
1 

 

Agricultural Investors as Development Actors (AIDA)? 
 

A collaborative research programme prepared by 

 

Danish Institute for International Studies (DIIS), Denmark 

 

in collaboration with 

 

� College of Agricultural and Environmental Sciences, Department of Agribusiness and Natural 

Resource Economics, Makerere University, Uganda 

� Department of Agricultural Economics & Agribusiness, Sokoine University of Agriculture, 

Tanzania, and 

� Department of Geosciences and Natural Resource Management, University of Copenhagen, 

Denmark 

 

Contact person: Helle Munk Ravnborg, Danish Institute for International Studies, hmr@diis.dk 

Programme period: March 1, 2016 – February 28, 2021 

Funded through a grant from Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark through the Consultative 

Research Committee for Development Research. 

 

 

1. Project summary 

 

Like agricultural investors from other non-African countries, Danish farmers and institutional 

investors are increasingly attracted by the invitations extended by African governments to 

invest in agriculture as well as by the encouragement they receive to do so, e.g. from the 

Danish government. The range of potential development outcomes at national as well as at 

local livelihood level from such investments is wide. Thus, international organisations like the 

UN are striving to develop an institutional framework for governing such global, private 

investment flows in order to enhance development outcomes and safeguard human rights. The 

Principles for Responsible Investment in Agriculture and Food Systems (CFS-RAI) are the latest 

addition to this framework. 

 

 Tanzania and Uganda are among the countries that have generated interest among Danish 

agricultural investors. At the same time, the two countries pursue different strategies to attract 

foreign agricultural investments. Through a multi-layered case study approach, this project 

aims to enhance positive and safeguard against negative development outcomes from the 

growing involvement of foreign investors and investments in agricultural production in sub-

Saharan Africa. Taking Danish agricultural investors as a case of foreign agricultural investors, 

the project explores the expectations, e.g. economic, societal, etc., that motivate investment 

decisions and the attention paid to emerging rights-based investment governance principles. 

Taking the location of Danish agricultural investments in Tanzania and Uganda as the 

geographical starting point, the project examines the development outcomes at sub-national 

level of foreign agricultural investments for people living in and using land in their vicinity. 

Informed by literature, and drawing on the specific research competences held by the research 

team, the project will in particular focus upon development outcomes with respect to 

employment, land tenure security and water security. 
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2. Background (For rationale for the selection of partner countries, please see Section 4) 

 

New actors and new partnerships. In many ways, the recent booms in global food prices mark 

the end to several decades ignoring the importance of agriculture for poverty reduction, 

regional and global food security, and economic development in sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) (e.g. 

Deininger, 2011; Robertson & Pinstrup-Andersen, 2010). The sustained high food price levels, and 

prospects of growing demands for food and biomaterial over the coming decades have 

stimulated not only growing land investments, but also new alliances, public-private partner-

ships (PPP) and investment funds designed to attract and facilitate such private-sector invest-

ment in African agriculture (e.g. Cotula, 2012; HLPE, 2011; Kaag & Zoomers, 2014; Margulis et al., 2013). 

These include the Grow Africa partnership, and the New Alliance on Food Security & Nutrition. 

The newly launched Danish Agribusiness Fund (DAF) adds itself to this list of partnerships. 

 

 Expectations are high among proponents of such new partnerships. In addition to providing 

attractive business opportunities for companies and institutional investors, the anticipation is 

that such new partnerships and the investments they forge, will catalyse economic activity in 

SSA, and that this will generate employment, enhance food security, generate public revenues, 

and, through sourcing of local products and services, contract farming arrangements and 

improved infrastructure, improve economic opportunities for smallholder farmers, and thus 

ultimately contribute to reduce poverty (e.g. Deininger, 2011, Grow Africa Secretariat, 2014; Oya, 2012; 

World Bank, 2014). Yet, this new wave of investments in African agriculture, and in farm land in 

particular, has also been met with concerns and outright contestation based on fears of a neo-

colonial land grab, threatening to undermine the livelihoods of people in SSA and beyond (e.g. 

Borras et al., 2011; Cotula et al., 2009; de Schutter, 2011a; GRAIN, 2008; von Braun & Meinzen-Dick, 2009). This 

project (AIDA) is anchored in a recognition of this wide range of development outcomes 

(positive as well as negative) and of the avenues through which such outcomes are shaped.  

 

 Emerging global framework for the governance of agricultural investments. In response to 

such hopes and fears as well as growing concerns with the limitations of national governments 

and voluntary CSR-inspired (corporate social responsibility) initiatives such as the UN Global 

Compact (Blowfield & Dolan, 2014; German, 2014; Social Watch Report 2014) and the G8-initiated 

Principles for Responsible Agricultural Investments (PRAI), as well as constantly evolving 

standards and certification schemes to govern global investment flows into agriculture (e.g. 

