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Abstract

:

Globalization, as described by Joseph Stiglitz in his books Globalization and its Discontents and Making Globalization Work, draws on both pains and gains. These two seemingly incompatible positions, where globalization is used as a platform to partner or collaborate with other countries by grabbing lands for sustainable developmental initiatives such as the attainment of SDG 2, but ends up dispossessing the host communities of their lands, form the crux of this paper. Although not all land grabbing is illegal, especially if lands are leased within the confines of a country’s land tenure laws, the reality in some African countries shows that lands are grabbed without following land tenure laws. This partly limits the capacity of African countries to effectively control and monitor the activities of foreign land grabbers or investors on leased lands. This loophole in the governance of arable lands in Africa has made many foreign partners use Africa’s arable lands for their own benefit at the expense of Africa’s food sovereignty initiative. It has partly made Africa appear to be a resource-cursed region, where it can hardly feed its population despite its global partnerships and huge land resources. Drawing on systematic desktop reviews of the literature, this study asks if globalization is contributing to Africa’s hunger index and resource curse. The findings expand the discussion on how Africa is still not able to feed its population and end hunger, despite the potential offered by globalization. It suggests approaches through which Africa can optimize globalization in ways that support determined efforts at ending hunger in Africa.
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1. Introduction


Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) are the greatest challenge of the current period and need to be pursued with all countries making a pragmatic contribution (Ali et al., 2023). Globalization, which is the interdependence of the world’s populations, economies, or cultures, is driven by cross-border flows of people, investment, trade in goods and services, and information unquestionably has advantages and disadvantages [1]. While its benefits include trade liberalization, access to information, a vast flow of capital goods and services, technology transfer, and access to foreign aid, it is criticized for promoting unhealthy competition among states, exploitation of resources and labor, imbalanced trade, and the loss of domestic jobs [1]. Through globalization, nations have lost control of their resources, thus leading to what is known as the resource curse. It arises when a country or continent is not fully benefiting from its huge resource endowment [2]. Similarly, globalization stimulates land grabbing, which is the acquisition of large-scale land by an individual or entity, public or private, domestic or foreign, following laid-down land regulations. Land is usually allocated through ownership, lease, concession, quota, or general power. It could be legal or illegal for purposes of resource control, commodification, and speculation [3]. However, the motive behind international land grabbing has provoked studies that question the utility value of globalization in Africa. Land grabs, whether legal or illegal, somehow occur at the expense of agroecology, stewardship, subsistence farmers, food sovereignty, and human rights [4]. It has partly heightened poverty and hunger through the very thing (globalization, via global partnerships and collaborations) that the world believes will aid the achievement of the end to hunger. This is true even though the world has experienced tremendous improvement and civilization in technology, migration, productivity in food production, and innovations in global connectivity [5]. However, through globalization, developed countries such as China, the United States, the United Kingdom, France, and a host of others have maintained a stranglehold on Africa and its resources, including large-scale arable lands, as they promise to support the continent through partnerships, financial assistance, loans, humanitarian services, technology transfers, and other veiled collaborations [6]. Although these interventions are aided by the spirit of globalization, their consequences outweigh the benefits accrued by Africa [7]



Today, despite huge deposits of raw materials and natural resources in Africa as well as globalization spreading to the continent, Africa continues to struggle and lag behind other continents in critical indicators of development [8]. Africa still suffers greatly from poverty, hunger, and malnutrition. Sustainable Development Goal 2 (SDG 2) was proposed as part of globalization policy to end hunger by 2030 [9]. However, Africa seems to lack the capacity to achieve this goal, despite the description of Africa as a raw material continent [10,11]. The inability of Africa to feed its populations and end hunger despite the huge availability of arable landed resources, and the deliberate leasing or allocation of lands to foreign partners to boost food production in Africa raises some serious questions, such as: why is Africa still faced with the problem of hunger? Could Africa’s hunger index rate be connected to the fallouts of globalization? Why is Africa not able to feed its population despite collaborations, collective action on climate change, and partnerships with developed countries? Can the resource curse in some African countries be linked to globalization? These questions are better addressed by focusing on international land grabbing, especially those specifically allocated for large-scale food production. Since the attainment of SDG 2 requires partnerships in terms of the transfer of technology that can combat harsh climatic threats or the leasing of lands to grow large-scale food production, this can enhance Africa’s capacity to feed its population. It is therefore important to examine big international land grabbing drawn from different ethnic groups in host communities. One other reason for this choice is that globalization drives international land grabs, hence, the focus of this article.



All the foregoing questions are well documented in the SDGs, which are an element of globalization. Collective action on climate to boost food security and protect lives, the influx of multinational corporations (MNCs), and corporate social responsibility (CSR) to partner and engage in the transformation of African communities and assist in the best possible ways to boost food security in Africa, among others, are essential features of globalization [12,13]. However, the reality in most African countries shows that many developed countries, international organizations, and international non-governmental organizations, as well as global financial institutions or partners, have deployed the deceptive strategy of land grabbing, foreign aid, and assistance to impoverished Africa [14,15] The displacement of 15,000 Ugandans described in [16] to pave way for the planting of timber to mitigate climate change problems by New Forests, a British company, under the auspices of the United Nations Reduction of Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD+) program is one amongst numerous examples of land grabs and displacement problems in Africa [11,17]. It raises the question as to whether the same dispossession of land and displacement can take place in the US or China [18], and the answer is that it could not happen, even though the US itself was created due to land dispossession [19].



It is the contention of this article that, similar to the era of colonialism, African countries are forcefully taken over or seized by foreign imperialists. Although not with force in this era, Africa’s arable lands are subtly under the control of foreign investors or partners due to weak regulations on land tenure systems in some African states. It portrays an unlawful allocation of lands to foreign investors at the expense of local peasant farmers, human rights, and stewardship. In the name of global partnerships for agricultural development, food sovereignty in Africa is gradually waning due to the imposition of obnoxious food policies. These policies include genetically modified organisms (GMOs), mono-cropping as against the agro-ecological model, soulless capitalism, and the granting of low-interest credit or loans, among other unhealthy practices by Africa’s global partners [20,21]. African lands have been deceptively used by these global giants to further under develop and annex Africa [22,23,24]. China’s interest in Africa, especially in sectors such as agriculture, technology, infrastructure, and finance, aptly buttressed its resource control motive in some African countries [25,26]. Similarly, the West, especially the United States, through its dominance in organizations such as the UN, WHO, World Bank, FAO, IMF, and WTO, has imposed Western-oriented policies that have consistently made Africa’s economy dependent on the West [10,27]. The policy of collective action on climate change may look good on paper, but many African countries lack the capacity to procure technology for the timely detection and prevention of climate change impacts, hence Africa’s current dependent status [11,28]. The policy outcomes or goals of these Western-oriented policies do not always ‘trickle down’ to local communities in Africa [11,29]. For example, the erection of sophisticated machines to control, detect, and mitigate harsh climatic conditions often leads to the displacement of indigenous people and the dispossession of their lands with little or no compensation [30]. This does not only affect the capacity of peasant farmers to produce food but also creates tendencies toward hunger and poverty. Hunger is imminent when local farmers are dispossessed of their lands by foreign farmers in their host local farming communities. This is because it is on record that most global giants, having acquired land, used the same land to create more job opportunities and feed their own populations at the expense of indigenous African people [31].



