability to use land 19 5.3% 14.2% 
Inability to transfer land 118 33.0% 88.1% 
Difficulty in land transaction 75 20.9% 56.0% 
Insecure tenure 66 18.4% 49.3% 
Total 358 100.0% 267.2% 

Note: *Higher than the total survey because of multiple responses 
Source: Authors’ Fieldwork 2016 

 
Table 9. Model summary e 

 
Model R R 

square 
adjusted r 
square 

Std. error 
of the 
estimate 

Change statistics  
R square 
change 

F  
change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 
change 

1 .394a .155 .150 19.53341 .155 29.186 1 159 .000 
2 .524b .274 .265 18.16260 .119 25.907 1 158 .000 
3 .553c .306 .293 17.81587 .032 7.210 1 157 .008 
4 .578d .334 .317 17.51060 .028 6.522 1 156 .012 
a. Predictors: (constant), high cost of land 
b. Predictors: (constant), high cost of land, insecure tenure 
c. Predictors: (constant), high cost of land, insecure tenure, difficulty in land transaction 
d. Predictors: (constant), high cost of land, insecure tenure, difficulty in land transaction, inability to 
transfer land 
e. Dependent variable: accessibility 

Source: Authors’ Fieldwork 2016 
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Table 10. ANOVA test a 

 
Model  Sum of squares  Df Mean square  F Sig.  
1 Regression 11135.910 1 11135.910 29.186 .000b 

Residual 60667.084 159 381.554   
Total 71802.994 160    

2 Regression 19681.957 2 9840.978 29.832 .000c 
Residual 52121.037 158 329.880   
Total 71802.994 160    

3 Regression 21970.368 3 7323.456 23.073 .000d 
Residual 49832.626 157 317.405   
Total 71802.994 160    

4 Regression 23970.126 4 5992.532 19.544 .000e 
Residual 47832.867 156 306.621   
Total 71802.994 160    

a. Dependent variable: accessibility 
b. Predictors: (constant), high cost of land 
c. Predictors: (constant), high cost of land, insecure tenure 
d. Predictors: (constant), high cost of land, insecure tenure, difficulty in land transaction 
e. Predictors: (constant), high cost of land, insecure tenure, difficulty in land transaction, inability to 
transfer land 

 
Table 11. Coefficients of regression a 

 
Model  Unstandardized 

coefficients 
Standardized 
coefficients 

t Sig.  Collinearity 
statistics 

B Std. 
error 

Beta  Tolerance  VIF 

1 (Constant) 86.967 4.882  17.815 .000   
high cost of land 7.082 1.311 .394 5.402 .000 1.000 1.000 

2 (Constant) 64.743 6.298  10.279 .000   
high cost of land 6.693 1.221 .372 5.481 .000 .996 1.004 
insecure tenure 6.450 1.267 .346 5.090 .000 .996 1.004 

3 (Constant) 46.798 9.101  5.142 .000   
high cost of land 7.635 1.248 .425 6.117 .000 .917 1.090 
insecure tenure 6.886 1.254 .369 5.493 .000 .979 1.021 
difficulty in land 
transaction 

3.454 1.286 .188 2.685 .008 .903 1.108 

4 (Constant) 27.844 11.623  2.395 .018   
high cost of land 7.999 1.235 .445 6.477 .000 .905 1.105 
insecure tenure 6.430 1.245 .345 5.164 .000 .959 1.042 
difficulty in land 
transaction 

4.134 1.292 .225 3.199 .002 .864 1.157 

inability to 
transfer land 

4.420 1.731 .173 2.554 .012 .929 1.077 

a. Dependent Variable: accessibility 
Source: Authors’ Fieldwork 2016 

 
difficulty in land transaction as 0.188); and stage 
four (high cost of land as 0.445, insecure tenure 
as 0.345, difficulty in land transaction as 0.225, 
inability to transfer land as 0.173). The significant 
values for each of the stages were less than 
0.05. Also, the tolerance value of collinearity 
statistics shows a strong regression as the 
values were above 0.8. 

From the result, it can be inferred that high cost 
of land, insecure tenure, difficulty in land 
transaction, and inability to transfer land among 
migrants were major challenges which influence 
migrants land accessibility in the study area while 
non-availability of land and inability to use land 
were not identified as challenges in the stepwise 
regression model.  
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Generally, high cost of land showed the highest 
challenges in stage four (0.445), followed in 
succession by insecure tenure, difficulty in land 
transaction and inability to transfer land. The 
model can therefore be used to predict land 
accessibility among migrants in Yewa North 
Local Government Area (study area) based on 
the problems of affordability such as cost of 
annual rent, cost of purchase among others. As 
earlier noted, the removal of non-availability of 
land and inability to use land as a challenge 
shows that land is available and it is also usable; 
but it is not easily accessible based on the cost 
attached to the land and other challenges 
identified earlier. However, government is not 
involved in the official allocation of lands to 
migrants (non-indigenes) in the study area. The 
finding agrees with Omirin [6], Reuther and 
Dewar [24], Odudu [13]. 
 
4. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDA-

TION 
 
The study has examined land accessibility 
characteristics among migrants in Yewa North 
Local Government Area of Ogun State. The 
study revealed that land is available in the study 
area, and the available lands are usable. But the 
major challenges faced by migrants include high 
cost of land, insecure tenure, inability to transfer 
land and difficulty in land transaction. These 
challenges prompted migrants to resort to 
marginal land or occupy land informally. It also 
makes migrants to access small size of land with 
high cost and within short period of time. The 
study also shows that land tenure system was 
through leasehold system, as most of the lands 
were owned by families and communities. The 
study further concluded that the size of land 
accessed and the duration of land usage is a 
function of method of accessing land in the study 
area. 
 
There is a need to solve this problem related to 
land accessibility among migrants by bringing  
migrants together as a group and giving support 
to them, both technically and financially, in order 
to ease the process in line with current realities in 
the study area. There is also the need to revisit 
the Land Use Act 1978 which regulates land 
activities by putting into consideration migrants. 
This will facilitate land accessibility among 
migrants. Campaigns should be intensified on 
areas of opportunity in land distribution and               
land management in the study area. Such 
campaign should be targeted toward migrants 
associations. 
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