Fortin & Richardson, 2013; Ponte et al., 2011; Ponte & Daugbjerg, 2015), efforts are being made to develop 

new sets of rights-based and broadly consulted global governance instruments (e.g. Margulis et 

al., 2013; McKeon, 2015). These include the UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights 

(UNGP) endorsed by the UN Human Rights Council in 2011, and the Voluntary Guidelines on 

Tenure (VGGT) and the Principles for Responsible Investment in Agriculture and Food Systems 

(CFS-RAI), both endorsed by the Committee on World Food Security (CFS), respectively in 

2012 and 2014. Common to these new governance instruments is that they are flow-centred, 

targeting flows of capital, goods and resources, rather than territorial (Margulis et al., 2013; Sikor et 

al., 2013). Given their recent nature, limited evidence exists on their role and effectiveness in 

shaping agricultural investments, directly or mediated through the national terrains of policy 

making and implementation and wider social action (Borras et al., 2013; German, 2014; Margulis et al., 

2013; McKeon, 2015). AIDA will contribute to document this role and build such understanding. 

 

 A focus upon foreign agricultural investors. As a further response to the concerns associated 

with the new wave of investments in agriculture and farm land, an impressive body of 

literature has burgeoned. This literature has provided a still more nuanced and empirically 

grounded picture of the scale and character of the land deals taking place (e.g. Anseeuw et al., 

2012; 2013; Borras et al., 2011; Cotula et al., 2014; Kaag & Zoomers, 2014; Wolford et al., 2013). Among other 

features, the role of domestic economic and political elites in the land transactions has been 

increasingly highlighted, not only as intermediaries, but also as partners and investors (e.g. 
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Cotula et al., 2014; Hall, 2011; HLPE, 2011; Peters, 2013). While acknowledging the importance of such 

‘new-wave’ domestic agricultural investors, AIDA focusses upon foreign agricultural investors 

ranging from individual private investors to large corporate and institutional investors, whose 

investments, irrespective of scale and partnership with domestic investors, involve the 

acquirement of land use rights, e.g. through ownership or lease, for agricultural production. 

 

 Exploring the development outcomes on local livelihoods in a sub-national context. 

Following on from this burgeoning literature which Edelman and colleagues (2013) refer to as 

the initial sense-making and stocktaking, there is now a move in the literature towards a wider 

exploration of the ramifications of this growing flow of transnational investments into land and 

agricultural production in SSA and beyond, and towards a more rigorous examination of its 

consequences for local livelihoods which currently is found to be patchy (e.g. Cotula et al., 2014; 

Deininger & Byerlee, 2012; Edelman et al., 2013). In order to fill this gap, calls are made for research to 

adopt a strong focus on the differentiated outcomes for different segments of local populations, 

and to move from a focus on single-investment case studies, to examine the cumulative 

outcomes of (foreign) agricultural investments and associated land deals in a broader sub-

national context, e.g. in a district. 

 

 In addition to the immediate – and often negative – outcomes in terms of loss of access to 

land for people who used to live on, cultivate or hold e.g. grazing rights to land now acquired 

by an investor, the emerging literature on the development outcomes of foreign agricultural 

investments on local livelihoods points to a wide range of impacts such as employment and 

changing labour markets, economic opportunities for smallholders operating in the vicinity of 

and sometimes under contracts with foreign agricultural investors, land tenure, and water 

availability and quality (e.g. Cotula et al., 2014; de Schutter, 2011b; Edelman et al., 2013; FAO, 2013; 

Woodhouse, 2012; World Bank, 2014). Informed by this literature, and drawing on the specific 

research competences held by the AIDA researchers (Appendix B), AIDA will primarily focus upon 

development outcomes with respect to employment, land tenure security and water security.  

 

 Employment. To a ‘young’ continent like Africa, employment generation is evidently 

important and tends to be the most frequently cited societal benefit arising from the agricul-

tural investments (World Bank, 2014). In addition to the sheer volume of direct employment 

generated both during establishment and as investments mature, ranging from one job per 17 

to 100 hectares, depending on the crop and degree of maturity (e.g. Cotula et al., 2014; Deininger et 

al., 2011; Li, 2011; Schoneveld et al., 2011; World Bank, 2014), the growing body of literature particularly 

on large-scale agricultural investments points to a number of other features. These include the 

employment foregone or displaced by the investment; the quality of the employment, i.e. its 

stability, salary and working conditions; and recruitment practices and the resulting socio-

economic composition of the workforce (e.g. Assefa & Gibbon, forthcoming; Cramer et al., 2008; Hall, 2011; 
Hall & Osorio, 2014; Li, 2011; Locher & Sulle, 2014; Oya, 2013; Peters, 2013; Schoneveld et al., 2011; Smalley, 

2013; Tyler & Dixie, 2013). In this respect, studies highlight that those who benefit from 

employment generated by agro-investments often are different from those bearing the costs  

(e.g. Schoneveld et al., 2011; Smalley, 2013; Sulle et al., 2014; World Bank, 2014). Even higher expectations 

are raised with respect to indirect employment benefits from agro-investments, e.g. through 

improved market conditions for surrounding smallholders through contract farming 

arrangements or, even more indirectly, through improved infrastructure and access to 

technology which often are associated with agro-investments (e.g. de Schutter 2011b; Oya, 2012; 

Smalley, 2013; Vermeulen & Cotula, 2010; World Bank, 2014).  