The case of Africa as the most vulnerable continent, despite its lowest contribution to greenhouse emissions, heightens the already existing poverty and hunger index in Africa [32]. This is because, in addition to the inherent climatic problems suffered by Africa, the displacement of Africans from their lands in order to combat climate change has further impoverished them [33]. The large scale of arable lands, the inability of African farmers to predict uncertainties over future supplies of food, and increasing demand for food and biofuel drive foreign companies, land speculators or investors, and superpowers to Africa in search of lands, which some of them have subtly used to relegate Africa’s food sovereignty and undermine peasant farmers [34,35]. Heightened international interest in the acquisition and leasing of land adversely affects food production at local and national levels [36]. Land grabs, especially those allocated without due process, often lead to the displacement of people and the dispossession of their lands. As people are displaced or dispossessed of their lands, it becomes very easy to grab land, which in turn limits the capacity of local peasant farmers to productively produce food [21,37]. How could local peasant farmers engage in farming after the dispossession of their lands? This question further points to the fact that land grabs are strongly related to the resource curse, which is the inability of Africa to fully benefit from the abundance of its land resources, raw materials, and global agricultural partnerships. Africa is currently not food sovereign and cannot adequately feed its populations despite being labeled the raw materials continent. Hunger still exists in Africa, despite the fact that it is home to valuable raw materials or natural resources [38]. This brings to the fore the importance of this article, which tries to examine how land grabs (legal acquisition of land for development, speculation, and commodification) and resource curses (i.e., hunger amid massive abundances of raw materials that can be used to grow food) undermine Africa’s quest to achieve SDG 2. Zero hunger is the dream and goal of the world, including Africa. The extent to which this goal is achieved through effective utilization of the potential of globalization remains the focus of this article. Indeed, the positive and negative implications of globalization in Africa have received attention. However, empirical evidence is scarce on how globalization through land grabbing heightens hunger on an already hunger-ravaged continent. Research in this direction will guide the design of an Afrocentric policy intervention to resolve the problem of land grabbing and the resource curse, which, in the long run, will boost food security in Africa. The objective of this article is to assess this interdependent initiative by enhancing collaborative efforts and global partnerships to promote vibrant and mutually beneficial food security in Africa. The findings are significant for theory and policy. Theoretically, it expands the discussion on the dimensions of land grabs and resource curses and how they undermine the attainment of SDG 2. The findings also suggest a means by which African countries can optimize indigenous knowledge systems and technology to enhance strategic efforts at improving food security in Africa. More importantly, it expands knowledge on the relevance of integrated food security and sustainability in Africa.



Integrated food security requires an innovative multi-partner initiative to improve food security, nutrition analysis, and decision-making. This shows that the sustainability of food security in Africa depends largely on contributions from other countries [39]. The attainment of SDG 2, that is, zero hunger in Africa and other emerging economies, also depends on the ability of Africa to engage in multi-level partner initiatives that can promote its participation in the analysis and decision-making process to improve food security and nutrition [40]. One of Africa’s important engagements in multi-partner initiatives, which further aids integrated food security, is that Africa, through these initiatives, can produce food that can sustain its teeming population [41]. In other words, this initiative can enhance the sustainability of Africa and other emerging economies towards ending hunger and malnutrition. Thus, Africa needs to be more proactive in innovative multi-partner decisions with other countries to boost its food security [42].



Following the introduction section, the article utilizes the social constructivist as a theoretical construct in explaining food security and SDGs in Africa. This article appraises the patterns and nature of land grabs, the resource curse, and their implications for food security in Africa. The next section discusses the impact of globalization on Africa’s hunger index rate and the resource curse. It concludes with discussions on issues of indigenous knowledge systems and technology to boost food security in Africa. To achieve all these goals, the article utilizes a systematic research method that was sourced through extensive desktop reviews of extant studies that discussed issues in detail relating to the subject matter. The rationale for the choice of this method is based on the fact that issues of globalization, land grabbing, resource curse, and SDGs, especially those empirically analyzed, are readily available in the literature, hence the need for thorough systematic reviews. It is hoped that a systematic review method provides the opportunity for a detailed analysis, which is the focus of this paper.




2. Social Constructivism, Food Security, and SDG 2


Social constructivism advances the knowledge that theories are constructed due to the social development of an environment. Constructivism posits that the construction of knowledge is the product of social interaction, interpretation, and understanding. It posits that there is no perfect theory that is not fallible [43]. It argues that the social dimension of human relations is germane to the much-touted fourth industrial revolution (4IR) and food security in Africa. It allows for the training of people, especially women, who are known to be custodians of organic seeds for sustainable food production [44]. It is a variety of cognitive constructivism that emphasizes the collaborative nature of people in an environment. It argues that the development of society largely depends on social interactions and relations among those living in the environment. To interact in a locality, native intelligence or indigenous knowledge is required. It is needed to boost food security in Africa, and the functionality of the technology largely depends on human relations and interactions, which are largely based on local indigenous knowledge. All components of food security—availability, accessibility, affordability, and quality—are interdependent and can only be developed and sustained through healthy human relations and social interactions in an environment.



The theory provides alternative ways to conceptualize food security among states in the global system. It sees food security as a social construction, which makes it easier to understand how people are mobilized to promote food production, availability, accessibility, affordability, and utilization. In the analysis of food security, understanding ‘reality’ as a social construction means that identities, national interests, and security threats are socially constructed through interstate interaction and domestic political and strategic cultures [45]. Social constructivism has emphasized the role of international organizations as sites of social interaction that can produce changes in actors’ identities and interests. Walters [45] specifies how norms, not just material power, provide the basis for an intersubjective understanding of social purpose among states. This understanding was shown to be critical to the formation and durability of the post-war international order. Social constructivism advocates for models and standards through mutual and cooperative interactions that can influence states’ decisions to change their attitude against the use of force and coercion against other states in the international system. This explains why land grabs and resource curses are social constructions emanating from the environment. Social constructivism believes that these social constructs can be amicably addressed by socialization and diffusion, which are largely based on interactions and human relations.



Since the issue of international land grabbing is mostly perpetrated by actors such as international organizations and states, social constructivism advocates for authority, that is, “the ability of one actor to use institutional and discursive resources to induce deference from others” [46,47]. It underscores that international organizations (IOs) are not just servants of states; authority provides IOs with self-sufficiency regarding states and non-state actors. It is also opined that IOs sometimes accomplish more than states can accomplish; they adequately transmute broad mandates into specific ways of acting in the world that change the behavior of state and non-state actors and use knowledge and authority to regulate the social world [46]. Authority itself is understood to be a social construction that is deployed to check the excesses of some states or IOs in the international system.



This theory adequately explains the implications of land grabbing for zero hunger, as it stipulates that there should be mutual social interactions and human relations in the form of the sharing of ideas and knowledge on how to adequately tackle the issues of land grabbing and the resource curse that has been bedeviling the African continent. On the global scene, international organizations and other actors are expected to amicably discuss the issue of land grabbing, which somehow has given more foreign partners more control over resources and raw materials in Africa. This requires concerted efforts for sustainable solutions. Inclusion and consultation with the indigenous people over the use of their lands are essential for the attainment of these solutions. This might have led to the conclusion that human relations in terms of the sharing of indigenous knowledge and technology are required for sustainable food security in Africa [48,49]. Africa’s quest for food sovereignty could be better achieved through global partnership and collaborative efforts aimed at considering the plight of peasant farmers, inclusiveness, and respect for the human rights of host communities.



The achievement of SDG 2 is well captured in the core principles of social constructivism. Zero hunger is a construct that is envisaged to be achieved through collaborations and mutual social interactions among citizens in society. Joint collaborations and interventions between the government and the people to address issues of poverty and hunger will serve as spurs for general development and food security [37]. Social interactions and the dynamism of constant change in the international system largely determine the quality of partnerships and collaborations among states toward the call for the eradication of hunger [48]. To end hunger, Africa’s capacity to produce quality food depends on human relations and interactions. These social interactions should include women, who are more active in food production [49,50]. The empowerment of women is a strong requirement for food security in Africa. This is because women are more reliable custodians of organic seeds for sustainable food production [51]. Social interactions that include women, according to social constructivism, strengthen their productivity in food production. This is due to the fact that women are good managers of credit facilities to boost food security [52]. Thus, ensuring more access for women to relevant inputs will promote food security and empower the landless majority in the state with a greater focus on women and girls [53].




3. Methodology


A qualitative research method forms the basis of data collection in this article. It draws on systematic desktop reviews of key issues of land grabbing and resource curse in Africa. It has been argued that a systematic approach is appropriate for studies that uniquely provide detailed summaries of reviews in response to research questions [54]. Since this study draws on research questions (such as could globalization be responsible for Africa’s high hunger index and could it be responsible for Africa’s resource curse?), thus, it is more convenient to adopt a systematic review method. Its validation hinges on the fact that a similar approach has been used in studies and research conducted in education, engineering, humanities, social sciences, tropical medicine, and health [55,56,57]. Evidence shows most studies that used this approach provided answers to research questions in the form of findings [58]. Data were also drawn from empirical studies, verifiable government documents, online materials, periodicals, newspapers, journals, and policy notes for comprehensive reviews and discussions of findings or answers to the research questions. These data were analyzed using thematic descriptive content analysis.




