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Part A: Background 
Organization Introduction 
As a “world grant”1 university, Michigan State University (MSU) is deeply committed to improving the 
quality of life of resource-poor and disadvantaged people around the world. For over 50 years, MSU has 
worked in partnership with networks of African scholars, government officials, practitioners, and civil 
society leaders to strengthen African institutions, advance knowledge frontiers, build human capacity, and 
inform policy to promote robust and equitable growth. Specifically, MSU has a decades-long history in 
sub-Saharan Africa and institutional strengths and experience working with local partners and underserved 
populations to develop research and knowledge that can be used to engage policymakers, industry, and civil 
society leaders to solve critical societal issues. These factors make MSU uniquely suited to manage locally-
led efforts to improve opportunities for youth employment and entrepreneurship in the agrifood systems2 
of Nigeria and Tanzania.  

Strategic and Geographic Opportunity  
Africa has the youngest population in the world, with almost 200 million people aged 15-24—a number 
that is expected to double by 2045. Although many jobs have been created by Africa’s growing economies, 
job creation has not been enough to accommodate the growing youth population. The International Labor 
Organization estimates that of 73 million jobs created in Africa between 2000 and 2008, only 16 million 
were filled by youth. Sixty percent of Africa’s unemployed are youth, even more are underemployed, and 
youth unemployment rates are double those of adult unemployment in most countries. Across 32 African 
countries, citizens regard unemployment as the top problem facing their nations. The rising youth 
population is increasingly educated3 and there is an unprecedented opportunity for economic and social 
development if this generation’s talents can be tapped. Alternatively, youth unemployment could also 
present a significant threat to social cohesion and political stability if sufficient economic and employment 
opportunities are not available, particularly in fragile states where one in two youths joining rebel 
movements cite unemployment as the primary motivation. 

Significant opportunities for increasing youth employment in the agrifood system exist in Nigeria and 
Tanzania. The proposed Agrifood Youth Opportunity Lab (Ag Youth Lab) model (described in 
“Methodology” below) is well-suited for these contexts for three reasons: 1) youth in each country have 
great need; 2) these countries have potential for change and environments that are conducive to reaching 
and having an impact on youth; 3) the agrifood system is the dominant employer in both countries, 
accounting for at least 60% of employment in Nigeria and 64% of employment in Tanzania4; and, 4) MSU 
has significant experience and relationships in both countries. 

In Nigeria, the rapid decline in crude oil prices has led to a sharp contraction in oil-related employment and 
external revenue earnings, which has had several effects. More people are entering farming than exiting 
                                                           
1 MSU’s President Lou Anna K. Simon envisions MSU as “world grant” university, which means “integrating the attributes and strengths of all 
segments of society for the sustainable prosperity and well-being of peoples and nations throughout the world… (2009)” 
2 We define the agrifood system as the set of activities, processes, people, and institutions involved in supplying a population with food and 
agricultural products. The agrifood system encompasses the provision of farming inputs and services, production at farm level, post-farm 
marketing, processing, packaging, distribution, and retail, and the policy, regulatory, environmental, and broader economic environment in 
which these activities take place.  
3 Currently 42% percent of youth ages 20-24 have received secondary education, and this is projected to rise to 60% by 2030. 
4 These represent estimates of full-time equivalent employees, and are drawn from AgYees analysis.  



Introduction

• Majority of sub-Saharan Africa’s population live in 
rural areas and depend directly or indirectly on 
agriculture for livelihood 

• Youth in SSA:
- about 62% of population are youth below 25 years of age
- youth aged between 15 and 35 years account for 55% of the 

region’s labor force

- Almost 11 million youth enter job market every year and only 
25% likely to get non-farm wage employment over next 
decade

- Jobs in the non-farm informal sector in rural are limited-most 
youth will therefore depend on farming for their livelihood 
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Introduction (cont’d)

• Secure access to productive land is fundamental for 
youth in SSA to engage in farming as independent 
farmers

• Limited  access to productive land for farming induces 
youth in rural areas to exit from farming to explore 
alternative livelihood opportunities elsewhere

• This paper investigates the factors influencing young 
Tanzanians’ decision to exit from farming. 

• The paper addresses the gap that is always forgotten of 
migration being a livelihood strategy induced by 
inadequate access to fertile and productive land for 
faring.  3



Introduction (cont’d)

• Study hypothesis:  Limited access to fertile and productive 
land for farming is one of the major factors that induce youth’s 
decision to exit from farming 

• The paper uses the 2008/09, 2010/11 and 2012/13 national 
panel survey data complemented with 2016 cross-sectional  
data from 1,200 households in eight (8) districts of  Tanzania 
Mainland

• We applied a probit regression model using the national panel 
data to investigate whether limited access  to productive land 
for farming  induce youth’s decision to exit from farming

• Descriptive statistics were generated using the 2016 data to 
understand the current situation in terms youth migration and 
land access  
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The	probit regression	model