 

 While empirically-based knowledge on aggregate direct employment impacts is taking 

shape, our understanding of disaggregated employment impacts of agricultural investments is 

still sporadic (e.g. Cotula et al., 2014; Oya, 2013; Smalley, 2013). AIDA will contribute to fill this gap.  
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 Land tenure security. Tenure security is vital for land users, be they foreign agricultural 

investors (World Bank, 2014) or smallholders (WDR, 2008), both because it contributes to their 

overall well-being (de Schutter, 2011a) and because it influences decisions on investments (e.g. Ali 
et al., 2011; Broegaard, 2005; 2013; Goldstein & Udry 2008; Lawry et al., 2014; Migot-Adholla et al., 1991; Place, 

2009; Sjaastad & Bromley 1997; 2000). Hitherto, only limited research attention has been paid to the 

land tenure security impacts for smallholders and other land users surrounding agricultural 

investments once the land deal is settled and the investment is in operation, with some 

notable exceptions (e.g. Broegaard et al., forthcoming; Dwyer, 2013; Hall et al., 2011; Hall, 2013; Peters, 2013). 

Yet, even if not directly affected by the land deal, including the cases where land deals are 

negotiated but never implemented (e.g. Cotula, 2013; Deininger et al., 2011; Locher & Sulle, 2014), 

surrounding smallholders may still perceive that their land tenure security has declined, e.g. 

due to changes in the legal status of the land instituted during the deal-making, due to fears of 

losing land in case the investment expands or new foreign investors arrive, or in case they, as 

contract farmers, breech the contract. Conversely, the interest taken by agricultural investors 

in a particular area may also contribute to enhance the perception of tenure security, at least 

for some, due to the intensified demarcation and land registration efforts often following in the 

wake of foreign investments. Drawing on recent research to clarify the concept of land tenure 

security and translate it into analytical categories (e.g. Arnot et al., 2011; Broegaard, 2013; Ravnborg et 

al., 2013; Williamson & Kerekes, 2011), AIDA will contribute to advance the field of knowledge on 

development outcomes of agricultural investments with respect to land tenure security in an 

extended temporal and spatial context reaching beyond the moment of land transaction and 

the location of a single investment. 

 

 Water security. Although often not explicitly mentioned in the contracts (e.g. Cotula, 2011; 

Woodhouse, 2012) and often left unregulated by national authorities (FAO, 2013; World Bank, 2014), 

observers suggest that the current wave of foreign agricultural investments in SSA and beyond 

may be driven by a global rush for agricultural water as much as by a global rush for land (e.g. 

HLPE, 2013; Mehta et al., 2012; Skinner & Cotula, 2011; Smaller & Mann, 2009). Without prospects or even 

guarantees of secure access to irrigation water, most current foreign agricultural investments 

would be unlikely to have occurred (e.g. Woodhouse, 2012; World Bank, 2014). This ‘silence’ with 

respect to water demands and implications in the contracts as well as in the national efforts to 

regulate foreign agricultural investments1 has until recently also characterised the academic 

literature on the new wave of agricultural investments. While this is now changing (e.g. Arduino 

et al., 2012; Boelens et al., 2014; Mujenja & Wonani, 2012; Van Der Zaag et al., 2010; Veldwisch et al., 2013), 

observers highlight the need to bring the water dimension of agricultural investments into the 

fore to fully understand their development outcomes (e.g. Cotula, 2013; Edelman et al., 2013; FAO, 

2013; Van Koppen et al., 2013; Woodhouse, 2012; World Bank, 2014). Besides affecting the availability of 

water (positively through contributing to investments in water infrastructure as well as 

negatively through tying up large shares of available water resources) and water quality (e.g. 

through the use of agricultural chemicals) (e.g. Arduino et al., 2012; FAO, 2013; Mujenja & Wonani, 2012; 

World Bank, 2014), also the legal access to water may change with the advent of agricultural 

investors. Many countries have embarked upon water governance reforms during the past 

decades. The fact that small-scale water use for domestic and productive purposes is often 

exempted from the obligation to obtain an administrative water right, implies that such uses 

are (made) invisible. This invisibility combined with the insufficient water governance capacity 

in many developing countries in turn implies that the water rights of domestic and smallholder 

water users are left unprotected by the state, rendering their legal water access highly 

insecure (e.g. Aagard & Ravnborg, 2006; De Stefano et al., 2014; Meinzen-Dick, 2014; Ravnborg, 2014; Van 

Koppen et al., 2013; Veldwisch et al., 2013; Woodhouse, 2012). Thus, there is a particular need for 

examining the development outcomes in terms of water security in the intersection between 

                                                           
1 Seufert (2013) describes that during the consultations of the VGGT, some governments effectively blocked the 
proposal to include water as part of the negotiations, implying that part of this ‘silence’ may be ‘constructed’.  
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these recent waves of only partially implemented water reforms, and of water demanding 

foreign agricultural investments (e.g. Mehta et al., 2012; Ravnborg, 2014; Van Koppen et al., 2013; 

Woodhouse, 2012). 