4. Land Grabbing and Resource Curse: The Misery of Hunger in Africa


Land grabbing and the resource curse are not new in Africa. Africa has long continually suffered from these contemporary issues, which partly contribute to the misery of hunger in Africa [11]. Land grabbing is simply the practice of large-scale land acquisition by individuals, entities, governments, international organizations, and foreigners for speculation, investment, commodification, and resource control purposes [3]. It is the lawful acquisition of large-scale lands, especially those that follow the laid-down procedural means or approach of host countries. Evidence shows that some developed nations, foreign investors, and governments, in a bid to partner with Africa and end hunger or combat the impacts of climate change, have grabbed land for food production and biofuel needs [59]. Land grabbing as the right or power to land resources or large quantities of land acquired in a bid to respond to the food security crisis adequately, combat the impacts of climate change, and meet financial exigencies [60]. Although this is a global practice, the way it is acquired in Africa seems to be restrictive of Africa’s quest for food sovereignty, agroecology, and human rights. This is because it has governance problems, such as deficient information or data on large-scale lands and the exclusion of host communities from the land allocation decision-making process, among others [21]. It tends to favor more foreign investors, governments, or states at the expense of stewardship and peasant farmers in home countries.



Peasant farmers, who largely depend on land as a means of livelihood, are more affected by unlawful land grabs. It also impacts herders, who are forest-dependent [61]. African governments with weak regulations on land tenure systems often violate existing communal and customary land tenure laws to re-allocate land to foreign governments, speculative investors, and organizations for agricultural development [11]. This inordinate practice by some African governments has partly contributed to the forceful acquisition or dispossession of land from the real owners under the guise that such land will be used for developmental purposes [21]. However, the reality in most African states reveals that land grabbing for developmental purposes hardly translates to the development of host communities where the lands were originally acquired [61]. It is the poor, displaced, and marginalized communities that lose land in Africa, mainly because they lack the power and influence to compete with foreign land speculators or investors. It is imperative to note that despite Africa’s endowment of land resources and raw materials, hunger and malnutrition still persist on the continent. This is otherwise known as the “resource curse”. A resource curse is an inability to fully benefit from the abundance of resources endowed or available in a country or state. Africa, despite its huge land resources and raw materials, as well as its initiative to lease land for developmental purposes, still cannot feed its populations [37,62]. It is a resource curse for Africa if, after partnering with foreign land speculators or investors through the leasing of its landed resources and huge raw materials, its people still suffer from hunger. One in five people, or 21% of the African population, still suffers from hunger, while 282 million are undernourished [63]. This negative outcome of Africa’s land leasing or grabbing initiative has been blamed on a lack of accurate data on the scale, trends, geographical distribution of land, and actors in large-scale land deals [61].



Land deals, especially those in large quantities, are shrouded in secrecy and not transparent [21]. Variations in timescales, methodologies, and criteria for land deals make it very difficult to compare information about land grabbing in Africa [64]. From the foregoing, it can be deduced that the inability of African leaders to follow procedural and approved regulations on land tenure or the unlawful leasing of land to foreign partners is partly the reason for the resource curse in Africa. It shows that there is a strong relationship between land grabbing and the resource curse in Africa. African governments that jettisoned lawful allocation of land due to weak land tenure regulations or that allocated lands without due process because they wanted to balance their budgets would certainly not benefit fully from the proceeds of investment on the leased or allocated lands [21,61]. This is because once foreign land speculators or investors bribe their way to acquire land, as is currently performed in some African countries, it will be very difficult for these African governments to control and audit investment by these land speculators or grabbers [11]. This is because regulating agencies, at the point of land allocation, abandoned the land tenure laws [11,65]. Moreover, since one of the aims of land speculators or grabbers is to attain access to resources in host communities through collaborative efforts, they may likely benefit more from the proceeds of investment in the landed resources than African countries [21]. Thus, it can be interpreted to mean that while the abandonment of land tenure regulations by some African governments during land allocations has retarded Africa, it has also attracted more foreign land speculators to Africa [66]. Africa is home to uncultivated lands, and this could have informed the conclusion that uncultivated land with the prospect of boosting significant food outcomes attracts foreign investors [67]. Despite the fact that Africa accounts for about 60% of the world’s arable land, most African countries hardly achieve 25% of their potential yield [68]. This may have partly contributed to an increase in China’s investment in the agricultural sector in Africa. Land grabs raise concerns about corruption, large-scale resettlement of populations, and even the recolonization of Africa. It is imperative to note that some developed countries persistently hide under the pretense of climate mitigation action, corporate social responsibility (CSR), technology transfer, collaborative efforts in food security, foreign aid, and financial assistance to unduly exploit and occupy lands in Africa.



The case of Chinese loans and partnerships in agricultural food production in some African countries, where the latter default on loan repayment, often leads to the forfeiture of national assets. This may include the loss of cash crop plantations, where food meant for African host countries is shipped to China. This succinctly explains the problem of land grabbing in Africa [26,69,70]. It is the largest bilateral lender for public sector loans across the African continent [26,71,72]. Despite this large economic footprint, there is often very little information in the public domain on the specifics of its lending and investments [73,74]. Today, through its loan policy in Africa, China has been able to provide business and employment opportunities to Chinese citizens and contractors working in Africa [71]. Similarly, because China, on the one hand, often imposes most of these loans on infrastructural development in Africa, African governments, on the other hand, provide land for the construction of these infrastructure projects [26]. This imposition has benefited China more than host African countries because of her “going-out strategy”, which tends to give more priority to Chinese companies as contractors or investors for any projects, including agricultural projects, financed by Chinese loans [26]. These companies, rather than giving job opportunities to citizens of host African countries, prefer giving job opportunities to Chinese citizens in host African countries. This describes a situation where China gives out money with one hand and collects back all the proceeds of that money with another hand [26,75]. It is similar to a situation where China agreed to assist or partner with some African countries to boost food production through the recruitment of local peasant farmers but went behind the host nation’s back by recruiting Chinese farmers and still transferred the harvest back to China [76]. This does not only undermine stewardship, peasant farmers, and human rights; it also raises the question of whether Africa wants to feed China or itself. This was well captured in the forms of large-scale investments, often involving transnational purchases of land to create jobs and bring new technology to the sector, and small-holder farming that neglects local rights, extracts short-term profits at the cost of long-term sustainability, ignores social standards, and fosters corruption on a large scale [68].



However, on the procurement of land for large investments in the creation of jobs, evidence such as that shows discrepancies between interest in large-scale investment in African agriculture and actual investment [10,68]. China has been criticized for grabbing land cheaply from Africa, using underpaid Africans as laborers, and producing food for its citizens back home at the expense of Africa [26,73,77]. This has implications for hunger as African countries, especially those that are politically sensitive and food insecure, will lose control over their own food supplies when they need them most. It also has severe implications for new colonialism, agrarian colonialism, or eco-colonialism. It is on record that countries such as Ghana, Ethiopia, Mali, Tanzania, Kenya, and Sudan have grossly engaged in the leasing of millions of hectares of their lands for biofuels and agricultural production; this could be similar to “new colonialism or agrarian colonialism” currently spreading to African countries [68,78]. Land acquisition in Africa has been unprecedented, and there is a huge gap between declaring an intention to lease land and the actual cultivation of the land for food production. Investment in African lands for food production that will benefit the population of the investing countries is not new; what is new is the rate of land deals that have been transacted. Land deals in Africa have been enormous, such that local farmers and investors hardly have the opportunity to procure land for food cultivation. This is even worse for women, who are major contributors to food production in Africa [9,37,79,80]. Another unprecedented thing is the issue of what the land is used for and the beneficiary. Africa’s inability to address gaps in the effective management of leased or acquired lands for developmental purposes creates the tendency to have huge deposits of resources that cannot necessarily translate into wealth or freedom from hunger and poverty. This is similar to a resource curse because, despite Africa’s huge land resources and abundance of raw materials, it can hardly boast of fully reaping positive outcomes from the resources or raw materials. This depicts a situation where those who own the resources (land) cheaply sell their land to foreigners or investors and work as laborers on their sold land to earn a livelihood. As foreign countries (US or China) smile to the bank to receive huge dividends from their investment [70,81]. This adequately describes the resource curse situation in Africa.



Similarly, multinational corporations, through CSR, have illegally grabbed lands for the benefit of their home states at the expense of the host countries. These corporations hide under the pretense of bringing socio-economic development to areas of their operations by illegally acquiring lands and assets belonging to host communities in Africa, as their assistance to developing African countries is embedded in an unequal exchange arrangement [10,82,83,84]. It has been argued that negotiation dexterity, diplomatic power, economic preponderance, and socio-cultural upper hands of multinational cooperations or states undermine African nations’ bargaining prowess during negotiations over trade, including land; this has been found to be detrimental to the economic development of the continent [10]. MNCs have also been accused of preventing the free flow of indigenous knowledge among the local people in host countries. They have been accused of hijacking and converting high-income-producing indigenous knowledge to their own through patenting, despite the global geographical recognition of such knowledge belonging to host communities [20,37]. The promise to assist the people of San in processing the hoodia plant without infringing on their right of ownership, where there was a total disregard for the convention on biological diversity (CBD) by the foreign MNCs, aptly explained the domineering nature of the negotiation process by MNCs.