• Analysis	done	at	individual	household	member	level	-

youth	aged	15-35	years

• Model	Variables:

ØDependent	variable:	binary	variable	=1	if	youth	aged	

15-25	years	was	faring	in	2008	but	decided	to	exit	

from	farming	(migrated)	in	subsequent	years
5



Probit regression: Explanatory variables
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Household head 
characteristics

Household Level FactorsIndividual Youth 
Characteristics

§ Age
§ Sex
§ Education

Other household characteristics

Community Level Factors or 
Locational Context

§ Distance from 
homestead to 
motorable road

§ Distance from 
homestead to market

§ Annual mean 
temperature

§ Annual precipitation
§ Slope
§ Population density

§ Household age
§ Household head 

sex
§ Household 

education
§ Number of year of 

household head in 
current residence

§ Number of brothers and 
sisters to household head

§ Number of male youth 
between 15-30 years

§ Number of female youth 
between 15 to 30 years

§ Land holding size
§ Number of livestock
§ Own tractor
§ Own plough
§ Own TV
§ Own cell phone
§ Land productivity 
§ Labour productivity

Youth Decision

Exit from 
farming

Remain in farming



Results of the descriptive analysis
-
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Proportion	of	Youth	in	Farming	and	Non-farm	
employment	(%)
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Survey 
year 

Location Activity N 

Farming Non-
farm 

2008_09 Rural 75 25 2,165 

  Urban 14 86 925 

  Overall 44 56 3,090 

2010_11 Rural 67 33 2452 

  Urban 14 86 981 

  Overall 41 59 3433 

2012_13 Rural 56 34 2499 

  Urban 12 88 1277 

  Overall 34 66 3776 

Source: Panel Survey Data 



Households with and without land ownership
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Njo
mbe

Kilom
bero 

Mvom
ero

Kiteto Magu Liwale Moshi 
rural 

Mkura
nga 

Total

Hhh_with 
land 271 63 110 298 75 150 26 111 1104

%
95.8 86.3 81.5 94.6 96.2 98.7 92.9 89.5 92.9

Hhh_with
out land 12 10 25 17 3 2 2 13 84

%
4.2 13.7 18.5 5.4 3.8 1.3 7.1 10.5 7.1

Total 
283 73 135 315 78 152 28 124 1188

Percent 
(%)

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0



Land	ownership	by	age	groups
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Age 
group N & 

%

District

Njom
be

Kilom
bero

Mvom
ero 

Kiteto Magu Liwal
e 

Moshi 
rural 

Mku
rang
a 

Total

15 -
35

Count 36 5 26 61 13 37 6 33 217

%
13.3 7.9 23.6 20.5 17.3 24.7 23.1 29.7 19.7

36  & 
above 

Count 235 58 84 237 62 113 20 78 887

%
86.7 92.1 76.4 79.5 82.7 75.3 76.9 70.3 80.3

Total Count 271 63 110 298 75 150 26 111 1104

%
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0



Methods	of	Land	Acquisition	

S/N Land acquisition  Frequency Percent

1 Bought 50 25.1
2 Inherited  111 55.8
3 Community allocation  16 8.0
4 Government allocation 22 11.1

Total 199 100
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Land	Inheritance	by	district	and	sex
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District  
Sex Njom

be 
Kilombe
ro 

Mvom
ero 

Kiteto Mag
u 

Liwal
e 

Moshi 
rural  

Mkura
nga 

Total 

None %  28.6 64.1 40.2 15.6 12.3 7.9 4.8 5.4 28.6 
Male %  16.1 6.3 20.5 23.1 13.7 24.5 23.8 16.3 19.2 
Female %  1.2 0.0 0.0 1.4 1.4 0.0 4.8 0.0 0.8 
Both % 54.0 29.7 39.3 59.9 72.6 67.5 66.7 78.3 58.1 
Total %  100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 



Migration	in	selected	districts	by	age	and	sex
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S/N Age group Female Male Total 
1 0 to 14 4 (80%) 1(20%) 5(100%)
2 15 to 35 (target 

group)
579(56.9%) 439(43.1%) 1018(100%)

3 36 to 60 187(46.4%) 216(53.6%) 403(100%)
4 61 and above 10(58.8%) 7(41.2%) 17(100%)

Total 780(54.1%) 663(45.9%) 1443(100%)



Destination	of	Migrants
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Areas moved to   Frequency Percent 
Rural areas within and outside 
village 

889 61.7 

Dar es Salaam 257 17.8 
Other urban areas 227 21.0 
Other Country 8 0.6 
Total 1443 100.0 



Results of the probit regression analysis
-
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Marginal effects of probit regression analysis 
for individual youth characteristics

• -
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Explanatory Variable All Male Female 
Age of the youth (years)  -0.01*** -0.01*** -0.01** 
Gender of the youth 
(1=male)  

-0.01   

Member's education 
attainment (base: no 
education): 

   

  _primary education  -0.01 -0.17 -0.20 
  _secondary education  -0.22 0.02 -0.01 
  _post secondary   0.39*** 0.24 0.47** 

Note: ***, **, *: significant at 1%, 5%, and 10% levels respectively. 