 

 

3. Objectives 

 

The development objective of AIDA is to enhance positive – and safeguard against negative – 

development outcomes from the growing involvement of foreign investors in agricultural 

production in SSA for people living in and using land in areas receiving such investors, and 

thus contribute to enhance the role of foreign agricultural investors as development actors. 

 

 The range of possible development outcomes from foreign agricultural investments is wide. 

Through theoretically well-founded and empirically systematic research and drawing on the 

specific research competences held by AIDA researchers, the research objectives are to: 

� examine the development outcomes of foreign agricultural investments for local livelihoods, 

particularly along the dimensions of employment, land tenure security, and water security  

(dependent variables); 

� identify the factors which enhance positive development outcomes along these dimensions 

(independent variables); 

� assess the role of emerging rights-based investment governance instruments in shaping 

agricultural investments in SSA – directly by guiding agricultural investors or indirectly as 

tools for national governments and civil society. 

 

Four sets of factors are hypothesised to shape development outcomes of agro-investments: 

� investor-related factors, e.g. type of investor, investment expectations, how development 

concerns contribute to motivate the investment, domestic investor partnership, prior 

knowledge of the investment context;  

� investment-related factors, e.g. type of production, its organisation and labour, land, water 

& capital requirements, degree of conflict at establishment;  

� investment location-related factors, e.g. social actors present, population density, land 

availability, other employment opportunities, presence of other foreign investments; and  

� investment country-related factors, e.g. the investment climate, approach taken to attract & 

protect foreign agricultural investments, justice system, level of civil society engagement, 

land and environmental policies. 

 

Through collaborative and stakeholder-engaged research based on jointly developed research 

protocols, the capacity building objective is to strengthen research capacity and the capacity 

for research-based stakeholder engagement, including with national investment facilitating 

authorities (e.g. IFU, Danida, Tanzania Investment Centre (TIC) and Uganda Investment 

Authority (UIA)), of involved researchers and research institutions. 

 

 

4. Methodology (including rationale for the selection of partner countries) 

 

Through a multi-layered case study approach, AIDA will employ the collection data through 

semi-structured as well as questionnaire-based interviews, consultation of international, 

national and sub-national registries and databases, including census data; and review and 

analysis of policy documents, using analytical tools such as NVivo, SPSS and UCINET. In 

developing the detailed research protocols, attention will be paid to coordinate with similar on-

going research efforts in order to meet the call e.g. from FAO (2013) for the development of 

standards and approaches that will allow comparability between case studies of foreign 

agricultural investments. 
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 Danish agricultural investors as a case of foreign agricultural investors. Foreign agricultural 

investors in SSA range from individual private investors, often motivated by previous contact 

with a community or country and investing on a relatively small scale, to large corporations 

and institutional investors who tend to seek larger profits on their investments and invest in 

agriculture alongside other sectors. As a case of this range of foreign agricultural investors and 

drawing on its privileged access (being based in Denmark) and the current momentum created 

by initiatives such as DAF with respect to agricultural investments in developing countries, 

AIDA focuses on Danish investors, whose investments involve the acquisition of land rights for 

primary production. Currently, Danish agricultural investors in SSA cover the full range of 

investors from private to institutional investors.2 Moreover, although Denmark is far from the 

top agricultural investor in SSA, it ranks among the biggest outwards foreign agricultural 

investor countries on a global scale (Graham et al., 2011; quoting UNCTAD, 2009) and observers (as in 

footnote 2) expect that an increasing part of this appetite for outward agricultural investment will 

be directed towards SSA in the years to come. 

 

 Semi-structured conversational interviews will be conducted with Danish agricultural 

investors at various stages of the investment process in SSA with a particular focus on 

Tanzania and Uganda (please see below), and with representatives from organisations facilitating 

their investment,3 particularly to examine the investor-related factors on motivation, 

expectations, etc. The interviews will be conducted face to face in Denmark, Tanzania and 

Uganda or through skype if necessary. As interviews may concern actual, previous (successful 

and less successful), and future agricultural investments, possible requests for anonymity will 

be duly respected. Protocols for these interviews will be developed at the AIDA workshop I. 