MNCs are opposed to local, vibrant initiatives that could have aided the development of host communities. They disarticulate the sources of economic stability in host communities as local people are forced to produce what they cannot eat and consume what they cannot produce. They are objects of de-capitalization and de-industrialization in Africa [10,27]. The claim that land is grabbed to create jobs in the agricultural sector is absolutely not correct and misleading, as most of these multinational cooperatives only cultivate the land for food production to feed their own populations and not those of Africa. They grabbed lands in host communities under the pretense of utilizing those lands for the improvement of infrastructure (roads, bridges, and schools, among others) and mitigation against climate change. In doing this, members of host communities are displaced and forcefully ejected from their lands, only to realize later that the main motive is to use the land to feed the population of the home countries [77,82].



Despite the endowment of Africa with raw materials and natural resources, it lacks the capacity to process these resources or raw materials into finished products. This has made Africa rely on developed countries for the processing of its resources. This reliance is partly due to a lack of sophisticated technology and technical know-how. However, empirical evidence shows that the refined or processed resources are sold back to Africa at a very high price, thus making it appear as a resource curse to Africa, which originally owned the resources [85]. The need for Africa to have some of its resources processed into finished products overseas makes her accept stringent conditions during loan negotiations with Bretton Woods institutions and other big powers (the IMF and World Bank, China, and the US) [10,26]. The imposition of mono-cropping against an agro-ecological model of sustainable development in food security in Africa is a sign and an indicator that Africa suffers from a resource curse. It literally means that Africa’s resources cannot transform it from its poverty and hunger-striking state to a more desired and sustainable level.



This explains why Africa, despite her arable lands and her description as the world’s capital of raw materials, is still largely poor and faces hunger, malnutrition, and inequalities. How could a continent so endowed with arable, fertile lands with huge raw materials be this poor and affected by hunger? This question confirms the fact that central Africa has the highest extreme poverty rate of 54.8%, followed by Southern Africa at 45.1%. Rates in Western and Eastern Africa are 36.8% and 33.8%, respectively [86]. The answer to this question is not far-fetched, as globalization not only triggered massive attraction to Africa for her unprocessed raw materials and uncultivated lands, but it also led to land grabbing for massive food production for commercial purposes rather than for humanitarian sustainability or purpose. This might have led to the conclusion that the description of Africa as the food basket and raw materials of the world has made many multinational corporations (MNCs) and states scramble for African countries' resources and, more recently, grab African arable lands to produce food for the North and Middle East markets [87]. Relatedly, Amusan (2018) argued that African resources are fast becoming a curse if multinational corporations (MNCs) continue to engage in capital flight and soulless capitalism, where monies realized from food production on the grabbed African land are sold outside African markets.




5. Mapping the Impact of Globalization on Global Partnerships, Hunger-Index, and Resource Curse in Africa


Although globalization often draws praise and recognition, it has also been blamed for its negative side effects across continents, including Africa [88]. Indeed, Africa has benefited and suffered greatly from globalization. While studies have extensively examined how Africa benefited from globalization, findings about Africa’s pains, especially how they contribute to Africa’s hunger index rate, are scarce in the literature. It is a fact that prior to the establishment of the SDGs, hunger already existed in Africa; SDG 2 was only a global response to end hunger in the world, including Africa [89]. To achieve this goal, all countries in the world are expected to take action against hunger [90]. However, while some countries seem to have the capacity in terms of technology, knowledge, and finance for massive food production that can solve their food crisis, others, especially their African counterparts, seem to be highly deficient in modern climate control, food production technologies, and finance to meet their food production needs [89,90]. In the same vein, while Africa has a large scale of arable lands, raw materials, and viable markets for agricultural harvests or products, their counterparts on other continents seem to have limited arable lands, markets, or raw materials required for their food production [11]. These shortfalls and limited capacities across continents form the basis of global partnerships, interdependency, and interconnectedness. With partnerships, countries across continents have been able to have access to agricultural funds, technology transfer, foreign aid, financial assistance, arable lands, raw materials, and markets to enhance their food production capacity [21]. From the foregoing, it is clear that partnerships can only thrive through flows of trade, people, communication, goods and services, ideas, information, and knowledge, which are essential features of globalization. It is expected that as countries engage in global partnerships or collaborative engagements, their capacity to achieve the SDGs, including SDG 2, will be enhanced, all things being equal [10,27]. Thus, Africa is expected to have the capacity to eradicate hunger following her global partnerships and collaborations with developed nations such as China, the US, Britain, and France, among others. In addition, its large scale of arable lands and endowment of raw materials are added advantages that ought to have improved Africa’s capacity to produce food that can feed its populations [11,21]. However, despite her global partnerships, availability of arable lands, and raw materials, Africa still has a high hunger index rate, lacks the capacity to feed her populations and suffers from resource curse syndrome [91,92]. These deplorable conditions have been blamed on the fallout of globalization, which is manifested in the way global powers such as China have transgressed constituted authorities and undermined land allocation regulations in some African states with weak budgetary allocations to agricultural production [93]. It is a fact that the rising global demand for biofuel and food has shifted the focus of some developed nations to Africa, where raw materials are readily available [65]. As they scrambled for African raw materials and lands for food plantations, they tended to undermine the interests of peasant farmers and impugned human rights in Africa (Holmen, 2015). Although land grabbing is legal and commonly practiced across the world, its enforcement in some African countries limits Africa’s food sovereignty initiative [56,94]. China’s developmental drive in Africa indicates that, through globalization, most foreign land speculators or investors grab land in Africa. However, the motive for the acquisition of these lands appears to purportedly promote Africa’s food production capacity, whereas, in reality, it is to provide job opportunities and promote the welfare of their citizens residing in host countries. China’s “Going-out policy” tends to retain Chinese citizens as workers or contractors in any project financed by loans provided by China [26,73]. With this policy, peasant farmers in Africa would be denied the opportunity to grow food because the majority of them have been dispossessed of their lands [10]. Although these lands were allocated on the basis of positive agricultural outcomes such as the training of local farmers on how to operate agricultural technologies, high-yielding seedlings, irrigation, detecting a good and conducive planting season, climate adaptability, marketing, and storage of farm harvests, among others, that can be rewarding and beneficial to African countries food production capacity [11]. It is a fact that Africa is not fully benefiting from its allocated landed resources because the majority of its global partners often do not report all the gains or profits on agricultural investment. In the same vein, evidence indicated massive capital flights (transfers of profits on investment back home) overseas by these global partners [11,26,27]. In some severe cases, raw materials from Africa are transferred overseas by these global partners for the industrialization of their countries. In the colonial era, palm oil from southern Nigeria was used to fuel Britain’s industrial revolution, just as French farmers resettled in the farmlands of local communities without any meaningful compensation in Algeria [11]. Today, Africa’s natural resources, especially arable lands and other raw materials, have attracted global partners that have offered to assist Africa in ending hunger, but their assistance has been shrouded in secrecy and largely skewed to undermine the rights of peasant farmers, take control of resources in host communities, amass wealth at the expense of host communities, and limit food sovereignty in Africa [27,45]. These are the reasons why Africa still has a high hunger index rate, is unable to feed its populations, and suffers from a resource curse. The more peasant farmers are denied the opportunity to grow food, the higher the hunger index rate and the greater the inability to feed the population. This no doubt described Africa’s resource curse situation, especially with the way Africa, despite her endowment of resources (large-scale arable lands and raw materials) and web of global partnerships, is still not fully benefiting from the proceeds of investment in its landed resources. This might have led to the conclusion that governance crises are the bane of underdevelopment in Africa [89]. Land grabbing in Africa has governance issues, such as a lack of information on leased lands and poor monitoring of the activities of land investors or foreign partners. These governance crises could limit the attainment of SDG 2 [10,27]. The practical effects or implications of these findings are that African governments can now understand where they get it wrong in terms of not following due process in land allocation and make swift adjustments against such practices. Similarly, the findings of this article advanced fresh knowledge on how African governments should now manage or handle their collaborative engagements or partnerships with global powers. Another practical effect of this article’s findings is that they provided needed information on how African governments can optimize globalization to achieve positive SDG 2 outcomes. This will be accomplished by ensuring that all information about land grabbing is transparent, people-oriented, or focused, through effective land grab governance, periodic checks or reviews of the activities of foreign land investors or global partners, and by ensuring that Africa fully benefits from its landed resources.