Results of probit regression analysis for 
household level factor

• -
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Explanatory Variable All Male Female 

Characteristics of household head: 
Age of household head (years) 0.23*** 0.22*** 0.15** 
Household head sex (1=male)  -0.75 0.03* -0.03* 
Household head education 
attainment (Base=no 
education):  

   

_primary education 0.01 -0.02 0.01 
_secondary education -0.01 -0.04* 0.01 
_post secondary education -0.16 -0.06 0.04 
Years of household head in 
current residence 

-0.04 -0.01 -0.01 

Note: ***, **, *: significant at 1%, 5%, and 10% levels respectively. 



Results of probit regression analysis for household 
level factors (Cont’d)

• -
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Other household factors:    
Number of brothers and sisters 
to household head  

0.02** 0.03*** 0.01 

Number of  male youth between 
age of 15-30  0.22 0.01 0.01 
Number of female youth 
between age of 15-30  -0.31 0.52 0.11 
Land holding (ha)  -0.01** -0.01** -0.01** 
Number livestock  (TLU) 0.35** 0.37** 0.43** 
Own tractor (1=yes)  0.54** 0.81*** 0.00*** 
Own plough (1=yes)  0.47 0.27 -1.39 
Own TV (1=yes) 0.01 0.01 0.03 
Own cell phone (1=yes)  0.21 0.26 1.09 
Land productivity per ha 
harvested ('million TZS’)  

-0.04*** -0.06** -0.03** 

Labour productivity per resident 
adult ('million TZS’) 

-0.14** -0.14* -0.14 

Note: ***, **, *: significant at 1%, 5%, and 10% levels respectively. 
 



Marginal effects of probit regression analysis for 
community level factors

• -
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Explanatory Variable All Male Female 
Distance from homestead to 
motorable road (km) 0.34** -0.02 0.52** 
Distance from homestead to 
market (km) -0.02 -0.08 0.04 
Annual mean temperature 
(0C*10)  0.04 0.11 -0.02 
Annual precipitation (mm) -0.04* -0.01 -0.05 
Slope (%)  0.07 0.18 -0.06 
Population density dummies 
(base: 0-50 persons/km2): 

   

_50-100  -0.01 -0.02 0.03 
_100-200  0.02 -0.03 0.02 
_200-300  -0.01 -0.03 0.03 
_300-500  0.01 0.05* -0.04* 
_500-1000  0.02 0.07* -0.02 
_>1000  0.07** 0.08** 0.07* 

Note: ***, **, *: significant at 1%, 5%, and 10% levels respectively. 
 



Conclusion and policy implications  

• As hypothesized the findings of the study show that the probability 
of youth’s decision exit from farming declines as the land holding 
of the parent increases, implying that the available evidence does 
not allow rejection of the hypothesis.

• Also the higher the land productivity in terms of net value of crop 
output per hectare of harvested area and labour productivity in 
terms of net value of crop output per resident adult, the less the 
probability of youth’s decision to exit from farming

• Gender disaggregated analysis show that young men are more 
likely than young women to exit from farming if land productivity 
declines. 

• Distance to motarable road as a measure of remoteness and 
market access increases probability of youth’s decision to exit 
from farming in rural areas 21



Conclusions and Policy Implications

• The major conclusion that can be drawn from the 
findings is that while some people associate youth’s 
decision to exit from farming with the behavior of disliking 
rural life or engaged in farming, the results regression 
analysis suggest that they are fundamentally against 
being poor

• Their decision to exit from farming are affected by 
conditions that affect their ability to earn a decent 
livelihood from farming

• These results suggest that incentives to motivate youth 
to engage in profitable farming will reduce the probability 
of their decision to exit from farming 22



Conclusion and Policy Implications  
(Cont’d)

• Agricultural policy and strategies should strive to improve 
productivity in farming and access to markets

• Productivity can be improved through increasing access 
and promoting use of improved technologies including 
improved seeds, fertilizer, irrigation and other inputs 
(intensification) coupled with improved  farm husbandry 
practices – extension advice is crucial 

• Access to markets can be improved through up-scaling 
the current efforts made by the government to improve 
feeder roads in rural areas to facilitate transportation of 
agricultural produce to markets outside the rural areas. 
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Policy Implications  (Cont’d

• The above should go hand in hand with promotion 
of value addition to agricultural produce to absorb 
surplus labor which is likely to occur if productivity in 
faming improves significantly.

• Value addition in the rural areas is possible with the 
on-going investments in rural electrification under 
REA.

• The surplus labor released from farming can also be 
absorbed in industries other than agro-based 
industries 
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Sunflower production and processing in 
Tarime, Tanzania

• -
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THANK	YOU	FOR	LISTENING
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