 

 Tanzania and Uganda as cases of investment countries. In order to empirically examine the 

importance of investment country-related factors, Tanzania and Uganda are chosen as case 

countries as two African countries which have pursued different strategies to attract foreign 

agricultural investments and which, at least hitherto, have experienced different levels of 

exposure to foreign agricultural investments and associated incidences of local contestations. 

 

 According to the Land Matrix (www.landmatrix.org; database downloaded February 1, 2015) Tanzania 

ranks third (following Mozambique and Ethiopia) among African countries as targets for land 

deals. Tanzania has chosen to take active part in both the G8 New Alliance partnership and the 

Grow Africa initiative in an effort to attract foreign agricultural investments (Cooksey, 2013). 

Already in 2010, Tanzania launched its Southern Agricultural Growth Corridor of Tanzania 

(SAGCOT) as a PPP ‘to develop the agricultural potential of the region and thus improve food 

security, reduce rural poverty and ensure environmental sustainability’ (www.sagcot.com; 

accessed August 26, 2014). Despite some success, TIC calls for continued efforts to make 

agriculture more attractive to investors, including through building up a reliable land bank (TIC, 

2013). So far, most of the large-scale investments in Tanzania have been associated with 

biofuel development, and in several instances they have been contested locally. In an effort to 

accommodate such local concerns, the Tanzanian government has put a ceiling of 10,000 

hectares on large-scale land acquisitions for sugar cane (Tanzania Daily News, November 28, 2012) 

and has moreover made mandatory provisions for out-grower schemes and for food crop 

production (Cotula et al., 2014; FAO, 2013; Sulle & Nelson, 2009). 

 

                                                           
2 Personal communication with market and international advisors in Danish Agriculture and Food Council (DAFC), 
Organic Denmark as well as independent advisors and with Danish Farmers Abroad (DFA); as well as consultation of 
IFU project database and the Land Matrix database. Based on initial interviews, we have information of 17 Danish 
private & institutional agro-investments in Tanzania and Uganda. 
3 Contacts have been established with Danish farmer interest organisations, including the Africa network of the DAFC, 
Organic Denmark, and DFA, and all have expressed willingness to facilitate the establishment of this overview. 
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 While equally keen to attract foreign agricultural investments, Uganda has so far not joined 

PPPs such as the Grow Africa initiative and the New Alliance. Instead Uganda seeks to attract 

foreign agricultural investments through its modernised investment authority (UIA). Moreover, 

the Ugandan policy is to encourage foreign investments to promote rather than displace 

domestic production and thus to significantly limit opportunities for foreign investors to acquire 

land rights in their own name. Instead joint ventures and partnerships with existing land rights 

holders are promoted (Stickler, 2012). Foreign agricultural investment in Uganda is low, but 

growing (FAO, 2013; Zeemeijer, 2011), and Uganda ranks 15th among African countries as target for 

land deals (www.landmatrix.org; database downloaded February 1, 2015).  

 

 Due to these different trajectories, the choice of Tanzania and Uganda enables the 

comparative analysis of the role of national government efforts, and of international PPPs more 

widely, in attracting as well as in contributing to shape the development outcomes of foreign 

agricultural investments. To achieve this, reviews of policy documents as well as regular 

interviews with policy makers and civil servants involved in facilitating as well as governing the 

investments and their outcomes will be conducted. Protocols for these interviews and data 

collection efforts will be developed at the AIDA workshop I. 

 

 Danish agricultural investments as geographical starting point for selection of locations of 

(clusters of) agricultural investments. Informed by a mapping of foreign agricultural 

investments in Tanzania and Uganda undertaken e.g. on the basis of registries maintained by 

TIC and UIA, informal business networks, civil society organisations (CSOs), etc. and taking 

the location of Danish agricultural investments as the geographical starting point, 2-3 locations 

with presence of (clusters of) Danish and possibly other foreign agricultural investors will be 

selected. The investment locations will be selected from a maximum variation sampling 

strategy with respect to the investment location-related factors and the types of investments 

they house. The investment locations will be delimited according to district or division/sub-

county boundaries, depending on the scale of the investment(s) and the patterns of economic 

and social interactions taking place between inhabitants, organisations and companies, e.g. 

employing the concept of ‘functional territories’ (Berdegué et al., in press). This will take place at 

the AIDA workshop I. Combined these locations are expected to house 8–12 Danish 

agricultural investments. These and, if present, other foreign agricultural investments, will be 

characterised in-depth with respect to the investment-related factors.  