6. Indigenous Knowledge Systems and Technology to Boost Food Security in Africa


Indigenous knowledge systems (IKS) are simply the application or use of native intelligence to foster or boost agricultural food production. Prior to globalization, indigenous knowledge systems were in existence and widely used by local farmers in Africa to produce mainly organic foods [95]. However, with the advent of globalization, the focus shifted from indigenous knowledge systems that specialize in mostly organic farming or food production to genetically modified organisms (GMOs) with the use of technology. The widespread nature of globalization, which eventually led to the adoption of technology in agricultural food production across the world, including Africa, is symptomatic of some factors. First, it attests to the expanding importance of technology in everyday human endeavors. Whereas technology can enhance and endanger food security, its gains offset the fallout. Second, it is reflective of an alternative method for addressing low food production that negatively impugns food security.



Although low food production is widespread on some continents, Africa’s situation suffers from below-par and rushed attempts at increasing food production [21,49]. Studies on the use of crude farming equipment for food production in Africa show low food production outcomes [96]. The literature is replete with evidence of undesirable drifts in public perceptions of the capacity of crude technology in food security [97,98,99,100], indicating low food production, which could trigger food insecurity. The consequences of these actions have been stiffening food security challenges [101].



Thus, the advent of globalization, which comes with technology transfer and adoption, embodies opportunities for massive and fruitful food production that can meet the food demand of Africa. Africa’s population is huge, and the indigenous technology systems cannot produce food that can meet the exponential population growth of Africa. Technology transfers and adoption or utilization are predominantly expedient in the context of Africa’s exponential population growth. The ability of highly sophisticated technologies to produce the food requirements of Africa can enhance food availability, accessibility, and utilization and allow the people wider latitude to determine what to eat and produce what they can consume rather than receiving directives and impositions from the developed countries. Africa has, for a long time, been on the receiving end of out-of-use technologies from developed partners. No wonder it was concluded that inappropriate technologies are transferred to Africa, and even when sophisticated technologies are sent to Africa, local employees are hardly allowed to work on those machines [10,27]. It is also a fact that about 5% to 10% of the profit made on technology transfer to Africa is directed toward patenting payments [10]. This shows that technology transfer to Africa, which is purposely intended to boost food security, is meant to drain the pockets of Africa and enrich the MNCs and their states.



Importantly, as it was made clear, those technologies barely drive change without other factors; ‘effectiveness arises from a combination of technology, organizational shifts, and policy reforms [102]’. Technologies need to be aggregated with other factors that are important for development [86]. The aspects of the reforms that could not be handled by technology require human judgment, intuition, and discretion [103]. Therefore, outcomes will be a function of the quality of decision-making resulting from the effective operation of farming technologies such as tractors, irrigation machines, food modification technologies or machines, robots, and agricultural drones, among others. For massive food production through technology to take firm root in Africa, ‘it is vital that the training, mindset, and methods of food production and farming undergo fundamental change [104].’ These underscore the human dimension. Local farmers need to be trained in the act of mechanization and the handling of sophisticated farming machines or technologies to boost food security in Africa.



Much progress in the use of technology platforms (such as tractors, climate detection devices, mobile phones, and drones) to boost food security depends on how farmers, especially women, can adapt them to daily operational workings such as the use of phones to alert customers or buyers of food harvests. In addition to what technology can add to food security, it is imperative that African farmers expand their infrastructure, especially in relation to the use of mobile phones and internet facilities, to showcase their harvests and attract customers. This is against a background of studies highlighting a shortage of basic technology used for food production, such as telephones, computers, and internet facilities, in rural local farming areas [75,82].



This limits the extent to which farmers are familiar with technology in their farming duties. Farmers need to deepen their use of technologies, as this can enable them to know the potency of the best technology platforms in addressing challenges, including seedlings, irrigation, planting season, prices of food, harvesting, and storage of food, and not just as platforms for increasing food production. The ability to institutionalize and strengthen the use of IKS and technology among farmers, especially women, will aid sustained efforts at boosting food security and ending hunger in Africa.




7. Limitations and Future Directions


One of the limitations of this paper was the difficulty in identifying the exact and global meaning of land grabbing. In the literature, while some scholars see it as a forceful dispossession of lands in foreign countries, especially in Africa, others see it as a legal and mutual allocation of land. In the long run, this article believes that land grabbing could be legal or illegal, especially when the due process or land tenure regulations of host African states are not followed in the process of leasing or allocating lands. Another limitation is that it places too much focus on developing countries in Africa. Other developing nations on other continents, where land grabbing is predominant, were excluded from the review. Importantly, the paper also suffers from the limitation of reviewing or examining only SDG 2. Its findings can only be applicable to countries in need of ways to improve their food production capacity to end hunger. Given these limitations, it is expected that more robust research should be conducted to compare land grabs and resource curses, with a specific focus on globalization in Africa and Asia. Similarly, research on this subject should cover more SDGs (specifically, SDGs 1, 13, and 17). Finally, research in this direction should strive to utilize mixed methods of quantitative and qualitative research design. It is hoped that in the future, the findings of the mixed-methods paper will provide a balanced view of how globalization impacts land grabbing and provokes resource curses.




8. Conclusions


This article has established that globalization in itself is not a bad thing. The real problem of globalization in Africa is the inability of some African governments to effectively optimize the potential of globalization for the development of Africa [105]. Land grabbing, if adequately enforced (in terms of following due process and good governance, which ensures that the local communities participate in land allocation decisions and have access to information about the land and transparency), has the potential to contribute to the attainment of SDG 2 [106]. Expectedly, with Africa’s arable lands and lawful land grabs for food security purposes, the issue of hunger and mal-nutrition targeted by SDG 2 will be a thing of the past. The successful achievement of SDG 2 in Africa largely depends on transparent land grabs, sincere global partnerships, and effective monitoring of the activities of international land grabbers [107]. This, if adequately enforced, can improve Africa’s capacity to feed its population and attain SDG 2. However, lands allocated to foreign partners have yielded little or no positive outcomes due to weak land tenure laws in Africa. This partly accounts for the increasing rate of dispossession of local farmers from their farmlands and the relegation of peasant farmers in host communities. The desire to amass wealth and earn foreign currencies from global partners is partly the reason why arable lands are allocated without due process or regulations [10,21,94]. This has implications for the loss of lands by local farmers; it also reduces their capacity to produce food and consequently aggravates Africa’s hunger index rate. From the foregoing, it can be inferred that the more arable lands are unlawfully allocated at the expense of peasant farmers, human rights, and Africa’s developmental motives, the lower the capacity to produce food and the greater the rate of hunger in Africa. It also has implications for Africa’s inability to feed its populations. This is because most African governments fail to optimize and effectively utilize their collaborations with other developed states or global big powers (China, the US, Britain, and others) to advance sustainable development in their key sectors, including agriculture. Evidence shows that in most large-scale land deals, African governments with weak financial or budgetary allocations are usually under pressure to satisfy these big powers at the expense of their local farmers [26,27]. This satisfaction, if not properly checked, could lead these big powers to exert undue influence and control over resources in Africa. China’s undue influence and control over gold mining and big farm lands and its ability to determine who works on these sites and farms succinctly explained why Africa’s overdependency on foreign partners for technology, financial assistance, and foreign aid limits its capacity to feed its populations. It is also the reason why Africa is labeled a resource curse because Africa has yet to fully benefit from its landed resources and partnerships with big global powers.



To address this gap, the findings in this piece indicate the possibilities that IKS and technology provide for the effective cultivation of land and processing of resources. These are sacred to food security. Unfortunately, in Africa, governments have failed to optimize lawful land grabbing and foreign partnerships for the attainment of SDG 2 and, thus, food security. Uncultivated arable lands stimulate the massive attraction of foreign land investors and speculators to Africa, but the inordinate desire of some African governments, which made them allocate land without due process, caused many local peasant farmers to lose their lands, hence their limited capacity to produce food. Other restrictive challenges affecting food security, including the overbearing influence of MNCs, the imposition of food policies and methods, mono-cropping, a lack of technology, the marginalization of women farmers, and other related issues, as well as a lack of funds and the associated problems of GMOs, worsen food security in Africa.



Prospects provided by technology transfer are desirable for addressing some of the issues. It is established that a blend of IKS and technology used by farmers will help boost food production and, by extension, food security in Africa. Technologies and IKS enable deeper interactions, native intelligence, monitoring, and oversight leverage over massive food production. Gaps in food production and security in Africa can be alleviated by IKS, which relies on the low cost of technology to advance indigenous knowledge to boost food security efforts in Africa. Technology allows the joint production of indigenous knowledge, in which local farmers in host communities bring to the fore their native knowledge about problems affecting food production in their localities and support for ideas or efforts of partnering states or organizations, which are the determinants of food security. Continual cultivation of Africa’s arable lands and processing of resources using a blend of IKS and technology will combine to boost food security in Africa.



Universities in Africa can also provide the expected change in the attainment of SDG 2, especially through the giving of assignments and research works to students, which specifically cover issues of global partnerships and food sovereignty in Africa. This can expose students to understanding how their work or assignments impact lives in society. Across continents, universities are thinking tanks that are strategically placed in society to conduct problem-solving research and cross-sectoral execution of the SDGs, providing an invaluable source of expertise in research and education on all sectors of the SDGs [108]. Universities, through the Higher Education Sustainability Initiative (HESI), can partner-with governments and communities in food production. This can be achieved by offering agricultural extension or educational services to local peasant farmers, creating awareness on how farmers can adapt and prevent harsh climatic impacts, and liaising with different sub-national governments to train and educate farmers in massive food production [109]. The departments of food technology, agricultural science, and extension services of various universities in Africa, through their community service functions, have rendered research expertise to governments and communities in the growing of cash crops that have yielded positive outcomes in food production [110]. This, if adequately and continually explored, could enhance the quick attainment of SDG 2 [111].



Conclusively, it can be deduced that while globalization stimulates Africa to partner with other nations or big powers to be able to attain SDG 2 (an end to hunger and mal-nutrition), globalization has also been disproportionately exploited to milk Africa of its resources, as Africa has benefited very little from allocating its arable lands to foreign land grabbers, who pretentiously cultivate Africa’s lands to develop their home country and limit Africa’s capacity to attain SDG 2, hence, the high hunger index in Africa.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, S.C.A.; Methodology, S.C.A.; Software, L.A.; Validation, S.C.A.; Formal analysis, S.C.A.; Investigation, L.A.; Data curation, L.A.; Writing—original draft, S.C.A. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.




Funding


This research has no external funding. And the APC was funded by the University of North West, South Africa.




Institutional Review Board Statement


Not applicable.




Informed Consent Statement


Not applicable.




Data Availability Statement


Data Availability Statements are available in section “MDPI Research Data Policies” at https://www.mdpi.com/ethics.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Ali, S.M.; Appolloni, A.; Cavallaro, F.; D’Adamo, I.; Di Vaio, A.; Ferella, F.; Gastaldi, M.; Ikram, M.; Kumar, N.M.; Martin, M.A.; et al. Development Goals towards Sustainability. Sustainability 2023, 15, 9443. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Peterson Institute for International Economics (PIIE). What Is Globalization? And How Has the Global Economy Shaped the United States? 2018. Available online: https://www.piie.com/microsites/globalization/what-is-globalization (accessed on 4 June 2023).

	



D’Adamo, I.; Gastaldi, M. Perspectives and Challenges on Sustainability: Drivers, Opportunities and Policy Implications in Universities. Sustainability 2023, 15, 3564. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hall, R.; Scoones, I.; Tsikata, D. Africa’s Land Rush: Rural Livelihoods and Agrarian Change; James Currey: Woodbridge, UK, 2015. [Google Scholar]

	



He, X.; Khan, S.; Ozturk, I.; Murshed, M. The role of renewable energy investment in tackling climate change concerns: Environmental policies for achieving SDG-13. Sustain. Dev. 2023, 31, 1888–1901. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kumar, N.M.; Chopra, S.S. Leveraging Blockchain and Smart Contract Technologies to Overcome Circular Economy Implementation Challenges. Sustainability 2022, 14, 9492. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Smol, M. Is the green deal a global strategy? Revision of the green deal definitions, strategies and importance in post-COVID recovery plans in various regions of the world. Energy Policy 2022, 169, 113152. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Halkos, G.; Gkampoura, E.-C. Where do we stand on the 17 Sustainable Development Goals? An overview on progress. Econ. Anal. Policy 2021, 70, 94–122. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Salahuddin, M.; Vink, N.; Ralph, N.; Gow, J. Globalisation, poverty and corruption: Retarding progress in South Africa. Dev. South. Afr. 2019, 37, 617–643. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ojo, A.S. Globalization and Agricultural Productivity Paradigm: The Nigeria Perspective. Arch. Bus. Res. 2018, 6, 94–104. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Amusan, L. “Reap what you have not Sown”, “Architect of Poverty”: The Political Economy of Biodiversity Patenting in Africa. Anthropologist 2018, 31, 25–33. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Batterbury, S.P.J.; Ndi, F. Land grabbing in Africa. The Routledge Handbook of African Development; Binns, J.A., Lynch, K., Nel, E., Eds.; Routledge: London, UK, 2018; pp. 573–582. [Google Scholar]

	



Gygli, S.; Haelg, F.; Potrafke, N.; Sturm, J.E. The KOF globalisation index–revisited. Rev. Int. Organ. 2019, 14, 543–574. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Muthoka, S.; Muthuri, E.; Oginga, J. Globalisation in Africa: An Overview; MPRA Paper 65474; University Library of Munich: Munich, Germany, 2013. [Google Scholar]

	



Vibeke, B.; Henning, B.; Andre, F.; Rooyen, V. Why agricultural production in sub-Saharan Africa remains low compared to the rest of the world—A historical perspective. Int. J. Water Resour. Dev. 2020, 36, (Suppl. 1). S20–S53. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Otsuka, K.; Muraoka, R. A green revolution for sub-Saharan Africa: Past failures and future prospects. J. Afr. Econ. 2017, 26, 173–198. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Nel, A. A Critical Reflection on Equity in Ugandan Carbon Forestry; Social Justice and Environmental Governance; Routledge: London, UK, 2016. [Google Scholar]

	



Smith, W.; Jeppese, C. Britain, France and the Decolonization of Africa. 2017. Available online: www.ucl.ac.uk/ucl-press (accessed on 26 June 2023).

	



Bi, M.; Zhang, Z. Exploring the Path of Autonomous Development: The Development Dilemma and Coping Strategies of Sub-Saharan Africa in the Post-epidemic Era. J. Knowl. Econ. 2023, 14, 1–16. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Carmody, P.; Taylor, D. Globalization, Land Grabbing, and the Present-Day Colonial State in Uganda: Ecolonization and Its Impacts. J. Environ. Dev. 2016, 25, 100–126. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Amusan, L. Multinational Corporations’ (MNCs) Engagement in Africa: Messiahs or Hypocrites? J. Afr. Foreign Aff. 2018, 5, 41–62. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Holmén, H. Is Land Grabbing Always What It Is Supposed to Be? Large scale Land Investments in sub-Saharan Africa. Dev. Policy Rev. 2015, 33, 457–478. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yao, J.M.; Xu, M. Development dilemmas and prospects in Africa under the new crown pneumonia epidemic. Contemp. World 2020, 9, 64–71. [Google Scholar]

	



Zabella, A.A. The impact of the China-Africa cooperation Forum on the deepening of relations between China and Africa. RUDN J. World Hist. 2020, 12, 35–46. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zhou, J.; Jing, Z. Urban trap and breakthrough of Sub-Saharan Africa: Discussing the influence of China investment in Africa on urbanization. Int. Urban. Plan. 2018, 33, 29–38. [Google Scholar]

	



Zhou, J.Y. Why has poverty increased and life expectancy declined in sub-Saharan Africa? Chin. Sci. Bull. 2018, 63, 606–610. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gallous, A. The impact of Chinese Loans in Africa. J. Am. Acad. Res. 2022, 10, 1–26. [Google Scholar]

	



Amusan, L. SDGs 1, 2 and 5 Actualisation in the Age of Ultra-Capitalism: Likely Roles of State Intervention in South Africa. Transylv. Rev. 2020, 28, 12220–12226. [Google Scholar]

	



Wang, X.J. Africa’s development situation and China-Africa joint construction of the Belt and Road. Int. Stud. 2019, 2, 35–48. [Google Scholar]

	



Wen, Z. The forum on China-Africa cooperation: An investment perspective. China WTO Rev. 2019, 5, 195–206. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yates, D.A. France and Africa. In Africa and the World; Palgrave Macmillan: Cham, Switzerland, 2018; pp. 95–118. [Google Scholar]

	



Zhao, Y.T. African development governance and China’s role during the COVID-19 pandemic. J. China-Afr. Stud. 2021, 2, 24–43+155–156. [Google Scholar]

	