 

 In order to identify and examine the development outcomes of the investments in the 

locations selected, semi-structured interviews and focal group discussions will be conducted 

with different segments of the population living, working, and using land and water resources 

in each of the selected locations as well as with people who have been dispossessed of their 

access to land and water by the investment(s). These interviews will serve to identify issues 

and perceptions with respect to the investments and the ways in which they affect – positively 

and negatively – local livelihoods in general and along the dimensions of employment, land 

tenure security, and water security, in particular. Protocols for these interviews will be 

developed at AIDA workshop I. Combined with issues emerging from the literature and 

interviews with investors and other stakeholders, the semi-structured interviews will inform 

the development of a questionnaire to be administered to a random sample of approximately 

400 respondents in each location (i.e. a total of 4-6 samples of 400 respondents) which will 

contribute to the assessment of the differentiated development outcomes for different 

segments of the population in a sub-national context. The questionnaire will be developed at 

the AIDA workshop II. Cross-locational comparisons within and between the two countries 

drawing and triangulating data from all sources, will enable the assessment of location- and 

investment-related factors in shaping development outcomes. This analysis and drawing of 

conclusions and preliminary policy recommendations will take place at the AIDA workshop III. 
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 All semi-structured interviews will be recorded (audio or on paper), and written summaries 

or transcripts will subsequently be coded using NVivo, using codes that are jointly developed 

as part of the interview protocols. Data generated through questionnaire-based interviews will 

be jointly processed and analysed using SPSS. Finally, drawing on data from both the semi-

structured and the questionnaire-based interviews, social network analysis will be performed, 

using UCINET, to identify the ways in which different segments of the population of the 

investment locations relate and interact with investors. 

 

 

5. Expected outcomes and outputs 

 

Based on its research results and stakeholder engagement efforts, AIDA aspires to stimulate 

changes in policies and practice of institutions that facilitate and regulate foreign agricultural 

investments such as TIC, UIA and IFU, and local authorities such as district governments, land 

and water authorities and community organisations, as well as among investors themselves in 

order to enhance the development outcomes of foreign agricultural investments. In addition, 

through cross-scale empirical research on how investment decisions are shaped, AIDA expects 

to contribute to ongoing efforts to develop a framework for the global governance of 

agricultural investments of which UNGP, PRAI, VGGT and CFS-RAI are part. 

 

 Through PhD training and shared collaborative research between Tanzanian, Ugandan and 

Danish researchers and early engagement with policy makers and with similar international 

research initiatives, skills in analysing and communicating development outcomes of foreign 

agricultural investment in SSA will be enhanced. 

 

 AIDA stakeholders include (a) government agencies in host countries, e.g. TIC & UIA; (b) 

government agencies in Denmark, e.g. Danida, Danish embassies in Tanzania & Uganda, IFU; 

(c) Danish agricultural investors & their interest organisations; (d) community members and 

local authorities in selected locations; (e) CSOs e.g. farmer organisations in Tanzania & 

Uganda; (f) international institutions such as NEPAD, CFS, FAO, World Bank & UNCTAD; and 

(g) related international research initiatives. Contacts are already established with interest 

organisations, including the Africa Network of the Danish Agriculture & Food Council, Organic 

Denmark, and DFA, which have expressed commitment to participate and facilitate the 

research. 

 

 AIDA will deliver the following outputs: (a) 4 south-based PhDs; (b) enhanced research 

capacity in Denmark, Tanzania and Uganda; (c) 8-10 peer-reviewed articles; (d) a book 

anthology or special issue of journal; (e) 4 policy briefs; (f) 12-15 articles/appearance in 

national media (g) 2-3 conferences panels; (h) 1-2 audio-visuals and associated video clips; (i) 

10-12 working papers; (j) 3x3 national stakeholder platform meetings; (k) a project home-

page; and (l) overviews of Danish agricultural investments in SSA, with particular focus on 

Tanzania and Uganda, as well as of foreign agricultural investments in Tanzania and Uganda. 

 

 

6. Relevance 

 

AIDA places itself centrally within Theme 2 by examining the emerging engagement of Danish 

private and institutional investors as new development actors in African agriculture; the way in 

which their participation is shaped by PPPs such as DAF and Danida Business Partnerships 

(DBP), as well as by emerging (rights-based) global governance instruments, and the 

development outcomes of such investments along dimensions (employment, water & land 

tenure security) which figure prominently among the strategic objectives of Danish 

development cooperation. 
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 Besides offering possibility for comparative analysis, Tanzania and Uganda are chosen as 

case countries due to their long (agricultural) cooperation with Denmark, the importance of 

agriculture to their development strategies and as a priority sector for forming business 

partnerships with Danish investors, cf. DBP profiles, and the interest taken in these two 

countries from actual and potential Danish agricultural investors (e.g. from institutional 

investors, Danish Farmers Abroad among others). 

 

 Finally many African governments, including those of Tanzania and Uganda, strongly 

encourage private investments not only to boost agricultural growth, but also to generate 

employment and engage smallholders. This resonates strongly with the Danish priorities on 

green growth and employment. 
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7. Project plan – Main activities, milestones and outputs (for tentative publication titles, please refer to log frame document) 

Activities & milestones Out-

puts 
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1    

Project management                          
Contracts & accounting procedures; research permits                          
Announce PhD positions, interview & select candidates                          
AIDA webpage establishment (to be regularly updated); DFC reporting k                         
PhDs & contribution to capacity building                          

PhD start; develop PhD concept notes, 1st draft a                         

PhD DK stay (I: Proposals, NVivo, etc.; II: analysis & writing) b                         

PhD proposal presentation and acceptance (home university) a                         

Contribution to PhD training course (Danish researchers) b                         

Writing PhD thesis & hand in; PhD defence a                         

AIDA workshops                          

I (methods); II (comparative analysis); III (conclusions & recommendations) b                         

Overview & literature reviews                          

Identify DK investors & investments and make typology & database l                         

Literature reviews i                         

Update investor & investment databases l                         

Field work, including questionnaire survey                          

Collective fieldwork I-IV in TZ and UG (interviews & focal groups)                          

Questionnaire survey                          

Analysis & writing                          

Joint comparative analysis of fieldwork material  b+i                         

Writing articles & book chapters c+d                         

Dissemination & policy/stakeholder engagement                          

Initial contact to related international research initiatives g                         

National platform meetings – Denmark j                         

National platform meetings – Tanzania j                         

National platform meetings – Uganda  j                         

Feedback to local population & institutions j                         

Policy briefs; newspaper articles/national media appearance e+f                         

Audio-visuals (I: expectations, motivation, hopes & fears; II: outcomes) h                         

Conference panels presentation & AIDA conference g                         
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8. Participants, organisation and management 

 

The AIDA team consists of Danish, Tanzanian and Ugandan researchers and combines different 

disciplines and extensive experience from research and policy work on rural development, 

economics, and land and water governance in developing countries in Eastern Africa and 

beyond, and with experience from multi-country research & coordination.  

 

 The AIDA team met in Morogoro in February 2015 to further develop the AIDA proposal and 

complement the team composition.  

 

 Project coordination will take place through regular email and skype contact as well as 

through the three AIDA workshops envisaged with participation of all team members. AIDA 

adopts a matrix-like organisational structure combining country teams with thematic focal and 

cross-country thematic work. H.M. Ravnborg, DIIS, will be the project coordinator and the 

thematic focal point on emerging rights-based framework to govern agricultural investments 

as well as on water security impacts. E. Lazaro, SUA, will be the Tanzania scientific team 

coordinator and will be the thematic focal point for employment impact analyses. K. 

Mutabazi, SUA, will be the Tanzania administrative and financial team coordinator and the 

focal point for African initiatives aimed to attract and govern agricultural investments. E. 

Lazaro and K. Mutabazi will be administratively assisted by NN5. B. Bashaasha, MAK, will be 

the Uganda team coordinator and the thematic focal point for the analysis of wider economic 

effects of foreign investments. Due to obligations as College Principal until 2017, B. Bashaasha 

will be seconded as the Uganda team coordinator by D. Tumusiime, MAK, as well as H. 

Sseguya, MAK, for PhD supervision. B.Bashaasha and D. Tumusiime will be administratively 

assisted by NN6. R.B. Broegaard, UC, will serve as the Danish team coordinator and the 

thematic focal point on land tenure security impacts. S. Chipeta, GDA (formerly DAAS), will be 

the thematic focal point on Danish farmers as agricultural investors and development actors. 

Country coordinators will take responsibility for stakeholder engagement and national 

coordination of research work while the thematic focal points will provide intellectual leadership 

within their theme, including to the development of data collection and analytical strategy. 

 

 One PhD candidate in each of the two countries (NN1 & NN3) will focus on employment 

impacts while PhD candidates NN2 & NN4 will focus on land tenure security and water access 

impacts in their respective countries. Lazaro, Mutabazi, Bashaasha, Tumusiime and Sseguya 

will serve as PhD supervisors, with Ravnborg and Broegaard as co-supervisors. Enrolment of 

PhD candidates at the regional Agricultural and Rural Innovation PhD programme in which 

MAK, SUA and UC take part, will be explored. Ravnborg, Broegaard and Chipeta will take 

active part in fieldwork in Tanzania and Uganda as well as in Denmark.4 The PhD positions will 

be publically announced and candidates selected by a joint assessment committee at the onset 

of the project. 

 

 Through the participation of Lazaro, AIDA will benefit directly from knowledge being 

generated through the FFU-funded RUT project on rural-urban linkages of particular relevance 

for the contextualisation of the analysis of employment impacts of agricultural investments. 