Quartey, S.H.; Oguntoye, O. Understanding and promoting industrial sustainability in Africa through the Triple Helix approach: A conceptual model and research propositions. J. Knowl. Econ. 2021, 12, 1100–1118. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rana, J.; Paul, J. Consumer behavior and purchase intention for organic food: A review and research agenda. J. Retail. Consum. Serv. 2017, 38, 157–165. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Li, X.Y.; Li, J.Y.; Xu, J. Agriculture in Africa: Dilemma and prospects in the context of globalization. Int. Econ. Rev. 2020, 5, 5–6+61–75. [Google Scholar]

	



Liu, H.; Luo, J. Changes in the Geopolitics of Africa, and Issues Pertaining to Three-Way Cooperation among China, Africa and the West. In Sino-African Development Cooperation; Springer: Singapore, 2021; pp. 79–101. [Google Scholar]

	



Malah Kuete, Y.F.; Asongu, S.A. Infrastructure development as a prerequisite for structural change in Africa. J. Knowl. Econ. 2022, 10, 1–27. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Amusan, L. Politics of Biopiracy: An Adventure into Hoodia/Xhoba Patenting in Southern Africa. Afr. J. Tradit. Complement. Altern. Med. 2017, 14, 103–109. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Odinga, S.O. Looking for Leverage: Strategic Resources, Contentious Bargaining, and US-African Security Cooperation. CUNY Academic Works. 2016. Available online: https://academicworks.cuny.edu/gc_etds/1500 (accessed on 26 June 2023).

	



Prudence, A.; Wenche, B.E.; Kristin, R.K.; Per Ole, I.; Ane, C.W. Unlocking the potential for achievement of the UN Sustainable Development Goal 2—‘Zero Hunger’—in Africa: Targets, strategies, synergies and challenges. Food Nutr. Res. 2021, 65, 7686. [Google Scholar]

	



Schöggl, J.-P.; Rusch, M.; Stumpf, L.; Baumgartner, R.J. Implementation of digital technologies for a circular economy and sustainability management in the manufacturing sector. Sustain. Prod. Consum. 2023, 35, 401–420. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Alam, M.F.B.; Tushar, S.R.; Zaman, S.M.; Gonzalez, E.D.R.S.; Bari, A.B.M.M.; Karmaker, C.L. Analysis of the drivers of Agriculture 4.0 implementation in the emerging economies: Implications towards sustainability and food security. Green. Technol. Sustain. 2023, 1, 100021. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tseng, M.L.; Lim, M.K.; Ali, M.H.; Christianti, G.; Juladachah, P. Assessing the sustainable food system in Thailand under uncertainties: Governance, distribution and storage drive technological innovation. J. Ind. Prod. Eng. 2022, 39, 1–18. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fierke, K.M. Constructivism. In International Relations Theories; Dunne, T., Kurki, M., Smith, S., Eds.; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2016. [Google Scholar]

	



Amusan, L. The Plight of African Resources Patenting through the Lenses of the World Trade Organisation: An Assessment of South Africa’s Rooibos Tea’s Labyrinth Journey. Afr. J. Tradit. Complement. Altern. Med. 2017, 5, 41–47. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Walters, R. Eco Crime and Genetically Modified Food; Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2011. [Google Scholar]

	



Thun, E. The Globalization of Production. In Global Political Economy; Ravenhill, J., Ed.; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2017; pp. 174–196. [Google Scholar]

	



Wade, R.H. Global Growth, Inequality, and Poverty; The Globalization: London, UK, 2017. [Google Scholar]

	



Tickner, J.A.; Laura, S. Feminism. In International Relations Theories; Dunne, T., Kurki, M., Smith, S., Eds.; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2016. [Google Scholar]

	



Amusan, L.; Agunyai, S.C. The COVID-19 Pandemic and the crisis of Lockdowns in Nigeria: The food security perspective. Afr. Public. Serv. Deliv. Perform. Rev. 2021, 9, 78–98. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Santos, M.P.; Brewer, J.D.; Lopez, M.A.; Paz-Soldan, V.A.; Chaparro, M.P. Determinants of food insecurity among households with children in Villa el Salvador, Lima, Peru: The role of gender and employment, a cross-sectional study. BMC Public Health 2022, 22, 717. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Riley, L.; Caesar, M. Urban household food security in China and Mozambique: A gender-based comparative approach. Dev. Pract. 2018, 28, 1012–1021. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Amusan, L.; Agunyai, S.C. Food Security without Women: A sine qua’non for Food Insecurity in Africa. In Food Security and Food Sovereignty in Africa; Amusan, L., Ed.; Ethics Press: Cambridge, UK, 2022; pp. 67–79. [Google Scholar]

	



Ehrlich, S.D. The Politics of Fair Trade: Moving Beyond Free Trade & Protection; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2018. [Google Scholar]

	



Owens, J.K. Systematic reviews: Brief overview of methods, limitations, and resources. Nurse Author Ed. 2021, 31, 69–72. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bedenlier, S.; Kondakci, Y.; Zawacki-Richter, O. Two decades of research into the internationalization of higher education: Major themes in the Journal of Studies in International Education (1997–2016). J. Stud. Int. Educ. 2018, 22, 108–135. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Almudena, M.; Taísa, D.; Javier, M.S.; Raquel, G. Systematic Literature Reviews in Social Sciences and Humanities: A Case Study. J. Inf. Technol. Res. 2018, 11, 1–17. [Google Scholar]

	



Giang, H.T.N.; Banno, K.; Minh, L.H.N.; Trinh, L.T.; Loc, L.T.; Eltobgy, A.; Tai, L.L.T.; Khan, A.; Tuan, N.H.; Reda, Y.; et al. Dengue hemophagocytic syndrome: A systematic review and meta-analysis on epidemiology, clinical signs, outcomes, and risk factors. Rev. Med. Virol. 2018, 28, e2005. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Tawfik, G.M.; Dila, K.A.S.; Mohamed, M.Y.F.; Tam, D.N.H.; Kien, N.D.; Ahmed, A.M.; Huy, N.T. A step by step guide for conducting a systematic review and meta-analysis with simulation data. Trop. Med. Health 2019, 47, 46. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hanson, N. Biofuels, land grabbing and food security in Africa. Afr. Geogr. Rev. 2013, 32, 190–192. [Google Scholar]

	



Ralph, T.; Fred, S. The Politics of Land Grabbing: State and corporate power and the (trans)nationalization of resistance in Cameroon. J. Agrar. Chang. 2018, 19, 41–63. [Google Scholar]

	



Cotula, L. The Great African Land Grab? Zed Books: London, UK, 2013.

	



Lisk, F. Land Grabbing or Harnessing of Development Potential in Agriculture? East Asia’s land-based investments in Africa. Pac. Rev. 2013, 26, 563–587. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Oxfam International. Land and Power: The Growing Scandal Surrounding the New Wave Ofinvestments in Land; Oxfam: Oxford, UK, 2011. [Google Scholar]

	



IIED. The Global Land Rush: What the Evidence Reveals about Scale and Geography; IIED Briefing; International Institute for Environment and Development: London, UK, 2012. [Google Scholar]

	



Hamouchene, H.; The Ouarzazate Solar Plant in Morocco: Triumphal ‘Green’ Capitalism and the Privatization of Nature. Adaliyya e-zine (Arab Studies Institute). Syndicated Article. 2016. Available online: http://www.jadaliyya.com/pages/index/24124/the-ouarzazate-solar-plant-in-morocco_triumphal-gr (accessed on 16 June 2023).

	



Tijo, S. Facing criticism: An analysis of (land-based) corporate responses to the large-scale land acquisition countermovement. J. Peasant Stud. 2018, 46, 1–18. [Google Scholar]

	



Amanor, K.S. Global Resource Grabs, Agribusiness Concentration and the Smallholder: Two West African Case Studies. J. Peasant Stud. 2012, 39, 731–749. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Amadou, S. What Do We Know about the Chinese Land Grab in Africa? Brookings, 2015. Available online: https://www.brookings.edu/blog/africa-in-focus/2015/11/05/what-do-we-know-about-the-chinese-land-grab-in-africa/ (accessed on 20 June 2023).

	



Shaomin, X.; Jiang, L. The Emergence and Fallacy of ‘China’s Debt-Trap Diplomacy’ Narrative. China Intl. Stud. 2020, 81, 69. [Google Scholar]

	



Gill, I.; Karakhula, K. Sounding the Alarm on Africa’s Debt. Brookings Institution Blog, 6 April 2018. Available online: https://www.brookings.edu/blog/future-development/2018/04/06/sounding-the-alarm-on-africas-debt/ (accessed on 4 June 2023).

	



Bernstein, H. Agrarian Political Economy and Modern World Capitalism: The Contributions of Food Regime Analysis. J. Peasant Stud. 2016, 43, 611–647. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Borras, S.M.; Franco, J.; Wang, C. The Challenge of Global Governance and Land Grabbing: Changing International Agricultural Context and Competing Political Views and Strategies. Globalizations 2013, 10, 161–179. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sun, Y. China’s Aid to Africa: Monster or Messiah? Brookings Institution, 7 February 2014. Available online: https://www.brookings.edu/opinions/chinas-aid-to-africa-monster-or-messiah/ (accessed on 3 June 2023).

	



Were, A.; Debt Trap? Chinese Loans and Africa’s Development Options. Africanportal, South African Institute of Internal Affiars, Policy Insights 66. 2018. Available online: https://www.africaportal.org/publications/debt-trap-chinese-loans-and-africas-development-options/ (accessed on 26 June 2023).

	



Su, X. Why Chinese Infrastructure Loans in Africa Represent a Brand-New Type of Neocolonialism. The Diplomat, 9 June 2017. Available online: https://thediplomat.com/2017/06/why-chinese-infrastructuralloans-in-africa-represent-a-brand-new-type-of-neocolonialism/ (accessed on 26 June 2023).

	



Scoones, I.; Hall, R.; Borras, S.M., Jr.; White, B.; Wolford, W. The Politics of Evidence: Methodologies for understanding the global land rush. J. Peasant Stud. 2013, 40, 469–483. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sassen, S. Land grabs today: Feeding the disassembling of national territory. Globalizations 2013, 10, 25–46. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rotberg, R. Africa Emerges: Consummate Challenges, Abundant Opportunities; Polity Press: Cambridge, UK, 2013. [Google Scholar]

	



Ndlovu-Gatsheni, S.J. Decolonising borders, decriminalising migration and rethinking citizenship. In Crisis, Identity and Migration in Post-Colonial Southern Africa; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2018; pp. 23–37. [Google Scholar]

	



Axford, B. Theories of Globalization; Polity Press: Cambridge, UK, 2015. [Google Scholar]

	



Dicken, P. Global Shift: Mapping the Changing Contours of the World Economy; Sage: London, UK, 2015. [Google Scholar]

	



Roberts, D.J. Technology is playing an expanding role in policing. Technology talk. Police Chief 2011, 78, 72–73. [Google Scholar]

	



Schwab, K. The Fourth Industrial Revolution; World Economic Forum; Geneva, Switzerland, 2016; 184p. [Google Scholar]

	



World Bank. Poverty Rate in Africa: 2022; World Bank: Geneva, Switzerland, 2022. [Google Scholar]

	



Pearce, F. The Landgrabbers: The New Fight over Who Owns the Earth; Eden Books Project: Croydon, UK, 2012. [Google Scholar]

	



Dwyer, M.B. Building the Politics Machine: Tools for ‘Resolving’ the Global Land Grab. Dev. Chang. 2013, 44, 309–333. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



United Nations General Assembly (UNGA). World Economic and Social Survey; United Nations: New York, NY, USA, 2015; Available online: https://www.un.org/en/desa/world-economic-and-social-survey-20142015 (accessed on 21 June 2023).

	



Kossi, A.; Wang, R.; Wang, W.; Stephanie, N.; Josphert, N.K.; Judith, M.P. The impact of globalization on African countries economic development. Afr. J. Bus. Manag. 2012, 6, 11057–11076. [Google Scholar]

	



Anseeuw, W. The rush for land in Africa: Resource grabbing or green revolution? S. Afr. J. Int. Aff. 2013, 20, 159–177. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zoomers, A.; Gekker, A.; Schäfer, M.T. Between two Hypes: Will ‘Big Data’ Help Unravel Blind Spots in Understanding the ‘Global Land Rush’? Geoforum. J. Phys. Hum. Reg. Geosci. 2016, 69, 147–159. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Liberti, S. Land Grabbing: Journeys in the New Colonialism; Verso: London, UK, 2013. [Google Scholar]

	



Nally, D. Governing precarious lives: Land grabs, geopolitics, and ‘food security’. Geogr. J. 2015, 181, 340–349. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wolford, W.; Borras, S.M., Jr.; Hall, R.; Scoones, I.; White, B. Governing Global Land Deals: The Role of the State in the Rush for Land. Dev. Chang. 2013, 44, 189–210. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Agunyai, S.C. Emerging Governance Crises in Twenty-First Century Nigeria. In Africa Now: Emerging Issues and Alternative Perspective; Adebusuyi, A., Ikuteijo, K., Eds.; Springer Publication, Palgrave Macmillan: London, UK, 2018; pp. 211–239. [Google Scholar]

	



Olaopa, O.; Ayodele, O.A. Building on the strengths of African indigenous knowledge and innovation (AIK&I) for sustainable development in Africa. Afr. J. Sci. Technol. Innov. Dev. 2021, 14, 1313–1326. [Google Scholar]

	



Baumüller, H. Mobile Technology Trends and Their Potential for Agricultural Development, 2013. ZEF Working Paper 123. Available online: https://ageconsearch.umn.edu/record/160565/?ln=en (accessed on 21 June 2023).

	



Chen, H. Applications of cyber-physical system: A literature review. J. Ind. Integr. Manag. 2017, 2, 1750012. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Krell, N.T.; Giroux, S.A.; Guido, Z.; Hannah, C.; Lopus, S.E.; Caylor, K.K.; Evans, T.P. Smallholder farmers’ use of mobile phone services in central Kenya. Clim. Dev. 2021, 13, 215–227. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Scalzo, R.L.; Picchi, V.; Migliori, C.A.; Campanelli, G.; Leteo, F.; Ferrari, V.; Di Cesare, L.F. Variations in the phytochemical contents and antioxidant capacity of organically and conventionally grown Italian cauliflower (Brassica oleracea L. subsp. botrytis): Results from a three-year field study. J. Agric. Food Chem. 2013, 61, 10335–10344. [Google Scholar]

	



Raheem, D.; Shishaev, M.; Dikovitsky, V. Food System Digitalization as a Means to Promote Food and Nutrition Security in the Barents Region. J. Agric. 2019, 9, 168. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schwab, B.; China and Africa—Continuing an Unequal Relationship. A Fiedrich Ebert Stiftung Briefing Paper. 2016. Available online: http://www.fes-Tanzania.org/fileadmin/user_upload/pdf/FES_Briefing_Paper_China_and_Africa_-_Continuing_an_Unequal_Relationship__Benjamin_Schwab_.pdf (accessed on 2 June 2023).

	



West, D.M. The Next Wave: Using Digital Technology to Further Social and Political Innovation; The Brookings Institution: Washington, DC, USA, 2011. [Google Scholar]

	



World Bank. Digital Dividends: World Development Report; World Bank: Washington, DC, USA, 2016. [Google Scholar]

	



Nolte, K.; Väth, S.J. Interplay of Land Governance and Large-Scale Agricultural Investment: Evidence From Ghana and Kenya. J. Mod. Afr. Stud. 2015, 53, 69–92. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ishaku, B.L. Globalization and development. The impact on Africa; A political economy approach. OIDA Int. J. Sustain. Dev. 2014, 7, 153–162. [Google Scholar]

	



Odoh, S.I. The Challenges of Globalisation as Instrument of Imperialism in Africa. South East J. Political Sci. 2018, 4, 44–55. [Google Scholar]

	



Tewodros, K.; Yemiamrew, J. The Challenges of Globalization to Africa: Theoretical Reflections and Practical Assessments. World J. Res. Rev. 2020, 11, 21–38. [Google Scholar]

	



Schendel, R.; McCowan, T. Expanding higher education systems in low- and middle-income countries: The challenges of equity and quality. High. Educ. 2016, 72, 407–411. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



El-Jardali, F.; Ataya, N.; Fadlallah, R. Changing roles of universities in the era of SDGs: Rising up to the global challenge through institutionalizing partnerships with governments and communities. Health Res. Policy Syst. 2018, 16, 38. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



SDSN Australia/Pacific. Getting Started with the SDGs in Universities. A Guide for Universities, Higher Education Institutions, and the Academic Sector. Australia, New Zealand and Pacific Edition; Sustainable Development Solutions Network—Australia/Pacific: Melbourne, Australia, 2017. [Google Scholar]












	
	
Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.











© 2023 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).






nav.xhtml


  sustainability-15-10845


  
    		
      sustainability-15-10845
    


  




  





media/file0.png