 

 

9. Research capacity strengthening 

 

                                                           
4 In addition to interviews held in Denmark, participation in project workshops in the three countries, joint data 
processing and analysis and PhD supervision, four periods of joint fieldwork in Tanzania and Uganda are envisaged 
during 2017-2019. 
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AIDA aims to strengthen research capacity as well as the capacity for research-based policy 

dialogue of the involved researchers and research institutions. Four PhD candidates will be 

jointly supervised from the host institutions and by their Danish co-supervisors, including 

during joint fieldwork and during study stays in Denmark. While in Denmark, PhD candidates 

are expected to participate in relevant PhD courses. In addition, the Danish participants will 

avail themselves for contributing to PhD courses held at SUA and MAK, as feasible. A virtual 

AIDA library consisting of relevant academic literature has already been established and 

shared among AIDA team members through a dropbox folder and will be regularly updated. 

 

 

10. International dimension  

 

AIDA situates itself within and will contribute to an evolving field of research on and the 

development of policy and governance responses to the growing involvement of foreign 

agricultural investors in agriculture not only in Africa but also in other parts of the developing 

world. Contacts will be established to ongoing international research initiatives and institutions 

such as the Land and Agricultural Commercialisation in Africa programme coordinated by 

PLAAS, South Africa, the Land Deal Politics Initiative, IIED, and IFPRI as well as to convening 

international organisations such as FAO, CFS, and the African Union. In this respect, AIDA 

draws upon the international contacts that the involved researchers have established, 

particularly within the fields of agricultural and rural development (e.g. Rimisp; Centre for 

Land Tenure Studies, Norwegian University of Life Sciences); land tenure (e.g. Land Tenure 

Centre, University of Wisconsin-Madison; World Bank; ILC); and water governance 

(Wageningen Agricultural University; IWMI). 

 

 

11. New knowledge 

 

Given the recent nature of the new wave of foreign agricultural investments in SSA, so far 

research has primarily focused on the immediate and direct consequences of the investments 

and the land transactions they involve, aiming to assess their magnitude, how they are 

negotiated, and their direct employment effect. Calls are now emerging to broaden and deepen 

the scope of research on agricultural investments by addressing additional dimensions and 

examining the cumulative effects of agricultural investments at the sub-national level, and by 

disaggregating and identifying the differentiated impacts which the investments may entail.  

 

 AIDA wishes to respond to this call by providing new and systematic empirical knowledge on 

the development outcomes of foreign agricultural investments by focussing upon the 

differentiated livelihood impacts investments may entail with respect to employment, and with 

respect to land tenure security and water security. Thereby, building on previous experiences 

and specific research competences within the AIDA team, AIDA will further develop the recent 

focus on perceived tenure security and contribute to the literature on water governance reform 

and the formalisation of water rights in the context of an increasingly globalised food system 

which hitherto has drawn primarily upon research conducted in a Latin American context. 

 

 

12. Publication and dissemination strategy 

 

With a view to the AIDA development objective, AIDA aims to engage itself with relevant 

stakeholders from the onset of the project, both to inform the research and to foster an 

interest in and ownership to research results among stakeholders. This will be achieved by the 

establishment of national stakeholder platforms counting the participation of investor 

representatives, their interest organisations, investment facilitation agencies, CSOs, 
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community representatives, and local authorities. A minimum of three platform meetings are 

envisaged in each of the three countries during the project period. Our initial contacts with 

(potential) Danish investors and their interest organisations as well as CSOs, community 

representatives, and local authorities indicate a genuine interest in accompanying, contributing 

to and learning from AIDA.  

 

 Research results will be disseminated through a suite of products aiming at reaching 

different audiences and achieving different outcomes. AIDA working papers serve to 

communicate intermediate findings to academic and non-academic stakeholders. Working 

papers will be presented at international conferences and at national platform meetings and 

will form the basis for the elaboration of manuscripts for peer-reviewed journal articles in 

leading (rural) development journals and (edited) book (chapters). Inspired by issues arising 

during national platform meetings as well as international debates, and drawing on our 

research results, policy briefs and news media inputs, including articles, will be prepared.  

 

 Finally, as a means to ease and enrich dialogue with immediate stakeholders as well as with 

a wider public audience, an audio-visual and an associated set of video clips will be produced, 

following agricultural investors and their receiving communities during the timespan of the 

AIDA project to illustrate the sets of motivations, expectations, hopes and fears associated 

with foreign agricultural investments. Facilitated by the matrix-inspired organisation into 

country as well as thematic teams, co-authorship will be emphasized and the AIDA workshops 

and PhD study stays will serve as key moments for manuscript conception and review. 

 

 

13. Strategy for phasing out 

 

The enhanced research capacity generated through AIDA will be firmly anchored within 

national universities and research institutes and within the regional PhD programme ARI, AIDA 

pledges in addition to establish national platforms for policy and policy implementation 

dialogue between different stakeholders related to foreign agricultural investments, and 

together with participants in these platforms to explore how these platforms may be sustained 

beyond the AIDA project period, including through the involvement of AIDA researchers. 

Moreover, on a cost-neutral basis, AIDA partners will commit to make their research-based 

knowledge derived from AIDA available for national – and international – stakeholders beyond 

the AIDA project period.5 
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